
追試研究に特化した 
専門雑誌『会計科学』

研究・イノベーション学会 
第36回年次学術大会 

企画セッション「挑戦する日本の学術誌」 
2021年10月29日（金） 

報告者：会計科学副編集委員長　北田智久



自己紹介
北田智久（きただともひさ） 
•所属：近畿大学　経営学部 
•専門：会計学（とくに原価計算や管理会計） 
•2020年度の創刊時より『会計科学』副編集委員
長を担当 
•2018~2020：日本原価計算研究学会　学会誌
編集委員 
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報告の流れ

『会計科学』に関する簡単な紹介
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会計研究における再現性の問題を 
扱った研究（Hail et al. 2020）の紹介 

『会計科学』の意義や今後の展望 



『会計科学』とは？
追試に特化した国内初の会計研究の雑誌 
•若手研究者が主体で運営 

創刊に至る背景 
•研究結果の再現性の問題から追試研究は重
要だが，既存の会計学の雑誌とは趣向が合
わない
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研究結果の再現性の問題
他分野における再現性の問題 
•Baker (2016) 
• Natureによるサーベイで，70％以上の研究
者が他者の研究の再現に失敗との回答 

•Camerer et al. (2016) 
•実験経済学の再現性の低さを指摘 

→これらの再現性の懸念は，もちろん会計研
究においても同様に当てはまる
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会計研究における再現性の議論
Hail, L., et al. (2020). "Reproducibility in 
Accounting Research: Views of the 
Research Community." Journal of 
Accounting Research 58(2): 519-543. 
• JAR（会計分野のトップジャーナル）の
2019年のカンファレンスより

6



Hail et al. (2020)によるサーベイ
2019年のJARのカンファレンスへの参加者に
サーベイを実施 
•会計研究者が対象 
•回答者の約45％が教授，約19％が准教授，
約28％が講師，約8％が大学院生 
• 136／167で回答率は81％ 
•Baker (2016)で報告された「Nature」に
おけるサーベイに依拠
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会計学者の再現性に対する認識
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FIG. 1.—The figure plots respondents’ answers to questions whether they believe that there is
a reproducibility crisis in accounting research. Each graph comprises the responses from the
invitees to the 2019 JAR Conference.

findings is a major problem” (Q5), 52% agreed, and 25% disagreed
(figure 1, panel B).7

For comparison, the Nature survey asked whether there was a “crisis of
reproducibility.” Ninety percent of respondents indicated there was some
level of reproducibility crisis, and 3% indicated that there was no crisis.8

7 For parsimony in our discussion, we refer to the combination of “Agree” and “Strongly
agree” as “Agree,” and “Disagree” and “Strongly disagree” as “Disagree” (the subcategories
are reported in the figures).

8 We did not use the word “crisis” in our survey (although it was used in the Nature survey)
because it seems emotive and lacks a clear definition in our context. It is striking that the
Nature respondents indicated a higher degree of concern relative to our respondents even
though the question in the Nature survey was worded more strongly than in our survey (i.e.,
“crisis” versus “major problem”).

半数強が会計研究における
再現性の欠如は問題と認識

会計研究の研究結果における再現性の欠如
は大きな問題ですか？

出典：Hail et al. (2020, 524) Fig1



再現できない結果に対する認識
I think that a failure to reproduce [the results] rarely detracts from the validity of the original 
finding.
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FIG. 4.—The figure plots respondents’ assessment of the following statement: “I think that
a failure to reproduce [the results] rarely detracts from the validity of the original finding”
(Q11.2). The graph comprises the responses from the invitees to the 2019 JAR Conference.

that failure to reproduce the result most often means that the original
finding is wrong. Taken together, the majority of researchers feel that
irreproducibility detracts from the validity of the original findings, but
many are hesitant to conclude that failure to reproduce typically means
the original findings are wrong.

3.5 WHY DOES IRREPRODUCIBILITY OCCUR?
We now turn to the potential causes of irreproducibility. We asked, “how

frequently [respondents] believe each of the following is an important con-
tributing factor in cases in which published results are not reproducible,”
with 11 potential choices (Q12). Results are reported in figure 5, panel A.
Several points are worth noting. Few respondents thought that outright
fraud (“fabricated or falsified results”) was common (see also Bailey, Has-
selback, and Karcher [2001]), but few also thought that bad luck (random
chance) was a major cause. Instead, the leading explanations were based
on researchers’ incentives, with “selective reporting of results” (74%) and
“pressure to publish for career advancement” (55%) thought to always or
very often contribute to the irreproducibility of extant findings. The Nature
survey lists the same two responses as most common, with comparable rela-
tive importance. Thus, irreproducibility is perceived to be mainly driven by
incentives to report favorable results (e.g., through “Hypothesizing After
Results are Known” or HARKing, p-hacking, or selective sampling; see also
Duvendack, Palmer-Jones, and Reed [2017]) rather than by factors such
as weak experimental designs (33%), proprietary data (38%), or poor
statistical analysis (42%). Interestingly, 37% of the respondents believe
that protocols or code not being publicly available contributes always or
very often to irreproducible results, suggesting that journal policies could
play a role in reducing the frequency of irreproducibility.

半数以上が再現性の低さは，オリジナルの研究
の発見事項の妥当性を毀損すると考えている

結果を再現できないことが，元の研究結果の
妥当性を損なうことはめったにないと思う。

出典：Hail et al. (2020, 529) Fig4



会計研究の再現性の程度

公刊された結果の半数弱しか再現できないと回答
10
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FIG. 2.—The figure plots respondents’ answers to questions about the proportion of repro-
ducible and replicable results in accounting research. Each graph comprises the responses
from the invitees to the 2019 JAR Conference.

Because the perceptions about reproducibility potentially differ from
replicability, we also asked the question for replicability (“i.e., the results
could be replicated exactly given the data set and empirical approach de-
scribed in the paper;” Q2). Replicability rates were lower than for repro-
ducibility, as one would expect, with an average of 46% of results expected
to replicate (figure 2, panel B).12 Fifty-three percent of respondents believe
that 50% or more of results would not exactly replicate. These relatively
low expected success rates for reproductions and replications are consis-
tent with the earlier finding that irreproducibility and irreplicability are
perceived to be a major problem by 52% (Q5).

experimental model.” Respondents to the Nature survey estimated that, on average, 58% of
published results were reproducible under that definition.

12 One would expect replicability (as we defined it) to be lower than reproducibility, as the
former can also result from coding errors or difficulties in simply following what the authors
have done in their study.

公刊された結果を厳密に再現できる割合は 
どのくらいだと思いますか？

出典：Hail et al. (2020, 526) Fig2



他人の研究の再現
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FIG. 3.—The figure plots respondents’ answers to questions whether they have tried and failed
to reproduce someone else’s (their own) work published in accounting research. Each graph
comprises the responses from the invitees to the 2019 JAR Conference.

3.4 DOES IRREPRODUCIBILITY MATTER?
The survey answers suggest that the majority of researchers expect that

many results in the accounting literature are unlikely to reproduce. But a
key question is whether this outcome matters and reduces the usefulness of
published findings. We thus asked for the degree of agreement with the fol-
lowing statement: “I think that a failure to reproduce rarely detracts from
the validity of the original finding” (Q11.2). Figure 4 shows that 55% dis-
agree (i.e., believe that failure to reproduce detracts) whereas only 22%
agree (i.e., believe that failure to reproduce rarely detracts.) In the Nature
survey, 49% believe that failure to reproduce detracts, whereas 22% do not.

However, when we asked whether they believe that “a failure to repro-
duce a result most often means that the original finding is wrong” (Q11.1),
the proportions flip. Forty-one percent of our respondents disagree (i.e.,
do not believe the original finding is wrong), whereas 21% agree (i.e.,
think the original finding is wrong). In the Nature survey, 31% think

他人の研究を再現しよう
として，失敗している人
は多い

他人の結果を再現しようとして，失敗した
ことはありますか？

出典：Hail et al. (2020, 528) Fig3



自分の研究の再現

12

528 L. HAIL, M. LANG, AND C. LEUZ

FIG. 3.—The figure plots respondents’ answers to questions whether they have tried and failed
to reproduce someone else’s (their own) work published in accounting research. Each graph
comprises the responses from the invitees to the 2019 JAR Conference.

3.4 DOES IRREPRODUCIBILITY MATTER?
The survey answers suggest that the majority of researchers expect that

many results in the accounting literature are unlikely to reproduce. But a
key question is whether this outcome matters and reduces the usefulness of
published findings. We thus asked for the degree of agreement with the fol-
lowing statement: “I think that a failure to reproduce rarely detracts from
the validity of the original finding” (Q11.2). Figure 4 shows that 55% dis-
agree (i.e., believe that failure to reproduce detracts) whereas only 22%
agree (i.e., believe that failure to reproduce rarely detracts.) In the Nature
survey, 49% believe that failure to reproduce detracts, whereas 22% do not.

However, when we asked whether they believe that “a failure to repro-
duce a result most often means that the original finding is wrong” (Q11.1),
the proportions flip. Forty-one percent of our respondents disagree (i.e.,
do not believe the original finding is wrong), whereas 21% agree (i.e.,
think the original finding is wrong). In the Nature survey, 31% think

自らの結果を再現しようとして，失敗した
ことはありますか？

出典：Hail et al. (2020, 528) Fig3

自らの結果でさえ，
6％もの人が再現失敗



なぜ再現できないのか？

分析結果の選択的な報告や業績へのプレッシャー
13
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FIG. 5.—The figure plots respondents’ answering choices to questions about what factors they
believe to (i) contribute to published accounting research not being reproducible and (ii)
render accounting research more reproducible. Each graph comprises the responses from
the invitees to the 2019 JAR Conference.

3.6 HOW COULD IRREPRODUCIBILITY BE MITIGATED?
Next, we asked “How likely [do] you think the following factors would

be to improve the reproducibility of research?” (Q13). Results for a range
of potential answers are reported in figure 5, panel B. The two most
common responses were “professional incentives for formally reproducing
the work of others” and “professional incentives for adopting practices
that enhance reproducibility.” These answers reinforce the importance
of incentives and, hence, the message from panel A.14 Respondents also

14 Here, our results differ from those in the Nature survey, in which the two predominant
answers were, “better understanding of statistics,” and “more robust experimental design.”

再現不可能な結果に関する主要な要因
（複数回答）

出典：Hail et al. (2020, 530) Fig5



再現できなかった結果はどうなる？
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FIG. 6.—The figure plots respondents’ answers to questions about their attempts to publish
reproductions in accounting research. Each graph comprises the responses from the invitees
to the 2019 JAR Conference.

limitations of code and data sharing policies (e.g., that they require en-
forcement or checking).15

3.7 WHAT HAPPENS WHEN RESEARCHERS ENCOUNTER IRREPRODUCIBILITY?
An obvious question is whether researchers attempt to publish irrepro-

ducible results so that future researchers and policy makers become aware
that the original results may not hold or be robust. We asked: “Have
you ever published a failed attempt to reproduce someone else’s work?”
(Q14.4). Figure 6, panel A, shows that only 7% of respondents have pur-
sued a failed reproduction through to publication. Results are slightly

15 Findings in Chang and Li [2018] suggest that replication is often difficult even when
authors are required to post their data and code.

他人の研究を再現しようとして失敗した試み
をパブリッシュしたことはありますか？

再現できなかった結果はその
多くがお蔵入りとなる

出典：Hail et al. (2020, 532) Fig6



Hail et al. (2020)のまとめ
① 会計学者の間でも，先行研究の結果の半数程度が再現
できないだろうという認識 

② 多くの回答者が他人の結果を再現できなかった経験が
ある 
• 自分の結果でさえ再現できないことが6％ 

③ 再現できないことが研究結果の有用性を損なうと認識
しつつも，再現不可能な結果を見つけたとしてもパブ
リッシュされない 

④ 業績へのプレッシャーや，選択的に結果を報告するこ
とは大きな要因 
• QRPs：p-Hacking，HARking，…

15



再現性を高めるためには？
追試に対するインセンティブや環境の整備 
•コードやデータの公開，オンラインでの追加資
料の活用→他者が追試をしやすくなる 
•ただし，データは公開できないことも多い 
• 企業内部のデータ，データベースとの契約上の問題 

•既存のジャーナルが追試研究を受け入れる 
•ただし，編集委員会や査読者などの負担増 
•研究としてのインパクトの弱さ 
• オリジナルを超えられない？
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再現性を高めるためには？
Pre-registration（プレレジ） 
•実証研究の実施の前に，データの取得の仕方やサン
プル・サイズ，分析方法などの詳細を第三者機関に
登録し，原則的に，登録内容にしたがって研究を遂
行する仕組み 

Registered reports（レジレポ） 
•プレレジの段階で査読を行い，「仮アクセプト」と
なると結果を問わず掲載される仕組み 
• 会計の雑誌でもレジレポを採用した号がある（JAR 
2018 vol. 56 No.2）
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再現性に関して会計学が抱える課題
国や地域によって，会計のルールが異なる 
•「利益」と一口に言っても中身が違うかも
しれない 

トップジャーナルの学術誌（主に欧米）にで
扱われるデータは，米国企業のデータが多い 
•日本の社会システム（例：報酬制度，法律，
規制，文化，etc）とは大きく異なる
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『会計科学』の意義
追試に特化することで，これまで述べた再現性
の問題に僅かながら貢献 
•データやコード，オンライン資料の公開 
•迅速な査読によるチェック 
•研究の独創性・新規性ではなく，追試の手続き
の妥当性を重視 

•紙媒体での配布をしないことによるコスト削減 
•オンラインで論文１本ずつ公表 
•追試による学習効果 
•特に大学院生や若手研究者
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会計科学の展望
追試に特化したカンファレンスの実施 
•再現可能な結果の共有 
•データ・分析ソフトの扱い方の知識共有 

認知度の向上 
•積極的な情報発信 
•学会や研究会等でアピール 
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