You can support Wikipedia by making a tax-deductible donation.
project page

discussion

edit this page

new section

Try Beta

Log in / create account

history

Wikipedia talk:Flagged protection and patrolled
revisions/Poll
From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia
< Wikipedia talk:Flagged protection and patrolled revisions

Flagged protection and patrolled revisions
Flagged protection · Patrolled revisions · Implementation · Trial · Reviewing
guideline · Reviewers

navigation
Main page
Contents
Featured content
Current events

Discussions on this page may escalate into heated debate. Please try
to keep a cool head when commenting here. See also:
Wikipedia:Etiquette.

Random article

search
Go

Search

This specific proposal is described here. This poll ended on 1
April 2009.
Please note: This is for a two-month trial only.

interaction
About Wikipedia

Discussion on comments • Support • Oppose • Neutral • Voting is evil

Community portal
Recent changes

Contents [hide]

Contact Wikipedia
Donate to Wikipedia

1 Discussion on comments

Help

2 Support

toolbox
What links here
Related changes
Upload file
Special pages
Printable version
Permanent link

3 Oppose
4 Neutral
5 Voting is evil
5.1 aversion to voting is illogical
6 Consensus Time
6.1 one/two-day watchlist notice?
6.2 quick questions by watchlist-notified latecomers

1

And so forth...

1

Scaling Consensus in Wikipedia
Interfaces for Sense-making and Deliberation
Travis Kriplean
Computer Science and Engineering
University of Washington

2

Scaling Consensus in Wikipedia
Interfaces for Sense-making and Deliberation
Travis Kriplean
Computer Science and Engineering
University of Washington

2

Outline
•

Introduction

•

Decision-making practice

•

Why is consensus seeking challenging?

•

Demos

•

Moving forward

3

Introduction
An introduction...
Why am I here?
Talk outcomes?

4

Introduction
An introduction...

•

Contributing to en.wikipedia

Why am I here?
Talk outcomes?

4

Introduction
An introduction...
Why am I here?

•

Contributing to en.wikipedia

•

Academia
- Phd student, Comp. Sci. @ U. of Washington

Talk outcomes?

4

Introduction
An introduction...
Why am I here?

•

Contributing to en.wikipedia

•

Academia
- Phd student, Comp. Sci. @ U. of Washington
- Tools for building public goods

Talk outcomes?

4

Introduction
An introduction...
Why am I here?

•

Contributing to en.wikipedia

•

Academia
- Phd student, Comp. Sci. @ U. of Washington
- Tools for building public goods

Talk outcomes?

- Human-Computer Interaction (HCI)

4

Introduction
An introduction...
Why am I here?

•

Contributing to en.wikipedia

•

Academia
- Phd student, Comp. Sci. @ U. of Washington
- Tools for building public goods

Talk outcomes?

- Human-Computer Interaction (HCI)
- Past studies of Wikipedia

4

Topic
GROUP ’07

Policy and
Power

Goal
Understand strategies
editors use to control
article content.

Method
Qualitative content
analysis. Sample
discussions, code for
“power plays”.

Result
Set of frequent
power plays with
often hilarious
examples

5

Topic
GROUP ’07

Policy and
Power

Goal

Method

Understand strategies
editors use to control
article content.

Result

Qualitative content
analysis. Sample
discussions, code for
“power plays”.

Set of frequent
power plays with
often hilarious
examples

Distribution
oftalk
talk
pages
by revision
count
Distribution of
pages
by revision
count
1000000

Frequency

100000

10000

1000

100

Tail sample

10

1
1

10

100

1000

10000

100000

Revision count
5

Topic
GROUP ’07

Policy and
Power

Goal

Method

Understand strategies
editors use to control
article content.

Qualitative content
analysis. Sample
discussions, code for
“power plays”.

Result
Set of frequent
power plays with
often hilarious
examples

Prior consensus

Decision made in the past is presented
as absolute and incontrovertible

Article scope

Central and peripheral content strictly
defined

Legitimacy of source

A cited source is discredited or bolstered

Power of interpretation

One sub-community commands greater
authority than another

Practice on other pages

Content organization on other articles is
used to validate or discredit contributions

Legitimacy of contributor

Traits of contributors are used to bolster
or undermine a position

Threat of sanction

Threatening to use sanctioning
mechanisms (e.g. blocking)
5

Topic
GROUP ’07

Policy and
Power

Goal
Understand strategies
editors use to control
article content.

Method
Qualitative content
analysis. Sample
discussions, code for
“power plays”.

Result
Set of frequent
power plays with
often hilarious
examples

6

Topic

Goal
Understand strategies
editors use to control
article content.

GROUP ’07

Policy and
Power

ICWSM ’08

Capture changing
Dynamics of norms by examining
policy use
the policies used on
talk pages.

(awarded best
paper)

Method
Qualitative content
analysis. Sample
discussions, code for
“power plays”.

Result
Set of frequent
power plays with
often hilarious
examples

Quantitative data mining
of all policy citations (e.g.
Pretty graphs.
WP:OWN).

6

Topic

Fraction of cumulative policy citations per code

GROUP ’07

Policy and
Power

Goal

Method

Understand strategies
editors use to control
article content.

Qualitative content
analysis. Sample
discussions, code for
“power plays”.

Result
Set of frequent
power plays with
often hilarious
examples

1

0.32

Legal
Capture changing
ICWSM ’080.8Dynamics of norms by examining
(awarded best
policy use
the policies used on
paper)
talk pages.

Inclusion
0.92
Genre
Quantitative data mining
1.52
of all policy citations
(e.g.
Writing
Style
Pretty 0.41
graphs.
WP:OWN).
Disposition

0.70

Bias

1.08

Consensus

1.00

Attribution

3.23

0.6

0.4

0.2

0

2003

2004

2005

Year

2006

Factor increase (1/05 => 11/06)
6

Topic

Goal
Understand strategies
editors use to control
article content.

GROUP ’07

Policy and
Power

ICWSM ’08

Capture changing
Dynamics of norms by examining
policy use
the policies used on
talk pages.

(awarded best
paper)

Method
Qualitative content
analysis. Sample
discussions, code for
“power plays”.

Result
Set of frequent
power plays with
often hilarious
examples

Quantitative data mining
of all policy citations (e.g.
Pretty graphs.
WP:OWN).

7

Topic

Goal
Understand strategies
editors use to control
article content.

GROUP ’07

Policy and
Power

ICWSM ’08

Capture changing
Dynamics of norms by examining
policy use
the policies used on
talk pages.

(awarded best
paper)

Method
Qualitative content
analysis. Sample
discussions, code for
“power plays”.

Result
Set of frequent
power plays with
often hilarious
examples

Quantitative data mining
of all policy citations (e.g.
Pretty graphs.
WP:OWN).

Mine all barnstars on
Uncover the range &
user & user talk pages
CSCW ’08
distribution of “valued”
Valued work
and code them for the
(best paper
work in Wikipedia by
tasks the receiver was
honorable mention)
analyzing barnstars.
“thanked” for.

Range &
distribution of
valued work
through the lens of
barnstars

7

Topic

Goal

Method

Editing Work
852 27.8%
minor
copy-editing
112
13.1%
media
images, audio
75
8.8%
Qualitative 59
content6.9%
initiative
starting articles, stubs
Understand
strategies
major
textual addition to an article
56
6.6%
Policy substantial
and
analysis. Sample
editors use to control
achievement Powershepherding an article to a higher quality
level
41code 4.8%
discussions,
for
article
content.
classification
categorizing articles, adding templates
35
4.1%
“power plays”.
redesign
large-scale refactoring, merging pages
22
2.6%
translation
to or from another language
18
2.1%
attribution
citing sources, removing unsourceable info
18
2.1%
general
416
48.8%
Capture
changing
Quantitative
mining
Social and Community Support
Actions
763data
24.9%
norms
by examining
of all policy
citations
(e.g.
commitment Dynamics
to anof
article,
a wiki-project
331
43.4%
(awarded best
policy mentorship,
use
thequestion-answering
policies used on
WP:OWN). 71
teaching
9.3%
paper)
talk pages.
leadership
of wikiprojects
& other initiatives
44
5.8%
humor and cheer
being funny, cheering others up
43
5.6%
user page design
helping to design another's user page
41
5.4%
rewarding
recognizing the achievements of others
22
2.9%
Mine all barnstars
on
welcoming
welcoming
newcomers
15
2.0%
Uncover
the range &
user & user
talk pages
general
196
25.7%
distribution of “valued”
and code 342
them for
the
Border
Patrol Valued work work in Wikipedia by
11.2%
(best paper
tasks the receiver
was
vandal
fighting
reverting damage to unspecified namespace
180
52.6%
honorable
mention)
analyzing barnstars.
deletion
article notability, spam removal
63
18.4%
“thanked” for.
vandal fighting
reverting damage to user pages
30
8.8%
vandal fighting
reverting damage to articles
29
8.5%
sockpuppets
finding users operating multiple accounts
12
3.5%
legal
copyright violations, fair use rationale
9
2.6%
general
19
5.6%
Administrative
284
9.3%
privilege granting
helping vet potential administrators
163
57.4%
intervention
formal mediation of user conflicts
35
12.3%
quality designation determining article status (e.g. Featured)
34
12.0%
technical action
exercise of privileged power
30
10.6%
general
22
7.7%
Collaborative Actions and Disposition
244
8.0%

GROUP ’07

ICWSM ’08

CSCW ’08

Result
Set of frequent
power plays with
often hilarious
examples

Pretty graphs.

Range &
distribution of
valued work
through the lens of
barnstars

7

Topic

Goal
Understand strategies
editors use to control
article content.

David W.
McDonald

GROUP ’07

Policy and
Power

ICWSM ’08

Capture changing
Dynamics of norms by examining
policy use
the policies used on
talk pages.

(awarded best
paper)

Method
Qualitative content
analysis. Sample
discussions, code for
“power plays”.

Result
Set of frequent
power plays with
often hilarious
examples

Quantitative data mining
of all policy citations (e.g.
Pretty graphs.
WP:OWN).

Ivan
Beschastnikh

Mine all barnstars on
Uncover the range &
user & user talk pages
CSCW ’08
distribution of “valued”
Valued work
and code them for the
(best paper
work in Wikipedia by
tasks the receiver was
honorable mention)
analyzing barnstars.
“thanked” for.

Range &
distribution of
valued work
through the lens of
barnstars

7

Topic

Goal
Understand strategies
editors use to control
article content.

David W.
McDonald

GROUP ’07

Policy and
Power

ICWSM ’08

Capture changing
Dynamics of norms by examining
policy use
the policies used on
talk pages.

(awarded best
paper)

Method
Qualitative content
analysis. Sample
discussions, code for
“power plays”.

Result
Set of frequent
power plays with
often hilarious
examples

Quantitative data mining
of all policy citations (e.g.
Pretty graphs.
WP:OWN).

Ivan
Beschastnikh

Mine all barnstars on
Uncover the range &
user & user talk pages
CSCW ’08
distribution of “valued”
Valued work
and code them for the
(best paper
work in Wikipedia by
tasks the receiver was
honorable mention)
analyzing barnstars.
“thanked” for.

Range &
distribution of
valued work
through the lens of
barnstars

Find copies of the papers online.

7

Introduction
An introduction...
Why am I here?

•

Contributing to en.wikipedia

•

Otherwise...
- Phd student, Comp. Sci. @ U. of Washington
- Tools for building public goods

Talk outcomes?

- Human-Computer Interaction (HCI)
- Past studies of Wikipedia

8

Introduction
An introduction...
Why am I here?
Talk outcomes?

9

Introduction
An introduction...
Why am I here?

•

Ummm.... Buenos Aires?

•

Want to meet more Wikimaniacs!

Talk outcomes?

9

Introduction
An introduction...
Why am I here?

•

Ummm.... Buenos Aires?

•

Want to meet more Wikimaniacs!

•

Is there hope for scaling consensus?

Talk outcomes?

9

Introduction
An introduction...
Why am I here?
Talk outcomes?

10

Introduction
An introduction...
• Hear

from YOU!

Why am I here?
Talk outcomes?

10

Introduction
An introduction...
• Hear

Why am I here?

from YOU!

• Recruiting

for user studies

Talk outcomes?

10

Outline
✓ Introduction
•

Decision-making practice

•

Why is this challenging? What are the problems?

•

Demos

•

Moving forward

11

The MediaWiki Ecosystem
Consensus-based
decision making
MediaWiki features:
tools in the toolbox
Social practices:
working with tools

• finding a workable solution to a problem as a

group through discussion
• fundamentally ITERATIVE

- understand the problem
- find tradeoffs
- share concerns
- develop solutions
- (repeat)
• easy to describe, difficult in practice
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The MediaWiki Ecosystem
Consensus-based
decision making
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tools in the toolbox

• wiki markup
• namespaces / talk pages
• templates
• watchlists

Social practices:
working with tools

• history
• diffs
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• Requests for comment (RfC)
• Polls
• Requests for adminship
• Articles for deletion

Social practices:
working with tools

• Mediation cases
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I'm opening this RfC as an admin who has been lightly involved with some behavioral issues on

[edit]
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Statement by LjL

[edit]

Wikipedia is not censored, so relevant images and text should not be removed because some people
object to their viewing. No disclaimers should be used (although the current lead image may be moved to
a more appropriate section if a better lead image is found). Even disregarding these guidelines on the
grounds that they should be ignored in this case, the claimed harm is 1) not ultimately, definitely provable
2) so indirect that it cannot be taken to require an exception to policy 3) claimed to be potentially
generated by such a wide variety of content that virtually all article content on test description and
interpretation ought to be removed on its ground (for instance, sources state that test subjects should not
receive any hints whatsoever that "color" may be important in their responses, because that will skew
results).

The MediaWiki Ecosystem
Consensus-based
decision making
MediaWiki features:
tools in the toolbox
Social practices:
working with tools

A compromise involving removal of some of the 10 images (note, a very limited set of material that
cannot grow in number, not really an image gallery in the "unwanted" sense) is not acceptable, because
•sizeable parts of the article content specifically discuss the images individually or in groups (for instance
by color components).

Requests for comment (RfC)

who endorse this summary:
•Users
Polls
1. --LjL (talk) 16:53, 7 August 2009 (UTC)
2. -- Piotr Konieczny aka Prokonsul Piotrus| talk 17:04, 7 August 2009 (UTC)
3. --DuncanHill (talk) 17:06, 7 August 2009 (UTC)

• Requests for adminship

4. --Jezhotwells (talk) 17:28, 7 August 2009 (UTC)
5. hmwith t 17:45, 7 August 2009 (UTC)

• Articles
for deletion
6. Dlabtot (talk) 17:48, 7 August 2009 (UTC)
7. Quasistellar (talk) 18:40, 7 August 2009 (UTC) — Quasistellar (talk • contribs) has made few or no other
edits outside this topic.
• Mediation
cases

8. Chillum 19:19, 7 August 2009 (UTC)
9. Doc James (talk · contribs · email) 20:45, 7 August 2009 (UTC)

10. DreamGuy (talk) 20:47, 7 August 2009 (UTC)
11. Casliber (talk · contribs) 21:12, 7 August 2009 (UTC)
12. CRGreathouse (t | c) 23:29, 7 August 2009 (UTC)
13. — Gavia immer (talk) 01:10, 8 August 2009 (UTC)
14. Axl ¤ [Talk] 13:26, 8 August 2009 (UTC)
15. Jakew (talk) 15:59, 8 August 2009 (UTC)
16. iridescent 19:18, 8 August 2009 (UTC)
17. (also) Happy!melon 19:43, 8 August 2009 (UTC)
18. Falcorian

(talk)

20:35, 8 August 2009 (UTC)

19. WS (talk) 20:41, 8 August 2009 (UTC)
20. Cirt (talk) 00:01, 9 August 2009 (UTC)
21. Jclemens (talk) 02:31, 9 August 2009 (UTC)
22. --Mysidia (talk) 14:43, 9 August 2009 (UTC)
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Why is consensus-seeking challenging?
Human factors

• The problem

- what is at stake

Involving

- possible solutions & tradeoffs
- open questions

Understanding
Contributing

• The dialog

- what people are saying & why
- who is involved
- current state of consensus
- if others have stated or share your opinion
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Why is consensus-seeking challenging?
Human factors

• Where to effectively communicate my position

Involving

• How to attract attention to...

Understanding

- unanswered questions
- claims that need attention
- a new position or solution

Contributing
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Continuous feedback on state of consensus
•

How do you tell you have “consensus”?
- maybe we can detect when endorsements are not changing

•

Periodically ask participants to review & revise their position
- dynamic summaries are easier to shop around
- more intelligent awareness mechanisms than watchlists
‣ a position you endorsed has been updated
‣ please highlight the most convincing reason

•

Maybe consensus can be achieved on intermediate states
- are all options clearly stated?
- have all arguments been summarized?
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Need your help...
•

Feedback!!
- user:leafman
- travis@cs.washington.edu

•

Participate in research
- interviews
- user testing
- mock debates
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Questions?
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