Honors Thesis Guidelines for the Economics and International Economics Majors
(8/30/2016)

The Process of Matching Students with Mentors:
Being a small department, we believe we will be able to quickly match – in a fair, productive manner – our Honors Fellow students with mentors. We do not anticipate the need for a formal departmental procedure beyond the procedure currently in place for economics major theses.

The Senior Honors Thesis & the Existing Senior Project:

Four hours of Honors Thesis credit (HNR 498) will count as the ECO 465 (Senior Thesis Workshop in Economics, 2 s.h.) and ECO 495 (Senior Thesis Research in Economics, 2 s.h.) requirement for both economics and international economics majors, provided that the thesis director is an economist. In addition, for international economics majors, it is required that the thesis have an international focus.  
What Constitutes Acceptable Honors Thesis Work in Economics and International Economics?

All senior economics majors are expected to build an original Coherent Argument (see the Appendix for a definition) in ECO 495. We expect all of our majors to build at least a competent Coherent Argument (see the scoring guide in the Appendix) and to make a public presentation of their results. Per the guidelines of the Honors Program, we expect more of our majors who are Honors Fellows. For Honors Fellows who are senior economics majors, we will expect: (1) an excellent Coherent Argument (i.e. cumulative score of 24 or greater using the departmental scoring guide), and (2) a presentation of their results in a session of a professional meeting of economists (i.e., the annual meeting of the Southern Economic Association or the Eastern Economic Association.)
Just as a committee of the department faculty evaluate each senior Coherent Argument – all members will evaluate the Honors Thesis of each economics major who is an Honors Fellow. 
Appendix: 

2.  REQUIREMENTS FOR SENIOR YEAR
· Build an original coherent argument (research) paper
An original coherent argument paper is one in which you are seeking to create new knowledge.  A coherent argument is one in which the claim (thesis statement, question, however you may prefer to characterize it) is supported or refuted by using both theory and data.  

Basically, regardless of what labels you prefer to put on the components, all research can be characterized by the following process:
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This is different than researching what others (authorities) have to say.  You are intending to do something that (to your knowledge) no one has done in exactly the same way as you. This may sound like a tall order. It is. But it is something a graduate in economics is expected to be able to do.

SCORING GUIDE FOR COHERENT ARGUMENTS 

The following scoring guide serves two purposes: (1) to help you reflect on your own work and improve it and (2) so you know what you will be evaluated on.  The following items do NOT constitute an OUTLINE for you to follow. There are a number of effective ways to organize a paper.  However you organize it, these areas should be addressed.  

We will use this guide to grade you paper.  We will assign a score to each of these components and add them up to get your total score.  The areas we will look at are:

· Initial claim

· Backing 

· Theory 

· Empirical Evaluation

· Revised Claim and Summary

· Overall Quality of Writing

INITIAL CLAIM: the introduction of the thesis, its relevance and a brief indication of how you are planning to proceed in answering the questions.

	Poor
	Competent
	Excellent

	No clear thesis


	Clear, well-focused thesis

Some basic idea of why the question is interesting and why it is topic appropriate for economic analysis.
	Clear well-focused thesis

Convinces the reader of the economic importance of the issue

Clearly demonstrates the originality of the work and places it within the context of the economic literature


BACKING: the recognition and understanding of previous, relevant work in the area.

	Poor
	Competent
	Excellent

	Little or no reference to articles in professional journals.

References are not used as an integral part of the argument, or inappropriate references are used.
	Some reference to articles in professional journals. 

References are used to strengthen and focus the argument.


	Numerous references are made to articles in professional journals and/or other original sources.

Effectively appeals to the literature at ALL stages of the argument 


THEORY: the use of economic reasoning as the basis for the argument.

	Poor
	Competent
	Excellent

	States but does not clearly explain how the theory is used to analyze the issue at hand; the espoused theory is not central to the argument.

Given the context of the argument, someone else’s theory is improperly applied.


	Given the context of the argument, someone else’s theory is correctly applied.

Economic reasoning is clearly and logically explained.

Where possible, some use of mathematical symbolism or graphs to explain theory.
	Consistently uses economic concepts and terms when explaining reasoning.

Extensive and effective use of symbolism and graphs to illuminate theory where appropriate.

Creates a useful extension to someone else’s theory, and correctly applies it, given the context of the argument or combines multiple (existing) theories in an original and enlightening way.

Considers and addresses specific assumptions of the argument. 


EMPIRICAL EVALUATION: “Empirical” simply refers to evidence that comes from experience or experiments. Data can be thought of as any bit of evidence (e.g., historical, textual, national statistics, experimental results, computer-generated simulations, etc…). These data (loosely defined) must be used to evaluate the argument in a convincing, appropriate way.

	Poor
	Competent
	Excellent

	Use either no evidence or only anecdotal evidence to evaluate the thesis.

Uses data only for descriptive purposes.
	Uses data or other historical evidence to evaluate the thesis.

Makes explicit use of numerical estimates (mean, median, standard deviation), graphical analysis (scatter plots, line graphs, and box plots), or computer simulations where appropriate.

If the data is numerical, inferential statistics (hypothesis testing, confidence intervals, regressions, etc…) are used, but in a very simple or superficial way.

Reference to historical evidence is used for evaluation, but it is simplistic. 


	If the data is numerical, the use of sophisticated inferential statistics or computer simulations to evaluate the thesis.

Demonstrates serious reflection on the process by investigating multiple alternative tests or model specifications in order to determine the robustness of the results (an attempt is made to evaluate the evaluation).

Extensive appeals to historical evidence are evident and are applied in a sophisticated and creative manner. 


REVISED CLAIM and SUMMARY: the understanding of one’s results and reflection on the implications thereof.

	Poor
	Competent
	Excellent

	A vague and/or ambiguous summary of the argument’s conclusion. 

This conclusion has a

weak connection to the argument’s theory and data. 
	A well-stated summary of the argument’s conclusion. 

This conclusion is explicitly and strongly connected to the argument’s theory and data.

Some reflection on the implications of the results and possible unexplored issues.
	A well-stated summary of the argument’s conclusion, strongly connected with the theory and data work.

Provocative reflection upon the implications of the conclusion with interesting new questions to be explored. 

Clearly understands the relationship between the paper’s conclusions and previous work.

Places results into the broader context of the literature or policy-making process.


OVERALL QUALITY OF WRITING: the overall quality of the paper’s organization, style, and grammar. 

	Poor
	Competent
	Excellent

	Poorly organized; the argument is difficult to follow.

Fails to maintain focus throughout the argument. 

Unacceptable grammar, spelling and punctuation.


	Clear organization; the argument is easy to follow. 

Good job maintaining focus throughout.

Acceptable grammar, spelling and punctuation. 
	Well-organized and easy to follow.

“The whole is greater than the sum of its parts.”


