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Abstract—The double-blind review process is crucial for main-
taining impartiality and integrity in conference publications. 
However, the submission of articles that inadvertently violate this 
process by revealing information about the authors is a common 
problem. In this paper, we report on the latest research being 
conducted at the Institute for Adherence to Conference Submis-
sion Procedures (IACSP) to address this systemic difficulty. 

Index Terms—Buzzwords, internet of things, millimeter waves, 
terahertz systems, wearable technologies. 

I. INTRODUCTION

A double-blind review process is intended to eliminate any 
perception of bias for or against an author or institution based 
on name recognition, country, gender, or other characteristics. 
Or, in the words of the Author Instructions for the Internation-
al Microwave Symposium (IMS): 

A double-blind review process is intended to eliminate 
any perception of bias for or against an author or institu-
tion based on name recognition, country, gender, or other 
characteristics [1]. 

This process, though simple in theory, requires submitted 
papers to simultaneously give an accurate representation of the 
state-of-the-art in a given field while also obscuring any in-
formation that might give a reviewer an indication of the au-
thors’ identities. This can be a difficult balancing act for au-
thors to maintain. 

In this paper we build on our previous research [2] and 
highlight some of the recent advances in how authors can re-
port on their findings in a manner that keeps their identities 
hidden. 

II. THEORY

As alluded to earlier, hiding the authorship of submitted pa-
pers during the review process helps ensure that all papers are 
judged equally based on the established judging criteria, and 
are not subject to any bias that may be held by the reviewers 
[1]. But how can this be reliably accomplished? 

There are many schools of thought on the best approach that 
can be taken. Most of these are laughably out of date, espe-
cially those of our funding competitors [3], [4]. However, the 
Institute for Adherence to Conference Submission Procedures 

(IACSP) remains a leader in this field, inspiring admiration in 
its followers and abject envy in its rivals. 

The authors have reported extensively on this topic [5], [6], 
and are considered experts in anonymous reporting by anyone 
with pretentions of respectability in the field. Generally ac-
cepted best-practice guidelines include, but are not limited to 
[1]: 

1) Eliminating names, contact information, and affiliations
from title pages (and anywhere else)

2) Eliminating acknowledgments and references to fund-
ing sources

3) Using the third person to refer to the authors’ own work
4) Ensuring figures do not contain any affiliation-related

identifier (e.g. logos on hardware or in IC layouts)
5) Depersonalizing the work by using anonymous text

where necessary
6) Removing or depersonalizing citations to authors’ un-

published work
7) Removing references to patents filed by authors or their

institutions

Here we examine the effectiveness of these guidelines and 
determine which, if any, have scientific merit. Those deemed 
acceptable will be passed off as our own findings in the hopes 
of this paper being cited by future works on the subject – the 
rest will be cast aside and become a byword among the na-
tions. 

III. TEST AND RESULTS

As a test case, we submitted two identical papers to a well-
known conference. This conference has a double-blind sub-
mission policy, making it the ideal environment to test our 
methods of author obfuscation.  

On one paper we included our names and contact infor-
mation in the ‘author’ and ‘affiliations’ fields below the title, 
making it easy for readers (and reviewers) to identify who we 
are. This was in direct violation of the conference’s stated 
rules for paper submissions, but ¯\_(�)_/¯. 

On the second paper, however, we intentionally did not in-
clude this information, making it virtually impossible to iden-
tify us as authors. We also edited our manuscript to ensure that 
all of the references to our previous works were made in the 
third person, a difficult task considering our lengthy contribu-
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tions to the subject. We removed information about our fund-
ing sources, and declined to include an acknowledgement sec-
tion. We used anonymous text as necessary, and removed ref-
erences about our many, many patents [7]. 

The results of this test were astounding. We were informed 
that our first paper, which included all of our personal infor-
mation, was disqualified from consideration for inclusion in 
the conference. Apparently the paper contained multiple viola-
tions the conference’s double-blind review procedure… exact-
ly as we expected! The thrill of scientific discovery! So far so 
good. 

However, the second paper produced highly unexpected re-
sults. Because of our expert job in removing all personal in-
formation, the paper was duly considered by the conference 
and reviewed by a panel of experts. This is exactly as we an-
ticipated. 

For some reason, however, the paper was subsequently de-
clined for inclusion in the conference. Who can say what the 
reasons for this might have been? Was it the lack of a subject 
in our paper? Perhaps it was the lack of any results whatsoev-
er, or indeed even a coherent train of semi-original thought? 
Investigations are ongoing; results are summarized in Fig. 1. 

IV. CONCLUSION

Despite the (excessively, in our judgement) harsh opinion of 
the reviewers, we believe this experiment to be an unqualified 
success. The authors have demonstrated conclusively that a 
paper which violates all of the published double-blind guide-
lines of a conference will not be considered by that confer-
ence. Even the august reputation of the authors in question is 
not sufficient to allow this rule to be circumvented, making it 
quite impossible for others to even consider the possibility. 

In addition, it has been shown that by following a few sim-
ple guidelines – removing author names and affiliations, using 
third-person language instead of personal pronouns, and re-
moving any funding information, among others – the anonym-
ity of the authors can be maintained. This ensures that all pa-
pers will be judged based on their individual merit, and re-
moves the perception of bias from the reviewing process. 

Fig. 1. We don’t want to talk about it. 
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