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• Annals of Internal Medicine, British Medical Journal, and The Lancet (2003-2004) 

• 1008 manuscripts / 62 accepted (6.2%)  

• Rejected manuscripts: 946 rejected, 757 manuscripts were accepted elsewhere 



 



Journal peer review system 

• Single editor, all external reviewed 

• Editorial board with occasional further review  

• In-house staff plus external review 



What do you do when a paper is submitted? 

 



How do you then select reviewers? 

 



Masked and Open review 

• Single blind reviewed 

– Provide honest critical reviews without fear of reprisal from the authors 

– Lack of accountability 

• Double blind review 

– Common 

– Reduce bias 

• Open review 

– Greater accountability 

– Decline to review 



Why do you review? 

 



Rules for reviewing anything 

• Read the instructions to find out what you are being asked to do and why. 

• If you receive no instructions and are not clear about what you are being 

invited to do, ask for more information or decline the request. 

• Review the work not the person (unless you have been asked to do this), 

and don’t try to be clever. 

• Admit your limitations. 

• Be as objective as possible and take account of (and declare) any 

• conflicts of interests. 



전문가심사자 

• 학술지에 투고된 원고는 비공개 교신으로 저자의 개인 기밀에 속하는 자산이며, 원고 

내용의 전부 또는 일부가 적정한 시기보다 먼저 공개되면 저자가 피해를 입는다. 

• 그러므로 전문가 심사자는 원고정보가 노출되지 않도록 관리를 철저히 해야 하며, 

논문이 출판되기 전에 원고에 대해 공개적으로 논의하거나 원고 내용을 도용 또는 

전용해서는 안 된다.  

• 전문가 심사자는 개인적인 목적으로 원고를 보관해서는 안 되며, 심사를 완료한 후에는 

원고를 파기해야 한다. 

• 전문가 심사자는 심사 의뢰를 받으면 수락 여부를 즉시 통보하고, 주어진 시한 내에 

심사평을 제출하는 것이 바람직하다. 심사평은 건설적이고, 정직하고 정중해야 한다. 

• 전문가 심사자는 원고와 관련한 이해관계를 공표해야 하며, 이해관계가 있을 경우 해당 

원고의 심사를 반려해야 한다. 

 

 

 ICMJE guideline, Korean 2013 



심사자의 자세 

Do Don’t 

• 교육적, 건설적일 것 

• 기한 내에 심사하기 

• 투고 결과와 내용을 보장 

• 이해관계나 논란 피하기 

• 자기 분야에 맞는 논문 수용 

• 중복출판 표절 지적 

• 모호함 

• 상처 

• 편견 

• 비평위주 



Some tips for new reviewers please 

 



Being invited to review 

• Is the manuscript within my field of expertise? 

• Am I happy with the journal’s peer review process? 

• Do I have time to do this review? 

• Can I meet the deadline? 

• Do I have any conflicts of interest? 



심사자의 논문 판단 조건 

• timely and relevant to a current topics 

• well written, logical, and easy to comprehend 

• well designed and appropriate methodology 

Provenzale JM et al. AJR 2005 



BMJ recommended review style  

• Importance of the work to general readers - does this work matter to 

clinicians, patients, teachers or policy makers?  Is a general journal t

he right place for it? 

• Originality – does this work add enough to what is already in the pub

lished literature?  If so what does it add? 

• Validity of the research 

• Presentation of the study 

• Ethical issues 



• Does the paper fit the standards and scope of the journal it is being considered for? 

• Is the research question clear? 

• Was the approach appropriate? 

• Are the study design, methods and analysis appropriate to the question being studied? 

• Is the study innovative or original? 

• Does the study challenge existing paradigms or add to existing knowledge? 

• Does it develop novel concepts? 

• Does it matter? 

• Are the methods described clearly enough for other researchers to replicate? 

• Are the methods of statistical analysis and level of significance appropriate? 

• Could presentation of the results be improved and do they answer the question? 

• If humans, human tissues or animals are involved, was ethics approval gained and 

was the 

• study ethical? 

• Are the conclusions appropriate? 



답변서 작성 전 고려할 것 

• 먼저 원고에 대한 칭찬을 잊지 마라 

• 큰 사안부터 지적 

• Down to Earth법으로 각각 사안 지적 

• 서론에 연구 중요성이 충분히 언급 

• 지적을 정확하게 언급 

• 부족한 점, 생략 부분 언급 

• 심사의도나 결과를 알 수 없게 기술 



전문가 심사자 

• 40세 이하 

• 우수한 기관 

• 통계와 역학 수련 



Is there any training? 

 



Current practice of peer review (n=3040)  

– An international study by Mark Ware Consulting- 

 
• Single-blind review (84%),  double blinded (44%), open peer review (22%) 

• Longer review times was a cause of dissatisfaction (average 80 days) 

• The most productive reviewers were overloaded. 3-4 journal, average 8/yr 

Active reviewers (>6/ yr) make up 44% of all reviewers, they are responsible 

for 79% of all review 

• About 20% of invitations to review are declined.  

• The average review takes 5 hours and is completed in 3-4 weeks 

• Altruistic reasons for reviewing were preferred over self-interested ones.  

• The average acceptance rate was 50%.  

• Use of online submissions systems (76%) 

• Access to journals literature(69%) 



좋은 심사가 되려면  

• 충분한 전문가심사자 

• 확립된 심사가이드라인 

• 심사평의 공유 및 편견방지 시스템 

• 심사자 평가 및 훈련, 보상 



Should reviewers be rewarded? 

 



How do you reach the final decision on the paper? 

 



Do you think knowing the name of the author 

affects the reviewer’s decision? 

 





전문가 심사의 문제점  

• 각 학술지 마다 상이함 

• 시간지연 

• 고비용 

• 주관적 

• 편견 

• 비교육적 

• 오류 파악이 어려움 



 

2010-Nspine-hands-1113 



 



a few signs that should raise suspicions 

• The author asks to exclude some 
reviewers, then provides a list of 
almost every scientist in the field. 

• The author recommends reviewers 
who are strangely difficult to find 
online. 

• The author provides Gmail, Yahoo or 
other free e-mail addresses to contact 
suggested reviewers, rather than e-
mail addresses from an academic 
institution. 

• Within hours of being requested, the 
reviews come back. They are glowing. 

• Even reviewer number three likes the 
paper. 

Science 2014 



 



OA학술지의 논문 투고비용 

Science 2014 



http://scicomm.scimagdev.org/# 

 

http://scicomm.scimagdev.org/
http://scicomm.scimagdev.org/


Game of Papers: eLife, BMC, PLoS and EMBO 
Announce New Peer Review Consortium 

 

 



 



 



 



 



 



전문가 심사의 문제점  

• 각 학술지 마다 상이함: Cascade review, civilian review 

• 시간지연: PLoS One 

• 고비용 

• 주관적: post-publication review 

• 편견: post-publication review 

• 비교육적: post-publication review 

• 오류 파악이 어려움 



전문가심사의 미래  

• 과거 제도에 대한 불신 

• 변화하는 심사제도 

– 전문가심사 기능의 분리; PLOS One 

– 투명성 재고를 위한 제도 

– Interactive feedback 

– Peerage of Science, PeerJ, F1000Research, Rubriq 

• 출판 후 전문가심사 



 

Cell 2014;158(5):1000 



 

Sense about Science, Peer review workshop, The nuts and bolts 


