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Along the x-axis, we have the factor 
of comfort food status with its two lev-
els. For the other factor, soup consump-
tion, we have shaded bars for its two 
levels. On the y-axis, we have the depen-
dent variable of number of relationship 
words completed.

Let’s go through Troisi and Gabriel’s 
(2011) presentation of the interaction in 
the order in which they presented it. 
Starting with the Comfort Food group, 
we see that people who consumed the 
soup had higher scores on the depen-
dent variable than people who did not 
consume the soup. You know that if you 
want to compare two means to see 
whether one is significantly different 
from the other, you conduct a t test. 
That is what these researchers did in the 
first four lines of these results:

Among participants for whom 
chicken noodle soup was a 
comfort food, those who had 
consumed it completed more 
relationship-related words (M = 
1.60, SD = 0.56) than did those 
who had not consumed it (M = 
1.29, SD = 0.53), t(56) = −2.18, p 
< .05, d = 0.57. (p. 749)

As you can see, the difference in num-
ber of relationship words completed 
between people who did and did not eat soup was statistically significant among participants who considered 
soup to be a comfort food.

But what about people who did not consider soup to be a comfort food? Was there a statistically significant 
difference in the number of relationship words that these participants completed? To find out, we need to do 
another t test, this one to compare people who did and did not consume soup among those who did not con-
sider soup to be a comfort food. Here is what Troisi and Gabriel (2011) reported:

However, among participants for whom chicken noodle soup was not a comfort food, there were no 
differences in the number of relationship words completed between those who had consumed the soup 
(M = 1.11, SD = 0.75) and those who had not (M = 1.31, SD = 0.68), t(51) = 1.00, p = .32, d = 0.28. (p. 749)

Among participants who did not consider soup to be a comfort food, there was no significant difference in the 
number of relationship words completed based on whether they ate soup.

In sum, when people considered soup to be a comfort food, they completed more relationship-related words 
after eating soup than after not eating soup. When people did not consider soup to be a comfort food, it made no 
difference whether they ate soup. Therefore, the hypothesized interaction between the two factors was supported.

Figure 11.7    �Interaction on Number of Relationship Words 
Completed in Troisi and Gabriel (2011)
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Source: Troisi, J. D., & Gabriel, S. (2011). Chicken soup really is good for the soul: 
“Comfort food” fulfills the need to belong. Psychological Science, 22, 747–753.


