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Wikipedia 

 

 

 

• 7th most visited website 

• The only one among the first 80 which is not private property 

 

• The main source of scientific information for the general 
public 
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2 Research projects 

 

 

1) What do scientists do and think of Wikipedia? 

 

Study of what university faculty think of Wikipedia; and what kind of things they do about 

it 

 

2) What does Wikipedia do to Science? 

 

Study of the scientific and technological content of the Spanish Wikipedia (the 10th 

largest Wikipedia) 
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Research tasks: 

 

 

• Building a data base with all the articles about science and technology issues: 
about 100.000 articles (10% of Wikipedia)  

 

• Study the quality of the references used in those articles 

 

• Study the coverage of topics among different areas of science 

 

• Building cognitive maps of this scientific corpus and compared it to cognitive maps 
of science 

 

• Study the edition process of those articles 

 

• Analysis of the most controversial articles in our corpus 
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Controversies 
 

 
• Controversy is common in Wikipedia, though less than 0,5 % of pages 

suffer large edit wars. 

• Most controversial issue to date in the history of Wikipedia: 
Gdansk/Danzig in the English version – 400,000 words! 

• Talk page 

 

• Basic research question: 

 

Are the non-expert character of the average Wikipedia editor and its open and 
collaborative model shaping the way controversial scientific issues are presented? 
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Talk page 
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Some of the most controversial scientific articles 

 

 

• Sensibilidad química multiple (Multiple chemical sensibility) 

• Efecto invernadero (Greenhouse effect) 

• Sigmund Freud 

• Big Bang 

• Evolución humana (Human evolution) 

• Internet 

• Capitalismo (Capitalism) 

• Homo Sapiens 
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1. Discussions often get very technical (scientifically)  
– Very similar to an exchange between scientists 

– “the role of infrared radiation in the greenhouse effect” 

– “the empirical evidence for the inflation theory in cosmology” 

 

 

2. Very close scrutiny of relevant scientific literature 
– “I’m far from being a scientist and I have no relation with the medical profession” but he’s 

gone through all relevant PubMed publications in the last 5 years and argues quoting some 

of these papers!!! 

– References are the main source of credibility 

– “If I say the Earth is round are you going to ask me for a reference?” 

– Complains about pay walls 

– Interactional expertise 
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3. Editors as (folk) STSers 
– What is expertise?  

– What is a scientific controversy? How much disagreement is needed to call something a 

controversy? 

– How is evidence determined? How much evidence is needed for conclusive evidence? 

– What role do external actors play in scientific controversies? 

– What is scientific consensus? Majority agreement, absolute agreement? 

– How should minority views in science be tackled? 

 

 

4. How to reflect minority views 
– NPoV policy interpreted as all contending scientific views should be reflected 

– But usually mainstream vies are given more room 

– What happens when disagreement involves social actors? 

– “leave a bit aside scientific asepsis and take into account the social dimension of the 

problem”. 
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6. Performative role of Wikipedia 
– Editors are well aware 

 

 

 

7. Boundary work and empirical/contingent repertoires 
– Avoiding bias and pseudoscience 

– Contrast between declarations on what science and what they explicitly argue in their 

‘technical’ discussions. 

– The empiricist/contingent repertoires (Gilbert & Mulkay) 

 

 

8. Consensus making 
– Real coordination between editors is rare 

– Closure: one side gets tired of arguing 
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