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Abstract

Peer review is primarily thought of as the process used to determine whether manuscripts are published in
medical or other academic journals. While a publication may be one outcome of peer review, this article
shares a model of 4 Ps to remind faculty of some important additional applications of peer review. The 4
Ps are publication, presentation, promotion, and practice. The medical literature offers few reasons why
faculty should get involved in peer review. In this article, we deXne peer review, illustrate the role of peer
review in four important processes, describe how the volume of material to review has changed over time,
and share how participation in these processes promotes career advancement. Understanding the peer
review process and its beneXts can encourage professionals to participate in peer review in any of the four
Ps as they recognize the beneXts to their discipline and their career.

Introduction
Achieving promotion and tenure can be an important marker of academic success for any faculty member.
Early career faculty may beneXt from demystifying the elements needed in a promotion packet and the relative
importance of those elements as they are reviewed by institutional promotions committees. Excellence in
education, clinical care, and research or scholarship are required to varying degrees in promotion criteria.  Peer
review is the process by which promotion committees and external referees ascribe value to the various
components documented on the curriculum vitae (CV).  While commonly thought of primarily in the context of
reviewing manuscripts, peer review is, in reality, much more central than that for advancement in our academic
careers.  In this professional development perspective, we deXne peer review; discuss its importance in our
model of the 4 Ps—publication, presentation, promotion, and practice; and encourage faculty interested in
academic advancement to actively participate in peer review in multiple domains.  We also illustrate the
importance of recruiting colleagues more often to perform peer reviews. Serving as a peer reviewer in any
capacity is a critical and vital service to the discipline and ensures that our scholarship is high quality, rigorous,
and recects a diversity of thought and expertise. In academia, no one progresses from instructor level to full
professor without participating in peer review.

Publication
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Table 1 describes multiple writing products that are available in family medicine journals and other places.
Authors can peer review for the journals in which they seek publication, such as evidence-based practice and
PubMed indexed journals. These reviews require reading and assessing the quality of the manuscript, checking
references, and fact-checking manuscript claims. Faculty can choose how often they review articles, but
frequent reviewing helps reviewers gain experience with publication, improve their writing skills, and enhance
their CV.

Presentation
Peer review also can be used to determine which presentations are accepted for conferences. Some family
medicine conferences use a committee of peers to review each submission and to select presenters. Peer
reviewers for conference presentations spend time reviewing submissions and choosing the best ones, with
the goal of ensuring high-quality offerings for conference attendees.  In this type of review, the materials
presented may be abstracts, responses to prompts required in the submission, and relevance to the conference
themes and categories. Overall, this could be a signiXcant volume of material to review for each presentation,
and many reviews may be required in a short time frame. Reviewing presentation proposals beneXts the
individual faculty member performing the review in that it helps deXne what is important in the discipline and
can serve as inspiration for projects or processes in their career.

Promotion
Academic advancement depends on the skills developed in reviewing presentations and publications, as well
as on the academic medicine community employing those skills to review promotion packets. Promotion
review can take a long time, and it requires a detailed, rigorous assessment, which is well-documented in the
literature.  Teaching, research, and clinical statements, individuals’ publication portfolios, and national and
international reputation are all evaluated in the promotion review. This is a time-consuming and volume-
intensive review. Because of the low numbers of family medicine faculty in tenure lines at the professor
rank,  few are qualiXed to review promotion packages of those seeking promotion to full professor.  In
addition, those who are seeking promotion may be reviewed by those at the level they are seeking or above (eg,
associate professors can evaluate those being promoted to assistant professors) This type of reviewing too
can be added to your CV, can help others in the Xeld advance, and can help inform individuals as to the
activities that are valued in promotions at other institutions.

Practice
Peer review for practice takes on many forms. When we apply for a state license, the state medical board
reviews our application. They are our peers. When we apply for privileges in a hospital system, the credentialing
board also reviews our application. These boards are also made up of our peers, and frequently they will ask
peers not on the board to review applications. While reviewing applications for licensure is not the same as
reviewing for publications, presentations, or promotions, the skills gained by reviewing manuscripts,
presentations, and promotion packets can be transferred to reviewing applications for practice and
credentialing. This type of review has direct beneXt for our patients by ensuring that those who treat them have
met minimum qualiXcations and keeps the reviewer abreast of advances in the requirements for patient care.

Conclusions
In this article we have further characterized how peer review is at the heart of four major activities in an
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academic career: publication, presentation, promotion, and practice (Figure 1). In summary, the peer review
process is fundamental for academic medicine faculty who are seeking promotion to the next rank. In sharing
levels of review, we have deXned the highest level as an individual review by a faculty peer of similar rank,
training, expertise, interest, and specialty. We have further shared that those who review CVs and other
promotion documents can estimate the number of peer reviews a faculty member has received and use that
information for decision-making regarding promotion.

The peer review activities presented in this article can be listed on the faculty member’s CV under the heading
“Service to the Profession.” Entries can include journals for which you review, service on committees that
review presentations, credentialing applications, and promotions/tenure.

Peer review is so central to our discipline that it behooves all of us to participate as reviewers, in publication,
presentation, promotion, and practice. Early career faculty can begin peer reviewing for journals as soon as they
get their Xrst faculty appointment. Peer review also can be the nidus of ideas that inspire the reviewer, improve
the reviewer’s knowledge base, and provide a source of continuing medical education credits.  Reviewing the
work of others for publication, presentation, promotion, or practice not only serves the discipline, but it helps
the individual reviewer become a better author, presenter, and evaluator of academic and practicing health care
providers. In short, peer review is a primary activity for family medicine faculty.

Tables and Figures
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