
Sorry for our long silence, 
due to some perplexity on 
our side at reading your 
manuscript

The authors conclusions 

not only contradict their 

own data but also the 

laws of thermodynamics 

Such a prestigious 
journal can surely 
make better use of 
its limited space. 

The paper is presented as 

a rather undigestible and 

tortuous collection of 

disparate results 

High was my expectation, 
and so much deeper was 
my disappointment

S H I T M Y R E V I E W E R S S A Y . T U M B L R . C O M

Anonymous peer-review in a nutshell…

It is very lengthy, full of mistakes, irrelevant information, and completely fails to attract readers

The biggest problem with this 

manuscript, which has nearly 

sucked the will to live out of 

me, is the terrible writing style.

In order to be able to 
publish this manuscript it 
needs to be rewritten in the 
form of a scientific article



( S M I T H ,  2 0 0 6 )

A flawed process at the heart of science and journals

Slow and expensive
• “Two weeks review!”, but only once reviewers have been found, and then… 
• Estimated global cost was $1.8 billion in 2008 

Inconsistent
• Reviewer A: “I found this paper an extremely muddled paper with a large number of deficits” 
• Reviewer B: “It is written in a clear style and would be understood by any reader” 

Deficient
• Ghost peer-review (review handled to someone else, a.k.a. student) 
• Doesn’t guarantee validity at all 

Biased
• Mathew effect: “To those who have, shall be given; to those who have not shall be taken away even 

the little that they have” (see also Matilda effect). 

Abused
• Writing your own peer-review 
• Stealing ideas from the reviewed paper 
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