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ABSTRACT. The time tradeoff (TTO) method is popular in meatldecision making for
valuing health states. We use it to elicit econtshireferences for publishing in top
economic journals and living without limbs. The romists value the journals highly, and
have a clear preference between them, Aitterican Economic Revief&ER) the most
preferred. Their responses imply they would sa®@ifnore than half a thumb for publishing
in AER. The TTO results are consistent with rankamgl willingness to pay results, and
indicate that preferences for journals are neitjugded by influence factors, nor by

expectations of a resulting salary rise.
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l. Introduction

‘I would give my right arm for a publication in tanerican Economic Reviéva colleague
economist once sighed. This remark was the staptigt of the here presented study, as it
contains a number of interesting elements. Firsilpthe remark was a preference statement
of the person involved. Seemingly (and unsurprigindne would value a paper in the
American Economic RevigkER). Second, the strength of the preferenceexasessed in
terms of sacrificing a non-negligible proportionha$ health (in the form of sacrificing a

limb, i.e., his right arm). This is interestingnee in the field of health economics, preferences
for (health) states are often measured througletfiéslinvolving sacrificing length or quality
of life. Considering the utility value of an arrhgtstatement made by the fellow economist,
taken literally, would imply quite a strong prefiece for an AER publication. Third, this
preference was labeled to the AER rather thanumpgds which may have higher impact
scores. Although impact scores may have become imp@rtant in recent years, economists
therefore may rank order journals differently thapact scores would imply.

These considerations raised two questions thabwedf interesting to explore further:
(i) Would economists really sacrifice a limb fopablication in a top journal, and can this
preference be measured using a common method lith lreanomics, the time tradeoff
(TTO) method (George W. Torrance, Warren H. Thoraad, David L. Sackett, 1972)?

(i) What would be the ranking of top economic joails based on preferences elicited by
trading off health against publications?

Notwithstanding the obvious difficulties to be exfel in such an investigation, we
designed a study for this purpose. In this paperepert the results.

To measure the preferences for a publication eadihg economic journal in relation
to health, the TTO method was used. This is a @opukthod for eliciting preferences for
health states (Paul Dolan, Claire Gudex, Paul Kamdi Alan Williams, 1996; Leida M.
Lamers, Joseph McDonnell, Peep F. M. Stalmeierl, Pad. Krabbe, and Jan J. V.
Busschbach, 2006). While it is a stated preferemethod (since revealed preferences for
health states are difficult to obtain), the resgitpreferences are used in economic
evaluations informing actual decision making inltiteeare. The TTO basically lets
individuals make a tradeoff between quality andmiya of life. A typical TTO exercise
involves a tradeoff between living in some impetfgwronic health state (such as living

without a limb) for ten years and living in perféaalth for a period of less than ten years.



The amount of time that people are willing to S@®iin order to restore perfect health then
indicates the value of the health state under densiion. For example, if a person indicates
that living ten years with a certain condition egsdiving four years in perfect health, s/he
values the condition at 0.4 (=4/10) on a scale féoto 1, where O represents death and 1
perfect health.

The TTO may just as well be applied for other prerfees. Here we use it to value
publishing in top economic journals and compars thivaluations of limbs. The TTO
consisted of a tradeoff between living ten yeathout a(n additional) publication in the
AER and a shorter period with such a publication] tadeoffs between living ten years
without a limb, or a shorter period in perfect tieaThis gives us an estimate of the fraction
of their life that respondents would be willinggive up for a publication in AER, which can
be compared to the fraction they would be willingsacrifice for retaining a limb. This allows
investigating the opening statement of this paper.

Moreover, by making these tradeoffs for four diéfietr economic journals, AER,
European Economic RevidER),Quarterly Journal of EconomidQJE) and th&eview of
Economic StudiefRES), their preference based ranking could bervks and compared to
their ranking on the basis of impact factors. ldewrto test the results obtained we also used
the more commonly used willingness to pay (WTPhtégue (Kenneth J. Arrow and Robert
C. Lind, 1970; Kenneth J. Arrow, R. M. Solow, P&ulPortney, Edward E. Leamer, Roy
Radner, and Howard Schuman, 1993; David S. Brooksinid Don L. Coursey, 1987; Rachel
Dardis, 1980) to investigate stated preferencea faublication in these journals. (This also
allowed expressing the value of a limb in monetanns.)

This paper presents the results of this studywsiy that economists indicate a
stronger preference for publications in AER thathim other top economic journals, which
suggests that impact factors may not fully refteetpreferences of scholars. Moreover, while
we find that it is possible to use the TTO for igligy such preferences (and that the resulting
rank order equals that of the WTP estimates), fi@iag a right thumb appears to be a better
approximation of the strength of preference fouhbligation in AER than a right arm.

Section 2 of this paper introduces the theorebaakground of our study, especially
focusing on the TTO method. Section 3 provides erpental details and Section 4 presents

the results, which are discussed in Section 5.

1. Method



The utility theory underlying the TTO method is cheterized by the QALY model. This
model summarizes the utility of a life profile in@single index. It evaluates preferences for

health profiles by:

(1) U(LQ)=W(HV(Q),

N
with U(t,Q) the utility of a health profile, W(t):.[é(t)dt the utility of life duration (or the
0

sum of the discount weights), and \(@he utility of health state Q at time t. The egttion
of this functional requires the elicitation of bat(t) and V(Q).

A. TTO method

The TTO method elicits preferences for health stde letting a subject imagine living T

more years in an imperfect health state Q. Theestilthen has to indicate the number
remaining life time x<T in full health (FH) suchahhe is indifferent between living T years
in Q and living x years in FH. According to the QAlmodel, the resulting indifference can

be evaluated by:

) W(TV(Q)=W(X)V(FH)

V(Qy) is a cardinal index, so we can freely choose JéAHThis leaves us with:
3) V(Q)=W(X)/W(T)

Hence, an estimation of V(Q) using the TTO metheglires the elicitation of both x and
W(x) (W[T] can be normalized to 1).

However, the logic of the TTO method is not necalyseestricted to the valuation of
health states. It could just as well be appliedaioe other types of goods. That is, one could
elicit willingness to trade off time to offset ingprements in other goods. Let us take the
example of an expensive sports car. It follows iyjteage that, if an individual is prepared to

sacrifice lifetime for a health improvement, butte same time is willing to pay money for



this health improvement and to pay money for atspzar, this individual should also be
prepared to give up some of her future lifetimerider to be able to drive this sports car now.

This paper follows the above logic by eliciting twillingness of economists to
tradeoff lifetime for an additional publication &top economics journal. If an individual
values such a publication, it will increase hiser utility. Therefore, it should be possible to
decrease lifetime to such an extent that it exaitypensates for the higher utility of life,
and, hence, that lifetime utility is equal for baituations (i.e., with and without the
publication).

So, if the utility of a life year with the additial publication is given by V({Pand the
utility of that life year without the publicatios denoted by V(N, we have:

(4) W(TV(R) >W(T)V(N,).

Therefore, there has to exist an amount of lifetipe€Ty, such that:

(5) W(Tp)V(R) =W(T V(N,).

Another common method to elicit stated preferesc&TP. We apply this technique

to obtain an alternative estimation of the valuamfadditional publication.

lll.  Experiment

A. Sample

We collected the e-mail addresses (as provideldaratticles) of authors who published at
least one article in one of the following econoioigrnals in 2008 or 2009: AER, EER, QJE,
Journal of Economic Behavior and Organizatidournal of Economic Psychologgnd
Journal of Socio Economic$his resulted in the invitation of about 1,30@amists to

participate in the experiment. Eighty-five of théited out the online questionnaite

! A small amount of the non-responders motivateit tieéusal to participate. This varied from “I steal
answering it but the questions are ridiculous jlis impossible to answer them seriously” to “I actually
resigning from work now because of health issuaigase, do not remind me again. BTW what is neth wi
this method? As the psychologist Jon Baron oncegenffesychological Bulletin), asking these kindgjoéstions
to people is painfully embarrassing” and “Will ypay for my time?”



B. Procedure

The questionnaire started with some questions ecomzepersonal characteristics in Part 1
(academic position, age, gender, nationality, siieriscipline, institution, writing hand).
We asked for the writing hand so as to be ablefir tto it in the TTO questions. As such, we
ascertained that people valued their most valuatoleand reduced differences in
interpretation in this respect.

Part 2 applied the TTO method to value the respatrsiquality of life without a
thumb, hand, and arm. We first asked whether soresgnt preferred living 20 years with the
thumb of his writing hand to living 20 years withdhat thumb. This rather obvious question
was posed in order to highlight that having a thurab some value and, hence, people may
be willing to give up some resources to retainrtbaimb. Next, if the respondent indicated to

indeed value his thumb, we asked

Suppose you can either live 20 more years without sight thumb or a shorter period with
your right thumb. How long should the latter perioel such that you are indifferent between

these options?

This allowed us to estimate the TTO score of liwvithout a thumb (V[No Thumb]). We
repeated this procedure for the respondent’s hadaem (again referring to the writing arm).
However, we did not ask again whether the respanukeferred to live in full health, since
living without hand or arm is supposed to be wahsa living without a thumb.

We proceeded with the elicitation of W(T) by meahshe Direct Method (Arthur E.
Attema, Han Bleichrodt, and Peter P. Wakker, fathing) in Part 3. Two points of the
discounting function (xsuch that W[x]=0.25 and x such that W[¥=0.5) were elicited by
means of an indifference-by-choices procedure.s&diion procedure of this kind has been
shown to cause fewer inconsistencies than diretthirey (Raphael Bostic, Richard J.
Herrnstein, and R. D. Luce, 1990). An indifferenedue was estimated after 3 choices for
each utility point. Appendix A presents the quessiposed for this elicitation.

Part 4 used the TTO method to elicit V(N) for teddwing four journals: AER, EER,
QJE, and RES. We attempted to minimize the infleesfadistorting factors by making the

2 The complete questionnaire can be found online at:
https://spreadsheets.google.com/viewform?hl=en_QAB&gformkey=dE5haV8yWUJPSkFMbHFEcHhYNFV3elE6MA#gid




instructions as clear as possible, thereby redypatgntial confusion. In particular, we
instructed the respondent to imagine not publislaimg article in the considered journals at all
throughout the next 20 years. The respondents roitjetrwise have thought they would
publish in these journals anyway and their truei@abdn of it would not become clear.
Furthermore, we stressed that the only way to nlstach a publication in this period would
be through a medicine that would give a one-dainbsave, but that it had bad long-term
consequences as well, because it would decreasienk. Although we acknowledge this is
an unrealistic situation, it enabled us to excladet of external distorting factors. For
example, respondents might have thought they wooldhave written the article themselves,
or that they would be bribing the editors. In aitdif the use of a medicine made the
possibility of a lower lifetime due to another piehtion more credible, which would not
make sense otherwise.

Appendix B provides the exact formulations of theestions for the case of AER. We
first asked whether the respondents would takertb@icine without a reduction in lifetime. If
they would, we continued by asking how many yeétgewith the publication (i.e., if
taking the medicine) would make them indifferen2@years without the publication (i.e., if
not taking the medicine). It they would not, we egithem for their reason(s) and continued
with the next journal. The formulations for the @tlournals were identical.

Part 4 also elicited WTP for the aforementioned iciad. We first asked for the
respondent’s currency unit, so that s/he could ansiae questions in terms of her/his own
currency. We subsequently transformed all ansveet$x dollars (if necessary) by applying
the exchange rates at the time of the experimeieAdix C shows the instructions, as well
as the formulation of the WTP question for AER (agdentical for the other journals). Part 4
continued with eliciting whether the economistsextpd a publication in each of the 4
journals would increase their income, and, if gohbw many percent of their net income.
The final task of Part 4 was to rank the journaisoading to preferred journal to publish in,
conditional on having taken the medicine (Apperid)x

Part 5 ended the survey with a few questions tainlsome background information
about the respondents (number of publicationserfélur journals, total number of
publications in economic journals, self-assessebtatility of a publication in one of these 4
journals throughout the next 20 years without leélthe medicine, net monthly income,
expected income increase as a result of a pulditati each of the 4 journals, expected age of
death, and self-assessed health status on a staledn 0 and 100).



C. Analyses

The distribution of the TTO and WTP estimates wasng&d and tests of normality were
rejected (Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, p<0.02 for afiables). Therefore, we only performed
the nonparametric Wilcoxon signed ranks test topam® values within-subjects. We repeated
the TTO analyses while assuming no discountingitafre life years, but this did not change

the results.

V. Results

Table 1 reports some background characteristitiseofespondents (mean age 44.8, s.d. 11.6).
These reveal a good geographical spread. A largerityeof the respondents was male
(88.2%).

Table 1. Origin of the respondents

Continent Number Percentage
Asian 6 7.0
Australian 1 1.2
European 45 52.3
North American 29 33.7
Middle or South American 2 2.3
Unknown 3 3.5

Total* 86 100

*The total exceeds the total sample size becausspbndent had two nationalities.

Missing an arm by definition implies also missingand and a thumb; hence
monotonicity requires V(No Thumby(No HandkV(No Arm). Seven respondents violated
this pattern and were excluded from the analysishiis reason. In addition, 4 more
respondents were left out because their answeigeithimey preferred to live without a limb
(i.e., their answer was higher than 20 years, ogug[missing a limb]>V[having all
limbs]>1, or they answered “no” to the question thiee they preferred living 20 years with a
particular limb over living 20 years without thanb). Therefore, this part of the analysis was

performed on the data of 74 respondents.



A number of respondents were not willing to take thedicine, even if it did not
reduce lifetime (Table 2). Some did not want teetdtke medicine at all, irrespective of the
journal in question (“this is dishonest”, “I am augt doping, whether in sports or
academia...”, “ would be cheating, | am certagah publish equivalently ranked papers”).
Others attached a value of O (or perhaps eveniney&b publications in particular journals
and, hence, would take the medicine only for owe, or three of the four journals (“the ...
[journal] isn’t any good”, “Why would | want to plibh there?”, “No interest in the
...[journal]”, “Already published in ...[journal], andhy friends say the journal is on its way
down”). There were 13 respondents who were notgregpto take the medicine at all, for
none of the journals. They were excluded from th@©Tor journals analysis. If someone was
prepared to take the medicine only for part ofjtwenals, we adopted a TTO score of 1 to the
other journals. Furthermore, some respondents ffiticutties understanding the TTO
questions. Their answers implied they were inddf¢between, for example, 21 years of life
with a publication and 20 years of life without bupublication. This caused the removal of
another 3 respondents, leaving 69 (=85-13-3) redgats for the analysis.

Table 2. Would take medicine

Journal | Yes | No
AER 68 17
EER 66 19
QJE 69 16
RES 71 14

A. TTO scores

Summary statistics of the number of life years giue, as well as the TTO scores (corrected
for discounting), are presented in Table 3. Theysignificantly lower for AER than for the
other journals (p<0.01). In other words, economaseswilling to give up more lifetime for an
additional publication in AER than for other topaomic journals. The TTO results are
consistent with the average rankings of the jowsriglthe respondents, with 80% of

economists ranking AER as their preferred jourA&R 1.21; EER 3.76; QJE 2.04; RES
2.99).

Table 3. TTO scores (corrected for discounting)



Object Mean years | Median Mean | s.d. Median N
given up years
given up

Thumb 1.02 0.50 0.93 0.13 0.98 74
Hand 2.38 2 0.85 0.19 0.91 74
Arm 3.54 3 0.79 0.23| 0.86 74
Journal

AER 0.77 0.10 0.94 0.13] 0.9955 69
EER 0.39 0.01 0.98 0.07 0.9994 69
QJE 0.55 0.10 0.96 0.09 0.9955 69
RES 0.43 0.05 0.97 0.08 0.9977 69

These tradeoffs also allow deriving the implicitlimgness to give up a limb for an
additional publication. For example, given that éiverage subject is willing to give up 0.77
years for another AER publication and 1.02 yearkéeping a thumb, we can infer that a
publication in AER is worth about (0.77/1.02=0.T8)ee quarters of a thumb, versus a little
more or less than half a thumb (0.39/1.02=0.38pRA..02=0.54), (0.43/1.02=0.42)] for EER
[QJE, RES].

The WTP estimates (Table 4) are also consistemt thé rankings and the TTO
scores. The mean estimate for AER is again sigmiflg higher than the mean estimate for
the other journals (Wilcoxon signed ranks test,.p&R The other differences are also
significant (p<0.01), with the ranking WTP(QJE) >T®(RES) > WTP(EER). These different
valuations can to some extent be explained byréiffees in expected income increases that
result from a publication in that journal. A newhtigation AER generates an expected mean
wage rise of 8%, versus 2.4% [6.4%, 5.3%] for EERHE, RES].

Table 4. WTP for additional publication ($, n=84)

Journal | Mean | s.d. Median | Interquartile | Mean Impact
range expected factor 2009

wage
increase

AER 12658 | 26186 2613 36410 074 | 8.0% 2.62

EER 3 626 11 807] 591 682 034 2.4% 112

QJE 9928 22 726] 1436 226 329 6.4% 5.65

RES 8824 | 21892 1227 125 965 5.3% 3.28

Finally, we performed several regressions to investigatahen¢hese results were
associated with background characteristics of aor@e. For AER, the only significant
variable was respondents’ income, which had a ipesiélationship with WTP for an

additional publication (OLS, p<0.05). However, heitthe number of publications obtained

10



in top economic journals before, nor the subjectikebability of realizing a publication in a
top economic journal without help of a medicined laasignificant influence on the WTP.
Interestingly, for all four investigated journalke anticipated increase in income from
a publication that journal had no significant ihce on WTP. This suggests that economists
do not consider the publication in a top journahgpure) monetary investment. Instead, they

seem to care about other, nonmonetary aspectsasustiatus and quality of the journal.

V. Discussion

Our results reveal that economists value publioatio top journals highly and that they are
willing to make substantial sacrifices for such lpediions. Moreover, they do not necessarily
seem to prefer journals with a higher impact facteer those with a lower impact factor.
Finally, economists apparently do not perform aficial cost-benefit analysis when
submitting an article to a scientific journal, lalgo incorporate other benefits in their
consideration, which may include the status andjtiadity of the journal.

It is important to note that loss aversion (DaKiahneman and Amos Tversky, 1979;
Jack L. Knetsch, 1989; Amos Tversky and Daniel Kahan, 1991) may have influenced our
results. In particular, giving up a limb can bersas a loss and, therefore, receive more
weight than getting another publication in a topremmics journal, the latter being considered
a gain. If this is the case, this would exert awangl bias in the TTO valuation of living
without an additional publication. In other worttse value of such a publication is likely
underestimated here.

Of course, our design had several limitations.tFibecause we used health outcomes,
we were not able to use a revealed preference agpm@nd had to rely on stated preferences
regarding hypothetical questions. Second, somkeofjtiestions we posed were clearly not
realistic, but, as explained earlier, this was ssagy in order to rule out a number of possible
confounding factors. We feel that this procedumeegates more reliable answers than a more
realistic, but more heterogeneous alternative.llinae have not asked whether the
respondents still possessed their writing armotf they could obviously no longer give it up.
It seems likely, however, that they would have ¢atied so in their comments to the
guestionnaire.

To conclude, we can summarize the questions postie iintroduction as follows:

11



(i) The TTO method is capable of measuring prefegsrior publications in terms of
health and generates similar preference ordersT #ées, but publications in a top
journal are not valued so highly that economistsildsacrifice an entire limb for it; they
would sacrifice a little more than half a thumb &publication in AER.

(i) The elicited preferences imply a different kg of top general economic journals

than suggested by their impact factors.

12



References

Arrow, Kenneth J., and Robert C. Lind. 1970. "Uncertainty and the Evaluation of Public
Investment DecisionsThe American Economic Revied®(3): pp. 364-378.

Arrow, Kenneth J., R. M. Solow, Paul R. Portney, Esvard E. Leamer, Roy Radner, and
Howard Schuman.1993. "Report of the NOAA Panel on contingent vira" Federal
Register58(10): 4601-4614.

Attema, Arthur E., Han Bleichrodt, and Peter P. Wakker. forthcoming. "A direct method

for measuring discounting and QALYs more easily seidbly." Medical Decision Making,

Bostic, Raphael, Richard J. Herrnstein, and R. D. bce.1990. "The effect on the
preference-reversal phenomenon of using choicéf@mdnces."Journal of Economic
Behavior & Organization13(2): 193-212.

Brookshire, David S., and Don L. Coursey1987. "Measuring the Value of a Public Good:
An Empirical Comparison of Elicitation Procedureslie American Economic Reviemw,(4):
pp. 554-566.

Dardis, Rachel.1980. "The Value of a Life: New Evidence from tharketplace. The
American Economic Revie®Q(5): pp. 1077-1082.

Dolan, Paul, Claire Gudex, Paul Kind, and Alan Wiliams. 1996. "The time trade-off
method: Results from a general population stubigdlth Economics3(2): 141-154.

Kahneman, Daniel, and Amos Tversky1979. "Prospect Theory: An Analysis of Decision
under Risk."Econometricad7(2): 263-291.

Knetsch, Jack L.1989. "The Endowment Effect and Evidence of Nonrsitsée Indifference
Curves."TheAmerican Economic RevieWQ(5): 1277-1284.

Lamers, Leida M., Joseph McDonnell, Peep F. M. Staleier, Paul F. M. Krabbe, and
Jan J. V. Busschbach2006. "The Dutch tariff: results and argumentsdioreffective design
for national EQ-5D valuation studiegdealth Economicsl5(10): 1121-1132.

13



Torrance, George W., Warren H. Thomas, and David LSackett.1972. "A utility
maximization model for evaluation of health caregyrams."Health Services Research2):
118-133.

Tversky, Amos, and Daniel Kahneman1991. "Loss aversion in riskless choice: A
reference-dependent modeQuarterly Journal of Economic§06(4): 1039-1061.

14



Appendix A - Discounting question

Imagine your present health state is as follows:

1. You have no problems in walking about;

2. You have no problems to wash or dress yourself;
3. You have SOME problems with your usual actigitie
4. You have MODERATE pain or other discomfort;

5. You are not anxious or depressed.

Suppose a one-off medicine is available that takesy your health problems, making you

perfectly healthy. That is, your health state caméscribed as follows:
1. You have no problems in walking about;

2. You have no problems to wash or dress yourself;

3. You have no problems with your usual activities;

4. You have no pain or other discomfort;

5. You are not anxious or depressed.

Unfortunately, this medicine only has a tempordfgat. After some time, the health
problems return and you will be in the first healtate again. In the following part, you have
the choice between taking the medicine at 2 diffepints in your life, earlier or later. The
endurance of the effect of the medicine can alferddetween the 2 options, but the options
are the same regarding all other consequences. f®@@xpectancy is the same for the 2
options as well. The purpose of the following tasto choose one of the 2 options each time.
Each option indicates the moment at which you thkemedicine and the moment at which

the medicine has lost its effect.

15



Please indicate which of these 2 options you prefer

E A. You take the medicine now and it is effectiveidg the next 10 years.

£ B. vou take the medicine in 10 years, and it ieeilve between 10 and 20 years from

now.

16



Appendix B - TTO publications (case of AER)

Suppose it is certain that during the coming 20ygau won't publish any paper in the
following journals, nor in any other journals yagard as at least as good: American
Economic Review, European Economic Review, Quartislirnal of Economics and Review
of Economic Studies. However, there is a free mediavailable that gives you an immediate
1-day brain wave. The consequence of taking thidiciree is that you are able to write an
excellent paper on that day, which is guarantedsetaccepted for publication in any high-
quality scientific economic journal. The mediciresmo other effects, except that it may
reduce your lifetime. There is only one medicinehi$ kind available, so you are the only

one in the world with the opportunity to take thigdicine.

Suppose you can take the medicine now, leadingyaewrite a paper today that will be
accepted for publication in the American Economaview immediately. The medicine has
no other effects: you will live 20 more years fareswhether you take the medicine or not.

Would you take the medicine?
E Yes
E No

Now suppose the situation is the same as in thequ® question, but this time the medicine
does reduce your remaining lifetime. How long sHddhis lifetime be such that you are
indifferent between taking the medicine (resultimg publication in American Economic

Review) and not taking the medicine (and livingrabre years)?

17



Appendix C - Part 4 — Willingness to pay

Suppose you are certain that during the comingez@syyou won't publish any paper in the
following journals, nor in any other journals yagard as at least as good: American
Economic Review, European Economic Review, Quartilirnal of Economics and Review
of Economic Studies. However, there is a medicwalable that gives you an immediate 1-
day brain wave. The consequence of taking this aneglis that you are able to write an
excellent paper on that day, which is guarantedsetaccepted for publication in any high-
quality scientific economic journal. The mediciresmo other effects, but it is not free of
charge.

How much are you willing to pay (single payment) fite medicine if it guarantees an
immediate publication in the American Economic Rew?

Please use your country's currency. You can giup tb 2 decimals.

18



Appendix D — Remainder of Part 4

Do you think a publication in the American EconorRieview will increase your income?
E Yes

E no

If so, by how much percent of your net income? ¥aun give your answer up to 2 decimals.

—

Suppose you take the medicine referred to in teeipus part of this questionnaire. In which

of the 4 journals stated below would you prefepuiblish this paper?

L American Economic Review
C European Economic Review
E Quarterly Journal of Economics

e Review of Economic Studies

What do you think is your probability of at leasteopublication during the next 20 years in
one or more of the following journals: American Bomic Review, European Economic
Review, Quarterly Journal of Economics and Revié&anomic Studies?

Please give your answer as a percentage, up tacizndds.

—
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