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“Revealing the results of ground breaking Big Data
research, ‘Nullius in Verba' draws back the curtain to
expose the shameless role of the Royal Society in hiding
facts and perpetuating science myths... Criminologist Dr
Mike Sutton has uncovered a can of wriggling worms
...the serious matter regarding why the Royal Society
allowed and rewarded such dishonorable activity, which
breached its f: P of the Arago Case ruling
for deciding both first and foremost priority for original
scientific discovery, cries out for further enquiry”
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Archive No. 1 (Public domain, published data)
Archive No. 2 (Public domain, published data):
In UK Law, under section 1 of the Malicious Communications Act

1998, it is an offence to send an_indecent, offensive or threatening
letter, electronic communication or other article to another person.



https://www.amazon.co.uk/Nullius-Verba-Darwins-greatest-secret/dp/1541343964
https://www.amazon.co.uk/Nullius-Verba-Darwins-greatest-secret/dp/1541343964
https://docs.google.com/viewerng/viewer?url=http://patrickmatthew.com/onewebmedia/Achive_Legal_No.1_Jan%25202018_r.pdf
https://www.amazon.co.uk/Nullius-Verba-Darwins-greatest-secret/dp/1541343964

The published obscene and offensive misogynistic abuse below
has been reported in the Scottish and English regional press
and ,.and and

Despite this, Wikipedia's organizational response is to allow this
particular individual to substantially edit a Wikipedia page about
me ( ) and their Patrick Matthew page about me and my
research (e.g. ).

Despite such verifiable hard published evidence to the contrary,

Wikipedia's owner Jimmy Wales maintained on a BBC programme

on 24th January that its editors are not malicious or malevolent:
(archived ).

Offensive Communication from a prolific Wikipedia editor of their
and
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Look here you supercilious cunt, |
told you who 1 was immediately. Stuff ue
haughty “Wasn't that hard for you was i7"

up ur arse

Original Twitter Account Tweet:
Archived:

Archive No. 3 Wikipedia organizational response to the "New Data"
Wikipedia has facilitated its editors to reference their own biased
blog sites, emails and claimed emails from others to lie and publish
malicious and malevolent falsehoods about peer reviewed journal
articles and the verifiable facts published in them.

Wikipedia's Patrick Matthew page ( ).

Wikipedia's Patrick Matthew page editors involved in organizational
response to the "New Data" (archived):


http://archive.is/rWSXi
http://archive.is/rWSXi
http://archive.is/tuTr0
http://archive.is/tuTr0
https://www.thecourier.co.uk/news/local/perth-kinross/120747/academic-accused-of-weirdly-closed-mind-as-perthshire-charles-darwin-row-continues/
http://archive.is/k8iAU
http://archive.is/3f6TW
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Patrick_Matthew&action=history
http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/w3csvvdy
https://patrickmathew.blogspot.co.uk/2018/01/jimmy-wales-maintains-wikipedia-editors.html
http://archive.is/ZxVTr
http://archive.is/ZxVTr
http://archive.is/3f6TW
https://twitter.com/JFDerry/status/694276996109602816?ref_src=twsrc%5Etfw&ref_url=http%3A%2F%2Fpatrickmathew.blogspot.com%2Fsearch%2Flabel%2FJ.F.Derry
http://archive.is/8tH1C
http://archive.is/j1Sw2

a. http://archive.is/ZxVTr
b. http://archive.is/pEJWG
c. http://archive.isINWGQqZ

Ignoring the fact, reported in the press, that Dr John van Wyhe sat
on the editorial board of the journal that published my peer
reviewed science journal article on the newly discovered
independent facts of Darwin's glory stealing science fraud and
proven lies, Wikipedia editors focus merely on what they call an
"open letter", which (you really could not make this stuff up) one of
them sent as an email to a number of people!

Next, they focus on Dr van Wyhe's mere unevidenced opinion that
newly discovered disconfirming facts for Darwin's independent
conception of a prior published theory are a conspiracy theory, and
a mere opinionated fact denial blogsite written by an apparently
otherwise unpublished Darwin superfan. (Wikipedia's biased claims
all archived here).

At the time of writing, the Wikipedia Patrick Matthew page cites
a dreadfully misleading review of my (2014) book Nullius in
Verba: Darwin's greatest secret to support the claims of its
editors. The review is by Grzeqgorz Malec (2015). However, with
typical "Darwin Lobby" bias, Wikipedia does not cite my
published reply in the same journal as that review (Sutton
2015), presumably simply because my published right of reply
completely refutes, with reason and independently verifiable
evidence, all but one genuine, and acknowledged as useful,
claim in that review.

Moreover, on the Patrick Matthew page, in a long history of
publishing the most incredible and easy to detect malicious
falsehoods, Wikipedia currently publishes the lie (even though
the lie has been "whack-a-mole" corrected countless times
with full citation to the independently verifiable facts) that my
peer-reviewed British Society of Criminology paper was not
peer reviewed. The fact that it in fact most certainly was peer
reviewed - as dishonest Wikipedia editors know very well
because they have published the truth of it in the past (see the
archived history page of edits on the Wikipedia page in
guestion - here) - is proven by what the British Society of


http://archive.is/ZxVTr
http://archive.is/pEJWG
http://archive.is/NWGgZ
https://www.thecourier.co.uk/fp/news/local/perth-kinross/167010/perthshire-charles-darwin-claims-are-so-silly-claims-leading-international-academic/
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https://www.ceeol.com/search/article-detail?id=354750
https://www.ceeol.com/search/article-detail?id=543179
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http://archive.is/ZxVTr

Criminology Journal's Editor wrote on that very topic in the
British Society of Criminology's online journal: (also

), where the article on Darwin's BigData detected
plagiarism and lies ( ) can be found.

Screenshot (taken on 24/01/2018) of several Wikipedia falsehoods
being published and disseminated about me and my scholarly
research publications on their
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influenced indirectly by other naturalists who read and cited Matthew's book.
« Ronald W. Clark, in his 1984 bit of Darwin, that Only the D: honesty of Darwin's character... makes it possible to believe that by the 1850s he had no

recollection of Matthew's work.[# This begs the question, for it assumes he did read Matthew's book. Clark continues by suggesting: /f Darwin had any previous knowledge of
Arboriculture, it had siipped down into the unconscious. 11511161
« In 2014, Nottinaham Trent Universitv crimi Mike Sutton ina e p ings, a research paper that he presented to a British Society of
Criminology conference proposing that both Darwin and Wallace had "more likely than not committed the world's greatest science fraud by apparently plagiarising the entire
theory of natural selection from a book written by Patrick Matthew and then claiming to have no prior knowledge of it."{'7) On 28 May 2014 The Daily Telegraph science
correspondent reported Sutton's views, and also the opinion of Darwin biographer James Moore that this was a non-issue (below).['8! Sutton published a 2014 e-book Nullius in
Verba: Darwin's Greatest Secref'®] reiterating his argument, and alleging that "the orthodox Darwinist account" is wrong as "Darwin/Wallace with, were
assisted by, admitted to being influenced by and met with other naturalists who - it is newly discovered - had read and cited Matthew's book long before 1858" 12%] Sutton included
as one of these naturalists the publisher Robert Chambers, and said it was significant that the book by Matthew had been cited in the weekly magazine Chambers's Edinburgh
Journal on 24 March 1832,2" then in 1844 Chambers had published anonymously the best selling Vestiges of the Natural History of Creation which, according to Sutton, had
influenced Darwin and Wallace.”?%! In 2015, Sutton further repeated his ion of C ination" in the Polish journal, Filozoficzne Aspekty Genezy (FA.G.)
(Philosophical Aspects of Genesis),’2! which Sutton asserts is peer-reviewed, and about which, one of the journal's editors responded, "As to Sutton, he cannot justifiably claim
much credibility for his ideas just because these are published in such a journal like ours, i.e. one adopting Feyerabendian pluralism. If he thinks otherwise, it is only his problem.
Any reasonable person should know better."2%! In addition to his papers and e-book, Sutton disseminates his claims against Charles Darwin and Alfred Russel Wallace via
several blog sites and twitter accounts, and public lectures: to the Ethical Society, at the Conway Hall, on 27 July 2014; to the Teesside Skeptics in the Pub, at O'Connelis Pub in
i , @ ward of Mi . on 2 October 2014; and to the Carse of Gowrie Sustainability Group. at the James Hutton Institute, at Craigiebuckler, Aberdeen, on 17
March 2016. During this visit to Scotland, Sutton also presented his claims to The Junior Carsonians, "the junior division of The Carse of Gowrie Sustainability Group who
represent the 6 Carse Primary Schools, some 1000 pupils, who work collectively on various climate change, heritage and sustainability project [sic]", who, "got to hear about Dr
Sutton’s work and the evidence he has uncovered about Patrick Matthew and Charles Darwin".[24]

However, there is no direct evidence that Darwin had read the book, and his letter to Charles Lyell stating that he had ordered the book clearly indicates that he did not have a copy

in his extensive library or access to it elsewhere. The particular claim that Robert Chambers had read and transmitted Matthew's ideas that are relevant to natural selection is also not
supported by the facts. The article in the Chambers's Edinburgh Journal (1832, vol. 1, no. 8, 24 March, p. 63) is not a review but only an abridged excerpt from pp. 8-14 of On Naval
Timber that amounts to no more than a recipe for pruning and contains nothing of relevance to natural selection. It is headed "ON THE TRAINING OF PLANK TIMBER" and ends
with ".— Matthew on Naval Timber."?5] Even if it had been penned by Robert Chambers, this does not mean that he had read or leave alone the other
passages of Matthew's book that do contain anything relevant to natural selection. Further, The Vestiges of the Natural History of Creation contain nothing of relevance about natural
selection. Combining these facts, Robert Chambers had probably not read or received the message about natural selection in Matthew's book. but has surely not promulgate
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Conclusion

Dealing with biased and corruptly malicious and malevolent
Wikipedians and their editors is like playing Whac-a-mole. In my
opinion, it is better to do what professors Ben-Yehuda and Oliver-
Lumerman have done, which is to publish in scholarly publications
links to allow readers to see exactly what Wikipedia editors are up


http://www.britsoccrim.org/volume-14/
http://archive.is/xNBjK#selection-343.0-347.22
http://britsoccrim.org/volume14/pbcc_2014_sutton.pdf
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Patrick_Matthew

to. On which note, those two highly respected academics,

and in
their 2017 book 'Fraud and Misconduct in Research: Detection,
investigation and organizational response ( ), note that the
Wikipedia page about me reveals the backlash against the facts
published in the first edition e-book of 'Nullius' (for proper
academic reference purposes, page details and full quotations to
what they have written in their book on tis topic see the PDF file
available ).

For more details of Wikipedia falsehoods and “Darwin Lobby” fact denial
bias please visit the relevant pages of PatrickMatthew.com for the
independently verifiable and fully referenced facts E.g.
http://patrickmatthew.com/Book%20Reviews.html
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