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Abstract

Traditional social media platforms, once envisioned as digital town
squares, face growing criticism over corporate control, content
moderation, and privacy concerns. Events such as Twitter’s acqui-
sition (now X) and major policy changes have driven users toward
alternative platforms like Mastodon and Threads. However, this di-
versification has led to user dispersion and fragmented discussions
across isolated social media platforms.

To address these issues, federation protocols like ActivityPub
have been adopted, with Mastodon leading efforts to build de-
centralized yet interconnected networks. In March 2024, Threads
joined this federation by introducing its Fediverse Sharing service,
which enables interactions such as posts, replies, and likes between
Threads and Mastodon users as if on a unified platform.

Building on this development, we introduce FediverseSharing,
the first dataset capturing interactions between 20,000+ Threads
users and 20,000+ Mastodon users over a ten-month period. This
dataset serves as a foundation for studying cross-platform inter-
actions and the impact of federation as two separate platforms
integrate. The data and code will be available upon acceptance.
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Figure 1: Federation for cross-platform interactions enabled
by the ActivityPub protocol'. On the left, Mastodon users
from two servers; on the right, Threads users, can post, reply,
and like. These actions are synchronized across platforms by
replicating data across their databases. In other cases, when
multiple users from each platform like the same post, their
actions are also shared across Threads and Mastodon.

1 Introduction

Growing frustrations with traditional social media platforms—rooted
in concerns over content moderation, privacy measures, and cor-
porate influence—have led many users to seek alternative spaces

for online interaction [10]. This discontent became particularly

evident following Twitter’s acquisition on October 27, 2022, which

triggered a mass exodus of users exploring alternatives [5, 12, 17].
As a result, the social media landscape has become increasingly

divided between centralized and decentralized platforms, each of-
fering distinct features and user bases.

Several prominent alternatives emerged in the wake of this
shift [16]. Threads, a centralized platform created by Meta, operates
under corporate control and algorithmic content recommendation,
amassing over 130 million users. In contrast, Mastodon is a non-
profit, open-source project with a decentralized network of inde-
pendent instances, allowing users greater control over moderation
and data, and has over 10 million users.

!Technical details are available at https://www.w3.org/TR/activitypub/, with the basic
mechanism of federation covered in the preliminaries section of this paper.
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However, this growing diversification has also introduced chal-
lenges, particularly in isolating discussions, trends, and content
within separate platforms [2, 8]. The limited communication be-
tween platforms restricts information flow, while user migration
splits communities, making it harder to stay engaged and connected
to their original networks [20, 21, 26]. As a result, users had to ei-
ther maintain multiple accounts across different platforms or risk
missing out on relevant discussions outside their chosen platform.

Fortunately, federation-based protocols like ActivityPub have
emerged as a solution to the growing fragmentation of social media
platforms [33]. By connecting independent networks through stan-
dardized mechanisms, ActivityPub allows users to interact across
different instances. Mastodon is an early adopter of ActivityPub,
using it to synchronize posts, replies, and likes within its federated
network. A major milestone was later reached on March 17, 2024,
when Threads adopted ActivityPub through its Fediverse Sharing
feature, enabling direct interaction between Threads and Mastodon
users. Figure 1 illustrates how ActivityPub facilitates these cross-
platform interactions by synchronizing actions and replicating data
across respective platform databases [29].

In this paper, we present FediverseSharing, the first large-scale
dataset capturing cross-platform interactions between Threads and
Mastodon users. Collected through Mastodon’s public API, the
dataset includes profiles and behaviors of 20,000+ Threads users
who opted into FediverseSharing and 20,000+ Mastodon users who
interacted with them. Spanning ten months post-launch, it docu-
ments posts, replies, and likes shared across the platforms. By exam-
ining these interactions, we provide insights into how federation-
driven platform integration impacts user engagement, content cre-
ation, and intergroup dynamics within a federated network.

Our key contributions are as follows:

e First Cross-platform Interaction Dataset: We propose
a unique way to collect data for user interactions between
Threads and Mastodon, including posts, replies, and likes.

e Impact of Federation-driven Platform Integration: Our
longitudinal data provides an analysis of users’ behavioral
shifts before and after the introduction of Fediverse Sharing.

e Insights into Federated Social Network: We analyze dif-
ferent instances within a federated network, highlighting
key factors associated with federation and user interactions.

2 Related Work

We review two key aspects of this dataset project in the context of
social media: (1) platform interactions and (2) community interac-
tions, discussing their implications for cross-platform interaction.

2.1 Platform Integration

Platform integration is a strategic business decision, often struc-
tured as a two-sided market, where platforms act as intermediaries
connecting user groups with complementary needs [9, 27, 30]. This
model facilitates interactions between distinct user segments, driv-
ing engagement and market expansion. By linking services, inte-
grations enhance accessibility and create new revenue streams. For
example, Google’s integration of YouTube with Search refines con-
tent recommendations, reinforcing creator-audience relationships
while increasing ad revenue [14, 24].
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Social media platforms have historically emphasized content
visibility over direct cross-platform engagement. Facebook’s early
integrations with TripAdvisor and Yelp enabled content sharing
through Facebook but did not support interaction between users
across different services [4, 14]. Similarly, Facebook and Instagram
facilitate content distribution while maintaining distinct user bases,
leveraging network effects to increase audience reach [1].

Recently, open-source platforms like Mastodon and Bluesky have
promoted federation-driven social media, shifting control away
from corporate-owned platforms [15, 20]. Protocols like Activi-
tyPub and AT Protocol foster interoperability, allowing different
platforms to communicate. However, these integrations raise new
challenges regarding governance, content moderation, and the long-
term sustainability of federated social networks [32].

2.2 Community Interaction

Community dynamics play a fundamental role in shaping human be-
havior, as individuals’ actions are influenced by their group identity,
perceptions of outsiders, and the stability of their communities [29].
Offline research, such as studies on ethnogenesis, examines how in-
tergroup interactions contribute to the formation of new collective
identities [23]. When cultures clash between communities, individ-
uals actively share and signal aspects of their identity to build trust
within their group, reinforcing social cohesion while delineating
boundaries with outsiders [3].

Similarly, online communities function as digital tribes, where
trust is built through the exchange and reinforcement of commu-
nity norms [7, 25]. Platforms like Reddit illustrate how engagement
in toxic or partisan subreddits can spread hostility, influencing the
behavior of adjacent communities [19, 28]. Research on political
polarization suggests that exposure to diverse perspectives, includ-
ing out-group perspectives, can reduce animosity and affective
polarization, fostering better understanding of opposing groups [6].
While such exposure may lower outgroup animosity, it is often
shown to be insufficient to alter polarization.

Federated social networks offer a new model of community inter-
action, distinguished by decentralized governance and inconsistent
moderation. Unlike corporate platforms with standardized policies,
federated networks rely on community-driven oversight, leading to
variations in content regulation and trust-building [30]. While this
grants users more autonomy, it also raises concerns about stability,
harmful content, and ideological fragmentation. Without central-
ized enforcement, it remains uncertain whether these platforms
will foster healthier discourse or deepen divisions.

2.3 Implications of Our Study

We distinguish our study as the first to analyze cross-platform
interactions at the platform level within a federated social me-
dia ecosystem. Our FediverseSharing dataset offers key insights
into the relationship between platform integration and user behav-
ior. We examine the first integration between these structurally
distinct platforms, highlighting how federation reshapes online
interactions. As large-scale social media research faces growing
challenges from fragmentation, restricted access, and diverse gov-
ernance structures [22], our dataset serves as a crucial resource for
understanding the new social media landscape.
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3 Preliminaries

Understanding the Fediverse Sharing feature requires familiarity
with key concepts, including ActivityPub, Federation, Fediverse,
and specific social media platforms such as Mastodon and Threads.

3.1 ActivityPub

ActivityPub is a decentralized social networking protocol that en-
ables seamless interaction across compatible services. It establishes
a structured framework for sharing posts, replies, likes, and follows
between interconnected systems. Each user on an ActivityPub-
compliant service is represented as an actor, capable of sending and
receiving interactions within the network. The protocol standard-
izes the distribution of status—any user-generated message, either
in the form of a post or a reply. By ensuring a uniform way to handle
these interactions, ActivityPub enables seamless interoperability
between diverse services within the Fediverse.

3.2 Federated Social Network (Fediverse)

The Fediverse is a decentralized network of interconnected social
media instances that operate using open protocols such as Activ-
ityPub. Unlike centralized social networks, where a single entity
controls user data and interactions, the Fediverse is composed of
independently hosted instances (i.e., servers) that form a decen-
tralized ecosystem. These instances interconnect while ensuring
user autonomy and data ownership, fostering a more private, user-
controlled, and community-driven online environment [17].

Figure 2 illustrates how federation works, using the example of
Mastodon instances connecting with Threads and other Mastodon
servers. When platforms implement ActivityPub, they automati-
cally establish connections between instances. This structure allows
users to interact with both local members and those on other recog-
nized federated instances. Additionally, users or instance adminis-
trators can manually block communication with specific instances
or users if they choose to de-federate.

3.3 Mastodon and Threads

The Fediverse comprises a diverse range of services, including mi-
croblogging, photo sharing, and more. Among them, Mastodon
remains the largest, representing 58.5% of ActivityPub-based in-
stances?. It functions as a decentralized microblogging platform
akin to Twitter but operates across independently managed in-
stances. Each instance has its own administrator, policies, and com-
munity guidelines while still enabling users to follow and engage
with others across different instances through ActivityPub. Threads,
a text-based social media platform launched by Meta on July 5, 2023,
as a competitor to Twitter/X, has recently integrated with the Fe-
diverse. On March 17, 2024, Meta introduced Fediverse Sharing,
enabling Threads to federate with Mastodon. This platform inte-
gration comes with certain options for cross-platform interactions,
which will be discussed in the following section.

3.4 Interactions Between Threads and Mastodon

Currently, Fediverse Sharing supports cross-platform interactions
in three different ways:

Zhttps://fedidb.org/
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Figure 2: Three key scenarios illustrating how federation is
established between ActivityPub-based instances. Federation
occurs when a user in a source instance becomes aware of
a target instance through one of the following actions: (1)
direct search, (2) following a user, or (3) interacting with a
post (e.g., liking or replying). Each of these scenarios inde-
pendently triggers message exchanges between instances.

o Status (Post and Reply): Users on both platforms are al-
lowed to create and share posts and replies. Mastodon users
can also reply to posts generated by Threads users.

e Like: Users on both platforms can like each other’s posts
and replies. Users are notified when their content is liked
and who likes it across the platforms.

o Follow: Threads users can follow Mastodon accounts, and
Mastodon users can follow Threads accounts, expanding
content visibility across platforms.

Since the launch of Fediverse Sharing on March 17, 2024, Threads
has enhanced its interoperability with Mastodon. However, cer-
tain limitations persist. For instance, Threads users cannot reply
to replies from Mastodon users, restricting the flow of sequential
interactions between the two platforms. Additionally, due to pri-
vacy concerns, Threads’ social graph—which displays followers and
followees—remains inaccessible to Mastodon users.

4 Data Collection

The official Threads API® does not currently support profile searches
or any read permissions. This limitation restricts the collection
of any users directly on Threads. To address this, we leveraged
Mastodon’s official API°, which provides access to Threads users
who voluntarily enabled Fediverse Sharing, which makes their pro-
files and status publicly accessible on Mastodon.

However, Mastodon’s API imposes a 10,000-account limit on
profile searches, limiting a scalable data collection strategy. To over-
come this, we introduce Interaction-Driven Snowball Sampling
(IDSS), as shown in Figure 3, which consists of three key stages:

4

Shttps://developers.facebook.com/docs/threads/

“Profile search differs from a keyword search in the Threads API, which only allows
retrieving a user’s posts containing a specific keyword and requires user approval via
the Meta Developer App.

Shttps://docs joinmastodon.org/api/
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Figure 3: Data collection process with Interaction Driven
Snowball Sampling (IDSS), where new Threads users are dis-
covered through their replies to the posts of initial seed users.

(1) Seed User Collection: Identify a set of Threads accounts
with Fediverse Sharing through our Mastodon instance.

(2) User Interaction Collection: Retrieve posts of Threads
users and repliers on those posts by Mastodon’s API.

(3) Snowball Sampling through User Interaction: Expand
the seed user set by collecting additional Threads users who
have replied on posts, then repeat the process from Stage 1.

4.1 Seed User Collection

Seed user collection is flexible and up to the study’s design choice,
even possible through a manual sampling from Threads. In our case,
we automated this process by maximizing the Mastodon APT’s capa-
bilities within the platform’s constraints. Specifically, we searched
for profiles containing @threads . net on mastodon.social, one of
the largest and most widely federated Mastodon instances, founded
by Eugen Rochko. This method yielded 9,635 publicly accessible
Threads user profiles after removing false positives where the key-
word appeared outside the account handle.

4.2 User Interaction Collection

We selected mastodon. social as the primary query endpoint of the
Mastodon API to collect user statuses, including posts and replies,
due to its extensive federation with other Mastodon instances. This
broad connectivity provides access to a diverse range of users across
the Fediverse, including not only Threads users but also those
from various Mastodon instances federated with mastodon.social.
Using this endpoint, we first retrieved the complete set of posts
from Threads users available on Mastodon, along with all replies
associated with those posts. Note that Threads users’ posts are
accessible on Mastodon only after they enable Fediverse Sharing,
and only posts made afterward will be available.

4.3 Snowball Sampling through User Interaction

Since Mastodon’s API does not provide direct access to the so-
cial graph of Threads users, we expanded our dataset using an
interaction-driven approach. Specifically, we identified Threads
users by filtering accounts with handles ending in @threads.net
that had replied to seed users’ posts. These newly discovered Threads

1
1
1

1
1
1
1
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users were then saved as additional seed users through an iterative
process inspired by snowball sampling.

4.4 Data Validation and Privacy Measures

As of January 17, 2025, we identified 79.1% (20,456 out of 25,873)
of all Threads accounts on mastodon.social, verified with the
instance administrator. We confirmed these users’ activity in the
Fediverse using WebFinger®, a protocol for decentralized account
discovery that retrieves user metadata from their domain.

The data collection also left us with data on 20,231 Mastodon
users across 1,417 instances who interacted with these Threads
users. To protect user privacy, user-specific attributes, status con-
tent, and metadata will not be shared directly; instead, Mastodon
API scripts with status IDs will be provided.

5 Novel Study on Cross-platform Interaction

This is the first study on cross-platform interaction. For simplicity
of our study, we denote Ut as the set of collected Threads users
who enabled Fediverse Sharing and Uy as those Mastodon users
who interacted with Ut by replying on their posts.

5.1 Characteristics of Users on Each Platform

5.1.1 Joining Fediverse. We analyzed peak trends in joining dates
to understand user motivations in adopting federated networks.
Figure 5 shows that Threads users had two peaks: the launch of
FediverseSharing Beta (March 17, 2024) and cross-platform interac-
tions (July 5, 2024). In contrast, Mastodon users spiked on October
27, 2022, aligning with Twitter’s leadership change. This suggests
Threads users joined due to platform features, while Mastodon
users migrated in response to external disruptions [5, 12, 17].

5.1.2  Numerical Profile Attributes. We analyzed numerical attributes
in user profiles to understand key differences in users’ character-
istics between Threads and Mastodon. Figure 4 visualizes these
variations, revealing the distinct characteristics of each platform.
Key observations include:

¢ #Followers: Both platforms exhibit similar follower distri-
butions, though Threads has a higher median and a wider
spread, with more extreme values.

o #Following: The distribution of followings is similar across
both platforms, although Mastodon shows a marginally higher
median and a broader range of extreme values.

o #Status: The number of statuses follows a comparable distri-
bution on both platforms. However, Mastodon has a higher
median and a broader spread of extreme values.

Given the absence of algorithmic recommendations, Mastodon
users must actively expand their social connections and post more
frequently to maintain engagement. This differs from Threads,
where follower counting plays a more central role, aligning with the
findings on common social media’s focus on audience reach [16, 17].

5.1.3 Language Diversity. The primary audience and country of
each platform may vary, and language serves as a key indicator of
the diversity of the user base. To assess this, we employed LangID, a
language detection model by Meta with 99.6% accuracy on standard

®https://github.com/heliomass/Threads-Federation-Tracker
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Figure 4: Violin plots comparing three numerical attributes
of user profiles in log-scaled values for Mastodon users (Z;)
and Threads users (U7). The width of each plot indicates the

density of values, central tendency, and potential outliers.

Each pair of distributions are statistically different based on
the KS-test with a significance of p < 0.05.
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Figure 5: Joining dates of users on Mastodon since 2022.

Threads users (U7) joined Mastodon by activating Fediverse
Sharing, while Mastodon users (1)) joined by registration.
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Figure 6: Distribution of languages in user biographies, sorted
from most to least frequent. The remaining languages are
grouped under the category “Others” for simplicity.

datasets [18]. We detected users’ primary language based on their
biographies. The result revealed that over 90% of U prefer English,
while only 75% of Ut do. This suggests that Threads users exhibit
greater linguistic diversity within the federated network.
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Summary 1 (User Profile Analysis)

Users joined platforms for different reasons—Mastodon
users, many migrating from Twitter, focused on status
count and network curation, while Threads users priori-
tized new features and follower count. Mastodon is more
English-centric, while Threads supports wider languages.

5.2 How Do Users Interact Across Platforms?

5.2.1 Daily Status Trend. Figure 7 illustrates the daily volume of
statuses from Threads and Mastodon users, along with statuses
mentioning platform-related keywords. After the beta release of
Fediverse Sharing, we observed a gradual upward trend in status
activity, which peaked following the second update on July 5th.
This update introduced enhanced features such as users in Threads
can like and reply to statuses in Mastodon.

To assess how much attention each platform received, we an-
alyzed how users mentioned them in their statuses. Mentions of
the other platform were minimal, while users predominantly ref-
erenced their own. This self-referencing pattern reflects identity-
marking behaviors, where individuals emphasize their group affili-
ation. Ethnogenesis studies suggest this is a common phenomenon,
as people tend to assert their identity explicitly to build trust during
initial interactions with other groups [3].

5.2.2  Average Status Volume Shift. To account for potential shifts
in the average number of statuses, we analyzed the status volume of
U following the Fediverse Sharing updates. To enable meaningful
comparisons, we first normalized the status volume by considering
the number of users eligible to create a status. Here, the average
activity levels before and after the updates were adjusted based on
the duration of each period. The normalization was defined:

#Status
#Joined Users X Days in Period

Normalized Status =

Subsequently, we conducted a T-test on two distribution pairs.
As shown in Table 1, the increase in status was more pronounced
than in replies, likely due to the limited implementation of sequen-
tial replying. Nevertheless, both the average of posts and replies
demonstrated statistically significant increases (p < 0.001). This
analysis focused on the status of Uy, as historical data for Ur is un-
available. Due to API limit in Mastodon, the status for Threads users
is only accessible from the point they joined federated networks,
preventing retrospective analysis of their prior activity.

5.2.3 Cross-platform Interaction Asymmetry. Figure 8 shows that
cross-platform interactions between Threads and Mastodon follow
a power-law distribution, dominated by a few interactions. The
estimated power-law exponent is 1.24 for Mastodon-to-Threads
and 1.39 for Threads-to-Mastodon, highlighting distinct engage-
ment patterns. Mastodon-to-Threads interactions are more frequent,
while Threads-to-Mastodon interactions are significantly lower,
indicating asymmetry. The smaller « for Mastodon-to-Threads sug-
gests concentrated engagement driven by a few highly active users.
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Daily Post Volume by Mastodon Users
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Figure 7: Daily post volume trends for Threads users (U/7) and Mastodon users (U/ys). The blue line represents the total number
of posts, the orange line highlights posts mentioning threads.net, and the green line shows posts mentioning one of Mastodon
instances, which comprises a total of 1,417 instance names (e.g., mastodon. social, mstdn.social, etc.)

Time Point Status Type Avg. Before Avg. After Change Rate t-statistic p-value
Post 3.03 3.96 30.63% 111 0.0007

t1 (Mar 13th, 2024
1 (Mar 13th, 2024) Reply 1.57 1.80 14.45% 816 0.000***
Post 3.17 4.35 37.22% -2480  0.000"**

t, (July 5th, 2024
2 (July 5th, 2024) Reply 1.60 1.89 18.12% -1533  0.000***

Table 1: Average status levels in U before and after the introduction of Fediverse Sharing, measured at two distinct time
points: t; (beta launch) and t; (post-update). The p-value is rounded to three digits, with significance indicated as p*™** < 0.001.
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10° 10! 102 10°
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Figure 8: Scatter plot of cross-platform interactions between
Threads users (U/7) and Mastodon users (2{y;) through reply
or like. Both interactions follow a power-law distribution.

Summary 2 (Cross-platform Interaction Analysis)

The monthly average of status updates increased after the
Fediverse Sharing updates, with a large number of statuses
referencing the platform itself rather than the other. Cross-
platform interaction is asymmetrical, with Mastodon users
engaging more frequently than Threads users.

5.3 What Do Users Express through Contents?

5.3.1 Toxicity across User Generated Contents. Understanding how
toxicity varies among users is important because exposure to differ-
ent levels of toxicity can reveal group identify, platform moderation
levels, and the overall quality of discourse. Encountering a broad
spectrum of toxicity can present challenges for maintaining civil

Threads
=3 Mastodon

Threads Avg. Toxicity
—=- Mastodon Avg. Toxicity

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7
Toxicity Level

Figure 9: Average user toxicity scores between Threads users
(Ur) and Mastodon users (Uy). A user’s toxicity score is
calculated as the average toxicity score across all their posts.

discussions, while also offering valuable insights into how various
online communities will respond to different groups with hostility.

Figure 9 shows the distribution of user-level toxicity scores, mea-
sured using the Perspective API”. This multilingual model assigns a
toxicity score between 0 and 1, and we averaged the toxicity scores
across users’ status to determine their average toxicity level. Our
analysis revealed differences in user-level toxicity across platforms.
Mastodon exhibits higher toxicity levels than Threads, though both
platforms have averages below 0.1 (very low toxicity). Mastodon
has a wider range of toxicity scores, likely due to its decentralized
structure, lack of central moderation, and fewer content restrictions.
In contrast, Threads’ centralized platform and active corporate mod-
eration result in a more friendly user experience.

https://perspectiveapi.com
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Figure 10: Gini coefficients of topic distribution over time for
status by Threads users (U1) and Mastodon users ().

5.3.2  Topic Diversity Trend. Figure 10 illustrates the evolution of
topic diversity in historical status from Uy, and Ur, quantified
using the Gini coefficient:

n
Gini Coef ficient = 1 — ZP:Z
i=1
where p; represents the proportion of status in cluster i, and n is
the total number of clusters.

We began by sampling 10K statuses per month to ensure bal-
anced coverage across both platforms and reduce bias from unequal
sample sizes. To identify topic clusters, we employed a transformer-
based embedding paraphrase-multilingual-MinilLM-L12-v2. We
then applied BERTopic [11], a DBSCAN-based algorithm that does
not require a predefined number of clusters. After filtering out
unassigned dummy clusters and those with 10 or fewer statuses,
we calculated the Gini coefficient for each month.

Figure 10 shows that Mastodon’s topic distribution imbalance
decreases over time, while Threads exhibits an increase. However,
since all values remain below 0.43, both platforms still maintain
relatively balanced topic distributions. This divergence in trends
is worth further examination to better understand how federation
relates to conversational dynamics across platforms.

5.3.3  Out-group Animosity across Platforms. We analyzed the dis-
tribution of status referencing toward Mastodon and Threads to
assess user sentiment toward the opposing platform. Animosity
toward an out-group—has been shown to reinforce polarization,
potentially hindering the successful integration of these platforms.

To quantify sentiment toward each platform, we analyzed the
text content of statuses a € A using a fine-tuned Aspect-Based
Sentiment Analysis model built on DeBERTa [13, 31]. This model
classifies sentiment into three categories—positive, neutral, or nega-
tive—for two aspects: Threads and Mastodon.

We denote sentiment classification from the source to the target
platform as cls(a, S, 7)), where § is the source platform of the status
and user, and 7~ is the target platform toward which the sentiment
is expressed. Our analysis was performed at two levels:

(1) Status-level: For each status a € A, we examined the dis-
tribution of sentiment labels cls(a, S, 7") to determine how
users express sentiment toward the target platform.

(2) User-level: For each user u € U with their corresponding
set of statuses Ay, we computed the user’s overall sentiment
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Source Target Level DPositive Neutral Negative
Status 7.66% 82.26% 10.07%
M Th
astodon Threads ;0" go3n  7846%  1261%
Threads  Mastodon Status  22.12% 68.41% 9.47%

User 27.36% 58.27% 14.38%
Table 2: Aspect-based sentiment distribution in two direc-
tions: (1) from Mastodon users to Threads and (2) from
Threads users to Mastodon. Sentiment is analyzed at two
levels: “Status” indicates the sentiment in each post or reply,
while “User” represents the overall sentiment of each user.

toward the target platform based on the most frequent status
labels. where the user’s sentiment is determined by the most
frequent sentiment label across their statuses.

Table 2 presents sentiment distribution across source and target
platforms. Threads users express more positivity toward Mastodon,
while Mastodon users exhibit slightly greater negativity toward
Threads. However, neutrality remains dominant on both platforms.
Despite Mastodon’s slight negativity, the prevalence of neutral and
positive sentiment in Threads suggests potential for constructive
cross-platform engagement in the future.

Summary 3 (User Generated Content Analysis)

Users from Threads and Mastodon show distinct content
preferences. Toxicity is low on both, but Mastodon has a
higher variance. Topic diversity evolved in opposite direc-
tions between platforms, though both remain balanced.
While sentiment towards the other platform is mostly
neutral, Threads users express more positivity toward
Mastodon, indicating further openness to Mastodon.

5.4 What Instances Federate and Interact?

Each Mastodon user u € Uy is affiliated with an instance i denoted
as Iy, formally defined as:

Iy = {i | i = home instance of u, u € Uy}

5.4.1 Instances Interacting with Threads. Figure 11 shows the distri-
bution of home instances among Uys. Among the 1,417 Mastodon
instances, 63.1% (12,907 out of 20,456) of users in Uy belong to
mastodon. social, one of the largest instances in Mastodon.

5.4.2 Instance Size, Federation, and User Interaction. We examined
how instance size, defined by the number of registered users, im-
pacts federation and interaction with Threads. Table 3 presents
statistical relationships involving three key independent variables:
e #Unique Interacted Users: The proportion of users within
an instance who interacted with Threads users.
o #Cross-Platform Interactions: The frequency of interac-
tions between an instance’s users and Threads users.
o #Federated Instances: The number of Mastodon instances
an instance has federated with.
The linear regression analysis shows that the overall cross-platform
interaction count (f = —0.667) has a negative relationship with
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Figure 11: Distribution of those interacted Mastodon users’
home instances (Zj;). The top 10 instances are labeled with
their respective percentages.

Features Coef. SE  p-value OR
#Unique Interacted Users 2426 0.177 0.000 11.314
#Cross-Platform Interaction -0.667 0.144 0.000***  0.513
#Federated Instances 1.162 0.086 0.000*™*  3.196

Table 3: Results from OLS regression analyses exploring the
relationship between instance size and three instance-level
features. The table reports coefficient estimates (Coef.), stan-
dard errors (SE), and odds ratios (OR). Statistical significance
at p™* < 0.001. All values are rounded to three decimal places.

instance size, suggesting a possible bottleneck limiting the vol-
ume of interactions. However, given the small magnitude of this
coeflicient, this constraint appears to have only a minor impact,
indicating that even smaller instances can sustain a high interaction
volume with Threads. Conversely, the number of users experiencing
cross-platform interaction (f = 2.426) is positively correlated with
instance size, suggesting that larger instances offer greater opportu-
nities for users to engage in cross-platform interactions at least once.
Additionally, the number of federated instances (f = 1.162) posi-
tively relates to instance size, indicating that federation is mainly
driven by users communicating across multiple instances.

Thus, although larger instances generally federate more ex-
tensively, increased federation alone does not necessarily lead to
greater interaction specifically with Threads. Instead, it provides
more chance for users to experience cross-platform interactions.

Summary 4 (Federation of Instances Analysis)

Most Mastodon users who interacted with Threads are
from mastodon.social, the largest Mastodon instance. How-
ever, a bottleneck in cross-platform interaction exists, as
total interactions do not scale with instance size growth.
Given that federation is driven primarily at the user level,
maintaining user motivation and engagement becomes
even more critical to sustainable platform integration.

Jeong et al.

6 Limitations

Threads users are not discoverable through the Mastodon API un-
less a Mastodon user attempts to access their account or status.
Since inactive Threads users leave no persistent records on any
instance, their visibility remains limited. Additionally, replies from
Threads users who have not activated Fediverse sharing are in-
visible to Mastodon users, which can hinder the understanding of
complete conversations across platforms. Our findings are based
on a subset of Threads users who manually opted into Fediverse
sharing and should not be generalized to the entire Threads user
base. Furthermore, we could not analyze the following feature be-
tween Threads and Mastodon, introduced on December 2, 2024, as
Threads restricts access to user networks, rendering this aspect of
the study infeasible.

7 Future Work

We will establish a controlled methodology to derive generalized
causal effects in cross-platform interactions using the difference-
in-differences (DID) analysis [4]. To construct a control group, we
will survey Mastodon users who were unaware of Threads. This
will help determine whether increased status update activity re-
sults from platform integration, providing insights into how inter-
connected ecosystems shape user engagement [14]. Furthermore,
we will examine whether trust-building behavior influences self-
referencing in status updates, assessing trust as a causal factor in
how users present their platform affiliation. Ethnogenesis studies
suggest that trust drives identity disclosure in initial interactions,
making it essential to explore similar patterns in cross-platform
dynamics [3, 23]. Last, we will investigate whether behavioral differ-
ences between Threads and Mastodon users stem from their struc-
tural differences, with Threads being centralized and Mastodon
decentralized. These differences likely reflect variations in users’
goals and ways of engaging with each platform, which may also
impact the extent of cross-platform interactions [17, 21].

8 Conclusion

This study introduces the FediverseSharing dataset, a novel re-
source capturing cross-platform interactions between users on
Threads and Mastodon. Through a detailed analysis of user be-
havior, we uncover key insights into Fediverse joining patterns,
engagement trends, and shifting preferences resulting from plat-
form integration. Our findings highlight how integration unfolds
across different interaction levels and topic diversities, revealing
nuanced changes in users’ content preferences between platforms.
Additionally, we examine emerging trends in user sentiment, topic
diversity, and interaction disparities across the platforms. This re-
search provides a foundational dataset and analytical framework
for future studies on cross-platform interaction dynamics within
federated environments. By making this dataset publicly available,
we encourage further exploration into the effects of platform inte-
gration, federated social networks, and broader shifts within the
evolving online platform ecosystem.
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