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Nupedia

The open content encyclopedia.

. Search Nupedia | Welcome to Nupedia.com! [ Receive an
article in your
Search Suppose scholars the world over |l mailbox every
learned of a serious online morning!

| ]
RegdSNUE?“:ja encyclopedia effort in which the [ Just enter your
I l I l l I ly a e S a n Anhabetiall results were not proprietary to e-mail address.
New[ ast Alt-lcle: S the encyclopedists, but were I:I
freely distributable under an open Subscribe!

Member Area content license in virtually any
a r a n e r Why Join Us? desired medium. How quickly More info o this
loin Here would the encyclopedia grow?
Discussion Groups

We at Nupedia want to find out.
C‘"gg::::"“ We have the time, money,

° W r' tt n n d r . d Writors personnel, and commitment.
I e a e V I eW e Feer Reviewers Click here to learn more about

Contact Nupedia [ Our endeavor.

b y e X p e r't S About Nupedia [l Would you like to join us?

Home We are now accepting
applications for the positions of
interim subject editors and and
initial peer reviewers. Please

* Free content AL e

We're holding a Nupedia logo
design contest. Look at the
entries so far; here is some
contest information.

Here's more Nupedia news.



Free content

You can:

e Use it
* Redistribute it
 Edit it

* (Even commercialy)
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2 articles completed in 10 months



In 2001 a new site is
created to support Nupedia

* Anyone can contribute

* No expert review
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Ilain Page
Eecent changes
Eandom page
SWatch hst

Current events

Protected page
Talk page
History

“What inkes here
Watch hinls

Bug reports
Special pages

209.237.238.158
Login | Help

Idain Page | Recent changes | Protected page | History | | Special pages v
Printable version
Other languages: German | Esperanto | Spanish | French | Dutch | Polish | Portuguese

Main Page

From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia

Welcome to Wikipedia, a collaborative project to produce a complete encyclopedia from scratch, We started in JTanvary 2001 and are
alteady worling on 48152 articles, with more bemng added and mmproved all the tume. Anyone, mcluding ywou, can edit any article nght
now, without even having to log m. You can copyedit, expand an article, wnte a bittle or write a lot. See the Wikipedia FAQ for more
background mformation about the project, and the help page for mformation on how to use and contnbute to Wikapedia

The content of Wikipedia 12 covered by the G Free Documentation License, which means that it 15 free and will remain so forever. See
wikipediacopynghts for the detatls and open content and firee content for background.

Backaround on coarent events
Clrrent evenis - Oltoberfest - Israel-FPalestitnan conflict - West Flile wirug - Maunice Papon - Gethard Schréder - Bob Haves -
Eobert 1. Forward - Apolle 12

Phalosophy, Mathematics, and Natural Science
Astronomy and astrophysics - Biology - Cherstry - Earth science - Mathematics - Philosophy - Physics - Statistics

Social Scilences
Anthropology - Archaeclogy - Econotmics - Geography - History - History of science and technology - Lansuage - Linmustics -
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First year results

Wikipedia:
" 18.000 articles



In 2003 Nupedia was
closed, leaving only
Wikipedia.




Who owns Wikipedia”?



: Bomis.com
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Some numbers

* 40+ million articles in 290+ languages
* 5+ million articles in English
* 236.000+ articles in Bulgarian

* 130k+ active registered users™ in English
* 1200+ active registered users™ in Bulgarian

*Users who have performed an action in the last 30 days



Alexa top sites

Google.com

Enables users to search the world's information, including webpages, images, and videos. Offers...More

Youtube.com

YouTube is a way to get your videos to the people who matter to you. Upload, tag and share your...More

Facebook.com

A social utility that connects people, to keep up with friends, upload photos, share links and ...More

Baidu.com

The leading Chinese language search engine, provides "simple and reliable" search exp...More

Wikipedia.org

A free encyclopedia built collaboratively using wiki software. (Creative Commans Attribution-Sh...More

Yahoo.com

A major internet portal and service provider offering search results, customizable content, cha...More

Google.co.in

Indian version of this popular search engine. Search the whole web or only webpages from India....More

Twitter.com

Social networking and microblogging service utilising instant messaging, SMS or a web interface.

http://www.alexa.com/topsites


http://www.alexa.com/topsites
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(1) Wikipedia is an encyclopedia

* Not a place for

primary sources
 Not a newspaper



Wikipedia is not a nhewspaper

Wikipedia is not a newspaper |[edit]

See also: Wikipedia:Notability (events) and Wikipedia: Too much detaif Policy shorteuts
As Wikipedia is not a paper source, editors are encouraged to include current and up-to-date information within its coverage, and to develop stand-alone articles on WP:NOTNEWS
significant current events. However, not all verifiable events are suitable for inclusion in Wikipedia. Ensure that Wikipedia articles are not: WP:NOTNEWSPAPER

WP:NOT#NEWSPAPER

1. Original reporting. Wikipedia should not offer first-hand news reports on breaking stories. Wikipedia does not constitute a primary source. However, our sister

WP:NOT#JOURNALISM
WP:NOT#NEWSREPORTS
WP:NOTWHOSWHO
WP:NOTDIARY
WP:NOTADIARY

projects Wikisource and Wikinews do exactly that, and are intended to be primary sources. Wikipedia does have many encyclopedia articles on topics of
historical significance that are currently in the news, and can be updated with recently verified information.

. News reports. Wikipedia considers the enduring notability of persons and events. While news coverage can be useful source material for encyclopedic topics,
most newsworthy events do not qualify for inclusion. For example, routine news reporting on things like announcements, sports, or celebrities is not a sufficient
basis for inclusion in the encyclopedia. While including information on recent developments is sometimes appropriate, breaking news should not be emphasized
or otherwise treated differently from other information. Timely news subjects not suitable for Wikipedia may be suitable for our sister project Wikinews. Wikipedia is also not written in news
style.

. Who's who. Even when an event is notable, individuals involved in it may not be. Unless news coverage of an individual goes beyond the context of a single event, our coverage of that
individual should be limited to the article about that event, in proportion to their importance to the overall topic. (See Wikipedia:Biographies of living persons for more details.)

. A diary. Even when an individual is notable, not all events they are involved in are. For example, news reporting about celebrities and sports figures can be very frequent and cover a lot of
trivia, but using all these sources would lead to over-detailed articles that look like a diary. Not every match played or goal scored is significant enough to be included in the biography of a
person.

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:What_Wikipedia_is_not#NEWS


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:What_Wikipedia_is_not#NEWS

(2) Wikipedia is written from a
neutral point of view (NPOV)

e |[mpartial
* Not “the truth”
* No advocacy




Neutral point of view

Comments from Wikipedia editors selecting portraits

+" “Most neutral look” +" “Comparatively flattering”

W “XFiles’ eyes” “Strange expression

on his face”

+ “As close to a smiling
portrait in quality”

+ “Recent images are obviously
better than older ones”

» “Too much like
a publicity shot”

» “The facial expression again
obscures the eyes”

+" “Looks professional”
1 ]

- “Turkey neck is
unflattering”

+ “A). Recent. B). Front-facing.

C). Headshot”

“The glare is a hit of a
problem”

+ “The clearest of the images”

“Microphone in
the foreground”

+ “Represents [Clinton] at the
high point of her career”

“Looking forward but body
language is toward the text”

https://www.washingtonpost.com/graphics/politics/2016-election/presidential-wikipedias/


https://www.washingtonpost.com/graphics/politics/2016-election/presidential-wikipedias/

Neutral point of view

Location of Ukraine (green) Location of Russia (green)

Claimed, but Russian controlled (light green) Russian-administered Crimea (disputed; light green)?



Neutral point of view

“...Wikipedia has become increasingly balanced
In the course of its 15-year history ... Wikipedia
seems to exert a moderating influence on its
contributors.”

--The Washington Post citing a recent research
from Harvard Business School

https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/wonk/wp/2016/10/25/somethings-terribly-wrong-with-the-int
ernet-and-wikipedia-might-be-able-to-fix-it/


https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/wonk/wp/2016/10/25/somethings-terribly-wrong-with-the-internet-and-wikipedia-might-be-able-to-fix-it/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/wonk/wp/2016/10/25/somethings-terribly-wrong-with-the-internet-and-wikipedia-might-be-able-to-fix-it/

(3) Wikipedia is free content that
anyone can use, edit, and distribute

 Free content

e Articles don't have
owners

» Respect copyright!




@creative

commons

Attribution-ShareAlike 3.0 Unported (cc By-sa3.0)

This is a human-readable summary of (and not a substitute for) the license.

Disclaimer

You are free to:

Share — copy and redistribute the material in any medium or format
Adapt — remix, transform, and build upon the material

for any purpose, even commercially.

The licensor cannot revoke these freedoms as long as you follow the license terms.

Under the following terms:

Attribution — You must give appropriate credit, provide a link to the license, and indicate
if changes were made. You may do so in any reasonable manner, but not in any way that
suggests the licensor endorses you or your use.

ShareAlike — If you remix, transform, or build upon the material, you must distribute your
contributions under the same license as the original.

No additional restrictions — You may not apply legal terms or technological measures that legally restrict others
from doing anything the license permits.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/


https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/

(4) Editors should treat each other
with respect and civility

* Etiquette

* No personal
attacks

e Consensus



(5) Wikipedia has no firm rules

e Policies and

; guidelines are
N\ p_ written by users
- - * They can be
changed!
’ W > * They can be

different in different
Wikipedias



Sources

“Readers must be able to check that any of the
iInformation within Wikipedia articles is not just
made up. This means all material must be
attributable to reliable, published sources.
Additionally, quotations and any material
challenged or likely to be challenged must be
supported by inline citations.”

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Verifiability


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Verifiability

theguardian

A UK world sport football opinion culture business lifestyle fashion environment tech travel = all sections

home ) tech

Wikipedia

Wikipedia bans Daily Mail as 'unreliable’
source

Online encyclopaedia editors rule out publisher as a reference citing ‘reputation
for poor fact checking and sensationalism’

https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2017/feb/08/wikipedia-bans-daily-mail-as-unreliable
-source-for-website

EDITION

® UK HUFFPOST f v 0]

NEWS POLITICS ENTERTAINMENT LIFESTYLE TECH PARENTS VIDEO MORE Q

Daily Mail Banned As 'Reliable Source' On Wikipedia In
Unprecedented Move

The decision was made by the site's community.

http://www.huffingtonpost.co.uk/entry/daily-mail-banned-f
rom-wikipedia_uk 589c3e13e4b07685621810f8


http://www.huffingtonpost.co.uk/entry/daily-mail-banned-from-wikipedia_uk_589c3e13e4b07685621810f8
http://www.huffingtonpost.co.uk/entry/daily-mail-banned-from-wikipedia_uk_589c3e13e4b07685621810f8
https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2017/feb/08/wikipedia-bans-daily-mail-as-unreliable-source-for-website
https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2017/feb/08/wikipedia-bans-daily-mail-as-unreliable-source-for-website

“‘Consensus has determined
that the Daily Mail (including its
online version, dailymail.co.uk)
IS generally unreliable, and its
use as a reference is to be
generally prohibited, especially
when other more reliable
sources exist. *

Should we prohibit the use of The Daily Mail as a source? | envisage something just short of blacklisting,
whereby its introduction to an article could be accepted only upon there being a demonstrable need to
use it instead of other sources. —-Hillbillyholiday '='*

2:44 pm, 7 January 2017, Saturday (10 months, 18 days ago) (UTC+1)

Survey

= Support prohibition Locking through the archives and talkpages across WP reveals a clear
consensus not to use it at all. Many, many editors (and Jimmy Wales) have said over the years that
the Mail is not a relaible source in any area. A list of reasons why would be enormous, it doesn't need
reiterating, the paper is trash, pure and simple. There may be rare exceptions where a reference may
be useful, perhaps when a Mail story is itself the subject — cases could be presented here for
discussion. There is little chance anything of encyclopedic value would be lost from such a move, and
everything to be gained, not least an end to continual Mail-related arguments. —Hillbillyholiday =
2:44 pm, 7 January 2017, Saturday (10 months, 18 days ago) (UTC+1)

= Oppose There is no justification for the blanket banning of a mass-circulation newspaper as a source.
There will be cases where it is a suitable rs source. The problem with the "Mail-related arguments”™
mentioned, if the latest example here [1] & is typical, is just with editors not knowing what appropriate
sources to use. Should the Daily Mail be used to support a claim related to astronomy? Well duh,
obviously not! The proposer seems to have a longterm pov agenda here, in an earlier comment he
actually compared the Daily Mail to Vidlkischer Beobachter and has been busy compiling [2] &.
Tiptoethrutheminefield (talk) 3:16 pm, 7 January 2017, Saturday (10 menths, 18 days ago) (UTC+1)

We obviously shouldn't use it for anything science related, it is de facto prohibited from BLPs and
BLP-related articles, and politics would seem out of bounds given their continual lies and
misrepresentation in this area. Even their photography can't be relied upon & (sorry, Martin). In
what scenario would the Mail be an irreplaceable source? They regularly publish sexualized
photos of children. A coroner blamed them in the death of a transexual they had hounded. How on
earth is dailymail.co.uk & (current front-page headline: "Patrick Swayze was a 'flit" and Ariana
Grande hung out with 'snobby entitled rich girls" Former classmates of A-listers reveal what they
were REALLY like at school - but who were the meanest?") a suitable source for an encyclopedia?
-Hillbillyholiday talk 503 pm, 7 January 2017, Saturday (10 months, 18 days ago) (UTC+1)
Is anyone proposing to use those articles for Wikipedia citations and article content? Making
over-the-top hypotheticals and comparisons and very dubious allegations are not convincing.
99.999% of the content on the Daily Mail that could be in some way be Wikipedia notable will
also be source-able in more appropriate sources, so | do not see a problem that needs to be
addressed in this way. The problem is editors not using appropriate sources.
Tiptoethrutheminefield (talk) 10:33 pm, 7 January 2017, Saturday (10 months, 18 days agao) (UTC+1)

= The Mail should be on the citation blacklist. There's no area of news where it is actually reliable. It can
be relied on to accurately report celebrity gossip, but in that case the gossip itself is frequently false
and the Mail doesn't check it. Their coverage of medical, science and political topics is a byword for
deliberate inaccuracy. It is pretty close to a fake news source in some areas. Also: this: [3] 7. Guy
(Help!) 5:50 pm, 7 January 2017, Saturday (10 months, 18 days ago) (UTC+1)
That link is absolutely hilarious. InsertCleverPhraseHere
10:56 pm, 7 January 2017, Saturday (10 months, 18 days ago) (UTC+1)
Hipsters with access to a guitar, freshly-bought artisan-brown T-shirts, an A3 color laser printer,
and a slightly lighter brown blank wall make formidable satirists (or at least they seem to think
they do). | suggest we derail their brown revolution by providing a suitable framed poster to

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/\Wikipedia:Reliable sources/Noticeboard/Archive 220


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Reliable_sources/Noticeboard/Archive_220

Conflicts of interest



Wikimedia Foundation resolution

©

WIKIMEDIA

FOUNDATION

Home

About Wikimedia
Our projects
Contact us

Press room

Staff and contractors
Wikimedia Blog
Work with us

Questions for
Wikimedia?

Support

Donate
Benefactors
Legacy
Volunteering
Wikimedia Shop

Corporate

Board of Trustees
Advisory Board
Bylaws

Values

Resolution = Discussion Read Feedback View history |Search Wikimedia Foundation Q

Resolution:Guidelines on potential conflicts of interest

Errors?7—

|<—Reso|utions Guidelines on potential conflicts of interest

This resolution was passed April 18, 2013 at an in person meeting, after a request for comment on Meta.

Resolved, that the Board of Trustees of the Wikimedia Foundation hereby approves and adopts the Wikimedia Guidelines on the Disclosure of Potential and Actual
Conflicts of Interest in Requesting Movement Resources as set out below. These guidelines are meant to complement the Resolution on Organizational Best Practices,
passed by this Board on March 31, 2012. With the approval of the Executive Director, the General Counsel may modify these guidelines from time to time with 15-day
notice to the community. Both Wikimedia organizations and community members are encouraged to adhere to these guidelines in their requests for, use of, and
allocation of resources belonging to the Wikimedia movement.

Contents [hide]
1 Five Wikimedia guidelines on the disclosure of potential and actual conflicts of interest in requesting movement resources
1.1 Introduction
1.2 Guidelines
1.3 Definition of "Disclose Actively"
1.4 Examples
2 References

Five Wikimedia guidelines on the disclosure of potential and actual conflicts of interest in requesting
movement resources

https://wikimediafoundation.org/wiki/Resolution:Guidelines_on_potential _conflicts of interest
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English Wikipedia policy

Wikipedia:Conflict of interest Q

From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia

If you want advice about a confiict of interest, see Wikipedia:Conflict of interest/Noticeboard
For practical advice for editors who might have a conflict of interest, see Wikipedia:Plain and simple conflict of interest guide

This page documents an English Wikipedia behavioral guideline.

, It is a generally accepted standard that editors should attempt to follow, though it is best treated with common sense, Sc\?pr-t::lgr:
and occasional exceptions may apply. Any substantive edit to this page should reflect consensus. When in doubt, WP:CdNFLICT

discuss first on the talk page.
@ This page in a nutshell: Do not edit Wikipedia in your own interests or in the interests of your external relationships.

Conflict of interest (COIl) editing involves contributing to Wikipedia about yourself, family, friends, clients, employers, or your financial and other relationships. Any
external relationship can trigger a conflict of interest.[2] That someone has a conflict of interest is a description of a situation, not a judgment about that person's opinions
or integrity.[!

COl editing is strongly discouraged on Wikipedia. It undermines public confidence, and it risks causing public embarrassment to the individuals and companies being
promoted. Editors with a COI cannot know whether or how much it has influenced their editing. If COI editing causes disruption, an administrator may opt to place blocks

on the involved accounts.

Editors with a COl, including paid editors, are expected to disclose it whenever they seek to influence an affected article's content. Anyone editing for pay must disclose
who is paying them, who the client is, and any other relevant affiliation; this is a requirement of the Wikimedia Foundation.[®! In addition, COI editors are generally
advised not to edit affected articles directly, and to propose changes on talk pages instead.

When investigating COI editing, do not reveal the identity of editors against their wishes. Wikipedia's policy against harassment, in particular the prohibition against
disclosing personal information, takes precedence over this guideline. Editors discussing changes to this guideline should disclose whether they have been paid to edit
Wikipedia.

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Conflict_of interest


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Conflict_of_interest
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