Introduction

In the mid-1990s, the rise of the Internet and the proliferation of personal com-
puters challenged many habits of historical scholarship.! Professional historians
and history enthusiasts, genealogists, and other groups started to publish web-
sites and blogs about history. Many scholars in academia became skeptical about
the reliability of these websites, where amateur and non-professional historians
were able to produce, store, and disseminate historical knowledge.3 History and
knowledge about the past became accessible and usable to anyone with Internet
access. As the literature scholar Ann Rigney points out, the digital production of
historical knowledge became appropriated by several agents “including those
who produce sites and those who visit them and leave their traces in the form of
additional photographs, comments or stories”.* Professional historians remained
active participants in that process, but they do not constitute the only “gatekeep-
ers” of this public distribution and production of historical knowledge.?

The Internet did not only change the way that people engage with history but
also the structures and hierarchies of historical knowledge.® As Jerome de Groot
argues, several important high-tech companies started to control these new op-
portunities and tried to give “programming and content power” to users through
technology.” Some striking examples are Google, Wikipedia, Facebook, and You-
Tube.® These popular digital spaces changed the ways that historical knowledge is
gathered, produced, and disseminated.” They encourage a creative engagement

1 Regarding the rise of the Internet and the expansion of the personal computer, see Janet Ab-
bate, Inventing the Internet. Inside Technology (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1999). For how the In-
ternet and personal computers have changed historical scholarship, see Ian Milligan, The
Transformation of Historical Research in the Digital Age (Cambridge University Press, 2022).

2 Mark Poster, “History in the Digital Domain,” Historein 4 (2003): 20.

3 Daniel J. Cohen and Roy Rosenzweig, “Web of lies? Historical knowledge on the Internet,” First
Monday: Peer-Reviewed Journal on the Internet 10 (2005), accessed February 15, 2019, http://first
monday.org/ojs/index.php/fm/article/view/1299/1219

4 Ann Rigney, “When the monograph is no longer the medium: Historical narrative in the online
age,” History and Theory 49 (2010): 114-15.

5 Ihid., 115.

6 Jerome de Groot, Consuming History. Historians and Heritage in Contemporary Popular Culture
(London and New York: Routledge, 2009), 90.

7 Ibid.

8 Ibid.

9 Ludmilla Jordanova, History in Practice (London: Arnold, 2000), 189; Mark Poster, “Manifesto
for a history of the media,” in Manifestos for History, ed. Keith Jenkins, Sue Morgan, and Alun
Munslow (London and New York: Routledge, 2007), 40.
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with the past, as users are not just passive consumers of histories produced by
others but take active roles in the construction of historical narratives.'° Web-
users produce historical knowledge by engaging, discussing, using, interpreting,
and negotiating the past.

This book examines how historical knowledge is produced in one of the most
central digital communities of knowledge, Wikipedia. In 2001, the American Inter-
net entrepreneur Jimmy Wales founded the online encyclopedia with its main con-
cept being that “anyone can edit any page”.!’ This allowed Wikipedia to also
function as a common and public space for personal reflection. Wikipedia provides
this opportunity through the “talk” pages, as each Wikipedia entry has its own
“talk” area (Figure 1). More specifically, each entry has two tabs, one with the up-to
-date version of the article, and the other named “talk” where users can find the
archived discussions about all the edits that the given entry has endured through
time. Thus, the “talk” area shows all the discussions and debates between Wikipe-
dia users about the entries. The users question statements that are cited on the Wi-
kipedia page, expressing their disagreements and their suggestions for the relevant
entry. Other users then correspond, and the “talk” page becomes a discussion page.
On top of that, there is also the “view history” page for each entry, which just logs
all the changes (without the discussion), and copies of older versions of the articles
(Figure 1).

To demonstrate how historical knowledge is produced on Wikipedia, this
book answers the following sub-questions: What are the methods and guidelines
that Wikipedia establishes to produce knowledge about the past? How does Wiki-
pedia encourage its users to get involved in the production of historical knowl-
edge, expressing their views online about the past and the way in which they
remember it? What historical connections do they make between the past and
the present and how is this expressed in the main entry? How do Wikipedia edi-
tors engage with historical events and transform the past into historical knowl-
edge? Why do Wikipedians decide to contribute to the production of historical
knowledge? Which factors determine their editing choices? What are the charac-
teristics of Wikipedia editors, who actively create and edit articles related to
history?

The main argument of this book is that Wikipedia allows people to discuss
and debate the past, expressing their opinions and emotions about history and its
significance in the present and the future through the “talk” area that Wikipedia

10 Regarding the participation of people in popular historical activities, see Roy Rosenzweig and
David Thelen, The Presence of the Past. Popular Uses of History in American Life (New York: Co-
lumbia University Press, 1998).

11 Andrew Lih, The Wikipedia Revolution (London: Hyperion ebook, 2009), 14.
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September 11 attacks 9 languages
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From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia Coordinates: (g 40.711437°N 74.0T986457

For other events on the same date, see September 11 attacks (disambiguation).
"9/11" redirects here. For the calendar dates, see September 11 and November 9. For the reverse, see 11/9 (disambiguation).
"9-11" redirects here. For the collection of interviews with Noam Chomsky, see 9-11 (book).

The September 11 attacks, commonly known as 9/11,7T were four coordinated Islamist
suicide terrorist attacks carried out by al-Qaeda against the United States of America in
2001. That morning, 19 terrorists hijacked four commercial airliners scheduled to travel
from the East Coast to California. The hijackers crashed the first two planes into the
Twin Towers of the World Trade Center in New York City, two of the world's five tallest
buildings at the time, and aimed the next two flights toward targets in or near
Washington, D.C., in an attack on the nation's capital. The third team succeeded in
striking the Pentagon, the headquarters of the U.S. Department of Defense in Arlington
County, Virginia, while the fourth plane crashed in rural Pennsylvania during a
passenger revolt. The September 11 attacks killed 2,977 people, making them the
deadliest terrorist attack in history. In response to the attacks, the United States waged
the multi-decade global War on Terror to eliminate hostile groups deemed terrorist
organizations, as well as the foreign governments purported to support them. Conflicts
were fought in Afghanistan, Iraq, Syria, and several other countries, under this
justification.

September 11 attacks
Part of terrorism in the United States

Figure 1: Screenshot of “September 11 attacks,” accessed July 2, 2024, https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
September_11_attacks.

provides.'? Wikipedia offers a public and digital space for personal engagement
and reflection on the production of historical knowledge. Wikipedia users develop
multiple relations with the past, take part in discussions and debates about history
and its representation, and in that way produce history. This does not mean that all
Wikipedia users have the same role and power in the production of historical
knowledge. Historical knowledge is not just a product of collaboration and public
discussion but the result of hierarchy and power. Wikipedia allows all its users to
discuss the editing process of a Wikipedia article and express their own historical
understandings in the “talk page” of the article, but few of them, the most experi-
enced editors, can make their contributions part of the main article.

Between public and digital history
This study draws from the historiography of public and digital history, as it was

developed in the United States and Europe, and, more specifically, from works

12 “Wikipedia: Core Content Policies,” Wikipedia, accessed November 3, 2020, https://en.wikipe
dia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Core_content_policies
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that fall into two categories. Studies that investigate public memory and studies
that focus on the co-production of historical knowledge and “shared authority”."®
These two categories cover several concepts and approaches, which create an im-
portant ground for the examination of Wikipedia, but they also reveal weak-
nesses and historiographical gaps that this book aims to fill.

History and memory have a long relationship; however, the term public
memory was a result of public history’s engagement with memory.'* Several dec-
ades before the institutionalization of public history in the late 1970s, the histo-
rian Carl Becker introduced the connection between history, memory, and the
public.”® Becker opened up history by enabling the public to engage with the past
and, more precisely, to be part of the past through their memories.'® However,
Becker’s arguments remained marginal for the next decades. In 1981 the oral his-
torian Michael Frisch started to engage further with the relationship between
public memory and history."” Frisch argued that most works of public history
make clear the need for a wider sharing of knowledge and broader participation
in history-making.'® Frisch followed Becker’s suggestions concerning the impor-
tance of memory in the production of historical knowledge and pointed out that
public history cannot be public without the study of memory. For that reason,
even if a memory is historical or ahistorical, public historians should engage in
the process of remembering."® The study of historical memory can reveal infor-
mation about “how the past does or doesn’t figure in our lives, and what this, in
turn, tells us about both history and ourselves” 2’

In the historiography of public history, memory took the form of an active
agent that shapes public understanding and perception of the past. This became
the dominant approach of public historians to public memory. In the late 1980s,
the French historian Pierre Nora showed that memory is affective and signifies a

13 I focus on public memory as it has been developed in the historiography of public history
and not on the general term of memory and its role in historical scholarship.

14 The first work that engaged with memory on a collective level was the study of the sociologist
Maurice Halbwachs published in 1925. See Maurice Halbwachs, On Collective Memory (University
of Chicago Press, 1992).

15 Carl Becker, “Everyman His Own Historian,” American Historical Review 37 (1932): 221-36.
Halbwachs argued that collective memory is socially constructed. For the different types of mem-
ory (collective memory, popular memory, public memory, counter-memory), see David Glass-
berg, “Public History and the Study of Memory,” The Public Historian 18, no. 2 (April 1996): 7-23.
16 Becker, “Everyman His Own Historian,” 223.

17 Michael H. Frisch, “The Memory of History,” Radical History Review 25 (1981): 9-23.

18 Ibid.

19 Ibid,, 22.

20 Ibid,, 17.
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connection with the present, while history is a representation of the past.”! Based
on this theoretical framework, in the next decades, several studies started to ap-
pear and investigate how memory shapes our historical understanding through
its connection to the present, its affective character, and its connection to institu-
tions that influence people’s perception of the past.

For the historian Michael Kammen, memory became an important agent that
shaped two major processes that defined tradition in American culture since
1870, the Americanization of tradition and then its democratization.?? The urban
historian, Hayden Dolores argued that both personal and collective memories are
tied to public spaces.” For Hayden, landscapes are “storehouses,” in which differ-
ent social groups of people place their memories.”* Edward Linenthal and John
Bodnar showed that memory can be productive, generating “history wars” that
led to the cancelation of exhibitions and public debates.” Mike Wallace examined
memory close to power and the present and showed how the relation of Ameri-
cans with their past changed from the 1940s to the 1970s.® John Bodnar focused
on the Vietnam Veterans Memorial and showed two different dimensions of pub-
lic memory, one related to “official” culture and another related to “vernacular”
culture.”” Both sides represent different political beliefs about the past and its
commemoration in the present. In another study, Bodnar also explored how the
present and the future shaped the memories of two generations, the 1930s and
the 1960s, in Whiting, Indiana, a town close to Chicago, in 1991.%28 Both generations
remember their stories based not only on the past but also on the future.”®

21 Pierre Nora, “Between Memory and History: Les Lieux de mémoire,” Representations 26
(1989): 7-24.

22 Michael Kammen, Mystic Chords of Memory: The Transformation of Tradition in American
Culture (New York: Vintage Books, 1993), 13.

23 Dolores Hayden, The Power of Place: Urban Landscapes as Public History (Cambridge, MA:
MIT Press, 1995), 9.

24 Ibid.

25 Edward Linenthal and Tom Engelhardt, History Wars: The Enola Gay and Other Battles for
the American Past (New York: Henry Holt, 1996), 5; Edward Linenthal, “Struggling with History
and Memory,” Journal of American History 82 (1995): 1094-101; John Bodnar, The “Good War” in
American Memory (Baltimore: The John Hopkins University Press, 2010).

26 Mike Wallace, Mickey Mouse History and Other Essays on American Memory (Philadelphia:
Temple University Press, 1996), xi.

27 John Bodnar, Remaking America. Public Memory, Commemoration, and Patriotism in the
Twentieth Century (Princeton University Press, 1992), 13-14.

28 John Bodnar, “Generational Memory in an American Town,” Journal of Interdisciplinary His-
tory 26 (Spring 1996): 619.

29 Ibid., 637.
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In the late 1990s, Roy Rosenzweig and David Thelen presented a different way
to approach memory. Instead of focusing on archives, memorials, and exhibitions,
they conducted interviews and investigated how the past shapes the “historical con-
sciousness” and “historical memory” of Americans.*® However, the emphasis on
how the public actively engages with the past is more an exception in the studying
of public memory rather than the norm. The abandonment of that approach by
more recent studies has led to a lack of knowledge on how the public both remem-
bers and makes sense of the past in the digital age — something that this book seeks
to redress. In 1998, David Glassherg examined how Americans have understood
and used the past in the twentieth century.** He made a significant distinction be-
tween the “interpretation of history” that professional historians do and the “sense
of history” that the public has. This “sense of history” is a “perspective on the past
at the core of who they are and the people and the places they care about”.** How-
ever, Glassberg’s work differs from Rosenzweig and Thelen’s study, as he focused
on public perception of the past through war memorials, festivals, places, and his-
torical documentaries and not on how people themselves understand and think
about the past. Following a similar approach, Alison Landsberg introduced the use-
ful concept of “prosthetic memory” to describe the type of memory that is produced
when a person becomes part of a broader and larger story through media, even if
they did not live during the period in question.® Landsberg viewed public memory
through movies, novels, or museum exhibitions and not in relation to how people
perceived all those historical forms. This approach reveals a repeating pattern in
the historiography of public memory.

Erika Doss connected public memory to emotions.** She explored why, in re-
cent years, there has been an explosion of public monument-making, a “memory
boom,” in the US and Europe, but also a broader shift from monuments to memo-

30 Rosenzweig and Thelen, The Presence of the Past. The approach of Rosenzweig and Thelen to
focus on the public to detect memory has also been followed by other studies, see for example
Ari Kelman, A Misplaced Massacre: Struggling over the Memory of Sand Greek (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 2005); Tammy Gordon, The Spirit of 1976. Commerce, Community, and
the Politics of Commemoration (Amherst & Boston: University of Massachusetts Press, 2013).

31 David Glassberg, Sense of History: The Place of the Past in American Life (Amherst: University
of Massachusetts Press, 2001), xiii.

32 Ihid,, 6.

33 Alison Landsberg, Prosthetic Memory: The Transformation of American Remembrance in the
Age of Mass Culture (New York: Columbia University Press, 2004).

34 Erika Doss, The Emotional Life of Contemporary Public Memorials. Towards a Theory of Tem-
porary Memorials (Amsterdam University Press, 2008) and Memorial Mania: Public Feeling in
America (Chicago University Press, 2010).
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rials.®> Her main argument was that “today’s ‘memory boom’ reflects less, then, a
declension of historical consciousness than a cultural shift toward public feeling,
toward affective modes of knowledge and comprehension”.*® However, she did
not ask the public how they express their emotions, how they engage with the
past, or how they perceive memorials. Instead, she approached the public as a
receptor of cultural changes which has given rise to modern memorialization.

In the last decades, several studies appeared and focused on the relation be-
tween public memory and museums. For example, the work of Dell Upton explored
several civil rights and African American history monuments in the contemporary
South to show how these sites managed to integrate their past and define it in the
twenty-first century.*’” Roger Aden used the case study of President’s House in Phil-
adelphia to explore how a place of public memory is shaped and how different so-
cial groups, institutions, and individuals give meaning to it.*® The past becomes
public memory through power, arguments, conflicts, compromises, selections, and
negotiations.* Amy Sodaro studied different memorial museums and explored
how those museums engage with the past, trauma, and violence.*® Her study
showed that public memory in museums is always socially and politically con-
structed and strongly connected to the present.* All those studies have offered use-
ful theoretical frameworks and concepts for the studying of public memory on
Wikipedia. However, as shown above, there is a tendency to study memory as a
reflection of institutions, memorials, museums, media, movies, novels, etc. that
shape public perception of the past. This repeating approach has ignored to a large
extent the publicity of public memory. Even though memory reveals people’s under-
standing of the past, it appears to be imposed on the public by museums, movies, TV
shows, memorials, historical sites, exhibitions, etc. In that way, the historiography of
public history has ignored how the public(s) create, shape, and share their memo-
ries about the past. In this study, I focus on the memories of Wikipedia users and
explore how their memories engage with the dominant historical narratives, why
they feel the need to share their memories, and how their memories contribute to
the production of historical knowledge. At the same time, as I show in this book,

35 Doss, The Emotional Life, 5.

36 Ibid., 37.

37 Dell Upton, What Can and Can’t Be Said (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 2015).
38 Roger Aden, Upon the Ruins of Liberty: Slavery, the President’s House at Independence Na-
tional Historical Park, and Public Memory (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 2015).

39 Ibid.

40 Amy Sodaro, Exhibiting Atrocity. Memorial Museums and the Politics of Past Violence (New
Jersey and London: Rutgers University Press, 2018), 133.

41 Thid., 182.
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historical knowledge on Wikipedia is not only the result of personal and collective
memories but also of compliance with the policies and guidelines of the Wikipedia
community.

Regarding the second category, the “shared authority,” in 1990 Michael Frisch
offered a significant methodological framework for how to do public and oral his-
tory. He pointed out that a great way of doing oral and public history is through
the concept of “shared authority”.** For Frisch, public historians should not just
set questions to and simply extract knowledge from the public, but they should
promote collaboration between themselves and the narrators.** They should ad-
vance a democratized shared historical consciousness and encourage more par-
ticipation in debates about history.**

Several works tried to engage with that concept and the co-production of his-
torical knowledge. Most scholars saw “shared authority” as a theoretical element
naturally embedded in public history’s identity and few tried to explore it deeper
or — even more importantly — to apply it.** Of course, there are important studies
that tried to apply “shared authority” to specific projects. For example, Katharine
Corbett and Howard Miller used the concepts of “shared authority” and “shared
inquiry” as ways of “doing history with the public” and not for the public.*® Also,
John Bodnar successfully applied “shared authority” to generational memory by
conducting several interviews with individuals.*’ Benjamin Filene examined how
many people, who work outside museums and universities, referred to as “outsider
history-makers,” approach history in a way that provokes the interest of thou-

42 Michael Frisch, A Shared Authority: Essays on the Craft and Meaning of Oral and Public His-
tory (New York: State University of New York Press, 1990), xx. Frisch has also analyzed “shared
authority” in other works. For a more contemporary view of “shared authority” in the digital
age, see Michael Frisch, “from A Shared Authority to the Digital Kitchen, and Back,” in Letting
Go? Sharing Historical Authority in a User-Generated World, ed. Adair Bill, Benjamin Filene, and
Laura Koloski (Philadelphia: Pew Center for Arts & Heritage, 2011), 126-37.

43 Tbid., xxii; Thomas Cauvin, “The Rise of Public History: An International Perspective,” Historia
Critica 68 (2018): 8.

44 Frisch, A Shared Authority, xxii.

45 There are several theoretical works on “shared authority” and its significance for the devel-
opment of public history. See David Dean, “Introduction,” in A Companion to Public History, ed.
David Dean (Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons Ltd, 2018), 1-11; Rebecca Conard, “Complicating Ori-
gin Stories: The Making of Public History into an Academic Field in the United States,” in A Com-
panion to Public History, ed. David Dean (Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons Ltd, 2018), 19-32;
Cauvin, “The Rise of Public History,” 3-26.

46 Katharine T. Corbett and Howard S. Miller, “A Shared Inquiry into Shared Inquiry,” Public
Historian 28 (2006): 16.

47 Bodnar, “Generational Memory in an American Town”.
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sands.*® Roy Rosenzweig and David Thelen followed the method of “shared author-
ity” by using surveys to explore how Americans understand their past.** For Rose-
nzweig and Thelen, this approach showed how historians can make historical
culture more participatory and turn the individuals into “active users or interpreters
of the past”.>® Andrea Burns explored how the African American communities of the
1960s and 1970s worked for the creation of their own cultural institutions.> Tammy
Gordon analyzed the two-hundredth anniversary of the American Revolution by
showing how individuals, social groups, and communities of 1976 actively engaged
with the past and tried to integrate their works into the national narrative. All
those works saw “shared authority” as a methodological tool to do public history
and applied it to specific cases. However, in the last three decades, there have been
more works that engage theoretically with “shared authority” than those that apply
“shared authority”. In this study, I have used “shared authority” as a methodologi-
cal concept in multiple ways by focusing on the comments that Wikipedia editors
make, their data in their profile pages, their stories, and their experiences from their
engagement with the production of history on Wikipedia.

Since the late 1990s, as the personal computer and the Internet had become
part of people’s everyday life, several historians started to explore the opportuni-
ties that digital technologies had to offer. Most scholars identified the promise of
digital technologies for the co-production and democratization of historical knowl-
edge. The term democratization does not refer only to issues of access to historical
scholarship but also to issues of production — more people involved in the process
of writing and defining history. In other words, more — nonacademic — people have
access to digitized historical sources and they can also actively take part in the pro-
duction of history online. So, digital technologies made the discussion about co-
production and “shared authority” even more intensive. As Michael Frisch has ex-
plained, on the subject of “shared authority” in the digital age, digital technologies
can make audio or video recordings available and reachable for the archiver, the
researcher, the user, and the community.>*

48 Benjamin Filene, “Passionate Histories: ‘Outsider’ History-Makers and What They Teach Us,”
Public Historian 34 (2012): 11.

49 Rosenzweig and Thelen, The Presence of the Past.

50 Ibid., 192, 194.

51 Andrea A. Burns, From Storefront to Monument: Tracing the Public History of the Black Mu-
seum Movement (Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 2013).

52 Tammy Gordon, The Spirit of 1976. Commerce, Community, and the Politics of Commemoration
(Amherst & Boston: University of Massachusetts Press, 2013), 4-7.

53 Seen. 45.

54 Frisch, “From A Shared Authority to the Digital Kitchen, and Back,” 128.
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More and more scholars started to engage with the increasing digitization of
archives and historical records through digital technologies.®> Roy Rosenzweig
and Michael O’Malley saw the Web as a global “hypertext,” in which users could
follow different roads and have access to documents, images, sounds, and films.>®
Edward Ayers argued that digital technologies could make historians imagine
new ways to present history by displaying data, maps, texts, images, and sounds
and by enabling users to make connections and explore all those materials.’’
Rosenzweig and Daniel Cohen showed that digital archives can preserve different
voices that exist on the Web and give a democratic perspective to the past.®® As
Rosenzweig explained, digital archives would not belong to intellectual and aca-
demic power, but everyone would have access to them.>® In 2008, during a round
table on digital history, several historians argued that the digitization of archives
through digital technologies and their online availability could contribute to the
democratization of historical knowledge, as more and more people would have
access to it.®” They saw the Web as a place where the historian and the public
could collaborate, produce, and share historical knowledge.61 Notably, all of these
works share two key characteristics. Firstly, they suggest that most scholars
viewed digitization more as a promise for the future rather than as a phenome-
non that was taking place at that very time.%* Secondly, and even more impor-
tantly, all of them have tended to focus more on the growing access of the public
to historical knowledge in the digital era rather than on the participation of the
public in the production of historical knowledge.

Rosenzweig was an influential figure in the association of digital technologies
with the democratization of historical knowledge. In 1994 he created the Center

55 For a detailed history of digital history, see Adam Crymble, Technology and the Historian:
Transformations in the Digital Age (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 2021).

56 Roy Rosenzweig and Michael O’Malley, “Brave New World or Blind Alley? American History
on the World Wide Web,” Journal of American History 84, no. 1 (June 1997): 132-3.

57 Edward Ayers, “The Pasts and Futures of Digital History,” History News 56, no. 4 (2001): 6.

58 Roy Rosenzweig, “Scarcity or Abundance? Preserving the Past in a Digital Era,” American His-
torical Review 108, no. 3 (June 2003): 755; Daniel ] Cohen and Roy Rosenzweig, Digital History: A
Guide to Gathering, Preserving, and Presenting the Past on the Web (Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 2006).

59 Rosenzweig, “Scarcity or Abundance? Preserving the Past in a Digital Era,” 755.

60 Daniel J. Cohen, Michael Frisch, Patrick Gallagher, et al., “Interchange: The Promise of Digital
History,” The Journal of American History 95 (2008): 455.

61 Ibid., 472.

62 For a historiographical overview of digitization, its history, politics, and challenges, see Ger-
ben Zaagsma, “Digital History and the Politics of Digitization,” Digital Scholarship in the Humani-
ties (2022): 1-22.
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for History and New Media, a research institution at George Mason University,
which aimed to study and use digital media “to democratize the past — to incorpo-
rate multiple voices, reach diverse audiences, and encourage popular participa-
tion in presenting and preserving the past”.®® This center contributed to the
development of several digital history projects, such as the September 11 Digital
Archive, the Hurricane Digital Memory Bank, the Bracero History Archive, Gulag:
Many Days, Many Lives and Objects of History, which showed that digital technol-
ogies could bring the public closer to history.* Most of those projects aimed to
encourage users to upload documents, photographs, videos, letters related to
traumatic historical events, such as September 11 or Hurricane Katrina. They did
not use technology to only provide access to historical documents to the public.
Instead, they invited the public to creatively engage with the past and make their
personal stories part of the broader historical narrative by placing those stories
into a digital archive.

In the 2000s, several other digital public history projects started to appear in
collaboration with universities, research centers, and libraries.% They aimed to
enable users to both consume and produce historical knowledge. Digital public
history projects continued to use “shared authority” for the purpose of integrating
marginalized stories of the public.®® Most of those projects were based on the

63 Stephen Robertson, “The Differences between Digital Humanities and Digital History,” in De-
bates in the Digital Humanities, ed. Matthew K. Gold and Lauren F. Klein (Minneapolis: University
of Minnesota Press, 2016), accessed August 10, 2021, https://dhdebates.gc.cuny.edu/read/untitled/
section/ed4al1145-7044-42e9-a898-5{f8691b6628#ch25

64 Ibid. For some studies on those projects, see Despoina Valatsou, “History, our own Stories and
Emotions Online,” Historein 8 (2008): 108-16; Pedro Telles da Silveira, “From Instant History to
the Infinite Archive: Digital Archiving, Memory and the Practical Past at the Roy Rosenzweig Cen-
ter for History and New Media,” Historein 17, no. 2 (2018), accessed July 3, 2020, https://ejournals.
epublishing.ekt.gr/index.php/historein/article/view/10964/16290 For the connection between digi-
tal technologies and public history, see Cohen, et al., “Interchange: The Promise of Digital His-
tory,” 464; Mellisa Dinsman, “The Digital in the Humanities: An Interview with Sharon M. Leon,”
Los Angeles Review of Books, July 10, 2016, accessed August 10, 2021, https://lareviewofbooks.org/
article/the-digital-in-the-humanities-an-interview-with-sharon-m-leon; Fien Danniau, “Public His-
tory in a Digital Context. Back to the Future or Back to Basics?” BMGN — Low Countries Historical
Review 128, no. 4 (2013): 118-44.

65 For the concept of digital public history, see Dinsman, “The Digital in the Humanities: An In-
terview with Sharon M. Leon”; Danniau, “Public History in a Digital Context,” 118-44; Serge
Noiret, Mark Tebeau, and Gerben Zaagsma, “Introduction,” in Handbook of Digital Public History,
ed. Serge Noiret, Mark Tebeau, and Gerben Zaagsma (Berlin/Boston: De Gruyter, 2022), 1-15.

66 For example, see Vicki Mayer and Mike Griffith, “MediaNOLA: A Digital Humanities Project to
Tell Stories of Cultural Production in New Orleans,” Journal of Digital Humanities 2, no. 2 (2013),
accessed March 10, 2019, http://journalofdigitalhumanities.org/2-2/medianola-by-vicki-mayer-and-
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method of crowdsourcing and wiki technologies to attract individuals to visit and
contribute to the projects. On the other hand, several other projects used “shared
authority” as a tool for giving the public more access to historical sources and
interpretations of the past.” However, some crucial questions remained unan-
swered. Did all those digital public history projects manage to attract a non-
academic public? How did the public engage with the past and understand his-
tory? Only a few scholars tried to analyze how all these projects worked, if they
were successful and managed to engage a broader non-academic audience, how
people took part in the projects, and more significantly how they interpreted his-
tory.68 For this reason, all those projects still contain, in Cameron Blevins’ words,
a “perpetual future tense,” even if they have appeared in the last three decades.®’
Ultimately, there is a significant lack of studies that explore how the public has
participated in the production of historical knowledge by using digital tools and
technologies.

In the last decades, most works in digital history have been strongly con-
nected to the broader field of digital humanities and have focused more on the
application of computational tools for the study of history.”” However, the con-
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Dougherty and Kristen Nawrotzki (Michigan University Press, 2013), accessed August 10, 2021,
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Meets the Digital Divide,” The Public Historian 38, no. 1 (February 1, 2016): 69-88.
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nection between digital technologies and the democratization of historical schol-
arship still remains important. In a series of interviews with digital humanities
scholars organized by the English Literature professor Mellisa Dinsman, several
historians, members of the media, and literature scholars discussed the possibility
of digital humanities creating a link between academia and the public.”* The his-
torians Jessica Marie Johnson and Sharon Leon, and the English scholars Marisa
Parham and Bethany Nowviskie, argued that digital technologies can bridge the
gap between scholarship and the public, which remains significant and has
tended to characterize the discussion about digital history in the last decades.”
The major weakness of these works in digital and public historiography is
that they have been limited to simple celebrations of the potential achievements
of “shared authority” without investigating all these projects more closely and ex-
amining whether they have managed to engage the public. Most works have fo-
cused on the access and not on the production of historical knowledge.73 Also,
only few works have applied “shared authority” as a method of doing public his-
tory and even fewer have studied the co-production of knowledge critically. In
the last years, many studies have criticized “shared authority,” co-production,
and openness as neoliberal features that hide labor exploitation, structures of
power, hierarchies, and social, economic, and racial inequalities in the digital
world.” Several works have also analyzed how digital platforms, such as Face-
book, Amazon, YouTube, etc. make a profit based on users, who produce content
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and data without being properly compensated.” Most of these have been written
by media and communication scholars, not historians.

My study on Wikipedia takes into account all those aspects and explores how
historical knowledge is produced on Wikipedia by revealing the power relations
that are embedded in the online encyclopedia, the hierarchy and the structure of
Wikipedia, the characteristics of Wikipedia editors, who create and edit historical
articles, and the reasons why Wikipedia editors decide to contribute to the produc-
tion of historical knowledge. In 1990, Michael Frisch criticized public history schol-
arship for being “supply side,” namely, for focusing on historians and curators as
suppliers of historical memory.”® This approach created two different sides in pub-
lic history, the historians as suppliers and the public as consumers.”” This book
breaks down the dichotomy between producers and consumers. It places the public
itself at the forefront of historical inquiry by exploring how Wikipedia users
actively engage with history, how they remember, discuss, and negotiate the past,
while they try to contribute to the creation and editing of historical articles on
Wikipedia.

A historiographical overview of Wikipedia

The foundation of Wikipedia and the new methods of collection, production, and
dissemination of knowledge that it introduced, piqued the interest of many aca-
demics, who were curious to study this new encyclopedia. Many works were pub-
lished to analyze Wikipedia and most of them fall into the following categories:
(1) the accuracy of Wikipedia and its relation to education; (2) the history of Wiki-
pedia; (3) the structures of Wikipedia including its participation practices, open
character, hierarchy, underrepresentation of specific social groups, and bias in its
contents; and (4) the datafication of Wikipedia.

Regarding the first category, an important work and one of the first studies
on Wikipedia is the article by the historian Roy Rosenzweig, in which he exam-
ined the accuracy of Wikipedia in US history and the way that Wikipedia presents

75 On digital platforms and labor, see Srnicek, Platform Capitalism; Maurizio Lazzarato, “Imma-
terial Labor,” in Italy: A Potential Politics, ed. Paolo Virno and Michael Hardt, trans. Paul Colilli
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tics in organization 7, no. 1 (2007): 88-106.
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historical events.”® According to this study, Wikipedia accurately reports names,
dates, and events in US history and most of the factual errors are small and insig-
nificant. Also, these errors did not differ much from either the Microsoft Encarta
Encyclopedia or the Encyclopedia Britannica. Rosenzweig’s critique of Wikipedia
was that good historical scholarship does not only require an accurate presenta-
tion of historical events but also good knowledge of literature, analysis and inter-
pretation of sources, and a “clear and engaging prose”.”® In their study, the
historian Cullen Chandler and the librarian Alison Gregory ignored the tradi-
tional warnings of academics about the problems of using Wikipedia within edu-
cational contexts and used Wikipedia as an example of a resource that can help
students develop their critical thinking.®® Several other studies have placed more
emphasis on the broader technology that Wikipedia uses and explored how this
technology can become an important tool for education.®!

A volume edited by two scholars of education, Jack Dougherty and Kristen
Nawrotzki, offered different interesting perspectives about history on Wikipe-
dia.®* Specifically, the chapter by the historian Martha Saxton studied the repre-
sentation of women across the online encyclopedia and showed how students
should deal with this source of knowledge.*® Saxton shared her experience of
working with students analyzing Wikipedia entries related to women’s history,
evaluating their contents and sources for accuracy and significance.®* The histo-
rian Amanda Seligman explored how Wikipedia can teach students to think
about authority, authorship, and argument in tertiary sources.® Seligman pointed
out that instead of forbidding Wikipedia as a source of knowledge, historians can
use Wikipedia as a valuable pedagogical tool. She argued that educators should
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not only teach students how to make historical arguments, but also how to weigh
up the value of one argument against another in order to acquire a more rounded
critical perspective.® In the same book, the historian Shawn Graham described
the ways in which an article on Wikipedia can be improved, to teach students
“how knowledge can be crowd-sourced, produced, and disseminated” in the digi-
tal age.®’

Over time, additional studies focused on the history of Wikipedia and its
methods for the collection and production of knowledge. The work of the digital
media strategist and journalism scholar Andrew Lih was published in 2009 and
constituted the first popular history of Wikipedia.?® Lih investigated the history of
Wikipedia, its development over time, and shed light on the community of Wiki-
pedians.®® The contents of his work ranges from short biographies of Jimmy
Wales and other Wikipedia founders to different important events in Wikipedia’s
history. In 2011, the media theorists Geert Lovink and Nathaniel Tkacz edited a
collective work that contained several chapters analyzing Wikipedia.’® This study
constituted a significant work on the production of knowledge on Wikipedia and
all its chapters examined interesting aspects of Wikipedia. In particular, the chap-
ter by the historian Dan O’Sullivan traced the history of encyclopedias in Western
tradition and situated the emergence of Wikipedia within that historical con-
text.”! The historian Peter Burke also placed Wikipedia within the broader history
of knowledge by tracing different ways of gathering, analyzing, disseminating,
and employing knowledge.’” Burke argued that Wikipedia’s knowledge is based
on the methods of a “citizen science,” a scientific — in the broad sense of the term
“science” — research conducted by amateurs and nonprofessional scientists. This
process is described by Peter Burke as an “amateurization” of knowledge, which
signifies a new phase in both knowledge production and collection, as well as in
users’ involvement.” Following a similar line of thinking, the Ph.D. dissertation
by the media scholar, Fethi Erin¢ Salor, Sum of all Knowledge: Wikipedia and the
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Encyclopedic Urge (2012), examined the history of Wikipedia with a focus on it as
a new form of encyclopedia.’® In her recent work, Should You Believe Wikipedia?
Online Communities and the Construction of Knowledge (2022), the computing
scholar Amy Bruckman explored the characteristics of online communities that
define the construction of knowledge, such as collaboration, identity, privacy, so-
cial roles, accuracy, online behavior, etc.” In her analysis, Bruckman used Wiki-
pedia as an example of an online community and focused on its design and
structure.

In Consuming History. Historians and Heritage in Contemporary Popular Cul-
ture, Jerome de Groot explored different forms of public and popular history and
investigated how the past is represented in these forms.’® His book included a chap-
ter on digital history websites and Wikipedia. He analyzed the history of Wikipedia
as a digital source of knowledge and traced the main methods that Wikipedia uses
to produce knowledge.”” The chapter is more of a history of Wikipedia rather than
an analysis of history on Wikipedia, even though he offers a good description of
the platform and situates it within the field of public history along with other popu-
lar histories (games, tv shows, movies, etc.). Also, the Ph.D. dissertation by the histo-
rian Despoina Valatsou, The Emergence of New Sites of Memory on the Internet
(2014), studied diverse kinds of “memory websites” where historical content and
information are produced not only by professional historians but increasingly by a
public audience. Valatsou examined Wikipedia as a site of memory and analyzed
its different guidelines.”® This work is significant in terms of the historiography of
Wikipedia; however, Valatsou did not perform an analysis of specific case studies
to show how Wikipedia users remember the past or how they get involved in the
production of historical knowledge. Instead, she explored how Wikipedia works
and its broader conceptual ideas about history. Valatsou’s work is based on the in-
teresting study of Robert S. Wolff, which explores how digital technologies have
transformed the writing of history.®® Wolff used the famous concept of Pierre Nora
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and examined Wikipedia as a virtual “site of memory,” that is, a place where peo-
ple try to make sense of past events.'® According to Wolff, writing history in the
digital era and in public spaces such as Wikipedia forces professional historians to
share a space with others whose narratives come from their memories. His study is
significant as it connected Wikipedia with memory; however, it did not manage to
show that the complexity of Wikipedia as a system of historical knowledge produc-
tion is not only the result of personal and collective memories but also compliance
with specific rules and policies.

Regarding the third category, several works examined the structure of the Wi-
kipedia community by first exploring its participatory and collaborative practices,
open character, and hierarchy, but also later the biases and gender gap evident in
its contents. Specifically, the communication scholar Joseph Michael Reagle Jr. stud-
ied the “good faith culture” that exists within the community by conducting an eth-
nographic analysis of Wikipedia.'”® He argued that the “neutral point of view”
(NPOV) policy brings users together to create and edit Wikipedia pages and the
“good faith culture” facilitates this process of collaboration.'® This does not mean
that Wikipedia is always harmonious, but that collaborators have the purpose to
work toward openness, universalism, and good faith.'®® Regarding all those critics
who have raised concerns about the deterioration of Wikipedia, Reagle mentioned
that Wikipedia acknowledges and discusses this criticism and strives to constantly
change.'® In this way, Wikipedia has become a self-regulated community. Another
significant study on how authority on Wikipedia works is the chapter by the com-
munication scholar Mathieu O’Neil, “Wikipedia and Authority”.!®> 0’Neil explored
Wikipedia’s organizational structure to show how the distribution of power and au-
thority takes shape across the online encyclopedia.’®® He argued that Wikipedia is
representative of a new kind of organization, termed an “online tribal bureau-
cracy,” which contributes to the creation of an “online peer production project”
that tries to manage the critiques expressed by its users.'” 0’Neil pointed out that
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both the considerable size of Wikipedia and the lack of a constitution to assign spe-
cific roles to its users restrict its democratic character.'*®

Regarding the participation of Wikipedia users, the political scientist Johanna
Niesyton interviewed the Hebrew Wikipedia user Drork Kamir to discuss how he
became involved in Wikipedia, his interests, and the reasons for his active involve-
ment.'®® Kamir admitted how different the Hebrew Wikipedia is in comparison to
the Arabic version, and how the reactions to his comments by users changed from
one platform to another."® Following the same perspective, the media theorist Na-
thaniel Tkacz conducted an interview with Edgar Enyedy, an active Wikipedia user
from 2001 to 2002."" Enyedy argued that Wikipedia has been a “hierarchical social
network, behind an unreliable knowledge repository,” as “it has reduced the mini-
mal requirements of knowledge to below average in both quality and reliability”.""*
The work of the media scholar José van Dijck also examined Wikipedia by placing
it within the context of connectivity."® He showed that Wikipedia’s success lies in
the fact that it can mobilize different types of users to contribute to its contents."™*
Furthermore, Wikipedia users find in Wikipedia a space for socialization, which
enhances user’s mobilization."™® His study is not only limited to the human users of
Wikipedia, but also examines the important role of bots and non-human agents in
the production of content on Wikipedia.'® One of the few studies that focuses on
Wikipedia users’ participation, by exploring the discussions on the “talk pages,” is
an article by René Konig, “Wikipedia. Between lay participation and elite knowl-
edge representation”."”” Konig focuses on the talk pages connected to the German
Wikipedia entry for the September 11 attacks, and argues that all related alternative
theories pertaining to the events of September 11 are confined to the “talk pages”
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and do not appear in the main article, the editing process of which remains trans-
parent."™® However, the participatory structure of Wikipedia does not necessarily
mean more democratic and inclusive practices.'

Another significant work on the participatory culture of Wikipedia is the book
by the media and management scholar, Dariusz Jemielniak, who was also an active
Wikipedia editor.”® In his work, he explored the roles of conflict and debate in the
development of an article, the “edit wars,” peer and bureaucratic control, which
challenge the common assumption that Wikipedia is completely free, the develop-
ment of trust in procedures, the organizational design, and the evolution of leader-
ship within the Wikipedia community.”* Jemielniak argued that Wikipedia balances
open access and users’ power with a set of traditional organizational forms. This is
how Wikipedia manages to be successful and attractive to participants.'” In his
work, the media theorist Nataniel Tkacz explored Wikipedia’s concept of openness
by placing it within a political and historical context.'” He argued that Wikipedia is
not just characterized by collaboration and participation but by hierarchical struc-
tures and power relations between its users."”* Tkacz connected Wikipedia with neo-
liberalism and argued that Wikipedia’s model as a space “without politics” is, in
fact, a “post-political space”.’® Tkacz’s analysis is very useful for this book as it
presents Wikipedia not just as a simple public space, but as a space where power
relations are embedded. At the same time, even though his arguments about neolib-
eralism and Wikipedia accurately reflect many of the strategies Wikipedia adopts
and the logic behind them, it is something of an exaggeration to identify Wikipedia
as a representative example of neoliberalism, especially in our current data-driven
and attention-targeted digital world.

In 2010, the information science scholars Noriko Hara, Pnina Shachaf, and Khe
Foon Hew analyzed how Wikipedia communities change across different lan-
guages.'”® The authors made a comparative examination of typical behaviors on
the discussion pages of non-English Wikipedia communities. They aimed to show
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the differences and similarities of Wikipedia communities through an examination
of different cultural patterns. A few years later, Noriko Hara and Pnina Schachaf
produced a collective study of Wikipedia, in which they followed a global approach
for the examination of Wikipedia."*” The book includes several comparative studies
of Wikipedia in more than one language and case studies of Wikipedia in languages
other than Eng]ish.128 Its chapters focus on the content, processes, structures, and
policies of Wikipedia. In the same thematic area, an article by the translation
scholar Henry Jones explored the role of translation in the production of knowl-
edge on Wikipedia.'"” For Jones, Wikipedia articles include a series of activities,
such as “translating, collating, summarizing and synthesizing” based on sources
published in different languages.”® As such, Wikipedia editors, who are engaged in
these practices, are not just “information bridges,” rather they are active and en-
gaged participants occupying important roles in the production of knowledge.™!
Some scholars also applied computational tools to the study of the Wikipedia
community. For example, a professor of Game Design, William Emigh, and a pro-
fessor of Linguistics, Susan Herring, used corpus linguistic methods and factor
analysis for word counts to identify features of formality and informality."** They
showed how user actions through the mechanisms of the system may (or may
not) shape the contents of Wikipedia and Everything2 (online community of
users).™* For the authors, Wikipedia works as a concise encyclopedia in a very
similar way to an expert-based encyclopedia, but it also contains “talk pages” that
provide a more personal perspective on the production of knowledge."** Others,
such as the physicists Csilla Rudas and Janos Torok, have focused on how editors
change the consensus-building process on Wikipedia.'* They used an agent-based
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opinion model and showed that banning agents from editing reduces the consen-
sus-building process and increases the system’s relaxation time.'

In the last few years, there has been an increasing volume of works on the sub-
ject of bias and the gender gap on Wikipedia. For example, in their chapter “Gen-
der Gap in Wikipedia Editing: A Cross-Language Comparison,” the information
scholars Paolo Massa and Asta Zelenkauskaite explore the gender gap across differ-
ent versions of Wikipedia and try to establish if the gender gap in other language
editions of Wikipedia is as pronounced as it is in the English one.’ Their main
argument is that the gender gap on Wikipedia reflects the broader gender gap
across the sciences.'® In the same collective work, Héléne Bourdeloie and Michaél
Vicente examine the gender gap on Wikipedia as a reflection of broader gender in-
equalities across society."® Their study is based on the notion that the gender gap
exists across all versions of Wikipedia, and as such Wikipedia reproduces existing
gender inequalities within society.’*® This argument ignores the active agency of
Wikipedia users and the intervening role that Wikipedia itself plays in the digital
world.*" Along similar lines, the sociologists Julia Adams, Hannah Bruckner, and
Cambria Naslund investigate the extent of underrepresentation on Wikipedia, espe-
cially in relation to women and people of color, by examining American sociologists
on Wikipedia.** Even though there is diversity within the discipline of sociology,
on Wikipedia most represented sociologists are white men.'*® Their paper reveals
the mechanisms that are responsible for these gaps on Wikipedia, such as gatekeep-
ing practices, deletion of articles about women, the policy of “no original research,”
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etc.!** One of the latest works on Wikipedia is the collective study by the communi-
cation scholar Joseph Reagle and the social scientist Jackie Koerner, Wikipedia @20.
Stories of an Incomplete Revolution, which explores multiple topics related to Wiki-
pedia but focuses mainly on the problems of diversity, bias, and the gender gap.**®
In one of the chapters, Jackie Koerner examines Wikipedia’s problem with bias,
which produces an unfriendly environment for its users."*® For Koerner, bias exists
all throughout Wikipedia’s contents, policies, and in the participation of its users.*’
As a result, Koerner suggests that Wikipedia should restrict all those policies and
focus instead on how it will become more inclusive."*®

More recently, while Wikipedia has established partnerships with various
other digital platforms, such as Google, Amazon, Apple, etc., there have been a
number of works that have approached Wikipedia by seeking to place it into the
broader context of the datafied digital world."*® For example, the study by the
media scholar Heather Ford examines how Wikipedia covered the 2011 Egyptian
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revolution while it was taking place.”®® Ford discerns a shift in terms of Wikipe-
dia’s broader function, from being an encyclopedia to more of a “data project”
that does not consist of “facts” but of “factual data” due to Wikipedia’s connec-
tions with Google.™ As data is collected on Wikipedia, particularly while an
event is taking place, struggles over that data and its meanings then appear.>*
For this reason, Wikipedia, as a central digital knowledge infrastructure, does not
only reflect the existing world; instead, it actively intervenes and constructs the
world we live in.”® Ford’s work is one of the few studies on Wikipedia that has
taken advantage of the editing history and “talk pages” of Wikipedia articles. An-
other study that has placed Wikipedia into the broader context of a datafied digi-
tal world is the article by the media scholar Steve Jankowski, who explores how
Wikipedia has intersected with other digital projects, such as Google Search and
Al software, in the last twenty years."™

The historiography of Wikipedia reveals a broader shift from studies that ex-
amined the accuracy of Wikipedia in the production of knowledge to studies that
focused on how Wikipedia works, its policies, structures, participatory culture, to
more current works on how Wikipedia can become more diverse and inclusive
and how it provides data to other digital platforms. All these works provide a useful
context for my research, but their combined nature also reveals the lack of works
on Wikipedia users’ involvement in the production of historical knowledge. Both
the engagement of people with the production of historical knowledge and the op-
portunity that everyone can write their own opinions about history constitute im-
portant aspects that are often marginalized or neglected by the above-mentioned
studies. This perspective is significant if we consider that the main feature of Wiki-
pedia is the “amateurization” of knowledge, as the British historian Peter Burke
has argued.”® We cannot have a complete understanding of how Wikipedia works
without examining and, more importantly, asking its mains protagonists, the Wiki-
pedia editors, about their engagement with the production of historical knowledge
and their participation within the Wikipedia community.
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Chapter outline

The book consists of five chapters, each chapter exploring different aspects of the
production of historical knowledge on Wikipedia. The research takes advantage
of multiple methods, ranging from qualitative analysis and surveys to quantita-
tive approaches. The book is based on an examination of multiple Wikipedia
pages that constantly get updates and change. Therefore, it is possible that many
of the examined pages will not reflect the most recently updated versions when
this book comes to be read. I mention my last visit to each page in the footnotes.
Also, in most cases, I do not study Wikipedia pages by placing them into a time-
line or linear narrative; instead, I approach them based on the structure, layout,
and narrative (including hyperlinks) that Wikipedia provides.

Specifically, Chapter 1 focuses on history as a subject category of Wikipedia
and explores the broader system of Wikipedia. It aims to show how Wikipedia
allows editors to produce historical knowledge, what tools Wikipedia provides
them, which policies and guidelines it has established, and how it manages to en-
courage users to actively engage with Wikipedia’s contents. Its methodology is
based on a qualitative analysis of English-language Wikipedia pages, which refer
to the guidelines and methods of Wikipedia.

Chapters 2 and 3 investigate the agency of Wikipedia users by exploring how
they engage with history and contribute to the production of history. Both chapters
focus on four case studies, four traumatic historical events that have shaped mod-
ern history in the United States and have had a significant impact on the world: the
Great Depression, the Atomic Bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the Vietnam
War, and the September 11 attacks. The second chapter examines the production of
history on the pages relating to the Great Depression and the Atomic Bombings of
Hiroshima and Nagasaki, while the third chapter analyzes the Vietham War
and September 11 attacks. The point of this division is to ascertain whether there
are any differences in the users’ engagement with history between these four case
studies. In both chapters, I study the main pages connected to these historical
events on Wikipedia and their related “talk pages” to highlight the discussions and
debates about history between the Wikipedia editors involved.

Chapter 4 studies the characteristics of Wikipedia users who contribute to
pages related to history, the volume of edits they make, their interests, experien-
ces, and educational background, which prompts them to take part in the Wikipe-
dia community and to produce historical knowledge. By applying a network
analysis of thousands of historical pages on Wikipedia, I detect repeating patterns
that reveal why Wikipedia editors decide to contribute to pages related to history,
the wider interests of these editors, and their identities as they are promoted
within the Wikipedia community. At the same time, by examining the number of
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edits Wikipedians make and the centrality of Wikipedia editors within a network,
I reveal the different kinds of editors there are, their various roles, and their level
of power, which define the production of historical knowledge on Wikipedia. This
chapter is based on the relevant pages from three separate categories relating to
modern United States history: “History of organizations based in the United
States,” “History of science and technology in the United States,” and “LGBT his-
tory in the United States”.'>®

Chapter 5 examines the experiences of Wikipedians, who create and edit his-
torical pages on Wikipedia. By doing survey research and asking Wikipedians
themselves, this chapter provides an overview of Wikipedia users’ engagement
with history, their editing experiences, the reasons why they edit, their historical
interests, their criteria to edit or create a historical page, their personal relation
to the historical topics they edit, their educational background, their collaboration
with other editors, and their activity within the — history related — WikiProjects.
The results of the survey and the stories that participants shared in their re-
sponses provide some answers as to why Wikipedians get involved in the produc-
tion of history and how they view the past they create or edit.

Overall, this book presents Wikipedia as a “sociotechnical system” that man-
ages to engage a public audience that then becomes an active agent in the produc-
tion of historical knowledge."”” The engagement of the public with history is
based on scholarship, personal experiences, intimate relations to the past, emo-
tions, negotiations between users, and is governed by a community-authored set
of guidelines and practices. However, that engagement does not always result in
the production of historical knowledge. Even though Wikipedia allows all its
users to comment on the editing process of a Wikipedia article, to express their
own historical understandings on the relevant “talk pages,” and to discuss the re-
presentation of history, few of them - the most experienced editors and some
non-human agents — can make their contributions part of the main article.

156 For these three categories, see “Category:History of organizations based in the United
States,” Wikipedia, accessed September 10, 2021, https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Category:History_
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