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Effect of Editors’ Commitment on Open Collaboration Contents:
Promotion of Wikipedia Featured Articles
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ABSTRACT

Wikipedia is one of the world’s most visited sites for content collaboration. Its success
is due to thousands of volunteers’ motivation and commitment to contribute their knowledge
to Wikipedia. In this paper, we use the Cox regression model to assess the effect of self-loop
editing on the promotion of Wikipedia featured articles. We collected 2978 Wikipedia featured
article editing history from start of Wikipedia until 2011. We use self-loops as a proxy
measure for Wikipedia editors’ commitment, and find that self-loop editing has a positive
effect on the promotion of featured articles. We further distinguish the self-loop into a
short-term self-loop and a long—-term self-loop. We find that long—term self-loop editing
is more helpful than short-term self-loop editing. This research has been conducted with
both theoretical and practical application methods.
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1. Introduction

Open collaboration is credited to the in-
troduction of Web 2.0 technologies as well as
to users’ shared interest and commitment to
contributing to an online community [54].
Collaboration in online communities depends
on trust, loyalty, teamwork, flexibility and ease
of use [19]. These factors not only maintain
successful operation of online collaboration, but
also increase the pace of the peer collaboration
process. Online communities’ sites, such as
Myspace and Wikipedia, have deployed open
collaboration tools like wikis for collective con-
tent contribution [3].

Wikipedia, a free online encyclopedia, is one
of the most visited community sites on the
Internet. Its success is due to the commitment
of thousands of volunteers around the world
who contribute their time and energy to improve
accuracy, completeness and neutrality of con-
tent. Since the launch of Wikipedia, about
4900,000 English articles have been published
on the site, and more than six million users
have registered. The elimination of barriers
by Wikipedia allows anyone to contribute to
the subject of their interest, which is a major
attraction for users. Wikipedia's successful
functioning and ease of use further motivate
users to contribute. Scholars studying the mo-
tivation to contribute to online communities
from a different perspective state that an edi-
tor’s first contribution will determine their fur-

ther contributions, while other scholars suggest

instead that factors such as reciprocity, sense
of efficacy and obligation motivate editors and
keep them committed to contributing to Wiki-
pedia [20, 22~24, 26~28]. Other researchers
have also studied the importance of motivation in
open, collaborative communities [8, 24, 26, 52].

Wikipedia featured articles have been eval—
uated by thousands of volunteers as the highest
quality articles on Wikipedia, although several
scholars question the site due to its open access
and free editing [15). Studies show substantial
evidence that Wikipedia article quality and neu-
trality are comparable to those of other top
encyclopedias, such as Britannica [15]. Aca-
demic researchers have attributed the success
of open collaboration to centrality, total number
of edits, diversity, member turnover and wis—
dom of the crowd [12, 22, 27, 40, 51]. However,
these studies oversimplify the deep collabo—
ration process of Wikipedia content contri—
bution [29].

Commitment to organizations has been stu-
died by social scientists in the context of work
behavior, employee turnover and predicting
work performance. Such studies state that
commitment to an organization is believed to
be highly correlated with low level of turnover,
low absenteeism and high performance. Va-
rious scholars have studied two general forms
of commitment: attitudinal and behavioral [9,
34, 35]. Attitudinal commitment focuses on the
process of matching people with their personal
and organizational goals, and includes factors

such as cost of leaving an organization or feeling



obligated to contribute. These factors may
maintain members committed to their com-
munities [19, 34, 35].

Researchers studying the behavioral aspect
of commitment in open collaboration have ob—
served that physical dispersion can disconnect
online content contributors; however, tech—
nologies such as wikis create a community that
keeps the members committed to their work.
Due to this technology’s ease of use and effec—
tiveness, contributors feel important and cen—
tral to the community. Community members
are committed to their work and remain in touch
with their colleagues periodically, regardless
of physical or temporal distance [18]. All this
previous research on commitment, social col-
laboration and online open collaboration in
Wikipedia leads us to a question ,” how self-loop
editing of editors will influence the promotion
of Wikipedia featured article?”

In this paper, we study the effect of editor
commitment on the efficiency and promotion
of Wikipedia featured articles. We define the
efficiency of an article’s editing process as the
number of days it takes from an article’s start
date until it is promoted to a featured article.
We measure editors’ commitment through
editing loops, or self-loop editing. We further
divide the editing loops into short-term and
long—term loops to examine the editing beha-
vioral patterns of Wikipedia editors and their
effect on the promotion of an article to a featured
article. We find that self-loop editing positively
affects the promotion of a featured article, and

that long—term self-loops are more helpful than
short-term self-loops. We also check for the
self-loops edits that falls between the short
and long self-loops but the results were insig—

nificant and were omitted form the analysis.

2. Literature Review

2.1 Commitment

Commitment to organizations has been stu-
died by social scientists in the context of work
behavior, employee turnover and predicting
performance in the traditional work environ—
ment. Such studies state that commitment to
an organization is highly correlated with a low
level of turnover, low absenteeism and high
performance [35]. Researchers have demon-
strated that commitment is a factor that leads
to effective, successful communities [30, 52].
Phang [40] states that factors such as enjoy-
ment and belongingness positively impact mem-
bers’ commitment to the task or purpose of
a community. While some scholars have found
that knowledge contribution, ease of use, reli-
ability and knowledge tracking are factors that
maintain users commitment to a community,
Ma and Agarwal [33] alternatively show that
perceived identity and self-presentation are
important aspects of successful online com-
munities [32].

Behavioral commitment to open collabo—

ration is explained as an affinity or sense of
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connection one develops to a community with
which they identify. Commitment to online
community collaboration is affected by satis-
faction, obligation, goals and reciprocity of
members towards that community. Similarly,
attitudinal commitment is defined as an in-
dividual’s perception of belongingness to a
community, based on similarities and emotional
attachment [8, 41]. Attitudinal commitment de-
velops when a person considers her/his goals
and values to match those of a community [9].

For Wikipedia, collaboration relies on the
effort and commitment of a large volunteer
base. Academic researchers accept the concept
of commitment as a strong predictor of a per-
son’s behavior in an organization. Contributing
one’s knowledge to Wikipedia is central to the
success of the site, and an individual's commit—
ment maintains her/his bond to the online com-
munity [52]. Emotional attachment to the com-
munity, as well as corresponding goals between
individuals and the community, motivate con—

tent editors.

2.2 Self-loop Editing and Commitment

A self-loop in graph theory is defined as
the connection of a node to itself, specifically
the edge that connects the node to itself [2].
On Wikipedia, a self-loop is defined as repeated
editing of an article by a single individual before
anyone else edits it.

Editing on Wikipedia is a mixture of behav—

1oral processes and results, which may include

planned editing as well as editors” habits of
voluntarily helping others. Individuals edit ar—
ticles for various reasons [36]. Repeated editing
can result from people’s editing habits, editing
skills, knowledge and self-efficacy [44], per-
sonal responsibility and obligation, direction
from the community (via Wikipedia talk pages
and other contributions) and desire for recog—
nition [6]. We use the concept of self-loop edit-
ing to measure the commitment of editors.
Salancik [47] defines commitment as an obliga—
tion to behave or repeat actions in a manner
that is consistent with prior actions; such con—
sistency is associated with self-justification
and dissonance-reduction [45]. Self-loop edit-
ing on Wikipedia reflects an editor’s commit—-
ment to editing articles, contributing knowl-
edge and sharing information. Therefore, we
use self-loops as a proxy measure of editors’
commitment, and assess the effect of commit—
ment on the promotion of an article to a featured
article. To our knowledge, this study is the
first to use self-loops to assess or measure
the effect of commitment on the outcomes of
actions or behavior.

Commitment to Wikipedia editing is a social
behavioral process through which a member
develops a relationship with the community.
Members contribute and collaborate with oth-
ers to show their presence, belongingness and
affiliation. Maintaining involvement in open
collaboration entails reciprocity, or an ‘obliga—
tion to continue contributing and helping others
[9, 36, 52]. Additionally, self-loop editing on



Wikipedia is a self-generated process, where
editors repeat edits and are committed to con—
tributing their knowledge to Wikipedia for dif-
ferent reasons [9]. We believe self-loop editing
on Wikipedia is a reasoned action and a planned
behavior for editors who engage in this prac-
tice [1].

3. Hypotheses

Meyer and Herscovitch [36] define commit-
ment as “a force that binds an individual to
a course of action of relevance to one or more
targets” [33]. Employees experience this force
in the form of normative, affective and con—
tinuance commitment. These types of commit—
ment reveal employees’ perceived obligation,
emotional ties and sunk costs, respectively, in
relation to a given target; members will con-
tinue to repeat their behavior until the target
is achieved [34].

Multiple factors affect editors” decisions to
use self-loops. The desires to achieve personal
goals and to match the values of the editing
community influence the relationship that an
editor develops with them [9, 34, 36]. Similarly,
editors may use self-loops because of extrinsic
rewards (e.g., peer recognition, editors’ badges,
learning from the process), team collaboration
(ie., receiving feedback from others on talk
pages) and motivation to promote an article
to a featured article [43, 46, 47]. For example,
editors are committed to gaining hands-on ed-

iting experience, achieving recognition in the
community or promoting an article to a featured
article, so they repeat edits to show commit-
ment to the task that they have taken on.
Additionally, collaboration on Wikipedia is a
self-generated process through which editors
contribute, edit and self-assess. Repeated edits
are more likely to be free of errors and are
more productive with the consensus of others
editors. Self-loop editing of Wikipedia articles
shows editors” connection to both the article
content and the community editing the same
article. Editors also repeat edits to make content
more concise and to provide additional re—
sources that verify the material. Past research
has shown a positive relationship between
commitment to a task and project performance
[51]. Based on the argument above, we propose
that self-loop editing will have a positive effect

on the promotion of an article.

H1: Editors’ self-loop edits (editing com-
mitment) will have a positive effect
on the promotion of an article.

Individuals engage in online content collabo—
ration by editing the contents, reading threads
and either posting replies or moderating dis—
cussion [7, 24, 49]. Editors believe that the time
they give for content contribution and thread-
reading is associated with benefits they seek
and receive from the community.

Editors” perceptions that they have the po-
tential to fulfill personal and community goals
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are based on community membership, or ac—
ceptance as a peer in the editing community.
Editors try to self-loop edit to gain attention
or recognition. This behavior is associated with
the values and behavior of others in the editing
community; thus, an increase in content and
energy contributed will result in positive out-
comes for the community as a whole [7, 17, 241.

Wikipedia editors repeat edits and provide
content differently based on the role assigned
to them by the Wikipedia community. Some-—
times an article needs further improvements
or citations to validate its content; other times
an editor contributes additional knowledge to
an article. Liu and Ram [31] claim that editors’
varied roles have different impacts on the qual—
ity of an article, as well as the style in which
editors write and provide content [29]. Pro-
fessional writers tend to write more meaningful
and concise edits, and provide links and other
resources to validate the content provided.
Editors are concerned with the style, format
and content they contribute. According to Liu
and Ram [31], well-rounded editors tend to
repeat their edits by creating additional senten—
ces, modifying the prior edit, deleting the con—
tents of the edit, providing links and adding
references to the material provided. As editing
in Wikipedia is voluntary, editors who repeat
edits are self-monitored, and contribute to ob-
tain an affiliation with a knowledgeable com—
munity. The collaborative content that editors
seek from the community provides a valuable

contribution, which results in higher—quality

articles.

Short-term self-loop editing occurs when
an editor repeats an edit because it reaffirms
their membership in the community via open
social collaboration. In short-term self-loop
editing, an editor either provides content re-
peatedly or polishes the content already pro-
vided. The role taken by a Wikipedia editor
is an important factor affecting self-loop edit-
ing; certain roles played by an editor may moti—
vates them to contribute higher quality content
more consistently. Editors tend to repeat their
edits to align their content with Wikipedia edit—
ing criteria. This repeated editing improves the
quality of an article, hence increasing the like-
lihood that it will be promoted.

We predict that editors’ use of short-term
self-loop editing, either by self-monitoring their
articles’ contents or by providing external
references to verify content, will positively

affect the promotion of an article.

H2: Editors’ short-term self-loop edits will
have a positive effect on the promotion

of an article.

Research on open collaboration shows that
members of online communities build a strong
sense of commitment to contribute and verify
knowledge, remove unnecessary material and
polish the style and presentation of the content
[39]. This process of contributing time and en-
ergy maintains members connections to com-

munity projects and goals. These bonds allow



members to fulfill their needs and to help others,
thus becoming a part of the community [16].
As a result, participants contribute more time
and higher quality content in order to establish
themselves among the elite editors of the com—
munity [42]. The content contributed by these
participants is high—quality and beneficial to
the editing process.

While most of the edits on Wikipedia fall
into the short-term range [14, 37], those that
are repeated after a long period of time (.e.,
long-term self-loops) show an editor’'s com-
mitment to Wikipedia more strongly. Repeating
an edit long after initial edits have been made
shows an editor’s connection to both the article
content and the editing community. In addition,
some scholars suggest that goal-oriented edit-
ing behavior has a positive effect on article
promotion, as editors will contribute more con-
tent and invest more time when they aim to
get an article promoted. As noted by Nemoto
et al. [38], editors use talk pages to congratulate
one another on article promotions to featured
article status [36]. On Wikipedia, every article
has associated talk pages where editors discuss
article contents. Thus, edits that are repeated
after a long time are based on the consensus
of others and are more oriented toward the
goal of article promotion. An editor's emotional
attachment to the editing community, desire
for recognition and goal-oriented behavior
positively affect the promotion of an article.
Based on the argument above, we predict that
long—term self-loop editing will positively af-

fect the promotion of an article.

H3: Editors’ long-term self-loop edits will
have a positive effect on the promotion

of an article.

Self-loop editing on Wikipedia shows that
editors impart value to their membership within
the Wikipedia community. Due to this bond,
editors repeatedly contribute their knowledge
in order to help the community. Commitment
to self-loop editing on Wikipedia is a self-gen—
erated, voluntary process; editors contribute
their knowledge in order to demonstrate their
efforts and to show affiliation with the editing
community. Repeated edits are beneficial be—
cause they are high—quality, collaborative and
oriented toward the goal of article promotion.
However, editors’ commitment varies; since
the level of commitment is based on rewards
and benefits to editors, it is susceptible to
change. Editors repeat their edits in the
short-term either to gain personal rewards or
to attain status among expert editors. However,
long—term repeated edits are not performed as
a means of gaining rewards; these edits may
result from an editor’s personal habit of editing
short sections at a time, or from the general
editing process, which includes checking for
errors and linking external references. Long-
term commitment is both self-governed and
self-generated, and has lasting effects on the
process of content contribution to Wikipedia.

Editors who are committed in the long—term



8 TAAANT A A228 Al4%

will only repeat their edits if they are sure
that they fit the requirements of Wikipedia;
in this sense, they play the role of housekeepers
for the site [13]. They will repeat their edits
until they believe they are close to their ulti—
mate goal of promoting the article to a featured
article [36].

Based on the above discussion, we predict
that long—term self-loops will be more useful
in the promotion of an article than short-term

self-loops.

H4: Long-term self-loops will be more
helpful or have a greater effect on the
promotion of an article than short-

term self-loops.

4. Methodology

A Wikipedia article is promoted to a featured
article after a community of editors evaluates
it for completeness, accuracy and neutrality.
Article promotion requires varying efforts from
different editors, including the commitment and
time to contribute, verify and, if necessary, pol-
ish article contents. We gathered data regard-
ing 2978 English Wikipedia featured articles
and analyzed their editing histories to identify
editing patterns and assess the effects of edi—
tors’ commitment and behavior on the promo-
tion of an article to a featured article.

We define the efficiency of an article’s editing

process as the total number of days it takes

from an article’s start date until it is promoted
to a featured article. In our study, the variable
called “duration” measures the efficiency of
the editing process for Wikipedia articles.
Further variables are discussed in the fol-

lowing section.

4.1 Control Variables

In analyzing the effect of self-loop editing
on the promotion of featured articles, we control

for several variables, as explained below.

4.1.1 Total Number of Edits

The total number of edits represents all of
an editor’s contributions of knowledge to Wiki-
pedia. A higher number of edits can bias the
analysis, as more editing does not always
equate purely to contributed knowledge; for
instance, an edit can consist of re-saving the
same edit, Tobotic edits and removing a vandal's
incorrect content. A higher number of edits
can also positively influence an article’s promo-
tion when users provide information in a timely
manner. However, this may create conflicts
or increase the time it takes for others to read
an article, provide feedback or modify the edits.
Therefore, we control for the total number of

edits in our analysis.
4.1.2 Article length

We control for article length by measuring
article size in bytes. Some articles are easy
to edit and the contents of an edit can be sum-



marized more succinctly, while others require
lengthy explanations and are difficult to edit

as concisely.
4.1.3 Number of Editors

The number of editors may influence the
analysis results, as a higher number of editors
may have a positive effect on an article’s promo-
tion when the editing increases an article’s
quality. Alternatively, this variable may have
a negative effect in circumstances where col—-
laboration is not favorable or if the number
of editors includes vandals that edits article
maliciously for disruption and ego boosters that
show their presence in editing community by
boosting their contents without any concern

for an article contents.

4.2 Independent Variables

We use self-loop editing as an independent
variable for assessing an editor's commitment,
and analyze the effect of self-loop editing on
the promotion of an article. As explained pre—
viously, self-loop edits are repeated edits made
by the same editor before anyone else edits

a given article.
4.2.1 Self-Loop Ratio

‘We measure the self-loop ratio for an article
by calculating the number of self-loop edits
and dividing that number by the total number
of edits. We use self-loops to measure the be—

havior of editors, although self-loop editing

can have a variety of causes; sometimes an
editor’s habit of editing an article in small sec—
tions results in many timestamps, while other
times self-loops reflect refinement of content.
In this paper, we use self-loops as a proxy
measure of an editor's commitment. As defined
by Salancik [47], commitment is “an obligation
to behave or repeat actions in a manner that
is consistent with prior actions, and is asso-
ciated with self-justification and dissonance—
reduction,” Self-loop editing in Wikipedia re-
flects an editor's commitment to editing articles,
contributing knowledge and sharing informa-—
tion. Therefore, we use self-loops as a proxy
measure of editors’ commitment and assess
the effect of commitment on the promotion of

an article to a featured article.

4.2.2 Short-Term Self-Loop Ratio

We distinguish short-term self-loops from
long—term self-loops. Short-term self-loops
are editing loops in which consecutive edits
from an editor occur within one hour (60 mi-
nutes). We calculate the number of short-term
self-loops and divide that number by the total
number of edits in order to assess the frequency
and effect of short-term self-loop editing.

4.2.3 Long-Term Self-Loop Ratio

We define long-term self-loops as editing
loops in which consecutive edits from an editor
occur more than ten hours apart. We calculate
the number of long-term self-loops and divide
it by the total number of edits. For this study,
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we did not include the self-loop edits that fall
between short-term and long—term self-loops.
As most self-loop edits fall in the short-term
category, this should not affect the results of

our analysis.
4.2.4 Short-Term Self-Loop-Reciprocal Ratio

We also calculate the short-term self-
loop-reciprocal ratio to assess the effect of
short-term self-loops in relation to long-term
self-loops. We calculate this variable by divid—
ing the number of short-term self-loops by

the total number of self-loops in an article.
4.2.5 Long-Term Self-Loop-Reciprocal Ratio

We calculate the long-term self-loop-recip-
rocal ratio by dividing the number of long—term
self-loops by the total number of self-loops
in an article. We use this variable to differentiate
the effects of short-term self-loops and long-

term self-loops.

4.3 Dependent Variable

Our study examines the knowledge con-
tribution and collaboration patterns of Wikipedia
editors and their effect on the promotion of
an article. Our dependent variable is duration
(also referred to as efficiency), which reflects
the time (number of days) it takes an article
to be promoted to a featured article. Editing
on Wikipedia follows an incremental process
of knowledge contribution and collaboration

[5], where editors continue to add edits until

an article meets the criteria for a Wikipedia
featured article.

A detail table of variables is attached in
<Table 3>.

4.4 Data Analysis

Our data sample consists of articles that have
been promoted to featured article status since
their listing on Wikipedia. We evaluate the in—
fluence of our independent variable on the pro-
motion of Wikipedia featured articles using the
Cox regression model to assess our hypotheses.
Cox regression is useful in considering the ef-
fect of a measure on the likelihood that an event
will occur [42]. Cox regression assumes that
variables have a relative effect on the un-
specified underlying likelihood of an event re—
quiring no assumption. In a previous study,
Ransbotham [42] examined the turnover rate
of Wikipedia editors and its effect on article
promotion; this study used Cox regression in
its data analysis. As our dependent variable
is the same as that in the Ransbotham study,
it is appropriate to use the Cox regression model

for our data analysis.

5. Results and Discussion

<Table 1> represents the results of the Cox
regression analysis; we use Cox regression to
find the effect of editing time on the efficiency
of an article’s promotion to a featured article.
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(Table 1) Cox Regression Results

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Nodes -0.73** [0.03]| -1.541** [0.06]| -1.55 [0.06]| -1.20"* [0.05]| -1.54*** [0.06]
Total number of edits| 0.24** [0.04]] 088 [0.06]] 0.79** [0.06]] 0.67* [0.06]] 0.89* [0.06]
Article length -0.33** [0.05]| -0.244*= [0.06]| -0.24"= [0.05]] -0.36"* [0.05]] -0.26"* [0.05]
Self-loop ratio -1.821 [0.11]| -2.18"* [0.21] -1.82 [0.11]
Short self-loop ratio 0.32* [0.16]] -0.99~* [0.08]
Long self-loop ratio -0.06" [0.02]] -0.07* [0.02]
Short self-loop 0003 [0.03]
ratio reciprocal
Long selfloop 0,07 [002]
ratio reciprocal
R-squared 0.392 0.439 0.441 0.42 0.444

Significant Codes:

0 = 0001 * 001 * 005" 01

“ 1, standard errors are enclosed in brackets

Our results are based on 5 models. Model 1
contains only the control variables. Model 2
additionally contains the self-loop ratio to de—
termine the effect of self-loop editing on an
article’s promotion. Model 3 is an extension
of model 2, with the addition of two variables:
short-term self-loops and long—term self-loops.
In model 4, we remove the overall self-loop
ratio to assess the effects that short-term and
long-term self-loops have on an article’s
promotion. Model 5 contains the short-term
self-loop-reciprocal and the long—term self-
loop-reciprocal to differentiate between the
two.

The results of models 2, 3 and 5 support
our first hypothesis (H1); these results suggest
that self-loop editing, as a proxy for commit—
ment, is significant for the promotion of an
article. The results of model 4 support our third
and fourth hypotheses (H3 and H4) that short-
term self-loop editing and long—term self-loop

editing have a positive effect on the promotion
of an article. Hypothesis 4 is supported by the
results of model 5, as the long-term self-loop
editing ratio is significant in the expected
direction.

Relevant literature has suggested a positive
relationship between commitment and its im-
pact on work-related outcomes in traditionally
structured organizations. Collaboration in on-
line communities and affiliation with these
communities are important factors related to
level of commitment. This study examines the
effect of Wikipedia editors’ commitment on the
promotion of an article to a featured article.
We find that increased commitment of editors
positively affects an article’s promotion. Self-
loop editing demonstrates editors’ commitment
based on their consecutive editing of the same
article before anyone else edits it. The specific
reasons that editors repeat edits are not ex—
plored in this study, but we use self-loop editing
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as a proxy measure for editors’ commitment
to editing or providing knowledge. The results
show support for our hypothesis that self-loop
editing positively affects the promotion of an
article. Gaved [13] defines the different roles
played by Wikipedia editors, such as place-
holders, housekeepers and completers 51. Short-
term self-loops, which we assume include most
of an editor’s self-loop edits, are small edits
like minor contributions of information, for—
matting of contents, spell-checking, providing
reference links and adding new contents after
discussing with other editors on talk pages
[23]. We assume that short-term self-loop edi—
tors fill the roles of place-holders and house-
keepers; these editors want to occupy a social
role in the editing community, and are commit—
ted to both article content contribution and
to housekeeping, which fights ego—boosters
and vandals [13]. We assume that long—term
self-loop editors repeat their editing after a
long time either because of the technicality of
the article, or because of a sense of connection
to the online community. Experts in a given
field may take considerable time to deliberate
over precise and correct content. For instance,
sometimes the technical nature of an article
compels editors to engage in long discussions
via talk pages on Wikipedia. Countering van-—
dalism also increases time between edits, as
searching for and finding vandals requires ad-
ditional time; however, this activity keeps edi—
tors motivated and committed to an article.

Some scholars also suggest that long—term

self-loop edits may result from personal editing
habhits. For example, some editors may conduct
a first edit in one session and return for later
sessions to add more content or to perform
other editing-related work, whereas other edi—
tors may complete an edit in a single session.

As far as we know, this paper discusses
the first study conducted to assess commitment
through the lens of self-loop editing. The re-
sults of this study contribute to our under—
standing of the effect of editors’ motivation
and commitment on successful promotion of
an article to a featured article. The results,
as shown in <Table 2>, reveal that a larger
number of self-loops are short-term self-
loops, which represents the level of commit-
ment editors express when editing and con—
tributing content. Park et al. [39] find that more
than 80% of all editing consists of self-loops,
which suggests a high level of editor commit—
ment and indirectly supports the statement that
the majority of the content on Wikipedia is

(Table 2) Article Editing Patterns

Self-loop time Frequency
0.1~10 2,664
11~30 537
31~60 153
61~120 106
121~240 69
241~480 27
481 ~600 56
601 ~2000 61
2001~ 91

Short self-loop = 88%
Long self-loop = 0.052%
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contributed by a small number of editors [22,
37]. Long—term self-loops may be the indirect
result of Kittur [24] statements regarding
Wikipedia content, potentially supporting Hypo-
thesis 4, although a thorough investigation is
still needed. <Table 2> illustrates that the ma-
jority of self-loop editing involves minor edits,
such as the addition of content detail or format-
ting changes. Minor self-loop edits represent
an editor's commitment to continue polishing
and contributing content, which further sup-
ports Hypotheses 2 and 3.

This study contributes to the literature re—
garding open collaboration and commitment
to online collaborative communities. A practical
mmplication of this study for project managers
is that the success of certain projects de—
mands commitment from participating members.

Previous studies have found that the majority

of Wikipedia contents are provided by a small
number of editors [22]. The fact that Wikipedia
content contribution requires only an internet
connection and a personal computer reflects
how easy it is for editors to contribute. Thus,
project managers, collaborative online sites and
other entrepreneurs must seek ways to facili—
tate and encourage members to contribute and
remain committed to these online communities.

This study is not without limitations, as we
do not directly measure the commitment of
editors, but rather use self-loop editing as a
proxy measure for an editor's commitment.
Future studies with direct supervision of edi—
tors would give a more detailed view of editors’
commitment to Wikipedia. If further studies
combined self-loop editing commitment with
editor interviews, overall editor commitment

to the collaboration process would be clarified.

(Table 3) Measurement of Variable

Variable Definition Relevant studies
Total number of edits | Total number of edits made on one article. I.(it'tur[25];
Wilkinson[52]
Article length Total size of an article in bytes Klgil[{;g?mﬁ[liz[]%]
Number of editors | Total number of edits edited that article Kjttur%t?ffr Eg{e[m];
Self-loop ratio Total number of self-loops divided by total number of edits Keegan[22]
Short-term Total number of short self-loop divided by total number
self-loop ratio of edits
Long-term Total number of Long self-loop divided by total number
self-loop ratio of edits
Short-term self- Total number of short self-loop divided by total number
loop—reciprocal ratio |of self-loops
Long-term self- Total number of long self-loop divided by total number of
loop-reciprocal ratio | self-loops
Duration Ia\lrtuirélllzer of days an article takes to promote to a featured Ransbotham[40]
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5.1 Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to determine
the effect of self-loop editing on the success
of the collaboration process, using self-loop
editing as a proxy indicator of editor com—
mitment. Our research provides a framework
that indicates that self-loop editing positively
impacts the promotion of Wikipedia featured
articles. Editor commitment that is based on
Institutionalization is more helpful than com—
mitment that is based on short-term benefits.
This research provides a model for assessing
the behavior of members of online collaborative
communities, which can affect the process and
success of content collaboration. For the long-
term success of online communities, managers
must create environments that promote feel-
ings of association and connection to the orga-
nization. Future research focused on members’
behavior regarding the online content con—
tribution process will further refine our under-

standing of online collaboration.
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