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Main Problems with the IF
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The Impact Factor

Journal X IF 2023=

All citations from TR indexed journals in 2023 to papers in journal X

Number of citable articles published in journal X in 20021/22
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€30,000-130,000/year subscription rates
Covers ~11,500 journals (Scopus covers ~16,500)



The Impact Factor

Introduced in 1950’s by Eugene Garfield: ISI
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Negotiable

 PLoS Medicine, IF 2-11 (8.4)

(The PLoS Medicine Editors (2006) The Impact Factor Game. PLoS Med 3(6): e291.
http://www.plosmedicine.org/article/info:doi/10.1371%2Fjournal.pmed.0030291)

« Current Biology IF from 7 to 11 in
2003

— Bought by Cell Press (Elsevier) in 2001...

(<. Reed Elsevier



http://www.plosmedicine.org/article/info:doi/10.1371/journal.pmed.0030291
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https://quantixed.wordpress.com/2016/01/05/the-great-curve-ii-citation-distributions-and-reverse-engineering-the-jif/



Science...

Home News Journals Topics Careers

Science Science Translational Medicine  Science Signaling  Science Advances

POLICY FORUM AGRICULTURE POLICY

EU agricultural reform fails on biodiversity

G. Pe'er 1, L. V. Dicks, P. Visconti, R. Arlettaz, A. Bildi, T. G. Benton, S. Collins, M. Dieterich, R. D.

Gregory, F. Hartig, K. Henle, P. R. Hobson, D. Kleijn, R. K. Neumann, T. Robijns, J. Schmidt, A. Shwartz, W.
J. Sutherland, A. Turbé, F. Wulf, A. V. Scott

Corresponding author. guy.peer@ufz.de
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v EU agricultural reform fails on biodiversity

Summary In December 2013, the European Union (EU) enacted the reformed Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP) for 2014-2020, allocating almost 40% of the EU's budget and
influencing management of half of its terrestnal area. Many EU politicians are announcing ...
Cited by 81 Related articles All 12 versions Web of Science: 24 Cite Save




Not Reproducible

* Rockefeller University Press bought their data from Thomson Reuters
* Up to 19% deviation from published records

Q o

 Second dataset still not correct & 2 i A

Rossner M, van Epps H, Hill E (2007): Show me the data. The Journal of Cell . o ) _ N
Biology, Vol. 179, No. 6, 1091-1092 http://jcb.rupress.org/cgi/content/full/179/6/1091 My question is: Are we making an impact?



http://jcb.rupress.org/cgi/content/full/179/6/1091

Not Mathematically Sound
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Seglen PO (1997): Why the impact factor of journals should not be used for evaluating research. BMJ 1997;314(7079):497http://www.bmj.com/cgi/content/full/314/7079/497



http://www.bmj.com/cgi/content/full/314/7079/497

Mathematically Soun
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Methodology I
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Macleod MR, et al. (2015) Risk of Bias in Reports of In Vivo Research: A Focus for Improvement. doi:10.1371/journal.pbio.1002273




Methodology 11
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Brembs, B., Button, K., & Munafo, M. (2013). Deep impact: unintended consequences of journal rank. Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, 7. doi:10.3389/fnhum.2013.00291



Methodology III

LnOR (bias)
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Impact Factor
Munafo, M., Stothart, G., & Flint, J. (2009). Bias in genetic association studies and impact factor Molecular Psychiatry, 14 (2), 119-120 DOI: 10.1038/mp.2008.77



http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/mp.2008.77

Methodology IV
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“Meta-analysis reveals an extreme “decline effect” in the impacts of ocean acidification on fish behavior” https://journals.plos.org/plosbiology/article?id=10.1371/journal.pbio.3001511



Methods Section
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On the reproducibility of science: unique identification of research resources in the biomedical literature. https://peerj.com/articles/148/



Excel Errors

DOI: 10.1186/s13059-016-1044-7

I #VALUE! error

Genomics papers with spreadsheet errors in supplementary files, 2005-15, %

By publishing journal
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Source: “Gene name errors are now widespread in the scientific literature”, Ziemann, Eren and El-Osta, 2016
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Excel Errors Continue
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Renaming genes

TECH REVIEWS SCIENCE CREATORS ENTERTAINMENT VIDED  MORE

MICROSOFT \ REPORT \ SCIENCE \

Scientists rename human genes to stop Microsoft
Excel from misreading them as dates

Sometimes it's easier to rewrite genetics than update Excel

g9,

By James Vincent | Aug 6, 2020, 8:44am EDT
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p-Value Errors

% records erroneous
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Questionable Research Practices

QRP Total | ND | Top 8 journals Non-Top 8 journals | %
N difference
N Percent (95% | N Percent (95%
Cl) Cl)
*kk
Add/drop 339 48 182  72.0% (64.8%— 157  54.1% (46.0%— 17.8%
78.2%) 62.0%)
Add data 339 48 182  25.3%(19.3%- 157 17.2% (11.8%— 8.1%
32.3%) 24.2%)
Drop data 339 48 182  46.7% (39.3%— 157  36.9% (29.5%— 9.8%
54.2%) 45.0%)
*
Add/drop 351 49 189  74.1% (67.1%— 162 63.0% (55.0%— 11.1%
covariates 80.0%) 70.3%)
*
Add covariates 351 49 189  74.1% (67.1%— 162 63.0% (55.0%— 11.1%
80.0%) 70.3%)
*k%
Drop 351 49 189  49.7% (42.4%— 162 8.6% (5.0%— 41.1%
covariates 57.1%) 14.3%)
Change scale 157 24 84 51.2% (40.1%— 73 42.5% (31.2%— 8.7%
62.2%) 54.6%) .
10.1002/job.2623



https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2623

QUALITY?

“"High-Impact” journals attract the
most unreliable research



Science is optional

http://www.nature.com/authors/policies/peer_review.html

The ideal review should answer the following questions:

Who will be interested in reading the paper, and why?

What are the main claims of the paper and how significant are they?

Is the paper likely to be one of the five most significant papers published in the discipline this year?
How does the paper stand out from others in its field?

Are the claims novel? If not, which published papers compromise novelty?

Are the claims convincing? If not, what further evidence is needed?

Are there other experiments or work that would strengthen the paper further?

How much would further work improve it, and how difficult would this be? Would it take a long time?
Are the claims appropriately discussed in the context of previous literature?

If the manuscript is unacceptable, is the study sufficiently promising to encourage the authors to resubmit?
11. If the manuscript is unacceptable but promising, what specific work is needed to make it acceptable?

WoeNOU AWM PR

[EEN
o

If time is available, Jit is extremely helpful to the editors if reviewers can advise on some of the following points:

12. Is the manuscript clearly written?

13. If not, how could it be made more clear or accessible to nonspecialists?

14. Would readers outside the discipline benefit from a schematic of the main result to accompany publication?

15. Could the manuscript be shortened? (Because of pressure on space in our printed pages we aim to publish manuscripts as short as is consistent
with a persuasive message.)

16. Should the authors be asked to provide supplementary methods or data to accompany the paper online? (Such data might include source code for
modelling studies, detailed experimental protocols or mathematical derivations.)

17. Have the authors done themselves justice without overselling their claims?

18. Have they been fair in their treatment of previous literature?

19. Have they provided sufficient methodological detail that the experiments could be reproduced?

20. Is the statistical analysis of the data sound, and does it conform to the journal's guidelines?

21. Are the reagents generally available?

22. Are there any special ethical concerns arising from the use of human or other animal subjects?



Irreproducibility
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Freedman LP, Cockburn IM, Simcoe TS (2015) http://journals.plos.org/plosbiology/article?id=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pbio.1002165



http://journals.plos.org/plosbiology/article?id=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pbio.1002165
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Replication in Psychology
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Social Sciences

Ackerman et al. (2010)'®, Science
Aviezer et al. (2012)"7, Science
Balafoutas and Sutter (2012)'®, Science
Derex et al. (2013)'%, Nature

Duncan et al. (2012)%°, Science
Gervais and Norenzayan (2012)2', Science
Gneezy et al. (2014)%, Science

Hauser et al. (2014)%°, Nature

Janssen et al. (2010)**, Science
Karpicke and Blunt (2011)*®, Science
Kidd and Castano (2013)*¢, Science
Kovacs et al. (2010)*”, Science

Lee and Schwarz (2010)®, Science
Morewedge et al. (2010)*, Science
Nishi et al. (2015)°°, Nature

Pyc and Rawson (2010)*", Science
Ramirez and Beilock (2011)*, Science
Rand et al. (2012)*®, Nature

Shah et al. (2012)**, Science
Sparrow et al. (2011)*®, Science
Wilson et al. (2014)*®, Science
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Cancer Research: ~12% replication rate
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