
This is an excerpt of a grossly unprofessional review. 

 

Reviewer: 2 

 

Page 6 lines 14-23: cite similar studies performed in colour-polymorphic animals using vaccines 

(Proc. R. Soc. Lond. 267, 937-941 (2000); JEB 22, 2348-2353 (2009); JAE 78, 608-616 (2009); JAB 

42, 11-15 (2010); JEB 24, 2055-2063 (2011)) and measuring oxidative stress in relation to colour 

morphs (JEB 24, 2241-2247 (2011)). 

 
First, one of the papers (in bold) is not cited properly. The year should be 2011. 
 
Second, several of these papers were published AFTER this study was initiated, so in no way could they have affected this study’s 
rationale or design. If anything they could be included in the discussion, if deemed relevant. 
 
Third, are the rest of our citation choices okay? Somehow we just happened to miss these recently published papers by this group 
of workers? 
 
Fourth, discussing all these papers would add several paragraphs to the discussion, yet this same reviewer thinks that the paper is 
already too long. Unless, of course, the intent is gratuitous citation, in which case these papers are among dozens that could be 
cited instead. Upon reading all the papers, one or two seem marginally relevant. Such is the luck of the draw, I suppose 
 
Fifth, it would be different if the SUGGESTION were that a SEMINAL paper on the subject by a THIRD PARTY should be 
cited. This is more like an order “cite my papers even though they are not relevant!”. These papers are about colour, not 
behavioural polymorphisms, and mostly about physiology, not ecology. Again, this study is NOT about melanin-dependent 
colour polymorphisms.  
 
Finally, and most importantly, this is shamelessly self-serving and unprofessional. This reviewer is hiding behind anonymity and 
using a position of power for personal gain. In principle this is no different than a government official granting building permits 
only to applicants who purchase building materials from his company. Is this what has become of our profession? 
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*the paper was actually published in 2011, not 2010, as indicated by the reviewer. 
 


