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This article would not have been possible without the spirited hel
of the numerous friends of Aetherometry who gallantly threw
themselves, day after day, into the Wikipedia slugfest, and supplie
us with their observations and findings. We extend to them ou
most joyous thanks.

ANTI-WIKIPEDIA

Is Wikipedia a new fascism of knowledge perpetrated by dis-
affected leftists: a Wackopedia?

The following isa manifesto against Wikipedia— against its

pretensions to being encyclopedic; against its false claims of ope
ness; against its representation of a democratic access to, ¢
democratic enunciation of, knowledge; against its institutionalizec
falsification of facts; against its sordid attempts to monopolize
knowledge and rewrite history by blanking out parts of our collec
tive memory and replacing them with imprimaturs. Yes, those ar
all aspects of the cyberbureaucratic fraud that Wikipedia is comr



mitting wholesale upon knowledge. The fraud that consists of prc
ducing false knowledge on an encyclopedic scale. Now, that’
notable about Wikipedia, if nothing else is.

The facts and events related in this document unfolded in th
course of an attempt to place in Wikipedia a factual and informa
tive entry on the topic of Aetherometry. The unequal, rigged wa
which ensued crystallized perfectly what is corrupt and perverse |
the workings of the wikipedian enterprise, and the utter impossibil
ity for such an enterprise to produce anything even close to a fa
tual and balanced reference source.

The term “Wikipedia” is a neologism designed to sound as if i
denoted an encyclopedia, a community project developing ar
functioning through an effort of ‘self-regulation’. That's what Wi-
kipedia strives to be, right? Wrong.

It is more like a Wackopedia of the ‘pediaphiles’ and perverts o
knowledge, the cyberpriests of infantilized knowledge. It suffices
to read the falsifications committed in so many thousands of er
tries — ranging from Friederich Nietzsche or Gilles Deleuze ir
philosophy, to Black Holes or Autodynamics in physics, to Acu-
puncture or Morphogenetic Fields (that are both classified as Pse
dosciences!), to entries on Peer-Review, Politics, Medicine, etc -
and one immediately realizes that one is dealing with an over-wri
ing machine, a digital abstract machine in charge of overcodin
history and knowledge, but doing it in the fashion of a moderr
mini-State or a mass-mediated power mechanism: as a system



exchange of the simplest overwrites, a packaging of bullets of th
most degraded information.

The reader will appreciate that we are not in favour of enshrine
encyclopedias that lay down monolithically official knowledge and
science — anymore that we can be in favour of a storehouse

mediocrities and inanities whose content and classification varie
from hour to hour, like Wikipedia’'s. Robert McHenry, former Edi-

tor in Chief of Encyclopedia Britannica was not far from the truth
when he wrote:

The user who visits Wikipedia to learn about some subject, t
confirm some matter of fact, is rather in the position of a visitor tc
a public restroom. It may be obviously dirty, so that he knows tc
exercise great care, or it may seem fairly clean, so that he may
lulled into a false sense of security. What he certainly does nc
know is who has used the facilities before him.

However, he failed to notice that, like in most public toilets these
days, the ‘dirt’ in Wikipedia is not a matter of chance but a matte
of system, it is there in principle, it is systemic and endemic. Anc
one knows that it was invariably left by either an Admin or a
member of some squad or cabal, some officiating technopriest «
the Cult of Ignorance.

It is all done in the name of a representation of a majority and cu
ture for the masses. The unassailable mediocrity of the entries
the credo of Wikipedians, enshrined in a new ideolsgypsparty,



the cult of the NPOV (Neutral Point of View). The NPQOV is sup-
posed to be the result of the checks and balances of commun
participation in the Wikipedia project. But that's baloney — since
the community effort is an exercise in power by the new cyber
bureaucrats that go by the name of Wikipedia Administrators, an
the power-play in which the “house always wins” specializes ir
optimizing the degradation of information to fit it into premade
slots. It is more an axiomatic of overcodes by voluntarily enslave:
cyberbureaucrats, than a party-police machine. Yet, it function
with a hardline reminescent of fascism red or black, and deploys
thought-police filled with policies and procedural guidelines, as
these excerpts from Requests for Adminship so well relate:

Jtkiefer has been a Wikipedian for about 2 months, but already h:
1486 edits. He is active on RC Patrol, and could use a rollbac
button to help himABCD, 02:07, 27 July 2005

Kmccoy has been a Wikipedian since June 2004. (...) | believe I
ought to have the delete button to finish the processMing-
spillage (spill yours?) 22:37, 26 July 2005 (UTC)

Madchester has 3,100 edits and has been here since January.
reverts vandalism a lot. Near 650 edits in the user talk and ta
namespaces. | feel he would benifit from admin powdmya-
boutl, 22:37, July 23, 2005 (UTC)

(...) A rollback button would enhance the work of a great vanda
fighter. Canderson has been here for 5 months now, and accordi



to Kate’s tool has 1678 edits, 1078 to articles, 34 to talk, the bul
of the rest to User talk and Wikipedia namespaces.Meélar,
16:29, July 23, 2005 (UTC)

It's hilarious, pre-pubescent and bizarre, all at once. They hav
standard questions that would-be Admins have to answer, like:

1. What sysop chores, if any, would you anticipate helping with’
(Please read the page about administrators and the administratc
reading list)

3. Have you been in any conflicts over editing in the past or dc
you feel other users have caused you stress? How have you de
with it and how will you deal with it in the future?

And answers like:

1. | would check the Recent Changes page for any signs of obv
ous vandalism, and | would look at the Newpages for anythini
that could be speedied. | also might check the vandalism in prc
gress page to keep an eye on anything.

3. Really the only thing | can remember is back when | first
joined, | added a lot of box art to game articles and tagged the
with the {{pd}} tag, which caused a couple other contributors to
get a little upset (see my talk page), cause they had to go and |
tag them.



At the click of a button, these Administrators become empowere
barbarians in a campaign of mutilation of facts, thought and his
tory; cybervandals with a license to kill and a whole community of
bureaucrats to support them. One gets the sensation that one
observing a strange electronic mix between Disneyland, maoi:
self-confession, a computer game of political monopoly, and a pc
lice recruitment questionnaire. RC patrol, war against vandals
keeping an eye on anything... Wait, there is more, above the a
mins come the actual ‘bureaucrats’ (sic):

Requests for bureaucratship

Bureaucrats are administrators with the additional ability to
make other people admins or bureaucrats, based on commun-
ity decisions reached here. They can also change the user
name of any other user. The process for bureaucrats is simi-
lar to that for adminship above, but is generally by request
only. The expectation for bureaucratship is higher than for
admin, in terms of numbers of votes, ability to engage voters
and candidates, and significant disqualifications. No bureau-
crats have been appointed since October 2004. The three un-
successful applicants since that time attracted comments
about their experience and about there being little need for
new bureaucrats. Candidates might consider initiating a dis-
cussion here of the prevailing consensus about the need for
additional bureaucrats before nominating themselves. Bu-
reaucrats are expected to determine consensus in difficult
cases and be ready to explain their decisions.



Yes, it is almost, almost like a revamped fascist party, a cybersh
of bureaucratships muscling voters in electioneering campaigr
and seeking to refashion knowledge @¥yureaucratic consensus
abusively represented e majority consensus.

In a word, Wikipedia is the latest effort in the new leftist attempt
to consolidate representative knowledge for the masses. It repr
sents the migration of the old left into the field of cyber-informa-
tion. Now programmers get to play at cyber-revolutions...

A new bureaucracy, subliminal and purely electronic, almost invis
ible, now manages to perform all those cybertasks necessary 1
the education of the masses and proper majoritarian representat
with the new cybertechnical tools. An invisible dictatorship by ad-
ministrators and annointed bureaucrats that have charted their pl
for the ulterior evolution of knowledge — a kind of mental police
of concepts and facts. It is the age of the publicitarian Left, per
meated by a technobureaucratic vision of fake-democracy, self-p
licing and pure representation. A kind of masturbatory electronic
pork-barrel.

What Wikipedia is not, is an effective repository of the best in
knowledge — or even, much more modestly, of actual, factual an
adequate knowledge. Instead, Wikipedia has become a forum f
an officiating falsification of knowledge, a system for disinforma-
tion and an assurance of misinformation. Backed by cabals of a
ministrators and bureaucrats, Wikipedia features the raw, unfe
tered and exhibitionistic domination exerted by ignorant and fascis



bullies. It is easy to see how a few — ignorant and stupid ones -
can, in the name of a ‘democratic access to knowledge’, establi
the worst kind of dictatorship: the fascism of the expression, th
fascism of the most mediocre and most ill-digested of common
place notions. It is easy to see, because, in fact, our most public |
stitutions are now subject to just that same kind of fascism — th
diffuse fascism of unquestioned majorities represented by grouf
of loudmouths manipulated by bully boys.

Yes, Wikipedia is in the throes of a democratized, pervasive, dis
seminated, molecular fascism. The precedence for just such a ki
of fascist attitude, for its rampant misinformation and disinforma-
tion and the collective sanction that it appears to garner is found |
our very own social organization. Likewise, this goes to answe
the question — ‘what are the uses of such a falsified encyclop:
dia?’. The uses are simple — the commercial value of ‘perceive
information’, irrespective of how false and falsified is the
‘information’ or its ‘perception’.

How Wikipedia-fascism can be of use in the science and tech-
nology war

With a refreshing frankness, Joe Buff, in an article titled “Science
versus Science” published in Feb. 2004 at www.military.com
raised a series of basic issues that confront, at one and the sa
time, both Big Science and the ongoing intelligence war in cyber
space with respect to science and technology — two areas perti
ent to the present expos of Wikipedia and its cultural fascism. Thi



merits a careful going-over. Buff underlines how

Relative advantages in scientific and mathematical know-hov
have helped determine the outcome of every major war for at lea
two centuries — even for two-plus millennia.

We might say, it's far more than that, since the very history of de
velopment of civil societies puts into evidence how scientific anc
technological development of the forces and methods of socio-ec
nomic production was everywhere dependent upon the scientifi
and technological development of the forces and methods of mil
tary destruction. Buff acknowledges that the development of sci
ence is impelled by these forces, and

affects a nation’s quality of life, economic vitality, and standing on
the world stage

His focus, however, is as follows:

Yet American science is at war with itself. (...) The war is not
about “junk science” or “pseudo science.” It's being fought, if
that’s the proper word, by highly credentialed and deeply respec
ed academics and researchers. | believe the science war has res
ed because of a conflict between what science ideally should be,
ought to be, and what in the real world science actually turns ot
to be. Part of the scientific community, in fact, has jumped on th
bandwagon of that intramural blood sport, electioneering — an
thus serves inadvertently as a test case and a learning tool for t



military. This is because scientists, by weighing in on partisan pa
litics and calling in doubt public policy, in my opinion have begun
to undertake heightened Knowledge Warfare. Knowledge Warfar
Is defined as the broadest strategic level of manipulating how
populace thinks and makes decisions — it includes informatiol
warfare (using cyberspace), and psychological warfare (a class
stratagem).

He has almost entirely plunged his finger into the wound: Knowl-
edge Warfare — the broadest strategic manipulation of how

populace thinks and acts; employment of cyberspace and mas
media to control a mass-society and fashion a consensus to

called “democratic”. He places the scientific community squarely
at the focus of this Knowledge Warfare; and at the heart of the
focus, the dispute between Big Science and small science, betwe
the power-servant peer-review institutions of Big Science and th
facts of science or discovery:

Science is supposed to be founded on objectivity, solid proof, ar
a spirit of open inquiry. The essence of this is called the Scientifi
Method, whereby an hypothesis is stated, and then experimer
are performed to either validate or invalidate the hypothesis. A ke
part of the Scientific Method is that those experiments have resul
which are reproducible by independent laboratories. A crucial as
pect of advances in science is that papers summarizing the rest
of studies be subjected to stringent peer review. The bottom line

peer review is whether or not the experimental results are corre
and support the conclusions stated in the paper. Alas, if only



were that simple. (...) Many scientists are extremely conservativ
when it comes to new ideas that could demolish the establishe
order. Big Science, as it has been called by commentators a
journalists for years, is about three things: funding, funding, ani
funding. Much of that funding comes from the federal government
Consequently, science itself represents a form of pork barrel. It hi
Its vested interests, its bitter rivalries, its successes and its failure
its insiders and outsiders. (...) Science is the handmaiden al
gueen of the modern battlefield.

This brings us squarely to the question of the uses of Wikipedit
and in particular, those that concern protection of the interests
Big Science. For Wikipedia is at the intersection of this Knowledge
Warfare. Its cult of the sanctity of mainstream peer-review, and it
determination to brankdona fidenon-mainstream scientific efforts
as Pseudoscience, lumping them together with doctrines or ide
that would disgust any good scientist, all point in the direction of ¢
gigantic disinformation act. Tyrannized by fanatical lefto-facho bu-
reaucrats and by zealots of Official Science surrounded by &
always-ready supply of zombified adolescents, Wikipedia has be
come a supplement to the imaginary ‘peer-review system’ th:
supposedly rules the secretion called Official or Big Science. Th
unconscious entente of Wikipedia proves the collective adherenc
of its participants to the brave new concept of Official Sciemge:
does not occur within those institutions which embody the power
of the State (Academia), the Military Mechanism and Capital, it ic
NOT science, nor worthy of the Media (including mainstream
peer-reviewed publications), not worthy of being endorsed for th
strategizing of mass-control.



In a truly impoverished world there is a multiplication of the false;
utterances or systems that would qualify as scientific or philosopr
ical thoughts are few and rare. For these few, a new dilemma
double-bind arises: if they are not accepted by majorities, by th
effective organs of majorities, they cannot ever gain the recogn
tion of Big Science; and if they cannot gain that recognition, the\
are not eligible for public or private funds. They are, in a word,
condemned to a minor existence, at best, or no existence at all.

As part of a global strategy to control the thought, perceptions ar
affections of populaces, there rise against these few efforts to thir
and research independently, the voices of the basest, with sloge
like — “if this work were scientific it would have gained recogni-

tion by an institutional power, or been published in a peer-re
viewed mainstream journal”’; “if it is so good it would already
have been commercialized”; “If it were science, it would not be
ignored”. These are just some examples of the gravest and stup
est of the base common-senses that ‘human automata’ are n
programmed to regularly emit — and Wikipedia is replete with
this mechanical exhibitionism of ignorance, close-mindedness ar
willful stupidity. For it is precisely this notion — the notion that

nothing can be scientific unless it has been officially sanctioned &
science by institutional powers — which bars pioneering efforts
particularly in basic science, from being taken seriously, from find-
ing a source of worthy capital, from any possibility of success. It it
a notion that works as a self-fulfilling prophecy, weeding out all
that that threatens the equilibrium of the supposedly ‘known’
Hence, disinformation wins, as legitimate efforts and innovatior
are effectively strangled by irrational and uninformed belief in thai



disinformation — a belief of a religious allure, only its content is
‘science’ not religion. And that’s preciseihy it is called Knowl-
edge Warfare: because it is disinformation and not knowledge ¢
science that wins.

Perhaps the most grimly amusing part of all of this is that Wikipe:
dia does not even accurately enunciate Official Science. Rather, |
cyberpriests are poor sods who entertain themselves with splatte
Ing over “dangerous” articles ready-made Stop and Caution sign
as if they were curators of public morals, guard-dogs intent ol
protecting the ‘unknowing populace’ from the horrors of scientific
invalidity — andthis with respect to scientific claims and en-
deavors whose content they openly and proudly proclaim to b
ignorant aboult Wikipedia is not an organ of Official Science;
rather, Wikipedia is a volunteer enforcer of the politics of that
‘science’, a rank manager, an organ of an Officiating Scienc
made up of norms that remind one more of the adolescent gam
of Alpha Beta Phi societies than anything resembling the thougt
of science. In a word, Wikipedia has become an officiating orgal
of scientific censorship and scientism. In that mass-media role,
now stands as the rule (the norm) of the most mediocre, an effe
tive media dictatorship of falsified knowledge, and thus an effective
‘mediocracy’.

To us, this is the Jed Rothwell syndrome, the Serpent’s Tooth, &
over again — but on a larger and grander scale. A pervasive fa
cism, the wikipedic fascism of pseudo-knowledge. A ‘pediaphilia’
of the mind, often dictated by 10- and 14-year olds and written fo



them. The victory of infantilization as the best tool in the thought-
control of a mass. From the viewpoint of power-systems, Wikipe:
dia is indeed very useful. It keeps us all ignorant, but paofutg

all the happiefor it.

Is Wikipedia's fascism and suppression of knowledge a fraud-
ulent intelligence operation?

In the beginning, one could have wondered where th
‘spontaneous’ animosity towards Aetherometry came from. Oi
closer scrutiny, the animosity was found torfm¢ simply aprior-

istic and uninformed, and more intent on libeling scientists
and their efforts than on creating an encyclopedic article, but
also part of a general fanaticism displayed on all Wikipedia
entries relating to new sciencand its controversies. While this
alone shows Wikipedia to be an extraordinarily biased depositor
of so-called ‘information’, the archives of modifications and the
discussion pages which accompany these entries record a sho
ing degree of zealotry and fanaticism backed up by an administri
tive power that is systematically abused through overt or cove
deletion of texts expressing opposing views, through alteration ¢
records, caricatural distortion of content, and the determined suj
pression of knowledgeable contributions.

One cannot but start to wonder — why is tAremusso en-

trenched in a self-styled community project? Why do administra
tors abuse their power and control the project, instead of acting .
balanced moderators? Why are they so wanton in their display ¢



power and its abuse, why do they behave towards potential co
tributors like a swat-team towards rioters, why do they see fit t
use war tactics and cover their tracks with tag teamwork, why at
they so compulsively obsessed with a competitive scoring of bt
reaucratic points?

The answer that slowly emerges is that it has to do with the insid
ous, insinuating, small-time molecular fascism of Wikipedia. It is,
when all is said and dona,private concern masquerading as a
public service with the pretension of revising the entirety of
historical facts and human knowledge (science includedhn a
word, it is amajor field for power systems to do battle in. But
more than that — and this is where it becomes ever more intere:
ing — the leaders of this neo-maoist cabal for the purification

of knowledge are people like William M. Connolley, employee
of the British government, or Dr. Fred Salsbury, who has
worked with the US Army Medical Research Institute at Fort
Detrick, MD. Slowly, one begins to realize that this Wikipedia,
and, at least its cabal in charge of science, istatligence oper-
ation where at all hours (in their private or their public life), these
semi-government officials and semi-scientists, with their numerous
mostly anonymous and frequently under-age minions, engage
disinformation and open ‘Knowledge Warfare’ against their ene
mies. The attacks are aided and camouflaged by a mob of almc
exlusively anonymous administrators who ‘lend a hand’, and wh
can be invoked (“there’s thousands of us”) and summoned t
help 24 hours a day. In the gloating words of one of the most re
bid ones:



This is how wikipedia works. Anyone can edit any article at any-
time. If you don'’t like that then you’ll just have to lump it. The

Correas “work” is not proper science because they have refust
to submit it to review by other scientists. Don’t give me a load of
crap about IE magazine or their own vanity press. That's nc
proper peer review. What's more, they refuse to let anyone se¢
their papers in full unless they pay for them. That’s well dodgy
and quite rightly leads to suspicion of crackpottery and fraud. Wi
have all been far too polite really. We've welcomed you and you
junk science here, we’ve been insulted, bullied, accused of being
cabal and generally been given a hard time. But you won’t win
Because there are a lot of us, thousands in fact. The aetherome
article will call a spade a spade, and describe aetherometry as wil
it is. Theresa Knott (a tenth stroke), 08:19, 18 July 2005 (UTC)

This half-veiled ‘moronic-intelligence’ operation which is present-
ed as if it were a democratic undertaking, fair, square, and impa
tial (NPOV, Wikipedia's ideological catchword), is, in fact, a sys-
tematic operation of vilification and demonization of any knowl-
edge, scientific or otherwise, that is NOT orthodox by Wikipedia’'s
standards — i.e. cannot boast a sufficient number of Google hi
and/or a record of publication in mainstream journals that are re
garded as flagships of official science by a “consensus” of Wiki:
pedia luminaries. It's a gross and obscene spectacle, a joke thai
being perpretated on the public. And given the high Google rating
of this joke, it is also a fraud, with serious consequences. For wh
other name can one give to passing information thitlss and
created for explicit and exhibitionistic purposes of disinforma-
tion?



