I am showing here an anonymous critique of my paper on information bias and causal diagrams.”  I am 95% (Bayesian) confident that I know the name of the author of the comments below.  My response follows each comment:
COMMENTS FOR THE AUTHOR:

Comment: This manuscript starts out with the remark that "Little has been written, however, about the DAG perspective of common types of information bias". This is not really true: In addition to the two cites given, there are a number of other articles and book chapters which use diagrams to discuss both general and specific problems involving misclassification within more broad discussion of causal diagrams and their uses [see refs. 1-5 below]. Refs. 1 and 5 use diagrams in the discussion of instrumental variable adjustments for misclassification.

Ref. 2 discusses exposure measurement error in the context of diagrams and uses that to illustrate how the algebra of nondifferential misclassification parallels the algebra of confounding. Ref. 3 uses diagrams to illustrate adjustment fallacies involving regression-to-the-mean effects from measurement error and use of surrogates. The book chapters in ref. 4 and 5 use diagrams to illustrate these and other biases arising from measurement error and use of surrogates, including differential error.

Response: My statement is very true, and I am not supposed to cite every paper that mentioned some aspects of my topic to illustrate the point that little has been written on the topic.  Can anyone guess which papers the writer must see in the reference list?

My original sentence said: “Little has been written, however, about the DAG perspective of common types of information bias.” (2 references).

To take the heat of the argument, here is a revised statement:  “The DAG perspective of information bias was presented at a conference, and some aspects were mentioned in a few peer-reviewed publications.  To my knowledge, no article was devoted to this topic.”  May I leave non-peer reviewed book chapters aside since they did not participate in the peer-review game to which my text is subject?  Is there still anything that is “not really true”?  Did someone inflate a trivial matter here, because certain name(s) were not cited enough times?  No, that cannot happen in science.
Comment: The current manuscript needs to be evaluated in light of what it may add to published discussions, none of which are cited and whose results appear to be largely unknown to the current authors. 
“The current authors”? (plural). That’s not really true (for the truth seeker above).  Even if my name was concealed to the reviewer (which I doubt), the text leaves no ambiguity about the number of authors (one).  I used the word “I”…Oops…
Pearl's book [6] should also be cited because its coverage of general theory for confounding and selection bias remains the most extensive, and in fact covers all the diagrammatic results in found in the later articles cited in the current manuscript.

Why “should be cited”?   To give credit to Pearl on his unquestionably important contributions to DAG theory?   Should every paper on any aspect of DAG cite Pearl’s book?  Is an article co-authored by Pearl good enough? What does another citation add to the reader?  Maybe it’s all about honoring the authors of cited references—the big ego game.  I guess I need to improve my manners.
The manuscript does provide some well-written illustrative examples but is again marred by poor citation to previous literature, along with some questionable advice based on its limiting discussion to very simple diagrams. 
“Poor citation to previous literature”?  First of all, “poor citation of previous literature”.   Second, I could not find anything close to my article in “previous literature”, even after another look at the so-called previous literature.   Tangential relevance is not “previous literature”.  In addition, the writer is teaching me that we should teach a largely unknown topic with complex diagrams rather than simple diagrams.  I guess everyone has his own teaching style.   Shall we check who has better teaching credentials?
Of adjusting for intermediates, on page 6 it states "Although that practice has been debated, recent work has clarified the conditions under which such conditioning is permissible" but the basic conditions are neither recent nor original to the citations given, since the conditions and correct adjustment methods can be found in articles dating back at least to 1992 [7,8] and in Pearl's book from 2000 [6]. At this point it would be valuable to state the problem with intermediate adjustment clearly before going on to the more complex measurement-error example, using a diagram like those in refs. 2 or 6 to show the confounding that such adjustment may induce.

WOW!  That’s a long one.  Here is my response in the form of one revised sentence: “Although that practice has been debated, such conditioning is permissible under certain conditions”.  What is left of the critique above?  Nothing, other than the demand to distribute historical credits. “Who did what and when” is very interesting to human psychology and ego, but is not relevant to Science.
This preliminary discussion would show why the manuscript should greatly qualify the advice that follows on the same page: "For example, the bias may be reduced by adding the variable 'frequency of gynecological exams' to a regression model of endometrial cancer (the dependent variable) and replacement hormones (the independent variable)." Much more caution is needed here because Figures 2 and 3 are too simplistic. It is most likely in any real problem the diagram should be at least an overlay of Figures 3 and 4, which would make it hard to judge the best approach if C were unmeasured. The manuscript here is an example of the point that, while causal diagrams are excellent tools for alerting us to possible biases, they can be dangerous if drawn too simply because they may lull the user into a biased analytic strategy. 
I am speechless.  Time and again I say that the inference is based on the diagrams, as shown.  How difficult is it to understand?  No “caution” is need when the assumptions are stated.  Caution is needed when the assumptions themselves are the topic of the discussion.  By the way, all scientific inference is “dangerous” (including the Bayesian version) and so is the game of “sensitivity analysis” that is cherished by the reviewer (later on).  
Later on the same page the manuscript presents a situation (Figure 5/6) in which there is bias with or without adjustment, which is more realistic. It is nevertheless inaccurate to describe such situations as "hopeless" as the present manuscript does, because biases can be quantified and studied by sensitivity analysis and simulation. These methods show that biases tend to diminish with path length and thus that in many situations some biases tend to overwhelm others [2,9,10].
A short and sweet revision:  “The last situation is close to hopeless: We may be able to estimate the magnitude of the bias under various assumptions and simulations, but we cannot take any action to eliminate it.”   What is left of the criticism?  Nothing.
At the end of the page the manuscript states that "previous work has described the structure of that bias in studies of postmenopausal estrogen and endometrial cancer where M was vaginal bleeding". It should be noted here that (as with adjustment for intermediates) the structure of the bias was worked out long before diagrams or the given citation, in full algebraic detail over a quarter of a century ago [10]. There it was shown that the bias can be viewed as a selection bias as well as an information bias (a point overlooked here), and that an analysis using background quantitative information shows that adjustment is far more biased than nonadjustment for bleeding [10], a point missed by diagrams.

Reply:  Hey, I did not write a paper on the science of hormones and cancer.   As for “who discovered what and when”, here is a revised sentence that will address the important concern for historical accuracy: “Previous work has encoded the causal structure of that bias in studies of postmenopausal estrogen and endometrial cancer where M was vaginal bleeding.”  Does someone still have a problem with historical accuracy?  Did anyone draw the diagram before the cited reference appeared in print?
Such examples show that the situation is far from hopeless (except in the minds of those who needed to defend estrogen therapy by any and all

means) if one goes beyond the qualitative structure of diagrams to the underlying quantitative structure. For the same reasons, it is an overstatement to claim as the manuscript does on page 9 that for recall bias "No analytical remedy is available, however, and only preventive means are possible". Again, sensitivity analysis can reveal much of value even in these situations [9,11].

Reply: Sure.  “Sensitivity analysis” is the new mantra. We should stick it everywhere.  It is the remedy of all evil and a safeguard against all wrong inference.  (Or maybe not.)
The discussion of "previous descriptions" on page 9 is based on an error. None of the quotes equate "information bias" with "differential misclassification" and at least some of the texts that do use the term "information bias" (e.g., Modern Epidemiology) treat it as synonymous with bias due to misclassification. Therefore the discussion only concerns differential misclassification or measurement error, not the more general topic of information bias. 
Reply: True. The paper only addresses non-differential misclassification.   Here is a revised sentence about previous descriptions.  “The types of information (or measurement) bias I discussed here were classically described as “differential measurement error” or “differential misclassification”.  Still an error?  Not really.
Furthermore once we(realistically) allow for selection effects, there are far more causal structures that produce differentiality than those mentioned at the end of the section, because any open path between A and B* not passing through the true value B will create differential error.

Finally, the discussion misses a very important source of bias from measurement error that can be seen with diagrams, nondifferential error. This is a pervasive source of bias that should be included in any listing of biases such as the one given here.

Reply: True. The paper only addresses non-differential misclassification.  But why “should” I include everything in my paper?  The reviewer is welcome to write his own paper on what he thinks should be written!   Unfortunately, he did not write the first paper on this topic.
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Summary:  The editor who copied the reviewer recommendation has asked me to submit a “major revision” and informed me that it will be censored again by the author of that critique.  That major revision turned out to be about 5 revised sentences, but I chose to submit my minimally revised paper elsewhere instead of trying to please the ego of one biased reviewer.   
But I did learn something:  I learned that my paper was well-crafted and contained no important errors.  The reviewer (who knows a lot about the subject matter) was unable to pick anything substantive, so he chose the safe rhetorical route.  The essence of his critique can be written in about 10 sentences (and addressed in about 5).   My paper certainly annoyed a reviewer who could not stand the idea that someone else could have written a paper on this topic, which is obviously near and dear to his heart.  You will find more on “peer review” in my article on this topic:  Shahar E.  On editorial practice and peer review. Journal of Evaluation in Clinical Practice 2007;13:699-701.

