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Abstract
Replication studies are important for the empirical research process. Yet, while 
there is an increased awareness of the need for replication in management research, 
it appears that such studies are rarely published in leading management journals. 
Importantly, we lack a comprehensive overview of replication studies in the top 
management journals that spans all sub-disciplines. Our systematic review closes 
this gap and provides an overview of the prevalence, types, outcomes, and impact 
of replication studies in management journals. We find that differences in the preva-
lence of replications between sub-disciplines exist and that most replications are 
wide replications. With regard to the replication outcome, our review shows that 
the share of non-confirming replications is low. Moreover, such replications are 
cited less often than confirming replications pointing towards a confirmation bias 
in management research. We discuss the implications of our results for authors, 
reviewers, and editors of management journals.

Keywords  Replication · Independent replication · Systematic review · Impact · 
Empirical research

1  Introduction

Replication is an essential part of the empirical research process. Replication studies 
help to build and establish knowledge about a particular phenomenon or relation-
ship of interest. Recently, the need for replication studies has been stressed in many 
fields and sub-disciplines of management research, including strategic management 
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(e.g., Bettis et al., 2016), organization studies (Wright and Sweeney, 2015), inter-
national business (e.g., Aguinis et al., 2017), family business (e.g., De Massis et 
al., 2020), and entrepreneurship (e.g., Maula and Stam, 2020). Replication studies 
are also an important part of the aims and scope of Management Review Quarterly 
(MRQ) (Block and Kuckertz, 2018), which publishes replication studies of various 
types and from various disciplines (e.g., Dettori and Floris, 2022; Szumal et al., 2021; 
Van Scotter, 2020; Yuan et al., 2020).

Yet, the current status quo of replication studies is opaque because we lack an 
overview of how many studies are actually published in the leading management 
journals. Coherently, we lack detailed information about these replication studies. 
This includes information on the types of replications studies, information on how 
often the findings of the replicated studies (hereafter: original studies) are (partially) 
supported or not, and their impact on the scientific community. Without such an 
overview, the discussion about the need and value of replication studies as well as 
the existence of a replication crisis in management research remains superficial and 
anecdotal. Currently, proponents and skeptics on the necessity of replication stud-
ies in management research exchange arguments without truly knowing the current 
status quo.

Our study addresses this research gap. We conduct a comprehensive and system-
atic review of 56 leading management journals that encompasses all sub-disciplines 
of management research. Our focus is on independent replication studies that seek 
to replicate prior published peer-reviewed journal articles. That is, we focus on those 
replications, where one author (team) tries to replicate the peer-reviewed empirical 
article of another author (team). We also categorize replications based on how closely 
they resemble the original study.

Our review is guided by the following four questions: (1) How prevalent are rep-
lication studies in the top management journals overall and across the different sub-
disciplines? (2) What types of replication studies do appear in these journals? (3) 
What are the replication outcomes? (4) What is their impact on the scientific field in 
terms of citations and how does this impact differ by replication outcome?

We systematically scan 56 journals for empirical studies that use the term “replica-
tion” (or a related term) in the title, abstract or main text. We do not impose time con-
straints on our search process and consider all articles published in these journals that 
can be searched electronically. Our comprehensive identification strategy results in 
a sample of 240 independent replication studies. Our review shows that independent 
replications are rarely published in the leading management journals. The sub-disci-
plines with the highest prevalence of independent replications are (organizational) 
psychology (82 replications in 13 journals), general management, ethics, and social 
responsibility (73 replications in 12 journals), and strategy (28 replications in 4 jour-
nals). A strong time trend towards an increasing number of replication studies cannot 
be observed. The overall prevalence was and continues to be low.

In addition to these general insights, our overview provides a more nuanced pic-
ture of the replication studies that exist to date. First, our findings show that some 
differences in the prevalence of replications exist between sub-disciplines. This could 
point towards disciplinary differences in the value or legitimacy of replications within 
the field of management research. Alternatively, it could simply be coincidental or 
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driven by differences between individual editors. Second, our overview shows that 
so-called quasirandom replications (replications that differ from the original study 
without clearly enhancing it, Köhler and Cortina, 2021), constitute a large part of 
replication studies in leading management journals (57.9% of all replication studies 
in our sample). Yet, it is exactly this type of replication that is of questionable value 
to the empirical research process (e.g., Köhler and Cortina, 2021). This is the case 
because quasirandom replications use a different but not a clearly superior research 
design compared to the original study so that their contribution for solidifying empir-
ical knowledge about a particular relationship is limited. Third, we find the share of 
non-replicated results (i.e., the findings of the original study are not replicated) in 
our sample of replication studies is 20.4%; 79.6% of the replication studies in our 
sample (at least partially) replicate the original study. In contrast to other disciplines, 
the share of non-confirming results is comparatively low. For example, comprehen-
sive and influential studies have estimated replication rates of 36% in psychological 
sciences (Open Science Collaboration, 2015), 62% in experimental social sciences 
(Camerer et al., 2018), and 61% in experimental economics (Camerer et al., 2016). 
One possible explanation would be that management research suffers from a bias 
against publishing non-replicated results. Fourth, our results show that replication 
studies which do not replicate the results of the original study are cited less often than 
those replication studies which do replicate the results of the original study. Similar 
to the low rate of non-replicated results, a confirmation bias might exist in manage-
ment research and primarily those replications become visible to the community that 
confirm the results of the original study.

With these findings, our study contributes to an ongoing and very recent discussion 
about the status quo and value of replication in management research (e.g., Aguinis et 
al., 2017; Bergh et al., 2017; Dau et al., 2021; De Massis et al., 2020; Hensel, 2021; 
Köhler and Cortina, 2021; Maula and Stam, 2020; Ryan and Tipu, 2022). By show-
ing an extremely low prevalence of replication studies in the leading management 
journals, our study adds to the discussion of how open the management field really is 
to replication studies. Our findings suggest that, despite the recent acknowledgments 
of the importance of replication and the many articles and editorials that encour-
age producing replication studies, there is still a long way to go for management 
research as an empirical discipline. This is particularly true for the top journals of the 
field. Our paper also contributes to the discussion about the interrelationship between 
scientific impact and replication. For the field of economics, Mueller-Langer et al., 
(2019) show that more impactful articles and articles from leading institutions are 
more likely to be replicated while replication is less likely for articles from the very 
top journals. Our study shows that this relationship also exists in the other direction 
in that the replication outcome also determines its impact, however not in the way it 
should be. Confirming results are cited more often than non-confirming results point-
ing towards a confirmation bias.
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2  Prior literature on replication studies in the field of management

Our study ties in with and updates the small number of prior studies that seek to syn-
thesize the state of the art of replication studies in management research. We briefly 
review them below.1

Hubbard and Vetter (1996) review replication studies published between 1970 
and 1991 in 18 leading business journals, covering the domains of accounting, eco-
nomics, finance, management, and marketing. Using a broad definition of replication 
studies, they find that 6.2% (266 of 4,270) of all empirical studies in that period are 
replications. Focusing on the field of management (i.e., the journals AMJ, ASQ, JAP, 
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes), the replication incidence 
is 5.3% (65 of 1,222 empirical studies). The authors also assess the outcomes of the 
replication studies and highlight that replication studies in management less often 
conflict with the findings of the original studies, relative to other disciplines (e.g., 
marketing).

The second overview of replication studies is by Hubbard et al. (1998), who inves-
tigate replication studies in strategic management research, thus focusing on a sub-
discipline within management research. Using a broad categorization, they determine 
that the replication study prevalence in strategic management research is 5.3% (37 
of 701 articles) for the period 1976–95. This is in line with the findings of Hubbard 
and Vetter (1996). Additionally, the authors differentiate journal tiers within stra-
tegic management to explore differences in replication studies across these journal 
tiers. While their results do not reveal any major differences regarding the timeliness 
and prevalence of replications when comparing journals across tiers, Hubbard et al. 
(1998) find that first-tier journals are more likely to publish replications with support-
ive than conflicting results. The opposite is true for third-tier journals.

Published more than 20 years after the initial studies by Hubbard and Vetter (1996) 
and Hubbard et al. (1998), the recent work by Köhler and Cortina (2021) is the only 
subsequent overview on replication studies in management that we could identify. 
Köhler and Cortina (2021) comprehensively review and categorize replications of 
empirical articles published in three leading management journals (i.e., AMJ, JAP, 
JoM) between 2007 and 2017. Overall, the authors identify 79 independent replica-
tion studies (i.e., conducted by different researchers than the original study). The 
primary purpose of their study is a nuanced categorization of the different types of 
replication studies and their prevalence. For example, the authors show that quasiran-
dom replications are the most common type of replication study (i.e., the replication 
repeats some procedures of the original study, while others are varied; the replication 
does not seek to improve the original study), followed by constructive replications 
(i.e., the replication seeks to improve aspects of the original study).

Our brief review provides initial insights on replications in management research 
and their characteristics. Important subjects addressed in previous research consider 

1  Other overviews on the status quo of replication studies focus on other disciplines, such as marketing 
(e.g., Darley, 2000; Evanschitzky et al., 2007; Hubbard and Armstrong, 1994) or economics (e.g., Mueller-
Langer et al., 2019). These overviews typically indicate a low prevalence of replication studies in the 
respective fields, well below 5%.
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replication outcomes (Hubbard and Vetter, 1996), differences across journals and 
sub-disciplines (Hubbard et al., 1998), and replication types (Köhler and Cortina, 
2021). We revisit these initial findings via a comprehensive empirical assessment 
of empirical replication studies in the leading management journals that considers a 
broad sample and coverage of top journals, sub-disciplines, and time periods. We also 
investigate the (citation) impact of replication studies, a subject that has not received 
any attention so far. Investigating the scientific impact of replications in the manage-
ment field has been overlooked so far and our study closes an important research gap 
in this regard. Knowing more about the impact of replications and how it depends on 
the replication outcome is important as it shows how well replications are received 
by the respective community and to what extent management research learns and 
updates its knowledge base.

3  Data

3.1  Selection of journals

Our selection of studies is based on top-tier management journals included in the 
2018 ABS (Association of Business Schools) list (ABS, 2018; Hubbard and Vetter, 
1996; Walker et al., 2018). The ABS list is comprehensive and contains 1,582 jour-
nals classified in 22 sub-disciplines (ABS, 2018; Walker et al., 2018) on a scale from 
1 (lowest rating) to 4* (highest rating). In order to identify independent replication 
studies in top-tier management journals, we focused on articles published in journals 
that are ranked 3, 4, or 4*. We considered the sub-disciplines of (1) entrepreneurship 
and small business management (ENT-SBM), (2) general management, ethics, gender 
and social responsibility (ETHICS-CSR-MAN), (3) international business and area 
studies (IB&AREA), (4) innovation (INNOV), (5) operation research and manage-
ment science (OR&MANSCI), (6) organization studies (ORG STUD), (7) psychol-
ogy (organizational) (PSYCH (WOP-OB)), and (8) strategy (STRAT). Furthermore, 
we only considered journals that publish empirical articles. Thus, we excluded theo-
retical and conceptual journals (e.g., Academy of Management Review). Moreover, 
we also omitted journals that exclusively focus on specific regions (e.g., African 
Affair). Our final journal list included 56 journals.

3.2  Identification of replication studies

In order to identify independent replication studies in these journals, we developed 
a set of keywords (or word stems) linked to replication studies. In line with prior 
research, we used the keywords “replicate”, “replication”, “replicating”, “revisit”, 
“reexamine”, “retesting” (Köhler and Cortina, 2021; Mueller-Langer et al., 2019). We 
entered these keywords in every journal’s search engine, which enabled a compre-
hensive search of all electronically available articles published until the last volume 
of 2020. Since we did not have access to all volumes on the websites of the respective 
journals, we identified all contributions available in these journals on Google Scholar 
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(advanced search function). Notably, we searched the keywords in the full body of 
text as well as in the title and abstract.

56 of the 56 journals had at least one article that matched the keywords. (Overall, 
the 56 journals had a total of 159,242 articles published). Out of a total of 159,242 
published contributions, 24,595 articles were gathered in response to our keywords 
search. Subsequently, we manually assessed all 24,595 articles to identify actual inde-
pendent replication studies. In order to do so, we proceeded in several steps. First, we 
excluded editorials, book reviews, and author guidelines. However, research notes 
and commentaries were included. Second, we excluded qualitative-empirical, purely 
theoretical, and conceptual studies. Third, we excluded studies that mentioned the 
search words (e.g., “replicate”) somewhere in the text or the reference list but were, 
in fact, not replications. Fourth, we excluded within-study replications, in which the 
authors simply use a multi-study design but do not replicate a prior study. Although 
such multi-study designs are highly desired and recommended, our research focus 
was on replications that aim to replicate prior published studies. Finally, we excluded 
replications of monographs, (dissertation) theses, conference papers, and working 
papers as our emphasis was on replications of peer-reviewed journal articles.

These search and exclusion steps resulted in a sample of 438 studies from 48 
journals.2 This sample is our broadest sample of replication studies and we refer to 
it as replication study sample 1 (RS 1) in Table 1. After having derived our broadest 
sample, we determined two further samples. The replication study sample 2 (RS 2) 
encompasses 348 studies and only includes independent replication studies with no 
overlap of the authors between replication and original study. Finally, in replication 
study sample 3 (RS 3), we excluded those studies seeking to replicate more than one 
study. Although such replications are of course highly desirable, it is difficult to deter-
mine the type of replication and outcome if multiple studies are replicated, as we will 
describe in the following section.

The full list of journals considered, volumes, the total population of articles, the 
keyword hits, and the respective number of replications identified are displayed in 
Table 1.

3.3  Coding and variables

Guided by our four overarching research questions, we developed an initial coding 
scheme to code the identified replication studies. Our coding efforts focus on the 
studies included in R3. Based on regular discussions among the team of authors, the 
coding scheme was revised several times in the course of the coding process. Unclear 
cases were discussed among the coders until an agreement was reached.

In order to determine the replication type, we compared the samples, variables, 
measurements, and empirical analyses of the replication study and the correspond-
ing original study. We then coded whether the quality of the sample of the replica-

2  We could not identify any replication studies for RS 1 in 8 of the 56 journals considered (i.e., International 
Small Business Journal, Business Ethics Quarterly, Gender and Society, Gender, Work and Organization, 
Journal of Common Market Studies, Organization, Global Strategy Journal, Long Range Planning). These 
journals are omitted from Table 1.
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tion study is better, worse, same/similar, or different but neither better nor worse as 
compared to the sample of the original study. If the sample size of the replication 
study was larger and/or broader and external validity improved, we coded it as better. 
In turn, if the sample was smaller and/or narrower and external validity decreased, 
we coded it as worse. In some cases, the samples of the original and replication 
study were the same or almost identical. Finally, in many cases, the samples of the 
original and replication study were different but neither better nor worse. This was 
the case, for example, when the samples were from different industries, years, and 
countries but neither sample was clearly better than the other. We then compared the 
(in)dependent variables used by the original and replication study and coded whether 
the quality of variables used in the replication study was better, worse, same/similar, 
or different but neither better nor worse as compared to the variables of the original 
study. If the replication study, for instance, used a larger set of control variables than 
the original study, we considered the variables of the replication study as better. We 
further coded whether the quality of measurement of the central constructs was bet-
ter, worse, same/similar, or different but neither better nor worse in the replication as 
compared to the original study. If, for example, a larger (smaller) and/or more (less) 
detailed set of items was used to measure a central construct in the replication as 
compared to the original study, we classified the measurement as better (worse). In 
a final step, we considered the quality of empirical analysis and coded whether the 
quality was better, worse, same/similar, or different but neither better nor worse in the 
replication as compared to the original study. In cases where the method used in the 
empirical analysis of the replication study was better able to account for endogene-
ity resulting from selection bias or reverse causality as compared to the method used 
in the original study, we thus considered the quality of the empirical analysis to be 
better.

3.4  Categorizing replication studies into different replication types

Following Köhler and Cortina (2021), we distinguish between literal, constructive, 
quasirandom, confounded, and regressive replication studies.

A literal replication describes a replication study in which the study design directly 
mirrors the original study (e.g., Köhler and Cortina, 2021; Lykken, 1968; Stroebe 
and Strack, 2014). Thus, if the quality of the sample, variables used, measurement, 
and empirical analysis were rated ‘same/similar’, we labeled the respective study as 
a literal replication. A constructive replication maintains the characteristics of the 
original study but enhances it in some way (e.g., Köhler and Cortina, 2021; Stroebe 
and Strack, 2014). We considered a replication study as constructive if the study 
exceeded the original study in external validity (i.e., quality of the sample) or internal 
validity (i.e., quality of the variables used, measurement, or empirical analysis), or 
both. If a study was rated worse in any quality dimension, we would consider it as 
a quasirandom replication. The term quasirandom replication refers to a replication 
that differs from the original study without clearly enhancing it (e.g., Köhler and 
Cortina, 2021; Tsang & Kwan, 1999). If the replication study was rated ‘different 
but neither better nor worse’ regarding one of the quality dimensions, we classified 
the replication as quasirandom. A confounded replication is a replication where the 
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external validity is lower but the internal validity has improved as compared to the 
original study (e.g., Köhler and Cortina, 2021). Accordingly, we classified a replica-
tion study as a confounded replication when the quality of the sample was worse 
but the quality of the variables used, measurement, or empirical analysis was better 
as compared to the original study. Finally, the term regressive replication refers to a 
replication that is similar regarding all quality dimensions of the original study except 
for one where it is worse (Köhler and Cortina, 2021). Hence, we coded a replication 
study as a regressive replication when the replication was worse regarding one of the 
quality aspects but ‘same/similar’ regarding the remaining aspects.

3.5  Measurement of replication outcomes

Regarding the replication outcome, we distinguished between several possible 
results. Namely, we differentiated between cases in which the replication study fully 
replicated the findings of the original study (i.e., all findings of the original study are 
replicated), only partially replicated the original findings (i.e., a subset of the find-
ings of the original study is replicated), or not at all (i.e., none of the findings of the 
original study is replicated). This coding is in line with Hubbard and Vetter (1996), 
who were the first to explore different replication outcomes in business research, who 
distinguish the categories “support”, “partial support”, and “conflict”.

3.6  Measurement of the replication study’s impact

We operationalized the impact of each replication study and the corresponding origi-
nal study via the number of citations the study received on Google Scholar. Receiv-
ing a higher number of citations from subsequent studies (i.e., forward citations) 
indicates a higher scientific impact of an article for following research studies. Fur-
thermore, Google Scholar provides comprehensive coverage of citation metrics and 
is thus especially suitable to capture citation data in social sciences (e.g., Harzing, 
2013). With regard to the time frame, we considered article citations until the end 
of 2020 and manually collected the citation data from Google Scholar in May 2021.

3.7  Other study characteristics

Our regression analyses consider a broad set of further study characteristics that could 
explain the impact of the replication study. We distinguish between characteristics of 
the replication study and characteristics of the original study.

Regarding characteristics of the replication study, we considered whether the rep-
lication study was a literal, constructive, regressive, confounded, or quasirandom 
replication study. We constructed a dummy variable for each type. We further inves-
tigated whether the replication study replicates the findings of the original study fully, 
partially, or not at all. Again, we constructed a dummy variable for each outcome. We 
also devised a set of dummy variables that accounted for the journal’s sub-discipline 
according to the ABS ranking (i.e., ENT-SBM, ETHICS-CSR-MAN, IB&AREA, 
INNOV, OR&MANSCI, ORG STUD, PSYCH (WOP-OB), or STRAT). Finally, 
we constructed a variable that measured the publication lag between the replication 
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study and the original study in years, based on the publication dates of the respective 
studies.

Regarding the characteristics of the original study, we took the age of the original 
study into account. The latter was operationalized via the number of years since the 
study was published as of 2021. Subsequently, we used a dummy variable in order 
to investigate whether the original study appeared in the same journal as the replica-
tion. Moreover, to assess the impact of the original study, we included the number of 
Google Scholar citations the original study received until December 2020. Due to the 
skewness of the citation data, the variable was included in logged form. Finally, we 
accounted for the number of co-authors in the original study.

Table 2 gives a detailed overview of all variables and their coding. We included 
a list of all replication studies as well as the corresponding original studies in our 
publicly available online Appendix3. The Appendix also provides the exact coding 
for every variable for each replication study.

4  Descriptive results

4.1  Prevalence of replication studies

Table 1; Fig. 1 show the prevalence of replication studies over time and by sub-disci-
pline. Overall, the absolute number of independent replication studies increased from 
15 in the years 1971 to 1980 to 81 from 2011 to 2020. Table 1 (Column 2), reveals 
the differences across sub-disciplines in management research. While we were able 
to identify 82 independent replication studies in Psychology (Organizational) (in 13 
journals) and 73 in General Management, Ethics, Gender, and Social Responsibility 
(in 12 journals), we could identify only 11 in Entrepreneurship and Small Business 
Management (in 8 journals), 6 in Operations and Management Science (in 1 journal), 
and 5 in Innovation (in 4 journals). Moreover, as illustrated in Fig. 1, while replica-
tions in Psychology (Organizational) and General Management, Ethics and Social 
Responsibility, have a longer tradition of publishing independent replication studies, 
Strategy research only very recently started to publish replications.

Notes: N = 240. Years before 2000 are omitted for the sake of brevity.
Table 1 also highlights the prevalence of the replication studies across the journals 

sampled. The journals with the highest absolute numbers of independent replication 
studies are the Journal of Applied Psychology (32 studies), Strategic Management 
Journal (27 studies), Journal of Business Research (30 studies), Journal of Business 
Ethics (18 studies), and Journal of Vocational Behavior (16 studies). 15 of the 56 
journals in the list did not publish any independent replication studies at all. We can 
also observe strong differences within the sub-disciplines. For example, while the 
Journal of Applied Psychology is the journal with the highest absolute number of 
independent replication studies in our sample, Applied Psychology: An International 
Review only published 3 independent replication studies, and Human Performance 

3  Our appendix and the full reference list of all replication studies and original studies are available here: 
https://osf.io/ejcaz/ (accessed March 15th, 2022).
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Variable Operationalization
Replication type
Type: literal Dummy variable; replication directly mirrors the original study.
Type: constructive Dummy variable; replication maintains the characteristics of the original 

study but enhances it in some way.
Type: quasirandom Dummy variable; replication differs from the original study without 

clearly enhancing it.
Type: confounded Dummy variable; replication where the external validity is lower but the 

internal validity has improved as compared to the original study.
Type: quasirandom Dummy variable; replication is similar regarding all quality dimensions of 

the original study except for one where it is worse.
Replication outcome
Outcome: not replicated Dummy; none of the findings of the original study is replicated.
Outcome: partly repl. Dummy; a subset of the findings of the original study are replicated.
Outcome: fully replicated Dummy; all findings of the original study are replicated.
Variables used in coding 
process
Quality of sample The sample in the replication study is (1) better, (2) worse, (3) same/simi-

lar, or (4) different but neither better nor worse as compared to the original 
study.

Quality of variables The (in-)dependent variables used are (1) better, (2) worse, (3) same/similar, 
or (4) different but neither better nor worse in the replication as compared to 
the original study.

Quality of measurement The measurement of the central constructs is (1) better, (2) worse, (3) same/
similar, or (4) different but neither better nor worse in the replication study 
as compared to the original study.

Quality of the empirical 
analysis

The quality of the empirical analysis in the replication study is (1) better, (2) 
worse, (3) same/similar, or (4) different but neither better nor worse in the 
replication as compared to the original study.

Control variables: characteristics of the replication study
Citations replication 
study

Number of citations that the replication study received on Google Scholar 
until 2020 
(collected in May 2021).

Sub-discipline: 
ETHICS-CSR-MAN

Dummy; sub-discipline general management, ethics, and social 
responsibility.

Sub-discipline: INNOV Dummy; sub-discipline international business and studies area.
Sub-discipline: 
IB&AREA

Dummy; sub-discipline innovation.

Sub-discipline: 
OR&MANSCI

Dummy; sub-discipline operations research and management science.

Sub-discipline: ORG 
STUD

Dummy; sub-discipline organization studies.

Sub-discipline: PSYCH 
(WOP-OB)

Dummy; sub-discipline psychology (organizational).

Sub-discipline: STRAT Dummy; sub-discipline strategy.
Sub-discipline: 
ENT-SBM

Dummy; sub-discipline entrepreneurship and small business management.

Publication lag Time between the publication of the replication study and the original study 
in years

Control variables: characteristics of the original study
Article age original study Age of the original study in years as of 2021

Table 2  Variables and coding
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published 0. In the context of Strategy research, especially when comparing Strategic 
Management Journal (27 studies) and Long Range Planning (0 studies), the situation 
is similar. Hence, apart from differences regarding the research culture across sub-
disciplines, editorial policies of specific journals seem to matter as well.

4.2  Types of independent replication studies

How do the replication studies compare to the original studies? Following our coding 
described above, Column (3) of Table 1 reports the prevalence of the different rep-
lication types (i.e., literal, quasirandom, constructive, confounded, and regressive). 
The categorization is based on a comparison of the replication study with the original 
study along the four quality dimensions sample, variables, measurement, and empiri-
cal analysis. Only 4 out of 240 studies are literal replications. Most replications dif-
fer in one way or another from the original study. 139 out of 240 studies (57.9%) are 
quasirandom. These replications are neither better nor worse than the original study. 
In 91 out of 240 studies (37.9%), the replication can be classified as a constructive 
replication. In such cases, the replication is improved in at least one of the four qual-
ity dimensions over the original study but not worse in the other three dimensions. In 
addition, confounded replications account for 4 cases (1.7%) and regressive replica-
tions account for two cases (0.8%).

Fig. 1  Cumulative number of replication studies published per sub-discipline

 

Variable Operationalization
Same journal Dummy variable that captures whether the original study was published in 

the same journal as the replication study
Citations original study 
(log.)

Number of citations that the original study received on Google Scholar until 
April 2021 
(in logged form).

# Authors original study Number of authors on the original study. The variable is categorical (i.e., 1, 
2, 3, 4, 5, 6 or more).

Table 2  (continued) 
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In the vast majority of cases, the replication hence differs from the original study. 
Yet, this difference is not always an improvement. When analyzing the differences 
between sub-disciplines, the field of Strategy stands out. It is the only sub-discipline 
where the number of constructive replications (15 studies) is higher than the number 
of quasirandom replications (11 studies).

4.3  Replication outcomes

Column (4) of Table 1 displays the results of the replication studies across the entire 
sample and the different sub-disciplines. 20.4% of the replication studies were able to 
fully replicate the findings of the original study, 47.9% could at least partially repli-
cate the findings, and 31.7% could not replicate the findings at all. These percentages 
differ by sub-discipline and in this context two disciplines stand out. In the categories 
strategy and in international business, the number of studies where the result of the 
original study cannot be replicated is higher than the number of studies where the 
result is fully replicated. In all other sub-disciplines, this relationship is the other way 
round or the numbers are equal.

4.4  Impact of replication studies

In order to determine the impact of the replication studies, we collected the number 
of Google Scholar citations as of the end of 2020 for both the original study and the 
replication. Table 3 displays the mean and the median as well as the 0.10-, 0.25-, 
0.75-, and 0.90-percentiles for the sample of original studies and the sample of rep-
lication studies.

The original studies receive substantially more citations. The mean (median) num-
ber of citations is 1,038.7 (462.5) for the original studies versus 142.6 (68.5) for the 
replication studies. The impact of the replication studies however varies significantly, 

Statistic/Variable Sample of 
replication 
studies (RS 3)

Sample of 
original 
studies

Total (Google Scholar) citations 34,213 249,052
Mean (SD) 142.55 

(206.43)
1,037.72 
(1,486.19)

Percentile: 10% 4.5 80
Percentile: 25% 22 159
Percentile: 50% 68.5 462.5
Percentile: 75% 170 1,274
Percentile: 90% 367 2,364
Percentile: 99% 1,028 7,522
Mean of article age (as of 2021) 19.36 years 27.95 

years

Table 3  Descriptive com-
parison of our samples of 
replication studies and original 
studies

Notes: N = 480 (replication 
studies: N = 240; original 
studies; N = 240)
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ranging from 4.5 at the 0.10 percentile to 367 at the 0.90 percentile. The standard 
deviation is 206.4.

5  Multivariate results on the determinants of impact

To further explore the impact of the replication studies, we assessed the determinants 
of the replication study’s impact in a multivariate regression framework. The depen-
dent variable was the number of citations that the replication study had received until 
the end of 2020. Because this variable is a count variable that only includes non-
negative integers, we used a negative binomial regression as our main estimator.4 As 
explanatory variables, we included a set of characteristics of the replication study and 
the original study. The results are displayed in Table 5. Model 1 considers the charac-
teristics of the replication study, Model 2 considers the characteristics of the original 
study, and Model 3 considers both groups of variables together. Table 4 displays the 
correlation statistics for the variables used in our regression analysis.

Concerning the characteristics of the replication study, Model 3 shows that regres-
sive replication studies receive a significantly higher amount of citations. The refer-
ence group is quasirandom replications. A similar, yet less pronounced effect emerges 
for literal and constructive replication studies. Further, replication studies that do not 
replicate the findings of the original study receive fewer citations than studies that are 
fully or partially replicated. The effect is highly significant. Regarding the citations 
received across the different sub-disciplines, the results show that replication stud-
ies in the sub-disciplines of innovations and operations research and management 
science receive a higher amount of citations.5 Finally, a higher citation lag (i.e., a 
longer period elapsed between the publication of the original study and the replica-
tion study) result in significantly fewer citations. This indicates that studies published 
quickly after the original study are more impactful.

With regard to the characteristics of the original study, the results demonstrate that 
replications of older and more impactful studies (i.e., measured via the citations the 
original study received) receive a higher number of citations.

6  Interpretation of results and implications for management 
research

6.1  Summary of main results and interpretations

We provide a comprehensive overview of replication research in the management 
field by outlining the prevalence, types, outcomes, and impact of replication studies 
in the leading management journals.

4  Table 6 re-estimates the same model with a OLS regression. The results are similar in magnitude and 
significance.
5  In the OLS re-estimation (Table 6), no differences emerge across the sub-disciplines.
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First, our findings document that independent replication studies are rarely pub-
lished in the leading management journals. We were only able to identify a sample 
of 240 independent replication studies despite engaging in a comprehensive research 
and coding effort in 56 management journals. The sub-disciplines with the highest 
prevalence of independent replications were (organizational) psychology (82 replica-

Table 5  Negative binomial regression analysis (dependent variable: citations of the replication study)
Model (1) (2) (3)
Variables Coeff. (SE) Coeff. (SE) Coeff. (SE)
Characteristics of 
replication study
Type: literal 0.614 (0.314)* 0.751 (0.428)*
Type: constructive 0.133 (0.182) 0.219 (0.119)*
Type: regressive 0.567 (0.248)** 1.214 (0.272)***
Type: confounded 0.147 (0.440) -0.277 (0.299)
Type: quasirandom Ref. Ref.
Outcome: not 
replicated

-0.769 (0.248)*** -0.634 (0.190)***

Outcome: partially 
replicated

-0.192 (0.151) -0.087 (0.171)

Outcome: fully 
replicated

Ref. Ref.

Sub-discipline: 
ETHICS-CSR-MAN

0.527 (0.391) 0.439 (0.355)

Sub-discipline: INNOV 1.032 (0.591)* 1.030 (0.675)*
Sub-discipline: 
IB&AREA

0.321 (0.500) 0.254 (0.373)

Sub-discipline: 
OR&MANSCI

1.166 (0.367)*** 1.359 (0.341)****

Sub-discipline: ORG 
STUD

-0.083 (0.375) 0.064 (0.356)

Sub-discipline: PSYCH 
(WOP-OB)

0.473 (0.467) 0.330 (0.360)

Sub-discipline: STRAT 0.541 (0.405) 0.302 (0.319)
Sub-discipline: 
ENT-SBM

Ref. Ref.

Publication lag to 
original study

-0.043 (0.009)*** -0.080 (0.018)***

Characteristics of the 
original study
Age of original study 0.020 (0.007)*** 0.034 (0.012)***
Published in same 
journal

0.279 (0.166)* 0.109 (0.125)

Citations original study 
(log.)

0.418 (0.069)*** 0.481 (0.064)***

# Authors original 
study

0.022 (0.093) 0.013 (0.074)

Observations 240 240 240
Log-Likelihood -1396.838 -1382.766 -

1355.170
Notes: Standard errors clustered at the journal level in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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tions in 13 journals), general management, ethics, and social responsibility (73 repli-
cations in 12 journals), and strategy (28 replications in 4 journals). Despite ongoing 
calls for an increase in replication studies (e.g., Aguinis et al., 2017; De Massis et al., 
2020; Maula and Stam, 2020), an increase in replication studies over time was not 
evident. Regarding the type of replication studies that are published, we found that 

Table 6  OLS regression analysis (dependent variable: log(citations of the replication study + 1))
Model (1) (2) (3)
Variables Coeff. (SE) Coeff. (SE) Coeff. (SE)
Characteristics of 
replication study
Type: literal 0.521 (0.992) 0.511 (0.879)
Type: constructive -0.246 (0.192) 0.039 (0.153)
Type: regressive 1.369 (0.342)*** 1.708 (0.374)***
Type: confounded 0.652 (0.440) -0.023 (0.369)
Type: quasirandom Ref. Ref.
Outcome: not 
replicated

-0.563 (0.296)* -0.658 (0.222)***

Outcome: partially 
replicated

-0.111 (0.184) -0.104 (0.183)

Outcome: fully 
replicated

Ref. Ref.

Sub-discipline: 
ETHICS-CSR-MAN

0.496 (0.626) 0.397 (0.514)

Sub-discipline: INNOV 0.475 (0.838) 0.852 (0.642)
Sub-discipline: 
IB&AREA

0.040 (0.705) -0.066 (0.552)

Sub-discipline: 
OR&MANSCI

1.415 (0.611)** 0.706 (0.518)

Sub-discipline: ORG 
STUD

-0.224 (0.659) -0.048 (0.475)

Sub-discipline: PSYCH 
(WOP-OB)

0.378 (0.688) 0.294 (0.528)

Sub-discipline: STRAT 0.196 (0.623) 0.285 (0.505)
Sub-discipline: 
ENT-SBM

Ref. Ref.

Publication lag to 
original study

-0.054 (0.014)*** -0.097 (0.019)***

Characteristics of the 
original study
Age of original study 0.031 (0.008)*** 0.038 (0.011)***
Published in same 
journal

0.376 (0.191)* 0.130 (0.182)

Citations original study 
(log.)

0.371 (0.054)*** 0.469 (0.068)***

# Authors original 
study

0.016 (0.159) -0.027 (0.126)

Observations 240 240 240
Log-Likelihood -429.369 -422.039 -393.441
Notes: Standard errors clustered at the journal level in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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the majority of these studies are quasirandom (57.9%). However, this is the type of 
replication study of questionable value (Köhler and Cortina, 2021). Concerning the 
outcomes of the replication studies, we found that 79.6% of the replication studies at 
least partially replicate the results of the original study. A speculative interpretation 
would be that top management journals suffer from a bias against publishing repli-
cation studies that contradict the original study. Finally, with regard to the impact 
of the replication studies, the studies in our sample are cited 142.6 times, on aver-
age. Regression analysis shows that the replication studies that do not confirm the 
original study are cited less, further suggesting a profound bias against non-replicated 
research.

These results contribute to the recent discussion about the status quo and value of 
replication in management research (e.g., Aguinis et al., 2017; Bergh et al., 2017; De 
Massis et al., 2020; Köhler and Cortina, 2021; Maula and Stam, 2020). Our study 
adds to the discussion of how open the management field is to the topic of replica-
tions by documenting the status quo of independent replication research in manage-
ment. Overall, our findings suggest that the state of replication studies in management 
is grim and in need of attention. This is particularly true for the field’s top journals.

6.2  Implications for management research

Our results also have implications for (potential) authors, reviewers, and editors of 
management research. Prior research describes that a major reason for the lack of 
replication studies is the strong emphasis of the field on producing novel theoretical 
contributions, which are often a prerequisite for publishing in the top journals (e.g., 
Corley and Gioia, 2011). As a consequence, replication studies may be unattract-
ive because they can be criticized for a lack of theoretical contribution and novelty 
(Köhler and Cortina, 2021). The focus on theoretical contribution presents a critical 
barrier that management research needs to overcome. We highlight and discuss three 
further observations that emerge from and that our study and that have received little 
attention so far.

First, a lack of consensus in the field can be observed; it is not clearly defined what 
a good replication study constitutes and what contribution it should deliver to get 
published in the leading management journals. Having analyzed the 240 replications 
identified in our sample of replication studies, we recognize that a huge variety exists. 
While Köhler and Cortina (2021) list many examples of good replications and even 
provide templates, we miss editorial guidance from the leading journals so far. In our 
view, such consensus and guidance would encourage more researchers to conduct a 
replication of other researchers’ work. Questions that need to be addressed include 
the following: What constitutes a sufficient theoretical or empirical contribution in 
the case of a replication study? Is an extension of the original study needed to achieve 
an acceptable level of theoretical novelty? What type of submission format is best 
suited for replications? Should they be submitted in a research note format? To what 
extent is an own theory or hypothesis section required?

Second, another important issue concerns the data availability of the original stud-
ies. Unless the authors of the original studies use archival data from publicly avail-
able or readily accessible databases, it is often impossible for authors of replication 
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studies to conduct narrow forms of replications (e.g., literal replication). This data 
unavailability may explain why literal replications are very rare in our sample and 
why most replications are either constructive or quasirandom. Leading journals in 
neighboring disciplines such as finance (e.g., Journal of Finance) or economics (e.g., 
American Economics Review, Quarterly Journal of Economics) are one step ahead of 
management and have made it compulsory for authors of accepted papers to upload 
their datasets. This makes it possible for other researchers to conduct narrow forms 
of replications (see Harvey, 2019 for a discussion of code and data sharing policies 
in finance and economics). Such open data policies have led to impactful replications 
that uncovered inconsistencies in original studies and resulted in their retraction. A 
recent example from the Journal of Finance, the preeminent journal in the finance 
field, is the literal replication by Guest (2021). Such retractions are even more com-
mon in the natural sciences, as indicated by Retraction Watchs’ list of the top 10 most 
highly cited retracted papers (Retraction Watch, 2021). We did not discover such an 
extreme case during our search for replication studies in management, which solidi-
fies our view that management research may have a blind spot in this regard.

We would also like to highlight that some management journals already have 
similar policies in place. One of the forerunners is Management Science, which has 
required authors of accepted papers to make their data and code available for the 
sake of replicability since 2019 (Management Science, 2021). In our view, more 
journals should follow these examples as this also has important research implica-
tions: Future survey-based or experimental research could investigate the factors or 
barriers that motivate authors to engage in replications and about why they choose 
a particular original study for replication. For example, possible factors or barriers 
include data availability, the impact of the original study, the reputation of the journal 
or the authors of the original study, and tenure requirements. From the perspective 
of the journals, a better understanding of these factors would be an essential pre-
requisite for understanding how to stimulate replication studies. Also, such findings 
would connect to the initial research conducted by Mueller-Langer et al. (2019) who 
have used bibliographic data to understand which studies are chosen for replication 
in economics.

Our third discussion point concerns the confirmation bias that seems to exist in 
management research. Our empirical analysis indicates that replication studies that 
do not confirm the results of the original study are rarely published in the top journals 
and receive fewer citations. This adds to a recent discussion on the practice of vote-
counting in the meta-analytical literature (Anderson & Maxwell, 2016; Maxwell et 
al., 2015) according to which non-significant results should not necessarily be seen 
as failure but as another piece of evidence needed to enhance and move the respec-
tive research field forward. An important step to rectifying this situation would be to 
make editors and reviewers aware of the value of such research in the review process. 
This creation of awareness is already in progress and has been described in several 
recent editorials (e.g., Aguinis et al., 2017; Bergh et al., 2017; De Massis et al., 2020). 
Some top management journals such as Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice have 
also begun to publish non-confirming replications (e.g., Block et al., in press). How-
ever, the process should not stop there. Once a negative or non-result is published, 
the scholarly community needs to acknowledge its existence and give it due credit. 
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From the perspective of a submitting author, it is often more convenient or less risky 
to still reference or cite the original study even though replications could not confirm 
their main results. Editors, publishers, and journal administrators should also learn 
to “celebrate” a non-result or a result that does not confirm prior research. Concern-
ing the nature and extent of the confirmation bias, bibliographic research could ana-
lyze and interpret the forward citations of replications and original studies over time 
to understand what drives this confirmation bias. Similarly, survey-based research 
could ask authors about their citation and referencing behavior to better understand 
their conscious or unconscious motivations to cite a particular replication or original 
study. Moreover, experimental research designs in the form of scenarios or conjoint 
experiments constitute a promising option. Another interesting research direction 
would be to analyze how the confirmation bias interacts with the bias described by 
Mueller-Langer et al. (2019): how does the confirmation bias depend on the impact 
of the replicated article as well as the reputation and quality of the respective authors 
and journals? The question is of high importance as it shows directly how difficult 
or challenging it is to update the most impactful management research and to what 
extent dangerous path dependencies and lock-in situations exist that have already 
been observed in other contextual situations (Arthur, 1989).
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