








museum relies heavily on outreach through “Facebook, blog[s], newsletters, newspaper articles
[and] website[s]”® in order to inform the public of their ongoing interest in collecting
information from the community. Additional outreach measures are planned, but these general
social media outlets provide an easy-to-use source to disseminate information until additional
funding can be procured.

Although Robert L. Killion, the Curator for Collections and Technology, has seen
increased interest in the viewing of collections materials through HistoryPin, Facebook, and the
Collections website, he has also found challenges with engaging the public using these
platforms. For instance, gathering information from Facebook is difficult given the quickness
with which posts can be lost, and when looking at the statistics from HistoryPin, the Historical
Society has found that most users are unaware that they are encouraged to share their own
information. The site is used heavily, but only to view images, rather than to interact with the
museum and each other. Mr. Killion believes that this can be resolved by continually reassuring
the public that they are a vital source of information: “... we (the museum community) must
work to change the idea that we are the holders and disseminators of a knowledge and work on
making the public understand that collectively they hold more knowledge than we do and that we

need [their] help.”*®

Classification

Classification projects differ from those already discussed because their goal is not to

publicly correct or add informative materials. Instead, these types of projects rely on users to

% Robert L. Killion, “Crowdsourcing Thesis Survey.”
% Robert L. Killion, “Crowdsourcing Thesis Survey.”
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gather and manipulate the metadata, or the “[sets] of data that describe and give information

about other data”®’

surrounding a particular object, or information set, already in a database or
online platform. The most common task associated with this type of project is the tagging of an
object with certain searchable metadata. Tagging can be defined as a way of “organizing

9 in order to link information for

information that uses keywords contributed by ordinary users
easy recall. Rather than employing public participation during the act of digitization, these
projects are most successful once the information involved in the project has already been

digitized by the host institution.

Maps Georeferencing Project

In 2011, the British Library launched its Map Georeferencing project, which sought to
“crowdsourc[e] location data to make a selection of [their] vast collections of maps fully
searchable and viewable...”®® In order to accomplish this, the museum began to georeference
their collections, or, “[a]ligning geographic data to a known coordinate system so it can be
viewed, queried, and analyzed with other geographic data.”'® For this project, this meant
matching up the library’s historic maps by overlaying them with modern day maps to allow for
“visualisation, comparison, analysis and searching.”***

When the British Library chose to create a crowdsourced project aimed at classifying

their large and highly sought after collection of historic maps, they first had to choose a platform

for the project, as well as decide which maps would be selected first. Ultimately, they chose two

% Google, s.v. “Metadata,” accessed April 5, 2015, https://www.google.com/webhp?sourceid=chrome-
instant&ion=1&espv=2&ie=UTF-8#safe=0ff&g=metadata%20definition.

% Gene Smith, Tagging: People Powered Metadata for the Social Web (Berkeley: New Riders, 2008), 3.

9 «About This Project,” British Library: Georeferencing, accessed April 7, 2015,
http://www.bl.uk/maps/georefabout.html.

100 G1s Dictionary, “Georeferencing,” accessed May 2, 2015,
http://support.esri.com/en/knowledgebase/GISdictionary/popup/georeferencing.

101 «“Detailed Instructions for Georeferencing Historic Maps Using the British Library Georeferencer,” British
Library, accessed April 7, 2015, http://www.bl.uk/maps/georeferencer_instructions.pdf.

48


https://books.google.com/books?id=QKBlAcdkMwsC&printsec=frontcover&dq=metadata+tagging&hl=en&sa=X&ei=5f0jVd61CMnlsAWTj4HIAw&ved=0CDAQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=metadata%20tagging&f=false

collections to launch their new georeferencing project. The first was the Ordnance Survey
Drawings, which consisted of the “first mapping of England and Wales...and includ[ed] unique
information such as field boundaries, land-use data and place names, dwellings, watercourses,
and relief[s].”** The second collection chosen was the Crace Collection of Maps of London,
which “illustrat[ed] the urban development of the city...throughout major periods, from the
rebuilding of London after the Great Fire in 1666, to the expansion of the city
with...urbanization and industrialization...”'® Both of these were chosen because they were
easy to overlay onto modern day maps, and also because they had already been scanned and
were available on the British Library’s Online Gallery website.

The next step was to select a platform to georeference these maps. The British Library
chose program called Georeferencer 3.0, which was developed in 2011 by Klokan Technologies
with the help of the Moravian Library and the Czech National Research Project.'®® The
georeferencer was chosen for its, “accessibility and convenience of the application, activity
engaging [and] simple process of contribution, immediate results and feedback, [and] recognition
and visible overall contribution.”'%

The British Library’s georeferencer can be accessed directly from the library’s main
website or from the project’s front page. If needed, the library provides a tutorial video on how
to use the platform before the user enters the application.'®® Users of the platform are shown a
digitized map on the right and modern day maps on the left. Users are asked to find recognizable

features (such as cities, landmarks etc.) on the historic map, and match them to the equivalent

192 Kimberly C. Kowal and Petr Pridal, “Online Georeferencing for Libraries: The British Library Implementation of
Georeferencer for Spatial Metadata Enhancement and Public Engagement,” Journal of Map and Geography
Libraries, 8, (2012): 276-289.

1% Ipid.

% Ipid.

% Ipid.

106 «The British Library: Georeferencer Pilot,” Kloken Technologies, Vimeo, Flash Movie,
https://vimeo.com/36419466, (Accessed April 8, 2015.)
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points on OpenStreetMap, an open source equivalent to GoogleMaps,'®’

using the map points
marker. If the user is unable to find the modern day equivalent, he/she has the option to switch
among several other modern day maps, including GoogleMaps, Google Satellite, Ordnance
Survey OpenData, etc.'® The interfaces let the user zoom in and out of each map as necessary in
order to accurately place the markers.

After at least three points have been placed, the user can save the map, which will overlay
the historic and modern day maps together in order to see how they align or change.'® The
digital platform has different tabs, so users are able to view the overlaid cartographs different
panes. For example, users can click on the “accuracy tab” in order to see a gridded overlay
depicting how accurate their georeferenced points are.*® According to Kimberly Kowel, the
head of the project, “many users appreciated seeing not just the results or their work, but
obtaining feedback on how correctly it had been done.”***

The georeferencer was also created with a number of features in order to motivate and
engage users. New improvements were made to the original Georeferencer 3.0 in order to better

connect the application with social networks and allow users to view their participation, and the

progress of the projects, as a whole, which “served to acknowledge and reward participants’

107 «About”, OpenStreetMap, accessed April 2, 2015, https://www.openstreetmap.org/about.

1% The British Library, “Detailed Instructions for Georeferencing Historic Maps Using the British Library
Georeferencer.”

19 Kimberly C. Kowal, “The British Library Georeferencing Website Puts Historic Maps in their Place,” Museum
Heritage, February 20, 2013, accessed April 4, 2015,
http://www.museumsandheritage.com/advisor/news/item/2794?utm_source=rss&utm_medium=rss&utm_campaig
n=la-british-library-developpe-linteractivite-des-cartes-historiques-the-british-library-georeferencing-website-
puts-historic-maps-in-their-place.

19 Henry Grabar, “ Good Deed of the Day: Help Georeference the British Library’s Map Collection,” City Lab,
January 28, 2013, accessed April 4, 2015, http://www.citylab.com/tech/2013/01/good-deed-day-help-
georeference-british-librarys-map-collection/4516/

1 Kowel et al., “Online Georeferencing for Libraries: The British Library Implementation of Georeferencer for
Spatial Metadata Enhancement and Public Engagement.”
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efforts.”™*? The progress of each individual was recorded and the British Library invited the top
georeferencers on a behind-the-scenes tour of the Maps Collection. In addition, participants of
the project are invited to join the Georeferencer’s user group in order to connect with other
participants.?

The library established a threshold using an error margin of .005 in order to determine
which georeferenced points were accurate enough to be saved and which ones needed to be

corrected. When reviewing their first batch of data, they found that the results did not hold up to

the performance of museum staff. As stated by Kimberly Kowel:

The results obtained using this online tool could not compare with
professional georeferencing, which would have been more precise and have
offered the possibility of removing marginalia and applying various high-
order polynomial transformation methods based on knowledge of the map
projection and coordinate system."**

Although the results would have been more exact if staff had taken over the
georeferencing project, the team found that less than 5% of maps referenced by the public had an
error value greater than the .005 margin deemed acceptable.*> In addition, when these maps
needed to be corrected by staff, it turned out to be a rather intensive process, even for the small
fraction of the collection used. Based on these results, the British Library concluded that this
project would not have been possible had it been completed solely by museum staff and

georeferencing professionals.*®

12 |hid.

13 «Georeferencer User Group”, Google, accessed April 5, 2015,
https://groups.google.com/forum/embed/?place=forum/georeferencer&showsearch=true&showpopout=true&par
enturl=http%3A%2F%2Fhelp.georeferencer.org%2Fuser-group%2F#!forum/georeferencer.

14 Kowel et al., “Online Georeferencing for Libraries: The British Library Implementation of Georeferencer for

Spatial Metadata Enhancement and Public Engagement.”
" [pid.
" Ibid.
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One week from launching the project, all 725 maps had been successfully georefereced
by 90 public participants. When reviewing the data, the Library found that about half of the work
had been completed by the top 5% of users. Following the overwhelming success of their first
project, the Library has continued to digitize and upload its map collection. In November of
2014, the Library uploaded its largest collection yet, containing over 50,000 maps.’*’ To date,
over 10,000 maps have been referenced.'*®

The success of the project has led to other maps related crowdsourced tasks. In February
of 2015, the library became aware that a number of maps were digitized and uploaded on their
online gallery. These maps were not accessible since they were not tagged as maps, and so, were

not searchable.”® The library recruited volunteers to help them find and tag these images. Over

29,000 maps were found and tagged.

Crowdfunding
Crowdfunded projects rely on the monetary support of their participants. Like

classification, crowdfunding does not utilize volunteers to propagate information or edit existing
knowledge; instead it allows users to participate in a new platform by engaging with support
through donations rather than with time. Crowdfunding host sites such as Kickstarter,
IndieGoGo, and GoFundMe, are now mainstream outlets for developers to seek funding for
projects. Although Ooman and Aroyo distinguish crowdfunding as a subset of crowdsourcing,'*

in recent years this subject has expanded beyond crowdsourcing and has become a topic in its

"7 The British Library, “About This Project.”

18 «Overall Progress of BL Georeferencer,” British Library: Georeferencer Participants, accessed April 7, 2015,
http://www.bl.uk/maps/georeferencingdata.html.

19 Kimberly Kowal, “Found: More Maps than we’d Reckoned,” Maps and Views Blog, February 17, 2015, accessed
April 7, 2015, http://britishlibrary.typepad.co.uk/magnificentmaps/2015/02/found-more-maps-than-wed-
reckoned.html.

120 Johan Oomen and Lora Aroyo, “Crowdsourcing in the Cultural Heritage Domain: Opportunities and Challenges.”
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own right with a wide variety of literature surrounding the subject. Due to the complexities

which now surround this growing topic, only a general overview will be included in this paper.

Together We're One: Crowdfunding our Yoga Exhibit

Museums generally use crowdfunding to fund exhibitions, conservation efforts, or other
specialized projects. In October of 2013, the Smithsonian Institution in Washington D.C began
its first crowd-funded project, entitled “Together We're One: Crowdfunding our Yoga Exhibit.”'*'
Using the crowdfunding site Razoo, the project sought to raise $125,000 in order to support the
completion of the exhibition Yoga.: The Art of Transformaion.

The museum chose to embark on the crowd funding campaign because it had the ability
to collect donations in smaller denominations, making the campaign seem more attractive to
prospective donors. In addition, the campaign was geared towards the growing population of
Yoga practitioners in the United States. The museum recognized that, with over 20.4 million
people currently practicing yogal,122 many would be unable to afford to make a large donation.
As stated on the frequently asked Questions for the exhibition:

Why crowdfunding? We're trying a new (to us, at least!) and innovative
fundraising approach worthy of a new and innovative exhibition.
Crowdfunding is not too different from our other fundraising efforts; we're
just asking more people for a smaller amount of money, rather than asking a
few people or corporations for a large amount of money. Since so many
people practice and are enthusiastic about yoga, we're choosing a format that

allows everyone to get involved, not just those who have the means to make
large donations.'*

'21 Erin Ruberry, “Art of Yoga Smithsonian Crowdfunding Campaign Kicks off Ahead of October Exhibit,” The

Huffington Post, May 29, 2013, accessed April 8, 2015, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2013/05/29/art-of-yoga-
smithsonian-crowdfunding_n_3354115.html?.

122 «Yoga Journal Releases 2012 Yoga In America Market Study,” Yoga Journal, (December 6, 2012), accessed May
4, 2015, http://www.yogajournal.com/article/press-releases/yoga-journal-releases-2012-yoga-in-america-market-
study/.

123 «Frequently Asked Questions,” Yoga: The Art of Transformation, 2014, accessed April 8, 2015,
http://www.asia.si.edu/support/yoga/faq.asp.
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Many crowdfunded projects create “perks” for their contributors, and the Smithsonian’s
campaign was no different. In order to motivate people to give, the website advertised the
various benefits of giving to the exhibition. Not only were names added to an “ever-growing
digital plaque” displayed in the lobby of the museum, but contributors were also invited to the
museum for a “special event” after the opening of the exhibition.'**

In order to advertise the Together We're One project, the Smithsonian employed a
number of outreach techniques. Besides promoting the campaign on social media platforms, the
museum also employed a number of “Yoga Messengers” to spread the word.'* In exchange for a

. e . 12
“special event invitation,”'*°

these messengers were given materials to create content (blogs,
videos, or other promotional material) that would further advocate for the campaign and its
mission.

The campaign ran one month, and managed to surpass its goal, raising more than
$174,000 to fund the exhibition. By incentivizing contributions, the museum was able to create a
low cost rewards program that yielded a high return rate. Although crowdfunding has evolved

into an expansive topic, it remains a legitimate way to raise money and allows the public to take

ownership of the exhibition.

124 judith H. Dobrzynski, “At The Freer-Sackler, Crowdfunding For Yoga,” ArtsJournal Blogs, May 28, 2013,
accessed May 4, 2015, http://www.artsjournal.com/realcleararts/2013/05/at-the-freer-sackler-crowdfunding-for-
yoga.html.

' Ibid.

12 Ibid.
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Conclusion

Once upon a time there were producers and consumers. Their roles were static
and well defined. But thanks to the Internet and falling cost of the silicon chip,
the line between producer and consumer has begun to blur. Amateurs provide
the crowdsourcing engine with fuel, and the open source software movement
provided it with a blueprint. But it’s the widespread availability of the means
of production that empower the crowd to take part in a process long
dominated by companies. As a result, the “consumer,” as traditional
conceived, is becoming and antiquated concept.'*’

As technology becomes a more ubiquitous part of our everyday life, cultural institutions
must work to integrate these advances into the way they operate. The cultural world is currently
in a state of flux, where the relationship between museums as information dispensers and the
public as silent consumers is shifting. Now more than ever, museums need to find ways to stay
relevant in this new interactive world order. Crowdsourcing is a convenient way to meet internal
museum project goals while also providing an outlet for the public to have a more active role in
the institution. Driven by their personal interests and dedication to the projects they assist, these
volunteers are becoming a vital force behind the scenes.

Just like the idea of crowdsourcing and a whole, the best practices and practical
applications of these projects are constantly growing. Every new project has the opportunity to
engage their patrons in a new and unique way, while also gaining valuable information about
their audience or collection. Those seeking to implement crowdsourced projects should look to
create platforms that will facilitate user enjoyment and continued motivation. Once an idea has
been finalized and a specific goal set, determine the type of project type that would best meet

these goals. Project creators must be sure that their ideas are manageable and their tasks simple

enough to be easily comprehended. Data evaluation and reintegration should also be considered

127 Jeff Howe, “Crowdsourcing: Why the Power of the Crowd is Driving the Future of Business,” (New York: Three
Rivers Press, 2008) 72.
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as these decisions will affect how the project is validated and reviewed by staff members. Taking
care to address these steps will yield a more successful integrative project.

However, there is still much to learn in the future regarding these standardizations. Much
of the mystery and confusion around current crowdsourcing practices stems from a lack of
literature and application in the museum world. As projects grow and develop, new and
innovative ideas will continue to emerge. Similarly, as technology continues to integrate into
cultural institutions, data standardization and database re-integration will continue to become
more mainstream topics with more easily understood applications. For now, crowdsourcing
remains an exciting frontier, full of possibilities for both interested volunteers and professionals

alike.
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Figures

Fig. 1: Four Types of Crowdsourcing™®
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Figures

Fig. 2- The Organismic Integration Theory'?
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Appendix A

Results for Click! A Crowd-Curated Exhibition by the Brooklyn Museum™®

o 3,344 evaluators cast 410,089 evaluations.

o Each of the 389 images was seen approximately 1,054 times.

e On average, an evaluator viewed an image for 22 seconds before casting an evaluation.
e 3,098 comments were given during the evaluation period.

e On average, each evaluator looked at 135 works.

o If the evaluator had submitted a photograph, the average number of works he/she evaluated
was 289.

e 575 people evaluated all 389 of the submitted works, completing the evaluation. (163 of
these people were participating artists.)

Evaluation Statistics for Click! A Crowd-Curated Exhibition by the Brooklyn Museum*

Evaluators By Location

Tri-State Area: 336 (10.0%)
Outside United States: 244 (7.3%)—

— United States: 844 (28.2%)

Mew Y ork City: 555 (16.6%:)

Brooklyn: 1267 {37.9%:)

Evaluator location Number of evaluators Percent of all evaluators
Brooklyn 1.267 37.9%
New York City 535 16.6%
Tri-State Area 336 10.0%
United States 944 28.2%
QOutside United States 244 7.3%

180 «Click! A Crowd-Curated Exhibition: Evaluator/ Evaluation Statistics,” Brooklyn Museum, accessed December
30, 2014. https://www.brooklynmuseum.org/exhibitions/click/.

131 q.:
Ibid.
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Appendix A

Evaluations By Location

Tri-State Area: 44716 (10.9%)—
Outzide United States: 19854 (4.8%)

MNew York City: 71572 (17.5%)

—— United States: B6422 (21.1%)

Evaluator location Number of evaluations
Brooklyn 187,524
New York City 71,572
Tri-State Area 44 716
United States 86,422
Qutside United States 19,854

Brooklyn: 187524 (45.79%%)

Percent of all evaluations

45.7%
17.5%
10.9%
21.1%

4.8%

Evaluators By Knowledge Level

above average: 754 [22.5%)——.

maore than a little: 756 [EE.E‘%]'

— expert: B52 (25.5%)

Evaluator knowledge level Mumber of evaluators
Expert 852
Above Average 754
More Than a Little 756
Some 779
None 205

32 Ibid.

33 Ibid.

none: 205 (6.1%)

some: 779 (23.3%)

Percent of all evaluators

25.5%
22.5%
22 6%
23.3%

B.1%

132

133
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Appendix A

Evaluations By Knowledge Level

—— expert: 118717 (28.9%
above average: 94715 (23.1%)—— axpe (28.5%)

none: 20810 (5.1%)
maore than a little: 83491 (22.8%) some: B2355 (20.1%:)
134

Evaluator knowledge level NMumber of evaluations Percent of all evaluations
Expert 18,717 28.9%
Above Average 84,715 231%
More Than a Little 93,491 22 8%
Some 82 355 20.1%
Mone 20,810 51%

Knowledge/Location Distribution Among Evaluators

expert, ® ™ . .
above average . [ ] . .
maore than a little . [ ] . [ ]
SOMme- . . ® . ]
none ] . . ®
Brooklyn Mew York Gity Tri-State Area United States  Outside United States 135

B34 Ibid.
33 Ibid.
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Knowledge/Location Distribution Among Evaluations

Appendix A

oo © 2 ©
above average . . [ ]
more than a little . [ ] L] [ ]
some . [ ] [ ] . .
nong .
Brooklyn Mew York City Tri-State Area United States
Brooklyn New York City Tri-State Area United States Outside United States
Expert 58149 (31.0%) 21,924 (30.6%)  11.825 (26.4%)  22.234 (25.7%) 4,585 (23.1%)

Above Average
More Than a Little
Some

None

46,469 (24.8%)
45,278 (24.1%)
31,150 (16.6%)

6.478 (3.5%)

18,975 (26.5%)
13,954 (19.5%)
13,926 (19.5%)

2,793 (3.9%)

8,590 (19.2%)
10.237 (22.9%)
11,640 (26.0%)

2,424 (5.4%)

16.900 (19.6%)
16.318 (18.9%)
21,951 (25.4%)

9,019 (10.4%)

3,781 (19.0%)
7.704 (38.8%)
3,688 (18.6%)

96 (0.5%)

38 Ibid.
7 Ibid.

Qutside United States 136

137
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