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“The strongest arguments prove nothing so long as the conclusions are not verified by experience.  Experimental science is the queen of sciences and the goal of all speculation”  R. Bacon

The scientific method is based upon evidence and data rather than beliefs.  This differentiates science from faith.  Scientists are skeptical of anything but good solid evidence.
Journal articles have ruled scientific communication since the 1700s.  To our knowledge in this long history and millions of published articles, the journals themselves have never been tested using the scientific method.  We thus have virtually no data as to the adequacy of journals for communicating research or if articles are better than other forms of scientific exchange. Instead editors and scientists have had the belief that journal articles are the optimal form of research communication, but what scientific data are there to support this?  We as scientists should be skeptical. Here we report on the first scientific study that brings journals under study by the scientific method.  

We ran an experiment in our "Papyrus to PowerPoint (P 2 P)" article where scientists could compare different formats of research communication.   

Methods:  This experiment was designed to compare two forms of research communication, the 3 century old journal publication model with PowerPoint scientific communication model. A short survey queried scientists to test with that hypothesis:  Ho: there is no difference in the quality of different research communication formats.  H1:  There is a significant difference in perceived quality by scientists.  We present the complete results in a PowerPoint research communication at:

www.pitt.edu/~super1/lecture/lec8301/comparison.htm.  
 
The results reveal a landslide victory for PowerPoint research communication in contrast with the ancient traditional scientific journal article format (p<.05, 2-tailed test).  Out of the 13 survey forms we received, 8 have identified the PP scientific model as more comprehensible, 4 were neutral and only 1 responder preferred the traditional journal format. Sixty one percent (61%) of the responders identified the PP communication model as more comprehensible.  Ho was soundly rejected with PP demonstrating its superiority to the traditional journal format.
 
One could say that our survey was crude, the numbers were small or the  traditional research journal model should not be tested scientifically because we believe that journals are the best mode and thus no experiments are needed. We disagree, as “Science is not belief, but the will to find out” (anon).  


We would very much appreciate if more scientists (not editors!!!) would comment upon which format is best. The analysis will continue to be updated in our PP research communication.  We will be able to make more formal analysis of the data with a larger sample of evaluators.
It is time that biomedical journals accept the Scientific Method.  It time that the research communication process itself be evidenced based. 
“Most institutions demand unqualified faith; but the institution of science makes skepticism a virtue”  Merton
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