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InquiryForge — Joke Book

 Spark & Anvil joke book. Groan-worthy puns, tricky riddles, silly 
nonsense, and real fun facts from the world of InquiryForge — read them 

out loud and make someone laugh.

★  ★  ★

How to use this book

Read a joke, pause at the question, and try to guess the answer before you 
read on. Best of all: read them out loud to a friend, a grown-up, or your class. 
A good laugh makes the tricky stuff easier — that's real science.

Spark & Anvil is a 501(c)(3) public charity. Every app, story, and book is free, 
forever — no ads, no in-app purchases, no tracking. Released under Creative 
Commons BY-NC-SA 4.0 for educational reuse.
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Why is "correlation is not causation" the phrase every 

scientist tattoos on their brain?

 

Because two things moving together doesn't prove one CAUSED 
the other.
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Puns

Why is "correlation is not causation" the phrase every scientist tattoos on 
their brain?

Why does an experiment need a control group?

Why does a good experiment change only ONE variable at a time?

Why is a hypothesis more than a guess?

Why do scientists distrust a study of just three people?

Why is replication the ultimate compliment?

 

 Because two things moving together doesn't prove one CAUSED 
the other.

 Because without a comparison, you can't tell if your treatment did 
anything at all.

 Because if you change several, you won't know which one caused 
the result.

 Because it's a TESTABLE prediction you can actually check with 
evidence.

 Because a tiny sample size can produce results that are pure luck.



Why does peer review keep science honest?

Why is a "controlled variable" the unsung hero?

Why do scientists worry about bias?

Why is the dependent variable the one you watch?

Why do good studies use a "placebo"?

Why is "double-blind" the gold standard?

 Because a finding you can repeat is a finding you can trust.

 Because before a study is published, other experts get to poke holes 
in it.

 Because keeping everything else the same is what makes a fair test 
possible.

 Because our hopes and expectations can quietly shape what we 
notice and report.

 Because it's the outcome you MEASURE -- it "depends" on what you 
changed.

 Because comparing a real treatment to a fake one reveals whether 
the effect is genuine.



Why should a headline never be trusted over the actual study?

Why is a random sample so valuable?

Why do scientists love a testable prediction?

Why is anecdote the weakest evidence?

Why is a bigger, more diverse sample usually better?

Why does a "confounding variable" ruin conclusions?

 Because when neither subjects nor researchers know who got the 
treatment, expectations can't skew the results.

 Because "may be linked to" quietly becomes "CAUSES" the moment 
it hits the news.

 Because choosing subjects at random keeps the group from being 
secretly stacked one way.

 Because a claim that can't possibly be proven wrong isn't really 
science.

 Because "it worked for my cousin" is one story, not a controlled 
study.

 Because results from a broad group are more likely to hold true for 
everyone.



Why is skepticism a scientist's best friend, not their enemy?

Why does science never claim to be "100% certain"?

 Because a hidden third factor can be the real cause behind an 
apparent link.

 Because demanding good evidence protects you from being fooled 
-- including by yourself.

 Because it updates its conclusions when better evidence arrives -- 
and that flexibility is its strength, not a weakness.



Riddles

Ice cream sales and shark attacks both rise in summer. Does ice cream 
cause shark attacks?

In an experiment, what is the "independent variable"?

What is the "dependent variable"?

Why does an experiment need a "control group"?

What makes a hypothesis scientific, rather than just a guess?

 

 No! This is correlation, not causation -- a third factor (hot weather 
sending people to beaches) drives both. Two things rising together 
doesn't mean one causes the other.

 The ONE thing the researcher deliberately changes! You change it to 
see its effect on the outcome.

 The outcome you MEASURE! It's the result that may change in 
response to the independent variable -- it "depends" on it.

 Because it's the comparison that got NO treatment (or a placebo)! 
Without it, you can't tell whether your treatment actually caused the 
difference.

 It must be TESTABLE -- you can design an experiment or observation 
that could support OR disprove it. A claim that can't be tested isn't a 
scientific hypothesis.



A study of 5 people found a "miracle" result. Why should you be 
cautious?

Why is it important that a scientific finding can be "replicated"?

In a fair test, what are "controlled variables"?

What is a "confounding variable"?

Why do drug trials use a "placebo" (a fake treatment)?

 Because with such a tiny sample size, the result could easily be 
chance! Reliable conclusions need larger, representative samples.

 Because if other researchers repeat the study and get the same 
result, it's far more trustworthy. A one-time result that no one can 
reproduce is a red flag.

 All the factors you keep the SAME across groups! Holding 
everything constant except the independent variable is what lets you 
attribute a difference to your treatment.

 A hidden factor that affects the outcome and can create a FALSE 
impression of cause. It's why "students who eat breakfast score higher" 
might really be about family income, not breakfast itself.

 Because people can improve just from BELIEVING they're being 
treated (the placebo effect). Comparing to a placebo shows whether 
the real treatment does anything beyond that.



What is a "double-blind" study, and why is it powerful?

What is "peer review"?

A friend says "essential oils cured my headache, so they work!" What 
kind of evidence is this, and how strong is it?

Why is a "random sample" better than just testing whoever's 
convenient?

A headline says "Chocolate linked to happiness!" What questions should 
a critical reader ask?

 Neither the participants NOR the researchers know who received 
the real treatment! This prevents expectations on both sides from 
skewing the results.

 Before publication, independent experts examine a study for flaws! 
It's a quality check that helps catch errors and weak methods -- though 
it isn't perfect.

 An anecdote -- a single personal story -- which is WEAK evidence. It 
could be coincidence, the placebo effect, or the headache passing on 
its own.

 Because random selection avoids hidden bias! Testing only your 
friends, or only volunteers, can secretly stack the group and distort the 
results.

 How big was the sample? Was there a control group? Correlation or 
causation? Who funded it? Was it peer-reviewed? Headlines rarely tell 
you the study's real quality.



Why do scientists say a theory can never be proven "100% certain"?

What does it mean for a claim to be "falsifiable"?

Why does "who funded the study" matter when judging its results?

A study finds people who exercise are happier. Can we conclude exercise 
CAUSES happiness?

What is the basic order of the scientific method?

 Because science stays open to revision -- new evidence can always 
refine or overturn a conclusion. That willingness to update is a 
STRENGTH, not a flaw.

 There must be some possible observation that could prove it 
WRONG! A claim that no evidence could ever contradict isn't scientific -
- it can't be tested at all.

 Because funding can create a conflict of interest that biases how a 
study is designed or reported. It doesn't automatically make the study 
wrong -- but it's a reason to look closely.

 Not from this alone! It's a correlation -- happier people might just 
exercise more, or a third factor could drive both. You'd need a 
controlled experiment to show cause.

 Ask a question, form a testable hypothesis, design and run an 
experiment, analyze the data, and draw a conclusion (then often 
repeat)! It's a cycle, not a one-time straight line.





Silly Stuff

A study proudly announced that towns with more churches have more crime. 
Both just track population size. Correlation strolled in, took a bow, and got 
mistaken for causation yet again. It happens constantly.

A researcher tested a "miracle cure" on exactly one very optimistic 
participant and declared total success. Sample size of one: technically a 
study, statistically a rumor with a lab coat.

An experiment changed the temperature, the lighting, the soil, AND the 
water all at once, got a result, and had absolutely no idea which change 
caused it. Change one variable at a time, or your conclusion is a shrug.

A placebo pill made of pure sugar "worked" on a third of patients, and the 
real drug had to prove it could beat a sugar pill to earn any respect. The 
placebo effect is humbling: sometimes believing IS half the treatment.

A confounding variable hid quietly behind an "obvious" conclusion, being 
the actual cause the entire time, while everyone credited the wrong factor. 
Confounders are the pickpockets of science -- you don't notice them until 
your conclusion is missing.

A newspaper headline turned "slightly associated with, in mice, under 
specific conditions" into "SCIENTISTS PROVE." Somewhere, a cautious 
researcher quietly wept over their carefully-hedged abstract.

A claim announced it "could never possibly be wrong, under any 
circumstances," and science politely showed it the door, because a claim 
nothing could ever disprove isn't science -- it's just a very confident opinion.

Peer reviewers tore into a study, found three flaws, demanded revisions, and 
the author -- though grumbling -- ended up with a much stronger paper. 
Science's quality control feels like an attack and functions like a gift.

 



Someone surveyed only their five best friends and confidently announced 
"everyone loves my cooking." Convenience sampling: the fastest way to 
prove exactly what you already believed.

A finding was "revolutionary" until nobody -- not a single other lab -- could 
reproduce it. Replication showed up, knocked once, and the revolution 
quietly cancelled itself. Real discoveries can be repeated.

An anecdote insisted it was "just as good as a study" because it "really 
happened." One thing happening once is a story; a controlled trial is 
evidence. The anecdote took this personally.

A control group sat there doing nothing, feeling useless, until the results 
came in and it turned out to be the ONLY reason anyone could tell the 
treatment worked. Doing "nothing," scientifically, is doing everything.

A double-blind study kept both patients AND researchers in the dark about 
who got the real pill, purely so nobody's hopes could tip the scale. Science 
trusts no one's optimism, including its own. Especially its own.

Someone demanded science be "100% certain" before they'd believe it, 
unaware that staying open to new evidence is precisely why science is 
trustworthy. Certainty is for salespeople; scientists prefer being correctable.

A study funded entirely by the candy industry concluded candy is wonderful, 
and reviewers raised a single, very patient eyebrow. Funding doesn't 
automatically make a study wrong -- but it's a very good reason to read 
carefully.



Fun Facts

Did you know? "Correlation does not imply causation" is one of the most 
important ideas in all of science. Two things can rise and fall together without 
one causing the other -- often a hidden third factor drives both!

Did you know? A good experiment changes only ONE variable (the 
independent variable) and measures its effect on the outcome (the 
dependent variable), while keeping everything else constant. That's what 
makes a "fair test"!

Did you know? A "control group" gets no treatment (or a placebo) and 
provides the comparison. Without it, you literally cannot tell whether your 
treatment caused the result or it would have happened anyway!

Did you know? A scientific hypothesis must be TESTABLE and "falsifiable" -- 
there must be some possible result that could prove it wrong. A claim no 
evidence could ever contradict falls outside science entirely!

Did you know? Sample size matters enormously. A result from 5 people 
could easily be luck; a result from thousands, across diverse groups, is far 
more trustworthy. Always ask "how many, and who?"

Did you know? "Replication" -- other scientists repeating a study and getting 
the same result -- is a cornerstone of trustworthy science. A finding no one 
else can reproduce is treated with real caution!

Did you know? The "placebo effect" is real: people can genuinely improve 
just from believing they're being treated. That's why serious studies compare 
a real treatment against a placebo to measure the TRUE effect!

Did you know? In a "double-blind" study, neither the participants nor the 
researchers know who got the real treatment until the end. This clever design 
keeps everyone's expectations from accidentally biasing the results!

 



Did you know? "Peer review" means independent experts scrutinize a study 
before it's published, hunting for flaws. It's not perfect, but it's a crucial 
quality check that keeps weak science from spreading unchecked!

Did you know? An anecdote ("it worked for me!") is the WEAKEST form of 
evidence. A single story can't rule out coincidence, the placebo effect, or 
other explanations -- which is why scientists rely on controlled studies 
instead!

Did you know? "Confounding variables" are hidden factors that can fake a 
cause-and-effect link. A famous example: studies once "linked" coffee to 
disease, until researchers realized coffee drinkers were also more likely to 
smoke!

Did you know? News headlines routinely exaggerate research. "May be 
associated with" in a careful study becomes "CAUSES" in the headline. 
Reading past the headline to the actual study is a genuine critical-thinking 
skill!

Did you know? Randomly assigning subjects to groups is one of the most 
powerful tools in science. Randomization spreads out hidden differences 
evenly, so any leftover difference is more likely due to the treatment itself!

Did you know? Science doesn't claim absolute certainty -- it holds 
conclusions "provisionally," ready to update when better evidence arrives. 
That self-correcting nature is exactly WHY science is so reliable over time!

Did you know? Asking "who funded this study?" is smart, not cynical. 
Funding sources can create conflicts of interest that shape how research is 
done or reported -- a reason to read the methods carefully, not to dismiss it 
outright!



Keep laughing

That's 70 jokes from InquiryForge. Made someone laugh? Try making up 
your own — the best jokes are the ones you tell.

Spark & Anvil is a 501(c)(3) public charity. Every app, story, and book is free, 
forever — no ads, no in-app purchases, no tracking. Released under Creative 
Commons BY-NC-SA 4.0 for educational reuse.

Keep exploring online

Play it now More free books

https!!"spark-and-
anvil.org/play/inquiryforge

https!!"spark-and-
anvil.org/books

Scan a code with any phone camera, or type the address. Every app, story, 
and book is free, forever — no account, no tracking.
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