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1. Introduction

The disclosure of scientific misbehavior usually causes great
indignation by other scientists, the media, and the public. Even
though scandals are rare, their existence fundamentally questions
the image of science as a quest for truth. Scientific fraud distorts
scholarly knowledge, thereby hampering and misleading scientific
progress. However, trust in scientific research is also grounded on
the assumption that it is unbiased by the researchers’ presump-
tions or strategic behavior. In recent years, the focus on plagiarism
and falsification has been given up in favor of an approach that also
deals with questionable or “normal misbehavior” (De Vries et al.,
2006). This includes practices applicable to a researcher’s every-
day tasks and goals. They can be as damaging to scientific progress
as outright fraud. The aim of this paper is to provide evidence on
fraudulent and questionable research practices in economics.

Any attempt to quantify the extent of scientific misbehavior
must account for the issue that researchers have strong incen-
tives to hide misbehavior. A popular approach is asking scientists
directly. To the author’s knowledge, four surveys gather evidence
on certain types of misbehavior in economics (List et al., 2001;
Enders and Hoover, 2004, 2006; Wilhite and Fong, 2012). The
studies show that economics is subject to misbehavior. However,
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a broader knowledge of the research practices that economists
consider unjustifiable and the prevalence of these practices is
lacking.

Animportant question is why unaccepted research practices are
employed. The most frequently cited cause is pressure to “publish
or perish” (e.g., Frey, 2003; De Rond and Miller, 2005). Science has
been compared to a winner-take-all market in which rewards are
only granted to those first to make a discovery and therefore obtain
recognition from peers (Stephan, 1996). The publication record
has become increasingly important for survival in academia (e.g.,
Graber and Walde, 2008). At the same time, competition for publi-
cation space in top-journals has strongly increased (Franzoni et al.,
2011; Card and DellaVigna, 2013). The economic theory of crime
predicts that fierce competition increases the benefits of cheating
(Becker, 1968). Fanelli(2010a) and Schwieren and Weichselbaumer
(2010) provide evidence that cheating is more common in competi-
tive environments. However, little is known about the link between
pressure perceived by researchers and their misbehavior.

In autumn 2010, an anonymous online survey was conducted
among the 2520 members of the European Economic Associa-
tion (EEA), the professional body of economists from European
and other countries.! In order to better understand which prac-
tices constitute scientific misbehavior, economists were asked to

1 A description of the results from a follow-up survey of German economists that

had not participated in the survey of EEA members is provided in Necker (2012).
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assess the justifiability of a wide range of behaviors. Respondents
were surveyed about their own research practices and the expected
and observed behavior of colleagues. The survey inquired into
economists’ perception of pressure and professional situation. A
total of 631 economists responded to the survey; 426 continued
until the last page.

This study examines the survey responses. Economists’ accep-
tance of various research practices, the admitted use of those
practices and evidence of misbehaving colleagues, as well as the
perception of pressure are reported. The study provides the first
examination of the link between perceived pressure and admitted
misbehavior.

2. Previous literature

Extrapolating scientific misbehavior from disclosures is likely to
capture only the tip of the iceberg (e.g., Steneck, 2006). The preva-
lence of positive or statistically significant results may be indicative
of the use of questionable practices (e.g., Fanelli, 2010b; Brodeur
et al,, 2013). However, studies detecting irregularities only hint
at anomalies and allow no inferences as to which practices were
employed. A popular approach is the survey of researchers (e.g.,
Martinson et al., 2005; Titus et al., 2008).

The first survey of economists was conducted by List et al.
(2001). The authors gathered information from the participants
of the 1998 meetings of the American Economic Association. Fal-
sification of data is admitted by 4.5% of the respondents. Up to
10% report having committed other misdemeanors such as hav-
ing accepted or given unjustified co-authorship. The participants
believe that 5-7% of research in the top 30 journals are falsified and
that 13-17% are affected by other misdemeanors. List et al. (2001)
cite the “Muhammad Ali effect” as an explanation for the discrep-
ancy between admitted own behavior and the expected behavior
of others. The term originates from the psychological literature. It
is used to describe the finding that people see themselves as more
moral than others (Allison et al., 1989).

The nature and extent of plagiarism are investigated by Enders
and Hoover (2004). The authors surveyed editors from various eco-
nomic journals. About 80% answer that unattributed sentences or
the use of privately collected data without permission constitute
plagiarism. Even more agree that this applies to unattributed proofs
from working or published papers. In a typical year, a case of plagia-
rism is experienced by 29% of the responding editors. In a follow-up
survey of “rank and file” economists almost one quarter reports
that they have been plagiarized (Enders and Hoover, 2006). How-
ever, the authors stress that this number is likely to be biased by a
disproportionately high participation rate of victims of plagiarism.

Wilhite and Fong (2012) analyze the prevalence of coercive cita-
tion. The authors surveyed researchers in economics, sociology,
psychology, and multiple business disciplines in the US. Citation
requests which are not based on a perceived omission in the aca-
demic content but on the desire to increase citations to the editor’s
home journal are considered inappropriate by 86% of the respon-
dents. Having been asked to add citations for that reason is reported
by 19.7%. Only 10% of those rejected the request. While the occur-
rence of coercion by journals in the fields of economics, psychology,
and sociology is similar, journals in the business disciplines coerce
more.

3. The survey
3.1. Survey methodology

When designing a survey on a topic like scientific misbehav-
ior, it is important to minimize the likelihood that factors like

perceived intrusiveness, fear of disclosure, or reluctance to admit
socially undesirable attitudes or behavior affect the responses.
Self-administration of questionnaires, in particular the privacy
offered by an online survey, has been shown to decrease social
desirability-biases (compared to personal interviews or paper
forms) (Tourangeau and Yan, 2007). Confidentiality assurances
have been found to increase unit and item response rates as well
as the response quality when the requested data are sensitive
(however, when the topic is non-sensitive assurances may arouse
suspicion and backfire) (Singer et al., 1992, 1995).

The survey was administered online via SoSci Survey. The
committee of the EEA sent an email to all members of the orga-
nization, inviting them to participate. The message included a
non-personalized link to the questionnaire. Access was granted
without a password. The invitation and introduction to the sur-
vey contained a confidentiality assurance in which anonymity was
guaranteed. It was emphasized that the data would only be used
in statistical analyses. The survey was accessible for eight weeks.
Four weeks after the initial invitation a reminder was sent.

The first part of the survey dealt with the justifiability of dif-
ferent research practices. To get a broad picture of unacceptable
behavior, various research practices were selected for evaluation.
To explore the prevalence of misbehavior, respondents were asked
whether they “have ever” engaged these practices and how many
cases of researchers committing scientific misconduct they had
direct evidence of. Finally, the perception of the research condi-
tions and details on the personal situation were surveyed. The text
of the questionnaire can be found in Section A of the Supplementary
material (available online).

3.2. Non-response and representativeness

The population of the survey consists of all registered members
of the EEA, i.e., 2520 individuals (assuming that all email addresses
were available and correct). The questionnaire was started 631
times; 426 respondents continued until the last page. This amounts
to a response rate of 25%, or 16.9% if dropouts are not counted. The
sample is restricted to respondents who proceeded until the last
page.

To check the representativeness of the sample, survey partici-
pants are compared to EEA members. Information on the location
of workplace and gender are available for the sample and the
population.? The sample is largely representative with respect to
both characteristics. While 23% of survey participants are females,
the EEA has 26.8% female members. The fraction of respondents
working in a country corresponds to the fraction of members from
that country, the correlation is 0.98.

An established procedure to check for biases caused by unit
non-response is the comparison of responses from early and late
respondents. The approach rests on the assumption that early
respondents have a particular interest in the topic and answer the
questionnaire immediately. Late respondents are assumed to be
more similar to non-respondents since they would have fallen into
that category if the reminder had not been sent (Armstrong and
Overton, 1977). Two sample mean comparison tests show that the
answers of the first and last quintile of respondents are similar.

The same result is obtained if responses from participants that
continued until the last page and those that dropped out are com-
pared. Two sample mean comparison tests show that with few

2 The information on EEA members was kindly provided by Gemma Prunner-
Thomas, EEA.
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exceptions the justifiability of research practices is not significantly
different between those that finished and those that dropped out.?

Two subsequent waves of the survey were conducted among
members of the German and French economic associations.* In
these waves, the questions on own (mis-)behavior were not posed
to one sixth of randomly selected participants. The aim of this setup
was to study whether surveying own behavior biases the answers.
A comparison of responses from the randomly selected respon-
dents to those from respondents answering all questions shows
no significant differences (Necker, 2012).

Another issue is item non-response. Since item non-response
rates are rather low (average missing rate 2.8%), all descriptive
statistics are based on observed data. However, deleting obser-
vations with missing values implies an up to 14% smaller sample
available for the empirical analysis. The missing values are filled
in using an iterative multiple imputation (MI) procedure (Rubin,
1987,1996). Five complete data sets were created. The details of the
imputation are provided in Section B of the Supplementary material
(available online).

4. Description of the data
4.1. Economists’ norms

Respondents were asked “On a scale from 1 to 6 where 1
means “not at all justifiable (strongly agree)” and 6 means “highly
justifiable (strongly disagree),” how do you assess the following
behavior?” To test the internal consistency of the scale (interre-
latedness of items), Cronbach’s alpha is calculated. The « is 0.82.
According to common rules of thumb, the value indicates high reli-
ability of the scale.

Table 1 summarizes the responses. The survey reveals
widespread agreement on how economists should choose a
research topic. Intrinsic motivation is considered highly impor-
tant; 85% (95% confidence interval (CI): 82-89%) agree that a topic
should be chosen based on one’s personal interest. Extrinsic moti-
vation also plays an important role; 60% (Cl: 55-64%) agree that
the prospects for publication should be taken into account. With
respect to topics for empirical research economists seem to follow
a pragmatic approach; only 19% (Cl: 16-23%) think that it is not
acceptable to “define the research question according to data avail-
ability.”

Economists clearly condemn behavior that misleads the scien-
tific community or causes harm to careers. The least justifiable
action is “copying work from others without citing.” Respondents
unanimously (Cl: 99-100%) agree that this behavior is unjustifiable.
Fabricating or correcting data as well as excluding part of the data
are rejected by at least 97% (Cl: 96-99%). “Using tricks to increase
t-values, R?, or other statistics” is rejected by 96% (CI: 94-98%), 93%
(CI: 90-95%) consider “incorrectly giving a colleague co-authorship
who has not worked on the paper” unjustifiable. Accordingly, some
research norms are indeed fundamental and universal.

In the European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity (ESF
and ALLEA, 2011) it is emphasized that there is a “thin borderline
between some violations of [questionable research] practices and
the serious types of misconduct.” The survey shows that behav-
ior typically listed as questionable are indeed only slightly more

3 Of those starting the survey, 17% left after visiting the first page (the introduc-
tion). Questions of “Part I: Norms” were answered by 56-38 dropouts.

4 The aim was to reach economists that had not yet participated. Since follow-
up surveys are only available for two countries, these data are disregarded in the
analysis. Including the responses implies that about two thirds of the sample are
either German or French. Results are largely unchanged when the observations are
included, see Tables C.3 and C.4 of the Supplementary material (available online).

accepted. Not checking the contents of the works cited or not cit-
ing others’ results if not in line with the analysis or from lower
ranked journals is rejected by 86-91%. Practices such as searching
for control variables until the desired result is found or selective
presentation of those empirical findings that confirm one’s argu-
ment are unaccepted by 81-85%. “Copying from own previous work
without citing” is rejected by 80% (CI: 77-84%). Thus, it is much
more accepted than plagiarism.

Strategic behavior in the publication process is also rejected but
more accepted than practices applicable when analyzing data or
writing papers. Citing strategically or maximizing the number of
publications by slicing into the smallest publishable unit is rejected
by 64% (ClI: 60-69%). Complying with suggestions by referees even
though one thinks they are wrong is considered unjustifiable by
61% (CI: 56-66%).

4.2. Economists’ admitted own research practices

Participants were asked which research practices they had
“ever” employed in the past. The responses are summarized in
Table 2. Almost all economists (96%, Cl: 94-97%) state that per-
sonal interest determined the choice of their research topic. The
publication prospects were reported to have been decisive for 67%
(CI: 62-71%).

The responses confirm the finding by List et al. (2001) that seri-
ous misbehavior exists in economics. The correction, fabrication,
or partial exclusion of data, incorrect co-authorship, or copying of
others’ work is admitted by 1-3.5%. The use of “tricks to increase t-
values, R?, or other statistics” is reported by 7%. Having accepted or
offered gifts in exchange for (co-)authorship, access to data, or pro-
motion is admitted by 3%. Acceptance or offering of sex or money
is reported by 1-2%. One percent admits to the simultaneous sub-
mission of manuscripts to journals.

About one fifth admits to having refrained from citing others’
work that contradicted the own analysis or to having maximized
the number of publications by slicing their work into the smallest
publishable unit. Having at least once copied from their own pre-
vious work without citing is reported by 24% (CI: 20-28%). Even
more admit to questionable practices of data analysis (32-38%),
e.g., the “selective presentation of findings so that they confirm
one’s argument.” Having complied with suggestions from referees
despite having thought that they were wrong is reported by 39%
(CI: 34-44%). Even 59% (Cl: 55-64%) report that they have at least
once cited strategically to increase the prospect of publishing their
work.

According to their responses, 6.3% of the participants have never
engaged in a practice rejected by at least a majority of peers. John
et al. (2012) report almost the same fraction for psychologists. The
authors find that 94% engaged in at least one questionable research
practice (behavior similar to the ones considered here).

Table 2 also shows the average justifiability of research practices
by respondents’ own behavior. The results suggest a clear tendency
of respondents who admit to a behavior to assign a higher level
of justifiability to the research practice. The average difference is
roughly one scale unit. John et al. (2012) report a similar difference.

4.3. Economists’ reports of misbehaving colleagues

Respondents were asked which fraction of research in the top
general and top field journals (A+or A) they believe to be subject to
different types of misbehavior (“up to. .. %,” scale given in deciles).
The fabrication of data is expected to be the least widespread. The
median response is “up to 10%.” Respondents believe that incor-
rect handling of others’ ideas, e.g., plagiarism, is more common;
the median is “up to 20%” of published research. The “incorrect
reporting of results, e.g., using tricks to improve statistics” as well
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Table 1
Economists’ norms.
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No. On ascale from 1to6... Obs. Ordinal variable Binary variable
Mean Std. dev. [95% CI] Mean Std. dev. [95% CI]
General research approach: agreement
1 A research topic should be chosen 426 2.39 1.15 2.28 2.50 0.85 0.36 0.82 0.89
according to one’s personal interest (in
contrast to career concerns)
2 A research topic should be chosen with 426 3.33 1.20 3.21 3.44 0.60 0.49 0.55 0.64
respect to publication prospect
3 A researcher should give credit to any 424 1.80 1.27 1.68 1.92 0.88 0.32 0.85 0.91
published and unpublished idea by
someone else (i.e., colleagues,
journalists, students)
4 Results should be generalized if the 420 244 1.13 233 2.54 0.84 0.37 0.81 0.88
theoretical framework or the research
design for empirical analysis allows for
it.
Research practices: justifiability
5 Copying parts from the work of others 426 1.06 0.30 1.03 1.09 1.00 0.05 0.99 1.00
without citing
6 Fabricating some data 417 1.19 0.74 1.12 1.26 0.97 0.17 0.96 0.99
7 Correcting data to fit the theory 423 1.23 0.65 1.17 1.30 0.98 0.14 0.96 0.99
8 Excluding part of the data (e.g., 423 1.52 0.78 1.44 1.59 0.98 0.14 0.96 0.99
outliers) without reporting this
9 Using tricks to increase t-values, RZ, or 424 1.61 0.86 1.53 1.69 0.96 0.20 0.94 0.98
other statistics
10 Incorrectly giving a colleague 425 1.83 1.04 1.73 1.93 0.93 0.26 0.90 0.95
co-authorship who has not worked on
the paper
11 Not citing results that are not in line 426 2.01 1.17 1.90 2.12 0.89 0.31 0.86 0.92
with own analysis
12 Not checking the contents of the works 424 2.07 0.99 1.97 2.16 0.91 0.29 0.88 0.94
cited
13 Not citing work in lower ranked 425 2.16 1.16 2.05 227 0.86 0.35 0.82 0.89
journals, i.e., which in a ranking from
A+to C rank lower than A
14 Presenting empirical findings 424 2.19 1.17 2.08 2.30 0.84 0.37 0.81 0.88
selectively so that they confirm one’s
argument
15 Searching for control variables until 422 2.21 1.18 2.10 2.32 0.85 0.36 0.82 0.88
you get the desired results
16 Stopping statistical analysis when you 423 2.45 1.24 233 2.56 0.81 0.40 0.77 0.84
have a desired result
17 Copying from your own previous work 425 2.47 1.33 2.34 2.59 0.80 0.40 0.77 0.84
without citing
18 Not citing work from other disciplines 421 2.58 1.27 2.46 2.70 0.77 0.42 0.73 0.81
19 Citing strategically to raise publication 426 3.00 1.31 2.87 3.12 0.64 0.48 0.60 0.69
prospects (e.g., to please editors or
possible referees)
20 Maximizing the number of 426 3.06 1.26 2.94 3.18 0.64 0.48 0.60 0.69
publications by dividing the work into
the smallest publishable units,
meaning several individual articles
covering similar topics and differing
from each other only slightly
21 Complying with suggestions from 424 3.09 1.39 2.96 3.23 0.61 0.49 0.56 0.66
referees or editors when you think
they are wrong
22 Defining the research question 422 4,51 1.23 4.39 4.63 0.19 0.40 0.16 0.23

according to data availability

The scale was given as agreement (strongly agree: 1 — strongly disagree: 6) with respect to the general research approach (items 1-4). For research practices (items 5-22) it
was given as justifiability (not at all justifiable: 1 - highly justifiable: 6). Items 5-22 are listed in increasing order of justifiability. Binary variable is set to unity if respondent

chose responses 1-3 of the rating scale. Based on observed data.

as “incorrect application of empirical methods, e.g., data mining”
are assumed to be more prevalent. The median is “up to 30%.”
Having observed at least one case of “scientific misconduct” in
the department or institute is reported by 146 persons (34%, CI:
29-38%). About half of those observed only one case, two cases
were observed by 18%, three cases by 6% and 22.6% report hav-
ing observed more than three cases. To decrease the likelihood
of duplicate reporting, respondents were asked about the cases
they had observed “in their department or institute.” To increase

the comparability across researchers, the restriction “in the past
3 years” was given. The question did not define “scientific mis-
conduct.” Affirmative responses are based on the respondent’s
assessment.

Respondents that answered affirmatively were asked about the
details of their observation. With regard to the type of misconduct,
18% (based on all respondents) report that the problem they had
observed was unsound handling of others’ ideas. Fourteen percent
report that they had observed unsound application of empirical
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Table 2
Economists’ admitted own research behavior.
No. Have you ever ... Obs. Percent Std. dev. [95% CI] Norms by behavior A Difference
“Yes” significant?
Not Admitted
admitted
General research approach
1 Chosen a research topic according to your 423 95.51 20.74 93.53 97.49 3.32 235 -0.97
personal interests
2 Chosen a research topic with respect to 423 66.90 4711 62.40 71.41 3.92 3.05 -0.87 )
publication prospect
3 Built your research on someone else’s idea 420 1.90 13.69 0.59 3.22 1.80 1.63 -0.17 -
without giving credit
4 Generalized your results even though the 419 13.13 33.81 9.88 16.37 242 2.49 0.07 -

theoretical framework or the research
design for empirical analysis did not allow

for it
Research practices
5 Copied parts from work of others without 422 2.13 14.46 0.75 3.52 1.05 1.67 -0.62 N
citing
6 Fabricated some data 348 2.59 15.90 0.91 4.26 1.14 3.22 -2.09
7 Corrected data to fit the theory 348 1.15 10.67 0.02 2.27 1.21 1.21 -0.79
8 Excluded part of the data (e.g., outliers) 348 3.45 18.27 1.52 5.37 147 3.08 -1.62 )
without reporting this
9 Used tricks to increase t-value, R?, or other 348 7.18 25.86 4.46 9.91 1.52 2.64 -1.12
statistics
10 Failed to correctly give a colleague 423 1.42 11.84 0.29 2.55 1.82 1.50 0.32 -
co-authorship who has worked on the
paper
11 Refrained from citing results or opinions 422 21.09 40.84 17.18 25.00 1.83 2.67 -0.85
that are not in line with your own analysis
12 Refrained from checking the contents of 422 51.90 50.02 47.11 56.68 1.62 2.48 —0.86
the works cited
13 Refrained from citing work in lower ranked 421 19.95 40.01 16.12 23.79 1.94 2.94 -1.00

journals, which in a ranking from A+to C
rank lower than A

14 Presented empirical findings selectively so 348 32.18 46.79 27.25 37.12 1.82 2.99 -1.17
that they confirm one’s argument

15 Searched for control variables until you got 348 36.49 48.21 3141 41.58 1.75 2.94 -1.20 -
the desired results

16 Stopped statistical analysis when you had 348 37.93 48.59 32.81 43.05 1.94 3.23 -1.28
a desired result

17 Copied from your own previous work 423 23.64 42.54 19.58 27.71 2.18 3.37 -1.20 )
without citing

18 Refrained from citing work from other 419 19.57 39.72 15.76 23.38 2.40 3.24 —0.84
disciplines

19 Cited strategically to raise publication 420 59.29 49.19 54.57 64.00 2.35 3.43 -1.08
prospects (e.g., to please editors or possible
referees)

20 Maximized the number of publications by 423 19.86 39.94 16.04 23.68 2.84 3.89 -1.05

dividing the work to the smallest
publishable unit, meaning several
individual articles covering similar topics
and differing from each other only slightly
21 Complied with suggestions by referees or 420 39.05 48.84 34.36 43.73 2.67 3.74 -1.07
editors when you thought that they are
wrong
22 Defined the research question according to 345 79.13 40.70 74.82 83.44 3.90 4.72 —0.82
data availability
23 Submitted a manuscript simultaneously to 424 1.18 10.81 0.15 2.21 - - - -
two or more journals violating journal
policies
24 Accepted or offered gifts in exchange for 425 3.29 17.87 1.59 4.99 - - - -
(co-)authorship, access to data or
promotion of particular persons
25 Accepted or offered money in exchange for 424 141 11.82 0.28 2.54 - - - -
(co-)authorship, access to data or
promotion of particular persons
26 Accepted or offered sex in exchange for 425 1.88 13.61 0.58 3.17 - - - -
(co-)authorship, access to data or
promotion of particular persons

The research practices are listed in increasing order of justifiability. The number of observations is roughly 17% lower with respect to items 6-9, 14-16, and 22 as those
respondents indicated that they do not work empirically. The justifiability of practices 23-26 was not inquired. Some institutions, e.g., journals or grant giving institutions,
have introduced respective codes of conduct. Based on observed data.

* Significance level: 10%

x* Significance level: 5%.

™" Significance level: 1%.
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methods in their environment. Twelve percent accuse colleagues
of having inappropriately presented results. Four percent report
having witnessed the fabrication of data. Five percent report that
the problem was incorrect co-authorship.

Fifty percent (based on affirmative responses) report that the
researcher suspected of scientific misbehavior was a full professor.
Compared to their fraction in the sample (27%), full professors are
disproportionally often accused of misconduct. The involvement of
PhD students is reported by 22%, of assistant/junior professors by
20%, of associate professors by 12%, and of post docs or researchers
by 10%.

Twenty-four percent respond that they reported the suspected
misconduct. Notification to the governing body of the institution
is reported by 31% (based on those that made allegations). Having
shared the observation with the media is reported by 25%. Twenty
percent state that they took action by talking informally to other
scholars about the issue. Notification to an ethics committee is
reported by one respondent — supporting the view that statistics
published by those institutions capture only the tip of the iceberg.

The suspicions of misbehavior are reported to have proved accu-
rate in 62.5% of allegations. Participants report that instances of
misconduct led to consequences most often when the governing
body of the institution was informed (10 in 11 cases). Only 5 of
the 14 cases in which colleagues were informed resulted in conse-
quences.

Respondents indicating that they did not report the observed
misconduct were asked for their reason. Thirty percent of those that
refrained from allegations state that they did not know to whom
they should report. Consequences for themselves were feared by
24%. For 18% the reason was loyalty towards the offender.

Respondents were asked more specifically whether they had
observed certain types of misbehavior. A complaint of having been
incorrectly excluded as co-author is voiced by 18%. The same frac-
tion reports having observed others simultaneously submitting a
manuscript to more than one journal, thus violating publication
rules. A remarkable finding is that the majority of researchers that
report having observed these behaviors respond negatively when
asked whether they had observed “misconduct.” While economists
strongly agree on the importance of giving due credit to the contri-
bution of others, the results may be taken as an indication that some
tolerate the exploitation of their own ideas. However, as described
in Section 2, the survey by Enders and Hoover (2004) shows that
editors’ agreement that an action constitutes the serious offense
of plagiarism depends on the material that is unattributed. For
example, unattributed sentences are considered less serious. The
incorrect exclusion as co-author may be considered not serious
enough to be classified as “misconduct.”

4.4. Economists’ perception of pressure

Economists were surveyed regarding their perception of the
pressure to publish and to raise external funds. The respondents
almost unanimously agree that publication pressure exists. Publi-
cation pressure is perceived to be “very high” by 38.9%, and “high”
by 44.3%, as shown in the upper panel of Fig. 1. The lower panel
of the figure shows that the perceived pressure to raise external
funds is lower but still substantial. It is “very high” for 11%, “high”
for 35.6%, and “moderately high” for 36.5%. Ten percent state that
they do not perceive pressure to raise external funds.

Economists strongly agree that pressure has increased over the
last decade, as shown in Fig. 2. A fraction of 45.5% (46.8%) believes
that publication pressure (pressure to raise external funds) has
“increased”; 33.7% (21.5%) even perceive a “strong increase.” Con-
stant pressure to publish (raise external funds) is reported by 7.2%
(9.6%). Hardly any respondent states that pressure has decreased.

Perceived level of publication pressure
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Fig. 1. Perceived level of pressure. Note: Based on 422/419 observations.
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Fig. 2. Perceived change of pressure. Note: Based on 405/406 observations.
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Fig. 3. Violations of research norms by perceived publication pressure. Note: Based
on 422 observations. Violation of own norms=number of admitted misbehav-
ior/number of rejected behavior; misbehavior classified as such if economist himself
rejects the practice (responses 1-3 on a scale from 1=not at all justifiable to
6=highly justifiable). Violation of others’ norms=same calculation; misbehavior
classified as such if majority of peers reject the practice (at least 50% chose responses
1-3).
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Fig. 3 plots perceived publication pressure against two vari-
ables indicating the respondent’s admitted misbehavior. The first
variable captures how many behavior the economist reports to
have engaged in on the behavior he rejects, i.e., the violations of
the economist’s own convictions. The second variable captures an
economist’s violations of peers’ research norms, i.e., engagement
in practices rejected by at least 50% of participants. The figure
indicates that the fraction of violated research norms is always
lower if based on an economist’s own convictions. The highest frac-
tion of violations of own and others’ research norms is reported
by economists perceiving “no — moderately low” pressure. How-
ever, only a small fraction reports such low pressure. With regard
to economists perceiving higher pressure, a positive relationship
between pressure and violating research norms is indicated. The
fraction of research norms (own and peers’) that is reported to have
been violated is slightly higher among respondents that perceive
stronger pressure. With regard to peers’ norms, the fractions are
statistically different from each other.

5. Empirical analysis
5.1. Empirical approach

The relationship between economists’ perception of pressure
and scientific misbehavior is studied in an empirical analysis. Per-
ceptions might be related to the reported research practices as well
as the norms that researchers hold. In the one case, the dependent
variable is the justifiability the respondent assigns to a behavior
(ordinal variable, 1="“not at all justifiable,” ..., 6="highly justifi-
able”). In the other case, admitted own research behavior is used as
the dependent variable (binary variable, set to unity if the respon-
dent reports having engaged in behavior, zero otherwise).

The models are estimated for the justifiability and own use of all
research practices that are rejected by a majority (rejection rates
shown in Table 1). However, low variance of the dependent vari-
ables prevents convergence of the models estimated for practices
5-10 or causes perfect prediction of several observations. These
practices are summarized in one variable “(justifiability of) serious
misbehavior.”

The main explanatory variable is the respondent’s perception of
publication pressure. Being evaluated based on the scientific per-
formance and having a tenured position are included as indirect
measures of publication pressure. The economic theory of crime
assumes that the decision to cheat is influenced by the expected
probability of detection (Becker, 1968). The expectation of oth-
ers’ behavior has been found to also determine the likelihood of
cheating (List et al., 2001) The regressions control for the expected
probability of detection and the expected prevalence of misbehav-
ior.

To explain the decision to cheat, economists have paid increas-
ing attention to norms and internal rewards (e.g., Elster, 1989).
Merton (1979) stresses that researchers internalize norms of sci-
ence and act on them. Wilhite and Fong (2012)and Johnetal.(2012)
report a positive link between the acceptance of a research practice
and its admission. The respondent’s stated view on the justifiability
of a behavior is included in regressions on admitted own behavior.
It is of course difficult to establish causality. Rather than behaving
according to norms, people might equally well have adjusted their
values to their behavior (Akerlof and Dickens, 1982).

All regressions control for the respondent’s gender, year of birth,
the academic position, country of workplace, and the fraction of
time aresearcher indicates as available for doing research. The ordi-
nal and nominal controls are included as a set of dummies. The
reference group is the highest or lowest category in case of ordered
alternatives, among these the more frequent category is chosen.

The reference group of unordered alternatives is the mode. Descrip-
tions and summary statistics of all control variables are provided
in Table C.1 of the online Supplementary material.

The five multiply imputed complete data sets are used sepa-
rately for the analysis, the results are combined using Rubin’s rule,
i.e., such that they reflect the uncertainty due to the imputation.®
The determinants cannot be said to be truly exogenous. It is impos-
sible to make claims about the direction of causality.

5.2. Results from regressions explaining economists’ norms

Table 3 provides results from ordered probit regressions on the
justifiability the respondent assigns to the different unaccepted
research practices. Shown are average marginal effects on the out-
come “not at all justifiable.” The results suggest that perceived
pressure is negatively related to the justifiability of some misbe-
havior. The reference group is respondents perceiving “very high”
pressure. Respondents perceiving less publication pressure assign
higher justifiability to several research practices. For example, the
probability that a respondent assesses “copying one’s owns work”
to be “not at all justifiable” is 2 ppts lower if he perceives “high”
pressure, 7 ppts lower if he perceives “moderately high” pressure
and 14 ppts lower if he perceives “no - moderately low” pressure.
Most effects are statistically insignificant. Nonetheless, the result
contradicts expectations.® However, the main hypothesis is that
perceived pressure causes dishonest behavior, not a dishonest atti-
tude.

Table 3 shows that being evaluated based on the scientific per-
formance, i.e., having actual pressure to publish, increases the
acceptance of some research practices. For example, the probability
that a respondent strongly rejects “searching for control variables
until the desired result is found” is 16.9 ppts lower if he is evaluated
based on the scientific performance. Research norms are unrelated
to having tenure.

Economists’ normative convictions are significantly related to
gender and year of birth (age and cohort cannot be distinguished).
The probability that men find the analyzed behavior “not at all jus-
tifiable” is on average 5.7 ppts lower (results not reported, available
upon request). Men have been found to respond more strongly to
the competitiveness of their environment (e.g., Croson and Gneezy,
2009) and to be more likely to cheat (e.g., Friesen and Gangadharan,
2012). Fig. 4 depicts the marginal effects of year of birth in box
plots. It shows that, compared to those born after 1979, economists
born earlier are increasingly likely to find the listed behavior unjus-
tifiable. Little evidence is found for cross-country differences in
economists’ norms (compared to Germany, i.e., the largest group,
results available upon request).

5.3. Results from regressions explaining admitted research
behavior

Table 4 shows average marginal effects from probit regres-
sions on admitted own research behavior. The results suggest that
the admission of several research practices is positively related to

5 The MI estimate of 8 is By = (1/5)2;,3,-. The variance-covariance matrix
of By is T=U+(1+(1/5))B where U = Zil(ﬁi/S) is the within-imputation

variance-covariance matrix and B = Zi]((ﬁi —BM)(ﬂ,» —BM)/)/(S —1) is the
between-imputation variance-covariance matrix. Results are largely unchanged if
only observed data are used. Available upon request.

6 To check the robustness of the finding, the set of dummies capturing perceived
publication pressure is replaced by different variables, e.g., an ordinal or binary vari-
able capturing pressure. The results point to the same conclusion as the reported
ones. The modifications are described in detail in Section 5.3 with respect to admit-
ted behavior. Results available upon request.
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Table 3
Regressions on economists’ norms.

Description Dependent variable

Serious misbehavior  Disregard results  No check of content  Cite low ranked  Present selectively  Search controls

No. of behavior 5-10 11 12 13 14 15
AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE
Perceived publication pressure. . .
...no - moderately low —0.062 —-0.075 -0.231" —0.053 —0.090 -0.204""
(0.045) (0.100) (0.058) (0.089) (0.078) (0.062)
...moderately high -0.013 0.020 —-0.086 —0.008 0.009 -0.104
(0.013) (0.068) (0.059) (0.070) (0.063) (0.057)
...high -0.010 0.069 0.023 0.008 0.012 0.024
(0.007) (0.046) (0.047) (0.046) (0.042) (0.047)
...very high (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.)
Has tenured position —0.003 —0.053 0.037 0.036 0.060 —0.012
(0.011) (0.074) (0.066) (0.066) (0.056) (0.063)
Scientific performance is evaluated —-0.016 —-0.000 —-0.050 —0.097 —-0.078 -0.169™"
(0.010) (0.061) (0.048) (0.056) (0.052) (0.050)
Perceived probability of detection. . .
...very low (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.)
. low 0.003 0.070 -0.013 0.035 0.042 0.030
(0.013) (0.065) (0.076) (0.075) (0.063) (0.072)
..moderately low —0.006 0.052 0.015 0.014 0.021 -0.026
(0.014) (0.063) (0.074) (0.071) (0.065) (0.068)
..high 0.006 -0.011 0.032 0.133 0.125 0.082
(0.014) (0.085) (0.090) (0.088) (0.084) (0.084)
Expects high prevalence of misbehavior = —0.009 —0.009 0.027 0.047 -0.033 —0.001
(0.007) (0.043) (0.041) (0.040) (0.037) (0.039)
Other controls? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Chi? 67.08 40.93 70.76 50.85 78.06 47.00
Pseudo R? 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.06 0.04
N 426 426 426 426 426 426
Description Dependent variable
Stop analysis Copy own work Cite oth. disc. Cite strategic. Max. publications Comply suggestions
No. of behavior 16 17 18 19 20 21
AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE
Perceived publication pressure. . .
...no - moderately low —-0.141" -0.142" —-0.054 —-0.039 0.010 —0.040
(0.057) (0.064) (0.061) (0.045) (0.046) (0.047)
...moderately high -0.014 —0.066 0.064 0.002 0.029 -0.017
(0.052) (0.051) (0.057) (0.036) (0.032) (0.037)
...high 0.056 —0.021 0.021 0.008 0.032 -0.012
(0.038) (0.040) (0.036) (0.027) (0.022) (0.024)
...very high (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.)
Has tenured position —0.028 0.009 0.008 -0.027 0.034 0.016
(0.055) (0.053) (0.054) (0.042) (0.033) (0.036)
Scientific performance is evaluated —-0.079' 0.042 0.015 —-0.037 —0.001 —0.067"
(0.046) (0.051) (0.044) (0.031) (0.029) (0.031)
Perceived probability of detection. . .
...very low (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.)
. low 0.021 0.068 -0.018 0.052 0.015 0.041
(0.059) (0.059) (0.053) (0.032) (0.031) (0.036)
..moderately low -0.018 0.006 0.046 0.073" 0.045 0.025
(0.057) (0.058) (0.053) (0.032) (0.032) (0.034)
..high 0.084 0.066 0.059 0.151" 0.060 0.092°
(0.073) (0.074) (0.068) (0.053) (0.042) (0.050)
Expects high prevalence of misbehavior -0.016 -0.075" 0.074" 0.012 —0.030 —0.021
(0.034) (0.035) (0.033) (0.024) (0.020) (0.023)
Other controls? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Chi? 51.12 43.38 46.14 67.25 71.79 70.34
Pseudo R? 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.05
N 426 426 426 426 426 426

Ordered probit estimates, reported are average marginal effects (AME) on the outcome “not at all justifiable.” The variable “justifiability of serious misbehavior” assumes the
value of 0 if all of the practices 5-10 are considered “not at all justifiable,” the value of 1 if one of these behaviors is considered justifiable, and so on. All 5 imputations are
used, results combined using Rubin’s rule. Hypothesis tests based on robust standard errors. Measures of fit are the lowest statistic among results from the five imputations.
(ref.), category is reference group. Other controls: location of workplace, male, year of birth, rank, fraction of research time.
" Significance level: 10%.
™ Significance level: 5%.
™" Significance level: 1%.
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Table 4
Regressions on admitted research behavior.

Description Dependent variable

Serious misbehavior Disregard results No check of content Cite low ranked Present selectively Search controls

No. of behavior 5-10 11 12 13 14 15
AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE
Perceived publication pressure. . .
...no - moderately low 0.017 -0.034 -0.029 0.071 -0.124 —0.080
(0.075) (0.089) (0.100) (0.100) (0.084) (0.100)
...moderately high ~0.056 ~0.083 -0.169"" -0.127" —0.142" -0.083
(0.045) (0.054) (0.061) (0.052) (0.061) (0.076)
...high 0.035 0.012 —0.033 -0.023 -0.110" —0.028
(0.040) (0.043) (0.048) (0.041) (0.050) (0.049)
...very high (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.)
Has tenured position 0.042 -0.077 0.046 0.020 0.010 0.060
(0.052) (0.059) (0.068) (0.055) (0.075) (0.066)
Scientific performance is evaluated 0.024 —-0.083 0.079 0.087 -0.010 0.028
(0.051) (0.052) (0.061) (0.061) (0.055) (0.059)
Perceived probability of detection. . .
...very low (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.)
.low 0.049 0.011 0.012 0.048 —0.045 —0.108
(0.050) (0.070) (0.079) (0.053) (0.069) (0.085)
..moderately low 0.062 -0.047 0.031 0.096 0.013 -0.109
(0.054) (0.070) (0.080) (0.053) (0.070) (0.084)
..high —0.009 -0.145" —0.004 0.012 —0.105 —0.078
(0.055) (0.074) (0.089) (0.064) (0.082) (0.101)
Expects high prevalence of misbehavior 0124 —-0.025 —0.068 0.036 0.005 0.058
(0.036) (0.040) (0.045) (0.039) (0.044) (0.043)
Justifiability of practice (1=not at all, 6=high)  0.047 " 0.092"" 0233 0.106"" 0.146" 0.183""
(0.011) (0.014) (0.019) (0.014) (0.017) (0.017)
Other controls? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Chi2 56.11 60.10 121.97 77.54 101.97 92.83
Pseudo R? 0.16 0.15 0.23 0.18 0.30 0.26
N 387 426 426 426 353 352
Description Dependent variable
Stop analysis Copy own work Cite oth. disc. Cite strategic. Max. publications Comply suggestions
No. of behavior 16 17 18 19 20 21
AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE
Perceived publication pressure. . .
...no - moderately low —0.050 0.000 -0.024 -0.125 -0.076 -0.029
(0.119) (0.091) (0.084) (0.105) (0.079) (0.116)
...moderately high -0.188"" -0.048 —0.044 -0.130° 0.023 —0.036
(0.060) (0.054) (0.057) (0.069) (0.060) (0.067)
...high —0.062 —0.008 0.018 —0.108" 0.006 0.021
(0.048) (0.041) (0.043) (0.047) (0.038) (0.048)
...very high (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.)
Has tenured position —0.040 0.072 0.058 -0.034 —0.004 -0.034
(0.067) (0.054) (0.057) (0.070) (0.056) (0.065)
Scientific performance is evaluated —0.084 0.010 0.024 0.001 0.144" 0.079
(0.059) (0.048) (0.051) (0.057) (0.054) (0.065)
Perceived probability of detection. ..
...very low (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.)
. low 0.009 0.041 0.090 —0.094 -0.033 -0.188"
(0.078) (0.061) (0.061) (0.074) (0.066) (0.083)
..moderately low 0.054 0.028 0.072 -0.138’ -0.003 -0251"
(0.082) (0.061) (0.061) (0.074) (0.065) (0.083)
..high —~0.159 0.025 -0.033 —0.184" —0.002 —~0.286""
(0.087) (0.072) (0.062) (0.091) (0.078) (0.095)
Expects high prevalence of misbehavior -0.039 0.103"" 0.009 0.024 0.090" 0.101"
(0.044) (0.037) (0.039) (0.045) (0.036) (0.044)
Justifiability of practice (1=not at all, 6=high) 0172 0.103 0.078" 0.135 0.105 0117
(0.015) (0.012) (0.014) (0.015) (0.014) (0.014)
Other controls? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Chi2 117.48 115.14 69.45 118.93 86.80 94.27
Pseudo R? 0.32 0.24 0.15 0.25 0.22 0.18
N 353 426 426 426 426 426

Probit estimates, reported are average marginal effects (AME). The variable “serious misbehavior” is set to unity if the respondent employed at least one serious misbehavior
(practices 5-10), and zero otherwise. All 5 imputations are used, results combined using Rubin’s rule. Hypothesis tests based on robust standard errors. Measures of fit are
the lowest statistic among results from the five imputations. (ref.), category is reference group. Other controls: location of workplace, male, year of birth, rank, fraction of
research time. Number of observations lower for behavior where respondent could indicate “I do not work empirically.”
" Significance level: 10%.
™ Significance level: 5%.
™" Significance level: 1%.
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Fig. 4. Year of birth and rejection of misbehavior. Note: Each box plot based on 12
average marginal effects from the 12 regressions shown in Table 3. Average marginal
effects on the outcome “not at all justifiable.” Reference group is respondents born
after 1979.

perceived publication pressure. Compared to respondents perceiv-
ing “very high” pressure, the perception of only “high” pressure
implies, e.g., an 11 ppts lower probability of admitting to have
“selectively presented results” or “cited strategically.” The proba-
bility that respondents perceiving only “moderately high” pressure
admit some behavior is even lower. For example, reporting to have
“selectively presented results” is 14 ppts less likely, the effect is
17 ppts with respect to “not having checked a work’s contents”
and 19 ppts with respect to having “stopped the analysis when the
desired result was found” (significant at 1/5% level).

The effects of lower perceived publication pressure are largely
negative and of similar magnitude also with regard to other behav-
ior. While these effects are only partially statistically significant,
it has to be kept in mind that most respondents perceive some
degree of high pressure (see Fig. 1). Few observations in a cate-
gory, e.g., respondents perceiving “no” or “low” pressure, decrease
the statistical power of the result. Results that are based on few
observations are unlikely to be statistically significant. The sample
sizes corresponding to each combination of perceived publication
pressure and behavior are shown in Table C.2 of the Supplementary
material (available online).

To check the robustness of the finding, first, the set of dummies
capturing perceived publication pressure is replaced by the corre-
sponding ordinal variable. Second, the set of dummies is replaced
by a binary variable which is set to unity if the respondent perceives
“very high” pressure, zero otherwise. The results, shown in Table 5,
indicate again a positive association between perceived pressure
and admitted misbehavior. The pattern of results resembles the
one shown in Table 4.

To analyze whether the change in publication pressure over the
past decade is related in a similar way to admitted misbehavior,
the perception of the change is included instead of the perceived
level. As shown in Table 5, the perception of a higher increase in
pressure is positively related to admitting misbehavior. The effects
are again only partially statistically significant. However, it has to
be considered that economists agree largely also about the change
of pressure (see Fig. 2). In line with previous results, a statistically
significant link is found, e.g., with respect to the practices of early
stopping of the empirical analysis and citing strategically.

Furthermore, the perceived pressure to raise external funds is
included instead of the pressure to publish. The results, shown
in Table 5, indicate a positive link also between perceived pres-
sure to raise external funds and admitted misbehavior. However,
the effects differ across practices to a larger extent and indicate a

different pattern. For example, a relationship to admitting serious
misbehavior is indicated which is not the case for publication pres-
sure. Admitting strategic citation is positively related to publication
pressure but not to the pressure to raise external funds.

Table 4 shows that the justifiability a respondent assigns to a
behavior is clearly positively related to his admitted own behav-
ior. A one standard deviation-increase in justifiability increases the
likelihood that a respondent reports not having checked contents,
having searched for control variables, or having stopped the anal-
ysis when the desired result was found by 21-23 ppts. An effect
of 16-18 ppts is found with respect to the selective presentation
of results, the compliance with unconvincing referee suggestions,
or strategic citation. Admitting to not having cited lower-ranked
journals, having maximized the number of publications, or hav-
ing copied one’s own work is 12-13 ppts more likely. The effect
is 10-11 ppts with respect to not having cited other disciplines or
results not in line with one’s own analysis. The lowest relationship
is found with respect to serious misbehavior (7 ppts).

In line with the results by List et al. (2001), the expectation of a
high prevalence of misbehavior is significantly positively related to
the admission of several practices. Results on respondents’ location
of workplace (not reported, available upon request) suggest that
admission to misbehavior differs to some extent across countries.

6. Discussion

The survey contained several provisions to increase the accu-
racy of responses. Compared to other surveys of economists on the
same topic, the generated response rate (17%) is in the middle of
the range. While the paper-based surveys by List et al. (2001) and
Enders and Hoover (2004) yielded a rate of 23 and 28% of usable
responses, the web-based surveys by Enders and Hoover (2006)
and Wilhite and Fong (2012) yielded a lower return (7 and 9-12%
of usable responses, respectively). The response rates of web sur-
veys have been found to be usually lower than those of other survey
modes (Kaplowitz et al., 2004; Manfreda et al., 2008). However, as
emphasized by Krosnick (1999), “it is not necessarily true that rep-
resentativeness increases monotonically with increasing response
rate. [...] surveys with very low response rates can be more accu-
rate than surveys with much higher response rates.”

The examination of the representativeness of the sample and
the responses does not indicate systematic biases. However, this
does not prove that unit non-response, self-deception, or dishon-
est answers do not affect the results. For questions that allow a
direct comparison, self-reports are much lower than observations
of others’ behavior (affirmative answers: 1% versus 18%). To some
extent, this may be the consequence of duplicate reporting of cases.
The fraction of reported misbehavior is usually found to be much
larger when it is asked about others’ than about the researcher’s
own behavior (e.g., John et al., 2012). However, the difference
may also be caused by dishonest responses or the “Muhammad
Ali effect.” Fanelli (2009) argues that “while surveys asking about
colleagues are hard to interpret conclusively, self-reports system-
atically underestimate the real frequency of scientific misconduct.”

In their study of questionable research practices in psychol-
ogy, John et al. (2012) provide a truth-telling incentive (donation
to a charity depending on the truthfulness of responses) to two-
thirds of respondents. Respondents without those incentives less
often admit some questionable research practices. The difference to
respondents with incentives is high for falsifying data, moderate for
practices such as premature stopping of data collection, and negli-
gible for six other, more accepted practices. It would be plausible if
biases were larger with respect to less accepted actions.

Respondents were asked whether they have “ever” engaged
in the listed activity. Frequency of engagement was not inquired
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Description

Dependent variable

Serious misbehavior

Disregard results

No check of content

Cite low ranked

Present selectively

Search controls

No. of behavior 5-10 11 12 13 14 15
AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE
L. Perceived publication pressure as ordinal variable (no-very high)
Ordinal publication pressure 0.006 0.021 0.042* 0.018 0.061** 0.033
(0.020) (0.024) (0.025) (0.023) (0.025) (0.028)
Other controls as in Table 4 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Chi? 52.01 57.92 113.13 66.76 100.20 92.73
Pseudo R? 0.15 0.15 0.22 0.17 0.29 0.26
N 387 426 426 426 353 352
II. Perceived publication pressure binary: “very high” vs. less pressure
Perceived publ. pressure “very high”  —0.016 0.010 0.057 0.035 0.116** 0.044
(0.037) (0.039) (0.044) (0.038) (0.046) (0.047)
Other controls as in Table 4 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Chi? 52.00 57.92 113.13 75.86 100.20 92.73
Pseudo R? 0.15 0.15 0.22 0.17 0.29 0.26
N 387 426 426 426 353 352
II1. Perceived change of publication pressure. . .
...unchanged/decreased —0.141*** -0.097 0.050 0.038 -0.120 —0.232%**
(0.047) (0.066) (0.083) (0.082) (0.105) (0.088)
...slightly increased -0.020 —0.002 —0.041 —0.086 -0.125* —0.040
(0.060) (0.067) (0.069) (0.056) (0.065) (0.078)
...increased -0.073* —-0.002 -0.013 —-0.061 —0.050 —-0.070
(0.040) (0.047) (0.050) (0.045) (0.050) (0.051)
...strongly increased (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.)
Other controls as in Table 4 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Chi? 56.11 60.10 121.97 73.74 101.97 92.83
Pseudo R? 0.16 0.15 0.23 0.18 0.29 0.26
N 382 425 425 425 352 351
IV. Perceived pressure to raise external funds. . .
...no - moderately low -0.169** —0.001 0.048 0.007 -0.074 —0.009
(0.077) (0.082) (0.086) (0.071) (0.091) (0.089)
...moderately high -0.123 —-0.030 -0.017 0.016 —0.096 -0.017
(0.075) (0.075) (0.079) (0.065) (0.076) (0.076)
...high -0.175** —0.060 0.038 0.055 —0.056 -0.014
(0.072) (0.073) (0.077) (0.063) (0.078) (0.076)
...very high (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.)
Other controls as in Table 4 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Chi? 62.83 59.89 111.19 67.75 101.53 95.84
Pseudo R? 0.18 0.15 0.22 0.17 0.28 0.26
N 387 426 426 426 352 352
Description Dependent variable
Stop analysis Copy own work Cite oth. disc. Cite strategic. Max. publications Comply suggestions
No. of behavior 16 17 18 19 20 21
AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE
I Perceived publication pressure as ordinal variable (no-very high)
Ordinal publication pressure 0.060** 0.011 0.011 0.058** 0.009 0.010
(0.027) (0.023) (0.023) (0.026) (0.023) (0.028)
Other controls as in Table 4 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Chi? 113.86 112.35 66.91 114.90 85.94 90.73
Pseudo R? 0.31 0.24 0.15 0.25 0.22 0.18
N 353 426 426 426 426 426
II. Perceived publication pressure binary: “very high” vs. less pressure
Perceived publ. pressure “very high” 0.085* 0.016 —0.004 0.113** —0.001 —0.006
(0.045) (0.038) (0.040) (0.044) (0.036) (0.045)
Other controls as in Table 4 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Chi? 113.86 112.35 47.71 114.90 36.03 90.73
Pseudo R? 0.31 0.24 0.15 0.25 0.09 0.18
N 353 426 426 426 426 426
111 Perceived change of publication pressure
...unchanged/decreased -0.075 -0.116* -0.104 -0.072 0.117 —0.060
(0.110) (0.067) (0.075) (0.089) (0.081) (0.086)
...slightly increased -0.153** -0.023 —-0.100* -0.210*** -0.019 —0.051
(0.069) (0.061) (0.060) (0.075) (0.058) (0.069)
...increased -0.139*** —0.041 —0.045 -0.100** —0.033 0.039
(0.050) (0.044) (0.046) (0.047) (0.041) (0.052)
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Description Dependent variable
Stop analysis Copy own work Cite oth. disc. Cite strategic. Max. publications Comply suggestions
No. of behavior 16 17 18 19 20 21
AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE
...strongly increased (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.)
Other controls as in Table 4 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Chi? 117.48 113.26 69.15 118.93 86.80 94.27
Pseudo R? 0.32 0.24 0.15 0.25 0.22 0.18
N 352 425 425 425 425 425
IV. Perceived pressure to raise external funds. . .
...no - moderately low -0.159** 0.003 —0.159** -0.026 0.000 —0.194**
(0.077) (0.070) (0.080) (0.087) (0.068) (0.087)
...moderately high -0.033 0.018 —0.093 0.008 —0.052 -0.077
(0.067) (0.062) (0.072) (0.079) (0.059) (0.081)
...high -0.021 —-0.002 —0.150** 0.095 —0.036 -0.125
(0.067) (0.062) (0.070) (0.079) (0.056) (0.080)
...very high (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.)
Other controls as in Table 4 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Chi? 95.84 114.47 75.20 108.22 87.58 94.52
Pseudo R? 0.31 0.22 0.17 0.22 0.23 0.19
N 352 426 426 426 426 426

Panels I: include ordinal pressure variable instead of set of dummies, higher value = higher pressure. Panels II: include binary variable that is set to unity if respondent perceives
“very high” publication pressure instead of set of dummies. Panels III: include perceived change of publication pressure instead of level. Panels IV: include perceived pressure
to raise external funds instead of pressure to publish. Other explanations: see notes to Table 4.

about. Johnetal.(2012)report that when frequency response scales
are used, 64% of affirmative responses fall into the “once/twice”
category, 26% fall into “occasionally,” and 10% report employing
practices “frequently.” The authors find that frequency scales more
often lead to affirmative answers than dichotomous ones. This pro-
vides another reason why self-reports are a conservative estimate
of the prevalence of misbehavior.

Regarding others’ behavior it was broadly asked whether
respondents had observed “scientific misconduct.” Respondents
that did not classify colleagues’ behavior as “misconduct” did
not answer subsequent questions. The responses suggest that
economists had serious misbehavior in mind when responding
affirmatively. From that perspective, others’ misbehavior may also
be underreported.

To get an idea of whether economists report misbehavior more
often than other researchers, the results are compared to stud-
ies from other disciplines. It has to be taken into account that the
variance between studies may partly be due to different modes
of delivery, objects of study (self or others), and wording (Fanelli,
2009).

Self-reports and reports on others’ behavior indicate that, rel-
ative to other practices, falsification and fabrication are a rare
phenomenon in economics (1-4%). At least with respect to self-
reports, high consistency seems to exist across studies (List et al.,
2001; John et al., 2012; Fanelli, 2009). However, the meta-analysis
by Fanelli (2009), covering surveys from different disciplines,
shows that on average 14.1% accuse colleagues. Scientists from
the management disciplines “observed or heard about” 27% of col-
leagues employing data falsification (Bedeian et al., 2010).

Having engaged in questionable research practices is reported
by 20-59% of economists. The prevalence of comparable practices
is similar in psychology (36-78%, John et al., 2012). Between 50
and 91% of management scholars report knowledge of colleagues
employing questionable research practices (Bedeian et al., 2010).
The surveyed economists relatively often admit strategic behav-
ior in the publication process (39-59%). Only 25% of management
scholars report that they made revisions to conform to editors’ or
referees’ preferences (Bedeian, 2003). Having given in to coercive
citation is reported by 18% of social scientists (Wilhite and Fong,
2012).

An important question is what should and can be done to tackle
scientific misbehavior in economics. Even though institutions have
been established that handle allegations of scientific misbehavior,
the survey reveals that half of the respondents that report having
observed misconduct either did not know to whom to report or
feared consequences for themselves. While complainants may not
directly accrue rewards, they face costs and the potential conse-
quences of accusing a colleague. Deficiencies in the protection of
whistle blowers are, e.g., reported by Reich (2011). Hoover (2006)
shows in a model that due to the low chance of success, opportunity
and legal costs, fighting is unlikely to be worthwhile for the orig-
inal author of a plagiarized article. As emphasized also by Hoover
(2006), increasing the awareness of independent bodies that hear
complaints about misbehavior and the protection for whistle blow-
ers seem to be important steps to fight scientific misconduct.

With respect to questionable research practices, it has to be con-
sidered that the actions do not necessarily represent intentional
bias. Researchers have to make several decisions while analyz-
ing data or writing down results. Stopping the analysis when the
desired result has been found may be the consequence of ambiguity
about the most reliable model. Some decisions are unforesee-
able and impossible to make beforehand. “Not citing work from
other disciplines” may be due to carelessness rather than deliber-
ate neglect. However, malleable categorization has been found to
facilitate the re-interpretation of behavior in a self-serving man-
ner (Mazar et al., 2008). The difference in the strength of the link
between justifiability and admitted behavior found in the analysis
across practices may be explained by the possibility to categorize
an action in terms that are compatible with good conduct.

Glaeser (2006) proposes that “researcher initiative bias” should
be accepted and results be adjusted accordingly. The strong rejec-
tion of several research practices voiced by the survey participants
casts doubts on whether this is a desirable strategy. The simulations
by Simmons et al. (2011) show how easily “researcher degrees of
freedom” can translate into statistically significant evidence for a
false hypothesis. Some research practices may be used due to a lack
of awareness that they are highly rejected. Mazar et al. (2008) and
Pruckner and Sausgruber (2013) show experimentally that moral
reminders increase honest behavior. The prevalence of question-
able practices may be limited by reminding researchers, e.g., in
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submission procedures, that engaging in those practices represents
scientific misbehavior.

7. Conclusion

To the author’s knowledge, this is the first study provid-
ing evidence for the justifiability and prevalence of a variety of
research practices in economics. The survey reveals a broad con-
sensus among professional economists about the norms that should
guide researchers’ behavior. The extent to which economists admit
having employed unaccepted behavior is noteworthy. As in any
other study of this topic, it has to be considered that the survey
requested sensible information. The prevalence of misbehavior is
likely to be biased - probably downward. The most frequently cited
cause for scientific misbehavior is publication pressure. The sur-
veyed economists strongly agree that high publication pressure
exists. The study provides the first examination of the relation-
ship between perceived pressure and admitting misbehavior. The
results indicate that the perception of pressure is positively related
to the admission of several research practices rejected by a majority
of economists.
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