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1. Motivation
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• Selective reporting = likelihood that empirical results are published 
depends on their statistical significance  “reporting bias”

Selective reporting contributes
to the replication crisis in empirical research
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• Reporting bias may derive from various practices
• Reviewers/editors favor statistically significant results  publication bias

• Authors less likely to submit statistically insignificant results  file-drawer problem

• Authors engage in practices that lead to inflated statistical significance  p-hacking

• Competition may increase prevalence of reporting bias
• Link from competitive pressure to questionable research practices has often been 

suggested (Necker, 2014; Martin, 2016) 

• But scant empirical evidence to support this conjecture (Fanelli, 2020)

• Specifically, lack of evidence regarding competition and selective reporting

Selective reporting and competition
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• Competition is cornerstone of research system
• However, various forms and arenas of competition

• “Quantified” competition based on indicators
• Common metrics make performance comparable

(Espeland & Stevens, 2008)

• Ranking: institutionalized comparison of actors 
• Ranking as a form of quantified competition that facilitates 

comparison and makes it visible (Espeland & Sauder, 2007)

• Ranking may induce behavioral changes and “produce 
competition” (Brankovic et al., 2018)
• Reactivity = “the idea that people change their behavior in 

reaction to being evaluated, observed, or measured” 
(Espeland & Sauder, 2007, p. 1; see already Campbell, 1957)

Ranking as a form of competition
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• First systematic quantitative study to explore reactivity of an 
individual-level publication-based ranking

• Focusing on selective reporting as a specific form of reactivity

• Using difference-in-differences design in quasi-experimental setting
(Blanco-Perez & Brodeur, 2020; Askarov et al., 2023)

• Note: our design explores effects of individual-level ranking, 
NOT effects of (quantified) competition more generally

Our study
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2. Empirical context

7



• Individual-level (plus department level)
• Established in 2006-2007; 

since then repeated regularly 

• Coverage: German-speaking countries

• Built on Forschungsmonitoring.org; after
2021 Wirtschaftswoche as media outlet

• Publication-based
• Indicator based on journal reputation

(details have varied over time) 

• No consideration of individual citation counts
or activities other than publishing

Handelsblatt ranking of economists (1)
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• Introduction was exogenous event for most economists

• Very little controversy in economics (other than about methods) 
• Endorsement by Verein für Socialpolitik in 2007 (Hofmeister & Ursprung, 2008)

• Widespread use in hirings and funding decisions (Berlemann & Haucap, 2015)

• Highly visible in German
economics community
(and beyond)

• Effect on reporting bias?

Handelsblatt ranking of economists (2)
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3. Analysis (still ongoing)
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• Matched paper pairs (Germany-based authors vs. others) 
• Treatment articles: 1+ co-author in Germany; published in EconLit journals (2001-2014)

• Treatment assumed to start in 2008 (reflects publication lags) 

• International control articles from same journal and issue; before/after focal German 
article (Fanelli et al., 2015) 
• Matching of paper pairs complicated by heterogeneity (theoretical papers; different methods)

• Final sample: 190 closed paper pairs reporting results from hypothesis tests
(90 pre-Handelsblatt; 100 post-Handelsblatt) 

• Use information about (absolute) z-values to trace selective reporting
• Manual extraction of test statistics, coefficients, standard errors etc. and other meta data 

by trained RAs (with supervision and resolution of ambiguous cases by co-authors) 

• In total, 19,191 z-values are calculated from reported statistical information
• Substantial variation in number of z-values per paper (min.: 2; max.: 811)

Sample
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• Has tendency to report statistically significant results increased?
• All z-values from matched paper pairs considered

• Overall share of statistically significant results actually decreased in Germany 
(but starting from higher initial levels)

Share all of z-values rejecting null hypothesis

12



Density of
(absolute)
z-values
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• Caliper test (Gerber & Malhotra, 2008)
• Share of significant z-values in various ranges 

above/below conventional significance thresholds 
(focus on 5% level, also analyzed 10% and 1%)

• Are imbalances statistically significant?
• Confidence intervals based on bootstrapping 

(resampling on paper level) to account for non-
independence of observations

• Did they get more pronounced after 2007?
• Germany vs. international papers?

Binomial tests for various caliper sizes
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Figure: Bruns et al., 2019



Binomial tests (5% level)
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• Difference-in-differences framework (Blanco-Perez & Brodeur, 2020)

𝑃 𝑌 = 1ȁ𝑋 = 𝐹(𝛼 + 𝛽1 𝐺𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑛 + 𝛽2𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡2007 + 𝛽3𝐺𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑛 ∗ 𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡2007 + 𝛽4𝑋)

• Y = 1 for z-values in over-caliper implying statistical significance 

• Interaction term 𝐺𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑛 ∗ 𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡2007 captures Handelsblatt effect
• Standard errors clustered at article level

• With / without controls

• No weighting / weighting at paper level / weighting at paper-pair level

• Linear probability models as robustness checks

Logistic regressions: approach
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• No controls, unweighted 

Logistic regressions: Baseline model (5% level)
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• With controls, weighted at paper-pair level
• Controls: # tests, female co-author, # authors, # countries, HB journal weight, year FEs

• Note: Post07 dummy absorbed in year FEs 

Logistic regressions: full model (5% level)
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Logistic regressions: overview (5% level)
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• International matches with at least one author from US / UK
• Rationale: no system-level change in US; RAE/REF in UK since 1986

• Anticipation and lagged effects
• Germany*Post2006; Germany*Post2008

• Exclusion of transition period 2007-2009 (publication lags)

• Absolute z-values as outcomes (Askarov et al., 2023)

 Interactions mostly positive but close to 0 and statist. insignificant   

Logistic regressions: additional analyses
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5. Discussion
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• No robust evidence that Handelsblatt ranking led to more selective 
reporting in German economics

• Consistent with meta-analysis by Fanelli et al. (2017)

• Again: we explore effects of ranking, not of competition as such
• Despite broad interest in reactivity, surprisingly little prior evidence exists

• Possible interpretation: conditional on prior acceptance of 
(quantified) competition, ranking has limited effect on practices

• (Quantified) competition in economics not limited to Germany 
• International trend toward quantitative research assessment 

• Published output comparisons of European econ departments (Combes & Linnemer, 2003)

• Publication-based hiring decisions (Graber & Wälde, 2008)

• Handelsblatt ranking was far more controversial in Betriebswirtschaftslehre

Discussion
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Thank you!
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Backup
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Common
trends?
(p > 0.5)
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Common
trends?
(German*T)
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Common
trends?
(German*T)
(c = 0.300)
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Common
trends?
(German*T)
(c = 0.150)
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Zooming
in…
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Density of
(absolute)
z-values
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• From the very first
edition (2005; based
on a different
methodology) 

Handelsblatt ranking of economists (3)
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