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Table 1
Difference in Differences Analysis of Impact of Page Limit Policy on Submissions
per Week of Longer versus Shorter Manuscripts, American Economic Review

Year before Year after Difference:
limats imposed limats imposed After — Before
(1) 2) 3)
Number of shorter manuscripts 10.21 10.02 -0.19
(80 pages or less) (0.50) (0.55) (0.74)
Number of longer manuscripts 16.79 18.10 1.31
(31 pages or more) (0.66) (0.61) (0.90)
Difference:
Longer — Shorter 6.58 8.08 1.50
(0.73) (0.76) (1.05)

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses. The sample includes 52 weekly observations for one year
prior to the page limit policy (July 2007-June 2008) and 52 weekly observations for one year after
(October 2008-September 2009). Manuscript lengths are measured using standardized page lengths.
See text.
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Figure 3
Production Non-convexity Arising from Choice between Two Technologies

Production

0 1 Capital

Note: Following Banerjee and Duflo (2011), Figure 3 then shows the subsistence production technology
(curve OS) and entrepreneurial activity (curve /E), and the combined nonconvex production set OE
(the darkened curve).
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Table 3

Impact of Policy on Enrollments and Majors

300-Level  In(300-Level
Enrollment  In(Enrollment) Envroll Enroll) Majors In(Majors)
(1) 2 3) “) ) (6)
PostPolicy*Treated ~ —51.26%%#%* —0.186%:#:* 0.066 0.019 —8.406%#%  —(.307%%*
(10.67) (0.033) (4.024) (0.074) (2.891) (0.099)
Constant 348. 8wk 5.785%k 66.16%* RIVEY R L (s 3.3 sk
(11.93) (0.041) (2.819) (0.105) (1.784) (0.077)
Observations 342 342 342 342 200 200
R? 0.890 0.874 0.919 0.867 0.929 0.877
Department fixed Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
effects
Semester fixed Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
effects

Source: Authors using student-transcript-level data from Wellesley College.

Notes: To avoid giving undue influence to enrollments in smaller departments, we combined smaller
departments by area creating the following 19 departments (and 20 majors): Art History, English, French,
Spanish, Studio Art, Other Languages, Other Humanities, Economics, History, Philosophy, Political
Science, Psychology, Religion, Other Social Sciences, Biological Chemistry (major only), Biological
Sciences, Chemistry, Computer Science, Mathematics, and Other Sciences. We count the number of

majors using what the student had listed as her major(s) in her final semester. In columns 5 and 6,

the post-treatment period begins with the class of 2006 to account for lags in the policy’s effect on the

number of majors. Robust standard errors are in parentheses.

wHE < 0,01, %% p< 0.05, % p< 0.1
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Table 2

Impact of Policy on Faculty Grading Behavior

B+, B, or C— or Credit/
Straight A A or A— B+ B— below Withdraw non
(1) (2) 3) 4 o) (6) (7)
PostPolicy*Treated —0.141%%% —(0.184%+%  0.072%**  0.167*=  0.011 —0.007 0.069%#*
(0.022) (0.019) (0.013) (0.023) (0.007) (0.006) (0.012)
Constant 0.077#%%  0.250%%%  (0,243%#%  (0.608***  (0.049%**  0.007 —0.039%:*
(0.016) (0.025) (0.015) (0.017) (0.008) (0.005) (0.016)
Observations 104,454 104,454 104,454 104,454 116,374 116,374 116,374
R? 0.317 0.370 0.132 0.250 0.227 0.114 0.136
Other controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Department fixed Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
effects
Student fixed Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
effects
Semester fixed Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

effects

Source: Authors using student-transcript-level data from Wellesley College.
Notes: Other controls include class size as well as an indicator variable for 200-level courses. C— or
below includes students who took a course “credit/non” but did not pass. Samples sizes for the last
three columns differ because students who did not take the course for a letter grade are included in
the subsamples. Robust standard errors (clustered by department) in parentheses.

sk ) < 0.01, %% p < 0.05, % p< 0.1
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Figure 4
Poverty Trap Corresponding to Dual Technology Choice
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Table 2
Impact of Page Limits on Manuscript Length—AER

Regression-
No policy Policy in adjusted
in place place Difference difference
(1) (2) 3) “4)
All first submissions:
Mean number of pages 37.8 33.9 —3.9 (.b)*ik —4.2 (.5)***
Mean number of pages, standardized 35.5 33.9 —1.6 (.5)*** —2.2 (.b)***
Mean number of pages of text, 25.6 26.1 0.5 (.4) 0.0 (.4)
standardized
Mean number of pages of tables and 4.8 4.2 —0.5 (.2)%* —0.5 (.2)**
figures
Mean number of pages of appendix 4.0 2.5 —1.5 (.2)%** —1.6 (.2)%**
Mean number of pages of online 0.6 3.0 2.4 (.2)%#* 2.6 (.2)%**
appendix
Sample size 1,406 1,462
Final accepted version of papers invited for revision®
Mean number of pages 40.6 39.4 —-1.2 (1.9) —2.2(2.4)
Mean number of pages, standardized 40.5 39.8 —0.7 (2.0) —-1.9(24)
Change in number of pages, —-1.2 -0.8 0.4 (2.0) 0.1 (2.6)
standardized, from 1st submission
Number of rounds of revision 1.7 1.9 0.19 (0.9)**  —0.04 (.10)
Sample size 114 110
Final accepted manuscripts, expanded sample”
Mean number of pages 40.8 39.1 —1.6 (1.4) —1.83 (2.0)
Mean number of pages, standardized 40.2 39.9 —0.3 (1.4) —0.7 (2.0)
Change in number of pages, —2.2 0.3 2.5 (1.4)* 3.3 (2.1)
standardized, from 1st submission
Sample size 218 211

Notes: Entries in the final column are regression-adjusted with controls for editor/coeditor and field of
submission. And see notes to Table 1.

* Includes papers accepted in first round without revision.

" See text for description of expanded sample.

* %k and *** indicate statistical significance at 10 percent, 5 percent, or 1 percent.
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Table 4
Impact of Policy on Student Evaluations

% Strongly % Do not
Rating recommend % Recommend % Neutral recommend
(1) 2 3) “) o)
PostPolicy*Treated —0. 11755k —0.050%#* 0.010 0.018#** 0.0227%*%
(0.030) (0.015) (0.011) (0.006) (0.007)
Age (in years) —0.007 #ksk —0.005%3#:* 0.001 0.0027%*%* 0.002%**
(0.003) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000)
Male Faculty 0.024 0.009 0.001 —0.008 —0.004
(0.029) (0.018) (0.009) (0.006) (0.004)
Years Worked 0.009%%* 0.004%*%* —0.000 —0.0071 % —0.0027#%#%*
(0.003) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Non-Tenure-Track —0.011 0.004 —0.010 —0.003 0.009
(0.058) (0.032) (0.019) (0.016) (0.009)
Visiting Faculty —0.160%#* —0.075%k* 0.016 0.034%%* 0.025%*%
(0.046) (0.025) (0.012) (0.010) (0.007)
Tenured Faculty —0.056 —0.020 —0.001 0.006 0.015%*
(0.033) (0.018) (0.012) (0.009) (0.006)
200 level 0.069%%* 0.032%** —0.009 —0.010%* —0.01 4%k
(0.021) (0.012) (0.007) (0.005) (0.003)
Class size/10 —0.001 —0.003 0.003* 0.000 —0.001
(0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.002) (0.000)
Pretreatment mean 3.410 0.608 0.245 0.097 0.051
Observations 5,378 5,378 5,378 5,378 5,378
R? 0.145 0.133 0.132 0.092 0.108
Department fixed Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
effects
Semester fixed Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
effects

Source: Authors using anonymized professor-course-semester-level data from Wellesley College.

Notes: “Rating” is calculated on a scale of 1 through 4 using 4 for “Strongly Recommend,” 3 for
“Recommend” etc. Pretreatment means are shown in the table for comparison. Controls for
racial/ethnic characteristics of faculty were included but not shown in the table. Column 2 uses the
percent of the students in the course that “strongly recommended” the professor as the outcome;
outcomes are defined analogously for columns 3-5.

*E < 0.01, % < 0.05,*p<0.1
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Table 1
Distribution of Firms and Employment Shares in Bins

Firm Size (Employment) India 2011 Indonesia 2006 Mexico 2008
Panel A: Distribution of Firm Size

1-9 97.88 96.78 91.74
1049 1.85 2.83 5.85
50+ 0.28 0.39 2.41

Panel B: Distribution of Employment Share by Firm Size

1-9 64.77 53.95 22.45
10-49 12.10 12.04 10.55
50+ 23.13 34.01 66.99

Source: See Figure 1 for sources.
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Table 2
Fraction of Referees Who Accept Review Invitation by Treatment Group

Group:
6 Week Social 4 Week Cash
Percent who accept invitation 67.6% 61.1% 64.1% 72.0%
(2.14) (2.43) (2.23) (2.17)
p-value for equality with control 0.045 0.252 0.010
Observations 639 568 626 590

Notes: This table shows the percentage of referees who accept invitations to review in each treatment
group. We restrict the sample to invitations sent between February 15, 2010, and May 9, 2011, the
time period when the cash reward was offered. Standard errors, clustered at the referee level, are
reported in parentheses. We also report p-values for the null hypothesis that agreement rates are the
same in each treatment group and its corresponding control group. For the social and four-week
groups, the control group is defined as the six-week deadline group. For the cash incentive group, the
control group is defined as the four-week deadline group, which is the relevant comparison because
the cash incentive group also faced a four-week deadline. The number of observations (referee report
invitations) is reported in the last row.
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Table 1
Estimates of Net Growth for Continuing Firms by Firm Size and Firm Age
(in percent)

Firm size (number of employees)

Firm age

1-4 5-9 10-19  20-49  50-99 100-249 250-499 500+ Allsizes

=

: 6.7 9.0 11.5 12.9 14.9 14.5 14.3 17.9 11.8
3-4 2.0 2.5 4.4 5.6 7.4 6.8 6.7 10.1 4.5
5-6 -0.5 —0.2 1.8 2.9 4.6 3.9 3.7 7.0 3.0
7-8 —2.0 =1.2 0.8 2.1 3.7 3.0 2.9 6.0 2.4
9-10 -3.7 —2.4 —0.2 0.9 2.5 1.8 1.5 4.5 1.8
11-12 =21 -0.9 0.9 2.4 3.8 3.0 2.5 5.5 1.9
13-15 —0.8 0.0 3.0 3.5 4.4 4.0 3.2 5.7 1.8
16+ —2.4 -1.7 -0.9 —0.1 0.6 1.3 1.6 0.9 0.7
All ages 0.2 1.2 1.7 2.1 2.5 2.9 3.1 1.4

Notes: Tabulations from the US Census Bureau. Details of methodology and results can be found in the
online appendix of Haltiwanger, Jarmin, and Miranda (2013). The analysis covers the period 1992-2005.
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Figure 7

Distribution of Employment Share by Firm Size
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Source: See Figure 1 for sources.
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Notes: The figure shows the distribution of employment share across firms of different size as measured by number of employees. The bin size is 10 workers, and each bin contains

the upper bound and not the lower bound. The different columns truncate the x-axis in different ways to focus on different parts of the distribution.
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Figure 5
The Empirical Distribution of Start-up Capital Shows There Are Many Production
Choices

25

20 +

Percent of firms
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Start-up capital in 2008 US dollars

Source: Sri Lankan Longitudinal Survey of Enterprises, Baseline data.
Notes: There are 2,255 microenterprises in the survey, and the graph is for the 2,019 of them in the
bottom 90 percent in terms of start-up capital.
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Figure 2

Review Times by Treatment Group during Experiment

A: Baseline Estimates
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(continued on next page)





OEBPS/Images/10342.jpg
Figure 1 (continued)

B: Value of Entrepreneur’s Equity for 22,000 Venture-Capital-Backed Startups Founded
between 1987 and 2008
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Source: Figure 1B is based on data from Sand Hill Econometrics, as reported by Hall and Woodward (2010).
Note: Figure 1B analyzes outcomes at exit for the subset of startups in the US founded between 1987 and
2008 that were financed by venture capital.
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Table 1
Description of Treatment Groups

Group
6 Week Social 4 Week Cash

Deadline 6 weeks 6 weeks 4 weeks 4 weeks

(45 days) (45 days) (28 days) (28 days)
Incentives None Review time posted None $100 Amazon gift

online at end of year card if deadline met

Duration of Feb. 15, 2010 to Feb. 15, 2010 to Feb. 15, 2010 to Feb. 15, 2010 to
intervention Oct. 26, 2011 Oct. 26, 2011 Oct. 26, 2011 May 9, 2011

Notes: This table describes the four treatment groups to which referees were randomly assigned.
Every referee was assigned permanently to one group; referees never changed groups. Referees
were notified about the conditions of the review request upon invitation and were sent a reminder
one week before the deadline. Examples of these invitation and reminder emails are shown in online
Appendices A and B. Cash incentives were stopped for invitations after May 9, 2011; after that point,
referees assigned to the cash incentive group simply faced a four-week deadline, with no incentives.
The other treatments were implemented without any changes for the full duration of the experiment,
from February 15, 2010 to October 26, 2011.
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Figure 2
Absolute Income Stagnation is Rare
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Source: Penn World Tables, Version 7.1.

Note: Real GDP per capita is in thousands of 2005 US dollars adjusted for differences in purchasing power.
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Figure 2
Comparison of Wage versus Self-Employment Earnings (Denmark)
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Source: Authors using data from the Integrated Database for Labor Market Research (IDA). The database
is maintained by the Danish government and consists of an annual panel of all individuals, and firms

in Denmark.
Notes: Figure 2 compares the total earnings of wage employees to those of self-employed individuals,
using comprehensive microdata from Denmark. The distributions are truncated at 1 million Danish

kroner. See text for details.
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Figure 2 (continued)

B: Reweighted Estimates
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Notes: This figure plots survival curves showing the distribution of review times by treatment group during
the primary experimental period, February 15, 2010, to May 9, 2011 (when the cash reward was offered).
In panel A, each survival curve plots the percentage of reports still pending versus the number of days
elapsed since the referee received the invitation. Panel B replicates panel A, reweighting the observations
in the three treatment groups to match the distribution of pre-experiment review times in the six-week
group (see online Appendix D for details). The solid vertical lines depict the six-week deadline (45 days)
and the four-week deadline (28 days). The dashed vertical lines depict the reminders sent one week
before each deadline. We report median review times, defined as the point at which the fraction of
reports pending is 50 percent, for each group. We also report p-values from nonparametric Wilcoxon
tests for the hypothesis that review times are the same in each treatment group and its corresponding
control group. We compare the four-week and social groups to the six-week group. We compare the cash
group to the four-week group because the cash group also faced a four-week deadline. We truncate the
x-axis at 80 days in the figures but use all available data for the hypothesis tests.
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Figure 1
Up or Out Dynamics for Young Firms
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Source: Annual averages of statistics computed from the Longitudinal Business Database from 1992-2011.
Notes: Figure 1 shows patterns of net employment growth of continuing firms and job destruction from
firm exit for firms age 1 and older. Startups have firm age equal to zero, so this figure reports on the
post-entry dynamics of firms. (See footnotes 2 and 3 and online Appendix for details.)
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Figure 1

Distribution of Firm Size as Measured by Number of Workers
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Source: We use microdata from the manufacturing sector in the Mexican Economic Census, the Indonesian Economic Census, and India’s Annual Survey of Industries and National
Sample Survey (Schedule 2). See footnote 1.
Notes: The figure shows distribution of firm size measured by the number of workers. The bin size is 10 workers, and each bin contains the upper bound and not the lower bound.

For all graphs, the y-axis indicates the share of all firms in the specified size. The different columns truncate the x-axis in different ways to focus on different parts of the distribution.
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Figure 1
The Pattern of Failure and Success in Entrepreneurship

A: Sales in 2002 for 510,654 Firms Founded in the United States in 1996
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Source: Figure 1A is based on data from the Business Information Tracking Series at the US Census
Bureau, as documented by Shane (2009).

Note: Figure 1A shows for the 510,654 US businesses founded in 1996, the share that had either failed or
achieved a certain level of sales by 2002.





