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What is peer review?

• Evaluation of work by one or more people of similar 

competence to the producers of the work (peers). 

– A form of self-regulation by qualified members of a profession within 

the relevant field.

– The only widely accepted method for research validation 

– Uphold the quality and validity of individual articles and journals that 

publish them

https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/peer#Etymology_2




Peer review



Why being a reviewer?

• Reviewing requires

– Investment of time

– Skillset



• Personally an honor

• Establish your expertise in the field and expand your knowledge

• Improve your reputation and increase your exposure to key figures in the 
field

• Develop critical thinking skills essential to research

• Stay up to date with the latest literature

• Advanced in your career: peer review is an essential role for researchers

• Publishers are now thinking “Reward” reviewers for the work they do

Why get involved in peer review?





Experience of peer review 

• For example, “more than 100 peer reviews of articles 
in relevant fields”

– Of definite benefit to you 





2016          2016 best reviewer award of Journal of Gynecologic Oncology



Reviewer Recognition Platform



• Recognized Reviewer

• Outstanding Reviewer

• Certificate of Excellence:  editor’s choice

JGO issued certificate upon request



Peer Review reports as articles



How can I become a reviewer?

• Typically reviewers are invited by a journal editor

• Select researchers that are experts in the same subject area as 
the paper

• But, you can always contact one of the journal’s editors

• Identify which journal you would like to review

• Visit the journal homepage and view full editorial board

• Contact the relevant editors through the site and offer your 
reviewing services





JGO reviewer application form

• Download at ejgo.org



• Spending longer than 3 hours on a review on average 

did not appear to increase review quality as rated by 

editors and authors.

What Makes a Good Reviewer? 

Black N et al. JAMA 1998



• Don’t rush to accept an invitation to peer 
review a manuscript

– Familiar enough with the content area or the 
method

– Conflict of interest

– Enough time to review



Systematic process to review the 
manuscript

1) Scientific originality

2) Its strength and weakness (content, methodological, 

ethical)

3) The presentation/clarity of the paper

4) The interpretation of results

5) Future direction

6) Suitability for publication



Checklist for review

• Title

• Abstract

• Introduction: specific

• Methods: reproducible

• Results: consistent and reasonable

• Discussion: logical, condense and focused

• Conclusion: no broader interpretation

• References: compatible with journal style

• Table and figure: independent as it is

• Final decision: 
– do not make mixed-signal review



Rating

• Confidential comments to the EIC, including

– Plagiarism, fraud or any other ethical concerns 

• Comments to the authors

– Overall 

• Summarize the article in a short paragraph

• Give your main impressions, including 

– Whether it is novel and interesting

– Whether it has a sufficient impact and adds to the knowledge base

• Point out any journal-specific points-does it adhere to the journal’s standards?

– Specific

• From title to reference

• layout and format: adequate, inadequate, or not applicable





Confidential comments to EIC

• This manuscript is very interesting. Although this paper has minor concerns about 

the methodology, the manuscript is well written and well presented. 

• Although this manuscript has several limitation including a referral bias, it deserves 

publication because the rarity of GTN following partial molar pregnancy.

• Although the purpose of this study seemed to be clinically important, the authors 

drew improper conclusion from the inappropriate sample. Also, the methodology 

was very poor and not scientific. 

• Although the method and result section appear to be reasonable and scientific, 

the authors jumped into the conclusion. Also, the main results was already well-

known.  



Summary

• Authors and reviewer: interchangeable roles

– as reviewer, researchers ‘repay’ the same courtesy they 
receive as authors

ejgo.org
jgo.editorial.office@gmail.com



- November 2016 -

In Sendai, JAPAN

The 4th International  

Workshop on 

Gynecologic Oncology

[Date]
Nov. 12 (Sat) – 13 (Sun), 2016

[Venue] 

Sendai International Center

[President]

Nobuo Yaegashi, M.D., PhD.

Professor

Tohoku University



[Date] Nov 30 (Thr) – Dec 2 (Sat), 2017
[Venue] Sankei-plaza, Tokyo, Japan
[President] Daisuke Aoki, M.D., PhD.

Professor, Keio University


