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Lurking and Listening:  
 Exploring Annotation Readership 
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“Using Web Annotations for Asynchronous 
Collaboration Around Documents” [R1] 

 
 Benefits: 
 Communication 
 ‘In-context’ collaboration 

 Anchoring 
 Community-building [R2]  

 
 

 Challenges: 
 Communicating outside system? 
 Edits to original document 

 Orphaning  
 Conflict avoidance 
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What about readers of annotations? [R1] 

 Who are they? 
 Cadiz et al. looked only at annotators: one-time users (33%), 

occasional users (32%), and regular users (32%) 
 

 What are they reading? 
 Notifications, but lack of meta-awareness 
 Who has seen my comment? Who subscribed to notifications? 
 25% of subscribers to notifications never annotated 

 

 Why aren’t they contributing? 
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System Limitations and Constraints? [R1] 

 Beaten to the punch, or ‘ditto’ effect 
 Reduce redundancy  
 But at what cost? Comment repeats with spreadsheet method 

conveyed consensus 
 

 The public nature of annotations 
 Self-consciousness 
 Diplomacy 
 A record for everyone to see 
 Behavioural difference? 
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“Exploring the Relationship between Personal 
and Public Annotations” [R3] 

 WebAnn system; personal annotation functionality 
with export option  
 

 Study of personal annotations and “the transitions 
they undergo as they are shared” (p. 349) 
 Assignment O’s gone public 

 

 Personal annotations: 
 Not predicative # of public annotations contributed 
 Must be changed a lot to be intelligible to others 
 Mostly of the ‘anchor-only’ variety (ie. highlighted, underlined) 
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What about readers of annotations? 

 
 Who are they? 

 
 What are they reading? 

 
 Why aren’t they contributing? 

 
 Why should we care? 
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Annotation Readership: A Research Agenda 

 Realizing the effect that annotations can have on 
reading [R4]  

 Better recall of material; affected interpretation of text 
 

 Applications for design evaluation 
 Understand why not being used as intended [R5] 

 Improve usability, approach universality 
 

 Because most users don’t participate!  
 Lurkers: the hippies of the Internet? 
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“We Are All Lurkers…” [R6] 

 Lurking is normal; lurking is not even negative 
 

 Lurkers as ‘indirect contributors’ to system [R7] 

 Altruism; prefer not to add clutter 
 Idealism; defer to more informed users 

 
 Lurkers as ‘indirect contributors’ outside system [R8] 

 Taking knowledge outside original community 
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Lurking as Listening 

 A third potential benefit:  
 
 Awareness  

 
 Distributed groups, “by their nature, are denied the informal 

information gathered from a physically shared workspace and 
the proximity which is an important factor in collaboration 
between colleagues” (p. 542)  [R9] 

 
 Lurking as ‘learning about the group’ [R7] 

 Listening before speaking 
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“Is This What You Meant? Promoting Listening 
on the Web with Reflect” [R10] 

 Designing for listening 
 Communication theory; conversational feedback; grounding 

for mutual understanding 
 Providing evidence of listening without the need for new 

content or judgements 
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“Is This What You Meant? Promoting Listening 
on the Web with Reflect” 
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Listening as De-lurking 
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Discussion 

 Do you lurk? Why do you lurk? Under what 
circumstances will you de-lurk and contribute? 

 
 Cadiz et al. identify agree/disagree buttons as a way 

to document ‘repeat’ annotations. Would this be 
useful? Can you think of a better affordance? 
 

 How can awareness be afforded with respect to 
users’ privacy and preferences? 
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