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In 2012, the American Political Science Association (APSA)
Council adopted new policies guiding data access and research
transparency in political science. The policies appear as a revi-
sion to APSA’s Guide to Professional Ethics in Political Science.
The revisions were the product of an extended and broad
consultation with a variety of APSA committees and the
association’s membership.1

After adding these changes to the ethics guide, APSA asked
an Ad Hoc Committee of scholars actively discussing data
access and research transparency (DA-RT) to provide guid-
ance for instantiating these general principles in different
research traditions. Although the changes in the ethics guide
articulate a single set of general principles that apply across
the research traditions, it was understood that different
research communities would apply the principles in different
ways. Accordingly, the DA-RT Ad Hoc Committee formed
sub-committees to draft more fine-grained guidelines for
scholars, journal editors, and program managers at funding
agencies who work with one or more of these communities.
The subcommittees have produced circulation drafts for APSA
members’ review and comment. The drafts are titled Guide-
lines for Data Access and Research Transparency in the Quanti-
tative Tradition and Guidelines for Data Access and Research
Transparency in the Qualitative Tradition2 and are attached as
Symposium Appendices A and B.

This article is the lead entry of a PS: Political Science and
Politics symposium on the ethics guide changes described
above, the continuing DA-RT project, and what these endeav-
ors mean for individual political scientists and the discipline.
Its content is as follows. In the first section, we offer a brief
history of how the ethics guide changes came about and our
understanding of the motivations of the diverse group of schol-
ars who work on the DA-RT initiative. In the second section,

we present the changes to the ethics guide. In the third sec-
tion, we work from these changes to offer a broader argument
about the value of greater openness to individual political sci-
entists and to the discipline. We conclude by providing a brief
summary of themes developed in the symposium’s seven sub-
sequent articles and inviting feedback.

With this content in mind, we want to draw your attention
to the fact that DA-RT is an open endeavor. While we are
listed as authors on this particular article, the progress made
in this domain in recent years is the result of the effort of
numerous social scientists. In addition to being open, DA-RT
is an ongoing effort in which any political scientist can par-
ticipate. We hope that you will find in this symposium ways to
increase the value and impact of your efforts as teachers,
researchers, and public servants.

HISTORY

Political science is a diverse discipline comprising multiple,
and sometimes seemingly irretrievably insular, research com-
munities. We could spend much of this introduction (indeed
fill several issues of the journal) on the sociology of academic
disciplines and why they tend to fragment. But recent discus-
sions about openness are a rare and welcome example of dis-
similar scholars finding opportunities for collaboration and
common action.

Several years ago, APSA’s governing council, under the lead-
ership of president Henry E. Brady, began an examination of
research transparency. Its initial concerns were focused on the
growing concern that scholars could not replicate a signifi-
cant number of empirical claims that were being made in the
discipline’s leading journals. There were multiple instances
where scholars would not, or could not, provide information
about how they had selected cases, or how they had derived a
particular conclusion from a specific set of data or observa-
tions. Other scholars refused to share data from which others
could learn. Still other scholars would have been willing to
share their data, but failed to archive them in effective ways,
making the information unavailable for subsequent inquiries.

As political scientists described such episodes to each other,
they realized that scholars from different methodological and
substantive subfields were having similar experiences and
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conversations. In a wide range of circumstances, professional
customs and incentives for sharing information and data were
less well developed than those for producing knowledge claims.
An unusually diverse set of political scientists identified com-
mon concerns and aspirations, both in their reasons for want-
ing greater openness and in the benefits that new practices
could bring.

What is political scientists’ shared interest in openness?
As Elman and Kapiszewski (2014) note, openness is best
understood as a meta standard that applies to all social in-
quiry. All rule-based social inquiry is based on three notions:
first, scholarly communities hold shared and stable beliefs
that research designed and conducted in particular ways
possesses certain characteristics. Second, both the conduct
of social inquiry and the written products that represent
its conclusions are designed to capture those characteris-
tics. Finally, for any given piece of research in a particu-
lar tradition, the ability of scholars to claim the underlying
warrants depends on their showing that it was designed
and conducted in accordance with those rules. The view that
social science is a group activity, requiring inter-subjective
knowledge being created using public processes that are war-
ranted to add value, is common to virtually every scholarly
tradition.

Communities have very different beliefs about what con-
stitutes useful knowledge and how such value is to be
obtained. That said, there is substantial overlap about which
attributes of openness contribute to accurate inter-subjective
knowledge transfer. Our prescriptive methodologies all involve
extracting information from the social world, analyzing the
resulting data, and reaching a conclusion based on a combi-
nation of the evidence and its analysis. No matter whether
the research is, for example, ethnographic field work, a labo-
ratory experiment, or the statistical analysis of a large data
set, they all combine assumptions, decisions, and actions that
produce evidence and analysis. Sharing information about
these assumptions, decisions, and actions is necessary for
scholars to place one another’s meanings in a legitimizing
context. DA-RT is motivated by this premise—the principle
that sharing data and information fuels a culture of open-
ness that promotes effective knowledge transfer.

This justification for openness (the desire to establish a
knowledge claim’s validity) and its general content (showing
both evidence and analysis) are epistemically neutral. They
apply wherever scholars seek to use a shared logic of inquiry
to reach evidence-based conclusions. To this end, a critical
attribute of DA-RT is that it does not impose a uniform set of
standards on political scientists. Instead, it begins from a sim-
ple premise about credibility and legitimacy. In short, schol-

ars who produce knowledge claims want others to have a
rationale for believing those claims. Therefore, DA-RT oper-
ates from a “community standards” approach, where optimal
means of data sharing and research transparency respect and
build from the challenges and opportunities that characterize
various research traditions. Because social scientists use dif-
ferent methods, how a knowledge claim achieves credibility
and legitimacy depends on the type of work. For all research
traditions in political science, our main focus is to better equip
its scholars with incentives and mechanisms for making their
knowledge claims easier for others to interpret and assess
accurately.

That said, the shared commitment to openness places lim-
its on practices that DA-RT can endorse. For example, DA-RT
rules out claims about the credibility and legitimacy of scien-
tific claims based solely on personality cults or on raw exer-
cises in power (i.e., “the claim is true because my minions and
I so testify”). What distinguishes scientific claims from others
is the extent to which scholars attach to their claims publicly
available information about the steps that they took to con-
vert information from the past into conclusions about the past,
present, or future.

The credibility of scientific claims comes, in part, from the
fact that their meaning is, at a minimum, available for other

scholars to rigorously evaluate. In other words, the reason to
believe a scientist’s claim is not because he or she wears a lab
coat, have a PhD, or have published a widely viewed paper in
the past. Appeals to personality or faith, which facilitate infor-
mation transmission in other domains, are not supposed to
be required to access the content of a scientific claim. A claim’s
perceived legitimacy is grounded in the fact that the results
are the product of publicly described processes that in turn
are based on a stable and shared set of beliefs about how knowl-
edge is produced. Such open access to the origins of others’
claims is the hallmark of scientific ways of knowing.

Accordingly, when social scientists fail to document their
assumptions, decisions, and actions and are unwilling or
unable to share this information with others, it limits others’
abilities to understand the meaning of the scientists’ claims.
When such failures are frequent in a research community, the
credibility and legitimacy of the community as a whole are
imperiled. Across the sciences, questions about data sharing
and research transparency are now being increasingly and vig-
orously addressed. Advances in electronic communication not
only expose scholars to a wider set of knowledge claims, but
also give them reasons to expect that data and inferential infor-
mation can be made more readily available. DA-RT is one of
several efforts in the social sciences to advance the cause of
transparency.

Therefore, DA-RT operates from a “community standards” approach, where optimal
means of data sharing and research transparency respect and build from the challenges
and opportunities that characterize various research traditions.
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DA-RT’s distinction is that it is focused on political sci-
ence. Our goal is to provide, through a community standards
approach, individual scholars of every epistemic tradition
opportunities for greater openness, transparency, legitimacy,
and credibility. This goal has motivated a diverse set of schol-
ars to contribute to the DA-RT project. These scholars have
developed a wide range of mechanisms to increase profes-
sional incentives for data sharing and research transparency.
They have also worked to make such activities easier for a
growing range of scholars. DA-RT is a movement that anyone
interested in political science can join.

ETHICS GUIDE CHANGES

APSA’s ethics guidelines now state that “researchers have an
ethical obligation to facilitate the evaluation of their evidence-
based knowledge claims through data access, production trans-
parency, and analytic transparency so that their work can be
tested or replicated.” The three constitutive elements are
defined as follows:

6.1 Data access: Researchers making evidence-based knowledge
claims should reference the data they used to make those
claims. If these are data they themselves generated or col-
lected, researchers should provide access to those data or
explain why they cannot.

6.2 Production transparency: Researchers providing access to data
they themselves generated or collected, should offer a full
account of the procedures used to collect or generate the
data.

6.3 Analytic Transparency: Researchers making evidence-based
knowledge claims should provide a full account of how they
draw their analytic conclusions from the data, i.e., clearly
explicate the links connecting data to conclusions.

6.4 Scholars may be exempted from Data Access and Produc-
tion Transparency in order to (A) address well-founded
privacy and confidentiality concerns, including abiding by
relevant human subjects regulation; and/or (B) comply with
relevant and applicable laws, including copyright. Decisions
to withhold data and a full account of the procedures used
to collect or generate them should be made in good faith
and on reasonable grounds. Researchers must, however,
exercise appropriate restraint in making claims as to the
confidential nature of their sources, and resolve all reason-
able doubts in favor of full disclosure.

6.5 Dependent upon how and where data are stored, access may
involve additional costs to the requesting researcher.

6.6 Researchers who collect or generate data have the right to
use those data first. Hence, scholars may postpone data
access and production transparency for one year after publi-
cation of evidence-based knowledge claims relying on those
data, or such period as may be specified by (1) the journal or
press publishing the claims, or (2) the funding agency sup-
porting the research through which the data were generated
or collected.

6.7 Nothing in this section shall require researchers to transfer
ownership or other proprietary rights they may have.

6.8 As citizens, researchers have an obligation to cooperate with
grand juries, other law enforcement agencies, and institu-
tional officials. Conversely, researchers also have a profes-
sional duty not to divulge the identity of confidential
sources of information or data developed in the course of
research, whether to governmental or nongovernmental
officials or bodies, even though in the present state of Amer-
ican law they run the risk of suffering an applicable penalty.

6.9 Where evidence-based knowledge claims are challenged,
those challenges are to be specific rather than generalized or
vague. Challengers are themselves in the status of authors in
connection with the statements that they make, and there-
fore bear the same responsibilities regarding data access,
production transparency, and analytic transparency as other
authors.

While data access and research transparency are the “default”
settings in the new guidelines, these expectations are con-
tingent on the author not putting people at risk or breaking
the law. Hence concerns about human subjects protections
and copyright limitations are accounted for in the new
language.

With these changes, APSA’s ethics guide is more consis-
tent with current and emerging standards across the sciences.
Where APSA’s previous language emphasized making data
accessible only when findings were challenged, the new guide-
lines recognize data access and research transparency as an
indispensable part of the research endeavor. It is also critical
to notice that the updated language is epistemically neutral: it
respects the integrity of different research traditions, and the
diverse data collection and analytic steps that they take.

The credibility of scientific claims comes, in part, from the fact that their meaning is, at
a minimum, available for other scholars to rigorously evaluate. In other words, the
reason to believe a scientist’s claim is not because they wear a lab coat, have a PhD, or
have published a widely viewed paper in the past. Appeals to personality or faith, which
facilitate information transmission in other domains, are not supposed to be required to
access the content of a scientific claim.

...............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

...............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

PS • January 2014 21https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096513001716 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096513001716


HOW POLITICAL SCIENCE BENEFITS FROM
INCREASED OPENNESS

A more rigorous and self-conscious approach to openness
promises several benefits to political scientists. One way to
categorize these benefits is with respect to the different audi-
ences for political science scholarship.

First, and most obviously, transparency offers an opportu-
nity for members of a particular research community to under-
stand and assess their own scholarship. Data sharing and
research transparency allow a researcher’s audience to evalu-
ate claims and form an evidentiary and logical basis for treat-
ing the claims as valid.

The most widespread (although as we note below, not uni-
versal ) way that this principle is pursued is through replica-
tion. For subfields that hold that inferential procedures are

repeatable, openness is a necessary condition for replication.
For these communities, replication of another’s claims pro-
vides increased confidence in the validity of that work. When
subfields have such confidence, they can devote their atten-
tion to evaluating competing theories of important phenom-
ena. If, by contrast, opportunities for replication are diminished
because of poor data availability or incomplete accounts of
how results were reached, it is impossible to determine the
strength or robustness of findings—which makes confidence
harder to build.

Members of other research communities do not validate
one another’s claims by repeating the analyses that produced
them. In these communities, the justification for transpar-
ency is not replication, but understandability and persuasive-
ness. The more material scholars make available, the more
that they can accurately relate such claims to a legitimating
context. When readers are empowered to make sense of oth-
ers’ arguments in these ways, the more pathways exist for read-
ers to believe and value knowledge claims. Whether scholars
privilege replication, context-specificity, or other ways of eval-
uating the meaning of a knowledge claim, sharing informa-
tion that allow such evaluations facilitates knowledge transfer.
Hence, research openness is a broader ideal, and one from
which scholars can benefit regardless of which viewpoint they
take on replication.

Second, openness is beneficial for scholars outside the
immediate community in which the research is located. Polit-
ical science is a methodologically diverse discipline, and we
are sometimes unable to appreciate how other social scien-
tists generate their conclusions. Mathematical modelers, for
example, often know very little about how cases are selected
in participant observation studies—and many people who seek
meaning in texts have a limited understanding of how other
social scientists try to seek meaning from surveys or com-

puter simulations of war. Higher standards of data access and
research transparency will make cross-border understanding
more attainable.

Other audiences are not focally involved in research.
Instead, they want to use research claims as the basis of action.
Teachers, for example, want to use the claims for pedagogical
purposes. Whether demonstrating substantive arguments
about aspects of the social world, or training students to use
research techniques, teaching is substantially improved by
the availability of exemplary scholarship, with its data and
reasoning on display.

Public and private sector decision makers comprise another
audience. Their main interest is in using knowledge claims to
improve the effectiveness and efficiency of valuable endeav-
ors. Greater openness gives such audiences increased oppor-

tunities to understand how the claims relate to their
aspirations. As Lupia (2014) notes, many decision makers value
information whose veracity they can readily defend in politi-
cized contexts. These decision makers find claims whose ori-
gins are available and accessible more valuable informational
currency than claims whose foundations are hidden.

Beyond general openness, data sharing provides an impor-
tant additional benefit—it allows secondary analysis. Shared
data can be a valuable public good. Secondary analysts can
use data in ways that data originators did not. In the best-case
scenario, secondary data analyses allow authors to derive
meaning from data that need not have occurred to the origi-
nal researcher. When scholars can use research materials in
these diverse ways, the data can become more valuable to sci-
ence and society. Instead of a dataset producing one set of
insights, data sharing gives other scholars the ability to mul-
tiply datas’ value.

Many of these benefits of openness are widely known. We
have found, however, that while the goals of greater data shar-
ing and research transparency are generally accepted, they are
less often followed in practice. Most political scientists to
whom we have spoken find nothing radical or challenging
about the notion that they show the information and analysis
underpinning their evidence-based claims. But as the articles
in this symposium show, there are multiple instances in which
individual actions do not live up to our shared aspirations.

One challenge is that quantitative and qualitative research
traditions lack clearly specified guidelines as to what kinds
of data and research information should be shared. Com-
pounding this problem is a lack of professional incentives for
documenting the evidentiary and logical foundations of
knowledge claims, the temporal and monetary expense that
can be involved in archiving research materials, and the poten-
tial for embarrassment that can come from having one’s work

For subfields that hold that inferential procedures are repeatable, openness is a
necessary condition for replication. For these communities, replication of another’s
claims provides increased confidence in the validity of that work.
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reexamined. These are all substantial headwinds confronting
transparency movements. The question for individual inves-
tigators and the discipline as a whole is whether we can derive
the benefits of greater openness while recognizing, and then
minimizing, the costs.

The contributions to this symposium are motivated prin-
cipally by such challenges and questions.

TOPIC OF THE SYMPOSIUM: NEXT STEPS IN DATA
ACCESS AND RESEARCH TRANSPARENCY

This symposium contains seven articles on DA-RT-related
activities. Each article is written by scholars interested in inves-
tigating the benefits of greater openness and offering ideas
about how to make data access and research transparency more
viable and incentive-compatible activities for all political sci-
entists. The distinct contribution of each article to this cause
is to identify where potential gains from openness are appar-

ent but not yet fully realized. In each case, the authors seek to
reconcile individual incentives, existing norms, and possible
ways of changing rewards and technology to increase the fre-
quency and effect of greater openness.

This introduction is followed by two articles focused on
qualitative research. Colin Elman and Diana Kapiszewski dis-
cuss how openness is instantiated differently in diverse qual-
itative research traditions. They illustrate this discussion with
a brief account of some concerns that arise when making pro-
cess tracing research transparent. Andrew Moravscik shows
how a practice called active citation can be implemented to
increase the credibility and legitimacy of a wide range of qual-
itative research.

The next two articles (Arthur Lupia and George Alter, and
Allan Dafoe) concentrate on large-N observational studies.
Lupia and Alter discuss general opportunities for, and chal-
lenges to, increased openness that face quantitative scholars.
Dafoe cites the benefits of sharing complete replication files
for scholars who base conclusions on various forms of high-N
statistical inference.

Rose McDermott focuses on experimental research. She dis-
cusses several innovative openness proposals in that domain
including experimental registries—a system where scholars
commit to publicizing their research designs before collecting
data so that readers can better evaluate the meaning and gen-
eralizability of experimental results.The symposium concludes
with articles by Thomas M. Carsey and John Ishiyama on the
topic of how to implement critical elements of the DA-RT
agenda. Carsey, director of the Odum Institute, describes new
and emerging archiving opportunities and makes a strong argu-
ment for how the success of such opportunities is tied to deci-

sions that we make about graduate student training. Isihiyama,
lead editor of the American Political Science Review, describes
the different ways in which journals are adapting to calls for
greater openness. He concludes by offering a number of differ-
ent ways that journals can better address demands for greater
openness, including replication studies.

In many areas of the discipline, there are limited incen-
tives to increase openness. At the same time, there are multi-
ple levers the discipline can pull to increase openness’s
incentive compatibility for the purpose of augmenting politi-
cal science’s legitimacy. These levers include changing disci-
plinary norms so that data production is valued for promotion
and tenure, developing software tools to lower barriers to entry
for curating data (for example, the Active Citation Editor (ACE)
and the Live Active Citation Editor (LACE) in qualitative
research), and incentivizing graduate students for greater open-
ness from the beginning of their careers.3

Each contributor to this symposium offers creative ideas
about how to move forward and each of their views has
informed our own. Taken together, the articles make the case
that openness is an indispensable element of credible research
and rigorous analysis, and hence essential to both making and
demonstrating scientific progress. These articles represent the
great energy for increased credibility that a deeper and more
sustained commitment to DA-RT principles can bring.

If you are not yet familiar with DA-RT, the changes to the
ethics guide, and their implications for future activity in our
discipline, then this symposium is a good place to learn more
about these topics. Having engaged the materials, we hope
that you will join our effort. Admission is free, and we can use
all the help that you can offer. �

N O T E S

1. The first DA-RT text was drafted by an Ad Hoc Committee, which con-
sisted of Arthur Lupia (University of Michigan), Colin Elman (Syracuse
University), George C. Alter (University of Michigan), Brian D. Humes
(National Science Foundation), Diana Kapiszewski (Georgetown Univer-
sity), Rose McDermott (Brown University), Ron Rogowski (University of
California, Los Angeles), S. Laurel Weldon (Purdue University), and Rick
Wilson (Rice University). The suggested changes were reviewed and
amended by APSA’s Committee on Professional Ethics, Rights, and Free-
doms, which consisted of Richard G.C. Johnston (University of British
Columbia), Michael Lienesch (University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill ),
Marion Smiley (Brandeis University), Philip A. Schrodt (Pennsylvania
State University), Sarah Birch (University of Essex), and Christian Daven-
port (University of Notre Dame). At the spring 2012 APSA Council Meet-
ing in Chicago, the council adopted the language put forward by the
Ethics Committee as APSA policy. The language was posted to APSANET
and circulated to the membership. Following that consultation, the council
at its October 2012 meeting formally voted to include the new language in
the association’s Guide to Professional Ethics.

2. To ensure continuity, and so that the process could benefit from the
Ad Hoc Committee’s expertise, the follow-on committees include a

The distinct contribution of each article is to identify where potential gains from
openness are apparent but not yet fully realized. In each case, the authors seek to
reconcile individual incentives, existing norms, and possible ways of changing rewards
and technology to increase the frequency and effect of greater openness.
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combination of the original members and newly invited participants. The
qualitative committee is chaired by Colin Elman (Syracuse University),
and includes Diana Kapiszewski (Georgetown University), Rose McDer-
mott (Brown University), Andrew Moravcsik (Princeton University),
Brian Humes (National Science Foundation), Elizabeth Saunders (George
Washington University), and Marc Trachtenberg (University of California,
Los Angeles). The quantitative committee is chaired by George Alter (Uni-
versity of Michigan and Director of ICPSR), and includes Arthur Lupia
(University of Michigan), Brian Humes (National Science Foundation),
Gary King (Harvard University), Christopher Zorn (Pennsylvania State
University), Rick K. Wilson (Rice University), Michael Alvarez (California
Institute of Technology), Dara Strolovitch (University of Minnesota), Tom
Carsey (University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill ), and Valerie Martinez-
Ebers (APSR and University of North Texas).

3. ACE and LACE are currently in development at Syracuse University’s
Qualitative Data Repository.
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