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Abstract The merits of the double-blind form over the other two
forms are emphasized in this paper. Single-blind peer-review is
unbalanced in form, and is apt to result in lack of accountability of
the referees and unfair judgment caused by personal bias. Open
peer review is transparent, but it has not been mature enough to be
widely adopted, especially in the present China. Double-blind
peer-review is more objective and fairer compared with the single-
blind form. It is favored by most researchers, and has the potential
of improving the review quality and journal citation. Editors should
fully recognize the double-blind form so as to play active and
effective roles in the review process.
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