Benhao Qi
Last Month, I eagerly shared the call for abstracts for our university’ s “Prof. Doc Research and Development Residuum Conference 2026” across my academic networks. As a first-year PhD student, promoting the event felt like a small but meaningful contribution. I had no idea my involvement would deepen significantly by joining the online review committee.

Transitioning from a promoter to a reviewer was a profound professional milestone. Our selection process took place entirely through virtual meetings, bringing together seasoned professors and fellow early-career researchers. This collaborative decision-making environment was surprisingly egalitarian. We debated the merits of each submission, not just on thematic relevance, but on strict ethical and professional considerations. I learned firsthand the vital importance of maintaining absolute confidentiality, identifying our own potential biases, and ensuring the proposed methodologies adhered to rigorous academic ethics.

Through these vibrant online discussions, I gained invaluable insights into what truly defines academic quality. I witnessed how the selection process operates as a delicate balancing act—weighing methodological rigor against innovative theoretical frameworks. Observing experienced academics efficiently pinpoint both the strengths and logical gaps in short summaries completely reshaped my understanding of concise scholarly writing.

Ultimately, it taught me that academic evaluation, when executed collaboratively and ethically, is about elevating scholarly discourse. I am stepping back into my own doctoral research with a sharper critical lens and profound respect for the review process.
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Defining Your Practice as Leading Change perspective is clear, the
methodology is well-defined, and the
conclusions have practical
significance.
Abstract:
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Purpose: This study compares the evolution of minimalist furniture nggestlon. Y‘?'—‘ could describe M"'IC}T_
this in a few brief sentences Revisions

across different periods, focusing on changes in form, function,
and material, to identify design directions that better align with
contemporary young users.

Method: A comparative case analysis is conducted using

representative minimalist furniture examples from different eras.

(how the design characteristics
of early minimalism are
combined with modern furniture
to create a new revolution in
furniture design).
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