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Abstract. The article makes an attempt to define crowdsourcing. Special attention was drawn to technological context, which is of great significance when it comes to the origin and development of the aforementioned phenomenon. The major crowdsourcing institutional projects were presented together with the rank-and-file initiatives implemented in accordance with this idea. The main focus is on the ways of creating information and knowledge resources in this area and their description from the cultural and sociological perspective.

1 Introduction 

Modern technology implies a lot of changes in our lives. Its rapid development and growing intensity of presence in our social space have been the subject of profound consideration of many researchers, including: Darin  Barney (2004), Manuel Castells (2008), Hans Kaufman (1980) and Armand Mattelart (2001). The theses advanced by them are widely recognized and therefore do not have to be quoted here. However, the significance of technological progress for the development of various communication systems is worth mentioning to outline the background for further consideration. New technology conduces unconstrained information and knowledge transfer, which on the other hand results in hitherto unrecognized research areas being singled out. 
The idea of Web 2.0 initiated by Darcy DiNucci (1999) and popularized by Tim O’Reilly fits well into the context of aforementioned deliberation. Tim O’Reilly is also responsible for spreading the second generation Internet tools enabling Internet users to create WWW services and encouraging them to share information and knowledge. The representative product of Web 2.0 is Wikipedia - the virtual encyclopedia edited by internauts who decide together on the extent to which the articles published there are relevant and on the manner of their presentation. Henry Jenkins (2007) has analyzed the changes happening under the influence of new media in widely understood culture and has mentioned three concepts crashing into each other, namely: media convergence, participatory culture and collective intelligence. 
Media convergence (cooperation of old and new media) allows the transfer of data among various media platforms, enabling the members of each particular media agenda to search for information fulfilling their expectations. Participatory culture manifests itself in internauts activity consisting in creating new network resources. While defining collective intelligence, Jenkins refers to the theory of the French thinker Pierre Lévy proving that Network is the tool used to communicate with each other and a virtual place in which communities help their members to find out what they wish to know. Jenkins shares his point of view. He advances a thesis that nobody knows everything, but everybody has the opportunity to share their knowledge with others. Collective intelligence comprises of individual knowledge and competence of the members of a virtual community who improve the level of their expert skills by communicating and cooperating with each other (Jenkins, 2007, pp. 9-10). “In groups we can do together what we cannot achieve alone,” states Beth S. Noveck (2005) in her article titled A democracy of groups. 
The creation of digital platforms to implement certain tasks and the use of the intellectual potential of Internet users to achieve that has become a widely acknowledged social custom, one may even venture to state that it is a synonym of our times. Crowdsourcing, being the main topic of contemplations herein, belongs to that group of activities.
2 Crowdsourcing: theory and practice

The term crowdsourcing is relatively new. It was used for the first time in 2006 by Jeff Howe in “Wired” magazine, where he wrote about the phenomenon of social groups whose members share their experience and knowledge and inspire each other to undertake new challenges. Howe concentrated mainly on the examples of crowdsourcing application in commercial area and he developed the idea in a book under a distinctive title of Crowdsourcing. Why the power of the crowd is driving the future of business published by Crown Business in 2009. Nevertheless, crowdsourcing manifests itself also in numerous non-profit initiatives. 
Wikipedia defines crowdsourcing as “the act of taking task traditionally performed by an employee or contractor and outsourcing it to a group (crowd) of people or community in the form of an open call. For example, the public may be invited to develop a new technology, carry out a design task, refine or carry out the steps of an algorithm, or help capture, systematize or analyze large amounts of data […]. […] The difference between crowdsourcing and ordinary outsourcing is that a task or problem is outsourced to an undefined public rather a specific other body. In crowdsourcing the activity is initiated by a client and the work may be undertaken on an individual, as well as a group, basis” (Wikipedia, 2011).

However unscientific the Wikipedia entries may be, it is worth noticing how the aspect of social engagement in a crowdsourcing project is exposed there. Following this idea, Rose Holley expands the definition of crowdsourcing by spotting the difference between the social engagement itself and crowdsourcing. He claims that “social engagement is about giving the public the ability to communicate with us and each other […]. This type of engagement is usually undertaken by individuals for themselves and their purposes. Crowdsourcing uses social engagement techniques to help a group of people achieve a shared, usually significant, and large goal by working collaboratively together as a group. Crowdsourcing also usually entails a greater level of effort, time and intellectual input from an individual than socially engaging” (Holley, 2010, pp. 1-2). Crowdsourcing, thus, includes not only communicating by means of modern technology, but also enriching that process of communication with an additional value – that is the information generated by its participants and the knowledge resources emerging as a result. 
	name of the project**


	aim of the project
	subject responsible
	time of implementation
	tasks for participants

	Australia Newspapers Digitasation Program  
	digitisation of newspapers and correction of OCR errors
	National Library of Australia
	March 2007 - November 2009
	correcting text, adding tags, comments

	Digitalkoot: crowdsourcing finish cultural heritage
	archivisation of the issues of the newspaper “Aamulehti from the end of the 19th century
	National Library of Finland
	February 2011 – present
	correcting text, describing structure of documents, adding tags

	Galaxy Zoo


	online collaborative astronomy project
	international university colaboration
	2007 - present
	classifying of galaxies from digital photos

	Library of Congress on Flickr 
	describing of two collection of on Flickr photos
	Library of Congress
	January 2008 - October 2009
	adding tags

	The Guardian MP Expenses Scandal
	exposing and investigating the articles which are published by “The Guardian”
	“The Guardian”
	June 2009 – present
	viewing, reading, marking documents


* Own elaboration based on the data found on WWW pages of individual projects (http://www.nla.gov.au/ndp/, http://www.digitalkoot.fi/fi/splash, http://www.galaxyzoo.org/, http://www.flickr.com/photos/library_of_congress/, http://mps-expenses.guardian.co.uk/; accessed 15-March-2011])  and Holley (2010).

** In alphabetical order.

TAB. 1 – Examples of institutional crowdsourcing projects.
The number of crowdsourcing projects is systematically growing and the subjects responsible for them are both public subjects as well as social networks. Crowdsourcing led by public institutions helps them to: collect data on a particular subject, correct own data or complement collections. This operating pattern, monitoring to some extent the course of social consultations in the area they are interested in, was accepted by The Library of Congress, The National Library of Australia, The National Library of Finland and The Guardian (examples see TAB. 1). In this projects users of the Internet, called digital volunteers, create a community there which contributes to the creation of new information and knowledge resources by means of commenting, assessing, correcting and tagging included in the process of virtual volunteering.
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FIG 1. Constituents of creating information and knowledge resources by members of a community.
The process of the crowdsourcing creation of information and knowledge resources has its own dynamics. Apart from the users (their knowledge, competence, skills, motivation) who initiate it and the information and knowledge resources which are its last link, a big role is played by new technology (digital platforms, WWW services, internet tools) and the ways of creating information and knowledge resources. Figure 1 shows the relations between all the components of the process. 

Next issue associated with creating information and knowledge resources by members of a community relates to knowledge gained as a result of this process. 
	scientific knowledge 
	common knowledge 

	hierarchy  
	ahierarchy

	symmetry 
	asymmetry  

	Elitism
	availability to masses 

	aristocratism
	Democratism 

	centralization
	Dispersion

	Speech control
	freedom of speech

	information/knowledge monopoly 
	openness to information/knowledge

	uniformity of opinions
	diversity of opinions 


Own elaboration.
TAB.  2 –  Scientific knowledge versus social knowledge.

Literature on this subject differentiates between two types of knowledge: common knowledge and scientific knowledge (Ziemińska, 2009). The first type of knowledge is unshaped, while the second is standardized. Taking into consideration the factors forming information and knowledge resources, the fact that these resources stem from the sum of knowledge of all users taking part in the project, and the characteristics differentiating scientific and common knowledge (see TAB. 2), it may be presupposed that common knowledge is prevalent. However, it should be mentioned that this common knowledge can be upgraded to scientific knowledge (for example after a throughout verification process or when it is certain that the knowledge is created by internauts being experts in that specified area themselves). 
As far as the extent of the assessment of the quality of information resources is concerned, there are various approaches on the matter. Andrew Keen (2006) questions all signs of creativity in the Internet. Aleksander Bard and Jan Söderquist (2006) claim that one of the most paramount values of the rank-and-file initiatives (here citizen science) is the opposition to the main trends in force in culture. What is more, Jan Surowiecki (2010) in his book The wisdom of crowd proves that the majority is always right. Therefore, the answer to the question about the quality of information resources is yet to be answered. Why? 
3 Conclusion 

Crowdsourcing is an ongoing phenomenon, that is why it is hard to define. On the one hand, we see particular actions, on the other, the consequences evading unequivocal  interpretation. It is certain that crowdsourcing signals the birth of a new paradigm of creating information and organizing knowledge, which in the nearest future will force researchers to look for new methods of description in order to properly determine research area. 
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