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“Top” Journals

What 1s a “top” journal? A “decent journal” [Term “Top 5 1s
apparently no longer permitted.]

Top 3 general?
Top 5 general (but Is Econometrica general?)

What about specialized journals?
Hierarchies within sub-field (ask yourself about labor,

public, monetary)
What about the Stengos et al citation-based rating system? The

Handelsblatt rankings? Others
Difficulty of publishing in Top, or even Decent journals.
See acceptance rates at Top general, field journals

Conclusion: Life Is tough in economics—you have to be
tough to survive!




Topics to Work On

What i1s source of ideas?

Like Athena from head of Zeus? [Danger of being removed
from mainstream—or even from tributaries!]

A neat bit of data?
Reflection on the literature?[Look for important holes]
Reflection/comment on one paper?

Generally—don’t write comments, or papers that can be
viewed as a comment.

Best topic: Whatever interests you!
Keep the profession mind—there are fads.

Think about how your idea fits into some literature.



PRO:

CON:

Should You Co-author?

Economies of scope—quality might be higher.
Comparative advantage.

Fun and travel [explains a lot].

Mentoring—a two-way street.

Probably not with a more senior person—or if so, not a habit.
[People will assume you’re a glorified RA.]

Is 2(.5X)>X? Is 3(.333X)>X, etc. Evidence on this.

[Each case different. How the profession will
react.]




TABLE 6
CITATIONS THROUGH 2014 BY NUMBER OF AUTHORS, |5 ARTICLES,
1974-75 AND 2007-08

1974-75
N authors 1 2 3+
Mean 78.2 72.0 38.4
Standard error (12.2) (9.9) (23.5)
Median 20 38 10
Ninetieth percentile 171 164 88
Range [0, 2,466] [0, 679] [0, 435]
N 312 114 18

2007-08

N authors 1 2 3 4+
Mean 41.2 48.5 61.7 72.7
Standard error (3.2) (3.4) (6.3) (2.9)
Median 28 33 44 61
Ninetieth percentile 86 105 128 168
Range 3, 206] [2, 478] [0, 365] 19, 193]
N 134 246 94 23

Note: Excludes papers from 1974-75 that were fewer than five nominal pages long,
fewer than ten nominal pages long in 2007-08.




How to Write up the Paper

What i1s THE Question? [Before you begin work on the
project, be able to write this down—in <2 sentences.]
Can you describe [to yourself or friend] what you are doing?

NOT: Professor A did this, Prof. B did that, and I’'m doing this
variation. [People infer you are writing a comment.]

Novelty upon a base!

Never a hint of plagiarism—-cite liberally

As an aside—should you include/exclude “strategic” citations
(recognizing who might referee the paper)? [NO]

Name order—economic standard. Reasons for exceptions.
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Acknowledgements

Your affiliation(s)—but what first, how many? [Do as you
would attribute on RePEc.]

Thanks to people—but not your Grandmother (unless she
contributed directly).

Thanks to anyone who made a specific comment that
generated at least some additional work/results. [Whether
person read, or commented at seminar.]

“Thanks to participants at seminars at several unlversmes and
other 1nstitutions.” [NOT a travelog]
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The Title
. Good :

A. Differentiate your product

B. Summarize main points

C. Grab the reader’s attention

D. Triplets

E. Short description of a phenomenon
F. Unusual but appropriate words

G. Question

|l. Bad
A. “...: The Case of ...”

. “...: Evidence from...”
. “The ... 1n Country X”
. “A Note on...”

Being boring

mo O o




Positive Examples

A. “The Economic Organisation of a P.O.W. Camp,”
Economica, 1945.

B. “Jumping the Gun” AER 1994.

C. “Stressed Out on Four Continents: Time Crunch or Yuppie
Kvetch?” REStat 2007.

D. “The Peculiar Economics of Organized Sports,” QJE 1964.

E. “The Church vs. the Mall: What Happens When Religion
Faces Increased Secular Competition,” QJE 2008.

Contest 1: “The Effects of Disability on Variety in Time Use”

VS. “The Time Cost of a Disability”

Contest 2: “The Economic Impact of Heritable Physical Traits: ¢
Hot Parents, Rich Kid?”

VS. “Human Beauty lllustrates the Economic Impact of
Heritable Physical Traits™ 8




Typical Outline for an Empirical Paper

Introduction

Theory (or theoretical basis)
Data

Results

Tests and implications of results
Conclusions/implications

A. Introduction—

Not a literature review! Cite papers to motivate, but don’t
review them. [Don’t need a lit review anywhere: Cited papers
Illustrate the ideas]

It should be a statement of the problem/question, its background

and importance .



B. “Theory”

To show something new, not to show your prowess.
To derive or motivate your empirical work.
To clarify your 1dea in readers’ minds.

C. Data

Lengthier if novel—if own collected or novel “off the shelf”
data. [If standard (PSID, CPS, NLSY79, etc.), say nothing.]

Descriptive statistics—often they make your point well.

D. Results
NOT a breathless romp through the data!

Unlike sex, foreplay Is less important than the results. [DIScuss%
the latter at length.]

Stress the original results; spend no time on standard results.
Link results to theoretical derivation/motivation.
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THE REVIEW OF ECONOMICS AND STATISTICS

TABLE 4.—EXPANDED MODELS, DETERMINANTS OF TIME STRESS, COUPLES WITH AT LEAST ONE WORKER

AUSTRALIA 2001, GERMANY 2002, KOREA 1999, AND UNITED STATES 2003
(DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS WHETHER STRESSED ALMOST ALWAYS OR OFTEN)*

Weekly Hours Monthly Earnings Time In: Health
Own Partner Own Partner Dep. Care Housework Good p x2(df)
Bivariate probits:
Australia (N = 2,347)
Men .0225 —.0005 —.0027 .0622 .0105 .0023 —.1961
(.0026) (.0032) (.0103) (.0230) (.0032) (.0035) (.0569)
186
(.034) 437.81 (40)
Women 0172 .0058 .0359 —.0055 .0039 .0062 —.2104
(.0032) (.0025) (.0230) (.0103) (.0016) (.0019) (.0585)
Germany (N = 3,006)
Men .0283 .0022 .0258 .0166 —.0366 —.0069 —.4048
(.0031) (.0029) (.0093) (.0157) (.0240) (.0221) (.0788)
.305
(.030) 571.58 (42)
Women .0251 .0027 —.0030 .0291 .0274 .0189 —.3959
(.0028) (.0030) (.0150) (.0084) (.0068) (.0141) (.0737)
Korea (N = 4,241)
Men .0051 .0004 .0683 .0396 —.0026 .0031
(.0004) (.0004) (.0158) (.0241) (.0022) (.0013)
402
(.027) 1,154.2 (24)
Women —.0002 .0057 .0363 1581 .0031 —.0004
(.0003) (.0004) (.0156) (.0229) (.0017) (.0012)
Probits:
United States
Men 0127 .0021 .0253 .0024 —.0013 —.0127
(N = 1,461) (.0026) (.0027) (.0086) (.0190) (.0050) (.0820) 148.31 (18)
Women 0122 —.0007 .0660 .0169 .0013 —.0810
(N = 2,009) (.0022) (.0019) (.0198) (.0083) (.0026) (.0665) 181.25 (18)

4 Here and in table 5 the equation system for Australia also includes indicators of health status, days of market work, immigrant status, residence in one of the five major cities, married versus partnered, age,
number of children under age six and number of school-age children. Also included are measures of the spouse/partner’s health status, days of market work, age, and weekly hours of dependent care and

errands/housework.

Here and in table 5 the equation system for Germany also contains indicators of residence in the former East Germany, location in a city with population above 100,000, whether a worker is self-employed, married
versus partnered, age, whether the youngest child is under age six and a continuous measure of the number of children. Also included are measures of the spouse/partner’s health status, days of market work, age,

and weekly hours of dependent care and errands/housework.

The Korean equation system also includes the number of household members age ten or over, and indicators for the presence of pre-school-age children, residence in Seoul, and residence in metropolitan cities

except Seoul. Also included are measures of the spouse’s weekly hours of dependent care and household care.

In the probits describing the U.S. PSID we also include the number of children under six, and six to seventeen, indicators of city size and major region, an indicator of race (African-American or not), the person’s

age, the age and health status of her/his spouse and the spouse’s weekly hours of housework.
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TABLE 4—EFFECTS ON CALLED STRIKES OF EXPLICIT MONITORING OF UMPIRES,
MLB 2004-2008

QuesTec Non-QuesTec All
(€))] (2) 3)
Umpire-pitcher match (UPM) —0.0048 0.0059 0.0059
(0.0027) (0.0022) (0.0022)
QuesTec x UPM —0.0107
(0.0035)
Observations 679,979 1,158,697 1,838,676
R’ 0.089 0.088 0.088

Notes: UPM indicates whether the umpire and pitcher match on race/ethnicity. All columns
here and in Tables 5 and 6 include the control variables shown in Table 3. All columns also
include: 1) pitcher-QuesTec fixed effects, i.e., two fixed effects for each pitcher who pitched
in both a ballpark where QuesTec was and was not installed; 2) umpire-QuesTec fixed effects,

1421

and 3) batter-QuesTec fixed effects. Standard errors in parentheses.
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FIGURE 2. RACE AND CALLED STRIKE PERCENTAGES BY GAME ATTENDANCE

Note: Low (high) attendance games are those with percentage attendance below (above) the median.



E. Conclusions/implications

NOT only a rehash of what you did. [That should be <2 paragraphs of
a conclusion of >3 paragraphs. ]

Should put in context of literature—what have you added?

Say something about where work should go. [General—not just
modifications of your paper!]

Policy implications. ONLY if they are novel, relevant. [Too often these
are forced.]

F. Don’t use ChatGPT or equivalent

11



The Abstract
. Write this AFTER the paper Is drafted.

1. NOT a paragraph from the introduction or conclusion.

I11. Summarize what you did, both theoretical (if any), and
empirical (including data used).

[Should entice the reader.]

|\/. Stick to any space limits. Pare excess verbiage.




Intergenerational transmission of inequality is a central question in the
social sciences. We use one trait, beauty, to infer how much parents’
physical characteristics transmit inequality across generations. Analyses
of a large-scale longitudinal dataset in the United States, and a much
smaller dataset of Chinese parents and children, show that increases in
parents’ looks are associated with increases in their child’s looks. A large
dataset of U.S. siblings shows a positive correlation of their beauty. The
appropriate weighted average from the three samples shows that a one
SD increase in ratings of both parents’ looks is associated with a 0.25
SD increase in their child’s. Coupling these estimates with those from
large literatures measuring the impact of beauty on earnings and the
intergenerational elasticity of income suggests that a one SD difference
in parents’ looks 1s correlated with a 0.074 SD difference in their adult
child’s earnings, about U.S. $2,170 annually.

The authors examine work patterns in the United States from 1973 to
2018, with the novel focus on days per week, using intermittent CPS
samples and one ATUS sample. Among full-time workers, the incidence
of four-day workweeks tripled, adding 7 million four-day workers.
Similar growth occurred in the Netherlands, Germany, and South Korea.
The rise was not due to changes in demographics or industrial structure.
Such schedules are more common among those who are 1) less
educated, 2) younger, 3) white non-Hispanic, 4) men, 5) natives, 6)
people with young children, 7) non-unionized, 8) police and firefighters,
9) health care workers, and 10) restaurant workers. Based on an
equilibrium model, the authors show that the increase in four-day
workweeks results more from workers’ preferences and/or their daily
fixed costs of working than production costs. The wage penalty for a
four-day workweek is greater when such work is more prevalent, and the
penalty has diminished over time.
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FIGURE 2
Average Rank of Native and Non-Native English-Speaking Economists

Rank
600 800
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Total Papers Citations

I Native English [0 Non-Native English |

Note: The average rank of native and non-native English-speaking economists is reported (with a lower number indicating a
better ranking). Rankings provided by RePEc/IDEAS and biographical information obtained by the author.
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Writing English properly
Read D. McCloskey—nbut that is at a fairly high level.
Why this matters:

Readers’ time 1s scarce.
Readers infer substantive sloppiness from written sloppiness.

English is easy at one level, very difficult at another; and
there are various levels of badness.
Lowest level—so bad it is unclear what you are doing. Readers
Infer that you do not know either.
Next level—repeated subject-verb disagreements, incorrect
pluralization and possessives, etc.
Next level—Ileft-out articles (a problem for Slavic or
Mandarin-speakers
Incorrect prepositions; incorrect gerunds and participials. 14



Bl = HX'ijt.; thr, Tty Permy < 1] - Efly;, = X, Zit, Permy, = 0]

where {;;; =1 if worker 5 infirm § at time ¢ is dismissed, 7, is & time effect, X, is a
set of individual characteristics, Zy is a set of firm characteristics, Permy =1 for
permanent workers and Permy, =0 for temporary workers. This estimation is in
the spirit of difference-in-differences strategy in which the "treatment” is cover-
age by EPL and the ”control group” is not covered by EPL (t_empt)ra,ry workers).

is, above and below the EPI, threshold, We expect dismissal rates to differ by less
in establishments below the EPL threshold.

The estimated marginal effects of EPI, coverage on dismissal rate, and their
95% statistical confidence band$ are plotted in Figure 4.3. The covariates used
for the estimation are gender, age, educational attainment§ region of residence,
industry, and establishment size entered both linearly and with & quadratic term.
Accordin Py s BPE- e in. egt;
jshiffients above 10 employees, being the estimat
15 enployees statistically significant but-smeller—than—for-establishmemh/at
15 employees-Giver € “heaping” problem commented above, we would take
these results as evidence of EPL threshold effects on dismissa) rates,11

On the relationship between firm size and turnover, see Winter-Ebmer [30] and Anderson
and Meyer (3] : e :

The full set of tesults are available from the authors upon request,

"Bauer et al. [4], using matched employer-employee data for Germany, do ot find any effect
On separations of changes in the threshold scale eicempting small establishments from dismissal
brotection, However, their measure of separations, the total outflow of employees from an
establishment, includes both dismissals and voluntary quits,
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Solving English problems

What to do??
Don’t rely on WORD to correct things.
Have a native speaker to read it carefully for you.

Have spouse/partner/friend read for substance—understanding,
not only English.

Read it word-for-word before sending off—perhaps even aloud

Publicity as an improving device.

Use the PR office.
Publicity helps your institution—and you.
It enhances your usefulness—why are you in this business??

Having a layperson look it over is a check on it—can you
explain your work to a PR person? 15



Between Writing and Submission
|. Present the Paper Any Chance That You Get

1. It’s the best way to get comments. People don’t read papers
otherwise

2. It’s the best way for you to find out whether YOU
understand what you have done

1. When to Submit???
1. When the paper is ready!

2. Typically at least the third draft

3. Pro on waiting
a. More comments can be received
b. You can polish paper

4.Con on waiting:
a. Diminishing returns on improvement
b. Striving for an unreachable perfection
C. “Scoop” possibility 16




Off to a journal
|. What journal?? Need a “submission tree” at start

1. How to choose—a matching problem???
1. AR forecasts of their interest—but:

a. Editors tire of subject

b. Reintroducing stuff related to previous work, but
nothing recent.

c. Journal style—e.g., QJE “own data.” REStat—
perhaps somehow data/method

d. Be familiar with editorial interests.

2.Honestly evaluate your paper. Start high, but remember not all
your pieces will hit the heights.

I11. Co-authors’ views—what helps them.




|. What Is scarce at journals??

Referees’ time—o0f good referees.
Journal space
Remember—editors make decisions, not referees

Il. What do editors seek to maximize?

1. Journal fame/visibility

2.Measure by citations to articles, future
work generated.

[11. What if published there recently? Two submissions at
same journal? No problem

Most often, you’re one of several authors.
Editors want quality

18




What should go in an Appendix?

More than you think. Appendix to paper, or online? [Science
journals]

How long should the body be? Some journals have page
limits.

One-sided, normal fonts, double-spaced.
[Many Europeans seem to write single or 1-1/2 spaced.]

Don’t worry about specific journal style at this point.

19




Hearing from the journal

V.

Chances are slim—Dbut rejection never gets easier.

Desk rejection >0.5 at leading journals. Send it off
immediately to next journal down the “tree.”

Outright acceptances (only editorial changes) have
Prob—0

Reject-resubmit or revise-resubmit—are the same.

Re-submit unless door slammed in your face.

20



Revise/reject re-submit

|. Don’t wait

A. You forget what you did, cannot easily reconstruct.
B. You lose interest.
C. Editors forget or lose interest; referees forget.

11. Drop everything else.

A. Reasons above

B. Some journals have waiting limits—PNAS 2 months, AJAE 6
months.

21



Rejected

|. Send elsewhere within 1 week unless an obvious error.
A. Collected comments, keep for a revision when it is
requested.
B. Remember, most papers are rejected

I1. Should one complain to Editor?

My experience—twice in over 100 rejections. One up,
one down

A. The success—perhaps because only 1 report, and it was
way off target.

B. The failure—had two reports, seemed positive, but:

22



I1. Two recent negative experiences

A. 2 of 3 reports seemed positive (but letters to
editor may not have been. Complaint dead
In 6 hours.

B. Tale of woe—3 rounds, 7 referees, then
new editor. Result?

I11. General rule—very rarely is a complaint worth
It—you don’t know what referee(s) wrote editor,
and you don’t know editor’s preferences.




Dear Prof Hamermesh,

Thank you for your prompt answer to my submission to ILRR. With all
due respect, however, | feel like it would be more evenhanded to wait
for the second referee report. This request seems all the more legitimate
to me since Orley Ashenfelter and Alexander Mas read a preliminary
version of the paper 4 years ago when | was at Princeton, and told me
that ILLR could be interested by this work. More recently, Sandra
Black, that you might see quite often, and several European scholars
who read the paper confirmed that it was potentially qualified for ILRR.

The fact that several people said that they liked the paper is
irrelevant. Comments of the sort you received are nice, but they are
“cheap talk.” |trust as you progress in your career that you will realize
that.

If you really want me to go out and get another referee, wait for
his/her report, and send it back to you with another rejection letter, |
am willing to do that. | do not imagine, however, that you would want
that; and if | were your advisor | would tell you that there are many fish
in the sea, and you should try another journal, as | indeed suggested in
my rejection letter.



Acceptance

|.  Yogi Berra: “It ain’t over ‘til 1t’s over!” It’s over
when editor writes, “I hereby accept your paper” or
equivalent.

1. Put it on your CV—and celebrate.

A. You shouldn’t have had 1t on CV as “revise and resubmit
at the....” That is Rubbish.

B. Make no more changes!
C. Don’t think about winner’s curse.

[11. Put it in specific journal style—sections, references, reference
list.

V. Update all unpublished references




Dead papers
|.  When Is a paper dead—when should you “pull the
plug”?
When you have tried all decent journals.

Compare marginal gain from publishing to opportunity
cost. Former falls with age; latter also.]

I1. How many rejections? Friends have gone through 13
journals.

I11. Resurrection—to a request for publication in a
volume? Or even search yourself.
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