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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.2016.01.034.

1 Summary

1.1 The paper

Jens asks whether firms delay capital expenditure ahead of an election, using the staggered timing
of U.S. gubernatorial elections as exogenous variation in political uncertainty. She builds a panel
of 216,782 firm-quarter observations from Compustat quarterly data for 1984 through 2008 and
estimates a triple difference whose three treatments are an election in the firm’s headquarters
state, a presidential election year, and the calendar quarter. Investment falls 4.9% in the third
quarter, the quarter immediately preceding a November election, and the decline reaches 15% for
firms most exposed to state policy.

1.2 Replication findings

The headline coefficient does not replicate. The election × Q3 interaction is −0.0390 with a two-
way clustered standard error of 0.0292 (t = −1.34), against the published −0.099∗∗ (0.044). The
sign is right and Q3 remains the most negative of the four quarters, but the effect is less than half
the published size and statistically indistinguishable from zero. Everything around that coefficient
replicates. The sample is 218,865 observations against 216,782, the quarterly seasonal dummies
land within 0.03 of the published values, and state GDP growth, both leverage ratios and firm
size all match. Out of sample on 2009 through 2024 the interaction reverses to +0.0247 (0.0338,
t = 0.73), so the pre-election decline does not appear in post-paper data. Later work by the
original author points the same way. Jens and Page (2024) revisit the gubernatorial-election setting
on Compustat data running from 1981 through 2019, and their coefficient for the quarter before
an election is −0.002 with a standard error of 0.018.
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2 Data

Compustat quarterly fundamentals come from comp.fundq, restricted to industrial-format con-
solidated domestic standard records. SIC codes and the fallback headquarters state come from
comp.company. Point-in-time headquarters state comes from the Bai-Fairhurst-Serfling historical
panel and from Loughran-McDonald annual filing headers. The paper itself draws election results
from CQ Press, state GDP from the Bureau of Economic Analysis, state unemployment from the
Bureau of Labor Statistics, and recession dates from the NBER.

Two of those four state-level sources are reproduced exactly as the paper names them. State
GDP growth is the all-industry current-dollar total from BEA SAGDP, spliced from the SIC-basis
vintage (1963–1997) to the NAICS-basis vintage (1997–2025) at the 1997/1998 boundary so no
growth rate straddles the revision. State unemployment is the seasonally adjusted statewide
LAUS series distributed in the BLS flat file la.data.3.AllStatesS, averaged from months to quar-
ters. Both reproduce the moments the paper prints in Table 1.

The other two are substitutions. CQ Press is a subscription product, so the election calendar
is reconstructed from the statutory gubernatorial cycles, including the odd-year states, the two-
year New Hampshire and Vermont cycles, the Arkansas and Rhode Island cycle changes, and the
2003 California recall. It reproduces the paper’s printed election frequency, 0.2531 against 0.251.
For headquarters state, the Bai-Fairhurst-Serfling panel is primary through 2003, and Loughran-
McDonald annual 10-X business addresses fill its gaps and are primary thereafter. The current
company header serves as a flagged fallback for 10,323 final observations. These are alternative
source vintages, and their effect is reported without forcing the sample or the coefficient toward
the paper.

The sample keeps December fiscal-year-end firms, drops financials (SIC 6000–6999) and util-
ities (SIC 4900–4999), requires positive total assets, requires quarterly capital expenditure strictly
positive and no greater than 1.5 times assets, and requires complete information on every regres-
sor. District of Columbia firms are excluded because the paper’s 1,250 state-years cover 50 states
and DC has no governor. That yields 218,865 firm-quarters across 50 states and 25 years. Nothing
is winsorized. Table 2 of the paper prints a market-to-book maximum of 478.34 and a short-term-
debt maximum of 99.875, so the published sample is untrimmed.

3 Methodology

The dependent variable is investmentit = 100× capxq
it/ATQit, where capxq is the quarterly capital-

expenditure flow. Compustat reports CAPXY year to date, so the flow is the first difference within
a (gvkey, fiscal year) block, with the first fiscal quarter left as the raw value. The reconstructed
maximum, 101.5513, matches the paper’s printed 101.551.

Each column of Table 4 estimates

investmentit = β0 + β1electionst + β2Qt + β3prest + β4(election × Q)st

+ β5(pres × election)st + β6(pres × Q)t + β7(pres × election × Q)st

+ δ′controlsit + αs + αj + αt + ε it,

with controls market-to-book, cash flow, long-term debt over assets, short-term debt over assets,
log market capitalization, state GDP growth, an NBER recession indicator, and the state unem-
ployment rate. Fixed effects are headquarters state, two-digit SIC industry, and calendar year.
Standard errors are double clustered by state and year. The full set of calendar-quarter dummies
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enters every column with one quarter omitted as the base, matching what Table 4 prints, so the
base is Q2 in the Q1, Q3 and Q4 columns and Q3 in the Q2 column.

Key differences from the paper. First, the election calendar is reconstructed from statutory
cycles rather than taken from CQ Press. Second, point-in-time HQ state uses the Bai-Fairhurst-
Serfling panel and Loughran-McDonald filing headers rather than the paper’s exact vintage, with
flagged fallbacks. Third, the Appendix never defines cash flow, so we use income before extraordi-
nary items plus depreciation over assets. Its median of 0.0176 matches the paper’s 0.017, although
its current-vintage tails remain much heavier. Fourth, we read the garbled market-to-book for-
mula as (ATQ − CEQQ + TXTQ + ME)/ATQ, whose positive minimum matches the paper’s
support. Fifth, Table 4 reports an intercept and a presidential election main effect alongside year
fixed effects. A year-invariant regressor cannot be identified next to year fixed effects, so we keep
the fixed effects the table claims and report the main effect as absorbed. Every interaction involv-
ing the presidential election dummy remains identified.

4 Results

4.1 Table 4, the key row across all four columns

Paper Replication

election × Qq Coef SE t Coef SE t

q = 1 +0.005 0.046 0.11 +0.0226 0.0614 0.37
q = 2 +0.045 0.047 0.96 +0.0362 0.0437 0.83
q = 3 −0.099∗∗ 0.044 −2.25 −0.0390 0.0292 −1.34
q = 4 +0.047 0.086 0.55 −0.0204 0.0870 −0.23

Table 1: *
Dependent variable investment, capital expenditure as a percentage of assets times 100. Fixed effects: state, two-digit
SIC industry, calendar year. Standard errors double clustered by state and year. Replication N = 218,865 per column
across 50 states and 25 years; paper N = 216,782 with 1,204 clusters. Paper t-statistics are computed from the printed

coefficients and standard errors. Significance: ∗∗ 5%.

The quarter pattern the paper documents survives in outline. Q3 is the most negative of the
four interactions, Q2 is positive, and Q1 and Q4 sit on top of zero. What does not survive is the
magnitude. At −0.0390 against a sample mean investment rate of 2.0018, the replication implies
a 1.95% pre-election decline where the paper reports 4.9%, and the t-statistic of −1.34 leaves the
estimate inside any conventional confidence region around zero. The gap to the paper is 1.36
paper standard errors, so the two estimates are not statistically distinguishable, but the replication
on its own cannot establish the paper’s claim. The estimate does line up with what later work on
this experiment reports, including the original author’s own.
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4.2 Table 4, column Q3 in full

Paper Replication

Variable Coef SE Coef SE

election 0.031 0.048 −0.0161 0.0220
election × Q3 −0.099∗∗ 0.044 −0.0390 0.0292
pres. election × election 0.109 0.104 0.1267 0.0756
pres. election × Q3 0.033 0.032 0.0256 0.0312
pres. × election × Q3 0.130 0.089 −0.0110 0.0990
∆GDP 5.733∗∗∗ 0.986 5.5427 1.7659
recession 0.010 0.109 −0.1228 0.1000
unemp −0.040∗∗ 0.017 −0.0714 0.0195
Q1 −0.184∗∗∗ 0.017 −0.2199 0.0188
Q3 0.007 0.019 0.0022 0.0150
Q4 0.348∗∗∗ 0.024 0.3665 0.0392
market-to-book 3.1e–4∗∗∗ 1.2e–4 1.7e–4 2.3e–5
cash flow −0.172∗∗∗ 0.037 −0.0987 0.0592
lt debt 0.109∗∗ 0.046 0.1461 0.0347
st debt 0.181∗∗∗ 0.054 0.2150 0.0387
market cap 0.015∗∗∗ 0.005 0.0215 0.0130
Intercept 1.682∗∗∗ 0.185 absorbed
pres. election 0.094 0.108 absorbed

Table 2: *
Replication N = 218,865, paper N = 216,782. Fixed effects: state, two-digit SIC industry, calendar year. Standard

errors double clustered by state and year. The replication estimates unemp with the rate in decimals (−7.144, SE 1.946)
and the table divides by 100 to match the percentage-point units the paper’s printed coefficient implies. Significance:

∗∗∗ 1%, ∗∗ 5%.

Sixteen of the eighteen rows the paper prints for this column are estimated here, and thirteen
of fifteen context comparisons land in the same category as the paper. The seasonal structure is
close: Q1 at −0.2199 against −0.184, Q3 at 0.0022 against 0.007, and Q4 at 0.3665 against 0.348.
State GDP growth comes in at 5.54 against 5.73, which validates the BEA splice. Market-to-book
is 1.7e–4 against 3.1e–4, and cash flow is −0.0987 against −0.172. The current Compustat vintage
still has much heavier tails in both ratios, but the final definitions reproduce their central printed
moments.
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4.3 Out of sample, 2009 through 2024

election × Qq Coef SE t In-sample coef

q = 1 −0.1098 0.0777 −1.41 +0.0226
q = 2 +0.0795 – – +0.0362
q = 3 +0.0247 0.0338 0.73 −0.0390
q = 4 +0.0052 0.0720 0.07 −0.0204

Table 3: *
Same specification, with the date filter moved to 2009–2024. N = 139,482 across 50 states and 16 years. Standard errors

double clustered by state and year. The election calendar extends on the same statutory cycles, treating the 2012
Wisconsin and 2021 California recalls as elections.

The pre-election decline reverses. Investment in election states is 0.0247 percentage points higher in
the third quarter after 2008, with t = 0.73, and the negative interaction now sits in Q1 rather than
Q3. Two mechanisms plausibly drive this. State fiscal cycles changed after the financial crisis, and
the composition of the Compustat quarterly universe shifted toward larger, more geographically
dispersed firms whose capital budgeting is less exposed to any single state’s politics. The in-
sample replication never reproduced the paper’s significant negative effect, so the out-of-sample
reversal cannot be read as decay of an effect this replication established. It is evidence that the
pattern is absent in modern data.

4.4 The same experiment in later work

Jens and Page (2024) return to the gubernatorial-election setting in Financial Management, using
Compustat quarterly data from 1981 through 2019. That window contains the original sample and
adds a decade after it. Their Table 3 Panel B estimates the analogue of the Q3 effect, investment in
the quarter immediately before an election, at −0.002 with a standard error of 0.018. The election
quarter itself is −0.007 (0.017). Neither is distinguishable from zero, and neither is close to the
4.9% decline Jens (2017) reports.

Jens and Page describe these estimates as echoing the earlier finding because the signs stay
negative, and their own headline result is a conditional one. Investment falls around elections
for firms that face high uncertainty and expensive external finance, and those firms draw down
precautionary cash instead of raising outside money. What does not reappear is the unconditional
pre-election decline Jens (2017) documents. Their specification also differs from Table 4 in several
ways. They add firm fixed effects, scale capital expenditure by lagged assets, keep only regularly
scheduled elections, and use a different control set, so their coefficients are not directly comparable
to the ones estimated here. This is corroboration rather than replication. What carries over is the
magnitude. Two separate reconstructions of the same experiment, one of them by the author of
the original paper on a longer sample, put the pre-election capital-expenditure effect close to zero.

The broader mechanism holds up even though this particular coefficient does not. Chen, Ci-
han, Jens, and Page (2023) show that acquirers reshape merger activity around gubernatorial elec-
tions, announcing deals earlier so that the window between announcement and completion clears
the election, shifting targets away from election states, shrinking election-year deals, and paying
cash rather than equity. Atanassov, Julio, and Leng (2024) use close gubernatorial elections and
find that political uncertainty raises research and development spending, which is what treating
R&D as a growth option predicts. Different kinds of investment move in different directions,
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so a quarterly capital-expenditure effect near zero is not evidence that elections leave corporate
decisions alone.

5 Conclusion

This is a partial replication. The sample, the seasonal structure of investment, and the macroeco-
nomic and firm-level controls reproduce the paper closely, which makes a broken implementation
an unlikely explanation for what follows. The paper’s central coefficient does not reproduce. It
is less than half the published magnitude and insignificant, and it reverses sign out of sample.
The statutory calendar remains a proxy for CQ Press, and the historical HQ state is now point-in-
time but comes from alternative source vintages and includes flagged fallbacks. The coefficient
movement is reported as observed, and no source or count was selected to match the paper.

Set against the later literature, this replication is corroborated rather than contradicted. The
particular capital-expenditure effect in Table 4 looks fragile, and the attenuated coefficient here
sits close to what the original author’s own later estimates report on a longer sample. The broader
claim that election uncertainty changes corporate real decisions keeps independent support from
other outcomes.

6


