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There are three widely practised models of peer review for schol-
arly papers: (i) single-blind, (ii) double-blind, and (iii) open or
public. When manuscripts are processed by journal editors throu-
gh the single-blind peer review, several factors may confound
the objectivity of the processing and decision-taking. The most
important one is authors’ nationality or country origin. Review-
ers may be biased towards submissions from certain countries
owing to political and/or ethnic issues. Such non-financial con-
flicts of interest, often undisclosed, are threats to the whole sys-
tem of peer review (1). An example of conflicts related to na-
tionality surfaced at the time of “scientific embargo” imposed
by the US and the EU on Iranian authors, who often consider
most impacting journals as homes for their best research pa-
pers (2, 3). The second factor is gender. Reviewers may incon-
sistently judge similar manuscripts written by male and female
authors, and particularly by corresponding authors. Some indi-
viduals may sympathise authors of opposite gender and over-
look shortcomings of their papers. Gender conflicts may also
lead to unjustifiably harsh critics and unfair reviewer recom-
mendations. The third factor is authors’ age and previous pub-
lications record. Reviewers may choose to look at authors’ pro-
file on bibliographic databases and online platforms. And sub-
jective erroneous recommendations can be made, considering
authors’ international reputation, publication records, and im-
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pact indicators. Young researchers’ work is likely to be criticized
and rejected despite its strengths and value for the scientific com-
munity (4). This is why some journals offer an option to recom-
mend potential reviewers, who are likely to objectively evaluate
authors’ submissions. Double-blinding also ensures that au-
thors’ reputation does not influence reviewers’ judgments (5).
Finally, authors’ affiliation is a critical factor affecting reviewer’s
recommendations. For example, scholarly works from chemi-
cal engineering and mechanical engineering subject categories
often reach similar priorities. However, reviewers from one sub-
ject category may unfairly diminish value of works from anoth-
er category, which, again, necessitates masking of authors’ and
reviewers’ identity, including their affiliations. One can conclude
that the double-blind review model is more expedient and fair.

REFERENCES

1. Gasparyan AY, Ayvazyan L, Akazhanov NA, Kitas GD. Conflicts of inter-
est in biomedical publications: considerations for authors, peer review-
ers, and editors. Croat Med J 2013; 54: 600-8.

2. Habibzadeh E Is there an apartheid in science publishing? Lancet 2013;
382: 310.

3. Saeidnia S, Abdollahi M. Consequences of international sanctions on
Iranian scientists and the basis of science. Hepat Mon 2013; 13: e14843.

4. Habibzadeh E Judge the article, not the author. Croat Med J 2010; 51:
357-8.

5. Twaij H, Oussedik S, Hoffmeyer P. Peer review. Bone Joint ] 2014; 96-B:
436-41.

Address for Correspondence:
Omid Mahian
Young Researchers and Elite Club, Mashhad Branch,

Islamic Azad University, Mashhad, Iran
Tel: +98.5136228309, Fax: +98.5136228309, E-mail: omid.mahian@gmail.com

pISSN 1011-8934
eISSN 1598-6357


http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.3346/jkms.2014.29.10.1438&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2014-10-08

