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Skip Abstract SectionAbstract

The peer review process is generally acknowledged as central to the advancement of scholarly knowledge. It is also vital to the advancement of individual careers.







                    References
                

	{Abrams 1991} P. A. Abrams, "The Predictive Ability of Peer Review of Grant Proposals: The Case of Ecology and the US National Science Foundation," Social Studies of Science 21(1):111--132, February 1991.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Altman et al. 1991} N. Altman, D. Banks, P. Chen, D. Duffy, J. Hardwick, C. Léger, A. Owen, and T. Stukel, "Meeting the Needs of New Statistical Researchers." Statistical Science 6(2):163--174, May 1991.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Altman et al. 1992} N. Altman, J. F. Angers, D. Banks, D. Duffy, J. Hardwick, C. Léger, M. Martin, D. Nolan (Chair), A. Owen, D. Politis, K. Roeder, T. N. Stukle and Z. Ying, "Rejoinder," Statistical Science 7(2):265--266, May 1992.Google Scholar
	{Armstrong 1997} J. S. Armstrong, "Peer Review for Journals: Evidence on Quality Control, Fairness, and Innovation," Science and Engineering Ethics 3:63--84, 1997.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Bachand & Sawallis 2003} R. G. Bachand and P. P. Sawallis, "Accuracy in the Identification of Scholarly and Peer-Reviewed Journals and the Peer-Review Process Across Disciplines," The Serials Librarian 45(2):39--59, 2003.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Billard 1993} L. Billard, "Comment," Statistical Science 8(3):320--322. August 1993.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Calfee & Valencia 2006} R. C. Calfee and R. R. Valencia, "APA Guide to Preparing Manuscripts for Journal Publication," http://www.apa.org/journals/authors/guide.html, viewed June 21, 2006.Google Scholar
	{Blank 1991} R. M. Blank, "The Effects of Double-Blind versus Single-Blind Reviewing: Experimental Evidence from The American Economic Review," American Economic Review 81(5):1041--1067, December 1991.Google Scholar
	{Borts 1974} G. Borts, "Report of the Managing Editor," American Economic Review 64:476--82, May 1974.Google Scholar
	{Campanario 1998a} J. M. Campanario, "Peer Review for Journals at It Stands Today---Part 1," Science Communication 19(3):181--211, March 1998.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Campanario 1998b} J. M. Campanario, "Peer Review for Journals at It Stands Today---Part 2," Science Communication 19(4):277--306, June 1998.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Carland et al. 1992} J. A. Carland, J. W. Carland, and C. D. Aby, Jr., "Proposed Codification of Ethicacy in the Publication Process," Journal of Business Ethics 11:95--104, 1992.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Ceci & Peters 1984} S. J. Ceci and D. P. Peters, "How blind is blind review?" American Psychologist 39:1491--1494, 1984.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Cho et al. 1998} M. K. Cho, A. C. Justice, M. A. Winker, J. A. Berlin, J. F. Waecklerle, M. L. Callaham, and D. Rennie, "Masking author identity in peer review---What factors influence masking success?" Journal of the American Medical Association 280(3):243--245, July 15, 1998.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Cox et al. 1993} D. Cox, L. Gleser, M. Perlman, N. Reid, and K. Roeder, "Report of the Ad Hoc Committee of Double-Blind Refereeing," Statistical Science 8(3):310--317, August 1993.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Dalton 1995} M. Dalton, "Refereeing of Scholarly Works for Primary Publishing," in Annual Review of Information Science and Technology (ARIST), Volume 30, M. E. Williams (ed.), American Society of Information Science, 1995.Google Scholar
	{Evans et al. 1990} A. T. Evans, R. A. McNutt, R. H. Fletcher, and S. W. Fletcher, "The Effects of Blinding on the Quality of Peer Review: A Randomized Trial," Clinical Research 38(2), 1990.Google Scholar
	{Fisher et al. 1994} M. Fisher, S. B. Friedman, and B. Strauss, "The effects of blinding on acceptance of research papers by peer review," Journal of the American Medical Association 272(2):143--146, July 13, 1994.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Fletcher & Fletcher 1997} R. H. Fletcher and S. W. Fletcher, "Evidence for the Effectiveness of Peer Review," Science and Engineering Ethics 3(1):35--50, 1997.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Fouad et al. 2000} N. Fouad, S. Brehm, C. I. Hall, M. E. Kite, J. S. Hyde, and N. F. Russo, Women in Academe: Two Steps Forward, One Step Back, Report of the Task Force on Women in Academe, American Psychological Association, 2000. http://www.apa.org/pi/wpo/academe/repthome.html, viewed June 21, 2006.Google Scholar
	{Franzini 1987} L. R. Franzini, "Editors Are Not Blind," American Psychologist, page 104, January 1987.Google Scholar
	{Garfunkel et al. 1994} J. M. Garfunkel, M. H. Ulshen, H. J. Hamrick, and E. E. Lawon, "Effect of Institutional Prestige on Reviewers' Recommendations and Editorial Decisions," Journal of the American Medical Association 272(2):137--138, July 13, 1994.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Genest 1993} C. Genest, "Comment," Statistical Science 8(3):323--327, August, 1993.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Goldberg 1968} P. Goldberg, "Are some women prejudiced against women?" Transaction 5:28--30, April, 1968.Google Scholar
	{Gordon 1980} M. D. Gordon, "The role of referees in scientific communication," in The Psychology of Written Communication: Selected Readings, J. Hartley (ed.), London, England: Kogan Page, pp. 263--275, 1980.Google Scholar
	{Harnad 1982} S. Harnad, "Peer commentary on peer review," Behavioral and Brain Sciences 5(2):185--186, 1982.Google Scholar
	{Hill & Provost 2003} S. Hill and F. Provost, "The Myth of the Double-Blind Review," SIGKDD Explorations 2(5):179--184, December 2003.  Google ScholarDigital Library
	{Horrobin 1982} D. F. Horrobin, "Peer review: A philosophically faulty concept which is proving disastrous to science," Behavioral and Brain Sciences 5(2):217--218, 1982.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Justice et al. 1998} A. C. Justice, M. K. Cho, M. A. Winker, J. A. Berlin, and D. Rennie, "Does Masking Author Identity Improve Peer Review Quality?" Journal of the American Medical Association 280(3):240--242, July 15, 1998.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Laband 1994} D. N. Laband, "A Citation Analysis of the Impact of Blinded Peer Review," Journal of the American Medical Association 272(2):147--149, July 13, 1994.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Link 1998} A. M. Link, "US and Non-US Submission: An Analysis of Review Bias," Journal of the American Medical Association 280(3):246--247, July 15, 1998.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Madden & DeWitt 2006} S. Madden and D. DeWitt, "Impact of Double-Blind Reviewing on SIGMOD Publication Rates," ACM SIGMOD Record 35(2):29--32, June 2006.  Google ScholarDigital Library
	{Mahoney et al. 1978} M. J. Mahoney, A. E. Kazdin, and M. Kenigsberg, "Getting Published," Cognitive Therapy and Research 2(1):69--70, 1978.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{McGiffert 1988} M. McGiffert, "Is Justice Blind? An Inquiry into Peer Review," Scholarly Publishing 20(1):43--48, October 1988.Google Scholar
	{McNutt et al. 1990} R. A. MuNutt, A. T. Evans, R. H. Fletcher, and S. W. Fletcher, "The Effects of Blinding on the Quality of Peer Review," Journal of the American Medical Association 263(10):1371--1376, March 9, 1990.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Perlman 1982} D. Perlman, "Reviewer "bias": Do Peters and Ceci protest too much?" Behavioral and Brain Sciences 5(2):231--232, 1982.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Peters & Ceci 1982} D. P. Peters and S. J. Ceci, "Peer-Review Practices of Psychological Journals: The Fate of Published Articles, Submitted Again," Behavioral and Brain Sciences 5(2):187--195, 1982.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Pitkin 1995} R. M. Pitkin, "Blinded Manuscript Review: An Idea Whose Time Has Come?" Editorial, Obstetrics and Gynecology 85(5 Part 1):781--782, May 1995.Google Scholar
	{Poutney 1996} M. Poutney, "Blinded Reviewing," Editorial, Developmental Medicine and Child Neurology 38(12):1059--1060, December 1996.Google Scholar
	{Rennie 1990} D. Rennie, "Editorial Peer Review in Biomedical Publication: The First International Conference," Journal of the American Medical Association 263(10):1317, March 9, 1990.Google Scholar
	{Rennie & Flanagin 1994} D. Rennie and A. Flanagin, "The Second International Congress on Peer Review in Biomedical Publication," Journal of the American Medical Association 272(2):91, July 13, 1994.Google Scholar
	{Rosenblatt & Kirk 1980} A. Rosenblatt and S. A. Kirk, "Recognition of Authors in Blind Review of Manuscripts," Journal of Social Service Research 3(4):383--394, Summer 1980.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Rosenthal 1982} R. Rosenthal, "Reliability and Bias in Peer-Review Practices," Behavioral and Brain Sciences 5(2):235--236, 1991.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Smith et al. 2002} J. A. Smith, R. Nixon, A. J. Bueschen, D. D. Venable, and H. H. Henry, "The Impact of Blinded versus Unblinded Abstract Review on Scientific Program Content," Journal of Urology 168(5):2123--2125, November 2002.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Snodgrass 2000} R. T. Snodgrass, "Chair's Message," ACM SIGMOD Record 29(1):3, March 2000.Google Scholar
	{Snodgrass 2003} R. T. Snodgrass, "Developments at TODS," ACM SIGMOD Record 32(4):14--15, December 2003.  Google ScholarDigital Library
	{Swim et al. 1989} J. K. Swim, E. Borgida, G. Maruyama, and D. G. Myers, "Joan McKay versus John McKay: Do gender stereotypes bias evaluations?" Psychological Bulletin 105(3):409--429, 1989.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Tobias & Zibrin 1978} S. Tobias and M. Zibrin, "Does Blind Reviewing Make a Difference?" Educational Researcher 7(1):14--16, January 1978.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Tung 2006} A. K. H. Tung, "Impact of Double Blind Reviewing on SIGMOD Publication: A More Detail Analysis," 2 pages, July 2006.Google Scholar
	{van Rooyen 1999} S. van Rooyen, F. Godlee, S. Evans, R. Smith, and N. Black, "Effect of Blinding and Unmasking on the Quality of Peer Review: A Randomized Trial," Journal of General Internal Medicine 14(10):622--624, October 1999.Google Scholar
	{Yankauer 1991} A. Yankauer, "How Blind is Blind Review?" American Journal of Public Health 81(7):843--845, July 1991.Google ScholarCross Ref
	{Zuckerman & Merton 1971} H. Zuckerman and R. K. Merton, "Patterns of Evaluation in Science: Institutionalization, Structure and Functions of the Referee System," Minerva 9(1):66--100, January 1971.Google ScholarCross Ref



  
    
      Cited By
View all
    

      

      

  















    
    
        
        



        
        









    
    
        
        



        
        Index Terms


        

    


	Single- versus double-blind reviewing: an analysis of the literature
	General and reference



	Social and professional topics

	Professional topics

	Computing profession

	Computing occupations



	Testing, certification and licensing














        

    











    
    
        
        



        
        

        

    





        
         Recommendations
 





        
        	ResearchGate versus Google Scholar: Which finds more early citations?

		ResearchGate has launched its own citation index by extracting citations from documents uploaded to the site and reporting citation counts on article profile pages. Since authors may upload preprints to ResearchGate, it may use these to provide early ...


Read More


	Closed versus open reviewing of journal manuscripts: how far do comments differ in language use?

		Whereas in traditional, closed peer review (CPR) a few, selected scientists (peers) are included in the process of manuscript review, public peer review (PPR) includes, in addition to invited reviewers, a wider circle of scientists who are interested in ...


Read More


	Number versus structure: towards citing cascades

		This paper proposes a novel concept of the citing cascade, defined as a network comprising citing relationships between a paper and its citing paper, as well as those among its citing papers. Compared with citation counts using a single number, citing ...


Read More















    
    
        
        



        
        









    
    
        
        



        
        

        

    



        

    





        
        



        
         Comments
 





        
        
Please enable JavaScript to view thecomments powered by Disqus.








        
        Login options
Check if you have access through your login credentials or your institution to get full access on this article.
Sign in

Full Access
Get this Article





	Information
	Contributors

	Published in










    
    
        
        



        
        
ACM SIGMOD Record  Volume 35, Issue 3
September 2006
60  pages
ISSN:0163-5808
DOI:10.1145/1168092
Issue’s Table of Contents





        

    

Copyright © 2006 Author


Sponsors


In-Cooperation


Publisher

Association for Computing Machinery
New York, NY, United States













    
    
        
        



        
            
                Publication History
            

        
        	Published: 1 September 2006




        

    





        
        



        
        

Check for updates



Qualifiers
	article


Conference

Funding Sources




	



        
        






Other Metrics
View Article Metrics






	Bibliometrics
	Citations86

	Article Metrics
	86
Total Citations
View Citations
	1,869
Total Downloads


	Downloads (Last 12 months)292
	Downloads (Last 6 weeks)29



Other Metrics
View Author Metrics



	Cited By
View all







PDF Format
View or Download as a PDF file.
PDF

eReader
View online with eReader.
eReader

Digital Edition
View this article in digital edition.
View Digital Edition





	Figures
	Other

	
	







Share this Publication link
https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.1145/1168092.1168094
Copy Link


Share on Social Media




        
        
Share on	
	
	
	
	











	
	
	
	0References
	
	
	






Close Figure Viewer

Browse AllReturnChange zoom level







Caption









        

    





        
        View Issue’s Table of Contents





        
        Export Citations



Select Citation formatBibTeX
EndNote
ACM Ref


	Please download or close your previous search result export first before starting a new bulk export.
Preview is not available.
By clicking download,a status dialog will open to start the export process. The process may takea few minutes but once it finishes a file will be downloadable from your browser. You may continue to browse the DL while the export process is in progress.
Download

	

	Download citation
	Copy citation















        

    





        
        



        
        Footer





        
        
    






        
        









    
    
        
        



        
        



        
        









    
    
        
        



        
        Categories

	Journals
	Magazines
	Books
	Proceedings
	SIGs
	Conferences
	Collections
	People



        

    












    
    
        
        



        
        About

	About ACM Digital Library
	ACM Digital Library Board
	Subscription Information
	Author Guidelines
	Using ACM Digital Library
	All Holdings within the ACM Digital Library
	ACM Computing Classification System
	Digital Library Accessibility



        

    












    
    
        
        



        
        Join

	Join ACM
	Join SIGs
	Subscribe to Publications
	Institutions and Libraries



        

    












    
    
        
        



        
        Connect

	Contact
	Facebook
	Twitter
	Linkedin
	Feedback
	Bug Report



        

    






        

    













    
    
        
        



        
        



        
        The ACM Digital Library is published by the Association for Computing Machinery. Copyright © 2024 ACM, Inc.

	Terms of Usage
	Privacy Policy
	Code of Ethics







        
        









    
    
        
        



        
        

        

    











    
    
        
        



        
        

        

    








        

    





        
        





        
        




        
        




        
        




        
        



    

    

    
        
    






        
        





        
        Your Search Results Download Request 
We are preparing your search results for download ...
We will inform you here when the file is ready.
Download now!

Your Search Results Download Request

Your file of search results citations is now ready.
Download now!

Your Search Results Download Request
Your search export query has expired. Please try again.



        

    



	
    


















    








    

    
    

    
    
    
    
        
            
                
            
            
            
        
    




