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Abstract 

 

 

The following research attempts to understand the manner in which Wikipedia has contributed to the way 

production and consumption of knowledge has changed over time. Through literary review, it presents an 

overview of the inner mechanisms that make Wikipedia work, and delves into its complex power relations in 

an attempt to determine possible structural manifestations of article bias. 

 

Based on the significance of the knowledge gap, which is the lack of significant sources about an event 

between the period when the news are published and further academic studies are developed, five Wikipedia 

articles with topics related to a current socio-political event are chosen for study.  

 

Two aspects of information storage within Wikipedia articles are studied: 

 

First, according to Laclau’s understanding of discourse as a system of signs that receive their meaning 

through articulation, which is a process that is understood as a conflict between individuals whose goal is to 

impose a particular understanding of the world; content disputes within Wikipedia discussion pages are 

analyzed and categorized using the work of Kriplean et al. on power plays, which are defined as ways for 

groups of contributors to claim legitimate control over content through the discourse of Wikipedia policy.  

 

Secondly, based on Van Dijk’s understanding that macro-notions such as group or institutional power and 

dominance, as well as social inequality do not directly translate to typical micro-notions such as text, talk or 

communicative interaction; along with his notion that specific text production is based on mental 

representations that are shaped by existing knowledge and by variable or shared general attitudes or 

ideologies; prevailing sources within the Wikipedia articles, as well as those used in order to get the upper 

hand during content disputes, are selected for analysis because they better portray such social cognition 

models or mental representations than the characteristics of disputing editors’ text. 

 

In order to analyze the sources, the domains of used references are extracted from the chosen articles using 

a simple python script and are subsequently coded manually based on their geographical origin and their 

type, such as newspaper, financial institution, governmental or non-governmental organization, academic 

paper etc. The resulting data is categorized and put into perspective in search for possible trends that could 

show cognitive bias that might influence the general outcome of the articles. 

 

Based on the initial literary review on the way Wikipedia works and how it is defined, the study of power 

relations within Wikipedia, and the analysis of the content disputes and the origin and type of prevalent 

sources; results show that even if Wikipedia offers new ways in which knowledge is gathered, stored and 

published, its legitimacy is still strongly dependent upon traditional journalistic models, which have their own 

inherent forms of bias. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

This research topic is centered on the use and production of knowledge created by Wikipedia, 

which is a multilingual, web-based, free-content encyclopedia project based on an openly 

editable model. Wikipedia is written collaboratively by largely anonymous Internet volunteers 

who write without pay. Anyone with Internet access can write and make changes to Wikipedia 

articles. 

My main area of interest is the manner in which Wikipedia has contributed to the way 

production and consumption of knowledge has changed over time. For this purpose, in chapter 

3, I start with presenting a general overview of how Wikipedia works and how it affects, and 

is in turn affected by, society. First, I proceed to display the architecture of Wikipedia; how 

the wiki technology affects the way information is processed and stored within the site, how 

users and editors have access to its contents and editing process, and how Wikipedia defends 

itself against vandalism and auto-corrects its own mistakes.  

Wikipedia can be seen as a tool for social change, but a tool without the uses it is given can be 

meaningless. Because of this, I find it relevant to research about the users of Wikipedia, and 

determine whether the site has transcended its initial goal of becoming an online encyclopedia 

and if it can be considered a community. Given that Wikipedia pursues a certain set of social 

goals I attempt, through the studies of its organizational values and actions, to determine 

whether Wikipedia can be considered a social movement as well. Additionally, I explore 

Wikipedia’s internal governance to find out more about its organizational culture. 

As Sir Francis Bacon famously implied, to talk about knowledge is to talk about power. 

Wikipedia’s vast amount of information, coupled with easy access for its consumption and 

creation make the site an invaluable target for groups or individuals who would vie for control. 

In chapter 4, I attempt to shed light on the ways in which power and contention act throughout 



 

 
the process of information development. I study the possibility of the presence of an oligarchy 

controlling the site, as well as different methods of conflict resolution and different practices 

for dealing with permanent dispute for content. 

Finally, based on Van Dijk’s understanding of discourse theory, in chapter 5 I propose an 

analysis methodology which considers used references within Wikipedia articles as its base 

building block representing discourse. I choose several representative Wikipedia articles for 

analysis and proceed to evaluate internal content disputes. Additionally, the used references of 

each chosen Wikipedia page are extracted and categorized in an attempt to find patterns within 

the origin of the information that remains in the main article. 
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CHAPTER 2: RESEARCH MOTIVATION AND RESEARCH 

QUESTIONS 

2.1 Aims of research 

People of all ages, culture and backgrounds can add or edit article prose, references, images 

and other media in Wikipedia. What is contributed is more important than the expertise or 

qualifications of the contributor. What will remain depends upon whether it fits within 

Wikipedia’s policies, including being verifiable against a published reliable source (Wikipedia 

2014). 

Wikipedia is a live collaboration project, differing from paper-based sources in important 

ways. Unlike printed encyclopedias, Wikipedia is continuously created and updated, with 

articles on historic events appearing within minutes, rather than months or years. This is one 

of the key concepts that influences the development and goals of this study. 

The Internet is a world in which new generations have been raised. It is a world full of 

possibilities; it is a world of swift information exchange, of quick growth and quick action. It 

is a world that makes distances between people and places seem smaller. 

Wikipedia is the embodiment of these practices. A fast and efficient form of media in which 

knowledge is co-created, and immediate access to it is provided to people with the means to 

connect to the Web. Easy access to knowledge and the overwhelming speed with which it is 

updated can make Wikipedia an invaluable education tool. 

Wikipedia itself states that not all articles are of encyclopedic quality from the start: they may 

contain false or debatable information. What is the scope with which this information may be 

biased? How does it affect general information consumption? Indeed, many articles begin 



 

 
their existence as displaying a single viewpoint; and, after a long process of discussion, 

debate, and argument, they gradually take on a neutral point of view reached through 

consensus. 

Wikipedia clearly defines what is called a Neutral Point of View (henceforth referred to as the 

NPV) by stating that it intends to prevent advocacy, and characterizes information and issues 

rather than debate. In addition, Wikipedia operates a number of internal resolution processes 

that provide additional support when editors disagree on content and approach. 

However, the practice of determining precisely what information adjusts to these criteria is not 

simple and may very well be overlooked. The consensus reached between editors or the 

administration’s resolutions is not exempt from the discursive and social practices happening 

in the process, as well as from their own ideological backgrounds. This research will attempt 

to shed light on the discursive practices that happen throughout the creation and development 

of the articles and to thoroughly analyze the meaning of the desired Neutral Point of View 

(NPV), and how it is interpreted. 

2.2. Research questions 

The main goal of this research is to shed light on the relationship between the discursive and 

social practices taking place throughout the creation, updating and consumption of collectively 

generated knowledge. It intends to evaluate the uses given to Wikipedia, determine the general 

consequences of its existence and improve the Web 2.0 educational experience. 

Do the discursive practices found in Wikipedia articles related to recent socio-political events 

reproduce the order of discourse (established knowledge models and traditional access to 

information), and thus contribute to the maintenance of the status quo in social practice? Or is 

the order of discourse being transformed, thereby contributing to social change? What are the 
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ideological, political and social consequences of the discursive practice (understood as the 

process through which dominant reality comes into being) found in Wikipedia? Do these 

discursive practices conceal and strengthen unequal power relations or do they challenge 

power positions by representing social relations in a new manner? 

On a more specific note (figure 1), I have formulated concrete questions in order to contribute 

to the general discussion. Based on a literature review, I attempt to improve the understanding 

of the process by which information is created within a significant context: Wikipedia articles 

on current socio-political events. Furthermore, through original research, I attempt to find out 

whether distinct trends could be found. If so, how do they affect the final outcome of provided 

information? Who are the main actors responsible for its construction? Are there similarities 

or differences between them? What are the implications of the presence or absence of such 

trends or patterns for the declared neutrality of Wikipedia?  

 

 

Figure 1. Research questions.  

Questions 

• Can trends in article creation be established? 

• Do they have a significant effect on the final outcome of 
the articles? 

• Who are the main actors responsible? 

• What are the implications on the declared neutrality of 
Wikipedia? 



 

 

CHAPTER 3: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK, WHAT IS WIKIPEDIA? 

Over the years, Wikipedia has grown and developed into an extremely vast and complex 

community. In order to begin to understand its discursive practices it is first necessary to 

understand the way Wikipedia works. It is relevant to wonder how it came to be, who are its 

editors and what are their goals and motivations, how they communicate with each other and 

how information is created and stored within the site. Furthermore, in attempting to 

understand Wikipedia’s social practices it is necessary to determine whether Wikipedia is or 

sees itself as a community and a social movement. 

First and foremost, Wikipedia was founded as an online collaborative encyclopedia (Sanger, 

2005). It is a multi-lingual, free access encyclopedia that can be edited by anyone in real time. 

Its goal is to create an encyclopedia that can be shared and copied freely while encouraging 

people to easily change and improve its content (Lih, 2004). A good way to define Wikipedia 

is through the article What Wikipedia is Not as seen in figure 2.  
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Figure 2. What Wikipedia is not. 

 

  

WHAT WIKIPEDIA IS NOT 

 

Wikipedia is not a paper encyclopedia 

Wikipedia is not a dictionary 

Wikipedia is not a publisher of original thought 

Wikipedia is not a soapbox or means of promotion 

Wikipedia is not a mirror or a repository of links, images, or media files 

Wikipedia is not a blog, Web hosting service, social networking service or 

memorial site 

Wikipedia is not a directory 

Wikipedia is not a manual, guidebook, textbook, or scientific journal 

Wikipedia is not a crystal ball 

Wikipedia is not a newspaper 

Wikipedia is not an indiscriminate collection of information 

Wikipedia is not censored 

Wikipedia is not an anarchy 

Wikipedia is not a democracy 

Wikipedia is not a bureaucracy 

Wikipedia is not a battleground 

Wikipedia is not compulsory 

And finally, Wikipedia is not any of a very long list of terrible ideas that 

cannot be anticipated 



 

 
3.1 History of Wikipedia 

Wikipedia started as an offspring of Nupedia, Larry Sanger’s and Jimmy Wales’ first attempt 

at creating an online free encyclopedia. Nupedia was founded in March 2000 with the idea of 

creating a peer-reviewed free content and for-profit encyclopedia lead by expert volunteers 

(figure 3). The Nupedia model was characterized by a heavy seven-step approval process in 

order to control content before it was posted. 

In 2001, under the influence of Richard Stallman and his GNU manifesto (GNU is a Unix-like 

computer operating system composed wholly of free software with recursive acronym 

meaning: GNU is Not Unix), the license for Nupedia was switched to a GNU Free 

Documentation License (GFDL) which is a copyleft license, giving readers the right to copy, 

redistribute and modify the work. Thanks to this, Sanger and Wales launched a complimentary 

website called Wikipedia which was based on Ward Cunningham’s pioneer “wiki” technology 

that allowed users to create and edit information in real time. Wikipedia was initially 

conceived as a supporting platform for Nupedia. Wikipedia was intended as a place where 

collaborators would provide article drafts and ideas which would eventually be developed in 

Nupedia by experts. The key difference lay in the fact that any user was allowed to edit 

information in Wikipedia. 

By 2003, due to lack of money and resources and spurred by the aftermath of the dotcom crisis 

(a historic speculative information technology bubble spanning roughly from the year 1997 to 

the year 2000), Nupedia was forced to shut down, having only published 24 full-length articles 

during its three year existence. In contrast, Wikipedia’s popularity and easy information 

editing qualities made it reach 20,000 articles around the same time. Jimmy Wales decided to 

merge Nupedia’s content into the more successful Wikipedia project and continue its 

development. As of October 2014, Wikipedia stores around 34 million free articles written in 

287 languages.  
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Figure 3. History of Wikipedia. 

  

2000 
• Founding of Nupedia by Sanger and Wales 

2001 

• Nupedia licence is switched to GNU Free 
Documentation Licence 

• Wikipedia is launched as a complimentary website 

2003 

• Nupedia shuts down due to lack of funding and resources 

• Its content is merged with Wikipedia and its 
development continued 



 

 
3.2. Wiki Technology 

Wiki technology was invented in 1995 by Ward Cunningham. Its main feature is that it allows 

users to freely create and edit web content in any browser. Main attributes of a Wiki website 

are defined by its authorship and version control methods. In a wiki page, all users are 

considered potential authors and editors with full privileges. Page contents are separated into 

nodes, the content of which is saved in logs after every edit. This system design is ideal for 

keeping track of edits, which become easily revertible, creating a situation in which correcting 

data is effortless in comparison to adding malicious content.  

3.2.1. Wikipedia anatomy and user communication 

As stated in the meta-Wikipedia namespace What Wikipedia is Not, Wikipedia is not a 

bulletin board or a discussion forum; however, there are a number of different functions within 

the page for editing, participation and communication usage. 

Wikipedia articles are organized into subsets called namespaces. The main encyclopedic 

article can be found in the main namespace (Kriplean, Beschastnikh, McDonald and Golder, 

2007). Pentzold and Seidenglanz (2006), make a thorough description of the additional 

anatomic structure found within Wikipedia. Aside from the main article, there is a complex 

network of pages where users can communicate with each other, exchange arguments, dispute, 

and request (un-)deletions, ask for help, report vandalism, talk on IRC channels, subscribe to 

mailing lists or conduct surveys. 

Every main article is accompanied by a talk page. They can be used to discuss the general 

direction of an article, its structure, scope and connection to other topics and fields of 

knowledge, as well as debating contributions or information quality issues. The talk page is 

found to be a comparatively unstructured discussion environment. The structure is developed 
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by the authors in the precise moment they decide to start a new line of argumentation. The 

initial statement will be followed by responses stating the author and the exact point in time. 

In addition to the articles; user pages, policies and almost any other types of pages of the 

Wikipedia will also feature a discussion page. 

Another important feature of a Wikipedia namespace is the page history. Here, all edited 

versions of the article are kept, including the date of edition and the author. This easily 

accessible listing is what makes Wikipedia easily undone, by effortlessly reversing a possible 

malicious edit. Due to the possibility of edit wars, editors are usually asked to make a brief 

comment on their edit for justification purposes. Through this page, edits in itself can turn into 

a conversation or debate regarding the quality and validity of information presented within the 

page. 

3.2.2. Wiki Style 

The linguistic structure of Wikipedia has been studied by Emigh and Herring (2006) as seen in 

Pentzold and Seidenglanz (2006). In order to do so, they used corpus linguistic methods and 

factor analysis of word counts to review levels of formality and informality within the articles. 

They established that Wikipedia articles resemble traditional print in terms of language 

formality and standardization. The discussion pages, on the other hand, were viewed with a 

language more akin to web-boards and discussion forums. This dual structure between article 

formality and discussion board informality seems to promote a reproduction of traditional 

print norms at the same time as the use of a more informal style within the discussions. 

According to Emigh and Herring, it seems that editors tend to reproduce previously learnt 

norms and expectations when publishing information in the Wikipedia. In turn, these norms 

are continuously enforced through permanent editing processes.  

  



 

 
3.2.3. Gate-Keeping 

Wikipedia provides no gate-keeping function to control what is being published (Konieczny, 

2009). It allows its editors to voice their opinions and gives them the power to change any 

articles they wish, something that is unthinkable in traditional organization systems. This has 

been found to be a very important step in drawing new users into editing and writing activities 

on a massive scale (Bryant, Forte, Bruckman, 2005)  

3.2.4. Bazaar model 

How is it possible that this completely open editing system is functioning? Wiki technology 

adopts the bazaar model of knowledge from Steven Raymond (1999). The bazaar model states 

that “given enough eyeballs, all bugs are shallow”, which means that if enough people are 

looking, they will correct all mistakes. In Wikipedia, there is a continuous stream of editors 

that appoint themselves as article overseers. Wikipedia includes a watch list function, which 

allows any user to easily monitor articles and review their edits. As seen in the interviews 

performed by Bryant, Forte and Bruckman (2005) most experienced Wikipedia editors will 

check their watch lists as a first priority when logging into the site. 

3.2.5. Vandalism 

Furthermore, wiki technology allows saving every version of every article ever created, which 

becomes the perfect defense against online vandalism. If an editor or anonymous user with ill 

intentions decides to vandalize an article, his work will be easily reverted with just one click. 

This becomes a strong discouraging factor because all the work put into vandalization is so 

easily undone. Rational editors will prefer to do constructive work – and rational vandals will 

move to other, easier to vandalize communities (Konieczny, 2009).  
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The vast amount of editors with the will to contribute to the community ensures that most, if 

not all, problems are quickly fixed. 

3.3. Wikipedia as a community 

Wikipedia has long ago transcended its definition of being merely an online free access 

encyclopedia in which any individual has the power to contribute. Can Wikipedia also be 

understood as a community? 

The way wiki technology is organized helps users create social interactions among each other 

(Kuznetsov, 2006). It is through these interactions that a sense of belonging emerges within its 

user base. In time, these interactions give rise to a culture based upon customs and traditions – 

as most Wikipedia editors knowingly rely on the body of knowledge, policies and tools 

developed by others. 

The organization of the wiki technology encourages users to participate in social interactions 

with one another through discussions and resource sharing. It is through interactions with 

other editors that Wikipedians “begin to feel needed by the Wikipedia community” (Bryant, 

Forte and Bruckman 2005; Kuznetsov 2006). In time, this allows for customs, traditions, 

social conventions and its own culture to arise. Through the progressive establishment of 

common, agreed upon policies and guidelines as well as common culture, Wikipedians rely on 

the work of the community in order to pursue their common goals, that is, develop an online 

encyclopedia based on the principles of free online information for all. (Konieczny 2009) 

Wikipedia is mostly a self-organizing adhocratic community (Viégas, Wattenberg and 

McKeon 2007). While at first the founders of the encyclopedia gave it some general guidance, 

since then Wikipedia has been pretty much operating by itself. It has voluntary self-organizing 

staff that performs different tasks (Wikipedia: Wikipedians) and their power is limited by 



 

 
policies set by the consensus of the community itself. Furthermore, any editor can create 

organizations dedicated to improve aspects of Wikipedia and collect voluntary work force. 

These projects either thrive or are abandoned depending on their popularity. Members are also 

found to identify themselves as part of the community (Rafaeli, Hayat and Arier 2005) and 

some of their main motivations for contributing to the site are the sense of community, the 

sharing of the common goal and the identification with the values of the project. 

Based on Tönnies’ (1988) definition which states that the community is a group regulated by 

customs and traditions, and in which individuals are concerned more about the group than 

about their self-interest, Konieczny makes an argument for the understanding of Wikipedia as 

one such community. Its editors form a group; they are governed by their own customs and 

traditions (policies) and in a period of a few years they have created their own community 

culture. Finally, they are concerned about more than their self-interest, working towards a goal 

shared by the members of the entire group (Konieczny 2009) 

3.4. Wikipedia as a social movement 

Wikipedia does not see itself as a social movement and does not refer to itself as such. 

However, this has not prevented scholars from finding social movement characteristics within 

the inner workings and social consequences of the Wikipedian community’s activity.  

Wikipedia can be compared to the Free and Open Source Software Movement (FOSSM) 

popularized by Richard Stallman. While Linux programmers may not think of themselves as 

social activists, FOSMM has been thoroughly analyzed as one from various perspectives 

(Konieczny 2009) 

Wikipedia can be compared and even linked to the FOSSM movement. FOSSM was founded 

by Richard Stallman through the concept of “open source software” and the formation of the 

GNU project, a free-software, mass-collaboration system designed for the same purpose. This 
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idea spread and popularized by the Free Open Source movement has gained a big amount of 

followers and active participants. Its ideology, the free access and modification of work, as 

well as its collaborative nature has spread into many other fields. 

As a comparison, Wikipedia has its own open source software, the MediaWiki engine; it has 

its own free license, the GNU Free Document License and Creative Commons, and it currently 

promotes projects such as the distribution of free printed copies of itself in Third World 

countries. (Konieczny, 2009) 

On the other hand, counter arguments, such as those posed by Lehman state that movements 

related to FOSSMI are worried about creating and developing software, and not directly about 

social change. However, this argument is contested with the understanding that the practices 

developed within the Free Open Source Movement create and promote certain innovative 

values such as informal self-management, immediate acceptance of fellow contributors, open 

disclosure of all documentation and work transcripts, and advocate that all software be free for 

access, study, modification and (re)distribution. These are the same values underlined in the 

Wikipedia project (Konizeczny, 2009) 

Furthermore, Wikipedia is not “just an encyclopedia”, but it is an organized effort – a 

movement – delivering a promise to make humanity’s knowledge freely accessible to every 

single human being. While Wikipedia might not think of itself as one, goals such as 

“providing information freely to all humankind” seem quite akin to the various objectives seen 

throughout different social movements, particularly those related to FOSSM.  

It is easy to fit Wikipedia in some simple definitions of social movement such as the one 

provided by Tarrow (1998). It states that a social movement is a “collective challenge by 

people with common purposes and solidarity in sustained interactions with elites, opponents 

and authorities”. Wikipedia is a community gathered together with the objective of creating an 



 

 
encyclopedia and ensure its availability to others. It has sustained interactions with elites and 

opponents through its conflicts with established encyclopedias, media and even governments. 

(Konieczny, 2009) 

On the other hand more complex definitions of social movements, such as the one proposed by 

Tilly (2004), are more difficult to connect. Konieczny proceeds to compare Tilly’s definition 

of social movement to the particularities of Wikipedia. First, Tilly states that a social 

movement includes campaigns, which he understands as a sustained, organized public effort 

making collective claims on target authorities. All activities within the maintenance and 

development of the Wikipedia fall on self-organizing, unpaid volunteers whose numbers are 

counted in the millions (Wikipedia: Wikipedians 2014). This should qualify as a “sustained, 

organized public effort”. Furthermore, Konieczny states that Wikipedia’s claim can be defined 

as promising and delivering a needed social good, the free encyclopedia, a good that the 

authorities are not providing.  

Secondly, Tilly states that social movements have a complex action repertoire which includes 

combinations of political actions such as creation of special-purpose associations and 

coalitions, public meeting, solemn processions, vigils, rallies, demonstrations, petition drives, 

statements to and in public media, pamphleteering etc. Wikipedia does not use these actions in 

a traditional understanding, however, upon closer analysis it can be determined that within its 

structure, numerous special purpose associations exist: there are many public meetings and 

conferences among its members and the entire community is constantly interacting among 

each other through the site fostered by the Wiki technology. (Konieczny 2009) 

Lastly, as a particularity of a social movement, Tilly coins the term WUNC displays (figure 4), 

which are participants’ concerted public representations of worthiness, unity, numbers and 

commitments on the part of themselves and/or their constituencies. Konieczny argues that in 

general, Wikipedians are more concerned about building the encyclopedia than purposely 

taking public actions for some external audience. Schrorer and Hertel (2009) however, have 
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determined through studies of Wikipedia editor motivations that they are highly concerned 

with the encyclopedia users/readers and that this external audience is their main target. 

Therefore this task of building an encyclopedia with the goal to provide the readers with free 

information can be interpreted as a WUNC display. Worthiness can be seen throughout 

Wikipedia through its recognition of active and knowledgeable contributors; unity, through the 

adherence to Wikipedia customs and etiquette; numbers can be found in voting, polls, 

discussion boards, public meetings and conferences and finally commitment is manifested by 

the increasing number of editors and their activities (Konieczny 2009). 

 

Figure 4. WUNC displays. 

Koniezcny concludes that even if we are to avoid claiming that Wikipedia is a social 

movement, it can still be considered part of the FOSSM social movement community. The 

Wikipedia project, which is constantly drawing scores of new volunteers, educates them about 

FOSSM values such as alternative copyrights. Wikipedia fosters as well a collective identity 

tying itself with the FOSSM and diffusing its values to the wider public. However, definitions 

of what a social movement is have to be stretched in order to fit Wikipedia, possibly creating a 

WUNC Displays (Tilly) 

Worthiness 
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recognition of 

active and 
knowledgeable 

contributors 

Unity 

Adherence of 
Wikipedians to 

customs and 
etiquette 

Numbers 

Found in voting, 
polls and 

discussion boards 

Commitment 

Manifested by the 
inrease in number 

or editors and 
their activities 



 

 
need for updating these definitions. Finally, Konieczny poses an open question as to whether 

being a reader or editor of Wikipedia actually translates itself to being a social activist. 

In conclusion, Tilly (2004) states that future social movements may take a form quite different 

from those known today. Wikipedia’s new and innovative medium helps shape this new way 

of participating in civil society.  

3.5. Editors 

Editors within the Wikipedia community, commonly referred to as “Wikipedians” are a 

significant, completely voluntary army of content creators and organizers. As of April, 2011 

there were approximately 81 thousand active editors each month (Khanna, 2011) and currently 

about 22 million registered accounts (Wikipedia:Wikipedians). These are the mostly 

anonymous people responsible for the creation and maintenance of Wikipedia, and they are a 

key feature that distinguishes it from other encyclopedias (Konieczny, 2009). 

Becoming an editor is simple process. Anybody can become an editor by editing an article 

anonymously or registering an account. Forte and Bruckman (2008) characterize three types of 

users based on what they can do within the site: unregistered user, registered user and 

Arbitration Committee member. As we can observe in figure 5, Unregistered users have the 

ability to edit the encyclopedia freely but their ability to influence content is weaker than that 

of registered users because the community views their edits with suspicion. Regular registered 

users are the rest of the signed in community that hold no special technical powers. Registered 

users may also hold various technical powers such as administrator, bureaucrat, checkuser, 

oversight, developer and steward. Administrators protect/unprotect, delete/undelete pages, 

block/unblock users and have access to special revert tools. Bureaucrats have the ability to 

make administrators, rename users and create other bureaucrats. Stewards can change all user 

access levels on all Wikimedia projects. Oversight has the ability to hide page revisions from 
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all other user types. Checkusers can view user IP addresses and developers have access to 

MediaWiki software and the Wikimedia Foundation’s servers (on various sublevels). Finally 

there are users who belong to the Arbitration Committee. Conceived as a result of a formal 

dispute resolution process put into place in 2004, it serves as a general decision-making body 

for the English language Wikipedia site. The Arb Com, as it is colloquially known, was 

“initially charged with interpreting policy and making binding resolutions in the case of 

interpersonal disputes (Forte, Bruckman, 2008). The members are selected through a 

combined process between community consensus and appointment by Jimmy Wales. 

 

Figure 5. Editors types. 
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Editors may eventually move from a peripheral to a full participation in the development of 

Wikipedia. While the object of the general project, that is to build and share knowledge in 

encyclopedic form, remains the same; the Wikipedia editors’ individual goals, motivations and 

perceptions of self can change over time. 

Novice editors begin by contributing in noting mistakes or omissions in articles of their 

interest. Their initial contributions seem to come from their own personal knowledge with 

which they feel comfortable, and these corrections tend to be only minor changes at first. 

While the original goal of the novice users’ activity was to find information about their 

interests, where they would sometimes fix mistakes and make corrections, as they move 

towards fuller participation they tend to adopt a more caretaker-oriented role with a collection 

of articles. As these collections grow, Wikipedian editors begin to identify themselves more 

with the community itself, adopting its goals of building a sound information resource and 

seeing themselves as managers or creators. 

Even if expert Wikipedians will continue to improve the quality of individual articles, 

motivations shift towards the commitment for the quality of the Wikipedia itself, the 

improvement of the community and the character of the site. Many Wikipedians start to 

perceive their work as a contribution to the greater good, offering knowledge to the world at 

large (Bryant, Forte, Bruckman, 2005) 

Maintaining the Wikipedia as a community and information resource requires a big division of 

labor. However, this concept within the Wiki structure is quite ambiguous. The variety of roles 

required is voluntarily adopted by expert Wikipedians. Some spend their time checking 

various help pages and answering questions whenever they can. Others put their efforts into 

resolving disputes by serving on an arbitration committee and mediating on extended conflicts 

that the community has not been able to resolve by itself. Some Wikipedians will assume the 

roles of administrators or arbitrators. To achieve this status is not very difficult since they are 

not meant to be privileged positions within the community. These statuses are available to any 
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established and therefore trusted member and they provide access to functions such as 

removing vandalism from page histories, blocking IP addresses or ranges from editing, and 

editing secure pages such as the top page of the site (Bryant, Forte, Bruckman, 2005). 

Most expert Wikipedians, while still working on individual articles, seem to tend to 

concentrate their efforts on meta-Wikipedia tasks related to keeping the community 

productive, monitoring activities and looking for opportunities to help correct mistakes.  

3.6. Wikipedia governance, policies and guidelines 

Due to the nature of the open access environment that is the Wikipedia, the presence of 

numerous conflicts among its users should come as no surprise. How exactly is the Wikipedia 

organized in order to permit coping with the amount of potential strife and anarchy its system 

can create? How are guiding policies created and how have they changed over time? How are 

policies interpreted and enforced? Forte and Bruckman (2008) attempt to answer these 

questions.  

Wikipedia governance is of changing nature, continuously adapting to new challenges. The 

significant growth and flood of new editors that has come with the increase in the site’s 

popularity has caused its governance to become increasingly decentralized over time. 

Generally, governance refers to a system for organizing rules that regulate people’s behavior 

in a particular place. As Wikipedians create, interpret, follow and enforce policies, it follows 

that formal governance, social norms, the market and technology - in the Internet’s case - 

constrain their behavior. As Wikipedia’s value rises, the consequences of its misuse increase, 

in turn creating a need for a properly governed community. Ostrom (2000) states that the 

evolution of social norms within a community is more effective at accomplishing cooperation 

than the imposition of top-down rules. Social norms are effective at generating cooperative 



 

 
behavior and seem to encourage growth in the desire for cooperative behavior over time. 

Cooperation enforced externally, on the other hand, can disappear very quickly. According to 

Forte and Bruckman (2008) it seems that the Wikipedia is “less akin to rule imposition by 

external authority than to constant reform and refinement of social norms within the 

community”. Furthermore they find that in Wikipedia, code, policy, and social norms all 

support a wide distribution of power to govern. 

Before going into regulatory mechanisms it is convenient to overview the social roles that the 

aforementioned types of users may take within the community. Forte and Bruckman (2008) 

find that unregistered users can exert little influence in shaping policy and establishing norms. 

However, these unregistered users form a considerable part of the context in which day-to-day 

policy operations take place. While they have the ability to edit most of the encyclopedia 

freely, their power to influence content is weaker than that of registered users since due to 

their nature of anonymity, the community views their edits with suspicion. Registered users 

often tend to appoint themselves to formal and informal subgroups related to ideological, 

functional and content-related lines. Ideological groups tend to hold common beliefs about the 

ways the community should function and what its goals should be. Forte and Bruckman 

(2008) put as an example of stable groups the inclusionists, who are committed to the idea that 

an encyclopedia must not exclude information and deletionists, who are committed to very 

strict guidelines on what constitutes encyclopedic topics. Functional groups can be imagined 

as wiki professions. These include vandal-fighters, committees such as the Bot Approval 

Group and Open Ticket Request System volunteers, who manage email requests from the 

public. Finally, there are content related coalitions of editors known as the WikiProjects that 

have widely proliferated. 

The aforementioned Arbitration Committee which generally serves as a decision-making body 

for the English Wikipedia site wields considerable influence in the community. Arbitration 

committees are independent for other language Wikipedias and they currently exist for the 

French, German and Polish Wikipedia (“Arbitration Committee,” 2015). Their Arbitrators do 
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not possess any special authority or formal power which enables them to create policy. 

However, their actions play a significant role in influencing both content and policy. Its 

founder Jimmy Wales’ involvement in Wikipedia has also changed over time. At the inception 

of the project, he was much more involved in the daily business of the site; however his 

current involvement in English Wikipedia is mostly limited to high level guidance and policy 

discussions (Forte and Bruckman 2008).  

Kriplean et al (2007) describe the architecture of Wikipedia’s governance system as comprised 

of policies, guidelines and essays (figure 6), whose format is the same as any other Wikipedia 

page. Just as with standard articles, any user can edit these pages. Official policies are found to 

be at the top of the hierarchy. They are applied frequently by the participants and carry the 

weight of legitimate authority. These policies are clearly defined and have the fewest 

exceptions. Guidelines are found to be less official than policies, but violation still carries 

consequences. Guidelines are more open for debate and are likely to have exceptions. Policies 

can start as essays that express the opinions of a number of contributors. If these essays get 

enough support from the community they can become guidelines and eventually policies. 

 

Figure 6. Essays, guidelines and policies. 
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Because anybody can edit a policy page at any time, Wiki policy is fluid, since traditionally it 

has tended to echo community practices rather than prescribe them. As stated by Forte and 

Bruckman (2008), this openness might give the perception that anyone could wander along 

and take possession of authority through edification of policy, when in fact, creation and 

refinement of policy is a “complex social negotiation that often takes place across many 

communication channels and in which power, authority and reputation play decisive roles”. 

Consequently, Forte and Bruckman have found that on-wiki activity only accounts for a 

portion of governance activities on the site, while critical decisions are often discussed in 

public and private IRC channels, mailing lists, personal email and other off-wiki 

communication. 

3.7. Neutral point of view 

Together with the policies of “Verifiability” and “No original research”, the Neutral Point of 

View or NPV is one of the three core content policies that jointly determine what type and 

quality of material is acceptable for the standards of Wikipedia articles. The NPV policy is the 

most relevant to our discussion because of its inherent influence in meaning and definition of 

concepts treated in the encyclopedia and it is one of the few policies that in theory cannot be 

superseded by other policies or guidelines, or by editor consensus. The application of the NPV 

to the creation of articles is one of the most important factors that define Wikipedia as a new 

type of knowledge hub. 

According to Wikipedia as of September 29, 2014, editing from a neutral point of 

view (NPV) means representing fairly, proportionately, and, as far as possible, without bias, 

all of the significant views that have been published by reliable sources on a topic. All 

Wikipedia articles and other encyclopedic content must be written from a neutral point of 
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view. NPV is a fundamental principle of Wikipedia and of other Wikimedia projects; the 

policy is non-negotiable and all editors and articles must follow it. 

The NPV policy suggests that editors should aim to describe disputes but not to engage in 

them, to avoid stating opinions as facts, to avoid stating seriously contested assertions as facts, 

to avoid stating facts as opinions, to prefer nonjudgmental language and to indicate the relative 

prominence of opposing views. Furthermore, the NPV policy article offers guidelines in how 

to achieve neutrality, through the description of tutorials for naming of the articles, article 

structure, and proper distribution of weight to the different points of view. 

  



 

 

CHAPTER 4: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK, POWER RELATIONS  

After a brief overview in Chapter 3 on Wikipedia’s origin, its technology, its organization, its 

understanding of itself and of its users and members, we are prepared to delve into its complex 

internal power relations in an attempt to determine and better understand possible 

manifestations of article bias as a consequence of power struggles. 

4.1. Presence of oligarchy 

One important aspect of studying biases within the Wikipedia knowledge creation process is 

organizational governance. Michels’ Iron Law of Oligarchy (Michels, 1915) states that 

oligarchy, or rule by the elite, is inevitable within any democratic organization due to its 

tactical and technical necessities. An analysis of how this process affects Wikipedia 

governance is key in understanding power relations throughout the site. Konieczny (2009) 

looks at the Wikipedia: Verifiability policy (“Verifiability,” 2015)  page in an attempt to show 

to what extent Michels’ Iron Law affects an extremely open virtual community such as 

Wikipedia. 

Konieczny poses the following questions for the analysis of the chosen policy page: Was this 

policy a brainchild of several individuals, or thousands? Was it accepted by the community 

through a debated consensus, was it an unchallenged and eventually codified tradition, or was 

it imposed by certain editors or groups?  

While studying online communities, Kolbitsch and Maurer (2006) bring up “Dunbar’s 

number” that states that if a group is larger than approximately 150 members, it will become 

less individualistic and will require more restrictive regulations. They also note that in large 

projects such as Wikipedia, sub-communities covering more specific topics will emerge. 

Understanding such communities and organizations that dominate Wikipedia’s internal 



27 

 
landscape is crucial for understanding possible groups that may vie for control of Wikipedia’s 

governance (Konieczny 2009). 

According to Michels (1915) most organizations are faced with coordination problems that 

can only be solved by creating an oligarchic bureaucracy that is incompatible with democracy. 

It is not possible to run everyday operations by mass membership; concentration of power in 

the hands of the few produces more effective functioning. To questions posed by Michels such 

as: “How is it possible to assemble thousands of people in a given place at a stated time, and 

with the frequency demanded by the needs of an organization?” and: “How is it possible, even 

for the most powerful orator to be heard by such a crowd?” Konieczny points out that this 

once impassable problem has been solved in part by the Internet. However, other factors 

favoring an oligarchy still remain: the technical indispensability of leadership, the tendency of 

the leaders to organize themselves, and the general passivity of the led and their gratitude 

towards their leaders.  

Konieczny mentions that the Internet has made possible the gathering of any number of people 

in one (virtual) place and it has allowed them to participate in simultaneous or asynchronous 

communication. However, the needs of a big organization may still require quick decisions 

which are not easily reachable by a collective. Konieczny further elaborates through Michels’ 

arguments that the need for capable decision-making leaders arises and it is further 

strengthened by what Michels argues is a basic psychological need for people to be led. 

Originally, the leaders are part of the masses; however, as their power, prestige and expertise 

grow; leaders will escape control from the multitude. Replacing experienced leaders who are 

beneficial to the organization is seen as unadvisable and according to Michels it seems that it 

is unavoidable that, in time, leaders come to desire leadership and its rewards over their 

original commitment, thus seeking to preserve and enhance their position. Michels stresses 

that for democracy, the first appearance of professional leadership marks the beginning of the 

end.  



 

 
The Iron law, on the other hand, is not universally accepted. Leach (2005) claims that 

definitions of oligarchy within Michels’ theory are vague. Furthermore he challenges notions 

such as whether increasing bureaucracy means increased power for the bureaucrats, and 

questions whether “power always corrupts” and whether leadership really becomes 

unaccountable to the masses. He also argues that small non-bureaucratically structured 

organizations should be able to avoid the Iron Law.  

Undoubtedly, while Michels’ Iron Law of Oligarchy tries best to describe the societies of its 

time, it offers a number of valid points of considerations in terms of the challenges faced by 

modern organizations. According to Konieczny, there is evidence to be found that could 

illustrate the Iron Law processes on the Wikipedia. Some volunteers have left Wikipedia 

complaining that the spirit of the organization has been broken, well-established, veteran 

contributors have been penalized for stepping over rules that they deemed restrictive to their 

ability to create content, accusations of a “cabal” running Wikipedia are common and some 

internal Wikipedia organizations have been accused of living in their own little bureaucratic 

world, creating little useful encyclopedic content.  

Leach (2005) defines oligarchy as a concentration of illegitimate power in the hands of an 

entrenched minority; but what is “power” on Wikipedia? In order to research his central 

consideration on whether Michels’ prediction is true for this new form of organization – the 

“hard to define,” part democratic, part autocratic Wikipedia – Koniezny formulates the 

following conjecture in order to carry out his study: since the Wikipedia organization allows 

its members to create and shape policies through edits, it is safe to conclude that having their 

edits undisputed and preserved is a good representation of an editor’s power.  

Konieczny states that an argument could be made for a powerful oligarchy being able to 

influence encyclopedic content itself; however, he also points out that there are several 

specific policies within Wikipedia that deal with the content which are designed to prevent 

such development. Hence an oligarchy aiming to change the encyclopedic content would first 
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need to change these related policies. Therefore an oligarchy that would want to “run” 

Wikipedia should have the power to shape its policies.  

It seems, on the other hand, that Konieczny’s data indicates that if such an oligarchy exists, it 

is either relatively powerless, not interested in changing the studied policy (Wikipedia: 

Verifiability) or organized around different factors than those hypothesized and analyzed in his 

research. In addressing the myth that a rogue admin cabal is ruling the organization, Koniezny 

proves that while the cases of admin disagreeing with each other are not rare, admins are 

almost as likely to have their edits disputed and be defeated in the resulting contention as non-

admin editors. Additionally, no correlation between being an administrator and having their 

edits undisputed or winning disputes has been found. With his conclusion, Konieczny feels 

that admins could be compared to janitors, in the sense that they do hold some power over the 

inhabitants of a building, but in the end they are more akin to public servants rather than 

oligarchic rulers. Furthermore, being a member of a Wiki organization seems to be even less 

related to the ability to preserve one’s point of view. No successful cabal seems to originate 

from Wiki organizations as well. On the other hand, experienced editors do have a higher 

chance of winning a dispute, mainly due to their more active participation and familiarity with 

tools and processes within the organization. It could be argued that there is some weak 

indication that an informal and unconscious oligarchy is slowly being formed by active and 

experienced editors; however, the powers that these alleged oligarchs wield are very limited. 

Processes that might reasonably be expected to produce an oligarchy in traditional 

organizations; on Wikipedia they are mostly giving editors a small boost (Koniezcny 2009).  

Based on his research, Konieczny concludes that it would appear that the Iron Law has so far 

not shaped the structure of Wikipedia, and that this can be explained by certain factors found 

within that are known to be a good “vaccine” against Michels’ predictions. First, the 

technological inefficiency that according to Michels is responsible for the inevitability of the 

Iron Law has been rendered obsolete by the Internet and its ability to eliminate constraints of 

distance and physical space. Online, millions of people can indeed meet in one – virtual – 



 

 
place and attempt to create an efficient organization. Wikis were designed from the bottom up 

with the very purpose of improving collaboration between masses by allowing people to 

communicate more effectively, democratizing decision making and reducing the impact of 

oligarchies.  

Addressing the matter of transparency, Konieczny finds that potential oligarchs face the 

inability to control information flow on Wikipedia as all policy changes are discussed and 

archived on the publicly accessible pages. Furthermore, with the introduction of tools such as 

the now defunct Wikiscanner and one of its current working alternatives, the WikiWatchDog, 

that allow tracking of anonymous unregistered edits to their originating business or 

governmental organizations, the chances that an outside interest group could influence 

Wikipedia’s content lessen.  There is always a chance that strategic content-related discussions 

can be done off-wiki, but in the end their arguments to support edits have to be presented on 

the transparent playing field of wiki pages. While high transparency might be less suited for 

some traditional organizations due to competition concerns and requirements of some degree 

of secrecy, Tapscott and Williams (2006) have shown that adopting wikis and benefiting from 

increased transparency promotes efficiency and trust throughout the organization. On a larger 

scale, Hanson (2007) shows how changing information technology, and the increase in 

transparency, is indirectly but steadily influencing the behavior of individuals throughout 

society. Konieczny concludes that the wiki technology creates a powerful anti-oligarchic 

deterrent putting all members on a level playing ground. 

Furthermore, Konieczny notes that an “occupational community” that leads to high 

identification with the occupation among leaders and reinforces dedication to job ideals can be 

found on Wikipedia, where editors highly value altruistic motivations and project ideals 

(Bryant et al, 2005). The primary reason for active members to join the community is to 

engage in writing and maintaining articles, rather than joining a supposed oligarchy. 

Konieczny points out that few editors are aware of how Wikipedia is organized and 

furthermore, all of Wikipedia’s volunteers are unpaid, which means that there are no 
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incentives to rise through the ranks in pursuit of a better paycheck. This dedication to ideals 

ensures that both leaders and junior members remain constantly active in the organization and 

keep performing similar tasks. Michels stressed that those in positions of responsibility and 

power often believed to be more knowledgeable and indispensable than those they served, and 

as time went on, they would become further removed from the rank and file. Konieczny 

(2009) points out that on Wikipedia this alienation is prevented by the ideal-fueled 

“occupational community”, which contributes to eliminating barriers between editors and 

lessens the chance for leaders to develop a “closed caste”. 

It seems that in the end, on Wikipedia, there is surprisingly little power to go around 

(Konieczny, 2009) as esteemed and experienced editors, unless they identify themselves, are 

indistinguishable from one another; so there is no intimidation factor during interactions. In 

addition, experienced editors and community leaders can exert moral authority among their 

colleagues which they might have gained through past interactions, but with tens of thousands 

of editors if we think about Dunbar’s number (150 people), even this power is quite limited. 

Konieczny (2009) concludes that there is little professionalization of the leadership on 

Wikipedia because the site has a tradition of having its content and rules created only by 

unpaid volunteers. Leaders do gain experience, but as there is no barrier to increase their 

number, little power to share, little tangible benefit to being a leader and few factors 

differentiating leaders from the rank and file, it is difficult for an oligarchy to arise. 

However, Konieczny (2009) follows up by stating that certainly, the organization seems to be 

developing an extensive bureaucracy, that the number of rules is increasing and that 

conversations on talk pages become increasingly formalized and policy driven. Special 

etiquette has evolved and explicit references to policies are frequently evoked. In time, this 

may make it difficult for new editors to understand and communicate with veterans, which 

may lead to bureaucratic depersonalization and increased power distance. Furthermore, 

Konieczny notes that out of 4 million Wikipedia editors and the core group of 50 thousand 



 

 
most active, only 81 individuals significantly contributed to the development of the studied 

Wikipedia: Verifiability policy. If such a minority could organize itself and become more 

conscious of its power, an oligarchy could indeed form, simple due to Michels’ perception of 

the unwillingness of the majority to deal with leadership issues.  

In the end, according to Konieczny, there are few indicators of an oligarchy having power on 

Wikipedia, and few trends of a change in this situation. Although Wikipedia is not immune to 

the Iron Law, it seems to have evolved certain characteristics in its organizational culture that 

defend it from the supposed inevitable destiny of becoming an oligarchy. Despite all of this, 

there can be no guarantee that in the future wikis will not mature and evolve into a more 

classical and oligarchic organizational form (Konieczny 2009) 

4.2. Solving conflict through ambiguity 

Another issue that demands more attention in determining the knowledge creation process 

within the Wikipedia community is the manner in which nonhierarchical content generation 

environments deal with plurality of vision – defining and choosing facts, evaluating them, and 

assigning them meaning. Berger and Luckman (1980) have suggested that knowledge 

production is influenced by individual, institutional, and social trends, which make claims of 

objectivity problematic. Matei and Dobrescu (2011) attempt to determine whether the claims 

of neutrality and objectivity made by Wikipedia’s central policy, Wikipedia: Neutral Point of 

View (NPV), are interpreted as intended by the active Wikipedia members who use it in their 

daily activities. For this purpose, Matei and Dobrescu (2011) have focused on the role played 

by conflict and by one of the strategies employed in Wikipedia in order to minimize it: 

ambiguity. They are particularly interested in understanding how conflict and ambiguity 

influence the manner in which active Wikipedia members understand the making and 

implementation of the “neutral point of view”. 
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Matei and Dobrescu (2011) define ambiguity as the situation in which more than one meaning 

is accepted for any given narrative or concept, it allows users to agree to disagree. While 

theoretically users abide by the same rules, or use the same concepts in their discussions, they 

interpret that the true meaning of everything they say is ultimately seen from their own 

perspective. According to Matei and Dobrescu, Wikipedia in the end is a space that, willingly 

or not, fosters personal interpretation of rules and expression of opinions, and in turn, the NPV 

policy is affected by subjective interpretation and constant conflicts. At the same time Matei 

and Dobrescu (2011) propose that conflict is alleviated by allowing systemic ambiguity. Their 

main claim is that the Wikipedian project is successful only insofar as it has learned to solve 

meaning-related conflict through ambiguity. 

Stvilia et al (2005) found that eight out of twenty-two salient issues in discussion pages that 

accompany Wikipedia entries refer to definitions and meaning such as language 

misinterpretations/mistakes; stylistic choices, wording, semantics and subjective meanings. 

Elliot and Scacchi (2003) revealed that conflict is at the heart of open-source collaborative 

process, where it plays an equally important role in structuring and renegotiating rules and 

principles. Thus, Matei and Dobrescu (2011) interpret that social processes are often conflict-

ridden, and that rules and their meanings are continuously disputed on Wikipedia and suffused 

with ambiguity. This emphasis on interpretation of meaning suggests a social environment 

characterized by conflict as a structural characteristic (Matei 2005) 

Forte and Bruckman (2008) suggest that Wikipedia policy is fluid and that it echoes, rather 

than prescribes, community practices, and according to an arbitration committee member 

interviewed by them, at no time can a policy be considered to represent the last word on an 

issue. This is to be decided by interpretation, which can vary from committee member to 

committee member. Due to this, Matei and Dobrescu (2011) state that on Wikipedia, conflict 

is endemic, that practice drives rule-making, not vice-versa, and that policymaking and 

implementation are quite ambiguous. 



 

 
In order to study ambiguity, Matei and Dobrescu (2011) chose to analyze NPV talk page. 

Through “theoretical sampling” methodology (Strauss 1987), they determined that said talk 

page represented the most unique and important policy of the Wikipedia community. 

In their research, Matei and Dobrescu (2011) determine that overall, the NPV is an illusory 

ideal, and that its interpretation is an open-ended issue and that the NPV is not what it 

explicitly says, but what the members make of it. Through the analysis of a heated 

philosophical argument within the talk page of the NPV about the meaning and concept of 

consensus, Matei and Dobrescu (2011) found that the discussion provided some opinions and 

posed some positions, however, it did not solve the raised concerns. The main point of 

contention is that stating that all “significant” points of view should be presented in their own 

terms; NPV does in fact encourage opinion, not fact finding. Implicitly, the conversation raises 

the issue whether NPV is enforceable and noncontradictory (Matei, Dobrescu 2011). It seems 

that for the time period covering the comment exchange, none of the participants made any 

significant changes to the policy. Matei and Dobrescu (2011) affirm that the thread revealed 

that the NPV is indeed interpreted in various and often ambiguous ways during the editorial 

process, however, it is highly significant that this meta-discussion about the NPV made 

matters not less but more ambiguous as no participant changed sides, their arguments did not 

converge and no conclusion was drawn before the conversation died out. In short, the 

participants agreed to disagree and the policy remained ambiguous (Matei and Dobrescu 

2011). Through one of the concluding statements within the discussion which states that “NPV 

is more an ideal than a principle in Wikipedia”, Matei and Dobrescu (2011) arrive to the 

conclusion that NPV is an invitation to moral relativism. Through their analysis of the NPV 

talk page, Matei and Dobrescu (2011) determine that the NPV finds itself in a chronic process 

of ambiguity and that inner conversations end up without any clear finality. They continue on 

explaining that requests for clarification keep coming back on discussion pages, debates on the 

issues end up reinforcing the status quo. Matei and Dobrescu (2011) conclude that this 

happens not because the stated policy is unclear, but because its philosophical, ideological, 

and moral assumptions are contested, and as a consequence, NPV is unenforceable in its letter. 
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In contraposition to Koniezcny’s (2009) views on the relative powerlessness of editors and 

administrators, Matei and Dobrescu (2011) have formulated a different view. Through their 

analysis of the NPV talk page, they postulate that this much discussed “consensus” is no more 

than expression of power plays. Rules are adapted and twisted to fit the needs of specific 

individuals who appropriate editorial “turf”, which is defended at all costs. This creates 

multiple centers of power, strategic vision and policymaking, which are in continuous 

contention with each other. By Matei and Dobrescu’s words (2011) truth and “neutrality” 

become whatever users with power (typically administrators) intend it to mean, and this is not 

enforced by intellectual consensus but by topic hijacking.  

Matei and Dobrescu (2011) conclude that the NPV policy’s political process is not defined in 

terms of a collaborative, fact-oriented, egalitarian effort, but by conflict and by personal and 

subjective appropriation of meaning and editorial turf. It seems to them that NPV’s political 

process seems to be profoundly ambiguous in terms of what it means to the actors and how it 

is applied and that Wikipedia’s active users’ interpretation of its central policy is filled with 

ambiguity. Ultimately, they stipulate that the NPV policy is ambiguous and its ability to 

guarantee objectivity and neutrality is questioned and that the actual manner in which the NPV 

policy is interpreted goes in a direction that is opposed to its spirit. 

Finally, Matei and Dobrescu (2011) argue that Wikipedia policies are in a state of latent 

conflict, partially offset by ambiguity, and that ambiguity is, In fact, what makes Wikipedia 

work. They have detected a continuous process of ambiguization, which especially affects the 

manner in which users interpret the application of the neutrality policy. Furthermore, they 

state that “while Wikipedia projects an image of “objective” and “neutral” knowledge, the 

very meaning of neutrality and objectivity in its core policy is constantly disputed.” It seems 

that according to Matei and Dobrescu (2011), conflicts and ambiguity are actually central 

ingredients to the wiki project, which develops from the pluralist and nonhierarchical nature of 

its medium and of the culture that brought it to life. 



 

 
4.3. Power plays 

After examining the power structure within Wikipedia through the analysis of the applicability 

of the Iron Law of oligarchy to its community and exploring the ways in which neutrality 

might be interpreted in policy-related discussions, it is time to take a look at the ways in which 

some edits end up prevailing over others. During the content creation process, there are 

numerous points in which editors (individually or in groups) disagree on what sort of 

information should be allowed to stay in the article and which should not. This directly affects 

the final outcome of the information a user of Wikipedia will receive upon consulting an 

article of his or her interest. Power plays are a way in which groups of contributors claim 

legitimate control over content through the discourse of policy (Kriplean et al, 2007).  

As seen earlier through the study of Matei and Dobrescu (2011), interpretations of policy are 

not consistently applied; and deciding whether a piece of text, link or image should be 

included, reordered or rephrased is the most fundamental discursive work that Wikipedians 

perform. Policies provide a common framework and terminology with which to work, but in 

many situations, application of a relevant policy does not translate into obvious –and 

inmediate – action (Kriplean et al, 2007). It seems that contributors tend to struggle to write 

“neutrally” about polarizing topics, so Kriplean et al (2007) state that, in the end, policies are 

useful only to the extent that contributors are able to argue for their relevance and saliency as 

they work through their multivalent social relationships. 

Indeed, as Kriplean et al (2007) have illustrated, policy invocation can be inconsistent and lead 

to debate over interpretation, which means that even within the bounds of policy, there will 

still be confrontation and conflict when editors feel that they can influence the content. All 

such attempts by individuals or groups to claim legitimate control over articles are referred to 

by Kriplean et al (2007) as power plays.  
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Kriplean et al (2007) proceed to enumerate seven prevalent types of power plays (figure 7); 

article scope, where central and peripheral content is strictly delimited by an individual or 

core group of contributors; prior consensus, where decisions made in the past are presented as 

absolute and uncontested; power of interpretation, when one sub-community commands 

greater authority than another; legitimacy of the contributor, when the traits of a contributor 

(e.g. his expertise) are used to undermine or bolster a position; threat of sanction, in which 

threats are made to use sanctioning mechanisms or to pursue formal arbitration; practice on 

other pages, where content organization in other articles is used to validate or discredit 

contributions; and legitimacy of source, in which the cited source is discredited.  

 

Figure 7. Types of power plays. 

Through the work of Kriplean et al (2007) I will highlight some of these power play types.  

Article scope 

•central and peripheral content is strictly delimited by an individual or core group of contributors 

Prior consensus 

•decisions made in the past are presented as absolute and uncontested 

Power of Interpretation 

•one sub-community commands greater authority than another 

Legitimacy of the contributor 

• the traits of a contributor (e.g. his expertise) are used to undermine or bolster a position 

Threat of sanction 

• threats are made to use sanctioning mechanisms or to pursue formal arbitration 

Practice on other pages 

•content organization in other artiles is used to validate or discredit contributions 

Legitimacy of source 

•cited source is discredited 



 

 
Struggles over article scope are important points for power plays. The Wikipedia is Not Paper 

policy (“Wikipedia is not paper,” 2015) states that the main article on a topic should 

summarize the important subjects and provide links to sub-articles with more in-depth 

information. It will be up to the contributors to determine what is considered important, 

creating struggles over article scope.  

The power of prior consensus is probably the most critical struggle inside the talk pages. In its 

page What Wikipedia is Not, it explicitly discourages voting in favor of discussion. This 

produces a continuous challenge for consensus seekers, since determining which views have 

achieved consensus can be quite difficult. In the end, it seems that in most cases, silence 

equals consent, as most cases are never questioned. However, for popular subjects, this 

principle forces article authors to vigilantly monitor changes in order to maintain their 

contributions. Indeed, consensus is never final, and even the understanding of consensus 

within the Wikipedia community can change over time. Power plays operate within this 

ambiguity (Kriplean et al, 2007).  In turn, a dynamic is created in which new contributors 

battle against veterans and veterans fight to maintain the integrity of their work. This is 

reflected in the broader struggle over content ownership. While Wikipedia states that anyone 

should be able to make contributions to an article, in practice, there are often de facto owners 

of pages or coalitions of contributors that end up determining article content. Prior consensus 

achieved within this group can become incontestable, masking the power plays that have gone 

into establishing agreement (Kriplean et al 2007).   

As stated before, Wikipedia can been seen as a set of overlapping communities that work on 

sometimes overlapping sets of articles (Kriplean et al 2007). Usually, different communities 

have different sets of goals and different understandings of how encyclopedic content should 

be developed and categorized. In turn, this leads to different interpretations of the meaning and 

objectives of Wikipedia policies. Kriplean et al (2007) find that while working through these 

differences often strengthens the spirit of cooperation and understanding among contributors, 
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tensions frequently arise when different sets of users dispute content according to their own (in 

their eyes, legitimate) interpretations of policy. 

Furthermore, Kriplean et al (2007) also mention that accompanying the aforementioned types 

of power plays, it is commonly possible to find traces of the so called contributor legitimacy 

power play, which consists in attempting to undermine or bolster the status of a contributor. 

This may implicate an external attribute of the contributor (e.g. race/ethnicity/nationality, 

expertise, personal experience etc.) or their status within Wikipedia, represented by their 

community obligations or lack of thereof, or their degree of participation in other articles, i.e., 

attempting to legitimize their current contribution by citing past contributions within the 

discussed article or elsewhere within Wikipedia. 

Finally, Kriplean et al (2007) note that aside from the power plays that operate within the 

bounds of policies and guidelines considered so far, because this policy environment is not 

entirely consistent, there is not only room for debate, but also for abuse. Examples have been 

found where contributors consistently and successfully violate policy without sanction. An 

example in which the content of a heavy contributor to a philosophy article is disputed by a 

newcomer and is mediated by a third long-time users ends with the original content-creator 

threatening to leave the board if his content does not prevail. Even if such actions clearly 

violated policies about article ownership, civility to one another and treatment of newcomers, 

it seems that the Wikipedian community was willing to tolerate this due to the scarcity of 

contributors with the commitment to consistently produce high-quality content. 

Kriplean et al (2007) conclude that due to use of the aforementioned power plays by the 

contributors, policy will not always solve content disputes. However, while power plays will 

play a big part of the consensus-seeking process, Kriplean et al (2007) claim that the 

Wikipedian community is strengthened by the difficult work of seeking consensus. 



 

 
Throughout chapter 4, we have established that due to Wikipedia’s organizational technology 

and culture there should be few concerns about internal or external groups controlling the 

information that flows through the site. However, this does not mean that its organizational 

values, represented in the form of policies and guidelines, are able to solve all content 

disputes, much less prevent them. Thus, according to Matei and Dobrescu (2011), ambiguity is 

what partially offsets Wikipedia’s state of latent conflict and consequently stabilizes content. 

Therefore, due to the extremely difficult task of determining the degree of ambiguity 

influencing an article’s content, we must search for easier to determine clues in order to pursue 

manifestations of Wikipedia bias. As we will see in Chapter 5, I have determined that power 

play application during content disputes, and especially the types and origin of used references 

present in the analyzed articles are well suited in order to determine trends in article creation.  
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CHAPTER 5: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND DATA ANALYSIS 

5.1. Introduction to methodology 

Wikipedia has emerged as the largest example of participatory journalism to date – facilitating 

many-to-many communication among users editing articles, all working towards maintaining 

a neutral point of view – Wikipedia’s mantra (Lih, 2004). The wiki technology enables users 

to engage in participatory journalism, that is to engage in production and not only 

consumption of the news, and actively participate in the organization and presentation of the 

content.  

Participatory journalism is understood as “the act of a citizen, or group of citizens, playing an 

active role in the process of collecting, reporting, analyzing and disseminating news and 

information. The intent of this participation is to provide independent, reliable, accurate, wide-

ranging and relevant information that a democracy requires” (Gillmor, 2006). While 

previously, forums, bulletin and discussion boards, letters to the editor and comments in the 

digital version of newspapers were a way to engage with the audience and provide feedback 

and context to the news; the wiki format, with its extremely easy way of editing pages in real 

time, is what really propelled massive participation in the gathering and exposition of 

information for public access. 

In order to shed light on the consequences of public information unreviewed by official 

experts, and the possible uncontrolled biases this might produce, this study will gather 

information and analyze the knowledge production process within Wikipedia articles about 

recent socio-political events or developments. From these articles, the study will attempt to 

unravel editor sources and editor participation procedures. Within the chosen articles, struggle 

for content will be searched and analyzed with an attempt to determine specific sides of an 

argument based on the sources used by the editors. With this, the study will decide which side 



 

 
has prevailed during the contention, or whether the dispute has ended in ambiguity. This 

process will be repeated until patterns, or lack of thereof can be established.  

5.2. Discourse Analysis 

According to Pedersen (2009) the aim of discourse analysis is to reveal the ontological and 

epistemological premises which are embedded in language, and which allow a statement to be 

understood as rational or interpreted as meaningful. Discourse analysis is the study of 

rationality and how it is expressed in a particular historical context; in our case the 

development and creation of Wikipedia articles for ongoing socio-political events. It assumes 

that basic assumptions with regard to being, self and the world are constructed by individuals 

living in a historical and cultural context which is produced and reproduced by their speech 

acts. It is the Wikipedians themselves who shape in a precise historical moment an open, 

highly accessed and influential piece of information, and invariably, their own understandings, 

knowledge and personalities have a great impact in the final outcome of the articles.  

Pedersen (2009) exposes two main differences among discourse analysis approaches: those 

which take for granted that “the world” is a product of how we categorize it through our 

statements, and therefore looks upon discourse as a universal type of social action, and use 

discourse analysis to establish a general theory of discourse.; and those which seek to 

understand discourse as a contingent form of knowledge and use discourse analysis to see how 

knowledge and the production of knowledge have changed over time, which is the main zone 

of interest of this thesis with the advent of the Wikipedia community praxis in the past decade. 

Laclau and Mouffe (1985) see discourse as a system of signs that receive their meaning 

through articulation, a process that is understood as a conflict between individuals whose goal 

is to impose a particular understanding of the world. The task of discourse analysis will be to 

find the nodal points which give other signs their meaning, for example, how do Wikipedians 
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justify their arguments during content disputes, and observe the process through which the 

allocation of meaning takes place in order to find editorial patterns that would help us better 

understand the process of Wikipedian knowledge creation. 

As mentioned before, there is little power to be had around the Wikipedia. Indeed, the power 

of prevalence of one’s own edits over others may seem little in the grand scheme of things, but 

it still remains a basic building block in regards to the development of an article. Power 

involves control, namely by members of one group over others; a powerful group may limit 

the freedom of action of others, but also influence their minds (Van Dijk, 1993). In Wikipedia, 

it is seen how alliances between editors that vie for control of the content of an article through 

the use of power plays influences its development and growth. In Van Dijk’s words, “modern, 

and often more effective power is mostly cognitive, and enacted by persuasion, dissimulation 

or manipulation, among other strategic ways to change the minds of others in one’s own 

interests. Van Dijk further elaborates that managing the minds of others is essentially a 

function of text and talk. However, Fairclough (1985) notes that such mind management is not 

always bluntly manipulative and that on the contrary, dominance may be enacted and 

reproduced by subtle, routine, everyday forms of text and talk that appear natural and quite 

acceptable. In the Wikipedia context this is represented by the use of different forms of power 

plays that attempt to legitimize control and naturalize the social order in search for consensus. 

However, Van Dijk (1993) states that typical macro-notions such as group or institutional 

power and dominance, as well as social inequality, do not directly translate to typical micro-

notions such as text, talk or communicative interaction. Furthermore, according to Van Dijk, 

concrete text production is based on mental representations. For example, a newspaper report 

about a war is based on journalistic models of that war, which in turn may have been 

constructed during the interpretation of many source texts such as key witnesses, politician 

press conferences, other media etc. At the same time these models are shaped by existing 

knowledge and by variable or shared general attitudes and ideologies. 



 

 
For this reason, I believe that it is more valuable to analyze the references used in order to gain 

the upper hand in content disputes as well as the prevailing references within the article 

because they better portray such social cognition models or mental representations than the 

characteristics of disputing editors’ text. 

5.3. Data collection and article choice 

As stated before, through its commitment to the Neutral Point of View, Wikipedia attempts to 

avoid advocacy and instead promote the provision of information and issues rather than 

debate. However, these debates are found to be inescapable within the depths of the discussion 

pages associated with the articles, and they manifest themselves through the aforementioned 

edit wars. I have observed that articles of socio-political nature are a good representation of 

internal ideological clashes that are prone to generating many content-related debates.  

Furthermore, the speed with which news and information are published on Wikipedia is 

precisely the factor that makes this medium game changing. For this purpose, in order to 

address the “Knowledge Gap” – that is the general lack of content sources for the period 

between when the news is published and the history books are written (Lih, 2004), the chosen 

socio-political events have to be current and ongoing as categorized in Wikipedia’s main page 

as of February 2015, the time the study was made.  

When looking at articles with edit wars, I will take into account some of the variables of the 

method applied by Yasseri et al (2012) such as the length of discussion pages, the number of 

deleted words, edit frequency, number of mutual reverts and the number of comments on 

specific debated issues. As we can observe in figure 8 according to Yasseri et al, article wide 

edit wars eventually have three possible outcomes: consensus, which is the most common 

scenario where after a hot period of war the discussion becomes stable and the difficulty for 

challenging the content rises considerably; temporary consensus, where there is a sequential 
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appearance of contention and peace within the discussion due to exogenous events (i.e. new 

developments regarding the discussed subject) or endogenous causes such as the influx of new 

editors who are not satisfied with the agreed state of the article; and never ending wars, 

where articles are so controversial that consensus is never reached. Yasseri et al (2012) found 

that, to the credit of Wikipedia’s community, such articles are below 100 in the entire set of 

over 3.2 million.   

 

Figure 8. States of article contention. 

Since the chosen articles will be current and ongoing, none can yet be categorized as never 

ending wars. However, states of consensus and temporary consensus in specific debates will 

be scrutinized. 

Additionaly, the discussion pages of the chosen articles will be scrutinized in search for 

debates vying for control of the content. Within each debate, if there are clear winners 

represented by their remaining control over the disputed content, the sources that have been 

used to support their arguments will be registered. If the debate ended in ambiguity without 

• After a hot period of war, the discussion 
becomes stable and the difficulty for 
challenging the content rises considerably 

Consensus 

• Sequential appearence of contention and 
peace within the discussion 

Temporary 
consensus 

• Articles so controversial that consensus is 
never reached

Never 
ending wars 



 

 
any clear resolution, the sources used for the citation of the original content will be registered 

as well. In both cases, the type of power play used in order to enforce a position will be 

registered. Patterns in relevant references and power play usage will be sought (figure 9).  

 

Figure 9. Power play analysis. 

Following the “theoretical sampling methodology” (Glasser, Strauss 1999), the articles are 

chosen based on theoretical criteria of relevance. The chosen articles that fit the described 

profile of current socio-political events have been taken from the sidebar of the “current 

events” portal in the main Wikipedia page (“Portal: Current events,” 2015). As of February 

2015, as seen in figure 10, the shown pages are the Eurozone crisis (“European debt crisis,” 

2015), financial crisis in Russia (“2014-15 Russian financial crisis,” 2015), ebola virus spread 

in West Africa (“Ebola virus epidemic in West Africa,” 2015) Syrian (“Syrian Civil War,” 

2015) and Iraqui (“Iraqui insurgency 2011-present,” 2015) civil wars, war in Afghanistan 

(“War in Afghanistan 2015-present,” 2015) and the Boko Haram insurgency (“Boko Haram 

insurgency,” 2015).  

Find dispute 

Determine 
resolution 

Determine 
applied power 

play 

Find supporting 
reference 

Look for patterns 
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The war in Afghanistan will be excluded because it seems to be an event of recent creation 

and there is no meaningful discussion within the topic yet. Furthermore, the Syrian civil war 

has been going on since July 2011, with plenty of time to generate a discussion at least an 

order of magnitude larger than comparable current event articles. Since the scope of the article 

is so much bigger than the rest, I have decided to eliminate it from the study. 

 

Figure 10. List of chosen articles. 

Finally, using a python script kindly provided by Aleksei Tiulpin (2015) the domains of each 

of the current used references within the article will be registered. Each domain will be coded 

based on the country of origin as well as an established type, such as a news organization, 

financial magazine, blog, governmental institution, NGO, academic or financial institution. 

The results will be grouped and compared in search for editing patterns and information 

origins. 

 

•https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/European_debt_crisis Eurozone crisis 

•https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2014-15_Russian_financial_crisis 
Financial crisis in 

Russia 

•https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ebola_virus_epidemic_in_West_Africa 
Ebola virus spread 

in West Africa 

•https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Iraqi_insurgency_(2011-present) Iraqui civil war 

•https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Boko_Haram_insurgency 
Boko Haram 
insurgency 



 

 
5.4. Research limitations 

Reliability is a difficult term to handle in qualitative research; however it is not an issue to 

ignore. Healy and Perry (2000) state that while terms like reliability and validity are an 

essential criterion for quality in quantitative paradigms, in qualitative paradigms relevant 

terms can be credibility, neutrality, consistency and applicability.  

Credibility deals with how congruent are the findings with reality (Merriam, 1998), thus 

several issues have to be brought up in order to promote confidence in the study. First, through 

the literary review of Wikipedia, a development of familiarity with the scrutinized community 

has been established. Second, while the choice of articles was not random, the scrutinized 

references and debating users were included in its entirety. Third, two different approaches in 

the original research have been made: the analysis of content disputes and the coding of used 

references in order to promote triangulation. Last, the honesty of debating editors has not been 

put into question: they may lie or be dishonest in order to pursue their editorial goals, but this 

does not affect the dispute-ending result, which is the point of interest.  

Neutrality is one of the main focus points within this thesis; however, one of the main goals 

being the challenging of the status quo, political involvement is an issue difficult to avoid and 

a key possibility to be aware of. Consistency is a paramount factor to consider when looking 

for dispute resolutions and categorizing references. Interpretation of a reference origin or type, 

as well as the reason for a content dispute resolution is naturally qualitative and cannot be 

avoided. For this reason the main focus is for interpretations to be clearly defined and 

consistent throughout the whole analysis in order to attain credibility. Additionally, for the 

work to be dependable, the methodological process is defined step by step so another 

researcher might attempt to perform the same study, even if they do not arrive at the same 

exact results due to the changing nature of the scrutinized phenomena. Furthermore, instead of 

looking at the aspect of reliability concerned with reproducing the same results given the same 

methodology and context, I look upon the applicability or transferability of the methodology, 
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in the sense in whether it is possible to apply it to other contexts with meaningful results. It is 

possible to de-contextualize the reference-analyzing methodology in order to apply to similar 

and even more ample studies.  

There are several issues with limitations in the analysis. First, while the reference data 

collection and its numerical and proportional analysis quite thorough, its interpretations in 

relation to its impact on terms like social change, hegemony and discursive practices are quite 

subjective and dependant on the personal knowledge and ideology of the researcher. 

Second, the amount of chosen articles is limited due to time and resource constraints. It is 

impossible to automate coding of source origin because there is no standard big data 

nomenclature for every source that could be extracted with software. Thus the only automatic 

extractions were the domains of the references and its evaluation and analysis had to be 

performed in person. Due to this, there might be mistakes in consistency when a source is 

coded differently in various instances, or the coder is not able to determine the origin and type 

of source by himself. 

5.5. Data analysis 

5.5.1. Boko Haram  

As seen in the dispute analysis of the Boko Haram article (see table 1), one editor subscribing 

55% of all the edits to the article is strongly vying for content control through higher 

commitment than the rest of the participant editors. Eventually, many users forego continuing 

discussion and edit wars, conceding content control to the committed editor. 

Boko Haram is found to be an extremely sensitive topic with a lot of potential for political and 

ideological propaganda and for this reason most users are trying hard to avoid such 



 

 
discussions. For example, during the “What is this bias?” discussion topic, a certain user is 

concerned that there is a strong anti-islam bias within the article. A dispute is generated 

between those who try to associate Boko Haram with Islam in general and those that want to 

distance them from it. The discussion is terminated by the article scope powerplay (central 

and peripheral content is strictly delimited by an individual or core group of contributors), and 

editors decide that the philosophical discussion regarding islam and terrorist groups is not 

relevant to the purpose of the article. 

Because of this, edit wars on whether Boko Haram is a religious or political movement and 

edit wars on anti-Muslim content are common yet rarely solved. In the end, it seems that a 

great number of edits prevail through power in numbers and stubbornness rather than 

consensus and claims of neutrality. 

 

Dispute Debate Result Source 

Section criticism 

international 

 
Criticism quote removed 
alleging unreliable sourcing. 
Discussion on wether the 
sources provided are reliable 
 

 
Sources deemed 
reliable by 
legitimacy of 
source power 
play 
 

 
ABNA24.com 

Name section 

 
Edit war on general page 
overhaul in regards to Boko 
Haram nomenclature 
 

 
Editors agree on 
ambiguous 
consensus that is 
open for multiple 
interpretations 
 

 

Terror campaign / 

Insurgency 

 
Debate about wether 
terrorism or insurgency are 
more appropriate terms for 
the article 

 
Editors agree on 
a third option: 
violence. 

 

http://www.abna24.com/english/service/africa/archive/2014/05/19/609780/story.html
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Factual inaccuracies 

in the infobox 

 

 
Editors discuss the 
inconsistency between the 
contents of the infobox and 
the numbers and data 
provided in the sources 

 
One disputing 
party is found to 
be selectively 
pulling a quote 
out of context 
from the main 
source. His 
claims are 
invalidated by 
power of 
interpretation 
 

 
Crisisgroup.org 

Membership 

number/fighter count 

and Disruptive talk 

page activity 

 

 
The debate is continued as 
users proceed to edit war 
regarding interpretation of 
the meaning of factual 
innacuracy, as editors are 
unable to reach consensus on 
interpretation of praxis 

 
The disputed 
section is 
altogether 
removed by a 
third party in 
order to prevent 
further article 
derailing. Ends in 
ambiguity, no-
one wins 

 

What is this bias? 

 

 
User is concerned taht there 
is a strong anti-islam bias 
within the article. There is a 
dispute between those who 
try to associate Boko Haram 
with islam in general and 
those that want to distance 
them from it. Depending on 
the editor of each section, 
there is a clear difference in 
writing style regarding this 
issue 
 

 
Discussion is 
terminated by 
article scope 
powerplay. 
Editors decide 
that the 
philosophical 
discussion 
regarding islam 
and terrorist 
groups is not 
relevant to the 
purpose of the 
article of 
informing about 
Boko Haram 
activities. Edit 
wars continue 

 

http://www.crisisgroup.org/~/media/Files/africa/west-africa/nigeria/216-curbing-violence-in-nigeria-ii-the-boko-haram-insurgency.pdf


 

 

NOTES: one editor with over 55% of the edits within the article is taking control of most of the discussions through sheer 

stuborness and comitment. Many users forego attempting discussion with him. Article appropriation. 

Boko Haram is a sensitive topic in which a lot of political and ideological propaganda can penetrate. Because this is an 

encyclopedia, editors try to avoid philosophical discussion about the relation of Boko Haram with islamic religion. Tehrefore 

edit wars about anti-muslim contect are common and unsolved. Most of the time edits prevail due to number of editors and 

stubbornes rather than claims of neutrality and consensus.  

Table 1. Boko Haram Analysis. 

 

Figure 11. Number and type of references for Boko Haram Article. 

As we can see from Figure 11, most sources logically come from newspapers and news 

agencies (65%) while 13% stems from official governmental sources and 9% from academic 

publications and think tanks. It is important to note that only one of the 27 government 

references comes from the Nigerian administration, and even so from its United States 

embassy, which means that the Wikipedian article does not give much attention to what 

official Nigerian sources have to say about their local conflict. 
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Figure 12. Number of Boko Haram references by origin. 

Figure 12 shows a high impact of international organization sources (12%) which can be 

attributed to western development organizations committed to the African continent. Local 

Nigerian and other African sources account for only another 12% of the total number of used 

references. Most news sources come from the United Kingdom (39%) given its role as an ex-

colonial power in the region. 

5.5.2. Ebola virus epidemic in West Africa 

As observed in table 2, the particularity of this article is that most debates are concerned about 

the inclusion of original research. Examples can be found in the “Total mortality”, “Page 

direct”, “Semilog graphs”, “Projected casualities and deaths”, and“Dubious” disputes among 

others.  There is a great influx of editors that make their own interpretations of raw data and 

are taking the role of journalists upon themselves. This can be attributed to the main concerns 

of users and editors about epidemic containment and cure of the disease, spurred by general 

media panic. 
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Most debates in this article are not of ideological nature, but they are more concerned about 

proper Wikipedia praxis, causing a lack of meaningful references used in order to legitimize 

content within discussion page debates. It seems that each socio-political article, given enough 

time, will create its own sub-culture. 

 

Dispute Debate Result Source 

Total mortality 

 

 
Debate on the ways in 
which total mortality 
rates are calculated 
within the article. 
 
 

 
At the time of the 
debate there were no 
official figures from the 
WHO and when they 
appeared, several 
editors claimed the 
figures were wrong. 
However, due to the no 
original reserach 
policy, editors agreed 
on using the WHO 
reference anyway. 

 

Page direct 

 
A user boldly changes 
the name of the article 
based on google key 
words. Discussion 
emerges when on 
which name is more 
appropriate, one side 
based on epidemology 
practices and the other 
based on wikipedia 
practices. 
 

 
Several name changes 
are proposed in search 
for consensus. 
Wikipedia policies 
prevail over unverified 
expertise of discussing 
editors. 
 

 
Scientific sources are 
cited calling the ebola 
crisis an ”epidemic” 
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Ambiguity in 

Timeline graph 

 
Discussion about how 
the original research 
policy affects the 
creation of graphs and 
data interpretation. 
Some editors believe 
data categorization 
qualifies as 
interpretation and thus 
original reserach. 
Others are against it. 
 

 
No clear resolution. 
Ongoing discussion 
throughout the article 

 

Semilog graphs 

 
Continuing above 
disussion on another 
graph 

 
Most issues are 
attempted to be 
resolved by evoking 
the original research 
policy under threat of 
sanction power play 
 

 

Projected casualities 

and deaths 

 
Section removed due 
to original research 
claims that are being 
challenged by the 
section author 
 

 
The result of the 
debate was 
inconclusive, and the 
section was later 
removed and 
unchallenged 
 

 

Article title / Rfc 

 
Editor proposes 
another title change 
again according to the 
epidemology 
convention to name 
outbreaks/epidemics 
  

 
Several editors support 
the change, but the 
change is prevented by 
power play of prior 
consensus as this has 
been decided and 
discussed in the past 
 

 



 

 

Dubious 

 

 
An editor raises 
concerns about the 
reliability of the 
numbers provided by 
the WHO, which have 
been proven wrong in 
the past 
 

 
Editors decide to keep 
using WHO numbers as 
it is still seen as the 
most reliable source. 
The discussion ends in 
ambiguity as editors 
decide that the exact 
numbers is not the 
most important issue. 
 

 

“Pandemic” rename 

 
More name changes 
without consensus 
seeking are reverted. 
The editors discuss 
whether the page 
needs to be protected, 
while name changing 
proponents argue that 
it is a fast developing 
topic that should not 
be barred from 
evolving naturally 
 

 
The page becomes 
protected and name 
reverts are blocked by 
power of prior 
consensus  

 

Port Harcourt, 

Nigeria Ebola death 

case 

 
Content on a specific 
nigeria diplomatic 
death is removed due 
to concerns of general 
interest. The revert is 
disputed 
 

 
The revert is 
maintained alleging 
general interest 
reasons, citing that the 
content can be of 
interest to a Nigerian 
citizen yet it lacks the 
international 
dimension required for 
the article. Article 
scope power play  
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Edit warring 

 
Content inclusion by an 
editor is reverted with 
claims that the sources 
he uses are lone 
studies in 
contraposition to the 
WHO. The reverts are 
challenged. 

 
The dispute becomes 
personal and off topic 
and moves to the 
discussion on the 
editor’s personal 
pages. The reverts are 
kept base on power of 
legitimate authority 
 

 

Article ownership 

 
An editor accuses three 
common editors of 
article ownership, 
where their deletions 
and contributions are 
not discussed while 
other contributions are 
reverted. 

 
The accused editors 
manage to rally and 
defend their stance 
through the power of 
legitimacy of 
contributor 

 
 

Time to move article? 

 
Another user proposes 
a name move 

 
The move is blocked by 
the power of prior 
consensus  
 

 

Proposal for new 

chapter- search for 

new strategies 

 
An editor proposes a 
new section and other 
editors vote on its 
merits. Opponents 
argue that this section 
is better suited for the 
wikipedia article for 
the Ebola virus in itself, 
and not the West 
African crisis. 

 
Attempts to bring up 
the article scope power 
play fail and editors 
find consensus in 
adapting the section to 
the needs of the article 

 

Table 2. Ebola virus epidemic in West Africa. 



 

 

 

Figure 13. Number and type of references for Ebola virus crisis. 

As observed in figure 13, there are an unusually high number of government references due to 

the fact that the World Health Organization has been declared as the official data source for 

this article through its discussion page debates (76 references amounting to 19% of the whole 

article coming from this source). Additionally, African and U.S. governmental sources are 

significant with 15 and 19 references respectively amounting to a total of 29% of government 

backed sources throughout the article. This could be attributed to general population fear and 

the need for official statements from the governments in charge of dealing with the crisis. 

There is a high number of academic sources (12%) due to the high interest in medical research 

throughout the crisis. 
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Figure 14. Number of Ebola Virus crisis references by origin. 

As seen in figure 14, most of the sources come from international organizations together with 

the United States and the United Kingdom with 79% of the total references, while African 

sources remain at a low 10%, given the dimension of the crisis. 

5.5.3. European Debt Crisis 

Throughout the discussion page within this article, two of the main contributors appear to have 

fundamentally opposing views which have degraded into negative personal feelings towards 

each other. Many debates such as “Rating agencies”, “Bond auction results” and “UK not part 

of the euro crisis” seem to grow out of personal issues, which create many unnecessary 

disputes for the development of the article (see table 3). Voluntary mediators continuously 

attempt to put the progress of the article back on track.  

Many discussions, such as the three aforementioned, end in legitimacy of source power plays 

which place established financial institutions’ or magazines’ opinions over those of dissident 

sources.  

146 

88 

77 

41 

39 

Number of References by Origin 

United States 

International 

United Kingdom 

Other 

Africa 



 

 

Dispute Debate Result Source 

Organizational debate 

 
Re-organization without prior 
consensus 

 
Revert war 
stopped by lack 
of discussion. 
New organization 
wins by 2-1 
consensus with 
practice on other 
pages power 
play 
 

 

Bond auction results 

 
Different interpretations of 
the results of bond auctions 

 
Winner by 
legitimacy of 
source power 
play 
 

 
Government publishing 
office (US) 
Treasury direct (US) 

Rating agencies 

 
Dispute over prioritization or 
information. Dispute 
between the understanding 
of rating agencies as one of 
the causes of the crisis or as a 
pivotal role in the crisis 

 
Reverts stopped 
after disputing 
user could not 
provide enough 
sources on his 
opinion. 
Legitimacy of 
source 
 

 
Yahoo News. Retrieved 
source link is broken. 

UK not part of the 

euro crisis 

 
 
Wether UK will or will not 
contribute funding to the 
defense of the euro 

 
Power of 
interpretation. 
Several users ally 
themselves 
against editor 
armed with their 
own agreed upon 
sources 
 

 
The Independent 
The Guardian 
The Telegraph 

Possible spread to 

 
Concern about list arbitrarity 
within a section 

 
Discussion 
dissipated in 
ambiguity. 

 

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CFR-2009-title31-vol1/content-detail.html
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CFR-2009-title31-vol1/content-detail.html
http://www.treasurydirect.gov/instit/auctfund/work/work.htm
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/business/news/very-real-threat-that-greek-contagion-could-spread-to-britain-1965610.html
http://www.theguardian.com/business/2010/may/10/eu-rescue-package-q-a
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/finance/financialcrisis/7269629/Britains-deficit-third-worst-in-the-world-table.html
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other countries 

section 

 

Eventually the 
section 
dissapeared as 
following events 
unfolded 

France and other 

European countries 

 

 
Remove France from the list 
of countries affected by the 
crisis 

 
Removal undone 
under the threat 
of tagging the 
articles as NOT 
neutral 

 

Title change 

 

 
User is attempting to change 
”debt crisis” for euro crisis 
and proposing a title change 
from european sovereign 
debt crisis to eurozone crisis.  
His edist are being reverted 
under accusations of 
vandalism 
 

 
Title change 
proposal goes 
through by 
consensus as it is 
clear that the 
reverting user 
was providing 
erroneous 
interpretations 
of google books 
citations 
 

 

 
NOTES: Throughout the article discussion, two of the main contributors clearly have opposing views 
and personal feelings towards each other. Many of the disputes seem to grow out of personal issues 
between both editors. This is creating many unnecessary disputes for the development of the article. 
However, voluntary mediators seem to be able to put the article back on track. 
 

Table 3: Eurozone crisis. 



 

 

 

Figure 15. Number and type of references for European Debt Crisis. 

In the analysis of this article a distinction has been made for standard news sources and those 

specialized in finances such as The Economist, Bloomberg, Wall Street Journal, etc (figure 

15). General newspaper sources account for 33% of the references while financial magazines 

reach up to 21%. Additionally there is a 12% of sources stemming from governmental 

institutions, although mostly from the European Commission and other EU organizations. 

Surprisingly very little amount of academic literature is cited, with a low 3% of the total 

amount of references. 
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Figure 16. Number of Eurozone crisis references by origin. 

Even though this article is about the Eurozone’s economic crisis, as we can observe in figure 

16, the U.S is the most prevalent reference origin, with 25% of the total number of citations, 

followed closely by the United Kingdom with 20%.Sources directly from the European 

Union’s governmental, financial or academic institutions account for 13% while three of the 

major actors in current European Union economic politics such as Germany, Greece and 

Ireland only represent 4.1%, 3.1% and 2.7% respectively. 

U.S. financial magazines are found to be notably strong representatives for an article about the 

Eurozone crisis holding 16% of the total number of references that correspond to publications 

such as Bloomberg with 31 citations (highest referenced domain), Financial Times with 28 

citations and the Wall Street Journal with 17 citations. 
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5.5.4. Iraqi Insurgency 

In the case of the Iraqi Insurgency article, we can observe in figure 17 that the vast majority of 

references come from news source material (72%). There is a strong showing from 

original.antiwar.com, an independent publication specialized in anti-war advocacy. With 28 

references (twice as much as the second largest) and an 11.5% from the total number of 

citations, the ample use of this uncommon source can be attributed to the early stages of the 

development of the article, during which common Wikipedia praxis in relation to what is 

considered a “reliable” source has not been established yet. 

 

Dispute Debate Result Source 

Syria-Iraq Civil War 

 

 
Editor proposes to merge 
Iraq and Syria civil wars  

 
Many editors 
oppose the move 
as they do not 
feel that the 
conflicts are seen 
as one by the 
main media. 
 

 

Requested move 

February 14, 2015 

 

 
A move from Iraqui 
Insurgency 2011-present to 
Iraqui civil war is requested 
based on google scholar 
reference results. 

 
A majority of 
opposition was 
based on the fact 
that there were 
several Iraqui 
civil wars and as 
such the google 
scholar reference 
numbers was not 
reliable. 

 
uk.reuters.com 
 
www.hudson.org 

Table 4. Iraqi Civil War. 

http://uk.reuters.com/article/2012/02/29/uk-iraq-insurgents-idUKTRE81S0YI20120229
http://www.hudson.org/research/10505-iraq-s-second-sunni-insurgencywww.hudson.org
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Figure 17. Number and type of references for Iraqi Insurgency article. 

 

Figure 18. Number of references by origin for Iraqi Insurgency article. 

Additionally, as we can observe in figure 18, there is a strong representation of globally 

“local” sources, such as Al Jazeera and Daily Star, a Lebanon based news publication. While 
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specific Iraqi sources are almost non-existent and difficult to find, Middle Eastern references 

as a whole, between the U.A.E. (Al Jazeera), Lebanon (Daily Star), Iran, Israel and Saudi 

Arabia amount to an influential 22% of all citations. This is found to be only below U.S. based 

sources (45%) but above those coming from the United Kingdom (14%). 

The impact of Al Jazeera within this article is not surprising given its standing as a reputable 

Middle Eastern source (15 references). However, Daily Star’s prominence (13 references) is 

attributed to one editor’s personal preference. It is safe to assume that given time, if the influx 

of more editors continues, such sources as the Daily Star and Antiwar.org will eventually be 

replaced or overshadowed by generally more mainstream media. 

5.5.5. Russian Financial Crisis 

Given the economic nature of this article, just like in the previous European Crisis article 

analysis, news sources have been divided between general newspapers and financial 

magazines. Additionally, a considerable use of two currency sites: exchange-rates.org and 

freecurrencyrates.com, has warranted the creation of a separate code “currency” with no given 

national origin. 

As mentioned before, each article seems to generate its own sub-culture and common 

practices. The big emphasis placed on the ruble’s fluctuation has created an anomaly in source 

categorization with the prominence of currency sites, which accounted for 37 references 

representing 30.5% of the total number of citations. 
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Figure 19. Number and type of references for Russian Financial Crisis article. 

As observed in figure 19, general news agencies represent 41% of the total number of citations 

with 50 references while financial magazines reach up to 21.5% with 26 references, most of 

which originate from United States based publications such as Bloomberg, Wall Street 

Journal, Forbes or the Financial Times. 

 

Figure 20. Number of references by origin for Russian Financial Crisis article. 
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Interestingly, only 6 references stem from Russian sources, only one of which is categorized 

as a financial publication and one as a financial institution (see figure 20). Additionally, there 

is a good variety of other sources from Australia, Armenia, Israel, India, China, Japan, Canada 

and even one from Kyrgyzstan, all together summing up to 16% of total citations. United 

States based references reach up to 30.6% and United Kingdom up to 14.9%. Finally, there is 

a very low European presence (if we exclude Armenia and the United Kingdom) with only 

one source from Germany, one from France and one from the European Commission. 
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6. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 

As we have come to understand through the literature review, according to Konieczny (2009), 

the Wikipedia can be considered a community and as such, it creates its own culture, customs 

and traditions (Bryant, Forte, Bruckman, 2005). However, the Wikipedia community is 

extremely big, and while it has general guidelines and policies, its size forces it to become 

mainly a self-organizing adhocratic community (Viégas, Wattenberg, McKeon, 2007). 

Through the discussion page analysis, even with a limited number of Wikipedia namespaces, 

it is easy to observe that each prominent article, given enough popularity and number of users, 

creates its own sub-culture that works within the common context of Wikipedia but creates 

and exerts its own praxis and sets its own norms and traditions during the early stages of its 

creation. This hinders the supposed trend of each Wikipedia article inevitably arriving to a 

greater state of neutrality over time and number of editors. According to Emigh and Herring 

(2006), editors tend to reproduce previously learnt norms; as precedents are set and norms are 

established, new editors have no choice but to reproduce the established praxis, not only of 

Wikipedia as a whole, but also the specific models that the namespace sub-communities have 

created. 

Furthermore, the whole essence of Wikipedia neutrality is fundamentally questioned by Matei 

and Dobrescu (2011). In their study, they conclude that the political process within the Neutral 

Point of View policy is defined in terms of conflict and personal and subjective appropriation 

of meaning and editorial turf, something seen clearly in all five if the analyzed articles within 

this thesis. Matei and Dobrescu (2011) state that the NPV’s ability to guarantee objectivity and 

neutrality is questioned and the actual manner in which the NPV policy is interpreted goes in a 

direction that is opposed to its spirit. The conclude that “while Wikipedia projects an image of 

“objective” and “neutral” knowledge, the very meaning of neutrality and objectivity in its core 

policy is constantly disputed.” This can be clearly seen in the Boko Haram article, where 

important philosophical discussions that directly affect the nature of the article are avoided in 



 

 
order to “maintain neutrality”, as well as in the Eurozone Crisis article, where discussions are 

forcefully ended claiming neutrality of provided sources which cannot be guaranteed. 

In his study on the possibility of an oligarchy attempting to “run” Wikipedia, Konieczny 

(2009) arrives at the conclusion that there is little individual or organizational power to be had 

within Wikipedia, and that the power that does exist, can be represented through content 

preservation. As we have seen, there are Wikipedia policies that attempt to defend themselves 

from content control, therefore Konieczny’s analysis is based on the assumption that if an 

oligarchy were to attempt to influence content, it would try to shape Wikipedia’s policy pages, 

something for which evidence has not been found. However, as we can observe from the 

analysis conducted within this thesis, if we think of an oligarchy in grander terms, not as a 

small group of people controlling an organization, but a small group of organizations 

controlling general human knowledge, there is clear influence on encyclopedic content 

without the need to shape Wikipedia’s policies. English Wikipedia’s natural language and 

internet access bias, giving a clear advantage for sources stemming from the United States and 

United Kingdom in foreign conflicts, the prevalence of U.S financial magazines and think 

tanks concerning European and Russian economic crisis, the undue weight to American, 

instead of local concerns within foreign conflicts are all examples of such influence. 

Since Konieczny himself states that there is little power to go around inside Wikipedia, he 

agrees that oligarchies may not be interested in changing or influencing policies. Wikipedia 

seems to be immune to the generation of internal oligarchies but it finds itself vulnerable to 

traditional influence to social cognition in the same way as mainstream media. Forms of soft 

power, such as hegemonic discourse and cultural influence do not have the necessity to control 

Wikipedia content specifically, because its editors and the community’s practices and norms 

are not immune to the shackles of traditional journalistic models and draw the most significant 

part of its sources from mainstream media anyway. 
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So, can trends in article creation be established? The article data sample is not big enough to 

arrive at significant conclusions, since it seems that every article created its own sub culture 

and thus contains unusual tendencies or exceptions. However, it is clearly observed that most 

sources, independently of the context of the article come from United States and the United 

Kingdom. Governmental references are seldom found to be local, and generally respond to 

official statements or statistics resulting from U.S and U.K governments or affiliated 

organizations. All articles include a small percentage of academic-themed references, however 

in both economic articles analyzed; there is a very high prevalence of U.S and U.K backed 

financial magazines, and given the context, an unusually low percentage of academic articles. 

 

Figure 21. Trends in article creation. 

These trends strongly affect the outcome of the articles. They set the standard for what it 

means to be a reliable source, and once they get prominence, they are used to legitimize 

content over and over again. Even when conflicts are in English speaking countries (i.e. 

Nigeria), U.K and U.S sources are found to be on the top of the lists of reliability and usage. 

Can trends in article creation be established? 

• Most sources come from the United States and the United 
Kingdom. 

• Governmental references are seldom local. 

• All articles include a small percentage of academic references. 

• Economic articles contain a high percentage of financial 
references yet unusually small percentage of academic 
references. 



 

 

 

Figure 22. Article outcome. 

The main actors cannot be considered the editors themselves, since it cannot be determined 

that they are willingly promoting knowledge norms. Thus the main actors are considered the 

source origins themselves. News agencies like Reuters; news channels like BBC, CNN; 

newspapers like The Guardian, the New York Times, the Washington Post; financial 

magazines like Bloomberg, the Economist, the Financial Times, the Wall Street Journal; and 

governmental institutions like the European Commission or the U.S. Government. In 

Wikipedia there is always some little space to be found for alternative or dissident voices and 

references, but because of the due weight practice in Wikipedia, while they can be relevant in 

early stages of article development, they become nothing more than a small number of 

unrelated citations once the article progresses further. 

 

Figure 23. Main influencing actors in Wikipedia content. 

Do trends significantly affect final outcome of the article? 

• Trends set the standard for reliable sourcing and 
legitimization of content. 

Who are the main actors?. 

• Editors cannot be considered main actors as it cannot be 
determined that they are willingly promoting knowledge 
norms. 

• Main actors are the sources themleves: Reuters, BBC, CNN, 
The Guardian, New York Times, Washington Post, Bloomberg, 
The Economist, Finacial Times, Wall Street Journal, the 
European Commission, U.S. Government, etc. 
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For the final question: what are the implications on the declared neutrality of Wikipedia? I 

would conclude that Wikipedia is found to be generally free of bias only if we consider 

established traditional models of knowledge to be unbiased. So, do Wikipedia discursive 

practices reproduce the order of discourse? Wikipedia offers a new model of knowledge 

gathering and categorization, which is legitimized by traditional models of knowledge. The 

key aspect of what Wikipedia provides lies in its transparency. While Wikipedia’s discursive 

practices seem to support hegemonic social cognition and strengthen current power relations, 

at the same time these power relations can be challenged through Wikipedia’s inherent 

transparency. The changing nature, as well as the technology, values and improvements in 

handling information provided by Wikipedia, allows academics, editors and users alike to 

easily access, question and challenge established norms, which will certainly prove to be a key 

factor in the future of power relations.  

 

Figure 24. Implications of declared neutrality in Wikipedia. 

Finally, this thesis has shed light on the influence of content disputes and chosen references 

upon the shape of content and norms present in each article. A further study with improved 

What are the implications of the declared neutrality of 
Wikipedia? 

• Wikipedia is unbiased if traditional models of knowledge are 
considered as such. 

• Wikipedia offers a new model of knowledge gathering which 
gains its legitimacy through traditional models. 

• Wikipedia claim to neutrality lies in its inherent transparency. 

• Wikipedia itself does not challenge established norms, but 
allows academics and users alike to do so.

 



 

 
scripts and a bigger data set, as well as a comparative overview of other major Wikipedias in 

other languages should help in determining the prevalence of the trends found during this 

study. Research on the influence of Western media on the Wikipedia, and by extension public 

opinion and social cognition are required in order to better understand the impact of this ever 

growing community into our ever changing society.  



75 

 
References 

Berger, P., and T. Luckmann. 1980. The social construction of reality: A treatise in the sociology of 

knowledge. New York: Irvington. 

Bryant, S; Forte, A; Bruckman, A. (2005). Becoming Wikipedian: Transformation of participation in a 

collaborative online encyclopedia. Proceedings of GROUP International Conference on Supporting 

Group Work, 2005.  

Elliott, M. S., and W. Scacchi. (2003). Free software developers as an occupational community: 

Resolving conflicts and fostering collaboration. In Proceedings of the 2003 international ACM 

conference on supporting group work, 21–30. New York: ACM. 

Emigh, W. and Herring, S. C. (2005) Collaborative Authoring on the Web. A Genre Analysis of Online 

Encyclopedias. In Proceedings of the 38th Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences 

(HICSS’05) (Waikoloa, Hawaii, January 3- 6, 2005) Online:  

http://csdl2.computer.org/comp/proceedings/hicss/2005/2268/04/22680099a.pdf (last retrieval 

April 01, 2006). 

Fairclough, N. (1985). Critical and descriptive goals in discourse analysis. Journal of Pragmatics, 9, 

739-63. doi:10.1016/0378-2166(85)90002-5 

Forte, A., and A. Bruckman. (2008). Scaling consensus: Increasing decentralization in Wikipedia 

governance. In Proceedings of the 41st annual Hawaiian International Conference of Systems 

Sciences, 157. Washington, DC: IEEE Computer Society. 

Free Software Foundation (2008). GNU Free Documentation License v1.3- GNU Project – Free 

Software Foundation. Retrieved April 16, 2014, from http://www.gnu.org/copyleft/fdl.html 

Gillmor, D. (2004). We the media: Grassroots journalism by the people, for the people. Sebastopol, 

CA: O'Reilly. 

Hanson, F. Allan. (2007). The Trouble with Culture: How Computers Are Calming the Culture Wars. 

New York: SUNY Press. 

Healy, M., & Perry, C. (2000). Comprehensive criteria to judge validity and reliability of qualitative 

research within the realism paradigm. Qualitative Market Research, 3(3), 118- 126 

Khanna, A. (2011, August 30). http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/. Retrieved August 9, 2013, from 

http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File%3AEditor_Survey_Report_-_April_2011.pdf 

Kolbitsch, J., and H. Maurer. 2006. ‘‘The Transformation of the Web: How Emerging Communities 

Shape the Information We Consume,’’ Journal of Universal Computer Science 12: 2: 187–213. 

http://csdl2.computer.org/comp/proceedings/hicss/2005/2268/04/22680099a.pdf
http://www.gnu.org/copyleft/fdl.html
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File%3AEditor_Survey_Report_-_April_2011.pdf


 

 
Konieczny, P. (2009). Wikipedia: community or social movement? Interface: a journal for and about 

social movements, 1(2), 212-232. 

Konieczny, Piotr. (2009). Governance, Organization, and Democracy on the Internet: The Iron Law and 

the Evolution of Wikipedia. Sociological Forum, Volume 24, Issue 1, Pages 162-192 

Kriplean, T; I Beschastnikh,; D. McDonald, and S. Golder. 2007. Community, consensus, coercion, 

control: CS*W or how policy mediates mass participation. In Proceedings of the 2007 international 

ACM SIGGROUP conference on supporting group work, 167–76. New York: ACM. 

Kuznetsov, S. (2006). Motivations of contributors to Wikipedia. SIGCAS Comput. Soc., Vol. 36, No. 2. 

Laclau, E., & Mouffe, C. (1985). Hegemony and Socialist Strategy: Towards a Radical Democratic 

Politics. London: Verso. 

Leach, Darcy K. (2005). ‘‘The Iron Law of What Again? Conceptualizing Oligarchy Across Organizational 

Forms,’’ Sociological Theory 23: 3: 312–337. 

Lessig, L (2006). Code 2.0. Basic Books, New York 

Lih, Andrew. (2004). Wikipedia as Participatory Journalism: Reliable Sources? 5th International 

Symposium on Online Journalism, April 16 - 17, 2004, Austin, Texas, United States. [Online] 

Available at: http://staff.washington.edu/clifford/teaching/readingfiles/utaustin-2004- wikipedia-

rc2.pdf [Accessed 16 October 2013] 

Matei, S. A. (2005). From counterculture to cyberculture: Virtual community discourse and the 

dilemma of modernity. Journal of Computer Mediated Communication 10(3). 

http://jcmc.indiana.edu/vol10/issue3/matei.html. 

Matei, S. A., & Dobrescu, C. (2011). Wikipedia's "Neutral Point of View": Settling Conflict through 

Ambiguity. The Information Society, 27, 40-51.doi:10.1080/01972243.2011.534368 

Merriam, S. B. (1998). Qualitative research and case study applications in education. San Francisco: 

Jossey-Bass 

Michels, R. (1915). Political Parties: A Sociological Study of the Oligarchic Tendencies of Modern 

Democracy. New York: Free Press. 

Ostrom, E. (2000), Collective action and the evolution of the social norms. Journal of Economic 

Perspectives. vol. 14, no. 3, pp 137-158. 

Pedersen, O. K. (2009). Discourse Analysis. Working Paper, 65. Retrieved from 

http://openarchive.cbs.dk/handle/10398/7792 

http://staff.washington.edu/clifford/teaching/readingfiles/utaustin-2004-
http://jcmc.indiana.edu/vol10/issue3/matei.html
http://openarchive.cbs.dk/handle/10398/7792


77 

 
Pentzold, C;. Seidenglanz S. (2006) Foucault@wiki: first steps towards a conceptual framework for the 

analysis of wiki discourses. In Proceedings of WikiSym  pp 59–68. 

Rafaeli, S., Hayat, T. and Ariel, Y. (2005) Wikipedians' sense of community, motivations, and 

knowledge building. Proceedings of Wikimania 2005 - The First International Wikimedia 

Conference, Frankfurt, Germany. 

Raymond, E. S. (1999). The cathedral & the bazaar: Musings on Linux and open source by an 

accidental revolutionary. O'Reilly. 

Stallman, R. (1985). The GNU Manifesto- GNU Project - Free Software Foundation. Retrieved May 16, 

2014, from https://www.gnu.org/gnu/manifesto.html 

Sanger, L. (2005). The Early History of Nupedia and Wikipedia: A Memoir - Slashdot. 

Retrieved May 16, 2014, from http://beta.slashdot.org/story/56499 

Schroer, Joachim. ; Hertel, Guido. Voluntary engagement in an open web-based encyclopedia: 

Wikipedians, and why they do it. Media Psychology. Vol. 12, No. 1. (2009), pp. 96-120 

Strauss, A. L. 1987. Qualitative analysis for social scientists. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Stvilia, B., M. B. Twidale, L. Gasser, and L. C. Smith. (2005a). Information quality discussions in 

Wikipedia. In Information conference on knowledge management, ed. S. Hawamdeh, 101–13. 

Charlotte, NC: World Scientific Publishing. 

Tapscott, D, and Williams, A. (2006). Wikinomics. Portfolio: Penguin Group, Inc. 

Tarrow, S. (1998). Power in Movement. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Tilly, C. (2004). Social movements, 1768-2004. Boulder: Paradigm Publishers. 

Tiulpin, A. (2015). Ref. extractor. Zenodo. 10.5281/zenodo.15738 

Tönnies, Ferdinand. (1988). Community & Society. New Brunswick: Transaction Publishers 

Van Dijk, T. A. (1993). Principles of critical discourse analysis. Discourse and Society, 4, 249-283. 

Viégas, F. B., Wattenberg, M., McKeon, M. (2007). The Hidden Order of Wikipedia. EOnline 

Communities and Social Computing. pp. 445-454. 

Yasseri, T., Sumi, R., Rung, A., Kornai, A., & Kertész, J. (2012). Dynamics of conflicts in Wikipedia. PloS 

ONE, 7(6). http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0038869 

 

https://www.gnu.org/gnu/manifesto.html
http://beta.slashdot.org/story/56499
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0038869


 

 
2014_2015 Russian financial crisis. (n.d.) in Wikipedia. Retrieved February 23, 2015 from 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2014-15_Russian_financial_crisis 

Arbitration Committee. (n.d.). In Wikipedia. Retrieved May 3, 2015 from 

http://meta.wikimedia.org/wiki/Arbitration_Committee 

Boko Haram insurgency. (n.d.) In Wikipedia. Retrieved February 23, 2015 from 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Boko_Haram_insurgency 

Ebola virus epidemic in West Africa. (n.d.) In Wikipedia. Retrieved February 23, 2015 from 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ebola_virus_epidemic_in_West_Africa 

European debt crisis. (n.d.) In Wikipedia. Retrieved February 23, 2015 from 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/European_debt_crisis 

Iraqui insurgency (2011-present). (n.d.) In Wikipedia. Retrieved February 23, 2015 from 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Iraqi_insurgency_(2011-present) 

Neutral Point of View. (n.d.). In Wikipedia. Retrieved September 24, 2014 from 

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

Portal: Current events. (n.d.) In Wikipedia. Retrieved February 23, 2015 from 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Portal:Current_events 

Syrian Civil War. (n.d.) In Wikipedia. Retrieved February 23, 2015 from 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Syrian_Civil_War 

War in Afghanistan (2015-present). (n.d). In Wikipedia, Retrieved February 23, 2015 from 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/War_in_Afghanistan_(2015-present) 

What Wikipedia is not. (n.d.). In Wikipedia. Retrieved October 6, 2014 from 

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

Wikipedia is not paper (n.d.). In Wikipedia. Retrieved May 3, 2015 from 

http://meta.wikimedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia_is_not_paper 

Wikipedia: Verifiability. (n.d). In Wikipedia, Retrieved February 23, 2015 from 

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

 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2014-15_Russian_financial_crisis
http://meta.wikimedia.org/wiki/Arbitration_Committee
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Boko_Haram_insurgency
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ebola_virus_epidemic_in_West_Africa
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/European_debt_crisis
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Iraqi_insurgency_(2011-present)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Neutral_point_of_view
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Portal:Current_events
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Syrian_Civil_War
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/War_in_Afghanistan_(2015-present)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:What_Wikipedia_is_not
http://meta.wikimedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia_is_not_paper
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Verifiability

	programme: [Intercultural Teacher Education]
	year: 2015
	thesis: [Master’s Thesis in Education]
	name: TCHUBYKALO, EVGUENI
	title: PRODUCTION OF KNOWLEDGE IN WIKIPEDIA: CONTENT DISPUTES AND USED SOURCES


