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Online Appendix for “Statistical Uncertainty in the Ranking of Journals and

Universities” by M. Mogstad, J. Romano, A. Shaikh, and D. Wilhelm

A1. One-Sided Confidence Sets

The main text describes how to construct two-sided marginal and simultaneous confi-
dence sets for the ranks. One-sided confidence sets can be constructed in a similar fashion.
For simplicity of exposition, we only show how to construct one-sided simultaneous confi-
dence sets for the ranks with upper endpoints equal to p, i.e., they are simultaneous lower
confidence bounds on the ranks.
To this end we consider the construction as in (4) except that the two-sided confidence

sets for the di↵erences, Csymm,n,j,k, in the expressions for N�
j and N

+
j are replaced by the

following one-sided confidence sets for the di↵erences:

Cupper,n,j,k ⌘
 

�1, ✓̂j � ✓̂k + ŝej,kc
1�↵
upper,n,j

#
,

where c
1�↵
upper,n,j is the (1� ↵)-quantile of

max
(j,k) : k 6=j

✓(Pj)� ✓(Pk)� (✓̂j � ✓̂k)

ŝej,k
.

As in Section I.B the critical value can be approximated by the (1� ↵)-quantile of the R

draws of max(j,k) : k 6=j(Zk � Zj)/ŝej,k.

A2. Data

The figures in this section show the estimated impact factors and corresponding standard
errors that form the inputs for the rankings considered in the empirical sections of the
maintext.
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Figure A1. Impact factors for all journals with errorbars indicating plus/minus twice the standard

error.
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Figure A2. Impact factors for the top 30 journals of Kalaitzidakis, Mamuneas and Stengos (2003) with

errorbars indicating plus/minus twice the standard error.
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Figure A3. Impact factors for the top 100 universities with errorbars indicating plus/minus twice the

standard error.
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A3. Ranking of All Journals
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Figure A4. Ranking of all journals by impact factors. Each horizontal line represents the 95% marginal

confidence set for the rank of a journal, where journals are ordered by their impact factor, those

with the highest impact factor appearing at the bottom (small ranks) and those with the smallest

appearing at the top (large ranks). The dots show the estimated ranks of each journal.
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A4. Simultaneous Confidence Sets
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Figure A5. Ranking of all journals by impact factors. Each horizontal line represents the 95% simul-

taneous confidence set for the rank of a journal, where journals are ordered by their impact factor,

those with the highest impact factor appearing at the bottom (small ranks) and those with the smallest

appearing at the top (large ranks). The dots show the estimated ranks of each journal.
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Figure A6. Ranking of the top 30 journals of Kalaitzidakis, Mamuneas and Stengos (2003). The dots

show the estimated ranks and the horizontal lines represent the 95% simultaneous confidence sets for

the ranks of each journal. Names of journals as in Stern (2013).
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Figure A7. Ranking of all universities by impact factors. Each horizontal line represents the 95%

simultaneous confidence set for the rank of a university, where universities are ordered by their

impact factor, those with the highest impact factor appearing at the bottom (small ranks) and those

with the smallest appearing at the top (large ranks). The dots show the estimated ranks of each

university.


