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I felt compelled to write to you following this week’s Environmental Meetings and Open 

Floor Hearing.

I have not spoken at any of the Hearings regardless of making submissions due to suffering 

from A and other complex chronic health issues regardless of only being in mid-life 

myself.

However I live within 0.804 miles of the proposed site, retired here from Kent due to being 

able to enjoy cleaner air. I suffer from a  

.

I have also during the proposal of this site, also lost my husband due to spontaneous death 

through undiagnosed illness at the age of only 51. 

Our plans here were of course, to be able to retire in more suitable surroundings, to reduce 

any further stress which also affects disease as a 

We are not the only ones in Wisbech that have done so either, there are so many of us that 

have invested in property or rent within the area for this exact same reason.

We were never perturbed with the fact that Wisbech is known as a “deprived” area. To be 

honest most incomers would actually say they prefer Wisbech to the hustle, bustle, noise 

and pollution that they had already lived in and has adversely affected their health.

Wisbech has a wonderful sense of community, people are so warm and friendly and they 

very much deserve all the very best from life and their future generations. I do not wish to 

see anyone to them, suffering as I am today. It is absolutely no life for anyone.

I would therefore like to ask the applicant why they have used the methods of Not 

Significant or Significant as a measurement of impact.

The idea of using these types of measurements are known to be open to even the very 

slightest of errors in judgment and can cause worldwide catastrophe.  Just take a worldwide 

pandemic as one small example and is extremely well publicised.

Therefore, as a resident Wisbech and in the interests of the whole community, I feel that it 

would completely remiss of me not to point out that this use of measurement of risk etc. is 

completely flawed and unsatisfactory and to produce further assessment of rigid fact, that 

can be guaranteed by all of its residents.

The Fens are of completely flat terrain, our underlying soils are silt and we produce all the 

grains, meats and fresh produce, to allow the United Kingdom to become self-sufficient as a 

whole country in unison with other producers throughout the country. We are together 
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with the rest of these producers literally the means to survive independently as a nation

should we need to.

This significance also extends beyond the farming land too.

The environment and wildlife around us is completely significant to our own existence.

The residents, extremely significant around it now and in the future. Working in 

conservation, production and services.

Yet we are being informed by a large co-operation who’s only interest at very base line is 

financial. That their facility of over 95 meters in height, completely towering above buildings

of on average 6.1 meters in height on a flat landscape, with underlying silt soil, churning out 

uncaptured toxins is “Not Significant” to its environment.

It is extremely significant. Not only to the residents as a whole environmentally but also the 

whole country and any other country that consumes our produce and works in this country.

On behalf of all residents and for anyone whom may consume our great produce. I very 

much appeal to the Planning Inspectorate not to allow permission to for this facility to be 

built. It is of absolutely no benefit to the common man at all or their environment.

Please except my heartfelt thanks for considering my submission and for all the time you 

have taken in considering small voices against plans by a large profitable cooperation. It 

means everything to us all.



The Difference Between “Significant” and “Not Significant” is not
Itself Statistically Significant

Andrew GELMAN and Hal STERN

It is common to summarize statistical comparisons by declara-
tions of statistical significance or nonsignificance. Here we dis-
cuss one problem with such declarations, namely that changes in
statistical significance are often not themselves statistically sig-
nificant. By this, we are not merely making the commonplace
observation that any particular threshold is arbitrary—for exam-
ple, only a small change is required to move an estimate from
a 5.1% significance level to 4.9%, thus moving it into statistical
significance. Rather, we are pointing out that even large changes
in significance levels can correspond to small, nonsignificant
changes in the underlying quantities.

The error we describe is conceptually different from other oft-
cited problems—that statistical significance is not the same as
practical importance, that dichotomization into significant and
nonsignificant results encourages the dismissal of observed dif-
ferences in favor of the usually less interesting null hypothesis
of no difference, and that any particular threshold for declaring
significance is arbitrary. We are troubled by all of these concerns
and do not intend to minimize their importance. Rather, our goal
is to bring attention to this additional error of interpretation. We
illustrate with a theoretical example and two applied examples.
The ubiquity of this statistical error leads us to suggest that stu-
dents and practitioners be made more aware that the difference
between “significant” and “not significant” is not itself statisti-
cally significant.

KEY WORDS: Hypothesis testing; Meta-analysis; Pairwise
comparison; Replication.

1. INTRODUCTION

A common statistical error is to summarize comparisons by
statistical significance and then draw a sharp distinction between
significant and nonsignificant results. The approach of summa-
rizing by statistical significance has a number of pitfalls, most
of which are covered in standard statistics courses but one that
we believe is less well known. We refer to the fact that changes
in statistical significance are not themselves significant. A small

Andrew Gelman is Professor, Department of Statistics and Department of Politi-
cal Science, Columbia University, 1016 Social Work Building, New York, NY (E-
mail: , ). Hal Stern
is Professor and Chair, Department of Statistics, University of California, Irvine,
CA (E-mail: , . We thank Howard
Wainer, Peter Westfall, and an anonymous reviewer for helpful comments, and
the National Science Foundation and National Institutes of Health for financial
support. Hal Stern acknowledges financial support from National Institutes of
Health awards 1-U24-RR021992 and 1-P20-RR020837.

change in a group mean, a regression coefficient, or any other sta-
tistical quantity can be neither statistically significant nor prac-
tically important, but such a change can lead to a large change in
the significance level of that quantity relative to a null hypothesis.

This article does not attempt to provide a comprehensive dis-
cussion of significance testing. There are several such discus-
sions; see, for example, Krantz (1999). Indeed many of the pit-
falls of relying on declarations of statistical significance appear
to be well known. For example, by now practically all introduc-
tory texts point out that statistical significance does not equal
practical importance. If the estimated effect of a drug is to de-
crease blood pressure by 0.10 with a standard error of 0.03,
this would be statistically significant but probably not impor-
tant in practice. Conversely, an estimated effect of 10 with a
standard error of 10 would not be statistically significant, but it
has the possibility of being important in practice. As well, in-
troductory courses regularly warn students about the perils of
strict adherence to a particular threshold such as the 5% signifi-
cance level. Similarly, most statisticians and many practitioners
are familiar with the notion that automatic use of a binary sig-
nificant/nonsignificant decision rule encourages practitioners to
ignore potentially important observed differences. Thus, from
this point forward we focus only on the less widely known but
equally important error of comparing two or more results by
comparing their degree of statistical significance.

As teachers of statistics, we might think that “everybody
knows” that comparing significance levels is inappropriate, but
we have seen this mistake all the time in practice. Section 2 of
this article illustrates the general point with a simple numerical
example, and Sections 3 and 4 give two examples from published
scientific research.

2. THEORETICAL EXAMPLE: COMPARING THE
RESULTS OF TWO EXPERIMENTS

Consider two independent studies with effect estimates and
standard errors of 25 ± 10 and 10 ± 10. The first study is sta-
tistically significant at the 1% level, and the second is not at all
statistically significant, being only one standard error away from
0. Thus, it would be tempting to conclude that there is a large dif-
ference between the two studies. In fact, however, the difference
is not even close to being statistically significant: the estimated
difference is 15, with a standard error of

√
102 + 102 = 14.

Additional problems arise when comparing estimates with dif-
ferent levels of information. Suppose in our example that there
is a third independent study with much larger sample size that
yields an effect estimate of 2.5 with standard error of 1.0. This
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(a)

Wald
Predictor β SE statistic p eβ

Initial equation
Number of older brothers 0.29 0.11 7.26 0.007 1.33
Number of older sisters 0.08 0.10 0.63 0.43 1.08
Number of younger brothers −0.14 0.10 2.14 0.14 0.87
Number of younger sisters −0.02 0.10 0.05 0.82 0.98
Father’s age at time of proband’s birth 0.02 0.02 1.06 0.30 1.02
Mother’s age at time of proband’s birth −0.03 0.02 1.83 0.18 0.97

Final equation—number of older brothers 0.28 0.10 8.77 0.003 1.33

(b)

Figure 1. From Blanchard and Bogaert (1996): (a) mean numbers of older and younger brothers and sisters for 302 homosexual men and 302
matched heterosexual men, (b) logistic regression of sexual orientation on family variables from these data. The graph and table illustrate that, in
these data, homosexuality is more strongly associated with number of older brothers than with number of older sisters. However, no evidence is
presented that would indicate that this difference is statistically significant. Reproduced with permission from the American Journal of Psychiatry.

third study attains the same significance level as the first study,
yet the difference between the two is itself also significant. Both
find a positive effect but with much different magnitudes. Does
the third study replicate the first study? If we restrict attention
only to judgments of significance we might say yes, but if we
think about the effect being estimated we would say no, as noted
by Utts (1991). In fact, the third study finds an effect size much
closer to that of the second study, but now because of the sample
size it attains significance.

Declarations of statistical significance are often associated
with decision making. For example, if the two estimates in the
first paragraph concerned efficacy of blood pressure drugs, then
one might conclude that the first drug works and the second does
not, making the choice between them obvious. But is this obvi-
ous conclusion reasonable? The two drugs do not appear to be
significantly different from each other. One way of interpreting
lack of statistical significance is that further information might
change one’s decision recommendations. Our key point is not
that we object to looking at statistical significance but that com-
paring statistical significance levels is a bad idea. In making a
comparison between two treatments, one should look at the sta-
tistical significance of the difference rather than the difference
between their significance levels.

3. APPLIED EXAMPLE: HOMOSEXUALITY AND
THE NUMBER OF OLDER BROTHERS AND

SISTERS

The article, “Biological Versus Nonbiological Older Brothers
and Men’s Sexual Orientation,” (Bogaert 2006), appeared re-
cently in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences
and was picked up by several leading science news organiza-
tions (Bower 2006; Motluk 2006; Staedter 2006). As the article
in Science News put it:

The number of biological older brothers correlated
with the likelihood of a man being homosexual, re-
gardless of the amount of time spent with those sib-
lings during childhood, Bogaert says. No other sib-
ling characteristic, such as number of older sisters,
displayed a link to male sexual orientation.

We were curious about this—why older brothers and not
older sisters? The article referred back to Blanchard and Bo-
gaert (1996), which had the graph and table shown in Figure 1,
along with the following summary:

Significant beta coefficients differ statistically from
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(a) (b)

Figure 2. (a) Estimated effects of electromagnetic fields on calcium efflux from chick brains, shaded to indicate different levels of statistical
significance, adapted from Blackman et al. (1988). A separate experiment was performed at each frequency. (b) Same results presented as estimates
± standard errors. As discussed in the text, the first plot, with its emphasis on statistical significance, is misleading.

zero and, when positive, indicate a greater probability
of homosexuality. Only the number of biological older
brothers reared with the participant, and not any other
sibling characteristic including the number of nonbi-
ological brothers reared with the participant, was sig-
nificantly related to sexual orientation.

The conclusions appear to be based on a comparison of signif-
icance (for the coefficient of the number of older brothers) with
nonsignificance (for the other coefficients), even though the dif-
ferences between the coefficients do not appear to be statistically
significant. One cannot quite be sure—it is a regression analysis
and the different coefficient estimates are not independent—but
based on the picture we strongly doubt that the difference be-
tween the coefficient of the number of older brothers and the
coefficient of the number of older sisters is significant.

Is it appropriate to criticize an analysis of this type? After all,
the data are consistent with the hypothesis that only the num-
ber of older brothers matters. But the data are also consistent
with the hypothesis that only the birth order (the total number
of older siblings) matters. (Again we cannot be certain but we
strongly suspect so from the graph and the table.) Given that
the 95% confidence level is standard (and we are pretty sure
the article would not have been published had the results not
been statistically significant at that level), it is appropriate that
the rule should be applied consistently to hypotheses consistent
with the data. We are speaking here not as experts in biology
but rather as statisticians: the published article and its media re-
ception suggest unquestioning acceptance of a result (only the
number of older brothers matters) which, if properly expressed
as a comparison, would be better described as “suggestive.”

For example, the authors could have written that the sexual
preference of the men in the sample is statistically significantly
related to birth order and, in addition, more strongly related to
number of older brothers than number of older sisters, but with
the latter difference not being statistically significant. The statis-

tical analysis could be performed as a regression, as in the table
in Figure 1 but with the first two predictors linearly transformed
into their sum and their difference, so that there is a coefficient
for number of older siblings and a coefficient for the number of
brothers minus the number of sisters.

4. APPLIED EXAMPLE: HEALTH EFFECTS OF
LOW-FREQUENCY ELECTROMAGNETIC FIELDS

The issue of comparisons between significance and nonsignif-
icance is of even more concern in the increasingly common set-
ting where there are a large number of comparisons. We illustrate
with an example of a laboratory study with public health appli-
cations.

In the wake of concerns about the health effects of low-
frequency electric and magnetic fields, Blackman et al. (1988)
performed a series of experiments to measure the effect of elec-
tromagnetic fields at various frequencies on the functioning of
chick brains. At each of several frequencies of electromagnetic
fields (1 Hz, 15 Hz, 30 Hz, . . . , 510 Hz), a randomized experi-
ment was performed to estimate the effect of exposure, compared
to a control condition of no electromagnetic field. The estimated
treatment effect (the average difference between treatment and
control measurements) and the standard error at each frequency
were reported.

Blackman et al. (1988) summarized the estimates at the dif-
ferent frequencies by their statistical significance, using a graph
similar to Figure 2(a) with different shading indicating results
that are more than 2.3 standard errors from zero (i.e., statistically
significant at the 99% level), between 2.0 and 2.3 standard er-
rors from zero (statistically significant at the 95% level), and so
forth. The researchers used this sort of display to hypothesize that
one process was occurring at 255, 285, and 315 Hz (where ef-
fects were highly significant), another at 135 and 225 Hz (where
effects were only moderately significant), and so forth. The esti-
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mates are all of relative calcium efflux, so that an effect of 0.1, for
example, corresponds to a 10% increase compared to the control
condition.

The researchers in the chick-brain experiment made the com-
mon mistake of using statistical significance as a criterion for
separating the estimates of different effects, an approach that
does not make sense. At the very least, it is more informative to
show the estimated treatment effect and standard error at each
frequency, as in Figure 2(b). This display makes the key features
of the data clear. Though the size of the effect varies, it is just
about always positive and typically not far from 0.1.

Some of the most dramatic features of the original data as
plotted in Figure 2(a)—for example, the negative estimate at 480
Hz and the pair of statistically-significant estimates at 405 Hz—
do not stand out so much in Figure 2(b), indicating that these
features could be explained by sampling variability and do not
necessarily represent real features of the underlying parameters.
Further work in this area should entail more explicit modeling;
here we simply emphasize the inappropriateness of the approach
of using significance levels to compare effect estimates.

5. DISCUSSION

It is standard in applied statistics to evaluate inferences based
on their statistical significance at the 5% level. There has been a
move in recent years toward reporting confidence intervals rather
than p values, and the centrality of hypothesis testing has been

challenged, but even when using confidence intervals it is natural
to check whether they include zero. Thus, the problem noted here
is not solved simply by using confidence intervals. Statistical
significance, in some form, is a way to assess the reliability
of statistical findings. However, as we have seen, comparisons
of the sort, “X is statistically significant but Y is not,” can be
misleading.

[Received August 2006. Revised September 2006.]
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