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The Proseminar on Inequality and Social Policy is a required three-semester sequence for second and third year doctoral students in Government and Social Policy, Sociology and Social Policy, and the Multidisciplinary Program on Inequality and Social Policy.  The second semester is also likely to meet on Wednesdays from 2 to 4.  The third semester (Fall 2016) will definitely meet on Mondays from 2 to 4 pm.  The times for the third semester cannot be changed, so keep it free when you plan your other obligations in the Fall of 2016.
Our first class will meet on Wednesday, Sept 9 from 2:15 to 4:00 pm in Taubman 301.  This will be a regular class with required readings and a required memo about the readings.  Details are below.

All participants need permission from one of the instructors to take the proseminar.  Permission is automatic for those who are required to take the course. Nonetheless you must bring the required forms to the first meeting and get them signed.  

Format of classes:  Classes will start promptly at 2:15.  We will normally devote the first hour to the assigned readings and memos.  Two students will co-lead this part of each class.  After a five minute break, we will spend the last 45 minutes on the readings for the next week.  Either Hochschild or Jencks will lead this part of the class, focusing on why the questions we will address the following week are important, what related literature you should be aware of, and what objections have been raised to the assigned readings’ claims. 
Memos.  You are expected to write eight memos of no more than 500 words about the readings over the course of the semester.  The first memo will be for the first class and will be due Sunday, August 30, by 11:59pm.  The next four memos can be for any four of the next six classes (Sept 16 through Oct 21).  The last three memos can be for any three of the last five classes (Oct 28 through Dec 2).  All memos after the first will be due by 11 pm on the Monday before the Wednesday class to which they pertain.  Since the main purpose of the memos is to improve the quality of class discussion, late memos will not count.  

You are expected to read one another’s memos.  You should email your first memo to the entire class.  A tentative class list is included in the email to which this syllabus is attached.  Once the course website is up and running on Canvas, you will be able to post your memos there.   

Discussion leaders:  We have twelve regular classes this fall. Two students will lead the discussion during the first hour of each class, so we have 24 slots to fill.  Fifteen students will be taking the class, so nine of you will have to lead two classes and six of you will only have to lead one.  If you volunteer to lead the first class (Sept 9), you will not have to lead any more classes this fall.  If you are willing to co-lead the first class, contact Jencks ASAP at Christopher_Jencks@harvard.edu. We will use a plausibly random system to select discussion leaders for the other eleven classes.    
Discussion leaders should jointly prepare a one page outline of issues raised in the readings and memos that they think deserve class discussion.  Outlines should be selective, not exhaustive.  You should plan to meet briefly with the instructor on the Tuesday before class to discuss your outline, and you should leave time to modify it as appropriate.  You should also bring 18 copies of the outline to class (one for each student and instructor).  

Discussion leaders should keep their initial comments to five minutes.  Your main job is to ensure that discussion moves from one item to the next in a timely way, and that it ends by 3:10 pm.    
Discussion leaders are also responsible for bringing cookies.  Keep your receipts.  Jencks will reimburse you in class and recover the money from HKS.  

The fall 2015 semester has four main objectives: 

1. Familiarizing you with some of the key policy choices that affect the distribution of income in rich democracies. 

2. Examining what we know and investigating what we might be able to learn about the political, economic, social, psychological, and cultural causes and consequences of economic inequality.

3. Helping you develop a more interdisciplinary view of the world.  
4. Helping you select a topic for a publishable research paper on a policy-related question about inequality.  A “policy-related question” means any question with obvious implications for some actual or proposed government policy.  A “research paper” assembles evidence that is not readily available somewhere else. 
Class memos and class discussions should try to flag at least the following issues:

1. Important methodological questions about the validity of the empirical claims made in the assigned papers or books.  The emphasis is on “important.”  Your goal should not be to rehearse all the things that can possibly go wrong when analyzing evidence.  Focus on issues that you think are likely to bias a paper’s findings enough to alter its conclusions.
2. Policy implications of the readings, both explicit and implicit, and conditions under which these implications are bath likely and unlikely to hold.  Inability to predict when a given policy implication is likely to hold or not hold is the second most common problem in policy research.   

3. Assumptions of different disciplines regarding how the world works that deserve class discussion.  Such differences can be illustrated both from the readings and from your classmates’ memos.

We will also have two meetings during Reading Period, on Dec 9 and 10 from 2 to 4:30. In these meetings you will each will have 10 minutes to describe your proposed research paper.  Your presentation will be followed by 5 minutes for comments and discussion.  These two classes will run until 4:30 pm.   Put them in your calendar now, remember that they are longer than a regular class, and remember that the second meeting falls on a Thursday.
Grades:  Fall semester grades will be based 35% on your paper proposal, 35% on your memos, 15% on your class participation, and 15% on your management of class discussion. 
Books: You should buy two books.  They are both available at the Coop or through Amazon.  
Anthony Atkinson, Inequality: What Can Be Done?  Harvard University Press, 2015.
Albert Hirschman, Exit, Voice, and Loyalty: Responses to Decline in Firms,
 Organizations, and States, Harvard University Press, 1970.
Both books are also on reserve at Lamont Library under Gov 2340a.

Copies of journal articles and some unpublished readings:  Links to online full-text journal articles and some unpublished readings are on the “Pages” tab on the course’s Canvas website. Links that will work if you log in through Harvard are also on this reading list. 
Research Papers:

All students should plan to spend a significant amount of time this fall choosing a topic for their research paper, reviewing the relevant literature, identifying the evidence they plan to use, and getting permission either to use the data (if it already exists) or to collect the data (if access requires permission).  

First Semester Paper Deadlines:
Tuesday, Oct 6:  Send both Jencks and Hochschild a one or two sentence description of three possible paper topics.  Make an appointment to meet with one of us before Wednesday, Oct 14 to discuss your topics.

Tuesday, Nov 10:  Submit your preferred paper topic.  Include a paragraph about each of the following:

1. Why is your question important and policy relevant?

2. What work has already been done on the question you propose to address?  

3. What do you think you can add to current knowledge about the question?

4. A description of the evidence you plan to use.  If you plan to analyze existing data, you should have figured out whether you can get access to it, whether it really contains the information you need, and whether it includes enough cases with the right characteristics to answer the question that interests you.  If you plan to collect your own data, you should have begun to investigate whether you can get access to the site(s) where you want to work. 
Monday, Dec 7:  Send everyone in the seminar a two sentence description of your paper.  
Wednesday, Dec 9 and 10:  Student presentations.  Classes will run until 4:30 pm.    

Friday, Dec 18:  Submit Parts 1 and 2 of your paper.  Part 1 should be a short introduction (under 1000 words) that describes the question you propose to answer, why it is relevant to public policy, and the evidence you will use to investigate it.  Part 2 should be a literature review of no more than 2,500 words.  The goal of the literature review is not to show that you have read everything relevant to your topic but to describe what we know and what you suspect about the specific empirical question you will try to answer. 

If your literature review turns up contradictory results, you should suggest possible explanations for these differences and say how you might test your conjectures, if you can.  Don’t just report the existence of contradictory evidence and move on.  

More Research Paper Guidelines are on the last two pages of the syllabus.  

Before you start to write, read Jane Mansbridge, “A Few Simple Rules of Style for Graduate Students” (attached to this syllabus).
Please also put the following dates in your spring calendar

Second semester deadlines: 

Monday, Jan 25, 2016:  Classes resume.  Submit a preliminary description of your data to your paper advisor.  For quantitative papers this means a description of the sample and variables plus descriptive statistics.  For qualitative papers it means having done a few interviews and describing what you learned.
Monday, Jan 25, 2016:  Submit suggestions about possible speakers for the Monday Inequality Lunch Seminar and who you would like to have comment on your research paper in the third (fall 2014) semester of the proseminar.  

Friday, May 4:  Final draft of research paper is due if you want to receive the Masters degree at Commencement.  This is a hard deadline.  Even if you do not want to receive a degree in June, you must ask your advisor for an extension and agree on the due date.    

Summer 2014:  You should reserve a substantial part of the summer for working on your research paper.  Your paper advisor can extend the deadline as late as Tuesday, July 15.   50% of your second semester grade will be based on the paper draft you submit at this time. 
Third Semester: If you are taking the third semester of the proseminar in the fall, you must send your paper to both the outside speaker who is commenting on it and to the other members of the proseminar at least two weeks before your presentation date.  Papers may therefore have to be distributed as early as Monday, August 17.  Because your seminar presentation date is the date on which your commentator has agreed to speak in the Monday seminar, it cannot be changed.  To ensure that you have ample time to revise your paper, advisors will try to return papers submitted on time by August 1.  Advisors who have other commitments between July 15 and August 1 may have to set an earlier submission deadline.  If you have other commitments in August, you should discuss an earlier submission date with your advisor that will allow you to spend a month working on your paper after your advisor returns it to you and before you have to distribute it.
Third Semester (Fall 2016)
The third semester will focus on revising your second semester paper for submission to a scholarly journal.  You will be paired with a speaker for the Monday seminar, who will read and comment on your paper.  You will present your paper to the class on the same Monday that your commentator speaks to the Monday lunch seminar.  Your presentation should be no more than 20 minutes.  This will be followed by 20 minutes of comments from the outside speaker and 20 minutes of open discussion.  

You are expected to attend your classmates’ presentations in  of the proseminar and to provide written comments on their papers prior to their presentations.  Writing these comments is a prerequisite for receiving credit for the seminar, which in turn is a prerequisite both for collecting your Inequality and Social Policy Fellowship and receiving a Social Policy degree if you are in one of the joint programs.
The second hour of each seminar will focus on the outside speaker’s paper.  You will be expected to comment on an outside speaker’s paper at some point during the third semester, but you will not be asked to comment on the speaker who comments on your own paper.  
Academic honesty. It is tempting to assume that academic honesty should not be an issue for advanced doctoral students, but experience suggests that it sometimes is.  Course instructors have been asked to include a statement in their syllabus explaining how we define it.  

Academic honesty means full disclosure:  
Researchers should not use one another's research without proper citations of published and unpublished papers.  For unpublished work that is not yet being freely circulated, it also means you should ask for written permission to reproduce the author’s work.   If you are not clear about these expectations, be sure to seek clarification from one of the instructors. 

Unless you obtain prior written approval from the instructor, any paper or memo that you submit under your name is presumed to be your own original work and is presumed not to have been previously submitted for credit in another course unless you have permission from both instructors. 
The consequences of cheating and academic dishonesty can include a formal discipline file, possible loss of future fellowships or employment opportunities, and dismissal from graduate school.  They are simply not worth it.

Adapted from: Berkeley Center for Teaching and Learning, Statements on Course Policies. (n.d.). Retrieved from http://teaching.berkeley.edu/statements-course-policies 
Collaboration in Written Work: Discussion and the exchange of ideas are essential to academic work. For assignments in this course, you are encouraged to consult with your classmates on your choice of topics and to share sources. You may find it useful to discuss your chosen topic with other students and faculty as well, particularly if you are working on the same topic. However, you should ensure that any written work you submit for evaluation is the result of your own research and writing and that it reflects your own approach to the topic. 
You must also adhere to standard citation practices in the social sciences and properly cite any books, articles, websites, lectures, etc. that have helped you with your work. If you receive any help with your writing (e.g., feedback on drafts), you must also acknowledge this assistance. 

Adapted from Harvard Course Syllabus for Gov 20: Foundations of Comparative Politics, Professor Steven Levitsky, Fall 2013. 

Any sentences or paragraphs taken verbatim from the writing or spoken words of any other person, or from your own writing published elsewhere, must be placed in quotation marks and the source clearly identified. Changing the wording of a sentence or passage does not eliminate the requirement for citation. Whenever you are drawing an important argument or insight from someone else, even if you restate it into your own words, a reference to the source is required. 

As a matter of University policy, including material from others without appropriate quotation marks and citations is treated as a serious violation of academic and professional standards and can lead to a failing grade in the course, failure to graduate, and even expulsion from the University. 

Adapted from Harvard Kennedy School Course Syllabus – IGA-408M: Learning from the Failure of Climate Policy, Professor David Keith, Spring 2014

Finally, a student who knowingly assists another student in committing an act of academic dishonesty will also be held accountable for the violation and subject to sanctions. 
 Readings for Proseminar on Inequality and Social Policy I
Wed. Sept. 9: Why is income inequality higher in the US and UK than in other rich democracies? (Jencks)
Overview
1.  Anthony Atkinson. 2015.  Inequality: What Can Be Done? Harvard University Press, pp 1-132, 237-239, plus references on pp. 315-335.  Buy

Hints on how to read a quantitative paper
   2.  David Deming. 2010. “How to Read a Paper.” 2 pages.  Photocopy.
Constitutions
   3.  Alfred Stepan and Juan Linz. 2011. “Comparative Perspectives on Inequality and 
the Quality of Democracy in the United States.” Perspectives on Politics 9(4): 841-856.

http://www.jstor.org.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/stable/pdf/41623697.pdf 
Party politics
4. Lane Kenworthy and Jonas Pontusson. 2005. "Rising Inequality and the Politics of Redistribution in Affluent Countries." Perspectives on Politics 3(3): 449-471.
http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/3689018.pdf
Wed. Sept. 16: Why is income inequality higher in the US (Hochschild)  

Racial divisions
1.  Ira Katznelson, 2014. Fear Itself: The New Deal and the Origins of Our Time.  Liveright, chaps. 4, 5

2.  Alberto Alesina and Edward Glaeser, 2006. Fighting Poverty in the US and Europe, Oxford University Press, chap. 6
 http://id.lib.harvard.edu/aleph/009380517/catalog 
Ideology
3.  Samuel Huntington, 1981. American Politics: Promise of Disharmony. Harvard University Press, chaps. 2, 3 (through p. 41). 

4.  Steven Brint and Jerome Karabel, 1989. “American Education, Meritocratic Ideology, and the Legitimation of Inequality: The Community College and the Problem of American Exceptionalism,” Higher Education 18 ( 6),:  725-735 

http://www.jstor.org.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/stable/3447109
Readings for September 16th continue on the next page.
Partisanship 

5.   Paul Goren, Christopher Federico, and  Miki Caul Kittilson, 2009.  “Source Cues, Partisan Identities, and Political Value Expression.” American Journal of Political Science, 53 (4):  805–820  http://www.polisci.umn.edu/~pgoren/Goren%20AJPS%2009.pdf
6.   Gary Jacobson, 2016.  “No Compromise: The Electoral Origins of Legislative Gridlock,” in Samuel Kernell and Steven Smith, eds. Principles and Practice in American Politics, 6th edition, CQ Press, pp. 330-350. 

Wed., Sept 23: The relative merits of public and private provision of social welfare (Hochschild)
   The canonical  statement

1. Albert Hirschman, 1970. Exit, Voice, and Loyalty: Responses to Decline in Firms, Organizations, and States. Harvard University Press. All, except appendices

http://id.lib.harvard.edu/aleph/000405554/catalog 

How the public-private intersection work in the US

2. Jacob Hacker, 2002. The Divided Welfare State, Cambridge University Press, ch. 1. 
An argument for privatization

3. Terry Moe, Schools, Vouchers, and the American Public. Brookings Press, 2001, ch. 5.
http://id.lib.harvard.edu/aleph/008616375/catalog 
Wed. Sept 30: Incentives and perspectives of political officials (Hochschild)
The canonical statement

1. Mayhew, Congress: The Electoral Connection  (Yale University Press, 2nd ed. 2004): chap. 1
How electoral incentives work in social policy making

2. Daniel P. Moynihan, The Politics of a Guaranteed Income (Vintage Books, 1973): chaps. 5, 7
Incentives of appointed officials 

3. Daniel Carpenter. 2010. Reputation and Power. Princeton University Press: ch. 1.
4. John Brehm and Scott Gates. 1997. Working, Shirking, and Sabotage: Bureaucratic Response to a Democratic Public. University of Michigan Press: chapters 3 (esp. pp. 47-55, 71-74), 7 and 8. 

http://id.lib.harvard.edu/aleph/007438577/catalog  
Wed. Oct 7:  Interactions between Politics and Policies (Hochschild)
The canonical statement 
1. John Kingdon. Agendas, Alternatives, and Public Policies. Pearson . 2010: chaps. 6, 8.
Macro models of impact of public opinion

2. James Stimson, Michael  MacKuen, and Robert Erikson, 1995. “Dynamic Representation,” American Political Science Review  89 (3): 543-565.
http://www.jstor.org.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/stable/2082973
3. Andrew Gelman, 2009. Red State, Blue State, Rich State, Poor State. Princeton University Press, chaps 5, 9

http://id.lib.harvard.edu/aleph/011551690/catalog 

Policy-politics feedback loops 
4. Pierson, Paul. 1993. “When Effect Becomes Cause: Policy Feedback and Political Change.” World Politics 45(4): 595-628.

http://www.jstor.org.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/stable/2950710
5. Kimberly Morgan and Andrea Campbell. 2011. The Delegated Welfare State: Medicare, Markets, and the Governance of Social Policy, chaps. 7, 8
Wed. Oct 14: What happens after social policies are promulgated? (Hochschild)
The canonical statement of efforts to implement
1. Jeffrey Pressman and Aaron Wildavsky. 1984. Implementation: University of California Press, chaps. 5, 6.

The canonical statement of implementation impacts
2. Michael Lipsky. 2010. Street-Level Bureaucracy: Dilemmas of the Individual in Public Service, Russell Sage Foundation, chaps. 2, 5, 7, 9.
http://id.lib.harvard.edu/aleph/013828727/catalog
The role of the courts
3. R. Shep Melnick, Between the Lines: Interpreting Welfare Rights. Brookings Institution, 1994, chaps. 7, 8.
4. Jeb  Barnes and Thomas Burke, 2015. How Policy Shapes Politics: Rights, Courts, Litigation, and the Struggle Over Injury Compensation. Oxford University Press, pp. 15-26, chap. 5. 
Wed. Oct 21: Non-electoral politics and social policy (Hochschild)
Social movements
1. Theda Skocpol and Vanessa Williamson, The Tea Party and the Remaking of Republican Conservatism, chap. 5.

2. David S. Meyer and Steven A. Boutcher, 2007. “Signals and Spillover: Brown v. Board of Education and Other Social Movements,” Perspectives on Politics.  5 (1): 81-93
http://dx.doi.org.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/10.1017/S1537592707070077
Protest and riots

3. Omar Wasow, “Nonviolence, Violence and Voting: Effects of the 1960s Black Protests on White Attitudes and Voting Behavior,”  Princeton University, working paper, May 4, 2015

http://www.omarwasow.com/Protests_on_Voting.pdf
4. Agnes Cornell and Marcia Grimes. 2015. “Institutions as Incentives for Civic Action: Bureaucratic Structures, Civil Society, and Disruptive Protests,” Journal of Politics. 77 (3): 664-678.
http://www.jstor.org.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/stable/10.1086/681058
Lobbying and advocacy
5. Kay Schlozman, Sidney Verba, and Henry Brady. 2013. The Unheavenly Chorus: Unequal Political Voice and the Broken Promise of American Democracy, chaps. 12, 14.
http://id.lib.harvard.edu/aleph/013175380/catalog 

6. Jane Mansbridge. 1986. Why We Lost the ERA. University of Chicago Press, chs. 10- 11. (Canvas > Pages).
Wed. Oct 28: Money and Political Influence (Jencks)
Income Disparities in Voters’ Influence

1. Martin Gilens. 2005. “Inequality and Democratic Responsiveness.” Public Opinion Quarterly 69(5):778-796.  For a fuller treatment see Gilens,. Affluence and Influence, Princeton and Russell Sage, 2012. 

http://www.jstor.org.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/stable/pdf/3521574.pdf
2. Larry Bartels. 2008. Unequal Democracy: The Politics of the New Gilded Age. Princeton and Russell Sage.  Chapter 9.  (available online via Hollis+)


http://nrs.harvard.edu/urn-3:hul.ebook:NLIB_273056
Disparities by Types of Participation
3. Henry Brady, Sidney Verba, and Kay Schlozman. 1995. “Beyond SES: A Resource Model of Political Participation” American Political Science Review 89(2): 271-294.

http://www.jstor.org.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/stable/pdf/2082425.pdf
What Can Money Buy in Washington?

4. Richard L. Hall and Frank Wayman. 1990. "Buying Time: Moneyed Interests and the Mobilization of Bias in Congressional Committees." American Political Science Review, 84(3): 797-820.
http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/1962767.pdf
5.  U.S. Supreme Court. 2010. Opinions of Justices Kennedy and Roberts in Citizens   United v Federal Election Commission. http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/09pdf/08-205.pdf.  
What Can Money Buy on Election Day? 

6.   Stefano Della Vigna and Ethan Kaplan. 2007.  “The Fox News Effect: Media Bias and Voting,” Quarterly Journal of Economics 122(3): 1187-1234.

   http://www.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:189819/FULLTEXT01.pdf
Wed. Nov 4: Why did the 90-10 wage gap rise in the US? (Jencks)  


Skill distributions

1. Claudia Goldin and Lawrence Katz. The Race between Education and Technology. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2010. Pp. 287-353. (On Canvas > Pages).
2. David Autor, 2014. “Skills, education, and the rise of earnings inequality among “the other 99 percent,” Science 344(6186): 843-851
http://dspace.mit.edu/handle/1721.1/96768
Globalization
3. David Autor, David Dorn, and Gordon Hanson. 2013. “The China Syndrome: Local Labor Market Effects of Import Competition in the United States,” American Economic Review 103(6): 2121–2168.
http://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/69398/1/735446768.pdf
Minimum wage

4. David Autor, Alan Manning, and Christopher Smith, 2015. “The Contribution of the Minimum Wage to U.S. Wage Inequality over Three Decades: A Reassessment,” American Economic Journal: Applied Economics.
http://www.federalreserve.gov/Pubs/FEDS/2010/201060/201060pap.pdf
Also recommended:

David Lee. 1999. “Wage Inequality in the United States during the 1980s: Rising Dispersion or Falling Minimum Wage?” Quarterly Journal of Economics 114(3): 977-1023.      http://www.jstor.org.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/stable/pdf/2586889.pdf
Wed. Nov 11: Why Did Top Incomes Rise in the U.S.? (Jencks)
Overview
1. Emmanuel Saez. January 23, 2015. “Striking It Richer: The Evolution of Top Incomes in the United States (Updated with Preliminary 2013 Estimates).” 
http://eml.berkeley.edu/~saez/saez-UStopincomes-2013.pdf

Partisan politics

2.   Jonas Pontusson, David Rueda, and Christopher Way. 2002. “Comparative Political Economy of Wage Distribution: The Role of Partisanship and Labor Market Institutions,” British Journal of Political Science 32(2): 281-308.

      http://users.ox.ac.uk/~polf0050/Rueda%20BJPS.pdf
Executive compensation
3 Lucian Bebchuk and Jesse Fried. 2004. Pay without Performance, The Unfulfilled Promise of Executive Compensation, Part II: Power and Pay,“ http://www.law.harvard.edu/faculty/bebchuk/pdfs/Performance-Part2.pdf.

Tax rates
4.   Thomas Piketty and Emmanuel Saez. 2007. “How Progressive is the U.S. Federal Tax System?” Journal of Economic Perspectives 21(1): 3-24. http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/jep.21.1.3
5,
Piketty, Thomas, Emmanuel Saez, and Stefanie Stantcheva. 2014. “Optimal Taxation of Top Labor Incomes: A Tale of Three Elasticities.” American Economic Journal: Economic Policy, 6(1): 230-271. http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/pol.6.1.230
6.
Carl Davis et al. 2015. Who Pays? A Distributional Analysis of the Tax Systems in All 50 States, 4th Edition. The Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy. http://www.itep.org/whopays/.  Skim.  

Also recommended:  Allan Meltzer and Scott Richard. 1981. “A Rational Theory of the Size of Government” Journal of Political Economy 89(5): 914-927. 
http://www.jstor.org.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/stable/pdf/1830813.pdf
Wed. Nov 18: Possible effects of rising economic inequality (Jencks)
Economic growth (reread Atkinson)
1. Dan Andrews, Christopher Jencks, and Andrew Leigh.  2011. “Do Rising Top Incomes Lift All Boats?” B.E. Journal of Economic Analysis & Policy 11(1): 1-43.

http://andrewleigh.org/pdf/TopIncomesGrowth.pdf
2. Douglas Hibbs and Hakan Locking. 2000. “Wage Dispersion and Productive Efficiency: Evidence from Sweden.” Journal of Labor Economics 18(4): 755-782.
http://www.jstor.org.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/stable/pdfplus/10.1086/209976.pdf
    Recommended:  Sarah Voitchovsky. 2009. “Inequality and Economic Growth,” pp. 549-574 in Wiemer Salverda, Brian Nolan, and Timothy Smeeding, eds., Oxford Handbook of Economic Inequality, Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. (On Canvas > Pages).

Health
1. John Lynch et al. 2004. “Is Income Inequality a Determinant of Population Health? Part 1. A Systematic Review.” Milbank Quarterly 82(1): 5-99.

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2690209/pdf/milq0082-0005.pdf
2. Genevieve Pham-Kanter. 2009. “Social comparisons and health: Can having richer friends and neighbors make you sick?” Social Science & Medicine 69(3): 335–344.

http://www-ncbi-nlm-nih-gov.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/pmc/articles/PMC2741297/pdf/nihms130018.pdf
Recommended: 

Beth Truesdale and Christopher Jencks. 2015. “The Health Effects of Income Inequality: Averages and Disparities.” Annual Review of Public Health (forthcoming, 2016).  (To be distributed)
Crime  
3. Pablo Fajnzylber, Daniel Lederman, and Norman Loayza. 2002. “Inequality and Violent Crime.” Journal of Law and Economics 45(1):1-39.
http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/jlecono45&div=6&g_sent=1&collection=journals
c. Happiness
4. Maarten Berg and Ruut Veenhoven. 2009. “Income Inequality and Happiness in 119 Countries: In Search for an Optimum that Does Not Appear to Exist.” In Bent Greve, ed., Happiness and Social Policy in Europe. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar, pp. 174-194.  
http://repub.eur.nl/pub/22219/2010b-full.pdf
Wed. Nov. 25: Thanksgiving vacation (no Wednesday classes).  Work on your papers. 

Wed. Dec 2: Equality of Opportunity (Jencks)
   What does equal opportunity mean?
1. Christopher Jencks. 1988. “Whom Must We Treat Equally for Educational Opportunity to be Equal?” Ethics 98(3) 518-533.  http://www.jstor.org.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/stable/2380965?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents

2. Christopher Jencks and Laura Tach. 2006. “Would Equal Opportunity Mean More Mobility?” pp. 23-58 in Stephen Morgan, David Grusky, and Gary Fields, eds., Mobility and Inequality: Frontiers of Research in Sociology and Economics. Stanford University Press.  (On Canvas > Pages).
Parental income inequality and children’s test scores 

3. Sean Reardon. 2011. “The Widening Academic Achievement Gap between the Rich and the Poor,” pp. 91-116 in Greg Duncan and Richard Murnane, eds., Whither Opportunity? New York: Russell Sage Foundation and Spencer Foundation. (On Canvas > Pages).
 Parental income inequality and children’s educational attainment
4. Greg Duncan, Ariel Kalil, Kathleen Ziol-Guest. 2015. “Increasing Inequality in Parent Incomes and Children’s Schooling.” (To be distributed)
Parental income inequality and children’s income
  5.  Deirdre Bloome. 2015. “Income Inequality and Intergenerational Income

Mobility in the United States.” Social Forces 93(3): 1047-1080.  

https://muse-jhu-edu.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/journals/social_forces/v093/93.3.bloome.pdf 
Also recommended:
Pablo Mitnik and David Grusky. 2015. “Economic Mobility in the United States,” Pew Charitable Trust and Russell Sage Foundation. 

         http://www.pewtrusts.org/~/media/Assets/2015/07/FSM-IRS-Report_ARTFINAL.pdf
For a more detailed analysis of the Mitnik-Grusky data see:

Pablo Mitnik, Victoria Bryant, Michael Weber, and David Grusky. “New Estimates of Intergenerational Mobility Using Administrative Data.” Internal Revenue Service, July 8, 2015, 138 pages.  http://www.irs.gov/pub/irs-soi/15rpintergenmobility.pdf
Mon. Dec 7: Send everyone in the seminar a two sentence description of your paper.

Wed Dec. 9 and Thurs Dec. 10: Presentation of paper proposals
Sessions will run from 2:15 to 4:30pm (135 minutes).  
We need to have 8 presentations on each day.  Allowing for transition and setup time, that gives us 15 minutes for presentation and discussion of each paper.  We will enforce a 10 minute time limit for presentations, leaving at least 5 minutes for discussion.
Paper advisors:  As soon as possible after December 10, Professors Beckfield, Chandra, Jencks, and Hochschild will divide up responsibility for advising them, so that you have a single advisor from mid-December until the end of next summer.  If you have preferences, let us know.  

Fri. Dec 20:  Revised paper proposals are due, including literature review and descriptive discussion of your data.  You should also have gotten approval to either use or collect the data you need.   If you do not have approval, spend part of the winter break getting it and tell your advisor at the end of the break about your progress.
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Sat. Dec 21:  Winter Break begins.
Research Paper Guidelines:
You can submit this paper in another class, but you must tell your advisor that you are doing this.  

You can also write your paper jointly with another student in this class, but not with another student in another class.  Again, you must inform your advisor.
Topic selection. The research paper can use quantitative data, qualitative data, or both, but regardless of its method, it should throw new light on some policy question.  The proposal should be explicit about what policy question you hope your work will help answer.  

Topic selection is the most challenging part of paper-writing.  You should start thinking about possible topics today.  Identify several policy-relevant questions that you think could hold your attention for two years.  Then identify the empirical claims made in the debates surrounding these questions:


 – What empirical assumptions lead people to think that this is a problem that policy should address and could ameliorate?


– What effects would proposed solutions be likely to have?  


– What are the political obstacles to adopting and implementing these solutions?   

Then do some more reading on each possible topic to see what has already been done, what questions have been answered convincingly, what questions have been addressed but not answered to your satisfaction, and what questions have not been studied at all.  As you read, try to identify researchable questions in each area.  

Discuss these questions with relevant faculty members and graduate students at Harvard and elsewhere.  If you need suggestions about people to see, send one of us an email.  Do not limit yourself to people in your department.  Make an appointment to see one of us as well.  

Rank the research questions you have identified using several criteria: 

1. How interesting would this be to learn about?

2. How much would answering this question contribute to making the world a better place?

3. How likely is it that you could do something over the next two years that would help answer this question?

Important topics are often neglected because no one can figure out how to investigate them fruitfully.  If that turns out to be true of your first topic, turn to the next one on your list.  You should not settle on a topic until you have done some reading, have a question that you think research can help answer, and have some idea what evidence you can gather to answer it.  Avoiding premature closure will save you a lot of grief later.
Form and style for papers:
All papers should be submitted electronically.  If your advisor also wants a paper copy, you should provide it as well.
Length: Papers should not exceed 15,000 words, excluding appendices.   

Format.  Double spaced with 1.25 inch margins, so that readers have plenty of room to scribble comments on their paper copy.  Don't forget to paginate paper so that your reader’s comments can refer to a specific page.  
Abstract.  Your paper should have an abstract that says what its main point is.  Remember that potential readers are just like you: they do not have time to read most of what comes their way, even if it is on a topic that interests them.  They need to know whether your paper promises to tell them something they really want to know.  If you can’t convince them of that in your abstract, your paper will go in the recycle bin.
File names.  Whenever you send someone an electronic file, remember that once your file is on their computer, its file name needs to tell them what it contains.  Every year we get at least half a dozen files called “paper” or “seminar paper.”  Almost every year we delete at least one of these files, thinking it is a duplicate.  File names should start with your last name, include a short title, and the submission date (“Wolfers divorce 9-9-99”).
Charts and tables.  Excel charts and tables should be pasted into your manuscript, not sent as separate Excel files.  Pasting charts and tables is more trouble for you but less trouble for everyone else.  You should print a clean copy of your paper and look it over before submitting it, to be sure that this process has worked. 

You can also simplify subsequent revisions of your paper by not including the number of each table or figure in the Excel picture that you paste into your Word file.  Instead, type the heading that gives the current number of the table or chart directly into the Word document and then paste the picture immediately below this heading.  Then when you have to renumber charts and tables you will not have to change each Excel table or chart.
Spell checker and table checking.  If you want people to read your paper carefully, you have to convey the impression that you have read it carefully yourself.  Handing in a paper that you have not bothered to spell check creates the opposite impression.  

You should also check charts and tables to be sure that your numbers look reasonable.  Including numbers that cannot possibly be correct – means and standard deviations that defy common sense, for example -- leaves the reader thinking that you either don’t know or don’t care whether your empirical work is correct.  That is the road to a job selling aluminum siding.  

A few simple rules of style for graduate studentsPRIVATE 

Jane Mansbridge

1.  Avoid all forms of the verb "to be" (is, are, were, etc.) and "exist."  In particular, AVOID THE PASSIVE VOICE.

2.  Avoid using "and" to link two or more potential full sentences.  Read through your sentence.  If it could be two separate sentences, make it into two sentences by using a period.  In some cases, use a semi-colon.  (When you have two adjectives or nouns linked by "and," try to remove one.)

3.  Never connect two full sentences with a comma.  Break into two sentences or use a semi-colon.

4.  Avoid using "it is interesting that," "interestingly," "it is clear that," "clearly," "it is obvious that," "obviously," "it is important to note that," and similar formulations.  Use your writing to demonstrate that what you say is interesting, clear, obvious or important.

5.  When you are talking about one thing, try to use the same wording to describe that thing throughout.  This gives the reader a set of subtle (or not so subtle) reminders that you are talking about the same thing.  Avoid "elegant variation."


For the same reason, when you are making comparisons, try to use directly parallel constructions.  Say: "When the state tries to use force it fails, but when it tries to use persuasion it succeeds."  Not "When the state tries to use force it fails, but when it attempts to utilize the processes of persuasion it is able to accomplish its goal."


When you have a parallel construction, keep parallel wording (e.g., "First, ...Second," not "First, ...Secondly."  Or "Substantively, ...Figuratively," not "Substantively, ...In a figurative manner."  Use the strict parallels to remind the reader that you are making a comparison.

7.  Avoid "former" and "latter."  Substitute one or two words that summarize the point.

8.  Avoid hyperbole, that is, overstating your case.  Watch out for words like "all," "always," and "never."  Try not to reify or anthropomorphize concepts like "capital" and "the state" (Marx's own charming reifications notwithstanding).  Do you mean "capitalists" or "state actors"?  (I know this point is controversial, so use your judgment.)  

9.  Avoid the word "very."  Cutting it almost always makes the meaning stronger.

10.  Avoid rhetorical questions.  

11.  Avoid beginning sentences with an unspecified "this," as in "This caused much trouble."  Provide a referent back to the previous sentence or paragraph, e.g. "This rejection caused much trouble."   

12.  Cut all words that don't contribute new meaning.  Particularly avoid using two adjectives when one will do.  Make sure every sentence contributes new meaning. 

--------------------------------------------------------------

Little points of grammar:

1.  "Criteria," "data," "media," and "phenomena" are plural.  They take plural verbs (e.g. "The criteria are...").  "Criterion," "datum," "medium" and "phenomenon" are singular.  

2.  Copyeditors in the U.S. these days like writers to use "that" when they are not introducing a parenthetical phrase ("The house that I used to love is still there."), and "which" when they are introducing such a phrase ("The house, which once glistened with new paint, has now fallen down.").  An easy rule is:  Always put "which" after a comma (or a comma before "which"). 

---------------------------------------------------------------

Little points of typography:

1.  Use a hyphen to connect words like "double-dipping," but a double hyphen with spaces on each side to indicate a parenthetical aside -- you know what I mean -- like the one I just made.  It's better to use commas instead of the double hyphen whenever you can.  It is also better to use commas instead of parentheses if you can.

2.  Put embedded footnotes inside the period, as in (Mansbridge l986).  

3.  Three dots indicate an ellipsis, that is, words removed from something you are quoting.  If you remove words at the end of a sentence, you need four dots, three for the words you are omitting and one for the period.  If you are reporting interviews, signify your respondent's pauses with double hyphens to distinguish pauses from omitted material.   

4.  Social scientists usually write "10 percent," using the numerical form of the number to facilitate easy comparison with other numbers, but write out the word "percent."  In tables, "10%" is fine.

5.  Indent and single space quotations of more than three lines.

6.  Use square brackets [] for your own interjections in quotations.

7.  Purists frown on putting a comma after “Yet” or “But” to begin a sentence.  (In contrast, “However,” does take a comma at the beginning of a sentence).  To see why, try reading sentences with one or the other first word aloud.
For more, read William Strunk and E.B. White's famous Elements of Style (New York:  Macmillan [l935] l979), $5.95 at Amazon, 90 pages.  Buy it and read it now.


