Wikipedia

Growth in number of articles in English and articles in all languages:

	
	Jan 2001
	Jan 2002
	Jan 2003
	Jan 2004
	Jan 

2005
	Jan 

2006
	Jan 

2007

	No. of English language articles
	31
	17,307
	98,475
	189,124
	438,289
	893,237


	1,559,619

	No. of articles, all languages
	31
	20,342
	133,129


	420,562
	1,311,697
	3,100,360
	6,062,262


	
	Jan 2001-2
	Jan 2002-3
	Jan 2003-4
	Jan 2004-5
	Jan 2005-6
	Jan 2006-7
	Total 2001-7

	% growth in no. of English language articles 

(to nearest whole no)
	55,729
	469
	92
	132
	104
	75
	5,030,929

	% growth in no. of articles, all languages

(to nearest whole no)
	65,519
	554
	216
	212
	136
	96


	19,555,584



Readership:
The following is based on web-ranking tool Alexa: http://www.alexa.com and results recorded on 21st March 2007:
Reach 3 month average 
(‘reach’ is defined as the number of users as %age of all internet users)

Wikipedia: 5.87%
Encyclopaedia Britannica: 0.03%
Page views per user, 3 month average 
(the average number of unique pages viewed per user per day when visiting the site)

Wikipedia: 5.1
Encyclopaedia Britannica: 2.2

Alexa traffic rank, 3 month average:
Wikipedia: 11
Encyclopaedia Britannica: 4,449
%age of users coming from different countries (top 5)

Wikipedia:

	Country
	Users

	United States
	20.3%

	Japan
	6.9%

	Germany
	5.8%

	United Kingdom
	4.9%

	Poland
	3.2%


Encyclopaedia Britannica: 
	Country
	Users

	United States
	34.9%

	Philippines
	6.1%

	United Kingdom
	5.4%

	India
	5.2%

	Canada
	4.2%


Comparison with readership of other websites:


Reach 3 month average (no. of users as %age of all internet users)

Wikipedia has a greater ‘reach’ than the LA Times, New York Times, BBC news and CNN websties put together: 

Wikipedia: 5.87%

LA Times: 0.13%

New York Times: 0.62%

BBC news website: 1.73%

CNN website: 1.36%

Wikipedia contributors
Wikipedians who have edited at least 10 times



	Date
	No. in all languages
	No. in English language

	Jan 2006
	154,885
	78,308

	Jan 2005
	51,745
	23,834

	Jan 2004
	11,045
	5,835

	Jan 2003
	2,449
	1,570

	Jan 2002
	515
	421

	Jan 2002
	10
	10


Active Wikipedians: those who contributed 5 times or more in this month

	Date
	No. in all languages
	No. in English language

	Jan 2006
	47,297
	25,662

	Jan 2005
	13,253
	5,917

	Jan 2004
	3,195
	1,491

	Jan 2003
	833
	496

	Jan 2002
	205
	160

	Jan 2001
	9
	9


Very active Wikipedians: those who contributed 100 times or more in this month

	Date
	No. in all languages
	No. In English language

	Jan 2006
	7,460
	3,331

	Jan 2005
	2,279
	859

	Jan 2004
	683
	291

	Jan 2003
	187
	115

	Jan 2002
	26
	21

	Jan 2001
	0
	0


How does Wikipedia’s coverage of subjects compare with Encyclopaedia Britannica? 
There is a lot of journalistic commentary on the standard of Wikipedia, most of which amounts to little more than anecdotal ranting - I’ve largely ignored these, but perhaps it’s worth noting that those who criticize Wikipedia’s accuracy tend to pick up on a major factual error and use it as evidence that the site as a whole is integrally flawed. See, for example, the article by Robert McHenry (former ed of Britannica):  http://www.techcentralstation.com/111504A.html. Such criticism then sets the wheels in motion for Wikipedia to make corrections; see the Viégas, Wattenberg, Dave 2004 article summarized below.
Nature vs Britannica

In December 2005, Nature published a report looking at the comparative accuracy of Wikipedia and Encyclopaedia Britannica.

Articles on the same subject were chosen from both encyclopaedias’ websites from a broad range of scientific disciplines and each pair of entries was sent to an expert on the topic for peer review. The reviewers were not told which article came from which source. Forty-two usable reviews were returned and examined by Nature.
Eight serious errors – categorized by Nature as “misinterpretations of important concepts” - were detected in total: four from each encyclopaedia. Reviewers also found many “factual errors, omissions or misleading statements”; a total of 162 in Wikipedia and 123 in Britannica. Several of Nature’s reviewers commented that the Wikipedia article they reviewed was poorly structured and confusing. 

The journal used these results to claim that “Wikipedia comes close to Britannica in terms of the accuracy of its science entries”.
Nature also surveyed more than 1,000 of its authors and found that, although more than 70% had heard of Wikipedia and 17% of those consulted it on a weekly basis, less than 10% helped to update it. 

In March 2006, Britannica published a furious response to the Nature study, arguing the journal misrepresented its own results.
 Highlighting the figure of 123 Britannica errors to 162 Wikipedia inaccuracies, they stated that Britannica is a third more accurate than its wiki-based counterpart and criticized Nature for failing to reflect this in its headline conclusions. 
The retort went on to say that some of the pieces which were used in the study and represented as Britannica products, were not taken from the encyclopaedia at all and that in some cases, only parts of the applicable Britannica articles were reviewed, or pieces from several articles had been stitched together by Nature journalists for review. 
Finally Britannica argued that Nature’s methodology was flawed; they pointed to the fact that the journal did not check the factual assertions of its reviewers, that it failed to distinguish minor inaccuracies from major errors and that some of the errors and omissions were simply matters of subjective opinion about what should and should not be included in an encyclopedia article. 

Nature dismissed these criticisms and defended their study, stating that their reviewers were blinded and thus any inaccuracies on their part did not matter; misidentification of errors would have affected both publications equally. The journal pointed out that of the 123 errors found, Britannica took issue with fewer than half. Nature stood by its original story.
  

Academic studies of Wikipedia content
A 2005 study compared the language used in three online encyclopaedias; Wikipedia, Everything2 and their commercial cousin, Columbia Encyclopaedia.
 They were looking at the effect the genre of a written text (in this case, a digital medium) had on communication choices and norms. Do online encyclopaedias reproduce their printed equivalents, or are they shaped into new forms by their digital platforms?

Their study looked at two factors: 
1.) the level of informality/formality in the language used in the four sources 

2.) the qualitative properties of the articles in the encyclopaedias; what kind of information they provided and how they were organized

The study, however, made no attempt to evaluate accuracy.
Based on this analysis, they found that Wikipedia and Everything2 differed significantly from one another; Everything2 using the least formal language of the three sources studied. Wikipedia, however, was “statistically indistinguishable” from the print encyclopedia in terms of the formality features measured. 
The study then went on to account for this result. They argued that while Wikipedia and Everything2 share many similar characteristics of form and purpose, because the way they are compiled and edited is different, they belong to different genres. Everything2 is a collection of articles which only the original author can edit; authors are explicitly informed of how well they are following social norms by their ranking according to a reputation system. In addition, site editors may remove content with an explanation for their decision. This is different to the wiki editorial system at the heart of Wikipedia. 

Wikipedia is statistically closer to Encyclopaedia Columbia for two reasons: 
1.) Wikipedia users appropriate norms and expectations about what an ‘encyclopaedia’ should be, including norms of formality, neutrality and consistency 
2.) these norms are enforced through socially-approved members of the Wikipedia community. These individuals are extremely active in the system; they stick to the rules and their level of activity gives them more control over the system than casual users. The study cites this as an unintended – and paradoxical - side effect of the ‘democratic’ aspects of Wikipedia’s editorial structure. 
Benkler argues similarly that Wikipedia has developed social norms focusing on the writing of an objective truth and producing an accurate encyclopaedic product.
 
A 2004 attempt at a qualitative study compared Wikipedia entries before and after they had been cited in the mainstream media and found that press citation positively correlated with the subsequent improvement in the ‘quality’ of the article.
 ‘Quality’ was measured by the number of edits and unique editors for each article. It was assumed that the greater the number, the better the quality. In March 2004, the average number of edits per topic for all Wikipedia entries was 11.3 and of 2,743 active members there were 521 “very active” contributors who made 100 or more edits. This studied was based on the untested assumption that more edits and editors always result in an increase in quality.
A second 2004 study created a history flow visualization tool to display change in a Wikipedia article over time.
 This allowed them to identify patterns of editing, including vandalism, mass deletion and so forth. They found a rapid “self-healing” mechanism at work, facilitated by a ‘recent changes’ page on the wiki which lists edits. These changes were being closely monitored by a small group of Wikipedia members on a daily basis, allowing content deemed to be unhelpful to be removed quickly. For example, most acts of vandalism recorded in May 2003 were repaired within minutes. Again, this is based on the assumption that content quality is improved by this process. However, what evidence is there that information approved by the ‘community’ in this way is any more accurate? 
The editorial process of Encyclopedia Britannica:

Surprisingly difficult to find well-sourced info on the online version – have emailed their press office and they should be getting me something by the end of the week
- over 120,000 articles

- It has a current editorial board of 14 people

The economics of Wikipedia:

How much does Wikipedia cost to produce? How much money did Jimmy Wales put into it?

- Jimmy Wales invested $500,000 to launch Wikipedia.

- Wikipedia is operated by the not-for-profit Wikimedia Foundation, founded in 2003.

- In 2005, the site ran on donations of $750,000 USD.

- Last year, donations to fund the Foundation reached over $1.5 million USD.


Employees:
- Wikipedia has five full-time employees.
 


What major setbacks for Wikipedia, how have they affected traffic if at all?

Haven’t had a chance to look into this yet – I suspect the development of the editorial process over time might be interesting – seems to have evolved as new problems arise. 
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