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Abstract. This report of the Ad Hoc Committee on Double-Blind Referee-
ing was presented to the IMS Council in August 1992. It summarizes
arguments for and against blinding referees to the identity of the authors
and suggests an experiment to evaluate the process.
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INTRODUCTION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

An ad hoc committee to consider double-blind refer-
eeing was established in February 1991 by David Sieg-
mund, then president of the Institute of Mathematical
Statistics (IMS). The committee was formed at least
partly in response to the report of the New Researchers
Committee (Altman et al., 1991). The mandate to the
committee was to review the literature and arguments
in favor of and opposed to double-blind refereeing and
summarize their relevance to IMS and its publications.
It was stated that it would also be very interesting if
an experiment might be suggested that the IMS could
consider performing.

The committee reviewed much of the available litera-
ture and collected opinions on an informal basis from a
haphazard sample of IMS members. Broadly speaking,
the majority opinion among those senior enough to
have had experience of-the editorial process does not
favour double-blind refereeing, and the majority opin-
ion among those in possibly disadvantaged groups
does favour double-blind refereeing. These views are
summarized in more detail in the following sections.

This committee recommends that if a change to
double-blind refereeing is contemplated that it not be
implemented without first assessing the merits of dou-
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ble-blind refereeing by an experiment. Some details
are provided in later sections indicating issues to be
considered in implementing an experiment. We feel
that the available results in the literature are suffi-
ciently incomplete that a well-designed experiment has
the potential to provide useful information on the refer-
eeing process, even if the eventual decision of the IMS
is not to change the refereeing method.

The committee also recommends that if an experi-
ment is to be conducted, a principal investigator with
experience in supervising clinical trials be appointed
to oversee it. We recommend that a preliminary pilot
study be performed prior to implementing the full
experiment.

SUMMARY OF VIEWS ON DOUBLE-BLIND
REFEREEING

Double-blind refereeing means that the name of the
author is not available to the referee and the name of
the referee is not available to the author. While the
suggestion has often been received that the editor and
associate editors have the more important influence on
fairness in publication, the person requesting referees’

reports must know the authors’ identities, if only to

avoid asking authors to referee their own papers.

The following provides a list of the more cogent
arguments received by the committee on the advan-
tages and disadvantages of double-blind refereeing.

Advantages

¢ Double-blind refereeing allows the merits of a pa-
per to be assessed without regard to character-
istics of its author(s) such as rank, gender,
institution, seniority, and so on. (Although the
identity of the author may be guessed, it is argued
that the effect of this is slight.)

¢ Double-blind refereeing ensures that the percep-
tion of decisions being based on such unrelated
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characteristics is eliminated, which may indirectly
benefit all its members.

e The amount of work involved is small, and there
seems to be nothing to lose by implementing dou-
ble-blind refereeing.

e The name of the author is not relevant for as-
sessing the suitability for publication of a submit-
ted manuscript.

Disadvantages

e Most editors and many referees feel that they
provide extra advice to new researchers, particu-
larly over presentation; this extra assistance will
not be available under double-blind refereeing.

e It may be advantageous, particularly for new re-
searchers, to publicize their prepublication work
through the refereeing process.

e The name of the author is a relevant piece of
information that makes the refereeing process
more efficient, in that judgements about the likely
impact of the work are legitimately influenced by
the author’s name, background and the importance
of his or her previous work.

¢ Some distortion in the refereeing process may be
introduced by referees trying to guess the author,
sometimes of course incorrectly.

o There is some increased editorial burden in chang-
ing the cover sheet of the submitted paper to
remove the authors’ names. (This is a slight burden
that would eventually be transferred to the authors,
if double-blind refereeing became journal policy.)

Views on the merits of double-blind refereeing are
quite varied and strongly held. Comments the commit-
tee received spanned a range of opinions from (loosely
quoted) “double-blind refereeing is a waste of time”
to “double-blind refereeing is the only fair refereeing
process.” The suggestion was also received by the com-
mittee that a more effective way to ensure the quality
of referees’ reports is to have referees sign their re-
views. Preliminary analysis of the IMS survey ques-
tionnaire indicates strong support for double-blind
refereeing in the IMS journals. (Of 1,141 responses
analysed by July 6, 1992, 46% agreed or strongly
agreed with the statement that the IMS should insti-
tute double-blind refereeing, 24% were neutral and
29% responded negatively.)

The New Researcher's Committee (NRC) strongly
endorses double-blind refereeing in its recent report
and again in its rejoinder to the discussion (Altman et
al., 1991) and has been a major force behind the forma-
tion of the present committee. It seems likely that
the NRC represents the majority opinion among new
researchers, although support for double-blind referee-
ing is not unanimous among new researchers.

The publication committee in its report to the board

in August 1991 was “negative but sympathetic,” and
this seems to be a majority view among those senior
enough to have been involved in the editing process.
An informal poll of some past editors of the Annals
indicated little support for double-blind refereeing.

The present committee’s view may be summarized
as cautiously receptive to double-blind refereeing. We
are not convinced that the benefits outweigh the disad-
vantages; but we are open to the possibility. We recom-
mend that if a change in journal policy to double-blind
refereeing is contemplated that an experiment be con-
ducted to assess the merits of double-blind refereeing
before any permanent change is made. Some general
issues about the experiment are discussed in a later
section, and some guidelines for the design are pro-
vided.

LITERATURE

A literature review is provided in the last section. As
might be expected, although there are many published
articles describing the possible existence of peer review
bias, none can be regarded as definitive. There are
also studies indicating moderate variability between
referees evaluating the same paper.

The most widely quoted study is that by Peters and
Ceci (1982). There is little agreement on the validity
of the conclusions from this study, as evidenced by
the disagreement expressed by a large number of dis-
cussants. The Journal of the American Medical Asso-
ciation has also conducted studies of double-blind
refereeing. The most relevant of these was a random-
ized block design which compared the quality of reports
received from both the editors’ and authors’ points of
view. This study did not investigate association of
differences between reports with gender, institution,
seniority and so on.

OTHER JOURNALS’ EXPERIENCE
The only statistics journals that we know of that

" have implemented double-blind refereeing are the Cana-

dian Journal of Statistics and Psychometrika. The Ca-
nadian Journal of Statistics switched to double-blind
refereeing in January 1991. Marc Moore was the editor
during that period; the editor since January 1992 has
been Lai Chan. The issue of double-blind refereeing
was not studied systematically, either before or after
the implementation. Marc Moore commented that the
editorial burden in blinding the submissions was indeed
very small, and his subjective impression was that the
refereeing process was very little affected by the change
in journal policy. There was an occasional objection to
the policy, by a referee or an author, but these objec-
tions were not strong, and no submissions were with-
drawn nor referee reports refused on these grounds.
The current editor confirmed these views.
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Technometrics allows authors the option of re-
questing double-blind refereeing; the editor Vijay Nair
reported that a very small number of submissions take
advantage of this option. Again, the subjective opinion
of the editor was that this had essentially no effect on
either the journal or the outcome for the papers in
question.

EXPERIMENT: GENERAL

It is important to note that an experiment to evalu-
ate double-blind refereeing does involve a substantial
amount of work on the part of the editors and at least
some members of the IMS. There is little available
information to provide a guess at how much can be
learned about the refereeing process even from a care-
fully designed experiment. Most editors feel that there
is considerable variability among referees evaluating
the same paper, particularly for papers that are not at
the two quality extremes, although even this has not
been systematically addressed. There is also the diffi-
culty that reviews prepared as part of an experiment
might not be representative of the reviews obtained
under the usual conditions of operation of the journal —
in particular, that reviewers who know their reports
will be assessed might be more careful and thorough
than usual.

On the other hand, we would probably agree as a
discipline that a carefully designed experiment is the
appropriate way to obtain information, and of course
such an experiment has intellectual value in itself,
aside from whatever impact it may have on the IMS
journal policy.

Although the views of the members of the IMS, as
received on an ad hoc basis by this committee, are
widely varying on the merits of double-blind refereeing,
there is little disagreement on the merits of an experi-
ment to attempt to find out more about the refereeing
process.

We recommend that, if an experiment is to be con-
ducted, a principal investigator with experience in clini-
cal trials be appointed to oversee the design and
analysis. Some aspects of the design that will likely
be relevant are outlined in the next section.

DESIGN

General

The following is intended to convey some of the
issues that need to be considered in designing an exper-
iment and to sketch some approaches to the problem.

It is essential to have the cooperation of the Editors
in carrying out the experiment. Associate Editors
should be encouraged but not compelled to take part.
We suggest that a pilot study be carried out, involving
one Annals and two Associate Editors, for a period

of two months, at which time the data sheets and
randomization instructions may need to be revised.
We further recommend that after this the experiment
be carried out for six months, on all three Annals.

Some papers that are submitted are not sent to
Associate Editors by the Editor or not sent to referees
by the Associate Editors. These papers will of course
be handled in the usual way and will not form part of
the experiment. In addition, some papers are specially
solicited for the journal by either the Editor or the
Associate Editors, and it is recommended that these
papers also not form part of the experiment. Because
Statistical Science has a large number of papers in
the latter category, it might be excluded from the
experiment.

The Associate Editor may need to serve as a second
referee on a paper. This will presumably most often be
because one of the two referees initially contacted does
not produce a report within a reasonable length of
time. In this case, the information about the paper
should be collected as outlined below, with a note
indicating that a complete randomized response was
not obtained.

There may be papers involving more than two refer-
ees. The Associate Editor may serve as a third referee,
either because she has a particular interest in the paper
or because the two referees involved were in disagree-
ment. In this case, as long as the randomization proce-
dure was followed, the paper will still form part of the
experiment. Some specific guidelines are needed in the
event that the Associate Editor decides to send a paper
to more than two referees. It may be necessary to find
some way to keep records on the referees’ reports for
papers refereed in the usual way to assess the influence
on quality of participation in the experiment. Once a
decision on a paper has been reached, the editorial
office involved should perhaps inform the referee of
both the authors’ names and the decision.

To give a flavour of the type and amount of effort
that will be involved in an experiment, we provide the

‘following suggestions for conducting the experiment,

and a sketch of the data forms that might be used.

Editorial Office

¢ prepares each paper (that is to be sent to an Associ-
ate Editor) by putting information about authors,
institutions, and acknowledgements on a separate
cover sheet, so that the paper is “blind” when the
cover sheet is removed

¢ records author information on the Data Sheet 1

e mails a sealed randomization envelope with the
paper to the Associate Editor

e sends a letter to the author (along with the ac-
knowledgement of receipt) indicating that the pa-
per may be refereed blind
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Associate Editor

e for each paper to be refereed by two referees, chooses
the two referees and names them A and B

¢ opens the randomization envelope to find out which
referee is to get the blind copy

¢ continues with the refereeing process in the usual
way

e completes Data Sheet 2, which is returned to the
Editor along with the usual correspondence

LITERATURE REVIEW

In the late 1970’s and early 1980’s, considerable
criticism was directed at the peer review process. Both
the National Science Foundation and the National In-
stitutes of Health made studies of peer reviews of
grant applications. Of greater interest for our purpose
are the studies of the refereeing process that were
made at that time. Articles reporting results from
these studies are included in the bibliography of an
article discussed by Peters and Ceci (1982), which will
be mentioned later in this review. Although we have
found some papers on the subject that were published
after 1982, the great scope of the literature where
relevant articles might appear has prevented a compre-
hensive search. We nonetheless believe that the present
review gives an adequate summary of the issues and
findings pertinent to the question of initiating and
testing double-blind refereeing.

It will become apparent that the majority of our
references come from the social and behavioral science
literature. It is natural for these fields to be interested
in the behavior of referees, but more important as
a reason for the preponderance of articles from this
literature is that journal acceptance rates in the social
and behavioral sciences tend to be quite low (20-30%).
The failure of authors to secure a share of scarce re-
sources creates a discontent with the system. In con-
trast, even quite prestigious physics journals, such as
Physical Review, accept approximately 80% of the
articles submitted to them. A similar high acceptance
rate occurs in some of the chemical journals. Conse-
quently, there is less incentive to question the editorial
practices of those journals.

The subsequent review covers the following issues:
(a) the reliability of referees’ ratings or judgements of
articles, (b) the existence of status bias (favouring se-
nior researchers or those at well-known institutions),
(c) the existence of gender bias (favouring men over
women) and (d) studies of the results of implementing
double-blind refereeing. It is notable that we found no
studies of racial or ethnic bias.

Reliability of the Refereeing Process

How closely do referees agree in their judgements
about submitted articles? This is an important consid-

eration when investigating bias in refereeing because
bias and legitimate differences in judgement can be
confounded.

In the behavioral sciences, between-rater agreement
appears to be quite low. Perhaps the highest levels of
agreement were reported by Scarr and Weber (1978).
Of 89 articles submitted to the American Psychologist,
there was perfect agreement between two referees on
a 5-point rating scale for 57 of 89 papers; an additional
12 referees differed by only one rating category. For
the same journal, Cicchetti (1980) found an intraclass
correlation between referees’ ratings of 0.54. A study
by Cicchetti and Eron (1979) of 450 psychology manu-
scripts found an intraclass correlation of r = 0.15 (for
a T-point rating scale). Another 600 manuscripts for
which the rating scale was not used yielded r = 0.21.
In sociology, McCartney (1973) examined 300 manu-
scripts submitted to Sociological Quarterly and found
that, on a 5-point scale, approximately one third of
referee pairs were in perfect agreement and one third
differed by one level. Other reports of reliability studies
in the social and behavioral sciences are: Crandall
(1978), Gottfredson (1978), Hendrick (1976, 1977), Ma-
honey (1977), McReynolds (1971), Scott (1974) and
Watkins (1979).

Similar low levels of agreement have been found in
the medical sciences. For example, Ingelfinger (1974)
reported an intraclass correlation of less than 0.30 for
reviewer ratings of 496 manuscripts for the prestigious
New England Journal of Medicine. In the physical
sciences, Lazarus (1982) remarks that no more than
15% of articles submitted to Physical Review Letters
secure perfect agreement between referees, either on
outright acceptance or outright rejection, and notes the
importance of Editors or Associate Editors in resolving
the resulting gray areas.

Given the space constraint pressures on journals in
the behavioral, social and medical sciences, and the
resulting pressure on referees to be critical and selec-
tive, one can conjecture that ratings of “reject” or
“reject with encouragement” would be agreed upon
most frequently by referees. This conjecture is con-
firmed by Cicchetti (1980).

In any case, at least for the journals covered by
the above findings, it appears that few papers receive
unanimous “accept” or “accept after minor revision”
reviews. Those that do may have high quality or may
simply be fortunate in having been reviewed by refer-
ees who were unusually uncritical. There may thus be
some grounds for the belief held by many researchers
that securing publication of their papers is largely the
result of chance.

What about the validity of referees’ judgements? A
study by Garfunkel, Ulshen, Hamrick and Lawson
(1990) tested the hypothesis that no important deficits
would be identified on further review of accepted manu-
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scripts. The authors selected the Journal of Pediatrics
for the study. The new referees were unaware of the
study or of the status of the papers. Although the
referees did come up with additional criticisms, 80%
of the papers were recommended for acceptance and
the others were judged suitable, but not of high prior-
ity. (This study can also be viewed as measuring relia-
bility of ratings of acceptance, because the actual
quality of the manuscript is unknown.) On the other
hand, Peters and Ceci (1982) submitted 12 previously
published papers to the same psychology journals in
which they had been published, but under new authors’
names (from different institutions). The attempted pla-
giarism was spotted in only three cases; of the re-
maining nine papers, 8 were unanimously rejected by
the referees!

Status Bias

Status bias refers to situations in which the best
known researchers, senior researchers and/or research-
ers at prominent universities or research centers re-
ceive gentler than average treatment at the hands of
referees, while unknown authors at less well known
institutions receive harsher than average treatment.
In the social sciences, such differential treatment of
authors by their status is sometimes called the “Mat-
thew Effect” (Merton, 1968), deriving from the bibli-
cal aphorism: “Unto every one that hath shall be
given ..., but from him that hath not shall be taken
away even that which he hath.” A related type of bias,
commonly called “the old boys network,” is the claim
that prestigious individuals control access to funds
and journal space for themselves and other prestigious
researchers and may deny such resources to unestab-
lished researchers. The possible existence of status
bias or an “old boys network” underlay most of the
calls for reform of the refereeing and grant review
system in the late 1970’s.

Status bias, indeed any bias, is difficult to demon-
strate. Most studies that have attempted to verify
status bias have inevitable flaws that are seized upon
by those who prefer to keep their belief in an objective
~ and fair peer system. As Peters and Ceci (1982) note,
journal Editors are reluctant to cooperate in tests of
bias of their referees even though their cooperation is
essential for any well-designed experiment. In particu-
lar, the need to control the quality of manuscripts used
for the test may require deceiving referees about the
true status of the manuscripts they are reviewing. [See
Fleiss (1982) for a contrary opinion.] This is viewed as
unethical by many. .

This was the case with the Peters and Ceci (1982)
study mentioned previously. Because of lack of cooper-
ation from Editors, they not only deceived the referees
but also deceived the Editors. Apart from cosmetic
changes in the title, introduction and the method used

to display data, the papers submitted were identical
to those previously published in the journals to which
they were resubmitted. The major change was that the
authors and affiliations were changed from those of
well-known researchers in top psychology departments
to unknown authors at institutions such as the “Tri-
Valley Institute of Human Learning.” The fact that
of the 9 papers not spotted as plagiarisms, 8 were
unanimously rejected is, given the variability one
would expect in referee’s opinions and the supposed
publishable quality of the papers, a strong indication
that the status of the supposed authors played a strong
part in the referees’ judgements. Some discussants of
Peters and Ceci (1982) objected that the use of insti-
tutes of doubtful repute as locations for the supposed
authors could legitimately create suspicion as to the
validity of the data reported (falsification of data is
not unheard of in science). Others noted that the design
was incomplete, lacking (among other things) a control
group to detect whether rejection was a consequence of
poor quality control at the papers’ original submission.
Submission of low-quality papers under the names of
well-known authors was also recommended. Finally,
the small sample size of the study came in for criticism.
Nevertheless, nearly all discussants expressed surprise
and concern at the results.

Some of the physical scientists who discussed the
Peters and Ceci (1982) study noted that the status of
authors can provide important evidence of the quality
of work not presented in detail in a paper (e.g., that
the data were obtained correctly). See, for example,
Yalow (1982).

Most other studies of status bias have been observa-
tional (uncontrolled). For example, Gordon (1980) stud-
ied 2,572 referees’ reports on 619 articles submitted to
well-regarded physical science journals in the United
Kingdom. There was a significantly higher chance of
a favourable evaluation (p < 0.000006) when both au-
thor and referee shared membership in groups of simi-
larly high status. Gordon attributed this difference to
a higher level of consensus on research beliefs and
paradigms within groups of similar status than across
such groups, but also admitted the possibility of preju-
dice due to status. He also noted that referees from
lower status institutions did not exhibit significant
institutional bias. Mahoney, Kazdin and Konigsberg
(1978) found that manuscripts citing as “in press” arti-
cles under the author's name were more favourably
reviewed than when these same “in press” articles were
cited under the name of another researcher (indicating
the advantage of reminding referees that the author
has previously survived the peer review process). Row-
ney and Zenisek (1980) queried reviewers about the
criteria they used in evaluating manuscripts and found
that “justifiably strong reputation” of the author was
frequently mentioned. Other related studies include
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Beyer (1978), Bowen, Perloff and Jacoby (1972), Cic-
chetti and Eron (1979), Cole and Cole (1972), Crane
(1967), Goodstein and Brazis (1970), Mahoney (1977),
Merton (1968), Oromaner (1977), Pfeffer, Leong and
Strehl (1977), Tobach (1980), Yoels (1974), Yotopoulos
(1961), Zuckerman (1970) and Zuckerman and Merton
(1973).

Note: The power of name recognition has also been
demonstrated by Ross (1982). He submitted an award-
winning novel (Steps by Jerry Kosinski, 1968) to four-
teen major publishing houses under a pseudonym. No
one recognized the work, and it was rejected by all of
the publishers, including the original publisher.

Gender Bias

Only a small number of studies have been directed
toward demonstrating the existence of gender bias.
Anecdotally, Horrobin (1982) mentions that after
women members of the Modern Language Association
complained that gender bias was preventing them from
publishing their work, the Association instituted a
double-blind refereeing system; the result was a mark-
edly higher rate of acceptance of articles written by
women. Moore (1978) studied published reviews of
books and found that reviewers gave more favourable
reviews to their own sex than to members of the oppo-
site sex; interestingly, both sexes were more critical of
books authored by women.

Goldberg (1968) tested the hypothesis that both men
and women value the professional work of men more
highly by having women subjects evaluate supposedly
published journal articles on linguistics, law, art his-
tory, education, dietetics and city planning. Half the
women saw a male author’s name (John T. McKay)
and half saw a female author’s name (Joan T. McKay).
Results indicated that women rated the articles (even
those considered sex-appropriate for women) more fa-
vourably when John was the alleged author. Paludi
and Bauer (1983) extended this experiment to include
180 male and 180 female students as reviewers. They

" also added an author named J. T. McKay. Their results
further supported the hypothesis of gender bias: J. T.,
whom many readers thought was female, rated some-
what lower than John, but higher than Joan. [See also
Levenson et al., (1975).]

Double-Blind Refereeing

Double-blind refereeing appears to have been widely
adopted by the behavioral and social science journals.
Although Editors of double-blinded journals state opin-
ions about the success of blinding based on their per-
sonal experience, this is generally not supported by
controlled experimentation. The former Editor of the
Journal of Comparative and Physiological Psychology,
Garth J. Thomas, states: “Such evidence as I know

indicates that such procedures do not make much
difference in terms of actual administrative decisions
(publish or reject). However, blind reviewing may be a
desirable public relations maneuver as a reaction to
the apparently increasing belief among scientists that
the editorial process is shot through with bias and
injustice” (Thomas, 1982). Sandra Scarr, who edited
Developmental Psychology and served as Associate
Editor of American Psychologist, claims (Scarr, 1982)
that for both of these blind-refereed journals more than
two-thirds of the referees appear to be genuinely blind
to the authors’ identity “as evidenced by the frequent
tell-tale mistakes they make about the experience, gen-
der and presumed theoretical positions of the authors.
Young reviewers mistake senior investigators for nov-
ices, to whom they lecture; many reviewers refer to
authors as ‘he’ or ‘he/she’ or ‘they,” inappropriately; and
some reviewers argue for a more extreme version of
the author’s own theoretical position, as though the
author might need coaxing.” She notes that blind refer-
eeing sometimes has a detrimental effect by casting
doubts on the competence of authors with well-estab-
lished credibility, forcing them to spell out their meth-
ods in excruciating detail, but she claims it is
“manifestly more fair to lesser known investigators in
lesser known institutions.” Rosenblatt and Kirk (1980)
found that only 15-80% of referees for the Journal of
Social Service Research could correctly identify the
author(s) of manuscripts they had reviewed. In con-
trast, Robert K. Adair, the former Editor of Physical
Review Letters, asserts (Adair, 1982) that blind referee-
ing would not work in physics journals, based on un-
published studies that “suggest to us that almost 80%
of the authors of letters submitted to Physics Review
Letters can be identified by referees comipetent in the
narrow field of the submitted paper.”

In research reported by McNutt, Evans and Fletcher
(1990), each of 127 consecutive manuscripts submitted
to the Journal of General Internal Medicine was sent
to two reviewers; one was randomly chosen to receive

- the manuscript with the author and institution re-

moved. After the reviews were returned, an Editor who
was blinded to both the author and the blinding status
of the referees evaluated the quality of the reviews.
The quality was evaluated as the sum of a number of
factors which took into account the Editor’s point of
view and the author’s point of view. Over all, the
blinded reports were graded to be of a higher quality
(3.5 vs. 3.1 on a 5-point scale; p-value = .007). Compo-
nents of the evaluation from the Editor’s point of view
included the following: (1) Did the reviewer give appro-
priate attention to the importance of the question stud-
ied? (2) Did the reviewer target key issues? (3) Did the
reviewer clearly identify strengths and weaknesses in
the study’s methods? (4) Did the reviewer make con-
structive comments about the quality of writing and
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presentation of the data? The blinded reviewer scored
significantly higher in areas (1) to (3). Also, components
of the evaluation from the author’s point of view included
(1) thoroughness, (2) constructiveness, (3) fairness, (4)
courteousness and (5) knowledge in the manuscript’s
content area. The referees were graded on these points
by both a blinded Editor and a blinded author. From
the Editor’s point of view, the blinded reviewer scored
significantly higher on point (5) only. From the author’s
point of view there were no significant differences in
the quality of the reviews. [Note: Of relevance to this
point is the study done by Garfunkel, Lawson, Ham-
rick and Ulshen (1990), who asked 90 authors who
submitted papers to Journal of Pediatrics to evaluate
the quality of the reviews. The 60 rejectees did not
rate the evaluations significantly lower than did the
30 acceptees.]

The referees also evaluated the quality of the manu-
scripts on a number of points. Blinded referees usually
gave lower scores on most points, but the only signifi-
cant difference occurred for methods. The referees,
however, on the average did not differ in their recom-
mendations regarding whether or not to accept the
manuscripts.

No effort was made in this study to assess the influ-
ence of the author’s institution, seniority, gender, etc.
on the refereeing process. One difficulty with the study
is that the referees receiving the blinded copy of the
manuscript would have been aware that they were part
of an experiment and may in consequence have been
more careful with their reports.

DISCUSSION

As can be seen from the above literature review,
there have been few well-designed studies of the refer-
eeing process and even fewer studies of double-blind
refereeing. In digesting the studies that have been
done, it must be kept in mind that not all of the
journals studied are similar to those of the IMS. That
this is an important consideration can be seen by con-
trasting assertions made above about the behavioral
and social science journals with those made about the
journals of the physical sciences. If would seem that
our journals share with the social and behavioral sci-
ences the high journal rejection rates, with the unhap-
piness among authors that this produces. On the other
hand, we like to think that our field more closely resem-
bles the physical sciences in terms of having widely
accepted paradigms of good research. Of the journals
(and research areas) for which studies have been made
of the refereeing process, it may be that the closest
comparisons can be made to those in the medical area.
Nevertheless, as statisticians we should be interested
in providing good examples to other fields of how to
run such studies and should agree that the best evi-

dence about refereeing practices in statistics must
come from studies of our own journals.
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