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O mne...

* Metodologia spolocenskovedného vyskumu
* Meta-vyskum

e Otvorena veda

* Psychopatoldgia a sietovy pristup



Replikacna kriza (nielen) v socialnych vedach

e Zopakovanie (replikovanie) studie ¢asto vedie k r6znym vysledkom
e Zname efekty su Castokrat nadhodnotené
* Niektoré fenomény mozno ani neexistuju
* Nizka hodnovernost poznatkov

* PriCiny
« Systém incentiv v akademickom svete (publish or perish kultura)
* Politiky ¢asopisov (nové a prelomové zistenia)
Questionable research practices (cherry picking, p-hacking, HARK-ing...)
Neuchopitelné fenomény (napr. “measuring” the mind)
Ludské skreslenia (napr. konfirmacné skreslenie)
Nizka transparentnost
Kolektivna apatia



Table |. Likelihood of Obtaining a False-Positive Result

Simmons et al. (2011)

Significance level

Researcher degrees of freedom p <.l p<.05 p<.0l

Situation A: two dependent variables (r = .50) 17.8% 9.5% 22%

Situation B:addition of 10 more observations 14.5% 7.7% 1.6%
per cell

Situation C: controlling for gender or interaction 21.6% 11.7% 2.7%
of gender with treatment

Situation D: dropping (or not dropping) one of 23.2% 12.6% 2.8%
three conditions

Combine Situations A and B 26.0% 14.4% 3.3%

Combine Situations A, B,and C 50.9% 30.9% 8.4%

Combine Situations A, B, C,and D 81.5% 60.7% 21.5%

“If you don't reveal some insights soon, I'm going

to be forced to slice, dice, and drill!”

Relative Global Temperature (°C)

Global Warming Hiatus

07011998 - 2012

0.65 A
0.60{
0.55 A
0.50 A

0.45 A

0.40

1008 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012

Year

L -






Credit: Daniel Lakens









The Prevalence of Questionable Research Practices 527
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Fig. 1. Results of the Bayesian-truth-serum condition in the main study. For each of the 10 items, the graph shows the self-admission rate, prevalence
estimate, prevalence estimate derived from the admission estimate (i.e., self-admission rate/admission estimate), and geometric mean of these three
percentages (numbers above the bars). See Table | for the complete text of the items.
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“Positive” Results Increase Down the Hierarchy of the

Sciences

Daniele Fanelli*

INNOGEN and 155Tl-Institute for the Study of Science, Technology & Innovation, The University of Edinburgh, Edinburgh, United Kingdom
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Scheel et al. (2020)
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Figure 2. Positive result rates for standard reports and Registered
Reports. Error bars indicate 95% confidence intervals around the
observed positive result rate.



IS THERE A REPRODUCIBILITY CRISIS?
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Estimating the reproducibility of B
psychological science
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The effect sizes in replication 2 ..
studies were much Ilower, %’
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the opposite direction.
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Brembs et al. (2013)

Association between DRD2 genotype and alcoholism

Effect size is negatively correlated
with year of publication. ( \

Note: the bigger the circle, the Eé
higher the journal’s impact factor. =

o
Initial discoveries are I ® .
“groundbreaking”, but *somehow* -
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Why Most Published Research Findings Are False

John P. A. loannidis

Published: August 30, 2005 e https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.0020124
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Abstract

Modeling the Framework
for False Positive
Findings

Bias

Testing by Several
Independent Teams

Corollaries

Most Research Findings
Are False for Most
Research Designs and
for Most Fields

Claimed Research
Findinae Mav Often Re

Abstract
Summary

There is increasing concern that most current published research findings are false. The
probability that a research claim is true may depend on study power and bias, the number of
other studies on the same question, and, importantly, the ratio of true to no relationships among
the relationships probed in each scientific field. In this framework, a research finding is less
likely to be true when the studies conducted in a field are smaller; when effect sizes are
smaller; when there is a greater number and lesser preselection of tested relationships; where
there is greater flexibility in designs, definitions, outcomes, and analytical modes; when there is
greater financial and other interest and prejudice; and when more teams are involved in a
scientific field in chase of statistical significance. Simulations show that for most study designs
and settings, it is more likely for a research claim to be false than true. Moreover, for many
current scientific fields, claimed research findings may often be simply accurate measures of
the prevailing bias. In this essay, | discuss the implications of these problems for the conduct
and interpretation of research.
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Why Current Publication
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Why Most Published
Research Findings Are
False: Author's Reply to
Goodman and Greenland
View Page PDF




Publication bias in the social sciences: Unlocking the
file drawer

Annie Franco', Neil Malhotra?”, Gabor Simonovits' The file drawer is full. Should we WOI’I’Y?

+ See all authors and affiliations Experiments that produce null results face a higher barrier to publication than those that yield
statistically significant differences. Whether this is a problem depends on how many null but

Science 19 Sep 2014: . . . . . .

Vol. 345, Issue 6203, pp. 1502-1505 otherwise valid results might be trapped in the file drawer. Franco et al. use a Time-sharing

DOI: 10.1126/science. 1255484 Experiments in the Social Sciences archive of nearly 250 peer-reviewed proposals of social
science experiments conducted on nationally representative samples. They find that only 10
out of 48 null results were published, whereas 56 out of 91 studies with strongly significant

results made it into a journal.

Science, this issue p. 1502
Abstract
We studied publication bias in the social sciences by analyzing a known population of
conducted studies—221 in total—in which there is a full accounting of what is published and
unpublished. We leveraged Time-sharing Experiments in the Social Sciences (TESS), a
National Science Foundation—sponsored program in which researchers propose survey-based
experiments to be run on representative samples of American adults. Because TESS
proposals undergo rigorous peer review, the studies in the sample all exceed a substantial
quality threshold. Strong results are 40 percentage points more likely to be published than are
null results and 60 percentage points more likely to be written up. We provide direct evidence
of publication bias and identify the stage of research production at which publication bias
occurs: Authors do not write up and submit null findings.
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Comparing meta-analyses and preregistered
multiple-laboratory replication projects

Amanda Kvarven'3, Eirik Stroamland"® and Magnus Johannesson®?2*

Many researchers rely on meta-analysis to summarize research evidence. However, there is a concern that publication
bias and selective reporting may lead to biased meta-analytic effect sizes. We compare the results of meta-analyses to
large-scale preregistered replications in psychology carried out at multiple laboratories. The multiple-laboratory replica-
tions provide precisely estimated effect sizes that do not suffer from publication bias or selective reporting. We searched the
literature and identified 15 meta-analyses on the same topics as multiple-laboratory replications. We find that meta-analytic
effect sizes are significantly different from replication effect sizes for 12 out of the 15 meta-replication pairs. These differ-
ences are systematic and, on average, meta-analytic effect sizes are almost three times as large as replication effect sizes. We
also implement three methods of correcting meta-analysis for

meta-analytic results.




nature

Explore content v  About the journal v  Publish with us v Subscribe

nature > news > article

NEWS | 12 October 2023

Reproducibility trial: 246 biologists
get different results from same data
sets

Wide distribution of findings shows how analytical choices drive conclusions.
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OPEN SCIENCE

> Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency » Our Research > Systematizing Confidence in Open Research and Evidence

Systematizing Confidence in Open Research and
Evidence (SCORE) (Archived)

The Department of Defense (DoD) often leverages social and behavioral science (SBS) research to design plans, guide investments, assess out
and build models of human social systems and behaviors as they relate to national security challenges in the human domain. However, a numbe
recent empirical studies and meta-analyses have revealed that many SBS results vary dramatically in terms of their ability to be independently
reproduced or replicated, which could have real-world implications for DoD’s plans, decisions, and models. To help address this situation, DARP!
Systematizing Confidence in Open Research and Evidence (SCORE) program aims to develop and deploy automated tools to assign "confidenc
scores" to different SBS research results and claims. Confidence scores are quantitative measures that should enable a DoD consumer of SBS
research to understand the degree to which a particular claim or result is likely to be reproducible or replicable. These tools will assign explainabl
confidence scores with a reliability that is equal to, or better than, the best current human expert methods. If successful, SCORE will enable DoD
personnel to quickly calibrate the level of confidence they should have in the reproducibility and replicability of a given SBS result or claim, and tt
increase the effective use of SBS literature and research to address important human domain challenges, such as enhancing deterrence, enablir
stability, and reducing extremism.



SCORE

» Zaciatok v 2019
» Pravdepodobne najvacsi meta-vyskumny projekt

- Vytvorenie automatizovaného nastroja na rychle a presné
hodnotenie doveryhodnosti vysledkov vyskumu

e Skumali sa:
* Reprodukovatelnost (rovnaké vysledky za pouzitia rovnakych dat a analyzy)
* Robustnost (rovnaké vysledky za pouzitia rovnakych dat, ale rozdielnych analyz)
* Replikovatelhost (rovnaké vysledky za pouzitia novych dat)
* Predikcie expertov/iek

* Momentalne sa projekt finalizuje
* Validacia/kontrola zisteni



SCORE — zdielanie dat (predbeiné vysledky)
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SCORE — reprodukovatelnost (predbeiné vysledky)
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SCORE — replikOvateI'nost' (preliminary results)
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Piliere kredibilného socidalnovedného vyskumu a ich efekt na problémové oblasti

Evidence based policy changes Incentives

Meta-science

and publishing
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/odpovedneé vyskumné praktiky

* Transparentnost, Uprimnost, zodpovednost, otvorenost voci kritike
 \/zdelavanie a tréning (Specialne v metodologii)
e Udrziavanie zdravého balansu (zodpovedné praktiky su *drahsie*)

e Zdielanie dat, analytického kodu a materialov

* Predregistracia a registered reports (PCl Registered Reports)
* Preprinty a publikovanie open access

e Otvorené peer review a jeho historia

* Replikacné a generalizacné studie



Open Educational
Ressources

Open Access

Open Peer Review

Open Methodology

Open Source

Open Data

S

R
CENTER FOR
OPEN SCIENCE

\
g ®
0,0

C

O
O
-
D
O
)
-
O
Q
®,




Registered Reports

DEVELOP COLLECT & WRITE PUBLISH

ANALYZE

IDEA DATA

REPORT REPORT

Stage 1
Peer Review

Stage 2
Peer Review

5 OPPeer Community In

SN Free and transparent pre- and post-study
*‘ %g ‘TEE‘BC’ recommendations across research fields

Reports



/odpovedneé vyskumné praktiky

* Mali by byt samozrejmostou
* Setria zdroje
e Otvorena veda a zodpovedné vyskumné praktiky nevyriesia vsetko

 Kolektivna apatia



Kvalitativny vyskum?



Kvalitativny vyskum

* Postupy pre predregistracie a registered reports uz existuju
* Manazment dat je ovela narocnejsi a drahsi
* Neskimaju sa efekty — z podstaty teda nie je ¢o replikovat



Duplikacia (Duplication) erc

European Research Council  [ptglagical Reconstruction of

o Re p I i ka/ C i a Established by the European Commission Gaming Discorder
e Results-driven concept

* \ kvalitativnom vyskume nie su efekty

* MoOzZe byt uzitoné zbierat data v novom kontexte
* LepSie porozumenie skimaného fenoménu

* Duplikacia
* Methods-driven concept

e Zopakovanie procedury, ktora viedla ku generacii dat (t.j. zopakovanie metody)
e OcCakavania ohladom vysledkov nie su potrebné



Potencialne spoluprace

* Ontologicka rekonstrukcia hrania digitalnych hier
e Kvalitativny vyskum
» Hladame osoby, ktoré vyhladali pomoc kvéli hraniu

* Longitudinalne data ohladom dusevného zdravia (2020 — 2023)
 Komplexné data na reprezentativnej vzorke

 Stav SVK literatury v socialnych vedach
* Vratane zaverecnych prac
e Bibliometricka a hibkova analyza
* VVyskum kredibility poznatkov z psychologie a pedagogiky

* Napr. reprodukovatelnost experience sampling method studii
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Dakujem!
* Otazky/komentare?

* matho.adamkovic@gmail.com | matus.m.adamkovic@jyu.fi



