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Things to Be Afraid Of (maybe)
1. Global warming
2. Replication crisis
3. Alternative facts (fake news in media effects).

1. Global Warming: A True Crisis
• 15 of the 16 warmest years on record (1880-2017):
• Last 15 (exception: 1998)
• 2016: Each month was the warmest on record
• 2014 Eastern Mediterranean drought
• Worst in past 900 years (NASA)
• General expected effects (already occurring):
• Increases in: Hot extremes, heat waves, heavy
precipitation, tropical cyclones, drought, floods
• Increases in extreme weather events
• Decreases in precipitation in subtropical areas
• Sea level rise.

Sea Level Rise

Global Monthly Temperature Deviations, 1850-2017

http://www.climate-lab-book.ac.uk/spirals/

Cities, Countries
Mumbai, India:

Population
19 mil

Elevation
14 meters

Tianjin, China:
New York, USA:

11.1 mil
8.3 mil

11 meters
10 meters

Dhaka, Bangladesh, & Abidjan, Ivory Coast:

18 mil

8 meters

Ho Chi Minh City, Viet Nam:

3.5 mil

7 meters

Guayaquil, Ecuador:
Tokyo, Japan:

2 mil
35 mil

6 meters
5 meters

Shanghai, China:

20 mil

4 meters

Kolkata, India, & Miami, USA:

10 mil

2 meters

Jakarta, Indonesia:
Cartagena, Colombia:

8.5 mil
1.2 mil

1-3 meters
1 meter

New Orleans, USA:

1.5 mil

-2 to + 6 meters
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3 Rapid Global Warming Paths to Violence
Violent Crime, Intergroup
violence, Terrorism, Civil
War, International War

Rapid Global
Warming
Increased
Heat,
Drought,
Extreme
weather,
Sea level
rise,
Flooding
…

Actions

#1. Direct heat
effects (e.g.,
irritability)

1. Reduce your own carbon footprint
2. Buy/install solar panels
3. Do action research, basic & applied

#2. Violence prone adults:

4. Communicate with policy makers and public.

Pre & post-natal
developmental problems

Indirect effects:
Failed crops,
Natural disasters,
Economic
instability,
Poverty,
Eco-migration

#3. Intergroup conflict:
Civil/political unrest,
Refugees & Internally
Displaced Persons,
Resource competition

2. Replication Crisis: Greatly Exaggerated
1) Original Science article was statistically wrong
1) Gilbert et al. (2016)…e.g., at best only 65% should replicate, not 95%
2) Actual success rate for high fidelity replications: 59.7% (95% C.I.:
47%, 70.9%)
2) Original Science article was methodologically wrong
1) Inappropriate sampling of effects to test main hypothesis
2) Used different (often theoretically inappropriate) populations
3) Used different (often theoretically inappropriate) procedures
4) Used different (often theoretically inappropriate) measures
3) Many failure to replicate claims are conceptually wrong
1) What should we expect to generalize/replicate?
1) Relations between Conceptual IVs and Conceptual DVs
2) Not exact stimulus materials
2) See Tom Pettigrew, 2018, on contextualism.

3. Alternative facts/fake news in science: Big problem
1. Global warming
2. Tobacco/cancer
3. Media violence.

Examples of stupid questionable replication errors
1)

An original study that measured American’s attitudes toward AfricanAmericans was replicated with Italians, who do not share the same stereotypes

2)

An original study that asked college students to imagine being called on by a
professor was replicated with participants who had never been to college
An original study that asked students who commute to school to choose
between apartments that were short and long drives from campus was
replicated with students who do not commute to school

3)

4)

An original study that asked Israelis to imagine the consequences of military
service was replicated by asking Americans to imagine the consequences of a
honeymoon

5)

An original study that gave younger children the difficult task of locating
targets on a large screen was replicated by giving older children the easier task
of locating targets on a small screen

6)

An original study that showed how a change in the wording of a charitable
appeal sent by mail to Koreans could boost response rates was replicated by
sending 771,408 e-mail messages to people all over the world (which
produced a response rate of essentially zero in all conditions).

More examples

Suggestions

Alternative facts/fake news in science: General Strategies
–Seek & support harsh critics
–Publicize claims that are not true (deny valid research)
–For each type of research:
• Pick a few studies
• Ridicule some aspect
• Declare them invalid
• Imply that all studies of that type are invalid
• Experimental studies: Complain about the measure of aggression
• Correlational studies: Say that “correlation is not causation”
• Longitudinal studies: Say that “the effect size is trivial”
–Attack legitimate researchers, say that they bias their results to find
what they want.
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Industry Attacks

Industry Attacks

–Doug Lowenstein, President, IDSA (later became ESA)
• CNN interview, Spring 2000.

–Doug Lowenstein, President, (later became ESA)
• PBS Special, 2005.

Attacks by Industry-supported “Scholars” and “True Believers”
Greitemeyer & Mügge (2014): Ferguson vs. Others
• Publish studies designed to fail
• Underpowered
• Poor designs
• Weak or inappropriate measures
• Misuse statistics
• Overcontrol (e.g., covariate that actually is same as the DV
• Misinterpret publication bias procedures
• Accuse top research teams of “cheating”
• Cherry picking
• p-hacking
• Biased literature searches
• Infiltrate APA, demand new “unbiased” reviews until they get
their desired report.
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Violent Video Game Effects by Research Group

Deadly Sins
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Problems with the OSC Article—page 6

The Smiling RRR Failed Replication: Basics

10. Final example of stupid replication errors in the OSC study
a. White Stanford students observed a video of 3 white & 1 black
Stanford student discussing admissions policies at Stanford. In the
discussion, 1 of the White students made offensive comments about
affirmative action. The observers looked significantly longer at the
Black student when they believed that he could hear the others’
comments than when they believed he couldn’t. In the replication
study students at the University of Amsterdam watched the exact
same video (in English) about Stanford’s admissions policies.
b. The rep. authors re-ran 2versions of the study at a small college in
Massachusetts. In one, participants saw the exact same Stanford
video. In another they saw the video with all references to Stanford
deleted. The latter version essentially replicated the original findings
(predicted interaction: p = .078, key simple effect, p = .033).

• Rate the funniness of 4 cartoons
• 17 replications, about 100 Ps kept per rep., high suspicion rate
• Failed to replicate.

c. Only the failed Amsterdam study was included in OSC.

The Smiling RRR Failed Replication: Problems

The Ego-depletion RRR Failed Replication: Basics

• Original study done in mid-late 1980s (pub. in 1988), with U.S. Ps
• Rep done in 2015 or so, in multiple countries, in 5 languages
– Used same cartoons as the original
• Out of date, different meaning due to time era or country
• Poor attempt at measuring suspicion, but still excluded 24%
– How naïve were the remaining Ps?
• Given the widespread reporting of the phenomenon, why were Ps
recruited from Psychology subject pools in 14 of the 17 reps?
– Ave. ES for those 14: d = -.03, SD = .14
– Ave. ES for other 3: d = .16, SD = .06
• Unlike original study, rep studies had a camera directed at them,
inducing objective self-awareness, which is known to have many
powerful effects
• Effect size was correlated with sample size, but shouldn’t be
• Research teams with higher h-scores found larger effects, r=.45.

• Self-control requires cognitive resources (and energy?)
• Tasks that require high levels of self-control deplete those resources
• Hagger et al. reported a RRR failure
– 23 labs, 11 using English, total N > 2000
– Tried to replicate the procedure of Sripada et al. 2014
– d = .04, C.I. -.07, .15.

The Ego-depletion RRR Failed Replication: Problems

The nCog RRR Failed Replication

• Procedures very different from most Ego-depl studies
–
–
–
–
–

Hagger et al. ignored Baumeister’s suggestions
Changed the “e-crossing” task to one that is much simpler
e-crossing task inappropriate for non-native English Ps?
e-crossing task frustrating, not fatiguing, unlike the usual pattern
Done entirely on computer, unlike most ego-depl studies

• Procedures different from the Sripada original
– Outpatient psychiatry clinic (Sripada) vs. University lab (RRR)
– Community sample & $20 vs. U-grad subject pools & no pay
– Double blind in the context of drug manipulation with Ritalin &
placebo, 90 minutes prior to task, highly motivated Ps, which is
necessary for ego-depletion vs. short psychology lab study

• In English-speaking labs, d = .14, C.I. = -.02, .30.

• Past studies have found an interaction between nCog and argument
quality on evaluation of argument persuasiveness
• Rep attempt (ML3) differed in 4 key ways from original (Cacioppo,
Petty, Morris, 1983)
– their messages were unusually brief
– ML3 clearly stated that the advocated proposal was targeted at
participants' own universities for immediate adoption
– ML3 used an unvalidated 6-item NFC scale
– ML3 did not adequately account for a potential confound that CPM did

• Luttrell et al. (2017) experimentally replicated the original and the
ML3 methods
– Original methods: the usual nCog X argument quality effect emerged
– ML3 methods: the interaction did not emerge.
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Other Failed Replication Examples
• ML3 failed rep of Ross & Wilson, 2002
– Self-esteem X Pos/Neg personal events interaction
– ML3 Ss did 10 different studies in one 30 minute session
– ML3 used a 1-item measure of S.E.; Original –Rosenberg
• Przybylski et al. (2014) failed replication of a violent video game
effect by Anderson et al. 2004
– Anderson et al. selected two games equated on affect

A Tacky but Obvious Cause of Some Failures to Replicate
1. Crappy researchers/experimenters
a. Valid experimental manipulations must be impactful &
consistent
b. This takes training, rehearsal, skill, and expertise
c. Bench et al. (2017)
i. OSC data
ii. Effect sizes obtained by high-expertise teams was nearly
twice as large (r= 0.25) low-expertise teams (r= 0.14).

• Showed that V-game increased aggressive cognition

– Przybylski et al. used the same games 10 years later
• Did not pilot test to see whether they still had same impact
• Used a measure of aggressive affect, not aggressive cognition
• Claimed failure to replicate despite being corrected by reviewer.

7 2: Experiments

Suggestions
1. Stop rewarding poor failure-to-replicate attempts
2. Increase quality control on RRR
3. When attempting to replicate, consider:
a. What it is that should replicate
b. What are the key conceptual variables and contexts
c. Do the stimuli, measures, context used in the original studies
still make sense to use with a new population or era
4. Pilot test all key aspects, don’t just rush in
5. Must consider recruitment process, consent form information,
cover story, RA characteristics…
a. All can change the meaning of the experience for Ps
6. Others?

7 2: Cross-sectional & Longitudinal Studies
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Underpowered (sample size)
Overcontrolled
Lack appropriate cover story
Lack of suspicion check
Weak measure of media violence exposure, e.g.,
1. Time on media, not time on media violence
2. Too few items, too short time period

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Underpowered (sample size)
Inappropriately matched violent & nonviolent stimuli
Lack appropriate cover story
Lack of manipulation check (or pilot testing)
Lack of suspicion check
Weak dependent variables, e.g.,
1. Single item measures
2. Tangentially relevant DV (relational aggression in VG study)

7. Inappropriate DVs, e.g.,
1. Trait measures in a short-term experiment
2. Argument with friends.

7 2: Statistical Errors
1. Mindless formulaic analysis (including preregistration
short-sightedness)
2. Failure to check for outliers, non-normal distributions...
3. Over-control by use of inappropriate covariates, e.g.,
1. Control for trait aggression when the DV also is trait aggression

4. Over-control for what conceptually is a mediating variable
5. Under-control by lack of appropriate covariates.

6. Weak measure of DV, e.g.,
1. State measure when trait measure is best
2. Single item

7. Inappropriate time lags between longitudinal assessments.
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7 2: Conceptual & Interpretation Errors
1. Misunderstanding definition of media violence, e.g.,
1. Does not require blood, gore, screaming…

2. Confusing theoretically distinct concepts, e.g.,
1. Aggression, aggressive cognition, aggressive feelings

3. Misunderstanding role of correlational studies in studying
causal questions, e.g.,
1. Testing plausible alternative explanations
2. Part of triangulation process

4. Jumping levels of analysis (ecological fallacy)
5. Using theoretically inappropriate population
6. Interpreting a lack of correlation as proof of lack of
causation.
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