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Abstract
Finkel, Rusbult,Kumashirg andHannon(2002,Study1) demonstrated causalink between
subjectivecommitmento arelationshipandhow peoplerespondedo hypotheticabetrayalsof
thatrelationship Participantgprimedto think abouttheir commitmentto their partner(high
commnitment)reactedo the betrayalswith reducedexit andneglectresponsesgelativeto those
primedto think abouttheirindependenc&om their partner(low commitment).The priming
manipulationdid not affectconstructivevoice andloyalty responsedAlthoughotherstudies
havedemonstrated correlationbetweensubjectivecommitmentandresponseo betrayal this
studyprovidesthe only experimentagvidencehatinducingchangeso subjectivecommitment
cancausallyaffectforgivenessesponseslhis RegsteredReplicationReportmetaanalytically
combinegheresultsof 16 newdirectreplicationsof the original study,all of which followed a
standardizedvetted,andpre-registeregrotocol. Theresultsshowedittle effectof the priming
manipulationon the forgivenesutcomemeasuredyutit alsodid not observean effectof
priming on subjectivecommitmentsothe manipulationdid notwork asit hadin the original
study.We discusgpossibleexplanationdor the discrepancyetweerthefindingsfrom thisRRR

andtheoriginal study.
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Evenin the closestrelationshipspeoplesometimedetraytheir partnerOsust. Such
betrayalsntroducestressandthe way partnershandlesuchthreatsto their relationshipcanhave
lastingconsequence®ffering forgivenesscanbe moreconstructivethanblamingor retaliating.
Whatmotivatespartnerdo forgive?

Many studiesreportanassociatiorbetweerrelationshipcommitmentandwillingnessto
forgive transgressiong.g.,Cann& Baucom,2004;Fehr,Gelfard, & Nag,2010;Karremans,
VanLange,Ouwerkerk,& Kluwer, 2003;McCullough,Rachal,SandageWorthington,Brown,
& Hight, 1998; Tsang McCullough,& Fincham,2006).As with anycorrelationthough,
disentanglinghedirectionof causalitycanbe challengng. Usinginterdependenciheoryasa
guidingframework,Finkel, Rusbult, Kumashiro,andHannon(2002) providedoneof the only
experimentaddressinghe causakelationshipbetweercommitmentandresponseto betrayal.
Theyuseda priming taskto experimentally manipulatecommitmentlow versushigh) andthen
assessefbrgivenesgesponses.

In Study1 of their paper thefocusof this RRR project,participantsvereprimedby
writing responseto openendedoromptsthatguidedthemto think abouteithertheir dependence
andcommitmento their partner(high commitment)or theirindependencandlack of
commitmento their partner(low commitment) High commitmentpromptsincludedfive items
suchasODescribéwo waysin which you feelthatyour life hasbecomeOlinkedoGyour partner®
andlow commitmentpromptsuseditemssuchasODescribéwvo waysin which you are
independenof your partner.(rhen,in anostensiblyunrelatedstudy,participantsead
description®f 12 hypotheticabetrayalscommittedby their partnerandindicatedhow they
would react.Thesepotentialreactionscorrespondetb four responseéendenciesexit, voice,

loyalty, andneglect(Rusbult,1993;Rusbult,Zembrodt,& Gunn,1982).
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Thefour possiblereactiongo the hypotheticabetrgalsdiffer alongtwo dimensions
(Rusbult1993;Rusbultetal., 1982: constructivédestructiveandactivepassive Exit responses
areactivelydestructivePeopledeliberatelyrespondn away thatharmstherelationship suchas
trying to getevenwith their partner Neglectresponsearepassivelydestructive Peoplerespond
in away thatweakengherelationshipratherthanactively addressinghe betrayal,suchasgiving
their partnerthe Ocoldshoulder.oiceresponseareactively constrictive: Peoplerespondn a
way thatbenefts therelationship suchasdiscussinghe betrayalwith their partnerto understand
why it happenedLoyaltyresponsearepassivelyconstructivePeoplerespondoy waiting for the
situationto improve,suchasby maintainingtheview thattheir partneris agoodpersonor
believingthattheir partnerOsehaviorwasunintentional.

Finkeletal. (2002)predictedthatparticipantexposedo a high-commitmentrime
would exhibit greaterforgivenessreactingto betrayalwith Qesserexit andneglectalongwith
greatevoice andloyaltyO(p. 960)thanwould thoseexposedo alow-commitmentprime. They
observedhe predictedeffectsfor exit andneglectresponsedut not for voice andloyalty
responsesl he effectof thecommitmentprime on exit andneglectresponsebuildson earlier
correlationakesearchshowingthatincreasedcommitmentmay help partnergo respondo
betrayalf trustin lessdestructivevays

This highly cited paperservesasa cornestonefor thetheoreticaimportanceof
relationshipcommitmentasa predictorof relationshipoutcomesincluding forgivenessThe
findings haveimportantimplicationsfor thetheoreticaunderstandingf forgivenessand
assumingheselfreportresponseneasuregpredictactualresponseto betrayal practical
implicationsfor coupletherapyaswell. No directreplicationsof this studyhavebeenpublished.

This RegisteredReplicationReportis designedo provideadirectreplicationof thisinfluential
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finding andto providea morepreciseestimateof the sizeof the effectof thiscommitmentrime
on how peoplereportthattheywould respondo betrayas from aromanticpartner

Theauthorsof the original studynotedthe needfor replicationof the paternin whichthe
prime affectednegativeresponsegexit andneglecttendenciesbut not positiveresponsegvoice
andloyalty), especiallygiventhattheyhadoriginally predictedeffectsfor all four measures
Theyexplained OEto the extenttheserestits arereplicatedn futureworkEsuch findings
suggesthatcommitmentexertsits motivationaleffectspreciselywheresucheffectsaremost
criticalON ontheinhibition of (potentiallydevastatinglestructivampulses® andspeculated
thatit maybe OElessimportantthatclosepartnersenactconstructivebehaviorsEQ(Finkel etal.,
2002,p. 970).

In this project,16 labscompletedndependentpre-registeredirectreplicationsof the
original study,all following the samevettedprotocol. The primary analysisspecifiedin the
protocolinvolvedtestingtheinfluenceof commitmentrime (high vs. low) on exit andneglect
forgivenesgoutcomeghatshowedaneffectin the original study); auxiliary analysegestedhe
influenceof commitmenton voice andloyalty forgivenesgoutcomeghat despiteFinkel etal.Os
hypothesesgid not showaneffectin theoriginal study).* The metaanalyticresultsof these
separat@analysesrepresentedn theresultssection.

Protocol Developmentand Requirements
CheungCampbellandLeBel proposedhis RRR projectanddevelopedhe protocolin

consultatiorwith Eli Finkel, theleadauthorof the original study. Finkel providedall of his

! Notethatthe original studyreportedaninteractionbetweercommitment(high vs. low) andconstructivenessf
forgivenesgesponséddestructivevs. constructiveeventhoughthe authorshadpredictedan effecton all four
measuresThe RRRdid notinclude constructivenesasafactorin the pre-registeredanalyseslnsteadthe RRR
treatedthe two forgivenesoutcomeghatshowedan effectin the original study(exit andneglect)asthe primary
analyseswith the othertwo outcomeghatdid not showan effect (voiceandloyalty) assecondaryAll four
outcomesarepresentedn theresultssection.
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original materialsandreviewedthe protocolandscripts.The protocolis availableon the OSF

projectpagefor this RRR project(https://osf.io/s3hf)

Perspectivesn PsychologicalScienceublicly announced call for laboratories
interestedn participatingin thisreplicationprojed on March2, 2015.The deadlinefor
laboratoriego submittheir applicationto participatewasMarch23,2015.A total of 21 labs
appliedto join thereplicationproject,and16 from 5 countriescompletedhe study.

Eachlab preregisterech detailedplanfor implementingthe approvedprotocolprior to
conductingtheir study,andthe editorreviewedeachplanto ensurehatit mettherequirements
of theprotocol. Thesepre-registeredmplementatiorplansarelinked from the OSFprojectpage.
Labsnotad anydeviationsfrom the standardgorotocolin their pre-registration andtheynotedany
departuresrom their pre-registrationthatoccurredduring datacollectionon their OSFpage All
of theresearchersvolvedin conductingreplicationsaspartof this projectareco-authorson
thisreport.

Participants

Eachstudytesteda minimum of 50 participantan eachprime condition,with
approximateljthe sameproportionof menandwomenin eachcondition(eachstudyincluded
betweer20%and80%womer). As in the original study,participantsvererecruitedexclusively
from undergraduatpsychologyparticipantpoolsor from anequivalentpopulationrecruitedin
otherways All participantsvere18-24 yearsold, with anaverageageof approximatelyl8-21
years Participantsvererequiredto be currentlyinvolvedin adatingrelationshipof atleastone

monthin duration(seeTable1 for demographiénformationabouteachlaboratoryOsample)



RRR:Finkel, Rusbult Kumashiro,& Hannon(2002) 7

Testingsetting

Participantsveretestedn-personreitherindividually or in smallgroups,andwhentested
in groups theycouldnot seetheresponsesf otherparticipantsEachtestingstationwassetup
sothatparticipantscould completeboththe paperandpencilandcomputerbasedcomponent®f
the study.Eachparticipatinglaboratoryuploadedpohotograph®f their testingsettingto their
OSFpage.Thepersonconductingthe experimentadto be atleast20 yearsold, andneededo
haveexperienceollectingexperimentapsychologydataandinteractingwith participants.
Assignmenbf participantgo conditionswasrandomizedy the experimentascriptsothatthe
experimentecouldremainblind to the conditionassignment.
Materials

In the original study,all of the questionnairesrereadministeredisingpaperandpencils
ratherthancomputersFor the RRR protocol,the commitmentrime wasadministeredisinga
paperandpencilquestionnairebut theforgivenessneasuresverecollectedvia a computer

basedQualtrics(www.qualtrics.comsurvey.Theoriginal studyusedverbaldebriefingto assess

suspicionsaboutthelink betweerthe prime andtheforgivenessneasuresThe RRR study
insteaduseda 6-item, computerbasedunneldebriefingquestionnair@asa moresystenaic way

to testfor suspicion All studymaterialsareavailablefrom https://osf.io/s3hft/

Datacollection

Whenthe subjectpool requireda descriptionthe studywasdescribedasbeingaboutthe
participantOdaing relationshipIf participantshadbrokenup with their partnersincesigningup
for the study,theywereinstructedio describeheir mostrecentdatingrelationship R scripts(R
CoreDevelopmeniTeam,2008)wereusedto generatearandomizedrderof condition

assignmentfr menandfor women.Thesescriptsensuredhatapproximatelyequalnumbersof
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peoplewereassignedo eachconditionandthatsimilar proportionof menandwomenwere

assignedo eachcondition(https://osf.io/s3hfi

As in theoriginal study,the experimentetold participantghattheywould be
participatingin two separatetudies(sothattheywould be unawareof thelink betweerthe
commitmentprime andthe forgivenessneasures The useof paperandpencilresponsefor the
commitmentprimeandcomputerizegresentatiotior theforgivenessurveyreinforcedthis
coverstory.Participantaveretold thatthe primary studywould takeonly 20 minutesandwere
askedo helpthe expeimenterOsientoror supervisowith his or herresearciprogramby first
filling outashortopenrendedquestionnairgthe commitmentprime). The coverpageof the
questionnairevasplacedfaceup, andit consistedf aletterfrom the experimenter@senta or
supervisorTheletterincludeda descriptionof the purposeof andinstructionsfor the
guestionnaireaswell asanexpressiorof gratitudeto the participant.The commitmentprime
guestionnairavason the backof this letter. Theitemsin the priming questionnair@ppeain
Table2.

After theycompletedhe priming questionnaireparticipantdurnedit overandproceeded
to thecomputerquestionnaireParticipantgeaddescriptionf 12 hypotheticabetrayals
committedby their partner(e.g.,OYou partnertalksto friendsaboutprivateissuesn your
relationshipOOY oumpartnermakesfun of you whenyou talk aboutyour deepesfearsOind
indicatedhow likely theywould beto reactin avariety of waysusinga 9-pointratingscalefrom
0 (notat all likely to reactthis way) to 8 (extremelylikely to reactthisway). Thevarious
reactionscontributedo exit, voice, loyalty, andneglectindex scoreswith oneitem assessing
eachtendencyin responséo eachscenarioTable3 showsthelist of scerariosandtheresponse

itemscorrespondingo eachforgivenessneasure.
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Following theseforgivenesstems, participantscompletedwo othermeasuresthe 7-item
subjectivecommitmentsubscalef the InvestmenModel Scale(Rusbult,Martz, & Agnew,
1998)to assessheir commitmento their partnerandthe 40-item Balancednventoryof
DesirableRespondindPaulhus1984)to assesself-deception20 items)andimpression
managemenf20items) For the subjectivecommitmentscalg participantandicatedthe extentto
which theyagreedwith statementtike Olwantour relationshipto lastfor avery long timeQor Ol
amcommittedto maintainingmy relationshipwith my partner@singa 9-pointrating scalefrom
0 (donotagreeat all) to 8 (agreecompletely. A singlecommitmentscorewascalculatedor
eachparticipantby reversecodingl item andthenaveraginghe scoresacrosghe 7 items,with
higherscoregepresentingreatersubjectivecommitmentFor the self-deceptiorandimpression
managemendcalesparticipantsrespondedisinga 7-point ratingscalerangingfrom 1 (do not
agreeat all) to 7 (agreecompletely to itemslike Olamfully in controlof my own fateCor Olam
acompletelyrationalperson.@ndicesof selt-deceptiorandimpressiormanagementvere
calculatedollowing Paulhus@coringkey. The negativelykeyeditemswerereversescored(10
itemsfor eachscale),andthenextremescoreqi.e.,a6 or 7) wererecodedo avalueof 1 andall
otherscoresnvererecodedo 0. Thus,the numberof 1sfor eachscalecorrespondetb the
numberof extremeresponsesandthe sumof theserecodedscoredor eachscalecouldrange
from 0 to 20, with higherscores representingyreaterselfreportal selfdeceptiorandimpression
management.

Next, participantgrovidedtheir ageandgenderthe currentstatusof their relationship,
how long theyhadbeeninvolvedwith their partner the exclusivity of their relationshiphow
oftentheysawtheir partner,andhow far awaytheir partnerived atthattime. Finally,

participantscompleteda 6-item funneldebriefingquestionnairgéo assessvhethertheybelieved
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thatthe priming andforgivenessaskswererelatedandwhethertheyrealizedthatotherstudy
participantshadreceiveddifferentprimes(seeTable4). After participantsveredebriefedthe
experimenteenteredhe priming conditionandnameof thelab into the Qualtricssurveyto
ensurehatthe primeandforgivenessneasuresverelinked in the datafile.

Stoppingrules and exclusions

As partof the OSFpreregistration gachlab indicatedits stoppingrule to enddata
collection,andthe editorapprovedheseproceduregprior to pre-registration.Theruleswere
designedo ensurethateachlab would meetthe minimumdatacollectionrequirementgor the
protocolandthatthe decisionto enddatacollectionwould not beinfluencedby theresultsof the
study.

Datafrom participantsvereexcludedrrom analysegor anyof thefollowing reasons:
paticipantswerenotin therequiredagerange(18-24 yearsold), participantsverenot currently
involvedin aromanticrelationship participantdid not follow instructions participantsdid not
completeall tasks participantsvereawareof the differert conditionsof the studyor suspected
thatthetwo studieswerepartof the samestudy(basedn responsefrom the funneldebriefing
guestionnaire)or theexperimengr did notadministertheinstructionsor taskscorrectly.

We createda setof guidelinesfor two levelsof dataexclusiongdueto the numberof
openendedquestionguringthe debriefingportionof the study. Thefirst level of exclusions
includedcaseghatclearly metthe criteriaoutlinedin the protocol,andthe secondevel of
exclusiongncludedcaseghatrequiredjudgmentcalls, suchasparticipantandicatingthatthe
two studiesmay berelatedbecaus¢heybothlook at datingrelationshipsThe analyseseported
herecorrespondo thefirst level of exclusionsAn equivalen setof analysesakingthesecond

level of exclusiongnto accounts availableonthe OSFprojectpage.
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Results

Thegoalof anRRRis to providea precisemeasuref the sizeof aneffectby combining
theresultsof multiple, independentlyonductedlirectreplications.Theresultsof all studiesare
includedregardles®f their outcome providinganunbiasednetaanalysisof theeffect The
analysisdoesnot focuson null-hypothesissignificancetesting.Instead we reportthe meta
analyticeffectsizefor eachoutcomemeasurealongwith the confidencantervalaroundthat
effectsize.Eachindividual laboratorywasprovidedwith anR scriptto analyzetheir datain a
way thatis consistentvith the pre-registeregrotocol Thescriptis availableonthemain OSF
projectpage andeachlaboratoryOsultsareavailableon their OSFprojectpage Jinked from
themainprojectpage.

Theoutputof the scriptbfollowing the pre-registereplanbincludesa measuref the
overalleffect,ignoringgenderon subjectivecommitmentmanipulationcheck),andthe primary
outcomeghatshoweda priming effectin theoriginal study(i.e., exit andneglectmeasures)t
alsoprovidestheresultsfor thevoice andloyalty measureshat despiteFinkel etal.@
hypotheseg]id not showa differential effectof high andlow commitmentprimesin theoriginal
study. Additional analysegprovidedon the OSFprojectpageconsistof modek thatinclude
impressiommanagemerdandself-deceptiomascovariatesanda mediaton analysisof the effect
of subjectivecommitmentor all four outcomemeasure Theanalysisplanfor theindividual lab
analysesvaspreregisteredn theofficial protocol. TheseR scriptswerewritten by EdisonChoe
andreviewedby CourtneySoderbergtthe Centerfor OpenScienceWe verified theaccuracy
of the scriptsby reproducinghe original statisticalresultsreportedby Finkel etal. (2002)from

theirraw data.
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A separatd script,usingthe sameanalysisfunctions,waswritten to conductthe meta
analysisacrosdabs.Thescriptsprovidemetaanalysedor the subjectivecommitment
manipulationcheckaswell asfor thetwo outcomemeasureshatshoweda priming differencein
theoriginal study(exit, neglect)andthetwo thatdid not (voice,loyalty). For eachoutcome
measurewe providea forestplot showingthe overalldifferencebetweerhigh andlow
commitmentprimesin eachlaboratoryresult(seeFiguresl-5). At thetop of eachforestplot we
showthe original resultfrom Finkel etal. (2002),andbelowtheforestplot we providethe
resultsof arandomeffectsmetaanalysisacrosdaboratoriedor thatmeasurgthe metaanalysis
doesnotincludetheoriginal Finkel et al. result).Below thatmetaanalyticresult,we also
providemetaanalysesor a modelthatincludesgenderasa moderatoranda modelthatincludes
genderasa moderatoandimpressiommanagemerandseli-deceptiorascovariatesForestplots
correspondingo all of thereportedmetaanalyticresultsareavailableon OSF, andTable5
reportsboththereliabilities of eachoutcomemeasureandthe metaanalyticcorrelationgetween
outcomemeasures

Thepurposeof anRRRis to evaluatebin a confirmatorymanneBthe sizeof aneffect
observedn anoriginal study.Although Finkel etal. (2002) predictedeffectsof priming on all
four outcomemeasuregsheyonly observedignificanteffectsfor exit andneglect If theRRR
preciselyreplicatectheresultsof the original study, it would observea similarly sizeddifference
for exit andneglect anda similar lack of a differencefor voiceandloyalty. Giventhatonly exit
andneglectshowedeffectsin the original study,thosemeasuregarethe primaryfocusof the
replicationeffort.

We note,though,thatthe original studypredictedeffectsfor all four outcomemeasures.

And, otherpatternof resultscould supportthe broadertheory.For examplejf all four outcome
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measureproducedeffectsin thedirectionshypothesizedby Finkel etal. (negativefor exit and
neglect;positivefor voiceandloyalty), sucha patternwould differ from theresultsof the
original study,butit would be consistentvith the predictionsmadefor the original study.
ManipulationCheck:SubjectiveCommitment

In the original study,subjectivecommitmentratingswere1.33pointshigher(statistically
significant)in the high commitmenthanin thelow commitmenfprime condition.Our meta
analysisshowedanaveragdifferenceof .02 points(95% confidencanterval:-.07 to .10)
betweerthetwo priming conditions(seeFigurel). Thedifferencebetweerthe high andlow
prime conditiors rangedirom -.21 to .29 acrosgheincludedstudies.Thevariability in the effect
sizeamongthe studied(i.e., heterogeneityyvasconsistentvith whatwould be expectedy
chance(! =0, 1?= 0%, H?= 1.00 Q5= 5.35 p =.989).

Figurel showsthatthe overalleffectof the priming conditionon subjectivecommitment
wasnot substantiallynmoderatedy gender Figurel alsoshowsthe metaanalyticeffectof the
differencebetweerhigh andlow priming conditionsin amodelthatincludesbothgenderasa
moderatorandself-deceptiorandimpressiommanagemenrdscovariatesThe patternin the
modelincluding covariateslid not differ substantiallyffrom the modelwithout the covariates.

Overall,acrosghe 16 labs,therewasno evidencehatthe commitmentprime
manipulationinfluencedsubjectivecommitment.

Exit Forgiveness

In the original study,exit ratingswere.65 pointslower (statisticallysignificant)in the
high commitmentprime conditionthanin thelow commitmentrime condition.Our meta
analysisyieldeda differenceof -.06 points(95% confidencanterval:-.17 to .05) with similar

ratingsof exit for thelow andhigh commitmentprime conditiors (seeFigure2). Thedifference
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betweerthe high andlow prime conditiors rangedrom -.42 to .29 acrosgheincludedstudies.
Thevariability in the effectsizeamongthe studieg(i.e., heterogeneity)vasconsistentvith what
would beexpectedy chance(! = 0.038Q 1°= 3.06%, H>=1.08, Qy5= 14.3, p = .496).

Theoveralleffectof the priming conditionon exit forgivenessasnot substantially
moderatedy genderasshownin Figure2. Figure2 alsoshowsthe metaanalyticeffectof the
differencebetweerhigh andlow priming conditionsin amodelthatincludesbothgenderasa
moderatorandself-deceptiorandimpressiommanagemenrdscovariatesThe patternin the
modelincluding covariateslid not differ substantiallyffrom the modelwithout the covariates.

In sum,acrosghe 16 independenkabs,therewasalack of evidencehatpriming
commitmentdecrease exit forgiveness.
NeglectForgiveness

Thefindingsfrom the original studyshowedhatneglectratingswere.42 pointslower
(statisticallysignificant)in the high commitmenfprime conditionthanin thelow commitment
prime condition.Our metaanalysisyieldeda differenceof -.06 points(95% confidencenterval:
-.18t0 .07) with similar ratingsof neglectfor thelow andhigh commitmentprime conditiors
(seeFigure3). Thedifferencebetweerthe high andlow prime conditiors rangedirom -.42to0 .38
acrosgheincludedstudies. Thevariability in the effectsizeamongthe studies(i.e.,
heterogeneityyvasconsistentvith whatwould be expectedy chancg(! = 0.1052 1?= 19.09%,
H%=1.24, Q5= 18.00, p = .258).

Theoveralleffectof the priming conditionon neglectforgivenessvasnot substantially
moderatedy genderasshownin Figure3. Figure3 alsodisplaysthe metaanalyticeffectof the

differencebetweerhigh andlow priming conditionsin amodelthatincludesbothgenderasa
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moderatorandself-deceptiorandimpressiommanagemerdscovariatesThe patternin the
modelincluding covariateslid not differ substantiallyffrom the modelwithout the covariates.

Thefindingsfrom thesestudiesshowthattherewasno effectof the commitmentprime
manipulationon neglectforgiveness.

VoiceForgiveness

In the original study,voiceratingswere.46 pointshigher(not statisticallysignificant)in
the high commitmentprime conditionthanin thelow commitmentprime condition.Our meta
analysisyieldeda differenceof .03 points(95% confidencanterval:-.08 to .13) with similar
ratingsof voicefor thelow andhigh commitmentprime conditiors (seeFigure4). The
differencebetweerthe high andlow prime conditiors rangedirom -.33to .44 acrosshe
includedstudies. Thevariability in the effectsizeamongthe studieg(i.e., heterogeneityyvas
consistentvith whatwould be expectedy chance(! =0, 1= 0%, H>=1.00 Qis=11.19p =
.739.

Theoveralleffectof the priming conditionon voiceforgivenessvasnot substantially
moderatedy genderasshownin Figure4. Figure4 alsodisplaysthe metaanalyticeffectof the
differencebetweerhigh andlow priming conditionsin amodelthatincludesbothgenderasa
moderatorandself-deceptiorandimpressiommanagemerdscovariatesThe patternin the
modelincluding covariateslid not differ substantiallyffrom the modelwithout the covariates.

Overall,thefindingsfrom thesestudiesshowtha therewasno effectof the commitment
manipulationprime on voiceforgiveness.

Loyalty Forgiveness
In theoriginal study,loyalty ratingswere.29 pointshigher(not statisticallysignificant)

in the high commitmentprime conditionthanin thelow commitmentprime condition.Our meta
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analysisyieldeda differenceof .00 points(95% confidencanterval: -.08 to .09) with similar
ratingsof loyalty for thelow andhigh commitmentprime conditiors (seeFigure5). The
differencebetweerthe high andlow prime conditiors rangedirom -.37to .32 acrosshe
includedstudiesThevariability in the effectsizeamongthe studies(i.e., heterogeneityyvas
consistentvith whatwould be expectedy chance! =0, 1= 0%, H?>=1.00 Q5= 8.8L, p =
.887).

Theoveralleffectof the priming conditionon loyalty forgivenesavasnot substantially
moderatedy genderasshownin Figure5. Figure5 alsoshowsthe metaanalyticeffectof the
differencebetweerhigh andlow priming conditionsin amodelthatincludesbothgenderasa
moderatorandself-deceptiorandimpressiommanagemerdscovariatesThe patternin the
modelincluding covariateslid not differ substantiallyffrom the modelwithout the covariates.

Overall,thefindingsfrom thesestudiesshowthattherewasno effectof the commitment
prime manipulationon loyalty forgiveness.

ExploratoryAnalyses

Giventhatthe commitmenfprime manipulationwasnot effectiveacrosgshe studies
exploratoryanalysegxaminedvhethertherewasa correlationbetweersubjectivecommitment
andeachof thefour responseéendenciesThe original studyreporteda negativecorrelation
betweersubjectivecommitmentandeachof the destructiveresponsesxit (r =-.30,p < .01)
andneglect(r =-.29,p <.01). Similarly, in the RRR, greatersubjectivecommitmentwvas
associateavith lessexit andneglectforgivenesgseeTableb).

Theoriginal studydid notreportthe correlationbetweersubjectivecommitmentandthe

constructivaresponsedut we shouldexpectthosecorrelationdo be positive.As expectedin
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the RRR, greatersubjectivecommitmentwasassociateavith morepro-relationshipresponses,
with subjectivecommitmentpositively correlatedwvith bothvoice andloyalty (seeTableb).
General Discussion

Theresultsof this large scale multi-lab directreplicationof Study1 of Finkel etal.
(2002)arenot consistentvith the original resultthata high commitmentprimeleadsto greater
subjectivecommitmentor lessexit andneglectforgivenessesponsethanalow commitment
prime For bothexit andneglect,mostlabsreportedaneffectof thecommitmentprimethatwas
closeto zerq with somelabs(6 for exit, 8 for neglect)finding effectsthatwerenumericallyin
the oppositedirection.For bothexit andneglectthe metaanalyticeffectremainechearzero
whenincludinggenderasa moderatoandwhenincludingimpressiommanagemerandself
deceptiorascovariates.

AlthoughFinkel etal. (2002)hadpredictedaneffectof the commitmentprimeon
constructiveresponseévoice andloyalty), they did not observethoseeffects. Theresultsfrom
this RRR areconsistentvith thatoriginal result Most labsfound effectsof the commitment
primeon bothvoice andloyalty thatwerecloseto zero.And, the metaanalyticeffectremained
nearzerowhenincludinggenderasa moderatoandwhenincludingimpressiommanagement
andself-deceptiorascovariates.

Onereasorwhy theresultsfrom this RRR might havedifferedfrom the original studyis
dueto thefailure of the manipulationcheck.In the original study,participantsn the high-
commitmentprime conditionratedtheir subjectivecommitmentl.33pointshigheron average
(ona9-pointLikert scale)thandid thosein thelow-commitmentprime condition In contrast,
noneof the RRR studiesobservedan effectof the priming conditionon subjectivecommitment,

with ametaanalyticeffectnearzeroandlittle heterogengy acrosdabs.Given that the priming
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manipulation did not yield differentibjective commitment between the conditions, it is not
surprising that we failed to replicate the pattern of findings for the target outcomes, exit and
neglect

It is unclearwhy the RRR studiesobservedo effectof priming on subjective
commitmentwhenthe original studyobserved largeeffect. Giventhe straightforwardhatureof
the priming manipulatiorandthe consistencyf the RRRresultsacrosssettingsijt seems
unlikely thatthe differenceresultedirom extremecontextsensitivityor from cohorteffects(i.e.,
changesn the populationbetweer2002and2015)

Thefindingsfrom this RRR provideno evidencefor (or againstthe causakole of
commitmentn theforgivenesgrocess!Althoughmanystudieshaveobserved correlation
betweersubjectivecommitmentandforgivenesge.g.,Cann& Baucom,2004;Fehretal., 2010;
Karremanstal., 2003;McCulloughetal., 1998;Tsangetal., 2009, Finkel etal. (2002)wasthe
clearesevidenceor a causarole. This RRRdid notfind a causakeffectof subjective
commitmenton forgivenessBut, it alsofoundthe commitmentpriming manipulationto be
ineffectivein changingsubjectivecommitmentThefailure of the commitmentpriming
manipulationto inducea changen subjectivecommitmentieavesopenthe possibilitythata
differentmanipulatiormightreveala causakeffectof subjectivecommitmenton forgiveness.
Futureresearclshoulduseothermanipulationf relationshipcommitmentaswell asmore
sensitiveexperimentatlesignge.g.,a Highly-RepeatedVithin-Person seeMolenaar&
Campbell,2009;Whitsett& Shoda2014)thatmeasurghe causainfluenceof commitmenton
theforgivenesgrocesswithin ratherthanacrossndividuals Suchwithin-persondesignscan

alsorevealheterogeneityacrosgpeoplein how commitmentinfluencesorgiveness.
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Appendix BParticipating Laboratories
LeadLab

IreneCheungHuronUniversity Collegeat Western

Lorne Campbell University of WesternOntario

EtienneP. LeBel, Berkeley Initiativefor Transparency in the Social Sciences (BITSS)
https://osf.io/mfjv8/

A total of 160studentghigh commitmentn = 80; low commitmentn = 80) were
recruitedfrom theintroductorypsychologysubjectpool at the University of WesternOntario.
Participantsvere testedn groupsof 1-4 atatime usingthe providedmaterials following the
official protocol.All participantsverecompensatedith coursecredit.

ParticipatingLabs

BYlentAykuto" lu, Middle EastTechnicalUniversity

Elsin GYndd du-AktYrk, Middle EastTechnicalUniversity
AhmetUysal,Middle EastTechnicalUniversity
https://osf.io/es9ur/

A total of 142 studentghigh commitmenin=72;low commitmenin=70)wererecruited
from the psychologysubjectpool at Middle EastTechnicalUniversityin Turkey. After
exclusionstherewere 107 participantg high commitmenin=55;low commitment=52).
Participantsveretestedn groupsof 1-2 atatime usingthe providedmaterials Our study
materialsweretranslatednto Turkish,butin all otherrespectswe followed the official protocol.
Our preregisterelanspecifiedthatminimumsamplesizewould exceedL00 (50 percondition)
afterexclusionshowever we wereunableto recruitenoughpeopleto meetour targetsample
sizefor onecondition,sowe recruted9 moreparticipants.

CarrieA. Bredow,HopeCollege
LindseyM. RootLuna HopeCollege
https://osf.io/h5rgy/

A total of 160studentghigh commitmenin=81;low commitmenin=79)wererecruited
from the psychologyparticipantpool at HopeCollege.Partcipantsweretestedn groupsof 1-4
atatime usingthe providedmaterials We followed the official protocolin all respects.

PeterA. Caprariello,StonyBrook University
https://osf.io/cgbhn/

A total of 127 students were recruited from the busisabgect pool at Stony Brook
University (high commitment n=64; low commitment n=62; condition information for one
participant was missing due to experimenter error). Participants were tested individually using
the provided materials. We deviated from thigc@l protocol in one respect: At the end of the
study, experimenters entered conditions by code (e.g., "A" or "B") instead of by label (e.g., "high
commitment prime"). One participant, for whom ddion information was missing, was
suspected to have cpheted the study twice, and both eesrifor this individual were excluded
from analyses. All participants were compensated with course credit.
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RodrigoJ. CarcedoUniversity of Salamanca
NoeliaFernindeRouco,University of Cantabria
https://osf.io/sdng/

A total of 100studentghigh commitmenin=50;low commitmenin=50)wererecruited
from the psychologysubjectpool at University of SalamancaParticipantsveretested
individually or in smallgroupsno biggerthan10 atatime usingthe providedmaterals. Our
studymaterialsweretranslatednto Spanishputin all otherrespectsye followed the official
protocol.All participantdook partin this studyvoluntarily. Theydid notreceiveanykind of
compensation.

Kevin J. Carson,The University of Texasat Dallas
ConradA. Corretti, The University of Texasat Dallas
Heidi S. Kane, TheUniversity of Texasat Dallas
RobertA. Ackerman,The University of Texasat Dallas
https://osf.io/n7wqs/

A total of 201 students (high commitment n=101; low commitnner100) were
recruited from the psychology subject pool at the University of Texas at [Réldipants
weretestedn groupsof 1-4 at atime usingthe providedmaterials Deviatingfrom the official
protocol,this replicationattemptwasa joint effort by two separatéabs(i.e.,the PAIR Lab and
the CloseRelationshipsndHealthLab) atthe University of Texasat Dallas.In addition,
becausawo of theresearchergerefaculty, we modifieda portionof the scriptfrom the cover
storyto makeit morebelievableto participantginsteadof saying'one of my professorsWwhen
referencinghe ostensiblyunconnectedtudy,we changedt to "oneof our colleagues.")On our
application we hadsaidwe would screerthe demographicef our samplemidwaythroughdata
collection,andif we foundthatour samplewasolder,we would restrictfuture participantdo be
betweentheagesof 18-19. We furthersaidthatwe would pursuethe samestrategyto ensurethat
our gendetbreakdowrmatchesvhatis requiredby the protocol.Becauseve wereconcerned
thatstickingwith this exactplanmay hurt our chance®f collectingenoughpeoplefor the study,
we askedthe editorif we coulddeviatefrom this protocol.With the editor'sapproval(who was
blind to theactualdata),we restrictecthe agerangeof participantdo 18-21 years.In addition,
we modifiedthe postingof studysessionsothata smallerproportionof thetime slots(or
openingswith thosetime slots)wereavailablefor women.

Rebeccal. Cobb,SimonFraserUniversity
JenniferC. Pink, SimonFraserUniversity
RoanneD. Millman, SimonFraserUniversity
Jill M. Logan,SimonFraserUniversity
https://osf.io/w5gt9/

Of the 176 studentsvho wererecruitedfrom the psychologysubjectpool at SimonFraser
University,173allowedtheir datato beincludedin the study(high commitmentn = 89; low
commitmentn = 84). Participantsveretestedn smallgroups(rangen = 1-9) usingthe
providedmaterialsandwerecompensatetbr their time with coursecredit. We followedthe
official protocolasinstructed.
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NancyL. Collins, University of California, SantaBarbara
JeffreyD. Bowen,University of California, SantaBarbara
LaurenA. Winczewski,University of California, SantaBarbara
ChristopheiBromberg,Universty of California, SantaBarbara
https://osf.io/ghs5e/

A total of 102 studentghigh commitmenmn=52;low commitmenin=50)wererecruited
from the psychologysubjectpool at the University of California, SantaBarbaraParticipants
weretestedn groupsof 1-6 at atime usingthe providedmaterialsandwerecompensatedith
coursecredit. Althoughour preregisterelanspecifiedthatwe would obtainequalnumbersof
menandwomen,our final samplewascomposeaf morewomenthanmen(77 women,25
men).However,within gendergroups,equalnumbersof participantsvereassignedo thehigh
andlow (H/L) commitmentconditions(men:n=13/12;women:n=39/38). Basedon the
exclusioncriteriaprovided,no participantsvereexcludedirom dataanalysis.

ThereséE. DiDonato,Loyola University Maryland
FrankD. Golom,Loyola University Maryland
https://osf.io/2ijkx/

A total of 105studenturrentlyin romanticrelationshipghigh commitmentn = 57; low
commitmentn = 48) wererecruitedfrom the psychologydepartmat's participantpool at Loyola
University Maryland.Participantaveretestedoneor two at a time usingthe providedmaterials,
following the official protocol.Althoughwe attemptedo recruitmaleswho werealsoin
relationshipsthis provedmorediffic ult thanexpectedour pre-registereglanwasto recruit20-
80%femalespurfinal samplehad82%females(n = 86) with only 18% males(n = 19).

PaulT. FuglestadUniversity of North Florida
ChristopheiT. Leone,University of North Florida
JohnS. Kim, LesleyUniversity
https://osf.io/wj2uf/

A total of 124 studentghigh commitmentn = 61; low commitmentn = 63) were
recruitedfrom the psychologyparticipantpool at the University of North Florida. Participants
weretestedn groupsof 1-4 atatime using the providedmaterialsin all respectsve followed
theofficial protocol.Althoughour pre-registerelanspecifiedthatparticipantsvould be
compensatedith coursecredit,we wereunableto recruitenoughmento meetour targetsample
sizewith tha method As aresult,onemanparticipatedn exchangdor $5and10 men
participatedn exchangdor $10.

RebeccaVl. Goldberg MississippiStateUniversity
H. ColleenSinclair,MississippiStateUniversity
Taylor Ritchey,MississippiStateUniversity
ChelseaEllithorpe, MississippiStateUniversity
https://osf.io/cij64/

A total of 111 studentghigh commitmenmn=57;low commitmenin=56)wererecruited
from MississippiStateUniversity. Participantsveretestedn groupsof 1-4 atatime usingthe
provided materials Participantsverecompensateth theform of courseparticipationcreditif in
thesubjectpool or $15if not. Official protocolwasfollowed duringthe administratiorof this
studyandtherewasno deviationfrom the pre-registerecplan.
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LisaB. Hoplock, University of Victoria
DanuAnthony Stinson,University of Victoria
https://osf.io/hg5xc/

A total of 209 students (high commitment n = 103; low commitment n = 105; unknown
condition due to computer error n = 1) were recruited fronpslyehology subject pool at the
University of Victoria. Participants were tested in groups-6fat a time using the provided
materials. We followed the official protocol. Participants were compensated with course credit.

TamaraA. SucharynaUniversity of Manitoba
MarianM. Morry, University of Manitoba
http://osf.io/d43kn/

A total of 187 students(high commitmenin=97;low commitmenmn=90)wererecruited
from the psychologysubjectpool at the University of Manitoba.We followed the official
protocolin all respectsParticipantaveretestedn groupsof 1-10 atatimein acomputetdab
usingthe providedmaterials Participantaverecompensatedith coursecredit.

NatashaD Tidwell, Fort Lewis College
SueKraus,FortLewis College
https://osf.io/ayfd

A total of 101 studentghigh commitmenin=51;low commitmenin=50)wererecruited
from lower division psychologycoursesat Fort Lewis College.Participantsveretestedn groups
of 1-10 atatime usingthe providedmaterials We do not havea traditional subjectpool, so
participantswvererecruitedverballyin classesin all otherrespectsye followed the official
protocol.

MarekVranka,CharlesUniversityin Prague
#t$pinBahn’k, University of WYrzburg
PetrHoudek,University of EconomicsPrague

A total of 162 studentghigh commitmenin=81;low commitmenin=81)wererecruited
from the studentsubjectpool of the PLESSIaboratory Participantaveretestedn groupsof 6-15
atatime usingthe providedmaterials Our studymaterialsweretranslatednto Czech.Dueto
logistic reasonsye distributedprime questionnaireafter participantsvereseatecandwe wrote
downIDs onthe primequestionnaireafterthe participantdeft. In all otherrespectsye
followed the official protocol.We did not deviatefrom our pre-registerecplanin anyway.

JoseC. Yong, SingaporéManagementniversity

NormanP.Li, SingapordManagementniversity

https://osf.io/n3cdk/

A total of 120studentghigh commitmenin=61;low commitmenin=59)wererecruitedfrom the
psychologysubjectpool at SingaporeManagementniversity. Participantsveretestedn groups
of 1-8 atatime usingthe providedmaterials The official protocolwasfollowed precisely.
Althoughour pre-registereglanspecifiedthatparticipantsvould be compensatedith course
credit,we wereunableto recruitenoughpeopleto meetour targetsampe size. Therefore 81
participantgarticipatedn exchangdor $10.

| |
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Tablel

Demographidnformationfor ParticipatingLabs

Other Exclusion Exclusion
Total Male  Female orunreported Mean SD Exclusion Exclusion Exclusion 1&2 1&2
Lab N N N N age age 1 Male l1Female 1 Total Male Female
Original 89 22 67 0 19.13 231 0 0 0 0 0
Aykutoglu 142 46 95 T 2159 213 15 9 3 5 19

Bredow 160 52 108 0 18.79 0.98 4 3 7 17 36
Caprariello 127 66 61 0 19.73 2.74 4 4 8 5 5
Carcedo 100 20 80 0 20.22 1.46 0 0 0 0 3
Carson 201 47 154 0 20.28 2.08 5 20 25 21 78
Cheung 160 46 114 0 18.48 0.96 1 1 2 8 29
Cobb 173 88 85 0 19.6 1.59 12 7 19 14 12
Collins 102 25 77 0 18.84 0.95 0 0 0 0 0
DiDonato 105 19 86 0 19.67 3.48 1 3 4 7 24
Fuglestad 124 28 94 2 22.19 4.97 8 11 20 14 35
Goldberg 111 37 74 0 1941 1.63 0 0 0 0 0
Hoplock 209 46 161 2 19.01 1.55 7 16 24 11 43
Sucharyna 187 81 105 1 1991 3.74 19 17 36 33 53
Tidwell 101 28 72 1 21.31 6.90 5 9 14 7 26
Vranka 162 37 125 0 21.38 1.61 3 6 9 13 38
Yong 120 54 66 0 21.5 1.49 1 6 7 3 10
RRR Total 2284 720 1557 7 - - 85 122 210 168 411
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Table2

Priming Itemsfor EachCommitmenPrime Condition

Condition

Priming ltemd

High Commitment

If your relationshipwereto endin the nearfuture,what
would upsetyou the mostaboutnot beingwith your partner
anymore?

. Whatis thenumberonereasorwhy it would be niceto grow

old with your partner?

. Describetwo waysin which youfeelthatyour life has

becomeOlinkedoOyour partner.

. Whattwo characteristicef your parthnermakeyou think that

you couldbe happyliving togetheiin thelong run?

. Describetwo reasonsvhy you are(or couldbecome)

committedto your relationship.
!

Low Commitment

. Describeoneof the activitiesthatyou enjoyengagingn

whenyour partneris notaround.

. Whatis onetrait thatyour partnerwill developashe/she

growsolder?
|

. Describetwo waysin which you areindependenotf your

partner.
|

. Whatarethetwo mostsalientcharacteristicef your partner?

. Describetwo reasonsvhy people(in generallecome

involvedin romanticrelationships.
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Table3

List of Scenariosandthe ResponsétemsCorrespondingo EachForgivenesMeasure

Scenarid

Responsdtemd

1. Your partnertalksto friends
aboutprivateissuesn your
relationship.

| would tell my partnerthatit will takealongtime to makeit upto me.(E)

| would calmly tell my partnerwhy [Odpreferthatour privatelife remainprivate.(V)
| would assumehatmy partnerprobaby didnOmeanto exposeour privatelife. (L)

| would dwell on how angry| feel, butwouldnOtalk to my partneraboutit. (N)!

2. Your partnemakesfun of you
whenyou talk aboutyour deepest
fears.

| would assumehatmy partnermustfeel very uncomfortableabouttheissueunderlyingmy fears.(L)
| would imaginewaysto obtainrevengen thefuture.(N)

| would makefun of my partneratthe nextavailableopportunity.(E)

| would talk abouthow importantit is thatwe understandachother'sweaknesseqV)!

3. Your partnerbecomesexually
intimatewith anothemperson.

| would retaliate becomingsexuallyintimatewith someonanyself. (E)

| would imaginebreakingup becausehereare"otherfish in thesea".(N)
I would suggesthatwe havea positivetalk aboutsexualmonogamy (V)

| would remindmyselfthatin generalmy partnertreatsmevery well. (L)!

4. Your partnerdeliberatelysays
somethinghathurtsyou badly.

I would askmy partnerwhy he/shehadhurt my feelings.(V)

| would saysomethingequallymeanright backto my partner (E)

| would try to understandhatmy partnemrmay not haveintendedto hurtme. (L)
| would give my partnerthe cold shoulderfor awhile.(N)!

5. Your partnertells friendsabout
anembarrassingecretfrom your
past.

| would imaginewaysto getrevenge(N)

| would yell at my partnemotto do thatagain.(E)

| would assumehatmy partnerdidn'tmeanto embarrassnein front of friends.(L)

| would nicely explainthatl'd preferthatwe keepembarrassingventsto ourselves(V)!

Note: E = exit, V = voice,L = loyalty, andN = neglectl !
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Scenarid

Responsdtemd

6. Your partnerforgetsyour
birthday.

| would calmly remindmy partnerthatit's my birthday.(V)

| would keepmy angerbottledup insideme.(N)

| would assumehatmy partnerwould eventuallyremember(L)
| would considerendingtherelationship (E)!

7. Youfind outthatyour partner
kissedsomeonelseat a party.

| would understandhatthingsgot out of hand,andthatmy partnerbehavedn avery unusuaimanneron that
occasion(L)

| would yell at my partnerabouthow horrible he/shehasbehaved(E)

| would tell my partnerl'm gladthingsdidn'tgo furtherthan"just kissing". (V)

| would feelirritated at my partnerfor awhile.(N)!

8. Your partnerfails to supportyou
whenyouOreeally upset.

| would recognizethatmy partner'dife is busy,anddealwith the situationmyself. (L)

| would decideto quit supportingmy partnersomuchin thefuture.(N)

I would askif my partneris upsetabou somethingandwhetherthatcausechim/herto let medown. (V)
| would tell my partneri'm goingto cut off therelationshipunlessthingsimprovefast. (E)!

9. Your partnerflirts with a
classmate.

| would insistthatmy partnerapologizeto me overandoveragain.(E)

| would suggesthatwe go outto dinnerandhavea constructivealk aboutflirting. (V)
| would recognizethatl sometimedilirt, sol shouldn'tbetoo hardon my partner.(L)

| would behavein a cold mannertowardmy partnerfor awhile.(N)!

10. Your partnerlies to you about
somethingmportant.

| would feelangrythatmy partnercan'tbe honestwith me.(N)

| would tell my partnerthatl'd like usto try andresolvethe situation.(V)

| would try to understandhe situationfrom my partner'spoint of view. (L)
I would comeup with waysto getevenwith my partner.(E)!

Note: E = exit, V = voice,L = loyalty, andN = neglectl !
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Scenarid Responsdtemd

| would quit arguing,but would feel angrythatmy partnerdidn'ttakemy side.(N)

| would imaginethatmy partnerhasstrongfeelingsaboutthis issue becauseisuallyhe/shes on my side.(L)
| would do the samething to my partnerthe nextchance had. (E)

| would exertextraeffort to understanany partner'perspectiveon theissueat hand.(V)!

11. In adisagreemenwith athird
personyour partnertakesthe
otherpersonCside.

| would feel soirritatedthat| wouldn'tbe ableto dealwith the situation.(N)
12. Your partnersayssomethingoad | would forgive my partnerbecausé've donesimilar thingsin the past.(L)
aboutyou behindyour back. | would tell my partnerthatl hopewe canwork outthis problem.(V)
| would getevenby sayingbadthingsaboutmy partnerbehindhis/herback.(E)!

Note: E = exit, V = voice,L = loyalty, andN = neglectl !
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Table 4

Debriefing Questionnaire Items

Items!

1. Did anything about the study seem strange to you, or was there anything you were
wondering about?

2. What was the purpose of the pilot study (administered on paper)?
3. What was the purpose of the main study (administered on the computer)?
4. Were the two studies related in any way? If yes, how?

5. Did completing the pilot study (administered on paper) influence your responses on the
main study (administered on the computer)? If yes, how?

6. In the pilot study (administered on paper), did everybody receive the same writing

prompts? If not, how might these prompts have differed?
!
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Table5

Correlation Matrix for SubjectiveCommitmenandthe Four OutcomeMeasures

Measures 1 2 3 4 S

1. Subjective 91 -.18 -.13 22 10
commitment

2. Exit .79 71 -.14 -.18

3. Neglect .76 -.13 -.19

4. Voice .76 .56

5. Loyalty 72

Notes. Italicizedvaluesonthediagonalrepresentoefficientalphainternalconsistency
estimatesandthevaluesabovethe diagonalrepresenthe correlationamongthe measuresAll

valuesreportedareanalyzednetaanalyticallyacrosdabs.
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Study High Low High - Low [95% CI]
Original 7.06 5.73 ' i 1.33[ 0.53,2.12]
Aykutoglu 6.61 6.73 — -0.12[-0.72,0.47]
Bredow 6.97 6.94 — 0.03[-0.43,0.49]
Caprariello 6.62 6.83 S S -0.21[-0.75,0.33]
Carcedo 6.83 7.03 — -0.20[-0.68,0.29]
Carson 7.05 7.26 . -0.21[-0.71,0.29]
Cheung 6.72 6.54 B — 0.18[-0.35,0.71]
Cobb 6.61 6.59 . — 0.02[-0.46,0.49]
Collins 6.87 6.77 —_— 0.10[-0.52,0.72]
DiDonato 6.93 6.87 ey 0.06 [-0.57,0.69]
Fuglestad 741 7.08 ) 0.02[-0.56, 0.60]
Goldberg 7.48 7.33 — 0.15[-0.23,0.53]
Hoplock 6.62 6.75 ——— -0.13[-0.58,0.32]
Sucharyna 6.83 6.85 [ —— -0.02[-0.55,0.51]
Tidwell 6.83 6.6 b : i 0.24[-0.53,1.00]
Vranka 7.04 6.75 —t 0.29[-0.27,0.84]
Yong 7.07 6.92 [ 0.15[-0.33,0.64]

SUMMARY (Random Effects) :
Main - 0.02[ -0.07,0.10]

Gender Moderator

Overall L 4 0.02[-0.07,0.10]
Male i 0.16[-0.11,0.43]
Female - -0.05[-0.20,0.11]

Gender Moderator, IM & SD Covariates
Overall Q -0.01[-0.09,0.07]
Male ~ 0.12[-0.14,0.39]
Female - -0.07[-0.22,0.08]
I
0.00

-1.00 1.00 2.00 3.00

Difference in Means

Fig. 1: Forest plot of the effect dhe commitment prime manipulation on subjective
commitment with negative effects indicating lower scores for participants ihitfte

commitment primeondition tharthelow commitmenicondition fighBlow). The figure also
shows the metanalytic effect of the commitment prime suabjectivecommitmentwhen gender
was included as a moderator, and when gender was included as a moderator and impression
management and salkception were included as covariafEse data are listed in alphabetical
order by the name of the first author from eagilicating team. For each team, the figure shows
the mearsubjective commitmergcore for thénigh and low commitment primzondition and a
forest plot of the raw mean difference scdmgereffect size markenmmdicate that the study

has greater weighhithe metaanalysis, where the weighttise inverse of the standard etréhe

High-Low column provides the values used in the forest plot.
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Study High Low High - Low [95% CI]
Original 1.85 2.51 —_—. -0.65[-1.10,-0.21]
Aykutoglu 237 225 — 0.12[-0.31, 0.55]
Bredow 1.4 1.82 —— -0.42[-0.80, -0.04]
Caprariello 223 2 —_——. 0.23[-0.20, 0.66]
Carcedo 1.52 1.49 — 0.03[-0.35, 0.42]
Carson 1.41 1.67 ——-d -0.26 [ -0.65, 0.13]
Cheung 1.87 2.08 —_—. -0.22[-0.63, 0.19]
Cobb 212 1.96 —_———y 0.16[-0.22, 0.54]
Collins 1.83 1.93 — . -0.11[-0.53, 0.32]
DiDonato 1.96 2 —_— -0.04[-053, 0.45]
Fuglestad 1.87 2.08 b ; | -0.21[-0.79, 0.36]
Goldberg 1.55 1.79 —. -0.23[-0.61, 0.14]
Hoplock 1.81 1.65 — i 0.16[-0.20, 0.51]
Sucharyna 2 2.04 }—I»—i -0.03[-0.48, 0.41]
Tidwell 1.59 13 — 0.29[-0.19, 0.77]
Vranka 1.61 1.73 - -0.12[-0.55, 0.31]
Yong 2,07 232 —_— -0.25[-0.71, 0.21]

SUMMARY (Random Effects) :
Main - -0.06 [ -0.17,0.05]

Gender Moderator

Overall -0.06 [-0.17,0.05]

-
Male i 0.08[-0.10,0.27 ]
Female ~— -0.11[-0.28,0.05]

Gender Moderator, IM & SD Covariates

Overall -0.05[-0.15,0.06 ]

-
Male ~a— 0.09[-0.09,0.27]
Female - -0.10[-0.24,0.04]

-1.50 -1.00 -0.50 0.00 0.50 1.00

Difference in Means

Fig. 2: Forest plot of the effect dhe commitment prime manipulation on exiith negative

effects indicating lower scores for participants inlilgh commitment primeondition tharthe

low commitmentcondition fighBlow). The figure also shows thmeetaanalyticeffect of the
commitment prime oexit when gender was includes a moderator, and when impression
management and salkception were included as covariafEse data are listed in alphabetical

order by the name of the first author from each replicating team. For each team, the figure shows
the mearexit score for thénigh and low commitment primsondition and a forest plot of the

raw mean difference scorBiggereffect size markernsdicate that the study has greater weight

in the metaanalysis, where the weighttise inverse of the standard etrdheHigh-Low

column provides the values used in the forest plot.
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Study High Low High - Low [95% CI]
Original 3.5 3.92 )—l—i -0.42[-0.81,-0.03]
Aykutoglu 4.5 4.38 i 0.12[-0.25, 0.48]
Bredow 3.03 3.32 —.— -0.29[-0.68, 0.09]
Caprariello 3.44 3.43 0.01[-0.45, 048]
Carcedo 3.03 3.21 . -0.18[-0.60, 0.23]
Carson 2.95 3.34 -0.39[-0.87, 0.09]
Cheung 3.41 3.66 A -0.25[-0.62, 0.12]
Cobb 3.84 3.46 —_—— 0.38[ 0.01, 0.75]
Collins 3.49 3.74 —_——.- -0.25[-0.69, 0.19]
DiDonato 3.51 3.31 0.20[-0.30, 0.70]
Fuglestad 3.26 3.68 -0.42[-0.92, 0.08]
Goldberg 3.32 3.42 I — -0.11[-0.54, 0.32]
Hoplock 3.51 3.49 — 0.02[-0.35, 0.40]
Sucharyna 3.77 3.56 I —— ] 0.20[-0.22, 0.62]
Tidwell 3.44 3.26 0.18[-0.39, 0.75]
Vranka 3.34 3.58 — . -0.24[-0.68, 0.20]
Yong 3.93 3.89 —_——————— 0.03[-0.37, 0.44]
SUMMARY (Random Effects)
Main -~ -0.06 [ -0.18,0.07 ]

Gender Moderator
Overall -~ -0.06 [-0.18, 0.07]
Male i 0.07[-0.14,0.28]
Female i -0.10[-0.28,0.08 ]

Gender Moderator, IM & SD Covariates
Overall -0.06 [-0.18, 0.06 ]

o
Male i 0.07[-0.12,0.25]
Female i -0.10[-0.28,0.08 ]

-1.00 -0.50 0.00 0.50 1.00

Difference in Means

Fig. 3: Forest plot of the effect dhe commitment prime manipulation on negledth negative

effects indicating lower scores for participants inlilgh commitment primeondition tharthe

low commitmentcondition fighBlow). The figure also shows thmeetaanalyticeffect of the
commitment prime oneglectwhen gender was included as a moderator, and when impression
management and salkception were included as covariafEse data are listed alphabetical

order by the name of the first author from each replicating team. For each team, the figure shows
the meameglectscore for thénigh and low commitment primeondition and a forest plot of the

raw mean difference scomBiggereffect sizemarkersindicate that the study has greater weight

in the metaanalysis, where the weight is the inverse of the standard €h@High-Low

column provides the values used in the forest plot.
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Study High Low High - Low [95% CI]
Original 5.39 493 ' ] 0.46 [-0.10,1.02]
Aykutoglu 4.38 4.27 — 0.11[-0.32,0.53]
Bredow 451 4.75 -0.24[-0.74,0.26 ]
Caprariello 4.51 4.84 S -0.33[-0.81,0.14]
Carcedo 5.15 5.11 I —— —1 0.04[-0.39,0.47]
Carson 4.9 4.84 I —— 0.06 [ -0.40,0.53]
Cheung 4.84 4.77 | 0.08[-0.37,0.53]
Cobb 4.83 4.75 A 0.07[-0.33,0.48]
Collins 5 457 - 0.44[-0.01,0.89]
DiDonato 453 4.62 — e -0.09[-0.57,0.39]
Fuglestad 5.03 4.86 0.17[-0.41,0.74]
Goldberg 5.09 491 S 0.18[-0.30,0.65]
Hoplock 4.56 4.76 ——y -0.20[-0.59,0.19]
Sucharyna 4.72 4.57 ——.- 0.15[-0.28,0.57]
Tidwell 4.47 4.57 -0.10[-0.74,0.53]
Vranka 4.63 4.82 P -0.19[-0.62,0.23]
Yong 5.14 4.94 . — | 0.20[-0.18,0.59]

SUMMARY (Random Effects)
Main - 0.03[-0.08,0.13]

Gender Moderator

Overall - 0.03[-0.08,0.14]
Male ——— 0.16 [ -0.16,0.47]
Female - -0.05[-0.17,0.07 ]

Gender Moderator, IM & SD Covariates

Overall - 0.02[-0.08,0.12]
Male e 0.19[-0.07,0.44]

Female R -0.07[-0.19,0.05]
f

-1.00 -0.50 0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50

Difference in Means

Fig. 4: Forest plot of the effect dhe commitment primenanipulation on voicewith negative

effects indicating lower scores for participants inlilgh commitment primeondition tharthe

low commitmentcondition fighBlow). The figure also shows thmeetaanalyticeffect of the
commitment prime on voice whegender was included as a moderator, and when impression
management and salkception were included as covariafEse data are listed in alphabetical

order by the name of the first author from each replicating team. For each team, the figure shows
the meanvoicescore for thénigh and low commitment primeondition and a forest plot of the

raw mean difference scomBiggereffect size markernsdicate that the study has greater weight

in the metaanalysis, wheréhe weight ighe inverse of the standaedror. The High-Low

column provides the values used in the forest plot.
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Study High Low High - Low [95% CI]
Original 41 38 — " 0.29[-0.22,0.81]
Aykutoglu 3.61 3.73 e ] -0.12[-0.47,0.24]
Bredow 3.57 3.79 -y -0.22[-0.63,0.19]
Caprariello 3.67 3.61 [ —— 0.06 [ -0.36, 0.47 ]
Carcedo 3.53 3.47 —_—— 0.06[-0.38,0.49]
Carson 3.97 3.77 T e | 0.20[-0.26,0.67]
Cheung 4.05 3.95 —. 0.10[-0.27,0.47]
Cobb 4 4.02 - -0.02[-0.39,0.36]
Collins 3.82 3.7 —_——— 0.12[-0.34,0.58]
DiDonato 3.42 3.5 e m— -0.07[-0.53,0.39]
Fuglestad 3.86 3.54 0.32[-0.21,0.85]
Goldberg 3.93 3.89 —_ 0.04[-0.36,0.45]
Hoplock 3.78 4 . ] -0.21[-0.55,0.12]
Sucharyna 4.07 3.94 —_—y 0.13[-0.30,0.56]
Tidwell 3.73 4.09 -0.37[-0.91,0.18]
Vranka 3.88 3.87 e e 0.01[-0.39,0.41]
Yong 431 4.15 ———y 0.16[-0.22,0.53]

SUMMARY (Random Effects)
Main > 0.00 [ -0.08, 0.09]

Gender Moderator
Overall - 0.01[-0.07,0.09]
Male i 0.11[-0.08,0.30]
Female - -0.04[-0.18,0.09]

Gender Moderator, IM & SD Covariates
Overall 0.01[-0.08,0.11]

-
Male i 0.11[-0.08,0.29]
Female i -0.04[-0.19,0.11]

-1.00 -0.50 0.00 0.50 1.00

Difference in Means

Fig. 5: Forest plot of the effect of the commitment prime manipulation on loyalty, with negative
effects indicating lower scores for participants in the high commitment prime condition than the
low commitment condition (high — low). The figure also shows the meta-analytic effect of the
commitment prime on loyalty when gender was included as a moderator, and when impression
management and self-deception were included as covariates. The data are listed in alphabetical
order by the name of the first author from each replicating team. For each team, the figure shows
the mean loyalty score for the high and low commitment prime condition and a forest plot of the
raw mean difference score. Bigger effect size markers indicate that the study has greater weight
in the meta-analysis, where the weight is the inverse of the standard error. The High-Low

column provides the values used in the forest plot.



