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In Wikipedia, conflict plays a vital role in refining knowledge. Yet some disputes persist without clear resolution
or rule violations, resulting in long, circular discussions without moderator intervention. These deter neutral
and third-party editors and often end only when one side gives up. In such cases, what is needed is not
moderation but mediation—support that helps participants voice perspectives and reach consensus. However,
mediation is hard to implement manually, as it requires summarizing complex discussions with a full grasp
of both content and the Wikipedia community’s culture'. One potential solution is delegating this task to
Al—but what content should be included in summaries that mediate and facilitate disagreements? Through a
three-phase interview study with 14 Wikipedians, we examined how they read and interpret discussions, create
their own summaries, and evaluate large language model (LLM)-generated summaries presented as technology
probes. Our findings show that Wikipedians expect summaries to include key discussion elements—usernames,
topics, arguments, sources, editor behavior, rule violations, and resolution—with particular emphasis on
community-related context that reflects insider understanding. Based on these insights, we apply a new
theoretical framework grounded in computer-mediated communication (CMC) theories such as common
ground theory, warranting theory, and social presence theory to examine Wikipedians’ interpretations of user
identity. We also discuss design implications for discussion summaries on Wikipedia talk pages.
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1 Introduction

In Wikipedia, a space where people collaboratively build knowledge, disagreement and conflict
are inevitable—and not inherently negative. Disagreements can result in valuable processes that
help refine article content. While many disputes can be resolved through established protocols,

'When we refer to Wikipedia’s culture, we mean the community norms and practices, many of which are influenced by its
policy environment, including the Five Pillars [44], policies, guidelines, and essays. Throughout this study, ’culture’ will
encompass all of these elements.
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others persist without significantly violating any rules. These often lead to prolonged discussions
between disagreeing parties, because in Wikipedia “winning [...] is simply about staying in the
discussion long enough” [20].

As these discussions continue, the barrier to entry increases for those not closely following,
who must catch up on an ever-lengthening exchange—often discouraging neutral or third-party
editors [13, 20]. Yet it is precisely these voices that help move conflicts forward; without them,
discussions tend to go in circles and only end when the less committed party gives up and leaves.
This often leads to contributors leaving Wikipedia entirely [20], as their efforts to participate are
overlooked. If such conflicts were resolved through simple moderation—similar to other online
communities—the outcome would likely be the same, as their willingness to contribute would still
go unrecognized despite their active participation.

What is needed in these situations is mediation through the support of a facilitator—someone
who “aids consensus reaching [...] by encouraging the participants to voice” their perspectives,
by appropriately mirroring the community’s discussion [20]. However, introducing an ad hoc
facilitator is extremely challenging. Unlike moderation, which is triggered by clear violations of
protocol, mediation requires catching up on the entire conflict, understanding both the content and
context, and offering summaries that reflect a deep, insider grasp of how the community engages
in discussion. Having human facilitators consistently perform this role across numerous disputes
in real time is simply not feasible. But this could be a role that AI might be able to play.

Our goal is to investigate what content should be included in summaries that can mediate and
facilitate disagreements. Specifically, we examine what types of information from discussions
should be included to help Wikipedia editors effectively grasp situations on article talk pages. To
achieve this, we explore how Wikipedians 1) interpret and make sense of discussions, 2) generate
their own ideal summaries after this interpretive process, and 3) evaluate a large language model
(LLM)-generated summary that is minimally customized to the community—used as a technology
probe—against their expectations.

In summary, our study asks the following research questions:

(1) How do Wikipedians read and comprehend discussions on Wikipedia?
(2) How would Wikipedians summarize discussions on Wikipedia?
(3) What do Wikipedians expect from discussion summaries on Wikipedia?

Our study involved interviews with 14 Wikipedians, conducted in three phases. In the first phase,
participants selected one of four real discussions from Wikipedia talk pages. They were asked to
read and interpret the discussion as if they were viewing it directly on Wikipedia, using a think-
aloud method to verbalize their thoughts. In the second phase, participants wrote a summary of the
discussion, assuming they were creating it for other Wikipedians. In the third phase, participants
were shown a minimally community-customized LLM-generated summary, used as a technology
probe to elicit their expectations for a discussion summary. They were then asked to evaluate the
summary and reflect on the potential utility of a discussion summarization tool.

Through the interviews, we uncovered what Wikipedians need and expect from discussion
summaries. They wanted key elements from the discussion to be included, and emphasized the
importance of community-related elements for deeper understanding. These key elements included
usernames, discussion topics, editors’ arguments, cited sources, editors’ behaviors, rule violations,
and discussion resolution. Their significance emerged in both the interview’s first phase, when
participants read the discussions, and the second phase, where participants generated their own
summaries. The importance of community-related elements—usernames, cited sources and poli-
cies, editor behavior, and discussion resolution—was further reinforced in the third phase, where
participants evaluated the LLM-generated summaries.
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Our study offers four main contributions. First, based on our findings, we discuss how Wikipedi-
ans’ interpretations of editors’ user identities—through usernames and user pages—relate to theories
of computer-mediated communication (CMC). Second, we propose design implications for creating
discussion summaries on article talk pages, including which elements should or should not be
included, and the potential need for multiple summaries to reflect different user needs and con-
texts. Third, our three-phase interview method triangulates key elements of discussion summaries
from three distinct perspectives, helping to uncover and validate what is important. Finally, this
study is the first to thoroughly investigate how Wikipedians read, process, and interpret talk page
discussions.

The following sections begin with background and related work that situate our study within
broader research on discussions in Wikipedia and online communities. We then describe our three-
phase interview method, followed by findings from each phase. Finally, we discuss theoretical
implications of Wikipedians’ understanding of editors’ user identities. We then explore design
implications for discussion summaries and reflect on our methodological approach.

2 Background and Related Work

In this section, we present the background and related work, organized into two areas: discussions
in Wikipedia and discussions in online communities.

2.1 Discussions in Wikipedia

In examining discussions in Wikipedia, we review related work that 1) emphasizes the constructive
role of disagreement, 2) outlines common discussion types, 3) identifies key characteristics of their
dynamics, and 4) examines how readers engage with discussions.

2.1.1 Discussions—or Disagreements—Are Valuable. Discussions happen when people disagree, and
this is no different on Wikipedia. As a platform for collaboratively building knowledge, discussion
is not only expected—it’s essential. Jemielniak, both a researcher and active community member,
noted that Wikipedia is more oriented toward disagreement than collaboration itself [20, 21]. In
fact, most editors interact with others only when they disagree or need help [20].

Previous research on Wikipedia disputes suggests that disagreements—even when they escalate
into heated conflicts—can be constructive [23, 24]. Productive rebuttals, such as counter arguments
and refutations, are linked to improved outcomes [24]. In this sense, discussions, or disagreements,
and even disputes are not inherently negative; they are meaningful processes that help refine
Wikipedia content.

2.1.2  Types of Discussions in Wikipedia. Wikipedia hosts a variety of discussions, differing in
content, participants, and style. Examples include the Administrators’ noticeboard, where adminis-
trators handle exclusive tasks like user conduct and closing formal discussions [42]; Requests for
Adminship (RfA), which invites the community to comment on candidates for administrator status
[5, 10, 47]; Requests for Comment (RfC), a formal process to resolve disputes by inviting community
feedback [19]; and Articles for Deletion (AfD), where editors debate the deletion, merging, or
movement of articles [19, 35]. In addition to these dedicated discussion pages, a wide range of
administrative and technical pages have talk pages that cover metadata (e.g., categories, templates),
sub-groups or teams (e.g., WikiProjects) and community guidelines (i.e., policy).

Article Talk Page Discussions

Every encyclopedic article on Wikipedia also has a dedicated talk page for content discussions
[25, 39]. Here, we define a “discussion” as a single thread initiated by an editor’s section header
and description, along with all subsequent replies. These discussions are displayed in chronological
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order without categorization, so overlapping topics may emerge if editors are unaware of earlier
threads.

Early in Wikipedia, the standard editing practice was to propose changes on the talk page before
making edits [39]. After some discussion and a reasonable waiting period, the change could be
made, and the talk page would be updated to reflect this. This older, “talk before you type” approach
has changed with time. A more current approach is Bold, Revert, Discuss (BRD): an editor makes a
bold edit—an encouraged practice where editors directly fix problems instead of just talking about
them—and if another editor disagrees, they revert the edit. The reverted or reverting editor then
initiates a discussion on the talk page to reach consensus [49].

Article talk page discussions vary in topic and intensity, with some leading to difficulty in reaching
consensus or escalating into broader disputes. Depending on the nature of the dispute, resolution
paths may include seeking a Third Opinion (WP:30), posting to relevant noticeboards [43], initiating
a Request for Comment (WP:RfC), using the Dispute Resolution Noticeboard (WP:DRN), requesting
Administrator Attention (WP:RAA), or, in more serious cases, escalating the matter to the arbitration
committee (WP:ArbCom) [51].

Given this complexity and potential contentiousness, our study focuses on article talk page
discussions.

2.1.3  Characteristics of Wikipedia Discussions. Prior studies emphasize that understanding Wikipedia
discussions requires familiarity with the community’s culture. They also elaborate on the typical
lifecycle and consequences of conflicts not governed by formal protocols, as described in the
introduction.

Community Culture in Wikipedia Discussions

Many studies have highlighted how Wikipedia discussions are embedded in community culture,
often emphasizing the importance of Wikipedia policies as a framework created by Wikipedians
to facilitate collaboration through shared language and standardized strategies [3, 25, 38]. These
policies and procedures are also associated with reduced conflict [22]. For instance, studies on AfD
discussions show that policy-based arguments are common, and validated arguments demonstrate
knowledge of policies and community values [34, 35]. Studies on article talk pages similarly
found that referencing Wikipedia guidelines is frequent [32, 33, 39], enough to reflect community
concerns and work patterns over the long term [3]. Even when arguments are not directly related
to policy, they gain strength when appealing to community values [27]. These studies underscore
the importance of familiarity with Wikipedia culture for understanding discussions on the platform.
Our study supports these prior findings and illustrates the value of understanding the context of
Wikipedia and specific user activities before designing and developing a technology to support
Wikiwork.

Characteristics of Conflict in Wikipedia Discussions

Wikipedia has well-developed procedures to moderate conflict. Over the past 24 years, it has
established numerous protocols and introduced roles like administrators to help manage disputes.
Conlflicts occur daily on the platform, and many are resolved through these rules [20]. For example,
behaviors that contribute to conflict—such as negative messaging [12] or excessive bickering
[19]—are moderated when they violate community guidelines like ‘No Personal Attacks’ [46] and
‘Harassment’ [45].

However, many conflicts persist beyond the scope of protocol-based moderation, and these
unresolved cases often stretch on indefinitely. One reason is that editors involved in such disputes
are resistant to changing their opinions [53]. As Jemielniak notes, “when the rules and sources do
not give one side the advantage, winning an argument is simply about staying in the discussion long
enough” [20]. As discussions grow longer, it becomes increasingly difficult for others—especially
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neutral or third-party editors—to join or rejoin the conversation, since doing so requires reading a
lengthy chain of back-and-forth arguments [13, 20]. These drawn-out discussions often end only
when the less persistent party gives up. Those who surrender not only lose the argument but often
leave Wikipedia entirely, which may ultimately harm article quality [20].

Importantly, the very participants who are discouraged by the length of these conflicts—neutral
and third-party editors—are often the ones who can help move the dispute forward [20]. A qualitative
study on edit wars? found that such conflicts are typically resolved through external intervention
[53]. Here, simply moderating the conflict to halt the disagreement can mirror the outcome of
a surrender—where one side’s contributions are dismissed entirely. What’s needed is not just
moderation, but mediation and facilitation that support constructive disagreement.

Our study examines how Wikipedia editors read and interpret discussions to determine what
should be included in summaries. By understanding their reading practices, we ultimately aim to
support mediation—not just moderation—through summaries that offer a clear Wikipedian view of
ongoing disagreements.

2.1.4 Reading and Comprehending Discussions in Wikipedia. Few studies have examined Wikipedia
reader behaviors, and even fewer have focused on readers of discussions. In 2014, Okoli et al.
conducted a systematic literature review of 99 studies on Wikipedia readership [29]. They catego-
rized these studies by factors such as knowledge domain, publication type, and page type. Their
analysis showed that only two studies specifically focused on article talk pages, and three when
including other discussion types. Other studies have indirectly explored the role of talk pages
for Wikipedia readers. For instance, Elmimouni et al. developed a trust taxonomy for assessing
Wikipedia articles, noting that readers’ evaluations may involve examining contributor discussions
[11]. Additionally, Antin et al. demonstrated that reading, particularly talk pages, is a key activity
through which newcomers learn about Wikipedia and its editing practices [2]. However, no studies
have explored the cognitive processes involved in how Wikipedians read discussions. Our study
aims to investigate how Wikipedians start to comprehend difficult discussions to understand which
information elements are important to comprehension.

2.2 Discussions in Online Communities

In this section, we 1) introduce some computer-mediated communication (CMC) theories relevant
to online discussions, 2) review studies on reader behaviors in discussion contexts, and 3) present
work on tools designed to support discussions in online communities.

2.2.1 CMC Theories and Online Discussions. Various computer-mediated communication (CMC)
theories have been applied to online discussions. Among them, common ground theory, warranting
theory, and social presence theory share a focus on viewing communication as socially situated and
on the interpretive practices through which users make sense of one another’s messages. These
theories offer a useful lens for explaining how Wikipedians interpret user identities from usernames
and user pages when reading article talk page discussions—we later elaborate on this point in the
Discussion section.

According to Clark and Brennan, common ground refers to the shared knowledge and assump-
tions that interlocutors rely on and update through grounding—providing evidence that messages
are understood well enough for current purposes [7, 8]. This theory has been linked to Wikipedia
disputes [4], argumentation-based collaboration [15], and tools designed to support online debate
[18].

2Edit warring refers to the situation where editors repeatedly remove each other’s contributions, often due to strong
disagreements [50].
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Warranting theory, as developed by Walther and Parks in the context of computer-mediated
communication, posits that the more information is perceived to be immune from manipulation
by the person it describes, the more influential it becomes in shaping others’ impressions [41].
Walther later applied this theory to participatory websites, such as social networking sites and
wikis. These sites include incidental aggregate user representations (AURs)—such as friend counts
or views—derived from behaviors not intended as signals. Because such data are beyond the control
of any single user, they may carry strong warranting value [40].

Social presence theory, first defined by Short et al., describes the perceived presence and relational
salience of others in mediated communication [14, 36]. While often studied in online learning,
Cortese et al. explored its role in expressing opinions within synchronous, text-based environments

[9].

2.2.2 Reading and Comprehending Discussions in Online Communities. Like studies on Wikipedia,
most research on discussions in other online communities focuses on analyzing past discussions
rather than on how community members read them. Few have examined the real-time behaviors
of readers—what information they notice, how they process it, and the cognitive steps involved.

Pian et al. used eye-tracking to study how users read online health discussions, showing that
information need, urgency, and text length affect skimming and deeper reading behaviors across
summary and detailed views [30]. Although not a community platform, Zhang et al., through
interviews with group chat users, found that people often skim with scrolls, skip less important
content, and search for specific information when catching up on past conversations [54].

Our study focuses on how readers, as members of their own online community, process discus-
sions—what information they catch and how they make sense of it in context.

2.2.3 Tools for Discussions in Online Communities. Helping users quickly and easily make sense of
a discussion is the first step toward mediating it. Many studies have designed tools specifically to
support this sense-making process in online discussions, often by using summarization techniques
[1, 28, 55]. Other approaches include organizing comments into topics [16], displaying opinions
along a spectrum from pro to con [26], and visualizing relationships between discussants [37].

In online community contexts, most of these tools aim to support information extraction or
conflict moderation. For example, Ren et al. developed a system that summarizes Q&A threads on
Stack Overflow to assist readers in identifying useful answers [31]. Choi et al. designed a moderation
tool for Discord that visualizes conversational metrics—such as activity and toxicity levels—to
detect and respond to emerging issues early [6].

Our study, while not yet designing a tool, takes a different direction. We use summarization not
as a means of extracting information or moderating conflict, but to explore how discussions might
be better mediated and facilitated. Unlike moderation or extraction, mediation requires a deeper,
insider understanding of how community members engage with discussions. To inform this, we
examine how readers within a community interpret ongoing conversations—what they notice, how
they process it, and what enables them to participate meaningfully.

3 Method

To understand what kinds of informational elements Wikipedians want in discussion summaries,
we conducted a semi-structured, three-phase interview with 14 Wikipedians, with the final phase
involving a technology probe—an LLM-generated summary of a selected dispute from a Wikipedia
article talk page.

This study was reviewed and approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at our university.
We also adhered to the Wikimedia Foundation’s (WMF) research guidelines for conducting research
on WMF-related websites. A research project page was created on Meta-Wiki to describe the
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project’s details and facilitate community review. The page outlined the research background,
questions, scope, participant recruitment and incentives, methodology, and potential study impacts.
During the research, the lead author responded to questions from community members.

3.1 Creating Technology Probe Summaries

To use in the third phase of our semi-structured interviews, we developed an LLM prompt and
generated summaries of selected discussions from Wikipedia talk pages to serve as a technology
probe. Technology probes are prospective designs or prototypes intended to prompt participants to
consider how a technology might align with their context, goals, needs, or desires. They are often
designed to fill conceptual gaps participants may have about how a technology could work or to
help problematize aspects that are difficult to articulate without direct interaction [17].

Our goal was not to create a prompt and output that fully solved the summarization problem,
but rather to offer a probe that would encourage participants to reflect on their expectations for a
summary and to envision the potential value of a discussion summarization tool. We ensured the
summaries were reasonably reliable—avoiding hallucinations—through iterative prompting, but
intentionally limited additional customization to the Wikipedia community to avoid preemptively
aligning the summary with community-specific expectations.

We selected four discussions, one each from the following Wikipedia articles: Erotica, February 29,
Barber Paradox, and French Language. In choosing these, we avoided highly contentious or sensitive
topics that might trigger strong personal biases and interfere with understanding participants’
general cognitive processes during reading. At the same time, we ensured that each discussion
involved conflict with potential for escalation, presented multiple perspectives, and met a minimum
level of complexity. Each was also short enough to be carefully read and reflected on within the
limited time of the interview.

Our prompt evolved through five iterations, resulting in: “This is the content in question. [content]
This is a discussion containing a dispute about what to write in a Wikipedia article. [discussion]
Identify the dispute. Be very concise.” The process of identifying the dispute, refining the prompt,
and the summaries of the four discussions are detailed in Appendix A.

3.2 Recruitment

For recruitment, we compiled a list of candidate study participants from Wikipedia’s Dispute
Resolution Noticeboard (DRN) volunteers, administrators, and active editors. Candidate editor
accounts were screened for editing activity by reviewing their public edit history. We included
editors with over 200 article edits and 50 talk page edits since 2022, ensuring they had been active
over the past two years and could offer perspectives rooted in insider knowledge.

Editors who met our criteria were contacted using Wikipedia’s “Email this user” feature. Our
invitation email included the research objective, participant identification method, research proce-
dures, a link to the Meta-Wiki project page, and a participation questionnaire. The questionnaire
collected participants’ gender, age, editing experience, frequency of encountering disputes, and
interest in participating in an interview. It also provided the article and discussion titles of four
sampled disputes and asked participants to select at least one to discuss during the interview.

Over a two-month period, we contacted 21 DRN volunteers, 14 administrators, and 110 active
editors, totaling 145 Wikipedians. Of these, 21 completed the questionnaire, and 14 participated
in interviews. Recruitment ceased upon reaching data saturation, where recurring insights were
noted.

Interview participants varied in roles and ages, with most having over five years of editing
experience. Notably, while most contacted users were active editors, recruitment resulted in an
even ratio of administrators to editors. Table 1 presents descriptive information and the article
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Table 1. Descriptive Information and Discussion Topics of the Interview Participants

Soobin Cho, Mark Zachry, and David W. McDonald

ID Age ‘ Role ‘ Editing Experience ‘ Discussion Topic
P01 | 18 ~ 24 | editor 5 or more years Barber Paradox
P02 | 18 ~ 24 | editor | lessthanayear | French Language
P03 | 25~ 34 | admin 3 to 5 years French Language
P04 | 25 ~34 | editor | 5 or more years February 29

P05 | 18 ~ 24 | editor 3 to 5 years February 29

P06 | 55~ 64 | admin | 5 or more years Barber Paradox
P07 | 65~ 74 | admin | 5 or more years February 29

P08 | 35 ~44 | admin | 5 or more years | French Language
P09 | 35 ~44 | admin | 5 or more years | French Language
P10 | 25 ~34 | admin | 5 or more years Barber Paradox
P11 | 25 ~34 | editor | 5 or more years Barber Paradox
P12 | 45 ~54 | editor | 5 or more years | French Language
P13 | 25 ~ 34 | editor 5 or more years Barber Paradox
P14 | 55~ 64 | admin | 5 or more years Barber Paradox

subjects chosen by interview participants. Although gender information is excluded in the table to
protect participant anonymity, 10 identified as male, 2 as female, and 2 chose not to disclose.

3.3 Interview Procedure

Interviews were conducted via video conferencing. At the beginning of each interview, participants
made a final selection of one discussion to review from four subjects: Erotica, February 29, Barber
Paradox, and French Language. The article and discussion titles were presented as they appeared
in the questionnaire to assist with selection.’> Once a discussion was chosen, participants received
the discussion’s PDF file via chat, along with another PDF illustrating the “Difference Between
Revisions,” which highlighted relevant article sections and edits.

During the first phase of the interview, participants engaged in think-aloud sessions, verbalizing
their thoughts while reading the selected discussion to help reveal their cognitive processes. They
were asked to review the discussion as if they had encountered it on Wikipedia, and then share
their thoughts, reading approach, and past experiences with similar discussions. In the second
phase, participants wrote their own summaries of the discussion and shared them via chat. They
were instructed to write for other Wikipedians, with no restrictions on content or length. Once
they had shared their summary, participants were asked to explain the important aspects of their
summary. In the last phase, participants were presented with the LLM-generated summary of the
same discussion via screen sharing and asked to read and share their thoughts on it. Participants
also discussed how they envisioned a summary generation tool being used by Wikipedians, its
potential applications, and its limitations.

Interviews lasted 70 to 120 minutes, with most around 90 minutes. At the end of each interview,
participants could choose one of three like-minded organizations for a $25 donation as a token of
appreciation. All interviews were audio recorded with participants’ consent and transcribed for
analysis.

3We note that while the majority of participants chose all four subjects in the questionnaire, there was one specific subject
that none of them were actually willing to discuss during the interview: the dispute from the talk page of the Erotica article.

Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact., Vol. 9, No. 7, Article CSCW500. Publication date: November 2025.



Examining Wikipedian Views on Key Elements of Discussion Summaries CSCW500:9

3.4 Analysis

We collected interview transcripts and participant-generated summaries of their chosen discussions.
Interview transcripts were analyzed using thematic analysis and memo generation to develop a
comprehensive understanding. The first author iteratively identified themes and concepts, merging
memos into groups based on relevance and similarity. Following each iteration, all authors discussed
and refined the themes to accurately represent the data. This process yielded distinct concepts across
three areas: how Wikipedians read discussions, the role of talk pages, and the role of summaries.

Participant-generated and LLM-generated summaries were analyzed using open coding for
thematic analysis. The first author conducted iterative coding on seven participant summaries to
develop a preliminary codebook, which was refined through multiple discussions among all authors.
The first author then coded the remaining seven summaries, updating the codebook as needed.
Once all participant summaries were coded, further discussions were held to ensure accuracy.
Finally, the three LLM-generated summaries were coded using the refined codebook. This approach
allows us to compare participant-generated summaries with LLM-generated ones using the same
analytical dimensions, uncovering important similarities and differences.

4 Findings

Through the interviews, we uncovered what Wikipedians need and expect from discussion sum-
maries. In the first phase, participants identified key discussion elements: usernames, discussion
topics, editors’ arguments, cited sources, editors’ behaviors, rule violations, and discussion resolu-
tion. The second phase reaffirmed the importance of these elements through their reappearance
in participant-generated summaries. The third phase emphasized the value of community-related
elements—username, cited source and policy, editor behavior, and discussion resolution—based on
participants’ evaluations of the LLM-generated summaries.

4.1 Discussion Elements Revealed Through the Reading Process

The think-aloud sessions revealed participants’ reading process, highlighting seven key information
elements that they glean from discussions. Participants made sense of and assessed these elements
within the community’s culture, though the conclusions they drew varied greatly, even among
experienced users. In the following sections, we outline how participants processed each element.

4.1.1 Username. Talk page discussions consist of comments with the contributor’s editor ID
attached at the end of each comment, allowing readers to identify the username of each contributor.
All 14 participants checked the usernames as soon as they started reading the discussions and
often explicitly mentioned them during their think-aloud, such as: “starting with the first note by
[Orange]...” (P07) or “now [Peach] responds...” (P11). As such, participants consistently noted who
made each argument.

At this moment, information inferred from usernames could influence participants’ assessments
of the arguments. As active community members, participants sometimes recognized editors by
their usernames possibly from their ongoing work in Wikipedia. For example, P12 said, ‘T think I
recognize the name [Carrot]. I think it’s [... | administrator.” Participants also noted when comments
were made anonymously, indicated by an IP address instead of a username, meaning the editor
was not registered or logged in. P01 noted, “The first comment is from an IP, which is interesting.”
Some participants mentioned that “A lot of anonymous IP addresses are not as experienced.” (P06)

4.1.2  Discussion Topic. All talk page discussions are centered on the modification of the article
content to which the talk page is attached. The ’discussion topic’ refers to the specific proposed
changes, such as removing, altering, or adding content.
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Participants quickly identified the discussion topic based on the title and early content. While
most participants had no thoughts on the discussion topic itself, judgments were made when
participants felt that the discussion missed the point. P11, while reading a discussion on Barber
Paradox that included a debate about whether an editor’s addition of “solution” was correct or
not, said, “They’re having an argument based on content [... ] Wikipedia is not about being right
[... ] Wikipedia is about citing reliable sources and synthesizing sources in an appropriate way.” P12
also criticized the discussion on French Language for missing the point, saying, ‘T would criticize
[Blueberry] and other users for not looking at what an official language is [... ] they should go in to
find what the Wikipedia article says about official language and [discuss] does it meet that criteria.”

4.1.3  Arguments and Argument Flow. Discussions on modifying content naturally include ar-
guments about the suggested changes, such as support, opposition, and new suggestions. As
participants read the discussions, they integrated individual arguments to understand the claims
and responses. They continuously reevaluated the merits of each argument and its flow, ultimately
taking sides.

At a surface level, participants expressed simple impressions of a comment’s importance. For
instance, P09 consistently judged, “Now that’s an important claim [... ] That’s just a repetition [...]
that’s not very useful [... ] That’s not the point.”

Slightly deeper, judgments were made on the argument’s completeness, such as whether the
argument is supported by a reliable source. Experienced participants identified comments that
made claims without sources, saying, “this is an interesting addition [... ] however, no citations at all.”
(P05) Participants also determined whether a statement is right or wrong, saying, “that’s probably
correct” (P09) or “that guy is not correct.” (P10)

Lastly, participants quickly and casually judged whether they agreed or disagreed with each
comment, but their opinions differed. For instance, while reading the discussion on February 29,
P07 said, “[[Orange] says,] ‘Therefore there is no choice but to break templates’ [... ] breaking templates
is, you know, not an appropriate option [...] Okay, so this person, [Lemon], is offering an option [...]
This is good.” In contrast, P05 had the opposite reaction to the same argument: ““Therefore there’s no
choice but to break templates’ [... ] Yeah, they’re correct! [...] I would side with [Orange] [...] and
disagree with [Lemon].”

4.1.4 Cited Source. Wikipedia policy requires that statements in articles be supported by ‘reliable
sources. As a result, editors on talk pages often cite sources to support their arguments. Of the
three discussions, only the one on the French language included external sources, where an editor
provided three sources: one from Wikipedia, one from Vatican News, and one from a French
diplomatic website. Participants assessed the reliability of each source; for instance, P12 said, T
would take Vatican News as being the most trustworthy source [... ] Although I would say the French
government is a reliable type of source, I'd be worried about taking their reliability on the extent of the
French language in particular. And I would never choose Wikipedia as a reliable source.”

4.1.5 Editor Behavior. Wikipedia emphasizes the importance of respectful and productive discus-
sions on talk pages, with established behavioral guidelines. Accordingly, participants evaluated
whether the editors in the discussions were engaging “well“ based on their comments. The evalua-
tions ranged from simply acknowledging the editors’ communication style to examining whether
they provided evidence for their claims and their attitude when making those claims.

Noticing the editors’ communication style was evident when some participants described a
comment as “straightforward” (P01) or “blunt and succinct.” (P07) The evaluation of whether the
editors provided evidence aimed to ensure more mature discussions, with credit given regardless
of agreement with the claims: “This user cites policy and the other cites an essay [...] They do
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have some grounds for saying something, that is nice.” (P01) Lastly, assessing the editors’ attitudes
usually happened when participants encountered an editor being uncivil towards another. The
degree to which an attitude was considered uncivil, however, was different from participant to
participant, resulting in different evaluations for all three discussions. For instance, commenting on
the discussion about February 29, P04 assessed that it was “resolved peacefully” and all contributors
“are being civil,” whereas P05 described one editor as “mean” and P07 suggested another editor
should “walk away, come back [... ] with a cooler head.”

4.1.6  Rule Violation. Wikipedia enforces policies and guidelines to prevent actions that disrupt
constructive discussions. In two sample discussions, rule-breaking behavior occurred: edit warring
in the February 29 discussion and sock puppetry in the French Language discussion. The February
29 discussion began when an outsider summoned two editors who were edit warring, while in the
French Language discussion, one editor was accused of using a fake account, known as a ‘sock
puppet.

Most participants focused on these violations as they contravened community guidelines, but the
extent to which they were considered serious varied among participants. For instance, participants
reading the French Language discussion showed varying degrees to which they linked the violation
with the claims made. Among the five participants, two participants (P02, P03) closely linked the
editor’s activity with how they judged their argument, saying, “The [Kumquat] guy was a sock
puppet the whole time [... ] That kind of reduces his credibility by a bit because I've seen trolls do this
before.” (P02) On the other hand, both P09 and P12 did not consider sock puppetry a big deal as
long as bad intention or execution was not spotted in the discussion. P09 explained, “[If] they use
the accounts and they do good things, then it’s not a problem.” One participant (P08) expressed mixed
feelings, saying, “That doesn’t mean the merits of what they were saying isn’t valid [... ] [But] it’s hard
for me to detach that aspect of it because a lot of people use sock puppets to manipulate discussions.”

4.1.7 Discussion Resolution. Since article talk page discussions focus on potential changes to an
article’s content, they typically lead to some form of resolution—whether it is to approve, reject,
or modify the proposed changes. Resolution can be reached through consensus, or if the debate
concludes without reaching a consensus, the status quo may be maintained. After reading the
discussions, participants noted how they were resolved. Observing how the discussions were
resolved served to understand if the discussion would require additional, possibly future, actions.

Participants also evaluated whether they agreed with the resolution of the discussion, and their
opinions varied. For instance, regarding the Barber Paradox discussion, P14 “agreed with the end
result”, while P11 said, “The right solution is somewhat in between.” In the French Language discussion,
P09 “agree[d] with the conclusions,” while P12 assessed that it was “not brilliantly handled.”

4.1.8 Beyond Discussion Text: Metadata. Participants also utilized information beyond the discus-
sion text, including metadata on the talk page, such as format and timestamps, as well as external
information like cited links and Wikipedia user pages. This metadata helped them understand the
situation more comprehensively.

Participants noticed unusual formatting, such as a struck-out comment from a sock puppet, and
quickly assessed the situation: ‘I see a big few struck comments. I read down at the bottom [... ] there
was a sock puppet, meaning they’ve been previously blocked.” (P03)

Timestamps were referenced to track the temporal flow and status of the conversation. The
intervals between comments helped determine whether the conversation was happening in real-
time: “The timestamps are quite close together. So this is two people da da da...” (P14) Knowing when
the last comment was posted also helped participants assess whether the discussion was ongoing:
“It was two months ago, and so it’s something that seems to have quite settled down.” (P12)
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Table 2. Inclusion of summary elements in participant-generated summaries and technology probe summaries.
Grayed-out sections indicate that the element is not applicable to that particular discussion, as it was not
present.
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Out of 14 participants, 10 stated that they would click on every provided link. This included all
five participants of the French language discussion, who indicated that they would click on the
sources to verify if they were official and to check if “what this user is saying is actually true” (P03).

Nine participants explicitly mentioned that they would refer to the Wikipedia user page. User
pages were seen as integral to understanding discussions, even though they were unrelated to
the arguments themselves. Through user pages, participants gleaned insights into the editor’s
experience, intentions, identity, and expertise, aiming to understand the editor as a whole. One
common reason cited for checking an editor’s experience was to “give them the benefit of the doubt”
(P08) and “politely explain” (P05) if they were new to Wikipedia.

4.2 Participant-Generated Summaries: Reaffirming the Elements

The discussion elements described in the previous section reappeared as summary elements in
participant-generated summaries (see Table 2). However, variations arose due to differing participant
opinions on which information to omit for neutrality and which details were significant enough to
include.

4.2.1 Username. The inclusion of usernames varied among participants. However, in the summary
of the Barber Paradox discussion, where one of the editors was an unregistered “IP” editor, half of
the participants still distinguished between “IP user” and “registered user,” even while maintaining
anonymity. This reflects Wikipedians’ cognitive approach of distinguishing between unregistered
and registered editors, even when they do not find it necessary to mention usernames explicitly.

4.2.2 Discussion Topic. While the discussion topic was not included in every summary, it was
more evident in the summaries of the French Language discussion. This is likely because the topic,
“whether French is an official language of Vatican City,” is straightforward and can be answered with
a simple yes or no, unlike other discussions. Notably, P12 added a point not explicitly mentioned

Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact., Vol. 9, No. 7, Article CSCW500. Publication date: November 2025.



Examining Wikipedian Views on Key Elements of Discussion Summaries CSCW500:13

in the text to their discussion topic, explaining that they did so because they felt the core issues
“weren’t being really properly addressed.”

4.2.3  Argument. Most summaries included the main arguments of the editors. However, partici-
pants differed in their opinions on which arguments were important enough to mention—some
included only the initiator’s argument, some included the two main opposing views, and others
included every claim. While supporting details were often considered too extensive to include, the
French Language discussion included details related to the reliability of sources, leading some par-
ticipants to incorporate them in their summaries. Most summaries excluded judgments to maintain
neutrality despite numerous judgments that were made. However, one participant considered an
action taken against an editor to be inappropriate and included this in their summary: [IP editor
added good faith contributions [... ] they didn’t need to be reverted.] (P11)

4.24 Cited Source. Sources were only mentioned in the French language discussion, and four out
of five summaries of the discussion included cited sources. Again, participants had varying opinions
on which sources were significant enough to include—one mentioned only Wikipedia, another
mentioned Vatican News and the French diplomatic website, and the remaining two mentioned
all three sources. All four summaries also contained evaluations of the sources. Most participants
borrowed claims made by the editors to maintain neutrality, but one provided their own evaluation:
[He cited a Wikipedia article, which (although in another language) is still not counted as a credible
source. The [Kumquat] user had two other non-Wikipedia sources, but he still lost a bit of credibility
Jjust by citing Wikipedia.] (P02)

4.2.5 Editor Behavior. The inclusion of editor behavior varied among summaries, with some
participants explicitly stating that it was “not important.” (P09) Mentions of behavior matched what
emerged during the reading process, covering aspects such as communication style ([... conclude
the conversation in terse, short sentences... | (P07)), the attitude of providing evidence ([All parties
stated Wikipedia policies to back their ’argument’... ] (P13)), and negative or potentially uncivil
actions ([The breaking-editor is frustrated...] (P07), [...even goes as far as to revert another user’s
edit, indicating a bit of defensiveness... ] (P02)).

4.2.6 Rule Violation. Most summaries of the two discussions involving rule violations mentioned
that a violation had occurred. Notably, the username of the sock puppet violator in the French
Language discussion appeared in all four summaries that mentioned the rule violation. Some
summaries also included the username of the moderator or the person who executed the punishment.

4.2.7 Discussion Resolution. Half of the summaries included a brief note on how the discussion
was resolved, such as [A compromise was reached] (P01) or [no clear consensus was established] (P04).
While some participants explained that they avoided including their judgment on the resolution to
maintain neutrality, one summary included a personal judgment ([T also concur with the removal]
(P14)), with the participant explaining that they were accustomed to providing opinions as an
administrator.

4.3 Technology Probe Summaries: Evaluating and Envisioning

Technology probe summaries, which focused on the discussion text, elicited participants’ thoughts
and emphasized elements closely tied to community culture—username, cited source and policy, ed-
itor behavior, and discussion resolution. Participants also identified three ways in which summaries
could assist Wikipedians: 1) quick content identification, 2) promotion of correct understanding,
and 3) facilitation of participation.
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4.3.1 Evaluation of Key Elements in Technology Probe Summaries. Participants’ evaluations of the
technology probe summaries could be divided into four main comments: 1) mentioning usernames
has advantages and disadvantages, 2) details regarding sources and policies are lost, 3) behavioral
nuances are overlooked, and 4) resolution details are missing.

Mentioning usernames has advantages and disadvantages. Participants expressed contrasting
opinions on mentioning usernames. Some argued that it is important to mention names because
who makes which arguments matters in Wikipedia. “ ‘One editor argues that...", oh, [... ] Who you
are does matter in Wikipedia. So knowing the identities of the people involved, that’s a big thing.”(P11)
On the other hand, some participants argued against mentioning names to mitigate bias. “If you
name drop, sometimes people will focus on the name rather than the points [... | If they recognize the
name [... ] it creates an unintentional bias.”(P08) For the involved editors, mentioning names could
make it too personal and increase sensitivity to how they are depicted. “people who are involved
in arguments might get very upset at even small differences [... ] people [might also] get upset that
they’re not included.”(P12) Thus, mentioning usernames required complex consideration of various
stakeholders.

Details regarding sources and policies are lost. Since Wikipedia is guided by specific policies
and necessitates sources for claims, the absence of details on sources and policies was considered a
significant omission of the community’s culture. “This [summary] looks at it [... ] without regard to
policies quoted, without regard to reliable sources. That’s where I think this summary breaks down
a bit.”(P06) P13 also explained, “Policies should have been included, as it[Wikipedia] is guided by
policies.” While the LLM-generated summary of the French Language discussion mentioned cited
sources, some participants felt that details were missing. P09 noted the absence of evaluation,
remarking, “If I were to point out that the French Wikipedia was cited, I would at the same time
point out that that is not a reliable source.” P14 wanted details on whether a source was provided
for a claim, even in discussions where their topic did not involve sources. “One of the things that
it[summary] is not picking up is that the person who added that sentence hadn’t added a source.”(P14)
Missing these details meant that the summary overlooked important aspects of community culture.

Behavioral nuances are overlooked. Among different aspects of behavior, participants noted the
loss of emotional nuance. P07 highlighted the absence of emotional nuance and its potential impact
on understanding the situation: “This is very cut and dry [... ] It certainly leaves out [... ] the tone
[...]1t’s devoid of any kind of emotion [... ] [This] could lead to misunderstanding. I think nuances
in language are important.” (P07) This concern—that the absence of emotional nuance could lead
to misunderstandings—is particularly relevant, as discussions inherently involve the exchange of
differing opinions.

Resolution details are missing. Lastly, participants who sought to understand the current status
through a summary noted the absence of details on how the discussion was resolved. ‘T think it
could include some more information like the status, like what decision was ultimately reached. It
doesn’t mention that.” (P04) P11 specifically mentioned wanting to know actionable points, saying,
“If I were reading a summary, I would want [to know] if there’s an unresolved part of the conversation.”
This indicated that participants assumed they might need to join the discussion if necessary,
underscoring the need for explanations about resolution, similar to those in participant-written
summaries.

4.3.2  Envisioning the Potential of Al-Generated Discussion Summaries. After reading the LLM-
generated summaries, participants envisioned the functional potential of an Al-generated discussion
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summary. Eleven out of fourteen participants explicitly agreed on its potential value, envision-
ing three ways in which summaries could assist Wikipedians: 1) quick content identification, 2)
promotion of correct understanding, and 3) facilitation of participation.

Summaries aid quick content identification. First and foremost, summaries were considered an
efficient way of understanding a discussion. Through such efficiency, P04 expected that summaries
would enhance productivity. ‘T think it might allow discussions to be much more productive. Editors
don’t have to read through dozens of replies to get an idea of where the discussion is headed |[...] They
could get up to speed very quickly.”(P04) Similarly, P02 described summaries as a news report for
editors. “I'd rather, you know, read a little summary than have to read literal pages worth of arguing
back and forth. So in a way the Al is kind of like doing a little news report.”(P02) As such, participants
emphasized the efficiency of reading summaries over reading the actual discussion.

Summaries promote correct understanding. Summaries were also expected to encourage
correct understanding by providing an unbiased and macroscopic depiction of the discussion. P05
was aware of their own potential human bias when reading a discussion and explained that a
summary could be a solution. “[If] I read the entire discussion fully, I might be missing some context
or in my head overemphasizing an argument. But if a summary was there to pick out the highlights,
that would help me guide my own thinking in my head of what more to pay attention to.” Though
not self-reflective, P12 also pointed out that summaries can mitigate human flaws when reading a
discussion. ‘Tt might also be a way of having users [to] not pay undue attention to certain users [... ]
and also not give undue attention to what’s at the beginning and the end of the conversation.”(P12)
P12 also suggested that summaries may prevent a reader from fixating on a wrong topic that is
being dealt in the discussion by providing a macroscopic view. “A summary might be a very useful
way of saying [...] that’s not the job of the discussion [... | the main thing it[summary] would help
[is], it would set people’s views [right].”(P12) This expectation particularly demonstrates the role of
a summary in providing accurate and unbiased content.

Summaries can facilitate participation. Lastly, summaries could assist Wikipedians in deciding
whether to engage in a discussion and prepare them for participation. P11 imagined that they
‘could use the AI summary to see [if] this is even worth reading.” P08 also anticipated that summaries
“would be used as a jumping-off point [...] They would read this and go [... ] I don’t really want to get
involved [...] or [...] this is in my wheelhouse, I'm interested.” If they decide to join the discussion,
a summary could work as a preparation. “If I saw this, I could go to this discussion and kind of
have a good background of what’s going on.”(P06) This aligns with participants’ willingness to
engage when necessary, as demonstrated by their comments on how the LLM-generated summaries
missed details about how the discussion was resolved. It also suggests that participants expect the
summaries to facilitate their transition from third-party readers to active discussion participants.

5 Discussion

In this section, we examine Wikipedia’s user identity through computer-mediated communication
(CMC) theories and discuss the design implications for creating discussion summaries for article talk
pages on Wikipedia. We also reflect on our study method, which involved a three-phase interview
using LLM-generated summaries as a technology probe, and outline our study’s limitations and
possible directions for future research.

5.1 User Identity in Wikipedia Discussions and CMC Theories
In Wikipedia, a community with a strong shared culture, usernames and user pages played a role

beyond simply distinguishing who said what in discussions. Their deeper roles and effects can be
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interpreted through computer-mediated communication (CMC) theories discussed previously in
this paper.

5.1.1  Common Ground Theory. Usernames and user pages served as indicators to verify whether
an editor possessed the shared knowledge emphasized by common ground theory. As highlighted
throughout this paper, understanding Wikipedia’s community culture is as crucial as knowledge
about the discussion topic itself. Therefore, participants actively sought cues indicating whether
editors involved in a discussion possessed such community-specific knowledge. This was especially
evident in participants’ differentiated reactions to usernames versus anonymous IP addresses.
Not only did every participant note the presence of an “IP user” during their reading, but even
in summaries where anonymity was maintained, some still distinguished between “IP user” and
“registered user” An anonymous IP address implicitly signals that the individual might not truly
belong to the Wikipedia community, suggesting a potential lack of experience and shared common
ground. Participants, therefore, were concerned not merely with anonymity, but specifically with
the potentially weaker common ground of anonymous editors.

5.1.2  Warranting Theory. Participants frequently referred to editors’ edit counts—the total number
of edits made by a specific editor—and account creation dates, both of which can be found on user
pages, as concrete indicators for assessing how much common ground, or Wikipedia experience
editors possessed. For example, P13 explicitly noted, ‘T go to see [... ] how many edits that that person
has made and how long the person has been on Wikipedia.” Such information acts as incidental
aggregate user representations (AUR), which are beyond an individual’s direct control and thus carry
significant warranting value. In fact, beyond the scope of this interview, edit count is frequently
used as a shorthand for assessing an editor’s activity level within Wikipedia, to the extent that
various tools exist specifically for calculating and comparing edit counts [52].

5.1.3  Social Presence Theory. User pages were also described as a means of sensing relational
salience, as defined in social presence theory. Several participants mentioned that they would visit
editors’ user pages to gather additional information about the editors, even when that information
was unrelated to the discussion topic itself. Their intent was to achieve a more holistic understanding
of the editors rather then to form bias, as seen from P09’s explanation. “Sometimes it’s useful to
know what people say about themselves. Like which languages do they know? [... ]I don’t want to use
them to form a biased opinion [... ] but at least maybe understand their perspective. This can be useful
to understand their knowledge, their background.”(P09)

However, higher social presence may not necessarily be beneficial in the context of discussions.
Usernames inherently create greater social presence compared to anonymous contributions. As
several participants expressed concern, revealing usernames could unintentionally heighten social
presence, shifting the focus toward who made an argument rather than the argument itself.

5.2 Design Implications for a Discussion Summary

Through our analysis, we identified elements that could be included in a LLM-generated summary,
as well as decision contexts in which these elements should be included. We also extend the design
implications by noting that participants suggested a need for summaries from different perspectives.

5.2.1 What Should LLM-Generated Summaries Look Like? The full list of elements identified
throughout the process includes: username, discussion topic, editors’ arguments, supporting details,
judgment on arguments, cited sources, evaluation of sources, editor behavior, rule violations,
violators, executors/moderators, discussion resolution, evaluation of resolution, and metadata
such as format, timestamps, cited links, and user pages. These elements can be categorized as
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mandatory elements, recommended elements, optional elements, elements to avoid, and elements
with user-dependent inclusion preferences.

e Mandatory Element: Editors’ arguments

e Recommended Elements: Cited sources, Evaluation of sources, Rule violations, Violators,
Discussion resolution, Cited links

e Optional Elements: Discussion topic, Supporting details, Executors/moderators, Format,
Timestamps

¢ Elements to Avoid: Judgment on arguments, Editor behavior, Evaluation of resolution

e User-dependent Element: Username, User pages

Mandatory elements are the minimum essential content needed to understand a talk page
discussion. Recommended elements are important information noted by the majority of participants;
while they might not be included in the simplest summaries, they are crucial for understanding
the discussion within the community’s culture. Optional elements are either too obvious (e.g.,
discussion topic) or too detailed and specific to include in a summary. Elements to avoid are
those that can introduce bias and compromise neutrality, and thus should be omitted. Finally, as
highlighted in the findings, the inclusion of usernames, as well as user page information, may vary
based on user preference.

If summaries containing these elements are designed to be interactive, the interactions can
support users’ understanding and improve the perceived reliability of the content through cross-
referencing with the original discussion. Users seeking deeper context or wanting to verify specific
information could click on summary sentences to view the corresponding part of the discussion.
Additionally, since Wikipedia editors frequently use hyperlinks when citing sources or referring
to Wikipedia policies, it may be helpful to collect and present all mentioned links alongside the
summary.

Examining these elements raises questions like, “Is there really a single right summary?” Differing
contexts of potential use, as identified by our participants, indicate the need for different summaries
in those differing contexts.

5.2.2 Need for Summaries from (at least) Two Different Perspectives. The main distinction between
a summary containing only mandatory elements and one that includes both mandatory and
recommended elements is the inclusion of information related to community culture. Depending
on whether this information is incorporated, different summaries can be produced.

This difference can also be understood as the contrast between LLM-generated summaries that
closely follow the discussion text and participant-generated summaries that interpret and explain
the discussion within the context of community culture. When participants reviewed the LLM-
generated summaries alongside their own, they perceived a disparity between the two, framing it
as a distinction between insider and outsider summaries. ‘T feel like the Al has kind of the knowledge
of a general person trying to contribute to Wikipedia [... | as opposed to the knowledge of, you know...”
(P11) Many participants valued their own insider summaries more: ‘I think mine works better for
established sort of editors [... ] Understanding [the discussion] fully sort of in and of itself requires a
knowledge of Wikipedia and how it works.” (P01) However, some participants responded positively to
the outsider-perspective summaries: “This is a great summary [... ] It cuts out a lot of the commentary
pieces [... ] It’s just straight to the facts, straight to what is going on [... ] It allows them to see the
center of the argument.” (P10)

This divergence of opinions suggests that an “insider” summary may not always be preferable
to an “outsider” summary. The type of summary desired can vary according to user needs. For
instance, individuals primarily interested in the discussion topic may find summaries with too
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much insider information overly detailed. A potential solution to address this could be offering
both, as suggested by P05: ‘T guess there can be two summaries generated.”

5.3 Reflection on Method

For this study, we conducted a three-phase interview involving: 1) a think-aloud session while
reading a discussion, 2) writing their own summary, and 3) evaluating a summary generated by our
technology probe. This method effectively identified and validated the key elements for a discussion
summary, triangulating our findings by confirming them from three distinct perspectives. In the first
phase, we observed what information participants noticed and inferred while reading the discussion,
providing a broad overview of the types of information that emerged in their cognitive processes.
In the second phase, participants wrote their own summaries, allowing us to understand which
information they deemed necessary and valuable to include. Comparing the first and second phases
confirmed that the information participants identified while reading the discussion was considered
important enough to include in their summaries. In the third phase, we presented participants with
an LLM-generated summary, enabling them to envision using such a summary generation tool
and to reconsider what should be included in a discussion summary from the perspective of using
Al-driven assistance. Comparing the second and third phases revealed that participants’ evaluations
of the LLM-generated summary were primarily concerned with the presence or absence of elements
they had included in their own summaries, confirming the importance of elements appeared in the
second phase. This third phase also reconfirmed that the evaluated summary elements overlapped
with the information that emerged during the first phase, showing alignment between participants’
understanding of discussions and their expectations of the summary generation tool. Thus, this
method validated which summary elements are crucial when generating discussion summaries
from three perspectives, resulting in robust findings through a triangulating approach.

5.4 Limitations and Future Work

While our work aimed to achieve an in-depth understanding of how Wikipedians read discussions,
there were limitations in fully comprehending this due to the study’s nature. Firstly, since the study
relied on voluntary participation, those particularly interested in Al technology’s application to
Wikipedia may have been more inclined to participate. Additionally, although participants read
actual discussions, their experiences differed from real situations where Wikipedians naturally
encounter and read disputes. Consequently, their reading and comprehension may vary based
on the purpose and context of reading. Lastly, while we aimed to encompass various topics and
cases in our sample discussions, we could not cover all possible scenarios. Therefore, different
reading behaviors that might arise in cases not included in our sample were not captured. Despite
these limitations, this study provides a foundational understanding of how Wikipedians read and
process controversial discussions, which can enable future research. Based on this study, we plan
to further explore the potential of Al tools that can assist Wikipedians in quickly understanding
discussions. This could involve studying how to design prompts that provide summaries reflecting
the understanding of Wikipedians more accurately or understanding how Wikipedians intend to
utilize such summary generation tools as part of their community activities.

6 Conclusion

Our study aimed to determine what information Wikipedia article talk page summaries should
include to be well-aligned with the community’s culture and expectations. To achieve this, we
conducted three-phase interviews with 14 Wikipedians, involving: 1) a think-aloud process while
reading a discussion, 2) writing their own summaries, and 3) evaluating an LLM-generated summary.
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In the first phase, participants identified seven types of discussion elements: usernames, discus-
sion topics, editors’ arguments, cited sources, editors’ behaviors, rule violations, and discussion
resolution. The second phase reaffirmed the importance of these elements as they reappeared in
the participants’ summaries. In the third phase, LLM-generated summaries that are minimally
customized to the community elicited participants to emphasize elements more closely related
to community culture—usernames, cited sources and policies, editor behavior, and discussion
resolution. We also found that participants expect summaries to help users 1) quickly identify
the content, 2) promote understanding, and 3) facilitate participation. Based on our findings, we
discussed theoretical implications around Wikipedians’ interpretations of user identity through
usernames and user pages, and design implications for creating discussion summaries for Wikipedia
article talk pages. Additionally, we examined how our three-phase interview method validated our
findings through triangulation.
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Creating the Technology Probe

In the following, we describe how we worked to select possible disputes from talk pages and how
we iterated through LLM prompts to create a discussion summary as a type of technology probe to
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be used in our research. Once we had a prompt that could create a reasonably reliable discussion
summary, that LLM prompt was applied to a selected set of talk page disputes.

A.1 Selecting Talk Page Disputes

An ideal discussion for our study needed to involve debate about the article content and have the
potential to escalate into a dispute rather than proceeding smoothly. We identified controversial
discussions by noting that Wikipedians cite policies during their debates [25]. We first compiled a
list of policies that potentially imply conflict. These included foundational guidelines for article
content such as "Neutral point of view,” "No original research,” and *Verifiability,” as well as those
implying contentious debate such as "Edit warring” and the "Three-revert rule”* Next, we used
the "What links here” function, which provides a list of every page that cites these policies. By
applying the namespace filter to isolate article talk pages, we obtained a targeted list of talk pages
with discussions referencing these policies.

From the discussions identified through this process, we selected discussions where there ap-
peared to be a disagreement (a dispute) and which met some additional complexity criteria. We
chose discussions involving more than three editors, posting differing viewpoints, and with more
than 10 comment posts. We excluded arguments revolving around simple yes or no questions,
such as whether to delete a sentence. We also ignored any discussions with polling or “not vote”
decision making. When selecting the discussions we considered how our LLM prompt might apply.
We focused on selecting disputes that focused on textual content within the article. Consequently,
discussions about visual and structural components like images, infoboxes, more or fewer headings,
or similar features were excluded.

This selection process resulted in a set of 24 candidate discussions from 22 articles. We used
the 24 candidates to refine our prompting and summary generation. The subjects of the articles
were: 2003 invasion of Iraq, Abortion, Black Lives Matter, Black supremacy, Domestic violence,
Anti-Americanism, Adolf Hitler, Masculism, NATO, Terrorism, Communism, Capitalism, Compiler,
Erotica, February 29, Race, French Language, Barber paradox, Blackberry, Democratic Republic of
Afghanistan, Floppy disk, and Dallas.

A.2 Iterative Prompt Refinement

We used ChatGPT 3.5 to generate the summaries.

Our early prompts focused on what we might be able to get an LLM to do with generic text from a
Wikipedia talk page. In this initial stage, we provided the discussion text alone. The prompt labeled
the text as a “discussion® and asked the LLM: “What is the discussion talking about;‘ and “What is
the discussion suggesting;‘ Responses generated in this iteration failed to accurately identify the
main points of the discussion.

Consequently, we expanded the prompt to specify that the text was a discussion from an online
community and directed the LLM to focus on identifying the primary discussion topic. An example
prompt for the second iteration included: “This is a discussion in an online community. [discussion]
What are they discussing? What is the main topic of the discussion;‘ In this prompt “[discussion]”
was replaced with the text of the selected talk page discussion. The LLM responses illustrated a
lack of understanding of the article content and discussion context, but improved some with regard
to the primary focus of the discussion itself.

Therefore, the prompt for the third iteration was refined to: “This is the content in question.
[content] This is a discussion in an online community on the content. [discussion] What is the main

“Three-revert rule” stipulates that an editor must not perform more than three reverts on a single page within a 24-hour
period. This serves as the benchmark for blocking or banning users engaged in edit wars [48].
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topic of the discussion? Only explain the main topic of the discussion.“ In this prompt “[content]
was replaced with the text of the specific section that the editors were discussing, and, like before
“[discussion]” was replaced with the talk page discussion text. This version better captured the
discussion topic, particularly in cases where the editors addressed specific edit details directly
without mentioning the article subject and the related subsection in the article.

For the fourth iteration, we developed three slightly different prompts. We revised the prompt to
specify that the discussion was about Wikipedia article content. The three prompts were devised,
each with subtle differences in emphasis on the discussion being a dispute between editors and on
conciseness of the result:

(1) “This is the content in question. [content] This is a discussion containing a dispute about
what to write in a Wikipedia article. [discussion] Identify the dispute. Be very concise.”

(2) “This is the content in question. [content] This is a discussion about what to write in a
Wikipedia article. [discussion] Explain the main topic of the discussion. Be very concise”

(3) “This is the content in question. [content] This is a discussion about what to write in a
Wikipedia article. [discussion] Concisely explain the main topic of the discussion. Be very
concise.

The first prompt explicitly instructed the LLM to identify the dispute within the discussion, the sec-
ond prompted for identification of the main discussion topic, and the third emphasized conciseness,
twice.

In our fifth iteration, we evaluated the three prompts using the 24 discussions we had collected.
The first prompt typically yielded straightforward and clear answers without excessive length,
although occasionally conveyed a stronger meaning than the original discussion. The second prompt
generally produced the most detailed responses, but these were sometimes overly lengthy or abstract.
Conversely, the third prompt usually generated the most concise answers but occasionally resulted
in incorrect summaries of the arguments. Consequently, we decided to employ the first prompt for
generating our probe.

A.3 Technology Probe Summaries

For the final technology probe summaries, we selected four discussions from the articles Barber
Paradox, February 29, French Language, and Erotica. These subjects were chosen to represent a
range of domains while avoiding highly contentious or polarizing subjects that might trigger strong
personal biases or emotions and interfere with understanding general cognitive processes involved
in reading. We also ensured that each discussion was sufficiently complex yet concise enough for
participants to review and complete the tasks within the interview time.

Barber Paradox. The dispute revolves around edits to the Wikipedia article on the Barber paradox.
The disagreement centers on whether stating that the barber does not exist is a valid resolution to
the paradox. One editor argues that claiming the nonexistence of the barber violates a premise of
the paradox and is not a solution. The other editor suggests that if the lack of existence is not a valid
resolution, the section should be reworded to convey that there is no solution rather than reverting
the changes. The dispute also involves concerns about the use of established mathematical facts
versus perceived fringe theories in the article.

February 29. The dispute revolves around the inclusion of information about legal age determina-
tion for individuals born on February 29 in the Wikipedia article. [Orange] wants to include specific
details about legal age calculations on leap years, arguing that it is relevant to the uniqueness
of February 29. [Lemon] suggests placing the information in the Legal age article, while others
recommend discussing and seeking consensus on the Wikipedia talk:WikiProject Days of the
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year/Template. The disagreement highlights the challenge of finding a n a ppropriate p lace for
specific content within Wikipedia’s structure and the need for consensus among editors.

French Language. The dispute revolves around whether French should be considered an official
language of the Vatican City State. [Kumquat] argues that French is one of the official languages,
citing sources such as French Wikipedia, Vatican News, and the French government’s diplomatic
website. However, [Banana] and [Blueberry] dispute this, stating that the sources provided are not
from official Vatican sources and that other sources indicate that only Italian is the official language
of the Vatican City State. [Blueberry] also raises concerns about the conflation of official language
and working language in the article and argues that French is used in diplomacy but not officially
recognized. The disagreement involves interpretations of sources, the distinction between official
and working languages, and whether consensus has been reached on the matter.

Erotica. The dispute revolves around whether a section on "Student erotica” should be included
in the Wikipedia article. Some users argue that it is too narrow and recent a genre to be added to
a broad article like "Erotica," suggesting that it deserves its own article. Others contend that the
section is relevant, sourced, and should stay in the article until it grows enough for its own article.
The discussion involves multiple edits and disagreements on the appropriateness of including
"Student erotica" in the general topic article.

A4 Participant-Generated Summaries
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Po1

P06

P10

P11

P13

P14

Po4

Po5

P07

Po2

P03

P08

P09

P12

Barber Paradox

Barber Paradox

Barber Paradox

Barber Paradox

Barber Paradox

Barber Paradox

February 29

February 29

February 29

French Language

French Language

French Language

French Language

French Language

IP editor brings a complaint about their edits being reverted without reason. IP’s edits concerned
adding content regarding a potential "solution” to the paradox which is the subject of the article.
Another editor joins the discussion and explains that IP’s edits reduced the quality of the article in
question and cited 3RR, indicating that IP had been reverting edits consecutively and without subse-
quent discussion. A compromise was reached and the solution was implemented by the registered
editor involving a more explicit explanation of the initially perceived problem.

IP address attempted to make an improvement, apparently more than once, and was reverted each
time by a registered editor who felt that the change wasn’t improvement, and explained why. IP
address didn’t agree with that rationale, and suggested rewording rather than reverting. Registered
editor made an edit that might satisfy both sides, but IP address still thinks something is missing.
Both editors are assuming good faith and civil.

An argument is being made that content was removed because it was "not an improvement”. an
editor is raising concern that the revert reason is not appropriate.

IP editor added good faith contributions citing a educational institution. They should have attributed
their statements to that instution/professor, but they didn’t need to be reverted. A registered editor
defended the revert saying that the contributions were not helpful. IP editor asks if the registered
editor would re-write a section that has been removed in a better way, unanswered.

This discussion is a good discussion and very educative. Educative in a sense that, all parties stated
Wikipedia policies to back their ’argument’ and later the discussion reached a consensus where both
parties were happy.

One editor added an unsourced addition that another editor then removed, and a different editor
defended the removal. I also concur with the removal.

Two editors violated the three-revert rule (WP:3RR), so an uninvolved editor brought it up on the
talk page. A solution involving putting the disputed material in the article body rather than the
body was proposed, but one of the editors involved in the edit war rejected the proposed solution in
favor of their own solution. By the end of the discussion, no clear consensus was established for the
editor’s change.

[Grape] is trying to resolve an edit war between [Orange] and [Lemon] about whether the article
should have a section on the date’s interaction with one’s legal age. [Orange] is for its inclusion;
[Lemon] is against the inclusion.

This discussion follows several edits and reverts on an article page. n cool-headed editor reminds
the “breaking”-editor who has created the editing issue that instead of continuing with the edit-
revert-edit-revert pattern, which can lead to getting blocked, the better way to deal with differences
regarding article content is to engage in discussion on the talkpage as the goal is to reach consensus.
The breaking-editor is frustrated, and suggests “breaking” a template. This suggestion is clearly not
held by others as it doesn’t lead to consensus. A third editor suggests shifting the content in question
to another page, and a specific page is linked. A fourth editor tries to conclude the conversation in
terse, short sentences, basically reminding the editor regarding the goal of consensus.

One user, [Apple], thought that France was an official language of Vatican city. However, he cited a
Wikipedia article, which (although in another language) is still not counted as a credible source. The
[Apple] user had two other non-Wikipedia sources, but he still lost a bit of credibility just by citing
Wikipedia. Even though he still backed up his claims, he admits to being involved in edit wars and
even goes as far as to revert another user’s edit, indicating a bit of defensiveness. *At the end of the
discussion, the [Apple] user was revealed to be a sockpuppet, so he could’ve been a troll.

In this discussion, editors discussed whether or not this article should state that French is an official
language of the Vatican City. An editor in support of this ([Apple]) posted various sources that

they said supported the inclusion of the Vatican as a Francophone country, including Vatican News,
the French Wikipedia’s article on the language of the Vatican, and Diplomatie. The user said that
international institutions (such as the Francophonie) recognize the Vatican as a Francophone country.
Other users, however, were unconvinced. One ([Blueberry]) pointed out that La Francophonie does
not appear to consider the Vatican to be a Francophone country (it is not a member nor observer of
that institution), and that the sources presented by [Apple] were unreliable (as user-generated) or did
not actually support the claims that the Vatican uses French as an official language (the user pointed
to specific language in the sources to support this). Another user ([Banana]) said that basically

all sources refer to the language as Italian, though didn’t specifically list sources. Following this
discussion, [Apple] was blocked as a sockpuppet, and their comments struck as such. No consensus
was obtained to add the Vatican City as being a country with a French official language.

The crux of the dispute is that French was added as an official language, citing the French diplomatic
website as well as a source from Vatican News listing it as "an official diplomatic language". Some of
the sources used were questioned and an editor opposing the addition of French stated that it was
an official diplomatic language but not an official language. The discussion ended after the editor
attempting to add the Vatican City was blocked as a sockpuppet.

User [Apple] suggested listing Vatican as one of the countries in which French is an official language
and gave three sources: French Wikipedia, a website by the government of France, and a Vatican
news website. Users [Banana] and [Blueberry] rejected the French Wikipedia as a circular source,
and, while they saw the other two sources as more valid, they disagreed that they prove that French
is an official language of the Vatican and said that it is, at most, a diplomatic or a working language,
which is not the same as an official language. User [Carrot] struck out [Apple]’s text saying that that
is a sockpuppet account.

The discussion here is about whether or not French is an official language of the Vatican. It has two
elements, what constitutes an official language and what are reliable sources.
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