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WP: FRINGE -- Editing Fringe Topics in Wikipedia 
 

Wikipedians have to be careful, even suspicious about disputed topics. As per WP:NOT, 

wikipedia is not a forum or a place to work out disputed ideas.  

 

As per WP:Notability, Wikipedia also has to be cognizant not only about balance, but also what 

ideas are actually notable. Thus, Neutral point of view does not mean that Wikipedia should give 

equal space to a marginal claim (The moon landing was staged!) disputing a widely accepted 

claim (The moon landing happened). While this may be obvious in cases such as the moon 

landing conspiracies, it becomes a lot more complicated for topics such as climate change.  

 

However, fringe topics might actually be notable, even if they are not always capable of being 

positioned in the ways that those who support them do. This is particularly important for health 

topics such as controversial medicines, therapies, and supplements or beliefs such as 

astrology. These create particular issues for NPOV and are covered under a separate policy for 

Fringe Theories. 

 

Such articles can be good topics for this project, as long as you carefully review the policies on 

Fringe theories.  

Policy Pages 

WP:Fringe theories 

Major Issues 

1. The challenge of developing a good fringe article 

 
 

Example: Vampire Lifestyle (Before + Deletion nomination) 

 

This article has been nominated for deletion (several times) but the topic has received enough 

coverage that it has been deemed notable. However, no one has really come in and made it into 

a good article. Despite the fact that this article actually has some decent sources, no one has 

made the time to come in and clean this article up/add content that would make it better.  

● What’s the challenge?  

❖ It needs good sources 

❖ Be appropriately balanced 

❖ Avoid fancruft or other things written from the perspective of someone who is an 

adherent.  
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http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Fringe_theories
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Vampire_lifestyle&oldid=935998275
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Articles_for_deletion/Vampire_lifestyle_(2nd_nomination)


Who has the editorial savvy to actually push this towards a good article?? As of yet, no one has 

materialized... 

 

 

 
 

2. Handling policing of Fringe topics 

 
 

When an editor is watching a Fringe article to protect from vandalism and other editors unaware 

of or unable to follow the Fringe article policies, it can sometimes result in an article that isn’t as 

good or overly emphasizes the fringe nature of the topic.  

 

Example: Ghost Hunting (Before + After + Talk Page) 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Ghost_hunting&oldid=887701796
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Ghost_hunting&oldid=887762613
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Ghost_hunting&oldid=887762613
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Talk:Ghost_hunting#Reorganization_of_Article


An active editor was watching this page after it had a history of fringe editing. This, however, 

was making it very difficult for any other editors to come in and contribute. Because of this, the 

article focuses more on the paranormal investigators rather than the topic of ghost hunting 

which further obscures the article in an even more “fringe” direction, despite there being space 

for discussing Ghost Hunting as a broader cultural and historical phenomenon.  

 

 

 

 

 

As you can see from the above talk page, the editor is barring progress under the belief that 

they are following correct guidelines. This issue would hopefully be solved by keeping the 

community involved in the decision making process on the talk page. 



 

Notice: In the table of contents from the Before and After of the Ghost hunting article, the 

interaction resulted in the article being opened up to much more information that helps to focus 

on Ghost hunting as a whole, rather than sticking to paranormal investigators. Is this entirely 

appropriate?  

 

See how it looks today. Did it find its way to more appropriate kinds of content? 
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