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The 'Undue Weight' of Truth on Wikipedia
By Timothy Messer-Kruse

For the past 10 years I've immersed myself in the details of one of
the most famous events in American labor history, the Haymarket
riot and trial of 1886. Along the way I've written two books and a
couple of articles about the episode. In some circles that affords me
a presumption of expertise on the subject. Not, however, on
Wikipedia.

The bomb thrown during an anarchist rally in Chicago sparked
America's first Red Scare, a high-profile show trial, and a worldwide
clemency movement for the seven condemned men. Today the
martyrs' graves are a national historic site, the location of the
bombing is marked by a public sculpture, and the event is
recounted in most American history textbooks. Its Wikipedia entry
is detailed and elaborate.

A couple of years ago, on a slow day at the office, I decided to
experiment with editing one particularly misleading assertion
chiseled into the Wikipedia article. The description of the trial
stated, "The prosecution, led by Julius Grinnell, did not offer
evidence connecting any of the defendants with the bombing. ... "

Coincidentally, that is the claim that initially hooked me on the
topic. In 2001 I was teaching a labor-history course, and our
textbook contained nearly the same wording that appeared on
Wikipedia. One of my students raised her hand: "If the trial went
on for six weeks and no evidence was presented, what did they talk
about all those days?" I've been working to answer her question

ever since.

I have not resolved all the mysteries that surround the bombing,
but I have dug deeply enough to be sure that the claim that the trial
was bereft of evidence is flatly wrong. One hundred and eighteen
witnesses were called to testify, many of them unindicted co-
conspirators who detailed secret meetings where plans to attack
police stations were mapped out, coded messages were placed in
radical newspapers, and bombs were assembled in one of the



defendants' rooms.

In what was one of the first uses of forensic chemistry in an
American courtroom, the city's foremost chemists showed that the
metallurgical profile of a bomb found in one of the anarchists'
homes was unlike any commercial metal but was similar in
composition to a piece of shrapnel cut from the body of a slain
police officer. So overwhelming was the evidence against one of the
defendants that his lawyers even admitted that their client spent
the afternoon before the Haymarket rally building bombs, arguing
that he was acting in self-defense.

So I removed the line about there being "no evidence" and provided
a full explanation in Wikipedia's behind-the-scenes editing log.
Within minutes my changes were reversed. The explanation: "You
must provide reliable sources for your assertions to make changes
along these lines to the article."

That was curious, as I had cited the documents that proved my
point, including verbatim testimony from the trial published online
by the Library of Congress. I also noted one of my own peer-
reviewed articles. One of the people who had assumed the role of
keeper of this bit of history for Wikipedia quoted the Web site's
"undue weight" policy, which states that "articles should not give
minority views as much or as detailed a description as more
popular views." He then scolded me. "You should not delete
information supported by the majority of sources to replace it with
a minority view."

The "undue weight" policy posed a problem. Scholars have been
publishing the same ideas about the Haymarket case for more than
a century. The last published bibliography of titles on the subject
has 1,530 entries.

"Explain to me, then, how a 'minority' source with facts on its side
would ever appear against a wrong 'majority' one?" I asked the
Wiki-gatekeeper. He responded, "You're more than welcome to
discuss reliable sources here, that's what the talk page is for.
However, you might want to have a quick look at Wikipedia's
civility policy."

I tried to edit the page again. Within 10 seconds I was informed
that my citations to the primary documents were insufficient, as
Wikipedia requires its contributors to rely on secondary sources,
or, as my critic informed me, "published books." Another editor
cheerfully tutored me in what this means: "Wikipedia is not 'truth,’
Wikipedia is 'verifiability' of reliable sources. Hence, if most



secondary sources which are taken as reliable happen to repeat a
flawed account or description of something, Wikipedia will echo
that."

Tempted to win simply through sheer tenacity, I edited the page
again. My triumph was even more fleeting than before. Within
seconds the page was changed back. The reason: "reverting possible
vandalism." Fearing that I would forever have to wear the scarlet
letter of Wikipedia vandal, I relented but noted with some
consolation that in the wake of my protest, the editors made a
slight gesture of reconciliation—they added the word "credible" so
that it now read, "The prosecution, led by Julius Grinnell, did not
offer credible evidence connecting any of the defendants with the
bombing. ... " Though that was still inaccurate, I decided not to
attempt to correct the entry again until I could clear the hurdles my
anonymous interlocutors had set before me.

So I waited two years, until my book on the trial was published.
"Now, at last, I have a proper Wikipedia leg to stand on," I thought
as I opened the page and found at least a dozen statements that
were factual errors, including some that contradicted their own
cited sources. I found myself hesitant to write, eerily aware that the
self-deputized protectors of the page were reading over my
shoulder, itching to revert my edits and tutor me in Wiki-decorum.
I made a small edit, testing the waters.

My improvement lasted five minutes before a Wiki-cop scolded me,
"I hope you will familiarize yourself with some of Wikipedia's
policies, such as verifiability and undue weight. If all historians
save one say that the sky was green in 1888, our policies require
that we write 'Most historians write that the sky was green, but one
says the sky was blue.' ... As individual editors, we're not in the
business of weighing claims, just reporting what reliable sources

write."

I guess this gives me a glimmer of hope that someday, perhaps
before another century goes by, enough of my fellow scholars will
adopt my views that I can change that Wikipedia entry. Until then I
will have to continue to shout that the sky was blue.

Timothy Messer-Kruse is a professor in the School of Cultural and
Critical Studies at Bowling Green State University. He is author of
The Trial of the Haymarket Anarchists: Terrorism and Justice in
the Gilded Age (Palgrave Macmillan, 2011) and The Haymarket
Conspiracy: Transatlantic Anarchist Networks, to be published
later this year by the University of Illinois Press.
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| operalala 8 months ago

—_—

In your 2011 edit:
http://en.wikipedia.org/w/inde...
instead of providing a counterargument to a cited quotation, you removed and replaced it.

From the research that went into your book, you should have a wealth of material to draw on to
support your edits.

You need to cite your sources, just like a term paper, or not complain when it gets handed back to
you.

[Ed. 2/15]

Some of the comments below are just off the map. This is how it works:
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/W...
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/W...

[Ed. 2/17]
Some pointers for academics who would like to contribute to Wikipedia:

1. "On the internet nobody knows you're a professor."

If you're used to deferential treatment at your home institution, you'll be treated like everybody else in
the Wide Open Internet. This skepticism is a good thing - after all, some prankster could easily
create an account using your name and pretend to be you.

2. It helps to use an anonymous screen name (e.g. "haymarketscholar") for a couple of reasons:

a) This makes it easier to cite your own published work without alarming other editors. If they see a
"ProfSmith" citing Prof Smith all over the place, their first reaction will be to think that this is a
narcissistic self-published wingnut.

b) The anonymity can serve as a reminder that you're just one editor among millions in the Wide
Open Internet.

¢) It shifts the focus from the Wikipedia editor to the cited "reliable sources", i.e. the real
"gatekeepers" in any field, such as peer-reviewed journals and the academic press.

3. Wikipedia is all about citing reliable sources, which academics are awash in.

4. Academics need to recognize the difference between the plurality of academia and the singularity
of a Wikipedia article:

College professors are generally free to teach their own points of view, even if these views are not
taken up by the majority - exposure to diversity is part of a student's education, and the protection of
tenure safeguards this. But an encyclopedia has just one entry on any given subject: although the
various points of view should be stated, collective decisions will be made on the overall arc of the
article, which inevitably will not coincide with any one person's views, any more than an overall
department or conference will.

(Also, aside from raw numerical accuracy, most academics know better than to claim they have the
"truth".)

I would like to add a comment about this incident, however.

In 2009, "Gwen Gale" and others told MesserKruse to read the instructions, which he proceeded not
to do (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/T...).

Then in Aug 2011, the conversation between "Malik Shabazz" and MesserKruse ended on a very
positive note, with MS sitting down and reading TMK's book (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/U...
).

I really find TMK's public tantrum over this entirely out of measure, and unbecoming a professor.
[Ed. 2/23: added points 4) and 2c) above]

(Edited by author 8 months ago)

92 people liked this. | Like

marka 8 months ago in reply to operalala



—)

Waita minute. He claims to have cited primary sources - but potentially erroneous secondary
sources are the standard? By these measures, Copernicus, Galileo, Darwin, etc., wouldn't have
been mentioned in their own time - but Biblical entries should get top billing because they have

been cited by many? Or Stalinist & Maoist propaganda, because they have been cited many
times?

And as his student says, if the prosecution spent numerous days at trial, what, indeed, were
they talking about? On its face, the Wiki entry is clearly erroneous. A judge & jury found the
evidence 'credible." Who says it wasn't, and what is their evidence?

278 people liked this. | Like

steven_w_fussell 8 months ago in reply to marka

I think Copernicus, Galileo, Darwin, etc.,would have been included in the Wiki
definitions of their day had Copernicus, Galileo, Darwin, etc.,taken a moment to add their
assertions to the argument and earn adherents based on the weight of the evidence they
presented. Had they insisted on adjudging their evidence superior and contradictory to all
other evidence, they would have had to complain in the Chronicle of their day.

22 people liked this. | Like

TheFrequentPoster 8 months ago in reply to steven w fussell

One more reason not to trust Wikipedia!

104 people liked this. | Like

Christopher Burd 8 months ago in reply to marka

(—}

Wikipedia permits, but frowns on, citing primary sources, because otherwise the
autodidactic cranks will flood it with their own, idiosyncratic interpretations. So,
practically speaking, you're limited to interpretations that a significant number of
reputable authorities have supported. It's not a perfect system, and it's certainly open to
abuse, but it's still a reasonable position.

69 people liked this. | Like

mike stone 8 months ago in reply to Christopher Burd

Yes.. it's much better to rely on an echo chamber of mutually self-reinforcing cranks.

228 people liked this. | Like

Shawn H Corey 8 months ago in reply to Christopher Burd

—_—

What a bunch of nonsense. Not using primary sources is using hearsay. It's only the
"due weight" of the primary sources that count. Anyone can publish enumerable

secondary sources and overwhelm the truth by shouting the loudest. This is NOT
credible reporting.

136 people liked this. | Like

Hal O'Brien 8 months ago in reply to Christopher Burd

mike stone : Arguably, a peer-reviewed journal where original research is
published is also "an echo chamber of mutually self-reinforcing cranks." Again, it



may have its flaws, but if you have another method (and can persuade others to your
point of view so they use it), I look forward to your contribution.

johnsav_vxer FrequentPoster: Congratulations! You win this week's Palin-Cleese
"That Isn't an Argument" Award.

Shawn H Corey : A closer analogy is, an encyclopedia (any encyclopedia,
including, say, Britannica) is more like an appellate court -- it doesn't do finding of
fact. It weighs and presents what's happened in venues that do fact finding. An
encyclopedia is also not a journalistic venue reporting the news, so I'm not sure why
"credible reporting” is a consideration.

26 people liked this. | Like

Gregory_Sadler 8 months ago in reply to marka

I think you're right that if Wikipedia was the dominant meta-information source at the
time of, say Galileo, the sheer amount of sources citing Biblical entries -- or rather more
likely, citing Aristotle's Physics -- would have drowned his own claims out. Darwin, I'm
not so sure -- evolution was talked about in many circles long before he started making
claims about it.

It bears pointing out that the same dynamic would also lead to anti-religious claims being
supported by a wealth of supposed evidence, which on examination turns out to be entirely
secondary sources, often citing each other as authoritative, or primary sources that end up
relying on bare assertion, rather than scholarship.

This dynamic occurred long before Wikipedia came on the scene -- something I noticed
while carrying out my own research work -- getting course material ready for students on
controversial matters, mainly -- in Religious Studies. You could find a secularist author or
an author from a religious group opposed to the one being criticized for doing, asserting,
believing, teaching, covering up. . . X making a claim, then providing references.
Tracking those down, you'd find they'd cite further references, which then cited further
ones, and eventually, you'd find a dead end -- no actual sources at all, or you'd find it
made in some tendentious, hopelessly unscholarly work. (btw, a good work discussing
the production of these sorts of "documents"”, with respect to anti-Catholicism, is
Billington's "The Protestant Crusade" -- and the same sort of "awful revelations" type
literature was generated, often employing the same tropes and characters, several decades
later to attach the Latter Day Saints)

The real problem is that, after a while, it looks like there is in fact a long-built scholarly
consensus on the matter in question, since those who have something to say about it are
more or less all on the same page -- then you add in more popular web-pages, blogs, etc.,
and you've got a trope that now "everyone knows" to be the case -- and to be well-
established as the case.

Wikipedia's model doesn't seem particularly well-suited for handling those sort of
situations.

29 people liked this. | Like

tporges 8 months ago in reply to operalala

—_—

Idon'tsee a "tantrum" anywhere in this article, or in the professor's described behavior. He
cited (and supplied) primary sources in contradiction of an obvious untruth. The gatekeepers
acted like high-handed traffic cops. Citing a bunch of internal legal gobbledegook as
justification for bad behavior is supposed to make Wikipedia look good? Just who is having the
tantrum, here?

It's pertinent that Wikipedia constantly receives "corrections" from true believers, many of
which are buttressed with ample citations from Western Island Press books, BUT if one result
of this is that any correction of a bien-pensant error (one that, if you think about it for a
moment, becomes obvious) gets tagged as a probable "wing nut" attack on verifiable truths,
then Wikipedia has crossed the line into cult territory, itself.

And once again, just because you've had unpleasant experiences with overbearing PhDs (and
anybody within shouting range of Newt Gingrich knows what that's like), that doesn't mean
that any academic researcher should be assigned the burden of your animus. Lighten up,
Francis.

151 people liked this. | Like

drangie 8 months ago in reply to operalala



"Some pointers for academics who would like to contribute to WP:

1. "On the internet nobody knows your a professor."

Your position would have more credibility if you learned the difference between the possessive

"your" and the contraction "you're."

98 people liked this.

operalala 8 months ago in reply to drangie

Like

Obviously, I do know that. But thank you for the heads up, as we mere humans do make

typos from time to time.

25 people liked this.

andyk 8 months ago in reply to operalala

Like

Typo?? This falls into the same category of typo as writing "aint got no" instead of

"doesn't have any".

18 people liked this. | Like
operalala 8 months ago in reply to operalala
muscle memory, actually
9 people liked this. | Like
Serious Hat 6 months ago in reply to drangie
the ad hominem fallacy, we meet again.
4 people liked this. | Like

nadienne1 8 months ago in reply to operalala

1. "On the internet nobody knows you're a professor."

Doesn't the wiki-crowd admonish professors (and experts, etc) for complaining about
wikipedia rather than trying to influence it?

If I understand correctly, the attitude surrounding wikipedia's creation--an attitude that can be
found in wikipedia's dna structure, it seems--is deliberately and blatantly anti-authoritarian,
even hostile to the idea that there can be an authority on a subject. One manifestation of this is
that all feedback/information is weighted as "equal," at least in theory. There are benefits to

this, but one huge disadvantage is the consequence: specious thinking flourishes, but
demonstrations of acuity (acuity for acuity's sake being a trait encouraged and recognized

primarly by authoritative academe, though not by all of academe) are silenced. They have to be.

Acuity can't be systematically differentiated from nonsense.

In short, we may have more sway with wikipedia if we stop thinking like professors.

17 people liked this.

Steve Midgley 8 months ago in reply to nadienne1

I don't think you've got that quite right. Wikipedia doesn't weigh "all

Like

feedback/information" as equal, rather it (tries to) weigh the majority of published views
more heavily. In short it tries to represent the consensus of knowledge/truth /facts. It is
not where leading edge ideas are published and shared, in short it is an encyclopedia. In



that sense, it's hard for professors to participate b/c they are often in the business of
creating truth, not regurgitating consensus (and I mean that in a good way).

17 people liked this. | Like

nadiennel 8 months ago in reply to Steve Midgley

—)

Wikipedia uses a formula to justify what can be included. In the formula, one source
is equal to another, and so it's possible to have a situation where five flawed sources
outweigh one voice of reason that disagrees with the others.

That's the fundamental problem with Wikipedia: there is no human authority at the
top deciding when to bend the rules and when to adhere to them. All our soundness
of reason matters not; what matters is numbers. If Wikipedia reguritates consensus,
that is only a happy byproduct of its systematic, efficient, streamlined, anti-
authoritarian (and ultimately dehumanizing) process for disseminating
information.

19 people liked this. | Like

Joshua Carlson 8 months ago in reply to operalala

—}

Wikipedia's combination of bizarre, arcane rules and hyper-vigilant article sentries are
unbecoming any organization outside of a Kafka novel. It's no wonder that even an articulate,
published, capital-E Expert has trouble maneuvering it.

37 people liked this. | Like

Clint Lalonde 8 months ago in reply to operalala

—)

"2, Tt helps to use an anonymous screen name (e.g. "haymarketscholar") for a couple of
reasons..."

I disagree that anonymity is a good strategy for academics on Wikipedia. Anonymity makes it
more difficult to validate reliable information and can be used as an obfuscation technique. We
should be striving for more transparency on the web as a whole, not more anonymity.

18 people liked this. | Like

operalala 8 months ago in reply to Clint Lalonde

—_—

I do agree about transparency, but I really want to emphasize that WP is not about
qualifications or "validating information" per se; it's all about citing reliable
*sources*. Academics will naturally have their hands on such sources, but the
validators/gatekeepers are the same as ever - peer-reviewed journals and academic
publishers, not the WP editors.

3 people liked this. | Like

Steve Midgley 8 months ago in reply to Clint Lalonde

[—

T agree in principle to your point, but in practice wikipedia editors will very often jump on
new entries if it is obvious that a person is promoting their own viewpoint. It's not a great
aspect of wikipedia culture, but there are a lot of cranks out there so it's kind of inevitable.

2 people liked this. | Like

shipspassing 8 months ago in reply to operalala
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QHEHE@DW VAR QHEHE@CHPWG XQYHU LHGRIHMYHEP D> @DQGWHOGERRXY
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SROWURP DOWHJID@P DXIY |, P D\ QHYHINQRZ

SHRSBIHGWY | / INH

$O[ =RDFK  PRQMVIDIR QWSO W RSHIDDAQ

<RXP DNAHD®WWR JRRGSRIQW DQG, DIUHHZ M DGR Z KDWRX DIHVD\ LQJ

, VWRQI® GVDIUHHZ LW\ RXUFRP P HWDERXWP DNLQJ DQ DQRQ\ P RXVDFFRXQWMRXIK , WMLON
WDWQ JHOH.DO WY EHWAR UH UDLQ I URP DAELQJ VRXUFHYWIDW RX KDYHD YHAMGLOWMIHNG |,
WLONWDWI \ RX Z DOWR LQIOHOPHZ INSSHAD (W EHAVR FUFDWMD SURI LB DQG EHRSHD DERXW RXU
LGHOWA SRMMDOFRQICRW R LOMHAWDQGELDWY , DRMDED UHRP P HOG SXWQJ \ RXUIXQ

QP HLQ\ RXUSLRLOA

, YHIRXQGWDVWKDYLQJ DQ HAREOMKHGWDRN IHRGR KLIK TXDOWHAWJIRHVD®RQI Z D

2 1IWD Z KH SHRSBIVHHD QHZ. HAVWKDWIH GRQOWINH WH GRRN DVWZ KR DGGHG LWRI W VR FKHAN
Ll VW YDQEDIMWP RUMBRSS\ VFKRDUKLS

© KLGY, GRWILONLOQ DQLGHDZ RUTE WY EHAVRUWHLG-DV\VR WBQGRQWHURZ Q EHFDXVH
: INLSHED FDQ EHSRMMD® DQRQ\ P RXV , WIONP DQ\ HAVRY DIHWNHBWFDOR QHZ HAVRWYDQG
DFFRXQWZ LW YHY MAMBIHEVKIMRY 1\ RX FRP HRQWR:  LNLSHAD DQGP DNHQR HAW RKHUWDQ
AW \ RXURZ Q SDSHURUERRN LQ D VLQU GIDUAFG! LWRMABRRNY UHD@® EDG

SHRSBIMHG KLY | / INH

WRWZHWH  PROKVDIR 1QUASO \R$®f =RUDF

—}

, YHIRXQGWDVKDYL.QJ DQ HAREVKHSWDAN IHRWGR! KLIK TXDOW HAWJRH/ D&
ZD !!

8 QIRUMQDWD LI WRVHHAWFROWDARAMHS HHYHS: MGRP WH Z RQWARA XS YHY BRQU
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SHRSBIHGWY | / INH
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: INSSHADKDVQRSIREGP Z LK VXSSRUMHUHV-DURK HYHD LI WVLQGAMM VSROWRHG 2 QWH
RMHJIKDQGDQ! UM-DURK DI DLOVADVSDUEP HP XWP HAAP SRAMELAWKLIK KXUBY 8 6
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SAHIFHLY QRAEROHE! FROQHWXY |, WV GRQHE LQAYLGXDYDQGZ LOLSHAD LY DWWIRZ EDAN\R
WHWHGSDMK , QTXIMMRQ 7 KHUHDAD VDG SDUAVWDVS 6 &RQIUHAP H XVHLVWR UHADURK
IDPW



SHRSBIHG WY | / INH

M KDE P RQMV DIR

7KDON\RX , Z DVQRWDZ DUHWDWIXDOW LHAHDURK Z DV XQDFRHBWEGILY:  INSHAD@QG 9 HY
XQIRUNQDMLOGHG

SHRSBIHGWY | / INH

DHDLRQ P RQMV IR 1QUHS® \R I KDE

, P SURAV VIXUHWDW QRAZ KDVWHDUAFBIVOLG

SHRSBIHG WY | / INH

6HM +XEHU P ROMVDIR 1QUHSD \R MKDE

—)

: INSSHAD LV QRAKHFRUIIHAEMAHWR SXEQWK \ RUIRDUK

SHRSEIHG WKLY | / INH

KHOQUFK P RQMV DIR 1QUHASO R 6 HW + XEH

—_—

, WAQWD TXHAMRQ R SXEQVKLQJ \ RXURZ QUAKDURK , WD TXHMRQR! :  INSHAD EUHDNLQU
IWRZ QUKBY :  KHD IWARP HV\RWHSLHAHDERYH \WWHDXWRUZ DV DEGIVR FMQRQ
FROWRYHWDOGRAXP HWIY HGHORHWDVWXSSRUMG KLY FILP V' 7 KHHMGHORHZ DV
SUHXP DEO GUIMP DM LH WDP HIURP WH/ LELDY R &RQIUHA DQGWHSUHYDLOQ)

P DIQWUHDP YLHZ QR HYLGHORHSUMVHWG DWKHWIDO RZ H3P RIHVRD @ANR H IMAQJ
UAVHDURK WWDQ RSSRVLQU FMGHORH

1 ROHKMHPW WH: INSHAD JDWNHBHY GHGHGKLVHAWZ HHQVGHP DMME® 7KDWV
LP SOH/WDW  INSSHAD HIVRY DIHTXD@ LHEWR P DNHLOWLSUIHBMRQV DQGDAXHMGI P HOW
RQWHP HDQLQJ R DEKIMRUIFDOHHDUAK 1 RWAVHQ KIMRY SIRIBARLYY XVXDAD VSHADIMV
DIHTXDOIHGWR Z HIK 1Q RQ WHWIMWR URVHDURK RQ HYHY MQI GIKIMRUFDORSLIF <HV

¢ INSHADHAWWYWRWIVHHY @D GFAAQI Z KDAWHWRWWR UIRADUK LV LOMSUHAQD
Z KDAKHDADGP LIF FROWHVXVLY  Z BWRXVWEHQI WDLOHGDFDGHP LRV, WV DEVXLG

SHRSEIMHG KLY | / INH

S5RE&UZIRWG PROMVDIR 1QUHSO W KHQUEK

WHSUHYDLOQ) P DIOWHP YIHZ - QR HY.GHOFHSUHHMG DYWKHWIDO RZ H3P RIHVWRD
@R H MM IHAHDURK WDQ RSSRUQ) HGHIAH

,EH WRAIH  WHSHDLAQ) YIHZ RZ HYP RIHVRWWHSROMFDOOHHMW R WH
ERP EHYEHQJ |DOHY DAFXVHG DQGWHUSXQLKP HWEHQJ XQWWW:  INSSHADLY
GHHAQI WL SIDYED EHFDXVHIVY P RIHXVH XOMDQ WHDRMDORKW

SHRSBIHGWY | / INH

+D2 %UHQ PROMVDIR 1QUHSO \R KHQUEK

7 KHHAVRWYLQ TXHMRQ DIHGHHUQI R KIMRY SIRHARY XVXD \SHADDMN  LQ
WDV U 0 HAHJ. UOHYYLHZ VERQWISSHDUMR KDYHJ DLOHSWDRARQ Z LW \DIG
VSHADIMV JLYHQ WHSUHBRQGHDQFHR SXEQFDWRQY + RZ HYHJ DV\ RXURZ QLOH SHIW
RSIQIRQ DSSHOW VR KDYHEHHR VKDSHGE\ VENLQU 0 U 0 HAMHU. UVHVDUIXP HOQWDW
IDFHYDOH \ RXUHQRZ. H FRUDWQ WRVHVDP HHAVRY | ROWHUGH HHOPHWR KLVRY
SIRHARY XVXD \SHADIMV

, KRSH\ RXFDQVHHWHLLRQ, - 9%<XVIDW/ RQO VSHRXOMRQRQP \ SDUWV



SHRSBIHGWY | / INH

KH.QUFK P ROMYV DIR 1O UHS® \R +DC2 Yl

7KH LLRQ. KHHLYRQO \REHIRXQGLQ\ RXUYLHZ WDAKHVXG R KIVRY LV
VRBM® HXAEGIWRKHVDLG VKHVOLG $ VWHSLHRHDERYHLQAFDWY \WHDXWRU D
KIWRUDQ Z DVHMBGVR DP RIHU-DVRQDEGIWHIW HWR KLY YLHZ VMOQFHDWRQH
SROWD WH Z HHSXEQWKHS E WH Z HHQRW UDV® FROARYHIADO $ WH YH
GDWY  LNLSHELD FRXGBKDYHVINHY QRMR! KLV UAHDURK DQGP HMROHGKLY QRQ
FROWRHMDOLQAQIVIQ SDMQI  DVIVWERHVIQP DQ HWHY

, P FXURXY WRXJK GG\ RX GDLQWR DL XHDQG UHDVRQ RQWHLOWLOH, VDQ
DSSHDORVRP HVXSHILADO LLRQ. \ RXURQD WRSH  WHRQ® WIAN\ RX KDYHLQ
\ RXUEDJ"

SHRSBIHG WY | / INH

+D®2 %UHQ PROMVDIR 1QUSO \RKHQIEK

7KH LRQ'  KHHLVRQ® VREHIRXQGLQ\ RXUYLHZ WDWAHHWMG R KIMRU LV VRVZED
UHSXHAEGIVRKHVOLG WKHVDLG

6XFK DSIWWDWQRAP\ YIFZ. QRUKDYH, Z UWMD\R , LOYW\ RXVR TXRMP HZ KHH,
KDYH

$ VWHSLHHDERYHIQAFDWY WHDXWRU DKIMWRUDQ Z DVHMIKBGVRDP RH
UDVRQDEIWHDWR? HMWRI KLV YLHZ V

7KDAVHR HMWBG LV SHKDSVP RIHUAHDDQU WDQ\ RX LOMG

SWKHYH) GDWY  INLSHELD FRX@ KDYHVINHQ QRMR! KLY UHHDLRK DQGP HMRQHG
KLV OQRQ FROWRYHMDALQAQIVIQ SDMQI DVIWGRHVIQP DQ HWIH/

7KHHYQRMQIGISHIRQDV : INSHAD WRVENHVXFK QRM  + DYH\ RXWIHGGRQJ LW
\ RXUHD'

, P AXURXY WRXIK GG\ RX BDUQ VIR DU XHDQG UHVRQ RQ WHLOQWLDHA

1R ) RWP DI EROUEQI VAIKRRODQGD WP DIIEH DCOUWVFRIBUH , QIRUP DA

\ HDW/ P DULDI HVRVRP HRQHZ LW DP DWMY/LQ SKLARVRSK\ 1 RAMDWAWNHULY UHBYDQW
| VRP HRQHZ KR KDV GDLOHEWR DU XHDQG UHDVRQ RQ WHLOWLOHAD, DWH

WH Z IRQ" |, 1 VRP HRQHZ KR KDV GDURHEWR DU XHDQG UHVRQ DAWKHIHAAR 6RAUDMY

RU$ BRQ] R&KXUK \D\V DUHWH WKW YDRNI LRXQG VO WOHAHADUOD \WH

YDUDE®!

,VDQDSSHOOR VRP HVXSHULADO ILRQ:  \ RAURQO WRSH  WWHRQO WIFN\ RXKDYH
LO\ RXUEDJ"

, Z RX@G\D QRWBXVWKHD, Z RX@ Z RX@QW" $ VWKLY SROQW KDYHP DQ\ RIMHJSRW
LQWHWUDG  UDCHYP D' MGIHIRUWHP VHOYHY

SHRSEIHG KLY | / INH

GKZRON  PRQKVDIR 1QUHSO R KHQUFK

$K WDWZ KHH\RXUHZ IRY + HQUFK ,\WDFDVHR : INISHAD VXSSRUMY WHU
QRWIW : 3 LVDFRIARH QRADMQIGIHMIV RZ QUKBY DQGWH DH RQWH

Z KRB JRRGUKBV 2 QWHROHKDQG :  INISHADLYDQ ( QR FERSHAD WD SMAHIRU
WHXQLOMDMGVRJIRIRUD TXRN FROVHVXVRYHHZ R DVRSIF , W QRAD STFHIRU
H SHWWR G-EDMVIKRDUD P LOXWMRUSURVHRUI LODOHADURK

2 QWHRNHJIKDQG WWVSUHAVHD : 3 VSHAUUHYLZ SROAHVWDVSUHFOGHAMMRQVR
RUILQDORXUAHY , GRQWERXEVWKHDXWRUY FUHAELOW | RUD P RP HOWEXWI KHZ HH

P DIALRXVO | IDXGXORMWKHFRXTS HDV® FIWD | LRMARXVVRXUAH SHKDSVHHDLQ D
ILFYARXY DURKLYH 2 UKHFRX@ VP SO SUAVHMD YHY BSMGHEYHZ. R WHKIRUFDO
HMGHOFH VD' RQO TXRMY ILRP WHSIRHRXRUV SHYRQDOQRMY 7KHKRD P LIKWIR
XQFRYHHG I RU\ HDWY/ RURYHD GHFDGHY MW KDSSHOHS GHBHOAQ) RQKRZ (RQU LVWRRN
EH RUHDQRMHVSHADDMG-A.GHGE VR UMW HVDP HVRSLE LQWHVDP HDURKLYH 944U
VR DYRIGWHSUREGP HMHD B\ FRQILQLQI WHEVAXVMRQ R HABEOMVKLQ) FROVHVXY
QRWABEQVKLQD |DFW

: 3 VSROAHWVWHIHWNHS: 3 FRHWRIWP WMWRQ  Z KIFK LVUHD@® WHP MWMRQR
DQ HOR FRSHAD DQGWRDARZ WHJURXS R UHSRQG TXLANG \RSUIREGP V' 7RERURZ



DQDSWQDARI\ 1URP DORWHUSRWMU ©  LNLSHAD LY \WHDSSHIDMFRXUNR NQRZ BGIH
SHKDSVHH WHBXSUHP HERXUWAR NQRZ BGEIH  IWERHV QRWKDYHRWILQDO
MUMGLRARQ RUP DNHGHMLP LODWRQVDV\RILQAQIVR IDRW

7KHIDAWVWDW  INSSHED LV D SHHUURMHZ HG SXEQFDWRQ Z W AWFWAEARUIDO
IXLGHIOHY DQG CRXE®! EQQGUHHZ 7 KHDXWRUEDWQWD LIQRHS  1Q | DRV DO
IOXQMG WHHAVRIDOSROAHY DQGWHD | DLOGWHSHUHEZ  7KHSUREGP LV WDW
WHDXWRUDWXP HY DGR WHFROADY  \WDVWKHHIMRWR! : 3 DUHQRVKLY
SHAY + HRSH® LOWXAVWHP DQGWHD JRAVRQWR FRP SOLQ FROGHAHAQI® WDVWKH
QR QRNHHYHSUH HHMDOAHDW HOWURP \KIHP

2 QHZRQGHYVKRZ $+ 5 RU-$+ Z RX@GUHSRQGWRMP LIMUEHKDYIRU 2 QHVXVSHRW
WH P LIKWH/SRQGMP LD

SHRSEIMHG KLY | / INH

KHQUFK PRQKV DIR IQUASO R GZRQ

—_—

, WVDP O LQI VR VHHSHRSGIWLQJ WHP VHYHV LOVR NQRW R GHHG Z KDWY
SDMMD LOGHHME®

: INSHADLVQRWSHUUHMHZ HG |, QWHRY  WHLOIRUP DARQ SUMHMGLO LW
P DQ\ HWIHY DIHEDVHG RQ D FHIBLQ MGI P HMWRULOWLSUHMRQ DV\R Z KDAWKH
FROHWXV LVRQ D\RSLF DADJLYHQ P RP HOW

,Q SWDANAH  Z KIFK LVP XFK P RHLP SRUBQUWMRSLFY DQG HAWHY DUHMDEBRXVO
JIXDUEGE AHIRLO LOGYGXDE Z KR DIHORW] SHW Z KR GR QRYKDYHWR UHHDO
WHUUHDOQDP HY DQGZ KR A EHVTXDWRQ WHWRSLFV DV L WY WHLUU

0\ SRIQWZ KLFK RXJKWR EHREYLRXV' LV WDWKHHVR FDEBGHAWRY FDQORW
SRWLEQ® P DNHFRP SHMWHGI P HQWDVVRZ KDWKH FROVHWXY LQDVR FD@BG
AVASDOHLYZ WWRXVEHRQILQI VRWDWEVASOOH |, | WH VXFFHHGLO SRIQWQ)
RXWKMDWARQUHVXY WY/ RQO HYHJE\, DFR.GHW

7 DNHWHQHZ VIMP \WWDWE HWDURXQG UHFHM® DERXVMHGEMARYHY \WDWDLD

0 DQKDGIQMEH3Z W 1 HDQGHWWDY $VVRRQ DVAMHUM-DUK \VXJ JHAMY LW
FOP HRXAWWMH FRVHVXY FKDQIHE RYHLQLI KWOAANHUFRUG R WDWERQVHXY
QWP VR SXEQKLQI KIMRY R SHHUUMHZ HSDWFGY  Z KHHZ HHD@WH

DUAFGY SIRYLQ WHQHZ FROVHWY' 7KHHZ HHQWDQ, 7 KHHKDEQVEHHD
HORXIK WP H

/ INHHYHY WILQ) HYHQRZ DED\V : INISHAD LV EDVFDAED DQGHAMHQADED (@2 HG
,WDP RQH P DNQJ VAKHP HWDVWKDEQ WP DEHP XFK P ROH DQGWWDWRIBRZ V
KOV Z KHQ W FROYHLHOWR:  LINLSHED

SHRSBIHG WY | / INH

+D2 %WUHQ  PRQMVDIR (O UHSO \R KHOUFK

# KHQUFK  ,WVDP D} LQJ VR VHHSHRSGIWLQ) WHP VHYHY LOVR NQRWVR GHHIG
Z KDALY SDWIMD LOGH HME®!

, VW UH UHVKLQU VR VHHVRP HROHVR XQI QQFKLQI® KROHWMDERXHP VHYHY  ( LWHU
WDWRULMY G-SUHAMQI \RVHHVRP HRQHZ UMMZ LW VXFK FRP SGIMMANR \VHD
DZ DIHHW |, WARKIK \R\D:

/ INHHYH) ILQI HIHQRZ DAD\V © INSSHAD LY EDUFDA® DQGHAMHMDMD |@F H3

7KHRSWP AEHDHYHY Z HOYHLO WHEHMR DISRAMEMZ RUEBY WHSHMP MAVHDLY/
WLVIVWKH : KLEK LVVRVD.  DABDWYRX Z UMDVLL \ RX LHFRQFHAQ) WHHV QRMLQJ
EHMU

(",7(" 72%" " 0 RHWDQDQWLQ \ RXIHVRXQA.QJ @\HD P HAHYDOVTXLH
LOVMMOQI WDWAM HQ DUP LHY RQ I RRAZ LAQHYHJEH DEGIVR VUNHRQ DUP RUHS FDYDQY

7 KDWKHARP ELODWRQ R @ HBRQJ WDLQLQ) WKHHUH SHOVH DQG QREBIELLK Z LA@OHYHJ
EHYI.DE® WUHDWOHG QR P DAMUKRZ WRVHFRP P ROHY FRQGXRVWKHP VHYHY RUZ KDW
WHUUHRGLOQ WHILHBP LIKWEH

3DWBHIRP DOFHLY QR LOAFDARQ R IXWMUHUHXOV DVWHILODORHIX\ VD, 960N/
WHZ D\ \REHW

SHRSBIHGWY | / INH

FOEFKDP SIRQ P ROMVDIR 1Q WSO \R KHOUEK



7 KHDXWRUEDWEQW LIQRIHG LQ | DAW@I LDQWD |@MXQWME  WHHIMRUDCSROAH/DQG
WHD | DLOGWHSHHUUHYLE

IGMG QRVIDXQMG

SHRSEIHG WKLY | / INH

QKWRWKW  PROMVDIR (O UHSO W KHQIFK

7KHHLY DMQI® DAXHHIMRURY: - INSHELD VWWOQLY DUAFBY Z KR LOVMN WDWKH
) HOFK 2 SHOSURUWR ~ Z DVQRWDP DVRU HYHD WIRXJ K P DNRUDXWRUMEV VXFK DV
WH: RUIBS @ DQDF DQGWH( QR FERSHAD Y MIQQLFD OMMGWIHP DVVXAK 7 KH WLV
HAVRULOUMAMS RQ DSSOLQJ KLV RZ Q VHD DSSRIOWGXGY FOLP LQUJ WDWKH) UHOFK
ZDVORWRSHD \RQRQ ) LHOFK 2 RSV WHYHY IOy MK 2 SHOLQ  ZDVZRQRE
DYAIWBFIDFK WDW: - HID WHWRXUODP HWZ DVQWIHD@® DQRSHR\ HAVZ DVIW:  HD
QHWWHUZ HHWHRKMHWUH EXVWKHKLWRIFDO LFARQ R DRIEXWQ) WHUKIRY DV
WDWR SDWKDP SIRQVLY QRATXHMRQHS HYHD Z KHQ VW EHHD FWWG WIDVWKHI LUAVS 6
25 1Q Z DV@P MMG\R$ P HIFDQVRQ®  6R\WHIDPWDIHEHQ) GRXEQ
QAWRIMGKHH ILUME LOFRUHAD DSSOLQI DSRIA VRWH) UHOFK GO \WHD QRW
DSSOLQI WDWOP HSRIR \RWHS P HIFDQ $XVADIDQ DOGYAIMIK GO

7KHUDOSRIQMR 0 HAHJ. UKVHY DUAFGALY\WWDWKHHDUHP DQ HMRWRQ:  INSHAD
Z KR WRXIK XQHDI KWOHE DVVR WHI DRV R WHVXEMPWKDYHVRR P XFK WP HDQG\RR
P XFK HIRVR DIRZ. SRMYHHEAVRUDCFRIHARQ VR RFFXU 7 KHVHHAWRY EHARP H

H SHWIQRQHWLQI JDP LQJ \WH: INSHADV VAP FAMQJ : INLSROR Z KHQLWAXW
WIHP EXVWI QRUQU W KHQ IMERHVQRW2 | FRXUH  RWHIAM IH MV LV MVWARQHR
PDQ SRIAH/ WDVKHS: [NSH3HDYRGDQ VHHR REMAYHIDILOHA ) DILOHW
LVQRAHTXLLHS K\ SRAUM: LVSHIHAWD 1LOH VR ERQ DVIWQYRYHY FROVHVXY  Z KLFK
LQP RWIDVHY UHD@D LV QRKLQU P RIHWDQ ROHRUME RVMGHWHEMRY Z W D32 9
ELDVDQGD WA HEMRUDOAP HRQWHUKDQGY

SHRSBIQHGWY | / INH

/ ROGP RIHFRP P HQW|

GRAWIKW  $@UWIKWWHHIG
7KHEKURQFBIR + LIKHJ( GFOMRQ TZHON 7TKUGOWL : : DWKIQIWRQ



