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OVERVIEW

n a previous Writing Spaces essay entitled, “Wikipedia Is Good for

You!?,” James P. Purdy introduces us to the idea that the online ency-

clopedia, often devalued in educational spaces, can serve as a starting
place for research and a process guide to research-based writing.! By ob-
serving how Wikipedia editors review each other’s work, have conversa-
tions about that work, and then revise accordingly, students like you can
gain firsthand access and insights into professional writing and research
practices that can be applied to research projects. In this chapter, we build
on Purdy’s essay by acknowledging not only how Wikipedia is good for
you but, conversely, how you are good for Wikipedia. This chapter differs
from Purdy’s contribution in that we discuss how you can become more
engaged in the Wikipedia community through various editing and eval-
uating practices. We want you to consider how you are good for the en-
cyclopedia project in three ways. First, you can diversify the encyclopedia
through your participation. Second, you can leverage your access to repu-
table academic sources of knowledge to improve coverage of certain topics.
Third, you can apply critical thinking skills you learn in your writing class
to help evaluate information in Wikipedia. Finally, we conclude the essay
by providing two examples of our former students who effectively contrib-
uted to Wikipedia by connecting their own experiences and identities to
their work in the encyclopedia.

1. This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommer-
cial-NoDerivatives 4.0 International License (CC BY-NC-ND 4.0) and is subject to the
Writing Spaces Terms of Use. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.
org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/, email info@creativecommons.org, or send a letter to Creative
Commons, PO Box 1866, Mountain View, CA 94042, USA. To view the Writing Spaces
Terms of Use, visit http://writingspaces.org/terms-of-use.
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INTRODUCTION

- _ A Jamie Withorne
- @jamiewithorne

My middle school teacher who yelled that "Wikipedia
wasn't a reliable source” every day is sharing vaccine
conspiracy theories on Facebook.

8:52 PM - Feb 11, 2021 - Twitter for iPhone
41.7K Retweets 1,317 Quote Tweets 424.5K Likes

Figure 1. A screenshot of a tweet dated February 2021 from Jamie Withorne (@ja-
miewithorne) reads, “My middle school teacher who yelled that “Wikipedia wasn’t
a reliable source’ every day is sharing vaccine conspiracy theories on Facebook.”

heck out the tweet above. After you read the actual text, you might

notice that, at the time we took the screenshot, this tweet had been

liked over 424,500 times and retweeted 41,700 times. Maybe it’s
gotten even more engagement since.

So, what’s remarkable about this tweet? We can’t speak for all Twitter
users out there, but we can say that this is probably a common enough ex-
perience that resonated with people across the Internet, not only in terms
of Wikipedia’s reliability but also misinformation issues. The tweet men-
tioned above probably makes people think about some of their own school
experiences. Maybe it makes them reflect on issues related to authority
and credibility regarding factual information. More than likely, many of
the Twitter users that engaged with the tweet did so because they recog-
nized just how much things have changed in the past 10-20 years when it
comes to evaluating online sources. But what role does Wikipedia play in
all of this?

In Wikipedia, contributors must carefully check their sources to ensure
credibility and reliability; otherwise, the information will be removed. As
you read this sentence, Wikipedia “develops at a rate of over 1.9 edits per
second, performed by editors from all over the world” (“Wikipedia:Statis-
tics”). In fact, the encyclopedia is now both the largest and most widely
used in history. In the English language version alone, an average of nearly
600 new articles are created every day. As we write this sentence, the En-
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glish version includes more than 6,480,638 articles on every topic imagin-
able (“Wikipedia:Statistics”). That’s over 91 times larger than Encyclopedia
Britannica (“Wikipedia:Size”). Maybe you've heard of it? Significant as the
longest-running print encyclopedia in the English language, Britannica
was continuously printed for 244 years. Yet it doesn’t come close to the
scope and size of Wikipedia. And while the English language edition of
Wikipedia is the most comprehensive and widely accessed, Wikipedia also
exists in over 270 other language versions (“Wikipedia:Statistics”).

Not only has Wikipedia grown in terms of size over the last two de-
cades since its founding, but the encyclopedia has also matured in terms
of accuracy and reliability into what some have called the “Internet’s good
grown-up” (Harrison), a community that “exists to battle fake news” (For-
syth), and “the last best place on the Internet” (Cooke). Moreover, plenty of
scientific studies have shown that Wikipedia is at least as accurate as other
encyclopedias and perhaps even more reliable (Brown; Casebourne et al.;
Giles; Hwang et al.; Krdenbring et al.; Taraborelli).

Despite all of this, you've likely been told never to use Wikipedia for
school projects. Right? It’s probably not surprising that Wikipedia was crit-
icized (Gorman) and, in some cases, banned (Cohen) from educational
uses. So why the bad rap? Why is Wikipedia still looked down upon, espe-
cially by teachers and other academics? James P. Purdy explains the prob-
lem that some academics have with Wikipedia in another Writing Spaces
essay entitled, “Wikipedia Is Good for You!?”:

Usually, teachers do not like two primary aspects of Wikipedia.
The first is its open participation: anyone, regardless of back-
ground, qualifications, or expertise, can write Wikipedia arti-
cles...The second aspect of Wikipedia that many teachers do not
like is its changeability: Wikipedia articles do not remain the same
over time. (207-208)

What Purdy calls “open participation” is probably the biggest reason
it has taken so long for Wikipedia to become more widely recognized as a
trustworthy and reliable source. The fact that anyone can make changes
to the encyclopedia makes us wonder whether the person writing about a
particular topic is knowledgeable about that topic. But the larger purpose
of his essay is to explain how Wikipedia can help you, as a writing student,
better understand how to use the encyclopedia as 1) a source, and 2) a
process guide for researching and writing. It is useful for you to know that
Wikipedia can be helpful as a starting place for your research. The pro-
cesses Wikipedia editors take on when contributing to the encyclopedia
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are similar to those students should engage in when working on a research
assignment.

In this essay, we build on Purdy’s work by helping you understand how
your engagement and contributions to Wikipedia can help the encyclo-
pedia. Not only is Wikipedia good for you, as Purdy suggests, but you are
good for Wikipedia. We believe that Wikipedia’s openness, the fact that
anyone can contribute, is the encyclopedia’s biggest strength. And we want
to encourage you to think more deeply about how you can help the Wiki-
pedia project in three specific ways. First, you can improve its diversity.
Next, your access to reputable academic knowledge sources enables you
to build on its content. Finally, you can apply critical thinking skills that
you are learning in your writing or research class to help make the ency-
clopedia more trustworthy. In the following sections, we discuss how you
are good for Wikipedia in these three ways. We ultimately argue that your
engagement with the encyclopedia is vital to its continued success. In the
conclusion of this essay, we include the voices of other students like you
who have learned how to edit Wikipedia and include screenshot images of
their contributions.

You ARE GOOD FOR WIKIPEDIA’S DIVERSITY PROBLEM

First, while the encyclopedia has come a long way in creating the most
comprehensive reference source in history, it still suffers from problems
related to what the community calls “systemic biases.” More on this later,
but the overall problem that causes these biases is that most of Wikipedia’s
editors are middle-aged, white males whose primary language is English.
Because those editors work on topics they are most interested in, other
topics or content areas are not represented. If you are reading this as a stu-
dent, you are probably outside of at least one of those social categories (if
not more than one). Your identity (your lived experiences, interests, values,
etc.) makes you well-positioned to contribute to Wikipedia, in ways big
and small, to develop and focus attention on parts of the encyclopedia that
have been overlooked in terms of representing diverse inclusive viewpoints.

So, about those systemic biases. Although Wikipedia calls itself the
online encyclopedia “that anyone can edit,” it turns out that most peo-
ple editing (especially the English language version) are male, old(er), and
white. You can imagine that these folks probably have a background in
technology. Heather Ford and Judy Wajcman, in a research article enti-
tled “Anyone Can Edit,” Not Everyone Does: Wikipedia’s Infrastructure
and the Gender Gap,” published in the journal Social Studies of Science,
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explore how the overwhelmingly male editorship of the encyclopedia leads
to unbalanced coverage and inclusion of people and topics. One powerful
example is the lack of coverage of biographical articles about women on
Wikipedia. While the statistics are constantly changing, at the time of
this writing, it is widely accepted that less than 20% of biographical arti-
cles in the encyclopedia cover women (Tripodi). Leigh Gruwell argues in
a related article that Wikipedia may discourage women from editing due
to its insistence on neutrality or a “Neutral Point of View,” which pro-
hibits subjective and/or embodied ways of writing and knowledge-making
(for example, personal essays that draw from the author’s own experience).
Wikipedia’s gender gap, as it has come to be known, can be understood
as a kind of omission—something missing—in the coverage of topics re-
lated to women or women’s issues. Remember that the encyclopedia runs
on volunteer labor. People edit and improve topics that they are interested
in and connect to. And this is a good thing! Wikipedia needs self-moti-
vated people like this that take an interest in a topic to make edits and
continually improve the encyclopedia’s content. But as long as the group
of people reading, engaging, and writing the encyclopedia remains some-
what uniform and stagnant (without a large influx of diversity of identity
along the social categories mentioned above), there will always be a prob-
lem concerning the issues that are represented well and those that are not
represented at all.

Another good example of how the gender gap plays out on Wikipedia
is the story of Donna Strickland, a Canadian optical physicist. She was the
third woman to be awarded the Nobel Prize in Physics (“Donna Strick-
land”). Although Strickland had an influential and significant career until
being awarded the Nobel Prize, she did not have a Wikipedia article devot-
ed to her until affer being awarded the Nobel (Bazely). This is a problem
for many reasons: gender gap and bias, level of recognizability, the pres-
tige of an award, and marginalization, to name a few. In Wikipedia, male
contributors tend to create and edit articles about other dudes. Even more
problematic, women are sometimes seen as less notable because of a lack of
secondary coverage in sources outside Wikipedia.

This is where you come in. As we mentioned above, if you are reading
this as part of a writing course, chances are you are already more diverse
than the average Wikipedia editor. You might be younger or have a differ-
ent gender, sexual, or racial identity. You might come from a challenging
socioeconomic background. You might identify as disabled, neurodiverse,
or a person with a disability. You might speak multiple languages. You
might be diverse in other ways due to your background, past experiences,
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identity, family, or something else. Diversity is not one thing only, and it
is not always visible to others. When engaging Wikipedia, bringing your
identity to the table can help because the encyclopedia is only as good as
the people involved. The community needs multiple volunteers and people
with diverse interests, experiences, and identities to contribute to the full
breadth of knowledge representation. Our discussion section discusses one
specific way you can leverage your identity to improve Wikipedia. Take a
look at it and consider engaging.

You ARE GOOD FOR WIKIPEDIA BECAUSE You
HAavE AcCESS TO ACADEMIC KNOWLEDGE

As a student, you have enormous access to knowledge—much more than
the average person. Wikipedia articles are most useful (and trustworthy)
when they use reliable secondary sources (like academic books or other
sources found through a library or library database). For example, you
might have run across a “[Citation needed]” tag in a Wikipedia article.
This means that another editor has noticed how a statement needs a source
to back it up. You can help by adding citations from diverse researchers and
other authors while exploring a wide range of reputable, published sources.
By tapping into your university’s resources, you can evaluate or even im-
prove Wikipedia articles with current and trustworthy information. You
can also share the knowledge access you have with the world since Wikipe-
dia is published freely, and anyone with an Internet connection can benefit
from its pages.

Think of yourself as the Golden Gate bridge for knowledge equity. You
have access to information often unavailable to those outside the college
context because of various “paywalls” and restrictions. That way, you are
opening a whole new horizon to those not part of academic institutions.
We draw from Wikipedia and rhetoric scholar Melanie Kill to support
this claim. In a book chapter covering this specific topic, Kill argues that
“Wikipedia provides students with a range of opportunities to work as in-
termediaries between the disciplinary expertise they are studying, a public
system of knowledge curation, and a global audience of readers” (389). Not
only can you provide access by adding information that would not other-
wise be available, but by adhering to the “Neutral Point of View writing
style,” you can also make that information more accessible (that is, under-
standable) for global audiences. Furthermore, Wikipedia does not ask you
for a subscription or a fee to read its articles. Instead, it encourages you to
use, edit, and widely distribute its content.
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We suspect that you are probably hesitant (and maybe anxious) to edit
a Wikipedia article. And you are not alone. We have heard firsthand from
students about the difficulty of accepting Wikipedia as a credible source,
as many were told in high school not to use it as a reference (Vetter and
Moroz). Or perhaps you are not ready to jump into editing because you
are not familiar with the objective, neutral, and factual writing style of
Wikipedia (Vetter and Moroz). And that is all OK. We are not asking you
to be the next Steven Pruitt (the person with the highest number of Wiki-
pedia edits), but we want you to recognize your resourcefulness and try
to add a credible source, edit a small section, or even go big and start an
article on an underrepresented topic. Your contributions can be as small as
fixing a typo or copy-editing an article or more substantial—integrating
new sources, adding images, adding content to underdeveloped articles,
or creating new articles altogether. We are confident you can do all that
and more!

Now, let’s turn to the practical steps you can take to improve the online
encyclopedia. If you decide to add a source, you may wonder what a good
source in Wikipedia should look like? First, it should be a reliable source.
Textbooks, literature reviews, books, or publications written by experts in
the field and published by reliable publishers are appropriate. You should
not use blog posts, press materials intended to show something in a certain
light, or popular press articles, as they tend to be heavily opinionated or bi-
ased (“Wikipedia:Reliable”). Remember that Wikipedia wants you to write
in an objective and neutral, not subjective style.

When you get to editing, use plain language, be brief, cite sources to
back up factual claims, and attribute viewpoints to the people who hold
them. You should avoid making conclusions, except when attributed to
a specific source. You can paraphrase, use direct quotes, summarize, or
transform information from the source, but you still need to make sure you
give credit to the author.

While article development in Wikipedia is mainly about generating
neutral and fact-based information, many encyclopedia aspects engage you
in critical thinking, analysis, and communication, for example, by partic-
ipating in writing spaces such as talk pages and in-class reflective writing.
As you become involved in Wikipedia as a reader, contributor, editor, or
writer, you start to understand many processes of creating an article. Wiki-
pedia is unique because it is transparent to anyone in terms of its policies,
guidelines, processes, and philosophies, and this transparency can help you
better understand how the community works (Vetter and Moroz).

¢ SHOVAS DNILLIYMA




WRITING SPACES 5

288  Matthew Vetter and Oksana Moroz

You ARE GOOD FOR WIKIPEDIA BECAUSE
You ARE A CRITICAL THINKER

Suppose you're learning about and practicing critical thinking skills in
your writing class. In that case, you can apply these skills to evaluate both
online sources and Wikipedia articles themselves to help improve the en-
cyclopedia’s trustworthiness. Unless you have been living under a rock for
the past few years, it is painfully clear that most social media platforms
are susceptible to issues related to problematic information (things like
fake news, propaganda, and misinformation). Need an example? Think
about how a former president’s claims about bleach as a protectant against
COVID-19 spread on Facebook and other social media platforms. Wiki-
pedia is, in some ways, immune to these kinds of things precisely because
it has several policies for what makes a reliable source. By helping to eval-
uate and improve the encyclopedia, you can create a better alternative for
reference information.

Your knowledge of digital tools, platforms, and search skills is invalu-
able when finding and evaluating information. You probably have already
used Wikipedia for your queries and could prove to others that Wikipedia
can help you answer various questions. Kill acknowledges, “It is often the
case that Wikipedia is among the first places students end up when they
are looking for information, but seldom do they imagine they might be
in a position to curate [or create] knowledge” (404). Can you relate to
that? Since Wikipedia has helped you in many ways to get answers to your
questions and provided you with information, now it is your turn to pay it
forward. Wikipedia needs you to critically assess its contents and improve
it, one step at a time.

First, you are capable of spotting if a news piece or an article does not
seem to be genuine or valid. You can then use your research skills to find
better evidence in the form of secondary sources to back up or disprove
that misinformation. Your writing instructor has taught you a thing or two
about the credibility of sources and rhetorical situations. This knowledge
will help you provide meaningful contributions either in adding a source
to Wikipedia or editing the entire article, whatever you choose. When they
work to improve a Wikipedia article in a classroom assignment, our stu-
dents have found that they gain experience in both “looking hard to find
research” and “making sure the sources I did find were credible.” The way
this student describes the process of contributing to Wikipedia, especial-
ly the research process, provides an important lesson in critical thinking
and source evaluation. Wikipedia articles do not just become “reliable” or
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“trustworthy” on their own. Their credibility comes from a whole lot of
things working together: individual editors like the one we quoted above,
who are trying to be careful about the sources they use to contribute; the
various references used to build the article; the sources that those referenc-
es are relying on and their backgrounds, and on and on. This notion of
what makes something reliable can be better understood if we move away
from traditional strategies for source evaluation that focus on only one
source at a time.

One model for evaluating sources that you are probably familiar with
is the CRAAP test. It’s memorable, right? The acronym stands for cer-
tain evaluative categories: Currency, Reliability, Authority, Accuracy, and
Purpose/Point of View, which may have been presented to you at a library
session or even by your writing instructor. These are wonderful criteria
for checking whether a single source is trustworthy and relevant for your
research project. However, one thing they do not take into consideration
is how the Internet and other new communication technologies have com-
plicated things. It is not enough to evaluate a source by itself. As Dan
Melzer discusses in another Writing Spaces essay entitled “Understanding
Discourse Communities,” we also need to consider sources within a broad-
er community. For example, we might ask questions like:

* Is the source itself seen as reliable within a community of experts
on the topic?

* What types of evidence (other sources) does the source rely on?

* Additionally, how and why is the source being shared online?

Ellen Carillo and Alice Horning also recommend this approach in their
Writing Spaces essay from Volume 4: “Effectively and Efficiently Reading
the Credibility of Online Sources.” In this essay, Carillo and Horning draw
from research about “lateral reading” (Wineburg and McGrew) as a better
alternative to the CRAAP checklist. More specifically, they provide three
steps for reading laterally to assess the credibility of online sources. These
steps support the idea that we need to see sources as part of a larger com-
munity because all three ask you to “leave the site in question” to 1) deter-
mine whether the source “appears on other fact-checking or hoax-busting
sites” (such as Snopes.com), 2) find out more about the author, and 3) “ex-
plore more about the site [or source] itself” (Carillo and Horning 40-41).

So how do we apply this kind of “lateral reading” for source evaluation
to Wikipedia? First, Wikipedia is only as good as the secondary sources
it draws from to build each article. When we go back to each source and
read laterally across the source and the community or communities it takes
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part in, we can more effectively evaluate its currency, authority, accuracy,
and reliability. As you learn more about this process in your writing and
research classes, you build the ability to help ensure Wikipedia’s reliability
and critically evaluate any information you come across, especially online
and on your social media networks.

HaNDS-ON CASES: ABBY AND CHEYENNE

We realize that despite our best arguments, you still might have reserva-
tions about engaging with Wikipedia in this way or doubts about your
abilities to edit and evaluate the encyclopedia. Therefore, in closing this
essay, we want to share how two students, just like you, edited Wikipedia
in a course we taught in the spring of 2019. Both students were enrolled in
a first-year writing class at the Indiana University of Pennsylvania, where
the two authors were co-teaching. Furthermore, despite initial concerns
and even some worries, both students used their unique identities and ex-
periences as resources for contributing to the encyclopedia and improving
specific articles. In the following sections, we use the pseudonyms Abby
and Cheyenne (which these students selected to be used in this essay),
describing their work to improve Wikipedia articles and connecting that
work to their own experiences and identities with excerpts from their writ-
ten reflections about the project. And while Abby and Cheyenne might
seem like “special cases” or “success stories,”—there are over 100,000 stu-
dents like them that have worked on a Wikipedia assignment since 2010
(“Changing Classrooms”).

ABBY’S EXPERIENCE EDITING THE
“FENDER TELECASTER” ARTICLE

As part of their coursework, students in Abby’s class wrote a personal essay
in which they reflected on their experience editing Wikipedia. Abby be-
gins her essay by recalling previous experiences with Wikipedia in school
environments: “Consistently, in both earlier and higher education,” Abby
writes, “many students, including myself, were told that Wikipedia has no
place in the classroom and that it was not allowed to be used as a source
because it was unreliable.” However, she quickly dismisses these attitudes
as “abhorrent and outdated” and proposes that Wikipedia should be “inte-
grated into classrooms at any level of education.” What is interesting about
Abby’s reflection, though, is how her attitude changed. Identifying as a
transfer student, Abby confesses that she “had zero clue that [her] English
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class could be about Wikipedia.” However, despite having “doubts about
a Wikipedia-centered class,” she also recognizes that this approach rep-
resents a “great opportunity for students in higher education to learn about
many different facets of writing.” So, what happened to Abby that might
explain this shift in her attitude? To answer this question, we might think
further about how Abby was able to use her interests (a hobby, in this ex-
ample) as a way to connect to the work she was doing in the encyclopedia.

As part of her Wikipedia-based writing project, Abby chose to update
the article on “Fender Telecaster.” In a class presentation, she explained
this choice by discussing how she enjoys playing and learning about the
guitar as a hobby. Connecting her experience and interest with the writ-
ing assignment further allowed her to make meaningful contributions to
the article. Among other edits, Abby worked to create subsections in the
article for different Telecaster model “variants,” including the “B Bender
Telecaster,” the “Tele Sub-Sonic,” the “Telecaster XII 12-String,” and oth-
ers. While student edits in Wikipedia, like any editor’s contributions, are
always subject to further revision or even deletion (in some cases), Abby’s
contributions have remained in the article. Other editors have even built
on her contributions (“Fender Telecaster”).

CHEYENNE’S EXPERIENCE EDITING THE
“MEADVILLE, PENNSYLVANIA” ARTICLE

Like Abby, Cheyenne’s first reaction to being told that she would edit a
Wikipedia article as part of a college writing assignment was disbelief. Her
attitude about the online encyclopedia may even line up with what previ-
ous teachers have told you in high school or other college classes. “When I
first started this class,” Cheyenne writes, “I thought this might have been
a joke since we were never allowed to use [Wikipedia] to get information
or even use the sources that came from it.” However, Cheyenne’s attitude
changed once she realized that the assignment was not, in fact, a joke and
that she could leverage her interests to choose an article to work on. Chey-
enne describes the experience of selecting an article to work on (her home-
town of Meadville, Pennsylvania) and how she figured out what she could
add in the following passage:

When my professor originally introduced to us that we would be
picking an article of something that interests ourselves...I thought
let’s look up Meadyville (which is my hometown). When I got to the
page, I noticed that most of the information was correct but what
could be a section that I could add to make the history of Mead-
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ville more interesting. It came across my mind when I thought
I should add an attractions portion of it but only of things that
Meadpville did or has educational purposes. When editing my ar-
ticle, I felt like I was helping students and anyone else who would
look up Meadville on Wikipedia to get true and real information
while also sourcing my work as I go along.

As a first-year college student, Cheyenne often traveled back and forth
between campus and her parents’ house to see friends and family on the
weekend. Once we realized that she was visiting the town that she was
writing about, we suggested to her that she take some photos of the his-
torical features of Meadville and upload them to Wikimedia Commons.
Since this is the database used by Wikipedia for images and other media,
Cheyenne could also add pictures of the landmarks she was writing about
to her article (see Figures 2 and 3).

The Meadville Market House =

-} 43

Figure 2. This image of the Meadville Market House appears in Wikipedia’s ar-
ticle “Meadville, Pennsylvania” titled “The Meadville Market House.” Via Wiki-
media Commons, CC-BY-SA 4.0.
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A monument in the shape of a scroll &
dedicated to the founder of Meadville,

David Mead

Figure 3. An image of a monument in Meadville, Pennsylvania, with a caption
that reads, “A monument in the shape of a scroll dedicated to the founder of
Meadyville, David Mead.” Via Wikimedia Commons, CC-BY-SA 4.0.

What Cheyenne’s account tells us is this. First, personal experience (in
Cheyenne’s case, growing up in Meadville, Pennsylvania) can help stu-
dents create a unique connection to and improve Wikipedia. Second, add-
ing your photos to a Wikipedia article is a wonderful way to improve the
encyclopedia. Finally, while Cheyenne was hesitant about the project at
first, she ultimately realized its potential, writing in her reflection, “In my
opinion, Wikipedia has a bright future coming if professors keep promot-
ing it out to their students.”
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CONCLUSION

Acknowledging the many ways you can benefit from Wikipedia, we want
you to consider several key points from the above discussion. First, you are
good for Wikipedia because you have multiple aspects of your identity that
could help you contribute to the expansion of diversity of the online ency-
clopedia. Second, your access to academic knowledge makes you a valuable
source for those outside academia—everyday readers of Wikipedia. Third,
your critical thinking skills are helpful in terms of evaluating the content
of Wikipedia, recognizing misinformation, and providing credible sources
to verify the facts.

By now, we hope you can understand just how unique you are for
Wikipedia’s space. Are you inspired to take on an editing task? Or do you
feel the urge to email that middle school teacher who warned you not to
use Wikipedia? We hope that you are empowered to edit, add, factcheck,
copyedit, create, or simply talk to your peers, family, and friends about
Wikipedia and what it is all about. Like Abby and Cheyenne, you can ex-
plore your interests, identities, and experiences about topics on Wikipedia.
Remember: “You Are Good for Wikipedia.” This affirmation especially
works when you realize that your potential arises from your unique iden-
tity. Don’t know where to start? Check out the discussion questions and
activities we find useful when engaging in Wikipedia writing,

WoRrks CITED

Bazely, Dawn. “Why Nobel Prize Winner Donna Strickland Didn’t Have a Wiki-
pedia Page.” The Washington Post, 8 Oct. 2018, www.washingtonpost.com/
outlook/2018/10/08/why-nobel-winner-donna-strickland-didne-have-wikipe-
dia-page/. Accessed 12 April 2022.

Brown, Adam R. “Wikipedia as a Data Source for Political Scientists: Accuracy
and Completeness of Coverage.” PS: Political Science and Politics, vol. 44,
no. 2, 2011, pp. 339—43, http://www.jstor.org/stable/41319920. Accessed 12
Apr. 2022.

Carillo, Ellen, and Alice Horning. “Effectively and Efficiently Reading the Cred-
ibility of Online Sources.” Writing Spaces: Readings on Writing, vol. 4, edited
by Dana Lynn Driscoll, Megan Heise, Mary K. Stewart, and Matthew Vetter.
Parlor Press, 2021, pp. 35-50.

Casebourne, Imogen, et al. “Assessing the Accuracy and Quality of Wikipedia
Entries Compared to Popular Online Encyclopaedias: A Comparative Prelim-
inary Study across Disciplines in English, Spanish and Arabic.” Epic, Oxford
and Wikimedia Commons, 2012. commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:EPIC_
Oxford_report.pdf. Accessed 13 April 2022.



You Are Good for Wikipedia 295

“Changing Classrooms.” Wiki Education, wikiedu.org/changing/classrooms/. Ac-
cessed 12 April 2022.

Cohen, Noam. “A History Department Bans Citing Wikipedia as a Research
Source.” The New York Times, 21 Feb. 2007, www.nytimes.com/2007/02/21/
education/21wikipedia.html. Accessed 12 April 2022.

Cooke, Richard. “Wikipedia Is the Last Best Place on the Internet.” Wired, 17 Feb.
2020, www.wired.com/story/wikipedia-online-encyclopedia-best-place-inter-
net/. Accessed 12 April 2022.

“Donna Strickland.” Wikipedia, The Free Encyclopedia, 21 March 2022, en.wiki-
pedia.org/w/index.php?title=Donna_Strickland&oldid=1078488265.  Ac-
cessed 12 April 2022.

Drury, Alliana. “Wikipedia’s Place in Higher Education.” Wiki Education, 9 July
2019, wikiedu.org/blog/2019/07/09/wikipedias-place-in-higher-education/.
Accessed 14 Aug. 2021.

“Fender Telecaster.” Wikipedia, The Free Encyclopedia, 4 April 2022, en.wikipe-
dia.org/w/index.php?title=Fender_Telecaster&oldid=1080968857.  Accessed
12 April 2022.

Ford, Heather, and Judy Wajcman. “Anyone Can Edit, Not Everyone Does:
Wikipedia’s Infrastructure and the Gender Gap.” Social Studies of Science, vol.
47, no. 4, Aug. 2017, pp. 511-27, doi:10.1177/0306312717692172.

Forsyth, Peter. “How Wikipedia Dodged Public Outcry Plaguing Social Me-
dia Platforms.” Wiki Strategies, 23 Aug. 2018, wikistrategies.net/how-wiki-
pedia-dodged-public-outcry-plaguing-social-media-platforms. Accessed 12
April 2022.

Giles, Jim. “Internet Encyclopaedias Go Head to Head.” Nature, vol. 438, Dec.
2005, pp. 90001, doi:10.1038/438900a.

Gorman, Michael. “Jabberwiki: The Educational Response, Part 11.” Britan-
nica Blog, 26 June 2007, Accessed via Wayback Machine, web.archive.org/
web/20210224141437/blogs.britannica.com/2007/06/jabberwiki-the-educa-
tional-response-part-ii/. Accessed 12 April 2022.

Harrison, Stephen. “Happy 18th Birthday, Wikipedia. Let’s Celebrate the Inter-
net’s Good Grown-Up.” Washington Post, 14 Jan. 2019, www.washingtonpost.
com/opinions/happy-18th-birthday-wikipedia-lets-celebrate-the-internets-
good-grown-up/2019/01/14/e4d854cc-1837-11€9-9ebf-c5fed1b7a081_story.
heml. Accessed 12 April 2022.

Hwang, Thomas J., et al. “Drug Safety in the Digital Age.” New England Jour-
nal of Medicine, vol. 370, no. 26, June 2014, pp. 2460-2462, doi:10.1056/
NEJMpl1401767.

@jamiewithorn. “My middle school teacher who yelled that “Wikipedia wasn’t
a reliable source’ every day is sharing vaccine conspiracy theories on Face-
book.” Twitter, 11 Feb. 2021, 8:52 p.m., twitter.com/jamiewithorne/
status/1360044136695554051.

Kill, Melanie. “Teaching Digital Rhetoric: Wikipedia, Collaboration, and the
Politics of Free Knowledge.” Digital Humanities Pedagogy: Practices, Princi-

¢ SHOVAS DNILLIYMA




SPACES 5

X

WRITINC

296  Matthew Vetter and Oksana Moroz

ples, and Politics, edited by Brett D. Hirsch, Open Book Publishers, 2012, pp.
389-406. www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt5vjtt3.21. Accessed 27 July 2021.

Melzer, Dan. “Understanding Discourse Communities.” Writing Spaces: Readings
on Writing, vol. 3, edited by Dana Lynn Driscoll, Mary K. Stewart, and Mat-
thew Vetter. Parlor Press, 2020, pp. 100-115.

Krienbring, Jona, et al. “Accuracy and Completeness of Drug Information in
Wikipedia: A Comparison with Standard Textbooks of Pharmacology.” PLOS
ONE, vol. 9, no. 9, 24 Sept. 2014, doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0106930.

Purdy, James P. “Wikipedia Is Good For You!?” Writing Spaces: Readings on Writ-
ing, vol. 1, edited by Charles Lowe and Pavel Zemliansky. Parlor Press, 2010,
pp. 205-224.

Taraborelli, Dario. “Seven Years after Nature, Pilot Study Compares Wikipedia
Favorably to Other Encyclopedias in Three Languages.” Diff; 2 Aug. 2012,
diff.wikimedia.org/2012/08/02/seven-years-after-nature-pilot-study-com-
pares-wikipedia-favorably-to-other-encyclopedias-in-three-languages/.  Ac-
cessed 13 April 2022.

Tripodi, Francesca. “Ms. Categorized: Gender, Notability, and Inequality
on Wikipedia.” New Media ¢ Society, 27 June 2021, pp. 1-23. https://doi.
org/10.1177/14614448211023772.

Vetter, Matthew A., and Oksana Moroz. “English 101: Writing in Wikipedia.”
Composition Studies, vol. 47, no. 2, 2019, pp. 193-202.

“Wikipedia:Reliable Sources.” Wikipedia, The Free Encyclopedia, 18 Feb.
2022, enwikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Wikipedia:Reliable_sources&ol-
did=1072646679. Accessed 18 Feb. 2022.

“Wikipedia:Size.” Wikipedia, The Free Encyclopedia. 9 Aug. 2021, en.wikipedia.
org/wlindex.php?title=Wikipedia:Size_of_ Wikipedia&oldid=1037910160.
Accessed 10 Aug. 2021.

“Wikipedia:Statistics.” Wikipedia, The Free Encyclopedia. 5 Aug. 2021, en.wikipe-
dia.org/w/index.php?title=Wikipedia:Statistics&oldid=1037325892. Accessed
5 Aug, 2021.

Wineburg, Sam and Sarah McGrew. “Lateral Reading and the Nature of Ex-
pertise: Reading Less and Learning More When Evaluating Digital In-
formation.” Teachers College Record, vol. 121, no. 11, 2019, pp. 1-40. eric.
ed.gov/?id=E]J1262001.



You Are Good for Wikipedia 297

TEACHER RESOURCES FOR “YOU ARE
GooD FOR WIKIPEDIA”

OVERVIEW AND TEACHING STRATEGIES

This essay invites students to consider their potential in relation to con-
tributing to and reading Wikipedia through three specific frames of in-
teraction. First, by participating in the Wikipedia community, students
bring a more diverse set of identities and positionalities compared to the
current editorial demographic. Next, because students have access to aca-
demic libraries (and all the resources those institutions provide), they are
well-positioned to bridge the uneven divide that currently exists between
open access resources and closed or paywalled databases. Finally, because
they are actively learning to become critical thinkers and evaluators, stu-
dents can leverage skills like lateral reading to assess and improve the con-
tent, further boosting Wikipedia’s credibility. While this essay would pair
well with a course that invites students to research and add to an existing
Wikipedia article, we also believe that it could serve students and teachers
who might be engaging the encyclopedia as a discussion topic or low-stakes
activity.

For instance, teachers might ask students to use the citation hunt tool
(https://citationhunt.toolforge.org/), which identifies unsourced (“citation
needed”) statements, to add a reference to a Wikipedia article. In this ex-
ample, the essay would work well in a larger unit related to online source
evaluation, research, misinformation, or digital culture. Teachers interest-
ed in replacing a formal writing assignment with a Wikipedia-based proj-
ect might consider assigning James P. Purdy’s previous Writing Spaces essay
“Wikipedia Is Good for You!?” before asking students to read this piece.
Teachers should also be aware of a few organizations to reach out to for
help in designing and implementing Wikipedia-based assignments.

Wiki Education (https://wikiedu.org) provides active support for in-
structors and students trying out Wikipedia-based education, including
learning modules, teacher and student training, live advice for pedagogical
design, etc. While the Wiki Education Foundation works with college in-
structors and students in the U.S. and Canada, the Wikipedia Education
Program  (https://meta.wikimedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia_Education_Pro-
gram) serves educators at all levels worldwide. So, whether you want to
jump into a more robust assignment or just skim the surface, teachers are
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encouraged to check these resources and get involved in the communities
that support them.

Suppose you would like to provide your students with a sample student
reflection on their experiences with Wikipedia editing. In that case, you
can share Abby’s essay entitled “Wikipedia’s Place in Higher Education”
(hteps://wikiedu.org/blog/2019/07/09/wikipedias-place-in-higher-educa-
tion/) published by Wiki Education.

DiscussiOoN QUESTIONS

1. Let’s think back to your middle/high school years. Do you remem-
ber that mantra from your teacher: “Do not use Wikipedia for your
papers”? What would you reply to that teacher today? How can you
prove that Wikipedia is not bad for your writing? What would you
say to that teacher after reading this essay?

2. What about Wikipedia’s diversity problem? In what areas do you
think you can contribute the most? Reflect on your own identities
first, and then think about gender identity issues, race, discrimi-
nation, diversity, and inclusivity pertaining to Wikipedia’s goal of
representation. To get started, skim the “Gender Bias on Wikipe-
dia”  (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gender_bias_on_Wikipedia)

article to get an idea of what is going on.

3. In groups or with a partner, discuss possible roadblocks or chal-
lenges on your way to start editing Wikipedia and ways to over-
come those.

4. Look up Wikipedia policies and guidelines related to “Neutral
Point of View,” “Reliable Sources,” and “Verifiability.” What do
you learn about how the community works together to evaluate
information and prevent the spread of misinformation?

5. As a group activity, create a plan for finding an article that needs
improvement due to its lack of diverse representation or problemat-
ic positioning by adding an additional source, rephrasing some sen-
tences, and/or expanding the topic. Next, look for credible sources
in library databases and study them carefully. Finally, contribute
to the article by adding an extra source or go big and edit some
sentences, adding new relevant information.





