ARRit 8 i
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=2 FBE‘ gﬂ
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BEEERE
P2

EANEB AT Lancet W4T (Robbie Fox) Eatid—{#%55 -
Lancet H—{HZERABH » B RAEER EE T & > RESREERE T At aT
LIF& (Smith, 2006) °

FER =R ~ SRS (2HE—AR)

L E—EZMHFeL  eRAERBEEANFESE - A UHEZFYH
BAHTEABERRGXE BETHE > RFFH ] RETEREHE
e BB ML e THOF W FR-—EARF :[ELAEENERE
WE?] CFBEEAT —ERUE RN T HFRGER > NFRZE R
ETHHESTHERNR  FHRERUGTREEHETART -

2ESRAEHARL  HWE—ARARNEE > EFRABLOZTHAK -
FLET - ABEHGHNEAR 2L RE  LH:[FBEAFF= |
NERBERES URARFIANRW - ehagaom | | REALERHY
ERRLE T HEAN A EREENRE - RAFRATELE -

AT EEHHEA TRETEG A FREALELT » RELH
BHRE REBF > URBEELEZHRAEZT - |

LU EESE R LRI 1 o (HES B AL « A A AL (peer
review) © BESRBIAENEAIRIG B A RARAISE - #EE MBI R & K EF
LTI TIRRRYEY ) » R EREr thAn & B O Bl T I B ALk - (Hi2
FE R R ? HFAZRG 2 W EE 2 SR ~ 2220~ R
LI > AT RER] F 2 A S {5 o i RS A W3R 5 ? R &2 BRa A )
BRI ? H T SRR 2 D RG22 2 e 1950 SR USE BB ARk A [F] (5 4

" AFE BB EE TR B - SRR ASURHHERMEEA
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ARG BT SRS (Roy,1985) » ASCEGAGNIIELLMRE » W%
B — 2 FARBLGE 25

— >~ BEREEM

R EEE T TS EimiE (SGEEMBhE ) LMY =4 (a third
party) ° FEAFEFIEME AR » AERER-HEEGRFEFELS
Al o TR BIIHGES AT a] DRI T AHBER SRR 222 - Lge
% thim i o (HBGEE R/ MR BB FE - BT LAATRe S EE& AF - thh
] RE S FR R R A - B FHERC — (R RS TR RS -
Fft LLOR AT DU 21138 00 R 3 —— PO 2 sE SORARE SRR A A3 4
RECKRIVEE & — 5 » A BB KR: » RV EMIG UL A H e 1 -
PE T A EARAG Y)Y 4HE fish-scale model—a pattern of partially overlapping
specialization > 3& 4k H AL R > wie— R B sk B (e il oy Sl
Hy o

HADEEAEEF ER BN AERENE ? EIFE e Fw A Wy - &2
RGEA T o AR RIER B - IRARAE IR ¢ A LERLEIER PRI - 0K
—EEARTRERIRER? - LLAER B A R T imlaa T BCGR BH FAR - A
FELIKSZ o R S M Z AR e ? Reli A F ~ Y EE 5 aeds ikt
ARess RS 5 gEre AR MERY R W 5E o AREEANIL - — MR AB R TIEL
%7 J (Revise and Resubmit) W » A O R A IR KHLITFE -
At IR B Z B ARUCIZ AR SFRIN (gatekeeper) © (HERER[FIZK » 1%H
Tl Cit) A AT FAD AT ZELUE | 2l » BEMUFGED - it
N BB LT - AERMFARE EE AR F ARG T > JIRE
E R SRR - Bl M CR GRS e - DA - (FEEHFE AT R
[ B B R R A 5 L E

FEERN S - [mI AR BRI A e B35 {18\ B 52 R SR B s R ) - iR L
i iR AR E RIS A S EAER 1 o MEAFAE G LM — L g
WORER] > (HALF it 7D FAIUELTIE © — ~ FA# A LUEEH C i
FEBETE - — > SRR AR A A DIt U H C ¥R B e g - =
LIRS AR B IR ARAURE - © DY ~ ] DUR B 75 B EL o A 2 r i R
FHmA AR > M — DR ~ B2 (Kiewra, 1994) o BLEH A HERE & A HY
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(F&EEEHE]

FITE » FEZBAEMKFEEE RS Bl UREHMZENFEE R LLAMH
SR > Pt DUSE AT S INER AT A 22 5 B B e I -

AT e A% (Erikson) W& .OHSEEEGw (psychosocial developmental
theory ) it [ A= am IRy \EREER » B TRCFINEEIE (generativity) vs %
i (stagnation) o tHFFELIEEHPEEE - AR BRI E SAERHEE ~ 12
HEEERE R N — IR » iz B A dn i B R BB o B A TIFEAERAE
I 1Al MBI » FRAE A LB AR - (HIE BT 2 BiR) £55 - 12
AJ LA G T EL <2 88 5 81 B (B i B i 2t 2

=~ HEIREOHMFRRKRE

wABIEERIZ OAEN - Fr IR B E R Il 5 5 - hale s B iR ARy A
EAFE ~ A8 (B A RIGHMLMHFREEERE ) ~ B R o fr DI
THa kAR - EE RS ET o AR « — -~ B TFEZE L — 4]
PRELEE - $E{H checklist UEEAAMENE (REAGEE EERY TIFARA
— R £ A (AT ART (R ZCANAR - AR M A e B AT SR T2 )
S HEEE AR AR o MBS R R S AR e A H_E R AR

=
=

» LB NERL » ] DI s HE R 2 — B » = ~ RH il
HIEE - BRI FEEZ S GRRaRtv)ELE  REEFERTEHA

H

BEER G2 - ZEIBIEEL 4@ (National Science Foundation, NSF) ¥fi2
ZERFEAY A RALSEED (NSF, 2006) o VY ~ {F# 1] LLERE k4 B L ek
HFAGH o 2 RIMA TRt —HIIGE - aTHRRAEREE R - LR
EhRELE <P - tMEEEER TR 25 HERRAREERIRLE
A 5 B AR BRI ERRR FE /5 L i R » MR A 2 W) -
LUNgts & FRUFIZEE 2 (conflict of interest) FE—LEHA o FI]&&1E
ZeFRAYE B R R GG T B AR AR - S T YIS - Al RE &g pl e
SCHIAS (EREAI B - TR RS B2 000 S s ~ (8 BH IR » DU LAY IKR
= o HEEREHRAIBRAGR » AL BRETE R R » Bl & & BN
[ T E PRI R it > B EEEETR R TR - B n] DIRIR [40 - H
AT RS CASIRIE R SR B NS ZOR Ay 1. 2K E Rl — iR
it~ Bl ~ fHZHEES < 2. A MG S ZMABRE 3. IBEAFREE
Rle it SR E LR NgOBR GRS [ 228 - 4. 30 /A 3 5550 SOF H (A

W

0
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GlERRE - 5. BRUBRRE - 6. HWANFRAMEELZEMEE - —ix
AGEE G4 SR SR AN L E EARLEL - EAE R R G s s
FAtRE SIEE T E - R A D AR ERRE - F a5 sl s
NAFIERGR » FEAREREENT o FA L Fmisl - Fla e el %
EHBREH R & R o LLAEREBIRFE AR S R S &R &
e E EEH -

=~ FBEAE
{£ 2002 T EBEOHE ) (American Psychologist) H—R X EHEFFFTE

BEEHEHTBGRRET] » 4B E (commandments) (Newcombe, 2002) *

HAIE N

1. Scientific articles should be judged only by their logic and the strength of their
evidence. (FHZMER SR H B ER FIZE IR ARG TRFE < )
FE—EGREHHAEZER (opinion) » HERKMWEABEREEERR
(bias) » HHi R GIRIE R - IRE TN 0 TR ERRES IR EHERY
SeHHEFER - SR AEMTSERE (National Institute of Health, NIH) “evaluate
all the science and nothing but the science” ( HFMEBHEEVERTE D » ANFmH
fiblkzR) » WHUE LR

2. The results of a competent peer review should be accepted. (B {ERIZFEZ B
H AR ERZ X )
R T s BRI ERE A A - FhEZEREEEEE 2 T - (HiEth T Reidak
HARERY S R oI - AR 22K » & AR EFHR — RIVE » B nie
BERGHIRE o FF2FM—2E (inter-rater agreement) NME » GRS
VEE I R F A RV BREE - &R E % BRI E o

3. Disagreement with scientific articles should be aired in peer reviewed
commentaries. (‘BRI SR FA - FEAREIELSZ[RIBHY R © )
FIS MR - &S MERZ LS I Bl > SR EBmEREE - AR
R TR/ NEE o

4. Efforts to judge scientific articles on the basis of political concerns should be
resisted. (FEIRAEAEBUG EAYERE FAFMERHER RS - )
SR FAM A RIS LB ZE - HAJE BRI T] - MRESE EIERM -
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5. The explicit rules and normative expectations of peer review should not be
arbitrarily altered. ( [7] {7525 25 il KL HYBATRERUE FIREL M AR AN Rl S gl o )
HATERAIIE - 2 A AHBE € AiE i B > KRIY LGS - AR AE
DS 7y @)

EREEZAIEETHREEMM - REZNPZHRE (confidentiality) »
EAA DS BRIF R RS IR s B K] - ¥HEE S - R ERIRUS IR R %A
AN B MEHIRE - @A - Ry R Sl 2 il B R g 15T 3
o HEAN R AR - NS AL RS - AR LIEA BRI R
BV EEEW o EBINSFAEMEZ (FHFE R ] DUER (return without
review) WiE % > ST LIRHEERIRE (NSF, 2006) ©

HAMH R A w2 ¥ 51 (double blind) » {FF BLE & & Al
BRI EES - DIRHE T - (B —iRAKER - Fa A HE a] LU X &2
— SRR RIS B - 38 TP E R LR AR KK ENY 7 — B =70 2 — Z ] (Smith,
2006) ° FTLIEE HE R REHRCR - HE LA EEF AR - (FEEX
W ERYUE 4 EBAVERS - AT AR S © Smith (2006) $eZIHEE
) British Medical Journal FH#G5H/M (open up peer review) * B {EEH FIETE
R BN o KB NSF RHIIIEIAE (FHATFSEZ black box Zi#) » thd
IRTE A AR H_ELIEZYE (NSF, 2006) © Mitroff A1 Chubin (1979)
A BECE A AR REdGE 58 -

m s SHEESHES

Wik WESHHETEENEEM LR > WEE B AN CHEEIEE
A=W HI (EEREFIIAC) » AL — R RIS - Hackett &
Chubin (2003) 2 ELLBEE (competing values) » 18 S IEVE [RIRFEERY ¥
TEE C— ~ FREETE (openness Vs secrecy) P AR EREIRRE LT
— T N BB BIE A o =~ UBRMEECEREEE (sensitivity vs selectivity) @ %
A A SRR AR AU EE T FH AR 7k - B B SR EER
{HARG R m AR TEER ) (R ZHR 2l fE) ? = HNEFF
(meritocratic vs fair) : A1 & KBHERE AHFA - KILHGE ARE A& E i
BRI E » G RERN S KAE (Matthew effect) — /& SZBLE I & K T
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ZHVBLEEYR o LLAERFEIF— B A2 5 TSSCLT » Rl ikims
NI E LR - HANSEIE DT £ F5F  Travis & Collins (1991)
MHE IR ES institutional particularism * HELE LARTATEERY old boyism © FfrLL
Ry T OREReAP CONTERIA ~ sl ~ BB ) > ST ZE0E 0 HkBhag ) - BE
HIH B R YRR - B SAE BURR IS M L F T - $IJEE
i~ RS ~ HhalE - sKEEMBORIISE - SRS EGEIR - EFHH
HZEXF; (Langfeldt, 2006) o LLATGRENRL & A Pl S RE T - AURH
PERIRTEESE - AT AIBGE AT B FRE B IITE A - g R0
B o KA » KB 58 2 DAME—#C B wli BB RS UF R 2R % 1%
BT RIEE AR o MFFEE A SRS B R S HAL B & sk - 1
ANoE P ER—EE - W LEBAFIIEE -

&~ KEEE

HAHE R AL R 2 AW B wR B A DI - /R —E rT LI ERIR
Lk > KSR E] LIS RS - BMI ZHTRYE#R Richard Smith SEHEERHLL
f5 TIRFE 1 --a system full of problems but the least worst we have ( FCIHiftEY
HIEE - (HANZ HA S Z h i A B ERY ) (Smith, 2006) KL REER T
B Al e B AT A S AL EAERE I RE - SR B2 e F s L JE
7% 0 BATAREERINEY X &% - BAMFHERISY )T #OE TAE AR EEA B (HE
L% o SOETI B E LI B EAF ~ ABHE A IEREES » (HE REIAE(E
8 (trust) Z EAREGECER o gRANFHAUSFEEE A Ed R E BB
MR A (EREREERE ~ T FIAERHD Bt - S (R R A SR T o [
17 5 Bl S B Y S P R - (DR BRI E D HIREE o T S B AR i
FE— 1+ » WLHDE I EF M AR (academic citizen) M > (F5F
B AHIFLAY S ERUE - 0 LG SERUE 5 B CHT RSP > F Rl ia
{EHIEE - SRR TR - gt —(EEEEE - ZRETRH ~ ARt
BE > e fr ~ 3 e
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