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ABSTRACT

Collaborative production is a process in which people coordinate with one another to accomplish specific goals. Widely recognized as

an effective model in aggregating meaningful outcomes, it greatly extends the effects of simple sharing. However, two major obstacles

to a successful outcome are the complexity and unpredictability of the collaborative production process itself.

Social enterprise, as the rising force in advancing economic development, presents a wide range of challenges and unmet needs. It is

especially critical for social enterprise grassroots startups to harness useful and meaningful contributions in the process of collaborative

production. Through promoting nonfinancial motivation and collecting contributions at all different levels, the new online collaborative

platforms, such as Wikipedia, have established a positive impact in allowing large groups to collaborate. However, platforms with a

clear financial motivation suffer a great deal in obtaining multiple levels of constructive contribution and participation. Investigation of

the methods aggregating individual (and often tiny) contributions for social enterprise grassroots startups may offer new frameworks

from which a great range of applications can be extracted.

Prior work on collaboration through digital platforms has mainly focused on a centralized collaboration model through highly managed

and fixed Internet portals. This research will look into the alternative model, such as the wiki (a distributed collaboration), to find solu-

tions for the emergence of an evolving collaboration model.

Thesis Supervisor: George Stiny
Title: Professor of Design and Computation
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1. INTRODUCTION 1.1 Problem Statement

How Personal Motivation Meets Collaborative Production for social Enterprise Grassroots Startups?

Collaborative production, where people
have to coordinate with one another to
get anything done, is considerably more
difficult than simple sharing, but the re-
sults can be more profound. However,
the process of collaborative production is
usually highly complicated and unpredict-
able.

New tools are allowing large groups to
collaborate by taking advantage of in-
dividuals' nonfinancial motivations and
by allowing for wildly differing levels of
contribution into the production process,
e.g., Wikipedia. However, to date, tools
that involve financial motivations have
great difficulty in obtaining multiple lev-
els of contribution.

The importance of grassroots social en-
trepreneurships is undeniable. In Joseph
Schumpeter's book The Theory of Eco-
nomic Development, he argues that eco-
nomic development is not initiated and
sustained by capitalists, but instead by

entrepreneurs. He proposes that the role
of the entrepreneur is to break out of the
routine framework of economic life and,
as a result, propel economic growth for-
ward throughout history. Furthermore,
social enterprise commits their efforts to
applying commercial strategies to maxi-
mize social improvements at large, rather
than maximizing profits for themselves or
external shareholders. Social enterprise
is a unique mechanism in combining eco-
nomic advancement and social improve-
ment, enabling sustainable social chang-
es within a larger framework.

But critical issues exist. Social enterprise
grassroots startups struggle greatly in
the process of searching for matching
resources, contribution, and support.
Furthermore, grassroots social entrepre-
neurs need to seek every possible route
to develop their ideas/projects through
their personal efforts, including finding
team members, funding, and recognition.
This search process for the startup tends

to be highly unpredictable, without any
sort of specific logistical framework, and it
seems to be a "black box" type of journey.
Given grassroots social entrepreneurs'
lack of access to potential collaborators
and contributions, establishing an effec-
tive online presence for collaborative pro-
duction will bring a needed framework to
and provide new possibilities for advanc-
ing their process.

This thesis studies the case of Wikipedia
to understand how the model of peer
mass production contributes to the col-
laborative problem-solving process; spe-
cifically, how could the contributors take
roles and interact with each other differ-
ently to accelerate the process through
an online presence for social enterprise
grassroots startups. This research intends
to explore whether and how peer mass
production model (the wiki model) can
improve productivity and efficiency when
applied to the highly unpredictable social
enterprise grassroots startups process.

13



1. INTRODUCTION 1.2-1.4

1.2 Methodolgy 1.3 Research Questions 1.4 Intended Contributions

This thesis presents a critical comparative
analysis of the peer production model
(wiki model) and the collaborative prob-
lem-solving action-based model (social
enterprise grassroots startups model),
including case studies of wiki model and
existing digital platforms facilitating so-
cial ventures. In this research, case stud-
ies will include sources such as literature
reviews and interviews with professional
and academic communities.

The examining criteria of these case stud-
ies include:

- Satisfying constraints (context)
- Interpreting social issue scenes
- The models of acquiring funding, spe-
cific funding sources
- Socially-engaging design language
- Planning courses of action
- The effectiveness of strategies

- Main Question:

Self-Organized Collaboration: How does
the alternative collaborative model, such
as wiki (a distributed mass collaboration),
contribute solutions for a self-evolving
collaborative model for social enterprise
grassroots startups?

- Secondary Question:

- How to effectively create an online pres-
ence facilitating collaborative production
for social enterprise startups?
- Can the peer mass production model
(wiki model) improve the productivity
and efficiency in the highly unpredictable
social enterprise grassroots startups pro-
cess? Specifically, how?
- What principles and lessons can we
learn from the wiki model (peer produc-
tion) and how can we apply them in the
context of social enterprise grassroots
startups?

Prior work on collaboration through digi-
tal platforms has mainly focused on a
centralized collaboration model through
highly managed and fixed Internet por-
tals. This research will look into the alter-
native model, such as wiki (a distributed
collaboration model), to find solutions for
the emergence of an evolving collabora-
tion model.

The recommendation of rules for estab-
lishing a more self-organized flexible on-
line collaboration model will better fa-
cilitate and expand the capacity of social
venture startups.

14
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2. PROBLEM STATEMENT 2.1 Introduction

The term, "social entrepreneurship" has
become increasingly popular and gained
significant recognition over these past
few years. Its increasing popularity has
a strong relationship to its unique posi-
tion, crossing the traditional boundaries
separating nonprofits, governments, and
for-profit business. This approach com-
bines the motivation of achieving social
mission with a business-like discipline
and innovation. Since many efforts from
government and non-profit sectors have
proven to be inefficient, ineffective, and
unresponsive, falling short of the expec-
tations. Therefore, social entrepreneurs
are in the unique position to develop new
models that transcend different sectors
and ultimately contribute to the advance-
ment of societies' social good.

Social entrepreneurship as a term might
be new, but the phenomenon is not. In-
stitutions of this type have been around
for a while, even though people are not
aware of them. By coining this new term,
"social entrepreneurship," it implies the
blurring of different sectors and raises the
awareness of possibilities, such as inno-
vative non-profit ventures, social purpose
business ventures (e.g., for-profit com-
munity banks, such as Grameen Bank),
and hybrid organizations combining both
non-profit and for-profit components.

Even though the idea of "social enter-
prise" has been around for a while,
it means different things to different
people. The term can be quite confus-
ing at times. For some people, it means
non-profit enterprise with initiation of
for-profit ventures, whereas for others it
means either exclusively non-profit ven-
tures or business ventures with an effort
to include social responsibility. Therefore,
the understanding of the meaning of "so-
cial entrepreneurship" is very important
in navigating this domain. What consti-
tutes "social entrepreneurship"? And
why is it important?

17



2. PROBLEM STATEMENT 2.2 Entrepreneurshi

The Origins of the Term "Entrepreneur" Joseph Schumpeter

Generally speaking, an entrepreneur is
associated with a person that starts a
new business. However, this term has a
much deeper and richer historical and
theoretical background. The term "entre-
preneur" originated in French economics
in 17th to 18th centuries, meaning some-
one who initiates and carries out signifi-
cant activities and instigates economic
breakthroughs through finding new
ways of doing things. Jean Baptiste Say, a
French economist in the 19th century, ar-
gued that entrepreneurs create value and
shift resources from the lower to higher
areas of productivity. In the 20th century,
Joseph Schumpeter was considered the
godfather championing entrepreneur-
ship.

In his book "The Theory of Economic De-
velopment", the Austrian economist Jo-
seph Schumpeter argues that entrepre-
neurs, not capitalists, instigate economic
development.1 In great contrast to many
of the other mainstream economists'
views, Schumpeter champions the value
brought by entrepreneurs, due to their
capacity of initiating new actions within
the existing system, and therefore ad-
vancing economic development at large.

Schumpeter's definition of entrepreneur
excludes the owner of capital, the inven-
tor, and the manager, roles with which
the entrepreneur was usually confused.
The key advantage that an entrepreneur
brings into the picture is to introduce

economic innovation. According to
Schumpeter, the role of the entrepreneur
is to break out of the repetitive and ha-
bitual routine of economic life. He further
suggested that an extraordinary creative
mind and energy is quintessential to this
process. Entrepreneurship requires "the
creative power and dominating force of
a leader." In other words, entrepreneurs
are one the core forces in advancing eco-
nomic development.

Development in Schumpeter's definition
is entirely different from the tendency
towards equilibrium. The new disruptive
change disturbs the previously existing
equilibrium. This change refers to the
kind of change stemming from within the
economic system. In his book, he states:

18



2. PR BLEM STATEMENT' 2.2 Entrepreneurship

This change so displaces its equilibrium
point that the new one cannot be reached
from the old one by infinitesimal steps.

For example, regardless how many mail
coaches get added successively, it will
never become a railway. Schumpeter
presents five ways to break out of the
routine in his book. Firstly, the introduc-
tion of a new, good or a meaningful im-
provement in the quality of an existing
good. Secondly, the introduction of a new
method of production. Thirdly, the open-
ing of a new market. Fourthly, the

conquest of a new supply. Lastly, the cre-
ation of a new type of industrial organiza-
tion.

According to Schumpeter, this kind of dis-
continuity is mainly introduced through
entrepreneurship. In his book, he states:

...but entrepreneurs employed existing
means of production differently, more ap-
propriately, more advantageously. They
have "carried out new combinations."

They are entrepreneurs. And their profits,
the surplus, to which no liability corre-
sponds, it is an entrepreneurial profit.

As one of the core driving factors in eco-
nomic development, the importance of
entrepreneurship is undeniable. Schum-
peter further argues that will and action
are the keys to enable entrepreneurs to
accomplish their ventures. This will and
act can be interpreted as the persistent
iteration of collaborative production
throughout entrepreneurial activities.

Schumpeter's theory serves as the foun-
dation of the contemporary use of the
notion that champions entrepreneurs as
the changing agents to advance econom-
ic progress.

19



2. PROBLEM STATEMENT 2.3 Current Theories of Entrepreneurship

Peter Drucker Howard Stevenson

Heavily influenced by Joseph Schumpeter,
Peter Drucker further emphasizes the op-
portunity captured by any entrepreneur-
ial ventures. His theory does not require
entrepreneurs to initiate change, but to
respond and exploit change caused by
technology advancement, societal prefer-
ence, etc. Therefore, according to Druck-
er, starting a new business itself does not
count as entrepreneurship. He argues,
"Not every new small business is entre-
preneurial or represents entrepreneur-
ship." He continues to give the example
of a "mom and pop" store opening -- an-
other Mexican restaurant in the American
suburb. In other words, not every new or-
ganization, either for-profit or non-profit,
would be considered as entrepreneurial.

In his book, Innovation and Entrepreneur-
ship, Drucker states that entrepreneur-
ship does not require profit motive. He
gave the example of the modern Ameri-
can university, and emphasizes how
much innovation and change has brought
by this creation.

Howard Stevenson, a distinguished theo-
rist in entrepreneurship at Harvard Busi-
ness School, added another dimension to
Drucker's change-instigating definition.
He conducted research in identifying the
difference between entrepreneurial man-
agement and common administrative
management. He found that entrepre-
neurs do not limit their pursuit of oppor-
tunity to the resources currently at hand,
but mobilize every possible opportunities
and resources to achieve their objectives,
whereas the administrators allow their
existing resources to constrain their vi-
sion and action. This is another definition
of entrepreneur that does not have a di-
rect relationship with a business startup.

20



2, PROBLEM STATEMENT 2.4-2.s

2.4 Difference between Business
and Social Entrepreneurs

These definitions from Say, Schumpeter,
Drucker, and Stevenson help to establish
a foundational understanding in entre-
preneurship both in the business sector
and the social sector. Their theories por-
trait a type of mind-set and behaviors
that can be manifested across sectors.
Social entrepreneurs are entrepreneurs
with a clear social mission. Since a social
mission is core and central in social en-
trepreneurial ventures, a different set of
challenges need to be addressed than in
regular entrepreneurship.

For business entrepreneurs, market and
wealth creation are the key for measuring
their success, since market/profit is the
prefect indicator of the productivity, ef-
ficiency and effectiveness of the business
venture. In contrast to business enter-
prises, social enterprises have a less clear
measurement of their impact and suc-
cess. Profit alone is not sufficient in evalu-
ating the value creation process for social
enterprises, because wealth creation is a

means to the end but not the end, and is
therefore inadequate to measure the so-
cial impact of the venture. The ambiguity
in measuring progress and improvement
in social enterprises has been one of the
key challenges for them to advance and
evaluate their social impact.

2.5 Definition of Social Entrepre-
neurship

In J.Gregory Dees's paper, The Meaning
of "Social Entrepreneurship", he gives the
definition as follows: 2

Social entrepreneurs play the role of
change agents in the social sector, by:

* Adopting a mission to create and sus-
tain social value (notjust private value),
e Recognizing and relentlessly pursuing
new opportunities to serve that mission,
* Engaging in a process of continuous in-
novation, adaptation, and learning,
9 Acting boldly without being limited by
resources currently in hand,

.Exhibiting heightened accountability to
the constituencies served andfor the out-
comes created.

Social entrepreneurs can be revolutionary
in pursuing a social mission. Their visions
are bold, and they push fundamental
changes in social sectors. The core differ-
ence between social entrepreneurs and
business entrepreneurs -- even from so-

cially responsible businesses -- is that the

social mission is core and fundamental
to social entrepreneurship. This mission
is rooted deeply in social improvement,
and cannot be compromised by creating
profits for individuals. For social entre-
preneurs, profit is a means to the end but
not the end in itself. With the character
of perseverance, social entrepreneurs
are innovative in making progress in solv-
ing problems and taking calculated risks.
A continuous effort to meet the need
between making profit and community
needs is one of the most important parts
of the challenges in these ventures.

21



PLE 2.6 Precedents of Social Enterprises and Innovations

Microfinance: Grameen Bank

Microfinance includes financial institu-
tions that provide financial services such
as banking, lending, and insurance to the
poor who otherwise would not have the
access to these financial resources. The
disadvantaged and poor can improve
their lives through saving money and hav-
ing access to loans and insurance. It also
enhances financial inclusion, giving the
poor an opportunity to be lifted out of
poverty.

Ashoka: Innovators for the Public
GCs0."R AMEEN"

Baning fwr th powr

Grameen Bank is the earliest organization
for microfinance and microcredit, and
also a Nobel Peace Prize-winning micro-
finance institution and community devel-
opment bank founded in Bangladesh.

Muhammad Yunus, the founder, lauched
Grameen Bank in 1983 to provide bank-
ing services to the poor, making financial
resources available to the poor at an ap-
propriate and reasonable condition.
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ASHOKA
INNOVATORS FOR THE PUBLIC

Ashoka: Innovatorsfor the Public is a non-
profit organization supporting the largest
network of social entrepreneurs world-
wide. Founded by Bill Drayton in 1980,
Ashoka has consistently offered financ-
ing and professional support services to
a global network of social entrepreneurs.
With around 3000 Ashoka Fellows in 70
countries, Ashoka instigates social change
through the social enterprises carried out
by these fellows. Their primary approach
is to ensure social changes through their
intervention on three levels, i.e., the indi-
vidual, the group, and the sector, there-
fore delivering sustainable social innova-
tions and solutions into a larger scale.



2. R BLE TA E MENT 2.6 Precedents of Social Enterprises and Innovations

Divine Chocolate

M-Pesa is a mobile money transfer and
micro financing service for Safaricom and
Vodacom, the largest mobile phone op-
eration companies in Kenya. By providing
a mobile banking opportunity to the "un-
banked" population, the rural poor in Ke-
nya, M-Pesa has managed to become the
most developed mobile payment system
in the world currently. The interesting
fact is that even among the rural poor in
Kenya, the majority of them own mobile
phones. Because of the wide penetration
of mobile phone services to almost every-
one in Kenya, the mobile bank services
provided by M-Pesa empowers the poor
to manage their money transfers, depos-
its, and withdrawals easily, enabling them
to have more financial autonomy.

CHOCOLATE

Divine Chocolate is a pioneering fair trade
brand, co-owned by the cocoa farmers'
cooperative Kuapa Kokoo in Ghana. As
the owners of the company, the farm-
ers maintain a high control of the larger

share of the company's profit and receive
a fair price for their cocoa. The brand was
launched in 1998 by a group of coca grow-
ers in Ghana to trade its own cocoa more
efficiently and effectively than govern-
ment cocoa agents. Divine Chocolate has
received a wide range of distinguished
awards and recognitions worldwide.3

Social Enterprises have been around for
decades without being labeled as "social
enterprise". All these above examples
show a clear motive in doing good for
benefitting the poor and the underprivi-
leged. It is not wise to believe that "do
good" can only be associated with chari-
ty, and only rich people with spare money
have the luxury to do so.

That been said, we still need to acknowl-
edge that social enterprise is a tough
route to take, due to its uniqueness and
societies' misassumption towards it.
However, it is possible and highly fulfilling
to accomplish social enterprise business,
benefitting society at large.
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2.PRO BLE M STATE M ENT 2.7 Social Enterprise Grassroots Stau: A Personal Story (Author

Identify the Social Issue: A Quest to Serv-
ing the Underprivileged

The story all started with my experience
as a volunteer summer camp teacher in
the SiChuan earthquake area in 2009.
Even though my initial motivation was
only to help the after disaster recovery
process, an unexpected encounter with
a "left-behind" little girl brought me new
awareness of and great grief for her situ-
ation. The Chinese government has re-
inforced a household registration policy
for more than five decades, which was
meant to keep people's residence at their
birthplace. However, the rapid urbaniza-
tion of the population, a major economic
driver in recent years, has brought about
many social issues. People with rural sta-
tus -- migrant workers -- are deprived ba-
sic human rights and welfare in the urban
areas. Specifically, any migrant children
are deprived even the most basic educa-
tion in the cities.

The encounter with this little girl greatly
hurt my heart. She had been left behind
by her parents who moved to cities to

24

search for a better job and life. This little
girl, only seven years old, had already
shown many psychological symptoms
from abandonment, neglect, and emo-
tional instability. It was extremely difficult
for me to witness the brokenness of this
beautiful little girl and how desperately
she desired love and care. It was surpris-
ing for me to realize that the brokenness
of my country stems greatly from this di-
vide between urban and rural status, and
the government -imposed policy that en-
sures segregation and control. Unfortu-
nately, Chinese citizens have been born
to be unequal.

What can we do to alleviate this unfortu-
nate reality? As an ordinary citizen, one
who does not have political or financial
connections with the people with power,
one of the 300 million middle class, but
one who actually cares enough to try to
do something, one who does not possess
any power but wanting to contribute as
much as possible to improve the lives of
the underprivileged, one who is willing to
fight against the system and achieve the
potential influence through bottom-up
approach, what concrete and practical

steps can I take to make a difference?

All these questions were in my mind for
quite a while, and I had no answer for a
long time. The persistent desire in find-
ing a solution for this situation has never
gone away. This personal internal drive is
quintessential in this case, motivating me
to become an entrepreneur, even before
I realized that I wanted to be one. Not ev-
eryone can be or need to be an entrepre-
neur; however, everyone can have some
level of contribution to the issues that are
heavy on their hearts. My quest to search
for a sustainable solution to serve these
underprivileged migrant children started
my journey.

Searching for Plausible Solution: Master
of Architecture Thesis Design

With my background in architecture and
design for over 7 years at that point, I was
searching for a solution that can marry
my expertise and background with serv-
ing their needs. One day in a class, an idea
just hit me. I came to the realization that



2. PROBLEM STATEMENT 2.7 Social Enterprise Grassroots Startup: A Personal Story.(Autho

education can be one of the most impor-
tant life-changing keys to unlock their val-
ue in life. Also, without any illusion about
non-profits, I was aiming at creating an
institution that can be financially sustain-
able and socially responsible at the same
time. Therefore, the component of busi-
ness finally came into the picture.

The idea of combining arts/design, edu-
cation, and business only matured when
I was in the process of figuring out my
Master of Architecture (MArch) thesis.

Even with all my focus on creating a sen-
sible and beautiful building structure,
the ultimate motivation of serving the
migrant children had never fell out of my
radar. I was constantly going back and
forth to check with my building design
to ensure the honest execution of my
vision. As a vision carrier, I successfully
conceived and formalized an architecture
design proposal for serving migrant chil-
dren. However, this is only the beginning
of a long journey.

Seeking for Mentor and Team Members:
Networking

I was fortunate enough to be selected as
one of the Legatum Fellows in 2013, from
which gave me tremendous amount of
opportunity to learn and grow. I was of-
fered workshops, seminars, and discus-
sion sessions to make sure my business
was being developed. I benefitted greatly
from this entire process from one-on-one
coaching, mentor guidance, and formal
presentation opportunities in conference
before potential collaborators and inves-
tors.

One of my key team members, Tan Zhao,
was from the Sloan Business School MBA
program, with over 10 years' experience
in international financing operations. I
connected to him through one of my fel-
low Legatum fellows after my first public
presentation of my idea. It was very inter-
esting how I encountered the right team
member through an extremely unpredict-
able and informal process; namely, net-
working. There was no clear road map in
any way in connecting me to potential

matching collaborators and contribu-
tors. It was entirely dependant on trial
and error. I felt like I was working within
a "black-box", where the only thing that I
could control is the input, and I could only
wait and hope for the best for the output.

There is no guarantee whatsoever in fa-
cilitating this difficult but highly crucial
"matchmaking" process for social enter-
prise startups, because not everyone has
the interest in doing both social good
and business. The probability of finding
matching team members and advisors is
much lower compared with a pure for-
profit venture. Therefore, the ability to
aggregate useful contribution is highly
crucial for social enterprise startups.

Refining Idea and Implementation: Busi-
ness Plan Competitions

Thanks to Legatum Center's manager,
Will Guyster, an experienced and highly
passionate social entrepreneur and my
mentor John Kennedy, a professor from
the MIT Center of Real Estate, I managed
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to work on my business plan consistent-
ly and incrementally. We went through
many rounds of iterations and refine-
ment. In the mean time I got a seed grant
from the Legatum Center to implement
and test my idea on the ground in China.
It was very successful in many ways, and
the idea grew into a startup within such
a short time -- even when it's under the
leadership of a founder who does not
have a background in business.

Against all odds, my startup, M.I.SPOT
(Micro-Institution Spot) got several rec-
ognitions from three business plan and
pitch competitions, including the MIT
$100K Business Plan Competition, the
MIT IDEAS Global Challenge, and the Chi-
na Education Symposium Pitch Contest.
M.I.SPOT also had the privilege to be fea-
tured as one of the key presented ideas in
the Legatum Conference 2013.

When I first entered the MIT $100K Busi-
ness Plan Competition, I did not have any
expectation other than making an effort
to try out different things to see what
worked. I was overjoyed when I got to
know that M.I.SPOT got into the

semi-final round. Almost at exactly the
same time, we got to know M.I.SPOT also
got in to finalist I in the MIT IDEAS Global
Challenge. A process of intense iterations
began. We sought out connections to ex-
perts in related fields, reaching out to po-
tential teammates and advisors. Through
some help from the $100K organizing
team, we did find one mentor to help us
with our business plan and pitch deck.
However, despite all kinds of network
events and personal connections, we
did not have the chance to get any more
matching teammates and advisors. The
whole search process seemed to be quite
random and too unpredictable, not guid-
ed in any way. We dedicated a lot of our
efforts into pushing the business plan for-
ward; however, this process of "seeking
for help and advice" seemed to be quite
unclear. In short, beyond "trying to meet
as many people as possible and seeking
every opportunity to pitch your idea",
there were no explicit practical steps that
entrepreneurs like us know how to take
to ensure collecting useful contributions
and collaborators.

At the meantime, we also needed to pre-
pare and pitch in several other competi-
tions. All these competitions brought us
deadlines, requirements, and most im-
portantly opportunities to get more ex-
posure (networking) and gaining advice.
However, the frustration that we had is
that most of the competitions that we
entered inherently favored other types of
ventures, especially high tech or digitally
related products/services. We came to
the realization that even with the best ef-
fort and refinement of a business model,
if it is not in the right context it might still
have a hard time to progress to next level
of development. My key takeaway from
this experience is that even with the best
efforts and motivation too many variables
are in play within the process in search-
ing for contributions and collaborators. I
came to the conclusion that the key is to
minimize these variables and lower the
risk of trying for nothing or progressing
on the wrong paths as much as possible.
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Funding Seeking A Long Way to Explore

So far, we haven't managed to gather
significant amount of donation or invest-
ment from any way we have progressed.
M.I.SPOT is fortunate enough to have
support from the MIT Legatum Center
with two seed grants to help us testing
the idea and operations. It is definitely a
beginning of a long journey.

In 2013, M.I.SPOT was fortunate enough
to be featured as one of the key present-
ed ideas in a conference with 200 people.
However, even with that level of expo-
sure, we still did not manage to get any
investment or donations. It is quite inter-
esting to see that exposure does not guar-
antee opportunity of funding; however, it
does open many doors for connecting to
potential advisors and collaborators.

It is a long journey to identify and refine
the competitive edge of our startup and
at the same time find matching contri-
butions. The process feels like playing a
game without clear rules. Only the peo-
ple who have played the game for a long
time understand all the unspeakable, in-
definable rules can manage to advance
to further adventures. This "black box"
scenario is highly undesirable; however
this is the norm that entrepreneurs have
to deal with.

It has been 2 years since I first conceived
this idea. It has been a wonderful journey
for me to explore and grow. Even though
I do not know what will be next and what
will lead to the success for my startup,
life does has its hold on me and lead me
towards many surprising turns on my
life path. I am yet to see what is going to
come.
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The benefits of social enterprise are ob-
vious, since social entrepreneurship and
social enterprise (social innovations/
innovative social solutions) cut across
traditional boundaries separating non-
profits, governments, and for-profit busi-
ness. Therefore, social enterprise has the
advantages to attract support from both
the ethical investment industry and usual
private investment, gaining publicity and
below market rate labor due to its social
mission. The core focus on social mission
with a sustainable financial approach
helps social enterprises to gain a unique
position in integrating the benefits across
sectors, accomplishing social change
through the social mission, maintaining
financial sustainability through the for-
profit approach, and creatively exploit-
ing the resources from different sectors
through its unique aggregation of differ-
ent sectors' characteristics.

However, this uniqueness also contrib-
utes to its potential downfall and limita-
tions. It is highly argued by many agen-
cies that social enterprise has limitations
in the following ways.'

1. Conflicting goals and strategies in so-
cial and business sectors bring extra diffi-
culties. Social mission requires a different
set of approaches compared with profit-
driven business strategies. Social goals
tend to bring extra challenges that a pure
business would not encounter, and there-
fore overwhelm the business bottom line.
For most pure for-profit businesses, mak-
ing money alone is difficult enough. So-
cial enterprises face a double challenge,
both coming from the social and business
sector, comparing with the pure for-profit
ventures. In short, navigating across sec-
tors requires careful strategic decisions in
positioning business models and imple-
mentation strategies.

2. Unclear funding sources. Venture capi-
tals and private equities emphasize profit
above anything else, in great contrast to
the core social mission of social enterpris-
es. As a result, many social enterprises
are having a hard time in acquiring invest-
ment. On the other hand, foundations fa-
vor more of a non-profit approach, into
which social enterprise struggles to fit. In
short, the in-between position that social
enterprises are taking gives an ambiguity

that most of the investors and founda-
tions are not looking for.

3. The social entrepreneur is a rare breed.
The creativity required to accomplish the
mission of social enterprise is exception-
al. The abilities and temperament for this
kind of work make social entrepreneurs
extremely hard to find. As a result, it is
very difficult to find appropriate contri-
butions from capable individuals who
have both the motivation and abilities
to pursue both social and financial gains.
Rodney Schwartz,5 the CEO and founder
of ClearlySo, which raises investment for
social entrepreneurs, described social en-
trepreneurs as extraordinarily innovative
individuals, deploying models that seem
to derive results out of thin air.6

The quest into a way in which can facili-
tate the process of matching appropriate
resources, advice, and contributions to
social enterprises will be essential for its
success, achieving social changes at large.
If "do good" can be coupled with "do bet-
ter", social enterprise can gain a crucial
competitive edges in reality.
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The process of building social enterprise
grassroots startups has proven to be very
difficult. It is highly unpredictable and re-
quires a high commitment from the so-
cial entrepreneurs' individually persistent
endeavors. Firstly, a social entrepreneur
identifies a particular social problem and
tries to come up with appropriate ideas
as solutions. Secondly, they try to gather
team members and advisors to support
and carry the venture through to a higher
level. Thirdly, they need to come back to
the original ideas and refine them accord-
ing to what they learn and the input they
receive in the process. Lastly, they need
to seek for funding and financial support

along the way. These steps are not linear
but cyclical. Furthermore, social entre-
preneurs have to go through iterations of

all these steps back and forth and navi-
gate through this unknown and highly un-

predictable territory without any sort of
"map." Therefore, looking into potentially

facilitating this process through an online

presence might shed light on to an alter-

native way to conduct social enterprise

grassroots startups.
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Communities
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3. CASE STUDIES:
Existing Digital Platforms Facilitating
Social Ventures
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3.3.3 NABUUR (the Global Neighbor Network)
3.3.4 Global Giving
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3.1 Introduction

INITIATOR
- Social Entrepreneurs
- Local Communities
- Professionals
- Groups of Interests

V .........

INVESTORS
- Foundation & Cooperation
- Crowdsourcing & Fundraising

HELPERS
- Passions and Interests
- Expertise
- Team Members
- Mentors/Advisors
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3. CASE STUDIES 3.1 Introduction

The Mechanism of Social Ventures The three key actors in social ventures
include initiators, helpers, and investors.
Initiators are the vision carriers and indi-
viduals or groups that initiate the venture
and push through the projects. Initiators
can take many forms, such as social entre-
preneurs, local communities, profession-
als and groups of interested individuals.
Helpers contribute to the collaboration
on multiple levels, including in the high-
est level in an advisory capacity such as
mentors, advisors, and team members;
to the lowest commitment level, such as
people with the expertise and connec-
tion that will be able to help for a short
period of time along the way. Investors
are groups or individuals that can provide
funding, including foundations, coopera-
tion, crowdsourcing, and fundraising pro-
cesses.

The dynamics among all these actors are
highly unpredictable and mostly depend
on the initiators' personal effort to reach
out, connect, and push through in part-
nership. Most of the existing online plat-
forms function as the connector to link
all these three actors together and facili-
tate the process. However, these online
platforms tend to categorize participants
into different roles and constrain the con-
tributors into particular roles. However,
the boundary between those three major
actors should be less defined in order to
provide a less managed but non-chaotic,
self-organized collaboration model.
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INITIATOR

*. changemakers'
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GLOBAL CHAl
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3. CASE STU DIES 3.2 Methodology

This chapter will investigate and evaluate
the following established online platforms
in order to identify the current modes of
operation.

1. ChangeMaker
2. OpenlDEO
3. NABUUR
4. Global Giving
5. IDEA Global Challenge
6. Engineering for Change
7. Engineers Without Borders

The examining criteria include:

1. Satisfying Constraints (Context)
2. Interpreting social issue scenes
3. The models of acquiring funding, spe-
cific funding sources
4. Socially-engaging design language
5. Planning courses of action
6. The Effectiveness of Strategies

All the existing online platforms will be
analyzed through the following aspects:

1. Historical Background: Reasons to Start
the Web Platform
2. Overview
3. Model/System
4. Major Actors
5. Focus
6. Social Media Presence
7. Funding Model
8. Mentorship
9. Partners
10. Impact
11. Tools
12. Outcome for the Initiators
13. Outcome for the Helpers
14. Outcome for the Funders
15. Evaluation
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3.3 Precedent Studies: Existing Digital Platforms Facilitating Social Ventures

3.3.1 ChangeMaker

http://www.changemakers.com/

changemakerse

Historical Background: Reasons to Start
the Web Platform

Connection to Ashoka
Ashoka, founded in 1980, is the pioneer
of the global field of social entrepreneur-
ship. It has supported more than 3,000
fellowships for leading social entrepre-
neurs in more than 70 countries. Change-
makers has been an Ashoka initiative
since 1994 that focuses on advancing the
vision of an "Everyone a Changemaker"
world. Through a hybrid of online and of-
fline collaborations and communication,
Changemakers helps advance and scale-
up blossoming social innovations.

Overview

Changemakers identifies and connects
the best social innovators and imple-
menters through online competitions and
36

"Changeshops", an online network for
scaling-up innovation. Participants com-
pete to surface the most promising solu-
tions, and then collaborate to refine, en-
rich, and implement them. Changeshops
offer a place to plug game-changing ideas
into networks of resources, talent, and
support.

Major Actors

Initiator:
Innovators: People putting creative new
ideas to work to solve social problems.

Model/System

Changemakers has established itself as a
pioneer in applying an open-source ap-
proach to showcasing and supporting in-
novations for social change through its
collaborative competitions. It provides
tools that not only identify solutions, but
also help them grow. This is part of a new
trend in the social sector called Open
Growth. Its goal is to provide a transpar-
ent network; open to all, for bringing re-
sources to innovative solutions so they
can scale-up their impact on the world.
It's called Open Growth because it's
based on the open tracking of progress. It
gives investors a way to track innovators'
success and reward it.

Helper:
Advocates:
the work of

People compelled to support
social innovators.

Funder:
Investors: People who provide resources
to accelerate the most effective solutions.



3.3 Precedent Studies: Existing Di*ital Platforms Facilitating Social Ventures

3.3.1 ChangeMaker

Open Growth

To grow new ideas through transparen-
cy and collaboration, a process of Open
Growth.

Social Media Presence

Twitter (400,000 + followers) Facebook
(12,000 + Likes) YouTube (200 subscrib-
ers, 30,000+ views)

Ashoka, Nike, Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation, G 20, Exxon Mobil, EBay, the
Rockefeller Foundation

* -2 *0

E*gonMobil R%_KFELLERAWIF ~ FOUKN DA H (V

SI M EE. NA
G ol P da

Open Growth allows their community to
transparently collaborate on identifying,
tracking, and accelerating cutting-edge
innovations.

The following image is the official num-
bers that the website put out.

-ilin 50+

600,000

PLUS
Funding Model

Impact
Channel funding directly to innovation
teams from sponsors... Over 600million
in funding has been channeled through
Ashoka.

Mentorship n/a

Building an "Everyone a Changemaker"
world
Ashoka Changemakers is a global com-
munity of action that grows the impact of
changemaking - from dedicated individu-
als and community organizers to Fortune
500 companies and global foundations.

Focus Partners
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3.3.1 ChangeMaker

Tools

Changeshops -A changeshop is the way to
broadcast innovators' ambition and suc-
cess to would-be investors. It can be con-
sidered as an online storefront for new
ideas, innovations, or social ventures.

The initiators, helpers, and funders ex-
change their ideas through this format.
The innovators present their ideas/proj-
ects through answering all the questions
listed in the website and create these
webpages as show in the image here.
However, the process is quite one-direc-
tional and lacks the encouragement for
interaction among major actors.

P"*U Opprntitis* changemakers'

STEM FOR ALL
W.bet:. http/elite-educaonorg
BuseWe Modet citizen sector
Aniadl tt" 50.*000- $100.000
Sector Childiren & Youth >At risk youth +3 more tags
Location United States

Stage of Project

1 Idea 2 Start-up $ 3. Growth

SUSTAINABILITY TEAM

4. Established - 5. Scaling

ELITE provides in-school enrichment programs. runs summer science camps. and develops online learning
platforms in order to increase access to resources build communities of pes and mentors and
strengthen the internal motivations of youth from under-represented minorities in STEM-

Problem
STEM education provides students with the tools to impact the future of their communities through
advances in health, energy and communication yet a lack of access to strong academic programs limits
students abilities to pursue STEM coursework at the postsecondary leve. Black students accounted for
15% of all high school graduates in 2011 but less than 4% of successful STEM AP exam takers

Solution
EUTE's core product is a project-based curriculum, built from the ground up utilizing innovative
technologies and locally sourced recycled materials to deliver high qualty STEM instruction in core subject
areas. This currIculum is delivered through 2 distinct platforms: in-school enrichment facilitated weekly by
local collegiate volunteers to guide students through labs and experiments and summer hands-on science
camps allowing students to complete project based work to conceptualize and prototype devices.

Get involved!

Giting Started

Take Action

Created: July 31. 2013
Last Update: July 31. 2013

Connecon
No one has connected with Chelsey
Roebuck yet! Be the first to make a
connection in the growth tracker area
eow'

Related Projects

There are no offers/needs.

,a TALENT
000

VISMIUTY
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3.3.1 ChangeMaker

Outcome for the Initiators (Local Com-
munities)

- Enter competitions to share ideas, gain
global attention, and win cash prizes.
- Build a changeshop to broadcast the
success and discover new resources.
- Connect with members of the communi-
ty to draw on their talents and resources
to fulfill the organization's needs.

V lde * 0 2 Start-iup ? 3.Growta .4 4Estoblished 0 5Scaling

Outcome for the Helpers (Online Volun-
teers)

- Connection to an inspiring idea and a
clear call to action.
- Actively offer help and support to the in-
novators.

OFFRS

Comament & Ac~tiv

Stage: M11stont 2 of 4

Outcome for the Funders

- To discover the next great innovations.
- Set up competitions to draw forth inno-
vative ideas for a particular agenda.

How would you like to
connect with Danlelle Miller?
Offier HOP

Requet IHOP

News

Wiet an individua

I
"T l4

EndStart
10/07/11

The result achieved by the ideas and proj-
ects are mostly represented by these bars
of progress as shown above. It is quite
unclear through the website how much
progress have they made other than
these abstract bars with lists of descrip-
tion.

The achieved result for the contribution
from the helpers is highly unclear. Oth-
er than the venues provided to ask for
help from potential contributors, helpers
themselves are not very easily offering
help. The natural flow of developing ideas
and growing projects is not very present
here. In short, helpers can contribute but
only when the innovators ask.

This online platform provides a clear
structure for funders to contribute mainly
through setting up competitions. Change-
maker does not directly provide fund-
ing, however, it offers a platform for the
funders to present their goal and gather
innovative ideas and projects. In short,
this platform highly benefits the funders.

39

................... ..................................... .I
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3.3.1 ChangeMaker

EVALUATION

- Close Partnership with Investors
Changemakers has channeled 600 mil-
lion dollars to social innovators, but they
don't actually raise the money... they
partner with organizations or companies
who are the ones with the $$$

- Wide Range of Funding Opportunity

- Hosting Web-competitions
(50+ to date) to help "source powerful so-
cial innovations" each competition has a
different sponsor and different theme

- Global Impact
125 countries are represented in change-
makers collaborative network of innova-
tors

Xideas

EI-
'-.5-u-

8

- Biased towards Favoring Funders
The highly structured competition section
for investors give them opportunities to
support ventures that meet their agenda.

- Less Clear Infrastructure for Helpers
The categorization of all the social inno-
vations (Changeshops) is very clear, how-
ever, there is no clear facilitation for help-
ers.

- Favoring ideas and projects that are
ready for scaling up
The "storefront" Changeshop relies on
the innovators to well present their ideas,
and helpers' active contact to other par-
ticipants. The process is very formal and
doesn't facilitate a natural flow of collab-
oration for growing ideas.
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3.3.2 OpenlDEO

http://www.openideo.com/

Historical Background: Reasons to Start
the Web Platform

Since August 2010, IDEO, a design and in-
novation firm, developed OpenIDEO as a
way to include a broader range of people
in the design process through inspiration,
concepting, and evaluation. Nathan Wa-
terhouse co-leads OpenlDEO with Tom
Hulme , a Web-based platform that en-
ables the community at large to help de-
sign human-centered solutions to social
and environmental problems worldwide.

OpenlDEO is a place where people design
better, together for social good. It's an
online platform for creative thinkers: the
veteran designer and the new guy who
just signed on, the critic and the MBA, the
active participant and the curious lurker.

Together, this makes up the creative guts
of OpenIDEO.

To become a place where good ideas gain
momentum, OpenlDEO depends on par-
ticipation - your inspirations, his com-
ments, her concepts, OpenlDEO's design
process. It's these efforts, these big and
small moments of sharing and collabora-
tion, which make this platform a dynamic
resource for tackling significant global
challenges.

Overview

How does OpenlDEO work?
After a challenge is posted at OpenlDEO.
com, the three development phases -
inspiration, "concepting", and evalua-
tion - are put into motion. Community
members can contribute in different ways
(through inspirational observations and
photos, sketches of ideas, to business
models and snippets of code).

People participating in OpenlDEO provide

feedback every step of the way. Between
each development phase, IDEO helps
shape the journey through framing the
challenge, prototyping, and encouraging
the conversation.

Eventually concepts are chosen as win-
ners. All concepts generated are share-
able, remix-able and reusable by anyone
- in a similar way to Creative Commons.
The hope is that some of these concepts
will become reality outside of OpenlDEO.
com

Model/System

"An Open Platform for Innovation Where
We Create Better. Together."

Challenge Timeline:
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3.3.2 OpenIDEO

THE BIG QUESTION
Every challenge starts with a big question posed by

OpenIDEQ and our challenge sponsor. It's like a newspaper
headline and a call to action, with the Challenge Brief
offering more details about the issues being tackled.

Big Question
OpenlDEO and sponsor team set goals in
the form of big questions

9, % * , 9 ~

INSPIRATION

MI~SSIONS

Inspiration
collect existing examples of possible solu-
tions, brainstorming process
42
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Concepting
take the insights from the Inspiration
phase to develop participants' own cre-
ative and innovative ideas to address the
challenge question.

APPLAUSE

Applause
OpenlDEO core team encourages partici-
pants to help choosing their shortlist by
applauding and commenting on favorite
concepts.

SEVALUATION

SA LISANTN

Refinement
collaboratively strengthen the shortlisted
ideas, helping them achieve even greater
impact.

Evaluation
consider the shortlisted concepts accord-
ing to factors like viability and potential
for impact to help OpenlDEO's core chal-
lenge team select the winning ideas.

Winning Concepts
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3.3.2 OpenlDEO

Major Actors Focus Partners

An open platform that applies basic de-
sign principles to innovative ideas and
creative solutions to global problems

Each challenge is sponsored by a com-
pany, organization, or govt. bureau, or by
IDEO itself

Tools
Social Media Presence

Initiator + Helper =
Inspirers + Concepters + Evaluators + Col-
laborators (All users have the choice to
contribute in different roles.)
Over 34,000 users (only 2 years old) over
5,000 inspirations and 2,500 concepts

have been developed

1) Challenges catalog

Wo prevet m i -ece nst CM 148"?

-..w d

Twitter (16,000 + followers) various You-
Tube videos (no channel) Facebook (7000
+ Likes)

Funding Models

Funder:
Not present in the process

no direct funding is offered, though a
sponsor may end up adopting your idea
and offering funding to implement the
idea in the future

Mentorship N/A

OpenlDEO and their sponsors posed all
the big question as challenges. Within
different challenge, there is a schedule
for concepting, refinement, evaltuation,
and selection of winners. Participants can
choose to initiate a concept or help to re-
fine the ideas through the commenting
section. However, users themselves do
not have the opportunity to start a chal-
lenge.
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3.3.2 OpenIDEO

2) User profiles database

Johan L6fstr6m
"Buyl.scrp work lttlel i vb more f~eiher

EMOMOr"M OWW rW ft OSO.W" M ct-o.WU WLrn WRY~
o"Miare"M W 0owo urn.

Recent Contrbutionts

W 2

W~ t
EVALVATKN 530W1

6.,548
MMPftTIONS

3264

42,270

The active users will have their own pro-
file showing all the contributions that
they've made. The badge of honor, "My
Design Quotient", is quite effective in
showing users' effort and motivating
them for further participation.
44

3) Idea/Concept Profile

How might we all maintain wellbeing ar
age?

14 days

LIom mra

lmeft --
Lno-.en Vhta Town -W

-- o-" 1

l-, "m"im-e"_"W 6a
OW SW 0me"
RDeep W NA-

Chaflenge Brief

We We al age odo an te pe0e in ow SW"WV we V"eto por
oW4rN0 Wft odowft MW o M*f to retam W ertmkv ina kr
amo mmnouy - to ren kow rrs ti ow Wam"rMes towOW
Soo& eoototo UOt rOwtfotW* c we "o oeepoW woerno

- - rmaNro.r OeornorMod aroeWWmseoorWWft8O
Wame"o astt~v g~o*ott~ How ne mh*~ peo04e #wivem I h
m~h to toM te age?

---- ge-

Users have the choice to either enter the
challenge or comment on the proposed
concepts/ideas. The commenting process
happens mainly in the blogging section.
Through the online chatting/blogging
method, users manage to exchange ideas
and updates.

Outcome for the Initiators + Helpers

The "o. Mrom onalon Challenge

- ~ 01 4OW , O nA

The initiators are the sponsoring organi-
zation and IDEO team. It is a highly con-
trolled process, and not anyone can post
a challenge (big question). The outcome
that initiators gain is clear, including all
the ideas and inspirations from the par-
ticipants. The final stage of each chal-
lenge will be the realization stage where
the sponsoring organizations carry out
their own project in the field.
The helpers are the users who contribute
ideas, advice to the entire process. Their
ideas/concepts will be voted to gain rec-
ognition and potentially become winners.
They will also gain their "design quotient"
as a visual way to represent their contri-
bution in this community.
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3.3.2 OpenlDEO

EVALUATIONS

8

- Created incentives for users to join the
community through user recognition
and the 'Design Quotient'

* DESIGN QUOTIENT

DQ is basically a measurement tool for
members that indicates which of the four
phases the user is strongest in. inspira-
tion, concepting, evaluation and collabo-
ration. OpenlDEO members use this as a
'badge of recognition'.

- Less defined collaboration model, each
individual is a contributor and can con-
tribute to different stage of different
ideas.

- Visualization of the connectivity of dif-
ferent collaborators and ideas.

- Highly controlled process
Only sponsors and IDEO team can post
big question as challenges. All the users
can only contribute to the brainstorming
process. Even after the winning concepts
are chosen, most of the ideas won't be
implemented.

- Ideas/Concepts stayed only in the
brainstorming process, but not directly
to be implemented in the Realization
Process.
Even though the realization and winners
announced process are all presented in
the same bar, it gives people a wrong im-
pression that they are all done by the us-
ers.

- Only Promoting Idea Generation Pro-
cess (Brainstorming), but not realization.
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3.3.3 NABUUR

http://www.nabuur.com/

nabuurco
the global neighbour network

Historical Background: Reasons to Start
the Web Platform

NABUUR Foundation is a Dutch not-for-
profit organization, founded on 30 Octo-
ber 2001. NABUUR's goal is to give local
communities all over the world access
to people from elsewhere who can help
solve the local sustainability problems.
The role of the NABUUR organization is
to generate credible local agendas, to
mobilize virtual neighbors around the
world and generate new solutions and to
enlarge the effect by making the lessons
easily accessible and by telling the sto-
ries through the media. In other words,
NABUUR creates the mechanism that
gives local communities direct access to
others.

"I'm interested in a new organizational
concept," said NABUUR 's founder, Sieg-
fried Woldhek, "where a local community
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calls the shots" in determining the advice
or assistance they want. By embracing
the open-source concept (other popular
examples of which include the Linux op-
erating system, the Firefox browser, and
Wikipedia, an online encyclopedia), Mr.
Woldhek, who previously directed the
Dutch branch of the World Wildlife Fund,
hopes NABUUR will eventually take on
the self-organizing characteristics of a
real neighborhood, eliminating the need
for a central controller.

Overview

collaborate. Online volunteers (Neigh-
bours) are matched to and linked with Lo-
cal Communities (Villages) in developing
countries through the platform. The peo-
ple living in the Villages formulate proj-
ects to address local issues. Together, the
people and the Neighbors find solutions.
For Neighbors, the focus is not on donat-
ing money, but on sharing knowledge,
ideas and contacts. This approach leaves
the initiative in the hands of the Villages.

Model/System

NABUUR leverages the Internet to enable NABUUR leverages the internet to enable
people around the world to connect and people around the world to collaborate.
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3.3.3 NABUUR

Major Actors Focus Tools

Initiator:
Villages: Local
ing Countries

Communities in Develop-

NABUUR connects online volunteers with
communities in developing nations to find
sustainable solutions for local problems.

Funding Models

Doesn't provide funding.

1) Groups

on s&Vxboff t
* "t

. .,nrt..~

f BMW Ia**

different categories of projects and op-
portunities

Mentorship

No mention of mentorship programs.

Helper:
Neighbors: Online Volunteers

Partners man Cdwde. tht IR n W&W*m (see o otts&~M.w

(.~qthe &40 Irje *as M Xd WO~4W "mow

edtK~ oto df- so" arean 0% way to

Hoeftw. p444h44 **~ ow4. a 41 L tvery limited

0P ,,n grnn
an menstn

" " v

Funder:
Not Present

Google

Village is the place on NABUUR where
new solutions are found for the local
community.
A Village on NABUUR.com can represent a
settlement, a township, a refugee camp, a
slum, a neighborhood or any other place
where a group of people lives.
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3.3.3 NABUUR

3) Neighbor
M"s

VOge / Mr
York, udted WIngdonm

I eoy gsettVi to kmw peoIe rom rouv the w .A#houPo
dtIrent plame, 10ik we can A Warn alotfrom each ather. I
dh* encourage local comautiestotuid aneir ovsww ar

e&i sonlutw t ssesth a thy(am,

I ain h Factitaor for guchaan WLW igt Libeia, and w* ar* A
iuprove ther prvuary sadeL We wmud wecome you as a nI

An online volunteer, everybody joining
NABUUR is called a Neighbour.

Outcome for the Initiators (Local Com-
munities)
1) Tangible Outcomes: Physical Objects,
such as built structures, gifts, aids, etc.
Figure 1. Notre Dame High School re-
ceived a grant of 12,000 pounds to build
new and improved washrooms for the
boys, including a water tank.
Figure 2. Netherland friends visited the
school and brought gifts for both parents
and the children.
Figure 3. First aid materials donation re-
ceived.
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2) Intangible Outcomes: Ideas, Concepts,
Information, Services.

- Examples include helping to refine a pro-
posed solution, connecting the communi-
ty to organizations or people, volunteer-
ing to revise business plan, build websites
(anything that can be done online).
- Mainly through the blogging format.
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3.3.3 NABUUR

Outcome for the Helpers (Online Volun-
teers)

Helpers' contribution shows mostly in
the format of verbal communication in
the blogs and offline communication with
the community leaders. They contribute
comments, information, connection, ex-
pertise, and ideas. Many of the advice
is about directing the community to the
possibly-related helper. Some of them of-
fer direct help ranging from web design
to providing money. From the helpers'
perspective, the impact of their contribu-
tion tends to be not so clear, if not having
offline personal contacts.

r ~ k~*~ I

E I*~6w# I.~.4 I
~sd~p~ t~i4

EVALUATIONS

- Creating direct linkage from online vol-
unteers to the local communities.
- Self-Organization as the initial vision and
concept to establish a flexible system.

e

- Mismatch of the need and the help. The
local communities tend to ask for money
and supplies, while most of the volun-
teers might not be the direct help.

- Highly Informal: Volunteer-run website.
Intended to be self-organized, however,
the quality of the results tend to be small
scale and about short term needs.

- Lacking filtering system for the informa-
tion provided by volunteers or local com-
munities.

- Good intention to facilitate local com-
munities' initiatives, however, the vision
provided by the local communities tends
to be immediate and short term.

- Lacking high quality mentor system to
guide/nurture the proposed projects to a
higher level.

- The progress of the project and the con-
tribution from the helpers are mixed and
unclear.

- The online volunteers can only provide
advice, connection, information, and ex-
pertise which highly rely on staying on-
line.
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3.3.4 Global Giving

http://www.globalgiving.org/

globalgiving

Historical Background: Reasons to Start
the Web Platform
In 1997, World Bank executives Mari
Kuraishi and Dennis Whittle were asked
to develop innovative ways to combat
poverty. They created the World Bank's
Development Marketplace, a first-of-its-
kind event where people from around the
world competed for World Bank funds.
The event's success unveiled the enor-
mous potential of a global marketplace
for philanthropy, and participants asked
for a real marketplace that was open year
round and operated virtually. Mari and
Dennis saw the brilliance of this idea, left
the World Bank and launched GlobalGiv-
ing in February 14, 2002.

Overview
GlobalGiving is a charity fundraising web
site that gives social entrepreneurs and
non-profits from anywhere in the world a
50

chance to raise the money. It is an online
marketplace that connects donors with
grassroots projects in the developing
world. As a web-based fundraising plat-
form, it is based on social networks and
real-time feedback between donors and
grassroots social entrepreneurs or "proj-
ect leaders". Each organization pitches
one or more development projects to
prospective donors on the website.
The funding decision for each project is
crowd-sourced to the public, rather than
determined by a team of experts.

TVo
find and support

grassroots projects

Model/System

Global Giving works with registered or-
ganizations to raise money and organize
donors for specific projects in commu-
nities all over the world. Unlike a tradi-
tional foundation, Global Giving does not
provide grants. Instead, they offer orga-
nizations an easy-to-use fundraising and
donor management system, fundraising
tools and training, and access to their cor-
porate partners and media outreach.

Projects
make earth-changing

ideas a really
,0- - - _ "

G0oblIGWIng connects
caring donors directly with

community-based
projects that need support

o"* "M --- - - 0

know you are making
a difference

... let you know how your
donations are being put

to work
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3.3.4 Global Giving

Major Actors

Initiator:
Social Entrepreneurs and non-profits that
can prove themselves as qualified regis-
tered organizations through the criteria
that set up by GlobalGiving and screen-
ing from the cooperate partners.

Focus Mentorship n/a

Partners
The mission is to catalyze a global market
for ideas, information, and money that
democratizes aid and philanthropy.

Social Media Presence
40,000+ Twitter Followers, 34,000+ likes
on Facebook

"We also provide businesses and other
organizations with custom giving services
and help them with their specific giving
needs. Some of our corporate partners
include Dell, Gap, Pepsi, Nike, and Neu-
troeena."

*ONM F

Funding Models

Helper:
GlobalGiving Team

Funder:
Individual Donors + Businesses and other
organizations with custom giving services
and specific giving needs

Pairs individual donors with individual or-
ganizations/ teams through direct dona-
tions. GlobalGiving takes 15% of the total
donation.
"We ensure that at least 85% of your do-
nation is sent to the organization imple-
menting the project you chose within 60
days. Donors have the option to cover
GlobalGiving's 15% fulfillment fee, in
which case 100% of the original donation
goes directly to the implementing organi-
zation."

se
HHONORS
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3.3.4 Global Giving

Tools

Website offers Direct donations via credit
card.
The registered organizations can post
their projects through the screening pro-
cess and gain donation from people all
over the world.
The donation process is designed to be
convenient easy to capture all possible
funding.

Provqde A Sat, Home Fo Ha ian Orphans

* a *

Outcome for the
Organizations)

Initiators (Registered

"Since 2002, GlobalGiving has raised
$76,345,017 from 304,035 donors who
have supported 7,051 projects."
The organizations are mostly established
NGOs. GlobalGiving provides them an ex-
tra venue to seek for funding.

Outcome for the Funders (Donors and
Corporate Partners)

Project leaders are encouraged to post
progress reports on GlobalGiving regular-
ly; typically, reports are posted every 3-4
months. There are about 21,052 progress
reports since 2002. Donors get to see the
progress from the projects through these
progress reports.

The corporate partners have a particular
section in the website to contribute their
donation through different means.
52

We offer easy, straegi ways lor your bustiess to take generosity global:

international Vetting 9 Gift Cards

Cause Marketing Disaster Relief

Employee Engagement API (Web Services)

>
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3.3.4 Global Giving

EVALUATIONS

8

- Connecting Donors to Doers
No Grants given by Global Giving, instead
Global Giving connects donors to projects
and collects a fee for doing so... they pro-
vide the network for giving to teams or
organizations...

- Good Publicity with Notable Partners:
They get a good amount of publicity and
have many notable partners within the
non-profit and for profit communities in-
cluding Dell.

- Global Impact
GlobalGiving has helped 6,653 projects,
non-profits and social entrepreneurs
grow their community of donors and vol-
unteers to raise a total of $74,323,258.

- Quality Control of the Projects
Projects that can be allowed to fundraise
in the website need to be initiated by reg-
istered organizations and prove their abil-
ity to carry out the projects.

- Difficult for Non-established Teams to
Fundraise
The quality control of the project is very
necessary; however, the structure greatly
limits the types of projects that can fund-
raise in the platform. A lot of the projects
are from fairly established organization. It
is not very fitting for startup teams which
have not registered or become more es-
tablished to fundraise.

- Not all the funding will be channeled to
the projects.
15% of the donation will be used for sup-
porting GlobalGiving's organization. This
is quite an overhead cost.
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3.3.5 IDEA Global Challenge

http://globalchallenge.mit.edu/

?e MIT IDEAS
\GLOBAL CHALLENGE

Historical Background: Reasons to Start
the Web Platform

The IDEAS Competition is a MIT campus-
based innovation competition that en-
courages student teams to develop and
implement projects that make a positive
change in the world. Since 2001, more
than 50 IDEAS teams have received
awards to implement innovative com-
munity-based solutions to real problems.
IDEAS teams have worked in more than
25 countries, served the needs of tens of
thousands of people, and secured over
$2.2 million in follow-on funding from
sources such as the World Bank, USAID,
Microsoft, the Clinton Global Initiative,
54

AT&T and the National Collegiate Inven-
tors and Innovators Alliance.

Developed in conjunction with last year's
MIT150 and built on the success of the
IDEAS Competition, the IDEAS Global
Challenge offers a window into innova-
tion at MIT and invites students, faculty,
staff, alumni, and their collaborators to
identify and address community develop-
ment challenges through innovation and
collaboration in communities around the
world.

Overview

The MIT IDEAS Global Challenge connects
students with the passion and talent to
improve the world with the experience
and resources of the MIT community
worldwide. This organization supports in-
novation and entrepreneurship as public
service through an annual competition
that awards up to $10,000 per team for
the best ideas to tackle barriers to well-
being.

Model/System

MIT IDEAS Global Challenge has three
major components. Firstly, a webpage
for student teams to showcase/broadcast
their projects. Second, an offline mentor-
ship program helps the teams to further
their ideas. Thirdly, the IDEAS Challenge
management team organizes mentoring
and networking events to help nurturing
the teams. The funding is fairly limited,
with the awards up to $10,000 per team
for the best ideas. The participants don't
have to be affiliated with MIT; and every-
one is encouraged to contribute time, en-
ergy, and expertise to support student in-
novation as public service. All teams must
be 1/3 MIT students to be eligible to win
an award.
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3.3.5 IDEA Global Challenge

Major Actors Focus Partners

Creates an exciting window on invention
as public service at MIT and a gateway for
alumni to support student innovation for
public benefit.

Initiator:
Teams with at least 1/3 MIT students

Helper:
Mentors: MIT Alumni.

Funder:
Not Present

Funding Models

What sponsorship means:
Sponsors who make a financial contribu-
tion toward the Global Challenge help to
meet their bottom line - make awards, in-
novate on the Global Challenge platform,
staff the Global Challenge and cover over-
head. Sponsors can come at any level.

How to donate:
Make a gift to the MIT Public Service Cen-
ter.

Mentorship

offline meeting and networking.

In addition to their key partners in 2010-
2011- the MIT150 and the MITAlumni As-
sociation, they also work with:
* The Public Service Center at MIT
" The Community Innovators Lab (CoLab)
* D-Lab
" The Edgerton Center
" The Global Poverty Initiative
" The International Development Initia-
tive (IDI)
* The Legatum Center for Development
and Entrepreneurship
* Sloan Entrepreneurs for International
Development (SEID)

Tools

The basic unit for showcasing student
team projects is through this website,
from which people can choose to follow
or contact the team. However, the mech-
anism is structured one directional.

55



3. CASE STUDIES 3.3 Precedent Studies: Existing Diital Platforms Facilitating Social Ventures

3.3.5 IDEA Global Challenge

Outcome for the Initiators (student
teams)

The team website and the mentoring
events are the two major benefits that
most of the teams can get from IDEAS
Global Challenge. However, the traffic of
the websites is highly dependent on in-
dividual teams' personal effort of getting
attention, and also directly related to the
voting process. When the challenge is in
its community voting process, the traffic
of the website will peak, however, not
any other time. In short, the teams get
the benefit of broadcasting their project
through finite amount of time, and the of-
fline mentorship support.

Outcome for the Helpers (MIT Alumni
Volunteers)

The volunteers from MIT alumni and
other partners contribute their expertise,
time, and advice to help the team furth-
ing their ideas. Any general public can
56

contribute fundings.

EVALUATIONS

S

- Tight connection to MIT resources in
large, utilizing the MIT alumi and partner-
ships power to help furthering student
team projects.

- Strong management team in organiz-
ing the mentorship programs and offline
networking events to help teams expand
their capacity.

- Overly structured interaction among
student teams, mentors, and funders.
Student teams can only showcase their
projects, but not too much interaction
with mentors and funders through the
online platform.

- The mentorship programs rely heavily
on the offline events and the manage-
ment from the IDEAs Challenge teams.

- No structure for funders to contribute.

- The attraction of traffic through the
website depends too much on teams' in-
dividual efforts.
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3.3.6 Engineering for Change

https://www.engi neeri ngforcha nge.
org/home

. .

engineering FOR
CwHANCE

Background

E4C Online Platform Launched in January
2011, E4C's innovative online platform
provides users with a convenient and
diversified way to collaborate and share
knowledge, leading to enhanced problem
solving and impact. E4C users are able to:
e Post challenges to gain insight, perspec-
tives and experience from other E4C com-
munity members.
* Work collaboratively and virtually on
project teams.
e Utilize a growing, open-source archive
of catalogued technical solutions and re-
lated information submitted by organiza-
tions from around the world.
* Keep updated with news and informa-
tion related to the nexus of engineering
and global development.

* Learn from expert practitioners on ap-
plying engineering in developing coun-
tries.
* Follow projects of particular interest.

Model/System
Problem Central Model

Major Actors

js-

Initiator:
Engineers

Helper: W
Social scientists, NGOs, local govern-
ments and community advocates

Funder:
Not Present

©D

Focus

The focus of E4C are the networking and
problem-solving components... E4C does
not offer prizes, or funding, but rather
connects engineers who already have
funding or are seeking funding to those
with ideas or problems that need funding
or solutions.

Social Media Presence

Strong social media presence compared
to organizations of similar age.

Facebook (8,000+ likes), twitter
+ followers), YouTube (11,000 +
Linkedln, Flickr

(5,000
views),

Funding Models

Doesn't really touch on funding, mostly
networking and problem solving.
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3.3.6 Engineering for Change

Mentorship E4C Workspaces EVALUATIONS

No direct mention of mentorship pro-
grams, but offers connections.

where members can come together to
collaborate and solve challenges.

E4C Bulletin Board

Partners

Founded by several groups of global engi-
neering organizations (Engineers Without
Borders USA, American Society of Me-
chanical Engineers, and Institute of Elec-
trical and Electronics Engineers.

N G EER
>WITHO10UT

'~BORDERS
W . USA

*IEEE
Adna Technology

for Hummoy

for posting inquiries, find resources or of-
fer assistance to the community

E4C Learning Lab

offers the appropriate and scalable solu-
tions, share best practices, and connect
with leading thinkers from around the
world

E4C Solutions Library

houses the growing collection of cata-
loged global solutions and related in-
formation from organizations through-
out the world... Solutions are free to be
adapted or innovated further.

Members- directory of members (10,000

- Strong social media component adds to
exposure and reputation

- 'Solutions library' is catchy. In general
their tools or 'resources' are formatted
well, easy to find, coherent

- Successful at organizing members into a
valuable network (social media, bulletin
boards, etc.) and engaged community of
engineers

- Much more of a problem-driven mod-
el... little opportunity for funding from
E4C, there is a page in the 'Bulletin Board'
titled 'funding' but it seems that there is
very little actual funding floating around.
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3.3.7 Engineers Without Borders

http://www.ewb-usa.org/ Model/System: Organizational Structure Operational Strategies

ENGINEERS
WITHOUT

Wr BORDERS
USA

Background

EWB-USA has chosen the delivery of
smaller scale infrastructure projects with-
in an overall community program frame-
work as its program delivery model. At
its core, the EWB-USA model is rooted in
practical engineering solutions.

EWB-USA's vision has two components:
one of building the capacity of develop-
ing communities to meet their basic hu-
man needs in a sustainable manner, and
one of providing innovative professional
educational opportunities that offer an
important global perspective of the de-
veloping world. It is this combination that

C-APE -

Funding Models

I Fl

... ... -

WvtnFees $314,078
gram Revenu $318,972

en $18,472

.......

The overall strategic outcome of EWB-
USA is to accomplish EWBUSA's vision
and mission while strengthening its posi-
tion as a leader in the field of community
development and transformational edu-
cation. Having achieved such a leadership
position, EWB-USA will become the first
choice among engineering and technical
organizations for partnerships in provid-
ing assistance to small, developing com-
munities, and a complement to univer-
sity engineering education and life-long
learning.

There are organizational prerequisites
(structure, processes, tools, talents, fi-
nancial strength, relationships, alliances,
etc.) that must be in place to achieve
EWB-USA's mission in alignment with its
three guiding principles. EWB-USA has
chosen four operational strategies com-
plete with measurable objectives, tactics
and key metrics to enable organizational
strength building in accord with its cur-
rent priorities and imperatives.
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3.3.7 Engineers Without Borders

To accomplish its mission and goals, EWB-
USA will begin working towards fulfilling
these operational strategies, as defined
below:
inspiring leadership daily in EWB-USA's
12,000+ members. Our members are
more than engineers; they are college
students, businessmen, architects, stay-
at-home moms, academics and innova-
tors. They are emerging leaders. In 2011,
EWB-USA members took 351 trips to 37
countries around the world.

ODJECliVE ~

ow -ft "ob

'06
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OBJECTIVE

EVALUATIONS

OBJECTVE f "W!4JS&*.qh "A" q

OBJECTIVE

P-%td* " .e..b tO Wm M*W8 fd fd.f

STRATEGY 1
Build and Deliver an Effective and Efficient
Infrastructure to Support EWB-USA's Mis-
sion

STRATEGY 2
Recruit and Retain the Right People

STRATEGY 3
Build Sustainable Financial Strength

STRATEGY 4
Attract and Foster Effective Partnerships

- Highly structured with strong organiza-
tional control. It can be too rigid at times.

- Global Impact: with projects all over the
world.

- Highly focused on engineering solution

"
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The analysis shows a consistent effort
from different professionals and organi-
zations to facilitate the process of making
social changes. In general, a significant
amount of people have the good will to
reach out and make a difference in the
world. Online platforms like Changemak-
ers, OpenlDEO, and NABUUR are good
examples of making efforts in facilitating
a more natural flow of interaction among
collaborators. They have made some at-
tempts to blur the boundaries of differ-
ent participants' roles. However, most of
these digital platforms withhold a high
level of control, keeping it for manage-
ment. As a result, the workflow and in-
teraction among collaborators tend to be
predetermined and constrained. In

contrast with most of these structured
platforms, NABUUR is very unique, be-
cause it is the only platform from this
study run entirely by volunteers. How-
ever, it also has difficulties in delivering
quality outcomes.

The balance between unmanaged orga-
nization (maintaining a natural collabo-
ration flow) and quality deliverables of
the projects is essential in making a suc-
cessful digital platform facilitating social
venture. Due to the nature of most social
ventures at their earlier stage, unpredict-
ability propels people to register them-
selves to existing frameworks or organi-
zations, such as business competitions,

online campaigns, fundraising, and activi-
ties/events that will guarantee measur-
able outcomes. However, this approach
also greatly encourages the platform to
be organized in a way that is too struc-
tured and controlled. As a result, it loses
its natural spontaneity of interaction and
collaboration in real life.

How can online platforms achieve a level
of spontaneity and a natural flow of col-
laboration? How can we, as designers,
propose a new way of organizing the
unpredictable? How can we introduce a
paradigm shift in establishing digital plat-
forms facilitating social enterprise start-
ups?
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4. ANALYSES:..........................................................................................................................................................................................a......................................
Peer Production, Wikipedia, OpenIDEO

4.1 Introduction: Personal Motivation Meets Collaborative Production

4.2 Peer Production

4.3 Wiki Model: Wikipedia

4.4 Collaborative Problem Solving Space & OpenlDEO

4.5 Conclusion: Lessons from
Peer Production Model, Wikipedia, and OpenlDEO
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4. ANALYSES 4.1 Introduction: Personal Motivation Meets Collaborative Production.......................... ............... 0000 ........

Less Managed Division of Labor

Division of labor/roles is usually associat-
ed with highly managed settings, but this
type of implementation usually leads to a
slow and rigid work flow and eventually
unsuccessful initiatives for highly-unpre-
dictable social enterprise startup works.
Spontaneous division of labor is consid-
erably more natural and aligns with the
nature of social venture processes. The
inquiry of the method in establishing un-
managed division of labor will be highly
valuable for social enterprise startups

How to organize a group for collabora-
tion?

In "The Nature of the Firm" suggests
that in organizing any group, the choice
is between management and chaos; the
author assumes that it's very difficult to
create an unmanaged but non-chaotic

group. But lack of managerial direction
makes it easier for a casual contributor
to add something of value; in economic
terms, an open social system like Wikipe-
dia dramatically reduces both managerial
overhead and disincentives to participa-
tion. What is the incentive to make peo-
ple contribute and participate? How to
motivate them?

Love+ trust+ care

How can we do things for strangers who
do things for us, at a low enough cost to
make that kind of behavior attractive,
and those effects can last well beyond
our original contribution? Our social tools
are turning love into a renewable building
material. When people care enough, they
can come together and accomplish things
of a scope and longevity that were previ-
ously impossible; they can do big things
for love

This chapter focuses on the lessons that
we can learn from peer production model
and Wikipedia. The inquiry into why and
how this peer production model works
can shed light on the potential application
of this method of organizing communities
on facilitating social enterprise grassroots
startups. The level of definition in roles
and management, methods in organizing
communities for collaboration, and the
way in which contributors can build trust
towards each other for collaboration will
be the core areas to be examined in this
chapter. d.
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4.2.1 Introduction

Peer production is widely defined as the
phenomenon of self-organizing commu-
nities of people coming together to ac-
complish common goals. All the contrib-
uting individuals are on an equal footing
(the general public), rather than exclu-
sively coming from experts or paid pro-
fessionals in the fields.7 As one of the big-
gest advocates of peer production, Yochai
Benkler, a Harvard Law School professor,
states the advantage of peer production
as follows:

The primary advantage of peer produc-
tion is in acquiring and processing infor-
mation about human capital available
to contribute to information production
projects, and that in this it is superior to
both market-based or hierarchical mana-
gerial processes. In addition to the in-
formational advantage, peer production
more efficiently assigns human capital
to information inputs because it does not
rely on controlling bounded sets of either
factor.8

The success of peer production has been
consistently proved in the area of open

source software, such as Linux, Firefox,
Project Gutenberg, and etc. It demon-
strates that the networked individual
contributors can make a collective effort
in producing meaningful content, infor-
mation, and projects without the inter-
vention of formal institutions or manage-
ment.

There is a wide range of optimistic sup-
porters advocating the idea that the ap-
plication of peer production can also be
expanded into many other areas beyond
the coding of software. Jimmy Wales, the
founder of Wikipedia, has argued that
peer production, the social backbone
behind Open Source, could venture into
many other types of areas. Then the im-
mediate question becomes what other
areas can peer production venture into.
Paul Graham, a renowned programmer
and venture capitalist, suggested that
business could also be a viable realm. He
emphasized that companies should learn
more from Open Source beyond utilizing
free code. Furthermore, he argued, "[it
is]not about Linux or Firefox, but about
the forces that produced them.

Ultimately these will affect a lot more
than what software you use."

The inquiry into the extent to which peer
production, as a social system, can be
promoted and expanded to facilitate the
process of building and scaling social en-
terprise grassroots startups will be the
main focus of this thesis. By examining
the effectiveness of peer production in
the space of Open Source Software can
shed light in the potential application in
the business world.
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4.2.2 Paradigm Shifts

A New Mode of Production

Against all common understanding of
economic behavior, the phenomenon of
peer production has opened up an en-
tirely new understanding of collabora-
tion in production. It is extremely eye-
opening to see hundreds of thousands of
volunteers come together to collaborate
in producing complex economic projects.
Many of the frontrunners from peer pro-
duction space, such as Linux, have even
established their significant presence in
the space and beat some of the largest
and best-financed business enterprises in
the world.

The dominant paradigm about productiv-
ity is that production is only arranged by
either market-based exchanges or firm-
based hierarchies. Both of these conven-
tional modes of production highly rely on
clear property rights to have control over
resources and outputs. Therefore, the in-
formation policy in the past few decades
has been favoring property rights and ex-
changes through contracts. In great con-
trast to this traditional way, peer
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production, as a new mode of produc-
tion, has offered an alternative way and
considerations for information economy,
breaking down boundaries and hierar-
chies and achieving phenomenal out-
comes in the realm of software develop-
ment and many other areas.

Besides instigating a paradigm shift in the
definition of modes of production, ac-
cording to Michel Bauwens9, founder of
the Peer-to-Peer Foundation, peer pro-
duction produces different type of value :
Peer-to-peer systems produce use-value
through the free cooperation of produc-
ers who have access to distributed capi-
tal: this is the P2P production mode, a
'third mode of production' different from
for-profit or public production by state-
owned enterprises. Its product is not ex-
change value for a market, but use-value
for a community of users.

A New Mode of Governance

The system of peer production encourag-
es equality in the status of the contribu-
tors and resists any level of dominance

and control from individuals. It is meant
to be governed by the community of con-
tributors themselves, and not by an au-
thority, institutions, or market allocation.
It has been recognized as "the third mode
of governance."

For example, Wikipedia's teams of vol-
unteers self-organize themselves into
different roles in monitoring and admin-
istrating Wikipedia, however, this online
community has consistently rejected any
personal intent of control over the com-
munities. Instead, this community excels
at upholding the value of this collective
governance.

A New Mode of Distribution

The prevalence ownership and usage of
informational technologies, such as com-
puters, smart phones, and Internet, has
escalated the convenient accessibility of
peer production space. The shared pro-
cess of production has offered these new
common property regimes, allowing any-
one to freely access and uses the prod-
ucts on a universal basis. This new mode
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4.2.3 Characteristics and Principles of Peer Production

of distribution can be regarded as a "third
mode of ownership", in great contrast to
private property or public property.

The phenomenon of volunteering col-
laboration among individuals to achieve
common goals is emerging everywhere.
Furthermore, as a model for social pro-
duction, peer production presents itself
in great contrast to market-based, mana-
gerial-firm based and state-based produc-
tion. There are two core characteristics
for this innovative form of production.

Firstly, decentralization is the foundation-
al characteristic in peer production space.
Authority to act is in the hand of individ-
ual contributor when they are presented
opportunities for action. The absence of
a central organizer, such as the manager
of a company, gives liberation to peer
production space to break through the
limitation brought by centralized control,
allowing individuals to self-identify their
contribution within the domains.

Secondly, the diversified motivation be-
yond financial gains or commands greatly

stimulates the coordination among par-
ticipating agents. By definition, peer pro-
duction promotes a non-financial motiva-
tion, avoiding any marginal payment to
contributors for their participations. The
multiplicity in the amount and variety of
talents and capacities gaining through
peer production space gives rise to a self-
organized collective coordination effort in
optimum usage of human capital.

Furthermore, peer production usually
possesses three structural attributes.
Firstly, the target potential projects for
peer production must be modular. With
this capacity of being divisible into man-
ageable components, these projects'
modules should be able to be produced
independently, harnessing different indi-
vidual contributions from different peo-
ple at different times. In short, peer pro-
duction projects should be incremental in
their process. Secondly, the size of these
projects' modules is quintessential. In or-
der to gather as many contributions as
possible, it is highly important to provide
diversified modules, allowing people with
different level of motivation, capacity,

and availability to collaborate their con-
tribution according to their level of com-
fort. Ultimately, peer production should
be structured to accommodate this varia-
tion in human capital. Lastly, peer pro-
duction projects should be structured
with the mechanism for low-cost integra-
tion in two areas, including the quality
control over the modules and a system to
integrate all the modules into a finished
product. For example, most of the open
source software is fighting to maintain
their quality through various ways to de-
fend themselves against both incompe-
tent and malicious contributions.

In short, peer production lowers both the
physical and human capital requirements
for information production, and their
projects have been intelligently struc-
tured to accommodate different levels of
contribution and encourage diversifica-
tion and flexibility among their collabora-
tors. It is fair to say that peer production
space offers an alternative framework
from which innovative modes of produc-
tion can be produced in many different
areas.
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4.2.4 Examples

Open-Source Software

ft

open source
Open-source software is a kind of com-
puter software that promotes sharing of
their source code. Through allowing other
people to freely study, revise, and distrib-
ute the software, open-source software
is one of the most significantly influential
examples for open-source development,
allowing massive collaboration in a public
realm and producing many widely spread
products, such as Linux, Firefox, and etc.
No single contributor owns a free soft-
ware project. This allows free distribution
and adaption for different functionality in
business and many other fields.

Open-source software is a process of sys-
tematically capturing open development
and distributed peer review to lower
costs and increase software quality. It is
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not a brand new idea. This tradition can
be traced back to the beginning of the In-
ternet 40 years ago, but it only managed
to gain significant recognition starting
about 10 years ago when the technol-
ogy advancement and market force con-
verged.

Linux

Linuic

Linux is a computer operating system
that is similar to Unix, developed within
the free and open source software move-
ment. The core component of Linux is the
Linux kernel, which was originally devel-
oped and released by Linux Torvalds in
1991.

As the poster child for open-source soft-
ware movement, Linux monumentally
contributed to the explosion of websites
and online business development. For ex-
ample, Facebook, Twitter, Amazon, and

THEN AND NOW

DEVELOPERS
WORKING ON THE

LINUX KERNEL

100

LINES OF CODE
IN THE

LINUX KERNEL

TOPSOO
SUPERCOMPUTERS

RUNNING LINUX

W'"'

auctions on eBay are all using Linux. The
rise of big data and cloud computing has
tight relationship with Linux. The freely
availability for modification for both com-
mercial and non-commercial usages lays
the foundation for many influential on-
line products and services.10

Project Gutenberg
http://www.gutenberg.org/



4.2 Peer Production

4.2.4 Examples

Founded in 1971 by Michael S.Hart,
Project Gutenberg is the oldest digital li-
brary, aiming at changing the world and
spurring literacy." It uses volunteering
efforts to digitize and archive books in
the public domain into eBooks. It is a dis-
tributed proofreading peer production
effort. With more than 42,000 eBooks
by 2013, all of these items in the collec-
tion are free to download to anyone. The
collection also includes books in many
other languages, including French, Ger-
man, Finnish, etc. Through their full de-
pendence on volunteers in making these
eBooks, Project Gutenberg manages to
have more than 50,000 volunteers' con-
tribution and allows download of eBooks
3 million times in a week from just one
site, www.ibiblio.org at the University of
North Carolina.

Even before the inception of handheld
electronic devices, Project Gutenberg
was a visionary project ahead of its time.
The vision to "encourage the creation and
distribution of eBooks" has proven to be
increasingly effective, due to the preva-
lence usage of portable digital devices for

reading eBooks. Project Gutenberg, a
peer production venture, has successfully
laid the groundwork for the digital litera-
cy development in this modern time.

Slashdot
http://slashdot.org/

Slashdot is a technology-centered news
website, founded in 1997 as a blog. Billed
as "News for Nerds" Slashdot primar-
ily consists of user-submitted and com-
mented news stories covering technolo-
gy-related topics. The two major features
of this website include the initial submis-
sion of news from Slashdot readers and
the follow-up comments of the initial
submission from hundreds of other us-
ers. Slashdot enables this multi-layered
mechanism in peer producing relevance
and accreditation 1,demonstrating a rich
example of distributed peer production

model in these functions, i.e., posting and
commenting on stories.

The judgment of the accuracy of Slash-
dot's stories is in the hand of the submit-
ters and audience. Slashdot, as a news
platform, does not have a formalized
framework to filter the stories. However,
Slashdot implements an automated sys-
tem to select moderators from the users,
moderating on the commentary section.
In this way, participants can contribute in
a distributed manner.

Slashdot is designed to allow the aggrega-
tion of many small judgments. The mod-
erating system is intentionally structured
to minimize power to each contributor,
preventing any potential dominators. Us-
ers and moderators are all volunteers.
The complex software mediates the mul-
tiple level of judgment coming from dif-
ferent levels of contributors. Slashdot of-
fers a distributed peer production way to
aggregate many small contributions and
judgments, instead of relying on efforts
from profession experts, such as editors
and experts.
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4.2.5 Benefits and Limitations: Peer Production Model

The peer production model has been sig-
nificantly proven to be widely applicable
among not only software development,
but also business ventures and many
other areas beyond information produc-
tion. It also manages to cover production
in content, accreditation, etc. With the
advantage of reducing communication
and coordination costs, the peer produc-
tion model is highly efficient in identifying
matching human capital to production
tasks in extremely refined increments to
accomplish innovative information goods.
The benefits and limitations brought by
peer production model are as follows:

Peer Production Model Benefits

1. A new model of information produc-
tion: Peer production has advantages
over firm- and market-based production
due to its ability in matching human capi-
tal with production tasks in a low-cost,
distributed manner. In contrast to firm-
and market-based production, peer pro-
duction enables mass collaboration in the
public realm, blurring sector boundaries
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and mobilizing talents for information
production. This new model of infor-
mation production gives rise to a wider
range of potential applications in many
different realms.

2. Reducing physical and managerial capi-
tal cost for production process: As peer
production offers an alternative model in
collecting human capital, it dramatically
reduces capital cost in seeking for use-
ful matching talents for identified goals.
Since most of the peer production proj-
ects only acquire contributions according
to the availability and willingness of the
volunteering participants, it does not re-
quire a formal structure for hiring experts
and paid professionals to do the jobs,
such as accomplishing tasks in a firm.

3. Larger pool of potential contributors:
The widespread ownership of communi-
cation tools, such as computers, smart-
phones, greatly lowers the threshold for
contributing. In short, participants can
contribute anything at any time according
to their own preferences and availability.
As a result, the peer production model

can harness a larger pool of potential
contributors.

4. Allowing individuals to self-identify
matching contribution: If human capital is
the dominant input, peer production al-
lows effective contribution matching. The
motivations of the contributors in peer
production space range from self-gratifi-
cation in creating and building new proj-
ects, pure personal interests and prefer-
ences, a higher fulfillment in achieving
goals within community settings, to per-
sonal visions and passions. Without the
limitations from formal structure in work-
ing for a firm, peer production allows in-
dividuals to self-identify matching contri-
butions according to their own interests
and motivations.

5. Aggregation of content and iudgment =
self-correction: In peer production space,
the freedom to contribute according to
individual's own pace, competence, and
preferences helps to harness a large pool
of contribution, aggregating both content
and judgments from individuals. The as-
sumption is that the wisdom of the crowd
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has the ability of correcting misassump-
tion, mismatch, and incompetence con-
tribution.

Peer Production Model Limitations

1. An illusion of equal participation (in
need for administration, management
and monitoring): By its definition, peer
production is designed to give equal
amount of power, accessibility, and free-
dom to contribute to each contributor.
However, it has been proven in practice
that any self-organization (peer produc-
tion project) without sufficient admin-
istration, management, and monitor-
ing system will only end up in chaos
and decay. For example, many blogging
websites suffers greatly from the attack
from spamming and vandalism. As a re-
sult, peer production model does require
moderate amount of organizing efforts,
however, the term "peer production"
does give outsiders an illusion of equal
participation.

2. Unclear power dynamics (vandalism

overpowering and insufficient respect for
experts/anti-elitism): Even though peer
production requires a certain level of or-
ganization, the issue of vandalism over-
powering legitimately contributing ex-
perts is very pressing in most of the peer
production projects. Due to the unclear
power structure within the space, if the
experts are not giving privileges in clear-
ing out the messes done by vandalism,
it is really tiresome and discouraging for
the constructive contributors to stay and
fight for the quality of these peer produc-
tion projects.

3. Not for producing innovation and new
ideas, having a tendency to replicate ex-
isting modes of operation or culture: Peer
production projects have received con-
siderable amount of criticism for their
lack of originality and innovation. For ex-
ample, Wikipedia is an online version of
an encyclopedia. Linux is following Unix, a
very similar model. To date, peer produc-
tion space has not produced any original
ideas, and has heavily relied on replicat-
ing existing culture and functioning mod-
els in physical space.

4. Difficulties in quality control and great
need of monitoring system: Peer produc-
tion model promotes mass participation
and collaboration, offering opportunities
for anyone with the means to contrib-
ute. However, this huge range in accept-
ing contribution also brings difficulties
in quality control. It is widely recognized
that any peer production project needs
to implement an effective monitoring sys-
tem ahead of time to ensure quality.

5. Insufficient tangible and financial re-
ward system, relying on the contributor's
day iobs: The communities contributing
to peer production space upholds their
ethos in achieving higher purpose instead
of any personal financial gains for individ-
uals. Therefore, there is a huge amount
of resistance coming from these commu-
nities in any attempts to commercialize
the projects or gain financial advantages
for the projects. As a result, most of the
contributors in peer production space are
volunteers without any financial reward,
relying on their own day jobs to sustain
them. Peer production projects lack fi-
nancial reward system to the contributors
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4.3.1 Introduction

http://www.wikipedia.org/

Jimmy Wales, the founder of Wikipedia
states:
Imagine a world in which every single per-
son on the planet is given free access to
the sum of all human knowledge. That's
what we're doing.
Currently, as one of the top seven web-
sites worldwide, Wikipedia has success-
fully gained significance in becoming the
number-one online encyclopedia site,
influencing tremendous number of peo-
ple's lives around the world. It is almost
impossible not to experience Wikipedia
when people are surfing the Internet.
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At ,

the lessons and wisdom that we can learn
from Wikipedia to be implemented into
collaborative problem solving space, spe-
cifically for social enterprise grassroots
startups?

The inquiry into both the pros and cons
in Wikipedia's success will shed light in
a wide range of possible applications for
online collaboration efforts. The existing
culture that has been captured and trans-
lated, coupled with the new culture that
Wikipedia is creating, will help people to
understand the method in organizing on-
line collaborations.

However, for people who are not familiar
with the history and background of Wiki-
pedia, there is a common impression that
experts or professionals have produced
all the entries without knowing the fact
that according to Andrew Lih, Wikipedia
has been created by a bunch of "nobod-
ies." These people worked across coun-
tries, regions, languages, and culture
through Wikipedia as the online platform,
contributing their passion, interests, and
efforts to form this sum of human knowl-
edge for free.

What is Wikipedia? How it gains its suc-
cess? What can we learn from their pro-
cess of building this online army of vol-
unteers? How did they manage to set
up this self-organized community and
system? What are the incentives for peo-
ple to contribute for free to such a large
scale? Why and how the existing encyclo-
pedia model contributes into Wikipedia's
success or not? How does Wikipedia in-
stigate this social revolution, or is it really
a revolution at all? What are those other
similar successful and unsuccessful mod-
els, why they succeed or fail? What are
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4.3.2 Backgrounds and Precedents

Encyclopedia

The attempt to gather all general hu-
man knowledge began in Roman times,
though usually focusing on particular,
discrete disciplines and areas. This cate-
gorization and classification was not very
consistent compared with a modern ver-
sion of the encyclopedia. In our modern
time, the notion of "encyclopedia" came
into reality as truly a complete record of
all human knowledge.

Historical examples of encyclopedias in-
clude a Roman encyclopedia in Naturalis
Historia in 1c A.D., covering mainly the
entire known natural world, and the Chi-
nese Yongle encyclopedia in 14c, present-
ing topics of all matters related to history,
literature, medicine, natural history, etc.
Unfortunately, all of the ancient encyclo-
pedias either suffered from insufficient
size or preservation of the collection.
However, the French encyclopedia in 17c
was the origin of the modern encyclope-
dia, as a powerhouse challenging Catholic

dogma, and featuring prominent Enlight-
enment thinkers.

The Encyclopedia Britannica was created
as a conservative alternative to the more
radical version of Encyclopedia in France,
first completed in 1771 and with the most
famous eleventh edition in 1910-1911.
Although the content of Britannica has
been successful, their business model
suffers. They struggled from the high cost
of paying qualified academics to produce
new editions. With much effort from
their competitors, such as Microsoft's
Encarta, World Bank in digitizing Ency-
clopedia, Britannica was pushed to also
produce CD-ROMs version of their books
and ask for a high price to purchase this
version or subscriptions. All of these en-
cyclopedias gained their primary income
through aiming primarily at big-budget
institutions, such as universities and li-
braries. However, there was no complete
and free online version of encyclopedia in
the field.

The market of encyclopedias is ready for
a new player.

The Nupedia Idea and Rules

Following the spirit of open source soft-
ware movement at around the same
time, Nupedia, as an experimental Open
Directory Project, an open source, online
collaborative encyclopedia was imple-
mented in 2000. Nupedia upheld the ob-
jectivism, articulated well by Sanger, the
chief editor and manager of Nupedia at
the time:

Neutrality, we agreed, required that ar-
ticles should not represent any one point
of view on controversial subjects, but in-
stead fairly represent all sides.

Nupedia is the precursor of Wikipedia.
The principle concept is similar to Wiki-
pedia, however the implementation was
very different. Only highly qualified PhDs
or academics were authorized to contrib-
ute in the creation of articles. The process
required passing the review from the paid
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Nupedia editors before the articles can
got out to be openly reviewed by other
authorized highly qualified Nupedians. As
a result, only twelve articles got through
the process in the first year. The downfall
of Nupedia is that its high bar for con-
tributors and a way too structured pro-
cess, creating a double barrier to attract
the necessary critical mass to gain the
momentum for this online collaborative
Encyclopedia. Nupedia was soon to be re-
garded as too much process and too little
volunteer output by their own creators,
therefore, at the end of 2000, the found-
ers sought a change.

Wiki Introduced: Ward's Wiki Idea

Ward Cunningham, an Internet pioneer
and programmer, created the first wiki,
WikiWikiWeb in 1994. The concept is
simple, i.e., it allowed anyone to edit any
webpage at any time without any special
software or login requirement. With the
struggle from the Nupedia initiative, the
founders were enlightened by this.
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WikiWikiWeb and decided to use the wiki
model as a new experimental ground for
generating content for Nupedia. Even
though Wikipedia was also designed to
display "finished" looking work (e.g.,
Wikipedia's encyclopedia articles), Ward's
Wiki had been designed only for discus-
sion. In January 15, 2001 Wikipedia.com
was launched as a spin off from Nupedia

The Backbone of Wikipedia

Millions of people have contributed to
Wikipedia since 2001. Its exponential
growth in the field of online collaboration
is unprecedented. Since Wikipedia only
depends on text communication for writ-
ing articles, talk page debates, and email
list for exchanging discussion, setting a
highly recommended but not firm policy
was essential to the success. The policy
and guidelines help Wikipedia communi-
ty to achieve civilized and objective inter-
action and progress. With careful policy
reinforcement, Wikipedia managed to
encourage people to converge while

collaborating. Wikipedia guidelines can
be summarized as "Five Pillars", including
the following":

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Wikipedia
Wikipedia
Wikipedia
Wikipedia
Wikipedia

is an encyclopedia.
has a neutral point of view.
is free content.
has a code of conduct.
does not have firm rules.

With the strong encouragement to as-
sume good faith (AGF) to each other
among all the contributors, Wikipedia
also succeeded in maintaining a good
community dynamics and culture. This
self-organized platform has these clearly
defined policy and guidelines as the sub-
structure in cultivating Wikipedia com-
munity to accomplish this impressive
growth.

V --- - - __ - - - - 7M
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A Social Innovation, Not a Technological
Innovation

It is quite interesting to see that although
Ward Cunningham invented this wiki idea
in 1995, only in 2001 that Wikipedia came
into being. The question is that if both
the technology and the idea of wiki ex-
isted before 1995, why Wikipedia did not
come about earlier? It is very clear that
Wikipedia is not a technological innova-
tion but a social innovation. This social in-
novation in between 1995 and 2001 was
not about technology but the discovery
of the method in organizing a community.

What are the social norms, values, prac-
tices that people need within a commu-
nity? Specifically, what are the attributes
in fostering a healthy online community?
The contributing factors include creat-
ing a sense of ownership and meeting
the personal motivations and interests
of individual contributors, providing an
extremely low threshold for offering con-
tribution, a feeling of creating something
substantial in relation to others, etc. Even

though Wikipedia advocates open and
free access for anyone at any time, the
guidelines and basic structure put into
place before launching the website was
quintessential to ensure an organized on-
line Encyclopedia community..

Jimmy, the co-founder of Wikipedia pre-
sented the secret source of Wikipedia as
follows:
Lots of things come and go in the world,
but as long as you put it out there under
free license, and you've collaborated with
other people, you know it will always be
there as a base for someone to move for-
ward on... We're not talking about some
magic process. Quality matters, and
a thoughtful community has emerged
around the ideal.

Free licensing in Wikipedia empowers all
of the people working on the site, and
lowers the barriers for people to contrib-
ute. Therefore, the content on the web-
site belongs to the community. This sense
of ownership greatly motivates people to
contribute at all levels. The trust and care
towards each other and the articles in

Wikipedia enable this fairly self-organized
online Encyclopedia community.

Nothing incredibly complex and autono-
mous can be created out of random coin-
cidence. In order to cultivate a successful-
ly growing online community contributing
positively to the society at large, it re-
quires substantial amount of foundation
building, e.g., rules and frameworks from
which a healthy self-organized commu-
nity can be encouraged. As a result, it is
extremely important to recognize existing
socio-political dynamics/behaviors within
a certain community, and transform it
into the online environment. Technol-
ogy is not the core innovation here, but
inventing or discovering the rules of laws
governing/enabling success in nurturing
online social groups achieving certain de-
fined goals was quintessential for Wikipe-
dia.
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Effective Matching of Supply and De-
mand

Wikipedia's Massive Growth
Alm DyTficRak OOd 20Alm da

- .

nob "03 204 01

Wikipedia promotes itself as "the ency-
clopedia that anyone can edit". According
to Alexa, Wikipedia has become the #7
websites in the world, surpassing most of
the other for-profit sites. As a nonprofit,
Wikipedia's impressive ranking only fol-
lows after Google, Yahoo, Facebook, etc,
which are all multibillion-dollar enter-
prises with tens of thousands of employ-
ees. Its success has a close relationship
to the effective matching of both supply
and demand in the virtual space. On one
hand, in an information age with so much
information online, reliable and balanced
content is in high demand. On the other
hand, there are a lot of people from
76

different geographical and cultural re-
gions who possess knowledge, skills and
expertise and are willing to offer their
help and contribution. Offering an effec-
tive virtual meeting place for the above
two elements (supply and demand) to
come together is the fundamental reason
of success for Wikipedia.

The matching method between supply
and demand bases on simple principles,
including the "hacker ethos" which ap-
pears to be incredibly radical but in fact
has a long tradition, ever since the incep-
tion of the Internet. The technological
elite first developed the Internet under
the strong belief of freedom in cyber-
space, including free as in cost, and free
as in freedom. Wikipedia realized this
principle by allowing universal accessi-
bility to all people and offering excessive
connectivity on the Internet, so that mak-
ing the space in Wikipedia for everyone,
and not limiting it only to the tech elite or
disciplinary experts. With this extensive
and spread out large pool of supply and
people's eagerness and hunger to finding
reliable online content, Wikipedia was

created to effectively match the demand,
producing "all human knowledge" by "all
humans".

Self-Organized Collaborating Communi-
ty with Monitoring System

Wikipedia does reinforce some level of
power structure among users and imple-
ment a series of rules and principles that
can allow maximum freedom for contri-
bution and prevent vandalism by control-
ling the quality and level of accuracy. This
section examines both the characteristics
of contribution and the mechanism for
quality control.

Contributors
Users across the globe have the freedom
to enter any topic that they like, for ex-
ample, a high school student typing in his
homework related materials, a non-Eng-
lish-native speaker trying to start a page
introducing her own culture. The require-
ments for accepting new entries are very
limited and inclusive. There is no elitism,



4. ANALYSE 4.3 Wiki Model: Wikipedia

4.3.3 Characteristics and Principles of Wikipedia

no judgments, and no entry qualification
test. Wikipedia is a legend of spontane-
ous and self-organized organization and
achievement.

Although Wikipedia was originally
launched to invite everyone to contribute
to this online Encyclopedia, the contribut-
ing community has distinct demographic
characteristics, such as contributions
coming from primarily men and people
at their 20s. In an article published by
Yasseri in PLoS ONE in 2012, the author
has analyzed the share proportion of
contributors to different editions of Wiki-
pedia from different regions across the
world. For instance, the article presents
the dominant contribution from North
America contributors (about 51%) in the
English Edition, and Europe as the driving
force (about 55%) in the simple English
Edition.

In short, with its huge success of expo-
nential growth in quality articles result-
ing from tremendous amount of different
contributors, its contributors still display
a high concentration of certain cultural/

gender backgrounds and characteristics.
It is highly argued that Wikipedia's main
feature of writing and editing can only at-
tract participants with the same interests
and therefore attracts a certain type of
contributors across different regions un-
der different editions of Wikipedias.
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Quality Control: Accountability and Moni-
toring System

After Wikipedia proved its worth and suc-
cess asthe most influential online encyclo-
pedia, it exceeded most people's expecta-
tions would ultimately fall into chaos and
fail in producing anything meaningful. To
the contrary to this common-sense be-
lief, the Wikipedia community has man-
aged to acquire a critical mass of people
to watch over the quality of the articles
and implement tools to prevent vandal-
ism, making sure of Wikipedia's increas-
ing credibility and status.

In his article "Wikipedia: Exploring Fact
City" in the New York Times (2009), Noam
Cohen drew a convincing comparison be-
tween Wikipedia virtual space and the
physical space of the modern cities, argu-
ing that the trust, civilized behaviors, and
self-organized qualities in Wikipedia com-
munity are very similar to the civility for
the city dwellers. He raised the question
of how to keep the quality in Wikipedia
when the filters for accepting entry of ar-
ticles are so limited. He answered this
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question by the following remarks in his
article14 :

It is this sidewalk-like transparency and
collective responsibility that makes Wiki-
pedia as accurate as it is. The greater the
foot traffic, the safer the neighborhood.
Thus, oddly enough, the more popular,
even controversial, an article is, the more
likely it is to be accurate and free of van-
dalism. It is the obscure articles - the
dead-end streets and industrial districts,
if you will - where more mayhem can be
committed. It takes longer for errors or
even malice to be noticed and rooted out.
(Fewer readers will be exposed to those
errors, too.)

Therefore, accountability can be largely
achieved through mass collaboration
among contributors with the utmost
openness and transparency. Even though
the power structure among editors is
not entirely clear, the Wikipedia articles
that received more attention do manage
to achieve a higher level of accuracy and
credibility. As a result, quality control on
the subjects that receive less traffic and
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edits, the implementation of another lay-
er of monitoring system is highly needed.

Vandalism has been the major enemy
that the Wikipedia community has to
fight against ever since the beginning of
Wikipedia platform. Any edit that deliber-
ately compromises the integrity of Wiki-
pedia's content is regarded as vandalism.
Obvious vandalism includes the entry of
spam, crude humor, indecent remarks,
and excessive removal of information,
and etc. However, the less detectable
vandalism can compose of deliberate in-
sertion of plausible but false information
to articles. In one widely known incident
in 2005, the Wikipedia biography of John
Seigenthaler, an American political fig-
ure, was found with false information.
This high-profile incident instigated many
policy changes in putting in specific mea-
sures to the verifiability of the Wikipedia
information.

From public users' point of views, the
not-so-clear mechanism in Wikipedia for
preventing vandalism always gives read-
ers the reasonable doubt whether the

articles are entirely correct, whether
someone provided some false informa-
tion or removed core information the
minute before they encounter the ar-
ticles. Unlike the articles from traditional
encyclopedias such as Encyclopedia Bri-
tannica with experts' writing effort and
tight control over the accessibility for
editing with its reputation of being "ac-
curate", Wikipedia is usually accused of
inaccuracy and misrepresentation. How-
ever, analysis of Wikipedia's ability to fix
vandalism has been fairly positive. In an
article, "Creating, Destroying, and Re-
storing Value in Wikipedia", the analysis
shows that the median time for Wikipe-
dia community to fix obvious vandalism
is only a few minutes.15 Furthermore, the
widespread usage of anti-vandalism bots
created by Wikipedia community also ef-
fectively stops many obvious vandalism
damages.

The steadily evolving efforts to imple-
ment tightened measures to defeat van-
dalism has proven to be quite effective in
controlling the quality of Wikipedia's ar-
ticles. Even though the process has been
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messy, it is undeniable that Wikipedia has
increasingly gained recognition and merit
for its positive influence over society.

Distributed Mass Collaboration Model

From "On Distributed Communication
Networks", Baran, 1962

/ink

Station

CENTRALIZED
(A)

In Albert-Laszlo Barabasi's book Linked:
How Everything Is Connected to Every-
thing Else and What It Meansfor Business,
Science, and Everyday Life, he argues that
the Internet today evolves under a dis-
tributed network model, in great contrast
to centralized and decentralized models.
The decision of adding or removing

DECENTRALIZED
(B)

DISTRIBUTED
(C).

certain nodes and links are mostly locally
decided when needed, without need-
ing permission from a central authority
to implement. In Paul Baran's research,
On Distributed Communication Networks
in 1962, Baran argues that a distributed
network model retains great redundancy
in connectivity and therefore, and offers
a better way to diminish the reliance on
central control nodes.

Wikipedia is the best example of distrib-
uted mass collaboration to date. The low
threshold for accessibility and the redun-
dancy in contribution have greatly en-
abled its growth and impact in the world.
Wikipedia demonstrates a successful
example for distributed mass contribu-
tion and collaboration. Without a strong
central control system initially, Wikipedia
gradually implemented many ways to in-
creasing its central control since 2010, in
order to gain more control over maintain-
ing the inherent qualities. As a distributed
mass collaboration model, Wikipedia's
has exerted a conscious effort to setting
up strategic management and constraints
to achieve a balanced model.
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Power Structure

The power structure within Wikipedia
is fairly unclear and extremely flexible
ever since its inception. The strong resis-
tance to giving any individuals authority
of control from the Wikipedia community
is the main driving force to keeping this
unclear power structure for a historically.
However, due to an intentional effort of
eliminating or minimizing vandalism and
vicious attacks, Wikipedia did start to
implement certain levels of power struc-
ture and create constraints and a amount
of control to some of the contributors to
monitor and administrate contributions.
This evolving power structure has been
gaining more definition through trial and
error.
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Wikipedia Benefits

Wikipedia has set out a great example
as online mass collaboration. It is revo-
lutionary in its unexpected, rapid and
sustaining success. Andrew Lih states his
optimism towards Wikipedia's success as
follows'7 :

Wikipedia initiated something new and
unprecedented, andfor the better part of
a decade, it led the way in demonstrat-
ing that the collaborative accumulation
of knowledge was not only feasible, but
also desirable. Its neutrality policy, com-
bined with a global team of volunteers,
helped make Wikipedia notjust a clone of
existing encyclopedias, but an encyclope-
dia that made recording human history a
revolutionary, collaborative act.

The benefits that Wikipedia has brought
by are undeniable.

1. Digitalization of Existing Cultures (ency-
clopedia and hacker ethos)

Wikipedia did not come out of thin air.
It came about at the right timing with a
right set of attitudes. The existing culture
of contributing and consuming encyclo-
pedia and the hacker ethos from the tech
elite communities offered Wikipedia a
fertile soil to work with. In short, Wikipe-
dia managed to digitalize existing mature
cultures and enter the scene at the right
time.

2. Individual's desire to achieve social val-
ue (motivation matching with good inten-
tions)
Sometimes it might be difficult to believe
that many people are willing to contrib-
ute for free in order to achieve good so-
cial value at large. However, Wikipedia
has proved that under the right circum-
stances and appropriate cultural context,
people can be motivated to contribute to
social value with their good intentions.
The self-motivation from Wikipedia com-
munity contributors has been largely due
to the opportunity of building up "online
human knowledge", via an online ency-
clopedia, as a good social cause for peo-
ple to pursue.

3. Positive personal gratification of tasks
I do have to admit that contributing to
Wikipedia might not be super exciting for
everyone, even though most of us today
are using Wikipedia as a reference tool.
In the English Wikipedia site, most of the
contributors are men who enjoy writing
and editing. However, on the flip side, the
positive personal gratification of editing
articles greatly motivates the core con-
tributors in Wikipedia, enabling a huge
amount of consistent contribution from
different geographic and cultural regions.

4. Socio-psychological reward of form-
ing an online community and interacting
with others.
Wikipedia has a "talk" page, directing
people's discussion towards the articles.
The Wikipedia community forms a very
strong bond through working on articles,
discussion, and negotiation of different
opinions. Many Wikipedia contributors
know each other and recognize others'
contributions. It is this socio-psychologi-
cal reward of interacting with each other
in an online community that offers extra
incentives for Wikipedia participants.
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5. Clearly defined problems/goals (online
encyclopedia production collaboration)
The rapid growth and success of Wiki-
pedia has a great connection to the fact
that Wikipedia started out with a clearly
defined problem/goal, which was to build
the first online encyclopedia through
online mass collaboration. Many of the
successful peer production projects, like
Wikipedia, have this common trait of
knowing exactly what problem they are
tackling. Therefore, when the goal is clear,
the flock of potential online contribution
can be better guided.

6. Low threshold for contributing ("edit"
buttons allowing any change from any-
one)
The initial and radical strategy that Wiki-
pedia took was to allow edits from anyone
at any time from anywhere, harnessing a
much larger pool of potential contribu-
tions. This low threshold of accessibility
in contributing significantly lowered the
bar for participation, therefore, attracting
significant attentions from almost every-
one who has the means to contribute to
Wikipedia. Elitism is no longer the
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dominant deciding factor as to who to
contribute what. As Andrew Lih put it
nicely in his book", Wikipedia has al-
lowed a bunch of nobodies to come up
the world's greatest encyclopedia.

7. Recognition of individual contribution
Even though most of the contributions
are under anonymous names, for people
who actually registered online names
and are consistently using them, their
constructive and consistent contributions
have been recognized in Wikipedia com-
munity. Individual positive contributions
can help "Wikipedians" to build up their
credits as experts in certain areas and to
be given larger managerial power in the
community.

8. Evolving management mechanism
(governing and monitoring structure)
Wikipedia initially built its community
under the assumption of assuming good
faith of other people. Furthermore, the
entire Wikipedia community strongly re-
sisted the idea of bestowing more mana-
gerial power to individuals in the commu-
nity. However, throughout the years, the

continuous attack from vandalism pushed
the Wikipedia core management team to
implement more monitoring structure,
giving out more managerial power to
trusted individuals in order to keep the
quality control under check. Wikipedia's
evolving management and monitoring
mechanism greatly enables the stability
of the Wikipedia production.

Wikipedia Limitations

1. Illusion of equal status and equal pow-
er (regular participants has less control
than administrators)
Although Wikipedia does promote uni-
versal accessibility for any willing con-
tributor, its power structure has not been
clearly presented or indicated in its plat-
form. The fact that regular participants
have less control in their contribution
than administrators has not been explic-
itly presented until people actually en-
counter their limitation in control. It is fair
to say that there is an illusion created of
equal status and power among all partici-
pants.
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2. Lack of respect for experts
Due to the strong resistance towards
elitism in Wikipedia community, experts
sometimes do not get sufficient respect
for their input. There are many cases in
which experts are consistently frustrated
by the fact that they only have an equal
amount of say in topics which they have
mastered, compared with other partici-
pants who do not know the subjects too
well.

3. Lack of clearer power structure, and a
better balance between bottom-up indi-
vidual contribution and top-down over-
seeing/governance.
Wikipedia has substantially increased the
size of its management team, starting in
2009. However, it does not have a clear
power structure among participants. For
long-term steady contributors with signif-
icant contributions, Wikipedia might give
that person monitoring power as an ad-
ministrator. However, there is no estab-
lished power structure that can achieve
more balance between bottom-up indi-
vidual contribution and top-down gover-
nance.

4. Mostly thriving in western culture, for
example, English and German Wikipedia
English Wikipedia gains its dominance
due to its nurturing enthusiasm in en-
cyclopedia and the culture of computer
techs' hacker ethos. Wikipedia thrives
mostly in Western culture. Its top two
languages are English and German. Even
though there are way less German speak-
ing people in the world compared with
Chinese, the Chinese Wikipedia does not
really gain significance in the Wikipedia
family, because it is not natural within
Chinese culture to write and contribute
for free, there is less drive from Chinese
people to contribute to a writing and edit-
ing task than in Western cultures, etc.

5. In need of less democratic quality con-
trol system and more effective prevention
from vandalism
Wikipedia community has gotten a lot
of volunteer efforts in fighting against
vandals' attack. However, the system is
a bit too democratic, and almost equal
to "when you see something, do some-
thing." It is quite tiring and frustrating for
many of the faithful Wikipedia

contributors to come up with their own
solutions and repeatedly fix issues them-
selves, when a firmer and less democratic
quality control system could have been
put into place to dramatically increase ef-
ficiency in preventing vandalism.

6. Not for encouraging originality and in-
novation. Conceptually, Wikipedia is an
online collaborative version of print ency-
clopedia.
Wikipedia is not creating something dis-
ruptively innovative, compared with the
invention of the computer. At its core,
Wikipedia is an online peer production of
the print encyclopedia. It has been highly
criticized for its lack of originality and in-
novation in the originality of its idea and
concept, but the significance of Wikipe-
dia is not about its idea but its implemen-
tation and the way it proves its success
through working out and solving prob-
lems along the way.

7. Quantity might not guarantee quality.
The underlying assumption is that aggre-
gation of individual efforts will provide ef-
fective self-correction. However, this
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might not always be the case.
Along with many other peer production
and crowdsourcing efforts, Wikipedia has
also encountered a lot of similar difficul-
ties, especially the issue about keeping
quality. The self-correction mechanism
within a large crowd of people requires a
critical mass to maintain. However, many
of the articles that are attracting less at-
tention and traffic tend to suffer greatly;
and many of the high-profile controversial
topics might attract opposing attention
and therefore create huge tension among
views but not really quality. Therefore,
quantity (mass collaboration) might have
a hard time to ensure quality in output.

8. Uneven effort/attention towards differ-
ent type of topics. For example, pop cul-
ture and science section in the US Wiki-
pedia are much better developed than
many other sections.
Since the contributors have their control
over where and what they want to con-
tribute, Wikipedia's articles do not gain
equal attention and efforts in collabora-
tion. Many categories are way more de-
veloped than others, leading to unevenly
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developed articles. Readers need to be
extra careful about the credibility of the
articles that are lacking traffic and contri-
butions.

4.3.5 Other Wiki Inspired Ventures

Microsoft Encarta's Experiment

Microsoft

Encartia
As a digital multimedia encyclopedia, Mi-
crosoft published Microsoft Encarta from
1993 to 2009. In an effort to attempt to
reproduce the Wikipedia-style online
collaboration success, Microsoft Encarta
launched an experimental system to so-
licit user contributions in 2005. As a clear
reaction to the thread by Wikipedia, Mi-
crosoft Encarta announced its

experiment in allowing suggestion for re-
visions. Although it was perceived as a wi-
ki-like feature to Encarta's established en-
cyclopedia, in reality there was no timely
mechanism allowing open free changes
from outside contributors. With a wiki-
like policy, Encarta's implementation of
this experiment was incredibly traditional
and half-hearted.

At the end, Microsoft Encarta's experi-
ment did not create too much traction.
It is not surprising that in retrospect not
too many people even know about this
experiment. There was never any inte-
grated visible features on Encarta's web-
site promoting this wiki-like effort, such
as Wikipedia's "edit" button. People did
not have a place to collaborate and build
on each other's work. Furthermore, the
result from this experiment was merely a
six-month report from Encarta.

The lesson learnt from this experiment
is that wiki-like online collaboration re-
quires a level of dedication in implemen-
tation to encourage and allow people to
collaborate in its online platform.
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Wikitorials

Wikitorial is the term that used by the Los
Angeles Times experiment in attempting
to allow public editing in an editorial col-
umn. It was launched on June 17, 2005,
but only after two days Wikitorials staffs
were forced to turn it down. Spams and
vandalism from the moment of its incep-
tion immediately flooded the site. This
type of struggling towards fighting against
vandalism is very common in Wikipedia's
collaborations.

The difference between Wikipedia's suc-
cess and Wikitorial's failure was explained
very clear by Andrew Lih in its book, The
Wikipedia Revolution:

What the LA Times did not realize was
that it takes a legion of dedicated users
and administrators in the background of
Wikipedia to keep things vandal-free. The
simple launch of the feature without this
in mind was like building a theme park
without sanitation workers or security
guards. There was bound to be trouble.

And it was about as bad as one could
imagine, with some of the Internet's most
famous shock images making unexpected
appearances on the LA Times wiki site.
That was simply too much for a main-
stream media organization to handle,
and it was shut down faster than you
could say "undo,"

The high-profile, high-exposure media
sites require greater attention of admin-
istration and control over their content.
The lesson that was learnt through this
experiment is perhaps that the wiki-mod-
el might not fit well with organizations
that cannot loosen their control and can-
not afford the consequences of a messy
process of online collaboration.

Britannica free and collaborative online
section

EMC YC LOW AA
ian

Britannica

Encyclopaedia Britannica Print Version

As the traditional dominator among en-
cyclopedias since 1768, the Britannica
Encyclopedia also readjusted its digital
strategy in reaction to Wikipedia's over-
whelming success. In early 2008, Britan-
nica also went free and collaborative on-
line, offering users opportunities to be
part of Britannica's content creation. This
effort of going free and online has been
fairly successful, attracting a sufficient
amount of contributions and producing
fairly high-quality collaborative articles.
For example, the multimedia section has
been particular successful, through inte-
grating videos and negotiating rights to
those copyrighted materials.
Under the section of "Britannica's New
Site: More Participation, Collaboration
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from Experts and Readers" Britannica ed-
itors emphasized the difference between
Wikipedia and Britannica:
Two things we believe distinguish this ef-
fortfrom other projects of online collabo-
ration are (1) the active involvement of
the expert contributors with whom we al-
ready have relationships; and (2) the fact
that all contributions to Encyclopaedia
Britannica's core content will continue to
be checked and vetted by our expert edi-
torial staff before they're published.
In this way we aim to leverage the power
of the Internet to integrate the work of
many people in a common project and on
a large scale, but without relinquishing
the editorial oversight that makes Britan-
nica's content trustworthy.
Britannica's large and strong existing ex-
pert contributors' group and its historical
record in producing reliable encyclopedias
gave them a good start in understanding
the core principle to building up a reliable
online encyclopedia, and to what extent
they should open up their content for ed-
iting. Their "collaborative-but-not-demo-
cratic" approach gives great recognition
to the voices and powers of experts, still
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keeping a tight quality control over some
of the core content Britannica feels re-
sponsible towards. In short, Britannica's
online encyclopedia efforts keep a better
balance in privileging experts' power and
allowing regular users' voices. Compared
with Wikipedia, the content seems to be
better-controlled and more clearly distin-
guished between experts and regular us-
ers' contribution.

4.3.6 Conclusion: Wikipedia
Wikipedia, as one of the most widely
known and successful example of peer
production models, has rapidly gained
dominance in online encyclopedias, ex-
ceeding everyone's initial expectation.
One can argue that the secret of success
lies in the fact that Wikipedia allows any-
one to contribute anything at any time.
However, there is no magic in using open
and free access for anyone to guarantee
attraction of constructive online traffic,
without noticing that a legion of dedicat-
ed volunteers devoting huge amount of
their time and effort in keeping the ship
going, raising the quality, and fighting

against vandalism. There is no easy way to
build Wikipedia. The Wikipedia model is
not merely a simple open free access ap-
proach. Its success has close relationship
with its strong support from the contrib-
uting community, a clearly defined goal,
initial absolute insistence in universal ac-
cess to anyone, an evolving management
team and system for quality control, and
a perfect marriage between the hackers'
ethos and interests in building up human
knowledge, i.e., the encyclopedia prec-
edent.
One may assume that Wikipedia's model
can be reproduced easily in many other
culture and context. Many have made the
attempt, including Wikitorials and many
others, since proven to be very unsuc-
cessful. Without a deeper understanding
of all the pros and cons that the Wikipe-
dia model could bring to the table, a blind
belief in reproducing wiki success through
simply allowing free and open access has
proven to be disastrous. In conclusion,
the possible applications in utilizing the
wiki model in achieving financially moti-
vated ventures will require further exami-
nation and inquiry.
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4.4.1 Collaborative Problem Solving Space

Collaboration Creates Intangible Advantages, by Jay Derago, 2013

Many online platforms have made at-
tempts to support the collaborative prob-
lem solving space. The definition of col-
laborative problem solving space in this
thesis is that the condition when people
coming together to solve real-world prob-
lems collaboratively. Examples can range
from coordination of volunteers and do-
nation efforts for after-disaster

reconstruction, consultants initiating and
implementing new school building con-
struction for rural China, to NGOs trying
to gather resources for resolving sanitary
issues in Ghana, etc.

The benefits of collaborating to solve spe-
cific real-world problems include head-on
tackling difficulties in working through

real world processes, mobilizing resourc-
es and talents to resolve pressing issues,
down-to-earth application of theories
and knowledge, etc. However, when pro-
cesses involve people working together,
the complexity goes up multiple folds due
to sociological, managerial, and structural
difficulties. Furthermore, the challenges
in collaborative problem solving space
largely stem from the high level of unpre-
dictability of the collaborative action pro-
cess. In particular, starting a new business
involves so much trial and error and back
and forth in ideation, communication,
and implementation. The fact that there
is no definite formula for success further
demonstrates the level of difficulty for
navigating within the collaborative prob-
lem solving space.

Therefore, inquiry into the complications
and implications in implementing collab-
orative problem solving processes will
greatly shed light on the possible solu-
tions or road map for establishing online
platforms facilitating these processes.
Specifically, OpenlDEO is a stellar exam-
ple of a functioning online platform
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attempting to support the ideation por-
tion of the process in collaborative prob-
lem solving space. This thesis has already
analyzed the pros and cons within the
mechanism of OpenlDEO's online plat-
form in Chapter 3.3.2. This section will
focus on examining the managerial and
structural approach of OpenlDEO online
platform.

4.4.2 OpenIDEO

OPEN "

IDEO: the Mother Ship
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As a renowned international design firm
and innovation consultancy, IDEO has al-
ready established its competitive edge in
the field of innovative design methodol-
ogy consulting. IDEO's roots are in apply-
ing design-driven innovative principles in
designing products, consulting, business,
and organizational challenges. OpenlDEO
is clearly structured as the extension of
IDEO to tap into the wisdom of the crowd,
expanding IDEO's capacity from a firm
with 500 employees to 50,000 talents.
The origin of OpenlDEO came from this vi-
sion of combining open-source software
approach and the formation trend of
creative communities, helping to match
supply and demand. The open source ap-
proach supplies opportunity and accessi-
bility for creative communities to excel in
their interests and needs.

The apparent alignment of IDEO's work-
ing style and philosophy with OpenlDEO
organizational and managerial strategies
promotes and prioritizes IDEO's method-
ologies; for example, the categories of
phases in OpenlDEO are inspiration, ide-
ation, and implementation. There are

many questions that can be raised to
examine OpenlDEO's success and short-
comings. What can we learn from the
OpenlDEO venture? How to innovate
with the community? How to mobilize
the community? How to tailor the plat-
form according to the needs from differ-
ent types of users? Whether and how to
include financial incentives? What is the
most important indicator for maintaining
the sustainability of any organization?

IDEO, as the mother ship for OpenlDEO,
maintains full control over OpenlDEO and
considers OpenlDEO as its experimental
venture with clear purpose of serving
IDEO's design capacity expansion.
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Clear Power Structure

-
The main actors in OpenlDEO online plat-
form include IDEO's in-house team, the
OpenlDEO management team, clients/
sponsors, and the OpenlDEO online com-
munity. The roles among the above four
players are clearly defined within the
relationship and dynamics between all
these actors.

IDEO and OpenlDEO in-house teams,
alongside with sponsors, maintain tight
control in defining the agenda, guiding
the process, the evaluation and carry-
ing out of implementation, whereas the
OpenlDEO online community contributes
primarily on ideation and brainstorm-
ing process. This clear power structure
does have a positive impact in achieving
the goals that OpenlDEO team set out to
do. However, the lack of flexibility in set-
ting up agendas and processes might be
the reason hindering more people from
understanding and contributing to the
OpenlDEO online platform.
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4. ANALYSES 4.4 Collaborative Problem Solving Spacn n OppnnDEO

4.4.3 Benefits and Limitations in OpenlDEO

OpenIDEO Benefits

1. Clear vision: to expand IDEO's capacity
With IDEO as the clear guiding force,
OpenlDEO maintains its vision in us-
ing the wisdom of the crowd to expand
IDEO's design capacity through using the
OpenlDEO online community's brain-
storming capacity. This clearly defined
goal greatly contributes to success in re-
alizing OpenlDEO's vision.

2. Adoption of IDEO's working model into
OpenlDEO (an online version)
IDEO has its established design method-
ology and processes. It is only logical for
OpenlDEO to adopt IDEO's proven-to-be-
successful working model and transform
it into an online version. OpenlDEO's
online processes also translate and re-
flect nicely IDEO's design methodology,
enabling a dynamic online creative com-
munity.

3. Brainstorming platform for ideas and
concepts
The main function of OpenlDEO is to

90

brainstorm and collect information for
certain proposed social challenges. It is
highly possible that this acute and highly
defined function for OpenlDEO attracts a
certain type of creative crowd and man-
ages to maintain the dynamic online com-
munity.

4. A finite development time period
OpenlDEO structures each challenge
within a finite amount of steps and time
period, giving participants a clear time-
line as to when to achieve what stage. It
is very helpful to create a sense of begin-
ning and ending through this linear struc-
ture, offering a sense of accomplishment
for the contributors.

5. Non-financial motivation for setting
up the big question (doing social good to
change the world)
OpenlDEO and IDEO core team were very
intentional in choosing non-financial in-
centives to motivate and attract partici-
pants, for example, personal gratification
from doing social good through collabo-
ration. In order to promote collaboration
rather than competition, the OpenlDEO

platform promotes creative collabora-
tions and offers recognition (design
quotient/DQ) instead of any prizes. The
assumption is that the positive encour-
agement of collaboration and avoidance
of competition guides the participants
to build on each other's contribution. In
short, the exclusion of money in offering
incentives has been quite crucial in creat-
ing a constructive and healthy OpenlDEO
online community.

OpenlDEO Limitations

1. High threshold to understand the sys-
tem (design concept and working prin-
ciple)
OpenlDEO's processes have been built
entirely on the working model of IDEO.
However, people without a design men-
tality and understanding will have a hard
time to understanding this system. It is
highly possible that this high threshold
for participants might be one of the main
reasons that the OpenlDEO community is
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4.4.3 Benefits and Limitations in OpenIDEO

only appealing to a certain cross-section
of people but not all.

2. High commitment to the platform
Because of the highly defined goal and
the finite amount of time for the different
working stages, the OpenlDEO platform
requires contributors to highly commit
into the platform in order to contribute
anything meaningful. There are many ex-
amples of OpenlDEO contributors spend-
ing many days to refine their proposals
and push their ideas into the next stage.
This high bar for commitment might be
another factor limiting the size of the
pool for the contributors.

3. IDEO, OpenlDEO team and sponsors
control the agenda, direction, process,
evaluation, and implementation
There is a clear reason why compared
with Wikipedia, OpenIDEO has a much
smaller contributor pool, largely due
to the overly defined roles and power
structure among all the players. IDEO,
OpenlDEO core team, and sponsors steer
the "ship," whereas the OpenlDEO online
contributors are mainly participating

only in the way that have been defined
for them. The lack of flexibility and im-
possibility for contributors to participate
in decision-making process might hinder
OpenlDEO's further development.

4. A linear process: Disconnection from
realization, lacking mechanism to trans-
form ideas into real action
The fundamental tension in defining
ownership indirectly demotivates con-
tributors to have personal drives to push
through and ultimately implement their
ideas. The inherent and inevitably tre-
mendous efforts and perseverance re-
quired for implementing any idea in real
life generally ask for full dedication and
consistent contribution, pushing through
adversity no matter what.

The most challenging sector for OpenlDEO
is in fact the implementation. How can
OpenlDEO structure its platform beyond
informational exchange? How can it pro-
mote collaboration of action in real im-
plementation beyond the collaboration
of ideas and concepts? What are the pros
and cons of keeping clearly defined roles
and power structure among all the actors?
How are managerial problems that social
enterprise grassroots startups face similar
or different from those of the OpenlDEO
idea collaborative platforms? What are
the applicable principles and strategies
that social enterprise grassroots startups
can learn from the OpenlDEO mode of
operation? How to achieve the balance
between authoritative power dynamics
from the organizers/administrators and
democratic-collaborative nature of many
online contributor communities? Last
and most importantly, is it ever possible
to manage and organize communities on-
line and/or offline to overcome real world
hardships in the process of implementa-
tion with action?
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4. ANALYSES
4.5 Conclusion: Lessons from Peer Production Model, Wikipedia, and OpenlDEO

The peer production model has achieved
its wide influence through its self-moti-
vating coordination model, tapping into a
large amount of creative power to create
meaningful products and services. Its in-
tention in excluding any financial purpose
in the production process contributes
greatly to its success in many peer pro-
duction projects, such as Wikipedia, and
OpenlDEO. However, it requires further
discussion whether this model of non-
financial motivation can be applied to
other ventures that have a clear financial
purpose. The inquiry into these success-
ful peer production stories will help the
further understanding of the principles in
creating functioning self-organized online
efforts and the potential applications into
ventures with financial outlooks. The key
takeaways from these successes in peer
production space can potentially be ap-
plied to other ventures include the fol-
lowing:

* First and foremost, any online effort
should be a virtual embodiment of in-
terests, passion, and culture in real life,
so that the self-organization can have
enough attraction to ensure a critical
mass for the peer production model. No-
body will work on anything for free when
they don't have any personal drive to do
it. People will be well motivated when the
tasks offered match with their personal
passion and interests.

* Setting up clear goals (clearly defined
problems) and a framework for solutions
to allow individuals to self-identify their
matching contribution. Contributions
need to be acutely guided. There is no
magic in self-organization. The secret is a
clearly defined organization for contribu-
tors to navigate and gain personal gratifi-
cation.

* A clearly defined but flexibly-imple-
mented power structure to allow a subset
of the trusted contributors to gain more
control over monitoring and administra-
tion. In order to ensure better quality

control, contributions need to be regulat-
ed in the sense of preventing vandalism
and spamming, but at the same time still
allowing an equal amount of accessibil-
ity for anyone to contribute at any time.
A clearly delineated power structure and
low threshold of accessibility for contri-
butions are not mutually exclusive.

e Providing a methodology for aggregat-
ing content and judgment = self-correc-
tion. With the assumption that the crowd
does have certain level of wisdom, the
aggregation of different contributions in
both content and judgment will be quint-
essential in formulating meaningful and
quality outcomes. The possible construc-
tive strategies consist of having and stat-
ing clear policies and guidelines for con-
tributors to conduct their behaviors in
peer production communities, allowing
errors and disagreement through conflict
resolving, maintaining faith even when
vandalisms are temporarily overpowering
constructive contributions, and formaliz-
ing authority to a core group of dedicated
contributors to ensure the sustainability
of the community.
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5.1 Comparison of Peer Production Model
and Collaborative Problem Solving Model

5.2 Comparison of Different Models of Online Collaboration:
Wikipedia versus. Existing Digital Platforms for Social Ventures
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5. COMPARISONS
5.1 Comparison of Peer Production model and Existing Collaborative Problem Solving Action-based model
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5.1 Comparison of Peer Production model and Existing Collaborative Problem Solving Action-based model

Goal + Solution

* 0.

Collaboration Process

Control: Core Groups Maintaining Control over the Operation

Contributors: of all kinds, without specific power
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5. COMPARISONS
5.1 Comparison of Peer Production model and Existing Collaborative Problem Solving Action-based model

Differences
* Clearly defined final goals
- High resemblance to physical collaboration

process

- Mostly thriving at software development,
writing, editing, blogging, and etc.

* Bottom-up approach + Top-down structure
- Unclear power dynamics
- Exclusion of any financial motivation

ro~al oratAve Probem Solving Space

Unpredictable process: Learning through doing
Lower resemblance to physical collaboration
process, due to the limitation of computer
convention

- Highly action-based

- Top-down structure
- Clearer power dynamics
- Inclusion of Investors

Similarities
Key roles: initiators, helpers, and
administrators/governors
Quality control

- Contribution matching process
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5.COMPARISONS
5.1 Comparison of Peer Production model and Existing Collaborative Problem Solving Action-based model

5.1.1 Differences:

a. Goal+ Solution:
Clarity of final goal/solution: In the pro-
cess of figuring out possible solutions,
the form of the solution is often very
unclear and unpredictable in the collab-
orative problem-solving space due to the
learning-through-doing process. To the
contrary, in peer production space con-
tributors have much clearly defined un-
derstanding of their goals and the final
outcomes.

b. Collaboration Process:
Level of resemblance to physical col-
laboration processes: In peer production
space, the online collaboration process
has a high resemblance to the physical

collaboration process in real life. Further-
more, it mostly thrives at software devel-
opment, writing, editing, and processes
that are translated more easily into online
formats. In great contrast to peer produc-
tion space, collaborative problem solving
space mainly consist of highly action-
based processes, and therefore maintains
a much lower resemblance to its real-life
processes due to the limitation of com-
puter convention.

c. Control:
Peer production space has a combined
top-down and bottom-up approach with
a relatively unclear power structure,
whereas collaborative problem-solving
space mostly implements a much clear-
er power structure with a top-down ap-
proach. As a result, peer production space

provides more potential in including flex-
ibility in power distribution and collabo-
ration methods; however, the unclear
power structure might also cause a con-
siderable loss of efficiency.

d. Exclusion/inclusion of financial mo-
tivation: The peer production model has
been extremely careful in including any
financial motivation in their collabora-
tive processes, due to the inclusion of a
huge cadre of volunteers and preventing
personal gains out of collective efforts. To
the contrary, the nature of most of the
collaborative problem solving projects
have clear financial goals, therefore, it is
almost impossible not to accommodate
financial factors as part of their motiva-
tion.
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5. COMPARISONS
5.1 Comparison of Peer Production model and Existing Collaborative Problem Solving Action-based model

5.1.2 Similarities

a. Key roles: initiators, helpers, and ad-
ministrators/governors:
Even though the peer production space
has a fairly unclear power structure, the
key roles required to propel the process-
es are very similar to collaborative prob-
lem-solving space, including initiators,
helpers, and administrators/governors.
The innovative flexibility comes from the
self-identifying process of these roles by
each individual contributor instead of be-
ing assigned to a role by authorities.

b. Quality control:
One of the key factors contributing to
the success to both models includes the
mechanisms for quality control. This is an
indispensable structural element for both
models, ensuring the proper accomplish-
ment of their goals.

c. Contribution matching process:
Whether being self-identified or assigned,
the contribution matching process is at
the core of both models in harnessing
appropriate human capital to ensure suc-
cessful implementation of the processes.
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5.2 Comparison of Different Models of Online Collaboration:
Wikipedia vs. Existing Digital Platforms for Social Ventures
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5*. COMPARISONS
5.2 Comparison of Different Models of Online Collaboration:
Wikipedia vs. Existing Digital Platforms for Social Ventures

Structure of the Platforms

Wikipedia thrives under the collective ef-
forts from a legion of dedicated online
contributors. Even though the goal, an
online encyclopedia, was defined ultra-
clearly, the structure of the Wikipedia
platform was fairly flexible in terms of al-
lowing contribution from anyone at any-
time. The possibility of having anyone
from around the world starting complete-
ly new articles and editing existing articles
within their interests is a mind-blowingly
revolutionary concept, and harnesses an
exceptionally huge pool of human capital.
In contrast to Wikipedia's flexible struc-
ture in allowing different levels of contri-
bution, the existing digital platforms for
social venture are mostly highly struc-
tured and phased. Due to clear financial
purposes, the existing condition demon-
strates highly controlled and phased pro-
cesses to prevent unfair personal gains
among contributors, leading to limited
traction of contributions and participa-
tions.
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Roles for the Contributors

In Wikipedia, the roles that contributors
can take are very flexible and interchange-
able. Wikipedia's contributors can choose
to take on one role or several roles differ-
ently in one project or multiple projects.
By allowing self-identification of match-
ing roles, Wikipedia excels at offering the
maximum opportunities for contributors
to participate.
Unlike Wikipedia's flexible role distribu-
tion, existing digital platforms for social
ventures usually have clearly defined
roles for individual contributor. Each par-
ticipant needs to register into the already
compartmentalized roles and participate
within the defined and phased structure.
There is not too much room for changing
among the roles, since the structure of
the platforms have the minimum capac-
ity to allow that.

Power Dynamics

The difference in including a financial pur-
pose is one of the key factors contribut-
ing to the different types of culture within
online communities, such as cooperative
versus competitive dynamics. Wikipe-
dia intentionally promotes cooperative
processes and prevents competitiveness
among its contributors, in order to mini-
mize any danger for unhealthy personal
gains. To the great contrary, most of the
existing online platforms for social ven-
tures prefer to use competitions and
prizes to attract participants, leading to a
less collaborative culture and promoting
smaller circle of collaboration.
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6.1Leson C eN fo & RECOMMENDATIONS
6.1 Lessons Learnt from Entrepreneurial Experience and Peer Production Model

Lessons from Entrepreneurial Experi-
ence

* Will + Act
* Iterations of Testing Ideas and Imple-
mentation
* Incubating and Cultivating Entrepre-
neurial Ecosystems
: Attracting Collaborators, Contributions,
and Resources: Advice, Connection,
Funding
* Creating a Culture of Embracing Failure
* Clarity in Planning and Flexibility in
Adapting.

Lessons from Literature: Peer Production
Model

" Clear Goals and Tasks
" Low Threshold for Contribution and
Commitment
" Interchangeable Roles
* High Resemblance to Offline Collabo-
ration Process
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6.2 Strategies for Creating Self-organized Collaborative Model
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A new global and sub order
can thus be established through
this self-organizing platform.

The strategies for establishing online self-
organized collaborative platform include
the four stages illustrated in the above
diagrams. Firstly, there are large amount
of potential contributions floating around
in the "space"' waiting to be harnessed to
construct meaningful outcomes. Without
the introduction of any platform in the

space, it will be much more difficult to
collaborate cross-culturally and

geographically. Secondly, after the initial
introduction of the self-organized plat-
form, the potential contribution can start
to aggregate in response to its presence.
The self-organized platform should con-
sist of a flexible substructure defining the
key roles for the collaborative processes.
Thirdly, the substructure starts to absorb
related contributions, reorganizing the
space to gather and create communities

that can accomplish certain tasks for the
overall goal. Lastly, a new global and sub-
order can thus be established through
this self-organizing platform, occupying
the space with a soft and flexible bound-
ary and harnessing matching contribu-
tions. The substructure is clearly defined
but flexibly implemented to accommo-
date interchangeable roles and a flexible
power structure.
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6. CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATIONS
6.2 Strategies for Creating Self-organized Collaborative Model
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6 CNCLUSION & RECOMMENDATIONS
6.2 Strategies for Creating Self-organized Collaborative Model

In short, the strategies for creating online
self-organized collaborative platforms in-
corporate two major components. First
is providing a clearly-defined but flexibly-
implemented power structure and having
interchangeable roles for contributors.
The self-organized platform should func-
tion as the gatekeeper, providing under-
lying rules and guidelines with clear sub-
power structure. Second is including soft
boundaries for the overall platform and
all the defined roles within the substruc-
ture, establishing openness in accepting
all levels of contribution, and allowing an
evolving and organic growth of the or-
ganized online communities for the con-
tributors. Therefore, the power dynamic
within the self-organized platform should
be a combination of cooperativeness and
competitiveness.
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6. CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATIONS
6.3 Design Rules for Creating Self-organized Collaborative Model

* Clear Power Structure (Administrators,
Entrepreneurs, and Masses) with Inter-
changeable Roles (Initiators, Helpers, In-
vestors)

* Inclusion of Iteration of Idea Forming,
Testing, Implementing, and Adjusting

e Favor: in Competition During the Idea
Formation, in Cooperation During the Im-
plementation

* Creating/Attracting an Online Support-
ing Ecosystem Customized for Each Indi-
vidual Venture

* Sorting Online and Offline Contribution,
and Offering Low Threshold for Matching
Contribution and Commitment.

o Setting up Clear Goals and Task Mod-
ules to Resemble Offline Collaboration
Process
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6. CONCLUSION & RECOPMMENDATIONS
6.4 Conclusion

Collaborative production in social enter-
prise grassroots startups offers profound
challenges but also tremendous opportu-
nities, bringing positive and revolution-
ary social impact into society. The dif-
ficulties in conducting social enterprise
grassroots startups range from its highly
unpredictable process to the unmet
needs in seeking for matching resources
and contributions. It is imperative to ag-
gregate different levels of matching con-
tributions for social enterprise grassroots
startups to facilitate a more efficient and
productive collaboration among all the
key actors. More importantly, meaningful
outcomes can come out of effective col-
laboration cross-culturally and

geographically through harnessing a
much larger pool of human capital and
potential contributions.

Through the analysis and critique of the
peer production model (esp. Wikipedia),
collaborative problem-solving space (esp.
OpenIDEO), and the existing online plat-
forms facilitating social enterprise grass-
roots startups (seven case studies), this
thesis aims to offer an alternative self-
organized collaboration model, enabling
effective online collaboration among the
main players in social enterprise grass-
roots startups. It is very clear that a clear-
ly-defined but flexibly-implemented pow-
er structure and interchangeable roles for

contributors greatly enable a more self-
organized mechanism in facilitating the
online collaborative processes. The rec-
ommendation of strategies and design
rules suggest a wide range of applications
that could occur in establishing better-or-
ganized online platforms facilitating social
enterprise grassroots startups.

Future research might include testing of
the proposed design rules and strategies,
and incorporating real world data into
further validation of the effectiveness in
using self-organized collaborative online
platform in facilitating efficient gathering
of useful contributions for social enter-
prise grassroots startups.
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