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Abstract

Peer review is a self-regulation mechanism for scientific inquiry. Institutionalized
and incorporated into the structure and operation of science, it has received considerable
support in the academic setting. The legitimacy of peer review is based on trust and
integrity. In various ways, it allocates scarce resources such as journal space, research
funding, faculty recruitment, career advancement, and rewards for academic
achievements. But there are growing indications of unresolved deficiencies in the
operation of peer review, leading to negative assessments as to whether it is effective,
efficient, or reliable. Many studies have found links between potential sources of bias
and judgments in peer review, such as institutional prejudice, cronyism, ageism, and
conservatism.

This study aims to achieve three objectives. First, it explores the origins of peer
review and traces the process by which it has become a subject of academic research.
This examination shows that peer review has gradually become more open and
transparent, has inspired ongoing international exchange, and has embraced diverse
approaches for higher-quality evaluation. There is also increased anticipation for
mechanisms to be established for continual supervision, scrutiny, and improvement, as
well as for a competitive—cooperative relationship to develop between peer review and
bibliometrics. Second, this study seeks deeper insights into contemporary research on
different assessment criteria and on the reliability and fairness of peer review. While
review criteria continue to be a major focus of research, there is also a need for greater
investigation of the reasons for low inter-evaluator reliability, doubt has been cast on the
methodology of studies on the fairness of peer review, and the effectiveness of peer

review remains to be demonstrated.
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Third, this paper presents an empirical study of peer review reports provided by
three social science and humanities journals published in Taiwan. For this purpose, the
actual criteria employed are examined and the degree of reliability between evaluators is
scrutinized,; this is accompanied by a discussion on the issues of fairness and
accountability in peer review. The findings include: the core criteria employed by
evaluators, as revealed by content analysis of review reports; the main reasons for
manuscript acceptance or rejection, as revealed by detailed interpretation of publishing
recommendations; and the special attributes of peer review in non-quantitative and
humanities research, as revealed by analysis of manuscripts in different research
categories and specialized domains. These findings also highlight the need for caution
in inferring cause and effect with regard to issues of fairness; for systematic debate with
regard to consistency between evaluators’ review comments and their publishing
recommendations; for research into the behavior of evaluators; and for consideration of
the specific characteristics of manuscript preparation in humanities fields in Taiwan.

Overall, academic disciplines are becoming increasingly specialized and complex,
and the research population is growing ever larger, yet there has been no great increase
in academic resources. In these circumstances, competition will grow increasingly
intense, and thus it seems likely that research into peer review will attract ever greater
attention. This growing competition is evidenced by the facts that acceptance rates for
manuscripts submitted to many leading peer-reviewed journals are in single figures, and
that rates of funding allocation by government funding organizations in various
countries are also trending downward year by year, falling to a ratio of 1:200 at some
renowned institutions. Budgetary reductions and declining numbers of students in
higher education have also heightened competition among faculty. Therefore, peer
review practice will inevitably face increasing questions and challenges from the

iv
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outside world. Creating an environment for transparent peer review and establishing a
mechanism for continual supervision and scrutiny should be a direction for concerted

effort within academia.

Keywords: peer review, bibliometrics
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Rl HFLAGZAGH () NERERHREF L S AT A (dedp 7] = ¥
2EFE) ZAREIRE (doldrd  FHE - sk 2 TREHE) 5
g d (=) Bk @gd e R Y FI2 BT 20k RG34 1 (2) G\f
foifd d eRER A BN ARREOERAR > X R F RS R
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wo RSB EERFANMF > A AR TR FF A EF (Burnham, 1990;
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2 I it HAfptaok ik A T I AT RBFEOTIPA S LR
EY ok Vel i) WENL f“'ﬁ ( Biagioli, 2002; Burnham, 1990; Kronik, 1990; Lock,
1985; Marsh, Jayasinghe, & Bond, 2008; Rennie, 2003; Spier, 2002a; Weller, 2002;
Zuckerman & Merton, 1971 ) o & 4 | % %ﬁ g %iEL R ¢ (International
Committee of Medical Journal Editors, ICMJE ) 3™ %_2_ % 58 T B 1R AR

BT P HRFAVE ST b U P AR &L
7 A2 E & 4t ¥ k& | (International Committee of Medical Journal Editors
[ICMJE], 2013, p.5) »

Bet e g A B R R HE M AR o § T L BEOTE A
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g AR a23R3 FRTF 22 X FRBEHY GIR I ORFET > BB G
2
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L3 J];f AP -8 INES S a i %“;ff (' Snodgrass, 2006; Weiser, 2012) - 20 £ & {s ) » & F
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300 % %k b HF AL DEIR DL P ERHE Y FH L LR
TR FI R AR FRFADEF Y PR ERLKF 0 T2 FRTF
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ML s B mL -~ 2LEmE2Fm A~ %= (conservative) #h L~ Biwih Lo~
g A ik A (productivism, 53 3R g 2 [’;L MR ) W E R EALEER K ALE
( Abdoul, Perrey, Amiel, et al., 2012; Bornmann, 2011b; Fang, 2011; Lee, Sugimoto,
Zhang, & Cronin, 2013; Rennie, 2003; Sandstrom & Hallsten, 2007; Wenneras & Wold,
1997; Wood & Wessely, 2003 ) o i ¢ 4ot > = 304 %‘? HRRILE T LR AT R
FloFIAE B FRFRNIREL A I JEFFATRFFRFEGE S pd LR
R FI R EA 4] Y i ¥ 8 (Harley, Acord, Earl-Novell, Lawrence, &
King, 2010; Ismail, Farrands, & Wooding, 2009; Kostoff, 2004; Rennie, 1986; Sieber,
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B R S ¢ v Tl b BB A (TE A 2% > w8 P 1980 &£ L H i
I

HH B eI ek A R DI LA > 1989 EH T HF A B b T EIEEHE
= F# 7 - %A 7 ko (Chubin & Hackett, 1990; Rennie, 2003; Weller, 2002 ) - p =

FEE hend gmy X S fpE i A BesitF =2 (Bornmann, 2011b;

Demicheli & Di Pietrantonj, 2007; Jefferson, Rudin, Brodney-Folse, & Davidoff, 2007;

Weller, 2002; Wood & Wessely, 2003) » ~ & #cgsy* /=@ e H g § 875 7 %
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( Miller, 1978; Weiser, 2012 ) - Bornmann (2011b) w g :7 -+ 4 & enfp 7| & fF pb e &
FHEFAFT R X SR B RE o T HEREE 30T 8 s & (predictive validity )
AT o B E kg o YRR 2T BB S PR e 2 Bt
ERALEEOR LA B pIi o Bt - B FH R REFRRITL MR
v F) % 247 o T AIH (S A 72 fEA R i ehR* 32 (Bornmann, 2011a; Bornmann,
Mutz, & Daniel, 2007; Bornmann, Nast, & Daniel, 2008; Dalton, 1995; Wood &
Wessely, 2003) - #X@ Marsh ~ Jayasinghe 22 Bond (2011) #rin i » R,!rt 7 - &£ v‘/l?e

"‘1%

Sl ,};ﬁi"ﬁr*ﬁﬁ,uﬁr’}o

AmAFREFENOF FEL A 53 BAEYERY BT AEP SRR > Fla
WA & e ¢+ yé#’?%gﬁé,&% g a7 NFIB A& K p 3t o Chubin &
Hackett (1990) 45 1 » ¥ 3 - ﬁw;‘w |* WA fp g AL EFAY
Fikehfins MR Aok Fgh o « S F F R 3 e s
FoTFE AR EAAM TR c EF 208 8 Rk o F I MRS R BB L
PO R B R L P RE YRS T ST RA R HEADTEERT S
LB RS - SRR REFFREAY LD RFFF T RS
BETFAR € 0RF 2 A4 (Bornmann & Daniel, 2005; Lamont, 2009;
Langfeldt, 2001; Marsh et al., 2008; Wood & Wessely, 2003 ) » i¢ {7 f# o4 | i % & 3%
FIEEEH A BB EP 24 - LART 72 A FREAEY LB FFG R
G R DRI BRFNLET > FTFHREEFRLA S o

FHEFREAIREFERES T B ARS ﬂﬂ;;., #c» % (Chubin & Hackett,
1990) - 4 b FFHFA L B LR 2 A FF F 0% AL > ST
LR ¢ RERS AR e BT A 4T (Abdoul, Perrey, Amiel, et al., 2012;
Bornmann & Daniel, 2004, 2005 ) - 1/ Bg f& 4% (TpF @ * cf % 4E % (practical criteria
oractual criteria) ; e & EH A H N Fer e HF A 0 LA TIEA LR T
e mEF BT hF 0 A GEHY G EFE R A - X
4

doi:10.6342/NTU201602255



BEDDEDRE > 3 H —‘F'f RipagaT 3o L2 5 R RS (normative criteria or
theoretical criteria) ( Chubin & Hackett, 1990; Weller, 2002 ) » 12 22 d% iF F cHF 4L
B iRl e AW FR P F T REF Y 0 b7 S LS HE R AR K
EELALNE S F R B ST IR R e A R R
o E P20 & A RF S W Pehr R S R L S R B R
ek g haE pEe T FORERORE S J FFRBENEGAR ¢ RT
iF 17 2 4 {842 (Lamont, 2009; Langfeldt, 2001, 2006; Luukkonen, 2012; Olbrecht &
Bornmann, 2010) ~ 7 %?’f AT thIRiE R Jﬂ" NF LWL AFEREENF
( Abdoul, Perrey, Amiel, et al., 2012) > 7= 5 %‘?dﬁﬁ?ﬁ% i3 i anit g JF,Z A1
AR ER AR > MR LR B S iR e Ap i L% (Bornmann & Daniel,
2005; Bornmann, Mutz, & Daniel, 2008; van Arensbergen, van der Weijden, & van den
Besselaar, 2014a; van den Besselaar & Leydesdorff, 2009 ) - p & + %4 et e i %
BT Ap o AR AP ML IEGF N EF LN g [ P R T
T2 R REEFEE  LEF RN AR RE DL RAER G B AT
Flm BT F %% vy #Fi&- H &3 (Abdoul, Perrey, Amiel, et al., 2012;
Bornmann & Daniel, 2005; Langfeldt, 2001 ) -
FOEREEL L WS E R B ARG AL ST LA S Y
B 7 e JERAL o AT SR F B R AR R A Rt L B en- R 3G T
MR AR R ey P S Ta G el > 2 B 2TF ¢ 5
ﬁ%%4%%&&§?%ﬁ%i§ﬂ%ﬁ%§o?i?fQ@ﬁ?k%%ﬁﬁ?
o RO T A FN G ik £ (Bornmann & Daniel, 2010; Campanario,
1998a, 1998b; Chubin & Hackett, 1990; Cicchetti, 1991; Langfeldt, 2001; Opthof &
Wilde, 2009) > # i~ § FH R FHOME R P PFFAZ VAL P
e R £ 3w B - sa( Bailar, 1991; Chubin & Hackett, 2003; Cole, 1992; Harnad,
1985; Hodgson, 1997; Rennie, 2003; Stricker, 1991) - ¥ 3 ?}El\‘:fﬂ VERE AT AT
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F 2 o R R L2 R 20 2 (%] i L (Bornmann, 20114,
Marsh & Bornmann, 2009; Wood & Wessely, 2003) - 3 & & —*Fffék ®NE =F Jﬁz %
RAFLREF AT AFF R FIEFF LR R RE LD U E G G o
I M %) % 4534 (Bornmann, Mutz, & Daniel, 2010; Fiske & Fogg, 1990; Marsh et al.,
2011; Siegelman, 1991)
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FIE L RTIR AW WE S T EHEY R (EU 7™ Framework Programme ) #f
L g ged EF#EF 7 4 (Academic Careers Understood through Measurement
and Norm, ACUMEN ) » 2 3& d1 i A & jis 4 B3iT=% 2 1‘# ACUMEN Portfolio » & =
Frmmy /28 F FFhap=g & 50 {Fx2 §~dgz (ACUMEN
Consortium, 2014; Tatum & Wouters, 2013; van der Most, 2014 )
ifg &S Tmgni R4l - o 2R AR R RS R - 2 S

/ﬂ\]‘ﬁa’ﬁ xﬁlﬁ;‘)gﬁ , %Q%;}g&gw«}éﬁé%{:@é&m y % ggtﬁquz Kprge s E 4k RN

SRR THRTES - AMAF LR TR AL P RAIATFA
MEBRBERFRFLEFEIRFTRAROFRTICD & ~ FFRE AT4eH 7R o A
WpHFMEERGFETLLS 0 A5 SHEN T AR FRG A AY I

JE AUREAR Y e end & (PG 0 2018 HRARAR 0 1997 )~ § H T S
ke B Lk 2 4F AT (B % 0 2003) 0 B - EHETFEFOFAGE (1

R > 2009; F A B HE A 0 2008) B2 AREER I FF G aPiT=in d
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FOFRFF R LT RSB RY SR RER . D RPFFF AL R DT R
MR T F o T B ag |+ (accountability ) RAE o

AP TS 3z B SARFHEMYER R AZAR AL RS

[
pu)

3”\‘:\
\4-\

g%Avﬁigﬁp,‘n | chife .3?%§—L%§;rxgﬁ7
FHAF T B2 S FIRPF AL - FfIr e m gl (RrEp e

BT F AR EA LYk FE AR - ﬂf %j‘q" B

FEERERAAI 2 FRFITFF RIS I PR R
Pt R R R AR R AWHEF T O R e U2 ARG

FArPEGIF FGFETEDRA T RISH

doi:10.6342/NTU201602255



AL 2P e
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ENE L
oo 4%
_‘pi#m
g hearmy Al 0 APy ESHDIHFERFFLTFRE

BZ 2T EEG e VREE T HOTRRET S o AR i R

o uFEwt B FGFaTFET > EIRAFF TR D 20
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T Fg hawey (FEE SR )t B FFahiigpicd o UE G MR

AR R RS aF ] PR

ALY

AF 7 H T F14 $ (convenience sampling ) » 1 AR S AR Ak ¢ A 2 FLE 2
Asg BaPpaig o .&",j} P sik 2 sEF K g BARE 2 RS R
T FMEFEE FEFLBAER SRR i 02 0% 2 R R
7 BT LR FRLP -

AL RFFP AR ;%ihT,g * 2 W UEIER A 5 ol TR K k2
R A FEFhn TS AR ATRA 0 EFF F RER - R L
(B3 22580y )0 N EfRit2E (GLEFE 2 L v L )o 330

BEF > FE - Ak LA A HH o
FAERETHE LR AT 73 £ BB g d o 1) 2 B AT R N
A (FLALPYN) HiBL F2 23 X EFH2HA%D (L2 FESN

£

,I‘A}_‘j;)’lz;ﬁ};1|m;fFvﬁr%__'f£IEB1E]”rA\*q’ %ﬁ%

=~ @?J&Ll‘ﬁ
,ﬁ BE 8P T e R & B o ;L* R BB R SRR ;g,ua Fobg o R AR
WAk G AL o R LT P BHIR FF R AL BR A by

1
B0 @ 2 RS S H g e 2 SEE R TR ] S R e i e

B

Lo BT
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A g RHmEr 28k #% 2 (faculty appointments and

promotions peer review )
CEAFRIFERT RS KR AL B GRATRELRHF AT
£ PR EERIFBFACES NS AR LI - A ER DT kA

.
¥ oAb

G bR S f R L B RE RR R R e

—=

( Frodeman et al., 2012; Gross-Schaefer, Gala, Jaccard, & Vetter, 2015; Weiser,

2012) -

= ~ 24 (fairness)

g RE R SR 0 2T R B A g
e b HFEAIIPET L L IRAFEEENST PRI RO FS R
(Bornmann, 2011a) » = A A03) nE AP« A g o L g ek 2 7
B AL (RAR) PPFRTa g M FLLIAPE T e T
SRFRZ L 2T bleEiE o n] B AR ER BRI

KA R PG HLE

Z -~k ®% % (peerreview)
BdF A - B A3 Rt 7 =g iRE e (52 o Chubin &
Hackett (1990, pp. 1-2) the & uH»x* 2 R* (TR &3 44 - 2 PEFA ] %
RS FER R ARRERFA LRSI RS RO ¥
FREF SR A TR e TR G ~ Ft L9 SRR B EARANE Y
( Chubin & Hackett, 1990, pp. 1-2) > @ fiu;& Tk m X—F, » T Michael Gibbons 27 Luke

Georghiou 3% b # % A 8% - F AL DR Fo HW AR S ApITAE B2 H 8 2 8
10
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Kmf:ﬂ"‘ [ 15‘-{”7fl-’§4’3‘3;‘34 = (&rlﬂiw%ﬁ) m%ix% [EREIR - ﬂ*.:#gf"fftk
W E R A LR R A e 0 NEF T AFEG LT

(OECD, 2011a, p. 1)

z ~ 5 & (reliability)

Cicchetti (1991) #_& e #% 4 z=% 2 B (inter-reviewer reliability, IRR) % :
THON R - PE Y RS B RA G) jp iR R e KRR (p. 120) ¢
#F 5 & ¢ 41* intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) %l 2:*% % & - ICC £- f&
Rigrfriz > BEANE 1 2F 12F  ALBIFERFHIFFHLED
MEBM S ZRT A EABARS qu4 it e fﬁ%ﬁﬁé}%&fr}% Kappa % He &k
RIZ=F F 2 B eni B o #r3) Kappa (h#cil M A et d b =g K2 B ih-
R ek T HHL LR 2 - KRR K=1> 4ok K B335 00 375F § 2 B s @

B 6B WAT

I ~F2 % (criteria)
PR hAmEE Y (DRI R A EF AR AR AL po
RN E A B ey AR R B iR o - A SRR
(normative criteria or theoretical criteria) % ¢ "% % (practical criteria or actual
criteria) & #g » Hdp g AL FRET R F RS A A Y
g hflE Mgt =3 RE . FRFERALEr FF & Err
i

NET IR RS FEES RN R L b s SR R

A ~ A %2 4 (journal peer review or editorial peer review)
B HEF R ETRFLIRREATE S DI F FF AT iEMR
WF Ao B pd EPJ'J.E&EJT%EFJ'J’% T2 Penk A XRAMEFTAF
EHLENHEEERRE N2 I 3R REAPERTFE SRNRLS
11
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ﬁ?«‘

2 dpRaEsk o DONR R R R IR EE > QY W RE S TG D

% %4z (Campanario, 1998a; Sense about Science [SAS], 2005; Weller, 2002 ) -

= ~ e %% 4 (grant and fellowship peer review)

PR AL F T E R AR Y R TR L

EFEMEFEE LA PTG HE RV PR LERE (REFEF ) e
GRTE LR €817 R A ek # L (Abdoul, Perrey, Amiel, et al.,
2012; Bornmann & Daniel, 2005; Cicchetti, 1991; Marsh & Bazeley, 1999; RIN, 2010 ) -
WK F P AT GG ORPRE P TR E 2R AR 2T

( Abdoul, Perrey, Amiel, et al., 2012; Geisler, 2000 ) -

A~ #F 1 (accountability )

BRI R RO AR - 0 AF ] GHETREL P H#F 493
FHYREEZ L FEREORF YR FFAEL0 0 G LI GER Fy
RAFEFEL- BRMLG RS F RO 50 R EEF AR
IR iEE i d o g s G fF EhE Ry s o Drotar (2009) 35 =

g——“ﬁm;Lg-gp,; L ,g-*{yi %#pﬁiif?iﬁi YRR o

12
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¥-% M AL

AFT P me Ry AR FE Gadch sy RRE E Y ¢ty I ARG
EEACPEINL P FFRIPFHRLEERAFY - PRATLE - &2 5
ZERP R REFADER AP E R TR FRFAOLRETE ¥ 2
SR HEAPFIRREFE LT Se §4HP HFEITFRE LR
BaTHSEEEm S R - &AED R ERENRAD I FE ETF ST

ey 4 o

-8 FHBPAOIER - LAGRBLE

EARENEIE R BT T A AR P F R E i p 2~ (Laloé

& Mosseri, 2009) - M FEFE#FT L S H 0 TS 1N AEE R A el
( Bornmann & Daniel, 2004; Cole & Cole, 1973; Frodeman & Briggle, 2012; Lamont,
2009; Langfeldt, 2006 ) - e & fr % & 7 # £ % 4] > FOEFAAMDEL S
WE T FG AL B B 4 LB B b B F AR R
BITSHOES - A DA F 2B AEP > FlaL g R TR E T
( Frishauf, 2009; Geisler, 2000; Wenneras & Wold, 1997; Ziman, 2000 ) » — u&* £ ﬁ H
INcBYEEFFHES Ao 2d a4 H @ { 43 % (Eisenhart, 2002;

Harnad, 2008; Kassirer & Campion, 1994; Young, 2003 ) -

- FREHROTRALNE
RAd o FHRFEE- B AT RT3 R it > 41k 8
A R E =T 7L 3 (GAO, 1999; OECD, 2011a; Wood & Wessely, 2003 ) -
Mg I E R R BB AEA T o i 2 T A BHEY o BAHBAEFE
13

doi:10.6342/NTU201602255



§ e g AL bl T SIS = F F A 4R o (Bornmann, 2011D, p. 200) 7
B R AN R A H RS A s 3 Bk R A Sh s Y
- 2R > @ A - ey B T A 4] (Chubin & Hackett, 2003; Cole & Cole,
1973; Kostoff, 2004; RCUK, 2006; RIN, 2010)

T EA P EEEF I e % A TR —dﬁffw TR &

" Michael Gibbons ¥# Luke Georghiou ;2.4 F #% & .5 - £ < B o ¥
ST B PEFGPF LTS EEPEHF T v (WP EF) D
EEBEXE c Hn g GANTEE R AR ORAFE P 2w UZE
FryArd G A &shiedt o | (OECD, 2011a,p.1) - 5% B cn& s * T % 4
E-RPEATOETFR84 0 PER* B Fg 4 R AR5 L it
2 E I > FREBITEFEE ARG VTR Sl TR e o~ e LR 8
WEE B EsRE#E % | (Chubin & Hackett, 1990, pp. 1-2) ©

gL R n LB - BAP - p Sk T EEAR > 28 RTIY

BRI T AT SR U AP FAF N o A ) P F

(Polanyi, 1962) < & 3] 20 & % (58 » & Wrc/re s K P e 4 Fod ok
Bkt REPEFL AL N AFIR OB BEE > T2 R
< 4+ ¢ 1% f (Cozzens, 2001; Frodeman et al., 2012; Hackett, 1997 ) - % st » % Rt
FIRa ket B g 4 i ke 3 (Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy )

B TR Wz anEGE o R EREE > R

2R E G &R )1}+ FryraafPfap ey s B 7 &gk o
AR 4 F gy 38nh g {73 % | (Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy,
2004, p. v) ° OECD Al#7oc L & enle % & & 7] » #BATA f (F/% 2 5 af
LR N AR S A i AURRCECESUIRE N GE SRR o it
& et ¥ % 7dt=z:=% (OECD, 2011a) -

g a e Whai* FRAA > 2172k c BRA A EHT

14
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e (The British Academy, BA) #-F #% &~ 53 Bh s> $- 5k %3 213 &
FHPE R L ANEEFTS > Gl TR HF L2 EFHFHETEE o F R
AR AR ST Y- LR RFLAOREE RN ENF D BFFRF L blAeg B

KT PHmEA Y R - 2o g% > T2 LS - s FFAPRY ¢ F FAH o

4%%. (The British Academy [BA], 2007 ) - Frodeman % % (2012) R ik J5 =% e

SHFRFEFA LM E- SFHETL WIF FFLE EEF GG LD
BUM o EEE A LR FADUFEA B P E AP E T B RS

RS AR H D AR YR A RKRBRE AR TR T OR AR LT E T

#* v % g

&

IR AR Gl S R BTS2 SRS

=
i
™
=
Wﬂ

L2 F gAY o blhox FRB MY AR G L 0 P H G v
G s SR G A TR L

LR iR e g AR Rt S AR FTEFEREL 2 (- ) 4
e HE A SRR S R (Aodp 72 %ﬁ%éi)i e Al SR g (e
BAER S FTRE sk A TRENE) DR FRTE (D) EeEHREL
HEOTEI BT EOR R A (Z) SR HFE FER B R
WAL T RRTFREART RS ER > ¢ A R HPIY S2 Ak
g b BNEESER R HF L R T EF L B EES (Harley & Acord,

2011; POST, 2002; RIN, 2010) -

g & enipa g
Bt G ADOERNS T AP PEROR FY R EAEY

O FER 2 ka4 (Chubin & Hackett, 1990) » £ #4354 b % & doek
ERCRE S & L sLIEANG I G- T BE R gy B
( Bornmann & Daniel, 2005; Nickerson, 2005 ) - %’?JEEA B E R kg o

FEF Y QGBS @0 M A G E T e § 4ok (Popper,

15
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1961; Ziman, 2000 ) -
SAEBFTHET SR EYFRETARLERLY 3 AR L (Bertout &
Schneider, 2004; Boden et al., 1990; Fletcher & Fletcher, 2003; Gibson, Spong,
Simonsen, Martin, & Scott, 2008; POST, 2002; Royal Society, 1995; Ware & Monkman,
2008) - Geisler (2000) EHa# it FF & enip2h > ¢ 23k wﬁdﬁk% N N -
MR S E R T e e fLE BLEE S LR R S HBIT ok
DT hi AR RIS B chd T 00 R R PR TR A e 4K - Brown (2004)
2 Ware (2013) Ridp 1807k G & en 5 30 ab il > blde P~ s 81 ecie
L ¥ Sty U AN S o R L SRR R
Bengp A g o
PR R G RRES PP P EEEET () BRI L
- REER T3 BEERL () 2T IR ERRIIEPT Y BTG
B e T E B ART R AT F F OB A B LR A ERTF A 2R I(2)
VR FEFACRET D h 4 L ERER (2w G LR
MR AR () AR FFRE e N RT A& AR EPART(2) B
g R fF E A TRE Y 0 A A LG e i R
R iz e g Bt &P FFHRBFILAL M2 FLPF R
yExE " B & ¥ 3t ekt 32 (Abbott, 2008; Bornmann, 2011b; Bornmann &
Daniel, 2005; Braben, 2004; Chubin & Hackett, 1990; Gillet, 1993; Gluckman, 2012;
Horrobin, 1990, 1996; Langfeldt & Kyvik, 2011; Luukkonen, 2012; RCUK, 2007; Rip,
2000; Roy, 1985; Travis & Collins, 1991 )
B2 G AR S AP £ R RO B
T2 @ FIEARSFRFATRAAIW L FEFEROARFG L
PR pE R AR G L TR G HORRAL -
(=) TR, DR D RHERFFRGLDLE TR LLEF iR

16
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Biagk > e A BpeAR R e A5 L3k (Price, 1963) @ ® T f 4k &
PF AL BEEPRS AT IR T T E RPF R EP PR
Erd o ARATHBAR - REH > N2 BEPF Y 0 R TR G
% % 2 A (BA, 2007; Hicks & Katz, 1996; Holbrook, 2013a, 2013b;
Lamont, 2009; Langfeldt, 2001, 2006; Wood & Wessely, 2003 ) » & A8 & & R
LTI PR Vo b ¥ oah 3 X0k 42( Bornmann, 2011b;
Frodeman et al., 2012; Holbrook, 2013a; Huutoniemi, Klein, Bruun, &

Hukkinen, 2010; OECD, 2011a) -

(Z) Tk ey i d 5 f Lk g AN F L - LRg el BHT T R

J
M

B SRREEFFHAORTOP AT A Y - FEBER DI Y E R
o AT AL A 3k R oo o EpE 41 F %% (Abdoul, Perrey,
Tubach, et al,, 2012; Langfeldt, 2001) - £ H & R £ 57§ & £ fef > 3 B &
ElAE o A R R RO SRR {E,Thg 4v4§ #2 (Chubin & Hackett,
1990; OECD, 2011a; Pouris, 1988 ) o vt — i h 'k~ R € FE g2 1 7 &

B T il (7 540 Mo N et R 2 (Gluckman, 2012)

TR DR D IR RE LS b R AR O

Tpeemp s BEHFHATRNLF LT L@k oL 3L

i

BRABMAGRI  F B Ahgi27 Ak o P g Achl THH
PEF AT AEFHEES R R ASEE H AR ORI AR
RS A R AL 0 FlA ST L - R4S o
3l & R ¥3m% 3 o s (Bornmann, 2011b; Chubin & Hackett, 1990,
2003; Cicchetti, 1997; Kostoff, 2004; Rennie, 2003; Weiser, 2012; Ziman,

2000 ) -

(2 ) "#FEF ) ofle K2 Polanyi (1962) 45 I #8 h% FHE 8o £ 5 &

PEYE w2 A B FARBAPFIG G - R 2R
17
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CERIEES R EEE NI E PR S SR O RN P L
(TR LER Y AR 0§ RS § 6 TRl SIRAT 0 % T REE AR

- R ey BRAPED LB L EA DRATRE
- FlEd LA R é%*“xzﬂ;g 155 (research front) ehit B £ 38 ¥ #3%

( Cole, 2000; Wood & Wessely, 2003) -

(I)TSERHh PPl R FFETENHELQIEMGHRS 1%
Wi LA™ S E PR AL B AR BAr W 5 i i K Ol k-
MER G A S b BRIl R ¥ ¢ R F kST

Bl s AR BB BIRTH 0E AT RE e LFED KT R
Op R L AIRTH S R ARG W o A T 2 TR
o & v g % (Chubin, 1994; Chubin & Hackett, 1990; Luukkonen,
2012; RCUK, 2006; Wood & Wessely, 2003 ) -

(=) PHA AT TEMAL IR FFAEYVAP T 2HTE L L R
Z o - R EFHRAL S #H%fﬁ?”"ﬁxéf‘%%‘i;iﬁ%ﬁ PR A
A BRATAGEFF B AL L 0 R A FE RS RS

%_ (Harnad, 1996; Perper, 1989; Ziman, 2000 ) ; H = ~ F #% & T ¥ 5%
AR BERF R ZERP SFRT > FEIIFGH B AR ER
BpEJF RS A A®EF %% o (Chubin & Hackett, 1990; The
Higher Education Academy, 2009; Rennie, 2003 ) -

(=) picEFiE, P 1202 % ALk & R fE REMAFE LF1F A
s R A RGOT R AEPEFTOREFTE RS 2HF IR
FLOTCR B S B Rt AR AL ¢ B (social impact) # & ®#J| &
PrFFLE 0 NP RHFPFEE DLE o SR ERF LD
MPEp D &350 > @ BB L - FIRIFF RICRK P R S
BRBHAFULRFES N 2 { TR FRFATEDT FH

18

doi:10.6342/NTU201602255



( Bhattacharya, 2012; Bornmann, 2013b; Collins & Tabak, 2014; Cozzens,
1999; Frodeman et al., 2012; Holbrook & Frodeman, 2011; Holbrook & Hrotic,
2013; Kamenetzky, 2012; Rip, 2000 ) -
(M) TEFEER, PTGt b G bt § TR0 g RS |2 B

iz # 22 7% 2 (Abdoul, Perrey, Tubach, et al., 2012; Giraudeau, Leyrat, Le Gouge,
Léger, & Caille, 2011; Williamson, 2003) » 3 & & —*Ff;,t;; Merton (1942) &
e 2R (Fhikh 2F21& EBFPHE > 12 FEZRALER)
E Ml 8 7T % 7 &+ (Frodeman et al., 2012; Heitman, 2002 ) > e & 3%

CERVEFE G LARL ISR R RF A ORKS DR

o+

5=
4] o =% g T4 (Biagioli, 2002; Callaham, 2003; De Vries et al.,
2009; Gluckman, 2012; Levy, 1984; Smith, 2003; van Rooyen, Black, & Godlee,

1999 ) -

-8 FPREFLOLRIFER

g & AF AR PG > RHPIGR R AR S e RS 2 A B
E&ﬂ%*ﬁﬂﬁiﬁ%ﬁ¥ﬁﬁiﬁ°7&ﬁﬂ%@%ﬁﬁ£%%é’%ﬁﬂﬁw
FEHFEFEL ST TR ITR X2 RE RE ¢ Jwa (475 £ 47 )(Biagioli,
2002; Kronick, 1990; Lock, 1985; Zuckerman & Merton, 1971 )« p#es 3+ 3 &1 < 5 8K
oy SABE RE AR LA 101 0 eRFIRTEITLETE A B FE
o s AP L S F e RARY g 4441 (Bornmann, 2011b; Weiser,
2012) - 3T & ke HF AR B UPF L 0 BN L RSO R AT~ 2 4
REH B2 FieR 7 Y 7= % (T ¥ € & 1 2 (Frodeman et al., 2012; Guston,

2003 ) »

19

doi:10.6342/NTU201602255



- PR RE L AREER
(=) H7FHFLDEH R
1~ NRBAARERTTE
FR AR i B F AT A PP B X 42 7 - oKronick(1990)

f
waf%ai @%Eﬁ&‘ﬁﬂﬁﬁ?ﬁ@%%%%’%aﬁfﬁ’
Flil B2 4 (ARHFAIED R ARG ) $2 2 L3 & (54 0 4§

PEES L DAH - n PR LR RFARRT 1T Y BRI R
B¢ e fFE 48 ) %75 1665 & £17)>d § ¢ 5 =443 Henry Oldenburg

Bt S PFRINBEAIFEEREEPFFE 0 AR BT

F #% & vE i ( Burnham, 1990; Kronik, 1990; Lock, 1985; Rennie, 2003; Spier,

2002a; Zuckerman & Merton, 1971 )

Biagioli (2002) = & ¥ 7|k FF A B st AR 4P M > 15
162 % o BRI AR B B E BRI AT R R e
WEFFIRE  RTERY F N FEES ST A FUEREE 17 2k
PEPEATEBMBET B LR 2 A F P TR B TS
SRR AR P E AT - (ER R R PR ) B A T
BEEFF BNk FREPEEL LD E FF AR RIS KRR AN
G- Tk 2 8 §“$ TR REOPEE ST L RREEN T A 0
%éi’ﬁ}?ré B * — k% 8 (Frodeman et al., 2012; Zuckerman & Merton,
1971) -

17 18 kA H o BT N SR FRBra ) 0 - o5 B L RO & R
FEEHBINRBEID T nE2 B IFRAE 5 V- 2 6 LPF 7Y
{%ﬂmﬁgkwu%@@”ﬂgﬁﬁﬂﬁfﬁ’ﬂﬁﬂmWHﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁgg?
EF AR EBACAR T P B A - CRN SR TR ok - R Sl P2

B oz @l Rk e Lol 6% r‘;}ftf']’ﬂ Wik R e
20
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FH o S LW TgR &g 2 (Biagioli, 2002; Lock, 1985) -

R e P19 A  BiHDAIT AT ra R FHERET L LRTFE
BRI INRES DR R RIEA ST PHLHE LR B RGP
fo s BRFIF R AP Nl E i S & o ff I enfiind LRE o § Y
MBI & BRI FSEF R REA RS > S EPF] R ERI TG R

( Burnham, 1990; Rennie, 2003; Spier, 2002a ) -

AR A T

P LpE* FFFLIEINRA20E R RF2Z - IHTfHEEGH
%ﬁg,§§§ﬁgﬂﬂuﬁﬁ§?ﬁ4&@%@§’P2¢%%ﬁ$£’
RED I fHEF LR AT > BB Tad A I B AF S RE
ARG > A HArm AR I fpr PENEGES AP FA R
E S IR Y RGO R F L TN R R G L
B he o Bt £ oh 2 VAR 2 2 d & RG™% (Burnham, 1990; Rennie, 2003 ) -

FEAt  FPRFABIIA TS INE  LRPIRER FF LD
Wl A s ARARPERN A - o 3T E 2 N 55 £ 8 - Burnham (1990) 14
AFHIEFATHER L PR SR FG LDE R EFOREY
PSR T A nF A N PE R YN hE G HE LM PR
BRSO R R E R H B T GlEniTE o E Fl S XA RS
ARA I RERARE d B REEF o B HRY F G A B AR
SRR ABRFFAORRIGAEFRAE A2 LRFHIG A PEES

;¢ (Manske, 1997 ) -

(Z) HHEFRELDFAFE
A HEF LY R oy - mesd ko prd p -2 (bibliometrics) > 20
£ % ¢ F o Garfield 1 * 512 2 473 I 8 7] 2 B %k #)c (Impact Factor) (Garfield &
21
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Sher,1963) > it FH#H Tk HE HGPLRE L G > B HE LA E 1 5 ﬁpmjv‘);ieﬁvg;
FAEZ 2 B3 PSR ERREDRS Y o FIPITHRET R FE L7 5 I
e B 1522 - (OECD,2011a) » R BEEH T FF & g B o

20X el FRFEDEAERE ARLISI s odT o NE TR 2
TR @A iR B SEERA N BEFATARDER S > BREX R
R TR S A R MUkl G FRAEEAY RS

HEAFRBPDBE - TR FFLL G F PP E R BRSSP

Mppeht g Y s 2 F KB &2 @ nE & 5% (Harley & Acord, 2011; Harley
etal., 2010; van Arensbergen et al., 2014a) o ¥ k% £ B 30 R P ik e 5
ko BT e R glmv;ﬁq Ao » AEFGIEORE RE o RpE M2t
Fir %25k Sense about Science (2010) 4%+ 7 < Jg’% FTHEFFFEFO2RERE
IR BN A F NG F R TN FF LB TR L

S 300 FEGER > PR FF R S PFRT P E o LI 5
FHOEAR > L e §PTEE DB o T E R RRPAFEOFE R EFY T FE
B ONIRF S AIRTIE A GACTEE I R A charXiVE R 2 RS B #% 4 PPLOS
RAPA o PRARF F#DH S BEFTRAF TR F R
gﬁ\wmawfﬁ&g&ﬁago@{5@&ﬁj%@%@ﬁ$ﬂk@%§%
By g o £ LRGSR HE PP R E R EARDERT c B e
¥4 bR FFLINNFEAFALT A5 NEDBA mﬁﬁft&i]&'ﬁ’ %% (Harley &
Acord, 2011; Rennie, 2003) -

FRAII I FF ETE FOE - BRERERDE R T F IR DTE
R P ARRAVRE IR F IR F R TEFF LT LD
BT a4 R %t o Smith (2003,2009) 335 Tk FHF & et g1 3N iR
%’&ﬁé&ﬁﬁi%u%ﬁ%ﬁ’iﬁiﬁiﬁiﬁ’ﬁwx%imF%%

z

FERE LR EEP > A fERNITEREL S
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RRE AR R A A Lok B AT

= R R RFAGLRATE
(-) Berp@#3 daalh—Umia 56

K,éft TR AR ER A SR LY B FF 4 H = (Bornmann,
2011b) » 19 + &t k - # 3 ERBEF NRLHFREFE L o FETEF S
¥ pedind f e AR I 0 blde 1831 & & = chE WAL wae € (British
Association for the Advancement of Science) » T X 2 f87 4B cnE £ L K € > |
FTEFEHFALY EE - FRERF P A E AT (Carnegie Institution of
Washington )7 »+ 1902 # 3% % 7 18 Bidiikia 4 R g =g LB HEY 5k 2
mERF 7T LR ¢ (National Research Council ) # 1919 # ﬁ*ﬁ | | iFE A

T_EE £ 4~ (Burnhametal.,, 1987) -

Rk R R A B R  RE L LA 0§ RSO bR
AFEPEFTOTE R EFAPREHS LU ES LR P AR S
(Frodeman et al., 2012 )o 2 = & 4 &) % — =t ~ % {4 ¥ Richard Haldane(1856-1928 )

Bt Fo i 0 rRERL - ARFR T R PR A G Ay TF 2y A
A P R AR SERRE B R EF AR 6 RPE
FPERATFLARARREGY A N PEF RS A TEL KA
hE IR N el L Ll sl T 1;)}‘ L ¥ LenF 2 R (Haldane Principle) - = &
214 (1920 # ) = @qfﬁxzﬂ % B ¢ (Medical Research Council ) = = » £ * f
R 'Ua\ﬁogﬁt» tp T ¢ fes s (Boden et al., 1990; RCUK, 2006; RIN,
2010) - P ERT - BARAEPFIFLLR € FNELRE LRI FRE DB

Wi PRI EIP XL BLR GG AR PR PP EE

Z:’%Y

T 3L o %Q%H@]% g3 &L t>¢€ (Association of Medical Research Charities )

AP EREAS A LS NS PFFEGROLT G 20 5 kAR 2
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A2 5N BEF FF L8487~ fe (Ismail etal., 2009 ) -

FRAEPFFRFLOFRAE A S A AR FRFFE Y7 E FRIE 8 e
PEFL B EROF R 2 RDEN I FF L B F#“ﬁé)}“u’ﬁ S RO R

LEHIVHN o ¥ - 4 aﬁwg?ﬂ—ﬂ@ ;¥ (Chubin & Hackett, 1990; Guston,
2003) 5 % % 14 % FR 742 12 (National Institutes of Health, NIH) & & 4 » mj=n
FOfpriE AR NIH 2 AT RS 8 b g A4 B F A RARNER
& &/ 3 ¥ (US Office of Naval Research, ONR ) » 3% % % 1940 & & #p B 453k =
PEFIESAE RBERIIPRERT ACATFTE AR FF AP
& & 3% 58 (Burnham et al., 1987; Frodeman et al., 2012 ) - 1950 # % MR 7415 i £
¢ (National Science Foundation, NSF) = = » i »z ONR 5§13+ 4 ¢ Eé'liﬁ" o o
e fs #75%~ NIH s %% 4 iv;2 (England, 1982; Frodeman et al., 2012 ) -

20 2 & {5 0 2RISR A YIS T 0 £ WP H R 7 (Office of
Science and Technology Policy ) 3 7 1§_& B3 2K f# o4 Wi F &g A4 p 1996
AT & ¥ 12 B3 E 2 7 (Office of Management and Budget) = e 4% 1 & Ein ¥
BAR & R L BN R A A e I g B FE 2 st ] (GAO, 1999) - 77 2000

& 2 WM R&D EE® £ 4 260 ¥ & (3L4%) Bk BF AL F AR

(Guston, 2003 )« ¥ ¢t % Fpc e 54y X Pl 3 FOs MR B S RKE 4

5k e 5 el LA (earmark) 7 & - ] (Savage, 1999; Scarpa, 2009) 5 7 £ B § 3%
Werd PEFAFIFEE R FRFR GG FERL 0 B RERRHRF LRFE A

getie oo p £ WAL iEie ¢ (American Association for the Advancement of

Science, AAAS ) si3+ 02010 # £ WK § R&D §jkdp T %) 427 g% ~- ¢ R&D

5 % 9 2.8% (American Association for the Advancement of Science, 2010 ) -

(=) BFer@&3aaf L2 RHE
BEE AR EEIER - P p Sk AR B P E R

PR g ST Oy R UG A E RIEL P A S F p in 2 1980
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ERO BEERG B OFE AT BTGRP TR L D9 0 %
Mo &R g B e T EPEFR  BFRDG EAE R
Vo s ARG R T HRE S L L REN R R AR5 P 2 - (Cozzens,
2001; Frodeman & Briggle, 2012; Hackett, 1997; Kamenetzky, 2012; Martin, 2011;
OECD, 2011a; Roberts, 2009 ) -

% B NSF 5 p » AL ¢ §2 58 4g et 2 - > 1997 & NSF #-R % chw 57 3+
FAEH g & (intellectual merit) &2 £ & 28 5 (broader impact) = 78
(Holbrook, 2012; Mervis, 2011); @ & % 5 % t&*ié (1998-2002) *t#& * 115
FFFdpty 03 3L EB TN ( Holbrook & Frodeman, 2011 ) - % 7oA
F’ ¢k > Holbrook (2010) 2z % # ® NIH % National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration ~ 4 £ ~ Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council » 2 % j=
W Technology Foundation » #%7 #f ivchidix ; @ S iTfcd gl % 8 i34
(Horizon2020) » 2 %84 (impact) w22 £ &8 % 43 p 2 - o

% A BBt AIATH S T E R F R RG A DL R RAL - 3F S v Rx

N FEFLEL G FT e 0 3 JlAIFT- 5 7% (Braben, 2004, 2011; Chubin &
Hackett, 1990; Gillett, 1993; Horrobin, 1990, 1996; Langfeldt, 2006; Langfeldt &
Kyvik, 2011; Luukkonen, 2012; OECD, 2011a; Roy, 1985; Yalow, 1982; Ziman, 2000) -
TS -G o FLEMBEAER FF L NE T N ek K g
HHEFFE L IR S Pt B R A LR EF W 0 R R I ik
RABITE R R R BT o blhoky T L AT AL
BRBAEE  -BAPSBEFAERL REESE ;i}]?ﬁwﬁ;, |#7# 3 (Frodeman &
Holbrook, 2012; Guthrie, Guérin, Wu, Ismail, & Wooding, 2013; Ismail et al., 2009;
Spier, 2002b) -

R B AGEFAEWES AT R R T FEN R TR
7 78 ¥¢42 (Bell, Shaw, & Boaz, 2011; van der Meulen & Rip, 2000) - & =7 K,ért 5%
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WA AR IR FER L R AL R R E H RS 0 YRk g
FEFVRHPAFA LS FHE A AR g AV 2 F AR L RS
%)% (Bhattacharya, 2012; Bornmann, 2012; Bornmann & Marx, 2014; Bozeman &
Boardman, 2009; Holbrook & Frodeman, 2011; Martin, 2011; Rymer, 2011; van der
Meulen & Rip, 2000) ; @ 3= AT{Edp e F Rl 7 > #73) RIATH R PR T Hy
PAg > TR B LB 5 ¢4k s 74 et 4 4] (Donovan, 2011; Frodeman &

Holbrook, 2012; Lal & Pefia, 2013 ) -

5&%%?/4 Bk B3 B AR 5 B

(=) * FFHS /2 @erflR - — L ERE O

A F R A Lk A F Ry Al G A LB AR £ A kD
TE R FFERBRAP R KL EF S L RPDLFERT 5 TRA D

B (Weiser, 2012) - Ap v P T f 12 2 et 3575 > 2 W~ Fpmps /=4
g Ao BRGR> AR UEIE R Fg A 5194 0 K AT 1940 & 12k iE
e 3 eh < F Fem s (academic ranks ) £ k£ e (tenure ) 1 & (Weiser, 2012) -

FHERFRP A RBefpd 4§ Y R FRERINP S KR T
ZEBRCHIVHAFZERFFALAEFTEFA A ROGRAAI 107 8 55
FF e bRl k4 st - iw (Brown & Kurland, 1990; Cameron, 2010;
Metzger, 1990; Weiser, 2012) - 1915 & % B ~ & 42 #: ¢ (American Association of
University Professors, AAUP )= 2 » i SLeR § A o “F o 3% 0 i fd Jg T8 X 2
3R IR é}%%‘zﬂﬁa ( American Association of University Professors [AAUP],
1915) > 2 {5 AAUP % 1940 & f& 21 e f d 2 8 & oo > R385 d 380 3l
LR AR 0 Fag AR B B R A F g p o A A SRR R AT TR
FAERE WS MR THF LA RO AW o R AGEEP E AR JORS
E L BT R R S R Y O R P R A KT EF Y
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( AAUP, 1940; Weiser, 2012 ) -
@ﬁANP%Eﬁ&*’Bﬁiw%ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ%%ﬂ&’%%lﬁg
EHIR M DiER? @5 TH R KB AP g AR LR d
HI bl - TP @R o TG ul MEFH 500 F AP EF S
4

A~ F B IEFE > 3 PR Ep sk R % J0 2 (Frodeman et al., 2012;

Gross-Schaefer et al., 2015; Weiser, 2012 )-1966 # > AAUP & 1) < B 12 B

L ARE S AR IS B AR T AL R R RS 1
B g G R 2 1E %ﬁ%’+%H¢%mAﬁﬁ4$#i vif A2

% =~ (Cummings & Finkelstein, 2012; Weiser, 2012 ) -

(=) 23~ FipBangd
1960 # & » f £ WA FH PSR P 0 5T B KR 2B i
FHOEEDPIEM GF b » 220 =F 0P BiE - % W AAUP & 1966 #
AR EER @l EROEFESH C FRPEF K FL2 A0
LR R AREERGEESE E (AAUP, 1966 ) 0 2~ BP S B R AR 2
PG R o s FRE KRBT 2 A RDAT L S BARE S F B2
THE TR AR - R B R R E R (F % F 0 2010a 0 20100 ;
Cumming & Finkelstein, 2012) - & B %7 % 4 1994 £ 5 > 2l iy o (* 5
E)REAE R A paLanfErl s £ 8 R 2001 £ ofeir R A FIRBRGT LGS 0 0
RUKRTIHABYEDGH  RRENAD 0 N EE 2 RPAIBHELG E
“ R & (2 E 5 2006) -
20 £ 2 A 0§ RIRENR F R BT S SRS A F G GO0 ATOR
ERAF 2 FREBRAFN VeSS S PRt o MR G b > 1988
ELFOHR T IEEE 0 R E SRR e TR PR (Becher & Trowler,

]

2001) 5 @ £1992 & d Foipdds BB B H S % o {40 B £ KT P
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I A #L’J‘—dﬁﬁi@;\;;ﬁ ~HEpAFRaopESe g2 d (Trow, 1992) ¢ & % F:
R e o B S F 2 A B AR R AR S o FRGR T AR AR kAR S o ",% Fi
ENFORS G L BRSSO Rt 01992 ERE (& KL MRERE
R EERR W F R R v chE it (Dill & Sporn, 1995) ¢ A fE
£ REEHR T R F o2 B RO S R RIrEPRE S T e

BASE R ANFEDT TEF 0 F S S FF L EARRE A E 2 FHE o

A LB Sy A TR A EBA S FPFEY (R FF 0 2010b) -

E

WA T2 0 BEKTE- BAERE ML o d FE s RRE S Bz s
LI AEF hg k> FAHL A Fipm oz £ T E KR FED Hahd 2518
ERCSAREENE R E BNy e e N34 ¥E (Becher & Trowler,

2001) - ipde M FRBEIEY A Bk FFLTEALE AL

) A BRI AR FF L PFRRR

B A G < ERRIAY B B &G R R RE P ] HRG
P Ao AR 20 X ERBHUKFIRFFRARK[ LAY DR
( Fairweather, 2005; Greenbank, 2006; Kreber, 2002; Pratt, 1997 )» Jn F]2_ - % % Fi<
Fr® Fs TS A d PR 2 - L RRAOR KET SR R
FEEARE R AF T e T R (Andersen, 2003; Becher & Trowler, 2001;
Bornmann, 2013a; Greenbank, 2006; Harley et al., 2010; Waters, 2009 )- t iz 48 B &
BAT O FH ARG I g2 R WY 2 G ’%$éi%*§%%%*?
@B ekl 42 %)% (van Arensbergen et al., 2014a; van Arensbergen, van der Weijden, &
van den Besselaar, 2014b ) o #+32 4 35 5 4¢ — A% ) e #-% F Hpmr A Bk F g
hena v 4 d IR 2 A e s 42 (Boyer, 1997; Harley & Acord, 2011;
Harley et al., 2010 ) -

FORMER L IR RT BRI AR RG A F LARKT L

WDl o B RS FHREF 5 L3I E srcr 2 F R REARF L+ % (Dearing,
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1997)» ©30: K F # ML KBS E 2 Fob B2 7+ (Young, 2006 ) i &7
B4 papeg o hF 4 5 Beeng F(882% )L #F AR T RS £ 8§ 314%
SREF LG WE £ G 2v 2 8 (Bexley, James, & Arkoudis, 2011) - ¥ ¢ Milem -
Berger £2 Dey (2000) 45 1 1972 % 1992 # - % Ruw & 4|+ FxfFRFF T 1
TP lca S B 0 R R AR E B A REHEP AT s g rtp R
TER > FIRFE LALIN A ERFAGFTEEIRF LA ELRE TR #
BAKERERY ¢ g;iﬁii’»iﬁ:@%%mi? » IR T B T im0 2010 £
OECD 1553 SR T BFREvHEL DAL 1T 278 20 M ~29 78 % 17 ##
A F BT HREFE P F RE2REAFLT BTN ERF ERT B
WrgEN AL AR LA S ERERF TR A IEL KT ST 3l

o RS S 2 AFWR ¢ ftRe $HamRAL (Hénard, 2010) -

e~ H @Ak A
FRFaRAATEAPFEFTANGTRRS 0 AR NG APy Fe
PROPEGE S A SR A B R A B TE 20 ¥ iy -
Blpl 3 4 R" 3 SRV =g S HUARKTFT 5T (OECD,
2011b) > b4eE B~ & $1#7 :=# (Research Excellence Framework » # ¥/ % Research
Assessment Exercise ) % £+ < 57 7 5 i 122 (Research Quality Framework ) » "
RRRERT P RF AP o TR AR R R ER AR R WREM PR R

R ?;K’,% ¥ < 02 3 (Donovan, 2011; Whitley & Glaser, 2007 ) -

Tobe g ARG AR A g £ 4 Athr ;Lﬂ&é—ﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ

SR RBALY 0 AP HHNIFARAT R EIFRFEPF LD

#= B (Frodeman et al., 2012; Sarewitz, 2004 ) - Guston (2003 ) %72 % Fscf30 " &

LA o el P e t&ﬁxaﬁ IR E R L RF Bt ] 2 =
29
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MEFREFEAERFPOFFFALE B RIFFFAORY @ EARNFFET

e @ T B 5 R RS IR B A FORpAL Hsk b e
j Py T

=% FHRFHRIFEFRRETPFE

kg A EE R G UF R A fe ) 0 B4R AR L SR A0 R
BTG ek o 8| 1980 & % {54 BdeF #S k% (Chubin &
Hackett, 1990; Rennie, 2003; Weller, 2002 ) - B = fe % & a7 3 1) 7| f5 i+ 2 pres
PR A A BRI & g S LR R AR 20 o0

g a1 PR REFREBRA l’?’f‘%ﬁm,l_iﬁﬁf#* TR L

1E e jEFFRIFAFAEE PR LT

Hipaah a2 BRI AAN  BAELEY BT RLE TS

-
S
g:
P

- P HRELIFTFL RN
FEgdanfamy T e R LA g9 7 b (Bornmann, 2011a;
Weller, 2002; Wessely, 1998 ) # ig3F 5 & % AR JJ;L SERP eI T o BN
FHAHKLES Y LRATRFDREFEA B o ERE SRA
1772 & F %A 7 4o A 38 (Bornmann, 2011b; Bornmann, Nast, et al., 2008; De Vries
et al., 2009; Demicheli & Di Pietrantonj, 2007; Jefferson et al., 2007 ) - Marsh % «
(2011) RIFR A g0 = 22 prenBR A drel > A Rfi- Smg PRy~ 5 4

:Us_@:t:';o
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() +REHFLNTRES

B EE G IR sk i 1980 & i B F| £ 4R 0 Rennie (2003) # 1 &
B EME 2 - 5 1985 # The British Medical Journal( BMJ) 34, %4 Stephen Lock
tE Rz =E A £ € (Nuffield Foundation) ent # T J % - A7 HE L &
2 (F#penT g7) (ADifficult Balance) > p 3 A 458 T %% & enit £ m & > ¥
M@ E ] Fanthery A H 1089 Ep e RF AG S -‘Fﬁﬁﬂﬂlfﬁéﬂ‘ € i

Ry @ BEF 28 Byl — %1 h2 34 kE® £ g g

AN

FomgsehRs Lk o AR R PORET > A LHIF ST p 73
ﬂﬂ%ﬁ%%éﬁkﬁ%ﬁﬁ%ﬁéﬁ%%:%Eﬁﬁiﬁzﬁpz’ww%ﬁ
s FAvg i BT g e iE (Altman, 1996; Rennie, 1998a, 1998b, 2003; Smith
& Rennie, 1995) - Rennie (1998b) i sk #-Hp 7| e % & chp N esk 7] 5 ) )28
2 - o iTE K2 FRiEag 2 8wk & 4138 (Fang & Casadevall, 2011;
Healey, 2013; Steen, 2011; Steen, Casadevall, & Fang, 2013 ) #) 7| ¢ # % & chp Nk
P R a4z 2 foand AR (Wager, 2008) »

Bele HEF R OS AT B A 0 M ERL B0 NIH 2 NSF &
1970 & 1980 & & i 4 w| L ?’*%—ﬁ TR R L TEap A% (Burnham et al.,
1987; Chubin & Hackett, 1990 ) - Chubin ## Hackett (1990) #-p#es e &% & %7 3
AR DTGRP RS R FRE AT F 2 Y B R F
ﬁ%ﬁi?#’ﬂéﬁﬁﬁwé64’Ffé%%i%@%ﬁi%:ﬂ:\%ﬁ
BWHRFHE S 277 B ERRBIRIFR2 230 AR L 2P T
o F PR R SRR o e T R P RRY R S AR H
FHRAEMFp2FY (FFr R EFErEp Rl a2 wfp e
K22 RIFTPHFR L0202 & A 0 37 5 Mpoha & o8 a7

MERZE e RPIRE LRSS T L RA R ADTEST I 0 R
LG - STFHFREFFEEFTY AT LFFF O AR
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#F4 R ¢ onk¥ 2 {4 (Bornmann & Daniel, 2005; Lamont, 2009; Langfeldt,
2001; Marsh et al., 2008; Wood & Wessely, 2003 ) » ¢ & fEes | %% § 62 %% T £ &
HiE e BRBEP 24 o

T2 el gL 0 A FRPEY AR FFLOTERAE L 5
4§ Fe K’ﬁT 741 E B 1"4?‘{ ¥ %z 22 4Ed B % = ¢k (Cummings & Finkelstein, 2012 ) »
EREARTT LR AP Y - » 2§ (Brooks, 1988; Weiser, 2012 ) - iz §_F] 1
1990 & s » ¥ S M FENRT SR A2 T2 B S 0 C FRBOE LR
PR LAEAETEBAAROFEFERLLILAR  F HTFRES
~ P 4r (Becher & Trowler, 2001; Harley & Acord, 2011; Harley et al., 2010;
Weinbach & Randolph, 1984) » % i « § &Ry * /=8 g hic 7 B R b

Feh2 gF+2¢ o

(=) kiEFhTFLRR

1 ~#HF@EEIAFTRR

Chubin ¥ Hackett (1990) #-# 7| fr # % /73 A 5 & 55 > — HEHTS
THRARR  HFHAPFAORRENFFLADERE RS | - FRFFH
FRAPEFELHIPE WA FTF AT AT LA DR o F S
FHIp e FFa~ R LR AR A o G P RIE S F ST
FEAAE S FHHATFHFET R (FFF A HET R ) LA
FURBATFEOFAFLLEEP FAITEBRAL 0 A E LR YRR
FFENRFRFLOEB v Ty 322 25 2 ikee 2 & (Bornmann,
2011b; Chubin & Hackett, 1990; De Vries et al., 2009; Jefferson et al., 2007 ) -

Weller (2002) * B #F AW T RRAFE L BAE > L1 2 47 é_%g

3

B ibgpazonmyg,

A F AR A S MY v BFRR EFARAFFEORL A

DEEPOELEREIAR o blAeF F AR

$MIER F T kA g AR
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Bornmann (2011b) v g < AEC BT AR E ) T BF BT O

THGRZATHLL  FIFIERTEFH LB NERA S 0 L

S
e

HOIES i R BARR TR R DT 2T LR AR G S g

T

Ra FlaFPT %2 - B plic o ¥ 3 0 ﬁz:o;‘k{riﬁ}lﬁ HE B T Hp ok
BEftaik HFALFTFENRGfRE > JLEFFRF[ELIIES 21
Fadwdagfantpfd g a2 2 e RE e L REE DI 0 il Eor
a2 %E“ff TANPEET L I FAERTEFROBL L 5 FF
FIwsIn dedf Aok R AR P RELFEEESHELPES > A THER
AT B Bk B3 AL REFTBELHE R AL 3R
% fp # (Bornmann, 2010 ) -

A FERELLs T S HREF KRS T %] o Peters &2 Ceci (1982) #-
FRRFF W22 3w iR EF 1R (X127 ) ERETF
VLRSS E R IRD I 5N SEMEHE - ¥ O R 5 8
B RS GER GG AR B EF 0 F TR 0 LR LR
PR P B AT AL ch R AR AT F R LT 0 RS T
FPHRFRODEL G - VRPN IFEEFRHRFAL > W™ F F P4

¢ # 4 17 (Baxt, Waeckerle, Berlin, & Callaham, 1998 )» 12 2 5 & § £32% 4
FEEEOPEI AL A R RG A NTESTE 2T 2 (Codlee, Gale,
& Martyn, 1998; Justice et al., 1998; McNutt, Evans, Fletcher, & Fletcher, 1990;
Nylenna, Riis, & Karlsson, 1994; van Rooyen, Godlee, Evans, Smith, & Black,
1998 ) -

WE LY FFFHOFELTIRRE T IROBEF > 5 L P IR

F AL 6 AT R TR AT s MR A SB R #F
oy sh - o F duE 3 505 ehL g ¢ b (Bornmann, 2011b; Harnad,

2000; Nature, 2006; RIN, 2011) - % i3¥ 5 fEes {84 ff L 3% g &t AIATIF)2 &
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MY O F HE S E IR R S F g TR 3% #5058 (Borgman, 2007;
Bornmann & Daniel, 2010; Bornmann, Marx, Schier, Thor, & Daniel, 2010: Ford,

2013; Odlyzko, 1996; van Rooyen, Delamothe, & Evans, 2010 )

2~ BEeRp#FLAFT LR

oL R Ee e REF ALY X DML ORAE  FFH R T F R
b ERFTHERAELT (1) DTG B NP G AT
FEBL A FHDFF A TR BRI ERSERE BG4
ARs— BEM TdT3 8507 il L o LAY A & R AL A TF)
Rqawm o m 2 LR v prenigim ROFE A o g raad pl i+ (Bornmann, 2011b;
Demicheli & Di Pietrantonj, 2007) ; (2) & & : #et e g £3%% F 2 B hiy
B M A E s eI % (Cicchetti, 1991; Goldman, 1994; Hodgson, 1997,
Oxman et al., 1991 ) » —’“Ff;,t;i MR KRR %g?—%iﬁ i A i 5 (Eckberg,
1991; Kostoff, 1995; Opthof & Wilde, 2009; Wessely, 1998 ) ; HAPRL A
FEOREI RO P EPEFFOTE ( Chubin & Hackett, 2003; Cole, 1992;
Stricker, 1991; Wood & Wessely, 2003) ; (3) g8 »ch & -~ #k= ll?%ﬂ R
FEFHON Y iy FEHFTF ORI R FEFT RSO LH 1 R
FoAMMEH D FErEAT R AT T EnEn S L s
Y s g i BeH sx & (Bornmann, 2011a; Langfeldt, 2006; Mutz, Bornmann, &
Daniel, 2015) -

WEAFEHRFFEFTT OCFERE R I AR BERLR
T FEATARESY O FH L T ALHTFERERA T VK
LpsEoeng 4 iv¥ & (Bornmann, Leydesdorff, & van den Besselaar, 2010 ) »
FEFEREDTFLR 4 ORFEF2 LK ER (Lamont, 2009; Langfeldt,
2001, 2006; Luukkonen, 2012; Olbrecht & Bornmann, 2010); 3 ¥ iﬁ AR TN

FFF D% AL 2 L% ¢ 3Rk £ (Abdoul, Perrey, Amiel, etal., 2012) 5 7 §
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FHFEA? Fmg e an®F frR » a8 12 LA 550
e iph 2% (Bornmann & Daniel, 2005; Bornmann, Mutz, et al., 2008,;
van Arensbergen et al., 2014a; van den Besselaar & Leydesdorff, 2009 ) p & * 21
AR I ERRHRFESP TG E ARG ARG 0 < P k¥
Begg i irifr e g e 4 0 L AF g "ﬁ 30 L AR g 2
REARMAR G R AT Fa BETF S S v Fi- 33 (Abdoul, Perrey,
Amiel, et al., 2012; Bornmann & Daniel, 2005; Langfeldt, 2001 ) -

Preedsdps e Ui R Y 0 ¥ L 5 2 RINSF amg - R
Fo o Ay BRiEHG - 2 ahE By A I 5% R 5 (Cole, Cole, &
Simon, 1981) - i7# % European Molecular Biology Organization :& {7 ¢ %% %
M LR 7R AL e ;ﬁ—iﬁm %35 (Ledin, Bornmann, Gannon, &
Wallon, 2007 ); ¥ 3 /#»# 7 £ R ¢ (Australian Research Council, ARC) 12~
BB FFRATGREOHRGFIFFH LT DL ARS N TG ER

ggy oG i (Jayasinghe, Marsh, & Bond, 2006 ) -

A BREET AR R AP R
CERBAY JARE FFEOF L YR S L RFHFTFRE
FOEEARA > UEFFARES BHIRE 2 WY 2375 ¢ (Modern
Language Association, MLA) *+ 2005 # i& {7 chg = B d4p 11 > 2 W &
FlE3E 2 b kTR M PR R RSV ER F i T57% 0 v
Wilcox (1970) % 40 % & (1966-1967) # 23 4 % 1A 235 (35.4%); %
AETF R P A LG ATFFRT LR H TG KRR
( Modern Language Association, 2006 ) - ¥ 7 — & = zgk?\;}tﬁ? Pyt iER R
B B A B RBEEr A RnE R FF o b4t $ 7 4R ¢ Independent
Research ﬁﬂzéﬁ%—g A Hpant x5 16% 0 % s;é’iﬁ‘ Al ¥ 5 9% (Blochetal,

2014) - mp#7 4 R € (European Research Council ) 7 Starting Grants % £
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B % +» ¢ ( Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft, DFG ) 3 Emmy Noether
Programme mjéﬁﬁf—’ﬁ » » 3 #f i enf-A5 (Hornbostel, Bohmer, Klingsporn,
Neufeld, & von Ins, 2009; Laudel & Glaser, 2012 ) -

B A B RE e AR e g A anTF (v EARA - Weiser (2012) &
FRINAFNFIRS N FERNT AR 2 ETFAD (MK
%‘«%\&)g_giﬁ (P R2EF R b IMER ) 2ER X ¢ HrEF H R =R
B EFIEROP R o b DA NP IEEF - L G kB R B L

BEF AR e 2 RERA Aple o DT HIGEF AT A B ARG Y
dho ¥ b MTR AR BT 15K Kassel < £ International
Center for Higher Education Research i& {7 2 5B A # R >~ FRB ST
KR EPRAFETHE 2 QIEM BF R o ¢ oo IR 2 B R
FRRM s A Edfk S KFLR g E R E O NEEL T A5
A LAIEM G HNRFFEREORES L MFRREPBHEN F TR

( Cummings & Finkelstein, 2012 ) »

(Z2) FHFEARFL (F
g ANt N A SR FIOA L ERE > A Ld AT WP A
A RGP ITIpe o A RPAIELERF L RBREHFZAL S A
( Bornmann, 2011b; GAO, 1999; OECD, 2011a; Rennie, 2003; Weiser, 2012; Weller,
2002; Wood & Wessely, 2003) - 7 i % # % & Bl %% & 2 F 47 ff e 7 F'%
Tk B AZTER UKD R FRFAOEFTEAOLS o Pl Z FrE G
A3 FEREOE TS %> JLEFEFTIRBEF T RTPHEIERE 7 &
PE s Frmar /2B F #g 4k 2§ 41 (Harley & Acord, 2011;
Weiser, 2012 ) -
WA FF a2 R E TRS > RRFFINHREL R 401979 & Ik (2

P FF Y TP AR ¥ - A4 ) (Uniform Requirements for Manuscripts Submitted to
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Biomedical Journals) » 3 i i’r—-ﬁ YT hiE g 02013 £3%4 F € A HFiE T (it
- ) LS (FAE R R S BRI e FREY L ERKAR)
( Recommendations for the Conduct, Reporting, Editing and Publication of Scholarly
Work in Medical Journals) » 355 (5% ~ =% & ~ %ff - ) di—’ﬁ &% 4 Eaee
SRR ST E IR E R ALPEFLERY I A - % (ICMJE, 2013 )-
AR EGFLFERBRED L FHG (ZRAF) o 2 IR F
BTk e 32015 & 12 F d1aR o
B g A B OERE T8 B RE BV T B L T 4+ ¢ (European
Heads of Research Councils) % % #15 X £ (European Science Foundation, ESF )
FRGEANLEAEMENS R FE AT LN R 2010 # £ (Tl bR D
Ho I EIR(FNEHE L ip % ) (European Peer Review Guide ) > > % 1%
SRRl L S N e B SRR - S

\

23

4
’3’.1

i® SRR A B AR ERY G s REB AR ST

’

e

FoRE2RFEVE CPEFREARERFE U ALY AP A
#& %= E 24 % (European Science Foundation, 2011a, 2011b ) »

PO ERNSF L2 R G AP BB 2012 EF R LB 2R
FhHFase e £Fi0 50 (55 G20 2 OECD ¢hg f ) chptes i &
8 € 0 ¢ Ak 274 B € (Global Research Council, GRC) » # 3% !
HERFHE LS RPEP > &35 73™% (expert assessment ) ~ i P74
( transparency ) ~ = I+ (impartiality ) ~ i *» |+ ( appropriateness ) ~ # % |+
(confidentiality ) » 12 2 3% 12 2237 4¢, % € (lintegrity and ethical considerations ) ; &
PGB T ML T ASERE SRR PHNEFLF] AL

PRARGEEF RS TEEAFTF B ERR PR AT AP Ok FF A
E M PR R A e R R Akl MBS F B 2 R4 6 B A
3% + (Global Research Council, 2012) - 2_ ¢ GRC # ¢ 3 4 %] fefatk ~ 4 % ~ K
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»E e

- kRERETPFE

& i “/f THEFRFHRFAFTT N L FREF RSB F A ko E kY
T FF AL PIRERPHEE T IRDPEE ¢ NRF LRI EA B A
Boo IRt R A F RS B FF L A EmOLR FT 4
FROREM G JEFHFRIAALL FHRPT PRy B RS
HE f s 32 @ (Bornmann, 2011a, 2013a; van Raan, 2005 )- Geisler( 2001 )

PERFAESIDFEARERY  BFFF AN L NG E LR
LR # ber i RN R Ao PR FRL G R

AR Skenlk BF A4 0 LBIR G fRend < PRk o

(=) FpEapgpys

Alan Pritchard 1960 # &4 112 P38 » * S3- 3 2 RIS R &DF N 0 b
Yot R S é}l%; AR R 2 51 chgicm (Bornmann, 2013a) c H o3l i
Ve o E B S P FRE S L & 42 - (Daniel, 2005 Garfield &
Welljamsdorof, 1992; Smith, 1981 ) - Merton (1988) %5 = 1,%51 LaReSE e N EUN-E
FIELFHERLE L1 LAY I RAVREF RT R ENTR A AL
BAED 3 APE R LB EHATREEY R ROE T SRR
IRATIIIE o

FEIRH TR b B T dg Nl AT o @ 551 7 5 A s 51
XA RE RIS & P IR N - A S F P
RE O NMERSDELPEA XRPES 0B TR RH D ks A - AR
&5 (Bornmann, 2011a; Laloé & Mosseri, 2009; Martin & Irvine, 1983; Peters & van

Raan, 1994 ) - % i% Bornmann £ Daniel (2006) w g 1960 T 2005 & I} 5xh51 * {5

‘gm

LR R ok SORE SRR Sabt 4 RIS R A
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BEAR L LR 0 4 AT W APE G EFA AR o & LR ] AR

Van Raan (2005) ;5 3 A7 7 Baom 5l * S8 7 2ot 2 e V588 > & @ &

FIERT o sl it AT T Rt A AR K AT 0 §

o

HE S ﬁmé%%%ﬁ%ﬁ? Y o e EEAT R f fioen A KW B RF
A r ARG B R AL R (31 ) 4 £ chit & (Bornmann,
2013a; Shadbolt, Brody, Carr, & Harnad, 2006 ) - Research Evaluation and Policy

Project (2005) Ap s g R anEE T b R 0 L A5F 5 B Rehieg %e

NS

B G S T R

(=) FERFAET P EFIHE
Fiaok g ae Rt dI pP LG P EMER I 25250 L5 8
AEEE o ISP L 2 RAF U R Y
FH s BT dliep SHHE - ¥ FEES TR RFELIRED
pE 0 1@ EEREpFFE o> ) (Borgman, 2007; Bornmann, 2011a; BA,
2007; Pendlebury, 2008 ) - Wouters (1997 ) 12 3 3t i el 3% 1) #2153 A R 0550
AYRHRFLEI P EORBIFME GO RIEEEI P EL RE O FHE A
WEARY TR G RAEE B BT A o

Van Raan (1996) 323 3 B 3+ 247 Rz E i * » SR BB AF L 4 ReD

TR R (EEASI Y gy ) B~ b RF A FEARLY > LIS A
NERSEL TR M- FERERFRFEFL T LOEGEF DR 2R
TUEEE PR EL T A2 Dina o BRSSP E I

- B RFE R L R ER TP e TR LS e B A

(informed peer review ) - Bornmann (2013a) 4512 P22 R BB AL T A X
p P B

E R R ERE D RS F RS F B RSP e £
39

doi:10.6342/NTU201602255



CE RV RV AR R A Y 0 AR A BT R

S RN R R R R £ % Fa AR EX T e

RS s SERLES SRS S YRk L
Dl S B RS B B RTBIE TRMB R R ASE D P E R

o AR - 3R BB A K B fj‘fﬁ%l’sﬁ‘ﬁi’é SR AP ERRF D

TRV R o AR LB 1A e AR K i E E ‘gﬁiﬁ 3

7 RRAL ke AR RIS SH R g ARG D

#% 42 ( Abramo & D’Angelo, 2011; Bertocchi, Gambardella, Jappelli, Nappi, & Peracchi,

2015; Cabezas-Clavijo, Robinson-Garcia, Escabias, & Jiménez-Contreras, 2013; Harley

& Acord, 2011; Harley et al., 2010; Weingart, 2005 ) »

Fr & FHRZAERHRE -GREOITHN

P ifgd a AW TimE il B3 86 A2 FhTagEEsaw o Y
2 b MR ehy @ st i (Nijstad, 2009) e — k3> 44 5 X R 2@ A5
e b e Rk F (Olbrecht & Bornmann, 2010) > & .2 3 & 7 &
T FRFETFHLEOTREN > 5 20 NRTF I 2DFH > F R &
FROFFHEE CGR O NZ 2TH . - AP TR RGFEOF LML LR

HAL -

- R RE RS
il R R R SV G- Sy R AL B
EEE LR A CEBR T YRR L LTS R A R
WMATL 3 5op w A A e RS HERFAPNEN A EFLLARE
40

doi:10.6342/NTU201602255



a8 S %ﬂ——» = =12 (normative criteria & theoretical criteria) » ™ &73% %
+ R "Z k3 (practical criteria £ actual criteria ) 5 #7% F& ( Chubin & Hackett, 1990;
Weller, 2002) = 20 & & R Hp » i ~ £ 4o 0 70 E R E R REDFC T B i A= & BE
WIEEFREREIY 0 BERHRT AL DN Ee IR Ry EN 0 YT R
RF S < FRBAORT 7] 0 3 M FRPHY LB FF AR Y g R
B/ L EBR PR chE AL 2t % (Harley & Acord, 2011; Harley et al., 2010;

Weiser, 2012) -

(=) 3k #F &= HF

Bl FE honTFEARUL YA LA B pAd J'J..‘sﬁnﬁfj&ﬁﬂ T2
PenZz ABRAPBREFE M EEREEREE IR ER2 3 3 A
B LS TEE DR NEL PR L NRER DR RS IR 4
RIAS 8 7 i 5 3 3= % & o L -2 (Campanario, 1998a; SAS, 2005; Weller,
2002) -

Pt Tl g & amm g AR gt S RS HBUH T (P ERIBY ) &
PHEROTIEM G (ofF 3235 %IEXZFFE) 2R 420 S8l
FEH ¥ AL 2747 F - Bornmann ~ Nast & 4 (2008) # f 1967 & 2006 &
BARend6 BT Bg &2 i R < o JUF (R AT N iR R
PR 2 BA2 MEFARE (F o EAFA M & 57290 )0 £ M2 A 59 LT
B K AFFEEIFALIG RSP A A 241 RO EERLE
TR IR RR AR eT TR ARE B TR R R R EE 22
BT S BRI TR e~ (T F B A TR R A 0 S
= EFJ'J,.‘sﬁnﬁlff?éﬂ"-%‘ﬁf? PR A INR G o SR D 2 AR S TR
WMHARFEER S BEF - X i SR TR SIE oo AUl o 78

PRl 2N Y pE R en it T 2 TR R LY 8
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% 2-4-1 Ak HEF LD "\}%ﬂ’—%’l&}\-iﬁ—fﬁé}ﬁé LIS i E o

% /2 R/ h&k Lo A g

1. ? Rk R AP Fe;.? 148 /45 36 47 65
2. BirE | 143 /44 22 78 43
3. %y 1‘%, 92,43 19 40 33
4, = F8 ht 72,34 8 30 34
5. &%tk 45,31 10 16 19
6. = f—‘% A3 27,26 3 10 14
7. 323 ’* 24,22 5 11 8
8. nFi% ‘"erg_"—,ﬁ%& 11,711 3 2 6
CiERT 10,713 0 5 5

3 572,46 106 239 227
a § 5N ABIE Y o R 13 A I I 10 -

7L % “Do editors and referees look for signs of scientific misconduct when reviewing manuscripts?”
by L. Bornmann, I. Nast, and H.-D. Daniel, 2008, Scientometrics, 77(3), pp. 415-432. ¥ 3
B B T HEL FF FH 9 R B HLARAZR o Bornmann £ 4 £ &

46 v e § R FE SR A 38 E o 1™ British Medical Journal s 4 i 45050

i 7~ 47 (Howard & Wilkinson, 1998 ). % 2-4-2 &g % 3 & 5 ' &% 4k~ 2% »
MR RFEPRE G bk 2417 AT RARZ BIES R 2L

FIE 5 @ (g B S TR SRR
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2 242 AR FRFRAAPFHRF—R I RA LY

Bk /2 e~

R (D YR mA(3) =+

L % %34 (me30) 50 27 23 1.7
2. Ik (n=24) 46 29 25 1.8
3. W EPLE (vea2) 38 26 36 2.0
4. = kg1 (eean) 27 49 24 2.0
5. FRLAARM (m=s1) 24 37 39 2.2
6. BIFE %R (neto) 24 27 49 2.2
7. 2 RRA AT (re2s) 17 40 43 2.3
8. Ak (n=12) 8 17 75 2.7
9. FFBY AR H (=0 0 11 89 2.9

*n refers to the number of ranking lists in which a main area appears.
X? (16,n=277) =38.10, p < 0.001 ( based on 10,000 sampling tables ), Cramér’s V = 0.26.

TR KR P4 2-1

Weller (2002) =7 jek % AE % 3 4 I8P 7] S d 8L fp & 110 T 602 & i—?:{iﬁ ’
FRFRER AN NGBS fR P 17 FRPHREE 16 577 HHEE - FRA
Feni P34 A8F I FFRASMA S BIFERIR PT3535 Hh
FEE A PR E REE o ¥ T A PR S f i (7 A 47T ) 26 3T AR
FogdmEESHEOREHEN R LD 6 L5 BHERE - TRAE IR
e BRI AR F I RIFE LR 2T P RIS A

SIS nE AR o L BT g M3F SRR R 2 HRd £ F B I o Bl

TE R THREALH S T 02 @}%A}Jﬁgﬁ o

ER IS }F*L;ﬂ *EF O % 3r 4 i 747 (Bornmann, Mutz, et al., 2010;

Hemlin, 1996; LaFollette, 1992; Shashok, 2008 ) » H ¥ < IRi» 4+ %+ H — Afs g 7] » 2

TREAERT AR REFLE G AAPE R ERE (ifg By
BtstE) s 3 T F F g A AR Forg v Eguer R 4

Hi2F F ORI B A AT (Weller, 2002) » 3 3 AR T o= £ 2
¥ Ao BlAeit B2 AR E I T e ?‘)]?’r)i % 232 pr £ (Bornmann, Weymuth,

Daniel, 2010; Turcotte, Drolet, & Girard, 2004 ) ; & 35 # 7| e s {0 5 2 2 3
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AR SIS L AR A FJ‘ ( Robson, Pitt, & West, 2015) % > Chubin 27 Hackett (1990) %

Setapam y B2 A Pl (generalization) 4] > 2 B B4R iR B & hp

—&%ﬁ’?%%ﬁ%ﬂ%im&ag{%ﬁﬁﬁﬁfij%ia@,ug

\\\

Henl faow l—g- IR ok i e EE H e pi 4L > Gosden (2003) i I F
HRERINERT LEFAHE  HERIES T Fr 3 - AR AT e 3F
SELHERTFE S G A LREL G 0 AL IEGHE S 6 T R £ fp
5% B#ch|4o™ D Robson % 4 (2015) r2 Journal of Advertising Research & {7 #2
TOFRESS B HEAILEf e BRI KEI e 0 RS
BRIEE § % o 4o £ % & Fagan (1990) % 2R T 2 B RHF 57 -
FEAMEL DT FREP L FEFL > TR AR £ 12 F R
FRIEZGHEDE 9 FF HE 23 - Bornmann ~ Weymuth % 4 (2010) 4~ 45
Angewandte Chemie International Edition (AC-IE) 423 1 &2 & & 7] k2 g i n
FFAFL B G E LD G FH 648 1 (4.99:0.77)

eEs 5y 1p N g o T T2 12 § & 0 Bakanic ~ McPhail &
Simon (1989, p. 643 ) 14 American Sociological Review s 3=% 3F £ &£ 747 7 » F IR
EEHREDE R ED G EFS G5 4L A BRLHERGE 5L FEE AR
BT g s THLEREF H IR A 0 Bl BRI R EES ff 2 a3
iﬁfé}]ﬂ?&fxﬁ 2| o | Turcotte % 4 (2004) &%= 7 » »F Jig b — @LEk > f’riﬁ A4
% 3B iF4p M 373% 1 > Canadian Journal of Anesthesia 2. % fg 2 éhf & 723 5 &
o 3L 12,64 2 (6.76:2.56) -

Z Z B AR B > Laband (1990) = &

gm

UNIRE SO v hs £ S Sl
AW I i E R IR LR 0 FREFEL DR R Y O i

AR AN E S LN S A0 SRR S R £

Robson % % (2015) &= 3 4p 145X s 2 a3 T 303 b > 0 & g3 saehT 3o
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),

FHchB oA F2 b5 1508 GRS L IFBHRENLER L0 K LR

foten3.44 1 361 & -

(=) Bk #g da=3 %

P e g BT R AL A A ARG P A ITFFEFTREF
Bit o RO PR e o R (AEE A ed T L
€87 € Rt AT E (L ER - H (Abdoul, Perrey, Amiel, et al., 2012; Bornmann
& Daniel, 2005; Cicchetti, 1991; Ismail et al., 2009; Marsh & Bazeley, 1999; RIN,
2010) - & ¥ BEA AR 6 F AT T F ORPIRF C HEP IR 2% 4
A %% (Abdoul, Perrey, Amiel, et al., 2012; Geisler, 2000 ) -

PR FF AT RE R S A T XA PR L o 5 kG

ol

RIFCRT e el g A PR E S o MEP - 8P BRI R FRESEL
TR - LRI TREFSY 0 FE I HREFFLR ¢tk

Mo R MR R AR RETT 2L R SR Aol o
F 4 v

1 ~RFEFEFPY
Porter (2005) B ARG ¥ X ST 4 2% L |
FALEL B a7 AR (el B R B SR g )

T2 PpFe B F 0 B R B E R ATRE B

e
=
=k

i

pEiGS
5
.‘13'

FE Rs e R S B AR ROT R~ & WIRM G H 2§

e

13

s—=

7ena +

el

PR SRR RATEERE

Jary

1,z &

fa-

L
$ 3

R
=

S

—97‘?4

et

Behd &M FL A& ) LR FEAFAFL EFRT

¥

=

A_.Flk s géj’gﬁﬁﬁiﬁ X o
Abdoul ~ Perrey 2 Amiel % 4 (2012) Rl E w &2 ~ & ~ 3 ~ 4~ BV ®
REXUMURFERREITFIne 0 FRFEDOARFHRE > EARARAE A

TOHEE EL T A RAMSE RS A s AR
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FIE ORI s e p Eadp M B TR (84 2-43)0

3 243 MR L R PRE 1 14 TR A

5 #r H>
PR (% 3=14)
,fﬂ?’f']fé (g 2 fFd & ;figf;rﬂ, ,} II%’ 1
EARA T M EE FEPNE m?[ﬁkﬁh
BEE)
R 14
FERE (P HETR AR AR 14
BAEIBERES (EATRLFTHEAIATEH 13
T REF AR RS E)
MASRG] (FF g PFARE BT f 5% A ) 12
FIATHE (RTEH~ ATRZ ~ A7R%)
PR R O fEf) 6
e pfhadp i GFEFAFEFTFL R L 3
BFEREEPAR)
BT 5

AL kR “Peer review of grant applications: Criteria used and qualitative study of reviewer
practices,” by H. Abdoul, C. Perrey, P. Amiel, F. Tubach, S. Gottot, |. Durand-Zaleski,
and C. Alberti, 2012, PLoS ONE, 7(9), e46054.

FLFvRmdEs R #m > 8 FFEamie v ok & g LI AT

]’E"_ v ’j——ﬁ

= a3
sl
Enkas

\“‘Lémp f—r:r’}’ VRS l—/h"ﬁ"gjmbjwr'}olﬂ {" == i"ﬁé‘}ﬁ’]

g—%ﬂwé‘zﬁ,m BRIV R EGREKGEE & G IR A TR A

|

PR R O SR ¢ o @ BB STR A DR I S Y

;134 (Iﬂ'ﬂ;,l.%i‘bz\ 51%2% )’J‘f,ilﬂ';‘ ;mj""E]J %§

B

k)
g

ARG SR o RS B 2 LengEr p Rafp M E B T s

%:fr » % fxfj:ﬁg_—k Kz gpr §_pEps2t 4 FiahE B AP aE R o

2~ RFRREFY
Abdoul-~Perrey £2 Amiel % « (2012) %42 K Pg gk AT g e %}Hﬁ( French
Academic Hospital Research Grant Agencies, PHRCs ) =i e T & 7 ¢ # % 4 1T
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FAORAAEEREAY O FRGPHIRTFH (P02 ) 2 G e kR
LR 6B AP 5 g PHRCs 3746 < 1R (8 71E ~ RAIE~
R R T A BILRAE MG &7 F R BB L BRES
CAARF e o & 2-4-4 BEm p3NE TR K EAOEIE G 43 R plE
R ~pPEOfE s na v AR, 20 R F L LARDIRES 3
WAL E S RAINE g p R 0 5 BMARRE N G T
THRELESF RG> AT FHAERR % S Y g Tt R
% B3 ¥ 3k 4 o Abdoul ~ Perrey &7 Amiel % 4 7y i RRA kg kst d
WA F g R0 f B A S A BMEE > TR T ERRG BT OTE R R S
VIR F RIS xR F R WA LA PIREF F

LB LFEHGE AP FHEF R PP L

% 2-4-4 % B PHRCs 2. ] 3841 #h 3832 & e 4 oF
GTERE RSERE ATER

R Y LT

(n=65) (n=38) (n=27)

R ARE O &

* BRI E & 12 5

i FEELE 19 17

2 F R 34 17 18
BEE R EERE

¥ 2Lea 12 5 7

gk 10 5 5

gt 5 3 2

iR Ea 4 1 3

REIBEFENEZRELER 1 0 1

P 2287 AiMdRELR 1 1 0

D 1 1 0

FH AR F 4 2-4-3
CHEF U E 0% AL AR R T bl4e Langfeldt(2001)
tpdi#mE 3 £ R ¢ (The Research Council of Norway ) 77 Ir A3 e |
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(PR 2 2w PREPIEEZ BB LG R E) F57) 7
iR @ 2 E - PR GRG0 Rl T L) TR iR
e % gk2TF L AR #p 2 - Bornmann & Daniel (2005) 12 1985-
2000 = F 46 B 2 F A #F 3 B et 4845 (Boehringer Ingelheim Fonds, BIF ) 72
12 EL R REEEY R E LA FRBIF TR ORI ES 37 ¢
YR R ﬁ«\f]*u AT EORAIME S R ARFE T HEFOTHRE
L EREF LA BV Ry R Gy P g "v‘f“" FriydahilE 1

WRREFDERPDIROKE o

(2) - SLHB? /28 HF 523 R E

CE R AR B A TR PR L B LT - A B2
AR G ETA TR G A R ENTER o F A N INEEF LA N G B Ing o G
AN PRGEE S F P IER TER SRS T AL s Bk
ERETFFERIE FBERDLAEFIAGF Y2 F A RATEF LB gt
AmAPIIREF RS AN ITEFHOF AR LAV BRI PR T
%tk o B (Weiser, 2012) o

- IR KE CJRIRR G S B R A8 3 xR E s
g kp i poreng B G a3 TR o Miller (1978) i A 4p ) > 2 R 2 4
£AAET LTI BB 5T RE S kAL REN A %‘;‘ﬁ:r‘:kji‘& -4
RORAE ~ AT IRAE 0 MR DRSS E 8 A7 b hRBR R 3 R R o blde
FIRE BRI R AL S e

SERFRAAEL SHE LR A AR T IR freni 4 2 ey
REE o - AR AR SIEF S s o £ Blp o R+ F Center
for Studies in Higher Education - 4¥ 12 The Future of Scholarly Communication Projetc
M AR RREAY SARE R AR LR IR BTG 1T

o IVRAAFEE > o R AR K - B U ROEF AR o R T <
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B AVRALSR PR R S R g iR e R kR (Harley & Acord, 2011;
: £ R ¢ (European

Harley et al., 2010 )~ ¢+ “t Laudel 22 Glaser(2012) 7= % ¥ B 7 1
Research Council, ERC) chig gt ¢ » % 3 * F Ry A Bhigf - a2 ¢34 |l §
FEERE G 9%

ﬁ§$m)‘ﬁk ,3§15',§;.1—<§3§(%mb“”¢116%’/ R
LT x“ﬁ&—«%‘f?{ B A BT (TR d

22y
(Blochetal., 2014 ) - FIEE S S
#Ees 454 2 (Harley et al., 2010; van Arensbergen et al., 2014b ) -

LORGEE ARG M B A ARITF AT RS 7 R HOBEL

FFTEACUMEN 2 kg a3 P82 2R E 32 0 &

B A A % % —ACUMEN Portfolio » & ) ie - fmif (845 47 > 12 i pes

PRACERREAEY JABREZATRESTEY o Bl 2-4-1 :H ACUMEN 7 4 >

- Wiy F2 ’I—AF‘,Z )5 B p it (career narrative ) - % = ¥4 5 B ¥ (expertise) ~ A )

(output)- 12 2 B2 28 (influence ) ¥ 3 78 =t 2¢ f#(ACUMEN Consortium, 2014; Tatum

&Wouters, 2013 ) -
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http://research-acumen.eu/author/clifford-tatum
http://research-acumen.eu/author/clifford-tatum
http://research-acumen.eu/author/paul-wouters

———
ZHEECHER  EHRPESEL  ERUSERE
BB EFEAEEENEERE MERSHEE
SFE(FEZA -

) [ \ e
SN - thRan -fZ
it =

kil 5B A

- B3 - _

5% -g@:@ﬂ 2

iy HETE
aEE || s 5B

HE - EEHE

\\‘ J /

W 2-4-1 ACUMEN Portfolio # * & 4 R3=% % #

R kR - “ACUMEN Portfolio: Resources for evaluation of individual researchers,” by C. Tatum and P.
Wouters, 2013. Retrieved from http://tatum.cc/wp-content/uploads/Tatum-and-Wouters-
ACUMEN@euroCRIS-Porto14Nov2013.pdf

R HRFROUER ARG

g a AFWhE s Ll - 0 FlP =g R )i:ﬁfsi 3£ & > Wiley
(2008, p. 31) 4p 1 TR drf B F AL B % L 2RI EARKERZ - R &
EEFFOERT O B h- BEF O WA F F AR LIRS A7 F e
PR A R R 2 B - RAELR D EE RS Emst
Saradeth 22 Resch (1993) e f %= % » #— K %ﬁé?ﬁﬂ TfpiE 2 d 45 =B FSE(T 8
BREETHREFS > 23l v iGEgaRd ¢ o B0 F - R Rk 2R
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http://tatum.cc/wp-content/uploads/Tatum-and-Wouters-ACUMEN@euroCRIS-Porto14Nov2013.pdf
http://research-acumen.eu/author/clifford-tatum
http://research-acumen.eu/author/paul-wouters
http://tatum.cc/wp-content/uploads/Tatum-and-Wouters-%20ACUMEN@euroCRIS-Porto14Nov2013.pdf
http://tatum.cc/wp-content/uploads/Tatum-and-Wouters-%20ACUMEN@euroCRIS-Porto14Nov2013.pdf

g e Wik g ME T (linguistics) 8 eh@ Lo 7 - Koo fFF X AZnT 1T
P ERFARLTFEMF RO ZEITRIT ARG ML T A
URELTE . (P 296) fHEAY AFE A - BiEOnF o g - ko

g ATFE LT O RGN il Rt g A o T s (Baxtetal,
1998; Bornmann, 2011a; Cicchetti, 1991; Marsh, Bond, & Jayasinghe, 2007 ) - 7 i it
4o Williams (1977, p. 131) #7if : rgi%—’ﬁ LA - RkenBd (> Ay B

-QL'LL’&J% /ﬂ’;m%ﬁl_} °

(-) PRFLMTEFRARAFY

Pl RFEPEAFET UYL BRE LR 0 A B R
HBRPAo o L F DT E B - FE R IA MR
Gt Fo bk LI FHRE D §F A b e K p ke e, 2 - Cicchetti
(1991) ehwfig~ jgrdg &1 > I EE R FF LAn=FRAT 2T 255 6l
4rinternal consistency ~ interreferee agreement » # stability across time » & % @& * e
#_H ghinterreferee agreement > i+ » T &K F H % A =% £ R (inter-reviewer
reliability, IRR) % ">t - 25 2 )[%Jei BRI R AL - R
Fe oo (p. 120) 7 Whek AN fR it N e F b F R LG B A - K
= ﬁﬂ’# intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) % p|£3: =% Z & » ICCHE_

- RS R B E AN EIE L B BRI FERE R FFHLR
PR RAT S LA RS B G B g 40 gl ] Kappa
BRMEFFH LA NF AL R - Kappalhdicj M A =2 d 0 P =% K 2 FF b
- R AR FE L LR - REFAKEL ok KERT0 RB AT § 500
R o £2-453g S R Ee R RF AOTF LR /,?L P HIER R RE R
B ARFE & ?.;FS A3t £.0.2820.42. % (Bornmann, 2011a; Cicchetti, 1991 ) - ¥ *}

Bornmann ~ Mutz% 4 (2010) MR A 1727 H T F FF LT F 5 R 0 248
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F }Fﬁet’ Y EETOL =R R 2 4P M ¥ ICC /1P T 5 4 0.34 > Cohen’s
Kappa:-L 3578 5 0.17 @ {345 Fleiss i B » Kappa® 201 0.22. /¥ % 2 & 7 & (Fleiss,

1981) -

% 2-4-5 p;.,ﬁ%ﬁm—‘.tg-’—)g ﬂp:u;fﬁﬁ itz gheizt g

. Kappa coefficient/
Btz peticd Intraclass correlation
R A
Social Problems (Smigel & Ross, 1970) 40
Journal of Educational Psychology (Marsh & Ball, 1981) 34
British Medical Journal (Lock, 1985) 31
American Sociological Review (Hargens & Herting, .28
1990)
Physiological Zoology (Hargens & Hearting, 1990) .28
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology (Scott, .26
1974)
New England Journal of Medicine (Ingelfinger, 1974) .26
Law & Society Review (Hargens & Herting, 1990) A7
Angewandte chemie International Edition (Bornmann & 15
Daniel, 2008)
Angewandte Chemie (Daniel, 1993, 2004) 14
Physical Therapy (Bohannon, 1986) 12
$pbgt
American Heart Association (Wiener et al., 1977) 37
National Science Foundation (Solid States Physics) .32
(Cicchetti, 1991)
Heart and Stroke Foundation, Medical Research Council .29

of Canada (Hodgson, 1997)
744 kR ¢ “Scientific peer review,” by L. Bornmann, 2011a, Annual Review of Information Science and
Technology, 45(1), 197-245. 7 3 4 & &8 %

%

3 EAT :fﬁ a1 Hp J'J’J’-é‘ A4S fp 2 ch- R F (Cicchetti, 1985, 1991,
1997; Ingelfinger, 1974 ) > @ ® % #& % f5 * 2% (Weller, 2002) ; 7= “P;J‘—%ﬁﬁ*“

F AR R AR KRB 0 WO B R 2 gL B e+ (Kupfersmid, 1988 ) -

~=be
[l
4
Tnk-
C 3

WEEF G RXIE AR PP L Cicchetti (1991) v fi = Feda o
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BEEMARIAEE  FFERET- RERE S n AEFAEY AR EEHE
AR T F RN AP A SR G LR ORARL R RA
HRTEER 0 F 2 hAb g AE R A PER R REMaEE 2R (Weller, 2002) ;
7 Eberley£z Warner (1990) dp &1 it § FAFS h7 e S ARSE > (2% F chis B 7 5
A3
7 - §FF47 F g2 o Bornmann ~ Mutz® 4 (2010) ik 4 47 FETT
F1* 778 % %2 (covariates) & {73=% & Rt - HME Ak =0 k8127
HEETF AT MFAM LY AR F 2 e L st (rating system)

LR TR T R L xrdz FAFE FRDRANE AKEITLS AT 2T 0

BROGRET R A HRAY §RADYPORTE Z IR 8 RWP IS LY G
GRS AL R N R AR e R
A AENELREHNTFEANP TN cRAGE R F L
B LT FRLOTE > B HTEERRIFATREFMN G L FFEG
FHRIMRI]  FIL NG VAT 1305 ;I%ﬁ'a PR f’tﬁ B dep 3

- | +

=

CERBTE D A RAB L] F S B SR

Mk R adnmd CRAT T 55 F F - RIEA68%1 82%2 7 -
HY 32RAGVAEMA i R Y%Ay H - 5T % Cole® 4 (1981)
#-F BNSFenfEif 2 ZiE3 4 % 2 2251 > d £ W 74§ Fa«HCommittee on
Science and Public Policyi& 7 fickt ™% 3 3 > 5 25% i 5 R W IlAp F % > v
Fletdemy - X jé;”‘ffﬂ g A 4 o - 5B 7 # A% > Hodgson (1997) +* i
o de £ & 3 FEER 424812 ¥ Gk ATE Bih &7 Coled 4 (1981) T R
B B RER S AT R - R LT% B P AV ERAELA B RS
tp kR (r=059) > i £ Kappasii R 5044 R R ZR2 § - ¥ hiR3 35
Fy & 352 FINSFenit 8 318 2 oA s 2L 4 iRl - 3R 1 5 68%( Cicchetti,
1991); & W& 1 £ B ¢ (German Research Council, DFG) #=*% —‘F% - XM 582%
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( Hartmann & Neidhardt, 1990 ) > 4¢, ®BIF 2 76% ( Bornmann & Daniel, 2005 ) -

FRELRLEGERFAEEFATEYE 0 TR FHRAETE
£ @47 B B (Cicchetti, 1991; Wiener et al., 1977 ) » Opthof Wilde (2009)
e BEREFRFARZPENR G LARTTE > A Y FRFFERT L IB
Al BB o 4 iBKostoff (1995) # 7 FFi2 0 30i b B AH L ARS T &
ST T E T MERER MERBOFALEFL Ao niTR e

TE KRB R FRFLITFLAR 6L ERLIER D L | §RA-PEE
ME et KR A FER A S M AR FEF FIRL 6 He g RAwT

o A 4 ¥A8355 i 2 (undesired group effect) > @ RERRIE & (4o £ 5 £ A3

iz,r

LAAE)RTR LA RZTHEBALALL ) ®FE% %548~ (Luukkonen,
2012; Olbrecht & Bornmann, 2010 ) ; ¢t *Hiefim ¥ o H g R3TwmBcst» VR F 5 i3

2 2 i 2 (Langfeldt, 2006) - ‘=& A AHAERN L B ¢ LA A HARP. D.
Gluckman (2012) t#ieffi# 3% 6k F AJ S 2 AR me > £ 54
WA LB R EEE LR B LA T AR LT D 5 BT B e
AEFEARE LR P LIATEES 7 % 3 & o Llamont (2009)
FiEoGRETEFEIR ERLIF A NENEHET B R > F L BEA
BoRENT BHE ke E R hE R RAE G BT R EE A 2 TG

AT
puuy]
F_‘-

ERY A T UAAIRRASDEREGT S > REFRFALSE R §EREY

=g
()

| FRITEDERLE LS o

Pt R R AN IR ERTER R R B - REBPBEREME > 2 F3TE ki
FrEg, pwimy %73 - o Bornmann ~ Mutz% 4+ (2008) 41 * Latent Markov
Model > 474t RIBIF{E 2 2 42 1 13 8 £ anEF 4% » HFILE - R DHINE & 4
PR AE R B L o e § H s ﬁ‘i’—“zmﬁf—';ﬁﬁy * e o 4 FVE LR IRE B
SEE A e T2 LG B (van Arensbergen et al., 2014a; van den
Besselaar & Leydesdorff, 2009 ) -
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(D) #=FERALHLABEL B
Wik b g - ARG AL, TR R e g PR AR -
RMEEFT IS s AT £ aned £ A (Hojat, Gonnella, & Caelleigh, 2003 ) -

FEFFFEV ARG IR RFANMITFTER 0 FRITFE OB A H BN

)

4R FiEei i ae® (Eckberg, 1991; Kostoff, 1995 ) » TR AR R E R
¥ € B 8=% & & (Bornmann, Mutz, et al., 2010; Eckes, 2004 ) o @ * T 4o % #p 7
S 3E R LB AR 0 PR 2 A R s g A (Weller, 2002,
p.197) - Gordon (1977) 45 113%% 5 RF7 F ¢h3 & B 42 - 230 7| %GB =F

£33 Rl AR L RS BRI F T A

w

FA-ReJLEFFRIT7TLFATFhae U RAFEST U5
( Strayhorn, McDermont, & Tanguay, 1993 ) ; Gottfredson (1978) 3.5 #7 H 53 24 &
FLOR > AR A ESETAOREE LR o
FLEFFRIFFFAIENER VAL TFF B LR
( Campanario, 1998a, 1998b; Chubin & Hackett, 1990; Cicchetti, 1991; Langfeldt,
2001; Opthof & Wilde, 2009) > = £ 3 7 F g P m%‘;‘—fg;’\gw CBEBERFEG RE- &
B2 EEranTg ivE P 4 ¥ i 13 (Bailar, 1991; Harnad, 1985; Hodgson, 1997 ) »
AERERETFETUBERS AL DR AP ERY gAY £ R0
F.% (Cole, 1992) pt #t i 17 B » & BEITH 3087 7 o p ehat £+ 235 (Cole, 2000;
Wood & Wessely, 2003 ) - Weller (2002) % 3 FJ’—%J‘Z BRETHOEERLE G H
U0 LB A BTG TR 0 R BT F e Lt o ¥ -”Fﬁ‘%ﬂ? i
FROFAFTG kg PINHEL BRI LR K AERTFEE R SRS
AR R MGGk R RERLS AHR L F TR AR RS
2% ¢ 1 (Chubin & Hackett, 2003; Rennie, 2003; Stricker, 1991 ) -
B2 PHRFHOMTFERL A BEFR > L& DI IR T HIWTF
H g AR & F A4 LB T {7507 54 (Bornmann, Mutz, et al., 2010; Fiske & Fogg,
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1990; Siegelman, 1991 ) > 7 i J* 58577 % “f AR L A J‘—% FH P sREE ko

BTG AR SR FEA Y F (Daniel, 1993) & #1355 & A 4 1k
kT PR LPF s & ALY gk (Marsh etal., 2008) - Weller (2002 )
R EF R AL < I EHIRE R I AT H IR R e A T 0 32
PR EE - MR R ARt R IRERITI AR 0 FI R R R
S Rt T a0 LA UARE S ERET EE E EE T T T

it R > 4 & RER A48 gl iRz R (Armstrong, 1996 ) -

2 FRFRaTEG ITRAY

G FE TR FF A PO RETER > By AR FF AT EORR
“r . (Frodemanetal, 2012) > & & F #g & eho T irg ¥ X P15t - - L F
ES s ] CHE R R PR B A OEEATC BTV L BAJIER
NI AR s R4 L~ E R K P E 7 5 (Abdoul, Perrey, Tubach, et al., 2012;
Hames, 2007; Hemlin, 1996; Rennie, 2003; Ziman, 2000 )- & B E- iﬁ Cole(1992)
e EHRR TR 1 TE HFFEFRFIFI G DS PRIEFES T
Booom P RGBT R LAY~ s 2 R i+ (Shashok, 2005) -

ot e R ehi #yuﬂgwt:fgsg PR RMFELFES G H & (Sandstrom &

Hallsten, 2007 ) -

(-) FERFhRAITHARA
PG hha TRy AL T RAFEFEOTEI RS EFH A
(Bornmann, 2011a) » ri,%{b'ﬁﬁ e fi{ X @ s AL A %o p >t Merton 5 ik
Bl A RS PEET IR B AN RSP EEE > 2 B PITF
Fﬁm@&ﬁﬁ*%ﬂ%mﬁ%’rﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ&%@'aygéﬁ¢%m>1
t(Merton, 1942; Ziman, 2000 )- 7 B i > i L A7 T REL Rk p >P &4l K F R
REAF ERTF OO A RAPEAEY T AR L TR FEL NP E
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FEhE L FEFOATEREP FAY G ROPESTAMNE f]*u g€ A2
% (Cole, 1992; Marsh et al., 2008; Sismondo, 1993; Weller, 2002 ) -

Bornmann (2011a) & fR < )giea‘*ﬂ o B e K AARE 25 Ak FF A iR
Lowa sz rigiamp ol (g irhlEamr i R) 2 23
A AL (Ao g hfhn] s B ARG ) THRITFIAG S H LD LR
Flo ¥ F FE AL S EHA o TR GA BB LR S Rpla 1A
R OFAE & < R ER TR g R R AR G Ty ko
e FhhfiE  INERFTFFF 2ORARHL 0 L& kPN SHELTF FH
W EARRCTE B2 BT B2 a4 my £ 5 4ok 4 Egk(Godlee &
Dickersin, 2003) - ¢ ¢t Marsh & 4 (2007) 22 # LT3 R A F T 46 £ &
AR BE 0 3R R AL AR ARG 0 Pl E R REISRB A iR e 5 7
Fom— B B EST IR s F e i e B 7 i i g Bedeian, 2004;

Campanario, 1998a; LaFollette, 1992 ) -

(=) BEFROATHEFT RS

PEga T HATY L 5 ANEHBLOBEARR AL A @AY S
Bo S EHPRFACEDRAFEENL A AT B R R i
8 %38 (Bornmann, 2011a) -

FIY T FES R Y LN EFF B AAFE TG o T a5 o Resnik
Gutierrez-ford £7 Peddada (2008) =33 & B B > & ﬁ WEYNEFHE A 'I—$ % 7
EE L 68% G HALEd 505% & RH A FRDET LD L 227% 0 112
Whg A Y Iz&tﬁ 17.7% - # & Sense About Science (2010) :& {7 el 7| H %
HrERAFE o ‘53‘%‘“?—% FERELZ ?b"‘}%‘ai"g § 69% (2007 & %
650%) EF A ARE AT B BAFEL % L A AFEFFFEFL 6% &
TERERENFFAOTIESER  FHEN R FHRFAOSTEAE > GF 40%:

47 43k 0 blde# B Institute of Handicapped Research =24 & ¢ 5 41%¢<hY 3
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F’ EEEN Ao ] o 3% §_o T e (Fuhrer & Grabois, 1985) 5 # R K #gE ® <
(National Cancer Institute) § 40%:9? 3305 35 F T 2 WE L) 411 5 2
#H33 ® 2 (Gillespie, Chubin, & Kurzon, 1985) ; # ® NSF  40%:7¢ e
3% & 2 2 &3 & /x (McCullough, 1989) 5 & ®# ARC ¥ ;%—F, Rl I
Large Grant i+ &8tk L 2 2 {5k R - & 5 15 # % 0k 2 (Over, 1996) -
BORFE RN SR AR ARy (Y
B i’vdﬂz ) BFFH AR AT AL E S Lo R RO RAE R TG R

f-\m
s
‘_H\
.A.;.

FHL PR SLR P E T FANFREE RN 5 R R
B @ F el 2 R Fl % e h £ L (Bornmann, 2011b) - B 4p B
AR EL TR R AT e S A fd Eha L
ZPRFEFALIT oS REF LI _&m}i"rié/gle » H - % Zuckerman ¥
Merton (1971) snfp 7| fe % 457 7 ° % iﬁuf’rﬁ F i (g BRI R X R
- % Wenneras &2 Wold (1997) enpfes e % 447 7 - #FIRFHL ?ﬁﬁp 1R ¢
(Medical Research Council, MFR) e L 2 8 £ HF 4 1F¥ > 55 * KA
2L - BHEE MFR 3 R g £ R% (0% 2007 £ 0 By g X
Sandstrom £ Hallsten (2007) £ =& f|* 4p ke > %462 MFR hle g 2 17 % > & A
EFRLAPERL PRI HLEAGT A LA BRFRLIAZIZBAL TTER
5EP’%—)Pﬁ}§ e * 2 AR Bengs _?,E_KJ °
PO HERIMRG 2 N i L 2 g pl i Bormann # 4 (2007) f®
Rt E R E RS AHA G B - & Marsh %4 (2008) 4 478
ARC - g 4% pEps e ’ﬂ—-m’_‘f_g—;’%% BRI PAER R P A 0y
oo 20 - HERES R LI 0 WD o ¥ RREDET R BIFR E TE0A R D
(SR> NEFFAT O TR ¥ e 3% 8 PlAZiE 35 FapgeY GFHE g ke
PERRFATE > BRA RS A PEGE G A RKR S L E
BEEFFHEFAL ORMHET LY GFHRST ?'J’Zﬁfﬂéfﬁwléffkﬁﬂiﬂﬁﬁ* ’

58

doi:10.6342/NTU201602255



m 2 { i&—- #H ~ 47 (Marsh & Bornmann, 2009 ) - Marsh % 4 (2011) zu % i &L el
Pl dm e F224 FE > - 2 FRPER A2 AR LTRFT LT RE
B ERAFERERY T UEEFRS T L gH e

L2 0 FRFRALSTPELENTRERE L > A" Rk FiEa 28
P AEEY RN R AR - B2 L FEFTLR 4
(MFR) # =% T % @ s -4 [enif L s SR S
FHRONEFHEAE R L R EEP > BV LG BN R AR EESS T .
Wenneras 22 Wold (1997) i B ek o Z RS P ehigs > L L sl4z R
S AdefE - BE PR AR ST DR EG R o 2 LFIER
ik 2 EERE TRRFAE A VAL IAE S 3 2T P

PECAFTh e EEF L2 T4 o (Leeetal, 2013,p.13) -

FIH FPHRFASTRI DS AEZ 2P L6

TRe ek B FRFEOFTAREY AT SORBEER LR HK
BT HNER s NESRE A @arfa;}&ﬂgmgg;;ﬁ; ST 1);34 CE
R EZERTRYE > AAMATEGH TR L RAITFET 0 5 2Rk
EEFE R (G 2R E R R 1R 0 2 i 4e Callaham (2013) 7t

lﬁe”f— &rl?ﬂs\:’ﬁb##\”ﬁi"moj

B F BT R VR
AP HEA R FFF L EF NG - 0 B - S RPREL TR AE
SR B S Hapetiefp g F (van Rooyen et al., 1999) 0 F & e g &
P FFanF PR 2 LA NRIEY KPP AR o B - T GHIESF G
ERTFFLENG LAY RL  UEEEF ST Sw AR G g
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FUEFLHEEATGE R T ETF A RO 2 g R R
BRE Iy~ E S PRI A FFE%RE ( Evans, McNutt, Fletcher, & Fletcher,
1993; Friedman, 1995; Murphy & Utts, 1994; Nylenna et al., 1994; Stossel, 1985 ) » %

ﬁv%mp BRI - YR G SR F F ARG 0 F LA
B ERED RS X A S g ( Callaham, 2013; Weller, 2002 ) -

SRR EE S e L AR B R TR L o S
PRETEF YA ST AR Ay R - B a2 SR AR RR
% 4 i 42 (Caelleigh, Shea, & Penn, 2001 ) ~ 3% i sim®% & Rl L:f i & (Tsang
& Frey, 2007 ) - Garrow -~ Butterfield ~ Marshall ¥z Williamson (1998 ) EE LR
T s AL LB B S B RS]  d EEhiEe TRMES Y - kT

SR A LR TRR FEP I SREHNE FF L7 L (Wong &
Callaham, 2012) -

7 g AL AN R Sk FF AV YGRS Y § 0 HiTF ST Rt
3 HHT A AR ® T B RE - %k £ P PAeaet (Callaham
& Schriger, 2002; Callaham, Wears, & Waeckerle 1998; Schroter et al., 2004 )~ De Vries

F A (2009) s ARSI R DEY 2 2 ARF R OE B EF F DT AR

\\\Xr

LA GRS R EE R AT AT IR A

EE st BRI AL P E PR T RS D BGRAR E 4 AT F
FEM O RIFHFAGEGEERPHNGT > FIP TR FF 9GRS 15
o R i DR R RF A ODIRE R 3 FHT g
28 YRR F A R RAFETHNPEFROELN L B hF FF
HiTEY B EY R SR EEF R E AT e A g iF £ 3R AL(BA,

2007 ) -
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e L

NS SE A T At s ST S e E e T

\\\?{r

FEAR UYL < F R (89%) dRmg o RS AR 2 S eSS
BiEG Ueai®F e 0 AR ERMTFFHNERESLRORFLF E %
(Nylenna et al., 1994; Nylenna, Riis, & Karlson, 1995 ) -

FLEPIHESE FERIFFHA- BRFL G FREF 20007 u,% 15
Faoghel PR ARG RBY IR FE ko R fF EOE R B F i
& o Drotar (2009) ;2334 + & 53 7 Bdpt 22 mfFpE - 5 &
FHRANBAFFEL O ( Drotar, 2009; Lovejoy, Revenson, & France, 2011 ) »
B KT A T

(=) TP FREA D FFFRAFE E2 Lieag i > PArg 5 it 2%
pend & o 7 iy & F b Ifp kg o
o) EmendiaRiEZR DA T A e —“F’f PRRIE IR 0 M A A BT 4R o
(2) 3R § g i
L~ emiFeh- KL R (F% 2 RBIRATEER - R EF N A&
BARERRE P AR R S R R c g
DR fh 2 2 E R IR R SRR L
20 HAARFFRALEE AR FF A EEG S RLDLRTS 3
FEEfpE R BRE T &2 BT P FORIFEA LIRS T
Ty PR IR FFREAG Mg 2 &
R E e B XEFFARIY I HREDL T8 2 G DL
8‘%ﬁﬁﬂ@ﬁéﬁ3%%ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁi?uﬂ%’#%ﬁ%ﬁ@*
LR ek A2 RIEBZfpE > PR A SR AR DEFE 3T il ik
IS SRR X PR E Pt S R U

e B ff 5§ e & AL -
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Ti\4

(2) @4 dnpfpme g F L2 TEH ) §RTHMBE DT - 315 - £ L

PR AR DR LR SR S AR A R AR PR
e LG LA TG Y FH WG et o
(I) 2F o= st - e REFEFTHETFFHBEOFULAL > B F
L fliegw @B ecfia) > i Pagdp g irhdmr e 30 GE7 L
€% ok B PR SR At
it ek Bormann ~ Weymuth % 4 (2010) 12 4g & i & # 7] Angewandte Chemie
International Edition (AE-IE) sde% (s &2 6 A Fefgt 7MY » FR A&
PR PG ATRRAPM Z R MAL R E o PR AERE R

FOERF PP IRE > T SRCEFRD IR f o FEFRH TR
E4
k]

MARTERE P FRERGh 3 T ERIET 0 A PGB BT R
FRHSERFE  MFLRA SR YL B BB YIRS
rﬁg%«%-.r_}_o
— N I j":"‘:‘
= F]‘-'n;;-w-

PEIRSRIERFFALTE %gf‘;ﬁ%—ﬁj'z%m\4}553;,'1‘11.-;2,&57‘@

BEFafal - oB THhl & DB ot g ol 102 L A RARTTF &

# (Burnham, 1990; Ingelfinger, 1974) - Baxt % * (1998) 2% ;J’—ﬁig T EX=gt A

d2 - W FAFS A A TR E  E R R B SRR LG B
FRengde o FIYIERFTFH O SAADNATEA - R @ F R

AT R L% - 2007 £ - 3F 445 F K 3000 A E RGE T _éa‘% 415 80%

GEFE iTd DRk RAE(T o %h{gcm%i’—g R Ramrga v phaEE
R R R BF L s H oo > A J A S ehikgE (Alberts, Hanson,
& Kelner, 2008 ) -

B2 2R

T

FEFLDIHNFEETFE AP F R UREEFEET
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fo £ P 2 ARG 0% TEF E LR 0 < 5 B TG fpeik iy f

{?‘F%—’ﬁiﬁtﬁ @ B4R %ﬁ%;i%—"ﬁ 14 38 (Good, Parente, Rennie, & Fletcher,

1999) « 3¢ 5 T Gl p S0 A0 % B RER H VBB A L L B Kiu e
Bim s 4 adp$h ] D T4 T i AR o0t A BEREA S D

SRR B VRS R YA

[}
—=\
ht!
o+
N

AR L EED e rras oy s I IL L S R a2

%Jﬂz FhMmEgEaa 4 & r Al (Callaham, Baxt, Waeckerle, & Wears, 1998;
Feurer, Becker, Picus, Ramirez, Darcy, & Hicks, 1994; van Rooyen et al., 1999) -
Callaham (2003) 3% 5 #3 42 100 =3=% <y 71 - ERES R R
EAEG S TR L S N HETE F hA R L AEEE R AR R A S A e
FE RGBS D < FIE B4 > 3EE It TF 3T o I GIET 1Y
FI*h ey (LF- - 5) RRAMIFL  FRPFF RS T ET
Moz W LR RED S B AREE  RT UGS R LR g e s dp
prh G B HIRE A e fp R EREG F hA R B ) ehi s F
FEEMERG T 31 4 nEF 0 BHE) PSR- FRERT
F: B I T WAL ok A i T o Baxt ¥ 4 (1998) A- B iEEfRiE e k0 10
B+ 4352 13 B[ 4% % 2 Annals of Emergency Medicine 1262 i34 & {7
R B 78%HER:B 2 EF AL Y IR ;J’—%—f;“f T IRER DR 2R R o
A N EEE T X RIS @ 2 G 2/3 0 B ASSRILG Atdp N0 3 68% R H A
BREEFNHITAAFFI T B o 2P F 2L 800 2P A MRS

26% o
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$z2F FIRPERE

AT B SBARAHEN (FLEHPFELA 6) BTl AR B &
#ig?;“?'?fﬂgﬁﬂidl‘lﬁéZﬁikfi%%ﬁﬁﬂgf;% FHIFL AN E A
HEREFF R YRR SRPEFE RS LT DGR U HHER D
STHEBFHRE AT OV - ST S D S AT H TR
BIRZSAEIRY S REETHEA VP EA RS BB RSB

%

MEFFERAT R SEP R FAELGREOR DRI FIFLHR

Y-8 BEi3

A B 1R A 47 (thematic analysis) sV 3 A4 47i% > BTk HF 42T
FHRLPNFTERI AR - PR AR A AT AL R A EE
AR 'g;f—;g SE }gkz % (Bornmann, Herich, Joos, & Daniel, 2012 ) -

SR E AT E - B BB AT AN G e AP AR R
BRLEMOTE T RSk o P F AT BT BN EE R
R TP AT LA T e PR B R - I8 Y

GRS - - R Ry nri '*’:fq—‘](‘k ek 38 @42 (Neuman, 2003)

o

Berelson (1952) &3 jh A A 4522 5 &4 B~ hsp e B4 o 93 &
BEAAL e P Bt - 25 LMD R UG E s o s MR
LA LE H kA B N B e R el R R R phe M - ReDER]

RRBA LR RR SRR A S A H e 020 ¥ R AW TF T R

ogEa R (v LRSS LR §) 2014 &AL g A HEHITL L F] L Ak
FFULE Bag g 964 (5352074 54 P08 20%) > A5 h3 a3t A
& BT
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Pt 2 B RGE B ok RN FAE PR Ko 0 FRE P F AL
fattic 4 2 etk (4 @49 > 1998) -
Bh T2 P EAITERE ] S BRI B o

&31g,%m%gwﬁ?$k A A AR S iR 7 A 2 47 (Neuman,

2003) - Rubin £ Babbie (2011) i p 7 A 472828 pdash o 2+ £ 5 TP
TR A s e R HAHFHFRE DRI R A VEE-ATEIEOTY
= E o

¥ - & IHBEFTHEAE

AR TR E SIS RARAREEE AR BaR2 it g TA Y

»

EPI| o LEMAFL LD HE TR NG £ 3RFEALPHAFL
REmF g oL 0 RAFTHE AT D1 RA B ] (BFHF S 2 50%)
#2012 g BAF S 2 FB T (dEfR S 1407 50%) A ki 1 (2004
#£) % 2# (2006 & 3 2007 # ) chg AR 0 20 d HAHIEE BIES Pt T
hEFEBP -

AETRE LG IGRE L A8 R LFTF Y 23327 F 0 £
103 3 44 o & WA L FR LI RLEHTIE BIF IR L
iR R RATE R B AT R AL > R R T Rk S IR BB

LR AL TR L R AT R RFTFF AR L RS R T
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T TS K 4.45 5.13 4.63 3.39
T T3 K 167.00 208.00 146.00 154.00
fo 2 7 w3
APy
TR L K 6 14 19 4
T T 55 i 5.67 5.64 4.47 3.00
FRE T T K 171.00 162.00 151.00 213.00
E A =y
B RIS 14 16 16 14
T TN i 3.93 4.69 4.81 3.50
T T 5T ik 166.00 256.00 140.00 140.00
o 12 AE 8
A gL E 5 19 17 2
FERY 5 19 17 2
T304 i 6.20 5.68 4.59 2.00
T T 0T i 161 217 172 145
L e 15 11 18 16
FEAREE K 15 11 18 16
T T304 i 3.87 4.18 4.67 3.56
T T 0T i 171 188 122 155
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FZE PELLG P EFREA

I

- NIBELE G AN
ERZSEREIC &Rk AL RN SO R B A I A B 1A
fotnf m i RdE X f # 5 % (Gosden, 2003; Robson et al., 2015 ) - Bakanic % *

(1989) 4 +7 American Sociological Review =% dp 2 # > 2 HLFEGfH 2 & &

En

PR R TF IR 0 L B R IF M AESRES B
BEARE L 4L

ARG RRFEFF DL 53 PN 6 3P 466 LimF ¢ 5 130 £(28%)
B TE o LT s 1265 f G 3mER G 336 5 (72%) 0 T E s 3.26
TR fEFL bl 1258 g HRpiRE R kg o 2 AL HT LES
o ARSI > L E ] IR e fp —jgrsﬁ?\g B IEF AN G E 0 BB fp E 0l
Fv oL 2% 1013834 iBHEL 4512 O G 3EEF AT ACIE B Y f B 3%3F 5 1:0.85 ¢
M- X% 7 Robson % 4 (2015) #%7 3 i s #2370 195 Journal of Advertising
Research = 4 #F I » R X A G eefp @ 1 & £ § & 23 > L fHEp 3
G I g AR E R AL f X o

PUARAPFTAFRECETEALT T AIES - A FZ T 1R BT
FaP A f mF Ry > N RIKBELIIFFRS R FENG 0 ES
Fait2 I f 3 b g g 103233 x g ecfp it A L9 B fp il 6 i =E L f

W
]
p
o

t

T

BB o) 110110 85 f

D 5 R AR L 6 IR o FRAR LS AT g R ] e s

\

&4y

hiEEZ2 i em P73 S a o

FORP - !

oy

J

2 fFEE bIBE 5 1:30.000 BE AR LN G FEL LG TFN3 B 104

24

W

PHEFET A R ARER LD R E ARy B ARt

I G G e BT - B (R 4-31)e
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£ 431 =F T2 e w20 f A4 (N=466)

R E - dVRaE R

S AW g B Ak

R EITEY 4.45 5.13 4.63 339 452
POy 0.30 0.96 1.77 183  1.26
oo L3395 i 4.15 4.17 2.86 1.56 3.26

PE oL § v 101383 1431 1:1.62  1:0.85 1:258
T A

gty 1:32.33 1:9.00 1:1.56 1:049 1:3.20
g LFET 1:10.11 1:2.57 1:1.63 1:096 1:2.20
fa i 4E
A g FLE 1:30.00  1:4.14 1:1.60 1:.0.33 1:3.20
AR 1:10.60 1:4.75 1:1.63 1:090 1:2.27
%f?galb4&1I’wani&(mﬁ)m% FHamgipd o <

g efp it enTHG b > HX SRS LB X T ERED o A
Pi%%i&ﬁiﬁﬁ’%4&2%ﬁiﬁ$&&$ﬁé%W@ﬁ(m83%E{,

A 2t a3l 2 A I VIESRHED] G FFLHFT OG0 22

4%

P A FIR A IR f bR o AR R R D G T T L
% 1.5 B3 o

RN RGO RS E O B EETOT R [ o5 L 35 B 0 @ 4
tEigec R P tgidit 2 VAR BRI e TE T ET G f B i™E16
BoMRREFY AR Y L BNRERLIFF T ERLD J R
fRIESG A B ecfp B AL 6 3P nT T M b o @ o] W e R X 4R R AL
I HEENT T RRE o yq}f@liéﬁ‘f‘ kg ARAEPEFLZESRKEDE G
PR TR I FFN3B R R EL ARG T I0T i
o E R G T OF R RN LG o BAHFELT R TETHT R
RERIEEN 4B AR PEFL IS HEE S FB z;:;fg,fi?;rsiﬁ 7%

Tiog vt F 5 TN B R BERH AR LD 6 TET0F KRk (L4
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4-3-2)c FHM A g AR ALI L F T I A PEET R P T AALEHTFT

HREF K BAEG AR > A F RS 2 FIP RS fp Rl o

% 432 =TT faoe 3 f A (n=466)

FE L RE R

3 <t g B/ B
T2 TIag ik 167 208 146 154 172
o TEF ik 93 209 149 184 169
fomTi5F #ic 173 208 144 119 173
LT i p 1:1.86 1:0.99 1:0.97 1:.0.65 1:1.02
o 27 3 B
'Ly 1:35.12 1:1.36 1:1.06 1:0.61 1:1.05
E R =y 1:1.55 1:1.09 1:0.86 1:0.70 1:1.02
fa 147 1
Ag g 1:33.23 1:0.97 1:1.06 1:0.24 1:1.05
Ay 1:1.60 1:1.12 1:0.85 1:0.66 1:0.97

¥ Bakanic & % (1989) mALg B H e Ferm gt (TR - B AR 230
FAE G E 0 RAG RS R ER S (p.639)0 & 433K AATY i

103 >3 =% 4R 4 ¢ 5 A2 1/3(39 > > 38%) ergiF 5 2kt 2 4 > H P 5 98% (37

PIEFARL) S22 EEE 0 2L EEAERHA N FRepR RS R A
f%,iﬁgﬂ’-gg—g?rsg\ﬁﬁ,fgfi,i— u;f@,ip’nﬁgm]j\ I AR Sl s

Fri-h apifpRpR kg AEPFRACRKETLT -k -

IR ITELEFRAL > 230 (64.86%) HIEG {2 2 L gL R o
e B Az 1/3 (35.14%) Z 4% 2 IS ch 0 DRFTFF FTH Y DRERT
— RO TRk R R SN R R R 6 o F
Fefh AT AT AT BT 2 fRF 20 blvg TR AT AN L 3T.5%
% 33.33%> @ AL g FLEF Y 2 f iP5 5 38.46% 0 1B T A 2 LT Y 47 33.33%

( 1) %\' 4-3'3) °
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% 433 ®FHEL23FL 205 24 AF (n=39)

FH 2 DR R (PR %)

FEEE Fiaked S hgger o] hgig et & X Bk
DIRE G FEEE 0/0.00 0/0.00 0/0.00 2/100.00 2/5.13
fa # A 1 %A
£ ity 0/0.00 0/0.00 0/0.00 1/100.00 1/50.00
gLy 0/0.00 0/0.00 0/0.00 1/100.00 1/50.00
f 12 4R 3
AL g 0/0.00 0/0.00 0/0.00 1/100.00 1/50.00
ALY 0/0.00 0/0.00 0/0.00 1/100.00 1/50.00
PIE G 15/40.54 9/24.32 11/29.73 2/5.41 37/94.87
fa 247 1 5 A
ity 4/25.00 6/37.5 6/37.5 0/0.00 16/43.24
E LY =y 11/52.38 3/14.29 5/23.81 2/9.52 21/56.76
fa 12 4R 3
i L 4/30.77  4/30.77 5/38.46  0/0.00 13/35.14
SR k- 11/45.83 5/20.83 6/25.00 2/8.33 24/64.86
= A

AR g enfp L E B F A~ 45 £ * Bornmann ~ Nast % ¢ (2008) # ) 2 # 7
g g Rt s R RS
TR R AR

4 9447103 PITHARL LB E LR
M6 LK IR N R RN N T - X

Hd oo U E @}I;L;A}Jﬁ s X AILA xr—ﬁﬁ» ‘"Lr/%%#ﬁi P ILEGEAL 3 <R A

MMEE D AR FA Y PRSI Y MG ahE R 0 P AR
FEA Y EAR SRy S S TR Tt

e

LA };Jl%—%’(l i3 jg.f%.%z By
FripBre b REGEg ¥ il a2 g - 205
#% (Bornmann, Nast, et al.,

2008) *F 7 BB ITE EILA S

)

m R A

AR AR (ALg P F &L

Ll L’%E’f”é‘ wm e d 3

FAREFTHEAY (ZEy AR

gn'\

S

F=1)
=1

)

z
PEMIAGHFRY anPF o L5 % - &)
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& 80% T - Weller (2002) v fg & £ 4501 > A 305> B T8 & Rl ;=R g w
DTS ST AUNRIE S SE ied AR =

1B TR R R aREE ¢l ’fjﬁiﬁx%iﬁ\ kg0 & 434K B K @& F ek L

=5

BERHBE TN A AR LY 0 TRAAMZ S 22000 AR
R Y il RS SRR A IR R LR 3
FORARM 2 RGP 0 O AP EE R e o TR B AT AT 0 4 434
MG PEA TR R gL TR AN 2 Bt AR Y
ARt > BRI eanp LB A ST 3 R F S AE AEEY P G T

U3 ezt @ AT A F M EIEE G A A 2 PR A 2 L5 R TRA

ARRE o R RITEREE o

1434 EFHRERTEVAR LSRRI PEFR—2RAAFEFY
3] (n=466)

Bornmann £ Nast

AFI 72 3 2T bl
(éi ;;_;%ﬁji # 4 (2008) < ¢
Vi 7 v #’3 )??‘ a
, . . HE LR
T A BiEy AEMEY ;; ﬁg
TR Ap B 19.96/(3)  837/(2)  11.59(3) 1 5
) mb’ ¥ IR 24.46/(1)  10.52/(1) 13.95/(2) 2 6
ST 14.81/(4)  5.15/(5) 9.66/(4) 3 3
ik 8.37/(6)  8.37/(2) 0.00 4 4
ExdH 22.32/(2)  7.30/(4)  15.02/(1) 5 1
v A 10.09/(5)  4.94/(6) 5.15/(5) 6 7
2% 0.00 0.00 0.00 7 2
T'F—‘F]}‘ By foer
B 0.00 0.00 0.00 8 9
i 7K, 0.00 0.00 0.00 9 8
K 100.00 44.64 55.36 - -

a. F o k& : “Do editors and referees look for signs of scientific misconduct when reviewing
manuscripts?” by L. Bornmann, I. Nast & H.-D. Daniel, 2008, Scientometrics, 77(3), pp.
415-432.
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¥ % 4-3-4 7Rt £ VA7 anTE R E R A 22 Bornmann 22 Nast ¥ 4 (2008 )
ORI F T RIFRE iﬂ’ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁmﬁﬁaww£%gﬁ@
ot x L B AR A o & Bornmann £ Nast & 4 efs 2% /Hfréll?%" ’
ﬁ;ﬁrjfuﬁfﬁif‘ﬁlﬂk’ii'p‘ PRFTETAT LA F 3 A AFTLAIER LS 5
FAWT A B s PRI FF h ARy Y o L F AR R AR o e
¥, (Rennie, 2003; Weller, 2002 ) » y* - 4p38 2 F %P 7 i 5 » #H30 R &ML o
LALF Ji & Bornmann £ Nast & 4 597 7 &% o F%M:‘_gﬂfiﬁléi’ A P anEg
& B 2 22 Bornmann £2 Nast & 4 (2008) st 24t » % 4-3-5 815 HFLFeh

R ER

% 4-35 FFHER T HALP L PR RFE R 2R IAF LS

(n=466)

Bornmann & Nast

A G 2% AR "
LR £ 4 (2008) ¢

(i % 279 2 2)

g
SEEE 2A REPF LR wELEE
Br pt

TRAEAM  1996(3)  9.66/2)  1030/(Q3) 1 5
wiEs L 2446/(1)  1245/1)  12.02/(2) 2 6
wpepes 1481(4)  558(6)  9.23/(d4) 3 3
SEmsma 837(6)  60U@4)  2.36/6) 4 4
SR 2232(2)  794((3)  1438/(1) 5 1
o i 1000/(5)  579(5)  4.29/(5) 6 7
A 0.00 0.00 0.00 7 2
e B or

B 0.00 0.00 0.00 : 9
F4 0.00 0.00 0.00 9 :
ik 100.00 47.42 52.58 : :

AFH KR 4 4-3-4

- WA AT R RS RO o & 43-6 B R T BT R

s

L IRRAR G R E R PG R A S AR T RN B 4
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2P REE 2
FRER KPR

7 b

iR oGEE

ﬂiéhh?%&w@:i\

R

L

CFPT2ZIESHEDLR 6T

SERRAMZ SR

¢ iR H A, R LFEXINBIFEER A )ty

I}rifrg,l P —xd’&'t?:{;ﬁ;—,l}—t’ s BRI E R T R A IR LN - o

EERR

£ 436 =FF R LITFATEFFLARERA PR F AL A (n=466)
ity
R E - dVRaE R
THFEE % S RS A R =23
(%) TH A% e fHm Hh fH @ fow
TR R AR M 3 18 5 11 13 6 33 0
BB R IR 0 12 5 23 8 18 0 8
Bl ¥ 0 15 0 1 1 1 0 8
R 0 24 0 16 8 9 17 8
BFEH 0 15 0 15 5 12 17 8
¥ RS AT 0 15 0 13 4 6 0 0
2t 3 97 10 9 39 61 67 33
2P LY
FH 2 R R
G Cia LR R B
(%) TH A% e fm tHh fH Tw f oW
FReR AP M 4 15 12 12 12 9 16 2
BirE R IR 4 20 5 17 8 18 6 24
RKiTEma 2 20 4 12 9 6 12 4
RREE R 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
R 0 25 3 20 9 19 16 18
N A 0 11 4 1 0 9 0 0
kX 9 91 28 72 38 62 51 49
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F 4-3-7T ifpit 4

1?—;”?)%#?&@}‘ —’;2‘

e o4k 2L

._./u

B EA N ALE HEF Y

’ 1——4‘"‘#‘%' ¢ &€£7

PIESRERLLEGE G

I wi5E s TE‘/”?E#EM 3

PEAEE R LR R R HBAS 2N PEF T LB e g
ﬁm?g;é%d%ﬁﬂ“*W£’k%ﬁﬁiiﬂiﬁﬁﬁéﬁ%EWMﬁﬁ
R o PEEIR L R e R RmAapr (8 16%)-
2 437 FFF R LTFFAFTFHFLNRERSAT M L4 (n=466)
A g5
R E - dVRaE R
Bk £33 AR | g g e &
(%) rd f® e f% d fR Lo f &
Tk BAp B 3 19 9 12 13 5 25 0
BB R IR 0 13 5 23 8 22 25 0
EEa A i A 0 13 2 10 1 9 25 0
BT 0 19 0 10 8 6 0 0
BFEH 0 16 1 15 5 13 0 25
¥ kA 4T 0 16 3 10 4 6 0 0
2t 3 97 19 81 38 62 75 25
A 2 ,fiﬁ
FFH 2 ARER
Bk £ 3 L AR ] g g e #X
(%) LR T S T S TR A TR - M A T
TR AR M 3 14 7 11 12 10 19 2
BiTe R IR 3 19 7 13 8 14 4 23
KB ME 2 21 2 15 8 8 9 5
R R 0 3 0 4 1 4 4 2
--% * 3t 0 24 2 24 8 18 18 16
¥ REA 4T 0 10 0 15 0 8 0 0
B3 9 91 17 83 38 62 53 47
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Sr& FEFLCRALT

g &2t AR W g F L BT RG § 5 o AR P
SR AT F R ERAREFER > AR D B BEFRTF H L F O
iz & * % (Bornmann, Mutz, et al., 2010) » ¥ % %‘?Jf Flm frat e g hha T
(Cicchetti, 1991; Bornmann, 2011a; Marsh et al., 2007 ) - fe €5 & 335 MG & £

RER
=

FEFETUBFIL AL AR AR 0 L P RFFREEL BT R

.

(Cole, J. R., 2000; Cole, S., 1992 ) -

AP A8 RARED 0 2 R F Y 0 & 441 R d F AR
AR HAL S F - PG EE RS TG v A REL AR F L 886% (6
¢ 536%; mIELFRE hF - PiFFH G 7.60% ¥ o g H G 12.35% 0 HEH
Kg o P REEBEF FERELIFEFAAHRS > ARG HKEAHRS

FAPLHRAY 3 520 ;J’-%—‘F%Z 50 A AN e

2 441 5- g E 2 5o a2 RERA T (n=103)
R~ vmEk (%)

53 L
- g 7.69 17.48 16.08 8.86
E Aok **Ff 12.35 14.69 17.48 5.36
K N 20.05 32.17 33.57 14.22

(=) BEEFAEG G R

P eadieg G R < § 4 +’T~$i el iRz ke 7 4 47 (Weller, 2002) »
Bornmann~Mutz% % (2010) shis 3%k A 47 < )*Jc#ﬂ:' » #p 7222 2 B chCohen’s Kappa
TioE 5017 a2 FE A 1,?’%6 i HEP =4 ks (rating system) ¥ 2 %%
5 R #® oCicchetti(1991):n 5 F HF A cm™a kM2 TEF R RFA L I i T

%ﬁﬁ“ﬁﬂiivﬁmp g e
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-\\]-

AT E 3B T RER A G LB SRR LANE RS
Eaatgigir (PFAER) R~ PWwdee (B2) ff2  NERIL[HE - &
fle e TR R AR R RERZFFF G RATA SN 2 - 5
BoAIA © Rz e G AR > ¢ 4EIER ~ g3~ P igideT o MR B fpE 0 2
S R HEAIBI IRERA L3 f AR SRR (R F AR ) A ER (7
Jhgizee) R H = AHAIC T MARERA S280 0 ¢ HEIER (5 A FB ) &
B (5B gk

% 4-4-2%8 5+ -7 AenCohen’s Kappaie §0.10 ; #-3]B% #-%]C=Cohen’s Kappa
3% 5023 > fe £ #3|C fActual agreement t % *+H-3]B - Daniel (1993, p. 23)
P Kappa i #icen @, & 4p 00 1 T Kappa % #0.23 4 77 37 % 2 [ $530238%h2 fp b § 2 3%
BARI - R0 @ 3 N A% o Fleiss (1981) 3% Kappa® 40414 7F 5 &

B 043062 FF 52— 4k o

£ 4-4-2 BRZEHR2ZEE RS (n=103)

P % —‘fé]" fe Actual Chance Cohen’s Kappa
P 2 #ic Agreement Agreement Coefficient
¥ A 104 0.34 0.27 0.10
Eiage 6 0.83 0.83 0.00
* g ig e 19 0.79 0.66 0.38
o) b e 6 0.67 0.44 0.40
2 4 1.00 1..00 1.00
¥4 B 104 0.51 0.36 0.23
3 6 0.83 0.83 0.00
* g i3 ec 19 0.79 0.66 0.38
B2(7 ) w3 e%) 28 0.71 0.51 0.42
3 C 104 0.62 0.50 0.23
EB(7 * §igeg) 36 0.83 0.75 0.32
B2(7 ) w3 ex) 28 0.71 0.51 0.42
FLFT NI —ﬁ 3RS fp 2 - R F (Cicchetti, 1991, 1997,

Daniel, 1993; Ingelfinger, 1974) > & ® &% 45 * <21 (Weller, 2002) - # 5= 3 1-
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AL - —g—;'é

-

£ A A ~ #21B #711C > 458 4§ 2 5Cohen’s Kappa 32
2B kA AdER e oKappa B ® 0 = At A % 504020420 015042 (1
24-4-2)c Fit- HHRAFHEFTHYUZ IRERTZF LR 2443 R i E Y

2. 3f8H#5" Cohen’s Kappa g 3% -] *+0; 258 1 #7 3 2 38 -5 emCohen’s Kappa & 4
W 50.23-046-044 @ F AR AR A 4T 0 AL § FLF T 2 3FE 1058 ehCohen’s
Kappa &3] >0 ; + = FE T 2 3" ¢hCohen’s Kappaie 4 %] 2 0.11 ~ 0.34 ~
032 M A E LT EA Y PEFT NIRERLFTFFLARBREI T &

REPEFL SR o

i 443 HEFTEAZ RS2 NREKTFR AL (n=103)
Ay S EERE R Actual Chance Cohen’s kappa
P 2 B Agreement Agreement Coefficient
i 7 4 4
gy
Al 39 0.21 0.32 <0
H5t B? 39 0.25 0.36 <0
s CP 39 0.45 0.52 <0
2t B (L gz ;E
o Al 65 0.42 0.25 0.23
f5t B? 65 0.67 0.37 0.46
e CP 65 0.72 0.50 0.44
fo A
g
o Al 44 0.34 0.37 <0
# B? 44 0.36 0.40 <0
s CP 44 0.55 0.58 <0
A 2 7f'l§
o Al 60 0.33 0.26 0.11
#5 B 60 0.62 0.42 0.34
s CP 60 0.67 0.51 0.32

il WA AAS)ES A g NEES 2 A B(3%)4ES A IF
B M E R (7o) 3 0 C (287) B8 (2 A i3e) 2 8% (7] 1F1
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(=) =3 HFFam=g L R
%444@%?$ﬁ@**?%%@éﬁ%&ﬁﬁ’%miﬂﬁiﬁgﬁﬁﬁ

Cohen’s Kappa 3 0.22 » 2£8 i 77 3 Bk 0.33 - ?j‘u'ﬁ”v‘ B it S B b

=

-y ’,}_ﬁ‘}?&}i#ﬁ B~ Z%tdk o U E v‘}?&/w\%'—’r 338 &% 2_ Cohen’s Kappa % 1

—\

EBIFE R IR s R EEs 0 11 E S sk Cohen’s Kappa 2 0 24032 00 @

-
W

pLg LT R o v‘;ﬁ%/&ﬁﬁngﬁg FR&E 50525 %%43% (039) :;;;&
B AP B (0.31)’?%%%*%?’??&5& (0.24) % e s (0.14) mﬁ pER

~Ro- BFIAEAORIEGIRFEERLGF R R L EFEFEARL

(s

Bt

LB 505 AR 024

% 4-4-4 =3 RHFETR AL —EHEELEL (n=103)

Z i Jf‘f e Actual Chance Cohen’s Kappa

TR
w2 #ic Agreement Agreement Coefficient
Ry
?T}EJ%F;: ip B 5 1.00 0.68 1.00
B iTg R 6 0.83 0.83 0.00
Krgms 6 0.83 0.83 0.00
IR 10 0.70 0.74 <0.00
531 8 1.00 1.00 1.00
N /I?%/v\ 7 5 1.00 1.00 1.00
kN 40 0.87 0.84 0.22
P A
TE/I?H?. P B 9 0.67 0.52 0.31
BirTE R IR 13 0.69 0.60 0.24
KIrgmi 10 0.50 0.42 0.14
F& 28 0.75 0.59 0.39
N }I;u} 17 4 0.75 0.50 0.50
Rk 64 0.69 0.54 0.33

F 4-4-5 Bor Ak € FLE 7 7 3% %% o9 Cohen’s Kappa % 032> 4 2 #1877
Alet % 5 035 %’f]*ﬁl?f iR Rk A EPEAY BT pRRARM 2 B

2_ Cohen’s Kappa 5 1 é)}%ln\’}‘ré 059 m B iTB R IR ~ K38 ME » U E 3
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%ﬁﬁ?ﬁC&m%&mmﬁOﬁ%*OoFakéﬁﬁpf’éﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ

BB 51> B4 8%343% (039) 8 v 231 (0.30) TR RARM 2 R o
ML 025 BIFRERARFF R R GALEFF 20 A2 PEFFTRF &
0.30 -

% 445 =3 HETRLAITE —RFH LA (n=103)

SRR E R Actual Chance Cohen’s Kappa
v 2 B Agreement  Agreement Coefficient

= R

?)EUA?. 18 6 1.00 0.56 1.00
Birgr & 8 0.00 0.50 <0.00
ESal A 4 8 0.63 0.63 0.00
BRLE - 7 0.71 0.76 <0.00
% 8 1.00 1.00 1.00
v )I%/”\ Ll 7 0.86 0.65 0.59
B 44 0.82 0.73 0.32
Y Yok

?’)I?H*;i 1B 8 0.63 0.50 0.25
Birg & 11 0.73 0.61 0.30
Bl R i F 8 0.63 0.50 0.25
BEEE -t 3 0.67 0.67 0.00
Bt 28 0.75 0.59 0.39
v )EJ%/”\ 7 2 1.00 1.00 1.00
B 60 0.72 0.56 0.35
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$I % ERHITEIEFH

- TR AT

g & AFPALFE ) ARERG] > ST BRI R A £ A
# - Bornmann (2011b) i F HB Ao T HA T £ 5 TR A B AT T
B s R /ﬁ&‘»ﬂib'“r?ﬁ RN R FHWG o TRLANPE LD
Fiboi b o PE TG L F AP ERE 6 A Rk P APE SR R
BlAcip A i) s RIS A g 3 2 X ( Merton, 1942; Ziman, 2000 ) -

LTRSS SEE CRah ek i E U U I A i RLE SR L
g Ty ehiv LR 2 OTRIBHER g % % (Beyer et al,, 1995; Zuckerman &
Merton, 1971 ) ; # i& Gilliland £ Cortina (1997 ) 4 +7 Journal of Applied Psychology
SREFARL B EF TR Y IR A PR RN o AT S HFHTF G
STEASHAP TSI IRE RG> FRIFFE I AHRE P ERTER
FHOTAMNMGMITFBAFTLTB I AP ERT 273 -

FEERITEFOF ATV R AT & B FF 02 T 42 Spencer ¥ 4

(1986) M w@BEHI|GEFIR L BT T  FIREF FEEN T I T T HhALE
25% > T A X IFEFH BABLOPE - 2 ALK P EEF R Y Y

Hi#F (583%) + 5 B2t @ it g & A2 P18 5 2 ARG fH 12 S L i
ARt B X R E R PRI A FHEITEE o AL LRI FALT
AR R R ALY G A BT A BT UGB AL B AR AR

FRe-HEL
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% 451 = F i RiEE L4 (n=6)
FF K 2 RS R

ES AR | g i3 e k=X
2P 4 53
gy 0 0 0
LY 4 0 0
o 12 A5
Ak fL g 0 1 0 0
A2 plag 4 1 0 0

FHEE e TEFEFIRE RS A TG dEM R F1E g A G AT
%4 (Lovejoyetal., 2011) > %TQ{ % 45 Journal of International Business Studies
2011 3 2012 £ chh B REF G AEL O FERI 6 A LA B AP 2 -
AR nFiﬁ R Y A ML Y dRE R 0P o7 85 ¢ (Caligiuri & Thomas,
2013) -

¢t b Smith (2006):% 5 § 14 3 13 chfi i » 3% ¥ MAERITE L4 0 Bl
PARIFPFTREREEF L a BB DEYFIY F L A RS Y HR5
ARG ﬁip@z}?\ % giuﬂ? S T %—4 % ,?‘;I.%ﬁ'agrg% ;}ﬁ‘_%ﬁ‘ﬁ‘-ﬁ o
SR IRERZ BT VAT B TR £ 452 37 & 103 (MiER AR ¢
7115 (1067%) » (TF B @ IRER > A TEGHELRLIHERG 0 2 EF
MAE 2R L S PR -
% 452 FFFTF AR RS R (n=11)

e

e Lhgig i o EB i B S
a1 &l
R 0 1 0 0 1
P 4 3 3 10
o 1% A
. 0 1 1
e pg . 10
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S PEFIRRT
BRI FFRDIEES G EDA R ARG o - SRl TG
THRA SR fHE > H o SR vy snigfp ® 5 (van Rooyen et al,, 1999) - %]
PREFEFOREF R A E g2 0 B 2 FEIVRER- X NEREY T HIET |
%?ﬂ’#ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ%éi%ﬁmﬂﬁoﬁﬂi PRSP R
HAOEEET BRI APME RN 2§ ERE I A
Y IHESFFH DR R A H S J LRRTITEF e 0 WP RS
FEFREBEIER R A TF VALY ¢ (Callhan & Schriger, 2002; De
Vries et al., 2009; Schroter et al., 2004 ) -
dw}iﬂ”“;,’;;w;j*}’?' l’i*gﬁmuf;? ? R % —fg P PR AR AT MY X S
HF Rfam B Flpt g anki e AR A IV EMES R F
FhRZTA o AT 2FF kT RATEF F REF E NRE RS- KL
- j‘ui?fu?%‘ﬁ EEREL TR BRI IR OB 6 AESHERET
Tt MEErLeT ik 2 L3P B RS R A 0D G R 1 "I s feEEn T
Bret ) L5 3 BRBEFEFTL o P - FEL PO BLFEFHI AR A AL
HimgF A B S BRI R RS R A I 0 ¢ R T R e B 3

FFFOE R IORE R TR L T LM

(=) #¥3F & HeeruF g

AR R RELHEF O BRI A RKEPEAT HE S T
Mg F e G =g P B (GFEP FPARERA ) A 53507 5 (1)
A (2) 2 REAE (3) AR Y AERER AP G N EHEE ST
APRE D SR T 2 P3P A M f G iR T T gt (RPN B2 B ip s 2R )
AL 3l FEEZ i (3) v W (2) B Fp A (K1) MTRRE f oG owiE

ET RS EEFAY 0 FHH T S TS B s R R T o
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2 45387 2HFE AL 5 TF T, 8E 182 40 2P B X 4R ae ik
B (2244 ) A LIRS HE 183 4 o | tgigicd X MRig e A W E_ 179 A 2
1384 « FEFT Ry B i=FTomrded B (2754 ) FHESR
F (LA )ERT g §2LF L] hl 5 35 T P AR AR
FERAHE B PIFB it anTosddpy 0 2200 F T 5 < g3 T 4 e 1.38
AR BT o R B ATE AT AL G P E Y RS R B AR AR BRI 2 u G
1.00 2 1.33 5 /| tgi3ecb B 5 163 A AR PEFFT IR fFE IEGfHE
WAl iRt ey o A% G 2334 ~2.00 4 0 0 E 194 & 0 < b e R A
s 113 &
T p R EE R AT 5224 A > F BB S fE 1t (-2.55 4 ) iE
Brt A3 g R R (FL7S A ) R T hT o0 iy B IRAR R ARS S e
FIpgfpt (2745) it fme (L7114 ) 2 B i EdgiE Lo - L £ 1
TR G T B E IR RPN & A RE R T 50 BOIPIE S 4RIT 2-2.3
A 3-198 A2 B IES fp F 8 A MR sy B T B fioi i o ?T;f@,x B3 A
¥R HEF T 2 BE RO G RN (3.00 4 ) IBFfHE A (-2.30
At ecfpit g (1924 ) A2 BT 2B fR A BB M (270 4 )

EH AT RLfHELf R EETOAKEF (LT0A ).
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% 4-5-3 B &2 f G RE TN el NRERA 1T (n=466)

8B <lFgBr B a@z Rk kioy
i o *ﬂ’—*% T3os ik 1.83 138 1.79 224 1.82
f #7343
Yy 1.00  1.38 1.58 275 173
g 200  1.38 2.00 208 187
fo AT 3 AR
AN L 4 1.00 148 1.63 133 155
A gL 200  1.13 1.94 233 201
f o miE ok 255  -2.30 -2.04 -1.75  -2.24
fo i g wp il
g2ty 230 221 -1.98 -2.00 -2.15
gAY 270 241 -2.10 -1.71 -2.32
o 12 25
g P E 230 -2.18 -1.92 -3.00 -2.13
A gL 270 -255 -2.15 -1.70  -2.34

372 B eqme & dpaz iz B o fi‘u}:&ﬁ% j‘?’ v 4-5-4 BT o3 F
F0 DB R (+3)3™iF % NI de X fp 2 (63.64%) % /] I f6 i+ (31.82%) >

B ¥ & 3+id 95.46% > T hE MBS IRE R RPHF AL E T HF R ASE

GAREY G- TIEM, T SR RTITRA RN R TR F R
TFG AR AL 0 R RERE PN BT g s 20 T A (42) 7

Plrsc] g i eafp it 5 Be® (56.45%) 0 w £ A T2 B4 (+1) 3#F ¢ 4 Agi- &

(56.52%) B 4% 2 P iFB I fpiE - 4G R LT RL L G IFFE T H L

MAPFR RSk d afamFd TF285,(1) 2 Twv B, (-2) g
TARB YRR SRR R 0 AU L35 67.17%% 77.05% ; T F3E s

B (F3) R x RN IESE AR acfp it (75.52%) e B A ] tgid ek R 4R
St )R G BT 14 (24.49%) 0 Fh R EEF AR D R E RS R 2 R
BRT A R - KPR o
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FEEI o £ 4543;'7;1%4_ FOrRER (43) FEA Y R AR
ot T5%; 2R (g W 57.14% > yil_ SV E IR A L
FAREMEZAFEIRIHREZIRER 7 & T FEEB e (3) F=Faa d
i BFTRARCELRG RF B 2 RE A X AREHEL G

Becfp ity U4 =+ "FEE e (3) EEF o RV T L 228% 0 LR (AT
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L8

T FEig e | 323F F ML B et (4912%) A 2R VAT R &
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3 454 LBEEEA AR RS —2 A2 HEA T (n=466)

FFE L AUREE (%)

o i e | e
2 ¥k
R 4.35 39.13 43.48 13.04
LR 4.84 17.74 56.45 20.97
Al 4.55 0.00 31.82 63.64
IR e 37.42 38.10 20.41 4.08
¥ T 1557 40.98 36.07 7.38
B 13.43 28.36 38.81 19.40
L
Eimy
R 4.55 22.73 72.73 0.00
LY 0.00 15.00 75.00 10.00
o Al 0.00 0.00 25.00 75.00
FIRE i3 o 28.07 49.12 21.05 1.75
¥ T3 e 16.67 41.67 38.89 2.78
R 16.13 41.94 38.71 3.23
ARG
R 4.26 54.17 16.67 25.00
LY 7.14 19.05 47.62 26.19
o Y 7.14 0.00 35.71 57.14
foo TE
FIE 3 43.33 31.11 20.00 5.56
¥ T3 e 14.00 40.00 32.00 14.00
B i3 11.11 16.67 38.89 33.33
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%%ﬁﬁ%ﬁ%é’iﬂ&r&i@Jﬁﬁyﬁﬁﬁﬁ’&gﬁgiﬂﬁiw
Brefp i A v ARG T0%5 EZ a2 25% 5 ) e ecqs o @ al FERG i
(-3) FTFens F iR AL g FF 5 1537T%EI ] Rt B fHiE o A28
Bl 29.34% > 4 fp 7 ac 7 3R & MRER A - RenfiR o ¥ b Ak g 1 F e T 7
ERigec  3F S MM A A g3 ecfp i (36.84% ) m A X HEF T AL R LIESG TR
# (4457%) (L % 4-5-5) B & f647 L 8 3] PG f $0 R ff # O E BALR

FFEg u A T T T SR AR S R

% 4-5-5 EaaEgiEas g dURER A 1T —Ffa 4R (n=466)

EFH 2 Rk (%)

4 g | 2 B
WEPERY
I &
ZR || 3.70 40.74 48.15 7.41
LR 0.00 38.46 57.69 3.85
fm A 0.00 0.00 100.00 0.00
§ s
FIEL i3 2T 25.45 58.18 14.55 1.82
R 14.10 50.00 35.90 0.00
R 15.15 48.48 36.36 0.00
A fLEEY
I &
7 B4 5.26 36.84 36.84 21.05
LR 8.33 2.78 55.56 33.33
fm ag 5.00 0.00 25.00 70.00
i3 44,57 26.09 23.91 5.43
R 18.18 25.00 36.36 20.45
IR DA d 11.76 8.82 41.18 38.24
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(=) #=Fengf b—t5% " Ragid s, (3) =%

FEafprd - 8 A FFE M *7 3% 3% » Weller (2002) v kg & %#ﬁ 03
BIEG f R iR d BT gt GlAcl (T RIS N L Bl . FRA4
RIS v‘zgw%frfx oWt 3T EIREYIES L R BRE B A g
dot b2 % (Albertsetal., 2008) > @ 2 & 54 HI|or Ry ghon g 38 5 A
#& P f5 i+ (Calcagnoetal., 2012) -

Stz % 456RA T RIS (3)EAT VA R ARL RS

0

Wigecfp o P F T T B RS R G - RDfR ;_;;i&ﬁj Y=y
A AT £V ,—.~228%Mkfé_ztpi—,\2556%,?7»%; BRF O ALE
PEFT 516370 A2 HEFT 5 29.34%

% 4-5-6 FEei3sa(-3)FFE MRS RAPF — R HEF LRI B KR4S (n=147)

TFH 2 RS R (5 B RS %)
5 L igig i | g B w2

£ 16(28.07%) 28(49.12%) 12(21.05%)  1(1.75%) 57(100.00%)
2Py 39(43.33%) 28(31.11%) 18(20.00%)  5(5.56%) 90(100.00%)
B3t 55(37.41%) 56(38.10%) 30(20.41%)  6(4.08%) 147(100.00%)

gy 14(25.45%) 32(58.18%)  8(14.55%)  1(1.82%) 55(100.00%)
ARy 41(44.57%) 24(26.09%) 22(23.91%)  5(5.43%) 92(100.00%)
ke 55(37.41%) 56(38.10%) 30(20.41%)  6(4.08%) 147(100.00%)

ek FHEBARLY EERLY L MR TR (3) = 0 =3
FEF AT RE R R £ ASTHATEFFEL AR T RES
(3) 3= ~ et iEg g 10%E % @k A R T A A R AR R

SRR FE RS
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% 457 AR AEB e (3) FELINRERLA T —RFEEFE B i
# (n=319)
R REk GRE RERE%)
Pk X IFig e ] Igig e =23 R

oAy

By 18(11.77%) 51(33.33%) 73(47.71%) 11(7.19%) 153(100.00%)

g T 16(9.64%) 47(28.31%) 59(35.54%) 44(26.51%) 166(100.00%)
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Fot4p s
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B3 34(11.00%) 98(31.00%) 132(41.00%) 55(17.00%) 319(100.00%)

F- HREFHRELT > 2 A58 T ARG, (3) mE ety

SHEG AR E A IFB iRt Y A
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AR o B e 4

ABBE S WP A > 1R 2R
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- FenbR
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% 4-5-8 B FEE=H (3L =R NREFELS T —EHEALEAN(N=147)

EFH AR R (%)

FEEE FR  Ahgge [hBx | RE i
R
Yy
TR R AR M 18.75 14.29 8.33 0.00 14.04
B iTe IR 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
K EMA 25.00 28.57 41.67 100.00 31.58
3k B gt 25.00 28.57 33.33 0.00 28.07
RS 12.50 14.29 16.67 0.00 14.04
M A 18.75 14.29 0.00 0.00 12.28
g LT
FReR AR B 20.51 10.71 27.78 0.00 17.78
BiTE E R 5.13 3.57 0.00 0.00 3.23
Bl S 28.21 32.14 27.78 40.00 30.00
ok Bt 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
ER e 35.90 35.71 38.89 60.00 37.78
@ pEA T 10.26 17.86 5.56 0.00 11.11
o 1% A7 388
g PEFY
T 4n B 21.43 12.50 0.00 0.00 12.73
BiTE R IR 0.00 3.13 0.00 0.00 1.82
Bt LA 21.43 31.25 50.00 0.00 30.91
3k g 21.43 18.75 25.00 0.00 20.00
R e 14.29 21.88 25.00 100.00 21.82
¥ kA 1T 21.43 12.50 0.00 0.00 12.73
S o Py
TR R AP M 19.51 12.50 27.27 0.00 18.48
BiTE R IR 4.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.17
K EE 29.27 29.17 27.27 60.00 30.43
Sk gt 2.44 8.33 9.09 0.00 5.43
R 34.15 29.17 31.82 40.00 32.61
N il 9.76 20.83 4.55 0.00 10.87

¥oobo £ 4598w A M T REE e (F3) F=Fanap it g 10% 5 4E

}Qﬁ;fi,&iﬂ;ﬂi‘*{ f&f;#gfﬁg\-z}‘zb"iﬁi)J-,lj&a;fb':i\'—' HREEIT L 4
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% 4-5-9 AMEB R FIEITF (3) LEFRERNRERLA T —RREFTE

3] (n=319)
5 i __FRFAFER R .
& <R B RA PRE
aLE
T,
?_)]?J%fi 1P B 22.22 17.65 20.55 36.36 20.92
BiTE E IR 22.22 43.14 30.14 9.09 32.03
RIrEMmEe 5.56 1.96 6.85 0.00 4.58
B E g st 22.22 9.80 15.07 27.27 15.03
FEm 16.67 15.69 16.44 27.27 16.99
%" /]?%A\ 17 11.11 11.76 10.96 0.00 10.46
HE g
?/;thi 1p B 12.50 31.91 18.64 20.45 22.29
B iTE IR 68.75 34.04 33.90 34.09 37.35
RIrEMmEe 6.25 6.38 11.86 13.64 10.24
EREE R 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Rk 0.00 14.89 25.42 31.82 21.69
~ /]%/”\ 17 12.50 12.77 10.17 0.00 8.43
T
NPT EE:
?‘)I%fﬁﬁ] Pé 23.53 25.00 20.00 33.33 22.89
Bire R R 2353 38.16 32.86 33.33 34.34
EKIrEME 5.88 3.95 5.71 33.33 5.42
IIPE - i 17.65 6.58 12.86 0.00 10.24
=R ] 17.65 13.16 17.14 0.00 15.06
~ )]?J%Av\ 17 11.76 13.16 11.43 0.00 12.05
A = ﬁigﬁﬂ ;:
?‘};Jc B AR B 11.76 22.73 19.35 23.08 20.26
BirE R 6471 40.91 30.65 28.85 35.29
Wit A 5.88 4.55 12.90 9.62 9.80
R 5.88 0.00 3.23 5.77 3.92
FEitw 0.00 22.73 24.19 32.69 24.18
~ /]?J%Av\ 17 11.76 9.09 9.68 0.00 6.54
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R R IFBET o PR fR R AR R PIRE o A ST dp )
P F K RS ff - R4 F (Cicchetti, 1991, 1997; Daniel, 1993;

Ingelfinger, 1974 ) » @ * § 3 X f5 2 2% (Weller, 2001) -

AEFRTEACHRHB T RAZNELRAY
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ék- IR RFETREELSOGEE H- (Bornmann, Nast, et al.,

2008)

"Table S2: Zuordnung der criteria and reasons (n=542*) zu den neun Themen der
Begutachtung (ggf. gemaB den Verdnderungen von Frau Russon im Manuskript
anpassen).

Innerhalb der Themen sind die criteria and reasons unter bestimmten key words
zusammengefasst worden. Die Zahl hinter einem criterion or reason gibt die
Identifikationsnummer der Studie an, aus der das criterion oder der reason entnommen
wurde (siehe Tabelle S1 in den supporting information)."

(C) "Relevance of contribution® (148 criteria and reasons)

Positive formulation (36 criteria and reasons)

Relevance of topic, in general (11 criteria and reasons)
Important, timely, relevant, critical, prevalent problem (5)
Topic is important (33)

Significant/ meaningful (39)

Interesting (39)

The topic selected was appropriate (21)

A controversial subject (31)

Social controversy surrounding topic (37, 38)

Valuable contribution (39)

Seminal piece of work/ research (31)

Needed/ in neglected field (39)

Breadth and appropriateness of topic (neither too broad nor too narrow) (2)

Relevance of topic to scientific advancement (9 criteria)

Substantive do’sd (evaluation of scientific improvement; e.g., it deals with an important
topic; it attempts to unify the field) (20)

Where do we go from here (scientific advancement) (evaluation of general scientific
relevance; e.g., it speaks to the central problems facing the discipline; it provokes much
useful controversy; it outlines implications for future work) (20)

Researcher speaks to central problems facing the discipline (33)
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Importance or significance of topic (go beyond what is already known about the topic)
)

Contribution: increment to the current literature (fills gaps in current knowledge) (6)

An advancement of knowledge (31)

Study represents a contribution to knowledge (33)

Originality/ heurism (evaluation of originality of research approach and of the heuristic
value of research; e.g., it integrates data or findings from diverse sources into a coherent
picture) (20)

Advances the discipline of radiology/ basic laboratory studies (36)

Originality, newness (8 criteria and reasons)

Originality/ heurism (evaluation of originality of research approach and of the heuristic
value of research; e.g., it makes the reader think about something in a different way; it
offers a new perspective on an old problem) (20)

New thought through extension (it is a "think-piece", an extension, elaboration or
refinement of theory, and contains no new data) (32)

New/ novel treatment of subject (31)

A unique contribution (31)

Information original, in total or in part? (44)

Results provide new ideas for other researchers (33)

Research offers a new perspective on an existing problem (33)

Innovative (original observations, breaks new ground, seminal) (36)

Contribution to practical progress (5 criteria and reasons)

Practical, useful implications (5)

The paper provided useful information (21)

Study has practical implications (33)

Informative and useful (39)

Practical (impact on patient care, useful for the practicing radiologist, educational) (36)

Relevance of topic to journal (2 criteria and reasons)

Manuscript content: it is on the same topic as a number of articles recently published in
the journal (24)

Topic of interest that differs in content (it is on a topic of interest to the field, but differs
in content from articles traditionally published in the journal) (11, 24, 32)

Relevance of results (1 criterion)

Positive findings (3)
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Negative formulation (47 criteria and reasons)

Relevance of topic, in general (12 criteria and reasons)

Low priority (14)

Unimportant or irrelevant topic (5)

Content not important (30, 43)

Unimportant or insignificant (39)

Lack of importance and significance in the contribution (40)

Paper too specialised (22)

Content too technical (43)

Subject covered recently or scheduled for the future (30, 43)
Unimportant or insignificant contributions (4)

Magnitude of problem/ interest (e.g., the findings seem puzzling; it focuses exclusively
on one side or aspect of the problem) (20)

General (e.g., contribution is of little or no importance) (16)
Probability of making at least moderate contribution if revised (19)

Relevance of topic to journal (12 criteria and reasons)

Not suitable for social problems (39)

Inappropriate for cjps (8), sss (9)

Inappropriate subject matter (10)

Inappropriate subject for journal (31)

Out of c&rl scope; little relevance to c&rl readership (21)

Out of scope or low value to the bulletin’s audience (low substance, trivial, low priority,
limited appeal, information not useful, too specialized, unduly theoretical and
mathematical) (26)

The subject matter is not relevant for our audience (30)

Not relevant to journal (46)

Subject no interest to readers (31)

Unsuited to the readership (37)

Too technical for our pubilcation (30)

Direct replication/ replicating studies (it is a direct replication of an original study
recently published in the journal; it adds no new dimension to theory)t (11, 32, 24)

Originality, newness (10 criteria and reasons)
Not new (14)

Lacks novelty/ redundant or obsolete findings (9)
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Newness of paper’s message (e.g., "old news", overworked) (26)

Contains nothing new (39)

Unoriginal (22)

Poor originality (46)

Idea not unique (30)

Old subject/ manuscript (31)

Offers little new material/ insights (21)

Manuscripts without new data: review (state-of-the-art) paper, contains no new data
(24)

Relevance of topic to scientific advancement (7 criteria and reasons)
Manuscripts content: it is on a topic well outside the mainstream of the field (24)
Material well outside the mainstream (11)

Reviewer opinion: topic which most people in field consider important, but whose
importance you believe to be greatly overemphasized (24)

Trivia (trivials) (notes about the insignificance of overall research; e.g., it contributes
little or nothing to the field; the problem addressed is trivial) (20)

No significant addition to current body of knowledge (10)

Not relevant to the field (12)

Inadequate contribution to knowledge (8)

Relevance of results (4 criteria and reasons)

Resultsw (e.g., results are inconclusive, incomplete) (16)

Trivia (trivials) (notes about the insignificance of overall research; e.g., the results are
trivial or unimportant) (20)

Statistically insignificant findings/ lack of statistical significance: study does not yield
results which approach statistical significance (the theory tested is new and is the
author's own)t (11, 24, 32)

Statistically insignificant findings/ lack of statistical significance (theory tested is one
which is of current interest to the field)t (24, 32)

Contribution to practical progress (2 reasons)
Clinically not applicable (43)
Had too much or too little emphasis on practical implications (37)
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Neutral formulations (65 criteria and reasons)

Relevance of topic, in general (24 criteria and reasons)
Topic (1)

Topic selection (18, 42, 45)

Importance of topic: appropriateness (6)

Importance of conclusions (29)

Significance/ importance (44)

Content: wide and general interest? (13)

Content: extraordinary but special interest? (13)

Subject matter/ content (significance of the topic) (15)
Priority/ importance/ significance/ interest (17)
Appropriateness of topic (19)

Subject matter (22)

Significance of the paper (28, 29)

Significance of problem (29)

Relevance of subject (31)

Importance of subject (31)

Timeliness (31) of topic (37, 38)

Professional controversiality of topic (37, 38)

Overall priority for publication (34)

Contribution: overall contribution (theoretical, methodological, practical) (6)
Overall contribution (19)

Importance of the present contribution to the problem (35)
Discussion of educational issues (37)

Of interest to education professors (37)

Of interest to higher education professors (38)

Relevance of topic to scientific advancement (15 criteria and reasons)

Scientific importance of topic (41)

Relevance (5) to current areas of research (3)

Pertinence to current research in the discipline (7)

Contribution to knowledge (18, 42, 45)

Contribution to basic knowledge (37, 38)

Ho-hum research (the author uses precisely the same procedures as anyone else; the
results are not overwhelming in their implications, but they constitute a needed
component of knowledge; it is a continuation of previous studies by the same author)

(20)
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Anticipatority of problems or issues in the field (37, 38)

The value of the author's findings to the advancement of the field (25, 27)

The potential contribution of the article to increased agricultural productivity (25)
Contribution to education as a field of study (37)

Contribution to higher education as a field of study (38)

Suggestions for future research/ thought/ action (37, 38)

Of long term definitive value (37, 38)

Contribution to field reviewed (41)

Suggestions for future research (42, 45)

Originality, newness (9 criteria and reasons)

Originality (3, 7, 34, 37, 38, 44)

Originality/ novelty (17)

The presence of original empirical evidence (25, 27)

Contribution: creativity and scope (6)

The creativity of ideas in the article (25, 27)

Previous presentation of the data at a conference (11)

Previous presentation at the regional/ national meetings/ at a conference, but not
included in any proceedings (24, 32)

Previous presentation at the regional or national meetings with an abstract included in
the proceedings (24)

Additional criteria for literature reviews and conceptual papers: uniqueness and
incremental value (6)

Relevance of topic to journal (9 criteria and reasons)

Appropriateness (of manuscript, (41) for journal (17, 28, 29, 31)

The relevance of the article to the journal's focus (25, 27)

Relevance of manuscript to journal's readers (29)

Interest to readers (37, 38)

Probable interest of jpsp readers in the problem (assuming a sound paper) (35)
General interest (messages to a broad segment of the readership) (36)

Cja appropriate for this manuscript? (44)

Interest for a broad audience of psychologists (41)

Orientation to general rather than specialized readership (37, 38)

Contribution to practical progress (7 criteria and reasons)
Implications (15)

Importance of topic: practical importance (6)
164

doi:10.6342/NTU201602255



Practical implications (18, 45)

Contribution to practice (42)

Applicability to practical or applied problems (in the field) (3, 7, 37, 38)
The value of the article's findings to the affairs of everyday social life (27)
The value of the article's findings to clientel groups (25)

Relevance of results (1 reason)
Results (1, 5)

(W) "Writing/ Presentation’ (143 criteria and reasons)

Positive formulations (22 criteria and reasons)

Writing style and quality (13 criteria and reasons)

Well-written manuscript (clear, straightforward, easy to follow, logical) (5)

The paper was well written (21, 39)

Clarity/ coherence/ well written (31)

Good writing clarity and style (31)

Clarity of presentation and written expression (coherent and orderly presentation) (2)
Stylistic/ compositional do’s (evaluation of description of research and results; e.g., it is
well written; it avoids unrealistic speculation; the results are clearly presented) (20)
Well documented (solid documentation of conclusions, prospective studies, excellent
gold standard, statstical analysis of results) (36)

Clear writing style makes it easy to assess the manuscript's quality (33)

Spirited style (37, 38)

Good taste (37, 38)

Professional appearance (31)

Professional style and tone (42)

Very thorough (31)

Quiality of specific parts of manuscript (5 criteria and reasons)
High quality abstract (31)

Purpose of research is clearly stated (33)

Results are clearly presented (33)

Practical implications of study are made clear (33)

Problem well stated, formulated (5)
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Correctness (2 criteria)
Sentences are grammatically correct (33)
Sentences are properly punctuated (33)

Organization/ length of manuscript (1 reason)

Deviation in length towards brevity (the manuscript is half as long as those smaller
articles usually appearing in the journal (and for some reason cannot be treated as a
"research note™) (32)

Publication guidelines (1 reason)
Author guidelines followed (31)

Negative formulations (78 criteria and reasons)

Writing style and quality (32 criteria and reasons)

Poorly written (10, 21, 30, 37, 43)

Editorial and writing (e.g., generally poor writing) (16)

Poor writing or technical execution (37)

Written at wrong level (31)

Poor quality of writing (31)

Poorly written or presented (39)

Problems in presentation (poor writing, poor organization etc.) (4)
Quality of presentation (poorly written, padded, jargon, advertising or pr piece, too
many quotes, doesn't follow bulletin style) (26)

Bad writing-clarity and style (31)

Writing style: incoherent, obscure, jargon, cluttered, bad tone (9)
Inappropriate writing style/ grammar (46)

Amateur style and tone (e.g., contrived emphasis - the frequent use of underlining or
exclamation marks; exaggeration) (12)

Too esoteric (10)

Too speculativei (10)

Paper merely descriptive/ narrative (21)

Unprofessional appearance (31)

Too simple-"reporting'i (31)

The manuscript was too scholarly (37)

Unscholarly (37)

Poorly developed paper (21)
166

doi:10.6342/NTU201602255



Reads as a speech not an article, and would be difficult to change (30)

Data grinders; (evaluation of data processing; e.g., it is heavy on results, light or
"spotty"” on discussion of results; it contains more data, but no new insights; it
emphasizes description rather than explanation)i (20)

Content inaccurate (43)

Readable (clumsy structure, awkward use of language) (36)

Content inaccurate or undocumented (30)

Content undocumented (43)

Text difficult to follow, to understand (5)

Unclear writing (authors don't appreciate the need of readers) (40)

Not thorough (31)

Inconsistent (39)

Undeveloped ideasl (e.g., premature, lack of focus, no stated purpose, no context,
supperficial) (26)

Content not consistent with purpose (43)

Quality of specific parts of manuscript (28 criteria and reasons)

Insufficient definition - theory (authors did not provide definition, explanation, or
reasoning for some of their variables, did not explain what the concepts mean) (12)
Purpose/ objective/ questions/ hypotheses unclear/ needed (21)

Designd (more information about subjects is needed) (16)

Methodology (lack of information) (15)

Statistics: inappropriate, incomplete, or insufficiently described, etc.m (5)
Statistical analysesd,m (e.g., unclear how an analysis was done) (16)

Proceduresm (e.g., procedural detail missing) (16)

Measurementm (e.qg., reliability or validity data not given or unclear) (16)

Sampling method inappropriate or insufficiently describedm (5)

Inappropriate, suboptimal, insufficiently described instrumentm (5)

Intervention (independent variable) insufficiently described or confusingd (5)
Insufficient rationale - design (manuscripts lacked explanation of study procedures. No
introduction to the true operational base of the research; e.g., describing the sample,
saying who completed questionnaires, explain why the sample and procedure are
appropriate to test the proposed research question) (12)

Subjects insufficiently described (5)

Conceptual: pre-executiond (e.g., concepts or issues not clearly described) (16)
Sample (ask for more information, size of the sample, (in terms of generalizability) (15)
Resultsc (e.g., tables and descriptive data are needed) (16)

Data presented with limited discussion of implicationsi (37)
167

doi:10.6342/NTU201602255



Incomplete, insufficient information in abstract (5)

Discuss/ elaborate a point (21)

Tables/ figures need clarification (21)

Unsatisfactory illustrations/ tables (46)

Macrostructure-organization and flow (e.qg., the result section did not explicitly test each
hypothesis raised in the theory section; the conclusion section might draw conclusions
about theories and variables that were unrelated to the paper's explicit research
question)i (12)

Conceptual: linkage to executiond (e.g., conceptualization or hypotheses unclear) (16)
Lack of relation between concepts and rationale of the study and methods or resultsd
(40)

Case histories badly presented (30)

Nursing aspects not described well (30)

Poor statistics/ tables/ figures (31)

Title not representative of the study (5)

Organization/ length of manuscript (10 criteria and reasons)

Poor organization and presentation (revise/ resubmit) (awkward literary style, verbosity,
redundancy etc.) (8)

Lacks organization; needs reorganization (21)

Organization/ style (e.g., connection between the theoretical background and the
methodology is not clearly and logically explained; written in a rather informal style;
sound intuitive rather than based in the literature) (15)

Too lengthy/ manuscript length (the manuscript is twice as long as those full-sized
articles usually appearing in the journal and cannot be (intelligibly) condensed or
divided) (11, 24)

Too long (39)

Paper too long/ short; delete/ add section (21)

Too short (39)

Manuscript length: the manuscript is half as long as those smaller articles usually
appearing in the journal (and for some reason cannot be treated as a research note) (24)
Limited scope (revise to short communication) (8)

Written in an inappropriate format (22)

Correctness (5 criteria and reasons)
Errors in the article (39)
Technical (e.g., typographical errors) (15)

Defective tables or figures (5)
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Don't'sd (negative notations about quality; e.g., it misrepresents other viewpoints,
literature, data etc.) (20)

Concepts poorly defined; terminology incorrectly used/ confusing (theoretical
presentation incomplete, needs expansion): not well thought out (21)

Publication guidlines (3 reasons)

Editorial discretion: manuscript fails to meet criteria imposed at the discretion of the
editor (4)

Failure to follow author guidelines (31)

Author guidelines not followed (31)

Neutral formulations (43 criteria and reasons)

Writing style and quality (17 criteria and reasons)
Style (1)

Writing (style), presentation (of manuscript) (5, 29)
Presentation: quality of writing (6)

Punctuation (18, 45)

Writing style and readability (18, 45)

Writing style (clarity) (19)

Clarity (17)

Clarity and conciseness of writing style (3, 7, 37, 38)
Quality of writing (organization, style, clarity) (28, 29)
Clarity, coherence, and conciseness of prose (41)
Additional criteria for literature reviews and conceptual papers: thoroughness (6)
Thoroughness (31)

Succinctness (35)

Presentation (44) level (42)

The entertainment quality of the essay (25, 27)
Emotional neutrality of the authori (37, 38)

Accuracy of information (41)

Quiality of specific parts of manuscript (15 criteria and reasons)
Clarity of problem, hypothesis, and assumptions (29)

Clarity of purpose and problem definition (2)

Clarity of tables (45)/ of tabular material (18)

Abstract precise and complete? (44)

Sample and setting: sufficiency of description (6)
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Methods used are adequately described and appropriate?M (44)
Procedures: adequacy of description (6)

Data analysis and results: completeness (6)

Results clearly described? Tables, figures appropriate? (44)
Documentation of research design/ methodology (29)
Description of statistical analysis (29)

Title (of manuscript) (5, 31)

Title appropriate, informative? (44)

Abstract (5)

Problem statement (5)

Organization/ length of manscipt (9 criteria and reasons)
Organization of manuscript (41)

Style and organization of report (35)

Appropriateness of manuscript's total organization (37, 38)

Space (14)

Length (18) of manuscript (9) (appropriate to content?) (13)
Manuscript length (42, 45)

Form of the manuscript (text, figures, tables, nomenclature etc.) (13)
Should any portion be expanded, condensed, eliminated? (44)
Presentation/ appearance/ format (31)

Publication guidelines (2 criteria)
Presentation: conformance with publication guidelines (6)
Adherence to journal's stylistic guidelines (37, 38)

(D) 'Design/ Conception’ (92 criteria and reasons)

Positive formulations (19 criteria and reasons)

Conceptual framework: Logic and correctness (8 criteria)

Research seems unbiased in research design (33)

Design - nonexperimental and cross-sectional: threat avoidance (uses needed control
variables, logical time measurements etc.) (6)

Design - experimental and quasi-experimental: threat avoidance (minimizes and adresses

threats to internal validity, statistical conclusion validity, construct validity etc.) (6)
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Study contains no internal contradictions or computational errors (33)

Study integrates findings from diverse sources into a coherent picture (33)

Based on current research in field or research tradition (37, 38)

Balance and fairness in coverage of alternative views (41)

Design - meta-analysis: incremental value (goes beyond simply summarizing the data,
explores moderators fully) (6)

Quality and appropriateness (6 criteria and reasons)

Good design (39)

Design of study is adequate (33)

Well-designed study (appropriate, rigorous, comprehensive design) (5)
Research was well executed (33)

Thorough and complete (39)

Breadth (37) (wide coverage) (38)

Quality of sampling (2 reasons)
Sample size sufficiently large (5)
Good sampling (39)

Generalizability (2 criteria)

Substantive do’sc (evaluation of scientific improvement; e.g., it has excellent
generalizability) (20)

Study has wide generalizability (33)

Replicability (1 criterion)
Replicability of the review (being able to arrive at the same conclusions as the author)

)
Negative formulations (40 criteria and reasons)

Conceptual framework: Logic and correctness (20 criteria and reasons)
Conceptual: pre-executionw (e.g., conceptual basis for study poor or incomplete) (16)
Insufficient or incomplete problem statement (5)

Intervention (independent variable) insufficiently described or confusingw (5)

Lack of conceptual or theoretical frameworkt (5)

Lack of relation between concepts and rationale of the study and methods or resultsw
(40)

Concepts and operationalizations not in alignment (the operational base of research did
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not reflect the variables or models under study) (12)

Substantive ommissions/ naivete (9)

Designw (design is defective, incomplete or inappropriate) (16)

Scientific validity: faulty design (too few cases, poor response rate, inappropriate
methodology for problem adressed, factually inaccurate, shifting base for statistical
calculations) (26)

Theory or concepts incorrectly or inadequately usedt (39)

Potential confounding variables not addressedm (5)

Statistical analysesm,w (e.g., rationale or justification for the analysis is faulty) (16)
Experimental data with no control group (32) (the study is a field experiment but
contains no control goup) (11)

Design and analysis characteristics: the study is an experiment but contains no control
group (24)

Control problem (experiment) (21)

Key issues not addressed (21)

Missing literature or variablesl (23)

Conceptual: linkage to executionw (e.g., experiment or task does not test the theory)
(16)

Descriptive orientation (37)

Too superficial (10)

Quality and appropriateness (10 criteria and reasons)

Research poorly organized (39)

Poorly designed (39)

Poor research design (43)

Slight, trivial, or low quality work/ research (31)

Low quality (14)

Based upon poor research design or faulty methodologym (30)

Inadequate research (10) design (study lacked validity) (12)

Inappropriate experimental design/ statisticsm (8)

Don’t’sw (negative notations about quality; e.g., the problem has not been considered
carefully enough; the design used does not justify the conclusions drawn) (20)
Case reports (22)

Quiality of sampling (6 criteria and reasons)
Sample too small or biased (5)
Sampling problem (21)

Sampling inadequate or incorrect (39)
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Design and analysis characteristics: study is based in a sample size of less than 30 (24)
Insufficient data (one year, on site, one cultivar, one replication)m (8)

Magnitude of problem/ interestc (e.g., it presents a small amount of data from a large
research project) (20)

Generalizability (4 criteria and reasons)

Study generalizability and interpretability: it is a laboratory study and gives no evidence
of generalizability to other samples or situations (24)

Study generalizability and interpretability: it is a one-company field study and gives no
evidence of generalizability to other companies (24)

Pilot study research, with little evidence of generalizability (11)

Narrow scope; lacks generalizability (21)

Neutral formulations (33 criteria and reasons)

Quality and appropriateness (16 criteria and reasons)

Design (1) of study (18)

Research design (5, 42, 45)

Quality of research (design and analysis)m (28, 29)

Adequacy of research design (19) and analysism (35)
Appropriateness of research design/ methodsm (29)

Experimental design (34)

Experimental design appropriate? (44)

Use of experimental as opposed to non-experimental designs (37)
Design - experimental and quasi-experimental: appropiateness (6)
Design - nonexperimental and cross-sectional: appropriateness (6)
Design - meta-analysis: procedural adequacy (6)

Design - qualitative: procedural adequacy (6)

Completeness of coverage (41)

Scientific (44)

Descriptive-orientated (case studies) (38)

Soundness/ quality (17)

Conceptual framework: Logic and correctness (9 criteria)

Design - experimental and quasi-experimental: proper controls (comparison groups) (6)
Design - experimental and quasi-experimental: valid manipulations (6)

The grasp of the author's research design on the question investigated (25, 27)

Logical rigori (3, 7, 42)
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Conceptualisation (31)

Conceptual development: adequacy of scope and complexity (6)
Conceptual development: clarity and logical coherence (6)
Conceptual or theoretical argumentst (19)

Do data verify hypotheses and conclusions?l (13)

Quality of sampling (5 criteria and reasons)

Sample (1, 15) and sampling (5)

Sample and setting: appropriateness (6)

Sample and setting: justifications (6)

Design - meta-analysis: adequacy of sample of studies (6)

Appropriateness of population, sampling, and data gathering techniques (29)

Replicability (2 criteria)
Replicability (3) (if research article) (37, 38)
Replicability of research (42) techniquesm (7)

Generalizability (1 criterion)
Generalizability and validity of results (31)

(M) '"Method/ Statistics' (72 criteria and reasons)

Positive formulations (8 criteria and reasons)

Correctness and appropriateness (3 criteria and reasons)

Analyzing interval data properly (it contains interval data and is treated accordingly)
(11)

Accurate statistical data (32)

Methods are adequate to test the research questions (33)

Method/ statistics: In general (2 reasons)
Good methodology (39)
Good analysis (39)
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Newness (2 reasons)

Novel, unigue approach to data analysis (5)

New statistical methods/ including data techniques (it discusses a new statistical test or
a new data-collection technique, and contains no new data) (11, 32)

Quality of operationalization and measurement (1 criterion)
Operational definitions are adequate (33)

Negative formulations (29 criteria and reasons)

Correctness and appropriateness (19 criteria and reasons)

Inappropriate experimental design/ statisticsd (8)

Inappropriate procedures/ methodology (8)

Application of inappropriate analyses (32) (parametric tests for ordinal data; the sample
is fairly large) (11)

Statistics: inappropriate, incomplete, or insufficiently described, etc.w (5)

Poor statistical analysis (46)

Methodological shortcomings or flaws (criticize data for being inappropriate or
insufficient to test the hypothesis presented) (4)

Methodology (study: limitations because of methodology) (15)

Sampling method inappropriate or insufficiently describedw (5)

Overengineering (overdoing of methodology; exotic and sophisticated statistical
techniques to analyze data) (12)

Study generalizability and interpretability: correlation analysis only, which does not
permit cause-effect inferences to be drawn (24)

Inappropriate, suboptimal, insufficiently described instrumentw (5)

Statistics inadequately handled (39)

Potential confounding variables not addressedd (5)

Defective methodology: sampling, generalizability, measurement errors (9)
Statistical analysesw,d (e.g., rationale or justification for the analysis is faulty) (16)
Proceduresw (e.g., confounding, nonindependence, or lack of counterbalancing) (16)
Design and analysis characteristics: author uses parametric statistical tests, although his
data are ordinal (sample is fairly large) (24)

Misunderstanding/ misapplication of data and literature, referee incredulityl (9)
Based upon poor research design or faulty methodologyd (30)
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Quality of operationalization and measurement (6 reasons)
Measurementw (e.g., measure is indirect, superficial, not the best) (16)
Inaccurate or inconsistent data reported (5, 46)

Insufficient data (46) presented (5)

Insufficient data (one year, on site, one cultivar, one replication)d (8)
Data poorly interpreted or insufficienti (39)

Scores insufficiently reliable or unknown reliability (5)

Method/ statistics: In general (4 reasons)
Methodological problems (14)

Poor methodologically/ methodology (22, 46)
Methodology poor or incorrect (39)

Poor analysis (39)

Neutral formulations (35 criteria and reasons)

Correctness and appropriateness (14 criteria and reasons)

Scholarly or systematic approach to review (systematic and organized approach to the
review of literature; methodology has to "fit" with the research question) (2)

Data analysis and results: appropriateness of statistics (6)

The sophistication of the author's research methodology and data analysis (25, 27)
Adequacy of research design and analysisd (35)

Quality of research (design and analysis)d (28, 29)

Appropriateness of research design/ methodsd (29)

Appropriateness of statistical analysis (29)

Data analysis (appropriateness) (44)

Appropriate use of statistics (37) / appropriate use of statistic (if research article) (38)
Methods of data analysis appropriate? (44)

Methods used are adequately described and appropriate?W (44)

Use of standard empirical methodologies (37)

Data analysis and results: warranted assumptions and appropriate error rates (6)
Replicability of research (42) techniquesd (7)

Methodology/ statistics: In general (10 criteria and reasons)
Data (1)

Data type (nominal, ordinal, interval; treated accordingly) (24)
Analysis (1)

Data analysis and interpretationi (19)
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Statistical analyses (18, 42, 45)
Procedures: quality (6)
Methodology (15)
Mathematical precision (7)
Math/ stat rigor (3)

Research method (31)

Quality of operationalization and measurement (10 criteria and reasons)
Measurement (1)

Measurements: operationalization (6)
Operationalization of key constructs (19)
Instrumentation and data collection (5)
Measurements: procedural adequacy (6)
Measurements: availability (6)

Measurements: reliability (6)

Measurements: validity (6)

Methodology (reliability of the data) (15)

Adequacy of reliability and validity of measures (29)

Newness (1 criterion)
Manuscripts without new data: it discusses a new statistical test or a new data collection
technique and contains no new data (24)

(1) 'Discussion of results' (46 criteria and reasons)

Positive formulations (10 criteria and reasons)

Correctness, adequacy, and objectivity (5 criteria)
Objectivity in reporting results (18, 45)

Data support the conclusions (34)

Conclusions properly based in the results (29)
Results justify the conclusions drawn (33)

Results are objectively reported and interpreted (33)

Clarity (3 criteria)

Existence of and persuasiveness in arguing for a well-articulated point of view (41)
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Existence and clarity of a take-home message (41)
Clarity of conclusions (conclusions are precise and follow from the body of evidence
reviewed) (2)

Breath of interpretation (2 criteria and reasons)
Interpretation took into account the limitations of the study (5)
Depth (intensive examination of specific area) (38)

Negative formulations (17 criteria and reasons)

Correctness, adequacy, and objectivity (14 reasons)

Underinterpretation of results, ignoring results (5)

Overinterpretation of the results (5, 46)

Overgeneralized (39)

Inadequate interpretation (8)

Poor argumentation: superficial analysis, opinion only, polemical, atheoretical,
unscholarly (9)

Too speculativew (10)

Too simple-"reporting'w (31)

Data poorly interpreted or insufficientm (39)

Flaws in the logic (23)

Scientific validity: faulty conclusions (26)

Conclusions not in alignement (12)

Interpretations and conclusions (e.g., statement is unacceptable, unconvincing) (16)
Macrostructure-organization and flow (e.g; the conclusion section might draw
conclusions about theories and variables that were unrelated to the paper's explicit
research question)w (12)

Interpretations/ conclusions not warranted by data (21) as compiled (30)

Breath of interpretation (3 criteria)

Data presented with limited discussion of implicationsw (37)

Data grinders; (evaluation of data processing; e.g., it is heavy on results, light or
"spotty" on discussion of results; it contains more data, but no new insights; it
emphasizes description rather than explanation)w (20)

Absence of a message (46)
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Neutral formulations (19 criteria and reasons)

Correctness, adequacy, and objectivity (8 criteria and reasons)

Logical rigord (3, 7, 42)

Validity of logic used (37, 38)

Reasonableness of conclusions (17)

Do data verify hypotheses and conclusions?D (13)

Conclusions appropriate in relation to experimental design and results? (44)
Discussion appropriate and complete? (44)

Design - qualitative: appropriateness of conclusions (6)

Emotional neutrality of the authorw (37, 38)

Discussion of results, in general (5 criteria and reasons)
Discussion and conclusion (5)

Data analysis and interpretationm (19)

Discussion of data implications (37)

Discussion of limitations of data or theory (presented) (37, 38)
Discussion and conclusion: explanation of results (6)

Breath of interpretation (4 criteria)

Discussion and conclusion: derivation of implications (6)
Discussion and conclusion: description of limitations (6)
Development of alternative interpretation of data presented (37, 38)
Depth (37)

Clarity (2 criteria)
Clarity of conclusions/ generalizations (29)
Clarity of arguments (2)

(L) 'Basis of Literature' (27 criteria and reasons)

Positive formulations (3 criteria and reasons)

Coverage of relevant literature (3 criteria and reasons)
Thoughtful, focused, up-to-date review of the literature (5)

Literature review is thourough and up-to-date (33)
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References: many references to earlier publications in the same journal (24)

Negative formulations (10 criteria and reasons)

Coverage of relevant literature (7 criteria and reasons)

Ignorance of relevant literature (9)

Technical (e.g., omission on references in the bibliography, bibliographical style) (15)
Body of literature omitted (21)

Missing literature or variablesd (23)

Ignorant of previously published work on the same subject (39)

References: no reference to earlier publications in the same journal (24)

Undeveloped ideasw (e.g., previous work not investigated) (26)

Literatur review: Correctness (3 reasons)

Inadequate, incomplete, inaccurate, or outdated review of the literature (5)
Misunderstanding/ misapplication of data and literature, referee incredulitym (9)
Amateur style and tone (e.g., negative approach to the previous literature) (12)

Neutral formulations (14 criteria and reasons)

Coverage of relevant literature (10 criteria and reasons)
Literature review: thoroughness and accuracy (6)

Review of literature to date on the subject (38)

Literature review: linkage to most important literature (6)
Coverage of literature (3)/ adequacy of coverage of literature 2)
Coverage of significant existing literature (7, 42)

Mastery of relevant literature (19)

Attention to relevant literature (35)

Documentation of relationship to previous research (29)

All relevant references cited? Excessive number cited? (44)
Existence or nonexistence of references to earlier publications in  the same journal (11,
32)

Basis of literature, in general (4 criteria and reasons)
Review of literature (1, 18, 37)

Literature review (45)

Literature review: framing within the literature (6)

Use of bibliography (37, 38)
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(T) "Theory' (24 criteria and reasons)

Positive formulations (5 criteria and reasons)

Newness, interest of theory (5 criteria and reasons)

Manuscript representing a new, original theory (the theory tested is new and the author's
own) (11)

New theory and the authors own (24)

New, original theory with statistically significant results (the theory tested is new and is
the author's own) (32)

Study proposes a new theory to explain existing research findings (33)

Research is of theoretical interest and importance (33)

Negative formulations (11 criteria and reasons)

Contribution/ importance to theory (6 criteria and reasons)

Direct replication/ replicating studies (it is a direct replication of an original study
recently published in the journal; it adds no new dimension to theory)c (11, 32, 24)
Reviewer opinion: theory which most people in the field are interested in, but which
you consider to be method-bound (24)

Manuscripts without new data: a "think-piece", an extension, elaboration, or refinement
of theory, and contains no new data (24)

Reviewer opinion: theory which most people in the field are interested in, but which
you consider to be flawed or erroneous (24)

Statistically insignificant findings/ lack of statistical significance: study does not yield
results which approach statistical significance (the theory tested is new and is the
author's own)c (11,24, 32)

Statistically insignificant findings/ lack of statistical significance: study does not yield
results which approach statistical significance; the theory tested is one which is of
current interest to the field)c (24, 32)

Theory, in general (5 reasons)

Lack of conceptual or theoretical frameworkd (5)

No theory (little or no theory to explain relationships amoung variables) (12)
Holes in the theory (23)

Theory or concepts incorrectly or inadequately usedd (39)

Theoretical problems: theoretical framework is unsound (4)
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Neutral formulations (8 criteria and reasons)

Theory, in general (5 criteria and reasons)
Theory (1, 42)

Theoretical model (18, 45)

Theoretical orientation (37, 38) of manuscript (41)
Theoretically grounded (38)

Conceptual or theoretical argumentsd (19)

Contribution/ importance to theory (3 criterion)
Importance of topic: theoretical importance (6)

Theoretical significance (3, 7)

The theoretical relevance of the question (25) investigated (27)

(A) 'Authors Reputation/ Institutional Affiliation® (11 criteria

and reasons)

Positive formulations (3 criteria and reasons)

Reputation, affiliation (3 criteria and reasons)

Author's reputation (you know who the author is and believe that s/he has a justifiably
strong reputation in the area s/he writes about) (11, 24, 32)

Author being a member of the journals advisory board (11, 24, 32)

Author's affiliation: author is a member of the company/ university which sponsors
the journal (24)

Negative formulations (2 criteria and reasons)

Reputation (2 criteria and reasons)

Author appears to heave weak or inappropriate credentials for the subject matter (10)
Author reputation (you know who the author is and believe that he has no reputation in
the area he writes about) (11, 24)
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Neutral formulations (6 criteria)

Reputation, affiliation (6 criteria)

Reputation (42) of author (18)

Institutional affiliation (18, 45)

The background and reputation of the author (25, 27)
Reputation of the author or institution (37, 38)
Author's status and reputation (45)

The scholarship demonstrated in the article (25, 27)

(E) 'Ethics' (10 criteria and reasons)

Positive formulations (O criteria or reasons)

No criterion or reason

Negative formulations (5 criteria and reasons)

Multiple publication (4 criteria and reasons)

Cutting up the data (paper under review for one journal overlapped by 80% a paper
under review for another journal) (12)

Previously published elsewhere (30)

Prior publication (the paper was submitted elsewhere) (26)

Previous presentation at the regional/ national meetings and fully included in the
proceedings (24, 32)

Secondary analysis (1 criterion and reason)
Only secondary analysis of data presented by others (it contains only a secondary
analysis of data previously collected and analyzed by others) (11, 24)

Neutral formulations (5 criteria and reasons)

Disciplinary ethics (5 criteria and reasons)

Scientific ethics (42)

Any concerns about ethics? (44)

Compatibility with generally accepted disciplinary ethics (7)

The ethical sense demonstrated by the author (25, 27)
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Compatability with disciplinary ethics (37, 38)

Not assignable (13 criteria and reasons)

Disciplinary hubris/ program differences (9)

Other (10, 21)

Ad hominem (1)

General (1)

Reviews: appropriate review articles (36)

Rsna meeting papers (presented at the annual meeting of rsna) (36)

Policy oriented (position paper)/ value oriented (opinion pieces) (37, 38)

Reviewers' comments (14)

Recommendation (13, 35, 44) regarding publishing (34)

Acceptance/ rejection (17)

Overall evaluation of manuscript (in its present form) (29)

Likely overall evaluation once author(s) has made modifications (those that are possible
and likely do be done) (29)

Contribution: publication potential (likely to improve contribution substantially with
revision of article; has strengths in some parts that offsets weaknesses) (6)

* die Summe aller criteria and reasons, die den neun Themen der Begutachtung
zugeordnet wurden, ergibt 586 (42 criteria and reasons wurden zwei Themen, ein reason
drei Themen zugeordnet). Falls ein criterion or reason mehrfach zugeordnet wurde, ist
dies am criterion or reason vermerkt.
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