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Short version

 Technologies (including software) are
not neutral because they are designed,
made and used by people

e Linguists are people too, and they are
making increasing use of dgital
technologies in their research












BIAS, MISTAKES AND ERROR
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thought this was satire, but it's real: Mercedes

says its self-driving cars will kill pedestrians
instead of drivers

Self-Driving Mercedes Will Be Programmed To Sacrifice Pedestrians To Save...
Mercedes gets around the moral issues of self-driving cars by deciding thatof
coursedrivers are more important than anyone else.
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Gene name errors are widespread in the scientific literature

Mark Ziemann, Yotam Eren and Assam El-Osta
Published: 23 August 2016

Abstract

The spreadsheet software Microsoft Excel, when used with default settings, is known to convert gene names
to dates and floating-point numbers. A programmatic scan of leading genomics journals reveals that
approximately one-fifth of papers with supplementary Excel gene lists contain erroneous gene name
conversions.

Keywords
Microsoft Excel - Gene symbol - Supplementary data
The problem of Excel software (Microsoft Corp., Redmond, WA, USA) inadvertently converting gene symbols

to dates and floating-point numbers was originally described in 2004 [1]. For example, gene symbols such as
SEPTZ(Septin 2) and MARCHT [Membrane-Associated Ring Finger (C3HC4) 1, E3 Ubiquitin Protein Ligase] are




Software faults raise questions about the
validity of brain studies

Interpretation of functional MRI data called into question.

It's not ar
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From Leydesdorff & Nerghes,
in press, JASIST

Co-word analysis vs. Topic modeling
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What is to be done?

Data set/source criticism

Who created the data?

When & how was it
published?

Are there other versions?

s documentation on
collection, curation &
provenance available?

Do similar data sets exist?

Tool criticism

Who are the developers?

Was the tool developed for
a particular task?

Is there any documentation
available?

Are there different versions,
what are the differences?

Are there similar tools?



‘They might have been otherwise’
(Bijker & Law, 1992: 3)




With thanks to:

Loet Leydesdorff ( )

Myriam Traub & Jacco van Ossenbruggen, CWI

For co-organising and writing report on ‘Workshop
on Tool Criticism in the Digital Humanities’ CWI

Techreport, June 2015

Wiebe Bijker & John Law (1992) Shaping
Technology/Building Society, MIT Press.
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