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1. Introduction 
 
Much has been made of the potential of web 2.0 or social media technologies to 
harness knowledge and network distributed communities, but how easy is it for 
organisations to effectively use these widgets and websites?  
 
In November 2007, as part of the Media Sandbox commissioning scheme,  iShed 
set out to explore how organisations could integrate and deploy digital 
technologies and new facilitation methods to support collaborative research and 
build a Community Of Interest around a research topic. 
 
Traditionally, media/arts commissioning structures involve a call for bids, 
distribution of funds, a relatively private development phase followed by a 
’showcase’ event. With Media Sandbox, iShed was keen to develop this 
construct; introducing community-type thinking and 'blended facilitation' in 
order to: 
 

• open up and share projects’ findings with each other as well as a wider 
audience 

• enable more people to contribute ideas and knowledge during the 
research process 

• disseminate the knowledge that the projects generated 
 
Media Sandbox was designed at the outset to make full use of free/opensource 
web tools like Wordpress (blogging platform), YouTube (video sharing), flickr 
(photograph sharing) and del.icio.us (web bookmark sharing) to broaden the 
opportunity for a wider community to benefit from the scheme (which could 
inevitably only commission a limited number of participants).  
 
But tools alone do not build a community, so the project also sought to explore 
the project design considerations of starting out on the web 2.0 path: 
 

• Management:  
o Who is responsible for an online ‘community’?  
o What is the value of developing this kind of ‘community‘? 
 

• Software:  
o What are you trying to achieve?  
o Which tool is appropriate and useful to address this need? 
 

• Measurement:  
o What is success?  
o How can it be ascertained? 
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Media Sandbox overview 
 
Bringing together leading technology, artistic and media talent, Media Sandbox 
is a commissioning scheme to support South West companies/organisations to 
research emerging possibilities in digital media. The theme for 2007/2008 call 
was ‘Pervasive Media’. Awards were made to six research projects exploring this 
cutting edge theme. 
 
Media Sandbox was managed by iShed, and co-designed with South West 
Screen, with support from South West Regional Development Agency, Business 
Link and Watershed. 
 
The scheme offered funding, showcase events, business support and peer to 
peer knowledge sharing. Each of the six 2008 projects benefited from: 
 
• A £9,000 R&D commission 
• The opportunity to focus intensively on development of new idea 
• A programme of business support 
• Early access to emerging technologies 
• Promotion and exposure as part of a larger scheme 
• Inclusion in national PR campaign 
• Being part of a community of potential collaborators for future projects 
 
The scheme was announced at an Ideas Lab event in November 2007, which was 
attended by around 100 individuals, partnerships and agencies from across the 
region and beyond. These participants could then apply for a commission. 
Shortlisted participants were then interviewed, the winning commissions were 
announced in January 2008 and the scheme itself ran from January through to 
May. 
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2. Designing the scheme 
 
Blended facilitation 
 
‘Blended facilitation’ is an understanding of how to facilitate a group’s 
development using a suite of tools and interventions in both the virtual and 
physical domains, using a structured framework.  
 
Although this term is not yet in the modern organisation’s lexicon, there is 
certainly an increased uptake of this approach in practice and a growing 
understanding of its technological, organisational and wider context:  
 

Technological context: 
 

The enormous growth of use of the internet offers 
two complimentary domains to work in: virtual 
(online) and physical domains 
 

Organisational context:  
 

Organisations are increasingly adopting a range of 
tools and techniques to share knowledge within and 
outside of their boundaries, altering the traditional 
‘top down’ management model and encouraging a 
more ‘facilitation’ bottom-up approach to problem-
solving, R&D etc. 
 

Wider context: There is an increasing policy and market focus on 
the ‘Knowledge Economy’.  ‘Knowledge’ lives in 
people’s heads but is also a social construct. It 
evolves, or transforms, through gatherings when 
people come together to share what they know. 
These gatherings can be in the ‘physical’ world 
(meetings, offices, community centres, pubs, parks 
etc.) or ‘virtual’ world (blogs, forums, telephones, 
wikis, letters etc.).  
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Blended facilitation uses the opportunities and affordances of both the physical 
and virtual domains to their best advantage:  
 

Physical domain 
 

Expensive, but highly productive in terms of helping 
people meet each other, generate new ‘knowledge’, 
agree high level issues etc..  
 

Virtual domain:  
 

A huge range of tools on the internet are free or 
very cheap and powerful ways to prepare for, and 
build on work at physical meetings and support a 
distributed group’s ongoing work 
 

 
 
 
The table below outlines the tools used by iShed during the Media Sandbox 
project. It ranges from small and informal gatherings (e.g. ‘water cooler’ 
conversations) to the more formal structures put in place to share findings with 
the wider community (e.g. monthly newsletters).  
 

Physical domain 
 

• Ideas Lab (open event to wider community) 
• Mid Way Showcase (open event to wider 

community) 
• 3 x salon dinners for Sandbox participants 
• Face to face meetings between iShed and 

projects 
• Use of space at Pervasive Media Studio (to 

work and for meetings) 
• Face to face meetings with IP/business 

planning experts 
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Virtual domain:  
 

• Pre-Ideas Lab online survey to find out 
people’s areas of interest (lime survey) 

• Online research journal for each project (set 
up with Wordpress (blogging tool) as part of 
Media Sandbox website) 

• Monthly newsletters to community mailing 
list (Sent via Mailchimp, a mailing list tool) 

• Private email list for project participants 
(mailman) 

• Community mailing list that anyone could 
subscribe/post to (mailman) 

• Photo sharing (Flickr group) 
• Video sharing (YouTube channel) 
• Sharing interesting websites and research 

(del.icio.us bookmark sharing tag) 
• ‘mediasandbox’ tag used for any other 

contact people wanted to use on other sites 
• RSS feed to keep up to date with newly 

published items 
• Editable Pervasive Media mind map 

(http://www.mindmeister.com) 
• Site statistics – Google analytics 
• Keyword alerts (email notification to iShed 

team every time Media Sandbox appeared on 
web) Google Alerts 

 
 
 
A community with a lifecycle: 
 
At project design stage, Media Sandbox was conceived of as a Community of 
Practise (CoP) with a lifecycle which would generate different learning and 
research (knowledge assets) at different times.  
 
This gave the iShed team a tactical framework within which to direct their 
activities.  
 
Below you can see the outline of the community going through its lifecycle with 
related activities:  
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(Community lifecycle with different activities) 
 
 
Planning facilitation across two domains: 
 
Media Sandbox had the blended facilitation model built into its design from the 
start.  The slide below represents the ‘bigger picture’, showing the split of 
activities between the physical and virtual domains along the community’s 
lifecycle.  
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(Blended facilitation planning for Media Sandbox) 
 
Knowledge ‘assets’  
 
Before the commissions started, the iShed team explored what knowledge might 
surface where and when. By understanding this flow, they could understand how 
and when to act and interact with the projects and the wider community of 
interest to achieve the greatest benefit.  
 
The word ‘asset’ is used here liberally and is intended to represent a range of 
data and information types, ranging from mindmaps to newsletters to blog 
posts and shared bookmarks.  
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(Media Sandbox knowledge assets mapped to the community lifecycle) 
 
The team avoided prescribing anything too restrictive to the projects. It was 
agreed not to enforce a rigid structure, instead, the team focused on building an 
trusted open network where knowledge was shared. 
 
 
Example: Co-designing a definition of ‘Pervasive Media’ 
 
One of the first hurdles encountered in the project was a lack of publicly 
available knowledge about what ‘Pervasive Media’ is; it was therefore a priority 
for the group to generate its own understanding.  
 
At the launch event, the attendees were asked to contribute to a mindmap of 
what they thought ‘pervasive media’ was. Everyone in the room wrote keywords 
on post-it notes and stuck them on a board. Two volunteers ‘grouped’ these 
keywords and produced a mindmap of the group’s thoughts. It was an open and 
physical representation of the knowledge in the room.  
 
At the end of the event, the team transcribed the mindmap using a free internet 
tool (http://www.mindmeister.com), and published it online.  As well as being 
readable, the mindmap was editable, enabling members of the ‘wider’ 
community (who could not make it to the event) to add their own opinions and 
experience.  
 



Media Sandbox  
 

 

 

 

October 2008  Page 11 of 27 

 

Below you can see two group volunteers ‘grouping’ the keywords during the 
event, and the resultant transcript, which was published online.  
 

 
(Producing a mindmap at a group meeting, then sharing it online) 
 
The physical event was ideal to do something that is very challenging in the 
virtual world, and the virtual world enabled a wider sharing and enhancement of 
the asset afterwards.  
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3 Using the tools 
 
Many organisations are experimenting with and keen to learn about ‘social 
media’ tools including blogs, wikis, bookmarks, twitters,  instant messengers, 
mailing lists, emails etc.  But the emergent nature of these tools goes hand in 
hand with confusion around which tool is best for what activity, who uses the 
tools, why, and how they can inform and strengthen the strategic objectives of 
an organisation.  
 
In light of this, one of the questions explored during Media Sandbox was how to 
set up these tools within a suitable framework to afford the minimum disruption 
and maximum knowledge exchange potential.  The iShed team went through 
the following process in order to present a rational approach:   
 

1. Visualise what activities are required to support the scheme and place 
the activities within the community’s lifecycle (organisational strategic 
planning: see above) 

2. Establish how stakeholders might engage online and provide them with 
the tools to do that (tactical preparation: below) 

3. Establish how to facilitate knowledge sharing through a communications 
and facilitation plan (tactical preparation: below) 

 
Below is a diagram representing the various stakeholders (in bold) and how they 
would engage via the internet with Media Sandbox (#2 from the list above)  
 

 
 
(Diagram outlining the various stakeholder groups and related activities around 
the projects) 
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Having identified who and how people might engage within the community, a 
communications and facilitation framework was put in place in to support and 
encourage these interactions (#3 in the list above): 
 

 
(Communications and facilitation plan) 
 
This gave the team:  
 

• A clear idea of resources required 
• A coherent language to discuss the work 
• A model to communicate with  stakeholders 

 
To complement the communications framework, the team established a set of 
very simple facilitation interventions to shepherd the activities of the projects. In 
line with the ‘blended’ planning, these are broken into virtual (2.2) and physical 
(2.3) facilitation:  
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Virtual facilitation:  
 
In facilitating the virtual aspects of Media Sandbox, iShed decided early on to 
take a flexible, community-led approach to the use of digital tools. Whilst the 
upkeep of a project journal (blog) was written into the memorandum of 
understanding, other web tools (flickr, YouTube etc) were set up and left to the 
community to own.  
 
This light-touch approach was taken a) to ensure that the documentation and 
community-building aspects of the projects did not become a burden and b) to 
assess which tools emerged organically as the most useful and popular. 
 
 
Facilitation included: 
 

• Project journals: in order to share their findings, the projects were asked 
to write fortnightly research journals (blog posts).  Projects were 
reminded to do this twice, but if a post was still not forthcoming, they 
were not chased again.  
 

• Newsletters: Once a month the iShed Project Manager wrote a newsletter 
for distribution on the wider community mailing list. This reported on 
activities using an editorial style, to draw out the common themes 
appearing in the journals.  

 
Other virtual facilitation interventions which could have been used: 
 

• Encouraging projects to write more often, share more bookmarks/videos 
etc, and make comments on each others’ journals 

• Newsletter sent as summary only with links to the website (to encourage 
commentary from readers) 

• More ‘external’ research written up and published on site to drive traffic 
and encourage comments 

• Comments added to other websites, setting an expectation that they will 
respond (sometimes known as ‘metoo’ comments) 

• ‘Backchannel’ messages to individuals asking them to make comments 
on specific posts 

• ‘Social reporting’ with short video interviews with the projects 
• Dedicated ‘asynchronous’ (delayed)  hosted sessions with the projects 
• Dedicated ‘synchronous’ (live) hosted sessions with the projects 
• ‘Project of the week’ focused interviews, reviews, reports etc. 
• ‘Crowdsource’ style group activities to solve specific issues 
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During the research, the team learned that other organisational types might 
have different styles/goals which may lead to a different style of facilitation. 
Although not strictly relevant to the team’s style, it was considered worthwhile 
to add them here as it is very easy to make comparisons which may not be 
suitable:  
 
 

Commercial publishers 
 

Likely to be much more active in order to drive 
up website visits and interaction figures in order 
to sell advertising based on page views 
 

Social networking platform 
provider (e.g. Facebook, Ning 
etc.) 
 

Likely to focus on vigorously encouraging people 
to ‘expand their networks’ in order to build our 
platform’s popularity (and thus sell advertising 
or premium services) 
 

Organisational ‘engagement’ 
team (e.g. knowledge, member 
services) 

Might be actively seeking and rewarding 
participation with organisational mechanisms 
(e.g. relating engagement to CPD in annual job 
reviews) in order to meet organisational targets 
focused on success criteria 
 

 
 
 
Physical Facilitation 
 
The scheme was launched with a public invitation to a free intensive one day 
Ideas Lab event at Watershed, Bristol. Having been to many events with limited 
participation and rather strained networking, the team agreed to use the event 
to explore new ways to support effective ‘knowledge’ networking and 
community building, open up the commissioning model, and help participants 
explore the idea generation process.  
 
Without going into too much detail, the day was designed to support a natural 
flow of association between the participants and emergence of ideas, and was 
structured thus:  
 

• Welcome and introduction 

• formal welcome, outline of the Media Sandbox scheme and introduction to 

the day!s activities. Introduction to the hosts and facilitators, aims of the day 

and longer term community goals 

• Knowledge Networking 

• a structured session assisting participants to find and talk to eachother 

based on topics and/or knowledge or project needs specifically. Participants 

had filled in a short survey in advance (which required a lot of reminders 

from the team) and this information was publicly displayed. Participants 
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found partners, discussed their knowledge needs with their partners, and 

were then tasked to find two other participants for their partners to talk to. 

Then participants were given more time to find these recommended people 

and make connections.  

• Pervasive domain definition 

• also discussed elsewhere in this report (Example: Co-designing a definition 
of ‘Pervasive Media’); a facilitated group mindmap exercise which publicly 
displayed the participants’ perception of the domain and provided material 
for later discussion online 

• Ideas marketplace 

• in order to explore the type of ideas for the scheme and encourage 

collaboration, participants were given time to produce quick resumes of their 

ideas and present them to the group. The group were then asked to "vote! 
for their favourite ideas which would then be worked on in a later session 

• Criteria definition 

• in order to make the decision-making process for the scheme as transparent 

as possible, and therefore offer the community a say in how the decisions 

were made, participants were asked to identify the key criteria for project 

approval 

• Idea development 

• having voted on the ideas in the ideas marketplace session, participants 

broke into groups around the ideas and discussed them in depth for 

preparation for the final session where the "idea holders! would present their 

ideas to a panel 

• The P Factor panel 

• a light hearted "X factor! style panel made of voluntary panellists (who had 

offered earlier in the day) who would ask the "idea holders! questions about 

their ideas and critique them according to the criteria set earlier in the day 

by the group 
 
A full report is available online here:  
http://www.edmitchell.co.uk/blog/2007/12/10/media-sandbox-event-report 
 
The day was a great success and set the tone for the ongoing community 
building.  
 
In line with the ‘minimal’ facilitation approach described above, the iShed team 
organised a series of dinners for the projects where intra-project conversations 
were encouraged on the projects' own terms. These private opportunities were 
welcome and offered the projects a space to communicate about issues relating 
to their work. 
 
The projects were also offered office space in the new Pervasive Media Studio in 
Bristol city centre, which four of the projects took up. This physical proximity 
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offered an ‘instant community of peers’ with which to resolve problems, test 
products, explore potential future collaborations, and more.   
 
However, the space and the conversations it afforded had an impact on website 
usage: because the projects already had a physical mechanism to share ideas 
and questions they did not need to converse through the mailing list or blog, 
which decreased opportunities for people outside of the Community of Practice 
to stay up to date with their work. 
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4. Some lessons learned 
 

Virtual facilitation 
 

Using 
blogging to 
journal 
research 

• Projects found this activity worthwhile to share thoughts 
and questions. 

• Constant documentation of the learning journey is more 
preferable, accurate and easier than requesting a 
substantial post-project report. 

• Facilitators should expect to encounter some resistance 
when introducing a new activity. 

• Research blogs are useful tools to capture press interest. 

Patterns of 
blogging 
activity 
 

• Different projects posted different amounts and types of 
information to their research journals.  

• This was due to availability, inclination, research progress 
and other contextual issues 

Scheduling 
blogging 

• Research is a complex task, to avoid overburdening 
projects, they were only asked to blog once a fortnight. 

• This is a very modest amount of blogging (some 
consultants advise one blog post per day). On reflection, 
the team felt that this was sufficient.  

Virtual 
reminders 

• 3 reminders are the maximum you can send to remind 
people to update their journals. 

• If a participant ignores three reminders it is likely that 
they have a problem which won’t be resolved with nagging 
and should be discussed separately.  

 

Technical 
Support 

• Very little hand-holding was required due to the technical 
competency of the participants. Almost all of the projects 
were familiar with blogs and blogging technology. 

• A less technically savvy project would require more 
support. It is advised to assess the participants’ familiarity 
with this technology before plunging in. 

Popularity • The projects who blogged the most received the most 
attention and thus gained the most awareness.  

• Thought Pie’s blog was the most visited which reflects 
their determined and regular approach to blogging and 
the promotion they did via other blogs and mailing lists 
which drive traffic to their pages.  

• As well as writing regular diaries of their work, projects 
should also be encouraged to promote them via their own 
networks in order to encourage participation as well as 
documenting their work.  
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Flexibility • A suite of web 2,0 tools were set up and offered to the 
community to see ‘what would stick’. 

• During the timescale of the project the popularity of 
YouTube  diminished within the creative sector and was 
overtaken by Vimeo (an all together more appealing 
looking site). 

• Being flexible, agile and open to what people would want 
to use and when was key. Free tools are ideally suited for 
taking this approach. 

 
 

Physical facilitation 
 

Launch event: 
a great 
success 
 

• A great deal of care and attention was put into the launch 
event, which was designed carefully in order to afford the 
most amount of constructive networking, education, 
collaboration, community building and idea sharing.  

• Using a pre-event survey, staging the physical event and 
following up with virtual documentation was key in 
establishing the idea of ‘blended’ facilitation. Its success 
set a high standard for the project. 

Final event: 
not so 
exciting  
 

• Closing a lifecycle has very different requirements to 
opening it; and the final event was by nature a far more 
calm, educational, and reflective space than the launch 

• People are likely to attend and be enthusiastic when there 
is a possibility of funding, promoting attendance to a 
showcase is more difficult. 

• Managing expectations around this is key . 

Studio space  
 

• Having the projects in a shared space enabled them to 
start building their own communities. 

• The space helped projects share their work as it emerged 
and crucially to adopt a shared ethos of testing and 
feedback. 

Salon Dinners • Three styles of salon dinner were tried: a private room in 
restaurant for participants only; an informal feedback and 
pizza session; and a larger more informal dinner in the 
studio with outside guests  

• All of the events involved peer feedback and motivated 
projects to make progress in order to report back 

• Outside guests provided a good opportunity for external 
questioning and feedback 
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5 Summary 
 
The key finding from iShed’s use of blended facilitation is that it is possible to 
stitch together open-source, and freely accessible tools with physical events, 
and that taking this approach brings wider learning (as well as less cost) than 
buying a ‘product’ from a provider. There was no way of predicting how projects 
would choose to share their knowledge, making an ‘out of the box’ solution too 
constraining; it would have forced the projects into a standard behaviour set. As 
well as this, everyone involved learnt more about these tools and how they 
might benefit their other activities.  
 
Socially, the open nature of free third party applications gives the ability and 
choice to share knowledge directly to the community members on their own 
terms. In comparison, a login-only product, also known as a ‘walled garden’, is 
controlled centrally by a project manager or facilitator. In this scenario,  
knowledge is not shared widely beyond the site boundaries and cannot be re-
purposed or re-used by the members (who are, after all, it’s creators). 
 
Strategically, iShed’s position on using third party community tools remains the 
same as at the beginning of the project – setting up the third party applications 
is quick and easy, has benefits far beyond the immediate community, costs 
nothing, and as an added benefit, participants learn how to use them for other 
projects.  
 
Expensive community platforms share a few of these attributes and can be 
further configured to share more of them, but by their nature and cost, can 
create an atmosphere of expectation and fear of low ROI; driving facilitators to 
favour quantitative modes of interaction (instead of encouraging quality) in 
order to justify the expense.  
 
Although all of the third party applications are separate and not neatly 
combined into a product-ised package, the iShed team had no problems 
explaining the logic of the approach. However, the team was facilitating a 
relatively knowledgeable group and more education/consultancy (particularly 
around set up) might have been required for a less technically savvy project 
team. 
 
We hope that this report provides some support for exactly that and are always 
happy to help. Please get in touch if you have any questions.  
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Appendix:  
 
Website activity 
 
The internet, and the tools on it produce reams of data drawn from user activity, 
but there is a temptation to endlessly re-present this data without clearly 
establishing its purpose. 
 
The iShed team could find no other published case studies measuring similar  
styles of activity, which make it impossible to make comparisons or thoroughly 
evaluate the impact of blended facilitation on the Media Sandbox scheme. This 
was recognised at the outset of the project and activity in 2008 was recorded 
largely to provide a benchmark for future Media Sandbox projects.  
 
Organisations are always keen to set benchmarks; they offer a sense of security 
and help to evaluate ROI, but too often can lead to an obsession with metrics. 
Caution should be used in transferring or applying benchmarks across projects 
as different communities have different contexts, goals, and related activities; 
all leading to different measure-ables.  
 
The Media Sandbox research did not uncover transferable benchmarks for this 
form of open innovation, but share their metrics and user information because 
of the lack of publicly accessible information in this area.  
 
Statistics 
 
The data has been extracted from Google Analytics (a free package used to 
monitor website activity on http://www.mediasandbox.co.uk). It is possible to 
extract huge amounts of data most of which is not relevant. The following 
breakdowns give an idea of overall activity from 01/01/08 to 01/06/08.  
 

• There were a total of 10,306 page views 
• There were 3,207 unique visits 
• There were 2,135 unique visitors  
• 51% of the website visits were less than ten seconds 
• 10% of the website visits were between 11 and 30 seconds 
• The UK generated 2,533 visits from 218 cities 
• Visitors looked at an average of 3.21 pages each 
• Visitors spent just under 2.5 minutes on the site on average 
• 63.58% of the visitors were new (i.e. approximately 36% of the visitors 

were returning visitors) 
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Page views: 
 
After the homepage and commissioning information page, the most read project 
diary was Thought Pie (548), followed by Aardman (480), with the others being 
viewed between 300 and 400 times.  
 
This result is a clear effect from Thought Pie’s determined approach to their 
blogging – they reported on their activity regularly and studiously and promoted 
it via other blogs and mailing lists, driving traffic to their pages.  
 
 

 
(pageviews broken down by website category: also project diaries) 
 
 



Media Sandbox  
 

 

 

 

October 2008  Page 23 of 27 

 

Length of visits: 
 
51% of the website visits were less than ten seconds, with 10% of them between 
11 and 30 seconds. This is not enough time to assert that the visitors have been 
reading the projects’ diaries in depth, however, the purpose of the projects’ 
journals was for longer term digestion and documentation rather than instant 
excitement generation.  
 
These statistics provides a useful benchmark from which to assess future work, 
where methods to encourage longer visit length can be deployed. 
 

 
(Visit length figures) 
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Visitors by geography 
 
The UK generated 2,533 visits from 218 cities.  
 
The largest contingent of visitors was from Bristol with 718 visitors, followed by 
London with 604. The other cities featured produced between 27 and 140. This 
is unsurprising as the project was South-West focused and PR activity largely 
occurred at the end of the project.  
 
This result shows that in order to achieve the goal of promoting the South West 
more widely, there will need to be wider PR activity which should push up visitor 
figures from around the country.  
 
 

 
(Visits broken down by city in The UK) 
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Website collaboration indicators:  
 
These indicators show the collaboration activity by the projects. In this context, 
simple indicators of number of posts and comments are used: 
 
 Total Posts to the website:    93 
 
   Thought Pie:    26  
   Aardman:    21 

Simon Evans and Johnson: 9 
Altern8:    7 
BDH/Plot:    5 
Licorice:    2 
(General news)   23 

 
 Comments:      22 
 Post to comment ratio:   0.24 
 
The first observation is around the ‘posts to comment’ ratio. At 0.24, it is lower 
than many observers and keen bloggers would consider ‘good’ (more than 1:2). 
There are facilitation methods to raise this ratio (some of which were covered in 
in this report), but these are based on the assumption that readership without 
commentary is not valuable. This is debatable; but not in the scope of this 
report.  
 
The team decided not to aggressively facilitate (and doubtlessly drive up these 
figures), preferring instead to assess the indicators ‘in the wild’, with a 
practicable amount of facilitation.  
 
Thought Pie and Aardman made the most blog posts and were (as can be seen 
in the visitor figures) the most visited pages on the website. Thus we can see a 
relationship between blogging activity and readership.   
 
It can be asserted from the figures (matching site visits to number of posts 
written) that the more effort the projects put into blogging and promoting their 
work (on mailing lists and their own websites etc.), the greater their readership 
became, and the wider awareness of their project. Projects engaged in R&D 
would do well to bear this in mind as a vital part of their work is user testing 
and ongoing feedback between development sprints.  
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Third party application measurements: 
 
As well as capturing visitor data from the website, group activity on other 
applications was also monitored. The team established ‘outpost’ presences in 
Youtube, Flickr and Delicious in order to enable the groups to share videos, 
pictures and hyperlinks should they choose:  
 
The figures:  
 

Number of videos shared on the Youtube 
channel 
(http://uk.youtube.com/user/mediasandbox) 
 

0 

Number of photographs shared on flickr and 
members in the group 
(http://www.flickr.com/groups/mediasandbox/) 
 

116 photographs 
7 Members 
 

Number of links shared on the common link 
sharing tool delicious 
(http://www.delicious.com/tag/mediasandbox) 
 

106 

Number of posts made to the open mailing list 
 

33 

Number of posts made to the private projects’ 
mailing list 
 

50 

 
 
 
The video result appears to display a clear lack of group desire in sharing 
knowledge via video. Given this information, the next Media Sandbox facilitator 
might ignore this method of knowledge sharing.  
 
However, during the research phase, a new free video sharing platform emerged 
called Vimeo. Vimeo’s new style of design and technical affordances made it 
more attractive to the community, who moved en masse to Vimeo.  
 
This is clear that allowing users to choose how they share their knowledge in a 
flexible framework rather than a pre-specified platform enables them to choose 
the best tool for their needs. Thus any data analysis needs to be combined with 
interviews to get the full story.  
 
Seven members shared 116 photographs. Again, there is no benchmark data to 
refer to about photograph sharing, but we can see that community members 
took the chance to share their pictures (largely of the physical events). As the 
photograph sharing was free, the team considered it worthwhile to have set this 
up.  
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The most significant figure of the third party applications usage is the Delicious 
bookmark sharing figure of 106 shared bookmarks. This suggests that for the 
overall knowledge sharing interest, the most popular method was via link-
sharing.  
 
 
 
 


