Fig S1. Results of the ancillary analyses including only the data of the 10 labs that strictly
met all inclusion criteria: forest plot of the difference between the Commandments-cheat and
the books-cheat conditions in the self-reported number of matrices solved. For each of the 10
labs that met all the inclusion criteria, the figure shows the mean self-report and sample size
in each condition. The labs are listed in order of the size of the difference between the
conditions (Commandments-cheat condition minus books-cheat condition). The squares show
the observed effect sizes, the error bars represent 95% confidence intervals (Cls), and the size
of each square represents the magnitude of the standard error for the lab’s effect (larger
squares indicate less variability in the estimate). To the right, the figure shows the numerical
values for the effect sizes and 95% Cls. At the top of the figure, the effect from Mazar, Amir,
and Ariely’s (2008) Experiment 1 is shown. The bottom row in the figure presents the
unweighted means of the individual sample means and the outcome of a random-effects
meta-analysis. Note that the meta-analytic estimate of the difference between conditions does
not necessarily equal the difference between the means.

Lab Commandments N Books N Matrices Solved (Cheat) ES 95% ClI
Original result 2.77 56 4.22 50 B 145 [-2.61,-0.29]
klein Selle & Rozmann 3.31 70 3.58 69 —— -0.27 [-1.11, 0.58]
Ferreira-Santos 2867 51 2.85 54 —— -0.19 [-1.14, 0.77]
Meijer 3.02 84 3.18 84 3l -0.15 [-0.75, 0.44]
Wick 3.19 81 3.28 79 —— -0.09 [-1.06, 0.87]
Sutan 468 34 466 87 i 0.02 [-0.79, 0.83]
Vanpaemel 3.61 56 3.44 59 il 0.17 [-0.55, 0.88]
Verschuere 373 64 355 69 s ol 0.18 [-0.55, 0.91]
Wiggins 2.34 62 2.15 61 5 &l 0.19 [-0.51, 0.90]
McCarthy 3.40 50 283 46 —— 0.57 [-0.87, 2.02]
Evans 3.08 53 2.23 57 —— 0.85 [-0.13, 1.83]
Meta-analytic average for 3.30 605 3.17 665 * 0.07 [-0.18, 0.33]

10 commandments effect




Fig. S2. Moderation of the Ten Commandments effect by religiousness for the 10 labs
included in the strict analyses. The scatterplot shows the magnitude of the effect and the
average religiousness score for each lab. The solid line is the best-fitting regression line, and
the dashed lines mark the 95% confidence band around the regression line. The size of each
circle represents the magnitude of the standard error for the lab’s effect (larger circles
indicate less variability).
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Fig S3. Results of the exploratory analyses including the data of all 25 labs that contributed
to the replication project: forest plot of the difference between the self-reported number of
matrices solved in the Commandments-cheat and the number of matrices actually solved in
the Commandments-control condition. For each of the 25 labs, the figure shows the mean
number of matrices and sample size in each condition. The labs are listed in order of the size
of the difference between the conditions (Commandments-cheat condition minus
Commandments-control). The squares show the observed effect sizes, the error bars represent
95% confidence intervals (Cls), and the size of each square represents the magnitude of the
standard error for the lab’s effect (larger squares indicate less variability in the estimate). To
the right, the figure shows the numerical values for the effect sizes and 95% Cls. At the top of
the figure, the effect from Mazar, Amir, and Ariely’s (2008) Experiment 1 is shown. The
bottom row in the figure presents the unweighted means of the individual sample means and
the outcome of a random-effects meta-analysis. Note that the meta-analytic estimate of the
difference between conditions does not necessarily equal the difference between the means.

Lab Cheat N Control N Matrices Sclved (Commandments prime) ES 95% CI
Original result 277 56 3.12 &0 - 0.35 [-1.26, 0.57]
Pennington 2,85 41 292 50 —— 0.07 [-0.84, 0.70]
Meijer 3.02 B4 308 7 L 0.05 [-0.62, 0.52]
Suchotzki 3.83 1] 365 60 —i- 0.18 [-0.52, 0.89]
Tran 383 53 363 52 —a— 0.20 [-0.87, 1.26]
Verschuere 373 64 350 66 — 0.23 [-0.51, 0.97]
Ferrgira-Santos 2,67 51 240 50 —-— 0.27 [-0.84, 1.17]
Loschelder 3.98 59 364 50 —_ 0.34 [-0.40, 1.08]
Acar 3.97 34 355 40 — 0.42 [-0.77, 1.61]
Vanpaemel 3.61 56 3.04 53 - 0.57 [-0.15, 1.29]
Laine 219 53 151 53 —--— 0.68 [-0.04, 1.40]
Wiggins 234 62 155 58 - 0.79 [0.11, 1.46]
Wick 3.8 81 237 83 i 0.81 [0.13, 1.50]
Aczel 3.18 55 23 55 —— 0.87 [0.05, 1.69]
Roets 376 45 285 47 —— 0.90 [0.07, 1.74]
Baskin 331 36 2,36 45 —— 0.95 [-0.05, 1.95]
Koppel an 62 208 55 = 1.02 [0.31, 1.73)
klgin Selle & Rozmann 33 70 222 67 — 1.08 [0.37, 1.81]
Birt 3.04 53 187 52 —— 117 [0.27, 207
Sutan 4.68 34 348 a7 —— 1.19 [ 0.40, 1.98]
Gonzalez-Iraizoz 367 55 238 50 —.— 1.29 [0.33, 2.26)
Evans 3.08 53 1.56 55 —— 1.51 [ 063, 2.40
Blatz 4.31 42 261 51 ——— 1.70 [ 0.55, 2.85
McCarthy 340 50 143 44 —_—— 1.97 [ 0.84, 3.08
Ozdogru 4.45 38 2.44 54 —.— 2.00 [0.90, 31
Holzmeister T.02 60 4.19 59 —_— 283 [1.50, 4.16

Meta-analytic average for
commandments condition




