Megan Cuevas	 03/10/2013 11:46 am
I am evaluating the website Wikipedia and its reliability of the research done on pneumonia. 
 
1.      Authority There is not one particular author, it is a collaboration on individuals offering content. Anyone with web access can contribute to the information on the site. Expertise is not necessary or confirmed to add to the content. No professional qualifications are listed, in fact the author isn't even required to provide a true identity. Wikipedia states in its  policy that there are experienced editors watching the public contributions to ensure that sources are reliable and verifiable as well as deleting any personal bias or opinion on a topic. The Site is sponsored by the Wikimedia Foundation and is copyright protected.
2.      Timeliness and continuity Wikipedia was created in 2001. It is updated constantly by millions of contributors as well as staff editors and reviewers. All updates are clearly marked on the page history which is available for every page on Wikipedia. The site works towards properly and fully citing each article on Wikipedia, so after a contribution is made staff works to verify and cite the info. The links on this site are active and functional. 
3.      Purpose The targeted audience is the general population. This site is meant to create a public forum for people to offer their individual expertise and knowledge on a topic to create a place with the most up to date news and information. Wikipedia wishes to create an encyclopedia environment that doesn't take years, or even decades, to provide information on a topic. The goals/aims/objectives are clearly stated on the "about" page as well as in the disclaimers and policies. 
4.      Content: accuracy and objectivity It is difficult to say if the intended purpose is met, it would depend on what your purpose is while visiting the site. Wikipedia was created to be a public forum of information. A place where people can go to share their knowledge and expertise to get the most up to date version of a topic. This purpose is served. Wikipedia also states that while they pride themselves on verification and reliability checks they do not recommend this site as a source of reliable research. There is a group of administrators or staff editors that are constantly evaluating the contributions made to the site but Wikipedia states in the disclaimer that they cannot be held accountable in the accuracy or reliability of the information. They assign a tiered rating to each article which indicates how accurate and reliable the information is but they can never guarantee complete accuracy. The cited sources are verifiable but again not all sources are cited. I feel that this site offers an excellent place to start in terms of the value of the content. You can get a good idea of what you want to look for and reliable sources to get certifiable information. The site administrators work to take all bias out of the contributions but this cannot be guaranteed. There are no advertisements on the site.  
5.      Structure and access The site loads very quickly and there are minimal graphics and artwork on  the site. The creativity is in the concept of the site which allows the general public to create and up to date encyclopedic environment to allow the general public to stay current on just about any topic you can think of. The site is extremely interactive from the standpoint that you can post to or edit any article. The navigation is not necessarily intuitive, there are no icons and this is not a secure site. 
 This would not be considered a "good" site because it is not a reliable or verifiable source of information. The site would be considered "bad" and probably even "ugly" due to the fact that that the disclaimer about the site is not offered on the very first page. This site looks very professional and legitimate and could easily be mistaken for a sound and reliable source of information. However, the disclaimers and policies are not hard to find and they clearly state in a very understandable tone the intended purpose of this site. 
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