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Abstract

The use of causal identification methods has increased rapidly in recent years in response to a
credibility crisis. Despite their importance, little is known about the extent to which the dif-
ferent causal identification methods available to researchers yield credible findings in applied
research. This paper documents the reproducibility and robustness of economic and political
science research by method and field for 274 published articles. We find that a researcher can
reproduce the results of an article using the provided data and code for only 89% of articles that
are recently published in leading journals. Further, we find that 32% of articles contain a coding
error or research inconsistency. Our primary finding is that 70% of originally statistically sig-
nificant research remains statistically significant when subject to reasonable alternative research
choices. When articles are classified into fields (e.g. labor economics, comparative political sci-
ence) and their identification method (e.g. instrumental variables), we find large differences
in reproducibility and robustness, particularly for the different methods. When using a many-
analysts approach, we find that results from experimental methods are relatively more robust
than observational methods, and that quantitative and public economics are relatively more ro-
bust than macroeconomics, economic history, and development economics. Last, 249 expert fore-
casters systematically underestimated the reproducibility of published research, overestimated
the presence of coding errors, and forecast (correctly) that experimental methods are more robust
than observational methods.
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1 Introduction

The credibility revolution in the social sciences has been driven by the widespread adoption of
causal identification methods (Goldsmith-Pinkham, 2026). Indeed “there is no arguing with the
fact that experimental and quasi-experimental research designs are increasingly at the heart of the
most influential empirical studies in applied economics” (Angrist and Pischke, 2009). Despite this,
the extent to which research credibility varies across identification methods (and the fields they
are differentially represented in) remains an empirical question. The different methods, ranging
from randomized controlled trials to the quasi-experimental identification strategies of regression
discontinuity design (RDD) and instrumental variables (IV), to structural models, all have distinct
assumptions, data requirements, and analytical flexibilities that likely affect the robustness of any
empirical research result. Similarly, fields differ not just in the appropriateness of the different
identification methods, but also in the norms of their empirical traditions. Understanding how
methodological and disciplinary features of research relate to the robustness of its results is a first
step in assessing the success of the credibility revolution.

This paper compares reproducibility and robustness across economics and political science sub-
fields and methodological approaches. To do so, it leverages a large number of reports provided
by skilled researchers for 274 recently well-published articles.1 By examining a broad set of pri-
marily economics articles (n = 214) across 10 pre-specified sub-fields (such as labor economics,
or industrial organization), while also including a non-trivial number in political science (n = 60)
across an additional three fields (American, comparative, and international), we aim to shed light
on the reproducibility and robustness of recently published social science research. By examining
the reproducibility and robustness of such a large number of articles, we are also able to speak to
the credibility of the most common identification strategies used in empirical or applied research;
we examine both quasi-experimental (e.g. IV, RD) as well as experimental methods including field,
laboratory, and online experiments.

Previous large-scale efforts have examined the reproducibility and robustness of scientific find-
ings, revealing substantial heterogeneity in the reliability of results across disciplines. From tar-
geted replication projects in economics (Camerer et al., 2018), management (Davis et al., 2023), and
psychology2 (Open Science Collaboration, 2015), to broader meta-research campaigns (Aczel et al.
(2026); Brodeur et al. (2026); Fišar et al. (2023); Miske et al. (2026); Pérignon et al. (2024); Tyner et
al. (2026)), these efforts document important shortcomings in the reproducibility and replicabil-
ity of published research. Yet existing studies generally evaluate reproducibility and robustness
within particular disciplines, samples, or research designs.3 We systematically examine whether
reproducibility and robustness differ across both substantive fields and empirical methods within

1This paper more than doubles the data compiled for Brodeur et al. (2026), which includes reproducibility checks for 110
articles published from 2022 onward. Here, we expand upon that data with reproducibility checks for an additional 164
articles in the same high-impact journals, including 13 reproductions from Campbell et al. (2024). Our sample includes
20, 233 robustness checks from 274 reproduction reports for articles published in 12 leading journals.

2See Nosek et al. (2022) for a review.
3With the notable exception of Miske et al. (2026) who examines broad fields of Business, Economics, Education, Political
Science, Psychology, and Sociology.
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a common sample and measurement framework. We see two reasons this distinction is important:
(1) if reproducibility varies predictably with research design or field, then failures to reproduce may
reflect features of how evidence is generated rather than a uniform credibility crisis of all empir-
ical research and (2) users of research, such as policymakers and the public, can better weigh the
applicable extant literature in their own determinations.

Our large scale effort leverages reports written by staff members of the Institute for Replication
(I4R) and over one thousand researchers. Many of these reports were written during and after
events called “Replication Games” (Brodeur et al., 2023, 2024) – events held in partnership between
host universities and I4R where small teams of replicators (typically mixtures of graduate students,
university faculty members, and government researchers) check the credibility of an article’s main
claims. The replicators check whether the data and code provided by the article’s original authors
compute the published results (and whether those results are actually what the article claims them
to be), detect and correct major coding errors, and conduct sensitivity analysis. The data for this
project is the result of 274 reproduction reports on published articles which satisfy our pre-registered
field and journal restrictions. These 274 reports, containing 20, 233 robustness checks, form the
primary dataset we use.

Our results are as follows: Data is fully available, in either raw or analysis form, for 81% of
articles. Recently and well-published research in economics and political science is computationally
reproducible (using the data and code provided by the authors) in 89% of cases.4 One caveat is that
32% of articles have a coding error major enough to materially affect the interpretation of the results.
Our headline robustness result is that 70% of articles are robust - specifically that the article-level
mean of the proportion of statistically significant results remaining statistically significant under
re-analysis is 70% (following the definition in Dreber and Johannesson (2025)). There is substantial
variation in both field and method for many of these markers; Data availability varies from 60% to
93% by field, and 72% to 90% by method. Coding errors vary from a minimum of 10% to 45% by
field, and 14% to 39% by method. Robustness (re-analysis leads to an estimate of the same sign and
still statistically significant) varies from a low of 52% to 84% by field and 66% to 89% by method.
Even alternative measures of robustness vary, such as relative statistical significance (68% to 127%
by field) and relative effect size (87% to 102% by method).

Our descriptive results provide an initial estimate of robustness rates across methods and sub-
fields, but these estimates should be interpreted cautiously and not as “all else equal” differences.
Because evaluating robustness checks entails subjective judgment and depends on replicator experi-
ence (Brodeur et al., 2026), we emphasize relative patterns rather than absolute levels. To assess the
stability of these patterns and account for (potentially subjective) analytical choices, we also employ
a many-analysts approach (Botvinik-Nezer et al. (2020); Breznau et al. (2022); Huntington-Klein et
al. (2021); Menkveld et al. (2024); Silberzahn et al. (2018)). 13 independent many analyst teams are
given our database of robustness checks and the same research questions. They each apply their

4The high data availability and computational reproducibility rates are likely due in part to the selective nature of our
sample. Indeed, our focus is on articles published recently in leading journals with data and code availability policies.
Furthermore, some of these journals conduct internal reproducibility checks prior to publication (Vilhuber et al. (2020)).
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own set of analytical choices, such as variable definitions, model specifications, or estimation tech-
niques, but all rely on the same dependent variable (if the original estimate remains statistically
significant at the 5% level with the same sign). This approach allows us to capture the range of
plausible outcomes that can emerge from a single dataset and study design, and to systematically
compare how robustness varies across disciplines and methods.

The results from the many-analysts exercise reveal a high degree of consistency in the qualita-
tive patterns across methods and fields. Despite substantial variation in model specifications and
analytical choices, most analysts find that experimental methods exhibit higher robustness than ob-
servational methods. The direction of these differences is remarkably stable across analysts, even
though the magnitude varies. Similarly, across sub-fields, analysts consistently identify lower ro-
bustness in areas such as macroeconomics and economic history, and higher robustness in sub-fields
such as public economics and industrial organization. While some dispersion remains in estimated
effect sizes, the overall ranking of methods and fields is largely consistent, reinforcing the reliability
of the descriptive patterns and suggesting that our main conclusions are not driven by a particular
sequence of analytical choices.

We then benchmark our descriptive results to predictions made by expert forecasters. Predic-
tion surveys are increasingly used in meta-science research as they provide a valuable benchmark
by eliciting ex ante expectations against which realized outcomes can be systematically compared
(DellaVigna et al. (2019)). To do so, we administered a pre-registered survey on the Social Science
Prediction Platform (SSPP), targeting social science researchers with varying degrees of replication
experience. Respondents were asked to predict computational reproducibility rates, the prevalence
of coding errors, and robustness rates for both the full sample of articles and relevant subsamples.
The survey yielded 249 complete responses, and the results reveal systematic patterns: on average,
forecasters underestimated computational reproducibility, overestimated the prevalence of coding
errors, and underestimated robustness. Respondents consistently expected higher robustness from
experimental designs (particularly field experiments) relative to observational research (especially
that which relied on instrumental variables).

Our paper makes at least three contributions to the literature: (i) we provide the first large-
scale comparison of robustness across identification methods and fields, (ii) we introduce a many-
analysts framework to assess the stability of these methods and fields patterns to researcher degrees
of freedom, and (iii) we compare observed reproducibility measures against expert forecasts. By
documenting variation in robustness across methods and sub-fields, our analysis advances the goal
of cumulative science by helping researchers and policymakers better calibrate their expectations
(Vivalt and Coville (2023); Vivalt et al. (2025)), strengthening incentives for methodological rigor,
and identifying areas most in need of reform.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes our data collection
methodology and provides descriptive statistics. Section 3 exposits the materials needed to deter-
mine the robustness of research including data availability, computational reproducibility, and the
prevalence of coding errors. Section 4 documents the robustness of economics and political science
research, including by method and field. Section 5 provides the results of a many-analysts approach
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to answer whether reproducibility differs by method and field, and whether those findings are ro-
bust to their own alternative research choices. Section 6 details and compares the results of our
pre-results expert forecast survey to the observed reproducibility. Section 7 provides a discussion
of how statistical significance shifts under reproduction, also by method and field, extending the
earlier work of Brodeur et al. (2026). Section 8 concludes.

1.1 Definitions

Before continuing, it is useful to define reproducibility, robustness and replication. The concepts
of reproducibility and replicability have been defined in various ways across the literature with
no universally accepted standard.5 We follow the most recent taxonomy proposed in Dreber and
Johannesson (2025) and applied in Brodeur et al. (2026).

We define reproducibility as the ability to duplicate published results using the same data and
code. A subcategory of reproducibility, computational reproducibility refers to the ability to obtain
the same results as the original article using the original article’s data and code. Another subcate-
gory, robustness reproducibility refers to the stability an original article’s results to alternative, yet
reasonable, analytical choices, such as different control variable horizons, key variable definitions
and operationalization, or even simple sample restrictions. We refer to this last category as simply
‘robustness’ throughout.

In contrast, we define replicability as testing results with new or independently collected data.
That is, replication involves re-estimating the same empirical question using new data to assess
whether the original findings generalize. Together, these concepts provide complementary lenses
to evaluate the credibility of empirical research.

2 Data

In this section, we describe our data and provide summary statistics. Our focus is to examine the
reproducibility and robustness of research articles by method and sub-field. To be able to examine
these possibly thin slices of data, we require a large number of reproduced articles with an even
larger number of robustness checks.

The primary data used in this project is an extension in both size and scope to the data used in
Brodeur et al. (2026) which examined 110 articles published in 2022 and 2023 and to several American
Economic Review articles reproduced in Campbell et al. (2024). Our project more than doubles the
previous number of articles reproduced, examining the results of reproduction reports written for
274 unique articles published primarily in 2022, 2023, and 2024.6 Indeed, the reproducibility and

5An early definition from Hamermesh (2007) is “pure replication – checking on others’ published papers using their
data” and “scientific replication – using data representing different populations.” Distinguishing between replication
and reproducibility at the article and test level, Clemens (2017) defines the replication test (same sampling distribution),
verification test (exact statistical analysis in paper produces the paper), reproduction test (resampling from population
using identical methods), robustness test (different sampling distribution), re-analysis test (materially altering the code
from the study), and extension test (a new sample by characteristic or time).

6In total 28 articles (10% of the sample) were published prior to 2022.
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robustness checks which serve as the data used in this paper are derived, in most part, from 50
Replication Games, held in 44 cities, across 15 countries, all co-hosted by the Institute for Replication
and a local organizer.7

From the available reproduction reports, we restrict our sample to articles published in our
pre-specified list of journals and assigned to at least one sub-field included in our pre-registered
pre-analysis plan. These restrictions yield a final sample of 274 unique articles.8

An important and idiosyncratic feature (to I4R) is the deliberate cultivation of a spirit of scientific
collegiality that is explicitly fostered and demanded of all participants. For instance, before and
during each Game, replicators are clearly and repeatedly told that the goal is NOT to show that
the results of their chosen article are not reproducible. That is, I4R emphasizes to replicators that
the goal is testing whether the main claims of published research are reproducible and robust. This
is key as in the absence of this culture (and the process I4R has adopted) some replicators might
engage in reverse specification searching (i.e. selective reporting of insignificant results, similar to
the discussion in Dreber et al. (2024)).

2.1 Replication Games and Board of Directors

I4R has two streams to generate reproductions, robustness checks, and replications. The primary
stream is the Replication Games. Once replicators have indicated interest and signed up to partici-
pate in one of the Replication Games (which are held as standalone events, or often integrated and
popularized by the organizers of major economics conferences such as the Canadian Economics As-
sociation Meetings, the European Economics Association Meetings, the Society for Political Method-
ology, the Southern Economics Association Meetings, and the Western Economics Association In-
ternational Meetings), they are assigned to a small team of about 3 to 5 researchers, ideally with
similar fields of interest. In most cases, replicators then choose an article to reproduce from a list
of about five articles that are from high impact journals with data and code availability policies,
and which passed preliminary checks for data and code availability for analysis during replication
games. When surveying the replicators, the most common reason given for their choice of article
was the methods used (58%) followed by the journal of publication, length of time to compute re-
sults, and size of the replication package. Only 4% of teams indicated that they chose their paper
because of ex ante beliefs that main results are (not) robust/replicable.

During the Games, replicators, who consist of university faculty, postdoctoral scholars, research
scientists, as well as graduate students, provide I4R with results that are later turned into a formal
report with the help of I4R staff.9 In each, the replicators identify the core claims of an article,
then attempt to computationally reproduce the original results using the available data and code.

7Participants are offered the possibility to virtually attend replication games; about two-thirds of participants attend
replication games in-person.

8Appendix C lists the reports, of which 284 are represented - 10 articles had multiple teams assigned - we analyze reports
from only first assigned team.

9I4R also facilitates hosting these reports, including acting as liaison between the original authors and the replicators
should the replicators wish to remain anonymous. This structure and its benefits are detailed at length in Brodeur et al.
(2026).
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Replicators are then encouraged to explore robustness checks or modify coding choices as they
see fit.10 Replicators are then asked to provide a report detailing their complete robustness and
reproducibility checks, which can continue to be worked in after the games and sent to I4R at a later
date.

A secondary stream generated a minority of our reports (n = 42). In this stream, I4R directly re-
cruits replicators recommended by its board of directors11 often because these replicators are known
to produce replications of particularly high-quality.

2.2 Reports

The open-ended structure of I4R’s templated report is critical because research articles vary in their
content (topic, methods, novelty), vary in their provided data, code, and documentation. Each of
these factors individually affects which robustness checks are scientifically appropriate,12 informa-
tive, or even feasible, and so letting researchers - replicators - do what they do best with minimal
oversight is a feasible, if not possibly one of the only, approaches to reproduction and robustness
at scale. To account for this variation and benefit from the topic-and-methodology expertise of our
coauthors, when we provide replicators with a list of about five potential articles to choose from, we
ensure they are at least closely-aligned to their areas of expertise, allowing for more meaningful and
competent evaluations of robustness and reproducibility than random assignment would achieve.

While this laissez-faire approach offers several strengths (e.g. enabling replicators to rigorously
probe key results and act as detailed reviewers on topics and methods with which they are arguably
subject matter experts), it also introduces potential variability in the content and/or quality of the
resulting reproduction and robustness reports. Some replicators may choose to prioritize analysis of
the code and methods of their article. Other replicators may focus more on the scope of feasible re-
analyses given the contents of the replication folder, tractability of the different robustness checks,
data availability, script clarity, computational reproducibility, coding errors, and computation time
(of the original article and the proposed robustness check). There are also individual constraints
and team dynamics which can either promote or hinder the quality of a report. In other words,
reproduction quality varies across teams; this is addressed by the fact that I4R staff (researchers
themselves) worked with each replicator team and their results to clarify the inputs to each of the
formal reports for I4R. It is also at this stage that a rich set of variables are included in our data, such
as author and replicator characteristics.

10Pre-Games meetings provide replicators with examples of commonly implemented robustness checks. That pre-Games
meeting is a necessary component of the Games, where all game participants take part in a forty-five minute pre-game
presentation which details the protocol to be followed and logistics. Participants viewed the presentation live or via
recording. Also, during the Games themselves, lead authors and representatives of I4R (A.B., D.M., J.P.A, L.F.) provide
guidance to teams of replicators. Further, before and during each of the Games, I4R stresses the importance of reasonable
robustness checks (Simonsohn et al. (2020)). Re-analyses are sensible tests of the research question and expected to be
statistically valid and theoretically informed. This is another reason why replicators are given a choice of studies in
their own field and using methods they are familiar with.

11All board members are nominated by the last author, A.B., who invites them to suggest researchers whose expertise is
well suited to reproducing studies published in the targeted journals.

12For example, sensitivity analysis for an economics article leveraging a difference-in-differences analysis may require a
different set of robustness checks than a political science article with a regression discontinuity design.
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Once a report is completed, it undergoes editorial review by I4R. Reports are not peer-reviewed
in the conventional sense, but are expected to follow both professional norms and are checked for
tone by one of the lead authors (A.B., D.M., J.P.A, L.F.) or an I4R board member. A.B. (or a co-
director in the event of a conflict of interest) then reaches out to the original article authors to offer
them an opportunity to comment or respond. Reproducers can revise their reports based on the
original authors’ feedback, and original authors may also adjust their responses. Final reports and
authors’ responses are published openly on I4R’s webpage (https://i4replication.org/).
In Appendix Section C.1 we provide the entire list of articles with links to all reports.

Once replicators completed their reports and an additional survey about their experience and
the replication package contents, the details are coded into a database by lead authors (N.C., A.B.,
D.M., and J.P.A.) in the same manner as in Brodeur et al. (2026). Each coded report-information on
article-level computational reproducibility and coding errors, combining it with publication infor-
mation such as year, journal, Google Scholar citations, research field, and the number of original
authors, and survey based information such as data availability.

At the robustness check level, only a subset meeting specific criteria are included: excluded
are extensions of the original research, heterogeneity effects, and mediation analyses, as they lack
direct “original” estimates for comparison. Those that meet the criteria are then categorized into
one of eight groups: (i) sample, (ii) control variables, (iii) dependent variable, (iv) main indepen-
dent variable, (v) estimation method or model, (vi) inference method, (vii) weighting scheme, and
(viii) replication using new data.13 The most common robustness check categories are changing the
sample (33%), controls (27%), changing the estimation method (11%), and changing the dependent
variable (7%). In practice, coding decisions for robustness checks often span multiple categories.
For example, changing the dependent variable may also alter the sample size due to differences in
missing or available data.14

2.3 Summary Statistics

Our final analysis data includes the results of 20, 233 robustness checks conducted on results in 274

unique articles that were recently published in prominent economics and political science journals
(all journals pre-specified). In descending order, the reproduced articles are from the American Eco-
nomic Review (53), The Economic Journal (45), American Economic Journal: Applied Economics (28), Amer-
ican Economic Journal: Economic Policy (27), American Political Science Review (23), American Journal of
Political Science (19), The Journal of Politics (18), Journal of Political Economy (16), The Quarterly Journal
of Economics (15), American Economic Journal: Macroeconomics (13), American Economic Review: Insights
(9), and The Review of Economic Studies (8). Our sampling of journals and articles deliberately favors
high-impact journals and recent articles, allowing for the rapid reassessment of findings in eco-

13For example, replicators change sampling by adding or removing years, geographical units or individuals. Control
variables can be added or removed. Dependent variables and independent variables can be rescaling or redefinition.
An example of changing the estimation method would be to estimate a probit model instead of an ordinary least squares
when the outcome was a binary variable. A change in the inference method is most typically modifying the level of
clustering. Replication requires the inclusion of new data (Dreber and Johannesson, 2025).

14The relative proportion of robustness check types by method and field are provided in Appendix Figure A7.
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nomics and political science. Further, focusing on recent articles allows our results to be interpreted
as what can be achieved with existing academic norms and currently feasible journal policies.

The average number of robustness checks per article is approximately 74 (standard deviation
107).15 The high number of checks is due to replicators testing multiple original claims within an
article (average of 16 with standard deviation 32) multiple times (average of 4.6 tests per claim from
74 / 16). This is unsurprising as, for example, if an original article features 2 main outcome variables
and employs 7 main specifications, reproducers performing 5 robustness checks for each outcome
variable and specification would generate around 70 robustness checks. The large standard varia-
tion in the number of robustness checks across reports is notable but unsurprising as well for several
reasons. First, some teams focused heavily on conducting robustness checks for several central hy-
potheses, while others were more focused on computational reproducibility or dealing with coding
errors. Second, running the analysis code for some articles takes a few seconds to minutes, while
others can take hours, days, or weeks.

Economics and political science sub-fields are well represented in our large sample. In descend-
ing order for economics, 113 articles are microeconomics (JEL D, 41%), 84 articles are economic
development (JEL O, 31%), 70 are labor and demographic economics (JEL J, 26%), 56 are health and
education (JEL I, 20%), 49 are mathematical and quantitative methods (JEL C, 18%), 41 are indus-
trial organization (JEL L, 15%), 34 are public economics (JEL H, 12%), 29 are macroeconomics (JEL
E, 11%), 29 are economic history (JEL N, 11%), 28 are financial economics (JEL G, 10%). In descend-
ing order for political science, 35 are comparative political science (13%) 20 are American political
science (7%), and 5 are international relations (2%). Please note that articles in economics tend to
have more than one JEL code (sub-field) assigned to them, whereas articles in political science are
assigned to three mutually exclusive sub-fields.16

Methods are similarly well represented in our sample. In descending order, 51 articles use
difference-in-differences or two-way-fixed effects (DID, 19%), 49 use field experiments (18%), 28
use instrumental variables (IV, 10%), 27 use online experiments (10%), 18 use regression disconti-
nuity designs (RD, 7%), 14 use laboratory experiments (5%), and 157 use other methods including
simulations, structural, theory, time series, synthetic control, and more (including non-causal meth-
ods)(57%). Note that articles may employ more than one empirical method and are therefore not
assigned to mutually exclusive categories.

2.4 Replicator Characteristics

The replicators who provided the reports are not inexperienced. 80 reports (29%) are written by
teams in which at least one replicator has published in one of the journals replicated in this project.
Graduate students constitute, on average, 46% of replication team members (median 50%), with

15Also see Table A1 for additional statistics.
16Appendix Table 5 of Card and DellaVigna (2013) provides a useful, though limited, comparison. Relative to the 2010–

2012 distribution of articles in the Top 5 economics journals, our sample has greater representation in microeconomics
(41% versus 27%), labor (26% versus 20%), health-related fields (20% versus 8%), industrial organization (15% versus
14%), and public economics (12% versus 10%), while it has lower representation in macroeconomics (11% versus 17%)
and finance (10% versus 14%)
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remaining members consisting of researchers with PhDs or university faculty. The average number
of years since completion of PhD among team members, while assigning zero to graduate students,
is 3.3 (median 2.2), while replicator teams average 984 citations (median 115) when assigning zero
to researchers without publications. These characteristics indicate that replication teams possess
substantial research experience despite a relatively junior composition, reducing concerns that ob-
served failures of reproducibility or robustness might reflect only a lack of expertise among the
replicators. Indeed, while our replicators tend to have less academic experience than original au-
thors (average years post-PhD of 11.9), their level of programming expertise is quite advanced;
12%, 49% and 32% of replicators report that their level of expertise is “Expert”, “Proficient” and
“Competent,” respectively.

3 Reproducibility Materials

This section provides details on the raw materials available to replicators by method and field, and
using those raw materials, diagnostics of the reproducibility of published articles.

First, we examine the availability of data and codes - necessary materials to achieve the most
basic level of reproducibility. We differentiate between (for example) replication packages with
raw data against those with analysis data only, as a replication package that provides raw data
increases the scope of available robustness checks; in Brodeur et al. (2026), replicators indicated that
the primary limiting factor to not conducting more robustness exercises was a lack of raw data.

After establishing the availability of data and codes, we then provide our replicators’ evaluation
of whether the article’s results can be generated from the author-supplied materials (computational
reproducibility) by method and field.

Last for this section, we provide details on our detection of (substantive) coding errors. We
restrict this analysis to coding errors that, in the opinion of the replicators, have the ability to change
the qualitative findings of the article, not minor ones such as those easily fixed in computation,
directory, dependency, and the like.

3.1 Data and Code Availability

Our headline data availability finding is that for 81% of articles, replicators indicated they had
access to either full raw or full analysis data. If only considering full access to raw data, the figure is
substantially smaller, at 49%. Behind these overall numbers there is significant nuance to be found.

Table 1 provides all the details on variation regarding data and code availability in the 274 arti-
cles. Some notable findings are that 36% of replication packages do not include any raw data, 14%
provide partial raw data, while the remaining 49% provide their full raw data. In contrast, 19%
of replication packages do not include any analysis data, 3% provide partial analysis data, while
the remaining 78% provide full analysis data. This gap between raw and analysis data availabil-
ity suggests that current research transparency norms, at least in economics and political science,
continue to prioritize reproducibility from analysis data over full disclosure of the research-data
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pipeline. It is unsurprising to not reach 100% in any of these full access measures, as many recent
and well-published papers leverage restricted or confidential data which cannot be publicly pro-
vided for privacy and other concerns (particularly in raw form). However, in these situations it
may be possible to provide anonymized, aggregated, or similarly transformed analysis data which
removes personally identifying information while retaining enough statistical information for com-
putational reproduction. Similarly, it is unsurprising that data availability rates in our sample are
quite high as our focus was mostly on articles with publicly available data.

In terms of code, full cleaning code (which conducts data cleaning, reshaping, variable defini-
tion, assembly of datasets) is provided markedly less often (54%) than full analysis code (which
calculates statistics, produces tables and figures) which is almost always (95%). This lower pro-
vision of cleaning code remains true even conditional on providing any raw data, where cleaning
code would be necessary, and is then provided at only a slightly higher rate (78%). These (relatively)
high proportions of code provision, and in particular, higher code provision than data provision, is
unsurprising given recent efforts towards computational reproducibility at many of the journals
replicators’ articles are chosen from.

Finding that less than half of replication folders provide raw data and cleaning codes, or about 4
out of 5 replication folders provide analysis data, provides context for the next section’s examination
of computational reproducibility. A simple linear regression does not detect a relationship between
the number of robustness checks conducted with the availability of any full data (β = 5.934, p =

0.688, n = 274, also see Table 2). Notably, the estimated effect size is small compared to the mean
number of robustness checks (µ = 73.84, n = 274) and statistically insignificant. Similar null effects
on the number of robustness checks are found for full raw data (p = 0.358, n = 274), full analysis
data (p = 0.447, n = 274), any raw data (p = 0.947, n = 274), any analysis data (p = 0.225, n = 274),
any raw data with cleaning code (p = 0.879, n = 274), and any analysis data with any analysis
code (p = 0.192, n = 274). Of course, it is possible that the character of the robustness checks, rather
than the number, may change with better data and code availability, however their number seems
unaffected.

3.1.1 By Method and Field

We present data availability by method and field in Figure 1.
The top left panel presents data availability by field. The headline result is presented in black,

where 81% of n = 274 articles provide either full raw or full analysis data. There is variation by field.
For example, of the 49 reproduced articles that have a “C” JEL code (indicating they contribute to
quantitative methods including econometric modeling, game theory, and design of experiments),
90% offer either full raw or full analysis data. As articles typically have more than one JEL code, an
article can be included more than once in the figure, with the exception of the “all fields” proportion
where every article enters only once. Articles in political science are assigned a unique and mutually
exclusive category from American Politics, Comparative Politics, and International Politics. The
estimate that 81% of articles provide full access to raw or analysis data can be interpreted exactly
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as that - if a reader were to examine, at random, one of the articles in our sample, 4 out of 5 times
they would have full access to either the raw or analysis data. Articles in economics tend to provide
data at higher rates than political science, though variation in economics is evident; quantitative
economics (JEL C) and financial economics (JEL G) provide high rates of data availability (90% and
93% respectively), which can be contrasted against the much lower 71% provided by the 34 articles
contributing to public economics (JEL H).

The top right panel presents data availability by causal identification method. Just as with fields
(JEL codes), some articles apply more than one identification method, so an article can be included
more than once in the figure with the exception of the “all fields” proportion. We find this unit of
analysis useful for reader interpretation; if an article has two distinct causal identification methods
such as a regression discontinuity design (for example, distance to a border) and an instrumental
variable (for example, a temperature inversion or rainfall), the reader can extrapolate that when an
article uses an IV, they can expect full access to raw or analysis data 75% of the time. In addition, we
find that articles leveraging a field experiment provide the second-best full access to data in any form
at 88%, trailing only behind difference-in-differences (and two-way fixed-effects) which provide full
access to data 90% of the time.

In the bottom panel, we present the intersection of field (columns) and method (rows) for ev-
ery field × method combination. The first thing to notice is the breadth of field-method coverage
afforded by the n = 274 articles reproduced by our replicators; we observe data availability for
almost all subfields for DiD, IV, RD, and field experiments. Experiments, including lab and online,
are more limited in subfield representation, which is likely explained by the fact that some sub-
fields are not amenable to randomization (for example, economic history has no field, online, nor
lab randomization in our sample). Each of these cells can be interpreted as, for example in the fifth
column, 82% of articles that use DiD in public economics provide full access to some form of their
data. In contrast, only 50% of articles that use a field experiment in public economics provide ac-
cess to data, however please note that the dagger next to the proportion indicates that fewer than
5 distinct articles contribute to that proportion. The general pattern that emerges is that full access
to some form of data, be it raw or analysis, is the norm in our sample of recent, well published,
and selected towards publicly available data, articles. Darker cells indicate higher proportions of
data access, while lighter cells indicate a visible pattern of less-than-full access in one of the political
science fields (though we caution over interpretation as those cells have few observations which can
be determined from the top left panel).

As previous research has found that access to raw data was the primary limiting factor to repli-
cators’ ability to probe the robustness of published results (Brodeur et al., 2026), we examine access
to full raw data (irrespective of analysis data being provided) in the similarly constructed Figure
2. Unsurprisingly, full access to raw data is rarer, and particularly rare in articles using IV (39%).
Standout fields for raw data include quantitative articles (59%), financial economics (61%), and in-
dustrial organization (56%). Each of the bottom panel cells can be interpreted as, for example in the
sixth column, 62% of articles that use DiD in health & education economics provide access to raw
data. In contrast, only 38% of articles that use a field experiment in the same field provide access to
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raw data - likely due to the aforementioned privacy reasons.

3.2 Computational Reproducibility

Computational reproducibility is the ability of a replicator to reproduce the findings of an article
from that article’s replication package, including its data (either raw or analysis) and code (either
cleaning or analysis).

Our headline computational reproducibility result is that 89% of articles are considered to be
fully reproducible from either raw or analysis data by our replicators (see also Table 1). Of course,
this overall proportion is affected by availability of data, and belies significant variation by method
and field.

The proportion of articles considered fully reproducible from raw data (45%) is fairly close to
the proportion of articles that provide complete raw data (49%), while remaining less than half that
of those considered fully reproducible from analysis data (89%).

3.2.1 By Method and Field

We present computational reproducibility by method and field in Figure 3.
The top left panel presents the proportion of articles that replicators considered to be compu-

tationally reproducible on average (89% for the 274 articles in the pre-registered fields). Computa-
tional reproducibility is high in economics, with the worst-performing fields, macroeconomics and
public economics, still achieving a computational reproducibility rate of 76% and 82%, respectively.
This means that one in four macroeconomics and one in five public economics articles, published
recently in top journals, are not computationally reproducible. Industrial organization, which also
was a leader in raw data availability, is the most computationally reproducible field in economics.
Political science sees the greatest variation. 94% of comparative political science is indicated as be-
ing computationally reproducible, but only 60% (3 of 5) international political science articles are
computationally reproducible.

The top right panel presents computational reproducibility by causal identification method.
Once again, computational reproducibility is high; on average at 89%. The ‘worst’ performing
method, with a computational reproducibility of 83%, is regression discontinuity. The standout
method, which achieved a computational reproducibility of 100%, is lab experiments. To be spe-
cific, for the n = 14 distinct articles that used lab experiments, when independent replicators ran
their data and code, every team of replicators was able to reproduce the original article’s pub-
lished results. Second is online experiments at 96%. Third is field experiments at 94%. The quasi-
experimental methods all trail the experimental methods - DID, IV and RD, all achieve relatively
worse (though still well performing) rates of 92%, 89%, and 83%, respectively.

In the bottom panel, we present the intersection of field (columns) and method (rows) for every
field × method combination. The general pattern that emerges is that computational reproducibil-
ity is high (darker colors) for most, if not all, combinations. Indeed, for many of the field × method
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combinations, computational reproducibility is at 100%, and not just for cells with less than 5 re-
produced articles (indicated by the superscript daggers), whereas the lightest colors, representing
international politics using online experiments or public economics using a field experiment, have
fewer than 5 articles, making it difficult to draw conclusions about them.

3.3 Coding Errors

We next examine the incidence of coding errors (importantly, and in light of the previous section,
the fact that an article is computationally reproducible does not preclude the presence of even major
coding errors, as our replicators have proven to be sophisticated researchers capable of diagnosing
and repairing original code). This analysis excludes minor issues—such as software version con-
flicts or missing dependencies. Instead, we focus on errors with the potential to affect the original
article’s empirical results or substantive conclusions.

Our headline result is that we find that 32% of articles contain a coding error in their replication
package which has the potential to change the substantive take-away from the original article.

Table 3 provides details on the types of coding errors detected by the replicators, the most com-
mon types are related to control variables (10%)(i.e. a mismatch between article and code in the
control variables included) and changing the sample (11%). These are followed by changing esti-
mation procedures (7%). The least common coding errors and inconsistencies are those related to
the dependent variable (5%), main independent variable (4%) and inference (4%). The table also
provides tests of the differences of the coding errors. When comparing economics and political
science, there is no general trend of the coding error types being more likely to be detected in one
or the other (one p-value is 0.055 for the difference between the proportion of ‘control variables’
coding errors). When comparing experimental methods (field, online, lab experiments) to quasi-
experimental methods (DID, IV, and RD), there is again no statistically significant difference at that
high level (p-values range from 0.063 through 0.752).

3.3.1 By Method and Field

We present coding error rates by method and field in Figure 4.
The top left panel presents the proportion of articles that replicators considered to have a coding

error by field. On average, 32% of articles contained a coding error. The best-performing field in eco-
nomics, i.e. the JEL code with the lowest coding error rate, is macroeconomics with 28% of articles.
A similarly honorable mention is JEL H, public economics. In political science, coding error rates
are relatively lower with American politics (10%), Comparative politics (26%), and International
politics (40%), two of which perform better than the total sample average.

The top right panel presents coding error rate by causal identification method. The best per-
forming method is the lab experiment (14%), while the remainder of methods cluster around the
33% average.

In the bottom panel, we present the intersection of field (columns) and method (rows) for ev-
ery field × method combination. We highlight the fact that, since a lower number is desirable for
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coding errors as compared to higher numbers for data availability or computational reproducibil-
ity, we now present the field and method combinations in red rather than blue cells. In this way,
more red cells, such as quantitative articles using DID, financial articles using RD, or labor articles
using IV, with high coding error rates are easy to spot. The general theme is that coding errors are
concentrated within a narrow range of cells, with many zeros and low numbers. Indeed, the dark-
est cells, and many of the ones indicating medium levels of coding errors, are indicated to be from
combinations of field and method with fewer than the requisite 5 articles for any form of confidence.

Overall, these findings suggest that coding errors can be found in any field or method, with
high error rates in some well-populated fields (e.g. microeconomics). Further, these results un-
derscore that data availability or computational reproducibility are not by themselves sufficient for
correctness of published empirical analyses. Measuring correctness seems to require exactly what
this project conducted - a deep engagement with each component article by teams of researchers
familiar with the methods, literatures, and programming languages in which the original articles
were written.

4 Robustness by Method and Field

In this section, we detail our main results for robustness by method and field.
Two features are required for robustness - the re-analysis test statistic must also be statistically

significant at the 5% level, and must also be of the same sign.17 We provide additional measures
of robustness in the next subsection, including those that are appropriate for originally statistically
insignificant results.

We find that research in economics and political science is 70% robust. Our 70% rate of robust-
ness is relatively high in comparison to previously published replications.18 For example, when
evaluating the replicability of 18 laboratory experiments in economics, Camerer et al. (2016) found
a significant effect in the same direction as the original article for 11 of them; a replication rate of
61%. Another example, when evaluating the replicability of 21 social science experiments published
in Nature and Science between 2010 and 2015, Camerer et al. (2018) found a significant effect in the
same direction as the original article for 13 of them; a replication rate of 62%. Of course, the present
project is different in both scope and size. We primarily conduct robustness exercises (using the
provided data and codes of original articles and testing whether the original results stand up to
alternative, yet reasonable, researcher decisions) whereas the previous two examples recreated the

17The current robustness analysis uses results from 187 articles only. This is due to at least three reasons. First, some
of the reports do not conduct robustness checks. Second, a direct comparison between the original and re-analysis is
sometimes not possible. This can arise when replicators use a different estimator or rescale the dependent or main
independent variable. In other cases, the methods used in the original paper do not produce coefficient estimates or
p-values as the primary quantities of interest, making a direct comparison infeasible. Third, only 216 reports contain a
robustness check of at least one statistically significant result at the 5% level. This restriction matters as measuring the
robustness of an originally statistically insignificant result is likely to behave very differently (especially with respect to
flipping sign) than one that is originally statistically significant.

18When excluding replications (therefore keeping robustness checks, strictly defined) the robustness rate is an unchanged
70%.
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experimental conditions of the original conditions and re-ran the experiments. The closest project to
ours is indeed already part of our project; when examining the robustness of 110 recently and well
published articles published in economics and political science journals from 2022 onward, Brodeur
et al. (2026) found a robustness rate of 72%. We provide more comparisons to that first project in a
later dedicated section. Nonetheless, we take as a positive sign for both the economics and political
science fields that the robustness rate is as high as it is.

4.1 By Method and Field

We detail the robustness of economics and political science by field and method in Figure 5.
The top-left panel first provides an estimate of the overall robustness rate of 70% (black marker

and 95% confidence interval whiskers). Successive rows provide robustness rates by JEL code.
For articles that had JEL code E (macroeconomics), the average of the article-level robustness

rates is 52%, the worst performing subfield in economics. In contrast, the best performing subfields
(in economics) are quantitative, micro, and health and education economics (JEL codes C,D, and I),
with much higher 74% robustness rates. When considering political science, the worst performer
is comparative politics at 67% while the best is American politics with a very-high 84% robustness
rate.

The top-right panel first provides an identical overall robustness rate, then successive columns
provide robustness rates by method. We have grouped the quasi-experimental methods (DID, IV,
and RD), and then present rates by the distinguishable experimental methods with randomization
(field, lab, and online experiments). All other methods are assigned the ‘other’ category.

Just as articles can (and tend to) have more than one JEL code, so too can articles have more
than one identification method assigned to their robustness checks. This is why it is possible for an
article to enter into both, say, the IV and DID estimates if, for example, in one section of the article
a two-way fixed effects approach is used, and later, an instrument is used to address potential
endogeneity.

The methods with the highest robustness rate are experimental. Online experiments are the
most robust with a robustness rate of 89%, followed by field experiments with a rate of 79% and lab
experiments with a rate of 77%. The quasi-experimental methods follow with on-average lower ro-
bustness rates, and in the order one might ‘expect’ from the ‘folk wisdom’ of the profession (Brodeur
et al., 2020); RD is the best performing non-experimental method with a robustness rate of 76%,
whereas IV has a rate of 70% and difference-in-differences has the lowest rate of all labeled identifi-
cation methods at 66%; that is, when it comes to articles applying difference-in-differences (or two-
way fixed effects) more than one in three articles are not robust to alternative reasonable researcher
choices, on average.

The bottom panel of Figure 5 is a heat map which provides information on the individual
method (rows) and field (columns) combinations. Each cell contains the percent average of the
article-level average of the robustness of the individual test statistics indicated in white text. That
is, the average of the articles with JEL code D (microeconomics) that use DID is 71%. Darker blues
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represent higher robustness rates, while lighter colors indicate lower. We have provided, next to
the text of each cell, a superscript dagger symbol if the robustness rate comes from a cell composed
of an average of less than 5 unique articles (to prevent conclusions being drawn about a particular
method × field combination without sufficient evidence). We do remind the reader that the cells in
the heat map are not evenly distributed in terms of sample size.19

4.2 Other Measures of Robustness

4.2.1 Robustness of Insignificant Results

In Figure A3, we provide the robustness of originally statistically insignificant results. One dif-
ference between the definition of robustness here as compared to the previous subsection is, with
results that are originally statistically insignificant, the likelihood of re-analysis estimating an op-
posing sign is much higher than if re-analysis is examining an originally statistically significant
result. For this reason, robustness is defined as remaining insignificant (p > 0.05) without regard to
sign here. See Figure A4 for the 10% significance level.

The robustness of statistically insignificant results is 88%. That is, when replicators probe the
robustness of ‘null’ results to reasonable alternative choices, the null results tend to stay null. The
rate is well above the robustness rate of statistically significant results, and the sample is not small
(141 reports).

Most fields provide similar rates of robustness for insignificant results, though macroeconomics
and economic history have lower rates (79% and 72% respectively) but also have the smallest sample
size. Similarly, many of the identification methods behave similarly with high rates of robustness for
originally statistically insignificant results with one exception. Instrumental variables, well below
the average of all others, with 82% - particularly when compared to the next-lowest identification
strategy of DID with 88%.

4.2.2 Relative t-Statistic

In Figure A5, we present the relative t-statistic of Dreber and Johannesson (2025) by method and
field. A value of 1 here implies that replicators find statistical significance, measured via the t-
statistic, exactly the same on average as the original article. This analysis is restricted to the same
set of articles as in Figure 5 (originally statistically significant results) for a number of reasons, the
least of which is that a ratio with a denominator value near zero can easily explode.

We find an overall relative t-statistic of 92%. The field with the lowest relative t-statistic is
macroeconomics (68%) while the economics sub-field with the highest relative t-statistic is public

19Our analysis throughout is at the article-level. An alternative approach would be to examine reproducibility and ro-
bustness at the robustness check level. When doing so, we find similar results. While the overall robustness rate is 77%,
the experimental methods dominate the quasi-experimental methods, with online experiments reaching a robustness
rate of 92%, lab experiments reaching a robustness rate of 88%, and field experiments reaching a robustness rate of
82%. In contrast, tests derived from RDs are 70% robust, followed by DID with 69%, and the worst performing of the
identified methods is IV with the lowest rate of 67%. These methods results map closely to the article-level results. See
Figure A1. See Figure A2 for the 10% significance level.
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economics (124%). Political science performs well under this measure. American politics achieves
a relative t-statistic of 93% and comparative politics of 87%. Methods have similar variation to sub-
fields. Lab, online, and field experiments (almost) dominate the quasi-experimental methods. The
t-statistics of lab experiments are 95% the size of the original, online experiments are 95%, and field
experiments are 91%. In contrast, while relative t-statistics of articles with an RD is 92%, the ratio
falls to 84% for IV. The anomaly is DiD, with a very wide confidence interval, but with an average
of 115%. The bottom panel displays the ratios for each field and method combination, in the form of
a ratio so that, for example, the 0.83 of JEL G (financial) economics using DID represents a relative
t-statistic of 83%.

4.2.3 Relative Effect Size of Significant Results

In Figure A6, we present the relative effect size by method and field. A value of 1 here implies that
replicators find effect sizes exactly the same on average.20 In order to ensure comparability between
this exercise and the ones previous, we restrict to the same set of articles as in Figure 5 and Figure
A5 (originally statistically significant results).

We find an overall relative effect size of 90%. The field with the lowest relative effect size is
macroeconomics (72%) while the economics sub-field with the highest relative effect size under
robustness is quantitative (93%). As with the relative t-statistic, political science performs well
under the relative effect size measure. American politics achieves a relative effect size of 90%, the
middling is comparative politics of 92%, and international politics finds the best relative effect size
of 95%. Methods have seemingly more variation than fields. Most methods cluster around a relative
effect size of 100%, such as IV (102%) and RD (94%), while DiD relative effect sizes are sizably
smaller under reproduction at 89%. The largest and similar to IV is the lab experiment at 102%. The
field experiment is at 97% and the online experiment achieves 96%. The bottom panel displays the
ratios for each field and method combination, in the form of a ratio so that, for example, the high IV
measure can be seen as a consequence of micro and development economics using IV with a relative
effect ratio of 1.13 and 1.12, which is the result of more than 5 distinct original articles (no daggers).

5 Determinants of Robustness: A Many-Analysts Approach

5.1 The Many-Analysts Approach

To complement our analyses, in this section, we adopt a many-analysts approach. The goal of this
exercise is to assess whether independent analysts, working from the same data, arrive at consis-
tent conclusions when analyzing the relationship between robustness by method and field, with
freedom to account for a plethora of potential modeling decisions including many article, author,

20To put the following magnitudes into context, Camerer et al. (2016) found a replication relative effect size of 66%,
Camerer et al. (2018) found a replication relative effect size of 50%, while Brodeur et al. (2026) found a reproduction
effect size of around 100% (though the latter reported the median).

19



and replicator characteristics. Individual analysts were recruited from our pool of coauthors. Each
participating analyst was compensated with 250 USD for timely submission of results.

Analysts were free to choose their own estimation techniques, weighting scheme, statistics pack-
age, model specifications, and inference methods used, but they were not permitted to alter the de-
pendent variables or the key independent variables (methods and fields) to ensure comparability
across submissions. Indeed, they were provided with a common dependent variable: an indica-
tor for whether a re-analysis remains statistically significant at the 5% level with the same sign,
restricted to original estimates significant at the 5% level.21 As the goal was to continue investigat-
ing the relative rankings of robustness, the analysts were asked to use JEL code D (microeconomics,
behavioral and experimental economics) as a baseline for sub-fields and the field experiment as
baseline method. Analysts were also free to construct their own derived variables from the data
given to them or use new data. The database includes detailed information on replicators, origi-
nal authors, article, and replication package characteristics. Each analyst was instructed to report
marginal effects for their specifications. To accommodate multiple approaches, the submission sys-
tem allowed analysts to report multiple models, with each specification treated as a distinct entry.
Of note, analysts were not made aware of any of the present paper’s findings, including the expert
forecast results. Any findings or forecasts were reported to analysts and other coauthors by the lead
authors only once the many-analysts had already reported their marginal effects.

5.2 Many-Analysts Results

We received completed submissions from 13 many analyst teams. The heterogeneity in analytical
choices provides a useful measure of the robustness of our conclusions: if findings converge across
analysts despite specification differences, this strengthens the confidence we can have in the relative
rankings presented in the earlier sections. The results are shown in Figure 6.

In the top two panels, each marker represents a many-analyst’s t-statistic for that coefficient.
For example, 12 analysts provided comparable coefficients for JEL code C. The t-statistics ranged
between 0 to 4, with an average of 1.37 (black diamond, 95% confidence intervals in whiskers,
p = 0.001 against the null hypothesis the mean is equal to zero). Similarly, 12 analysts provided es-
timates for differences-in-differences, with coefficients’ associated t-statistics mostly negative, with
an average of -5.18. For this analysis, we present t-statistics as independent analyst heterogeneity is
more likely to influence the scale of the coefficients (making it difficult but not impossible to draw
conclusions from naive comparisons of the coefficients but much less so the signal given by the
associated t-statistic).

Across methods, a clear consensus emerged. Analysts consistently found that robustness rates
were highest for experimental designs, particularly for online experiments, but also for field exper-
iments (the baseline or comparison category) and laboratory experiments, as compared to statisti-
cally significantly lower rates for the quasi-experimental approaches (DID, IV, and RD), each with

21The many analysts also prepared results for three other supplementary outcomes. The second dependent variable
is defined analogously for the 10% significance level. The third and fourth dependent variables capture whether re-
analyses of originally insignificant results remain insignificant at the 5% and at the 10% level, respectively.
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a negative statistically significant average t-statistic. In most independent analyses, the baseline
category (field experiment) outperformed non-experimental designs by a wide margin, and the di-
rection of the effect was highly consistent across analysts. Although some variation was observed in
the precise magnitude, very few analysts reported estimates that contradicted this overall pattern.

Across sub-fields, the results also showed broad agreement. Economics sub-fields such as Public
Economics (JEL H), Mathematical and Quantitative Methods (JEL C), Industrial Organization (JEL
L) have relatively high robustness rates, while Macroeconomics (JEL E), Labor and Demographic
Economics (JEL J), Economic History (JEL N) and Economic Development, Innovation, Technologi-
cal Change, and Growth (JEL O) had relatively low robustness rates. Health, Education and Welfare
(JEL I) and Financial Economics (JEL G) were in-between the lowest and highest robustness rates,
and not significantly different from the baseline. Within political science, if robustness rates differed
from economics, they were relatively higher.

The bottom panels present a similar pattern using the effect sizes of the associated coefficients
reported by the many analysts. As expected, effect size estimates tended to have wider relative
variance than the t-statistics of the top panel. For this reason, the bottom panels display the median
effect size with a hollow diamond (to account for the potential outsize influence of outliers) while
also providing a visualization (line and bar) of the inter-quartile range. In this manner, we can
visually detect outliers well outside the inter-quartile range, and note the following. For methods,
the inter-quartile range of effect sizes for the quasi-experimental methods are negative, while the
lab experiment, field experiment (baseline), and online experiments (in particular) perform better.
For fields, JEL C, H, L and American political science seem to perform quite well.

Overall, the many-analysts exercise demonstrates that the conclusions of this study are not an
artifact of a single modeling approach. Despite employing a diverse set of specifications, many in-
dependent analysts found similar results: robustness rates do indeed systematically vary by method
and field, with experimental designs exhibiting the highest levels of robustness. Where variation
exists, it largely concerns the size rather than the direction of the estimate, further adding confidence
of the stability of our main conclusions.22

6 Predicting Reproducibility: Expert Forecasts

In this section, we examine the difference between the previous sections’ observed reproducibility
and robustness of research by field and method to the expected reproducibility and robustness by
the research community itself. To do so, we administered a pre-registered Qualtrics-based survey to
experts in social science research on the Social Science Prediction Platform (SSPP). There are at least
two benefits to expert forecasts in social science research - including the fact that this project gains
more nuanced interpretation of its results through the direct comparison between observed and

22While this section’s many-analyst exercise precludes the necessity for a single regression (and its potentially idiosyn-
cratic choices, Table A3 column 4 conducts such a linear probability model with field and method regressors to find
similar a result; that the robustness rate for field, lab, and online experiments are statistically significantly higher than
the other (excluded) category. The prior columns display results for the provision of full data, computational repro-
ducibility, and coding error prevalence in the same manner as in Sections 3 and 4.
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expected reproducibility rates. Forecasts have also been championed for their ability to mitigate bias
against null results (by facilitating comparisons between observation and expectation, rather than
against the null hypothesis) and, less so for this project, for improving experimental design (by, for
example, providing guidance on which treatment arms should be applied in a power-constrained
setting) (DellaVigna et al., 2019).23

For our purposes, expert forecasts provide a valuable window into how well experts can antici-
pate the reproducibility and robustness of empirical findings within their discipline (Dreber (2025);
Dreber et al. (2015)). By asking researchers to predict which sub-fields and methodological ap-
proaches are most likely to yield robust results, we can test whether expert expectations align with
empirical observation. Accurate forecasts would suggest that researchers have internalized reliable
cues about reproducibility and robustness, including through experience with data quality, research
designs, and publication practices. Conversely, systematic forecasting errors would indicate that re-
searchers struggle to identify robust research ex ante.

Our survey (https://socialscienceprediction.org/s/xeb2c2) first provides def-
initions and a description of our data and its generating process, then asks forecasters to provide
their predictions and judgments concerning computational reproducibility, coding errors, and ro-
bustness (defined in numerous ways, including the same-sign and preserved statistical significance
of earlier, along with the re-analysis t-statistic and proportion of effect sizes that would be smaller
under re-analysis). Most questions ask about the entire sample, while the robustness reproducibility
questions were asked by field and method.24 All survey questions were preregistered. The survey
ends with questions on the field, affiliation, and position of the forecaster.

For computational reproducibility, we ask forecasters: “What percent of studies do you expect
to be fully computationally reproducible?” They were provided the following definition: “Re-
sults/tests which are not computationally reproducible are those that fail to be reproduced with
the replication folder provided. Common reasons include: code (cleaning or analytic) failing to run,
results deviating from what was presented in the published paper, and data and code only being
partially provided.”

For coding errors, we ask forecasters: “Excluding minor issues like missing packages, broken
pathways, and versioning issues, what percent of studies do you expect to have at least one coding
error?” Where they were provided the following additional information: “Note that not all coding
errors necessarily result in a failure to reproduce the claims presented in a published paper. A study
could be fully reproducible, yet its programs contain coding errors (e.g. observations erroneously
duplicated), or coding which doesn’t match the description in the paper but keeps main results
unaffected (e.g. clustering at different levels).”

For robustness, we ask forecasters: “What do you expect the robustness reproducibility rate
23Recent work on the first 100 projects on the platform has found that forecasts of treatment effects (the platform is often

used prior to experimental research) tend to be quite predictive of actual treatment effects (DellaVigna and Vivalt,
2025). Earlier work notes that expert forecasts were correlated with, but outperformed, literature (meta-analytic) based
estimates of treatment effects (DellaVigna and Pope, 2018).

24This is a deviation from our pre-analysis plan in that we only asked the robustness reproducibility question by method
and field. The decision to limit the remaining questions by subfield and method was taken after considering the length
of the survey and potential forecaster fatigue.
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across claims to be for the following methods and subfields?” They were provided with the fol-
lowing definition: “robustness reproducibility is the extent to which a result in an original study
remains robust to alternative plausible analytical decisions, while using the same data as in the
original study. In our case, we say a result/claim is robustly reproducible if the re-analysis is sta-
tistically significant with the same sign (positive or negative) as the original study’s statistic. If you
answer 50, this means you believe that 50% of the original analyses are robust to various types of
re-analyses recoding (redefining the sample, dependent variable, etc.)”

Rates were elicited for nine methods, two fields (economics and political science in general), 13
sub-fields for economics and three sub-fields for political science.25

6.1 Recruitment and Participation

The survey was open on SSPP from September 30, 2024 to October 31, 2024, closing with 249 com-
pleted responses (out of 303 responses).26 Invitations were also sent to coauthors who had com-
pleted a reproduction report as of Fall 2024. The survey was also advertised on one of SSPP’s social
media accounts and reposted by I4R.

The survey was conducted in Qualtrics with a forced response for all questions about repro-
ducibility and robustness. An opt-out option “not familiar” was always offered, which accounts
for the differing response rates by field and method. For instance, 16 forecasters did not provide a
forecast of the robustness of instrumental variables. The median time to complete the survey is 8
minutes and 12 seconds. We do not make any sample restrictions based on completion time in our
analyses.

The sample consists of 44% graduate students, 11% post-docs, 30% faculty members or re-
searchers at a university and 15% other (e.g. researcher in a think tank or government agency).
Forecasters are mostly economists (70%) and political scientists (11%). 73% of forecasters attended
one or more of I4R’s replication games (Brodeur et al. (2023, 2026)), suggesting that most our fore-
casters have experience reproducing studies. 35% of forecasters also report having heard about
some of the preliminary results from Brodeur et al. (2026) combining 110 reproduction reports, even
if only informally.

25The methods are (i) difference-in-differences, (ii) instrumental variables, (iii) laboratory experiment, (iv) matching and
synthetic control, (v) online experiment, (vi) field experiment, (vii) regression discontinuity design, (viii) time series,
and (ix) structural modeling. For economics sub-fields we used (i) microeconomics, behavioral and experimental eco-
nomics, (ii) macroeconomics and monetary economics, (iii) international economics, (iv) financial economics, (v) public
economics, (vi) health, education and welfare economics, (vii) labor and demographic economics, (viii) law and eco-
nomics, (ix) industrial organization, (x) economic history, (xi) economic development, innovation, technological change,
and growth, (xii) political economy and comparative economic systems, (xiii) environmental and urban economics. The
three sub-fields for political science are (i) American politics, (ii) comparative politics and (iii) international relations.
We restrict presentation in this section to the pre-registered sub-fields and methods. Additional results, for example for
law and economics, international economics, and environmental economics, are available upon request.

26Staff at SSPP mentioned that our survey was “one of our most highly responded surveys this year”. Only forecasters
who completed the entire survey are included in our analysis.
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6.2 Forecast Results

Our pre-registered hypothesis is that researchers accurately predict robustness rates by method and
sub-field.27 We present our overall forecast results in Figure 7. The distribution of forecasts for each
of these reproducibility measures is presented in the figure as grayscale kernel densities, to visualize
the variation of forecasts, for example, we note none are uni-modal and all are characterized by high
variance. For each measure, the average of the 249 predictions (and its 95% confidence interval) and
the observed rate are presented, along with the results of a statistical test of their difference.

We find that forecasters are, on average, overly pessimistic. Forecasters underestimated com-
putational reproducibility. They predicted that only 68% of articles would be fully computationally
reproducible, while our observed proportion is 89% (Wilcoxon signed-rank test of the difference
p < 0.001). In contrast, forecasters overestimated the rate of coding errors, expecting 51% of articles
to have a major coding error, as opposed to the observed proportion of 32% (Wilcoxon signed-rank
test of the difference p < 0.001).28 Forecasters underestimated the robustness of initially statistically
significant effects, expecting that only 59% would be robust whereas we observed a 70% robustness
rate (Wilcoxon signed-rank test of the difference p < 0.001). In terms of additional measures of ro-
bustness, forecasters underestimated the relative t-statistic under reproduction, expecting only 76%
as compared to the observed 92% (Wilcoxon signed-rank test of the difference p < 0.001). Also, fore-
casters slightly overestimated the proportion of effect sizes that decreased in absolute magnitude
under re-analysis, predicting 58% compared to the observed 54%, a difference of four percentage
points.29

Figure 8 shows that forecasters systematically underestimate the robustness of research across
both methods and fields.

The figure is composed of a series of densities from 0 to 100, indicating forecasters’ forecasts to
what they expect the robustness rate of, for example, studies classified as JEL D (Microeconomics)
(64%) or those using a field experiment as their identification method (73%). Should a forecaster
select, say, 61, they are indicating they expected 61% of studies using an RD somewhere in their
analyses to be robust. The distributions of these forecasts for both methods and fields are as report-
ing only the mean forecast (indicated by a black hollow circle with 95% confidence interval) hides
much of the variation that is evident within each distribution. For example, the mean forecasts of
RD and Online Experiments are the same at 61% - which belies the fact that the variance for RD is
smaller - which hints at varying beliefs of the robustness of online experiments. In addition to the
number of forecasters who offered their predictions for each method and field, we present the statis-

27Forecasters are reasonably confident in their predictions. The median forecaster is “somewhat” confident. The remain-
ing responses are distributed as follows: 32 report not being confident at all, 87 report being slightly confident, 102
report being somewhat confident, 21 report being very confident, and 7 report being extremely confident. We consider
this to be a good thing since recent research has shown that confidence is inversely related to accuracy (DellaVigna and
Vivalt, 2025).

28These two differences in expectations may arise from the top-tier sample of journals we draw our reproduction articles
from, as many of those journals conduct thorough internal computational reproducibility checks prior to publication.

29For smaller under re-analysis effect sizes, we calculate the proportion of comparable re-analysis estimates that are
smaller in absolute magnitude than the corresponding original estimates. We first calculate this proportion within each
article, restricting attention to originally statistically significant estimates, and then average across articles.
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tical significance of a Wilcoxon signed-rank test comparing forecasts to the observed reproducibility
rate (black diamonds with 95% confidence intervals).

In the left panel and center panels of Figure 8, we see that forecasters consistently under-estimate
the robustness of each field except for macroeconomics, where they overestimate the robustness of
the field in their forecasts. Some fields (JEL I for example) show larger differences between expected
and observed robustness than others. We find that the difference between forecast and observed
robustness rate is always statistically significant (with the exception of JEL J Labor).

In the right panel of Figure 8, we see that the average robustness rate forecast falls below the
realized values for all methods, confirming the overall pessimism among researchers. While the
magnitude of these errors varies– field experiments tend to be better predicted than for example,
online experiments – the difference between robustness forecast and observed robustness is always
statistically significant well below any traditional inveterate statistical significance threshold (with
the exception of field experiments where p = 0.054).

In order to understand this phenomenon better, we sort and present these average forecast errors
in Figure 9. The left panel provides results using the absolute mean error (averaging the absolute
value of each forecaster’s error against the observed rate), with lowest error at the top and increasing
error toward the bottom of the figure. The figure contains both methods (red) and fields (green and
blue).

Reading from top to bottom, an earlier observation becomes clearer; the best predicted method
is the field experiment (which was expected to perform the best of all the methods) followed by
the quasi-experimental method DID, then laboratory experiments and RDs. The best predicted
fields are those in economics, with the notable caveat that it is unclear whether this reflects greater
pessimism by the forecasters (the predictions for political science fields are lower than economics)
or greater robustness (the observed reproducibility of the political science subsample is higher than
economics) or, more likely, both. These rankings are relatively robust to an additional, alternative,
but sensible construction using mean (not absolute) error for the forecasters, presented in the right
panel. There, experimental methods take the top spots (with the field experiment placing first,
lab experiments are second) and most economics sub-fields but JEL I (health, education) are better
predicted than political science.

7 Statistical Significance after Reproduction: Extension of Brodeur et al.
(2026)

This section begins as a replication and extension of Brodeur et al. (2026). That project, among
other results, showed how the distribution of statistical significance changes under replication and
reproduction (in particular, by the type of re-analysis) for our first 110 articles. We then provide
results of how statistical significance changes using a dataset more than double the size. We then
examine these changes by method and field.

The top panels of Figure 10 display the distribution of original absolute t-statistics if they are
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sourced from the first project (left, panels detailed in Brodeur et al. (2026)) or from sample of new
articles, which more than doubled the number of original articles we examine (right panels). We
have included a kernel density, with 95% confidence intervals in orange, for the distribution of the
associated t-statistics after re-analysis (either reproduction or replication).

Comparing the distributions of original statistical significance, they look similar. They both have
(at least a local) maximum at-or-above a t-statistic of 2, consistent with statistical significance at the
5% level. Further, they both have a local minimum just after a t-statistic of value 1. In the left panel,
re-analysis seemed to ‘recover’ an excess mass of test statistics above the statistical significance
threshold and re-distribute them fairly uniformly between t = 0 and t = 1.96. A reduction in that
local maximum can be seen, and the local minima is also fairly smoothed. In the right panel, a
similar pattern occurs, though the excess mass seems to come more from larger t-statistics clustered
around 3 than before, and the local maxima and local minima remain, although their difference is
significantly reduced under re-analysis.

The bottom panels present the associated p-values, with grayscale representing all fields and
methods for the 110 original articles in the left panel, and newly added articles on the right. While
the p-curve (distribution of p-values) is a mechanical counterpart of the t-curve (distribution of
t-statistics), certain characteristics consistent with both the publication bias and p-hacking phenom-
ena are apparent in this form. For example, there is a large ‘spike’ or increase in mass just below
the p = 0.05 in the original p-value distribution. Under re-analyses, the p-curve is instead, mono-
tonically decreasing. For new articles, re-analyses less dramatically altered the distribution around
the 5% statistical significance threshold, but did reduce the large amount of very small p-values
represented by the first bin.

These visual patterns of shifting statistical significance will be presented by field and method at
the end of the next section.30

7.1 By Method and Field

This project represents a significant increase in sample size over an earlier study, Brodeur et al.
(2026), which analyzed the re-analyses of 110 published articles. As this project’s aim is to investi-
gate the reproducibility of research by field and method, a significant expansion was necessary to
ensure sufficient evidence for each field and method is available. To do so, we extend that original
sample of 110 to now include the results of re-analyses of 274 articles.

Figure 11 presents the distribution of t-statistics first for the entire sample of 274 pre-registered
pre-analysis reproductions (in gray). The solid area represents the original t-statistics while a black
Epanechnikov kernel (with 95% confidence interval) represents the distribution of re-analysis t-
statistics. We see that, under reproduction, the local minima located near a t-stat of 1 is greatly
reduced.

30Formal tests of p-hacking and publication bias using the caliper method, are presented in Table A2. The threshold is the
inveterate 5% statistical significance threshold, and the test assumes that there should be equal ‘mass’ of test statistics
above and below the threshold.
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We then present the same two distributions by field and method in the succeeding rows and
columns. Following the convention of the rest of this paper, economics sub-fields are presented in
green, political science sub-fields are presented in blue, while methods (drawing from articles in
either field) are presented in the rightmost column in red.

What is obvious is that this shift in statistical significance differs, sometimes strikingly, by
method and field. First, the characteristics of the original article significance differ. For example,
economic history has a large local maximum around t = 2.5 with very little mass to the left of that
maxima. In contrast, health and education economics has a large mass (indeed a global maximum)
around t = 0, that is, statistically insignificant results. Of course, this can be driven by a number
of factors, not the least of which could be the underlying distribution of unknowable ‘true’ effects
that each of the articles was attempting to estimate. Nevertheless, under re-analysis, the economics
sub-fields see a general smoothing of the t-distribution with smaller local maxima around t = 2

with much of the mass under re-analysis recovered and distributed between t = 0 and t = 2. Re-
analysis for the three political science sub-fields behaves slightly differently (which was also the
case in Brodeur et al. (2026)). Under re-analysis, the test statistics do not seem to respond as much
as the economics sub-fields.

Concerning methods, originally published test statistics for the quasi-experimental methods of
DiD, IV, and RD have very large, almost unimodal peaks just above t = 2. Under re-analysis, these
three methods show large amounts of mass recovered below the t = 2 threshold. In comparison,
the three forms of experiments (field, lab, online) have very close (if not perfectly overlapping)
distributions of test statistics after re-analysis.

Figure 12 distills and presents how statistical significance changes from the originally published
results under re-analysis at the test-statistic level. For each, the vertical axis represents whether the
original test statistic was statistically significant or not. The horizontal axis represents whether that
test statistic, under re-analysis was found to be statistically significant at the 5% level, not statis-
tically significant, or if the sign of the re-analysis estimated effect was of the opposite sign to the
original. The numbers in each represent the proportion of tests by row. For example, in the top
left grayscale panel (indicating all fields and methods) for those test statistics that were originally
significant at the 5% level, 72% remained statistically significant (and did not switch sign). In con-
trast, 6% flipped sign (regardless of statistical significance) while the remaining 22% were no longer
statistically significant. In the second row of the panel, the same transitions of the rows are noted,
with 77% of originally statistically insignificant results remaining statistically insignificant under
re-analysis (and without flipping sign). Unsurprisingly, a larger proportion of these results flip sign
than statistically significant ones (though this is likely mechanical due to increased proximity that
a statistically insignificant result has to t = 0) and a smaller proportion (8%) become statistically
significant. For these proportions, we take as evidence of robustness the relative proportions on
each matrix’s diagonal - the proportion of statistically significant results that remain statistically
significant and the proportion of statistically insignificant results that remain the same.

The successive rows and columns present the same transition shifts by field and method. There
is large variation in the proportions of interest. For example, macroeconomics (JEL E) has the lowest
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proportion of robust statistically significant test statistics at 48%. In contrast, the highest is political
science’s American politics at 82% (the best-performing sub-field of economics is 79%). In order, the
best performing methods are online experiments (88%), lab experiments (79%), field experiments
(78%), then RD (77%), IV (70%), and finally DID (67%) (the other category, due to its broadness, we
are careful not to over-interpret).

8 Conclusion

Understanding which methods and fields produce robust findings is critical for both scientific
progress and its policy application. Robust research shapes the credibility of entire disciplines in the
eyes of scholars, policymakers, and the public. If certain identification methods systematically yield
more robust and reproducible results, this can inform the direction of future researchers, the prior-
itization of methodological training, and policymakers’ allocation of attention to research toward
the most robust approaches. Similarly, identifying sub-fields with lower robustness rates highlights
areas where stronger data practices, improved transparency, or more stringent editorial standards
may be needed. Overall, our findings suggest that the credibility revolution is not uniform, but
is better characterized as a heterogeneous process, with substantial variation in robustness across
methods and sub-fields. This has important implications for how empirical research is evaluated
in the future: rather than applying uniform optimism following the credibility revolution, expec-
tations regarding robustness and reproducibility can, following the implications of this project, be
better calibrated to the underlying research method and field.

Our expert forecast survey highlights a consistent gap between researchers’ expectations and
actual reproducibility outcomes. While forecasters correctly anticipated relative patterns such as
higher robustness for experimental methods than for quasi-experiment methods, they systemati-
cally underestimated computational reproducibility, overestimated the prevalence of coding errors,
and underestimated robustness overall. The gap between expert forecasts and observed outcomes
suggests that researchers may hold systematically pessimistic beliefs about reproducibility, high-
lighting a disconnect between perceived and actual credibility. These discrepancies suggest that
researchers, especially those in fields other than economics and politics, may hold somewhat pes-
simistic priors about the credibility of published work, on which we hope the results contained
herein will provide a welcome update (with the caveat that our sample represents well-published
and recent empirical work).

More broadly, we believe that this large-scale reproducibility initiative has the potential to re-
shape research practices and publication norms in meaningful ways. By providing systematic ev-
idence on which methods and sub-fields yield more or less robust findings, it can guide the aca-
demic community of journals, editors, and referees toward a more structured evaluation process.
For example, the traditional referee system could be complemented by (some) reviewers tasked
specifically with assessing replication packages, scrutinizing code, and ensuring computational re-
producibility (Vilhuber, 2020). Another key implication is that empirical research should not be
evaluated using uniform standards across methods. Instead, expectations regarding robustness
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could be calibrated to the underlying research method and field. Editors and reviewers could thus
rely on our evidence to determine which robustness checks matter in different empirical contexts,
tailoring expectations by method and sub-field rather than applying uniform criteria.

Beyond its implications for the review process, our project also encourages researchers to adopt
more transparent and careful practices, serving both as a model for improving standards and as a
deterrent to questionable research practices. In doing so, it highlights the inherently collaborative
nature of science, where reproduction and robustness checks are embraced as integral to scholarly
progress. Over time, such efforts may foster a cultural and institutional shift in which reliability is
not merely an afterthought but a central criterion for publication and recognition.
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Figure 1: Data Availability
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non-causal). 95% confidence intervals provided. Heatmap: Proportion of articles that provide access to full
raw or full analysis data by sub-field and method. Darker cells indicate greater full raw or full analysis data
availability.
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Figure 2: Raw Data Availability
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† Fewer than 5 articles

Notes: Replicators indicated whether the article’s raw data was fully available. Restricted to PAP-specified
sub-fields. An observation is an article. Articles are equally weighted. Top left: Proportion of articles that
provide access to full raw data by sub-field. Economics sub-fields (JEL codes, green squares) are not mutually
exclusive, an article with JEL codes D and J appears in both D and J estimates. Political science sub-fields
(blue triangles) are mutually exclusive. 95% confidence intervals provided. Top right: Proportion of articles
that provide access to full raw data by method. An article with an IV and DID appears in both IV and DID
estimates. ‘DID’ includes difference-in-differences and two-way fixed effects. ‘Other’ includes simulations,
structural, theory, time series, synthetic control, and more (including non-causal). 95% confidence intervals
provided. Heatmap: Proportion of articles that provide access to full raw data by sub-field and method.
Darker cells indicate greater full raw data availability.
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Figure 3: Computational Reproducibility
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Notes: Computational reproducibility is whether an article’s original results can be reproduced based on data
and codes provided by the original authors. Replicators indicated whether the article was computationally re-
producible from the article’s replication package. Restricted to PAP-specified sub-fields. Top left: Proportion
of articles that are computationally reproducible by sub-field. An observation is an article. Economics sub-
fields (JEL codes, green squares) are assigned at article-level (an article with JEL codes D and J appears in both
D and J estimates). Political science sub-fields (blue triangles) are assigned at article-level and are mutually ex-
clusive. 95% confidence intervals provided. Top right: Proportion of article-methods that are computationally
reproducible by method. An observation is an article-method (an article with an IV and DID appears in both
IV and DID estimates). ‘DID’ includes difference-in-differences or two-way fixed effects. ‘Other’ includes
simulations, structural, theory, time series, synthetic control, and more (including non-causal). 95% confi-
dence intervals provided. Heatmap: Proportion of article-methods that are computationally reproducible by
sub-field and method. Article-methods are equally weighted. Darker cells indicate greater computational
reproducibility.
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Figure 4: Coding Error Rate
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Notes: A coding error is one with the potential to affect empirical results or the substantive conclusions of
an article. Replicators indicated in their reports whether the article contained a coding error. Restricted to
PAP-specified sub-fields. Top left: Proportion of articles that have a coding error by sub-field. An observation
is an article. Economics sub-fields (JEL codes, green squares) are assigned at article-level (an article with JEL
codes D and J appears in both D and J estimates). Political science sub-fields (blue triangles) are assigned at
article-level and are mutually exclusive. 95% confidence intervals provided. Top right: Proportion of article-
methods that have a coding error by method. An observation is an article-method (an article with an IV
and DID appears in both IV and DID estimates). ‘DID’ includes difference-in-differences or two-way fixed
effects. ‘Other’ includes simulations, structural, theory, time series, synthetic control, and more (including
non-causal). 95% confidence intervals provided. Heatmap: Proportion of article-methods that have a coding
error by sub-field and method. Article-methods are equally weighted. Darker cells indicate greater coding
error rates.
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Figure 5: Robustness if p ≤ 0.05
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Notes: Robustness is whether an article’s original results are robust to alternative reasonable analytical deci-
sions on the same data. Replicators indicated whether the article’s results are robust (replicators conducted
multiple robustness checks per article, we aggregate that mean to the article level). Restricted to originally sta-
tistically significant results (p ≤ 0.05) and PAP-specified sub-fields. Top left: Article-level average of robust-
ness by sub-field. An observation is an article. Economics sub-fields (JEL codes, green squares) are assigned at
article-level (an article with JEL codes D and J appears in both D and J estimates). Political science sub-fields
(blue triangles) are assigned at article-level and are mutually exclusive. 95% confidence intervals provided.
Top right: Article-method average of reproducibility-robustness by method. An observation is an article-
method (an article with an IV and DID appears in both IV and DID estimates). ‘DID’ includes difference-in-
differences or two-way fixed effects. ‘Other’ includes simulations, structural, theory, time series, synthetic
control, and more (including non-causal). 95% confidence intervals provided. Heatmap: Article-method av-
erage of reproducibility-robustness by sub-field and method. Article-methods are equally weighted. Darker
cells indicate greater reproducibility-robustness. Related Figures: For other measures of reproducibility see
Figure A1 for the robustness check level, Figure A2 for statistically significant results (p < 0.10), Figure A3 for
statistically insignificant results (p > 0.05), Figure A4 for statistically insignificant results (p > 0.10), Figure
A5 for relative t-statistics, and Figure A6 for relative effect sizes.
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Figure 6: Many Analysts Results

All Panels: A total of 13 independent many-analyst teams provided estimates of the robust-
ness by field and method (not all teams provided estimates for every field and method).
Teams were provided with the data used throughout this paper. Green markers repre-
sent coefficients for individual JEL codes. Blue triangles represent coefficients for mutually
exclusive political science fields. Red circles represent coefficients for methods. All coef-
ficients are comparisons to a baseline field (JEL D) and method (field experiment). Top
Panels: Each marker represents the t-statistic associated with the field or method labeled
by the vertical axis of a regression where the dependent variable is an indicator variable
that takes a value one if an originally statistically significant result remained statistically
significant under re-analysis. The horizontal axis indicates the sign and magnitude of the
t-statistic. Black diamonds represent the average with 95% confidence intervals included.
Bottom Panels: Each marker represents the estimated effect size associated with the field
or method labeled by the vertical axis of a regression where the dependent variable is an
indicator variable that takes a value one if an originally statistically significant result re-
mained statistically significant under re-analysis. The horizontal axis indicates the sign and
magnitude of the estimated effect size. Black hollow diamonds represent the median with
the inter-quartile range of estimates included.
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Figure 7: Forecast Results
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Notes: 249 experts completed forecasts on a pre-results prediction survey hosted by the So-
cial Science Prediction Platform between September 30th to October 31st 2024. In that survey,
experts were asked to forecast the effect of reproduction on computational reproducibility,
coding errors, robustness, relative t-statistic, and proportion of effect sizes that would be
smaller after re-analysis. Kernel densities display the distribution of forecasts, from 0-100,
of the respondents (relative t-statistic was allowed to vary from 0-200). Black hollow cir-
cles represent the forecast mean, with 95% confidence intervals represented in bars. Black
diamonds represent the reproduction mean, with 95% confidence intervals represented in
bars. P-values (pw) are from two-sided, one-sample Wilcoxon signed-rank tests of whether
individual forecast errors (each respondent’s forecast minus the observed value) are cen-
tered at zero. The test ranks the absolute forecast errors (within question) and accounts for
their signs, providing a nonparametric assessment of systematic over- or underprediction.
P-values (pt) are from a two-sided one-sample t-test of whether the mean forecast equals
the observed value.
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Figure 8: Forecast Results By Field and Method

All Panels: 249 experts completed forecasts on a pre-results prediction survey hosted by
the Social Science Prediction Platform between September 30th to October 31st 2024. In that
survey, experts were asked to predict robustness rates by sub-field (in Economics, at the
JEL code level, in Political Science, for the three fields of American Politics, Comparative
Politics, and International Relations) and method. Kernel densities display the distribution
of scores, from 0-100, of how robust the respondents believed each field and method would
be. Green densities represent economics. Blue densities represent political science. Red
densities represent methods. Black circles represent the forecast mean, with 95% confidence
intervals represented in bars. Black diamonds represent the replication mean, with 95%
confidence intervals represented in bars. P-values are from one-sample Wilcoxon signed-
rank tests of individual field- or method-specific forecast errors (forecast minus observed
value) against zero.
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Figure 9: Prediction Errors

All Panels: Green bars represent fields in economics. Blue bars represent fields in political
science. Red bars represent methods (not exclusive to the fields). Left panel: Sorted by the
methods and fields the expert forecasters were best able to predict. Average of the absolute
value of (forecast - observed) by method and field, sorted from best-well predicted to least-
well predicted. Right panel: Average values of the mean signed forecast error of (forecast -
observed) by method and field, sorted from least under-estimated to most under-estimated.
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Figure 10: Comparison to Brodeur et al. (2026)
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Top left: Gray density represents the t-statistics (t ∈ [0, 5]) from 110 articles used in Brodeur
et al. (2026) for all fields and methods. A black Epanechnikov kernel line, with 95% con-
fidence interval, represents the reproduction and replication t-statistics for the same 110
articles. Vertical reference lines are displayed at the conventional two-tailed significance
level of 5%. Top right: t-statistics from new articles only. Bottom left: p-values from 110
articles used in Brodeur et al. (2026) for all fields and methods, (p ∈ [0.0025, 0.1500] for illus-
trative purposes). Bottom right: p-values from new articles only.
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Figure 11: Patterns of Statistical Significance by Field and Method

All Panels: All panels display filled densities of originally published test statistics for
t ∈ [0, 5]. Imposed on top are Epanechnikov kernel lines, with 95% confidence intervals,
of the associated reproduction test statistics. Vertical reference lines are displayed at con-
ventional two-tailed significance levels. Green curves represent fields in economics. Blue
curves represent fields in political science. Red curves represent methods (not exclusive to
the fields).
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Figure 12: Shifts of Statistical Significance
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All Panels: Shifts across statistical significance (p ≤ 0.05) and insignificance regions (p >
0.05). Each row is the original statistical significance. Each column is the re-analysis statis-
tical significance. Cells represent the proportion of originally statistically (in)significant test
statistics that stayed the same (diagonals) or changed to either statistical significance, in-
significance, or flipped sign. All article-methods equally weighted. Green boxes represent
fields in economics. Blue boxes represent fields in political science. Red boxes represent
methods (not exclusive to the fields).
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Tables

Table 1: Data Availability and Computational Reproducibility
Fully Partially None All

Any data 221 5 48 274
(81%) (2%) (18%) (100%)

Raw data 135 39 100 274
(49%) (14%) (36%) (100%)

Analysis data 214 7 53 274
(78%) (3%) (19%) (100%)

Cleaning code 149 47 78 274
(54%) (17%) (28%) (100%)

Analysis code 261 12 1 274
(95%) (4%) (0%) (100%)

Cleaning if raw data 135 29 10 174
(78%) (17%) (6%) (100%)

Analysis code if any data 217 8 1 226
(96%) (4%) (0%) (100%)

Reproducible from any data 245 16 13 274
(89%) (6%) (5%) (100%)

Reproducible from raw data 123 31 120 274
(45%) (11%) (44%) (100%)

Reproducible from analysis data 244 17 13 274
(89%) (6%) (5%) (100%)

Notes: Sample restricted to 274 articles with originally pre-registered JEL codes and political science fields.
“Any data” refers to the full provision of either raw data or analysis data. “Raw data” and “analysis data”
refer to the full provision of the indicated type. “Cleaning code” refers to the scripts and codes that prepare
data, and do not (but can include) analysis code. “Analysis code” refers to scripts and codes that calculate
and present the results of the article. “Reproducible from...” refers to the fact that replicators’ considered the
article reproducible from the indicated data level.
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Table 2: Number of Robustness Checks by Data and Code Availability
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Any Full
Data

Full
Raw

Full
Analysis

Any
Raw

Any
Analysis

Any Raw
and Cleaning

Any Analysis
and A. Code

Available 5.934 11.888 10.448 0.871 16.157 -2.009 17.218
(14.786) (12.917) (13.732) (13.069) (13.284) (13.165) (13.158)

Articles 274 274 274 274 274 274 274
Avg Checks 73.84 73.84 73.84 73.84 73.84 73.84 73.84
Notes: The unit of observation is an article. Each column is a separate regression. The dependent variable in
each is the number of robustness checks conducted for that article by replicators. The primary independent
variable is indicated by the column title. For example, the primary independent variable in the first column
is a binary indicator that takes the value one if there is full provision of either raw or analysis data. Standard
errors in parentheses. ∗p < 0.10, ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01.
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Table 3: Coding Error Types
Total Econ PolSci Diff p-value Exp Quasi-Exp Diff p-value

Dependent var. 0.047 0.056 0.017 0.039 0.204 0.069 0.043 0.025 0.458
Main ind. var. 0.044 0.047 0.033 0.013 0.654 0.080 0.043 0.037 0.303
Control var. 0.099 0.117 0.033 0.083 0.055 0.115 0.130 -0.015 0.752
Estimator 0.069 0.084 0.017 0.067 0.069 0.023 0.087 -0.064 0.063
Inference 0.040 0.042 0.033 0.009 0.761 0.023 0.033 -0.010 0.696
Sample 0.106 0.103 0.117 -0.014 0.758 0.092 0.130 -0.038 0.414
Other 0.106 0.107 0.100 0.007 0.868 0.069 0.109 -0.040 0.352
N 274.000 214.000 60.000 . . 87.000 92.000 . .

Notes: The sample is 274 articles with pre-registered JEL codes and political science fields. Each row represents
a different type of coding error; types are not mutually exclusive. “Econ” refers to articles published in an
economics journal. The difference between fields in percentage points is provided in column 4, and a p-value
of a test of equality of proportions is presented in column 5. Succeeding columns repeat the exercise between
experimental methods (field, online, and lab experiments) against quasi-experimental methods (DiD, IV, and
RD). ‘Other’ methods are excluded in those comparisons.
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Appendix Figures

49



Figure A1: Reproducibility if p ≤ 0.05 at the robustness check level
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† Fewer than 5 articles

Notes: Robustness is whether original results are robust to alternative reasonable analytical decisions on the
same data. Replicators indicated whether each result was robust (replicators conducted multiple robustness
checks per article, this figure does not aggregate them to the article level). Restricted to originally statistically
significant results (p ≤ 0.05) and PAP-specified sub-fields. Top left: Test-level average of reproducibility-
robustness by sub-field. Economics sub-fields (JEL codes, green squares) are assigned at article-level (an article
with JEL codes D and J appears in both D and J estimates). Political science sub-fields (blue triangles) are
assigned at article-level and are mutually exclusive. 95% confidence intervals provided. Top right: Test-level
average of reproducibility-robustness by method. ‘DID’ includes difference-in-differences or two-way fixed
effects. ‘Other’ includes simulations, structural, theory, time series, synthetic control, and more (including
non-causal). 95% confidence intervals provided. Heatmap: Test-level average of reproducibility-robustness
by sub-field and method. Tests are equally weighted. Darker cells indicate greater reproducibility-robustness.
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Figure A2: Robustness if p ≤ 0.10
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† Fewer than 5 articles

Notes: Robustness is whether an article’s original results are robust to alternative reasonable analytical deci-
sions on the same data. Replicators indicated whether the article’s results are robust (replicators conducted
multiple robustness checks per article, we aggregate that mean to the article level). Restricted to originally sta-
tistically significant results (p ≤ 0.10) and PAP-specified sub-fields. Top left: Article-level average of robust-
ness by sub-field. An observation is an article. Economics sub-fields (JEL codes, green squares) are assigned at
article-level (an article with JEL codes D and J appears in both D and J estimates). Political science sub-fields
(blue triangles) are assigned at article-level and are mutually exclusive. 95% confidence intervals provided.
Top right: Article-method average of reproducibility-robustness by method. An observation is an article-
method (an article with an IV and DID appears in both IV and DID estimates). ‘DID’ includes difference-in-
differences or two-way fixed effects. ‘Other’ includes simulations, structural, theory, time series, synthetic
control, and more (including non-causal). 95% confidence intervals provided. Heatmap: Article-method av-
erage of reproducibility-robustness by sub-field and method. Article-methods are equally weighted. Darker
cells indicate greater reproducibility-robustness.
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Figure A3: Reproducibility if p > 0.05
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† Fewer than 5 articles

Notes: Robustness is whether an article’s original results are robust to alternative reasonable analytical deci-
sions on the same data. Replicators indicated whether the article’s results are robust (replicators conducted
multiple robustness checks per article, we aggregate that mean to the article level). Restricted to originally
statistically insignificant results (p > 0.05) and PAP-specified sub-fields. Top left: Article-level average of
reproducibility-robustness by sub-field. An observation is an article. Economics sub-fields (JEL codes, green
squares) are assigned at article-level (an article with JEL codes D and J appears in both D and J estimates).
Political science sub-fields (blue triangles) are assigned at article-level and are mutually exclusive. 95% con-
fidence intervals provided. Top right: Article-method average of reproducibility-robustness by method. An
observation is an article-method (an article with an IV and DID appears in both IV and DID estimates). ‘DID’
includes difference-in-differences or two-way fixed effects. ‘Other’ includes simulations, structural, theory,
time series, synthetic control, and more (including non-causal). 95% confidence intervals provided. Heatmap:
Article-method average of reproducibility-robustness by sub-field and method. Article-methods are equally
weighted. Darker cells indicate greater reproducibility-robustness.
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Figure A4: Reproducibility if p > 0.10
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Notes: Robustness is whether an article’s original results are robust to alternative reasonable analytical deci-
sions on the same data. Replicators indicated whether the article’s results are robust (replicators conducted
multiple robustness checks per article, we aggregate that mean to the article level). Restricted to originally
statistically insignificant results (p > 0.10) and PAP-specified sub-fields. Top left: Article-level average of
reproducibility-robustness by sub-field. An observation is an article. Economics sub-fields (JEL codes, green
squares) are assigned at article-level (an article with JEL codes D and J appears in both D and J estimates).
Political science sub-fields (blue triangles) are assigned at article-level and are mutually exclusive. 95% con-
fidence intervals provided. Top right: Article-method average of reproducibility-robustness by method. An
observation is an article-method (an article with an IV and DID appears in both IV and DID estimates). ‘DID’
includes difference-in-differences or two-way fixed effects. ‘Other’ includes simulations, structural, theory,
time series, synthetic control, and more (including non-causal). 95% confidence intervals provided. Heatmap:
Article-method average of reproducibility-robustness by sub-field and method. Article-methods are equally
weighted. Darker cells indicate greater reproducibility-robustness.
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Figure A5: Relative t-Statistic
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Notes: A relative t-statistic is the ratio of a robustness (re-analysis) t-statistic to the associated article t-statistic.
Replicators provided multiple robustness t-statistics, we aggregate to the article level. Restricted to PAP-
specified sub-fields. Restricted to originally statistically significant results (p ≤ 0.05) and PAP-specified sub-
fields. Top left: Article-level average of relative t-statistics by sub-field. An observation is an article. Eco-
nomics sub-fields (JEL codes, green squares) are assigned at article-level (an article with JEL codes D and J
appears in both D and J estimates). Political science sub-fields (blue triangles) are assigned at article-level
and are mutually exclusive. 95% confidence intervals provided. Top right: Article-method average of relative
t-statistics by method. An observation is an article-method (an article with an IV and DID appears in both IV
and DID estimates). ‘DID’ includes difference-in-differences or two-way fixed effects. ‘Other’ includes sim-
ulations, structural, theory, time series, synthetic control, and more (including non-causal). 95% confidence
intervals provided. Heatmap: Article-method average of relative t-statistics by sub-field and method. Article-
methods are equally weighted. Darker cells indicate greater relative t-statistics.
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Figure A6: Relative Effect Size if p ≤ 0.05
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† Fewer than 5 articles

Notes: A relative effect size is the ratio of a robustness (re-analysis) effect size (e.g. regression coefficient) to the
associated original effect size (all in absolute value). Replicators provided multiple robustness effects sizes,
we aggregate to the article level. Restricted to PAP-specified sub-fields and originally statistically significant
results. Top left: Article-level average of relative effect size by sub-field. An observation is an article. Eco-
nomics sub-fields (JEL codes, green squares) are assigned at article-level (an article with JEL codes D and J
appears in both D and J estimates). Political science sub-fields (blue triangles) are assigned at article-level
and are mutually exclusive. 95% confidence intervals provided. Top right: Article-method average of relative
effect size by method. An observation is an article-method (an article with an IV and DID appears in both IV
and DID estimates). ‘DID’ includes difference-in-differences or two-way fixed effects. ‘Other’ includes sim-
ulations, structural, theory, time series, synthetic control, and more (including non-causal). 95% confidence
intervals provided. Heatmap: Article-method average of relative effect size by sub-field and method. Article-
methods are equally weighted. Darker cells indicate greater relative effect sizes.
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Figure A7: Robustness Check Type by Method and Field

Notes: Each cell presents the percentage of robustness checks, articles-equally-weighted, within row (row-
cell sum to 100, restricted to only these 8 most common types). Each column represents a robustness check
type. Robustness checks which span multiple categories given one over the number of categories in each
row-cell. Restricted to PAP-specified sub-fields. Economics sub-fields (JEL codes, green squares) are assigned
at article-level. Political science sub-fields (blue squares) are assigned at article-level and are mutually exclu-
sive. Methods are mutually exclusive (red squares). ‘DID’ includes difference-in-differences or two-way fixed
effects. ‘Other’ includes simulations, structural, theory, time series, synthetic control, and more (including
non-causal).
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Appendix Tables

Table A1: Summary Statistics
mean min max count

Number of (numeric) Robustness Checks 73.84 1 616 274
Data Availability 0.81 0 1 274
Raw Data Availability 0.49 0 1 274
Computationally Reproducible 0.89 0 1 274
Coding Error 0.32 0 1 274
Reproducible if Orig. Stat. Sig. 5% 0.70 0 1 187

Method
Difference-in-Differences 0.19 0 1 274
Instrumental Variables 0.10 0 1 274
Regression Discontinuity 0.07 0 1 274
Field Experiment 0.18 0 1 274
Laboratory Experiment 0.05 0 1 274
Online Experiment 0.10 0 1 274
Other 0.57 0 1 274

Field
Quantitative Methods (JEL C) 0.18 0 1 274
Microeconomics (JEL D) 0.41 0 1 274
Macroeconomics (JEL E) 0.11 0 1 274
Financial Economics (JEL G) 0.10 0 1 274
Public Economics (JEL H) 0.12 0 1 274
Health, Education, and Welfare (JEL I) 0.20 0 1 274
Labor and Demographic Economics (JEL J) 0.26 0 1 274
Industrial Organization (JEL L) 0.15 0 1 274
Economic History (JEL N) 0.11 0 1 274
Economic Development and Growth (JEL O) 0.31 0 1 274
American Politics 0.07 0 1 274
Comparative Politics 0.13 0 1 274
International Relations 0.02 0 1 274

Journal
American Economic Journal: Applied Economics 0.10 0 1 274
American Economic Journal: Economic Policy 0.10 0 1 274
American Economic Journal: Macroeconomics 0.05 0 1 274
American Economic Review 0.19 0 1 274
American Economic Review: Insights 0.03 0 1 274
American Journal of Political Science 0.07 0 1 274
American Political Science Review 0.08 0 1 274
Journal of Political Economy 0.06 0 1 274
The Economic Journal 0.16 0 1 274
The Journal of Politics 0.07 0 1 274
The Quarterly Journal of Economics 0.05 0 1 274
The Review of Economic Studies 0.03 0 1 274
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Table A2: Caliper Test for Publication Bias and p-Hacking
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Difference-in-Differences 0.176∗∗ 0.129 0.160 0.189
(0.087) (0.088) (0.118) (0.160)

Instrumental Variables 0.198∗∗ 0.197∗∗ 0.251∗∗ 0.274∗∗

(0.085) (0.095) (0.110) (0.127)
Regression Discontinuity 0.100 0.032 -0.001 -0.029

(0.093) (0.091) (0.136) (0.136)
Laboratory Experiment 0.119 0.265∗∗ 0.060 0.044

(0.171) (0.114) (0.166) (0.185)
Online Experiment -0.095 -0.054 0.146 0.301∗∗

(0.129) (0.163) (0.146) (0.145)
Other 0.090 0.087 0.009 0.051

(0.082) (0.091) (0.119) (0.131)
Quantitative Methods (JEL C) -0.027 -0.003 0.085 0.141

(0.067) (0.064) (0.091) (0.098)
Microeconomics (JEL D) -0.024 -0.048 -0.072 0.078

(0.063) (0.068) (0.088) (0.086)
Macroeconomics (JEL E) -0.010 -0.062 0.252 0.719∗∗∗

(0.126) (0.177) (0.226) (0.273)
Financial Economics (JEL G) -0.164∗∗ -0.194∗∗ -0.089 -0.098

(0.073) (0.076) (0.087) (0.094)
Public Economics (JEL H) -0.038 -0.036 -0.092 -0.074

(0.071) (0.083) (0.104) (0.113)
Health, Education, and Welfare (JEL I) -0.008 -0.055 -0.012 0.210∗∗

(0.068) (0.075) (0.095) (0.102)
Labor and Demographic Economics (JEL J) 0.026 0.003 -0.034 -0.028

(0.065) (0.070) (0.087) (0.092)
Industrial Organization (JEL L) -0.030 -0.072 -0.150 -0.079

(0.073) (0.080) (0.099) (0.127)
Economic History (JEL N) 0.053 0.070 0.076 0.170∗

(0.092) (0.099) (0.113) (0.101)
Economic Development and Growth (JEL O) 0.015 0.036 0.150∗ 0.185∗∗

(0.060) (0.064) (0.078) (0.082)
American Politics -0.106 -0.284∗∗∗ -0.301 0.119

(0.138) (0.110) (0.197) (0.241)
Comparative Politics -0.054 -0.130 -0.099 0.168

(0.123) (0.130) (0.161) (0.175)
International Relations -0.051 -0.278

(0.255) (0.247)
Window ±.50 ±.35 ±.20 ±.10
Test Statistics 1410 1009 597 330
Articles 162 147 127 101

Notes: An observation is a unique published test statistic (duplicates that exactly match all three of p-value,
coefficient, and standard error dropped). The dependent variable is an indicator that takes the value one if the
published test statistic is significant at the 5% level, and zero otherwise (a positive coefficient is indicative of
publication bias or p-hacking, jointly). Methods (DiD, IV, etc.) are mutually exclusive. The reference group is
field experiment. Fields (JEL codes) are not exclusive. Weighted by the inverse of the number of unique tests
in an article. Standard errors clustered at the article level in parentheses. ∗p < 0.10, ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01.
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Table A3: Reproducibility and Robustness by Method and Field

Full
Data

Comp.
Rep.

Coding
Error

Sig.
(5%)

Sig.
(10%)

Insig.
(5%)

Insig.
(10%)

Difference-in-Differences 0.180∗∗∗ 0.041 0.002 0.043 0.054∗∗∗ 0.039 -0.006
(0.036) (0.022) (0.033) (0.029) (0.013) (0.085) (0.076)

Instrumental Variables -0.030 0.036 -0.103 0.063∗ 0.081∗ -0.007 0.086
(0.045) (0.044) (0.062) (0.031) (0.037) (0.087) (0.072)

Regression Discontinuity 0.011 -0.001 0.002 0.111∗∗∗ 0.077∗∗ 0.119∗∗∗ 0.084
(0.092) (0.022) (0.089) (0.027) (0.022) (0.031) (0.045)

Field Experiment 0.108∗∗∗ 0.092∗∗ -0.004 0.108∗ 0.061 0.075∗∗ 0.080∗

(0.029) (0.031) (0.035) (0.047) (0.052) (0.023) (0.033)
Laboratory Experiment -0.001 0.176∗∗ -0.273∗∗ 0.133∗∗ 0.245∗∗∗ 0.118∗∗ 0.152∗∗

(0.072) (0.049) (0.084) (0.048) (0.048) (0.048) (0.055)
Online Experiment 0.033 0.114∗∗ 0.068∗∗ 0.198∗∗∗ 0.184∗∗∗ 0.082∗ 0.150∗∗

(0.055) (0.039) (0.020) (0.039) (0.035) (0.039) (0.055)
Quantitative Methods (JEL C) 0.039 -0.042 -0.125 -0.016 0.013 -0.044 -0.026

(0.097) (0.097) (0.068) (0.083) (0.091) (0.061) (0.044)
Microeconomics (JEL D) -0.072∗∗ -0.037 0.244∗∗ 0.052 0.008 -0.031 -0.018

(0.020) (0.035) (0.078) (0.067) (0.054) (0.030) (0.041)
Macroeconomics (JEL E) -0.077 -0.121 -0.045 -0.134 -0.124 -0.046 -0.183

(0.074) (0.088) (0.061) (0.129) (0.134) (0.039) (0.113)
Financial Economics (JEL G) 0.087 0.019 0.081 -0.068 -0.014 0.069∗ 0.086

(0.055) (0.064) (0.086) (0.070) (0.050) (0.032) (0.051)
Public Economics (JEL H) -0.170∗∗∗ -0.063 -0.092∗ -0.041 0.009 -0.041 -0.004

(0.035) (0.087) (0.041) (0.048) (0.061) (0.057) (0.042)
Health, Educ., and Welfare (JEL I) -0.023 0.018 -0.081∗∗ 0.070∗∗ 0.060∗∗ -0.005 0.079

(0.039) (0.062) (0.032) (0.023) (0.017) (0.047) (0.052)
Labor and Demo. Econ. (JEL J) -0.043 0.030 0.106∗ -0.025 -0.008 0.035 -0.011

(0.046) (0.026) (0.048) (0.063) (0.067) (0.019) (0.041)
Industrial Organization (JEL L) -0.069∗ 0.064 0.002 -0.031 -0.013 0.050 0.001

(0.035) (0.054) (0.099) (0.072) (0.056) (0.027) (0.047)
Econ. History (JEL N) -0.077 0.070 -0.041 -0.033 -0.064 -0.156∗ -0.093

(0.059) (0.083) (0.129) (0.169) (0.146) (0.075) (0.119)
Econ. Dev. and Growth (JEL O) -0.050 -0.076 0.070 -0.019 0.042 -0.020 -0.030

(0.047) (0.050) (0.047) (0.054) (0.062) (0.022) (0.051)
American Politics -0.247 -0.067 -0.185∗∗∗ 0.051 0.032 -0.025 -0.098

(0.144) (0.136) (0.021) (0.138) (0.155) (0.071) (0.125)
Comparative Politics -0.272∗∗ 0.014 -0.005 -0.028 -0.027 0.057 0.050

(0.109) (0.071) (0.071) (0.123) (0.166) (0.060) (0.049)
International Relations -0.341∗ -0.366 0.206 -0.055 -0.086 0.098∗ 0.051

(0.140) (0.195) (0.266) (0.137) (0.154) (0.041) (0.032)
Articles 274 274 274 187 189 141 127

Notes: An observation is an article. The dependent variable is (1) an indicator that the replication package has
either full raw or analysis data (2) an indicator that the article is computationally reproducible (3) an indicator
that the replication package had a coding error (4) the article-level statistically significant reproducibility
rate at 5% (5) 10% (6) insignificant at 5% (7) 10% under reanalysis. At this article-level, methods (DiD, IV,
etc.) are not mutually exclusive. The reference group is other identification methods. Fields (JEL codes) are
not mutually exclusive. Standard errors two-way clustered at the method and article level in parentheses.
∗p < 0.10, ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01.

59



A ONLINE APPENDIX A

A.1 Author list

Nikolai Cook (Wilfrid Laurier University), Derek Mikola (University of Ottawa and Institute for Repli-
cation), Juan P. Aparicio (University of Ottawa and Institute for Replication), Lenka Fiala (University of
Ottawa and Institute for Replication), Ghina Abdul Baki (University of Ottawa and Institute for Repli-
cation), Alexander Cassiel Abajian (Yale School of the Environment), Kseniya Abanokova (World Bank),
Mamdouh Abdelkader (Department of Economics, University of Ottawa), Sahar Abi-Hassan (Depart-
ment of Political Science, University of Tulsa), Mohamed Alhadi A Abubraidaa (Simon Fraser Uni-
versity), Joop Adema (University of Innsbruck), George Agyeah (Walmart Inc), Farida Akhtar (Mac-
quarie University), Shumi Akhtar (The University of Sydney), Dinara Alpysbayeva (Faculty of Eco-
nomics and Administration, Masaryk University), Micah Altman (Center for Research in Equitable and
Open Scholarship, Massachusetts Institute of Technology), Flavia Alves (Carleton University), Satyam
Anand (Georgetown University), Mirinda Lee (Martin) Anderson (Brigham Young University-Idaho),
Zubaria Andlib (Lancaster University, the UK, Federal Urdu University of Arts, Science and Technology,
Islamabad, Pakistan), David Angenendt (SKEMA Business School, Université Côte d’Azur (GREDEG),),
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versité Grenoble Alpes, INRAE, UMR GAEL, 38000 Grenoble, France.), Adam Bouyamourn (Center for
Data Science, NYU), Thomas Brailey (University of Oxford), Michelle Bronsard (Stanford University),
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of Business, CEREN EA 7477, 21000 Dijon, France.), Antoine Castet (University of Rouen Normandy,
LERN), Brian Castro-Aguirre (University of Houston), Simonas Čepėnas (ISM University of Manage-
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Libre de Bruxelles), Sarah C. Dahmann (The University of Melbourne), Shangze Dai (University of
Florida, Food and Resource Economics Department), Cem Mert Dalli (Aarhus University/University of
Gothenburg), Justin Dang (University of San Diego), Thi Kim Dung Dang (KDI School of Public Policy
and Management), Daniel Dao (University of Oxford), Valdonė Darškuvienė (ISM University of Man-
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(Université catholique de Louvain (UCLouvain), Louvain Institute of Data Analysis and Modeling in
economics and statistics (LIDAM)), Lachlan Deer (University of Melbourne, Department of Marketing
and Management), Matthew DeHaven (Brown University), Léonie Delpeyrou (University of Lausanne,
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versité Grenoble Alpes), Reginald Hebert (Georgia State University), Florian Heine (Vrije Universiteit
Amsterdam), Benjamin Helms (Texas A&M University), Moritz Hennicke (Maastricht University, Uni-
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Anglia), Larissa Simoes (Instituto de Pesquisa Econômica Aplicada, Brazil), Wai Yan Siu (Institute for
Coastal Adaptation and Resilience and Department of Economics, Old Dominion Univeristy), Bala-
surya Sivakumar (Oslo Metropolitan University), Ingvild Lindgren Skarpeid (FAIR and Norwegian
School of Economics), Dislène Senan Sossou (University Laval), Raphael SOUBEYRAN (CEE-M, Uni-
versity of Montpellier, CNRS, INRAE, Institut Agro, Montpellier, France), Wickramasooriya Ayodhya
Vinodani Sovis (University of Kiel, Germany), Cristina Specchi (University of Bologna), Bhavya Srivas-
tava (World Bank Group), Brian Stacy (World Bank), Paul Stainier (University of Pennsylvania), Dennis
Steinle (Ulm University, Study Commission of Management and Economics), Dustin S. Stoltz (Lehigh
University), Graham Straus (Texas A&M University), Andreas Strobl (MCI Management Center Inns-
bruck), Julie Subervie (CEE-M, Univ. Montpellier, CNRS, INRAE, Institut Agro, Montpellier, France),
Pu Sun (Dongbei University of Finance and Economics), Vsevolod Suschevskiy (Linköping Univer-
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69007, France), Kiss Hubert János (ELTE KRTK & Corvinus University of Budapest), Slawomir Konopa
(Warsaw University of Life Sciences; Indiana University Bloomington, Ostrom Workshop), Orestis Kop-
sacheilis (Technical University of Munich; University of Crete), Noah Kouchekinia (University of Califor-
nia, Irvine), Yao Thibaut Kpegli (University of Pau et des Pays de l’Adour), Adithya Krishna (Macquarie
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Anglia), Larissa Simoes (Instituto de Pesquisa Econômica Aplicada, Brazil), Wai Yan Siu (Institute for
Coastal Adaptation and Resilience and Department of Economics, Old Dominion Univeristy), Bala-
surya Sivakumar (Oslo Metropolitan University), Ingvild Lindgren Skarpeid (FAIR and Norwegian
School of Economics), Dislène Senan Sossou (University Laval), Raphael SOUBEYRAN (CEE-M, Uni-
versity of Montpellier, CNRS, INRAE, Institut Agro, Montpellier, France), Wickramasooriya Ayodhya
Vinodani Sovis (University of Kiel, Germany), Cristina Specchi (University of Bologna), Bhavya Srivas-
tava (World Bank Group), Brian Stacy (World Bank), Paul Stainier (University of Pennsylvania), Dennis
Steinle (Ulm University, Study Commission of Management and Economics), Dustin S. Stoltz (Lehigh
University), Graham Straus (Texas A&M University), Andreas Strobl (MCI Management Center Inns-
bruck), Julie Subervie (CEE-M, Univ. Montpellier, CNRS, INRAE, Institut Agro, Montpellier, France),
Pu Sun (Dongbei University of Finance and Economics), Vsevolod Suschevskiy (Linköping Univer-
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Pre-Analysis Plan

2nd Meta Paper: Determinants of Reproducibility
and Replicability∗

Abel Brodeur, Derek Mikola and Nikolai Cook

April 6th, 2024

Abstract

In this study, we expand on our first meta paper and reproduce and repli-

cate the main claims from additional empirical papers published in leading

economic and political science outlets. We will also include a number of re-

productions and replications from Nature Human Behaviour. For each study,

we worked in small teams and either conducted a robustness reproduction —

which is the ability to duplicate the results of a prior study using the same

data but different procedures as were used by the original investigator — or

recoded the study using the raw or intermediate data. Some teams did a

combination of a robustness reproduction, recoding, or using new data. In

this pre-analysis plan, we detail our 2nd meta paper’s research questions and

methodology.

∗Corresponding Author: Brodeur: University of Ottawa and Institute for Replication. E-mail:
abrodeur@uottawa.ca.
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1 Introduction

In this study, we expand on our first meta paper and reproduce and replicate the

main claims from additional empirical papers published in leading economic and

political science outlets. We will also include a small number of reproductions and

replications from Nature Human Behaviour. As with the first meta paper, for each

study, we worked in small teams and either conducted a robustness reproduction

— which is the ability to duplicate the results of a prior study using the same data

but different procedures as were used by the original investigator — or recoded

the study using the raw or intermediate data. Some teams did a combination of a

robustness reproduction, recoding, or using new data.

Our main goal is to further document the determinants of robustness repro-

ducibility and replicability. In what follows, we describe our main research questions

and our methodology. More specifically, we tackle the following questions:

1. “Does reproducibility/replicability rate depend on the methods use?”

2. “Does reproducibility/replicability rate depend on the methods use?”

3. “Does reproducibility/replicability rate vary by subfield?”

4. “Are researchers able to predict robustness reproducibility rates by method

and subfield?”

We will also tackle several secondary research questions. These questions will be

the same as in the first meta paper by the Insitute for Replication (i.e., computa-

tional reproducibility rate, prevalence of coding errors and robustness reproducibil-

ity rate), but with our augmented sample.

This pre-analysis plan was written and pre-registered on April 6th, 2024.

2 Hypotheses

Based on our research questions, we will test the following hypotheses:

1. Reproducibility/replicability rates vary by method.

2. Reproducibility/replicability rates vary by subfield.

3. Researchers accurately predict robustness reproducibility rates by method and

subfield.
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3 Definitions

Reproducibility is the examination of whether the results and conclusions of original

studies can be duplicated using the original studies’ data, while replicability is

defined as using data other than what was used in the original studies.

Reproducibility is further delineated into three categories. Computational re-

producibility gauges the extent to which results in original studies can be repro-

duced using both the data and code from those studies. Recreate reproducibility

assesses the extent to which results can be reproduced using the information in the

original studies without access to the processed data set and/or the analysis code.

Robustness reproducibility explores the extent to which results in original studies

remain robust to alternative plausible analytical decisions, utilizing the same data

as in the original studies.

Replicability is also classified into two types. Direct replicability evaluates the

extent to which results in original studies can be repeated on new data using the

original studies’ research design and analysis. This classification is further subdi-

vided based on whether data from the same population, a similar population, or

a different population is employed. Conceptual replicability employs new data to

assess the extent to which results in original studies can be repeated; however, this

type of replication involves an alternative research design and/or alternative analy-

sis to test the same hypothesis as in the original study. Conceptual replicability is

also further subdivided into the same three categories based on populations which

are the same, similar or different.

There are key definitions which we will use throughout the pre-analysis plan

which better explains the different roles of people in relationship to this paper.

Original Author(s) are the individual(s) who have published a paper in one

of the targeted journals.

Original Paper refers to the paper published in one of the targeted journals

by the original authors.

Replicator(s) are the individual(s) who conducted a reproduction or replica-

tion of an original paper written by an original author.

Replication Report is the written report by the replicators documenting their

findings while conducting the reproduction/replication of the original paper

by the original authors.

We will rely on multiple dependent variables:
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First Dependent Variable: dummy variable indicating whether the re-analysis

is statistically significant at 5% level and same sign. For this dependent vari-

able, we only keep original estimates statistically significant at the 5% level.

Second Dependent Variable: dummy variable indicating whether the re-

analysis is statistically significant at 10% level and same sign. For this depen-

dent variable, we only keep original estimates statistically significant at the

10% level.

Third Dependent Variable: dummy variable indicating whether the re-analysis

remains not statistically significant at 5% level. For this dependent variable,

we only keep original estimates statistically insignificant at the 5% level.

Fourth Dependent Variable: dummy variable indicating whether the re-

analysis remains not statistically significant at 10% level. For this dependent

variable, we only keep original estimates statistically insignificant at the 10%

level.

We will also rely on relative t-statistics. As there can be multiple re-analysis

estimates per original estimate, we first take the average of the re-analysis estimates

by original estimate and take the ratio. Then, in order for all re-analyses to have

the same effect, we average those ratios at the re-analysis level.

4 Methodology

For this paper, our focus is on the following nine economic journals: (1) American

Economic Review, (2) American Economic Review: Insights, (3) American Eco-

nomic Journal: Applied Economics, (4) American Economic Journal: Economic

Policy and (5) American Economic Journal: Macroeconomics, (6) The Economic

Journal, (7) Journal of Political Economy, (8) Quarterly Journal of Economics and

(9) Review of Economic Studies. For political science, our focus is on three journals:

(1) American Journal of Political Science, (2) American Political Science Review

and (3) Journal of Politics. We have also begun reproducing and replicating papers

from Nature Human Behaviour which will likely be added to our Meta Database.

5 Methods and Subfields

We will present results only for methods and subfields for which we have enough

statistical power.

The methods which we will be comparing are: (i) instrumental variable, (ii)

randomized control trial, (iii) regression discontinuity design, (iv) difference-in-

differences, (v) laboratory experiment, (vi) online experiment, (vii) matching and
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synthetic control methods, (viii) time series, (ix) structural modelling and (x)

descriptibve/non-causal estimation.

The subfields which we will be comparing are: (i) American politics, (ii) com-

parative politics, (iii) international relations, (iV) JEL C, (v) JEL D, (vi) JEL E,

(vii) JEL G, (viii) JEL H, (ix) JEL I, (x) JEL J, (xi) JEL L, (xii) JEL N and (xiii)

JEL O. JEL refers to the Journal of Economic Literature classification. We exclude

other JEL codes as we are almost certain we will not have enough statistical power

at the time when we anticipate writing the second meta paper.

6 Reproduction and Replication Process

We have two streams to generate reproductions and replications.

I4R’s Board. First, I4R has a board of editors (https://i4replication.org/people.html)

who recommend potential replicators. All board members are nominated by the lead

author, A.B. He then reaches out to the board for suggestions of replicators who

could be a good fit for the studies in the targeted journals.

Replication games. Our second stream to generate reproductions and replications

is the replication games (RGs). RGs are one-day meet-ups open to faculty, post-

docs, graduate students and other researchers.

Replicators first identify the main claims, check for computational reproducibil-

ity, and are then free to conduct any robustness or recoding exercises.

Replication Reports

Two of the lead authors (A.B. and D.M.) and research assistants read replication

reports and copy test statistics into an Excel file. We also code and group robust-

ness reproducibility and replicability exercises, and information on computational

reproducibility and coding errors. The work being entered by RAs is checked by

A.B. or D.M. for completeness and accuracy. If any part of any entry was unclear,

they were checked again and discussed. In some circumstances, we reach out to the

replicator(s) to clarify parts of their reports.

7 Meta Database

The Meta Database forms the basis for our analysis. As of March 2024, 110 repli-

cation reports were coded into the Meta Database. We hope to have at least 200

replication reports at the time of completing this project.
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At the time of writing this pre-analysis plan, we did not code the methods nor

the field for these 110 replication reports.

8 Computational Reproducibility and Coding Errors

We will first document computational reproducibility and coding errors by method

and subfield.

For computational reproducibility, we will rely on the Social Science Reproduc-

tion Platform (SSRP)’s 10-point scale to document computational reproducibility.

(Visit here for more details on SSRP and this scale).

We will also document the prevalence and severity of coding errors by method

and subfield. The errors will be broadly categorized into errors of the dependent

variable, main independent variable, control variables, estimation, inference, sam-

ple/observations and other.

9 Changes in Statistical Significance, Effect Size, and the Reproducibility and

Replicability Rate

For each method and subfield, we will compare the re-analysis estimates in the

meta-database against their originally published counterparts. First, we will com-

pare statistical significance both visually and with a suite of state-of-the-art tests

of publication bias. Second, we will compare the relative effect size of re-analysis

estimates. Third, we will detail how originally published estimates ‘move’ from sta-

tistical significance to insignificance (and vice versa) during the re-analysis process.

We then identify which types of re-analysis have the best (and worst) replication

rates.

9.1 Statistical Significance

We will present both t-statistics and p-curves. We will restrict the visualization

to |t| ∈ [0, 5], present bins of width 0.1, and present an Epanechnikov kernel (with

standard errors in blue) which softens valleys and peaks. We will provide reference

lines at the conventional two-tailed significance levels.

For the p-curves, we will illustrate the p-values ∈ [0.0025, 0.1500], with bins of

width 0.0025. We will remove p < 0.0025 for illustrative purposes only.

9.2 Relative t-Statistics

As mentioned before, we will also rely on relative t-statistics. We will first take the

average of the re-analysis estimates by original estimate and take the ratio. Then,
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we will average those ratios at the re-analysis level. We will present those relative

t-statistics by method and subfield.

9.3 Relative Effect Size

For relative effect size, we restrict the analysis to originally published estimates that

were statistically significant.

10 Many-Analysts Approach: Authors’ Experience and Prestige, and Data and

Code Availability

The main text will present figures and tables describing computational reproducibil-

ity and robustness reproducibility/replicability across methods and subfields. We

then move to a more careful empirical examination of the relationship between

robustness reproducibility/replicability, methods and subfields.

Data for Meta-Analysts

The backbone of the data to be provided to meta analysts will be the Meta Database,

of which questions from surveys will be added.

Method

The goal is to have each team answer each research question independently. Each

team received the same instructions and data. We will allow full flexibility to

all teams. Teams will be allowed to use any statistics package, statistical model,

inference, weighting scheme, etc. Teams will be free to choose the independent

variables and how to code them. Teams will also be free to construct their own

derived variables from the dataset given to them.

11 Predictions

We will gather predictions from researchers for the following questions (in addition

to sociodemographic questions):

1. Have you heard anything about the results of this study, even informally?

2. Do you have prior experience with reproduction and replication, or other open

science initiatives?

3. What percent of results/tests do you expect to be fully computationally re-

producible for the following methods and subfields?
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4. Excluding minor issues like missing packages, broken pathways, and versioning

issues, what percent of studies do you expect to have at least one coding error

for the following methods and subfields?

5. What do you expect the robustness reproducibility rate across claims to be

for the following methods and subfields?

6. What percent of re-analyses effect size estimates do you expect to be smaller

(in magnitude) than the original published estimates for the following methods

and subfields?
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C ONLINE APPENDIX C
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83

https://doi.org/10.1086/722348
https://osf.io/t5gah/
https://dataverse.harvard.edu/dataset.xhtml?persistentId=doi:10.7910/DVN/5XG84N
https://dataverse.harvard.edu/dataset.xhtml?persistentId=doi:10.7910/DVN/5XG84N
https://doi.org/10.1093/ej/ueae097
https://osf.io/hr358/
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.13981874
10.1257/aer.20211856
https://osf.io/3tqb9/
https://www.openicpsr.org/openicpsr/project/192224/version/V1/view
https://www.openicpsr.org/openicpsr/project/192224/version/V1/view
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055421000897
https://osf.io/y3cms/
https://osf.io/y3cms/
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/OFCAAE


C.1.5 Reproduction Report

Title Original Study: Agricultural Diversity, Structural Change, and Long-run Development
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Original Authors’ Package: https://www.openicpsr.org/openicpsr/project/119556/version/V
3/view

C.1.6 Reproduction Report

Title Original Study: An Outbreak of Selective Attribution: Partisanship and Blame in the COVID-
19 Pandemic

doi: https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055423000047, American Political Science Review

Link to Full Report: https://osf.io/5gjpt/

Link to Original Authors’ Response: https://osf.io/5gjpt/

Original Authors’ Package: https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/3FF05Y

C.1.7 Reproduction Report

Title Original Study: Anchored Inflation Expectations
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C.1.8 Reproduction Report

Title Original Study: Anticipatory Anxiety and Wishful Thinking

doi: https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20191068, American Economic Review

Link to Full Report: https://osf.io/pxz42/
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Full Report: The reproducers only conducted computational reproducibility.

Original Authors’ Package: https://doi.org/10.3886/E195984V1

C.1.12 Reproduction Report

Title Original Study: Assortative Matching at the Top of the Distribution: Evidence from the
World’s Most Exclusive Marriage Market

doi: https://doi.org/10.1257/app.20180463, American Economic Journal: Applied Economics

Link to Full Report: https://econpapers.repec.org/paper/zbwi4rdps/47.htm
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Original Author’s Response: “I now reviewed the report carefully and with interest, and I am
glad to see that the authors succeeded in replicating all results and found no coding errors. I
hope the replication package was clear and easy to work with. I am also happy to see that they
performed several additional robustness checks and heterogeneity analysis, and that these show
that the original estimates “are robust and are not significantly affected using these alternative
specifications” (p. 1). Given this, and the replicators’ conclusion that “the study’s main findings
demonstrate robustness and reliability” (p. 7), I think that there is nothing substantial for me to
write in a response in the form of a discussion paper. This is because both the replication exercise
and the additional analysis found no major issues in the original work to respond to. I would also
like to thank the authors for the fairness and professionalism of their report, and also for the time
and effort they put in producing it, from which I ultimately benefit — as it adds to the credibility of
my original paper — as well as the profession as a whole benefits — as making replication exercises
more common is important for economics.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance regarding this Reproduction Report in the
future. I am at your or the authors’ disposal, in case I can be of help in clarifying anything in
the replication package or in the analysis of the original paper. As I stated above, I believe that
increasing replication rates is important for our field, as it is making original datasets publicly
available — even when, as in the case of my paper, the data collection is an important part of my
contribution, and in this situation, many do not grant public access to the original data.”

Original Authors’ Package: https://www.openicpsr.org/openicpsr/project/140921/version/V
1/view
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Title Original Study: Belief Elicitation and Behavioral Incentive Compatibility

doi: https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20201248, American Economic Review

Link to Full Report: https://osf.io/jf479

Authors’ Response: We did not get a response from the authors.

Original Authors’ Package: https://doi.org/10.3886/E157161V1
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doi: https://doi.org/10.1086/716289, Journal of Politics

Link to Full Report: https://econpapers.repec.org/paper/zbwi4rdps/61.htm

Link to Replicators’ Package: https://osf.io/ue4pm/
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Original Authors’ Response: “We enjoyed reading the replication, and don’t see a need to write a
response.

Thank you for doing this important work.”

Original Authors’ Package: https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/FMOR6K

C.1.15 Reproduction Report

Title Original Study: Brahmin Left Versus Merchant Right: Changing Political Cleavages in 21
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doi: https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjab036, Quarterly Journal of Economics

Link to Full Report: https://econpapers.repec.org/paper/zbwi4rdps/19.htm

Link to Replicators’ Package: https://osf.io/2hpeq/

Original Authors’ Response: “Thank you for your mail and for your interesting report! We are
happy to see that you were able to easily replicate our results and that our main conclusions were
found to be largely robust. In this context, we do not think that an answer from our side would be
particularly useful: we are happy with the report as it is.

Thank you for the very valuable work that your institute is producing in testing the replicability
and robustness of published studies!”

Original Authors’ Package: https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/XUSWG6
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Title Original Study: Bridging the Intention-Behavior Gap? The Effect of Plan-Making Prompts
on Job Search and Employment

doi: https://doi.org/10.1257/app.20170566, American Economic Journal: Applied Economics

Link to Full Report: Only conducted computational reproducibility.

Original Authors’ Package: https://doi.org/10.3886/E113734V1

C.1.17 Reproduction Report

Title Original Study: Bubbles, Crashes, and Economic Growth: Theory and Evidence

doi: https://doi.org/10.1257/mac.20220015, American Economic Journal: Macroeconomics

Link to Full Report: https://osf.io/d76tn/

Link to Replicators’ Package: https://osf.io/d76tn/

Original Authors’ Response: Provided a short response and answered a question. Did not provide
a final response as of November 2025.
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Original Authors’ Package: https://www.openicpsr.org/openicpsr/project/173441/version/V
1/view

C.1.18 Reproduction Report

Title Original Study: Building Nations through Shared Experiences: Evidence from African Foot-
ball

doi: https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20180805, American Economic Review

Link to Full Report and Original Authors’ Response: https://osf.io/gj7v3/

Original Authors’ Package: https://www.openicpsr.org/openicpsr/project/115011/version/V
1/view

C.1.19 Reproduction Report

Title Original Study: Bundling Genetic and Financial Technologies for More Resilient and Pro-
ductive Small-Scale Farmers in Africa

doi: https://doi.org/10.1093/ej/ueae012, Economic Journal

Link to Full Report and Authors’ Response: https://osf.io/b4vs3/

Original Authors’ Package: https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10629265
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Title Original Study: Campaign Contributions and Roll-Call Voting in the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives: The Case of the Sugar Industry

doi: https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055422000466, American Political Science Review

Link to Full Report: https://econpapers.repec.org/paper/zbwi4rdps/57.htm

Link to Replicators’ Package: https://osf.io/4hjb9/

Original Authors’ Final Response: “We thank the Institute for Replication for their diligent work
replicating and performing some extensions to our 2023 APSR paper. Replication is an important
and often undervalued work in the scientific process. Of course we are quite pleased to see that
our results do replicate and that the extensions performed largely support the results and ideas we
advanced in our paper. Keep up the good work!”

Original Authors’ Package: https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/2IFZR9
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Link to Replicators’ Package: https://github.com/TuanNguyen04/Replication Airbnb

Original Authors’ Response: The authors provided initial feedback which the replicators took it
into account.

Original Authors’ Package: https://www.openicpsr.org/openicpsr/project/120078/version/V
1/view
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Link to Full Report: https://osf.io/b7dn2/

Link to Replicators’ Package: https://osf.io/m8hfr/?view only=9f6632ec96c0451daf0f8889b9ad
2b25

Original Authors’ Response: https://osf.io/b7dn2/

Original Authors’ Package: https://www.openicpsr.org/openicpsr/project/125321/version/V
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Link to Full Report: https://osf.io/69px3/

Link to Replicators’ Package: https://osf.io/69px3/

Original Authors’ Response: Thank you for replicating our paper Can’t We All Just Get Along?
How Women MPs Can Ameliorate Affective Polarization in Western Publics (APSR 2023) as part
of the Montreal Replication Games. We appreciate the attention to detail and rigor applied to the
replication project. We are pleased that our initial results replicate well. We appreciate your robust
approach to testing the stability of our findings using a country and year ’leave-one-out’ cross-
validation strategy. We also thank you for catching the coding error which dropped a handful of
cases from the original analysis; we are glad that the results remain substantively the same when
this error is corrected. We also are interested in the results from the extension you undertook, find-
ing that our results are primarily driven by left-wing parties’ supporters, in particular parties from
the green, radical left and social Democratic parties. On the other hand, the point estimates are
positive for all parties excepting the conservative and radical right parties, which can be expected
to have the most conservative views on gender roles. We note that the authors’ interpretation, that
“the portion of women MPs affects the attitudes of left-wing voters and not the attitudes of the
voters most likely to undermine democracy” is true, but that the results also suggest that far-right
parties, who most aggressively challenge liberal democratic norms, may be able to “soften” their
image among left-wing voters by running female candidates. This is consistent with the argument
made by Catalano Week et al (2023), that radical right parties strategically run women to broaden
their appeal. Again, we deeply appreciate your replication and insightful extension of our research.

Original Authors’ Package: https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/AHQRVR
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Link to Full Report and Authors’ Response: https://osf.io/j85gb/

Original Authors’ Package: https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.20170144
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doi: https://doi.org/10.1086/719416, Journal of Politics

Link to Full Report and Authors’ Response: https://osf.io/zes6g/

Original Authors’ Package: https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/FUCDTT
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Title Original Study: Changing Tides: Public Attitudes on Climate Migration

doi: https://doi.org/10.1086/715163, Journal of Politics

Link to Full Report: https://www.socialsciencereproduction.org/reproductions/791/publishe
d/index

Original Authors’ Response: “Thank you very much for reaching out! We are very pleased to hear
that the results of our study were replicated, and do not need to provide an answer.”

Original Authors’ Package: https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/FDML2N
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Link to Full Report: https://econpapers.repec.org/paper/zbwi4rdps/34.htm

Link to Replicators’ Package: https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7858829

Link to Original Authors’ Response: “Many thanks! No, we won’t be writing a response.”

Original Authors’ Package: https://www.openicpsr.org/openicpsr/project/140161/version/V
1/view
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Title Original Study: Child Marriage Bans and Female Schooling and Labor Market Outcomes:
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doi: https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.20200008, American Economic Journal: Economic Policy

Link to Full Report: https://osf.io/5yhxc/

Link to Replicators’ Package: https://osf.io/5yhxc/

Original Authors’ Response: We could not reach out the author.

Original Authors’ Package: https://www.openicpsr.org/openicpsr/project/130784/version/V
1/view
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Link to Full Report and Authors’ Response: https://osf.io/k9t7z/

Original Authors’ Package: https://doi.org/10.3886/E150441V1
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Link to Full Report and Authors’ Response: https://osf.io/9g8rp
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Link to Full Report: https://osf.io/w7vpu/files/osfstorage

Link to Replicators’ Package: https://osf.io/w7vpu/files/osfstorage

Original Authors’ Response: No formal response.

Original Authors’ Package: https://doi.org/10.3886/E112585V1
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Authors’ Response: No response.

Original Authors’ Package: https://doi.org/10.3886/E112606V1
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Original Authors’ Response: “We thank Deer, Ellingsrud, Heuer, and Kordt (2023) for conducting
the Reproduction Report and appreciate that their “results confirm the sign, magnitude and sta-
tistical significance of [our] reported estimates across each of [our] five main findings” (p. 1). We
don’t have anything substantive to add to this. ”
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