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Abstract

The primary rationale for sharing research data in economics is to foster replications. Nev-
ertheless, no study thus far has analyzed whether articles from journals with a research data
sharing policy are indeed more frequently replicated. One explanation for the absence of
such analysis is that there is no larger scale documentation of research data policy adoptions
by economic journals. In this paper, we address both gaps by first providing a chronolog-
ical overview of research data policy adoptions among the 110 top journals in economics,
business, and finance, combining a variety of sources and aiming for high precision in terms
of policy introduction years and policy strengthening. Subsequently, using a panel regres-
sion framework, we quantify the effect of these policies on the number of replicated articles.
Our baseline estimate finds that the research data policy leads, on average, to an additional
replicated article every five years. The effect is larger for mandatory policies, higher-ranked
journals, and journals with high levels of policy compliance.
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1 Introduction

The idea of sharing research data has long been propagated in the field of economics (Frisch,
1933; Feige, 1975; Feigenbaum and Levy, 1993). Academic economists view the facilitation of
replications as the principal reason of such sharing (Bernanke, 2004; Desai, 2013; Stodden et al.,
2018). Nowadays, data sharing has been frequently framed as part of journal’s editorial policy
describing the way in which data and the code necessary to replicate the empirical results of pub-
lished papers is published (e.g., Dekel et al., 2006; Beugelsdijk et al., 2020). More replications
of previously published results provide information on the robustness of original results, reduce
misconduct, and strengthen the accountability of academic research (Dewald et al., 1986; King,
1995; McCullough et al., 2006; Hamermesh, 2007; Ditzen and Elhorst, 2022).

Replications are not easy to perform due to, among other reasons, the difficulties of accessing
original data. Such evidence is mainly based on specific journals or specific sets of papers.
Dewald et al. (1986) probe an early policy of sharing research data run by the Journal of Money,
Credit, and Banking (JMCB) from 1982 to 1984, requesting authors of published or forthcoming
papers to submit their underlying data and code. Only 8 out of 54 submitted datasets (15%) were
found to be in satisfactory format for replication. McCullough et al. (2006) documents archiving
success in only 36% empirical articles of the later JIMCB archive (1996-2003). Research data
from articles in top journals are not much easier to access for replications. McCullough and
Vinod (2003) could not replicate, due to authors’ ignorance in delivering the data, half of the
articles in the 1999 June issue of American Economic Review (AER). The situation has improved
over time, but even more recently Piitz and Bruns (2021) could not replicate results from 37
articles published from 2005 to 2011 by top-three economic journals as the underlying data were
not provided. Data sharing plays a role in organizing of, to date, the largest replication exercise,
which reached for 110 original articles in economics and political science, targeting journals
enforcing a data sharing policy (Brodeur et al., 2024).

Regardless of success or failure, replication is a sought-after outcome of research data policy
(e.g., Desai, 2013).! However, no study so far has systematically investigated whether journals
adopting such policies, have their papers more frequently replicated. One reason for this is the

absence of a larger scale documentation on the adoption of research data policies that either

! Also many Elsevier journals explicitly accompany their research data sharing policy with a statement: To facil-
itate reproducibility and data reuse...



encourage or mandate the sharing of research data among journals in economics.? Thus in this
paper we first construct a 1975-2022 timeline of policy adoptions, its variants, and possible
policy strengthening for the top 110 journals in economics, business, and finance. Starting with
the first instance of research data policy adoption in 1975 by Journal of Political Economy (JPE),
we identify the exact timing of policy adoptions for our set of journals. We end the timeline
in 2022 a year in which 85 journals have a policy in place. During data collection, we rely
on a variety of objective sources, including journal front/end matters, submission guidelines,
editorials, articles, and two tailored surveys for editors. We carefully document the sources of
ultimate information for each policy adoption year.

We match our collection of research data policy adoption years with a community-supported
database that lists published replications of economic articles. In the subsequent analysis, we
estimate the effect of research data policies, whether encouraging or mandating, on the number
of replicated articles from these journals. To achieve this, we set up our data into a panel format—
on journals and 5-year period level—with the number of replicated articles set as our dependent
variable. This format allows us to control idiosyncratic journal effects and identify the effect of
the two policy treatment dummies in a difference-in-difference framework. Our baseline estimate
indicates a modest increase of one additional replicated article occurring every five years due to
research data policy. This effect is largely driven by journals shifting to mandatory policies.
When we restrict the journals in the treatment and control groups to those with comparably
high quality rankings, the research data policy effect become more pronounced. Similarly, the
baseline effect on replicated articles is much larger among journals with high policy compliance
and among older journals. The policy effect is largest for high-ranking journals: among the top
15 journals, any policy brings on average three additional replicated articles, whereas among the
top five journals, the effect is almost 7 additional replicated articles in five years. Lower ranked
journals gain a significant amount of replicated articles, but only when they adopt a mandatory
policy.

Our study contributes to the literature on the documentation of research data policies in aca-

demic journals. In the field of economics and business, we extend two past studies on research

The term research data policy is used by Elsevier to refer to a journal’s rules on how the data and code should
or can be shared once a paper is accepted for publication in that journal. We use this term throughout the paper.
However, the naming of the policy is not codified, and other terms are in circulation, e.g., data-sharing policy (Chris-
tensen and Miguel 2018); data and code availability policy (all American Economic Association (AEA) journals);
data availability policy (JPE, Review of Economic Studies).



data policies in economic journals (Vlaeminck, 2013; Vlaeminck and Herrmann, 2015) that re-
port on status quo of journal policies on research data in economic journals in 2011 and 2013.
We also sizably extend previous efforts to collect the exact timing of the policy adoptions by
previous authors who consider much smaller sets of journals (Christensen and Miguel, 2018;
Mueller-Langer et al., 2019; Askarov et al., 2023; Brodeur et al., 2024). Substantial effort in
documenting research data policies at particular points in time has occurred in disciplines other
than economics, such as political science (Gherghina and Katsanidou, 2013), sociology (Zenk-
Moltgen and Lepthien, 2014; Zenk-Moltgen et al., 2018), and statistics (Stodden et al., 2013).

We extend the literature on the effects of research data policies on variety of outcomes. Zenk-
Moltgen et al. (2018); Tedersoo et al. (2021) investigate the effect of research data policy on
actual data sharing and find results that are not overly optimistic. Less than half of empirical
articles actually share their data, 36%—52% in political science and only 12%-31% in sociology,
but the share increases over time (Zenk-Moltgen et al., 2018). Tedersoo et al. (2021) document
a large variation in research data sharing within the two top general science journals (Nature and
Science) distinguishing by disciplines and call for a unified and mandating type of research data
policy. Using survey responses among researchers in psychology, Houtkoop et al. (2018) show
that a mandating data sharing policy is the strongest precondition for actual data sharing. Con-
versely, Christensen et al. (2019) evidence that articles from journals with a mandating research
data policy are not more cited than articles from journals without it; however, articles that actu-
ally share their data have, on average, 97 more citations than empirical articles without shared
data. Askarov et al. (2023) explore whether policies have an impact on significance inflation,
finding only a reduction in extreme t-values. Brodeur et al. (2024) identify no research data pol-
icy effect on publication bias. Mueller-Langer et al. (2019) find that the policy has a positive
effect on probability that a paper becomes replicated.

In the next section, we provide an overview of the historical timeline of research data policy
introduction and describe our efforts to collect data on the timing of the policy adoption across
our set of journals. In Section 3, we discuss the descriptive properties of research data policies
and our additional data sources—replication incidence and compliance measures. Section 5 re-
ports our empirical results, assessing the effect of the policy on replicated articles, while Section

6 concludes and discusses underlying policy perspectives based on our findings.



2 Research data policies across economic journals

2.1 Early beginnings 1933-2006

Almost a century ago in 1933, the editor of the freshly established Econometrica journal, Ragnar

“«

Frisch states, in his editorial note, that: “... the original raw data will, as a rule, be published,
unless their volume is excessive.” This is the first verifiable evidence of a research data encounter
in the field of economics (Vilhuber, 2020). Since then, not much has been done until 1975,
when following an appeal of Feige to establish a minimum standards for reporting of procedures
and data, Journal of Political Economy (JPE) obliged authors of published papers to provide
data to other scholars should they request them. At the same time, JPE editors expressed their
willingness to leave space for replications and confirmations of past studies.’

The first attempt to physically store data from empirical papers was undertaken from 1982 to
1984 by the Journal of Money, Credit, and Banking and was coined a JMCB data archive. The
quality of the submitted data and underlying replication efforts of the archive are described by
Dewald et al. (1986). JMCB reintroduced the data archive only in 1996, and it continues until
today. The collection and replication effort taking place in the more recent period, 1996-2003,
was much more successful and as documented by McCullough et al. (2006).

As a reaction to the 1982—-1984 JMCB data archive project, and even more so due to related
perils, the AER, as the leading economic journal, introduced in 1986 a data availability pol-
icy, requesting from authors that data necessary to replicate any AER-published empirical study
must be supplied to interested researchers upon their interest (Ashenfelter et al., 1986). In 1986,
Journal of Applied Econometrics (JAE) was established, having a data-on-request policy in its
guidelines from the onset. The journal also announced that it “... will also feature an occasional
section of short papers re-evaluating previously published papers”. In 1995, JAE tightened this
policy to mandatory, i.e. the authors of accepted empirical papers were required to submit their
data prior to publication to the journal data archive.* In 1990, Industrial and Labor Relation
Review (ILRR) and Journal of Human Resources (JHR) introduced a data-availability footnote

measure and authors were requested to state the underlying data availability in the acknowl-

3Even if the R. Frisch with his 1933 note definitely stands at the beginning of the research data policy timeline,
we assign as the earliest research data policy the JPE 1975 data-on-request policy. It is the first policy which openly
appeals on authors to share their data for the purposes of replication.

4See front matter of the first issue of the JAE from 1986 as well as authors guidelines in vol. 10 (pp. 217-218).



edgment footnote (Hamermesh, 2007). Both journals strengthened their policy to mandatory in
2018.

However, McCullough and Vinod (2003) demonstrate that the data-on-request policies are
not overly effective. From a randomly picked June issue of the 1999 volume, half of the empir-
ical articles could not be replicated due to either non-delivery or incompleteness. As a response
to the McCullough and Vinod (2003) findings, the AER strengthened its data-on-request pol-
icy. From the first issue of 2005, the policy required all data and code of empirical papers to be
physically stored at the journal website, and the storage was a necessary condition for a paper to
be ultimately published at the AER (Bernanke, 2004). Following the example of AER, Econo-
metrica introduced directly the mandatory policy in 2005 and JPE strengthened its on-demand
policy to a mandatory half a year later, in mid-2005.°

From the onset of its data and code availability policy in 2005, AER has been quite transpar-
ent in reporting its standing vis-a-vis the policy through a special section, Data posting policy, in
the annual report of the editor.® Moreover, the report by Glandon (2010) indicates that from the
randomly picked empirical papers of the 2006-2008 AER issues, 79% can be replicated without
contacting the original author—a striking success of the physical data storage compared to the
on-demand-policy reported by McCullough and Vinod (2003) few years earlier. We depict the

relevant historical milestones via a research data policy timeline in Figure 1.

2.2 Policy strength

From the policy’s early beginnings, a clear division line between two policy variants is evident.
The 1975 policy at JPE, 1986 at AER and JAE, and the 1990 data footnote policy pursued by
ILRR and JHR are weaker variants of research data policies. Namely, they have a non-mandating
character. Authors of empirical papers were asked to agree with sharing of their data (and even-
tually code) for the purposes of replication if someone was interested to do so. No actual data

must have been provided at the publication time. We refer to this type of policy encouraging,

3See back matter of volume 73(2) of Econometrica and front matter of volume 113(4) of the JPE for the first
appearance of the mandatory research data policy in these journals. Christensen and Miguel (2018) claim the policy
at Econometrica started in 2004; however we find the first hard evidence thereof only in the back matter of the 2nd
issue of 2005 (73) volume. JPE announced its data availability policy in the middle of 2005 (volume 113(4)). Even
if 2005 was not the full policy year, our analysis assumes the year 2005 as the mandatory policy adoption.

5See the first report, which includes such a section in Moffitt (2006).
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Figure 1: Timeline of historical milestones of research data policies (1933-2005)

as this is the precise wording currently used by many Elsevier journals.” The most distinctive
feature of this policy is that it encourages the publishing of data/code that could facilitate repli-
cation; however, it does not mandate it, nor does condition the article publication by a presence
of data/code.® Conversely, research data policies that require authors to publish their data and/or
code as their paper is accepted for publication in the journal, are referred to here as mandatory.

Journal policies are verbally framed in a number of ways. This framing helps us differentiate
between encouraging and mandating policies. In the first two rows of Table 1, we provide an
overview of the archetypal wording of the research data policies by type. The encouraging
policy wording is of an inviting nature; at its weakest end, it formulates a non-binding data
dissemination practice of the journal. At its strongest end, it strongly encourages authors to
publish their data. Policies are considered mandatory when an imperative is included in the
policy wording using either verbs such as must provide or require.

Unlike in the nonspecific editorial of Ragnar Frisch from 1933, the current research data
policies of journals precisely specify how data, used in an empirical study being published in

that journal, must be shared. This includes the data and—in most cases—code used to yield

Several Elsevier journals uses following wording: “This journal encourages and enables you to share data...”,
e.g. see authors’ guidelines of Energy Economics or Journal of Economic Dynamics and Control.

8Vlaeminck and Herrmann (2015) refer to the weaker variant of the policy as author responsibility policy, which
correctly subsumes that the sharing is ultimately at author’s discretion.



Table 1: Wording of the research data policies in the journals’ guidelines

encouraging

policy

mandating

policy

subject matter

location

exemptions

Jjournal disseminates ...

we encourage research data to be archived ...

Jjournal encourages and enables you to share ...

authors of accepted papers are encouraged to submit ...

authors will normally be expected to submit ...

authors are expected to make available ...

Jjournal strongly encourages authors to submit ...

Jjournal strongly urges authors to make their data available for public use

authors of accepted papers that contain empirical work, simulations, or experimental
work must provide ... prior to publication

all journal authors are required to provide their data ... after their paper has been
accepted

Jjournal editors require that all authors submit

This journal requires and enables you to share data

always: data set(s);

but also: software, programs/codes, information on empirical analysis, experiments,
algorithms, simulations, models, protocols, methods, electronic multimedia files
general formulation: other details of the computations sufficient to permit replication;
anything which supports your paper

on the journal website

accessed through the ‘supplementary data’ link

deposited in a public repository

in a recognized data repository with a persistent digital identifier

... for reasons of security or confidentiality exceptions may be granted

should not submit ... if publication would breach the rights of a third party

if you are not able to provide the files, ... editors can consider your request and decide
data should only be shared if it is ethically correct to do so

... may be made at the discretion of the handling editor

... should submit only where ethically feasible

unless there are good reasons (confidentiality or excessive size) for not doing so

Notes: Wording variants across economic journals’ encouraging or mandating research data policies, including
subject matters of the policy, location and handling of exceptions.
Source: Self-collection from journal policy guidelines.

the reported empirical results. The remaining three panels of Table 1 lists the details of the

research data policy in terms of subject matter, location of the data and code, and when policy



exemptions could be granted. Research data policies always expect authors to publish their
data; however, most journals frame the policy more extensively and encourage or mandate the
publishing of code, algorithms, or any other details of the computations sufficient to permit
replication (Table 1, third row). As for location, journals either request authors to publish the
research data on the journals’ websites or at a public repository with a possibility to interlink
the original paper and the repository location. The handling of exemptions is the most vague
part of these policies. While the American Economic Association (AEA) formulation of security
and confidentiality exceptions is largely clear and agrees with King (1995)’s early norms on
facilitating replications, other reasons for exemptions, such as ethical feasibility or decisions at
the discretion of the editor, are far less transparent and could allow the handling of exemptions

in more flexible ways (Table 1, last row).

2.3 Policy takes off

Our historical timeline (Figure 1) commences with an early discourse on publishing research data
within Econometrica journal and ends seventy years later with the introduction of a mandatory
research data policy therein. The policy timeline does not end here; instead, it properly takes
off. Prior to 2005 there were just nine journals with such a policy in place; since then, however,
new journals have adopted journal policies every year. Figure 2 depicts a cumulative course of
research data policy introductions. While not much has changed from 2005 to 2008, there is
a greater jump in 2009, due to establishing of four additional AEA journals that automatically
adopted the mandatory policy of the AER. As of 2010, the number of economic journals adopting
this policy gradually increased by about four additional adoptees on average per year. By the end
of 2022, 85 journals had research data policies in place: 49 with a mandatory policy and 36 with
an encouraging one.

Table A1 lists research data policy introduction years for all 85 journals in which such a policy
exists in 2022. To assess the current status quo of the policy was straightforward by studying the
editorial guidelines for each journal. In most cases, research data policies are distinguished by

9

a separate section.” Assessing the introduction year of the policy and, and if applicable, the

timing of the policy strengthening as precisely as possible was a more intricate part of our data

“Information on data sharing is handled in guideline sections such as “Research Data” (most frequently), “Data

CLINT3

Sharing”, “Data Access”, “Data Availability”, “Supplementary Materials”, etc.
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Figure 2: Cumulative adoption of research data policies by economic journals

collection. Information on policy introduction years we gained in multiple ways: tracking journal
front/back matters, studying editorials and academic articles with an explicit mention of a policy
introduction, or journal websites. However, in numerous, none of the above sources was readily
available to determine the exact policy adoption year and possible policy strengthening. In these
cases we approximated the policy introduction by the presence of data or replication packages
next to empirical papers which led to somewhat imprecise settlement of the policy introduction
year.

To further identify unclear and imprecise policy adoption years, we designed two tailored
surveys for current editors of the journals and run them in December 2021 and May 2024. In
more than half of the imprecise cases, the answers provided by the editors helped us either
confirm our early proxy on policy adoption year or adjust it accordingly. Interestingly, in several

cases, the responding editors themselves were unsure about the policy adoption year at their



journals, and some did not responded.'” In sum, the introductions of research data policies of
63 journals (74%) we identified objectively, i.e. by having a clear policy adoption year reference
or an editor’s response. For the remaining 22 journals, we approximated the policy introduction
year by identifying the year in which a clear presence of data/code along empirical articles in the
journal began to take place. For each journal, we indicate the source of the introduction year(s)
information in the last column of Table A1."!

From the 49 journals with a mandatory research data policy in 2022, majority (33) adopted
the policy directly, i.e. without having a weaker policy before. The remaining 16 journals had an
encouraging variant in place earlier. Within this subset, the switch to mandatory policy occurred

on average with a substantial time lag—after 12.5 years.

2.4 No-policy journals

For the 25 journals without the policy, we list the closest alternative to a research data policy
as declared in the publishing guidelines (Table A2). The rule that authors should make data
available upon request but only to the journal editor is the closest to an actual encouraging re-
search data policy. Three journals follow such rule. Many journals request authors to provide
a data appendix with a complete description of all data sources. Some journals have an explicit
supplementary material policy, which covers additional tests, figures, robustness checks, or data
descriptions. All American Accounting Association journals have an explicit set of guidelines
for experimental papers, including necessary RCT preregistration and reporting standards for
decimal places, degrees of freedom, and statistics. Two journals simply remind authors to follow
proper scientific conduct and the principles of scientific ethics. The no mention category marks
six journals in which we find no reference to data-related conduct in their current guidelines.
Policy adoption is somewhat faster in economics compared to the neighbouring disciplines
of political science, sociology, and psychology. Gherghina and Katsanidou (2013) find that in
2011, 18 out of 120 political science journals adopted a data availability policy. In sociology,
Zenk-Moltgen and Lepthien (2014) indicate that seven out of 122 English-language journals had
an explicit data policy in place in 2014. An update of research data policies four years later

indicates that 53 journals in political science and 16 in sociology had adopted policies (Zenk-

19For a detailed account of both surveys’ design and responses, see Online Supplement S1.
"'We screened research data policies used by journals in the summer of 2021, in December 2022, and again in
December 2023.
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Moltgen et al., 2018). In economics, the number of journals with policies in 2011 was 26, 40
in 2014, and 58 in 2018. Concurrent numbers are larger in statistics: out of 170 journals in the
field, 59 had a mandatory or encouraging data sharing policy in place in 2012 (Stodden et al.,
2013). On the contrary the process is slower in the field of psychology. Recent study (Toomey
et al., 2025) rated guidelines of 19 journals in health psychology and behavioural medicine in
availability of data and code transparency rules. Thirteen journals had explicit rules regarding
data but only eight journals any guidelines regarding the used code. None of the 19 journals had

a mandatory-type of data or code publishing prior publication.

3 Empirical setting

3.1 Set of journals and journal quality

The starting point of our economic journal database are two consecutive studies on data man-
agement in scholarly journals in economics. Vlaeminck (2013) examines 141 economic journals
and 1dentifies 29 journals with a research data policy in place, of which 24 are mandatory. Two
years later, Vlaeminck and Herrmann (2015) extend their earlier analysis and examine 346 jour-
nals in economics and business, finding that this set contains 71 journals with a data policy in
place, of which 49 are mandatory. We take these 71 journals and complement them to include all
top 100 journals in Economics, Econometrics and Finance subject area by 2021 Scimago Journal
Rank (SJR). Such fusion leads to a set of 108 journals. Furthermore, inspired by Heckman and
Moktan (2020), we add five additional journals in order to include all tier-A field journals in our
set.!? Finally, we include three top general science journals, Nature, Science, and Proceedings of
the National Academy of Sciences (PNAS) that frequently publish articles on economic themes
for general scientific audience.'® From this intermediary set of 116, we exclude six journals that
publish only solicited articles. Solicitation creates a different set of incentives compared to reg-
ular published articles that must be submitted, approved by editors, and positively reviewed by

referees. Moreover, solicited articles are mostly of review-style papers, are longer in size, and

2These five journals are: Journal of Economic Theory, Games and Economic Behavior, Journal of Health Eco-
nomics, Health Economics, and Journal of Industrial Economics

B3For our empirical analysis, we only consider replicated articles in the field of economics, from these general
science journals.
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very often do not include any new empirical investigations.'*

Our final journal set thus consists of 110 high-quality journals in economics, business, and fi-
nance. To further refine the concept of journal quality throughout our descriptive and regression
analyses, we use two variants of top journal recognition and the Scimago Journal Rank (SJR)
index.!> The top-15 journal dummy equals one for a subset of 15 journals that enjoy especially
high recognition in the field of economics. It includes the top-5 economics journals—AER,
JPE, Quarterly Journal of Economics (QJE), Econometrica, and the Review of Economic Studies
(REStud). Furthermore it includes the two top general science journals Nature, and Science. Fi-
nally, it equals one for the highest quality journal, by SJR, in each of the subfields of accounting,
finance, management, and marketing—Journal of Finance, Review of Financial Studies, Man-
agement Science, Marketing Science, Journal of Financial Economics, Journal of Accounting
and Economics, Journal of Management, and Journal of Marketing. We also use a more restric-

tive top recognition dummy that equals one for the top-5 journals.

3.2 Policy compliance

For the policy compliance variable, we self-count all empirical papers and mark how many of
them have a replication package or a dataset accompanying them. Policy compliance is then the
fraction of the two sums. For this exercise, we selected the first issue of the year 2022.'° An
empirical paper was coded as policy compliant, if the dataset was physically available, or if the
paper was officially exempted from publishing the data, e.g. due to data privacy reasons, but
encompassed a code to reproduce the results and a description how to access the data.

Under the policy definition, the compliance of mandatory policy journals shall be one. Con-
sidering the 46 mandatory policy journals from the year 2021, we find only 22 of them fully
compliant. Another nine journals have a high compliance—between 50%—86%. However,
compliance of six mandatory policy journals ranged only between 6%- and 30% and the remain-
ing nine journals simply had a compliance of 0%. No or partial compliance has been revealed for

other sets of journals or other disciplines as well. Depending on the discipline, Tedersoo et al.

“The six excluded journals are Journal of Economic Literature, Journal of Economic Perspectives, NBER
Macroeconomics Manual and Foundations and Trends in Finance. We also exclude the Annual Review of Eco-
nomics and Annual Review of Financial Economics, which both invite established economists to submit a review
style article in a single annual issue.

SThe SJR index has existed since 1999: cf. https://www.scimagojr.com/journalrank.php

161f the first issue was a special issue, we took the next regular issue.

12
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A: by policy strength and journal quality B: by policy exposition length C: by subfield

compliance share

T T T T T T T T T
no policy encouraging/high SIR mandatory/high SIR policy 5-9 years economics business
encouraging/low SIR mandatory/low SIR policy 0-4 years policy 10+ years finance

Figure 3: Journals’ compliance with research data policies by different characteristics

Notes: Compliance refers to the share of empirical articles with available research data to all empirical articles
published in the first issue of the 2022 volume of each journal, accordingly we consider the policy status in 2021
(see discussion in Section 3). We do not plot whiskers for the finance and business subfields as they are excessively
long. Except for the first bar in Panel A (no policy), all bars include only journals with a policy.

(2021) document compliance with data availability policy for Science and Nature to be 70%—
83%. Brodeur et al. (2024) show in their sample of top 10 journals in economics that compliance
is about 80%.

In Figure 3, we visualize the 2022 compliance shares by type of policy, journal quality mea-
sure, length of policy exposition, and subfield. The share of available data is very small for
journals without any policy (4.5%) and for journals with an encouraging research data policy
(13%)."" Regardless of quality, the compliance shares of journals with mandatory policy are
significantly larger. Using SJR index in 2021, we further divide them into above and below av-
erage. For journals with below-average SJR levels, compliance averages at 50% and it is 79%
for journals with above-average levels. The difference is significant (P < 0.017). The length
of policy exposition is relevant to thereof compliance (Figure 3, Panel B). Journals exposed to it
for shorter than five years reach compliance of only 12%. Journals engaging with the policy for
more than five years show significantly larger levels of compliance—between 55% and 67%.'®

Finally, when inspecting policy journals by subfields, economic outlets have substantially higher

For journals with encouraging policy or no policy, it is not entirely fair to speak about policy compliance, as
publishing data is not a requirement for publication. But for simplicity, we use this term for all journals.

18 A similar contingency of policy compliance on policy exposition length was identified by Zenk-Moltgen et al.
(2018) for journals in political science and sociology.
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Table 2: Descriptive regressions: Correlates of policy compliance

Policy dummies Journal quality Field
ey 2 3) “) 4) (6)
Any policy 0.385%** 0.088** 0.083* 0.074 0.035
(0.053) (0.044) (0.046) (0.046) (0.045)
Mandatory policy 0.502%** 0.471%** 0.425%** 0.393***
(0.073) (0.078) (0.078) (0.080)
Policy experience 0-4 years 0.074*
(0.044)
Policy experience 5-9 years 0.505***
(0.091)
Policy experience 10+ years 0.620***
(0.086)
Top-15 journal 0.158
(0.105)
SJR index 2021 0.021*** 0.025***
(0.006) (0.006)
Business/managem. -0.112**
(0.051)
Finance -0.230**
(0.096)
R? 0.185 0.448 0.440 0.464 0.502 0.530

Notes: OLS regression. Dependent variable: research data policy compliance—the share of empirical articles
accompanied by data and code, or by data exemption and code, in all empirical articles published by the first regular
issue of the 2022 volume. The number of observations is 110. Robust standard errors in parentheses. *, **, and ***
represent significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.

compliance than journals with a policy in finance or business economics (Figure 3, Panel C). This
is, however, partly due to longer exposition with the policy among purely economic journals.
Journal compliance is, to a large extent, associated with the mandatory policy dummy. In
Table 2 we report some descriptive evidence of the relationship in a multivariate OLS regression.
Mandatory policy alone increases compliance by up to 50 pp (columns 2 and 3). It takes five
policy years for journals to significantly increase compliance (column 3). In the presence of
mandatory policy, encouraging policy increases compliance only by less than 10 pp, moreover,
this effect vanishes when we include measure of journal quality (columns 4-6). There are some
subfield differences in compliance but contribute only marginally to explaining the total variation

(cf. R?in different columns). Mandatory policy alone explains almost half of the variation in
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sharing research data across journals.

3.3 Replication incidence

Our policy outcome is the incidence of being replicated of articles published by journals in our set
of 110. To create this variable, we utilize, the perpetually updated Replication Network database
that collects published replications of studies in the field of economics and is community sup-
ported.'”. We used the full list of replications available in December 2025, when it contained
794 replication studies from 1958-2025 years. To study whether articles from journals with a
research data policy are more frequently replicated, we tracked back all original studies. From
the 794 published replications arose 852 replicated (original) articles. The number of replicated
articles exceeded the total replications because in several cases a single replication replicated
more than one original study. We then match the replicated studies with our journal policies
dataset.”

Our journals are strong leaders in terms of sources of original studies for replication. Namely,
more than three quarters of all replicated articles (666 of 876) stem from our set of journals. The
distribution of replicated articles within our journals is highly skewed. Unsurprisingly, three top-
five journals lead the list: AER with 144, QJE with 60, and JPE with 48 replicated articles. These
are followed by Review of Economics and Statistics (41) and Journal of Applied Econometrics
(38). Closely follows Journal of Financial Economics, Journal of Finance, and Econometrica
with 30, 25 and 24 replicated articles. The middle category comprises 31 journals with 3—15
replicated articles. Thirty journals had just one or two replicated study each. The remaining
41 journals have no original article that was replicated until 2025, according to the Replication

Network data source.?!

In terms of the first-ever replications, the journals are likewise very
unevenly distributed. The earliest replicated studies, published from 1956-1980, (N = 22),
stem from only six different journals. Alone eight of them are from JPE—the first journal to

introduce a research data policy—and encouraging one—in 1975.

Yhttps://replicationnetwork.com/replication-studies/. The Replication Network database is based on a more com-
plex replication data project (ReplicationWiki) initiated by Jan H. Hoffler (see Hoffler 2017)

20A handful of original papers were replicated more than once. In this case, we count them as many times as
published replications of them exist.

210ne explanation for the striking disparity between journals, as sources of studies for replication, is stronger
competition for publishing space in higher ranked journals. In their model of replications, Maniadis et al. (2017)
show that the parameter measuring competition among research teams and publication pressure, increases number
of replications.
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Figure 4: Average number of replicated articles in journals of different categories

Notes: Replicated articles published over 1973--2022 based on a database of their published replications (https://
replicationnetwork.com/replication-studies/; last accessed in December 2025). Each average is equal to the average
number of replicated articles from all journals belonging to the underlying category. The figure excludes American
Economic Review as it causes the whiskers to be excessively long. The high SJR category includes journals with an
above-average SJR index (in 2021). High compliance covers cases in which compliance share is larger than 50%.

In our analysis we focus on the replicated articles, originally published between 1973-2022
years. Figure 4, we visualize the average total numbers of by different characteristics. Articles
from journals without policies are hardly replicated, and articles originating in journals with
encouraging policies are only slightly better off. On average, 2—4 articles from this period were
replicated. Articles originating in journals with above-average SJR index and with mandatory
policies are replicated most, reaching an average number of 14 (Panel A) but the variance is
large. Long policy expositions deliver more replicated articles (Panel B). Articles in the field
of business economics are less frequently replicated than in finance and economics (Panel C).
Policy compliance plays a major role in the total number of replicated articles. Journals with a
high compliance share (> 50%) accumulate on average six more replicated articles than journals
with zero or low compliance (Panel D). This difference is significant (P < 0.019). In general,
journals in each subcategory exhibit a large variance in terms of the total number of replicated
articles, leading to many insignificant differences.

Figure 4 ignores the publication dates of the replicated articles. Many replicated articles

were published before any policy introductions. QJE adopted its encouraging policy in 2006;
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before after before after

Figure 5: Replicated articles by policy threshold and top-15 recognition

Notes: Based on replicated articles from the 45 journals that accepted any policy until 2021. Replicated articles
published over 1973--2022 based on a database of their published replications. (https://replicationnetwork.com/
replication-studies/; last accessed in December 2025). We exclude AER from the top-15 journals category due to
being a large outlier in the number of replicated articles.

however, 27 articles published before it have nonetheless been replicated. In Figure 5, we show
that this is not the general case. For this analysis we consider a subset of 45 journals that adopted
a mandatory policy before 2022, excluding AER. We compare the annual average number of
replicated articles before any policy, and after a mandatory policy. We further break down this
subset into top-15 journal and other journals. Even before any policy, top journals have, on
average, more replicated articles than other journals, before or after the policy. Despite this, both
journal groups experience a significant increase in articles replicated in the years following the
policy (P = 0.08, P = 0.007).

Articles are rarely replicated. Mueller-Langer et al. (2019) find that from all articles pub-
lished in top-50 journals over 1974-2014 only 0.10% are replication studies. In our set of 110
journals, the median number of replicated articles per year is always zero and the largest journal-
year averages are only between 0.2-0.4 over the 2003-2015 interval (Figure 6). Articles are also
replicated for reasons that are not easily observable. Citations, length, type of data, or fund-
ing explain very little from the probability of an article being replicated (Mueller-Langer et al.,

2019). Our panel analysis ideally requires that the outcome measure varies at the article-year
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Figure 6: Average replicated studies per journal and year

Notes: Replicated articles—in our set of 110 altogether 666 articles—that were published over 1973-2022. The
x-axis is the publishing year of the replicated article, not publishing year of its replication.

Source: Based on a database of their published replications (https://replicationnetwork.com/replication-studies/);
last accessed in December 2025).

level (i.e., the level of changes in research data policy). However, the scarcity and idiosyncrasy
of replication studies require smoothening the variable.??

To replicate an article and write a publication about such replication takes time. In our repli-
cated articles—replication dataset, we find that the median gap between publication years of the
original article and that of a subsequent replication is six years. Figure 6 shows a strong drop
in the average number of replicated articles from 2016 onward. This is unlikely to reflect a re-
duced interest in replicating papers from the most recent period but rather arise from the delay
between original article and its published replication. Namely, replication potential is only partly
exhausted for articles published in the later periods, and additional studies will likely be repli-
cated in the years to come. Corroborating this perspective, in our analysis we show a stronger

policy effect when excluding the last period.

22The 110 replicated articles of Brodeur et al. (2024) mass replication project are not part of our replication de-
pendent variable. Namely, one of the Brodeur et al.’s selection criteria was that the original journal has a mandating
policy in place. In addition, the mass replication paper was not at the time of submission a published journal article.
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4 Estimation approach

Our empirical approach must accommodate several features of the research setting. The sample
covers the 50 years from 1973 to 2022, defined by the publication dates of articles that were
subsequently replicated. During this period, the 110 journals in our sample adopted encouraging
and mandatory research data policies at different points in time. Some journals adopted only
an encouraging policy, others introduced a mandatory policy directly, and a small number first
adopted an encouraging policy before strengthening it into a mandatory requirement. Other
journals maintained no research data policy throughout the observation period. The resulting
treatment pattern is therefore staggered and includes transitions between policy regimes.

The panel is unbalanced because not all journals existed in 1973; some were established dur-
ing the observation period. Moreover, although the sample is restricted to high-quality economics
journals, journals differ in their subject matter, editorial orientation, readership, and publication
practices. These persistent differences may affect both the types of articles they publish and
the likelihood that those articles are subsequently replicated. Our empirical specifications must
therefore account for time-invariant journal heterogeneity. Finally, replication is a rare outcome.
Whether an article is selected for replication—and when that replication occurs—depends on
numerous idiosyncratic factors. The precise publication years of both the original article and its
replication may consequently provide a noisy measure of the underlying timing of replication ac-
tivity. Our empirical strategy must therefore address four related issues: the appropriate temporal
aggregation of the outcome; the unbalanced panel structure; variation in policy-adoption timing
and treatment duration; and the credibility of the comparison group used to estimate counterfac-
tual outcomes. We discuss each of these components in turn.

We aggregate the journal-year data into journal-five-year-period observations. The outcome—
number of replicated articles in a journal-period cell—is defined with reference to the original
article: an article is counted for the journal and year in which the original study was published
if a subsequent replication of that study is recorded in the Replication Network data by Decem-
ber 2025. The publication date and outlet of the replication itself therefore do not determine
how the outcome is assigned. We construct the periods backward from 2022, the most recent
year in which multiple original articles with recorded replications were published. The final pe-

riod is therefore 2018—-2022; proceeding backward in five-year blocks yields ten periods, with
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Figure 7: Period panel framework with policy treatments

Notes: Ten period panel framework we work in our analysis. Upper part: In our regression analysis we use infor-
mation on replicated articles published between 1973 and 2022 across 104 journals. We must exclude 6 journals
because their establishment coincides with their adoption of mandatory policy (section 4). Only 52 journals existed
in 1973, the other 52 journals gradually joined our journal-panel framework once they existed for the full period.
Bottom part: The first treatment period, by encouraging or mandatory policy (year in the parenthesis), is the first
period when the treatment is in place for all years of the period. Once the journals are treated by mandatory policy
we exclude them from the regression analysis of the encouraging policy (e.g., see the example in Figure 8).

1973-1977 as the first.”> The resulting outcome y;, is the number of subsequently replicated
original articles published by journal (j) in period (7), where (7 = 1,...,10).

Only 52 journals existed throughout the entire 1973-2022 study period. The remaining jour-
nals were gradually established between 1974 and 2014 and enter the sample only from the first
five-year period during which they existed for the entire period. This restriction avoids assigning
outcome observations to intervals that partly predate a journal’s existence.?* The procedure pro-
duces an unbalanced panel of journal-period observations. The upper panel of Figure 7 illustrates

how the number of journals represented varies across periods.

23This restriction excludes very little observed replication activity at present. Only one original article published
in 2023 had a replication published and recorded by December 2025. For sure the replication capacity of articles
from these very recent periods will become much larger. For comparison, ten original articles published in 2022 had
recorded replications by December 2025.

24The establishment year of each journal is reported alongside its name in Table A1 and Table A2.
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The lower part of Figure 7 illustrates how encouraging and mandatory policy treatments
are mapped onto the journal-period framework. A journal is classified as treated by a given
policy only when that policy was in force throughout the entire five-year period. So for some
journals where the policy was introduced in the middle of a period are classified as untreated,
and treatment begins in the first complete five-year period following adoption.?® For the analysis
of the encouraging policy, we exclude all journal-periods following the adoption of a mandatory
policy because outcomes observed under the mandatory regime may no longer identify the effect
of encouragement alone.

Figure 8 illustrates the construction of the outcome, y;,, and the indicators for encouraging

and mandatory policies, D{_ and D!”, within the ten-period framework. We use the Journal of

Human Resources as an example. Fifteen articles originally published by this journal between
1973 and 2022 were subsequently replicated; their original publication years are marked by X.
The resulting journal-period counts, y;,, range from zero to three. The journal introduced an
encouraging policy in 1990, during the fourth period (1988-1992). Because this period was only
partially exposed, D5, ) first equals one in the fifth period (1993-1997). The journal introduced
a mandatory policy in 2018, at the beginning of the tenth period; because the policy was in force
throughout 2018-2022, D!” equals one in period ten. The encouraging-policy indicator is set
to missing in that period because the observation belongs to the mandatory-policy regime and is
excluded from the encouraging-policy analysis. For journals that adopt an encouraging policy but
never proceed to a mandatory policy, D) remains zero throughout. For journals that introduce
neither policy before 2018, both policy indicators remain zero in every observed period.

The estimation sample differs slightly between the two policy analyses. For the mandatory-
policy analysis, we retain all available journal-periods, subject to the requirement that each jour-
nal contributes at least one period before mandatory-policy treatment. For the encouraging-
policy analysis, we retain only periods preceding mandatory-policy adoption so that the esti-
mated effect is not confounded by subsequent exposure to a mandatory regime. Identification of
either policy effect with journal fixed effects requires each treated journal to contribute at least
one untreated observation. We therefore exclude six journals whose first observed period co-

incides with their adoption of a mandatory policy.?® From the encouraging-policy analysis, we

2In subsection 5.4, we assess the robustness of this coding decision by excluding partially treated periods. We
retain these transition periods in the baseline specification to preserve sample size.
26These comprise four American Economic Association journals established in 2009 under the AER’s mandatory-
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Figure 8: Construction of outcome variable and policy dummies

Notes: On the example of Journal of Human Resources we visualize the building of our outcome variable—number
of replicated articles per period y;,, and the two policy dummies D5, DI

1T

Source: Replicated articles are based on the database of their published replications (https://replicationnetwork.com/
replication-studies/; last accessed in December 2025). Policy dummies are based on our self-collected database of
policy introduction years (see Table Al).

additionally exclude the Journal of Applied Econometrics, whose first observed period coincides
with the introduction of its encouraging policy. The final samples contain 104 journals for the
mandatory-policy analysis and 103 journals for the encouraging-policy analysis. The number of
observations contributed by each journal varies with its establishment date. In the encouraging-
policy sample, it also varies with the timing of mandatory-policy adoption because observations
under the mandatory regime are excluded.

Our panel-regression framework relates the number of subsequently replicated articles pub-
lished by journal 7 in period 7, denoted by ;., to the journal’s policy status. The conventional

two-way fixed-effects specification is

yiT:ai—i_ﬁ'D?T—i_eT—i_giT’ (1)

where «; denotes journal fixed effects, 6, denotes period fixed effects, and D?_is the treatment
indicator for policy p € e, m, corresponding to an encouraging or mandatory policy. For each
policy analysis, D?_ equals one beginning in the first five-year period during which the relevant
policy was in force throughout the entire period, and zero beforehand. The coefficient (3 therefore
captures the average within-journal change in the number of replicated articles associated with
the relevant policy, after accounting for common period shocks.

Journal fixed effects absorb all observed and unobserved journal characteristics that remain

policy guidelines, as well as Quantitative Economics and the Journal of the Association of Environmental and
Resource Economists.

22


https://replicationnetwork.com/replication-studies/
https://replicationnetwork.com/replication-studies/

constant over time. Consequently, the main effects of time-invariant characteristics, such as field
classifications or indicators of journal recognition, cannot be estimated separately in Equation 1.
We instead examine heterogeneity with respect to such characteristics using appropriate subsam-
ples or interactions with policy treatment. Period fixed effects account for common changes in
replication activity across publication cohorts. Because the regression disturbances are likely to
be correlated across periods within the same journal, we cluster standard errors at the journal
level, allowing for arbitrary heteroskedasticity and serial dependence within journals.

The conventional two-way fixed-effects estimator provides a useful benchmark but may not
recover an economically meaningful average policy effect under staggered adoption. In partic-
ular, when policy effects vary across journals, adoption periods, or time since adoption, the es-
timator combines several types of comparisons, including comparisons in which already-treated
journals serve as controls for journals treated later. The resulting coefficient may place non-
transparent—and potentially negative—weights on heterogeneous treatment effects. Differences
in treatment duration are therefore not problematic by themselves; the concern arises when the
effect of treatment varies with duration or along other dimensions.

Our baseline estimates consequently employ the imputation estimator proposed by Borusyak
et al. (2024). In the first step, this method estimates the untreated potential outcome using obser-

vations from untreated and not-yet-treated journals:
yW(O) = q; + 97— —+ Eir- (2)

The estimated model is then used to impute the untreated potential outcome for each usable
treated journal-period as y;,(0) = a; + 6.. The observation-specific treatment effect is obtained
as the difference between the observed and imputed outcomes, y;- — ¥;-(0), and these effects are
subsequently averaged over the usable treated journal-period observations. The resulting esti-
mand is therefore an average treatment effect on the treated observations for which the untreated
counterfactual can be imputed. Under the observation-weighted aggregation, journals that con-
tribute more post-adoption periods also contribute more by treated journal-period observations
to the overall estimate. Due to the same concerns from the within journal serial dependence, we
cluster, while using the imputation approach, as well at the journal level.

To demonstrate the empirical relevance of accounting for staggered adoption and heteroge-

neous treatment effects, we also report estimates from the conventional fixed-effects regression
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in Equation 1. Differences between the two estimators may arise from heterogeneous effects
across adoption cohorts or exposure durations, from the comparisons and weights implicit in the
conventional fixed-effects estimator, or from differences in the treated observations for which
the relevant effects can be identified. Such differences should therefore not be interpreted as
evidence of treatment-duration heterogeneity alone.

The final empirical concern is whether variation in policy-adoption timing provides a credible
basis for identifying policy effects. We do not assume that journals adopt research data policies
randomly. Instead, identification requires that, in the absence of policy adoption, treated and
comparison journals would have followed parallel trends in the number of replicated articles. It
also requires that journals do not change relevant publication practices in anticipation of a future
policy. We assess the plausibility of these assumptions in two ways. First, following Borusyak
et al. (2024), we estimate placebo coefficients for the periods preceding policy adoption. As
evidenced by Figure 9, we find no evidence that the number of replicated articles followed sys-
tematically different trends before either encouraging- or mandatory-policy adoption. These tests
provide support to parallel-trends and no-anticipation assumptions.

Second, the relative homogeneity of the journals in our sample strengthens the plausibil-
ity of the comparison group. The sample is restricted to highly recognized economics journals,
demonstrated by high SJR scores. Policy timing nevertheless varies substantially among journals
of this comparable standing. For example, the AER and the JPE were early adopters of research
data policies, whereas similarly prominent journals, including the QJE and the Review of Eco-
nomic Studies, adopted such policies—and subsequently strengthened them—considerably later.
A similar pattern appears among field journals: Management Science introduced its first policy
in 2013, while the Journal of Management maintained no research data policy during our ob-
servation period. These examples indicate that policy timing is not determined mechanically by
journal quality, recognition, or topic area alignment. Nevertheless, adoption may remain asso-
ciated with other time-varying journal characteristics. We therefore examine heterogeneity in

estimated policy effects across journal characteristics in subsection 3.1 and subsection 5.2.
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5 Effects of research data policy on replicated articles

This section presents our regression results on how the research data policy affect the number
of replicated articles using random effect panel estimation.?’” Our exposition evolves in three
consecutive steps. We start by the baseline set of results to settle the benchmark effect of policy
using the full set of journals while considering variations in the group of control journals (Section
5.1). We continue by studying the heterogeneity of the effect considering relevant breakdowns
as follows: early vs. later periods, high vs. low complying journals, and older vs. more recently
established journals (Section 5.2). The next portion of our results explores the relevance of
journal quality in the policy effect (Section 5.3). We also discuss the effect dynamics using event
analysis for all journals and subgroups of journals. We finish the results section by discussing

robustness of our baseline results employing alternative approaches (Section 5.4).

5.1 Baseline effects

We present the results of the random effects panel estimation in Table 3 using five-years period
counts of replicated articles per journal over 1976-2020. Research data policies of any type
accounts for about one more replicated article per follow-up period on average, compared to
journal without such policies (column 1). Once we distinguish between mandatory and encour-
aging policy, the effect is overtaken by mandatory policy, leaving the effect of encouraging-only
policies to be around one paper every 10 years (column 2). The baseline effect of one additional
replicated article per period is likely to be a lower bound. Figure 6 indicates that the stock of
replicated articles published during the last period (2016-2020) is not complete. When we ex-
clude the last period, the policy effect doubles: there are two more replicated articles per period
after any policy adoption and three more for journals adopting a mandatory policy (cf. columns
3 and 4).

We further explore the role of control group in the assessment of the policy effect. Research
data policies can evolve in three distinct ways: journals remain without any policy, switch to
encouraging status and stay there, switch to mandatory with an interim step of encouraging policy
for some time, or directly adopt mandatory policy. Due to the variants, identifying an appropriate

control group is not straightforward. In the final three columns of Table 3, we explore the size

?"In all cases of baseline regression (Table 3), the Hausman test supports the use of a more efficient random effect
estimator.
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Table 3: Effects of research data policies—Baseline regressions

All periods Without last period
Encouraging Mandatory Encouraging Mandatory
1) 2 3) “)
Panel A: Fixed Effect Specification
Policy effect 1.027 1.436 1.576 3.486
(0.781) (1.023) (1.158) (2.217)
[0.262]*** [0.338]*** [0.334]*** [0.493]***
R? overall 0.086 0.080 0.117 0.126
R? between 0.051 0.067 0.094 0.114
Panel B: Imputation Approach
Policy effect 1.118 1.352 1.646 3.490
(0.185)*** (0.773)* (0.249)*** (1.779)**
Max. nr. periods 10 10 9 9
Nr. journals 103 104 103 104
Observations 798 857 726 753

Notes: Panel A reports journal fixed-effects regressions with period indicators. Panel B reports treatment-effect
estimates obtained using the imputation approach of Borusyak et al. (2024), with journal and period fixed effects.
The dependent variable in both panels is the number of replicated articles per journal and five-year period between
1973 and 2022. Columns (3) and (4) exclude the final period because recent publications may not yet have had suf-
ficient time to be replicated. Journal-clustered standard errors are reported in parentheses. In Panel A, conventional
standard errors are additionally reported in square brackets, and significance stars are based on these conventional

standard errors. In Panel B, significance stars are based on the journal-clustered standard errors. The sample dimen-

sions reported at the bottom apply to both panels. *, **, and *** denote statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and

1% levels, respectively.

of the effect for different subset of journals by their policy adoption trajectory until 2016. In
column 5, we estimate the effect of a switch to mandatory policy from an encouraging policy to
be about two additional replicated articles per period compared to journals that did not adopt any
policy. When comparing journals that only adopted an encouraging policy to no-policy journals,
we find no effect (column 6). Finally, the effect of mandatory policy is about two additional
replicated articles when the control journals are solely encouraging policy adopters (column 7).
The leads and lags of the policy adoption threshold are used to study the effect dynamics
around the policy adoption year (Figure 9, Panel A). The effect of both policies is significant al-
ready in the initial period of policy treatment. There is no pretrend in replicated articles outcomes
for the first policy adoption (left), while a visible pretrend is found in the last two pre-periods for

the mandatory policy (right). The pretrend is driven by journals with encouraging policies prior
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Figure 9: Event analysis of research data policy on replicated articles

Notes: The figure depicts dynamic effects of encouraging and mandatory policies. We use event study design
underlying the Borusyak et al. (2024) imputation approach. The figures are dynamic effects of the average treatment
effects reported in Table 3 (Panel B). Shaded areas denote 95% confidence intervals.

mandatory ones. For any policy effect (left), we evidence an additional jump by four additional
replicated articles in period 3. This substantial effect is driven by a handful of journals that have

over 15 years experience with the policy, when most of them strengthened to mandatory policy.

5.2 Heterogeneity considerations

The considered time interval can be divided into two spells according to the type of research data
policy adoptions taking place. During the earlier four periods (1976-1995), only adoptions of
encouraging policies occur. In the later periods (1996-2015), both types of adoptions occur: no-
policy journals adopt an encouraging policy, or both encouraging-policy journals and no-policy

journals adopt a mandatory policy. Our first heterogeneity exercise breaks down the data into an
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Table 4: Effects of research data policies—Heterogeneity considerations

Encouraging Mandatory Encouraging Mandatory
(1) 2 3) “
Panel A: Early vs. recent periods
Periods 1-5: 1973-1997 Periods 5-10: 1993-2022

Policy effect 0.520*** n.a. 0.251 0.635

(0.074) (0.172) (0.575)
Max. nr. periods 5 6 6
Nr. journals 88 98 104
Observations 353 516 591

Panel B: Journal establishment year
Established until 1973 Established after 1973

Policy effect 1.501** 1.519 0.180 1.130***

(0.226) (1.136) (0.240) (0.196)
Max. nr. periods 10 10 9 9
Nr. journals 52 52 51 52
Observations 484 520 314 337

Panel C: Compliance with research data policy
High compliance Low compliance

Policy effect 3.472%** 1.619 -0.181 0.245

(0.403) (1.131) (0.137) (0.208)
Max. nr. periods 9 10 10 10
Nr. journals 24 25 79 79
Observations 176 220 617 637

Notes: Table reports treatment-effect estimates obtained using the imputation approach of Borusyak et al. (2024),
with journal and period fixed effects. The dependent variable in both panels is the number of replicated articles per
journal and five-year period for a subset indicated in panel headings. In Panel C, we report policy effects for journals
whose policy compliance in 2022 was more than 50% (high compliance) and less than 50% (low compliance).

ko kK

Standard errors clustered on the journal level are in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical significance at the
10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.

early and a late period (Table 4, column 1 and 2). The encouraging policy effect exists in the
earlier period but is overtaken by the even stronger effect of mandatory policy in the later four
periods (1996-2015).

High compliance with research data policy leads to, on average, almost two more replicated
articles over over a five-year period for journals switching to encouraging or to mandatory poli-
cies (column 3). Even if our measure only approximates the overall compliance behavior of

journals by its compliance measured in 2022, this suggests that highly compliant journals may
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induce replication efforts even without a mandatory variant. For low-compliance journals, only
the mandatory policy results in one more replicated article every 10 years (Table 4, column 4).
The last pair of heterogeneity exercises investigate the effect differences by journal age. We
divide the journals in two groups: those established before and established during our observation
window (i.e. after 1976). Older journals have an advantage in terms of replicated articles no
matter which policy they adopt, while articles from relatively newer journals manage to increase
such incidence only when adopting the mandatory research policy variant (Table 4, columns 5

and 6).

5.3 Journal quality considerations

Adoptions of research data policies are linked to journal quality—the crude correlation of manda-
tory policy dummy with SJR index in 2021 is 41%. Similarly, our policy adoption table (Ta-
ble A1) shows that many highly recognized journals were the first to adopt policies. In this
section we explore the policy effects for distinct set of journals in terms of their quality and
recognition.

We divide our set of 110 into highly recognized journals and other journals. We do this
by using a top-15 dummy and above/below SJR 2021 average dummy. Regardless of the used
division rule, we estimate a similar pattern. For highly recognized journals, there is in both cases
a strong policy effect that exists when adopting an encouraging policy. The effect magnitude
reaches three more replicated articles for top-15 journals and about two more replicated articles
for the 40 above-average SJR journals per period (Table 5, columns 1 and 3). For less recognized
journals, the effect is slightly smaller than the baseline effect of one more replicated article per
period, but this only effective for journals adopting a mandatory policy (columns 2 and 4). When
including the SJR 1999-2020 index into the regression, we are only left with the encouraging
policy effect and no effect of journal quality. There are, however, two differences from the main
analysis: we only have a later period, and the identification of the SJR effect is based on its
variation within journals. As journal quality is relatively stable over time, the variations are
small, what likely explains insignificance of the coefficient.

We repeat our event analysis for top-15 and other journals separately (Figure 9, Panels B and
C). We observe similar patterns in pretrends and policy leads as when considering all journals.

However, both cases exhibit different effect sizes. The policy effects within the top-15 journals

29



Table 5: Effects of research data policies—Journal quality considerations

Encouraging Mandatory  Encouraging Mandatory  Encouraging  Mandatory

ey (@) 3) “4) (&) (6)
Panel A: Highly recognized journals

Above SJR average Top-15 journals Top-5 journals
Policy effect 3.123%** 1.706 3.995%** 2.224 4.061*** 2.376
(0.350) (1.658) (0.399) (2.467) (1.410) (4.366)
Max. nr. periods 10 10 10 10 7 10
Nr. journals 35 35 15 15 5 5
Observations 266 291 122 139 35 50
Panel B: Less recognized journals
Below SJR average Non top-15 journals Non top-5 journals
Policy effect -0.191** 0.952* -0.232** 0.771* -0.166 0.645*
(0.085) (0.508) (0.098) (0.422) (0.119) (0.365)
Max. nr. periods 10 10 10 10 10 10
Nr. journals 68 69 88 89 98 99
Observations 532 566 676 718 758 807

Notes: Table reports treatment-effect estimates obtained using the imputation approach of Borusyak et al. (2024),
with journal and period fixed effects. We use different subsamples depending on journal recognition status using
three different criteria as indicated in panel headings. For the grouping based on the SJR rule, we use the journals’
SJR in year 2021. Top-15 and top-5 journals are discussed in subsection 3.1. Each estimate stems from an individual
regressions with dependent variable defined as the number of replicated articles per journal and five-year period.

ko kk

Standard errors clustered on the journal level are in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical significance at the
10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.

are large, ranging between two and 10 replicated articles per period, but the effect is imprecise.
The effect for remaining 95 journals is measured at around one additional replicated article per
period, starting in the third period for the encouraging policy and starting immediately in the first
policy period for the mandatory policy.

Finally, to further refine the policy effects, we focus on the group of top-5 economics journals
(Table 5, columns 5 and 6). The QJE adopted its mandatory policy quite late, in 2016, without
having any encouraging variant before; thus, it can serve as an ideal control group for the re-
maining four journals in the pack, at least for the first eight periods in which the QJE was not
treated. The remaining journals had earlier experience with the policies. AER and Econometrica
adopted mandatory policies in 2005. AER had an earlier experience with the encouraging policy,
but Econometrica did not. REStud adopted its encouraging policy in 2006. Finally, JPE had an

encouraging policy, which was converted to mandatory in 2005.
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Table 6: Effects of research data policies—Robustness analyses

Encouraging Mandatory Encouraging Mandatory Encouraging Mandatory

ey @ 3 “ &) (6)
Baseline Remove partially treated Moving averages
Policy effect 1.118*** 1.352* 0.796*** 1.641** 0.202*** 0.390**
(0.185) (0.773) (0.191) (0.790) (0.029) (0.173)
Max. nr. periods/years 10 10 10 10 46 46
Nr. journals 103 104 101 104 104 106
Observations 798 857 713 780 3,757 3,998

Notes: Columns (1) and (2) repeat the imputation regression with journal and period fixed effects Table 3 (Panel B:
columns (1) and (2)). Column (2) shows the fixed effect regression, while column (3) shows the Tobit random effect
regression. Columns (4) and (5) report the average treatment effects using the imputation approach of Borusyak

et al. (2024) procedure with clustered standard errors on the journal level. In other columns we report conventional

standard errors in parentheses. *, **, and *** represent significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.

Column (6) of Table 5 shows the effect of encouraging policy. Here, the JPE is always treated
and the QJE is never treated, building together the control group for the remaining three top-5
journals entering treatment in period 3 (AER: in 1986) and period 7 (Econometrica, REStud:
2005 and 2006). Finally, in column (7), we explicitly study the effect of a mandatory policy
treatment. Here the REStud and QJE build a control group and the remaining three journals
begin their mandatory policy treatment in period 7. Both effects are significant and large. Top

journals with policies add further 7-9 additional replicated articles per period.

5.4 Robustness analyses

In the last piece of our analysis, we detail results from alternative estimations to explore the
extend of robustness of our baseline estimate (Table 3, column 2). In the first column of Table 6,
we duplicate the baseline estimate for ease of comparison. Using fixed effects instead of the
more efficient random effect estimator hardly changes the effect size of mandatory policy but
the average effects are less precise (column 2). In the third column, we estimate the both policy
effects using left-censored random effect Tobit estimator. Our outcome, the number of replicated
articles, is effectively a zero-inflated variable. Tobit estimates an average effect of about two
additional replicated articles per period for any type of policy. Note, however, that this effect
is conditional on nonzero outcomes; thus, it provides an estimate for journals’ with replicated

articles before policies.
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We also estimate the average treatment effect (ATT) using the Borusyak et al. (2024) impu-
tation approach, which takes into account the journals’ staggered introduction of policies and
heterogenous treatment dynamic effects. This method allows the estimation of only a single
treatment at a time. We estimate, albeit less precisely, an ATT of 1.23 additional empirical arti-
cle per period when journals treated by any research data policy. This result is comparable to our
baseline effect of 1.14 (Table 3, column 1). The ATT of mandatory policy is 1.43, the equivalent
estimate using random effect model is 1.6 (not reported).

Our baseline estimate uses the period-smoothed data. For the last column in Table 6 we
calculate for each year forward-looking moving averages based on five consecutive years. The
replicated article count of for the year ¢ is thus average of replicated articles published in ¢, ¢ +
1,---,t+44. For each journal we thus obtain 41 year observations, at most. The estimated policy
effects are smaller in magnitude because they represent average annual effects on replicated
articles. Multiplying by five, we obtain effects of 0.4 for encouraging, and 1.6 for mandatory
policy, comparable to the baseline (0.5 and 1.2). Using moving averages secures larger statistical
power and, accordingly, the estimated effects are estimated more precisely. The explanatory

power of the model however remains about the same.

6 Discussion and conclusions

In 1975 the editors of Journal of Political Economy introduced the first variant of the research
data policy, responding to an appeal by Feige (1975). After almost five decades many journals
have followed the JPE’s example. By the end of 2022, of the top 110 journals in economics,
85 have adopted some form of research data policy. We precisely document this evolution—
policy adoption year and policy strengthening—using multiple objective sources. Furthermore,
we comprehend the collected information with responses, obtained from editors of economic
journals via two tailored surveys. In line with numerous earlier pledges that encouraging policy
is ineffective for actual data sharing (e.g. Dewald et al., 1986; Andreoli-Versbach and Mueller-
Langer, 2014), most journals (49) adopted a mandatory policy. In a cross-disciplinary compari-
son the field of economics stands better or on par with other disciplines using empirical methods
(e.g. Stodden et al., 2013; Zenk-Moltgen et al., 2018). However, within field differences exist,
e.g. most business economics journals have just begun to follow the trend recently (c.f. Table A1l
vs. Ryan and Tipu, 2022).
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In a subsequent empirical analysis we investigate, within a journal-period panel regression
framework, the effect of research data policies on the number of replicated articles. On average
we estimate a modest increase of one additional replicated article every five years for journals
with a policy in place. The effect is largely driven by journals switching to mandatory policy.
Having a mandatory policy leads to a similar effect when the control group consist of journals
adopting only an encouraging policy. Conversely, when we estimate the effect among journals
adopting only an encouraging policy with no-policy journals being the control group, we find no
significant difference in replicated articles. Our results also emphasize the role of policy com-
pliance. The group of highly policy-compliant journals gain about two more replicated articles
every five years after adopting any policy. Our results regarding the relevance of mandatory
policy and high policy compliance validate the recommendation of McCullough et al. (2008)
articulated during the early stages of journal data archiving almost 20 years ago: successful
replication requires that journal editors do not fail to enforce the requirement that replication
data be actually archived.

We also show that the actual policy effect is likely stronger than our baseline effect. Namely,
the replication potential of more recently published articles has not yet been fully utilized. When
excluding the last observation period, the policy effect increases notably to two additional repli-
cated articles every five years. However there are additional reasons to believe our baseline effect
is only a lower bound. The community-supported replication network database we use, is not
exhaustive. While it very likely contains the majority of self-standing published replications,
some replications are embedded within original studies as a side result or a baseline treatment
(Coffman et al., 2017; Maniadis et al., 2017). Some articles have been replicated but have not
been successfully published and may have ended up in a file drawer (Franco et al., 2014). All
these replication activities are not systematically documented. Hamermesh (2007) asked authors
of published articles, in two encouraging policy journals, on the frequency of data requests and
found that more than half of the authors never received any requests. Even if this early evi-
dence on possible informal replication activities points to low activity, teaching replication as
coursework for master and PhD students is gaining importance (Schwab et al., 2023), thereby
increasing the utility of research data.

Journal and original article quality play a strong role in incentives to replicate. Indeed, most

replicated articles originate in top journals, and many are highly cited (e.g., Duvendack et al.,
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2015; Hamermesh, 2017). Simultaneously, top journals have been leading the process of re-
search data policy adoptions and policy strengthening. Prior to 2005, only a handful of journals
had an encouraging policy but we show that such a policy had a significant impact on the number
of replicated articles. The policy impact might have been indirect, caused by increasing aware-
ness of replication possibilities and importance (Dewald et al., 1986; King, 1995)—a mechanism
we cannot disentangle. Incentive considerations can also be a reason behind the stronger policy
effect for older journals compared to journals established more recently. The policy effect is
strongest for top journals. Among the above-average ranked journals, the adoption of any pol-
icy brings two additional replicated articles; among top-15 journals, the adoption of any policy
results in three additional articles compared to no-policy journals from the underlying quality cat-
egories. The effect is strongest in the group of top-5 journals, where both control and treatment
journals are justifiably comparable in reputation: any policy leads to almost seven additional
replicated articles every five years. The strong estimated policy effects among more established
journals highlight the importance of research data policies, even for this category of journals, for
further increasing the replication activity.

Our analysis shows that in order for policies to be effective outside top journals, lower-ranked
journals should impose a mandatory research data policy and maintain high compliance rates.
While top journals are, by nature, of general interest, all journals regardless of rank, especially
field journals, communicate highly relevant findings from their research areas. Thus, journals
may try to improve awareness in replication importance by, for example, making a replication call
or opening a replication section inviting researchers to submit replications of relevant findings
within their fields (Tol, 2019; Ditzen and Elhorst, 2022). Many journals cannot often keep track
of the policy compliance in the same extent as top journals often do by installing a data editor role
responsible for policy accountability (e.g., Duflo and Hoynes, 2018). Funding agencies could
partly replace the accountability function for journals by explicitly requiring articles published
via their grant to comply with research data policies (Haeussler et al., 2014).

Most research data policies have been adopted in more recent years; thus, we could not
quantify their effects in this study. This warrants an extension of our analysis in few years’
time. With increasing documentation effort for replications, such analysis may perhaps include
unpublished replications as well. Our analysis only covers the field of economics; nevertheless,

the incentives to share and replicate are likely to be similar across the scientific fields (Stodden
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etal., 2013, 2018) thus our results indicate external validity. Our study shows that while research
data policy is beneficial in increasing replications, it is not the ultimate cure for its low usage.
Researchers replicate for many other reasons; for example, the original papers are controversial,
the replication will likely reject the original paper, the original papers are highly cited (e.g.,
Galiani et al., 2017), or they stay in competition with authors of replicated articles (Maniadis
et al., 2017). Funding agencies and tenure committees may place additional weight to the value

of replication, thereby boosting replication activity among researchers beyond these policies.
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Table Al: Research data policy introduction years across economic journals (85)

Journal [established]

Introduction year

encouraging mandatory

Policy introduction year: source

Journal of Political Economy [1892]
Journal of Money, Credit and Banking [1969]

Journal of Applied Econometrics [1986]
American Economic Review [1911]

Industrial and Labor Relations Review [1947]
Journal of Human Resources [1965]

Studies in Nonlinear Dynamics and
Econometrics [1996]

Econometrica [1933]

Journal of Development Economics [1974]
Quarterly Journal of Economics [1886]

Review of Economic Studies [1933]
Empirical Economics [1976]

Canadian Journal of Economics [1967]
Journal of Labor Economics [1983]
AEJ: Applied Economics [2009]

AEJ: Economic Policy [2009]

AEJ: Macroeconomics [2009]

AEJ: Microeconomics [2009]
International Economic Review [1960]
American Journal of Agricultural
Economics [1919]

CESifo Economic Studies [1955]
Economic Record [1925]

Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences of the USA [1915]
Quantitative Economics [2010]

Review of Economics and Statistics [1919]
Journal of Economic Dynamics and
Control [1979]

Science [1880]

Experimental Economics [1998]
Journal of Business and Economic
Statistics [1983]

Energy Economics [1979]

European Economic Review [1969]
Journal of Accounting Research [1963]

1975
1982

1986
1986

1990

1990
2002

2005

2006

2006
2007

2008

2009
2010

2010

2010

2011

2012

2013
41

2005
1996

1995
2005

2018
2018

2005
2013
2016

2019

2020
2009
2009
2009
2009
2009
2022

2010
2010

2011

2010

2011
2012

2013
2013

Feige (1975) and journal front matter
Dewald et al. (1986) and

McCullough et al. (2006)

changes in journal front matter
Ashenfelter et al. (1986) and

Bernanke (2004)

Hamermesh (2007), survey 2
Hamermesh (2007), journal front matter
presence of data/code since

change in journal back matter

survey 1

journal front matter and

Christensen and Miguel (2018)
survey 1

first replication data:

Baltagi and Wang (2007)

journal website

AEA Data availability policy since 2009
Since inception: AEA Journal

Since inception: AEA Journal

Since inception: AEA Journal

Since inception: AEA Journal
journal website

presence of data/code since, survey 2

survey 1
survey 1
presence of data/code since

survey 1
survey 2
presence of data/code since

Stodden et al. (2018)
presence of data/code since
presence of data/code since

Tol (2019), survey 2

presence of data/code since, survey 2
journal website: online supplements and
datasets




Table Al: Research data policy introduction years across economic journals (85), continued

Journal [established]

Introduction year

encouraging mandatory

Policy introduction year: source

Management Science [1954]

Marketing Science [1989]

Nature [1869]

Econometrics Journal [1998]

Jahrbiicher fiir Nationalokonomie und
Statistik [1863]

Brookings Papers on Economic

Activity [1970]

Applied Economics [1969]

Journal of the European Economic
Association [2003]

Economic Journal [1891]

Ecological Economics [1989]

Economic Policy [1985]

Explorations in Economic History [1963]
Journal of Law and Economics [1958]
International Organization [1947]
Review of Financial Studies [1988]
Journal of Finance [1946]

Journal of the American Statistical
Association [1888]

Journal of the Association of Environmental
and Resource Economists [2014]

Journal of Economic Growth [1996]
Journal of Law, Economics and
Organization [1985]

Journal of Marketing Research [1964]
Journal of Environmental Economics and
Management [1974]

Journal of Health Economics [1982]
Review of Finance [2003]

International Journal of Forecasting [1985]
Journal of Public Economics [1972]

2013

2014

2014

2014

2015

2016

2017

2019
2013
2013
2014
2017

2014

2014
2014
2015
2015
2015
2020
2016
2016

2017

2017
2017

2023
2018

Beugelsdijk et al. (2020) and
journal website

Desai (2013)

Nature (2014)

presence of data/code since
survey 1

survey 1

presence of data/code since
presence of data/code since, survey 2

presence of data/code since, survey 2
presence of data/code since

presence of data/code since

presence of data/code since

presence of data/code since

survey 1

survey 1

survey 1

journal website

survey 1

presence of data/code since, survey 2
presence of data/code since

first data in a repository, survey 2
presence of data/code since

presence of data/code since

website & presence of data/code since,
survey 2

presence of data/code since, survey 2
presence of data/code since

Australian Economic Review [1968]

Energy Policy [1973]

Journal of Consumer Research [1974]

Journal of Econometrics [1973]

Journal of Public Policy and Marketing [1979]
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes [1966]

journal website

presence of data/code since

presence of data/code since, survey 2
presence of data/code since

presence of data/code since, survey 2
presence of data/code since




Table Al: Research data policy introduction years across economic journals (85), continued

Journal [established]

Introduction year

encouraging mandatory Policy introduction year: source

Economics — The Open Access Journal [2006]
Games and Economic Behavior [1989]
Health Economics [1992]

Journal of Accounting and Economics [1979]
Journal of Economic Theory [1968]

Journal of International Economics [1971]
Journal of Monetary Economics [1975]
Journal of Urban Economics [1974]

World Development [1973]

Business Research [2008]

Journal of Financial Intermediation [1990]
Journal of Financial Economics [1974]
Journal of International Business

Studies [1970]

Journal of Marketing [1936]

British Journal of Industrial Relations [1963]
Journal of Industrial Economics [1952]

Journal of International Marketing [1993]
Journal of the Operational Research
Society [1950]

Public Choice [1966]

Review of Asset Pricing Studies [2011]
Structural Equation Modeling [1994]

2020

2020

2020
2020

2020
2020
2020
2021
2021

2021
2021
2022

2022

2022
2022

2022

2022

2020

2020

2021

2022

survey 2

presence of data/code since, survey 2
presence of “open research” section,
survey 2

presence of data/code since, survey 2
presence of data/code since, survey 2
presence of data/code since, survey 2
presence of data/code since, survey 2
presence of data/code since, survey 2
presence of data/code since, survey 2
presence of data/code since

presence of data/code since, survey 2
presence of data/code since
Beugelsdijk et al. (2020)

Chandy et al. (2021)

change in the policy between 2021/22
earliest change in policy from
web.archive.org

change in the policy between 2021/22
journal website

presence of “data availability
statements”

explicitly stated in the policy

change in the policy between 2021/22

Notes: This table lists the 85 journals we find to have a research data policy in place by the end of 2023. Journal
establishment years are in brackets. The journals are ordered chronologically by the year of their first policy in-
troduction. Highlighted in bold are the top 15 journals in the field of economics: top five, and top two of finance,
marketing, management, and accounting, Science, and Nature. We denote by survey 1/survey 2 if the adoption years
are based on editors’ information provided in the first or second survey (see Supplementary material S1). Interna-
tional Journal of Forecasting and Journal of Marketing Research declared a switch to a mandatory policy in 2023,
in the course of survey 2. We incorporate this into the overview table, but we do not provide a full account of 2023
changes in research data policies across all journals. Above the horizontal dashed line are journals (58) that adopted
any policy (encouraging or mandatory) until 2018. These journals have a nonzero policy dummy in at least one

period of our period-journal panel framework.

43



Table A2: No policy journals (25)

Journal [established]

Alternative

Accounting Review [1926]

American Journal of Public Health [1911]

Auditing: A Journal of Practice and Theory [1981]
Behavioral Research in Accounting [1990]

Cambridge Journal of Economics [1977]
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice [1976]

European Accounting Review [1992]

Geneva Papers on Risk and Insurance: Issues and Practice [1976]
Jahrbuch fiir Wirtschaftswissenschaften / Review of Economics [1950]
Journal of Asset Management [2001]

Journal of Consumer Psychology [1992]

Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis [1966]
Journal of International Accounting Research [2002]
Journal of Management [1975]

Journal of Management Accounting Research [1989]
Journal of Real Estate Research [1986]

Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science [1973]
Journal of the American Taxation Association [1979]
Land Economics [1925]

Oxford Review of Economic Policy [1985]

RAND Journal of Economics [1970]

Review of Corporate Finance Studies [2012]

Review of Environmental Economics and Policy [2007]
Southern Economic Journal [1933]

Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal [2007]

reporting guidelines
registration
reporting guidelines
reporting guidelines
supplementary material
supplementary material
supplementary material

no mention
on request

no mention
on request

no mention
reporting guidelines
on request
reporting guidelines

no mention
reporting guidelines
reporting guidelines
on request
supplementary material
scientific conduct
scientific conduct

no mention
data appendix

no mention

Notes: This table lists 25 journals without any research data policy by the end of 2022. These journals are ordered
alphabetically. Journal establishment years are in brackets. Journal of Management is highlighted in bold because
it is a top 15 journal. The column Alfernative reports a closest concept of research data or code handling by the
journal:

on request: Authors should make their data files available upon request (to editors, or to any researchers).

data appendix: Authors should provide an appendix containing a complete description of all their data sources.
supplementary material: Supplementary material policy (i.e., additional tests, figures, robustness checks, data
description, etc.).

reporting guidelines: Reporting guidelines for empirical results (decimal places, stars, degrees of freedom etc.).
These are primarily journals from the American Accounting Association (AAA).

scientific conduct: Awareness to proper scientific conduct and principles of scientific ethics, etc.

registration: Only RCT registration is required for experimental studies.
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Online Supplement

This is an online supplement to
Replications and Research Data: Evidence among Economic Journals
August 12, 2026

S1 Two surveys for journal editors

In an effort to increase accuracy of the research data policy adoption years (Table A1), we run two
surveys targeting editors where our preliminary assessment was approximated by the presence
of research data next to the empirical papers. The first survey took place between mid November
and mid December 2021 and went into more details of the policy at each journal. We approached
66 editors. We updated the policy adoption years whenever we have got a response. Furthermore
in the late 2022 we repeatedly inspected all journal policy guidelines, front matters, or editorials.
Due to the inability to find the policy timing from these sources coupled with non-response in the
first survey, in May 2024 we run a second survey for journal editors. This time it was sufficient to
approach 49 editors. Both surveys used the surveyLAB facilities at the University of Konstanz.?®
We indicate the use of information from the first (second) survey as “’survey (2)’ in Table Al.

The primary intention of the first survey was to find out precise year of the policy introduc-
tion, or eventual strengthening. But we took the opportunity to ask few further questions related
to exemptions, policy compliance, physical location of the research data, and the editors knowl-
edge about the number of replicated papers from their journals. Having in mind the general high
workload of journal editors, the survey was brief, encompassing only 6 questions. We show
the full survey structure in Section S1.1. Each survey question had a simple fill-in option and a
possibility for an open answer to facilitate eventual free wording of editors’ responses.

The response rate was low, from 66 editors only 13 answered the survey—Ieading to response
rate of 20%.% Other social scientists were more successful. When in 2011 Gherghina and
Katsanidou (2013) approached per email 102 journals regarding their research data policies, 45
journals responded.’*® Even if we hoped for a higher participation, we gained useful insights
related to handling of the policy in individual journals. For 11 journals we could compare the
reported policy timing with our prior assessment. In these cases the policy timing differed by

only a little, at most by +/- 2 years, thus reassuring our approximation strategy.

2https://www.soziologie.uni-konstanz.de/en/hinz/surveylab/

2 Altogether 15 editors entered the survey, but useful responses came from 13 of them.

3Gherghina, S. and A. Katsanidou (2013). Data availability in political science journals. European Political
Science 12(3), 333-349.


https://www.soziologie.uni-konstanz.de/en/hinz/surveylab/

The main rationale to run the survey was to learn the precise timing of the research data policy
directly from journal editors. But apparently, even journals themselves do not always keep track

of changes in their editorial policies. In two cases editors openly admit:

I don’t know when it came into effect. It predates my editorship.

I don’t know. It has been in effect for a long time.

On the other end we encountered journals that gave either a clear answer on policy timing
sometimes including a self-criticism. Following answer came from a journal data editor who

thoroughly informed us on history and functioning of the policy at their journal:

Even though we have had a Data Availability Policy since YYYY, enforcement has only been
formal until YYYY+13 when we started reviewing and verifying replication packages in
detail. ... We currently do not grant blanket exemptions, only if there are no computational
result in the paper (purely theoretical papers). This affects only about 10% of papers. ...
Compliance was only minimally enforced, so it is hard to tell for the early years. Currently,

compliance is a formal requirement of publication.

Regarding the compliance, an editor of a journal with an encouraging research data policy self-

critically remarked following:

The [compliance] share is lower than I would have expected. I am going to discuss with

my coeditors whether we should strengthen the policy.

For the second survey we further reduced the structure, targeting to learn only about the
timing of the policy adoption and eventual strengthening. To make the task for editors even
easier, we firstly introduced editors with our preliminary assessment upon the policy type and
adoption year at their journal. Afterwards we asked them to approve it, to revise it, or to admit
no knowledge of the details. Finally, we let them an open box to include a comment, if they
wanted to. We show the general structure of the second survey in Section S1.2.

Judging from the high response rate (53%), the format of the second survey clearly suit
the editors much more than that of the first survey. From the 26 editors that responded, 12
agreed with our preliminary assessment and three admitted “I do not know any details”. In
both instances we assume our preliminary assessment as valid. In 11 cases we have got a more

detailed answer based on which we adapted or amended our preliminary assessment.
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S1.1 First Survey

Survey on Data and Replication policy for editors of academic
journals

Dear Mr./Ms. R

We are approaching you as a current editor of the Journal of

We are a team of researchers in the field of higher education from the University of Konstanz in
Germany. Currently we are studying the trends of the Data and Replication policies across academic
journals, i.e. policies encouraging or even mandating authors of empirical papers to make their data
and code available upon publication.

From the information provided on the website of your journal, we identified that your journal does have
a Data and Replication (D&R) policy in place. Below we would like to pose you six questions which
would help us to understand more precisely specific issues related to the policy introduction, strength
of the policy, levels of policy compliance and replication incidence at your journal. To elaborate on
each question, you may fill the direct answers, use the open comments space, or both.

You are welcome to send the survey to another person who is more familiar with the issues underlying
to the D&R policy at your journal. We kindly ask you to respond until

Your individual link to the survey:

Thank you very much for your time to participate on the survey.

Thomas Hinz / Professor of Empirical Social Research with a Focus on Survey Research
& Katarina Zigova / Research Fellow at the QUANT Project

University of Konstanz, Germany
www.soziologie.uni-konstanz.de/en/hinz/research/research-projects
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1)

2)

3)

4)

3)

6)

How strong is the Data and Replication policy and since when it is effective at your journal?
a. The policy is encouraging, since
b. The policy is mandated, since
c. Open comments on policy strength and policy introduction year
If the policy is mandated at your journal, what is the share of granted exemptions among
empirical papers?
a. Theshareis % in the first year of the policy
b. The shareis % in the first five years of the policy
c. Open comments on exemptions
If the policy is mandated at your journal, what is the share of non-compliance among
empirical papers?
a. The share of non-complying papersis % in the first year of the policy
b. The share of non-complying papersis % in the first five years of the policy
c. Open comments on non-compliance
If the policy is (or previously was) encouraging at your journal, what is the share of empirical
papers which provide data and/or code post publication?
a. Theshareis % in the first year of the policy
b. Theshareis % in the first five years of the policy
¢. Open comments on incidence of providing data and/or code
How are authors of empirical papers supposed to publish the data and/or code
a. At the journal website
b. At an open repository (names):
c. Other publishing options:
d. Open comments on location of data and code
How many replications are you aware of since the policy is in place at your journal?
a. From empirical papers published during the first year of the policy,  papers
have been replicated.
b. From empirical papers published during the first five year of the policy,
papers have been replicated.

c. Open comments on replication incidence
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S1.2 Second Survey

Common intro

To: Email [editor’s email]

Subject: Kind request: Research Data policy assessment at Journal [journal’s name]

Dear Name [editor’s name],

We are contacting you in your capacity as Edifor of Journal. We are currently assessing Research
Data policies across economic journals. Specifically, we are interested in the strength of these
policies—whether they simply encourage authors to publish their data and code or require it as a
condition of publication (i.e. having a mandatory character). Additionally, we aim to determine the
timing of the policy's introduction and any subsequent strengthening over time.

For Journal, we have made the following preliminary assessment of the policy based on the
information provided in your submission guidelines:

Type 1 letter

[for journals where we have preliminary assessment of both, policy type and timing]

i.  Your policy is Type. [encouraging or mandatory]
We did this assessment based on information you provide in your guidelines:

Quote [quotation from the submission guidelines resolving the policy type]
ii.  Based on the frequent inclusion of data and code or data statements, it appears that your journal

introduced the policy in Year. [our preliminary guess for policy adoption year]

ii. . [ifini“mandatory” => ask whether it was encouraging or none before it]

We kindly ask you to confirm, revise, or comment on our assessment by selecting the appropriate option

Assessment correct

below:

Or kindly provide a revision or add comments:



if you believe our assessment is fully or partly
incorrect

if you want to add further comments on the Research

Further comments Data policy at Journal

| do not know if you are not aware of any details regarding the
policy strength and introduction timing at Journal

or, Type 2 letter

[for journals where we have preliminary assessment on policy type but none on timing]

i.  Your policy is Type.
ii.  We did this assessment based on information you provide in your guidelines:

Quote

We kindly ask you to add the year the policy was introduced and, if necessary, comment our assessment
by using the options below:

We introduced our current Research Data policy | d )
in the year: ntroduction year

h if you want to add further comments on the Research
Further comments Data policy at Journal
if you are not aware of any details regarding the

I do not know policy strength and introduction timing at Journal

Common close

Thank you for taking the time to review our assessment.

Thomas Hinz / Professor of Empirical Social Research with a Focus on Survey Research, University
of Konstanz, Germany, www.soziologie.uni-konstanz.de/en/hinz/research/research-projects
Katarina Zigova / Assistant Professor in Personnel Economics, University of Zurich, Switzerland
https.//www.business.uzh.ch/en/research/professorships/personneleconomics2.html
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