Study Information
Hypotheses
In each case, SDi refers to the standard deviation of effect sizes across replicators reported in the ith round of the study. 

Round 1: Initial replication task
Round 2: Results after peer review and revision
Round 3: Second replication task
Round 4: Results after second peer review and revision
Round 5: Third replication task
Round 6: Results after third peer review and revision

1. SD1 will be greater than the mean reported standard error of effect sizes, among studies for which a standard error and single effect size can be derived.
2. SDi will have a negative linear or quadratic relationship with i.
3a-3e. For i from 1 to 5, SD(i+1) < SDi
4. Respondents assigned to the peer review condition in stage i will have a smaller SDi than respondents not assigned to peer review, where the stage-i results for anyone who does not submit a revision in stage i is their stage i-1 result.
5. Respondents assigned to the peer review condition in stage i will have a smaller SD(i+1) than respondents not assigned to peer review
6a. For a given peer review pair assigned to review each other in stage i, the difference between their results in stage i will be smaller than the difference between their results in stage i-1.
6b. For a given peer review pair assigned to review each other in stage i, the difference between their results in stage i will be smaller than if they had not been assigned to each other.
2-2 through 6b-2. The hypotheses 2 through 6 will also apply to the analytic sample size, using only stages 1-4.
2-3 through 6b-3. The hypotheses 2 through 6 will also apply to the number of observations determined to be eligible for DACA and in the anlaysis, using only stages 1-4.
2-4 through 6b-4. The hypotheses 2 through 6 will also apply to the number of observations determined to be ineligible for DACA and in the analysis, using only stages 1-4.
Randomization
The peer review stages will have randomly-assigned peer review pairs. The sample will be put into a random ordering, and then pairs will be assigned as the first two people in the order, then the third and fourth people, then fifth and sixth, and so on until 2/3 of the sample is assigned to a peer review pair.
Data collection procedures
1.	Recruitment: Recruitment materials were shared among academic Twitter and LinkedIn communities, by email to all economics departments in the US News and World Report list, as well as all economics departments listed as being at R1 or R2 universities in the United States for which contact information could be found, and by emails to professional organizations CSWEP, CSGGEP, ASHE, Institute for Replication, SCORE, The Replication Network, and Multi100. Initial plans included recruitment via CSQIEP too, but access to the recruitment network came too late.
3.	People are qualified if they: (a) are a graduate student and have at least one published or forthcoming paper in applied microeconomics, (b) are academic faculty with at least some work, published or otherwise, in applied microeconomics, or (c) hold a PhD and work in a nonacademic position where they produce non-published research in applied microeconomics. This includes people from any country.
4.	In recruitment, participants are directed to a sign-up page and told they would be offered coauthorship and $2000 on successful completion of all rounds of the study. To sign up, participants complete a Qualtrics survey and provide their email contact information.
5.	(steps 1-4 above are completed as of the time of preregistration)
6.	Project organizers evaluate the publication record, affiliation, and educational attainment of respondents to determine if they are eligible.
7.	Because there are more participants than the budget is capable of paying for, participants are put in random order. The first 200 are invited to participate, and the rest are informed by email that they are also invited to participate, but may not receive payment based on budgetary restrictions. They are told their position in the random order and informed of how many people in front of them must not complete the study in order for them to receive payment. For example, if someone is in position 205, and five or more people in positions 1-204 do not complete the entirety of the task, then the person in position 205 will have an opportunity to be paid if they are still in the study. At this point participants are directed to a consent form and the replication materials and task are made available, and participants are given a numeric ID.
8.	When participants are done with each task, they submit their replication materials to a Sharepoint repository, and complete another Qualtrics survey. This is true for all six rounds of the study.
9. For peer review tasks, pairs of peer reviewers are randomly assigned by being put in a random order, and then each consecutive pair of two participants is assigned to review each other, until 2/3 of the participants are assigned as reviewers.Analysis Plan
Statistical models
1. SD1 will be greater than the mean reported standard error of effect sizes, among studies for which a standard error and single effect size can be derived.

We will calculate the standard deviation of the reported effect sizes in the first stage, and the mean of the reported standard errors in the first stage, and compare them.

2. SDi will have a negative linear or quadratic relationship with i.

We will take the reported effect sizes from the set of researchers who completed all stages of analysis, and subtract the mean. Then, we will use ordinary least squares to regress the square of this variable on a linear term representing the stage of analysis, or a quadratic for stage, depending on the apparent best-fit relationship in the data. If using a quadratic, the hypothesis is supported only if the effect is negative for all values of i in the data.

3a-3e. For i from 1 to 5, SD(i+1) < SDi

We will use Levene's test, with a median center, to compare the variance of the effect sizes in each stage to the variance of effect sizes in the following stage.

4. Respondents assigned to the peer review condition in stage i will have a smaller SDi than respondents not assigned to peer review, where the stage-i results for anyone who does not submit a revision in stage i is their stage i-1 result.

We will use Levene's test, with a median center, to compare the variance of the effect sizes in stage i among those who were assigned to peer review in stage i against those who were not assigned to peer review in stage i. This will be repeated for stages 2, 4, and 6, and also for these three stages pooled together.

5. Respondents assigned to the peer review condition in stage i will have a smaller SD(i+1) than respondents not assigned to peer review

We will use Levene's test, with a median center, to compare the variance of the effect sizes in stage i+1 among those who were assigned to peer review in stage i against those who were not assigned to peer review in stage i. This will be repeated for stages 2, 4, and 6, and also for these three stages pooled together.

6a. For a given peer review pair assigned to review each other in stage i, the difference between their results in stage i will be smaller than the difference between their results in stage i-1.

We will calculate the absolute difference in effect sizes between each member of a peer review pair in their stage i and stage i-1 results. Then, we will compare the means of these absolute differences across stages using a paired t-test. This analysis will be repeated in stages 2, 4, and 6, and also for these three stages pooled together.

6b. For a given peer review pair assigned to review each other in stage i, the difference between their results in stage i will be smaller than if they had not been assigned to each other.

We will calculate the absolute difference in effect sizes between each member of a peer review pair in their stage i results. Then, we will construct a null distribution of effect size differences by randomly assigning an equal number of fake peer review partnerships and calculating their average within-partnership differences in their stage i results (where anyone who did not submit a revision in stage i uses their stage i-1 results). We will repeat this fake-partnership process 3000 times and calculate the distribution of the mean absolute difference across these 3000 iterations. We will then calculate the actual absolute difference's percentile pct of the null distribution. The p-value will be 2*pct if pct < .5, and 2*(1-pct) if pct >= .5. This analysis will be repeated in stages 2, 4, and 6, and also for all three stages pooled together.

2-2 through 6b-2. The hypotheses 2 through 6 will also apply to the analytic sample size, using only stages 1-4.
2-3 through 6b-3. The hypotheses 2 through 6 will also apply to the number of observations determined to be eligible for DACA and in the anlaysis, using only stages 1-4.
2-4 through 6b-4. The hypotheses 2 through 6 will also apply to the number of observations determined to be ineligible for DACA and in the analysis, using only stages 1-4.

The analysis will be the exact same as for analyses 2-6, except using overall analytic sample size, the number of observations included and eligible for DACA, and the number of observations included and ineligible for DACA instead of effect sizes, respectively, and limiting analysis only to stages 1-4.
Inference criteria
We will use two-sided p-values for each inference, using alpha = .05. There will not be adjustments for multiple hypothesis tests.
Data exclusion
Researchers that do not complete all rounds of the study will be excluded from the main results, although they will be included in exploratory analysis of attrition, and for sensitivity analyses to see if results change with them included where relevant. In the case that there are any observations outside of the "lower and upper fence" of the IQR of the dependent variable being studied (the 75th percentile plus 1.5 times the inter-quartile range as the upper fence, and the 25th percentile minus 1.5 times the inter-quartile range as the lower fence), analysis will be conduced once with all data included, and once with observations outside the fences dropped. 
Exploratory analysis
Responses for all questions in the Research Justification Survey will be described, as well as how their distributions change across the different stages. Both primary authors will, independently, analyze the relationship between (a) researcher characteristics and reported research results in earlier stages, and (b) attrition from the study and reported research results in later stages. We will analyze the relationship between being assigned a peer reviewer and the decision to attrit, or to produce a revision of one's work before the next research task.

