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	“JUST ZIS GUY’S” ANTICS ON WIKIPEDIA 

	I have been watching the antics of 'Just zis guy' and others on Wikipedia over the past few weeks. with some dismay.

'Just zis guy' - self proclaimed omnipotent arbiter of `objectivity and neutrality', since Jim Wales himself intervened at Simon Wessely's behest, and who, ironically, has been making most un-objective, emotive and abusive remarks about One Click while writing a biased, pro-Wessely account, has been attempting to justify his own site vandalism (that's what it is called by Wikipedia itself when someone changes something unilaterally and without prior discussion) therefore breaking Wikipedia's own rules of engagement, by implying that the critique of the psychiatric paradigm and Wessely's part in it, made by One Click and others, is limited to a very few `sub-group' of patients. Hilariously, he demands that anyone who wants to claim that political opposition to Wessely comes from more than only a small group of sufferers, must cite numbers from `verifiable neutral sources'.

As no statistical studies have been done to establish how many people oppose Wessely et al's psychiatric paradigm, this would be impossible! However, it should also be noted that no `neutral' statistical studies have been done to establish how many people support the psychiatric paradigm either! And evidence has already been shown that, no matter what the figures, the objections are relevant, whoever has made them, be they doctor, advocates or other professionals. Indeed there is often not much 'neutral' statistical information around the academic or political positions on MANY subjects: this does not negate their relevance. To suggest otherwise is ludicrous. But 'Just zis guy' seems to have little idea of political or academic process, and I think this may be one of the problems with his assuming the mantle of authorship for this article.

Ironically, while plenty of evidence has been offered to show how much medical evidence there is to refute Wessely's psychiatric paradigm (by someone not connected with One Click in any way, we might add) this person has been criticised for bringing such evidence onto the Talk Page! The haranguing that is passing for `objective discussion' is entirely demoralising. One of the contributors, `JFW' has given up any pretence at non-partisanship. The pro-Wessely position and determination to attack One Click of this contributor is glaring. At one point he calls One Click 'faecal matter': and 'Just zis guy' appears to have no problem with THAT sort of 'partisanship' at all! It also appears, quite clearly from the evidence of their behaviour to date, that parties such as JFW and 'Just zis guy' are determined to write a hagiography of Wessely, refusing to concede on almost any point that has been brought up by others attempting to contribute. This phenomenon alone has been striking, and worthy of careful monitoring.

Just zis Guy's own conduct on the Wikipedia discussion page alone and in editing the Wessely article completely negates any of the claims he assumes about his own so-called neutrality and objectivity in this sorry saga. Sadly, Jim Wales's own intervention did pretty much the same. Even more ironically, if one visits the Wikipedia Discussion page on George W. Bush, another contentious article, one will see the Wikipedia rules of engagement (or `Talk Page Guidelines): "Please respect Etiquette, assume good faith and be nice." In the circumstances, the behaviour of 'Just zis guy' and others on the Wessely article talk pages is laughable. The obvious hypocrisy in claiming neutrality while attacking people who disagree with them is frequently encountered on sections of Wikipedia, and troubling to say the least. The adverse implications for any attempts to achieve true objectivity and neutrality are legion, and I suspect this is not the first time Wikipedia has run into these sorts of problems.

The latest outburst from this man, while quite comical, perhaps shows how much of a mess the uninformed can get themselves into when they assume they know better - precisely because they are uninformed! It's a bit like a man telling a woman who has given birth that the pain is not that bad and his view on the subject is the most authentic - because he has never experienced it! Maybe 'Just zis guy' will go and unilaterally edit any Wikipedia "Points of View" on the pain of menstruation next…
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