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10 Most Wanted Topical objects study

1. Background

The 10Most Wantedprojectdevelops a ganased approach to crowsourcing aspects of
curatorial research conceea withthe discovery and verification of previously undocumented
facts about collection items.

An overarchingesearch question ithe project is how talevelop participation and reach new
audiences for the collectiofPublic engagement is a basic requiremenmake 10 Most Wanted
viable as the concept cannot work without participants, and it is essential with regard to lenger
term sustainability of the project beyond the funding peri#@y factorsin this contextinclude
motivational aspects explaining wiparticipantstake part in crowdsourcing projesin first place
design aspects of the crowdsourcing platform playing at these motivations, and related facilitation
practices to promote the project, encourage initial engagement and sustain that engagement.

This document reports onstudyinvestigatinghe latter aspect oéncouraging and sustaining
engagement. One particular aspect of 10 Most Wanted is that it focuses the crowdsourcing effort
on 10 objects at a time out of a collection of many thousand objects. Curators pick these 10
objects and specify which data is migsabout them. Objects arthen presentedto participants

as a "case" and illustrated with one or more photographs.

As key motivations for participation in crowdsourcing projects include intrinsic motivaiimveée
White et al,2007 Raddik et a].2010 Nov et al, 2011, Dunn and Hedge2012 and fun

(Prestopnik and CrowstQ2011), the project team hypothesised that the kind of object selected
might have an important impact on participation levels and that topical objects which relate to
current events otrends might be moreelevant to potential participants and therefore more
effective in attracting engagementn order to test this hypothesis, the project team carried out a
controlled study where curators posted topical objects alongside controktdbpnd collected
relatedengagement data

2. Instrument

The study was carried out betwee April and3 May 2014(21 days)with curators initially
replacing all current objects in the list of most wanted objects with new ohjeatkiding both
topical and control object€bjects were then replaced on an individual basis when they did not
receive any attention for three days or when the case was solved.

Various engagement data was collected for eachataybject wasfeatured a the 10 Most
Wanted website, including:
1 Social media posts and other activities to promtite object/ case/ mystery
1 Social media reactione.g.Likes, post9 and other engagemer(e.g. emailfrom players
1 Analytics datdor object pages (uniqueisitors, page views, average dwell time)

Data was collectebly facilitatorsin an Excelvorkbookholding a dedicatesvorksheetfor each

object with meta data about the case, dates when the object was put up and taken down, and a
data grid withengagementlata for each day the object was displayed
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3. Sampling

The study imolved a total of 15 topical objects and 13 control objgEigurel). Objects were
considered topical if they related to current news, trending #hashtags or seasonal events. The
topicdity of objects was emphasised in promotional posts on/in the 10 Most Wanted Twitter
account and Facebook groups. For instance, wiSkeveJobwas trending on Twitter on 24 April
2014, curators promoted the objeciPod 60GB MP3 playewith the tweet:

#SteveJobs knew what we want to know. Take alook lgREX | YR a4SS AT @2dz

#artsdigital pic.twitter.com/GaDbAQ1pis

The tweet included a link to the relevant object page on the 10 Most Wanted website, where
players could get more infornian about the object and task, and an image of the object that
would attract the attention of people interested in historic Apple products.

A list of all objects together with wanted information and relevance to current topics is available
in Appendix A.

‘Sample composition: Topical objects / Contrel objects Sample COI'I'IpOSItIOrI: Data avallahlllty

vay7 [ HHEEEEER EEEEEEEEN
vy [ HNEEEEEEEN EEEEEEEEEEEE
rays [ HNEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEN
sropichins | pay4 [ HHHEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE
sconrciopiees | Day3 [ HHEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEN [ | |
pay2 [ HNEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE
cayi [HNEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE
. Data for topical objects . Data for control objects
Figure 1: Sample composition Figure 2: Data availability

As dcata was collectednly for the period an object was featured on the 10 Most Wanted Website
and this period could vary depending on the attention the object received, available data for each
object varied fronb to 20days.

In order to meaningfly compae thisquantitative engagement datacross all objectand at the
same time include as many days as possitdy the first seven days of data waneluded in the
analysisresulting in 196 potential sampling days (7 days x 28 objects = 196isgrday3. The
actual data set contained data for 181 da92.8% with a maximum of 2 days' data missing for
any object in the sampl@igure 2)The 15 ays (7.7%\vithout datawere excluded from mean
calculations rather than attributing them with null values.

4. Data analysis

The data analysi®cused on quantitative dateo measure the effectiveness of promoting topical
objects in order to attract more playert involved segmentingvailable data setsito topical

and control objectscalculating mean valueand standard deviationfor each day and segment
and aggregating mean valus each segmentver thewhole sample periodAcknowledging the
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different sample sizes for topical objedis=15)and control objectgn=13) the analysis used
mean values instd of totals

Data visualisations were produceah aper objectbasis (based on actual values) and qrea
segmentbasis (based on mean values) for a range of aspiecisiding promotional activities

social media responsesdweb metrics documenting generated traffic, visitor numbers and
average dwell time as an indicator fdepth ofengagementThe visualisations supported the
inspection of data with regard to vanaebetween objects and segments and the identification of
general trends. (Bta visualisations for specific aspects are available in App&ajli

In order to pot correlationsbetween promotiors and various aspects efigagement, individual
data setswere then combined i single grapffor topical and control objects eacWalues were
re-scaled to a range of 0 to 1 for this purpasith 1 being determined by the maximum for each
data set from topical and control segments to make the graphs comparable

5. Findings

Object promotion (aghe primary means of encouraging audience engagement) varied between
topical and control objects. Besides the obvious difference that topical objects were promoted
with relation to a specific topic or trenavhereas control objects were promoted with reésrce

to their intrinsic qualitiesthe data shows a clear difference in the pattern of promotional activity
with the number of posted messages steadily declining and then stabilising from Day 4 onwards
for control objects while there is a clear spike aay[Bfollowed by further decline for topical

objects (Figure 3).

Mean number of promotional social media posts
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Figure 3: Mean number of promotional social media posts for control and topical objects
The spike on Day 5 for topical objects can at least be partly explained with the practice of posting

a reminder or final appeal for topical objects before they are taken down due to inactivity, even if
that practice was not always followed through.
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The pattern of promotional activityis largelyreflected in social media reaction®ade up mainly

of Likesand comments in the 10 Most Wanted Facebook group. While reactions for control
objects steadily decline towards Day 7, there is a spike in reactions on Day 5 for topical objects
(Figure 4).

Mean number of social media reactions
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Figure4: Mean number of social mediaactionsfor controland topical objects

Aslightincongruence can be observed for Day 4, which shows relatively high levels of social
media reactions for both, control and topical objects, despite llewels ofpromotional activityon
that day.

The patternof promotional activityis also reflected in the number ahique visitors tdhe
relevantobject pages oithe 10 Most Wantedvebsite While(after an initial rampup from Day 1
to Day 2) the unique visitors numbers primarily decline for control objéutse is aclearspike
on Day 5 for topical objects (Figuse

Mean unique visitors
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Figure5: Mean number ofinique visitorgor control and topical objects
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The pattern of promotional activity is even more clearly reflected in the total number of views for
object pages on the 10 Most Wanted website, with page views for control objects steadily
declining while there is a clear spike on Day 5 for topical ob{Eagsire 6) .

Mean page views
10.00
8.00 ‘\
o0 /\
Control Objects
4.00 | Topical Objects
2.00 Y —
O.ED T T T T T 1
Day 1 Day 2 Day 3 Day 4 Day 5 Day 6 Day 7

Figure6: Mean number opage viewdor control and topical objects

While the above metrics (social media reactions, unique visitors, page views) provide a
gquantitative view on player engagement, average dwell tonean object pagés an indicatorfor
depth of engagement and therefordds aqualitativedimensionto the discussioninterestingly,
there seems to be no correlation between the pattern of promotional activity and dwell time on
object pages (Figure 7), indicating that while active promotion creates awareness and passing
engagement in the form of social media responsepage views, it does not generate deep
engagement with objects and cases. Furthermore, the data indicates that while there is only a
marginal increase in dwell time for topical objects over time, there is a clear indredsell time
for control objectssuggeting that an object's intrinsic qualities are more relevant for deep
engagement tha association with a current topic or trend.

Mean average dwell time
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Figure7: Meanaverage dwell timdor control and topical objects

09 July 2014 Page7/ 15



10 Most Wanted Topical objects study

This view is further supported by a quantitatie@mparison of these aspects between control and
topical objects, which aggregates mean data over seven days (Figudgs/@hile control and

topical objects were by and large equally promoted and achieved similar results with regard to
unigue visitors anghage views, there are more pronounced differences in social media responses
and overall dwell time. While the former suggests more buzz around topical objects, the latter
suggests deeper engagement with control objects, whictsatected for their intrisic qualities

rather than relevance to current topics and trends.

o poge views ver seven days Agaregate mean dwel e aves seven diys

[ p
a) " ottt ok O b) Ol [Ee—— d it =gl it €)

Figures 8a-e: Aggregated mean values faj promotional activity p) social media responses,
c)unique visitorsd) page views ané) dwell time for contro(blue) and topical (red) objects.

6. Summary and conclusions

This report makes a contribution towards answering overarching research questions related to
encouraging and sustaining public engagement and participation in the 10 Most Wanted project.
It reports on a study investigating whether the practice of selecting and promoting topical objects
that relate to current topics, trends or seasonal evetn help to widen participation in the

project and increase the number of active players.

In order to test this proposition, a study was carried out involving curators putting up topical
objects alongside netopical control objects, and promoting topical objects with clear references
to the topic, trend or event they related to. Objects wesplaced after three days of inactivity or
when their case was solved.

Results show that topical objects generate significantly more responses on social media but
overallreceive similar levels of web traffic to control objects with comparable amanints
promotion, indicating that the effects of their topicality are largely confined to the social media
channels where objects are promoted and do not translate into increased web traffic.

Furthermore, the resultstow that playersspent more time on thease pages farontrol objects
than on the case pages féopical objectsThis difference in engagement levels suggésis

players could relatenore deeplyto control objects, which were selected due to their intrinsic
quality of being remarkable in saway, than to topical objects, which were selected due to their
relevance to current topics and trends.

In conclusion, the results refute the hypothesiat topical objects which relate to current events

or trends are more relevant to potential garipants and therefore more effective in attracting
engagementWhile topical objects lead to more social media responses, this does not translate to
more engagement on the website. Furthermore, intrinsically interesting obgsstsnmore

effective in attacting deep engagementith objects / cases asequired in 10 Most Wanted
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A. Appendix

A.1 List of objects included in the study

Topical objects study

Object Wanted Topic

iPod 60GB MP3 player| Designerfpound) ; Material {ound); method {ound) #SteveJobs
Plastalux Desk Lamp | Designer

Egg cups Designer (not found) country (not found) date (not found)

De Lux&Junior Designer fpund) date (ound)

Typewriter

Vacuum jug Designer (not found); date (not found) #MayDay

Eau de Toilette Bottle

Designer (not found) manufacturer (not found)

Octagonal bowl

Designer ( not foundjnformation on the Magneto syndicate
(found); date (ound)

Jelly shoes Designer (not found); date (hot found) #May Day
cigarette casket Designer ( not found); date (not found)
Sundae cup Designer (not found); datgot found) ESA Rosetta + #MayDay

Floral brooch

(Designer) not found; manufacturer (not found) ; country

(found)

Easter

Lidded bowl Designer (not found); manufacturer (not found) St Georges Day and
#proudtobebritish
The Picnic friend Designer (nofound); method (not found) #EarthDay

Sparkling Lemon and

Designer (not found); Manufacturer (not found); Country

#Liverpool and #football

(not found)

Lime bottle (not found)

CD Case Manufacturer (not found) #DanielWeil

Tulip lights Designer (not found); Countnot found) National Garden Week
Ink well Designerfpund); Date{ound)

Electric Hotwater Designer (not found) #thegadgetshow

bottle

Funny Bunny Pot Designer (not found); Manufacturer (not found); Country | Easter

Flowerbrooch

Designer (not found), Manufacture (not found) Country (n¢
found)

National Garden Week

Troll Dressed for Eastg Designerfpund); Material {ound) Easter
Citrus squeezer Designer (not found); Date (not found)
Jam dish Designel(not found) ; date (not found)
Powder bowl Designer (not found); material (not found); date (not found
Time beam torch Designer (not found); Manufacturer (not found); Date (not
found)
Shaving kit Designer (not found); Manufacturer (not found); Date (not
found)
Rabbit egg cup Designer Easter

French cruet

Designer (not found); Manufacturer (not found); Date (not
found)
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A.2 Data visualisations

A.2.1 Object promotion and overall engagement

Topical Objects: Promotion and Effects (rescaled to 1.0)
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A.2.2 Object promotion

Topical Objects: Mean number of promotional social media posts

Control Objects: Mean number of promotional social media posts
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Mean number of promotional social media posts
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A.2.3 Social media reactions

Topical Objects: Mean number of social media reactions Control Objects: Mean number of social media reactions
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Mean number of social media reactions
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Aggregate mean social media responses over seven days
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A.2.4 Unique visitors

Topical Objects: Unique visitors
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Topical Objects: Mean unique visitors Control Objects: Mean unique visitors
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A.25 Total page views
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Mean page views
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A.2.6 Average dwell time
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