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Internal Meta-Analysis

Following recommendations in the literature (e.g., Goh et al., 2016), we finalized our analysis
by conducting an internal meta-analysis of Hypotheses 1 and 2 in our two replication studies. By
pooling the results from multiple studies, we aimed to obtain estimates that are more informative
than the individual replication studies. To conduct the internal meta-analysis and generate forest
plots, we used the “meta” package for the R software (Schwarzer, 2007). The corresponding code
for these analyses is available at the Open Science Framework (see https://osf.io/czvu6/).

As seen in Figure 1, the forest plot showed that the 95% confidence interval for the combined
mean difference did not exclude zero and the test for overall effect of luxury possessions on
perceived partner devotion across two replications was nonsignificant (z = -0.86, p = .39). Thus,
Hypothesis 1 was not supported in our replication attempts.

Luxury Nonluxury Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Study 1 481093 127 470 0.87 123 49.7% 0.12[-0.13; 0.37] -
Study 2 481095 128 5.09 1.09 127 50.3% -0.27[-0.52; -0.03] ——
1
Total (95% CI) 255 250 100.0% -0.08 [-0.25; 0.10]
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.0625: Chi? = 4.92, df = 1 (P = 0.03); I2 = 80% f T ! f !
Test for overall effect: Z =-0.86 (P = 0.39) -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1

Figure 1: Forest plot summarizing the overall effect of luxury possessions on perceived partner
devotion (Hypothesis 1).

Hypothesis 2, which examined the extent to which male partner might have contributed
financially to the target woman’s luxurious possessions, however, received support from our
replications. As seen in Figure 2, the confidence interval for combined mean difference excluded
zero and the test for overall effect was significant (z = 9.43, p < .01).

Luxury Nonluxury Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Study 1 51.87 18.67 127 38.16 2219 123 51.7%  0.67 [0.41;0.92] —-
Study 2 54.16 25.77 128 28.56 20.07 127 48.3%  1.11[0.84; 1.37] 1:—.—

|

Total (95% CI) 255 250 100.0%  0.88 [0.70; 1.06] -
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.0786; Chi? = 5.49, df = 1 (P = 0.02); I = 82% P T T
Test for overall effect: Z = 9.43 (P < 0.01) 15 1 05 0 05 1 15

Figure 2: Forest plot summarizing the overall effect of luxury possessions on the perceived
financial contribution of the partner (Hypothesis 2).
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