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JleMOHCTPAllMOHHBIH BAPHAHT
Bomnpoc 1.

[Ipoutute oTprIBOK cTaThu Tena Anaepsyna “New methods need a new kind of
conversation”

JlaliTe pa3BepHYTbhIE OTBETHI HA CIEAYIOLINE BOIIPOCHL:
1. Kakue n3MeHeHus npeiaraeT BHEAPUTH aBTOP U 3aueM?
2. Ha xakue CJI0)XKHOCTH TaKOro BHEIPEHUS yKa3bIBaeT aBTOP?
3. CornacHsl i1 BbI ¢ IIpeaoxkenuem apropa? [louemy? OnumunTe mit0chl U MUHYCBI.
4. OObsicHUTE Ha3BaHUE TPEThEro pasnena crarbu («Reproducibility is great, but
replication is the real point»). Uro umeet B BuIy aBTOp?

New methods need a new kind of conversation

Over the last decade, the (small) fraction of articles in the humanities that use numbers has
slowly grown. This is happening partly because computational methods are becoming flexible
enough to represent a wider range of humanistic evidence. We can model concepts and social
practices, for instance, instead of just counting people and things.

That’s exciting, but flexibility also makes arguments complex and hard to review. Journal
editors in the humanities may not have a long list of reviewers who can evaluate statistical
models. So while quantitative articles certainly encounter some resistance, they don’t always
get the kind of detailed resistance they need. I thought it might be useful to stir up conversation
on this topic with a few suggestions, aimed less at the DH community than at the broader
community of editors and reviewers in the humanities. I’ll start with proposals where I think

there’s consensus, and get more opinionated as I go along.

1. Ask to see code and data.
Getting an informed reviewer is a great first step. But to be honest, there’s not a lot of
consensus yet about many methodological questions in the humanities. What we need is less

strict gatekeeping than transparent debate.

As computational methods spread in the sciences, scientists have realized that it’s impossible

to discuss this work fruitfully if you can’t see how the work was done. Journals like Cultural
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Analytics reflect this emerging consensus with policies that require authors to share code and

data. But mainstream humanities journals don’t usually have a policy in place yet.

Three or four years ago, confusion on this topic was understandable. But in 2018, journals that
accept quantitative evidence at all need a policy that requires authors to share code and data
when they submit an article for review, and to make it public when the article is published.

I don’t think the details of that policy matter deeply. There are lots of different ways to archive
code and data; they are all okay. Special cases and quibbles can be accommodated. For
instance, texts covered by copyright (or other forms of IP) need not be shared in their original
form. Derived data can be shared instead; that’s usually fine. (Ideally one might also share the

code used to derive it.)

2. ... especially code.

Humanists are usually skeptical enough about the data underpinning an argument, because
decades of debate about canons have trained us to pose questions about the works an author
chooses to discuss.

But we haven’t been trained to pose questions about the magnitude of a pattern, or the degree
of uncertainty surrounding it. These aspects of a mathematical argument often deserve more
discussion than an author initially provides, and to discuss them, we re going to need to see
the code.

I don’t think we should expect code to be polished, or to run easily on any machine. Writing an
article doesn’t commit the author to produce an elegant software tool. (In fact, to be blunt,
“it’s okay for academic software to suck.”) The author just needs to document what they did,

and the best way to do that is to share the code and data they actually used, warts and all.

3. Reproducibility is great, but replication is the real point.

Ideally, the code and data supporting an article should permit a reader to reproduce all the
stages of analysis the author(s) originally performed. When this is true, we say the research is
“reproducible.”

But there are often rough spots in reproducibility. Stochastic processes may not run exactly the
same way each time, for instance.

At this point, people who study reproducibility professionally will crowd forward and offer an
eleven-point plan for addressing all rough spots. (“You just set the random number seed so it’s

predictable ...”)
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That’s wonderful, if we really want to polish a system that allows a reader to push a button

and get the same result as the original researcher, to the seventh decimal place. But in the
humanities, we re not always at the “polishing” stage of inquiry yet. Often, our question is
more like “could this conceivably work? and if so, would it matter?”

In short, I think we shouldn 't let the imperative to share code foster a premature perfectionism.
Our ultimate goal is not to prove that you get exactly the same result as the author if you use
exactly the same assumptions and the same books. It’s to decide whether the experiment is
revealing anything meaningful about the human past. And to decide that, we probably want to
repeat the author’s question using different assumptions and a different sample of books.
When we do that, we are not reproducing the argument but replicating it. (See Language Log
for a fuller discussion of the difference.) Replication is the real prize in most cases, that’s how
knowledge advances. So the point of sharing code and data is often less to stabilize the results
of your own work to the seventh decimal place, and more to guide investigators who may want
to undertake parallel inquiries.

<..>

Ted Underwood

Bomnpoc 2.
Pemure 3axauy.

bykset P, I1, O, O, T nmanucanbl Ha OTHAENBHBIX KapTouykax. demop MmuxaiinoBuu Oeper
KapTOUYKH B CIYyYalHOM IMOPSJKE U NPUKIIAJIBIBAECT OJHY K Jpyroi. KakoBa BepOsATHOCTb, UTO
®enop MuxaidoBUY ¢ IepBOi MOMBITKH coOepeT 3 HUX cioBo « TOIIOP»?

Bonpoc 3. (aBTop 3ananusst — Bb.B. Opexos).
Pemure 3axauy.

JUia pemeHuss 3anadd He TpeOyeTcsi 3HAKOMCTBA C CTapoOTaTapCKUM SI3bIKOM, BCE
HEOO0XO/MMBIC JIMHIBUCTUYECKHE NPEICTABICHUS MOXKHO MEPEHECTH U3 PYCCKOrO S3bIKA.
BykBbI 1, 5 ¥ Y 03HAYaIOT COTJIACHBIE 3BYKH.

B TropkckOoM BapuaHTE€ BOCTOYHON CHCTEMBI CTHUXOCIIOKEHHUS apy3 pa3Mmep, B KOTOPOM
CO37]aHbl TaKHE IMOATUYECKUE CTPOKH Ha CTapOTATAPCKOM S3bIKE, HA3BIBACTCS Xa3aJK-U
Mycajiac-u Max3y¢ (HarmucaHue HECKOJIBKO yIPOUICHO B YTOY METPHKE):

Anyn kem al dnindd mén jaratty,

Bujy berld saCyny tdn jaratty
Xékimnérdédn qalan stiz dorr wi 3dwhér;
I'aqylly kemsé alyr any ezbar.
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Babaxan diginul ber $dh barirde

Pa3mep 3THX CTpOK — pamall-u Mycaanac-u Max3yd:

Séhidiriir, ike kiize jasiriir.
Jad itdrldr — kem beld? - raxmaét ild

Pazmep 3THX CTPOK — paMai-u MycaMMaH-u Max3yd:

Kast itep gdzdem bu tatar ilenen_jaxSylaryn.
Kiirde kiizem, dosde kiinlem ul bader surdteni
Néq Qazan aertynda bardyr ber awyl — Qyrlaj dildr

Pa3Mep 9TUX CTPOK — Xa3a/[’K-u MyCaMMaH-U CaJIUM:

Giizdl Suridé bylbyl da fdvan &jlér, Sahym Tahir;
I'éziz 3anyn fida djlar, kiirep ul Zohra dildati
Xodaya kiip xdmid itkén xdmiddmdin 36da buldym
Mena ki¢. Zur awyl ostendé Cyqty nurly aj qalqyp

3amanue: onpeAeuTe pa3Mep 3TOTO JABYCTUIIHS U OOBICHUTE CBOU OTBET:

Assilam wi dssdlam wi dssdlam;
I 3anyj, bayda sdlam bulyr gdlam

Bonpoc 4.

[IpencraBpTe, 4TO Bac 3aMHTEPECOBaNl PEHOMEH PYCCKOSI3BIYHOM JTIOOUTEIHCKON
JTUTEPATYPHI, T.C. XyI0)KECTBEHHBIC TEKCThI, HATMCAHHBIC HEMPOPECCUOHATHLHBIMU aBTOPAMH,
He MyOJIMKyeMbIe H31aTeIbCTBAMH M HE IPUHOCSIINE UX CO3JaTelIsIM HUKAKKX JAcHer. Kakum
00pa3oM MOXHO UCCIIEJIOBATh TUTEPATYPy TAKOTO PO KOJTUIECTBEHHBIMH METO1aMu?

OnumruTe:

1. rzme u kakuM 0O6pa3oM BbI ObI IPEUIOKUIA COOPATh MaTepUal Ui BalIero
UCCIICIOBAHMS; KAKHE KOMIIBIOTEPHBIE TEXHOJIOTUU MOTYT OBITh TIPU 3TOM
IIPUMEHEHBI?

2. Kakue TUIBl Pa3METKU MOXHO ObLTO OBl PEATIOKUTH JUIsi COOPAaHHOTO BaMH
MaTepuaa’? MposBUTE MAKCUMYM (DaHTa3uM U NPEIATIOKUTE KaK MOKHO OOJIbIIe
YPOBHEN Pa3METKH

3. Kakoro poja MetanHpopManus o0 BalIuX 00bEKTaX UCCIEAOBAHMS BaM MOXKET
OHa100UThCs?

4. mpenyoXuTe HE MEHEE TPEX CLIEHAPUEB KOJMUYECTBEHHBIX HCCIeI0OBaHUN Ha Oa3e
Balllero MaTepHuaia. B Kaxaom ciyyae MpONHUIIUTE LEeb UCCIST0BAHMS U
HEOO0XO/IMMBIE IIIATH.
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