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learn more information from making more comparisons. In our example, we can learn whether people prefer 
Coke to Pepsi, Coke to Dr. Pepper, and Pepsi to Dr. Pepper. In addition, we can compare multiple treatments to 
no treatment. For instance, maybe people prefer water to any of these three types of sodas. In this chapter and 
the next two chapters, we will consider situations in which we have more than two groups of data to analyze.

CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDING OF THE TOOL

The Study
Have you ever heard the expression “You are what you eat?” Perhaps there is some truth to this statement, at 
least that’s what I say to get myself to eat vegetables without first dousing them in ranch dressing (and washing 
them down with Dr. Pepper). In addition to the importance of eating lots of fruits and vegetables, I understand 
that it is best to eat organic foods. Indeed, there is something that just feels inherently good about eating some-
thing that is “organic.” I don’t know what it is that feels good, but perhaps it is because I am being healthy or 
because eating organic food is good for the environment. I’m not sure, but when eating organic foods, I just feel 
like a particularly good person.

I suppose that sounded a bit obnoxious. However, it may well be how people feel in such circumstances. Paul 
Rozin (1999) contends that our preferences (e.g., for organic foods) may in fact translate into values that affect 
how we perceive the world around us. For instance, people who don’t smoke may “look down upon” people 
who do smoke as smoking is an unhealthy behavior. Likewise, people who eat organic foods may develop a 
sense of superiority, just like I felt good about myself when I consume such food. It is this reasoning that was 
the foundation for an experiment that Kendall Eskine (2012) conducted and that we will discuss now.

In Eskine’s (2012) experiment, 62 undergraduate students learned that they were participating in two unre-
lated studies, a consumer research study and a moral judgment task. Of course, there was just one real experi-
ment. Each participant was randomly assigned to one of three experimental groups. Specifically, participants 
were randomly assigned to either an “organic food” group, a “comfort food” group, or a control food group. In 
the organic food group, participants received a packet of pictures of four organic foods (i.e., apple, spinach, 
tomato, and carrot), each labeled as “USDA Organic.” The comfort food group received a packet of pictures of 
four comfort foods (ice cream, a cookie, chocolate, and a brownie). Finally, the control food group received a 
packet of pictures of four, for lack of a better term, “nondescript foods” (i.e., oatmeal, rice, mustard, and beans). 
To make sure people looked at each food item, they had to rate how desirable they felt the food was.

Let me introduce some terminology that you will read in published research that uses the new statistical tool 
in this chapter. The groups in an experiment are sometimes referred to as conditions, values, and levels (in 
addition to just plain “groups”). All of these terms mean the same thing. If we have an experiment with three 
levels, as we do with Eskine’s (2012) experiment, that simply means there are three groups in the experiment.

Conditions: term used to denote the number of groups in an experiment.

Values: term used to denote the number of groups in an experiment.

Levels: term used to denote the number of groups in an experiment.

After completing their desirability ratings of each of the four foods they saw, participants received a packet 
of six vignettes depicting morally questionable behaviors (e.g., a lawyer walking through a hospital soliciting 
business from victims or a Congressperson accepting bribes). After reading each vignette, participants rated it 
on a 1 (not at all morally wrong) to 7 (very morally wrong) response range. Moral judgment scores were averaged 
across the six vignettes.


