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This report was generated autonomously by an AI replication pipeline for the “Does Empirical Finance
Replicate?” project. It documents one attempt to reproduce the paper’s main analysis from the data and
methods described below. Individual replications may contain mistakes. Treat the numbers as estimates
to be checked, not as a verdict on the original paper. Original article: doi:10.1016/j.jfineco.2013.04.006.

1 Summary

1.1 The Paper

Amore, Schneider, and Žaldokas ask whether an increase in bank credit supply raises corporate
innovation. They combine NBER patent records with Compustat manufacturing firms from 1976
through 1995 and exploit the staggered interstate banking deregulation across states. Their Pois-
son models include firm and year fixed effects, industry trends, lagged controls, and state clus-
tered standard errors. Table 3 column 4 reports that deregulation increases expected patent counts
by 12.6 percent.

1.2 Replication Findings

The replication finds a positive but weaker headline effect. Table 3 column 4 produces 0.063477
with a state clustered standard error of 0.037808 and a t statistic of 1.6790, against the paper’s
0.1188 with a standard error of 0.0397. The replicated estimate is marginally significant at 10
percent rather than at the paper’s 1 percent level. Treatment is assigned from the Compustat
company header state, which the paper describes as the last state of operations. A later out of
sample test is not identified, because nationwide deregulation leaves no untreated state cohort.

2 Data

The paper uses the NBER 2006 Patent Data Project, Compustat annual fundamentals and company
locations, and state interstate banking deregulation dates. The replication reads patent application
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and assignee records from the NBER assignee file pat76 06 assgasc, maps assignees to firms
through the date valid blocks of the NBER dynamic assignee file dynass, and retains the successful
company matches flagged in pdpcohdr. It links these records by GVKEY to Compustat annual
fundamentals (comp.funda) and the Compustat company header (comp.company). The treatment
schedule follows the published state interstate banking deregulation dates.

The sample covers 1976 through 1995. It keeps US firms with positive assets and sales, SIC codes
no greater than 4000, and headquarters outside Delaware and South Dakota. The complete pre
separation sample has 25,888 firm years. Poisson fixed effect separation leaves 22,211 observa-
tions, 2,214 firms, and 48 state clusters. The paper reports 18,066 estimation observations but no
firm or cluster count. Current source vintages raise N by 22.9 percent.

3 Methodology

The dependent variable is

PatentCountit = ∑
p

1{p is assigned to firm i and applied for in t}.

The conditional mean is exponential in the state deregulation indicator, lagged firm controls, firm
fixed effects, and year fixed effects. Every specification includes the leave one out mean patent
count for the firm’s three digit SIC industry and year. Column 2 adds log sales and log capital per
employee. Column 3 adds log R&D stock. Column 4 adds log age, HHI, ROA, tangibility, and
cash. The R&D stock depreciates at 15 percent. Pyfixest estimates the Poisson QMLE and clusters
CRV1 standard errors by headquarters state.

Key differences from the paper. The Compustat company header carries a 2026 last known state
rather than the paper’s vintage, and the public NBER dynamic match can differ from the historical
link available to the authors. The paper does not state how fiscal years align with patent appli-
cation years, so the replication matches calendar application year to Compustat fiscal year. These
vintage and timing limitations can alter treatment assignment, sample composition, and precision.
The replication keeps the header state rather than substituting a point in time headquarters panel,
which would change the paper’s stated treatment object.
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4 Results

4.1 Table 3 Innovation Outcomes

Table 1: Poisson estimates for patent counts
Column Variable Repl. coef. Repl. SE Paper coef. Paper SE

1 Interstate deregulation 0.0364 0.0477 0.1293 0.0639
2 Interstate deregulation 0.0381 0.0399 0.1168 0.0472
2 Log sales 0.7432 0.0621 0.7096 0.0626
2 Log K/L 0.1407 0.0731 0.2566 0.0632
3 Interstate deregulation 0.0531 0.0466 0.1169 0.0450
3 Log sales 0.4805 0.0518 0.4980 0.0782
3 Log K/L 0.1198 0.0741 0.2443 0.0764
3 Log R&D stock 0.4354 0.0805 0.3629 0.1194
4 Interstate deregulation 0.0635 0.0378 0.1188 0.0397
4 Log sales 0.5324 0.0584 0.5360 0.0901
4 Log K/L 0.1311 0.0630 0.1969 0.0789
4 Log R&D stock 0.4332 0.1024 0.3264 0.1196

Firm and year fixed effects in every column. State clustered standard errors.
Replication N 22,211 and 2,214 firms. Paper N 18,066; paper firm count not reported.

The treatment estimates stay positive in every column, but none matches the paper’s precision.
Column 1 estimates 0.036421 with t 0.7630. Columns 2 and 3 estimate 0.038075 and 0.053115 with
t statistics of 0.9546 and 1.1396. Column 4 rises to 0.063477 with t 1.6790. The control estimates
track the paper more closely. Column 4 log sales equals 0.532352 versus 0.5360 in the paper, and
log R&D stock equals 0.433189 versus 0.3264. Current source coverage and the unavailable paper
vintage can explain the larger sample and the weaker treatment precision without implying a
specification error.

4.2 Out of Sample Assessment

The policy design offers no valid later comparison. The IBBEA took effect nationwide in 1995, and
the final state without an earlier law transitions by 1997. Firm fixed effects therefore absorb any
post sample treatment indicator. A later regression would not test the paper’s staggered difference
in differences claim.
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