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Abstract 

Objectives: Requests for ADMINSHIP (RFA) within Wikipedia are primarily focused on the impact of the 
relationship between ADMINSHIP candidates and voters on RFA success. Very few studies, however, have 
investigated how candidates’ contributions may predict their success in the RFA process.  
Methods/Statistical analysis: In this examination, we look at the effect of substance and social commitments 
and in addition add up to commitments made by ADMINSHIP hopefuls on the group's general choice in the 
matter of whether to elevate the possibility to head.  
Findings: We also assess the influence of clarity of contribution on RFA success. To do so, we collected data on 
754 RFA cases and used logistic regression to test four hypotheses.  
Application/Improvements:Our results highlight the important role that user contribution behaviors and 
activity history have on the user’s success in the RFA process. The outcomes additionally propose that residency 
and number of RFA endeavors assume a part in the RFA procedure. Our discoveries have suggestions for 
hypothesis and practice. 
Keywords-- Requests for ADMINSHIP (RFA), content contribution, administrators, trust, Wikipedia, social 
contribution. 

1. Introduction 

The fact that people are increasingly depending on Wikipedia as an online encyclopedia highlights the 
importance of paying special attention to content quality assurance on that website [1-5].Volunteers, also 
known as editors or users, perform a variety of tasks such as article creation and maintenance as well as engage 
in online conversations regarding the articles. While anybody can register for an account on Wikipedia and 
contribute to the project, certain tasks are limited to those whom the community has deemed trustworthy. 
Administrators ensure the quality of the content generated on the Wiki pages. This quality control is a key factor 
in the success of Wikipedia as with any open source project [6-10]. 

RFA success in Wikipedia is important because the outcomes of this peer-review process determine what 
types of users with what characteristics are typically given policing rights and privileges in the community. 
Understanding the factors behind RFA success can enable the community providers to provide ADMINSHIP 
candidates with information about how they can enhance the likelihood of their success in the promotion 
process. The candidates can accordingly align their activities within the community, as much as possible, with 
what the community expects from a successful ADMINSHIP candidate. This will make the entire RFA process 
more transparent to the candidates and will allow them to make a more informed decision on when and how to 
become a candidate for ADMINSHIP within Wikipedia. Accordingly, in this study, we aim to shed light on the 
factors that can significantly impact RFA success in Wikipedia.  

2. Background 
2.1. Content quality on Wikipedia 

Wikipedia administrators are in charge of ensuring the quality of content generated on that website. 
Content quality in the context of Wikipedia pertains to comprehensiveness, reliability, readability, and currency 
of the Wikipedia articles. Comprehensiveness of articles determines their breadth and depth of coverage and  
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the amounts of details included in them. This aspect of content quality in Wikipedia is crucial in that it 
determines to what extent the human knowledge is represented in this encyclopedia. More comprehensive 
articles increase the overall content readership and viability of the community. Wikipedia administrators can 
play a role in enhancing the comprehensiveness of articles by ensuring that important contents and details in 
articles are not intentionally or unintentionally deleted by users. If this happens, administrators can use their 
automated revision tool to quickly restore deleted pages or revert those pages to an earlier, more 
comprehensive version.The second aspect of quality in Wikipedia, namely reliability, accuracy, or freedom of 
errors, has always been a major concern for Wikipedia users due to the user-generated nature of content on the 
website. Interestingly, prior studies have found Wikipedia articles to be reasonably accurate, even in comparison 
with other credible encyclopedias such as Britannica. The acceptable level of accuracy and reliability of content 
in Wikipedia is, to a great extent, due to the fact that administrators monitor the content generated on that 
website and delete the pages that do not meet specific reliability criteria. Administrators can also see the pages 
that have been deleted by other users and restore those pages, if necessary. Therefore, reliability is perhaps the 
most significant aspect of contributions made by administrators to the quality of content in Wikipedia. 

Readability is the third aspect of content quality in Wikipedia. It measures how well the articles are written, 
composed, structured, and presented to the users. Although Wikipedia administrators are not in charge of 
ensuring the quality of writing, they have exclusive privileges to edit the style of the interface and presentation 
on the website by changing Cascading Style Sheets (CSS) or editing JavaScript code. This may contribute to the 
overall readability of the articles on Wikipedia.Currency is the fourth dimension of content quality on Wikipedia, 
which needs to be ensured primarily by the users and not the administrators. Thus, administrators may play a 
less significant role in improving the currency of content generated on that website. All in all, the roles of 
Wikipedia administrators in ensuring the quality of content, in particular in terms of reliability, 
comprehensiveness, and readability of articles stresses the importance of electing committed, highly engaged, 
and trustworthy users as administrators in that community through the RFA process. 

2.2. Online community trust in administrators 
Trustworthiness of Wikipedia administrators has its roots in the general concept of one-to-one trust in 

online communities, which is cited as an important factor in enhancing the quality of user communications and 
increasing the reliability and performance of virtual environments. Trust is conceptualized differently in different 
domains. The authors distinguished two forms of trust: reliability trust and decision trust. Accordingly, reliability 
trust is the subjective probability by which an individual, A, expects that another individual, B, performs a given 
action on which its welfare depends. Whereas, decision trust includes possible negative consequences of 
dependence on an individuals and is defined as the extent to which one party is willing to depend on something 
or somebody in a given situation with a feeling of relative security, even though negative consequences are 
possible. The authors also discussed that trust, particularly in social networks, is determined by one’s reputation 
in that network. Therefore, reputation can be considered as “a collective measure of trustworthiness based on 
the referrals or ratings from members in a community”. Similarly, other studies suggest that one-to-one trust in 
virtual settings is formed and maintained through the reputation that community members develop. In online 
communities, members may trust one another based on their direct interactions or indirect observations of 
each other’s activities on those websites. Consequently, members who are deemed trustworthy by a majority of 
users may be given special roles that permit them to perform tasks associated with those roles. 

In Wikipedia, administrators are elected through a peer-review process. Success in this process is 
determined by the community’s collective trust in the candidates as to whether they can accomplish their duties 
properly. This collective trust is a major decision factor in the election process because administrators are 
granted additional power, special privileges, and policing rights within the website. In order to facilitate 
recognizing trustworthy users within Wikipedia and making the RFA process more objective, historical records of 
users’ activities and contributions to the community are normally provided to the public. Those records, if 
positive, could facilitate forming a member’s reputation in the community, which can ultimately lead to the 
community’s trust in that member and electing him or her as an administrator. From that perspective, a 
candidates’ success in the RFA process can be considered an indication of the community’s trust in them.  
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3. RFA success 

Prior studies have adopted different perspectives to investigate RFA success and user promotion within 
Wikipedia. Some researchers believe that RFA success does not merely depend on the candidate’s contributions, 
but on the relationship between the candidate and each single voter. A voter is more likely to support a 
candidate in an RFA process if there is a relationship between their characteristics, such as the total number of 
edits they have made, and the awards that they have received from other members of the community. Similarity 
of experience between a voter and a candidate as well as the number of common topics in which they have 
edited on Wikis can increase the likelihood of the voter’s support for that candidate. 

Other studies have adopted a social network perspective to examine the RFA voting process within 
Wikipedia and predict candidates’ success in that process. RFA process through a social network lens and found 
that voters’ decisions on an RFA were significantly influenced by the actions of their contacts. Their results also 
revealed that candidates who could attract an influential coalition’s support in the RFA process would more 
likely succeed in the election process. The social network structure of the Wikipedia community and discussed 
how the votes made by a small subset of influential voters within that community can, to a great extent, predict 
the community’s collective decision on a candidate’s RFA.The a aforementioned studies, however, have 
primarily focused on the factors that are not solely dependent on the candidate’s characteristics and actions 
within Wikipedia, but on the factors that are partially dependent on the relationship between the candidate and 
other members of the community, or the social network features of the community itself. Nonetheless, very few 
studies have specifically focused on the impact of one’s contribution behaviors and history of activities on 
Wikipedia on one’s success in the RFA process. This is important because edit histories are among the first and 
most accessible information that voters can use and rely on to determine if they should trust one to become an 
administrator in the community.  

Among those few studies that have examined what candidate characteristics and contribution behaviors are 
reliable determinants of a successful promotion, Burke and Kraut found that strong edit history and varied 
experience in terms of breadth score, user interaction, and edit summaries could significantly impact a 
candidate’s success in the RFA process. However, the authors of that study did not divide candidates’ 
contributions into different forms such as content and social contributions. Content contribution in the context 
of Wikipedia can be defined as the users' participation in content creation and maintenance of Wikipedia 
articles. Whereas, social contribution refers to engaging in one-to-one or many-to-many discussions revolving 
around Wikipedia articles. This study examines how content contribution and social contribution can each 
influence one’s success in the RFA process. We also examine the role of total contribution (content and social) as 
well as clarification of contribution in terms of a user’s explanations on what edits they have made on a Wiki 
page in the RFA success. It is worth mentioning that social contribution in this study is completely different from 
prior studies’ take on social factors in the RFA process. As discussed earlier, in the prior studies, researchers 
mainly focused on one-to-one relationships between ADMINSHIP candidates and voters or the features of one’s 
social network in the community, whereas the social factor under examination in this study is related to the 
extent to which one contributes to discussion threads on Wikipedia. 

4. Research framework and hypotheses 

Various statistics on user contribution and edit histories are provided to the Wikipedia users who will 
evaluate one’s request for promotion in the community. This information contains different values, each of 
which belongs to a specific facet of the candidate's contribution that can be used by the voters as a basis for 
supporting or opposing a candidate. Total contribution refers to all the activities one performs in the community 
including offering content and social contributions to the community. A high level of total contribution can 
indicate that a user has overall been highly engaged and highly active in the community and has made efforts to 
help the community achieve its missions. This can provide a reason for the voters to trust that user in 
performing administrative tasks effectively and committed, as Wikipedia administrators are in fact defined as “a 
particular class of highly engaged Wikipedia contributors”. As a result, a higher level of collective trust in a 
candidate can lead to a higher likelihood of their success in the RFA process. Thus, we hypothesize:H1: There is a 
positive relationship between total contribution and success in the RFA process. 
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Although total contribution can demonstrate the candidate's commitment and trustworthiness, a particular 

area of concern is the perception of edit count and entitlement. That is, those who have exceptionally large 
numbers of edits on articles, or have been members of the project for lengthy periods of time, feel entitled to be 
elected as administrators. As a result, editors desiring to become administrators may engage in editing behavior 
that inflates their edit counts. These activities include making many trivial edits (e.g., changing capitalization of a 
letter on thousands of pages), and making a few insignificant edits daily for lengthy periods of time (e.g., making 
a few minor changes each day for a year). Therefore, the voters should may not rely merely on total contribution 
as the only indicator of the candidate's merit. The voters may take into account the distribution of the 
candidate's contribution in each type of collaborative effort including content contribution and social 
contribution and make their final decision accordingly.Content contribution measures the total number of times 
a user has created or edited an article. Writing freely-available articles has been the main purpose of creating 
Wikipedia. Thus, contributing to articles implies that one feels determined to engage in writing and adding 
articles to the encyclopedia and enhancing the quality of existing articles by making edits on them. Highly active 
users in terms of content contribution can be seen by the community as committed users who can lead the 
Wikipedia open source project and take the role of administrator effectively. Thus, we hypothesize:H2: There is 
a positive relationship between content contribution and RFA success. 

Social contribution pertains to editor discussions that revolve around improving the content of articles 
within Wikipedia. Those computer-mediated conversations can improve the overall quality of articles because 
the more people discuss what they think should and should not be included in the articles, and the more they 
provide reasoning for what they think is correct, the more reliable the content of the articles will become. 
Although social contribution is not the major mission of the Wikipedia community, it can complement the 
activities one performs in terms of content contribution. Therefore, active social contributors can receive a 
higher level of support from the community in the RFA process. We hypothesize:H3: There is a positive 
relationship between social contribution and RFA success. 

Figure 1. Research Framework Implementation 

 

The research conducted by Burke and Kraut (2008a) identified edit summary usage as a factor that 
significantly influences RFA success. Edit summary usage measures the information users provide about each 
contribution they make. Users with low edit summary usages generally provide no summary of their actions, 
decreasing transparency of the projects work and increasing difficulty of other users to summarize their work. 
This lack of activity transparency may work against candidates in two ways. First, by not providing enough 
explanations, users miss a key opportunity to improve their recognition by emphasizing what they do and how 
they contribute to the community. Second, lack of transparency may imply that one is not committed enough to 
put adequate time and effort to provide clear explanations for their activities. This may be perceived as laziness. 
Therefore, those who clarify what they do can hypothetically have a higher chance of being elected by the 
community as an administrator.  

In this study, we conceptualize clarification of contribution as providing explanations on contributions to 
articles. We hypothesize:H4: There is a positive relationship between clarification of contribution and RFA 
success.Prior studies suggest that number of attempts and tenure may play a role in one’s success in the RFA 
process. For example, found that every eight additional months of experience on Wikipedia could increase the 
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chance of a candidate’s promotion by 3%. The results of that study also revealed that each additional attempt in 
the RFA process would decrease one’s likelihood of success by 11.8%. The proposed research framework is 
depicted in Figure 1.We operationalize the constructs and collect data to test the hypotheses; we first describe 
the RFA process in more detail. 

5. RFA Process 

Each RFA process starts with a week-long RFA period, during which a registered editor desiring to become 
an administrator submits themselves to the community for assessment. To do so, the candidate creates a 
request page and answers some community agreed upon, pre-defined questions. After an RFA has been 
presented to the community, a community member provides a set of descriptive statistics on the candidate’s 
history with the project providing an easily accessible high-level summary of how the candidate has contributed 
to the project. Those summary statistics provide information as to how long the candidate user has been 
registered, the number of contributions he or she has made to various areas of the project, and how consistent 
the candidate is at following measurable desirable behavior, such as providing a descriptive summary of every 
change. The same statistics are provided to all the community members for every user who starts the RFA 
process and desires to become an administrator. To assess whether a candidate is suitable for promotion, 
community members are encouraged to assess the candidate’s edit history and the cumulative contribution that 
the candidate has made to the project. This information can then be used as a basis for the voters to vote 
either Support or Oppose on each RFA. At the end of the process, a member of a very limited, highly trusted, 
and well established group of volunteers analyzes the outcome to determine community consensus. Candidates 
who receive an appropriate level of support from the community (usually greater than 70% support) are 
promoted to administrators. 

At the core of the RFA evaluation process is the permanent record of every change that a volunteer makes, 
called an edit. An edit represents any change made to any editable page within the project. For example, the 
removal of an extra comma and the writing of a new article could both be considered a single edit. Furthermore, 
contributions to coordinative and social aspects of the project also count as edits. The total edit count is the sum 
total of all edits a volunteer has made to the project, regardless of size, quality, and currency, and is usually the 
first summary statistic posted once a candidate has started their RFA. Some Wikipedia users (aka, Wikipedia’s) 
have made more than one million edits on Wikipedia articles. The summary statistic total edit count has many 
obvious problems, including the shortcoming of being unable to determine the quality of the contribution. To 
highlight this shortcoming, it would be trivial for a volunteer to perform 10,000 edits of adding a single space to 
the end of an article. As a result, the magnitude of contribution may appear large according to the total edit 
count, even though they have made no actual value-adding contribution to the project. A remedy to this issue is 
to consider contribution to namespaces as a supplemental measure of contributions. 

Namespaces are divisions of contributions to the Wikipedia project and are used for maintaining specific 
tasks and housing specific content. For instance, Main namespace “contains all encyclopedia articles, lists, 
disambiguation pages, and encyclopedia redirects” whereas User namespace “contains user pages and other 
pages created by individual users for their own personal use” and Wikipedia namespace “contains many types of 
pages connected with the Wikipedia project itself: information, policy, essays, processes, discussion, etc. In fact, 
Main, User, and Wikipedia are three of the major namespaces commonly used in the Wikipedia project. 

Each namespace (e.g., Main and User) is associated with two pages: a subject namespace/page, which 
contains the article itself and Talk namespace/page, which is an area dedicated to coordination between 
asynchronous editors and discussions on the content of the associated subject page. For instance, the talk page 
for a discussion on improvements to the article Australia is named Talk: Australia and is used by editors for 
discussing how to enhance the quality of that article in terms of different quality dimensions. Thus, Main, User, 
and Wikipedia namespaces are associated with Main Talk, User Talk, and Wikipedia Talk pages, respectively. 
These six namespaces, which include subject namespaces and their associated talk namespaces, and the content 
within them, reflect a major portion of editors’ contributions to the Wikipedia project. Those summary statistics 
can be used by the community to assess an RFA and make a decision on promoting a user in the community. 
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6. Construct operationalization 

In this study, we operationalize content contribution in terms of the number of total edits one makes on the 
three major subject namespaces including Main, User, and Wikipedia. We also operationalize social contribution 
in terms of the number of times one engages in discussions on Main Talk, User Talk, or Wikipedia Talk pages. 
Moreover, total contribution is operationalized as the total edit counts on the aforementioned six namespaces 
(Main, User, and Wikipedia, Main Talk, User Talk, and Wikipedia Talk). All those statistics are available on 
editors’ edit history pages. We also operationalize clarification of contribution in terms of edit summary usage, 
which measures on how many occasions the candidate has provided explanations on his or her edits on 
Wikipedia articles. Finally, we use the officially documented decisions on the RFAS, which are all publicly visible 
on the record of all past RFAS, to determine whether an RFA was a success or a failure. 

7. Data collection 

In order to address the hypotheses in this study, we directly collected data from Wikipedia.com on 
successful and unsuccessful RFA over a period of two years (N = 954), and summary statistics on the editors who 
were being voted on. From our sample, 200 abnormal attempts with no votes counted, or with no edits outside 
of the RFA process were eliminated from the sample. After removing these abnormal RFA we were left with a 
final N = 754. Edit counts and number of support and oppose votes for our final sample was collected through a 
custom written edit counter program, developed in Java. Due to the nature of Wikipedia, past information is 
available for analysis with detailed date and time stamps indicating when the action occurred. A random 
selection of the RFA was manually inspected to verify that the data was being properly collected and all 
manually gathered values matched those collected automatically. 

8. Hypothesis testing 

According to the results, total edits has a significant relationship with Rfa success (p-value < 0.001) indicating 
that H1 was supported. None of the subject namespaces (Main, User, and Wikipedia) showed a significant 
relationship with RFA success. Therefore, H2 was not supported. The results of the relationship between social 
contribution and RFA success, however, were mixed. Among Main Talk, User Talk, and Wikipedia Talk 
namespaces, only User Talk and Wikipedia Talk showed significant relationships with RFA success (p-value < 
0.01), whereas the relationship between Main Talk and RFA success was not supported. The relationship 
between User Talk and RFA success, however, was demonstrated to be in the opposite direction of what we 
expected it to be. In other words, the results showed that those who contributed more to Talk User pages were 
less likely to be successful in their RFA. Thus, H3 was partially supported. According to the results, there was also 
a significant relationship between edit summary usage and RFA success (p-value < 0.001). Thus, H4 was 
supported. 

Regarding the control variables, both tenure (number of days since registration) and number of attempts 
showed significant relationships with RFA success. The positive relationship between tenure and RFA success 
implies the overall community's trust in senior members. The negative relationship between the number of 
attempts and RFA success suggests that those who tried to become administrators several times were less likely 
to be supported by the community.In summary, two of the four hypotheses in our study were supported (H1 
and H4), while one hypothesis was partially supported (H3) and the other hypothesis was not supported (H2). 

9. Discussion 

The results of this study demonstrate that the readily available information on users’ contributions to the 
Wikipedia project can be used to satisfactorily predict the results of the promotion decisions. This information 
includes total contribution to the community as well as specific forms of contribution such as those related to 
Wikipedia Talk pages. Moreover, the results revealed that more senior and those who had made fewer attempts 
at becoming administrators were more likely to be successful in their Rfa process. These findings are consistent 
with the results of the prior studies. Additionally, the negative coefficient for the percentage of contributions to 
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the User Talk namespace (B = -2.315) may represent the community’s awareness of wasted resources as User 
talk contributions are supposed to be used for coordination among users, not for general socialization. It could 
also be that users who are in trouble more often than not, as denoted by the number of times they have been 
warned by other editors or their account has been blocked, may have a higher number of edits to User Talk 
pages as they are required to explain their actions. This increased number of edits may be related to the fact 
that the community policy requires adherence to an Assume Good Faith (AGF) policy that requires users to be 
warned multiple times before adverse actions are taken against them. In this situation, problematic users spend 
time and edits responding to these warnings instead of contributing positively to the project. Accordingly, users 
who want to ultimately become candidates for ADMINSHIP should be aware that over speaking in Talk pages, in 
particular User Talk pages, may work against them in the RFA process and thus they should refrain from that. 
Furthermore, our results imply that edit summary percentage is valued because it shows the community that 
the user is not lazy, and the user is in support of transparency. 

A plausible explanation for the negative relationship between the number of attempts and successful 
promotion is that failure in several attempts by a candidate may give the voters the impression that the 
candidate has not been able to convince voters in the previous rounds of RFA process to vote in favor of him or 
her. Thus, the candidate may still not be good enough to become an administrator. An implication of this result 
for the Wikipedia community is that registered users who want to nominate themselves for ADMINSHIP in 
Wikipedia should not see their first attempt as a free-trial because, if failed, they may have less chance of 
promotion in subsequent attempts. 

The results of this study have additional contributions for research and practice. From a theoretical 
standpoint, our results extend prior studies’ results, finding, on what factors may determine the likelihood of 
success in the RFA process. More specifically, our results highlighted the role of one’s contribution behaviors in 
one’s RFA success. From a practical perspective, our findings may be used by managers and providers of 
Wikipedia and other open source projects. For example, our results indicated that users’ contributions to User 
Talk and WIKIPEDI Talk had negative and positive impacts on community’s decisions on RFAS, respectively. Thus, 
community providers can make users aware of this, and accordingly, encourage them to contribute more to 
Wikipedia Talk pages and less to User Talk pages to increase the likelihood of their success in their Demands for 
promotion within the community.  

10. Limitations 

This study includes incorporating the narrow view of readily available information as opposed to a more in 
depth analysis of edit history. In fact, contributions to each of the namespaces could be further broken down 
into the type of activity performed for a better analysis of the factors leading to a successful promotion. This 
study may not be used for inferences of causality as the measures are not experimental. It is possible and even 
likely that successful promotion is not due to the number of edits made, but the characteristics of users that 
may be evident in these measures. 

11. Conclusion&Future scope 

Wikipedia, as the largest open-source online encyclopedia, encompasses a community of individuals who 
contribute to the project by creating articles, editing articles created by others, and engaging in discussions 
related to the articles. Like other online and offline communities, the Wikipedia community revolves around 
various social processes. RFA is one of those social processes through which users with special privileges are 
selected. In this study, we examined several factors, mostly contributions-related, that can predict a candidate’s 
success in the RFA process. 

Our results demonstrated that total contribution can significantly predict one’s success in the RFA success. 
We suspect that this relationship is due to the fact that community members are more likely to trust users who 
have a sizeable demonstrated history of contributing to the project without having any adverse actions against 
them. While it is possible for an editor to review every edit in a candidate’s history, this process can be 
extremely time consuming, and it may be more efficient to view and make decisions based on the high-level 
summary data we explored in this study, total number of contributions. 
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A potential problem with using high-level summary data to make promotion decisions is that it fails to take 

into account the quality and content of the contributions. An editor may make a large number of trivial edits, 
and without thorough review of their contribution, may be granted privileged access without substantially 
contributing to the community’s core goals and objectives. Similarly, users who have a smaller number of high 
quality contributions may also be passed up for administrative position, potentially leading to a lower number of 
qualified administrators, something notable considering the small percentage of community members who are 
promoted to this position. Thus, the fact that quantity of contributions is important in the RFA process may 
encourage users who want to become administrator candidates to focus on the number of edits rather than 
their actual role, which is quality control. In the long run, this may negatively affect the overall quality of articles 
on Wikipedia. 

Future research may perform a factor analysis to determine what underlying factors are important to the 
community and correlate those factors with objective measures. Moreover, future studies may explore the 
relation between lower-level summary factors and RFA success. Examples of these measures may include the 
number of featured articles, good articles, or other potential measures of quality. These measures, while not as 
easy to gather, may provide valuable insight into the quality and content of the contributions an editor has 
made. We hypothesize that these measures may also have a relationship, but are unsure if voters in the RFA 
process will go to the effort to utilize this more-difficult-to-acquire information, or instead, prefer the high-level 
summary data. 

12. References 

1. A. Aaltonen, G.F. Lanzara. Building Governance capability in online social production: insights from 
Wikipedia. Organization Studies. 2015; 36(12), 1649-1673. 

2. Administrators/Tools.https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Administrators/Tools. Date accessed: 
27/10/2017. 

3. Y. Algan, Y. Benkler, M.F. Morell, J. Hergueux. Cooperation in peer production economy experimental 
evidence from Wikipedia. Paper presented at the Workshop on Information Systems and Economics. 2013; 
1-31. 

4. The Nature of the Firm. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Nature_of_the_Firm. Date accessed: 
03/04/2017. 

5. M. Burke, R. Kraut. Mopping up: modeling Wikipedia promotion decisions. Proceedings of the 2008 ACM 
conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work. 2008; 1-10. 

6. M. Burke, R. Kraut. Taking up the mop: identifying future Wikipedia administrators. Proceedings of the 
CHI'08 extended abstracts on Human Factors in Computing Systems. 2008; 3441-3446. 

7. G. Cabunducan, R. Castillo, J.B. Lee. Voting behavior analysis in the election of Wikipedia admins. 
Proceedings of the 2011 International Conference on Advances in Social Networks Analysis and Mining 
(ASONAM). 2011; 545-547. 

8. B. Collier, M. Burk, N. Kittur, R. Kraut. Retrospective versus prospective evidence for promotion: The case of 
Wikipedia. Proceedings of the 2008 Annual Meeting of the Academy of Management. 2008; 1-29. 

9. K. Derthick, P. Tsao, T. Kriplean, A. Borning, M. Zachry, D.W, McDonald. Collaborative sensemaking during 
admin permission granting in Wikipedia, in Ant OZOK and Panayiotis ZAPHIRIS (Eds.) Online Communities 
and Social Computing. 2011; 100-109. 

10. N. Desai, R. Liu, C. Mullings. Result prediction of Wikipedia administrator elections based on network 
features. 2014; 1-5. 

 
 

 

 

  
 

The Publication fee is defrayed by Indian Society for Education and Environment (www.iseeadyar.org) 
Cite this article as: 
B. Ramana Babu, Dr. A. Chandra Sekhar, M. Satyanarayana, Preethi Gandreti. RFA: reanalyze requests for adminship 
over the Wikipedia. Indian Journal of Automation and Artificial Intelligence. Vol 4 (1), January 2017. 
 

 
 

8

 
 

www.iseeadyar.org




