How to Critique

# B : Humphreys, Macartan. How to Critique. https://macartan.
github.io/teaching/how-to-critique

Here are some pointers on the things to look for when
discussing or reviewing a papetr.

AIGT R T RZE PR LT —LEEFRNIR T,

Discussants i1i£ £ 5 & WFEEIN

Generally discussants have 10 — 15 minutes to give comments
on a paper, sometimes less. With that much time you can make 3
good comments. You should not use this time to say everything you
liked or did not like about a paper and you should not get lost in the
weeds. If you describe errors you have to get to the so what. The fact
that there is an error is not in itself of interest. You should select
your comments so that:
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—fRBL, A 10-150-4F 69 B 18 2F — B 6 AT 89, A
At AT A BRI (FRA)) T, RT AR B 3REFRA
T, R AXEMNE (R El) $RT— B AL ERRRE
WP &, LR RiZE A ERALT (HiFit) T wRRBAET
(XFquey ) 4532, L MorF R XAERGBER AT L (so
what) . [ XFPAHER | IANAFERRAGHRAEARNM, REZH
W E R, VA,

1. they open up a conversation @ FF *+# = 4] ;

2. they speak to the major issues the paper addresses 5 sC
F 2R R0 EBEWREAAT A

3. they provide pointers to how to do better. xt | A F
B | #7R=

Remember as a discussant it is not about you, it is about
making the paper better and helping people understand its
strengths and limitations. Mostly it’s about the speaker. If you think
the paper is great you do not have to drum up a critique, but you
should still try to help people see why it is great. Having slides helps
organize your presentation and helps people follow. A single slide
with three bullets on the three big points is enough. If you have a
laundry list of smaller points, share it with the speaker afterwards.

HIeAE, MEA S, X (B8 ) RREXTFR, w2 (4
T) kb X EFEAF, FHIAMNT BEIREFRHR, XETZRXT
B (BXME ) 9. keRIRAA B LB FREF, BlALRLEITH
I, ARG R A IAN T BEIFLN L, FEELIT R A B THLR
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HEBT . WwRIEF—KERINZE, TUAFERLSEHESTF.

Same language, different perspective: The really useful
critiques often come from taking a really fresh perspective on a
piece of work. This requires stepping back and not becoming
beholden to the author’s spinning of their findings. Often useful to
figure out what this is a case of? What is the general class of
phenomena this speaks to? If you had lots of resources how would
you address the question? If you could set it up as an experiment
how would you do it? If you really had to take a policy action based
on this work, which elements would give you pause? But as you take
different perspectives you should try to speak the same language
otherwise you can end up talking to yourself and influencing no one.

FREES, FRNRE. LA AGIFEERkE TH—B1E
Bt WA, XER[BER—F |, RESHTHEETLHLLER
AR, BEEUT, FER TR RA R, XA 4%
B9 T BRI — LN L7 BRI LZ KR, ¥t
TR IXAN R L? e RARGRIE C T — A E e, RESE ALK ok
PR A0 T X AT G0 ek B RIBUORATS), PRkl A kR 157
{82, SRRBREGAAN, REZRAFRAR—&EF (hE) 3
%, TUHRRALAHAE, MHRRTAETA,
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Reviewing iR 1) EEIN

For a formal review or referee report you have space to go into
much more depth. A standard approach is to divide these reviews
into three parts.

ﬁ%ﬁ&%ﬁﬁ&*%ﬁﬁ WA LS Z M ERENTFR . —MF
A8 7 R A 2

e The first part can be a single paragraph — it
summarizes the key contribution of the paper as you
see it, gives an overall assessment, and points to the key
issues, concerns, or strengths. Don’t forget the
strengths. Try to articulate succinctly what you know
now that you didn’t know before you read the piece.
Often a quick summary can draw attention to strong
features you were not conscious of, or makes you realize
that what you were impressed by is not so impressive
after all. 5 —=3} \T A — NIk R % —— BRI A
B0y ey 2T 2 A N F - 1 >
%\ﬁm&%AOXEM (MEXER ) KK, XA
AR Je-E- 3 ls%—] 4’” A3l | mARAEIEIX B L FZ 0 JF R fn
BRI ARG, BEHELT, Heike) 48T ERIEE R

(KW)&ﬁE%@%Lﬁ%ﬁ KA R EREIME (2
) PP IR A0 ARG H KRR AL AN ZIRA

e The second part discusses 3 — 6 major features of the
paper; the checklist below lists features that could be
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useful to think through when selecting themes. Try to
organize by theme (measurement, explanation etc.). %
=R LA Z-6 N EERFR; THOESH LI S
T LB EAATHEZ 4L, RErEMAL (e
ME ., BBEF)

e The third part is for “smaller issues” where you can
bullet point things from ambiguities, to estimation
issues, to pointers to other work. % =242 | zl\jg
B |, R A EF B — 2R, Gl fEF
R, ARSI AT 5 3T

Other things:
H A3

e [t’s useful to authors when you can point to literature
they have not read, if relevant. 4= R fR 435 B WAL A i
e AR K SR, X ASAER AR A6,

e [t’s useful to authors to know what to cut: reviews tend
to worry about length but still ask for more. xf 4% &
B, A MIZRIBAARRA R . FRELEEECK
B, BRI EE (5) £5,

e Your tone should be such that you would not feel
embarrassed if someday your review gets into the public
domain by mistake. /R #IFER L Z A XA Bieh— K
IR0 W A5 T AR DS AR T A AR, R RAREE
yings
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e You should feel free to ask for extra material such as
replication data or analysis plans. Sometimes reviewing
can go quicker if you can access data. 1 X 7T VA B & #o &
K (MEH ) RBEETIMIRL, eREIL AR, B
Y, 2o RARARIRITHIE, TR E Ik,

e Don’t ask the authors to ask and answer a different
question; respond to the paper you have been sent. R
ZRAEA BT EB— BB RA R ARG A %
AT R

e Be generous: share references if they are missing but
don’t assume that researchers intentionally ignored the
work of others (or your work!); raise ethical issues if you
see them but don’t assume researchers acted without
ethical concern; ask for multiple comparisons
corrections but don’t assume deliberately misleading
reporting. ZEEKRKE: R (RX) 8 (RikAEE
W) 5E K, BEXESF, BEARZAARFLAKE
BT MBI (ARG ) 5 mRAEEFR (F
R) wEE M, BRER, BREAAFLEGITA (L
HE) RS (FR) B EZR; TUARRKAAT S EILEK
KIE (AR & RRIR) , 2REIAA () A¥E

(M) R-F MR

e Pronouns. For anonymous review it’s usually safe to use
pronouns “you” or “they” even if single authorship has
been indicated. RRIFAEH. T T B Lik%, &8 [ 447 |
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The Checklist 558

Here is my list of what to look out for as I read a paper:

VAT AR B — BB L EEETRFE.

Theory &

e Is the theory internally consistent? 22 & M £ — 37

e Is it consistent with past literature and findings? Z & 5
i ) LAk A R I — 507

e Is it novel or surprising? & & # # 2K A A7 T 7

e Are elements that are excluded or simplified plausibly
unimportant for the outcomes? # He kX, & 89 T &K 2 &
AR (B2 ) RER?

e Is the theory general or specific? Are there more general
theories on which this theory could draw or contribute?
BHER AR L R BARN? ZERE S — BT
IXANFE SRR SR AE B TR ?
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From Theory to Hypotheses M ¥ 3|35t

Is the theory really needed to generate the hypotheses?
BT AT 7 ARBLRBLA 69 5L T

Does the theory generate more hypotheses than
considered? Z ¥ & = A W BHA T (FA) F)EM
%7

Are the hypotheses really implied by the theory? Or are
there ambiguities arising from say non-monotonicities
or multiple equilibria? iX 2B 5L A 09 £ dy 2L FTIE R 49
"7 ST A dE AR R S E B 19 RT3 B AR
P

Does the theory specify mechanisms? % 22 i 52 & ¥ #4 458

BT AU 7

Does the theory suggest heterogeneous effects? iz #
AEWTT ALY

Hypotheses &3t

e Are the hypotheses complex? (egin fact 2 or 3

hypotheses bundled together) B2 & Kt £ 42 (4
o % ER IR/ MEBEIBG A —AT )

e Are the hypotheses falsifiable? 1t & 7T 4E44 4975 7
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Evidence I: Design %4E (— ) : AF3IK

External validity: is the population examined
representative of the larger population of interest? s}

L AT RAR AT RET R AA8K BT

External validity: Are the conditions under which they
are examined consistent with the conditions of interest?
INBRRE . AT EMHAZTFTLS (i) BB 4+
— 37

Measure validity: Do the measures capture the objects
specified by the theory? M &% : M ZARAE A F FE AR
T B FTHUE 3 57

Consistency: Is the empirical model used consistent with
the theory? — &k 1% F &9 SEIERAE B 538 16— 507

Mechanisms: Are mechanisms tested? How are they
identified? ALl : 2 FALE T HUH? HUH] A AT AL T2 A
7

Replicability: Has the study been done in a way that it
can be replicated? 7T & #ME . ZAF AL 7 A E Z 477

Interpretation: Do the results admit rival
interpretations? 4. (#F5L ) &R AT LT LR
BT T =07
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Evidence II: Analysis and Testing %23E ( =) : 247
5 354

e Identification: are there concerns with reverse causality?

FREH . 2 &R ERGIEIL?

e [dentification: are there concerns of omitted variable
bias? B Ri2%: T E AL RE ZhEFA?

e Identification: does the model control for pre treatment
variables only? Does it control or does it match? &R 2
] 7}:7%%'] \:r X _‘L%‘] T %Tﬁ F]'] él] b f%;}g':%'] ﬂi;%[fﬂ
Bt ?

e Identification: Are poorly identified claims flagged as
such? B R 75 . ARsLR 34 £ 69887 2 T ARARIT k7

e Robustness: Are results robust to changes in the model,
to subsetting the data, to changing the period of
measurement or of analysis, to the addition or exclusion
of plausible controls? #&f& . (#de ) 2R ARG T

V NEIETFE . ECE N B Ry AT A BT B XT3 A
’N%F e e 24 K22 EARET

e Standard errors: does the calculation of test statistics
make use of the design? Do standard errors take account
of plausibly clustering structures/differences in levels?
FREIR: BRI AT AR T AT ARAEIRA
75%}%@ T /a\iﬁilé’a RELEM /KT Z77

e Presentation: Are the results presented in an intelligible
way? Eg using fitted values or graphs? How can this be
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improved? 2.7 X: £RAZEA—FTHEEeG 77 X ZI

(B2t AMEERE L) 7 (ZHFTX) defTEat?
Interpretation: Can no evidence of effect be interpreted
as evidence of only weak effects? f&#. XA 2 R6iEHE
R VT VARRAE Ay ROR S BOR B IR T

Evidence III: Other sources of bias 523 ( =) . 1B
7 0 E A SRR

Fishing: were hypotheses generated prior to testing?
Was any training data separated from test data? | %j&
Wik ] BRAAT S EEEEZN? NAHRELT 5EE
BIenTT?

Measurement error: is error from sampling, case
selection, or missing data plausibly correlated with
outcomes? M Fix £ : BAF, FHLFREIFEH KL IRE
A E 5 R TR R IRY

Spillovers / Contamination: Is it plausible that outcomes
in control units were altered because of the treatment
received by the treated? /& $ &L /15 . 2 h| LAAF R0 45
RAGH (TA) HAFHELN TR EKE?
Compliance: Did the treated really get treatment? Did
the controls really not? /&R Mk : 4% FRAGAZ E A
R T T ASBARLFALGEA (RT) 7

Hawthorne effects: Are subjects modifying behavior
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simply because they know they are under study? & 3 sk
By BORF A G NGE B A feid B TOE AR 7 R R AT
A7

e Measurement: Is treatment the only systematic
difference between treatment and control or are there
differences in how items were measured? = : TF4&
TR Fe 2f BBALZ AP — ) R A £ 7, BRVLEFAY
= LA FEEFT

e Implications of Bias: Are any sources of bias likely to
work for or against the hypothesis tested? & JL &5 % a1 ;
AT A AEAT AR U R IR VT A2 3 P BaGE 69 R SLAT 3 2 R 3T 8
A7

Explanation ##

e Does the evidence support the particular causal account
given? iEVE & T I Fr AT 25 B o 4F T 0 B R AR

e Are mechanisms examined? Can they be? - % s}
TTHARE? SMNTA (HEE) 527

e Are there observable implications we might expect to
see associated with different possible mechanisms? & &

BBATRTAA R 6. 5 TRALM B — AR A £ 69,
ERIR S OR- AN
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Policy Implications B % & >
e Do the policy implications really follow from the results?
BURBEX AT AR B THTLERY

e If implemented would the policy changes have effects
other thank those specified by the research? 4% 525,
BUR TR G R ARE TA I8 B 69 AR ?

e Have the policy claims been tested directly? &k £ K2
T3 T AT

e [Is the author overselling or underselling the findings? /£
H AL LE RS K RIART 7
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