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More than 95% of the cases surveyed use centralized servers to store the users’
data. Over the whole population of cases this would be lower, as less than 88%
has a centralized architecture allowing for central storage.

Index infrastructure provision

On a scale of 1 to 9, half of the cases have less than 3, and 84.1% of the cases are
at the intermediate level of the index (between 4 and 5). None of the cases are at
the highest range of the index.

5.Sustainability
Regarding the question of profitability versus non profitability character of
infrastructure provision, what results from the data on the legal type of
infrastructure provision (see table above as part of infrastructure provision section)
is that non-profit organizations make up the majority of cases (57%), something
that makes sense with the voluntary dimension of the majority of CBPP
experiences. Nevertheless, we consider it important to highlight that 28.9% of the
cases are for profit organizations, something that is closely related to the diffusion
of hybrid cases in CBPP. The data on the type of organization connected to the
case (see table at section infrastructure provider) notes that 25.1% of the cases
are businesses, which is the second type of most common organization.

What we highlight about this data concerning the main strategies to achieve
economic sustainability is the high level of importance that is given to the nonmonetary contributions. For instance, 51% of respondents assign a value of 10 to
non-monetary contributions. Instead, when we analyze all the other strategies of
sustainability, the median is very low. For the other 12 dimensions, the values on
the scale assigned to 50% of respondents are below 5.

Aside from non-monetary donations that we mentioned previously, other
strategies that are ranked with a high level of importance are private foundations
(blue line with diamonds) and monetary donations from members (brown line). In
7
3

P2Pvalue
addition, for us there was an element of surprise that member fees receive a very
low level of importance to achieve economic sustainability.

Regarding if there is people hired by the project, in normative terms most of the
CBPP work is developed by voluntary work. But when the community begins to
grow, it is likely that they need to hire people. We found that 45.8% of the cases
have people hired and working within them.

Regarding interactions between community members mediated by monetary
exchange, what we identified is that at least 50% of the cases have a certain
level of interaction mediated by monetary exchange between community
members. However, according to the different categories included on the
questionnaire, the level of frequency of these interactions seemed to be very low.
For instance, 29.8% answered that they have hardly any interactions between
community members mediated by monetary exchange. 19.1% answered
‘sometimes’ and only 4.3% answered ‘often’, otherwise the category that had the
highest frequency was ‘never’ (40.4%).

Design Guidelines: The platform should dispose of a system to manage tasks that
serves both the sustainability of the platform as the development and
maintenance of the commons resource of the particular community. As the
sustainability strategies of the studied cases vary greatly, the platform should be
able to cover these varying needs. Therefore, we recommend the platform to
allow for monetary strategies, voluntary work and any other kinds of donation and
reward. Ideally, any platform node should be able to configure its preferred
options. For example, it could facilitate the adoption of monetary strategies in a
conventional state currency, in any social currency, in a crypto-currency such as
Bitcoin, Freicoin, Ripple or other. In each case, it also could provide modules that
facilitate the adoption of membership fees, donations, exchange between
members and crowdfunding. For non-monetary strategies, the development of
add-on modules could facilitate the application of other systems such as
reputation systems, metrics based on the collaborative work applied and physical
donations.
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For the task management to be an effective tool for the community, there should
be two main parts in the definition and realization of the work. On the one hand,
users should be able to define tasks and (all) users should be able to assign a
weight collectively to how much they value a certain contribution. On the other
hand, the performed work and dedicated time and/or donations of a user should
be visible. The result of the valued (weighted) contributions can lead users to be
more visible in the community (on lists of top contributors) and obtain certain
badges based on demonstrated skills or performed tasks. Also, there could be a
redistribution mechanism to share the collected monetary resources over the
weighted contributions (following the pioneering work of Sensorica’s Open Value
Network). It would also be interesting to build in the automatic assignment of
certain privileges (enhanced user permissions, roles, access rights) based on the
user’s weighted contributions (such as the karma system used in Slashdot and
Stackoverflow). For example, to reduce SPAM the platform could require the
fulfillment of a few minimum contributions (e.g. set up a user profile, present
yourself in a group) before getting enhanced creation and editing rights.

6. Internal Systems of Recognition and Reward of
Contributions
This section aimed to verify if the projects utilize internal systems of recognition
and reward of the contributions produced by the community members, and, if so,
which kind.

In the next table we can observe that the majority of CBPP cases (73.9%) use a
system to measure or evaluate user’s contributions.

In regards to the type of metrics that the systems of measurement visualize,
we found that “the quantity of the output” (57.3%) and “the appreciation (or the
quality) of the resource produced” (56%) were the most frequent metrics. These
metrics are followed by the metrics related to “the appreciation (or reputation) of
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the individual member” (33.3%). It could be considered a little bit unexpected that
“the degree of advancement compared to a given planning” is a metrics with a
relatively low percentage (11.1%). This is something that could be associated with
the idea of a permanent beta and experimental version of the majority of these
experiences. Other metrics that seem unusual because of the low percentage
obtained are “the output generated compared to the average output per
member” (3%) and “the output generated relative to the total output generated
by the whole community” (4.3%).

According to the questions on whether or not there is a system of rewards and
what types of reward are utilized, what we found is that the majority of CBPP
experiences (61.6%) have a system of rewards: something that to a certain
extent goes against the altruistic idea that the people contribute without any
expectation of reward. However, almost 40% still do not implement such a
system. This divide could point toward the existence of a more “pure” or “historic”
core of CBPP projects, that still do not deploy explicit metrics, surrounded by a
growing ecosystem of projects more hybridized with market logic or simply more
engaged into a new emerging economy based on reputation and meritocracy. In
fact, when we analyze the type of rewards (second table below) the majority of
experiences (88.4%) privilege the acknowledgment of reputation of the people
that provided more and better contributions to the community. As we expected,
money is not the most important type of reward, though its relatively diffused
presence (28.3%) further corroborates the diffusion of hybrids projects within
CBPP. However, the attribution of power within the community as a reward is still
given high importance: a reward closely related to meritocracy and reputation
within the community.

Design Guidelines: Evidence corroborates a broad application of recognition and
reward systems in CBPP. This validates the objective of P2Pvalue project: that is, to
provide a platform apt to facilitate the implementation of such systems.
Reputation and Meritocracy seem the main regulatory orders applied. However, in
this case, as for other features, a guideline emerges from the first observations:
diversity must be accommodated. On one side, monetary exchanges and rewards
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are used by a significant section of the sample. On the other, a large portion
doesn’t use or apply internal metrics.
Thus, differentiated settings and differentiated policies seem necessary to
accommodate such diversity.

7. Correlations between variables
There are strong correlations between the several external indicators of value
(Alexa Traffic Global Rank, Alexa Total Sites Linking In, Google PageRank, Google
search of the domain name in brackets, all time and last year, Kred1, influence,
Kred2, Outreach, Twitter followers and Facebook Likes).

There are some relevant correlations between sustainability strategies suggesting
that there are groups of strategies to assure sustainability that the cases tend to
adopt. The same could be said with a system of recognition and reward.

In contrast, there are not strong correlations but only some moderate correlations
between

the

six

dimensions

of

governance

(Mission,

“Management”

of

contributions, Decision-making with regard to community interaction, Formal
policies applied to community interaction, Design of the platform, and,
Infrastructure provision). The preliminary data analysis would suggest the
hypothesis for further investigation of a relative alignment between the principles
of openness and of decentralization, but a lack of alignment of self-governance
and openness with freedom and autonomy. At this preliminary stage of the data
analysis, we hypothesize that instead of a general tendency that apply to all cases,
there might be several models of governance present in the field.

Generally, it seems value creation in general is not highly or directly related with
governance. But it is moderately related with specific aspects of governance, as
well as with the other variables. Again, in further investigations we will explore
the hypothesis of the presence of several models of governance, sustainability
and reward and recognition (with cluster analysis of the dimensions of analysis)
and whether they may be related to value creation differently. We would like to
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further explore other hypotheses suggested by this very preliminary analysis of
the data, in particular whether certain principles favour more value creation than
others, e.g. whether more self-governance favours value creation, while at the
same time higher freedom and autonomy are not related to value creation.
Through the application of some cluster analysis per area, we will investigate
these hypotheses.

Regarding the research question as to whether CBPP could be considered a
“single” “third” model of production, a deep and further analysis of the data is
required. But the current preliminary results would suggest that there are
commonalities in the presence or not of the features investigated (such as, there
are indicators which tend to have very common and frequent behaviour).
However, in the impact of the factors of productivity into value creation, it seems
more than a single third “model” of production. CBPP seems to aggregate several
model with some commonalities in their design, but with very diverse impacts.
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Executive summary Task 1.2
Techno-legal analysis
Primavera De Filippi, Melanie Dulong de Rosnay, and Francesca Musiani (CNRS)

This report analyzes the various mechanisms that can be employed to regulate
Commons-Based Peer Production (CBPP). It distinguishes between three different
layers of regulation, which all contribute to establishing the technical, social and
legal framework in which CBPP operates:
Technical regulation (by code): Rules are dictated by the infrastructure and
technical features of the platforms (e.g. architectural design, protocols, userinterface, etc.) used to promote certain activities or impose a series of constraints
on the activities of Internet users.
Self-regulation (by contracts or social norms): Community governance can be
achieved by means of contracts (such as contractual terms or licensing schemes)
or through the establishment of social norms designed to regulate the decisionmaking and participation of community members.
Legal regulation (by law): States are able to regulate Internet infrastructures by
imposing a number of constraints on the activities of various network players, be
they internet service providers, online operators, or end-users.

1. Technical regulation
1. Infrastructure design
Online infrastructures can be designed as to either promote or hinder certain
democratic values (such as transparency, openness, etc.) as well as to support or
impinge upon civil liberties (such as privacy, freedom of expression and access to
information). Technical features can also be implemented to automatically enforce
these values through the underlying code of the technology (governance-bydesign).
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The key parameter of the infrastructure is the level of (de)centralization:
Centralized architectures (e.g. cloud computing platforms) will support:
●

Coordination,

●

Ease of implementation,

●

Quality of service (except for the higher vulnerability to attacks),

●

Better control over the content (at the price of censorship, private enclosure

and commodification).
Decentralized architectures (e.g. peer-to-peer networks) will support:
●

Autonomy: as users actively contribute to the infrastructure and overall

operations of the platform (e.g. the case of Bitcoin and Ethereum), they can
benefit from the services provided by the community platform without renouncing
to their individual autonomy, nor foregoing their rights to privacy and data
protection. This is particularly relevant in the case of mesh networking, which
allows users to set up a grassroots network infrastructure that is highly flexible
and resilient, while remaining autonomous from any third party Internet service
provider.
●

Privacy and anonymity: in the context of P2P networks, privacy is easier to

protect insofar as users are free to determine the manner in which and the extent
to which their own applications can collect personal data and communicate it to
third parties. Bitcoin and Ethereum are particularly relevant in this regard: in spite
of the transparency inherent to the blockchain, the network is designed to
preserve the pseudonymity of its users, who are not required to disclose their
actual identity in order to benefit from the services. TOR even goes one step
further by ensuring the complete anonymity of every user connected to the
network.
● Freedom of expression: several decentralized infrastructures of communication
have been deployed in recent years to further facilitated freedom of expression
and access to information (e.g. the case of Academic Torrents). Although not
primarily deployed for this purpose, mesh networking technologies also have the
potential to promote freedom of expression, by providing a way for users to
communicate without relying on any centralized authority or gatekeeper that
might filter or censor certain types of information.
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2. Technical features
Additional technical features might be incorporated as an attempt to promote
democratic values and ensure the respect of civil liberties online. Below is a list of
the most relevant features, in the context of decentralized architectures:
Encryption can be implemented both in centralized and decentralized platform
infrastructures. For decentralized architectures, encryption is done at the clientlevel, and applies to every communication between users (e.g. Skype, Wuala,
Bitmessage, etc.) — whereas, in the case of centralized architectures, encryption is
generally done at the server-level (e.g. Dropbox, ProtonMail, etc.) and applies only
to communications between users and the centralized entity they communicate
with. In these cases, it is extremely important that the centralized platform’s
operator does not store or have access to any of the users’ passwords, since that
would render the encryption useless before governmental agencies (which could
require platform operators to disclose personal information about their users) or
attackers (who might maliciously obtain access to the users’ password database).

Anonymity and pseudonymity are important insofar as they can empower
people to preserve their privacy by refusing to disclose personal information to
other individuals or institutions. Some online platforms require users to register
before using the platform (such as Google or Facebook), but few of them
implement (and properly enforce) a real-name policy (e.g. by requiring official ID).
Bitcoin and Ethereum are particularly interesting in this regard, since they allow for
certain operations (such as monetary transactions or even some contractual
relationships) to be performed in complete pseudonymity, without having to rely
on the identity of the counterparties. They rely instead on a distributed
cryptographic ledger in order to establish a trustless system where people can
interact with one another without any need for trust. The degree of anonymity or
pseudonymity also depends on whether users’ actions and communications can
be easily traced back to a particular online identity (and whether such identity is
actually connected to an actual real-world identity). In this regard, some platforms
take extra steps to preserve the anonymity of their users, by implementing
specific mechanisms (such as onion-routing for browsing) that makes it impossible
to track users’ activities consistently over time.
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Logging and data retention is sometimes dictated by law, and can sometimes
be necessary for the overall functionality of the network (e.g. to coordinate and
regulate online communications between a diversity of users), or to perform
statistical analysis, users profiling and marketing analysis. It is important to identify
what type of data (or metadata) is being collected and by whom (i.e. by the
platforms or by the users of the platform), who has access to that data, and for
how long it is retained, as well as whether users can access the data collected
about them, and possibly corrected or erase it. None of the case studies we
investigated actually adopted an intrusive logging policy. Kopfschlag does not log
any of the information about its contributors, in order to help them preserve their
anonymity. Many of the community mesh networks we have investigated refuse
to comply with the most basic data retention obligations, as they would rather not
log anything beyond what is strictly necessary for the overall operation of the
network. Bitcoin and Ethereum are interesting cases to the extent that they rely
on radical transparency in order to establish a trustless environment. They thus
have to log everything that happens on their network and store all information in
a specific data log, where data can be appended but never deleted.

Blocking and filtering can sometimes be requested by the law of the state, and
many online platforms go beyond what is required by law and implement private
arbitrary filtering/blocking policies within their own technical framework (see e.g.
Facebook censoring “obscenity”). This is, of course, much easier to achieve in a
centralized architecture than in a decentralized one. Many decentralized platforms
are, in fact, designed to prevent any possible form of censorship (see e.g.
Academic torrent for content, or Bitcoin for monetary transactions). Mesh
networking is relevant here because it implements decentralization at the level of
the underlying network infrastructure. Even if an ISP is filtering or blocking certain
types of content, such content might still be accessible from a decentralized
wireless community network that is connected to the Internet directly through the
backbone. Moreover, to the extent that they are community-driven network
infrastructures, mesh networks are generally deployed in such a way as to protect
civil liberties and fundamental rights, such as privacy and freedom of expression,
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which might be seriously affected in the context of authoritarian regimes. This was
one of the main motivations behind the deployment of the Commotion mesh
networking project, for instance.

2. Community governance
1. Governance models
Governance refers to the social structure that represents a community’s own
normative framework. In the context of most CBPP communities, the selected
governance model will contribute to determining the terms of use, licensing
changes, rules for collaboration, future topics to be worked on, etc. Just like the
design of the underlying technical infrastructure subtending them, the governance
of peer-production platforms can be either centralized or decentralized.

Centralized (top- down) governance entails a hierarchical structure, where social

interactions are regulated according to specific rules — imposed from the top —
which apply, more or less equally, to everyone below. In spite of being an efficient
means of coordination, hierarchical structures are also highly bureaucratic,
inflexible

and

often

difficult

to

implement

on

a

decentralized

network

infrastructure.

Decentralized (bottom-up) governance relies on distributed decision-making
and grassroots regulation through social norms. Shared values and community
principles become progressively recognized by the community as an intrinsic
mechanism of regulation that constitutes the basis for community governance.
The drawback with that particular form of grassroots regulation is that it entails
considerable transaction costs.

Governance by design (code is law) is a model whereby the governance rules
are not dictated (top-down) by a central authoritarian structure nor are they
collectively established (bottom-up) by a grassroots community, but rather they
are directly engineered into the platforms regulating the activities of the
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community making use of it. Recent examples of online applications implementing
a system of governance by design include BitTorrent, Tor, Ethereum, or Bitcoin,
which rely on open protocols and decentralized architectures to provide platforms
for anyone to contribute with their own resources to the overall system or
community, without creating any kind of right or obligation towards the members
of that community.

Governance by design shifts the issue of decision-making away from the question
of who can use the platforms and how, towards more fundamental decisions
concerning the design of the platform and the choices of its technical features.
These decisions can as well be subject to more or less centralized control: they are
more centralized in the case of proprietary technologies where new features must
be validated by a central authority; they are more distributed in the context of
Free/Libre Open Source Software (FLOSS), where users are entitled to modify the
platform and adapt it to their own needs.

2. Tools for self-regulation
• Terms of use deployed on an online platform constitute a form of
contractual regulation, to the extent that users have to consent to them
before they can benefit from using the platform. These can be unilaterally
imposed by a central authority or collectively drafted and agreed upon by
community members. They will dictate which behaviour is authorized for
the contributors (e.g. what level of security for their data or warranties for
the service they have to accept, what license their contribution or data will
be released on, how the contributions will be organized and the tasks
shared).
• Licensing the software subtending the platform is an important decision in
terms of users’ freedom and autonomy, to the extent that the license will
determine the “reproducibility” or “forkability” of the platform. Peerproduction platforms released under a FLOSS license enable communities to
interact more freely or autonomously with respect to the platform provider,
insofar as they are contractually entitled to create alternative (derivative)
platforms, without having to seek authorization from the original rights
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holders of the underlying software applications. It is, however, also
necessary to also account for the technical forkability of the platform, i.e.
the ability for users to reproduce the platform and adapt it to their own
need.
• Licensing the content produced by the users of the platform (e.g. usergenerated-content) is particularly relevant in the context of web 2.0
applications and social media, where users actually upload their own
content (such as blog posts, tweets, photos, music or videos) onto the
cloud platforms. A common solution for dealing with the multiplicity of
authors and contributions in online peer-production platforms is to establish
an alternative intellectual property regime by contractual means—e.g. by
relying on the suite of Creative Commons licenses which allow for anyone
to freely use or reuse a work according to specific conditions which have
been stipulated in advance (see the case of Kopfschlag).

3. Regulation by law
In addition to the difficulties for online peer-production communities to regulate
themselves by technical and contractual means, one must also account for the
legal challenges both faced and raised by these online communities, as they
interact with the outside world. The law might, indeed, affect the success and
productivity of peer-production platforms, by establishing a series of requirements
that must be fulfilled by these platforms.

1. Challenges raised by online CBPP platforms
While the design of the technology has a significant impact on what can or cannot
be done on the platform (code is law), it is difficult to control the manner in which
the technology will be subsequently used by users. We analyzed here certain
areas of law that might be seriously affected by the advent of distributed online
architectures:
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• Copyright

infringement

and

unlawful

content:

Decentralized

architectures (such as mesh networks, Academic Torrents, etc.) eliminate
the centralized gatekeeper, making it increasingly difficult to monitor online
communications or track individual infringers. Some of these platforms
(such as Bitcoin or Ethereum) are actually designed to be both anonymous
(or, more precisely, pseudonymous) and non-censorable by anyone,
including the original platform provider, and are therefore very attractive to
people engaging in illegal activities, such as copyright infringement, hate
speech, pedophilia, etc. Accordingly, while they might promote anonymity
and freedom of expression, decentralized peer-production platforms can
potentially be used by malicious users in order to engage into criminal
activities.

• Security and cybercriminality: As opposed to centralized peer-production
platforms, operated by a central authority, which is also responsible and
liable for managing and securing the network, decentralized CBPP platforms
are operated by a distributed and undefined community of peers, and their
security is therefore difficult to ascertain. Additionally, decentralized peerproduction platforms might raise a number of issues to the extent that they
are much harder to regulate than their centralized counterparts (the greater
is the degree of decentralization, the harder it becomes to control or to
regulate the network). While some regard them as an opportunity to
counteract the regime of surveillance, censorship and control that is
establishing itself on the Internet, others regard them as “darknets” that
encourage criminal activities — such as copyright infringement, pedophilia,
or hate speech, but also money laundering, identity theft, fraud, hacking,
etc. — in view of the difficulty for governmental authorities to control or
monitor user’s activities and online communications.

2. Enforcing the law on online CBPP platforms

• Law regulating code: Instead of relying on traditional regulatory
mechanisms based on legislative tools and ex-post mechanisms of
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enforcement, states that find themselves unable to extend their territorial
sovereignty

into

cyberspace

started

experimenting

with

specific

technologies to ensure compliance with the law by means of ex-ante transjurisdictional regulatory mechanisms (e.g. the great firewall of China, or the
cryptowars in the U.S.).
• Law regulating people: Alternatively, the legislator might try to regulate
the behaviour of individual users, either indirectly by regulating the platform
owner (e.g. the regime of Intermediary Liability Limitations for online
operators) or by acting directly upon the users themselves (e.g. by
incriminating end-users for their infringing activities).
• Policing the network: As a complement to the former two types of
regulation, the legislator might implement a series of preventive measures
discourage deviant behaviour online: this can be achieved, for instance,
through a regime of mass surveillance to identify potential threats or
divergences from the rules defined by law. CBPP platforms might also rely
on community self-governance to establish a system of guidelines (soft
power) or social norms (peers regulating peers) in order to effectively
enforce community rules, or even the rules of law.

4. Commons-based Peer Production
Creative production is currently regulated according to traditional conceptions of
author and work — the two pillars of copyright law. With the advent of digital
technologies and the deployment of collaborative production platforms, we are
witnessing today the emergence of new artistic practices which encourage more
participation and collaboration — the two pillars of commons-based peer
production (CBPP). This report associates the observation of emerging artistic
practices on a selection of online and offline production platforms (such as
Kopfschlag, Academic Torrents, FabLabs and 3D Printing) with their qualifications
regarding copyright law — from which it draws proposals for the evolution of the
legal regulation of copyright law to better account for the progressive
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transformation of a creative process which naturally enriches the cultural
commons.

1. Key findings

• New conception of authorship: Copyright law was designed around the
image of the author as an individual creator whose original contribution
was clearly distinguishable from prior art. Today, and in particular in the
digital world, the author is progressively being replaced by a plurality of
individuals participating in the production of collective or collaborative
works, each with a small contribution that is often difficult to distinguish
from the whole. The distinction between the ‘author’ (producer) and the
public (passive consumer) becomes blurry as users increasingly contribute
to the works they consume, thereby leading to the hybrid figure of the
“produser”.
• New conception of the work: Fixation is a precondition for copyright
protection, in the sense that a work becomes eligible for protection only
after it has been fixated into a particular medium of expression. The
underlying assumption is that works are both static and finished (i.e. they
will not change or evolve over time). Today, digital technologies encourage
the production of open-ended, dynamic works. Many of these works are
interactive, in that they require the public to intervene in the production
process. They are often unfinished, part of an online production platform
where users are invited to contribute in one way or another to further
refining the works they consume.

3. Alternative ownership regime

Creative Commons licenses have been designed to facilitate the use and reuse of
creative works by granting some permissions in advance. Today, these licenses
are becoming a de facto standard of open content licensing and, more broadly, for
collaboration on the Internet. Millions of works are released under a Creative
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Commons license for anyone to freely use and reuse without requesting prior
authorization of the corresponding rights holders.

In terms of content production, in addition to Wikipedia, many other CBPP
platforms have adopted the system of Creative Commons licenses, as a result of
either choice or necessity. For instance, Kopfschlag questions the traditional
notions of “authorship” and “work” acknowledged today in the copyright system
by inviting the public to contribute to the production of a collaborative work. Yet,
because of the restriction provided by default under the law, the new
opportunities in terms of collaboration and participation provided by the Web 2.0
can only be explored by relying on Creative Commons licenses.

In terms of content distribution, AcademicTorrents is a platform designed to
enable researchers to share scientific data and papers, by providing decentralized
hosting service for academic peers, libraries and journals. Yet, in order to comply
with the provisions of copyright law, the website asks users to upload only
content for which they have a licence and to indicate a licence which allows
sharing in the licence field of the BibTeX (GPL, CC, or similar).

Finally, the Open Source model of production may be reproduced in the context of
tangible production, by relying on principles of self-management and participatory
governance where resources are shared and the organization of work is based
upon cooperation among peers. In this regard, FabLabs (Fabrication Laboratories)
provide

access

to

modern

means

of

production

(including

3D

printing

technologies) in order to mitigate the boundaries between grassroots DIY
experimentation and industrial production.
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Executive summary Task 1.3 Digital ethnography
Adam Arvidsson, Alessandro Caliandro and Alessandro Gandini
(UMIL)
In this task we have performed a digital ethnography of 20 selected case studies
and 10 indeed case studies of CBPP in order to explore in-depth indigenous
definitions of value. The purpose of the analysis is to arrive at an understanding of
how value is defined by participants in these collectives.

1. Methods

Our research makes use of public Twitter data.

Our approach has been ethnographic, in the sense that we have sought to get a
deep understanding of the social structures and semantic horizons that frame
action and communication in a particular group or network. With social structures
we intend networks of communication, with semantic horizons we intend the
background values against which meaningful communication is possible. We
operationalise this as retweets (RT) and hashtags. We deploy a combination of
quantitative analysis of social and semantic networks with qualitative analysis of
samples based on retweets.

In a first phase, from 13/02/2014 – 19/03/2014 we followed 20 CBPP related
Twitter accounts. We followed all tweets produced by these accounts and all
tweets that mentioned or were directed at these accounts (containing the symbol
@ followed by the name of one of the accounts). The tweets were gathered using
a Python-based crawler that repeatedly interrogated Twitter’s Streaming API. The
use of the streaming API means that we are only able to gather tweets in real
9
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time — we do not have access to archived tweets. The first phase resulted in a
database of 114,821 tweets.

We subsequently select the ten cases that

generated most traffic (plus one case added for thematic reasons) and subjected
these to a social and semantic network analysis. In a second step, we selected
three of the cases and submitted them a qualitative discourse analysis and an
analysis of semantic overlaps between cases.

2. Results

Twitter use is prevalent and should be included as dimension of value.

Digital ethnography can be used to develop hypotheses and metrics relative to the
social structure and semantic horizons of communication, which could be used to
test the relation between these factors and overall value creation across a wide
variety of cases

The semantic horizons of CBPP collectives comprise persistent attention to
technical as well as ethical and social features of action. This implies that CBPP
collectives operate with a diverse range of orders of worth against with
statements, including statements relating to the value of actions or actors, are
Ann Marie 1/28/16 11:43 AM
Comment [9]: Meaning not clear,
“…worth against with statements,”

performed.

There appears to exist persistent macro clusters of value, indicating something
similar to a number of ‘ideologies of CBPP’.

Further research should explore the prevalence of diverse forms of organizing
communication processes related to CBPP, like ‘communities’ (high bonding social
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capital); Publics, (high bridging social capital); and Crowds (low social capital); as
well as their relevance for exploring performance and value creation.
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Executive summary Task 1.4 Survey
Ignasi Capdevilla (P2PF)

The survey aims to answer the following research questions:

1. CBPP beyond virtual communities

The related research question is:
To which degree can communities not mainly interacting in the digital sphere be
identified as CBPP communities?

Current research on commons-based peer production (CBPP) communities
(Benkler 2002; Bauwens 2006; O’Mahony & Ferraro 2007; Raymond 1999; Kogut &
Metiu 2001; Kostakis 2010; Bruns 2008; Dafermos 2001) have been studied mainly
in the realm of virtual communities with digital interaction, as it is the case of
FLOSS communities or collaborative digital platforms as Wikipedia. Recent studies
have enlarged the scope of study, proposing to include as CBPP the communities
emerging in localized collaborative spaces as hackerspaces (Kostakis et al. 2014).

The first goal of the survey is to study to what extent the different communities
can be referred to as communities involved in 1) commons-based peer production
or 2) peer production (outcomes not being commons) or 3) neither one nor the
other.

The answer to this question would particularly contribute to the understanding of
localized communities whose members interact face-to-face. Such knowledge
communities have mainly been studied in organizational contexts (Orr 1996) and
mainly considering the shared knowledge among community members (Brown &
Duguid 2001; Wenger 1998). Little research has focused on the collective
1
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generated knowledge considered part of the commons, transcending the
community boundaries for the benefit of society.
The survey results show that communities other than virtual communities show
similar characteristics as global online communities related to the importance of
the collaborative practices.

2. Value creation and value capture
(and its alignment)

The research aims to identify the types of value that are created at different levels
(individual, collective and societal). In opposition to task 1.1 (statistical analysis),
the survey offers us the possibility to ask individuals about the value that they
create and the value that they capture.

The related research questions are:

1) Which is the type of value created by the community?
2) How this value is captured (who benefits from the created value and how)?
3) Is there a misalignment, unfairness or contradiction between value created and
captured according to the individuals?

The target of the survey is individuals engaging with CBPP communities.

The survey analyzes the value creation and value capture at different levels
(individual, community and society) in three different communities:
Virtual communities that mainly interact through an online platform.
Communities and projects that are supported by digital platforms but have a local
focus and a face-to-face interaction.
Localized communities whose main interaction is face-to-face.
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In total, 234 answers were considered for the analysis, representing 158 CBPP
communities.

The main goal of the survey is to provide the P2Pvalue platform with design
guidelines. The main guidelines derived from the data are:

The platform should take in consideration that interaction is often offline,
especially in local communities, and could offer features to help to coordinate
localized types of interaction.
The platform should facilitate the free knowledge sharing by featuring tools that
easily offer the option to share. The option to share openly all generated content
could even be the option by default.
The platform should integrate collaborative tools. Beyond the use of tools that
allow the aggregation of different contents, it would be convenient that the tools
also allow co-creation.
One of the challenges of the platform will be to deal with the collective-generated
output that is not digitally-supported. It is also worth noting that even if the output
is physical, part of the knowledge can be codified digitally.
The

platform

should

consider

all

possible

options

to

allow

or

impede

commercialization by the community, some members, or third parties according to
some pre-established and agreed rules. The platform should allow the use of
diverse licenses to the use of the contents and ensure the effective application of
them.
Ideally, the platform should also allow to track the monetary value generated in
the market exchange and even allow its management and distribution for the a)
common benefit of the community, or b) the individual use of the members that
contributed in the collaborative endeavor.
The platform should take in consideration different modes of sharing and
collaborating depending on the focus of the community. Different contents,
features and tools could have different access and permission rights, some with
whole society (“commons”) or with only community members (“common
property regimes”). In this last case, the platform has to easily filter members with
certain rights from other types of contributors or users. In the case of the
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proportional distribution of benefits among contributors, the platform, apart from
determining who is a member, has to allow to track the different contributions to
the collective-generated good.
Features facilitating the assignment of tasks and roles to members would benefit
the coordination of activities and the management of the project.
The platform should take into consideration the different levels to provide ways of
capturing value in different ways depending on the user. For instance, the value
captured changes depending on the stakeholder; contributors might be motivated
by reputation and sporadic users by the quality of the output. The platform should
thus allow different interaction modes for different users.
The platform should facilitate content sharing and provide tools to socialize. Even
in digital interaction, socializing represents an important part of the dedication.
Apart from tools for collaborating, the platform should include tools to socialize in
an informal way. In this sense, fostering interaction between members that are
weakly related (even allowing unexpected connections between members) would
facilitate the socialization of different users. The cross-pollination of knowledge
bases and the mixing of different profiles would benefit on the community’s
creativity and innovative capacity.
Issues related to the monetization of the created output and monetary
compensations are not normally appreciated by CBPP community members. The
platform should take in consideration this fact in order to avoid feelings of
economic exploitation of the collective endeavor.
Considering the importance of sharing the created value with the society in
general, the platform should include features to easily share the content and
created knowledge with individuals and other communities external to the
community. To do so, the platform should offer a user-friendly interface to easily
find and use the output of the collaboration for example through APIs and
protocols to facilitate the integration with other systems. In this view, the notion
of inter-connected communities to create a “community of communities” with
CBPP focus could lead to an ecosystem of value exchange between different
communities without economic exchanges.
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Annexes
Task 1.1 Stastistical Analisis
Codebook of variables and indicators
IGOPnet Link to the codebook

2

Data sources of the indicators:
Green: Data from the directory
Purple: Data from web collection form
Blue: Data from the survey (35 questions)
When it is half in purple half in blue is because we collect it both at
the survey and “manually”
Dark blue: Data from web analytics services
Pink: Database of the sample
The questions which are multiple choice allow several answer. a, b, c, etc.,
in column Dimension means that the answer for multiple choice questions is split
into the several options (one column for each option). One column for each
possible choice.

2

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1HAyEiDVWnmij7eYdIIq-pgoE6aPXJBBPonwEhV4XUk/edit?usp=sharing
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Web collection form
To see the completed form, go to
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1_LKVVZOgiglRdfT8zKSTZxCxVo9C6Cdi4I31i50zM
RM/viewform .
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Survey of CBPP experiences
To see the completed survey, go to
http://p2pvalue.limequery.org/index.php/survey/index/sid/363169/newtest/Y/lang/en
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Directory of CBPP experiences (form to contribute)
To see the completed form you have to be registered and go to
http://www.directory.p2pvalue.eu
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Task 1.4 Survey
Annex A: Questionnaire

1. Introductory questions
a. A01: [1] Which are the name and the website of your community?
b. A02: [1] Which year did you first hear about the activities or the

outputs of this community?
c. A03: [1] Which year did you join the community?
d. A05: [1] Which is your professional activity?
e. H01: [1] How old are you?
f.

H02: [1] Gender

2. Type of community
a. B01: [1] Is the collaborative interaction of your community mainly

online (i.e. through a digital platform) or mainly offline (i.e. face-toface)?
b. B02: [1] Do you consider yourself a member of the following

movements or trends?
c. B03: [1] Do you think the collaboration among members is a key

factor in the activities of your community?
d. B04: [1] Which is the main kind of output that is collectively created

by your community?
e. B05: [1] Does the collectively created output have a monetary value

in the market?
f.

B06: [((B05.NAOK == "1"))] Is the collective created output
currently sold in the market?

g. B07: [((B05.NAOK

== "1") and (B06.NAOK == "2"))] If the

collective created output has a monetary value in the market but it
is not currently commercialized, do you consider it should be?
h. B08: [1] Is the collective created output freely shared?
i.

B10: [1] Is collaboration in the community based on formal
contracts?

3. Value created by you
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a. C01: [1] About the value that YOU CREATE, to which degree the

following sentences apply: (1= Totally disagree ... 10= Totally agree)
4. Value created by the community
a. C02: [1] About the value that the COMMUNITY CREATES, to which

degree the following sentences apply: (1= Totally disagree ... 10=
Totally agree)
5. Value created for you
a. C03: [1] What kind of value does the community creates FOR YOU?

(1= Totally disagree ... 10= Totally agree)
6. Value created for the community
a. C04: [1] To which degree are the following types of values important

FOR THE COMMUNITY: (1= Totally disagree ... 10= Totally agree)
7. Value created for the society
a. C05: [1] To which degree are the following types of values important

FOR THE SOCIETY: (1= Totally disagree ... 10= Totally agree)
8. Your activities in the community
a. C06: [1] Which are the activities that you do in your community?
9. Potential reduction of motivation
a. C07: [1] Would the following hypothetical situations REDUCE your

participation in the community? (1= "No, it will not reduce my
participation at all" ... 10= "Yes, it will for sure reduce my
participation")
10.Demography
a. H03: [1] Level of education
b. H04: [1] Average monthly income
c. H06: [1] Country
d. H07: [1] City
11.Final questions
a. I01: [1] Would you agree to be contacted for an interview in relation

with this research?
b. I02: [1] Please provide your contact information if you want to

receive the final results of this research or if you agree to be
contacted.
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Annex B: Calendar

TASK

START

END

RESP

First conceptual framework

21-01

21-03

Ignasi

First proposal for sampling

21-01

21-03

Ignasi

First draft questionnaire

21-01

21-03

Ignasi

Feedback from P2Pvalue members

21-03

31-03

ALL

Questionnaire Pre-Test (test for few experts)

01-04

06-04

Ignasi

Questionnaire review 1

07-04

10-04

Ignasi

Questionnaire Test (sample)

10-03

15-03

Ignasi

Questionnaire review 2

20-04

25-04

Ignasi

Survey Run - Data Collection

01-05

30-05

Ignasi

Data Analysis

01-06

30-06

Ignasi
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