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	English
	Chinese

	An egoist is the antithesis of a colleague, and in many cases the author of a manuscript comes across as an egoist. To illustrate the point and to persuade potential authors to write as colleagues rather than egoists, the writer here describes another hypothetical paper, this one labeled as Q99, as it is possibly of slightly better quality than Q98, but still not perfect. Paper Q99 is authored by a person who has been writing papers for some time on a somewhat specialized topic, some of which have appeared in JASA. The current paper is, to some extent, a continuation of that research. The manuscript has 12 references, of which six are to the author’s previous papers. Of the remaining six, two are to journal articles authored more than 20 years ago, the remaining four are to generic textbooks. The editor who receives the manuscript has a difficulty in identifying an appropriate reviewer. Ideally, such a reviewer should have some familiarity with the author’s previous papers, but the list of citations gives no clue as to who such a person might be; possibly no such person exists. The editor goes to The Citation Index of the SCI14 to find who has been citing the author’s work in the past and finds that there are very few citations—other than those given in subsequent publications written by the same author. None of the names of the citers are familiar to the editor, so the editor consequently sends the paper to potential reviewer A, who has a reputation for knowing just about all there is to know about this general area of acoustics, but who has no knowledge in depth about the specific topic of the submitted paper. Reviewer A declines, stating that he or she is really very busy. This process—of the editor asking, and of the reviewer declining—goes through several iterations, until eventually a good citizen is found who agrees to review the paper. The good citizen reviewer has not read any of the author’s previous papers. Moreover, being human, the reviewer is not willing to diligently read all of those papers in preparation for a thorough review of paper Q99. The reviewer may not even look at those previous papers, possibly because the paper’s author does not write with exceptional clarity and possibly because some of the cited papers are difficult to retrieve. The disposition of the paper at this point is capricious. One possibility is that the reviewer simply goes through the manuscript and looks for obvious errors and makes notes as to suggestions that would improve the paper. The novelty of the paper is taken as a given; the author’s previous papers were all taken as novel; this is different from any previous paper by the author; and it seems certain that no one but the author would have addressed the present problem. That the paper is significant seems evident, as all the previous papers in this sequence were adjudged by other reviewers to have been significant, so this one must be also. The good citizen reviewer sends back a long list of suggested cosmetic improvements; this list is transmitted to the author; the author submits a revision with the suggested improvements taken into account; the paper is accepted and published. An alternate scenario is that the reviewer recommends the paper not be published because the case for the work being significant is too weak. Although this is a continuing work that has resulted in a number of previous publications by the author, there is no indication at all that anyone has been reading those papers or is carrying on related research. If there were any such person, then why didn’t the author cite them? Another disturbing feature is that the author is blasting on ahead without looking around in the scientific community to see if anyone is doing work which might impact the present author’s work. Perhaps it is time to call a halt to this chain of noncollegial publishing. No one other than the author would miss the next few installments. It is not clear that the reviewer or the editor could ever convince the author that he or she has been operating as an egoist rather than as a colleague, but that is the basic problem. If the author had written all the papers in the sequence with a concerted effort to discuss the relationship of the current work with work that was being carried out by others, then the cited persons might have taken notice of the author’s research. There might have been a dialog in the literature, with a synergism of work carried out by different groups. The small price that the author would have had to pay is that he or she would have to read some papers written by persons other than himself or herself; these papers would have to have been understood in some detail and then assimilated in the writing of the subsequent papers—and they would have to be cited. In brief, the author would have to assiduously cultivate the art of collegial citing. A cynical reviewer might harbor the suspicion that, in actuality, the author was incapable of doing the reading and assimilation that was required to produce the literate writing and collegial citing that the papers were so strongly lacking. Perhaps at some time in the distant past, some thesis advisor had carefully laid out the relevant background and pointed the author in a certain direction. Momentum, persistence, and a certain luck in the assignment of reviewers for the author’s submitted manuscripts had resulted in a healthy list of refereed publications. If one’s ego is sufficiently great, or if one does not care whether anyone reads one’s papers, or if there is no pressure to secure external funding for one’s research, then one blithely carries on. The present writer’s view is that, were every paper in the Journal to have been written by an egoist ~rather that a collegial! author, then the Journal would be in serious trouble. Possibly, most egoist authors are capable of reform; they may only need a loud ‘‘wake-up call.’’ If so, then the discussion in this editorial might help.
	利己主義者是colleague的對照，而且在許多情況下，手稿的作者會遇到利己主義者。為了說明這點，並說服有潛力作者寫的colleague，而不是利己主義者，筆者在這裡介紹另一個假想的論文，並標記為 Q99，而它的品質稍微比Q98好，但仍不夠完美。論文Q99是由一個作者來撰寫，那由誰來寫論文呢?是由稍微有專業的題目，其中有一些已出現在JASA。目前的論文，在某程度上，這研究繼續不斷。這份手稿有12個參考文獻，其中有六個是筆者以前的論文。其餘 6個，有兩個是20年前的期刊論文，剩下4個是普通的教科書。主編要選一個適當的審查者來審查手稿有它的難處。在觀念上，審查者要熟悉作者以前的論文，也許是文獻上引用的人，可能也沒有這個人。主編可去SCI的引用索引找到過去誰在引用作者，發現有少數的引用，但比起那些後來出版地，是由同一作者引用。沒有一個引用者是主編所熟悉的，所以主編當然發送論文到有潛力的審查者，知道關於這聲學的領域誰有名聲，可是不了解所提交論文的具體題目。從審查者拒絕的情況，說明了他或她是真的很忙碌。主編的詢問和審查者婉拒的過程經過多次重述，直到最後一個好公民找到某審查論文的同意時。好公民審查者沒有看過任何作者以前的論文。此外，作為人類，審查者也不願意去認真閱讀所有論文Q99的徹底審查。審查者可能連看都不看以前的論文，可能是因為論文的作者沒有寫的非常清晰與一些引用的論文都難以檢索。論文的處置在這一點上是會變的。唯一的可能性是審查者簡單的審閱手稿與看明顯的錯誤和作筆記，並建議改善其論文。論文的創意是要的；作者的以前的論文也是有創意；不同的是作者任何以前的論文；似乎可以肯定沒有人有創意，然而作者將有解決目前的問題。本文是重大且明顯的，是由於其他審查者接連的說明以前的論文是重大的，因此這也是必須的。好公民審查者發回建議並其改善；這建議是傳達給作者；作者依照其建議來修正，並將建議改善的地方寫到裡面並說明之；最後論文被接受並發表。另一種情況是審查者不推薦你的論文並且不接受發表，是因為論文重大的發現太微弱了。雖然這持續的工作，已導致作者以前發表的數量，這不表示任何人閱讀此論文或進行相關的研究。如果有任何這樣的人，那為什麼不是作者引用呢？另一個令人不安的特點是，作者在科學界是枯萎的，一直沒有向前到處看，看看是否有人正在做的工作可能影響作者的工作。也許現在noncollegial出版的系列將停止。沒有其他作者會錯過少數​部分。目前尚不清楚審查者或主編可以說服作者，他或她一直經營作利己主義者，而不是colleague，但這是基本的問題。如果作者提交的書面論文中，持續共同的努力並討論當前的工作關係與正在開展的工作，由其他人來傳達，則引用的人會有作者研究的通知。有可能在文獻中的對話，由於不同的組織工作的協同執行。藉由他自己(她自己)去付小代價請他或她去讀某些論文書面，這些論文要去理解某些細節，理解後寫在論文裡，且引用他們。總之，作者唯有勤奮的加強collegial citing的藝術。一個悲觀的審查者也許懷有疑心，實際上，作者不能閱讀和理解，並要求有literate writing and collegial citing，這是這篇論文所缺乏的。或許時間的流逝，某些論文指導教授仔細提出有關的背景，並給予作者指導。
動力、堅持和一些運氣，對審查者的工作而言，是讓作者的原稿完整的出版。如果一個人的自大或不關心論文是否有人讀或者自己的研究沒有資金的壓力，然後愉快地進行。對目前作者的看法，這個期刊的許多論文都是利己主義者〜寧可是collegial！對作者而言這個期刊是糟糕的。也許，一些利己主義者對期刊做的改良，可能僅有一個響亮的
'’ wake-up call.’'。如果是這樣，那麼這個討論對編輯上可能會有幫助。
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