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The Graduate School of Decision Sciences (GSDS) is part of 

the University of Konstanz and funded by the Excellence  

Initiative of the German federal and state governments.

It is a social science graduate school, focusing on the three 

disciplines Economics, Political Science and Psychology 

and the three complementary disciplines Computer Science,  

Sociology and Statistics.
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Living  
Interdisciplinarity
The former coordinator of the Graduate School, Leo Kaas, and the new coordinator,  

Urs Fischbacher, about “Transition and continuation: The first three years and beyond.”
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within the environment of a person – 

but with respect to the person they are 

actually exogenous preferences – which 

is the point of view of psychologists. 

So, even in seemingly trivial situa-

tions, there can be misunderstandings. 

However, with experience we grow 

to understand each other better and 

better.

You also mentioned learning 

from each other. Are methods and 

approaches borrowed from each 

other sometimes?

Fischbacher: Yes, definitely. Some of 

the methods are similar, anyhow. Econo-

mists, for example, nowadays also work  

with psychophysiological methods.

Professor Kaas, you have managed 

the Graduate School’s development 

phase and then handed over the 

leadership to Professor Fischbacher. 

What would you still 

like to see done? 

In what direction 

might the path 

lead?

Prof. Kaas: We have 

successfully completed our develop-

ment phase. We have implemented eve-

rything as outlined in the application. 

I think we did a great job. However, 

change is important, as change always 

brings along a fresh wind, and new 

ideas can blossom. The colloquium 

mentioned above was a huge success, 

although we have had interdiscipli-

nary events before, such as our annual 

retreat. We have achieved quite a lot 

and are on a good path.

The success of institutions such as  

the Graduate School of Decision  

Sciences (GSDS) is geneally meas-

ured by the number and quality of 

its publications and the careers 

of its graduates. But your institu-

tion is still very young, funding was 

approved in 2012 in the context 

of the German Excellence Initia-

tive. So far you have five graduates 

and you are supervising 61 doctoral  

candidates. Can your success already 

be measured? How do you know that 

the GSDS is on the road to success?

Prof. Fischbacher: The first criterion is 

attractiveness. The increasing number 

of applications shows us how attractive 

the GSDS is. In 2015, we had more than 

200 applications. Of course we will only 

be able to assess the long-term success 

of our students in a few years time. The 

first graduates, however, have found 

good postdoc positions, which can be 

seen as a first indica-

tion of success.

It is also positive 

how our Scientific 

Board assesses the 

path we have taken. 

It particularly appreciates how we set 

up the organisation of the Graduate 

School, but it is also satisfied with the 

research we have presented. They said 

that that they are “pleased with the 

progress of the Graduate School“.

That the programme’s interdisciplinar-

ity is working so well, is also a very 

good sign. It might not be a unique 

feature, but, even so, it is something 

special. Of the three supervisors more 

than 50 percent are from different 

departments, a third are even from 

different research areas – and these 

research areas themselves are inter-

disciplinary in structure. As a central 

instrument we have established an 

interdisciplinary colloquium which is 

extremely well attended, and participa-

tion is not restricted to the research 

field of the presenter.

But the disciplines all have 

their own languages and different 

approaches – theoretical or experi-

mental. How does that work? How do 

you understand each other?

Fischbacher: On the one hand there 

are many similarities, and on the 

other hand we have to learn from each 

other. Concerning similarities: Game 

theory is an important concept to all 

behavioural sub-disciplines, and math-

ematical theory is also generally valid.  

This is also true for econometrics, even 

though there are different approaches 

in the different fields.

But it is not always easy. In my col-

laborations with psychologists, I have 

sometimes experienced the oddest mis-

understandings. For example, the term 

“endogenous preferences”. This term 

has exactly the opposite meaning in 

economics and in psychology. For eco- 

nomists, these are preferences formed 

“However, with experiencewe grow to  

understand each other better and better”
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psychology and political sciences, but 

there are also individual connections 

to sociology, and to computer science 

and mathematics.

As current research 

questions are so 

complex, interdis-

ciplinary research 

seems to be the 

order of the day. 

However, does increasing intercon-

nection between the disciplines not 

lead to even more complexity?

Fischbacher: Of course complex-

ity will increase if you work together 

with others. But this is true not only 

of interdisciplinary collaboration – just 

think of the large physics projects. Col-

laboration, as scientific progress in 

Back to the measurability of success: 

publications take time, and in our dis-

cipline it often takes years. So only in 

a few years time will we know where 

we stand, as we have only existed for 

four years. Other Graduate Schools find 

themselves in the same situation. An 

indicator for our success is the quality 

of the work of our doctoral students. 

Not only the Board gives us positive 

feedback, but also the members of the 

Graduate School.

In what direction might the path lead? 

This is of course an important topic, 

especially in regards to finances. But the 

Graduate School of Decision Sciences  

will also continue to develop in terms 

of content. We might amend the four 

research areas eventually, but currently 

they seem to work just fine.

Fischbacher: Core relationships exist 

both within and between the four 

main research areas. In Area A it is 

the relationship between economics 

and psychology. Area 

B mainly consists of 

economics, so this 

area is not interdisci-

plinary in itself. Area 

C connects economics 

and political science, 

and Area D, “Information Processing 

and Statistical Analysis”, is the area 

of “tools”. In my view a “tool box” is 

always necessary. In our research field 

several new connections are possible. 

We are by no means the only ones 

studying behaviour. There are other 

fields, most obviously biology, where 

the behaviour of animals instead of 

humans is studied. Currently we have 

not planned a connection, but basi-

cally there are many different potential 

constellations in the area of decision-

making and behaviour.

This means the scope of the indi-

vidual areas might change?

Fischbacher: That might change, 

yes. However, I have to say that our 

current collaboration has been very 

positive. From the viewpoint of eco-

nomics, which we both represent, the 

collaboration with all areas involved 

is successful. This concerns mainly 

“We have successfully completed  

our development phase.”
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Fischbacher: The idea of the Imboden-

Commission, as far as I understand 

it, is, that the orientation should be 

towards the research topics, collabora-

tion should be oriented towards these 

topics and that the training of doc-

toral candidates is naturally included 

in this process. The Graduate Schools 

indirectly also have the function of 

acting as focal points for this topic-

oriented collaboration, in our case 

the interdisciplinary collaboration on 

the topic of Deci-

sion Sciences. I think 

that this Graduate 

School promotes col-

laboration between 

the disciplines, 

and it is an indi-

rect effect of Graduate Schools to 

initiate this collaboration on the PI 

general, can also reduce complexity. If 

another discipline provides new tools, 

one might be able to answer questions 

more easily.

Kaas: That is correct, interdisciplinarity 

does not have to mean more complex-

ity. It is often the case that we tackle 

basic questions using an interdiscipli-

nary approach first, and many of those 

questions are not very complex.

The Imboden Com-

mission, which eval-

uated the German 

Excellence Initia-

tive, recommends 

that Graduate 

Schools should no 

longer be funded. How do you deal 

with that?

Kaas: First we have to wait and see 

how the Excellence Initiative will 

actually be continued. Before that we 

cannot say anything on that matter. 

The plan is still to include the promo-

tion of graduates in the new clusters. 

This means that Graduate Schools can 

be integrated into the new concepts. 

Nevertheless, we hope that Graduate 

Schools that started only in 2012 – as 

we did – will receive further funding, 

so that we, too, will have a period 

of ten years, just like the Graduate 

Schools that started in 2007.

“Collaboration, as scientific progress 

in general, can also reduce complexity”
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this. The junior professorships are 

secured, our immediate existence is 

secured. It would be pretty absurd to 

stop right now.

Kaas: We are 

confident that 

we will get this 

chance. After so 

much work, it 

would be a fatal 

signal to discon-

tinue the Graduate School after six or 

seven years.

At this point of time, do you find 

your concept confirmed in terms of 

content and structure?

(principal investigator) level. New 

research approaches might result 

from this. This is another reason why 

I would deeply regret if we were to 

be thwarted right now, 

as this collaboration is  

beginning to bear fruit.

The Imboden Commis-

sion has a top-down 

approach, moving from 

the PI level to the  

training of doctoral students. In the  

Graduate School, on the other 

hand, we have one large topic  

and provide training in that field. This 

means that the training of our gradu-

ates is based on this shared topic. I 

do not think that the contrast between  

clusters and Graduate Schools is as 

extreme as it might seem. The Imboden  

Commission, however, prefers a format 

that is more flexible, in particular  

in terms of size.

The immediate future of this and the 

next group of students is definitely  

secured. The university has confirmed 

“I do not think that the contrast  

between clusters and Graduate Schools 

is as extreme as it might seem”
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Fischbacher: I think we have a 

great topic and the interdisciplinary  

collaboration works well. Our work is 

therefore a good example for others. 

From my point of view, collaboration  

can be organised in different ways. 

The clusters rather have a top-down  

approach and our focus is more on 

training. For this type of interdiscipli-

nary research you need individuals who 

are trained accordingly.

I see two functions of the Graduate 

School: We want and should continue 

our Graduate School with a topical 

focus, including the possibility to 

award scholarships to promote inter-

disciplinary research. In addition, the 

Graduate School can provide the training  

for different research initiatives with a 

behavioural focus. 

What did you find particularly 

impressive in the past few years? 

What was really outstanding?

Fischbacher: Our students are very 

active. One of our highlights was  

the workshop they organised in  

December 2014 on the topic  

“Preferences and Attitudes”, an 

extremely interesting topic as it has 

brought together psychology and eco-

nomics in an excellent and concise way 

– “preferences” as an economic and 

“attitudes” as a psychological concept.

Kaas: Our students are organising 

another workshop, this year on the 

question of how people deal with infor-

mation. Without a doubt this is a ques-

tion that is important to all areas of 

our Graduate School, for psychology, 

economics, political science as well as 

sociology. The fact that our doctoral 

students organised the workshops all 

on their own is impressive.

Interview: Brigitte Elsner-Heller

Leo Kaas was the coordinator 

of the Graduate School since its 

foundation in November 2012. 

He is Professor of Economics 

Theory and Labour Economics.

Urs Fischbacher is the coordi-

nator of the Graduate School 

since November 2015. He is 

Professor of Applies Economics 

and specialised in experimental 

and behavioural economics.
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1st Year  
Doctoral Students

Enzo Brox

Education: MSc in Political Economy, University of Konstanz

Major Area: (C) Political Decisions and Institutions

Minor Area: (D) Information Processing and Statistical Analysis

First Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Guido Schwerdt

Research Interests: 

	 ·	Policy Evaluation 

	 ·	Migration

	 ·	Education

Robin Braun

Education: MSc in Economics, University of Konstanz

Major Area: (D) Information Processing and Statistical Analysis

Minor Area: (A) Behavioural Decision Making

First Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Ralf Brüggemann

Research Interests:

	 ·	Macroeconometrics
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Tamara Gomilsek

Education: MSc of Psychology, University of Maribor, Faculty of Arts

Major Area: (A) Behavioural Decision Making

Minor Area: (D) Information Processing and Statistical Analysis

First Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Wolfgang Gaissmaier

Research Interests:

	 ·	Heuristic Decision Making

	 ·	Risk perception and Uncertainty

Maurizio Daniele

Education: MSc in Economics, University of Konstanz

Major Area: (D) Information Processing and Statistical Analysis

Minor Area: (B) Intertemporal Choice and Markets

First Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Ralf Brüggemann

Research Interests:

	 ·	Time-Series Analysis

	 ·	Factor Model Analysis

	 ·	Shrinkage Estimation

Lumin Fang

Education: MA in Political Science, Beijing Foreign Studies University

Major Area: (C) Political Decisions and Institutions

Minor Area: (A) Behavioural Decision Making

First Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Susumu Shikano

Research Interests:

	 ·	Political Identity Crisis 

	 ·	Collective Political Action 

	 ·	Heuristic Information Processing 

	 ·	Experimental Study in Social Sciences

YiYi Chen

Education: MA International Politics, Nankai University, Tianjin, China, 

MSc in Strategic Studies, Nanyang Technological University, Singapore

Major Area: (C) Political Decisions and Institutions

Minor Area: (D) Information Processing and Statistical Analysis

First Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Gerald Schneider

Research Interests:

	 ·	Conflict Management and Resolution 

	 ·	Third-party Mediation in Interstate Conflicts

	 ·	Militarised Intervention
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Tommy Krieger

Education: MSc in Mathematical Economics,  

Julius Maximilians University of Würzburg

Major Area: (C) Political Decisions and Institutions

Minor Area: (D) Information Processing and Statistical Analysis

First Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Leo Kaas

Research Interests: 

	 ·	Democracy 

	 ·	Education

	 ·	Empirical Macroeconomics

	 ·	Machine Learning

Ekaterina Kazak

Education: MSc in Economics, University of Konstanz

Major Area: (D) Information Processing and Statistical Analysis

Minor Area: (C) Political Decisions and Institutions

First Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Winfried Pohlmeier

Research Interests: 

	 ·	Financial Econometrics 

	 ·	Portfolio Choice 

	 ·	Robust Testing 

	 ·	Bootstrap Approach

Sebastian Hellmeier

Education: European Master in Government, University of Konstanz

Research Master in Political Science, Universitat Pompeu Fabra, 

Barcelona

Major Area: (C) Political Decisions and Institutions

Minor Area: (D) Information Processing and Statistical Analysis

First Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Nils Weidmann

Research Interests: 

	 ·	Political Protest

	 ·	Authoritarian Regimes

	 ·	Comparative Politics

Moritz Janas

Education: MSc in Economics, University of Cologne

Major Area: (A) Behavioural Decision Making

Minor Area: (B) Intertemporal Choice and Markets

First Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Urs Fischbacher

Research Interests: 

	 ·	Experimental and Behavioural Economics
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Nadiia Makarina

Education: MA in Economics, Kyiv National Economic University,  

BSc in Psychology, University of Konstanz

Major Area: (A) Behavioural Decision Making

Minor Area: (D) Information Processing and Statistical Analysis

First Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Ronald Hübner

Research Interests: 

	 ·	Value-based Decision Making

Hendrik Platte

Education: MA in Politics and Public Administration,  

University of Konstanz

Major Area: (C) Political Decisions and Institutions

Minor Area: (D) Information Processing and Statistical Analysis

First Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Dirk Leuffen

Research Interests:

	 ·	International Relations 

	 ·	Foreign Policy

	 ·	Interactions of Domestic Politics and International Politics 

	 ·	Arms Trade

Max Reinwald

Education: MA in Politics and Public Administration,  

University of Konstanz

Major Area: (A) ) Behavioural Decision Making

Minor Area: (D) Information Processing and Statistical Analysis

First Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Florian Kunze

Research Interests:

	 ·	Diversity

	 ·	Group Climate 

	 ·	Conflict Dynamics 

	 ·	Leadership

Baiba Renerte

Education: MSc in Economics, University of Kiel

Major Area: (A) Behavioural Decision Making

Minor Area: (B) Intertemporal Choice and Markets

First Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Urs Fischbacher

Research Interests: 

	 ·	Behavioural and Experimental Economics

	 ·	Risky Decision Making

	 ·	Social preferences
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Anika Zadruzynski

Education: MSc in Economics, University of Bonn

Major Area: (B) Intertemporal Choice and Markets

Minor Area: (D) Information Processing and Statistical Analysis

First Supervisor: Prof. Dr.  Leo Kaas

Research Interests:

	 · International Macroeconomics 

	 · Business Cycles 

	 · Credit Markets

Ruchira Suresh

Education: MSc of Psychology, Maastricht University,  

Post Graduate Diploma in Counselling Psychology,  

Martin Luther Christian University, Meghalaya, India

Major Area: (A) Behavioural Decision Making

Minor Area: (D) Information Processing and Statistical Analysis

First Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Wolfgang Gaissmaier

Research Interests: 

	 · Heuristic Decision Making

	 · Risk Perception and Uncertainty

Dirk Streeb

Education: MSc in Social and Economic Data Analysis,  

University of Konstanz

Major Area: (D) Information Processing and Statistical Analysis

Minor Area: (A) Behavioural Decision Making

Research Interests: 

	 · Vvisual Analytics 

	 · Model Failures 

	 · Data and Information in the Decision Process

	 · Philosophical Decision Theory

Maurizio Strazzeri

Education: MA in Economics, Justus-Liebig-University Gießen,  

MA in Economics, University of Wisconsin Milwaukee

Major Area: (B) Intertemporal Choice and Markets

Minor Area: (D) Information Processing and Statistical Analysis

First Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Susanne Goldlücke

Research Interests: 

	 · Applied Microeconomics

	 · Computational Economics 

	 · Microeconometrics
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2nd Year 
Doctoral  
Students



Graduate School of Decision Sciences – Annual Report 2015             p. 17

There is no consensus in moral philoso-

phy regarding what constitutes a moral 

or immoral act. This is nowhere as 

apparent as in moral dilemma situations 

where one ethical principle is at odds 

with another. Consequentialism, Deon-

tology and Virtue Ethics are among the 

most prominent contemporary theories 

in Normative Ethics. It may be, as intu-

itionists such as David postulated, that 

there is nothing inherently good or bad 

about an action, and whether it seems 

moral or immoral depends instead on 

our way of thinking about it.  Whether 

this claim is true or not is a conten-

tious topic and goes beyond the scope 

of psychological theories. However, 

answering the larger theoretical ques-

tion of Normative Ethics, “How ought 

Timo Dimitriadis

Education: MSc in Mathematics, University of 

Heidelberg, MSc in Economics, University of 

Heidelberg

Major Area: (D) Information Processing and 

Statistical Analysis

Minor Area: (A) Intertemporal Choice and 

Markets

First Supervisor: Dr. Roxana Halbleib

Research Interests:

	 ·	Financial Econometrics 

	 ·	High Frequency Data 

	 ·	Financial Risks 

	 ·	Quantile Estimation

Johannes Doerflinger

Education: BSc in Psychology, Fast Track  

University of Konstanz

Major Area: (A) Behavioural Decision Making

Minor Area: (D) Information Processing  

and Statistical Analysis

First Supervisor: Prof Dr. Peter Gollwitzer 

Research Interests:

	 ·	Moral Decision Making 

	 ·	Experimental Philosophy 

	 ·	Self-Regulation 

	 ·	Behavioural Economics 

	 ·	Intuitive vs. Deliberate Decision  

		  Making

My research aims at improving the 

predictability of financial risks by 

exploiting the richness of the infor-

mation content of high-frequency 

data in today’s financial markets. The 

main focus lies on analysing how this 

information can be incorporated in 

accurately measuring the occurrence 

probabilities and sizes of extreme 

events on financial markets. This is 

done in the form of estimation and 

forecasting of the most popular finan-

cial risk measures, Value at Risk and 

Expected Shortfall.

A first attempt to tackle this problem 

was undertaken in my first project 

by using the observation that finan-

cial log-prices approximately follow a 

unifractal process. This directly results 

in a unifractal scaling property of 

the distributions of the log-returns 

observed at different timescales. Using 

that scaling property, we can simply 

estimate the desired risk measures from 

high-frequency data (at frequencies of 

e.g. five minutes) observed throughout 

one trading day and upscale these in 

order to get estimates for the corre-

sponding daily risk measures.

We use tick by tick data from NYSE 

stocks and foreign exchange rates in 

order to evaluate the performance of 

our new model compared to several 

other classical estimation and fore-

casting methods for Value at Risk. Our 

preliminary results show that for both 

data sources our estimation method 

outperforms the classical competitors 

in estimation and performs similarly 

in its forecasting ability in terms of 

their relative score, a standard method 

for comparing quantile estimates and 

forecasts. An extension to estimation 

and forecasting of Expected Shortfall is 

straight-forward and will be carried out 

in the future.

In my second project, I will try to 

improve the results of the preceding 

project by generalising the assump-

tions on the price process to a multi-

fractal process. This results in a more 

flexible scaling relationship between 

returns sampled at daily and higher 

intraday frequencies and thus promises 

more accurate estimates of the desired 

financial risk measures.   
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Anastasia Ershova

Education: MA in Political Science,  

University of Mannheim

Major Area: (C) Political Decisions and 

Institutions 

Minor Area: (D) Information Processing and 

Statistical Analysis

First Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Gerald Schneider

Research Interests: 

	 ·	Decision-Making in the European  

		  Union 

	 ·	European Integration 

	 ·	International Relations and  

		  Organisations 

	 ·	Political Economy of Central and  

		  Eastern Europe

we to act?”, may require to explore the 

concrete empirical question: “How do 

we think about how we ought to act?” 

The aim of my research is to investi-

gate how moral thinking is influenced 

by emotional as well as motivational 

processes.

A multitude of moral judgment as well 

as behaviour determining factors has 

been identified. Among the general 

explanations of these effects, moral 

identity theories are promising theo-

ries. Moral identity theories propose 

that seeing oneself as a moral agent is 

central to most people’s self-concept. 

Such self-concepts have a strong moti-

vational force. Most current identity 

theories conceptualise moral identity 

as a one-dimensional rather stable 

aspect of the self, ranging from moral 

to immoral. I plan to build on current 

moral identity theories and develop a 

multi-dimensional dynamic concept of 

role identity. Such a revised identity 

theory will be rooted in motivational 

accounts of human decision making. 

Importantly, it will conceptualise moral 

identity in terms of identity goals. As 

such, moral identity should be sus-

ceptible to processes of goal setting 

and goal striving, including the differ-

ent mindsets that are associated with 

deliberating pros and cons of a poten-

tial goal (goal setting) and planning to 

implement set goals (goal striving).

So far, I have investigated the influ-

ence of such mindsets on the impact 

of emotional framing in moral dilemma 

situations. A large body of moral psy-

chology research is dedicated to the 

understanding of hypothetical moral 

dilemma decisions. A comprehensive 

theory of moral psychology, however, 

has to take into account not only deci-

sions, but also moral behaviour. In 

future studies I plan to explore moral 

disengagement, that is, people’s ten-

dency to violate their own or society’s 

moral rules while maintaining a con-

gruent view of their moral self. This 

work on moral decisions (in dilemma 

situations) and moral actions (with 

regard to moral disengagement) will 

serve to show how moral identity can 

be understood as a dynamic, goal ori-

ented process. In a third project I will 

test the multidimensionality and role 

dependence of moral identity.

I hope that these projects will enhance 

the understanding of human moral 

decision making and behaviour. By 

applying a perspective closely linked 

to motivational psychology, this work 

may shed new light on the intention 

behaviour gap also present in moral 

decisions. Finally, a multidimensional 

goal theory of moral identity may be 

able to explain intraindividual and 

interindividual differences in human 

morality.   

Over the last years a number of promi-

nent media outlets turned their atten-

tion to the EU legislative activity as 

well as to the actions of EU officials 

and their statements. More often than 

not are the EU institutions mentioned 

in the context of an important leg-

islative change that can potentially 

affect national policies and politics. 

In this extensive media coverage, the 

EU Commission is often seen as an 

institution possessing the power to 

restrict the activity of national gov-

ernments, shape and shift their poli-

cies. At the same time, the power of 

the Commission to address day-to-

day issues both at the national and 
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Julia Göhringer

Education: MA in Public Administration and 

European Governance, University of Konstanz; 

Master Etudes Internationales et Européennes, 

Institut d’Etudes Politiques de Grenoble

Major Area: (C) Political Decisions and 

Institutions

Minor Area: (D) Information Processing and 

Statistical Analysis

First Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Gerald Schneider

Research Interests:

	 ·	Decision-Making in the European  

		  Union

	 ·	Compliance of States and Companies

	 ·	Supply of Natural Resources

	 ·	Sustainability Requirements

supranational levels enhances its per-

ceived importance for the management 

of the Union’s affairs.  Interestingly 

enough the narratives of the Commis-

sion built on the media reports are not 

supported by the academic community 

portraying the EU executive as an 

institution whose powers are stead-

ily dissipating (e.g. Crombez, 2000; 

Tsebelis and Garrett, 2000).  Being 

interested in the EU decision-making 

and the power distribution between 

the branches of this supranational 

institution, I have been puzzled by 

this apparent misalignment of views. 

Having started the PhD programme 

at the GSDS, I developed my research 

project that examines the extent and 

determinants of the executive power 

granted to the EU Commission. I argue 

that the discretionary limits imposed 

on the Commission determine the 

extent of its power and its ability to 

shape EU legislation.

The project consists of three parts. 

In the first part, I propose a concise 

formal model of the EU decision 

making that addresses the trade-off 

between the legislative salience and 

the amount of discretion granted to 

the EU Commission on the implemen-

tation stage. The first results indicate 

an inverse non-linear relationship 

between the two factors. To put it 

differently, the more important a leg-

islative act for the Council of Minis-

ters and the European Parliament, the 

less discretionary power they will be 

willing to grant to the Commission on 

the implementation stage. I will test 

this result empirically.

During my studies, consisting of 

basic courses in business administra-

tion and specialised courses in Euro-

pean Integration and International 

Relations, I developed my interest for 

research on the interplay of economic 

interests and political regulation. In 

particular, a fascinating topic is the 

causes and effects of EU policies con-

cerning natural resources.

The European economy is dependent 

on imports of certain metals and min-

erals. This dependency of the Euro-

pean Union (EU) is caused by factors 

such as the lack of reserves within 

the EU or high extraction-costs in 

The second part of the project aims 

at assessing the role of preference 

configuration in the European Com-

mission in affecting the discretionary 

limits imposed by legislators. I argue 

that the preference of the Directorates 

General responsible for the imple-

mentation of the legislative proposal 

affects the level of discretion that 

legislative actors are willing to grant 

to the Commission.  In the third part 

of the research project I will focus the 

analysis on the individual level prefer-

ences represented in the EU Commis-

sion and their influence on the amount 

of discretion the EU legislators endow 

the Commission with.

The contribution of this research is 

twofold. Firstly, it advances the under-

standing of mechanisms and condi-

tions influencing the decision-making 

processes in the EU, and the deter-

minants of the Commission’s power 

stemming from the available execu-

tive leeway. Starting the analysis on 

the supranational level, I disaggre-

gate the actors to the sub-institu-

tional and individual level capturing 

inter- and intra-institutional interac-

tions. Secondly, drawing Principal-

Agent setting, this project contributes 

to the organisational theory and its 

application to the EU setting.   
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”Done is better than perfect, because 

something is better than nothing” is a 

common quote around the halls of Face-

book. However, doing something at all 

seems in many situations to be challeng-

ing enough for people. Many individuals 

are facing hindrances if they want to 

reach a goal. An important reason is that 

good possibilities to act immediately are 

in a steady flux because usually there are 

many opportunities to choose around, 

and an individual needs the right occa-

sion to react.

This is also relevant in today’s business 

environment where leaders are faced 

with various challenges and decisions 

they have to react immediately on. One 

important aspect where effective leader-

ship decision processes occur are team 

the EU associated with these natural 

resources. The extractive industry 

is often blamed for violating labour 

standards and ignoring environmen-

tal protection. Moreover, emerging 

and developing countries where - in 

many cases - the extraction of these 

much needed raw materials takes 

place, are often accused of tolerating 

this behaviour. Although sustainable 

development has become one of the 

core objectives of EU policy-making, 

it might not be on the top of the 

agenda in these foreign countries. 

Therefore, the EU faces the dilemma 

of its political measures needing to 

tackle resource dependency, while 

fostering sustainable development. 

Frequently, the EU decides to meet 

this challenge by foregoing precise 

and legally binding ‘hard law’ regula-

tions using non-legally binding and 

less precise ‘soft-law’ regulations 

instead. 

What is the effectiveness of these 

regulations? The motivation of my 

thesis is to draw conclusions about 

the compliance of states and compa-

nies with EU sustainability require-

ments regarding natural resources. 

This analysis will be conducted 

through three different projects, 

each researching the topic on differ-

ent levels. 

In the first project, I want to analyse 

the compliance of the EU and its 

trading partners with environmental 

standards included in trade agree-

ments. Accordingly, I investigate the 

impact of the strictness of environ-

mental provisions in regional trade 
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agreements on trade flows of, what 

the EU defines to be, critical com-

modities. I argue that the design 

of the trade agreements as well as 

domestic forces matter for the deci-

sion of states to comply (or not 

comply) with environmental provi-

sions in trade agreements.

The second project analyses the com-

pliance of EU member states with 

certain EU directives. These direc-

tives shall foster sustainable devel-

opment in industries such as the car 

manufacturing and high-tech indus-

tries. In particular, I want to analyse 

what makes member states imple-

ment different magnitudes of fines, 

in order to sanction violations.

Finally, the third project aims to 

investigate the compliance of the 

extractive industry with EU law on 

sustainability, once it is implemented 

into national law.

My research will help to draw con-

clusions about the determinants and 

effectiveness of the design of sus-

tainability requirements regarding 

natural resources.   
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meetings. Here my PhD project comes 

into play. 

Self-regulation with implementation 

intentions, a strategy developed by my 

supervisor Peter Gollwitzer, helps indi-

viduals to react. Implementation inten-

tions also known as if-then plans create 

an option to close the behaviour gap 

between having merely good inten-

tions and achieving goals e.g. reacting 

immediately if necessary. Whereas goal 

intentions just define a wished outcome, 

implementation intentions are specified 

as if-then plans: they determine when, 

where, and how an individual attains a 

set goal (i.e., “If I encounter situation 

G, then I will show response H!”). I am 

especially interested in the question how 

self-regulation can improve leadership 

effectiveness in different types of team 

meetings and when exactly a leader has 

to react to enhance overall performance.  

My work has an interdisciplinary-oriented 

focus at the intersection of motivational 

psychology and organisational behav-

iour. By training I am a psychologist 

and political scientist. Prior to coming 

to Konstanz, I studied in Regensburg, 

Washington D.C. and Stellenbosch. I also 

worked at Allianz SE, global headquar-

ters, where I gained experience at Group 

Communications and Group HR.  Drawing 

insights from my interdisciplinary studies 

and my work at a truly international 

company, it was not coming as a surprise 

that my research interests developed 

around leadership and goal achievement 

research.   
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Moral norms are crucial for human socie-

ties because they facilitate coordination 

and cooperation. Nevertheless, there 

is considerable heterogeneity in social 

norms, which is particularly apparent 

across cultures. But even within a culture, 

people differ in their moral norms and 

value different virtues and condemn dif-

ferent vices. These differences in moral 

convictions are not arbitrary. As Jona-

than Haidt and colleagues have shown, 

these moral views correlate with political 

views. Haidt and colleagues define five 

moral foundations: care, fairness, loyalty, 

authority and purity. The first two foun-

dations correlate negatively with a right 

political orientation, whereas the other 

three foundations correlate positively 

with a right political orientation.

These moral foundations are not one 

dimensional and political orientation 

could matter in how these dimensions are 

assessed. For example, fairness can mean 

equality of outcome or equality of oppor-

tunities, but only equality of outcome is 

a “left norm”. Similarly, loyalty depends 

on the reference group and while nation-

ality is a particularly important group for 

the right, other group like sports teams 

might be equally important for the left. I 

plan to investigate the relevance of this 

heterogeneity in moral norms and behav-

iour using incentivised experiments.

My first experiment is about loyalty and 

fairness norms (joint with Katrin Schmelz 

and Urs Fischbacher). While a couple 

of studies have found conservatives to 

care more about in-group loyalty and 

less about equality compared to liber-

als, we suspect these results depend on 

which group-criterion is used. It seems 

rather obvious that politically left people 

are less patriotic, but we challenge the 

generalisation of this effect to other 

groups. Consequently, we developed a 

design that allows discriminatory behav-

iour for different groups, specifically, 

nationality, political orientation itself 

and an artificial group constructed from 

art-preferences. Additionally, we assess 

participant’s beliefs about the behaviour 

of the different groups. This reveals how 

people assess the kindness and loyalty of 

other group members.

My second experiment is about author-

ity, fairness and situational influences 

in moral judgment (joint with Johannes 

Doerflinger). Questionnaire data has 

shown that politically right people care 
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etc. In the long run, armed conflicts have 

a profound impact on national economies 

and infrastructure, on social cohesion  

and on psychological health and well- 

being. All of these factors might also 

negatively affect the prospects for post-

conflict peace building and, as such, 

increase the chances for violent conflicts 

to reoccur. The dissertation will address 

the effects of experiencing violent con-

flict on the political status quo and the 

civil society. I will focus on the relation-

ship between political violence and social 

identification of group members (e.g., 

national pride, citizens’ sense of com- 

munity and belonging etc.) in an attempt 

to better explain the overall relationship 

between violent conflict’s outcomes and 

the recurrence of such conflicts. This  

will be researched in both the individual 

and the collective levels of analysis. 

Furthermore, the last decades of collec-

tive action on the part of disadvantaged 

minority groups, has brought into sharp 

focus the problem of group cohesiveness 

and polarisation. Traditionally, group 

cohesiveness has been inferred from the 

number and strength of mutual positive 

attitudes among members of a group. 

The attraction which serves as the basis 

of cohesion is developed and main-

tained through the mutual satisfaction 

A growing empirical literature has shown 

violent conflict to be highly influential 

on both individuals and societies. While 

past research has mainly focused on 

violent conflict’s economic effects, its’ 

multidimensional nature necessitates a 

more multilevel, interdisciplinary study. 

Specifically, I’m interested in studying 

the effects of different violent conflicts’ 

aftermaths on individuals, societies and 

nations. Recent efforts to empirically 

document the effect of violent conflicts, 

which often occurs in countries that have 

weak infrastructure and sparse pre-con-

flict statistics, have found more lasting 

impacts on human than on physical  

capital. 

The conflict literature distinguishes 

between direct effects of conflicts 

(killing, wounding and physical destruc-

tion) and indirect effects of conflicts 

on economic performance and human 

welfare. In the short term, indirect 

victims of armed conflict might suffer 

greatly or even lose their lives as a result  

of the loss of access to basic health care,  

adequate food and shelter, clean water, 

more about respect and authority. We 

want to complement this evidence with 

incentivised experiments. Such experi-

ments are scarce thus far due to the 

difficulties of creating authority in a 

lab-environment. We avoid this problem 

by using the natural authority of train-

ers of sports teams. Additionally, we 

use priming in order to investigate how 

moral behaviour is influenced by situ-

ational factors. In the priming task, sub-

jects have to create a ranking of rules, 

which are important in a sports-context. 

Authority is primed using items such 

as “I don’t argue with referees, even if 

I disagree with them”, while fairness is 

primed using items like “I shake hands 

with my opponents after a match”. Our 

experiment will allow us to investigate 

the interaction of authority and fairness 

priming with political orientation. In 

particular, it will show whether priming 

a specific norm is more effective for 

those who are more susceptible to this 

norm and, as a consequence, whether it 

increases or decreases heterogeneity in 

the assessment of social norms.   
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of needs. This traditional view of the 

social cohesion model links group cohe-

siveness to success and failure. While  

this proposition was supported by 

extensive literature, a growing number 

of studies indicate that the relationship  

between group performance and intra-

groupcohesiveness may not be so 

straightforward.

In my first project, I will look into the  

shifts in levels of national pride and sense  

of belonging among Israelis during a ten 

years period, following successful and 

unsuccessful military operations with  

variations in their aftermath. The results 

will be studied in both the individual as 

well as the group levels upon distin-

guishing between Jewish Israelis, Arab 

Israelis and immigrants.

In my second project, I will explore the 

link between the experience of political 

violence and intra-social change. I expect 

that different violent conflict’s outcomes 

(victory, defeat, stalemate and a nego-

tiated agreement) will have different  

effects insofar as intragroup social identi-

fication, cohesiveness and polarisation.  

I will account for the said changes in the  

society and explain those using socio-

psychological theories. 

In my third project, I will build upon the 

research conducted in both the individual 

and aggregated levels of analysis in the 

first two projects and model the relation-

ship between the aftermath of violent 

conflicts and their recurrence. Here, I 

aim to better explain the correlation  

between the likelihood of experiencing 

a recurring conflict following specific 

outcomes of past violent conflicts.   
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After graduating from the University of 

Konstanz with a diploma in Mathemati-

cal Finance, I worked as consultant and 

supported various projects in the finan-

cial sector across Europe for several 

years. Quantitative modelling and risk 

management have been my focus area 

at that time. 

In my research, I am now analysing the 

interplay between information and the 

stock market. In times where informa-

tion seems to be the key ingredient to 

success, but also of concern in many 

spheres of life, I try to harness the value 

of information in order to answer inter-

esting questions in the field of Finance.

 

My first PhD project, which is joint with 

Nadja Younes, investigates whether 

the sentiment which is transmitted 

with every piece of information is able 

to predict and explain CEO dismissals. 

Since the CEO is often the most popular 

representative of a company, the 

announcement of a leadership change 

is able to cause significant stock price 

changes. Therefore, our research shall 

contribute to a better understanding of 

those capital market reactions by pro-

viding information-based insights.

In my second project, which is joint 

with my supervisor Prof. Dr. Marcel 

Fischer, we ask whether the business 

cycle affects how information is pro-

cessed by capital markets. Since emo-

tions play a significant part in every 

individual’s decision-making process, 

we wonder whether people react differ-

ently to good or bad news in good or 

bad states of economy. For this project, 

we analyse the relationship between 

news, search query volumes and the 

stock market.  
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Informal meetings with colleagues and 

friends are not only an important part 

of our academic, social and private 

life; they are also part of the politi-

cal process. When preparing a policy 

decision, politicians and bureaucrats 

meet with their peers and colleagues 

to discuss recent events and exchange 

ideas and information. These informal 

meetings might have an influence on 

the decisions they eventually make. In 

my PhD project “Horizontal Bureaucratic 

Networks. Structure and Effect of Sub-

national Coordination Relations”, I want 

to find out more about the structure and 

consequences of these informal meet-

ings. For this reason, I collected origi-

nal survey data with which I will be able 

to characterise these informal networks 

in the German federal system.

In this project, I combine the two 

research areas of public administra-

tions and multilevel systems by asking 

how public administrations in multilevel 

systems are involved in federal decision-

making and in which way they influence 

decisions. I use the example of Germany 

and conduct a network analysis in order 

to open the black box of the decision-

making structure and process among 

subnational public administrations. 

Thereby, I am working with quantitative 

and qualitative methods.

In my first paper, I want to explain the 

structure of the informal coordination 

network and contrast it with the formal 

rules and institutions of the federal 

system. I focus especially on the role 

of government chancelleries as central 

coordination units vis-à-vis the minis-

tries within each subnational unit but 

also vis-à-vis each other in a compara-

tive perspective. In the second paper I 

look at differences in the coordination 

structures across policy fields. The main 

question is under which circumstances 

the informal coordination networks 

have an influence on the level of con-

flict in decision-making in this policy 

field. For the third paper I will conduct 

expert interviews in order to find out 

which strategies the bureaucratic actors 

use to influence the decisions.   

Evaluating the impact of policy changes,  

interventions or, generally speaking, 

treatments on a population in eco-

nomics such as job market programmes 

can be very challenging. Non-random 

selection of observations into different 

treatment status requires statistical 

assumptions and methods to identify, 

estimate and test presence and size of 

causal effects. In real world applica-

tions, the performance of established 

methods is substantially affected by 

phenomena like small selection prob-

abilities or limited comparable units in  

terms of their observable characteristics.  

In my dissertation I address both, prob-

lems of estimation and testing accu-

racy in models that are flexible to the 

underlying data generating process, i.e. 

not imposing restrictive assumptions 

on treatment effect heterogeneity.
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Robust methods in the literature often 

involve substantial data-cleaning 

steps that are often too strong. In 

one project, I try to develop smoother 

methods that, instead of reducing the 

sample, limit the impact of informa-

tion from problematic observations. 

One method is based on asymptotical 

efficiency, while others are particularly 

designed for improving small sample 

properties. The second class tends to 

be weaker in the simplest setups but 

is much more robust with respect to 

strong heterogeneity in the treatment 

effects.

In multiple treatment setups, there is 

an interesting phenomenon of treat-

ment effect irrelevant observations, 

which are units that are not used to 

construct the final estimate. However, 

they can be informative with respect 

to the properties of the estimator. This 

motivates the development of statisti-

cally optimal aggregation strategies 

for group specific means. We develop a 

nonparametric approach with theoreti-

cally optimal weighting and derive its 

properties under different assumptions 

on the aggregation determining param-

eters.  It is closely related to shrinkage 

estimation and nonparametric kernel 

methods for discrete data.

In another project, we try to improve 

the accuracy of confidence bounds on 

treatment effects when observations 

are only mildly comparable. We derive 

asymptotically valid approximations of 

statistical tests on a variety of effect 

parameters and deduce a strategy for 

improving coverage rates of the cor-

responding confidence bounds with a 
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Electoral turnout and vote decisions 

are central aspects of citizens’ politi-

cal participation in democracies and a 

major interest of political scientists. 

Beyond the conventional single-elec-

tion perspective, scholars have recently 

claimed that voting behaviour evolves 

dynamically over time. This argument 

has led to two major theories: habitual 

voting and adaptive aspiration-based 

voting. The former assumes uncondi-

tional reinforcement: voting decisions 

made once are ceteris-paribus more 

likely to be repeated in the future like 

for behavioural automatisms. Adap-

tive aspiration-based voting models, in 

contrast, stress conditional reinforce-

ment: previously chosen actions are 

reinforced only if outcomes are sat-

isfactory. Thus, they predict satisfied 

voters to be more likely to vote and 

satisfied abstainers to be more likely to 

abstain in the future.

discretisation approach using B-splines 

and comparing the performance to 

other approaches in the literature such 

as refined resampling methods.   

The empirical literature on these 

dynamic models of voting has left 

important questions unanswered and 

most studies only investigate habitual 

turnout models. Hence, the relative 

importance of conditional vs. uncon-

ditional reinforcement of voting deci-

sions remains unknown. In addition, 

due to the challenges of separating 

dynamic voting from unobserved back-

ground factors, studies about dynamic 

voting have been limited to the analy-

sis of subpopulations. My thesis aims 

to disentangle these dynamic voting 

models and to assess them in general 

populations.

My first study assesses the prevalence 

of conditional vs. unconditional rein-

forcement in turnout and vote choices 

in a large panel survey in the UK. For 

this aim, I investigate the performance 

of estimators for dynamic non-linear 

panel problems that have previously 

been ignored in the literature.

My second study analyses dynamic 

turnout across different election types. 

Empirically, I draw on a combination 

of voting register data with elections 

results. To this data, I apply an inno-

vative psychometric scaling model in 
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order to account for the differential 

salience of the elections, unobserved 

voter characteristics and to detect con-

ditional and unconditional reinforce-

ment of turnout.

The third study is dedicated towards 

a thorough test of aspiration-based 

adaptive voting models. By applying 

hybrid choice modelling techniques to 

a voter panel, I aggregate many indi-

cators of pre-election aspirations and 

perceived outcomes. These, in turn, are 

essential for a direct test of the key 

components of adaptive aspiration-

based voting models.   

I studied International Economics and 

Public Policy at the Johannes Guten-

berg-University of Mainz (JGU Mainz). 

After my graduation, I started to work 

for the KIDS-WIN Project, which is a 

randomised controlled field experi-

ment conducted in primary schools by 

Prof. Dr. Daniel Schunk (JGU Mainz) 

and Prof. Dr. Ernst Fehr (University 

of Zurich). The work in this project 

aroused my research interest in the 

field of Economics of Education. In 

April 2014, I started to work at the 

chair of Prof. Dr. Schwerdt at the Uni-

versity of Konstanz and shortly after-

wards I joined the Graduate School of 

Decision Science in October 2014.

My first research project, which is 

joint work with Dr. Katarina Zigova 

and Prof. Schwerdt, investigates the 

long-term effects of centralised exit 

exams (CEE) on cognitive skills using 

the unique PIAAC data on adult com-

petencies. The existing literature 

shows a predominantly positive effect 

of CEEs on students’ cognitive skills 

but the effects could be blurred by a 

mere teaching to the test behaviour. 

We show that adults who graduated 

under a system of CEEs show a higher 

level of cognitive skills and that the 

reported positive effects of CEEs are 

not driven by a higher test taking 

ability of students.

My second research project is joint 

work with Nora Grote from the JGU 

Mainz. We make use of the KIGGS data 

set from the Robert Koch institute, 

which contains various health, school 

and parent information on German 

children and adolescents. With this 

rich data, we investigate the effect of 

a higher student workload, induced by 

the German G8 reform, on the physical 

and mental well-being of students. We 

expect to find, amongst other, higher 

stress levels and lower rates of subjec-

tive well-being among students who 

are exposed to a higher workload.

My third research project lies in the 

field of teacher effectiveness and ad- 

dresses the question whether a better 

classroom management of teachers 

affect student achievement.   
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Many welfare states in industrialised 

countries face enormous challenges. 

On the one hand, further welfare state 

expansion seems to be limited by high 

levels of public debt and public resist-

ance against further increases in taxes 

or social security contributions. Yet, 

on the other hand, new social risks, 

such as single parenthood and pre-

carious working careers, create new 

demands for social benefits and ser-

vices. Thus, from this direction gov-

ernments are pushed towards welfare 

state expansion in the areas of public 

childcare and family services, edu-

cation spending and active labour 

market policies in order to secure 

newly emerging risk groups.

Both trends, fiscal limits to social 

policy expansion and new social 

demands, are accompanied by the 

ageing of populations. This third 

development results in a declining 

number of contributors to the welfare 

state and a rising number of recipients 

who increase the costs most notably 

through pension and healthcare 

expenditures.

Taken together, these trends might 

trigger a clash of generations, which 

implies competition for scarce welfare 

benefits between younger and older 

people, making trade-offs between 

social programmes and benefit reci- 

pients inevitable. However, potential  

trade-offs might be systematically 

tilted to favour the elderly. As in 

ageing societies the elderly will gain 

more and more electoral power and are 

likely to be the most expensive group 

of welfare recipients, their willingness 

to sacrifice their own claims to 

increase spending for the benefit of 

the younger generations, which can 

be called intergenerational solidarity 

(IGS), might become decisive for the 

sustainability of the welfare state.

My PhD project, therefore, aims at con-

tributing to a better knowledge of the 

factors which affect IGS among older 

people and examines three research 

questions in particular. First, how is 

IGS determined by interpersonal and 

institutional trust among the elderly? 

Second, does religiosity have an 

impact on older people’s preferences 

towards IGS, and how far do the social 

context of people and the age-profile 

of the welfare state mediate this rela-

tionship? Finally, I investigate the 

importance of reciprocity for older 

people’s willingness to accept trade-

offs in favour of the younger genera-

tions: Are the elderly more supportive 

if they have the impression that the 

young make valuable contributions to 

the common good of society?

In sum, as the group of older people 

will gain in importance, the results of 

my PhD project might provide some 

valuable insights of whether restruc-

turing the welfare state is possible and 

what trade-offs or reforms are feasible 

in order to ensure the sustainability of 

the welfare state in hard times.   
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Statistical Analysis

Minor Area: (B) Intertemporal Choice and 

Market

First Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Winfried Pohlmeier

Research Interests:

	 ·	Econometrics 

	 ·	Risk Measurement 

	 ·	Shrinkage Estimation

My research focuses on the investigation 

of modern regularisation techniques for 

high-dimensional econometric models 

with endogeneity.

The existence of the correlation 

between regressors and error term in 

linear regression appears to be a fre-

quently arising problem in many empir-

ical applications. In this case,  the 

ordinal least square procedure (OLS) 

provides a practitioner with biased and 

inconsistent estimates and leads to a 

false statistical inference. The stand-

ard approach used in the literature to 

overcome the endogeneity problem is 

to implement the instrumental variable 

(IV) estimation method. In particular, 

one chooses instrumental variables 

that, firstly, explain the endogenous 
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A methodological approach that can 

deal with it, is shrinkage methods, 

which aim at shrinking the coefficient 

estimates towards zero by a penalty 

term. If the penalty term is properly 

chosen, we can achieve variable selec-

tion. In my project, I exploit the LASSO 

technique to modify the ordinary 2SLS 

procedure for obtaining a smaller 

instrument set. LASSO will reduce the 

dimensionality of the problem signifi-

cantly and lead to feasible and good 

quality estimates on the second stage 

given that almost no information is 

imposed a priori regarding the number 

of relevant instruments and their 

ordering.

The second project focuses on regulari-

sation in standard asset pricing models 

in presence of many or/and weak 

instruments problem. Capital asset 

pricing model (CAPM) is a widely used 

model that explains the relationship 

between the expected return and the 

risk of securities on the market. Origi-

nal specification of this model in the 

version of Sharpe (1964) and Lintner 

(1965) includes an expected real 

market return as explanatory variable. 

However, this quantity is unobserv-

able in practice.Therefore, in applied 

work it is common to use a proxy vari-

able instead of market returns. This 

creates an error in variables problem 

and, as a result, OLS estimates become 

biased and inconsistent. In order to 

cope with this problem, lagged values 

of the proxy for a market can be used 

as instruments. The objective of the 

project is to study the performance of  

shrinkage and regularisation methods 

to eliminate the problem of having 

Annerose Nisser

Education: MSSc in Peace and Conflict Studies, 

Uppsala University, Sweden

Major Area: (C) Political Decisions and 

Institutions

Minor Area: (D) Information Processing and 

Statistical Analysis

First Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Nils Weidmann

Research Interests:

	 ·	Peace and Conflict Research

	 ·	Quantitative and Experimental Social  

		  Science Methodology

	 ·	Political Psychology (e.g. Political  

		  Attitudes and Political Mobilisation)

	 ·	Modern Information and  

		  Communication Technologies (ICT)

regressors, and, secondly, are uncorre-

lated with initial outcome variable. This 

allows for a usage of a two-stage least 

square (2SLS) estimation method or 

generalized method of moments (GMM). 

Since the first introduction of the instru- 

mental variable regression approach, 

several problems regarding its implemen-

tation have been found out. One of the  

possible problems may arise when a 

researcher possesses a wide bunch of 

instruments for a parameter of interest.  

Large number of instruments may appear  

in practice if the list of observed instru- 

ments is large or their lags and different  

transformations (B-splines, polynomials,  

etc.) may be viewed as valid instruments.  

Using many valid instrumental variables, 

on one hand, may improve asymptotic 

efficiency of the estimates. However, 

not all the available technical instru-

ments are relevant for the prediction 

of the endogenous variable. Moreover,  

including too many instruments can 

lead to highly biased estimates. The 

research question of interest of the 

first project is estimation and improve-

ment of the prediction accuracy of the 

IV regression in the presence of many 

instrumental variables.

Since we are interested in construction 

of the IV estimator with good finite 

sample properties and asymptotic effi-

ciency, and in the model which the irrel-

evant instruments should not enter, it 

may be a question of interest to reduce 

the set of possible instruments, avoid-

ing a simple, but time-consuming and 

computationally burdensome screening 

of possible models.

weak and/or many moment conditions 

in real world application, re-estimate 

standard asset pricing models in the 

presence of weak instruments and to 

check the robustness of previous find-

ings.   
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After my Bachelor’s in Philosophy & 

Economics and internships in the field 

of Development Economics and Social 

Entrepreneurship, I got interested in 

behavioural economics and decided 

to do my Master’s in Economics and 

Psychology at the University of Paris 

1 Panthéon-Sorbonne. For my Master 

thesis, I analysed decision processes in 

normal-form games using eye-tracking. 

Now under the supervision of Prof. 

Wolfgang Gaissmaier, I am interested in 

how information search and the use of 

specific decision strategies vary across 

different decision contexts and under 

which circumstances such decision 

strategies are adaptive and ecological 

rational.

Nathalie Popovic

Education: MSc in Economics and  

Psychology, Pantheon-Sorbonne University and 

Paris Descartes

Major Area: (A) Behavioural Decision Making

Minor Area: (D) Information Processing and 

Statistical Analysis

First Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Wolfgang Gaissmaier

Research Interests:

	 ·	Decisions under Risk and  

		  Uncertainty 

	 ·	Heuristics and Ecological  

		  Rationality

	 ·	Experimental and Behavioural  

		  Economics

I have been enrolled as a PhD student 

in the Graduate School of Decision 

Sciences since April 2014. I am also 

a member of the “Communication, 

Networks and Contention” Research 

Group led by Nils Weidmann, where we 

focus on how modern information and 

communication technology impacts 

violent and non-violent conflict and 

contention. 

My dissertation project deals with how 

ethnic groups interact in online spaces 

and how this impacts interethnic ten-

sions. Political scientists, conflict 

researchers and social psychologists 

have compiled extensive knowledge 

on interethnic interactions in the real 

world, however, little to nothing is 

known on the dynamics of intereth-

nic interactions in online spaces. Yet 

this question should be of great sig-

nificance in a time when social inter-

actions increasingly take place online. 

It has been argued that modern com-

munication technology may lead to 

radicalisation (e.g. of young jihadists); 

on the other hand, it may also improve 

mutual understanding even between 

physically separated groups (in line 

with a “virtual” contact hypothesis). To 

date, those arguments have not been 

subjected to a rigorous empirical test, 

especially not in relation to ethnic 

groups. 

To close this gap, I employ large-scale 

web scraping, automated content 

analysis and network analysis to 

analyse a large ethnically heteroge-

neous blogger network (> 300,000 

bloggers) in a post-conflict society 

(Bosnia and Herzegovina). Using 

this case, I first develop a measure 

for ethnic segregation in the blogger 

network and investigate whether poli-

tics as a discussion topic increases 

ethnic segregation (together with  

Nils Weidmann). Curiously, I find that  

political topics themselves do not 

increase ethnic divisions. However, 

strong interest in politics makes blog-

gers interact preferably with others 

from their own ethnic group. This result 

has important significance for our 

understanding of the nexus between 

politics and ethnicity: Whereas political 

issues themselves appear to be easily 

addressed across ethnic lines, high 

interest in politics seems to increase 

ethnic identification and thereby indi-

rectly enhances ethnic divisions.

In a second step, I investigate how 

outside political events (elections) 

influence interethnic relations, espe-

cially the extent of ethnic segregation. 

I expect that both ethnic segregation 

itself and the influence of political 

topics on ethnic segregation should 

increase in the context of elections. 

Third, I will test whether higher ethnic 

segregation indeed increases the likeli-

hood of interethnic tensions, as it has 

been proposed by existing research. 

In total, I believe that my project will 

make important substantive contri-

butions on how interethnic relations 

develop in the online sphere, and meth-

odological contributions on how social 

science and especially conflict research 

can take advantage of the possibilities 

of modern computing and communica-

tion technology.   
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In my first project, I build on a recent 

stream of research that suggests that 

we decide differently in situations that 

evoke relatively strong affect (such 

as choices between medications with 

different potential side effects)  com-

pared to situations which are relatively 

affect-poor (such as choices between 

lotteries) – a phenomenon referred to 

as affect gap. Specifically, we seem to 

rely more on heuristic decision strate-

gies and show a decreased sensitivity 

to probability information in affect-

rich choices (e.g. choices between 

medications that can lead to different 

side effects) compared to affect-poor 

choices (e.g. choices between lotter-

ies that can lead to different potential 

losses). Moreover, it has been found 

that we often decide differently when 

we choose for ourselves than when we 

decide on behalf of another person. 

One explanation provided by several 

researchers is that we are less emo-

tionally involved when deciding for 

another person than when deciding for 

ourselves.

Integrating these findings, I analyse in 

my first project the affect gap in deci-

sions for others. Whereas participants 

deciding for themselves are expected 

to show a significant difference in 

information search, probability sensi-

tivity and applied decision strategies 

between affect-poor and affect-rich 

decision problems, this difference is 

expected to be significantly reduced in 

decisions for others.

In order to get insights about peo-

ple’s decision processes, I also make 

use of the Decisions from Experience 

paradigm. In this paradigm, partici-

pants initially don’t get any informa-

tion about the potential outcomes 

and their likelihoods. Participants can, 

however, learn about the outcomes and 

probabilities by sampling from each of 

the options without any cost before 

making a decision. Thus, the paradigm 

gives information about how important 

it is for participants to get a precise 

knowledge about the probability of a 

specific outcome. Additionally, it pro-

vides interesting insights into how we 

make decisions in situations where our 

knowledge about possible outcomes 

and their likelihoods is based on our 

own experience.   
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After my studies in Accounting and 

Finance at the University of Tübin-

gen, I started my PhD at the Graduate 

School of Decision Sciences in October 

2014. I am supervised by Prof. Dr. Axel 

Kind and my major research area is 

Intertemporal Choice and Markets (B). 

My research interests mainly lie in the 

field of Corporate Governance, more 

precisely in Chief Executive Officer 

(CEO) turnover.

Generally speaking, a CEO who is hired 

and fired by a board of directors, is 

seen as the most important person of 

a company. She has the strongest influ-

ence on the firm’s long-term strategy 

including investment and financing 

decisions and is responsible for maxim-

ising shareholder wealth.

Nadja Younes

Education: MSc in Accounting and Finance, 

University of Tübingen

Major Area: (B) Intertemporal Choice and 

Market

Minor Area: (A) Behavioural Decision Making

First Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Axel Kind

Research Interests:

	 ·	CEO Turnover and Board Characteristics

	 ·	Multinational Firms’ Ownership  

		  Structure

My first PhD project investigates the 

impact of abrupt CEO deaths on the 

wealth effect of competitors, suppliers, 

and corporate customers. Thereby, I 

especially focus on entrenched manag-

ers, i.e. those who a board of directors 

would or could not remove even in spite 

of poor performance. Previous research 

has shown that shareholders welcome 

the announcement of entrenched CEOs’ 

sudden deaths. In anticipation of a 

change in the firm’s current strategic 

direction, I assume that such depar-

tures are not only a shock for the 

company of the deceased manager, but 

will also impact its suppliers, competi-

tors, and corporate customers.

In a second project, which is joint with 

Patrick Hauf, we explore the predic-

tion power of public news articles with 

respect to CEO dismissals. More spe-

cifically, we screen press releases for a 

disproportional use of negative words 

(according to established literature), in 

order to measure the public sentiment 

of a firm. Independent from a CEO’s 

prior performance, which is shown to 

be a main determinant of firing deci-

sions, we expect that a negative senti-

ment increases the likelihood of a CEO 

dismissal.   
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For every vacancy that a firm fills, many 

more workers are reallocated: Some 

quit their old jobs to accept new jobs; 

some are laid off; and some enter or 

leave the labour force. As a result, for 

every percentage change in employment 

growth more workers than necessary are  

reallocated to achieve desired employ-

ment level. Indeed, the literature has 

long documented large magnitudes of 

worker and job flows. For example, as 

a percentage of employment (at the 

establishment level) between 1993–

2003, average quarterly hires, separa-

tions, job creation and job destruction 

for the US were 13.1%, 10.7%, 7.6%, 

and 5.2%, respectively. Corresponding 

figures for Germany and Europe at large 

are much lower owing to institutional 

differences. In Germany, for instance, 

between 1993 and 2009 average annual 

gross hires, separation, job creation, 

and job destruction rates were 10.6%, 

12.8%, 4.6%, 6.8%, respectively. 

An age-old interest in the literature has 

been to fully understand the relation 

between job flows and worker flows at 

the microlevel and over the business 

cycle. Worker flows are understood as 

hires and separations. Job flows are the 

difference between hires and separa-

tions and they reflect employers’ expan-

sion and contraction in the workforce. 

Together, they speak to the demand and 

supply sides of the labour market.

Skilled and unskilled 
Labour FLows

Bihemo Kimasa

Across countries, extant empirical evi-

dence paints a regular pattern at the 

micro level: Whether they expand or con-

tract, firms simultaneously hire and sep-

arate with workers. Furthermore, hiring 

and separation rates are non-linear 

functions of employment growth. That 
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is, expanding employers hire workers at 

least one-for-one with each percentage 

point increase in the employment level. 

Separations are also non-linear func-

tions of establishment growth. These 

non-linear relations are fairly robust 

to business cycle fluctuations, reflect-

ing that economic downturns or upturns 

merely shift the distribution of employ-

ment growth rates.

What is not well understood is how 

much of these flows can be attributed 

to high-skilled or low-skilled workers 

separately. Moreover, how do firms vary 

their skill mix as they grow in response 

to both idiosyncratic and aggregate 

shocks? This exercise is now possible 

because of a unique German establish-

ment-level dataset which has for each 

employer measures of worker flows, 

gross and disaggregated.

The aim of one of my ongoing research 

projects is to understand how firms vary 

the skill composition of their workforce 

as they expand and contract in response 

to aggregate and idiosyncratic shocks. 

Because firms differ along several 

important dimensions including employ-

ment size, age, industry, and, growth, 

different firms will demand different 

quantities of worker skill groups. The 

central question is how the respective 

worker skill groups vary as firms grow 

and shrink in response to both idiosyn-

cratic and aggregate (business cycle) 

shocks. By decomposing employment 

into different skill groups, I can, con-

trary to the past, uncover how much of 

the variation in employment is attrib-

uted to which skill groups. The project 

will enable an understanding of which 

employers are more likely to hire which 

types of employees and can uncover 

which workers are more likely to be hired 

or laid off during recessions or booms, 

and potentially for what reasons.   
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I chose to join my second supervisor’s  

(Kathleen Gallagher Cunningham) home  

University. Some of the most promi-

nent scholars on grouplevel civil war 

research work at the Department of 

Government & Politics at the Univer-

sity of Maryland. Since my own work 

deals with armed actors in internal 

conflicts, I benefited tremendously 

from the interactions with and spot-on 

feedback from Kathleen Gallagher 

Cunningham and her colleagues on 

my dissertation project. For instance, 

Kathleen Cunningham has pushed con-

flict research ahead by conceptualising 

and investigating how the existence 

of various anti-government organisa-

tions impact conflict dynamics and 

outcomes. Kathleen Cunningham’s  

rigorous theorising of complex civil 

What are the advantages of conducting 

a research stay at a foreign university? 

In a hectic and tightly planned PhD 

programme, going abroad should have 

a clear purpose and result in an added 

value to your PhD and academic career. 

In that sense, choosing the right uni-

versity or department is crucial. One 

strategy is to pick a university accord-

ing to its reputation – Harvard is cer-

tainly an eye catcher on your CV. On 

the other side, in order to maximise 

short- and long-term benefits, a better 

option is to select an environment that 

matches your own work and expertise. 

From this perspective, choosing a uni-

versity that hosts important scholars in 

your area of research or who fit your 

methodological approach is an appro-

priate strategy. 

war dynamics has inspired my disserta-

tion. In my own work, I complement 

the focus on anti-government groups 

by integrating pro-government militias 

in concepts of civil wars. The repeated 

interactions with Kathleen Cunning-

ham helped me to sharpen the framing 

of my dissertation and contributed to 

elaborating more concise arguments. 

Furthermore, due to early planning I 

had the opportunity to present my own 

research at the Department’s IR/CICDM 

Workshop. This workshop series brings 

together faculty and graduate students 

with an interest in International Rela-

tions, and it allowed me to exchange 

with researcher from a diverse Politi-

cal Science background. The repeated 

in-depth interactions with faculty 

members and PhD students impacted 

The Merits of Going  
Abroad During the PhD

Sabine Otto

One beauty of being a researcher is that the profession is an international pursuit. 

Even though we spend many hours in the office, our work and outcomes are not 

limited by geographical boundaries. Rather, we publish in international journals, 

collaborate with colleagues from around the globe, and carry out field research 

in different countries. Another possibility of gaining international experiences 

is a research stay abroad. Indeed, it is an opportunity to spice up your doctoral 

studies and it is a valuable experience during your PhD. During the third year of my  

dissertation I had the chance to spend three months at the Department of  

Government & Politics at the University of Maryland. Being in an excellent  

academic environment and living in the U.S. contributed to both my academic and 

private development.
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my dissertation project directly, 

because I received feedback on one 

of my dissertation papers over several 

iterations. I also enjoyed getting in 

contact with a research community that 

has a different perspective on my own 

research than the one at the University 

of Konstanz. This experience was not 

only beneficial to broaden my intel-

lectual horizon, but also to anticipate 

potential criticism of journal reviewers. 

Furthermore, the exchange with various 

scholars contributed to establish ties 

and networks facilitating future coop-

eration with junior and senior scholars 

alike. Finally, it was interesting to get 

a taste of a competitive research envi-

ronment. Being in a different working 

environment for three months allows 

me to make a better judgement which 

job market to target for a post-doc 

position. 

While the academic benefits of going 

abroad are outstanding, spending a 

couple of months in a different country 

is also a cultural experience. For 

instance, I needed some time to get 

into communicational codes, routines 

and modes of personal interactions. 

One challenge was to figure out that 

the rule of interaction is pro-activity. 

Information is happily provided if 

one is asking but it is less likely to 

be revealed without doing so. When 

I arrived, I assumed that the depart-

ment’s staff would provide me with the 

most basic information about campus 

life. I quickly realised that things work 

differently. If I needed something, 

I had to ask. Until I discovered the 

different logic of interaction, I was 

confused that nobody told me whether 

there exists a cafeteria, where the 

other PhD students have their offices, 

and where the bus leaves. Another big 

difference is that academics do not 

make lunch breaks together. People 

usually have lunch in the office while 

working. While meeting for lunch at 

the University of Konstanz is rather 

informal, in the U.S. it sometimes feels 

more formal. Professional and personal 

interactions became easier after I had 

learned that being pro-active and 

making appointments is the way to go. 

As part of the cultural experience, I also 

took the opportunity to discover some 

cities in the US. Due to its proximity 

I went various times at the weekend 

to Washington D.C. Being accepted for 

conference brought me to New Orleans. 

Since the marginal costs are relatively 

low, I also took the opportunity to visit 

New York and Los Angeles. The diver-

sity, the different styles, and vibes in 

these cities impressed me. Each city 

is appealing in its own way. However, 

they all have high rates of home-

less people, poverty, and segregation 

according to social status in common. 

I did not get used to the obvious social 

injustice. Being confronted with differ-

ent realities is one important aspect 

of a stay abroad. It gave me a chance 

to experience new perspectives and 

to re-evaluate my own attitudes and 

preferences.

While going abroad during the PhD is 

an excellent idea, there are some chal-

lenges. Planning and conducting a 

research stay in the U.S. is costly in 

material and non-material terms. For 

instance, visa costs sum up to a several 

hundred Euros, and living in the U.S. 

is significantly more expensive than 

in Germany. In addition, selecting the 

appropriate university takes time and 

the overall visa procedure is tedious. 

Furthermore, getting in contact 

with the preferred scholar and being 

accepted as a pre-doctoral fellow can 

be challenging. I, for instance, under-

estimated how much time it takes to 

plan the trip, to get used to the new 

environment, and the additional finan-

cial costs. As a consequence, I at times 

felt frustrated because I spent a lot 

of time organising the research stay 

and contemplating how to best deal 

with budget constraints rather than 

working on my dissertation. However, 

careful organisation help keep the 

costs at a minimum. Early planning and 

approaching your supervisor and his 

or her network contribute to getting 

in contact with the right scholar on 

time. Furthermore, as a member of the 

GSDS we are in the comfortable posi-

tion of receiving logistical and finan-

cial support making the undertaking of 

going abroad easier. 

Taken together, I am certain that the 

interactions with leading scholars in 

my research area at the University of 

Maryland contributed to improve my 

dissertation project. I am also con-

vinced that the research stay abroad 

will be beneficial for future coopera-

tion and research projects. Living in 

the US was an enlightening experience 

for me. Of course, it took a lot of effort 

and time, but in the end, the benefits 

clearly outweigh the costs.   
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distributed and therefore only a very 

specific process can disrupt it. Second, 

psychologist showed in multiple studies 

that humans are incapable of producing 

random numbers even if they are spe-

cifically asked to do so. Therefore, it 

is assumed that a person that manip-

ulates an election through replacing 

vote counts by made up numbers will 

cause deviations from the expected 

uniform distribution because the person 

is incapable of producing such random 

numbers.

While the idea seems smart at the first 

glance, it neglects important aspects at 

a second glance. First, it assumes that 

a person that manipulates vote counts 

replaces nearly all numbers of such an 

election return sheet. This is not a rea-

sonable assumption if humans are con-

sidered to be thoughtful and strategic. 

Such a person might prefer a (time) 

I research statistical methods to detect 

election fraud and to be more precise I 

focus on digit tests within that disci-

pline. Those methods relay on the offi-

cial election results at the lowest level 

of aggregations, the polling stations. 

Researchers showed that a specific digit 

of this vote counts should follow a spe-

cific distribution. For example in polling 

station 1, party A received 245 votes, in 

polling station 2 it is 591 and so on. In 

polling station 1 this gives a first digit 

of 2, a second digit that is 4 and the last 

digit is 5, in 2 the first digit is 5, the 

second 9 and the last digit is 1. The last 

digit of such vote counts is assumed to 

be uniformly distributed which means 

that all numbers between 0 and 9 have 

the same probability to appear as a last 

digit. Scholars combined two impor-

tant aspects to establish the last digit 

test: First, almost all processes should 

result in last digits that are uniformly 

efficient strategy and instead of chang-

ing every number, which can be a lot 

of work, they change only a few vote 

counts in polling stations that make the 

biggest difference for the final result. 

Second, manipulation itself is not 

trivial. This is something I experienced 

myself when preparing my presentation 

for the first Science Slam of the GSDS 

for which I manipulated vote counts by 

hand to illustrate the logic of the test. 

For example, the vote counts of the dif-

ferent parties should add up to the sum 

of voters and stay within the number of 

eligible voters. This requires attention 

and enforces limits on the “random” 

number a manipulator might produce. 

Moreover, there are many possibilities 

to manipulate election return sheets, 

replacing vote counts by made up 

numbers is likely just one out of many 

manipulation strategies. 

… and why the interdisciplinary nature 

of the GSDS can make a difference for 

such a project.

How  
humans  

manipulate  
elections…

Verena Mack
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Researchers assume the random number 

strategy as the relevant mechanism, 

but it has never been studied. I estab-

lished an experiment to learn how 

subjects manipulative election results 

and what strategies they use. Labora-

tory experiments were not part of my 

expertise at that point. I first had to 

learn that conducting an experiment is 

never simple, fast and the implementa-

tion is not necessary straight forward. 

Here, the interdisciplinary of the GSDS 

as well as having an office next door 

to the right people made a big differ-

ence. I discussed the experiment over 

and over with Jan, Konstantin, Fabian 

and Dominik who all work with experi-

ments in their dissertation. They invited 

me to an informal colloquium of Area A 

to discuss the experimental setup, its 

framing, the order of the task, subject 

matching and so on. At first, those 

things seemed to be fine details, but 

they make a big difference for a proper 

setup of the experiment and to receive 

valid data for analysis. For example, it 

improved the quality of the data (cap-

turing subjects actual manipulation 

behaviour) to discuss the different pos-

sibilities how the framing and ordering 

of the manipulation and evaluation task 

could impact behaviour and performance  

in each task and I could also learn from 

more experienced researchers in this 

field how the matching of subjects can 

impact how subjects tackle a task. 

My results  show that subjects manipu-

late as little as possible and therefore 

the extent increases with the intensity of 

manipulation. However, a different setup 

can change this behaviour and increase 

the extent of manipulation, keeping 

the intensity constant. Moreover,  

subjects do not always replace vote counts 

with a new number, but also change  

individual digits, swap votes between 

parties and focus on shifting votes 

between parties instead of increasing  

turnout. Both, the extent of manipula-

tion and the strategy that is applied can 

affect detectability by the LD test.   
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see themselves in a federation compa-

rable to the United States of America. 

Quite to the contrary, they do not only 

govern their countries but also exert 

influence on EU matters. This complex 

and unique framework shapes today’s 

European continent.

To understand political decision-making 

in Europe that will affect our and future 

generations’ lives, I argue, we need to 

take these particularities into account 

and apply a comparative perspective on 

European countries, their agenda-setting 

and policy-making alongside the parallel 

development at the European level. As a  

consequence, my dissertation defines the  

European project as much more than just  

an institutional addition to the political  

landscape. This way, I approach questions  

of “neglected effects”, “representing  

Europeans”, and “domestic consequences”  

of deepening European integration:

What happens to nation states’ decision-

making when you add another level of 

governance? When you merge countries 

into a Union that resembled each other 

but did not share a common culture or 

language, social, economic, or political 

history (besides a history of war – one of 

the Union’s founding reasons)? Moreover, 

how does a project that started off as an 

Economic Community change when, in a 

major treaty in the 1990s and a number 

of further far-reaching developments in 

the following 25 years, this new and 

unprecedented level of governance takes 

over more and more sovereignty from the 

member states and adds an increasing 

amount of topics to its own agenda? 

This multilevel project currently exists in 

Europe – a complex set-up of intragov-

ernmental and supranational institutions 

on the European Union level in addition 

to 28 strong member states that do not 

Let’s start from the “Delors Myth” – a 

claim by one of the Union’s founding 

fathers and early commission presidents 

that states that within the next 10 years 

(from a 1988 perspective) more than 

80% of the legislation related to eco-

nomics, and maybe also taxes and social 

affairs will be of community origin. 

While this, per se, has never happened 

because the member states kept their 

say and “protected” their countries from  

European influences to a certain extent 

as research on the finds, I contend 

that by only looking at national laws  

transposing European legislation directly 

we miss further important influences. 

Through shifting competencies from 

the national to the European level, as 

has happened extensively over the last 

40 years, the European project changes 

agenda-setting and policy-making deci-

sively also in seemingly uninfluenced 

policy areas. An increase of the share 

The Consequences of 
the European Project

Daniela Beyer
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of German (exemplary for other member 

states) laws with community origin from 

18% to 54% over those years does not 

go unnoticed. I find that it profoundly 

and lastingly influences policy-making 

dynamics: decision-makers’ attention can 

be shifted more easily to topics requir-

ing legislation and the process becomes 

much smoother, while the opposite 

happens for the proportion of laws with 

European influence. 

Yet, if that happens, if the EU influences 

policies in so many fields directly and 

also governance processes indirectly, do 

we not have to ask ourselves who is actu-

ally responsible for citizens’ concerns? 

Who cares for topics that concern our 

daily lives? The European level is often 

claimed to be undemocratic and distant 

from its citizens, lacking the context 

for any kind of representation that we 

are familiar with from our countries. At 

the same time, the EU needs to present 

result to justify its existence in addi-

tion to the autonomous nation states. 

My findings suggest that the EU deals 

with policy areas that citizens claim 

to be the most important at the time 

– and potentially even more than the 

member states – given that it has the 

respective competencies as assigned by 

the treaties and that a shared problem 

perception in the member states exists. 

For topics of citizens’ concern to make 

it on the EU agenda comparatively easy 

agreement (as measured in similarity of 

problem perceptions and urgency), cross-

national coalitions on topics, or an insti-

tutionally defined stronger agenda-setter  

(the country holding the European 

Council presidency) needs to exist. The 

accompanying graph portrays which per-

centage of member states’ laws concerns 

topics that citizens claim to be impor-

tant. In the second part it shows how 

much more or less responsive the EU is 

compared to the median member state. 

With values consistently around and 

often above one it indicates that the EU 

is actually more repsonsive to citizens’ 

concerns than we thought, sometimes 

even more responsive than the member 

states.

Given the finding of a stronger than 

expected role of the EU level (that 

is dependent on national influences, 

however), the consequent next question 

would be whether EU member states do 
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not grow closer with regard to their pri-

orities for policy areas over time because 

of the strong common influence and col-

laboration? An initial look reveals that 

some countries are close to the EU mean 

in distributing their attention to topics, 

others deviate in their attention to certain 

topics over the whole time, while again 

others portray many ups- and downs.  

My claim is that the Council Presiden-

cies play a role for major deviations 

from the rule. Countries’ pioneering and 

agenda-setting roles when being in this 

institutionally defined stronger position 

can act counter, however. Depending on 

the initial deviation of the respective 

topic from the EU mean and the deci-

sion whether or not to set the topic as 

one of few focus areas for the presidency, 

we see countries adjust or deviate even 

stronger from the other countries. 

Similarity of EU-member states in their 

policy-making, the role of institutional 

constraints and set-ups on the European 

level, the domestic consequences of 

decisions or roles currently held at the 

EU level – those factors unite the three 

papers into a dissertation on the conse-

quences of the European project for the 

member states. All of it concerns the 

new framework’s domestic effects for the 

countries of Europe. 

In the news, the European Union has been 

very prominent these days: the economic 

crisis, threatening a Grexit and poten-

tial disintegration because of disagree-

ment over solutions, the refugee crisis,  

jeopardising the Schengen agreement 

with the free movement of people as one 

of the most important basic principles of 

the Union, and the upcoming referendum  

on Britain’s future in or outside the 

Union are only some examples that 

prove the importance of dealing with 

the EU’s consequences. Those, and, more  

importantly, their perceptions, decide 

about the future of the European Union 

that has begun to shape the European 

continent.   
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Exploring
Ignorance

The Acquisition, Selection and Processing of Information

Interdisciplinary Research Symposium on Decision Making 
18 – 20 May, 2016, hedicke‘s Terracotta

Opening Speaker: Urs Fischbacher ( University of Konstanz ) 

Keynote Speakers:  Gerd Gigerenzer ( MPI for Human Development Berlin )  
Arthur Lupia ( University of Michigan )

Focus Speakers:  Susann Fiedler ( MPI for Research on Collective Goods, Bonn ) · Ian Krajbich 
( Ohio State University ) · Alex Mintz ( IDC Herzliya ) · Thorsten Pachur ( MPI for 
Human Development, Berlin ) · Stefan Schulz-Hardt ( University of Göttingen ) · 
Marco Steenbergen ( University of Zürich )

In cooperation with: Department of Psychology, Department of  

Politics and Public Administration, International Office
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How do individuals or groups make 

decisions with regard to themselves, 

environmental constraints and stra-

tegic interactions? In a nutshell, this 

summarises the question underlying 

the interdisciplinary Graduate School 

of Decision Sciences. While admittedly 

being much too broad to ever be ever 

studied in-depth or let alone answered 

across the diverse decision-makers and 

decisions studied in the Social Sciences,  

it neatly summarises the challenges of 

interdisciplinary decision science. 

One way of living up to these chal-

lenges is to break intractable research 

questions in smaller bits and pieces 

and tackle them in an interdisciplinary 

fashion. This is one key goal of the 2016 

GSDS Symposium. After the success of 

the 2014 GSDS Symposium “Do I like 

what I prefer?” we are proud to hold 

the 2nd GSDS Symposium “Exploring 

Ignorance - The Acquisition, Selection,  

and Processing of Information” in 

May 2016. This research symposium 

focusses on crucial questions asked 

throughout Psychology, Economics 

and Political Science: How is infor-

mation used in decision-making, and 

how can we study and understand its 

variation across decision-makers and 

contexts? Answering these questions 

has largely been an exercise carried 

out isolated within each of those dis-

ciplines using discipline-specific theo-

retical and methodological approaches. 

The 2016 GSDS Symposium integrates 

an interdisciplinary group of research-

ers to foster an exchange on common 

insights and challenges regarding the 

role of information in decision-making 

processes. 

The Symposium is organised around 

keynote and focus sessions held by 

distinguished speakers on selected 

research areas in information behav-

iour. We are excited to host Prof. 

Arthur Lupia (University of Michigan) 

and Prof. Gerd Gigerenzer (Max-Planck-

Institute for Human Development) as 

keynote speakers as well as Prof. Alex 

Mintz (Institute for Policy and Strat-

egy (IPS) at IDC Herzliya), Dr. Susann 

Fiedler (Max-Planck-Institute for 

Research on Collective Goods), Dr. Ian 

Krajbich (Ohio State University), Dr. 

Thorsten Pachur (Max-Planck-Institute 

for Human Development), Prof. Stefan 

Schulz-Hardt (University of Göttingen) 

and Prof. Marco Steenbergen (University  

of Zürich) as focus speakers. These are 

complemented by paper and poster 

presentations of over 30 research pro-

jects submitted from researchers all 

over the world. The Symposium offers 

a unique, interdisciplinary discussion, 

and feedback platform for researchers  

interested and actively engaged in the 

study information behaviour. It will 

hence feature networking opportunities  

for current and future research projects. 

We wish to thank the GSDS, the TWI 

and the involved departments for their 

generous funding of the research sym-

posium and encourage you to join us in 

making interdisciplinarity reality.

The Acquisition, Selection and Processing of Information

Interdisciplinary GSDS Research Symposium, 18-20 May 2016

Exploring ignorance
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Quick facts

Date May 18th-20th, 2016

Location hedicke’s Terracotta ,

Luisenstraße 9, 78464 Konstanz

www.terracotta-konstanz.de

Contact information

gsds.overloadinfo2016@uni.kn

For more information and registration, 

please see the conference website

–gsds.uni.kn/symposium-2016

Prof. Arthur Lupia

(University of Michigan)

Prof. Gerd Gigerenzer 

(Max-Planck-Institute for 

Human Development)

Organisers (l.t.r.): Johannes Doerflinger, Nathalie Popovic, Julia Göhringer, David Grammling, Lucia Görke, Konstantin Käppner
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Lyudmila Grigoryeva is a Junior 

Professor for Computational Statistics 

and Econometrics at the University 

of Konstanz since October 2015. She 

obtained her PhD in mathematical mod-

eling and computational methods at the 

Taras Shevchenko National University 

of Kyiv in 2009. She was awarded with 

a Schlumberger Foundation Faculty for 

Future Fellowship for two years in a 

row in 2011-2013, which she used to 

conduct research in the Laboratoire de 

Mathématiques de Besançon (France) 

as a postdoctoral fellow. In 2014 and 

2015 she continued her work in that 

institution in the framework of a mul-

tidisciplinary research project funded 

by the Région de Franche-Comté. Her 

research interests lay mainly in the 

areas of statistical modeling, financial 

econometrics, dynamical systems, and 

machine learning. 

1) Why did you choose the Univer-

sity of Konstanz and the GSDS as the 

next place for continuing your aca-

demic career?

My research interests are diverse and 

I was looking for a place where this 

could have been appreciated and wel-

comed. The University of Konstanz 

and the GSDS propose perfect environ-

ment for personal growth and ambi-

tious plans. The working atmosphere 

is very motivating, which is so impor-

tant in the academic career. The GSDS 

proposes a great meeting point for 

researchers from different disciplines, 

which provides great opportunities for 

the applications of my work. 

2) In research I am currently most 

interested in…

mathematical statistics, time series 

analysis, machine learning, and 

dynamical systems with applications 

to financial econometrics and high-

dimensional signal treatment.

3) The GSDS is an interdisciplinary 

Graduate School. How will your 

research benefit from such an inte-

grated approach?

I find the GSDS an outstanding plat-

form for the interdisciplinary inter-

action of researchers from different 

communities, which makes it so special 

on the academic map. Communication 

with the experts from other fields is 

always inspiring. Personally, I am very 

concerned about the applications of 

my research and hence, from that point 

of view, getting closer to other disci-

plines may be mutually enriching. 

4) What has influenced you the most 

in your academic career so far?

The most influential for me so far have 

been the years that I spent in the Lab-

oratoire de Mathématiques de Besan-

çon as a postdoctoral fellow. There, I 

got the taste of fearless brainstorm-

ing problems that are at the edge of 

various disciplines and also the taste 

for true and devoted collaboration.

5) From your personal experience: 

what advice can you give to the 

doctoral students of the Graduate 

School?

My advice is not to be scared of anything 

in research, to take risks, to be stubborn 

in the positive sense of the word, and 

not to get desperate when something 

does not work out. Doing research with 

its ups and downs is a privilege and one 

has to keep in mind that we are given 

a great opportunity to do what we love 

the most.   

Junior Professors
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Janina Hoffmann is a Junior Pro-

fessor for Information Processing and 

Economic Decision Making. She studied 

at the University of Mannheim and 

received her PhD from the University 

of Basel in 2014. At the GSDS, her 

research focuses on the psychological 

mechanisms underlying human judg-

ment and decision-making. 

1) Why did you choose the Univer-

sity of Konstanz and the GSDS as the 

next place for continuing your aca-

demic career?

In my past work, I studied how human 

decision-making is grounded in basic 

memory processes, such as retrieval 

from long-term memory. The interdis-

ciplinary focus of the GSDS offered to 

broaden this perspective and to apply 

my knowledge about the cognitive pro-

cesses underlying decision making to 

new research areas. 

2) In research I am currently most 

interested in…

Broadly speaking, I am now mostly 

interested in how the decision criteria 

people set interact with experiences 

people made in the past. For instance, 

imagine a consumer who wants to buy 

a new car and does not want to spend 

a lot of money. However, the consumer 

may also remember a particularly nice 

car from one newspaper ad. How does 

this memory influence the decision the 

consumer makes? To understand this 

interaction, I study how people make 

judgments over the course of time and 

adapt to changing decision contexts. 

Further, I develop and test cogni-

tive process models that describe this 

learning process.

3) The GSDS is an interdisciplinary 

Graduate School. How will your 

research benefit from such an inte-

grated approach?

The GSDS brings together researchers 

interested in a vast range of theoreti-

cal and methodological approaches. 

Discussing my ideas with colleagues 

from different fields may first benefit 

my own research by considering a new 

perspective. Second, integrating new 

ideas from different fields can be a very 

fruitful research approach. 

4) What has influenced you the most 

in your academic career so far?

Over the course of my career, I prof-

ited a lot from the support of my PhD 

supervisors, scientific discussions with 

different mentors and peers, as well as 

workshops that not only enhanced my 

professional skills, but also broadened 

my academic network. However, I would 

never have started an academic career 

without meeting a professor during my 

undergrads who shared his fascination 

for how the human mind works with 

his students. This fascination is what 

keeps me pursuing an academic career.

5) From your personal experience: 

what advice can you give to the 

doctoral students of the Graduate 

School?

During my PhD, I think I have struggled 

mostly with writing up a manuscript. 

As any statistical technique, however, 

writing is something you can learn. 

Taking courses in academic writing 

and getting feedback on your manu-

scripts early in your career helps a lot 

to improve your writing skills.   
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Economics in Memory of Alfred Nobel  

in the year 2010. One shortcoming of  

the textbook search- and matching  

model is that firms are described too  

simplistically. In contrast to the evi-

dence, firm size plays no role for wages  

or for the creation and destruction of jobs 

in the standard model. This deficiency  

is the starting point of a literature on 

the role of firms in labour markets, and 

this is where our paper fits in.

NS: Most of the previous work on 

this topic relies on the assumption 

that firms fill their job vacancies at 

falls short of capturing the observa-

tion that unfilled jobs and unemploy-

ment coexist and that job and worker 

flows are sizable. By now, the search-

and-matching approach is the standard  

toolkit for macroeconomists and labour  

economists to describe not only unem- 

ployment dynamics but also the flows  

of workers between different labour mar- 

ket states, the creation and destruction  

of jobs, and the dispersion and dynam-

ics of earnings. For their seminal contri- 

butions to this literature, P. Diamond,  

D. Mortensen and C. Pissarides have been  

awarded the Sveriges Riksbank Prize in  

Leo Kaas (University of Konstanz) and  

Phillip Kircher (University of Pennsylvania); 

American Economic Review, Vol. 105, 3030-3060, 2015

Efficient Firm 
Dynamics in a 
Frictional  
Labor Market

NS (Nawid Siassi): Your work  

contributes to a large literature 

on equilibrium unemployment and 

search frictions in the labour market. 

Could you summarise the main  

cornerstones of this theory and 

how your paper contributes to this 

literature?

LK (Leo Kaas): Labour markets function  

differently from most other markets: 

the simple paradigm of a static com-

petitive market in which downward 

rigidity of real wages is the sole 

reason of persistent unemployment 

Abstract: We develop and analyse a labour market model in which heterogeneous  

firms operate under decreasing returns and compete for labour by posting  

long-term contracts. Firms achieve faster growth by offering higher lifetime wages, 

which allows them to fill vacancies with higher probability, consistent with recent 

empirical findings. The model also captures several other regularities about firm 

size, job flows and pay, and generates sluggish aggregate dynamics of labour 

market variables. In contrast to existing bargaining models, efficiency obtains 

on all margins of job creation and destruction, and the model allows a tractable 

characterisation over the business cycle.
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a common rate. The validity of this 

assumption is, however, challenged 

by recent empirical evidence. How 

does your theory account for this evi-

dence and what are the implications? 

LK: Indeed, for a long time and due to 

lack of appropriate data, the recruit-

ing behaviour of firms has been treated 

like a black box. New firm-level data 

on vacancies and hires have allowed 

researchers to understand better how 

firms hire and how this hiring behav-

iour varies over the business cycle. For 

the United States, a recent paper by S. 

Davis, J. Faberman and J. Haltiwanger 

shows that firms expand employment 

not only by posting more vacancies but 

especially by filling those vacancies 

at a higher rate. Our paper provides a 

theoretical foundation for this obser-

vation: highly productive firms offer 

more attractive wage contracts, which 

allows them to fill vacancies faster and 

to expand their workforce faster than 

less productive firms.

NS: In order to test your theory, 

you simulate employment and firm 

dynamics in our model and confront 

the results with actual business cycle 

data. How successful is your model 

in accounting for the salient fea-

tures of the data? 

LK: We calibrate the parameters of our 

model economy to match the micro-

level recruitment patterns. With this 

parameterisation we can also study 

how the model economy responds to 

aggregate productivity shocks driving 

the business cycle. We find that the 

aggregate recruiting intensity varies 

procyclically, which accounts for a 

second empirical finding of Davis, 

Faberman and Haltiwanger. Moreover, 

the very same parameterisation that 

accounts for the micro-level variation 

in vacancy-fill rates across firms also 

generates aggregate dynamics of the 

recruiting intensity of a similar magni-

tude as in U.S. data.

NS: Your work also makes contribu-

tions on a theoretical and technical 

level. For instance, you are able to 

show that the competitive equilib-

rium in your model is “efficient”, 

and that the model is particularly 

tractable even outside the “steady 

state”. Could you provide a brief 

intuition for the meaning of these 

results and their implications? 

LK: Although there are search-and-

matching frictions in our model 

economy, wages are flexible in the 

sense that firms can commit to arbitrary 

wage contracts and that workers can 

decide for what types of contracts to 

search. Extending earlier results in the 

literature, we establish that the result-

ing equilibrium is socially efficient: a 

fictitious central planner cannot allo-

cate firms and workers better than the 

market does. This efficiency result is 

especially useful for computational 

applications. Normally macroeconomic 

models with substantial heterogeneity 

require rather sophisticated approxima-

tion techniques to simulate business-

cycle dynamics. Those techniques are 

not required for our model; it permits 

a tractable numerical implementation 

despite of rich heterogeneity on the 

side of firms.   

Nawid Siassi is a Junior Profes-

sor at the Graduate School of 

Decision Sciences. His research 

focuses on the determinants 

and consequences of inequal-

ity, the value of intrahousehold 

insurance, and the effective-

ness of labour market policies 

and anti-poverty programmes.

Leo Kaas is a professor at the 

Department of Economics and 

former scientific coordinator 

of the Graduate School. His 

research interests are macroe- 

conomics and labour economics.
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Christina Isabel Zuber (University of Konstanz) and Edina Szöcsik (University of Bern); 

European Journal of Political Research 54(4), 784–801, November 2015

Ethnic outbidding and 
nested competition

Explaining the extremism of ethnonational minority parties in Europe

Abstract: The classical outbidding model of ethnic politics argues that demo-

cratic competition involving ethnic parties inevitably leads to ethnic outbidding 

where parties adopt ever more extreme positions. However, recent small-N studies 

show that ethnic outbidding is only one of a range of strategies available to 

ethnic parties. This article seeks to explain why some ethnic parties are extrem-

ist, whereas others adopt moderate positions. Drawing on the ethnic outbidding 

and the nested competition model of ethnic party competition, it is hypothesised 

that the ethnic segmentation of the electoral market, and the relative salience 

of an ethnically cross-cutting economic dimension of party competition, account 

for the varying degrees of extremism. Hypotheses are tested drawing on a novel, 

expert-survey-based dataset that provides indicators for the positions of 83 eth-

nonational minority parties in 22 European democracies in 2011. 

Results of ordinary least squares and two-level linear regressions show that as the 

economic dimension gains importance, parties become more moderate relative to 

the party system mean. The electorate’s ethnic segmentation has a positive effect 

on extremism, but this effect is not significant in all models. Contrary to expec-

tations, higher ethnic segmentation of the party system is associated with more 

moderate positions in the majority of the estimated models.
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MB (Michael Becher): Multi-ethnic 

countries make up a large share 

of contemporary democracies and 

immigration means that even more 

homogenous countries like Germany 

become more heterogeneous ethni-

cally. You have published prolifically 

on how party competition works in 

this setting. Is political competition 

fundamentally different in multi-

ethnic countries compared to ethni-

cally less diverse countries?

CZ (Christina Zuber): Many scholars 

used to claim that political competi-

tion is fundamentally different in these 

contexts due to the stability of ethnic 

identity categories compared to other 

social identity categories. The default 

assumption was that the truest rep-

resentative of the group always wins 

and then the literature also equated 

the truest representative with the most 

radical defender of group rights. My 

short answer is that if you look at the 

empirical reality, then the parties are 

not that different from other parties 

not appealing to ethnic identity 

categories.

MB: What is at stake in the study of 

this topic?

 

CZ: One motivating question for me 

is whether democracy can function 

when the interests of identity groups 

are represented. There is a tendency to 

think that as soon as we bring identity 

into politics, then everything becomes 

really conflictual. If this is true, the 

only solution would be: let’s not talk 

about identity in politics, let’s just talk 

about substantive concerns, let’s build 

a road for everybody and then things 

work. I do not believe that we can just 

shut out identity concerns; they are 

there, so my hope was that there might 

be a way to represent them peacefully 

and not represent them in a conflictual 

way. Is it possible for parties to pick 

up identity concerns of their voters 

without calling into question the exist-

ence of the common state?

Another motivation is theoretical.  A 

dominant view in the literature was the 

so-called model of ethnic outbidding. 

It is a simple game-theoretical model 

of party competition where parties 

appealing to different ethnic groups 

compete for their respective voters 

and, in the long run the most radical 

contender dominates within each 

intra-ethnic arena of competition. 

That expectation of ethnic outbid-

ding among elites is underlying many 

models in conflict research that did not 

test the underlying mechanism of out-

bidding but focused on implications at 

the group level, and when asked about 

the mechanism, they would refer to 

ethnic outbidding among elites. In my 

work, I wanted to tackle the mecha-

nism directly and study the elites and 

their behaviour directly, instead of the 

groups.  

 

MB: In your recent article with  

Edina Szöcsik in the European Journal 

of Political Research you explain  

why some parties representing 

ethnic minority groups actually make  

more extreme demands regarding  

national autonomy than others. 

What is the empirical basis for this 

observation? 

 

CZ: We embarked on this massive 

data collection project. We did an 

expert survey, asking experts for party 

systems and ethnic parties all across 

Europe to give us their evaluation of 

where these ethnic parties stand on 

ethnic issues and where they stand on  

economic issues, and how important the  

respective dimension is for their  

programme. We defined the extreme 

pole as a claim about breaking up 

the existing state, so if you demand  

annexation of the territory of your 

group to another state (irredentism) 

or if you want to secede and build 

a new nation-state for your group. 

This extreme position is for example 

now adopted very prominently by the  

Catalans in Spain. The Scottish  

National Party and the Alliance of 

Independent Social Democrats, a Serb 

party in Bosnia are other secessionist 

examples. 

 

MB: What about the ones that take 

more moderate positions?  

CZ: To stick to the Catalan example, 

during our period of investigation 

the dominant Catalan governing party 

was still autonomist, so they were 

in favour of increasing autonomy 

for Catalonia within Spain, but they  

were not making a claim about  

seceding from Spain. That was when  

we were collecting the data in 2011 

(a long time span from collecting 

data and publishing the article). They 

turned secessionist later on.  

MB: How difficult was it to get the 

experts to respond to your survey?
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CZ: We got a better response rate than 

the Benoit and Laver expert survey 

on party positions, and, I think it is 

because we specifically addressed 

people working on these topics. We did 

not just contact any political scientist 

because we knew not everybody is fol-

lowing these parties and the ethnicity 

and nationalism topics we are inter-

ested in. So we got a response rate of 

25%, but we really had to “pamper” 

the experts. There was a big differ-

ence between political scientists who 

are familiar with the idea of compar-

ing between countries and historians 

and ethnologists who rather responded 

that the scale does not do justice to 

the case they study in depth, or that in  

their context, none of the parties 

demands secession, which is of course 

very interesting from a comparative 

perspective. We wrote a lot of e-mails 

explaining what we do and why we do it. 

MB: So why do some parties take 

more extreme positions than others?

CZ: We test an argument I previously 

made in a different article where I 

illustrate it with a case study. The 

argument is that not all ethnic parties 

compete in the same situational logic.  

Some really only see their other intra-

ethnic competitors as relevant and 

only stay within the narrow boundaries 

of this ethnic game. Others see them-

selves as simultaneously competing 

with other ethnic parties appealing to 

the same group and with the “normal” 

non-ethnic parties. What I am arguing 

is that previously, the literature has 

only taken the first situation into 

account, so they assumed that as soon 

as you are talking to an ethnic group, 

then you automatically only refer to 

other ethnic parties who also want 

to represent that same group. What I 

found in my case study based research 

in Serbia is that some of the parties 

indeed think like that, but that other 

ethnic parties realise that their group 

members have diverse interests and 

that there is a danger that they will 

“convert” to a normal party, because 

they want better social policies, they 

want for example to join the European 

Union so they care about non-cultural/

non-identity related matters. And in 

order to be able to compete with the 

parties offering a broader spectrum of 

policies, these parties broaden their 

programme, and by broadening their 

programme they start talking to voters 

beyond the narrow boundaries of the 

group. So the argument that we then 

test in the article with Edina on a 

large-N basis is that ethnic parties that 

compete not just on ethnic issues but 

also on economic issues will moderate 

their positions also on ethnic issues 

in order to be able to get more voters 

into the boat that care about more 

things than identity. In a sense, it is 

a theory-modifying approach because 

we are not saying that the dominant 

outbidding model is wrong, we are just 

saying that it only holds under very 

strict assumptions.  

MB: One assumption seems to be 

that ethnic groups are already well 

defined prior to competition.  How 

important is this assumption, does it 

matter for your analysis?  

CZ: We do know that ethnic identities 

are more stable than other identities.  

They are constructed, yes, but if you 

read the work by Kanchan Chandra, for 

example, you see why they are much 

more difficult to change.  The char-

acteristics that a community believes 

somebody must fulfil to be included as 

member of an ethnic group are often 

difficult to change. They often include 

phenotypical aspects, like the colour 

of your skin, they may include the lan-

guage, which you can learn, but not 

over night, they may include your reli-

gion.  Depending on the context, dif-

ferent characteristics are used to define 

membership in an ethnic group. But 

most of all, many definitions of ethnic-

ity, and also the one we adopt, agree 

in that ethnicity is defined by the idea 

of common descent, so at least you 

have to believe that you have common 

ancestors, and that belief of shared 

ancestry cannot easily be changed. If 

you are in a community, people know 

who your parents and your grandpar-

ents are, and you cannot just say: “I 

am something else now”. So if we agree 

that ethnic identity is somehow related 

to descent, even if it is just the idea of 

common descent, then it is very diffi-

cult to change that. The other difficult 

and related question is: are really all 

parties we include ethnic parties? We 

took the relevant ethnic groups from 

the ethnic power relations dataset 

(EPR-ETH Zurich) and they define the 

Catalans as an ethnic group, so we 

include parties appealing explicitly to 

the Catalans as ethnic parties. Now if 

you go and speak to Catalans, they do 

not see themselves as an ethnic group.  
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Michael Becher is Assistant Professor for Political Economy at the 

GSDS and the Department of Politics and Public Administration. 

His research interests lie in the fields on comparative politics and 

political economy. In broad terms, his research agenda concerns 

the enduring question whose interests are represented in democ-

racies and to what extent political institutions, the rules of the 

game of politics, affect political competition and representation.

Christina Isabel Zuber is Assis-

tant Professor for German Politics 

and Public Administration at the 

Department of Politics and Public 

Administration. Her current main 

research projects focus on elec-

toral mobilisation in the democ-

ratising Habsburg Empire and the 

immigrant integration policies of 

autonomous minority regions.

MB: They see themselves as what?  

CZ: They see themselves as a nation, 

and they do not relate their identity 

to common descent. Descent does not 

matter, ancestors do not matter, as I 

study in a newer project that I now 

work on. 

MB: Coming back to one of your 

motivating questions. What can 

we learn from this study about the 

common view - which is cited in 

the opening of your article - that 

democracy is going to be much more 

difficult to sustain in multi-ethnic 

countries? 

CZ: The first implication is that we can 

be a bit more optimistic than expecting 

by default that if we let people vote in 

these contexts, then the nationalists 

are just going to radicalise everything. 

No. The elites have a choice, they can 

also emphasise other things, and it is 

possible to deliberately open up the 

interests of groups and include more 

down to earth interests.

Another implication is that, as soon 

as you start disentangling substan-

tive economic interests from group 

identities, then you have a chance 

but if you conflate them, then you 

have even more grounds for conflict. 

This is something I want to work on 

in the future, the interrelationship 

between economic interests and ethnic 

or national identity. It is the old ques-

tion of cross-cutting cleavages, but 

this time not taking a sociological 

perspective where parties just repre-

sent cleavages. I am convinced that 

parties can actively shape cleavages. 

What are the conditions under which 

ethnic identity becomes entangled 

with economic interests, thus making 

a secessionist project much more 

viable, and when are the interests 

actually perceived as cross-cutting 

and help the parties take a moder-

ate approach? And this ties in with 

research that a colleague of mine, 

Nenad Stojanovic is doing on direct 

democracy. He is arguing - against the  

academic mainstream - that direct 

democracy can work in ethnically 

divided societies because it shows 

people that they have common inter-

ests. You should of course not have 

a referendum on culturally sensitive 

issues like “should there be a mosque 

or not” in these contexts, but you 

could have a referendum on “should 

we have a hospital” - thereby empha-

sising cross-cutting interests.   
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Already in the 1980s, it has been pro-

posed within the social amplification 

of risk framework by Roger Kasperson, 

Ortwin Renn, Paul Slovic, and others 

that social exchange could amplify risk 

perception. However, this framework 

has rarely been tested empirically, so 

that our aim was to close that gap.

JH: Although social interaction is 

one important way how people may 

learn new information I imagine it is 

difficult to reconstruct these learning 

me with the idea. His research has 

been focusing on crowd behaviour and 

opinion dynamics, and he knew that I 

have been working on risk perception 

and communication. Given the growing 

importance of social network communi-

cation through the internet, he thought 

it would be promising to combine our 

expertise and that of Henry Brighton 

(Center for Adaptive Behaviour and Cog-

nition, Max Planck Institute for Human 

Development, Berlin) to study how  

social exchange shapes risk perception. 

Moussaïd, M., Brighton, H., & Gaissmaier, W. (2015). The amplification of risk in experimental diffusion chains. 

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the USA, 112, 5631–5636.

The amplification of  
risk in experimental  
diffusion chains

JH (Janina Hoffmann): In your 

recent publication, you and your 

co-authors investigated how people 

communicate risk information from 

one person to the next over a chain 

of people. Why did you become inter-

ested in this topic?

WG (Wolfgang Gaissmaier): It was 

actually my former colleague Mehdi 

Moussaïd (Center for Adaptive Ration-

ality, Max Planck Institute for Human 

Development, Berlin) who approached 

”Pass the message” experiment investigates how people perceive and com-

municate the risks of a widely used chemical.

  

The world is a risky place. But our subjective fears and anxieties are often at odds 

with the evidence. Findings by scientists at the Max Planck Institute for Human 

Development and the University of Konstanz show that subjective fears about 

potential risks may be amplified in social exchange. In our information society, 

information about risks such as Ebola and measles can spread like wildfire – be it 

through traditional and social media or through direct person-to-person contact. 

In many cases, social exchanges detailing risks are not objective and unemotional, 

but carry subjective perceptions of risk. What happens when these messages are 

transmitted from one person to another? How is this information communicated 

and what influence does it have on other people’s assessment of potentially risky 

situations?

Janina Hoffmann talks to Wolfgang Gaissmaier who is one of the authors of the study.
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processes in an experimental setting. 

How did you investigate the trans-

mission process experimentally?

WG: In an experiment based on a 

“pass the message” game, we studied 

10-person communication chains in the 

laboratory. In particular, we examined 

how risk information was transmitted 

from one person to the next, and how 

this process influenced risk perception. 

In the experiment, the first participant 

in a communication chain read a col-

lection of six media articles on the 

benefits and harms of triclosan, an 

antibacterial agent contained in many 

everyday products, such as toothpaste 

and cosmetics. The articles presented 

alternative views, from objective scien-

tific evaluations of the potential risk to 

very personal opinions. The first partic-

ipant was then asked to communicate 

this information to a second partici-

pant, who in turn communicated it to a 

third participant, and so on. Finally, all 

participants completed questionnaires 

assessing their perception of the risks 

surrounding triclosan.

JH: Which risk information do 

people communicate to others? Do 

individuals transmit risk information 

from one individual to another in a 

similar way as they would transmit 

other knowledge?

WG: We found that participants’ pre-

conceptions about chemicals in general 

affected which information they trans-

mitted and how they did so. In turn, 

they influenced the perceptions of 

those receiving the information. The 

subjective view of the communicator 

was thus amplified. Put differently, 

people tended to single out the infor-

mation that fit their preconceptions, 

and communicated primarily that 

information to the next person. This 

can lead to preconceptions being rein-

forced, so that the original message 

eventually has a negligible impact on 

the receiver’s judgments, and leads 

to an increasingly alarmist percep-

tion of potential risks. The results are 

in agreement with the classic study by 

Bartlett (1932), in which British par-

ticipants gradually modified a Native 

American story to fit their cultural per-

ceptions. In our experiment, a similar 

mechanism drives the propagation of, 

and modifications to, “stories” detail-

ing the risks associated with triclosan. 

So the basic pattern does not seem to 

be different compared to the transmis-

sion of other knowledge. However, the 

implications are different when risk 

perception is socially amplified by this 

process.

JH: Do individuals perceive the risk 

associated with triclosan differently 

if they read the original information 

or if they only heard about it from 

another person?

WG: The original information was 

much more balanced compared to what 

people heard from other people, par-

ticularly at later positions in the chain. 

The information content of a message 

degraded (contained fewer units of 

information) and became less accu-

rate (underwent content distortion) 

as a function of being transmitted. As 

a consequence, different communica-

tion chains led to a focus on different 

issues related to Triclosan, including 

Greenpeace protests, breast-feeding, 

and environmental damage. Particu-

larly, negative statements propagated 

down the chain more freely than posi-

tive statements. Consequently, there 

was an overall social amplification of 

the risk signal, because the relative 

proportion of negative statements 

tended to increase gradually, at the 

expense of the relative proportion of 

positive statements. Thus, a person 

hearing information about triclosan 

from another person had a much higher 

likelihood to receive degraded, dis-

torted, and more negative information, 

and therefore a higher likelihood of an 

elevated risk perception.

JH: What are potentially the under-

lying mechanisms that modify how 

people change their risk perception? 

Are they mostly guided by their prior 

attitudes towards risk or are they 

more influenced by the perception of 

another person?

WG: Both prior attitudes and the per-

ception of another person, reflected in 

what this person communicates, influ-

ence people’s risk perception. Prior 

attitudes seem to guide which pieces 

of information they pay particular 

attention to. Participants neverthe-

less influenced each other: changes 

in risk perception were a function of 

the signal of the received message 

(whether the message was positive or 

negative). These changes in risk per-

ception occurred less as a result of the 

message content, and more as a result 

of its overarching, subjective signal. 
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Janina Hoffmann is a Junior 

Professor in the Department of 

Psychology and the Graduate  

School of Decision Sciences. Her 

research focuses on how funda-

mental cognitive mechanisms, 

such as learning and memory 

processes, enable people to  

form judgments and decisions.

Wolfgang Gaissmaier is a Full 

Professor of Social Psychology 

and Decision Sciences in the 

Department of Psychology. His 

research focuses on how people 

make decisions under risk and 

uncertainty and how risks can 

be communicated more effec-

tively to help people make 

better decisions, particularly in 

the domain of health.

JH: Social media and news ser-

vices seem to hype particular topics 

with attention strongly focussing 

on one topic for a short time, but 

this attention seems to decay rather 

fast. For instance, during the Ebola 

crisis the news updated the total 

number of deaths almost every day, 

but now you rarely find information 

about the affected countries in the 

media. Does your study hint at how 

researchers can best make use of this 

alleviated attention to communicate 

risks properly?

WG: New incidents indeed typically 

lead to a burst of social exchange fol-

lowed by a long-tailed decay of col-

lective attention. This means that 

you have to get the communication 

right early on, when attention is still 

elevated. To prevent the social ampli-

fication of risk, policy makers should 

communicate scientific evidence in an 

honest, comprehensible and transpar-

ent manner – without scaremongering, 

but also without giving people a false 

sense of security or an illusion of cer-

tainty. 
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SK: Isn’t that only complicating matters 

with additional formalism?

UB: While it is more demanding in 

terms of the richness of mathemati-

cal tools being used to study abstract 

network problems, I also think that it 

simplifies, in fact, matters for research-

ers applying network approaches in 

their respective domain. The addi-

tional intermediate steps are easier to 

instantiate and justify so that methods 

can be composed purposefully from 

small-scale building blocks rather than 

selected off the shelf. The implicit 

assumptions of a complex but seem-

ingly monolithic method no longer 

have to be adopted as a package. 

SK: You advocate network positions 

as the pivotal elements in that 

process. Are they thus also at the 

heart of network theory?

UB: I don’t think of the so-called 

theory of networks as a useful idea. 

The implied universality of network 

principles is disregarding the abstrac-

tion processes that lead to representa-

tions of the most diverse phenomena 

in network data. There certainly are 

network theories for specific domains 

such as network theories of policy 

processes, and there are theories of 

networks in specific domains such as 

The paper represents my first attempt 

to communicate the more fundamental 

convictions I developed over several 

years during a DFG-funded Koselleck 

Project on Social Network Algorith-

mics. But it is only a beginning. 

SK: What is the connection with 

decision sciences?

UB: Nodes in a network are character-

ised by their positions and via notions 

of positional dominance, i.e., “When is 

a position better than another?” there 

are direct links to preference ranking 

and multi-criteria decision making. It 

seems plausible to me that a number 

of tools developed in economics and 

political science will find their way into 

the network-analytic toolbox as well.

SK: The notion of position has been 

around for a long time. Why should it 

be reconsidered now?

UB: I agree, the notion is all but new. 

It has appeared in multiple dresses, 

though, and most often only in analogy. 

The formal definition given in the paper 

is compatible with most previous uses 

but more workable. It can be viewed 

as a relational extension of positions 

in Peter Blau’s concept of social space. 

This came a bit unexpected because my 

initial lead was conjoint measurement. 

Ulrik Brandes (University of Konstanz); 

Methodological Innovations January-December 2016 vol. 9

Network Positions

SK (Sven Kosub): This is not your 

typical computer science paper 

because it is not about results. Can 

you explain?

UK (Ulrik Brandes): It is a paper 

about the redefinition of a concept, 

network positions, and as such, a posi-

tion paper about network methodology. 

Today, the emerging field of network 

science draws on a collection of prefab-

ricated methods, largely independent of 

the domain in which they are applied. 

For instance, there are a number of 

models for macro-structures such as 

small worlds or scale-free graphs, there 

are a number of centrality indices such 

as closeness and betweenness, and 

there are a number of community-

detection techniques such as modular-

ity maximisation or clique percolation. 

These are applied to social, biologi-

cal, medical, economic, or engineering 

problems alike. 

I propose to break these methods down 

into smaller, generic constituents that 

unveil otherwise implicit assumptions 

and can be justified and validated 

more directly. This becomes possible 

by introducing an explicit interme-

diate representation to characterise 

the direct and indirect relations of a 

node to all others in the network, its 

position.
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homophily in the formation of human 

contact networks. The explicit repre-

sentation, comparison, and evalua-

tion of network positions is intended 

to facilitate a better linkage of such 

domain-specific theories and the ana-

lytic methods applied.

SK: The first data set to which you 

apply the concepts is rather peculiar. 

What made you choose a long-dead 

critic’s subjective ratings of artists? 

Is that even a network? 

UB: The data indeed present a very 

illustrative boundary case of what can 

fruitfully be analysed as a network, 

and because of previous collaborations 

with colleagues from the humanities, I 

simply have a knack for such contexts. 

SK: I know that you worked on this 

paper for a long time. Was this 

because of a difficult review process?

UB: Actually, the review process was 

completed rather quickly. I submitted 

on August 28, 2015, and the paper 

was accepted on December 28 subject 

to very minor revisions; it might even 

make it into the launch issue of the 

journal. I did wait for a long time before 

submission because the definitions of 

network positions and positional domi-

nance are supposed to be the corner-

stone of a whole new approach so I 

did not want them out in public pre-

maturely only to have to make loads 

of amendments later. What was really 

interesting about the review process, 

though, was the spread of opinions. 

While one reviewer commented that 

this “is one of the most important 

contributions to the field of network 

science that I have been privileged to 

read in recent decades,” another found 

that it “is a long (32 page) manuscript 

which makes no significant contribu-

tion to methodology, mathematics, 

scientific theory, or empirical science.” 

Most fortunately the editor in charge 

sided with the first reviewer.   

Sven Kosub is Adjunct Profes-

sor at the Department of Com-

puter & Information Science.  

His research focus is on theory 

of computing, communica-

tion theory, and modeling and 

analysis of complex, dynamical 

systems, with a particular inter- 

est in the mathematical and 

computational study of strate- 

gic and behavioural network and 

opinion formation processes.

Ulrik Brandes is Professor for 

Algorithmics in the Department 

of Computer & Information 

Science. His research revolves 

around modeling, analysis, 

and visualisation of networks, 

and social networks in particu-

lar. He uses these interests as 

a vehicle to engage in multidis-

ciplinary cooperation.
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The aim of the workshop was to give 

advanced PhD students the chance 

to present their innovative research 

related to current issues in economics 

in front of an experienced international 

audience. The presentations covered 

the fields of frictional labour markets, 

macro-finance, entrepreneurship, ine-

quality, and family economics.

Twelve doctoral students from France, 

Spain, Great Britain, and Germany pre-

sented their work and received feedback 

from not less than six senior research-

ers. Prof. Antonia Díaz (Universidad 

Carlos III de Madrid), Prof. Frederic 

Dufourt (Aix-Marseilles University),  

Prof. Leo Kaas (University of Konstanz), 

Doctoral Workshop on 
Quantitative Dynamics

Doctoral Workshop

The ”Doctoral Workshop on Quantitative Dynamic Economics” took place on  

September 18-19, 2015 in Konstanz. It was organised in cooperation with the 

Graduate School of Decision Sciences, the German-French University (DFH), and 

the economics departments of the University of Konstanz, Universidad Carlos III 

de Madrid and the Aix-Marseilles University.

Prof. Matthias Kredler (Universidad 

Carlos III de Madrid), Prof. Patrick 

Pintus (Aix-Marseilles University), and 

Prof. Almuth Scholl (University of Kon-

stanz) gave very helpful and construc-

tive critique to each participant of the 

doctoral workshop. Moreover, the pres-

entations led to active and simulating 

discussions among the participants. 

Since researchers in all fields employed 

similar methods, like dynamic equilib-

rium models, as well as simulation and 

calibration methods, the workshop gen-

erated cross-benefits for all participants 

and allowed them to build a valuable 

network among each other and with 

senior researchers from other depart-

ments.   
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This workshop was organised with the 

support of the GSDS and in coopera-

tion with Maik T. Schneider from the 

University of Bath by GSDS members 

Zohal Hessami and Sebastian Fehrler 

who also presented their work on 

direct democracy, lobbying and self-

selection in politics. We wish to 

thank all participants, especially 

our very good discussants,  

for their contributions and  

look forward to future  

workshops.   

In addition to the opportunity to 

present own work - two projects of GSDS 

PhD students on public good provision 

and on direct democracy were presented 

- the lively discussions following each 

talk provided ample learning opportuni-

ties for interested GSDS members. 

The idea behind the format of this annual  

workshop is to bring together theorists 

and empiricists who have a large overlap 

of interests regarding the topics as 

they work in the same field of political 

economy. Still most often they attend 

separate workshops or conference ses-

sions which are often either pure theory 

or pure empirics events. This has proved 

to be a fruitful mix as both camps can 

learn a lot from each other.

Political Economy:  
Theory meets Empirics

A Workshop Report 

In September 2015, a dozen leading international scholars of political economy 

came to Konstanz to present and discuss their research with each other and about 

the same number of local, GSDS affiliated researchers and PhD students. The group 

was composed of both political scientists and economists and the topics of the 

talks were right at the intersection of the two fields. We had talks on voting in 

committees, large elections and referendums, legislative bargaining, censorship 

and ethnic favoritism in autocracies, lobbying and methodological contributions 

on Markovian equilibria and the use of population threshold regression discontinu-

ity designs.
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Internet-Based Data  
Collection and Analysis  
in Decision Making

The first Konstanz Summer School “Internet-Based Data Collection and Analysis in 

Decision Making” was attended by about 40 PhD students, postdocs and faculty. 

About half of them were from the GSDS and its supporting departments and  

University of Konstanz and half from institutions all over Europe and even as far 

as New York.

Four experts (biographies see next page) taught students basic and advanced con-

cepts of Internet-based Research, Methods of Decision Making Research, Mediation 

& Moderation & Mediated Moderation Analysis, Experimental Design, Principles of 

Visualisation in Science, Technologies (e.g Apps, HTML5), Optimal Design, Theory 

and Model Testing, Mixed Models, Analysis of Internet Data, Avoiding Frequently 

Made Errors, Practical Applications, Social Media, iScience and Big Data as well as 

discussed ethics and career options and strategies with the participants.

Summer School
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In distinctive evening talks, Prof. Charles 

Judd spoke about “Decision Biases by 

Police Officers and Judges” and Prof. 

Michael Birnbaum and Prof. Gary McClel-

land (both founders of the Society for 

Judgment and Decision Making, SJDM) 

gave a historical introduction to “The 

early days of the SJDM”. Main organiser 

Prof. Ulf-Dietrich Reips and the Director 

International Office, Nani N. Clow, gave 

warm welcome notes and introductions 

to the graduate school, the university 

and its surroundings. A social programme 

(e.g. historic picture gallery at Konstanz 

townhall, Mainau, Meersburg) comple-

mented the workshop programme and 

provided ample opportunity to com-

municate with teachers and other par-

ticipants in a relaxed atmosphere and 

deepen one’s knowledge or tailor it to 

one’s own research plans.

Michael Birnbaum received his PhD 

from UCLA in 1972. He taught at Uni-

versity of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign 

from 1974-1986, where he was head of 

the Division of Quantitative and Indus-

trial/Organisational Psychology, and 

promoted to Full Professor in 1982. 

He came to California State University, 

Fullerton (CSUF) in 1986 on leave from 

University of Illinois, and made the 

position here permanent in 1988. He 

is a founder and current co-director of 

the Decision Research Center at CSUF. 

He was named Outstanding Profes-

sor for CSUF in 1991-92. He has pub-

lished more than 125 scientific articles 

and three books. In the last decade, he 

has had five grants from the National 

Science Foundation and one from the 

American Psychological Association. He 

served as president of the Society for 

Mathematical Psychology, 2002-2003, 

president of the Society for Judgment 

and Decision Making, 2008-2009, and 

president of the Society for Computers 

in Psychology, 2009-2010.

Charles “Chick” M. Judd is a College 

Professor of Distinction at University 

of Colorado, Boulder. He received his 

PhD in 1976 from Columbia University 

after getting a B.A. from Yale. He then 

became Assistant Professor, then Asso-

ciate Professor at Harvard University. In 

1981 he became an Associate Profes-

sor at University of Colorado, Boulder, 

where he was promoted to Professor of 

Psychology and Neuroscience in 1987 

and College Professor of Distinction in 

2006. He has been a Visiting Professor 

in Bristol, Cardiff, Oxford and Stanford, 

among others. His research focuses on 

social cognition and attitudes; struc-

ture, function, and the measurement of 

attitudes; judgment, memory, and deci-

sion making; methods of behavioural 

science research and data analysis; 

experimental design and analysis; eval-

uation and quasi-experimental designs 

and analysis; linear structural models. 

Among numerous awards, he received 

the Thomas Ostrom Award for Life-

time Contributions to Social Cognition 

Research, 2010 and in 2012 the Jacob 

Cohen Award jointly with Gary McClel-

land, see below.

Gary McClelland is a Professor of 

the University of Colorado, Boulder, 

received his PhD in 1971 from the Uni-

versity of Michigan, and has been a 

pioneer in the use of interactive web-

based graphics to support understand-

ing of methodological concepts in both 

scientific journal articles and in educa-

tional materials (e.g., Irwin & McClel-

land, 2003; McClelland, 1997, 2000). 

Gary’s two primary research interests are 

(1) judgment and decision making and 

(2) statistical methods. He is a found-

ing member of the Society for Judgment 

and Decision Making and a founding 

fellow of the Association for Psychologi-

cal Science. He and Chick Judd in 2012 

jointly won the Jacob Cohen Award for 

Distinguished Contributions to Teaching 

and Mentoring by the American Psycho-

logical Association, Div. 5.

Ulf-Dietrich Reips is a Full Pro-

fessor at the University of Konstanz. 

He received his PhD in 1996 from the 

University of Tübingen. His research 

focuses on Internet-based research 

methodologies, the psychology of the 

Internet, measurement, development, 

the cognition of causality, personal-

ity, privacy, social media, crowdsourc-

ing, and Big Data. In 1994, he founded 

the Web Experimental Psychology Lab, 

the first laboratory for conducting real 

experiments on the World Wide Web. Ulf 

was a founder of the German Society 

for Online Research, was elected the 

first non-North American president of 

the Society for Computers in Psychol-

ogy and he is the founding editor of the 

free open access journal International 

Journal of Internet Science (http://

ijis.net). Ulf and his team develop and 

provide free Web tools for researchers, 

teachers, students, and the public. They 

received numerous awards for their Web 

applications (available from the iSci-

ence Server at http://iscience.eu/) 

and methodological work serving the 

research community.   
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Graduates 2015

Constantin Ruhe

GSDS Member: 	 11/2012–07/2015

Graduation: 	 06/07/2015

	 “Diplomacy against Escalating Violence  

	 – Disaggregating the Relationship between  

	 Mediation and Conflict Intensity”

Supervisors: 	 Prof. Dr. Gerald Schneider, Prof. Dr. Nils Weidmann,   

	 Prof. Dr. Tobias Böhmelt (University of Essex)

Maria Breitwieser

GSDS Member: 	 11/2012–04/2015

Graduation: 	 17/04/2015

	 “Reciprocity in Labor Relationships”

Supervisors: 	 Prof. Dr. Anja Schöttner, Jun.-Prof. Dr. Gerald Eisenkopf, 

	 Prof. Dr. Florian Englmair (LMU München)
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David Schoch

GSDS Member: 	 11/2012–11/2015

Graduation: 	 19/11/2015

	 “A Positional Approach for Network Centrality”

Supervisors: 	 Prof. Dr. Ulrik Brandes, Prof. Dr. Nils Weidmann,  

	 Prof. Dr. David Krackhardt, Carnegie Mellon University

Simon Munzert

GSDS Member: 	 11/2012–07/2015

Graduation: 	 09/07/2015

	 “Contributions to the Measurement of Public  

	 Opinion in Subpopulations”

Supervisors: 	 Prof. Dr. Peter Selb, Prof. Dr. Susumu Shikano,   

	 Prof. Michael D. Ward, PhD (Duke University)

Maik Bieleke

GSDS Member: 	 11/2012–09/2015

Graduation: 	 21/09/2015

	 “The self-regulation of information processing  

	and  decision making”

Supervisors: 	 Prof. Dr. Peter Gollwitzer, Prof. Dr. Urs Fischbacher,  

	 Prof. Gabriele Oettingen (New York University)
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Doctoral Workshop in Econometrics  

(University of Hohenheim)

March 26–27, 2015

This workshop brought together PhD 

students in Econometrics from the 

University of Tübingen, the University 

of Hohenheim and the GSDS. Jointly 

organised by six econometrics pro-

fessors from these three universities 

the workshop served as a platform to 

discuss recent work in the field of time 

series analysis, microeconometrics and 

financial econometrics. 

2nd Konstanz-Lancaster Workshop 

on and Econometrics (Konstanz)

April 30–May 04, 2015 

Organised by the GSDS this doctoral 

workshop ‘Finance and Econometrics’ 

brought together PhD students and 

researchers from the Lancaster School 

of Management with their colleagues 

from the GSDS. The major goal of the 

workshop was to present and discuss 

current research papers at the inter-

section between Econometrics, Statis-

tics and Finance with a larger group 

of experts from these fields. Keynote 

speaker at the workshop was Prof. Peter 

Robinson (LSE), one of the leading 

experts in nonparametric methods and 

time series analysis. The doctoral work-

shop was the second jointly organised 

workshop with the Lancaster School of 

Management.

News & 
Events  
in 2015
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2nd GSDS Retreat  

(Kloster Obermarchtal)

July 10–11, 2015 

The Graduate School’s Science Retreat 

took place at Kloster Obermarchtal. 

Its main purpose was to facilitate the 

exchange of ideas and research results 

as well as to develop new collabora-

tion prospects, since daily occasional 

encounters at the University leave 

little time for this. There were 14 talks 

given by doctoral students and profes-

sors of the Graduate School.  In these 

talks, the broad spectrum of research 

within the GSDS was once more demon-

strated. Moreover, outside of the offi-

cial programme, there was enough time 

to discuss research ideas and methods 

in small groups.

Workshop ”The Political Economy 

of Inequality and Conflict”

July 16–17, 2015 

Leading applied conflict researchers 

from both economics and political  

science visited the University of Kon-

stanz and allow GSDS faculty and  

doctoral students to interact with these 

colleagues. The workshop was jointly  

organised by Profs. Kristian Skrede  

Gleditsch (Essex/Konstanz)  and Gerald  

Schneider (KN). It was the kick-off event  

for the research activities of Prof.  

Gleditsch at the University of Konstanz.  

Gleditsch has won the Anneliese Maier  

Award from the Humboldt Foundation,  

which will bring him repeatedly to  

Konstanz over the next five years. He’s  

affiliated with both the GSDS and the  

Zukunftskolleg as an affiliated senior 

scholar.

Conference “Frontiers of  

Theoretical Econometrics. 60th 

birthday of Don Andrews (Yale)”

August 01–02, 2015

In celebration of Prof. Don Andrews’ 

(Yale University) 60th birthday 80 

leading Econometricians from around 

the world come together at Konstanz 

University for a one and half day long 

conference to exchange new ideas in 

theoretical Econometrics. In 16 pres-

entations and in two poster sessions 

cutting edge research is presented 

spanning a wide range of topics in 

Econometrics on estimation, inference, 

and forecasting in point and partially 

identified models that cover cross sec-

tional, time series, and panel data. 
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Summer School “Internet-Based 

Data Collection and Analysis in 

Decision Making”

September 14–18, 2015 

The first Konstanz Summer School 

“Internet-Based Data Collection and 

Analysis in Decision Making” was 

attended by about 40 PhD students, 

postdocs and faculty. About half of 

them were from the GSDS and its sup-

porting departments at the University 

of Konstanz and half from institutions 

all over Europe and even as far as New 

York. In distinctive evening talks, Prof. 

Charles Judd, Prof. Michael Birnbaum 

and Prof. Gary McClelland gave very 

interesting views into their sections. 

Main organiser Prof. Ulf-Dietrich Reips 

and the Director International Office, 

Nani N. Clow, gave introductions to the 

Graduate School. (p.60)

 

Doctoral Workshop  

on Quantitative Dynamics

September 18–19, 2015 

The Workshop was organised in coop-

eration with the Graduate School of 

Decision Sciences, the German-French 

University (DFH), and the economics  

departments of the University of Kons- 

tanz, Universidad Carlos III de Madrid 

and the Aix-Marseilles University. The  

aim of the workshop was to give 

advanced PhD students the chance 

to present their innovative research 

related to current issues in economics  

in front of an experienced international  

audience. The presentations covered  

the fields of related to frictional labour  

markets, macro-finance, entrepreneurship,  

inequality, and family economics. ( p.58) 

Workshop “Political Economy: 

Theory Meets Empirics”

September 18–19, 2015 

This workshop brought together 

researchers working on political 

economy topics, such as voting, cam-

paigning, lobbying or public good 

provision. The international list of 

speakers included both theorists and 

empiricists – the latter group split-

ting up into researchers using obser-

vational data and experimentalists. We 

had participants with backgrounds in 

economics or political science. Several 

GSDS doctoral students and GSDS affili-

ated faculty participated by either pre-

senting their own work or discussing 

the presentations of our 12 external 

guests. (p.59)
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3rd GSDS Science Slam

November 9, 2015

The third GSDS Science Slam – organ-

ised by the student representatives – 

took place on November 9. The GSDS 

students gave a short overview of 

their research projects in a funny and 

entertaining way and received heavy 

applause from the more than 80 people 

in the audience. At the end, the audi-

ence elected the day’s winner.
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Summer semester 2015

Peter Haffke 12.05.2015

Information processing in repeated monetary gambles: 

Effects of feedback and format

Nawid Siassi 19.05.2015

Moving Towards a Single Labor Contract:  

Transition vs. Steady State

Michael Becher / Daniel Stegmüller 26.05.2015 	 	

Rational Mobilization of Ideological Group Members In  

Elections: Theory and Evidence from the U.S.

Urs Fischbacher 02.06.2015

Experiments on Responsibility

Zohal Hessami / Sven Resnjanski 09.06.2015

Complex ballot propositions, individual voting behaviour, 

and status quo bias: Evidence from Switzerland

Wolfgang Gaissmaier 16.06.2015

Helping people make sense of risk

Andrew Little, Cornell University 23.06.2015

Communication Technology and Protest

Georgi Kocharkov 30.06.2015

Family Planning and Development: Aggregate Effects 

of Contraceptive Use

Matthias Hertweck 07.07.2015

The Aggregate Effects of the Hartz Reforms in Germany

Marius Busemeyer/Erik Neimanns/

Julian Garritzmann 14.07.2015

Investing in Education in Europe: Findings from a survey  

of public opinion in eight European countries

Research Colloquium



Graduate School of Decision Sciences – Annual Report 2015             p. 69

Winter semester 2015/16

Hansjörg Neth 20.10.2015

Benchmarking Bounded Rationality

Nathaniel Phillips 27.10.2015

Peeks and keeps: A new paradigm for studying the exploration-exploitation trade-off

Susanne Goldlücke 03.11.2015

Mechanism Design Without Money: How to Find a Volunteer

Axel Kind / Marco Poltera / Torsten Twardawski 10.11.2015

Corporate Voting Values at Annual Shareholder Meetings /  

Overconfidence of CEOs and Boards in Mergers & Acquisitions

Almuth Scholl 17.11.2015

The Dynamics of Sovereign Default Risk and Political Turnover

Keshun Zhang 24.11.2015

Anger and Trust: A Cross-Cultural Comparison of Germany and China

Sabine Otto / Espen Rød 01.12.2015

The Grass Is Always Greener? Armed Groups’ Side Switching in Civil Wars / 

 How Institutions in Authoritarian Regimes Shape the Effect of Repression on Protest

David Schoch 08.12.2015

A Positional Approach for Network Centrality

Friederike Kelle / Arpita Khanna / Gerald Schneider 15.12.2015

Ownership Matters: The Resource Curse Revisited

Simon Munzert 12.01.2016

Using Wikipedia Page View Statistics to Measure Issue Salience

Susumu Shikano 19.01.2016

Identification issues of a Bayesian weighted unfolding model and their solutions

Winfried Pohlmeier 26.01.2016

The Econometrics of Big Data

Eylem Gevrek 02.02.2016

Education, Emigration, and Well-Being: Evidence from a Natural Experiment
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Visiting Professors 
and Courses in 2015

Christopher Adolph

Associate Professor of Political Science,  

University of Washington

“Visualizing Model Inference and Robustness”

Michael  Birnbaum

Professor of Psychology,  

California State University, Fullerton 

“Summer School on Internet-based Data Collection and 

Analysis in Decision Making “

Carlos Carrillo-Tudela

Associate Professor in Economics, Department of Economics,  

University of Essex 

“Labour Market Search”

Hartmut Esser

Professor for Sociology and Philosophy of Science,  

University of Mannheim 

“The Model of Frame Selection”

Ismene Gizelis

Professor of Political Science,  

Department of Government, University of Essex 

Research Stay 

Kristian Skrede Gleditsch

Professor of Political Science,  

Department of Government, University of Essex 

Research Stay 

Bernard Grofman

Professor of Political Science and Adjunct Professor of  

Economics, Department of Political Science,  

University of California, Irvine 

“Empirical Public Choice”

Patrik Guggenberger

Professor of Economics,  

Pennsylvania State University 

“Non-Standard Inference Problems”

Charles M. Judd

College Professor of Distinction,  

University of Colorado Boulder 

“Summer School on Internet-based Data Collection and 

Analysis in Decision Making”

Gary Koop

Professor of Economics,  

University of Strathclyde

“Topics in Advanced Econometrics”

Sugata  Marjit

Director, Reserve Bank of India, Professor of Industrial  

Economics, Vice-Chancellor University of Calcutta 

Centre for Studies in Social Sciences, Calcutta 

“Development Economics “

Gary McClelland

Professor Emeritus, Psychology and Neuroscience,  

University of Colorado Boulder 

“Summer School on Internet-based Data Collection and 

Analysis in Decision Making”

Patrick Pintus

Research Economist, Banque de France (Monetary Policy 

Research Division),  Professor of Economics on leave 

Aix-Marseille University

“The Macroeconomics of Financial Crises”
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– uni-konstanz.de/50jahre

Veranstaltungen 
im Rahmen des Universitätsjubiläums 2016:

Donnerstag, 28. April 2016
Jubiläums-Party
Fest für Mitarbeitende, Studierende und Freunde 
der Universität Konstanz

12. und 13. Mai 2016
Workshop zum Thema „Reformuniversitäten“
in der Vertretung des Landes Baden-Württemberg 
in Berlin

02. Juni bis 16. Juli 2016
Foto-Ausstellung
Fotografische Perspektiven auf 50 Jahre  
Universität Konstanz im Bildungsturm und auf dem 
Gießberg

Dienstag, 21. Juni 2016
Neuauflage der Gründungsvorlesung
Abendveranstaltung im Steigenberger Inselhotel 

Freitag, 24. Juni 2016 
Festakt und Sommerfest
Feierstunde mit anschließendem Sommerfest auf 
dem Gießberg 

Samstag, 25. Juni 2016
Jubiläums-Konzert
Open-Air-Konzert mit internationalen Gastchören 
von Partneruniversitäten 
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