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“What you do not want done to yourself, do not do to others.
CHFARE 255N Confucius, BC 551-479".

Since Archives of Plastic Surgery (APS) is an open access journal,
strict adherence to the peer review system is necessary to main-
tain the quality of the scientific papers it publishes. APS is an
open access journal that allows users to search, read, download,
and distribute papers freely, while the author pays for the publi-
cation and distribution of the paper. The actual budget for pub-
lication consists of payments made by the author, most com-
monly from the author’s research grant or employer, financial
support from the Korean Society of Plastic and Reconstructive
Surgeons, and a grant from the Korean Federation of Science
and Technology Societies. Despite the many advantages of this
model, a lack of quality control is possible, especially when only
economic profit is considered in the business model or when

papers are not properly peer-reviewed.

A good reviewer needs to be sincere and open-minded. The
most basic virtue required is responsibility and integrity, despite
being busy with operations, patients, and conferences, even at
dawn or late at night. He or she shows objectivity and sincerity,
even when reviewing a poorly written, marginal manuscript.
Moreover, good reviewers tend to be curious, excited, and in-
spired to learn about new theories and information. With an op-
timistic belief in the progress of science, they have the goal of ad-
vocating for and championing their highly specialized field [1].

The role of the reviewer is to help the authors make the work
more rigorous, complete, and clearly presented. Another impor-
tant role as a consultant to the editor is to aid in the selection of
manuscripts for publication. The primary decision is to accept a

given paper, mandate a major revision, or reject it [2].

The goal of the peer review process can be stated as follows: “the
valid article is accepted, the messy article improved, and the in-
valid article rejected” [3].

The first and third decisions are clear and relatively easy to
make.

Reasons to accept an article include the following: papers with
a high probability of being cited as a timely paper in relation to a
topic of recent interest, well-written papers, clearly understood
and logical papers, and papers with well-designed and excellent
methodology [4].

The following are reasons for a rapid rejection: the subject be-
ing investigated is not interesting; the question has already been
answered properly; the question has not been asked before, but
the answer is obviously known in the field; the study clearly
lacks strength; and the manuscript contradicts itself, with partial
inconsistencies across the hypothesis, method, outcome, and
conclusions [ 5].

The problem is the second category of decision-making, im-

provement. The reviewers should communicate with the au-
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thors and help them improve the quality of the paper by ensur-
ing that they present their research more strictly, clearly, and

completely, thereby satisfying the principles of scientific writing.

The review process that many people recommend is a 4-step
process: accept for review, first reading, second reading, and
write-up [2,4,6]. You should first decide whether you want to
review the article or not, and notify the journal of your decision
quickly. If you have any personal reasons or conflicts of interest,
you should promptly refuse to review the article.

The following methods exist for reading science or social the-
ory texts. First, preview it via a quick scan and catch the main
idea. After that, re-read the necessary and important core areas,
and explore the relevant information with the goal of expanding
the scope of your understanding. Then read it again and think
about the text with critical and creative eyes. Using this tech-
nique, you will see dramatic improvements in information ac-
quisition, comprehension, and memory. Applying this method
when reviewing manuscripts may be useful.

After agreeing to review the article, the first reading, second
reading, and write-up processes must be planned. Do the first
reading quickly, similarly to how you scan texts. You can use a
moment during the break between operations, time spent writ-
ing another article, or even time spent waiting for a friend at the
bar. It takes less than 30 minutes. Focus on the big-picture is-
sues, such as the meaning and importance of the research ques-
tion and the originality of the paper. Keep the paper in your
mind for a day or more. Think objectively about the paper, like
the Stoa philosophers who want to have a view from 100 m or
1,000 m, expecting insights and new perspectives to occur on
their own.

Then go through the second reading, while studying the spe-
cific theoretical background of the paper by consulting sources
such as reference materials or Wikipedia. In this process, the re-
viewer should consider each section carefully, and prepare spe-
cific comments and recommendations with a critical and cre-
ative eye.

Then, either a successive or simultaneous write-up is per-
formed. A down-to-earth approach is recommended when writ-
ing areview [4,7,8].

The first sentence should describe the intent and value of the
paper. Then, scientific aspects should be pointed out in the fol-
lowing order: methods, results, discussion, introduction, refer-
ences, abstract, and title page.

Very rarely, some reviewers irresponsibly check ‘accept’ or ‘re-

ject’ and do not write a review. To help reviewers write effective

Archives of Plastic Surgery

reviews, APS provides a pop-up window with the title “How to
review a manuscript submitted to APS?” in the Reviewer Center
on the APS homepage. However, the method we provide is not
perfect. I am very thankful that our creative, sensitive, and excel-
lent reviewers have provided comments beyond this framework

and sent much better reviews than I expected.

When editing a messy paper, it is common to improve the clari-
ty, transparency, accuracy, and utility of selected submissions
without rejecting them. In such cases, communication between
reviewers and authors is important.

From the author’s point of view, acceptance is pleasant. The
reviewers seem to be wise and gentle people. However, receiv-
ing a major revision or rejection is different. The hurt author
feels overwhelmed by what he or she may perceive as the anon-
ymous power of the reviewer. Regarding a reviewer’s points, one
can feel as though the reviewer is a narrow-minded, impetuous,
arrogant, and self-assertive fellow. Nonetheless, most reviewers
are devoted, love scholarship, and observe the principles of
good scholarship.

From the reviewer’s point of view, it can be difficult to com-
municate with the author during the revision process. If the re-
viewer’s comments are well received, the author seems to be
wise and adaptive. However, when there are many conflicting
opinions and the author makes changes that are not what the re-
viewer wants, or when the answer is ambiguous or irreverent, it
is different. The reviewer may then feel that the author is stub-
born, narrow-minded, irresponsible, and immature.

It would be helpful if there were common standards that
could be used to communicate with each other. Authors are rec-
ommended to refer to the reporting guidelines according to the
specific study design in the Author Information section on the
APS homepage. The reviewers could also use these guidelines,
checking off items to determine whether the author’s logic has
proceeded properly. If authors and reviewers both use these
guidelines, it will be easier to communicate. Study designs com-
monly encountered in APS include observational studies, ran-
domized controlled studies, and systematic literature reviews.
The guidelines for each of these are Strengthening the Report-
ing of Observational Studies in Epidemiology (STROBE,
http:// www.strobe-statement.org) , Consolidated Standards of
Reporting Trials (CONSORT, http://www.consort-statement.
org), and Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and
Meta-Analyses (PRISMA, http:// www.prisma-statement.org) E
respectively.

You can access the APS homepage to use or download the
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necessary lists. Depending on the type of the study, detailed
items regarding the process, such as Title and Abstract, Intro-
duction, Method, Results, Discussion, and other information,
are provided. This can be used as a reference by authors when
writing a manuscript, and also by reviewers as a reference. Ex-

ceptions and other types of research are possible.

Communication between reviewers and authors is one of the
most important processes in scientific research. Authors should
keep in mind that the review process is strict and rigorous, and
should sincerely strive to produce a clear and complete paper to
the greatest extent possible. At the same time, the reviewer
should evaluate the manuscript fairly, regardless of whether the
author contributed a clear and complete article. As a reviewer,
you can experience the opportunity to carry out the role of a
scholar who praises the high ideal standards for academic inqui-
ry, and to joyfully advocate for future specializations that pro-

vide opportunities for new knowledge to emerge.
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