HEART STRINGS AND PURSE STRINGS

Supplemental Material

“Heart Strings and Purse Strings” Revisited: A Preregistered Replication and
Extension

Pilot Study

Table 1. Correlation Matrix of Emotion Measures and Motivational Goals

Variables
1 2 3 4
1. Disgust score -
2. Sadness score 25** --
3. Change circumstances 66** 45** --
4. Expel and avoid I5** 37** T4** --

Note. *p <.05. **p < .001. Disgust score is the average of 'disgust’ and 'repulsed’
scores, and Sadness score is the average of 'blue,’ 'downhearted," and 'sad’

Replication Study

Table 2. Correlation Matrix of Emotion Measures and Motivational Goals

Variables
1 2 3 4
1. Disgust score --
2. Sadness score -.05 (ns) -
3. Change circumstances S1** A48** --
4. Expel and avoid J9** .08 (ns) 62** --

Note. *p <.05. **p <.001. Disgust score is the average of 'disgust’ and 'repulsed’
scores, and Sadness score is the average of 'blue,’ 'downhearted," and 'sad’
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Ancillary analysis

To further probe the null effects for disgust on prices in the replication study, we conducted
additional analyses to assess if the effect sizes for disgust vs. neutral in the original study and
the effect sizes for disgust vs. neutral in the replication study are in the same 95% confidence
interval. The thought was to examine if the original effect sizes were in the 95% confidence
interval of the replication effect sizes.

We assessed Whether the interval included the effect size (Cohen’s d) values for each
pairwise comparison (disgust vs. neutral on choice prices as well as selling prices) rather than
by calculating on the broad F-statistic which does not provide a nuanced understanding of
effects with respect to each of choice and selling prices®.

First, we calculated the effect size for disgust (vs. neutral) on choice and sell prices from the
F-statistic in the original study.

Following Jacob Cohen’s (1965) formulation (Lakens, 2013),
n?p = (F X dfefrect)/ {(F X dfetrect) + dferrar} ... equation (1)

Computing for the F-stat for disgust on choice/selling prices, i.e., (F(1, 131) = 13.29) in
equation (1),

n% = (13.29%1) / ((13.29%1) + 131) = .092

Given that the confidence intervals around effect size estimates are large (Meyvis et al., 2018;
Simonsohn, 2014), we calculated the 95% CI of the effect size (partial eta-squared) of the F-
statistic to be [.0187, .1240] using RStudio, for subsequent analyses. Thereafter, we
converted each of the upper and lower limit values of the partial eta-squared values to find
the comparable range in terms of Cohen’s d values to compare with the Cohen’s d value in
the current replication (since a pairwise comparison rightfully merits an independent sample
t-test analysis).

Conversion of n% to Cohen’s d to conduct an equitable comparison of effect sizes:

f2=n% (1 — %)

f=v(n% (1-1%)) .....equation (2)

Computing the LL & UL values of 95%CI 1%, value in equation (2),

Lower limit of 95%Cl: f=~(.0187 (1 —.0187))=.135 => Cohen’s d = 2*f = 2* 135 = .27
Upper limit of 95%Cl: f=(.124 (1 —.124)) =329 => Cohen’s d = 2*f = 2*.329 = .658 ~.66

As can be assessed from the calculations, the results of the conversion yielded a 95% CI
range of effect size in terms of Cohen’s d as [.27, .66]. Thus, overall the 95% confidence
interval of the comparison in the original study does not include the effect sizes of the
comparison for disgust vs. neutral for both choice and selling prices in the replication study.

1 The effect size of the partial eta squared of the original study was .092. This did not fall
within the 95% CI of the partial eta squared value of the F-statistic of disgust vs. neutral on
choice and sell prices in the replication study [0, .05].



HEART STRINGS AND PURSE STRINGS

Comparison

Original study's effect

Conversion of LL & UL

Replication study’s

size of 95% CI of n%, value to effect size (of t-
Cohen’s d values statistic)
Disgust (vs. neutral) n% = .092 [.27, .66] Cohen’s d of choice
prices = .12

F(1, 131) = 13.29, p< .01

95% CI [.0187, .124]

[Calculated with the
help of the F-statistic
in R (using MBESS
package)]

95% ClI [-.36, .72]

Cohen’s d of selling
prices = .02

95%Cl [-.61, .70]

Note, because of insufficient information relating to the individual cell sample sizes as well
as a lack of means (and standard deviation) values for each pairwise comparison in the
original study, effect sizes and corresponding 95% ClIs could not be calculated for other

conditions.
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