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This is a very short paper of less than 1000 words. It is therefore more of a short note or squib than an article. Its purpose
seems to be to make two recommendations about the peer review system. First, “rejection letters should be more
informative.” This is a non-starter: in my experience, over 40 years, editors invariably accompany a rejection notification
with reviewers’ comments explaining why the decision to reject has been taken. Secondly, “editors and reviewers should
maintain humility.” This is @ common sense suggestion, with which few, if any, would disagree, but impossible to check or

enforce.

Hence, with all due respect to the authors, | do not feel that this piece has much point. Our present peer review system is
certainly imperfect, but it is the best we have, and | do not believe the suggestions made here, one of which is already

what happens, and the other relates to the internal cognitive attitudes of the gatekeepers, can help improve the situation.
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