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Somethings wrong … ! 



But the scholarly process is 
fallible, it is natural that we 

are wrong sometimes! 

Science is self-correcting! 



Not true for all branches 
of the “sciences” 

…	especially	not	the	soA	sciences!	



If you didn’t know … 



The	syllabus:	
Week	1:	Psychology	is	fucked	
Week	2:	Significance	tesHng	is	fucked	
Week	3:	Causal	inference	from	experiments	is	fucked	
Week	4:	MediaHon	is	fucked	
Week	5:	Covariates	are	fucked	
Week	6:	Replicability	is	fucked	
Week	7:	Interlude:	Everything	is	fine,	calm	the	fuck	down	
Week	8:	ScienHfic	publishing	is	fucked	
Week	9:	Meta-analysis	is	fucked	
Week	10:	The	scienHfic	profession	is	fucked	

At	least	when	it	comes	to	the	
empirical	knowledge	produc9on	
model	in	the	so:	sciences	that	
ritualis9cally	adheres	to	
significance	test	



The culprit: 

“GASSSPP” 
Generally	Accepted	SoA	Social	Science	Publishing	Process		

-  suffers	from	a	number	of	deficiencies	which	not	only	make	this	kind	of	work	
less	than	scienHfic,	it	actually	defeat	the	objecHves	of	science	and	produces	

an	endless	stream	of	publicaHons	with	unsupported	or	false	claims	

-  …	only	useful	for	career	progression!	



Hot topic, but warnings are old 



“…	science	following	a	significant	difference	
philosophy	Hlts	toward	the	producHon	of	
suspect	empirical	literatures”		

“…	[p]erversley,	then	the	current	
academic	incenHves	structure	rewards	
the	publicaHon	of	nonreplicable	findings	
…	a	conclusion	so	disheartening	that	
some	contest	as	mythical	the	idea	that	
science	is	self-correcHng”		



Notice, this is not a 
qualitative versus 

quantitative issue or positivist 
versus constructivist nor 
what social science is all 

about 
It	is	simply	the	fact	that	the	empirical	knowledge	produc9on	model	

centred	on	significance	tes9ng	is	broken!	

…	and	this	has	severe	and	important	consequences	



Are we then f….d? 



Take a look at our journals 
… 



Indeed!	



Researchers want certainty! 

… what we have produced is “over-
certainty” 

… what we have to accept is the 
presence of uncertainty (and variation) 

… no statistical tool can remove it! 



Something has to happen … 

•  The	ritualisHc	use,	misuse	and	
misunderstanding	of	significance	tests	
is	one	of	the	most	damaging	factors	to	
the	flawed	soA	science	knowledge	
producHon	model	

This	has	never	
happened	before!	



I have at least three concerns (1 and 2)  

• Research	pracHce	is	scientometrics	and	research	evaluaHon	
•  False	claims,	one-off	studies,	“garden-of-forking-paths”,	“p-
hacking”	…	(epistemic	concerns)	

•  The	use	of	significance	tests	(or	pseudo	tests)	for	decision	making	in	
research	evaluaHons	

• Arbitrary,	numerous	fallacies,	does	not	bring	“certainty”	or	
indicaHons	of	“importance”,	irresponsible	surrogates	for	sound	
judgements	about	importance	(ethical	concerns)	



We do address “uncertainty” … 

8.  Avoid	misplaced	concreteness	and	false	precision	

IntenHons	are	fine,	but	
the	“soluHons”	are	so	
far,	unsaHsfactory,	both	
	-	theoreHcally	
-		pracHcally	

…	

Much	more	acenHon	should	
be	given	to	what	exactly	it	is	
we	think	we	quanHfy	and	
what	we	can	quanHfy	



I have at least three concerns (3)  
•  The	meaning	of	citaHons	

•  NormalizaHon	for	publicaHon	type,	publicaHon	and	“field”	bring	publicaHons	on	an	
equal	fooHng	…	this	is	what	we	recommend	

•  Strong	assumpHon	=	normalized	citaHons	have	the	same	meaning	across	knowledge	
producHon	models	

•  …	but	if	we	have	a	blatantly	flawed	knowledge	producHon	model	that	evidenHary	
produces	numerous	claims	that	turn	out	be	unsupported	or	false,	that	seem	to	
invoke	quesHonable	research	pracHces,		

•  why	then	should	such	publicaHons	count	equally	to	comparable	empirical	
publicaHons	based	on	more	sound	knowledge	producHon	models?	

•  Including	social	science	publicaHons	in	impact	analyses	is	not	only	a	quesHon	of	their	
coverage	

•  Cita9ons	are	not	equal	and	our	current	coun9ng	regime	reward	flawed	research!	



Some solutions 
• We	need	to	be	more	humble	and	acknowledge	there	are	things	which	we	cannot	
get	such	as	certainty	

• We	need	to	embrace	variaHon,	it	is	all	around	
•  Social	science	seings	are	noisy	and	rife	with	non-random	biases	
• We	need	to	address	our	cogniHve	fallacies	
• We	need	to	esHmate	rather	than	arbitrarily	decide	between	all	or	nothing	
• We	need	theory	
• We	need	to	have	a	broader	staHsHcal	toolbox	
• We	need	to	understand	that	nothing	certain	comes	out	of	one	study	
• We	need	strong	will	to	stand	up	against	demands	for	surrogate	numbers	
•  And	our	journal	editors	should	demand	much	more	from	the	manuscripts	they	
accept!	



Thank you very much 

“No	scienHfic	worker	has	a	fixed	level	of	significance	at	which	from	year	to	
year,	and	in	all	circumstances,	he	rejects	hypotheses;	he	rather	gives	his	mind	
to	each	parHcular	case	in	the	light	of	his	evidence	and	his	ideas.”	

	 	 	 	 						—Sir	Ronald	A.	Fisher	(1956:	42)	



Lectures	

1.  IntroducHon	to	bullshit	
2.  Spoing	bullshit	
3.  The	natural	ecology	of	bullshit	
4.  Causality	
5.  StaHsHcal	traps	
6.  VisualizaHon	
7.  Big	data	
8.  PublicaHon	bias	
9.  Predatory	publishing	and	scienHfic	

misconduct	
10. The	ethics	of	calling	bullshit.	
11. Fake	news	
12. RefuHng	bullshit	


