HOME ADVANTAGE IN EUROPEAN INTERNATIONAL
SOCCER: WHICH DIMENSION OF DISTANCE MATTERS?
First response to referee comments.

We thank the referees and the invited reader for their swift and constructive comments. We believe we
are able to tackle all these concerns in the context of a short-term revision. In this document, we provide
a first response to their feedback, which is shaded in grey.

First response to the invited reader

My assessment of the paper “Home advantage in European international soccer: Which dimension of
distance matters” is overall good.

We thank the invited reader for her/his overall positive appreciation of our manuscript.

A detailed account of major and minor comments can be found in the enclosed document; below |
briefly summarize my two major comments:

1) the magnitude of the effect of difference in altitude that they find is much larger than the result from
a paper they cite (and by the way, they have left out of the references list one important study from
BMJ)

The magnitude of this effect of difference in altitude will be thoroughly discussed in the revised
manuscript, in case we are invited to submit such a revision.

2) | do not think that there is a strong difference in altitude among European teams homes, and that
such a difference could have an actual impact on performance. | am afraid that the most important
result they find is strongly driven by outliers; thus, they should present descriptive statistics for each
difference dimension.

An outlier analysis will be conducted in case we are invited to revise the manuscript.

Also the four minor suggestions of the invited reader will be followed.




First response to referee 1

We thank the invited reader for her/his overall positive appreciation of our manuscript.

In case we are invited to revise the manuscript for publication in Economics, we will specify the methods
used and multiple main results and conclusions in the abstract.

We will follow suggestion (i) in the context of the revision work but also cite the mentioned cross-
country study.




We will acknowledge this in the revised manuscript.

The reviewer is right. Climatic differences were investigated as a moderator of the home advantage in
the mentioned studies. We will acknowledge them before (re)submitting the manuscript (again). We
thank the referee for her/his acuteness.

We do not agree with the referee with respect to this point. Briefly mentioning the methods already in
the introduction is quite common in the field of economics. Moreover, we need the mentioned
sentences to introduce an additional contribution of our study (i.e. as mentioned in the next sentence,
to test, as a first study, whether or not the home advantage in international soccer matches is different
in derbies and whether or not an elevated home advantage in the national leagues in the Balkan
translates into a higher home advantage for Balkan teams in international matches).

However, if the journal’s editor agrees with the referee on this point, we are ready to drop these
sentences in the introduction.

We believe this sentence is relevant for readers who are not familiar with soccer — they exist — but are
ready to drop it.



We will drop this sentence in case we are invited to revise the manuscript for Economics.

We will add this information in case we are invited to revise the manuscript for Economics.

In this section, we only provide the reader with descriptive statistics, which is quite common in the field
of economics. However, if the journal’s editor agrees with the referee on this point, we are ready to
start the Results section with a subsection on descriptives.

We will change this into “all other variables held constant”.

Our results section is written in the present tense, which is quite common in the field of economics.
However, if the journal’s editor agrees with the referee on this point, we are ready to write in the past
tense.



We thank the referee for these great suggestions and will include them in the revised version of the
manuscript. We will acknowledge the referee when doing so.

The main conclusions are mentioned at the start of the Discussion section. We will rename this section
as “Conclusion”.

First response to referee 2

As mentioned in our first response to the invited reader, we will discuss this magnitude (and its
divergence with the one measured by Pollard and Armatas (2017)) in depth in the revised version of the
manuscript, in case Economics invites us to submit one. In this revision, we will also discuss an outlier
analysis.

One explanation might be related to the following two concerns of the referee, i.e. Europeans might be
less used to these differences in altitude.



These descriptives will be discussed in the revised version of the manuscript.

See above.



