
Brodeur, Abel et al.

Working Paper

Promoting Reproducibility and Replicability in
Political Science

I4R Discussion Paper Series, No. 100

Provided in Cooperation with:
The Institute for Replication (I4R)

Suggested Citation: Brodeur, Abel et al. (2024) : Promoting Reproducibility and Replicability in
Political Science, I4R Discussion Paper Series, No. 100, Institute for Replication (I4R), s.l.

This Version is available at:
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/281135

Standard-Nutzungsbedingungen:

Die Dokumente auf EconStor dürfen zu eigenen wissenschaftlichen
Zwecken und zum Privatgebrauch gespeichert und kopiert werden.

Sie dürfen die Dokumente nicht für öffentliche oder kommerzielle
Zwecke vervielfältigen, öffentlich ausstellen, öffentlich zugänglich
machen, vertreiben oder anderweitig nutzen.

Sofern die Verfasser die Dokumente unter Open-Content-Lizenzen
(insbesondere CC-Lizenzen) zur Verfügung gestellt haben sollten,
gelten abweichend von diesen Nutzungsbedingungen die in der dort
genannten Lizenz gewährten Nutzungsrechte.

Terms of use:

Documents in EconStor may be saved and copied for your
personal and scholarly purposes.

You are not to copy documents for public or commercial
purposes, to exhibit the documents publicly, to make them
publicly available on the internet, or to distribute or otherwise
use the documents in public.

If the documents have been made available under an Open
Content Licence (especially Creative Commons Licences), you
may exercise further usage rights as specified in the indicated
licence.

https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.zbw.eu/
http://www.zbw.eu/
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/281135
https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.leibniz-gemeinschaft.de/


 

January 2024 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

No. 100 

I4R DISCUSSION PAPER SERIES 

 

Promoting Reproducibility and 
Replicability in Political Science 
 
 
Abel Brodeur Matthew Hepplewhite 

Kevin Esterling Fernando Hoces de la Guardia 

Jörg Ankel-Peters Magnus Johannesson 

Natália S. Bueno Andreas Kotsadam 

Scott Desposato Edward Miguel 

Anna Dreber Yamil R. Velez 

Federica Genovese Lauren Young 

Donald P. Green 

 



 

 

 

 

I4R DISCUSSION PAPER SERIES 

I4R DP No. 100 

Promoting Reproducibility and Replicability in 
Political Science 

Abel Brodeur1, Kevin Esterling2, Jörg Ankel-Peters3,  

Natália S. Bueno4, Scott Desposato5, Anna Dreber6,  

Federica Genovese7, Donald P. Green8, Matthew Hepplewhite7,  

Fernando Hoces de la Guardia9, Magnus Johannesson6,  

Andreas Kotsadam10, Edward Miguel11, Yamil R. Velez8,  

Lauren Young12 

1University of Ottawa/Canada, and Institute for Replication 
2University of California Riverside/USA 
3RWI – Leibniz Institute for Economic Research 
4Emory University, Atlanta/USA 
5University of California San Diego/USA 
6Stockholm School of Economics, Stockholm/Sweden 
7University of Oxford/Great Britain 
8Berkeley Initiative for Transparency in the Social Science, Berkeley/USA 
9Ragnar Frisch Centre for Economic Research, Oslo/Norway 
10University of California Berkeley/USA 
11Columbia University, New York/USA 
12University of California Davis/USA 

JANUARY 2024 



  3 

Any opinions in this paper are those of the author(s) and not those of the Institute for Replication (I4R). Research published in this series may 

include views on policy, but I4R takes no institutional policy positions.  

I4R Discussion Papers are research papers of the Institute for Replication which are widely circulated to promote replications and meta-

scientific work in the social sciences. Provided in cooperation with EconStor, a service of the ZBW – Leibniz Information Centre for Economics, 

and RWI – Leibniz Institute for Economic Research, I4R Discussion Papers are among others listed in RePEc (see IDEAS, EconPapers). 

Complete list of all I4R DPs - downloadable for free at the I4R website. 

I4R Discussion Papers often represent preliminary work and are circulated to encourage discussion. Citation of such a paper should account 

for its provisional character. A revised version may be available directly from the author. 

Editors 

Abel Brodeur Anna Dreber Jörg Ankel-Peters 

University of Ottawa Stockholm School of Economics RWI – Leibniz Institute for Economic Research 

 

E-Mail: joerg.peters@rwi-essen.de Hohenzollernstraße 1-3 www.i4replication.org 
RWI – Leibniz Institute for Economic Research 45128 Essen/Germany   

  ISSN: 2752-1931 

 

 

https://www.zbw.eu/en/home
https://www.rwi-essen.de/en/
mailto:joerg.peters@rwi-essen.de
http://www.i4replication.org/


Promoting Reproducibility and Replicability in Political Science 

Abel Brodeur (University of Ottawa and Institute for Replication), Kevin Esterling (UC Riverside),  

Jörg Ankel-Peters (RWI – Leibniz Institute for Economic Research), Natália S. Bueno (Emory University), 

Scott Desposato (UC San Diego), Anna Dreber (Stockholm School of Economics),  

Federica Genovese (University of Oxford), Donald P. Green (Columbia University),  

Matthew Hepplewhite (Oxford University), Fernando Hoces de la Guardia (Berkeley Initiative for Trans-

parency in the Social Sciences), Magnus Johannesson (Stockholm School of Economics),  

Andreas Kotsadam (Ragnar Frisch Centre for Economic Research), Edward Miguel (UC Berkeley),  

Yamil R Velez (Columbia University), Lauren Young (UC Davis)1 

This version: January 10, 2024 

Abstract 

This article reviews and summarizes current reproduction and replication practices in political science. We 

first provide definitions for reproducibility and replicability. We then review data availability policies for 

28 leading political science journals and present the results from a survey of editors about their willingness 

to publish comments and replications. We discuss new initiatives that seek to promote and generate high-

quality reproductions and replications. Finally, we make the case for standards and practices that may 

help increase data availability, reproducibility, and replicability in political science. 

Keywords: Reproducibility, replicability, political science 

1 Corresponding author: Brodeur, University of Ottawa and Institute for Replication, abrodeur@uottawa.ca. 

Institute for Replication I4R DP No. 100

4

mailto:abrodeur@uottawa.ca


Ensuring the credibility of research findings hinges on the crucial role of reproduction and repli-
cation. By testing and verifying published research, both reproducibility and replication initiatives 
play vital roles in shaping scientific knowledge. These efforts enable us to evaluate the robustness 
of findings, transforming science into a self-correcting system that identifies and rectifies inaccu-
racies, ultimately influencing policy-making in significant ways. Reproducibility here is defined as 
testing if results and conclusions of original studies can be reproduced using the original studies’ 
data, while replicability is defined as testing if results and conclusions of original studies can be 
repeated using new data.  

When attempting to reproduce published results, researchers often face roadblocks (Colliard et 
al., 2021). Published assessment studies generally report reproducibility rates below 50%, and 
sometimes the success rate is single-digit (Avelino et al., 2021; Gertler et al., 2018; McCullough 
et al., 2006). This may be due to the data not being publicly available because of their nature: 
administrative, proprietary and/or copyrighted data (Christensen and Miguel 2018). Further-
more, for many other studies, the required computer code is not available or incomplete (Chang 
and Li, 2022; Gertler et al., 2018). 

A few large-scale replication projects have taken place recently, including one in psychology 
(Open Science Collaboration, 2015), one in experimental economics (Camerer et al., 2016) and a 
social science replication project (Camerer et al., 2018). Replication here means that the original 
study’s main significant result was the focus of a new study using similar methods and tests on a 
fresh sample. Pooling the results of these large replication projects yielded a replication rate of 
about 50%.  

Beyond lab experiments and especially for studies based on observational data, large-scale re-
production and replication projects have not been attempted.2 Instead, most reproductions and 
replications involve reproducing or replicating the claims of one original study, often evoking 
lengthy debates about the interpretation of results. Yet, some recent reviews point at systematic 
problems such as p-hacking in studies based on observational data and that these problems are 
worse than for experimental/RCT data (see e.g., Brodeur et al., 2020; Young, 2019), which, if true, 
would translate into even lower replicability rates than for experimental studies. Experimental 
studies, in turn, are often said to be more prone to external and construct validity concerns, with 
obvious implications for their replicability in new settings (Esterling et al. 2023, Findley et al. 
2021, Peters et al. 2018). 

Low reproducibility and replicability rates may be due to many factors. First, many previous stud-
ies have been performed on small sample sizes or look at small effects, implying low statistical 
power (Ioannidis et al., 2017). Arel-Bundock et al. (2022) assess statistical power for about 2,000 
articles in political science. They report that the median analysis has about 10% power. Second, 
there are typically many ways of testing a hypothesis, giving researchers many “researcher de-
grees of freedom” in their analysis (Simmons et al. 2011). Specification searching (or “p-hacking”) 
has been found to be a problem in political science and related disciplines (Brodeur et al, 2016; 

 
2 Another type of meta-replication recently being conducted involves many research teams using the same data. 

For instance, in Breznau et al. (2022), seventy-three independent research teams used identical data to test the 
same hypothesis.  
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Gerber and Malhotra, 2008). Third, researchers might be tempted to select their hypotheses af-
ter the results are known (called “HARKing”) on the basis of whether they yield significant results 
(Kerr, 1998). All these factors make it hard to disentangle true results from false positive and false 
negative ones.  

Reproduction and replication studies are an important part of changing incentives and improving 
the quality and credibility of original research. They may themselves also generate new 
knowledge and findings that the original authors did not achieve. Other strategies to enhance 
transparency and credibility in scientific research include pre-registration of hypotheses and data 
analysis plans. Reproduction and pre-registration are complements, not substitutes. Pre-analysis 
plans can address the problem of p-hacking datasets and generating false positive results. Repro-
duction and replication, the focus of this paper, address the integrity and robustness of data and 
findings, and may allow for collecting additional data and testing new hypotheses. Recent efforts 
have sought to combine replication and pre-analysis plans, as exemplified by initiatives like the 
Metaketa initiative (https://egap.org/our-work/the-metaketa-initiative/), where research teams 
coordinate their efforts, pre-register their analyses, and often replicate the core treatments and 
outcomes in different settings. 

In addition to the technical and logistical hurdles that prevent researchers from reproducing past 
evidence, the current publication incentives remain unfavorable to reproductions (Coffman, 
2017; Clemens, 2017). Publication outlets may tend to favor novel conceptual insights over new 
tests of a published idea, regardless of what these tests find. Furthermore, it is possible that re-
searchers aiming to publish reproductions as standalone projects may face incentives to engage 
in selective reporting, implying that reproduction efforts might also suffer from p-hacking and 
other questionable research practices (QRPs, see Bryan et al. 2019).  

In this article, we first provide definitions for reproducibility and replicability.  Next, we review 
data availability journal policies. We then present the results from a survey of editors of leading 
political science journals about their willingness to publish comments and replications. We dis-
cuss new initiatives that seek to promote and generate high-quality reproductions and replica-
tions. Last, we make the case for standards and practices that may help increase data availability, 
reproducibility, and replicability in political science.3 

Definitions of Reproducibility and Replicability in Political Science 

Several definitions of reproducibility and replicability have been used and proposed (see, e.g., 
Clemens 2017, Christensen and Miguel 2018, Ankel-Peters et al. 2023a). Dreber and Johannesson 
(2023) recently proposed definitions and indicators for economics that we summarize here and 
believe can be useful also for political science. As mentioned above, reproducibility is defined as 
using the original studies’ data, while replicability is defined as using data other than what was 
used in the original studies.  

 
3 We focus on reproducibility for quantitative research as the set of considerations for qualitative reproducibility is 

outside of the scope of this paper.  For guidelines and frameworks for qualitative replication studies see Demgen-
ski et al. (2021), Karcher et al. (2021) and O’Brien et al. (2014). 
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Reproducibility is furthermore divided into three types. Computational reproducibility tests the 
extent to which results in original studies can be reproduced using the data and code from the 
original studies. Recreate reproducibility tests to what extent results in original studies can be 
reproduced using the information in the original studies without access to the processed data set 
and/or the analysis code, while robustness reproducibility tests to what extent results in original 
studies are robust to alternative plausible analytical decisions using the same data as in the orig-
inal studies. 

Replicability is divided into two types. Direct replicability tests to what extent results in original 
studies can be repeated on new data using the original studies’ research design and analysis (with 
three further sub-categories depending on if data from the same population, a similar popula-
tion, or a different population is used). Conceptual replicability also uses new data to test to what 
extent results in original studies can be repeated, but for this type of replication an alternative 
research design and/or alternative analysis is used to test the same hypothesis as in the original 
study (and conceptual replicability is also further sub-divided into the same three sub-categories 
as direct replicability). See Dreber and Johannesson (2023) for further details and proposed indi-
cators of reproducibility and replicability to be reported for each type. 

Lack of Reproducibility and Replicability in Political Science 

Reproducibility and replication efforts contribute in essential ways to the production of scientific 
knowledge. Within the social sciences, political scientists have pushed the frontier of research 
transparency on several dimensions, such as raising the issue (King, 1995), developing guidance 
to rigorously document research designs (Blair et al., 2019), and being early adopters of data and 
code availability for replication (see, for instance, Bueno de Mesquita, 2003). Other contributions 
include developing innovative methodologies to combat p-hacking (Young and Holsteen, 2017, 
Breznau et. al. 2022), proposing standard operating procedures to document deviations from 
pre-analysis plans (Lin and Green, 2016) and establishing a trusted repository to archive time-
stamped registrations (EGAP). 

Despite the importance of reproductions and replications for the production of scientific know-
ledge, progress has been slow. Existing reviews of published reproduction activities mostly doc-
ument small or even miniscule replication rates (Mueller-Langer et al. 2019). The present situa-
tion is unsurprising in light of the many barriers that prevent researchers from assessing the reli-
ability of existing research. Indeed, access to data, codes and protocols is to this date not univer-
sal in political science (Dafoe, 2014). 

We investigate the prevalence of data availability journal policy on a sample of 28 leading political 
science journals (see Appendix for more details). The analysis was conducted in early June 2023. 
We see this analysis as an update to the review by Gleditsch and Janz (2016). We also investigated 
whether the journal has a data editor or reproducibility analyst. While data editors neither check 
the robustness of numerical results nor their replicability, they ensure that the data and codes 
necessary for a computational reproducibility are available. For some journals, data editors also 
conduct computational reproducibility. In the event that the data cannot be shared for confiden-
tiality reasons, the data editors typically require the authors to provide detailed information de-
scribing how other researchers may obtain the data. 
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Table 1: Data Availability Policy and Data Editor 

Journal Data availability policy? Data editor? 

American Journal of Political Science Yes Independent  

American Political Science Review Yes No 

American Politics Research Encourage No 

British Journal of Political Science Yes No 

Comparative Political Studies Yes No 

Comparative Politics No No 

European Journal of Political Research Yes No 

International Organization Yes No 

International Studies Quarterly Yes No 

Journal of Conflict Resolution Yes No 

Journal of Experimental Political Science Yes No 

Journal of Law, Economics and Organization Yes No 

Journal of Politics Yes Yes 

J. of Public Administration Research & Theory Yes No 

Journal of Theoretical Politics Encourage No 

Legislative Studies Quarterly Encourage No 

Political Analysis Yes Yes 

Political Behavior Yes No 

Political Communication Yes Yes 

Political Geography Encourage No 

Political Psychology Encourage No 

Political Research Quarterly Yes No 

Political Science Research and Methods Yes Yes 

Public Choice Encourage No 

Public Opinion Quarterly  Yes No 

Quarterly Journal of Political Science  Yes Yes 

Research & Politics Yes No 

Review of International Organizations Yes No 
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With regard to the second question, four of the journals have dedicated data/replication editors, 
namely, Journal of Politics, Political Analysis, Political Communication, Political Science Research 
and Methods, and Quarterly Journal of Political Science. The American Journal of Political Science 
also has a verification process carried out by the Odum Institute for Research in Social Science at 
the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. This is an independent verification process that 
computationally reproduces numerical results for accepted articles. With regard to the first ques-
tion, just one of the journals has no information on its website with regard to data or codes – 
Comparative Politics. Of the remaining 27 journals that were sampled, six encourage the sharing 
of data/codes and 21 mandate it.4  

It is worth emphasizing that some journals also recommend or mandate reporting standards. For 
instance, the Journal of Experimental Political Science recommends adherence to reporting 
standards, with a reporting guidelines checklist and guidance on how to not p-hack. Public Opin-
ion Quarterly requires authors to comply with disclosure requirements in the AAPOR Code of 
Professional Ethics -- see section III at https://aapor.org/standards-and-ethics/. 

Survey of Editors 

To examine the demand for replications among journals, we surveyed editors of leading journals 
in Political Science about their journals’ policies to publish replications and comments (hence-
forth ‘replications,’ see Figure 1 for the exact wording used in the survey). The editors were ap-
proached by email by late May 2023 and a reminder was sent early June for those who did not 
initially respond.5 The journals were selected through a crowdsourcing procedure -- asking the 
political science Institute for Replication (I4R) board members to nominate journals and review 
the list. In total, 19 of 28 contacted editors responded.  Figure 1 summarizes the results; the 
responses disaggregated by journal can be found in Table A1 in the Appendix. Most editors, 63%, 
stated that their journal would generally publish reproductions/replications of papers originally 
published in their own journal. Of those, 47% responded that they would also consider replica-
tions of papers in other journals (although for both questions, some constrained this by further 
criteria like the replicated paper being very relevant to the journal’s readership; see the detailed 
responses on I4R’s website –  https://i4replication.org/publishing.html). In addition, we checked 
the websites of these 28 journals for whether their Aims & Scope or Guide for Authors state that 
replications or comments are considered for publication: nine of 28 journals do so. See Table A1 
for journal specific details.)6   

 
4 Of note, we did not check whether the 21 journals without a data editor enforce their mandatory data availability 

policy. Brodeur et al. (2024) provide evidence that data availability remains low for several economic journals 
with a mandatory data and code availability policy. 

5 A small number of journals were initially approached by email on December 6-7, 2021. We reached out once 

more to the journals that did not respond in May 2023 and to those whose editor-in-chief changed. 
6 We checked the journal websites on June 7, 2023. See as well Ankel-Peters et al. (2023a) for a similar exercise in 

economics. Here, 79% of editors of Top 50 journals stated that they would publish a replication on a paper pub-
lished in their own journal; out of these 62% would also publish a replication of a study originally published in 
another journal.    
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Figure 1: Survey among editors of leading Political Science journals  

 

Notes: The exact phrasing of the questions were: 1) Do you publish comments in <insert journal name here>? By comment we 

mean a paper that discusses and potentially challenges the empirical results from another paper, for example based on a reanal-

ysis or additional robustness checks. 2) If yes, do you only publish comments on original papers that have previously been published 

in <insert journal name here> or do you also publish comments on original papers that have been published elsewhere? 

Moreover, it is noteworthy that recently new opportunities to publish replications have emerged. 
Several journals, some new and some established, now prominently invite submissions of repli-
cations in their Aims & Scope (e.g., Journal of Experimental Political Science and Political Science 
Research and Methods). Research & Politics has replications as a category for submission:  

 

- Research & Politics invites authors to consider submitting a paper that is along the 
lines of one or more of the following replication types: 

- Theoretical replication: The submitted article argues that the original theoretical 
model is missing at least one key element. The missing element(s) are addressed and 
included in the empirical analysis. 

- Technical replication: The submitted article identifies faults in the original research 
design or analysis, thereby arguing that the original results might not hold; and/or 

- Concept replication: The submitted article questions the validity of the original study. 
An alternative measurement or operationalisation is proposed which yields different 
substantive results. 

 

Although taking these steps represents progress, practical challenges hinder the widespread pub-
lication of replications. These obstacles include entrenched biases favoring the status quo and 
difficulties in securing reviewers willing to assess debates laden with intricate technical details, 
demanding substantial effort. Additionally, previous efforts by journals to signal a need for repli-
cations have not invariably translated into an increased supply of replication studies. In econom-
ics, the Journal of Political Economy and Labour Economics discontinued formats dedicated to 
replication due to a lack of submissions (Hamermesh 2007). Likewise, the American Economic 
Review features an online format for replications with only one published comment, according 
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to the editors due to a lack of submissions as well (see Ankel-Peters 2023b). Hence, there are 
reasons to believe that the dearth of replications in journals is also a supply problem, probably 
because scholars have little incentives, intrinsic or extrinsic, to engage in reproductions and rep-
lications. 

Generating and Promoting Reproductions and Replications 

Several authors of this article founded the Institute for Replication to address the above issues 
by promoting and generating reproductions and replications on an ongoing basis. I4R’s main 
goals are to assess and improve the computational reproducibility of research and its replicabil-
ity.  

As of 2023, I4R reproduces and replicates studies published in the American Journal of Political 
Science, the American Political Science Review and the Journal of Politics. I4R recruits replicators 
for studies published in 2022 onward in those outlets. I4R’s team or a data editor computationally 
reproduces the numerical results, allowing replicators to focus on robustness reproductions and 
replicability. 

To assist with the recruitment of replicators, I4R set up a board of editors from various research 
fields and with various institutional ties, thus allowing it to cast a very wide net. An editor’s task 
is specifically to identify potential replicators. The institute currently has a board of editors for 
economics, finance, and political science, which actively recruits and selects replicators for stud-
ies recently published in top journals in each field. Of note, replicators may be faculty members 
or graduate students.  

I4R also recently developed replication games to generate reproductions and replications in po-
litical science. Replication games are meet-ups (“hackathons”) open to faculty, post-docs, gradu-
ate students and other researchers. Participants join a small team and are asked to first compu-
tationally reproduce, then to carry out additional reproducibility analyses of a published paper 
or study in their field of interest. In practice, teams work during the event and the following 
weeks on testing the robustness of the results of a prior study using the same data but different 
analytical decisions than made by the original investigator. All replication reports are then com-
bined into (mega) meta-papers, and all replicators are offered coauthorship. 

Reproducibility and Replicability in Class 

We argue that reproduction and replication of research by graduate students plays a pivotal role 
in upholding the integrity and credibility of scientific inquiry, laying the foundation for the ad-
vancement of knowledge. Reproducing and replicating the work of others is a fundamental and 
essential aspect of graduate education (Janz, 2016). Every year, students, and more generally, 
researchers around the world, carry out reproduction exercises, generating important pieces of 
new knowledge. Unfortunately, those reproductions and replications exercises are rarely publicly 
documented or rewarded. One recent platform developed to deal with this issue is the Social 
Science Reproduction Platform (SSRP). This resource standardizes and crowdsources exercises of 
computational reproducibility, and provides extensive guidance on how to carry out a reproduc-
tion exercise. First, students and researchers typically verify the existence of reproduction mate-
rials for an article. Second, they assess how reproducible these materials are. Third, they might 
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make some improvements to these materials (from fixing file paths and libraries, to translating 
code into a different programming language). Finally, they often explore different specifications 
to see which results may or may not robustly hold.   

How to Make Adversarial Exchanges More Collaborative: 

Reproductions and replications in academia can sometimes become adversarial. The process can 
potentially lead to tensions between the replicators and the original authors if the replication 
study fails to replicate the original findings (Laitin and Reich, 2017). This can occur due to various 
reasons such as differences in sample characteristics, variations in experimental conditions, or 
even methodological limitations of the replication study itself. When the replication results con-
tradict the original findings, it may challenge the credibility and impact of the original study,7 
leading to a defensive response from the original authors.  

Another factor that can contribute to adversarial relations is that the original authors may per-
ceive the replication as an attempt to undermine their work, and as a result, may respond defen-
sively or dismissively, seeking to protect their intellectual contributions. 

To mitigate adversarial dynamics, fostering open communication, transparency, and collabora-
tion between replicators and original authors is crucial. I4R, for instance, deals with communica-
tion between original authors and replicators (Brodeur et al., 2023). By acting as an intermediary 
between authors and replicators, it helps researchers collectively contribute to a more robust 
and reliable body of knowledge and makes exchanges less adversarial. An additional approach 
for enhancing the efficiency of conflict resolution might involve embracing the framework of ad-
versarial collaborations as proposed by Kahneman and Klein (2009) which are increasingly being 
used in different areas of the social sciences (e.g., Clark and Tetlock, 2023). 

Incentives for Replicators 

Engaging in replication studies can carry potential negative consequences for the career of repli-
cators. These consequences can arise from a variety of factors, including the prevailing limited 
incentives. 

First, replicators may find it challenging to gain recognition and visibility for their work, as repli-
cation studies may be difficult to publish and are often less recognized by their peers.8 Addition-
ally, replication studies can elicit negative reactions from original authors, as discussed earlier. If 
replicators challenge or refute the original findings, they may face criticism, or even personal 
attacks from the authors or their supporters. These adversarial interactions can create a hostile 
environment for replicators and potentially damage their professional relationships within the 
academic community. 

 
7 Schafmeister (2021) provides evidence that failed replications are cited equally to successful replications, while 

Serra-Garcia and Gneezy (2021) find that they are cited more. 
8 Nonetheless, there are many instances in which the replicator(s) received acclaim for work that overturned im-

portant findings. See, for instance, McCrary (2002). There are also large-scale debates about the suitability of re-
gression discontinuity applications. 
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Second, dedicating time and resources to replication studies may divert replicators' attention 
from pursuing their original research agendas. The time spent replicating studies and addressing 
potential challenges can slow down their career progression and limit their ability to build a 
unique research portfolio. 

To mitigate some of these negative consequences, we make the case for a growing recognition 
of the importance of replication studies within political science. One solution is to combine rep-
lications into large meta-papers. Being granted coauthorship to a meta-paper encourages re-
searchers to replicate studies and changes incentives and the way replication is conducted. This 
is in part due to the fact that replicators work in teams and are not as pressured to show that the 
original findings are not replicable or robust. Moreover, meta-papers allow for estimating a rep-
lication rate within a discipline or subfield. Inferring the replication rate from published one-on-
one reproductions and replications is not possible since problematic reproductions and replica-
tions are more inclined to be conducted in the first place and also more likely to be published. 
Last, one key editorial policy at I4R is that replicators may remain anonymous and still get coau-
thorship to a meta-paper. However, the identity of the replicator is known to the editorial board 
that vetted this person and their work. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

Leading political science journals have recently adopted innovative open science practices, incor-

porating policies that emphasize the availability of data and code, along with the inclusion of 

reproducibility analysts. We believe more journals ought to implement similar policies in a way 

that does not stifle creativity and that minimizes excess burden for researchers, editors and jour-

nal staff.  

A key question going forward, which we have not addressed is “Which papers should be repli-

cated?” We believe greater reflection is warranted on this matter. Interesting options include 

crowd forecasts to determine which papers are likely to run into replication failures. Crowdsourc-

ing may also be helpful in prioritizing the papers that most demand replication (either because 

the papers are very important or because their findings are especially dubious). 

We urge researchers, journal editors, and funders to start holding political science to higher open 

science standards, and supporting and facilitating the conduct and publication of replication and 

reproducibility studies. We make three recommendations: 

(1) We call on the American Political Science Association sections (or at least the experi-

ments section) for an award for best replication/extension study. 

(2) We urge the creation of an outlet dedicated to replications backed up by one of the 

large disciplinary professional associations (for which impact factor might not be a 

primary consideration). 

(3) We also recommend that more political science journals start using data editors to 

improve computational reproducibility. 
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Online Appendix   

Table A1: Responses to the survey among editors of 28 Political Science journals 

Journal Contacted editors 

[Q1] Do 
you publish 
comments? 

[Q2] If yes, 
do you also 
publish com-
ments on 
original pa-
pers that 
have been 
published 
elsewhere? 

Does the 
website 
mention 
that the 
journal pub-
lishes com-
ments or 
replications? 

American Journal of Political Science Kathleen Dolan,  
Jennifer Lawless 

No No No 

American Political Science Review Aili Mari Tripp Yes Yes  Yes 

British Journal of Political Science Robert A. Johns Yes Yes Yes 

Comparative Political Studies David Samuels No No No 

Comparative Politics Yekaterina Oziashvili No No No 

European Journal of Political Research Emiliano Grossman Yes Yes No 

International Organization Erik Voeten Yes Yes No 

International Studies Quarterly Brandon C. Prins Yes No No 

Journal of Conflict Resolution Paul Huth Yes No No 

Journal of Experimental Political Science Kevin Arceneaux Yes No Yes 

Journal of Public Administration  
Research and Theory 

Mary K. Feeney No No No 

Legislative Studies Quarterly Guillermo Rosas Yes Yes No 

Political Analysis Jeff Gill No No Yes 

Political Communications Regina G. Lawrence No No Yes 

Political Research Quarterly Seth C. McKee No No No 

Public Opinion Quarterly Eric Plutzer Yes Yes Yes 

Quarterly Journal of Political Science Anthony Fowler Yes Yes No 
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Journal Contacted editors 

[Q1] Do 
you publish 
comments? 

[Q2] If yes, 
do you also 
publish com-
ments on 
original pa-
pers that 
have been 
published 
elsewhere? 

Does the 
website 
mention 
that the 
journal pub-
lishes com-
ments or 
replications? 

Research & Politics Kevin M. Esterling Yes Yes Yes 

Review of International Organizations Axel Dreher Yes Yes Yes 

No responses from editors   

American Politics Research -   No 

Journal of Law, Economics and Organi-
zation 

-   No 

Journal of Politics -   No 

Journal of Theoretical Politics -   No 

Political Behavior -   No 

Political Geography -   Yes 

Political Psychology -   No 

Political Science Research and Methods -   Yes 

Public Choice -   No 

Notes: For Q1 and Q2, we further specified the word comment: "By comment we mean a paper that discusses and potentially 
challenges the empirical results from another paper, for example based on a reanalysis or additional robustness checks." The 
last column is based on a review of journal websites, while Q1 and Q2 were part of the editor survey. The APSR website mentions 
in its Q&A section that letters can be submitted in case an “error [in a previously published paper] might not be a ‘mistake’ (e.g. 
in interpretation or coding), but instead reflect a substantive scholarly debate about theory, evidence, or method in political 
science.” 
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Full Answers from Survey of Editors 

1- American Journal of Political Science – Kathleen Dolan and Jennifer Lawless 

“We don’t publish comments.” 

2- American Political Science Review – Aili Mari Tripp 

“Q1: Yes, we would consider publishing a comment in our Letter (research notes) format that 

challenges the empirical results from another paper if 

i) the article is of interest to a sufficiently broad section of our readership; or ii) if the article 

makes a methodological advance that would be of interest to a broader readership.  

Q2: We have generally avoided publishing comments on manuscripts published elsewhere. We 

privilege commentary on our own articles, as we believe that the responses to articles in other 

journals belong in those journals. But this is not to say that we would never consider doing this. 

It would depend on the importance of the debate and the extent to which the issues are of gen-

eral interest. But as a general principle, we would not do so.” 

3- British Journal of Political Science – Robert A. Johns 

“Q1: Yes, we do. Not many -- perhaps one every second issue, or something like that -- but some. 

(Quite a few -- maybe even half -- of these are accompanied by a follow-up rejoinder from the 

original author, although that's as far as we take an exchange.)  

Q2: We don't have a rule against comments on papers published elsewhere, and occasionally 

that happens, but the clear majority of our comments are on BJPolS papers. That's partly because 

we feel more of an obligation to correct/refine findings published in our own journal. It's also 

because I guess there's a natural 'level' issue here: we probably wouldn't publish a comment on 

an article in a journal well below us in the rankings/prestige/hierarchy, simply because the origi-

nal contribution is unlikely to have been of a size that we'd have published in the first place; 

meanwhile, someone wanting to comment on an article in the AJPS is unlikely to want to publish 

it with us.” 

4- European Journal of Political Research – Emiliano Grossman 

“The quick answer ist that we do not have a specific format for this. 

We have done it recently in an ad hoc move in response to an author who approached us regard-

ing a recently published paper (by us). We published his comment as a "research note", an exist-

ing format. While we may do this again, subject to agreement bw the three editors, we do not 

currently have a policy on this.” 
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5- International Organization – Erik Voeten 

“We do not have a separate comments or letters to the editors section. 

We do publish research notes that are based on replications of articles we have published and 

occasionally articles that were published elsewhere. Those notes go through the regular review 

process.” 

6- International Studies Quarterly – Brandon C. Prins 

“Q1. Yes. 

Q2: Only publish responses to manuscripts published in ISQ.” 

7- Journal of Experimental Political Science  – Kevin Arceneaux 

“This is a bit of a theoretical question for us, because we have yet to receive a submission directly 

challenging something published in the journal, but if we did, we would be open to publishing it 

as a comment that allows the authors of the original piece to respond. For your second question, 

I have a complicated response. We would only consider publishing a paper that “comments” on 

a publication in a venue other than JEPS if it consisted of original research (e.g., a replication 

study), but we would not consider it if it only re-analyzed data published elsewhere. I should also 

add that these polices are not written in stone and perhaps a future editorial team will do some-

thing different!” 

8- Political Research Quarterly – Seth C. McKee 

“As a rule, no, we do not publish comments in Political Research Quarterly. We have not done 

this at all under our editorial tenure.” 

9- Public Opinion Quarterly – Eric Plutzer 

“Q1: Yes we do. But we do not distinguish these from any other submission. 

Indeed, every submission “discusses” empirical results from other papers and a large majority of 

submissions “challenge” prior empirical results. A “Comment” is often a special case, one that 

focuses on a single paper’s conclusions. If we receive such a submission, we treat it like any other, 

with one exception: at least one author of the targeted article is invited to serve as a reviewer in 

the double-blind condition. If the commenter is assured that one of the original authors will be a 

reviewer, I think there is a pressure towards professional, less aggressive and less pejorative 

framing. The original author can choose to disclose their identity or not. We can take into account 

potential conflicts of interest when reviewing the full set of reviews. Here is a recent example: 

Urbatsch, R., 2020. Revisiting “The First-Daughter Effect”. Public Opinion Quarterly, 84(2), 

pp.523-537. I think the process worked well in this case. Q2: This is irrelevant since we do not 

Institute for Replication I4R DP No. 100

20



treat comments differently from any other submission. If the contribution to knowledge is sub-

stantial, it makes no difference where the original findings were published (and vice verse). It’s 

useful to add that if a third party points out a simple error (e.g., a variable was reverse coded and 

thereby mis-interpreted by the authors, or the authors incorrectly included or excluded cases, 

etc.), the preferred mechanism is collegial: (a) the person who identified the error contacts the 

authors, hopefully copying us in the email thread, and then (b) the authors formulate a corrigen-

dum , (c) which we publish. There is no need for the “corrector” to have authorship in these 

cases. We publish corrigenda from time to time and many are the result of these normal collegial 

interactions. We’ve never had a retraction, but in the case of a more serious error, that could 

occur. That is how science ought to work.” 

10- Research & Politics – Kevin M. Esterling 

“Yes to both questions. R&P does strongly encourage and publish both replications and com-

ments. 

We have a clear policy for dealing with replication studies which is detailed here: https://jour-

nals.sagepub.com/author-instructions/RAP#ArticleTypes.” 

11- Review of International Organizations –  Axel Dreher 

“Q1: Yes. Q2: Also elsewhere (explicit journal policy).” 

12- Journal of Politics: No response. 
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Data Availability Journal Policy 

American Journal of Political Science 

The corresponding author of a manuscript that is accepted for publication in the American Journal of 

Political Science must provide materials that are sufficient to enable interested researchers to verify all of 

the analytic results that are reported in the text and supporting materials. 

All verification files must be stored in a Dataset within the AJPS Dataverse, on the Harvard Dataverse 

Network. 

When the final draft of the manuscript is submitted, the materials will be verified to confirm that they do, 

in fact, reproduce the analytic results reported in the article. 

Publication in the American Journal of Political Science is contingent upon provision of complete verifica-

tion materials and successful verification of their content. 

American Political Science Review 

Upon conditional acceptance for publication in the APSR, authors (particularly those whose work directly 

engages human participants in the research process) will be expected to prepare and deposit in the APSR 

Dataverse the datasets and code necessary to reproduce all results described in the text and any appendix, 

including in-text references to tests or statistics, tables, figures, or other illustrations, unless legal, ethical 

or methodological constraints prevent such data sharing. 

American Politics Research 

Authors can upload the code associated to their published article so that readers can view and execute it. 

British Journal of Political Science 

Authors of accepted articles using quantitative data are required to deposit (1) their data, (2) the code-

book or any other relevant description of the data, which includes information about the source of the 

analysis data and instructions for extracting the analysis data from source data, (3) a file containing the 

exact and detailed commands used by author to reproduce all tables, figures, and exhibits (i.e., “do” or 

“run” files), and (4) a file containing the actual output from the statistical software used (i.e., “log” or 

“output” file) on  the BJPolS Dataverse 

Comparative Political Studies 

Papers that present quantitative analyses will not be granted final acceptance until replication materials 

(data, code, log files etc.) have been deposited at the CPS Dataverse. 

Comparative Politics 

No policy. 

European Journal of Political Research 

Manuscripts accepted for publication must be in line with the common ECPR policy on data access and 

research transparency. This implies that we will request authors of papers partially or fully relying on 
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quantitative data to submit all data required to enable full replication; this data will be published as an 

online appendix together with the manuscript. 

International Organization 

Prior to final acceptance, results of papers using quantitative data and proofs of formal models will be 

verified by IO staff. The editors will not issue final acceptances until all results of all reported analyses are 

confirmed. Authors of papers using quantitative data must provide the data and accompanying command 

files to reproduce tables presented in the paper and support any other claims made in the manuscript 

based on analysis of the data (for example, results verbally described in the main text or in footnotes). 

Upon final acceptance, authors should upload quantitative data sets and supporting files to the IO 

Dataverse. 

International Studies Quarterly 

We require that quantitative data used in accepted articles are successfully replicated by our editorial 

team prior to publication. When their articles are accepted for publication with the journal, authors must 

also submit quantitative data used in articles to our Dataverse site. 

Journal of Conflict Resolution 

Authors of quantitative empirical articles must make their data and other relevant material available for 

replication purposes. Please note the firm JCR replication policy. The JCR will not publish any articles (in 

print or online) until the Editor has received all the necessary replication materials. Required material 

would include all data, specialized computer programs, program recodes, and an explanatory file describ-

ing what is included and how to reproduce the published results. This material must be posted by the 

month of publication. 

Journal of Experimental Political Science 

Before final acceptance, authors of empirical papers (either using experimental or observational data) will 

be required to submit additional files for replication purposes. 

Authors should submit data and other replications files in a single folder to the JEPS Dataverse site. 

Journal of Law, Economics and Organization 

It is the policy of The Journal of Law, Economics, & Organization to publish papers only if the data used in 

the analysis are clearly and precisely documented and are available to any researcher for purposes of 

replication. Authors of accepted papers that contain empirical work, simulations, or experimental work 

must provide to The Journal of Law, Economics, & Organization, prior to publication, the data, programs, 

and other details of the computations sufficient to permit replication. These will be posted on the JLEO 

website. 

Journal of Politics 

Acceptance is conditional on successful replication of empirical (quantitative or qualitative) analysis. 

Authors of quantitative papers must submit their data and all associated replication files to the JOP's 

Dataverse. 
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Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 

JPART requires all authors, where ethically possible, to publicly release all data and software code under-

lying any published paper as a condition of publication. Authors are required to include a Data Availability 

Statement in their article. 

We require that data be presented in the main manuscript or additional supporting files, or deposited in 

a public repository whenever possible. 

Journal of Theoretical Politics 

Authors are encouraged to share research data in a relevant public data repository. 

Legislative Studies Quarterly 

This journal expects data sharing. 

Political Analysis 

The authors of conditionally accepted manuscripts must provide data, code, and other necessary materi-

als and make them publicly available prior to publication. 

Political Behavior 

Authors of accepted manuscripts will be required to deposit all of the data and script files needed to 

replicate the published results in a trusted data repository such as ICPSR or Dataverse. Manuscripts will 

not be published, even online, until those data are made available. 

Political Communication 

At the point of submission, you will be asked if there is a data set associated with the paper. If you reply 

yes, you will be required to provide the DOI, pre-registered DOI, hyperlink, or other persistent identifier 

associated with the data set(s). 

Political Geography 

To facilitate reproducibility and data reuse, this journal also encourages you to share your software, code, 

models, algorithms, protocols, methods and other useful materials related to the project. 

Political Psychology 

Authors are not required to share their data/materials or to pre-register their studies, rather they are 

required to indicate whether or not they have done so. 

Political Psychology requires authors to include a declaration that indicates whether or not the data, 

methods used in the analysis, and materials used to conduct the research will be made available to any 

researcher for purposes of reproducing the results or replicating the procedure. 
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Political Research Quarterly 

The corresponding author of a manuscript accepted for publication is expected to address data availability 

and replication in the final draft, typically in a footnote. PRQ's authors may use an online public archive of 

their choice, or may submit their replication data directly to the PRQ editorial office for long-term storage 

on SAGE Publications' servers, where they will be accessible as supplementary material through PRQ's 

website. While the data necessary to replicate results are required to be publicly available, we also suggest 

that authors include any codebook, specialized computer programs, lists of computer program recodes, 

or program-specific syntax files, as appropriate. 

Political Science Research and Methods 

Authors are required to make replication material publicly available at time of publication of the article. 

The replication materials must be sufficient to replicate results in all tables and figures printed in the 

article and in the online appendix, including simulation material for both theoretical (e.g. agent based 

models) and empirical (e.g. Monte Carlo experiments) work.  

Data and replication code for your article, as well as a log demonstrating smooth running of all the repli-

cation files, must be uploaded in a single .zip file to the PSRM Dataverse at https://dataverse.har-

vard.edu/dataverse/PSRM. 

Public Choice 

A submission to the journal implies that materials described in the manuscript, including all relevant raw 

data, will be freely available to any researcher wishing to use them for non-commercial purposes, without 

breaching participant confidentiality. 

The journal strongly encourages that all datasets on which the conclusions of the paper rely should be 

available to readers. We encourage authors to ensure that their datasets are either deposited in publicly 

available repositories (where available and appropriate) or presented in the main manuscript or additional 

supporting files whenever possible. 

 

Public Opinion Quarterly 

Our Open Science and Replication Policies require all authors of accepted manuscripts to either (a) place 

replication data and code in a permanent archive or (b) secure an exception from the editors. 

Quarterly Journal of Political Science  

Authors of empirical papers may be asked to supply a replication data set for editors or referees. Upon 

acceptance of a manuscript, authors will be required to submit a replication dataset/archive prior to pub-

lication. The dataset, documentation, command files, etc. will be reviewed in-house and made available 

at this site coincident with publication. 

Research & Politics 

Making datasets publicly available is also a policy of Research & Politics. Authors should ensure that data 

is available at the time of publication through a recognised third party data repository and will be 

prompted to upload their data to Dataverse on acceptance of their article. The manuscript will not be 
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moved through to Production until data is uploaded to a third party data repository and the link has been 

provided as instructed on acceptance. If cited data is restricted (e.g. classified, require confidentiality pro-

tections, were obtained under a non-disclosure agreement, or have inherent logistical constraints), au-

thors must notify the editor at the time of submission. The editor shall have full discretion to follow their 

journal’s policy on restricted data, including declining to review the manuscript of granting an exemption 

with or without conditions. The editor shall inform the author of this decision prior to review. 

It is the responsibility of the author to make their data available via third party repository. It is preferred 

that data is uploaded to the Research & Politics Dataverse site. 

Review of International Organizations 

Authors publishing in this journal must provide a data availability statement as part of their articles. 

Authors are encouraged to share their data or other materials underpinning their study, but are not re-

quired to do so. 

The journal does not require that research data are shared in a repository, although authors are recom-

mended to do so if possible. 

American Journal of Political Science 
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American Political Science Review 
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American Politics Research 

 

British Journal of Political Science 

 
 

Institute for Replication I4R DP No. 100

28



Comparative Political Studies 

 

Comparative Politics 

 

European Journal of Political Research 

 

International Organization 
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International Studies Quarterly 

 

Journal of Conflict Resolution 
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Journal of Experimental Political Science 

 

Journal of Law, Economics and Organization 

 

Journal of Politics 
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Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 

 

Journal of Theoretical Politics 

 

Legislative Studies Quarterly 
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Political Analysis 
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Political Behavior 

 

Political Communication 
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Political Geography 

 

Political Psychology 

 

 

Political Research Quarterly 
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Political Science Research and Methods 

 

Public Choice 

 

Public Opinion Quarterly 
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Quarterly Journal of Political Science  
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Research & Politics 

 

Review of International Organizations 
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