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● No reward system.  If anything, contributing 
is likely to bring negative attention.

● Actually a wild success!
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Powerlaws everywhere

● Wikipedia
● Bugzilla
● Digg
● Essembly

Wilkinson, Dennis M. "Strong regularities in online peer production."Proceedings of the 9th ACM conference on Electronic commerce. ACM, 2008.



Powerlaws everywhere

● Wikipedia
● Bugzilla
● Digg
● Essembly (???)

Wilkinson, Dennis M. "Strong regularities in online peer production."Proceedings of the 9th ACM conference on Electronic commerce. ACM, 2008.
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How much time goes into 
Wikipedia?

Jimmy Wales

● English Wikipedia: 41,018,804 hours
 

● Empire State Building: ~7,000,000
 

● Channel tunnel: ~170,000,000
 

● 1st Encyclopedia Britannica: ~12,000
 

https://meta.wikimedia.org/wiki/Research:Edit_session

https://meta.wikimedia.org/wiki/Research:Edit_session
https://meta.wikimedia.org/wiki/Research:Edit_session
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How did Wikipedia succeed?

● It’s so easy to vandalize!
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WTF?



A long time ago on an internet that had yet to 
take Wikipedia seriously ...



● Small
● Few editors
● Fewer vandals



Most of editors’ time was spent adding content 
to articles. 
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More editors → More better, right?



Popularity → More readers → More editors
=

Massive new burden to maintain quality
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2006
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Fully automated

Machine learning
● Fast (~ 5 seconds)
● No human effort

● Only obvious vandalism

Semi automated

Human computation
● Still pretty fast (~ 30 seconds)
● Minimizes human effort

● Humans catch most vandalism at a glance
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Newcomers!

1. Suh et al. (2009) “The Singularity is not Near”, WikiSym’09
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What’s happening to the newbies?

● Wikipedia is done.  It isn’t.
● Wikipedia has enough editors.  It doesn’t.
● Early adopter effect.  

“Newcomers just aren’t as good what they used 
to be.” -Crotchety Wikipedians
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What’s happening to the newbies?
Thanks!
Oliver Keyes
Maryana Pinchuk
Steven Walling
Stuart Geiger

2100 newcomers
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Quality newcomers Rejection of first edits Declining retention

Rejection by automated tools

ClueBot NG
Huggle
… and others
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TL;DR:

Automation made quality control scale.

It’s also scaring the good newbies away.  



What do?

● We need good newcomers to stick around
● Automated tools are necessary to preserve 

quality.
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Part 3: What can we do? 

Snuggle

Efficient vandal 
detection & removal

Efficient good newcomer 
detection & support



Detecting good newcomers with vandal bots



DEMO: http://snuggle.grouplens.org

http://snuggle.grouplens.org


Thanks!

ahalfaker@wikimedia.org
Send me emails about science, Wikipedia, the internet or whatever.

Ping me (halfak) in #wikimedia-research on freenode

SCIENCE

SCIENCE

SCIENCE
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SCIENCE

SCIENCE SCIENCE

Props to my collaborators

● Stuart Geiger

● Jonathan Morgan

● John Riedl
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