
Doug Noonan (channeling Glenn Sheriff)



 Throughout the process, be very mindful
 Reviewers:
◦ Professional commitment to devote time to review 

process in general, not your paper in particular
◦ Be careful not to convey impression that your time is 

more valuable than theirs
 Editors:
◦ Beware the era of the desk-reject:  Get past the editor 
 exceedingly relevant
 a likely citation machine
 easy to find referees





 Consult style guides
 Choose a good role model
 Make figures, tables, self-contained
◦ one good figure can make a paper

 Proofread (don’t signal sloppiness)
 Follow submission instructions
◦ be careful on formatting conversions (maps, 

figures, equations)



“I have made this letter longer than usual, 
because I lack the time to make it short”

-Pascal







(Let’s face it, it’s the most 
likely first result.)



 Don’t fight the last war, but
 Don’t trip twice over the same stone
 (Also, don’t use cliches)
 Probably not worth appealing.
 Let fatally flawed papers die 
◦ ... or find an audience that won’t see flaws as fatal



(let champagne wear off 
before responding)



 Someone probably just called your baby ugly 
and stupid, but they might not have meant it 
like that.



 If a comment can be reasonably interpreted 
as being addressable with a new footnote or a 
new section, choose the footnote.

 List page numbers of revisions in responses
 supplement with online appendices, ancillary 

regressions



 Sometimes they are impractical.
 Sometimes they are wrong.
 Make a good faith effort to address each 

comment, explaining in detail your reasons.



 Go into it with the presumption that your 
referees are right.  
◦ Even when they’re wrong, they’re right.

 In response…
a) When they’re right, remedy every critique you can.
b) When they’re wrong, find a way to make them 

right.  Then return to (a).
c) When they’re still wrong, nuts, or ghostwriting, 

then you (or a co-author) need to find a calm and 
charitable vantage before respectfully responding.



 At minimum, accept lack of clarity in 
exposition

 Cheerfully, discuss at length why you believe 
that you are correct
◦ “So-and-So (1997) showed it.” is not good enough.

 Remember, at this stage, referees may be 
rooting for you, even if comments appear 
brusque.



 Masayuki Kudamatsu. 
http://people.su.se/~mkuda/tips4economists.html

 Daniel S. Hamermesh. 
http://www.utexas.edu/cola/depts/economics/faculty/hamermes

 Don Fullerton.  See “General Guidelines” and 
“Specific Guidelines”. 
http://works.bepress.com/don_fullerton/


