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We welcome and appreciate the comment from Cardini [1] on our “ABC of academic 

writing” [2]. Cardini rightly points out that some of our advice could lead to revealing one’s 

identity inadvertently, jeopardising the double-blind peer review process. Importantly, there 

is a wealth of evidence that the effectiveness of double-blind review can prevent biases 

resulting from traditional single-blind review (for a randomised trial from our field, see [3]). 

Therefore, Cardini argues that preserving equity in the peer review system and writing the 

text in a way that maintains anonymity is imperative. We concur with this point. 

 

However, we now live in an era of open and transparent science [4]. We strongly believe 

research methods should be described in as much detail as possible, which might clearly 

state, for example, where experiments were conducted and what the role of each coauthor 

was. The latter is increasingly important as the average number of coauthors increases per 

scientific paper (“On the extinction of the single-authored paper”, see [5]); such an increase, 

in part, reflects a rise in collaboration or team science as we tackle more complex and scaled-

up scientific questions [6]. Of relevance, with our colleagues, we have proposed MeRIT 

(Methods Reporting with Initials for Transparency) [7], where we write the Methods section 

using one’s initials to clarify who did what (e.g., SN fitted a series of statistical models under 

ML’s supervision); this level of granularity is not covered by the now widely adopted 

CRediT system (Contributor Roles Taxonomy). Furthermore, we believe all materials, 

including computational scripts that could contain author identities, should be available for 

review. We think both issues can be relatively easily resolved by rewriting, although it does 

add more work for authors, and we speak from experience (for how to anonymise the code, 

see: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DgnF5tDRGTY&t=11s).  

 



In the age of AI, publishers could offer an automated anonymisation system instead of 

placing more burden on authors. Developing such an anonymisation algorithm should be a 

straightforward task and should be integrated into the submission system. If we have easy 

access to such an automated system, transparency and double-blind review can coexist (Fig. 

1). Notably, we (SN and ML) often attempt to conduct a double-blind peer review without 

internet access. Let’s be honest and realistic. If we truly wish to identify the authors, we 

could likely do so in one way or another. For example, many authors now freely share their 

preprints online before submission. We can compile a list of likely authors by searching the 

Internet or consulting a large language model.  

 

In conclusion, we must strive to strike a balance between open and transparent science and 

the double-blind review process. Achieving this balance and implementing it should involve 

not only researchers but also journal editors and, most importantly, journal publishers. 

Meanwhile, we stand for our Writing Alphabet, which helps scientific writing.  
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Figure 1. A proposed automated system for anonymising and de-anonymizing manuscripts 

for coexistence for transparent reporting and double-blind reviews 
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