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Experiment 1 (Popcorn) 
 

A research assistant set up the study room before bringing in the participant. We 
set out a bottle of water, plate, napkins, hand sanitizer, and 4 different flavors of popcorn, 
each in individually-sized store-bought packages of about 5 ounces each: plain (Skinny 
Pop), sweet & salty (Boom Chicka), Wisconsin cheddar (Smart Puffs), and aged cheddar 
(Pirate’s Booty). Materials were placed on a tray sitting next to a computer, on which we 
loaded the Qualtrics survey. Upon loading, the survey assigned participants to condition. 
 

To begin, participants chose a flavor for Trial 1. The experimenter then opened 
the chosen bag and emptied 10 kernels on a plate. While the experimenter prepared the 
plate, participants were prompted to type the flavor they chose and a brief explanation for 
why. When ready, they ate the kernels as instructed (“unconventional” participants were 
also given an instructional diagram for how to use chopsticks) and then rated them on the 
variables reported in the main text. Then, they followed the same procedures for Trial 2. 
After completing both trials, participants responded to global follow-up questions. All of 
these variables were rated on scales from 1 (definitely disagree) to 9 (definitely agree). 
Finally, they reported demographic details, any general thoughts on their minds via an 
open-ended prompt, and were debriefed. They were paid and given the remaining water 
and popcorn to take home. 

 
 
 
Global variables, rated after each trial in blocks 3-4: 
 

 Trial 1 Trial 2 
 Hands Chopsticks [diff] Hands Chopsticks [diff] 
1. Do again 6.33 (1.90) 6.09 (2.32) p = .633 5.82 (1.98) 5.57 (2.55) p = .658 
2. Tell friends 5.18 (2.01) 5.63 (2.73) p = .447 5.12 (2.16) 5.43 (2.64) p = .602 
3. High quality 5.58 (1.95) 6.34 (1.96) p = .110 5.18 (2.26) 5.57 (2.50) p = .503 
4. Memorable 5.00 (2.09) 6.51 (2.08) p = .004 5.06 (2.11) 5.83 (2.47) p = .173 
5. Filling 3.03 (1.69) 3.54 (2.08) p = .270 2.79 (1.54) 3.71 (2.38) p = .063 
6. Gourmet 2.94 (1.80) 4.40 (2.40) p = .006 3.45 (2.18) 4.37 (2.28) p = .095 

 
 
 
Global variables, at very end of study: 
 

 After both trials, end of study 
 

 Hands Chopsticks [diff] 
1. Recalled hunger at the start of study 4.18 (2.31) 4.31 (2.60) p = .825 
2. Current hunger now at end of study 4.15 (2.28) 3.89 (2.42) p = .643 
3. Current mood (higher = more positive) 6.91 (1.47) 7.54 (1.15) p = .050 
4. “I eat popcorn often” (higher = agree) 4.58 (2.25) 3.80 (2.55) p = .189 
5. “I’m a big popcorn person” (higher = agree) 4.06 (2.30) 4.06 (2.69) p = .995 
6. “I snack often” (higher = agree) 6.30 (1.96) 5.43 (2.80) p = .143 
7. “I’m currently on a diet” (higher = agree) 2.18 (1.57) 2.83 (2.57) p = .219 
8. “I’m watching out for what I eat” (higher = agree) 4.48 (2.45) 5.29 (2.70) p = .205 
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Parsing apart the 10-item enjoyment scale by each individual item: 
 

1.  Enjoyable (intx, p = .209) 
Time 1: Hands (M = 6.64, SD = 1.34) vs. Chopsticks (M = 7.17, SD = 1.27), p = .096 
Time 2: Hands (M = 6.73, SD = 1.31) vs. Chopsticks (M = 6.80, SD = 1.45), p = .829 

 
2.  Like (intx, p = .140) 

Time 1: Hands (M = 6.79, SD = 1.62) vs. Chopsticks (M = 7.37, SD = 1.19), p = .093 
Time 2: Hands (M = 6.82, SD = 1.38) vs. Chopsticks (M = 6.80, SD = 1.71), p = .962 

 
3.  Delicious (intx, p = .008) 

Time 1: Hands (M = 6.42, SD = 1.77) vs. Chopsticks (M = 7.29, SD = 1.41), p = .029 
Time 2: Hands (M = 6.82, SD = 1.59) vs. Chopsticks (M = 6.37, SD = 2.09), p = .327 

 
4.  Flavorful (intx, p = .219) 

Time 1: Hands (M = 6.33, SD = 1.87) vs. Chopsticks (M = 6.66, SD = 1.61), p = .445 
Time 2: Hands (M = 6.55, SD = 1.77) vs. Chopsticks (M = 6.14, SD = 2.06), p = .392 

 
5.  Pleasurable (intx, p = .040) 

Time 1: Hands (M = 6.33, SD = 1.81) vs. Chopsticks (M = 6.83, SD = 1.36), p = .206 
Time 2: Hands (M = 6.52, SD = 1.52) vs. Chopsticks (M = 6.09, SD = 2.01), p = .326 

 
6.  Fun (intx, p = .104) 

Time 1: Hands (M = 5.52, SD = 2.28) vs. Chopsticks (M = 6.49, SD = 2.16), p = .076 
Time 2: Hands (M = 5.45, SD = 1.83) vs. Chopsticks (M = 5.71, SD = 2.32), p = .612 

 
7.  Gross (intx, p = .087) 

Time 1: Hands (M = 1.70, SD = 1.13) vs. Chopsticks (M = 1.46, SD = 1.01), p = .359 
Time 2: Hands (M = 1.48, SD = 0.87) vs. Chopsticks (M = 1.77, SD = 1.44), p = .327 

 
8.  Exciting (intx, p = .395) 

Time 1: Hands (M = 3.85, SD = 1.97) vs. Chopsticks (M = 4.80, SD = 2.23), p = .068 
Time 2: Hands (M = 3.70, SD = 2.13) vs. Chopsticks (M = 4.31, SD = 2.35), p = .261 

 
9.  Savor (intx, p = .066) 

Time 1: Hands (M = 5.73, SD = 2.10) vs. Chopsticks (M = 6.80, SD = 1.62), p = .021 
Time 2: Hands (M = 6.09, SD = 1.74) vs. Chopsticks (M = 6.29, SD = 2.01), p = .671 

 
10.  Positive (intx, p = .063) 

Time 1: Hands (M = 6.70, SD = 1.53) vs. Chopsticks (M = 7.51, SD = 1.27), p = .019 
Time 2: Hands (M = 6.48, SD = 1.35) vs. Chopsticks (M = 6.57, SD = 1.79), p = .823 
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Experiment 2 (Water) 
 
 
Individual pairwise results between conditions across each sip: 
 

Sip 1: 
i. Traditional vs. Unconventional-Variety: 

t = 0.57, p = .571, d = 0.08, 95% CIdifference [-0.39, 0.71] 
ii. Unconventional-Repetition vs. Unconventional-Variety: 

t = 0.34, p = .732, d = 0.04, 95% CIdifference [-0.65, 0.46] 
iii. Traditional vs. Unconventional-Repetition: 

t = 0.91, p = .366, d = 0.14, 95% CIdifference [-0.30, 0.81] 
Sip 2 

i. Traditional vs. Unconventional-Variety: 
t = 2.09, p = .037, d = 0.30, 95% CIdifference [0.04, 1.17] 

ii. Unconventional-Repetition vs. Unconventional-Variety: 
t = 2.74, p = .007, d = 0.36, 95% CIdifference [0.22, 1.37] 

iii. Traditional vs. Unconventional-Repetition: 
t = 0.66, p = .508, d = 0.11, 95% CIdifference [-0.38, 0.77] 

Sip 3 
i. Traditional vs. Unconventional-Variety: 

t = 2.00, p = .046, d = 0.29, 95% CIdifference [0.01, 1.19] 
ii. Unconventional-Repetition vs. Unconventional-Variety: 

t = 2.60, p = .010, d = 0.34, 95% CIdifference [0.19, 1.38] 
iii. Traditional vs. Unconventional-Repetition: 

t = 0.61, p = .538, d = 0.09, 95% CIdifference [-0.41, 0.78] 
Sip 4 

i. Traditional vs. Unconventional-Variety: 
t = 2.52, p = .012, d = 0.36, 95% CIdifference [0.17, 1.42] 

ii. Unconventional-Repetition vs. Unconventional-Variety: 
t = 3.35, p = .001, d = 0.44, 95% CIdifference [0.44, 1.69] 

iii. Traditional vs. Unconventional-Repetition: 
t = 0.85, p = .395, d = 0.13, 95% CIdifference [-0.36, 0.90] 

Sip 5 
i. Traditional vs. Unconventional-Variety: 

t = 4.45, p < .001, d = 0.64, 95% CIdifference [0.78, 2.02] 
ii. Unconventional-Repetition vs. Unconventional-Variety: 

t = 4.57, p < .001, d = 0.62, 95% CIdifference [0.83, 2.07] 
iii. Traditional vs. Unconventional-Repetition: 

t = 0.15, p = .884, d = 0.02, 95% CIdifference [-0.58, 0.67] 
 
 
Logistical questions: 
 

1) “What is the current time of day?” (Morning; Afternoon; Evening) 
 n = 17 (5.70%) chose “Morning” 
 n = 254 (84.70%) chose “Afternoon” 
 n = 29 (9.70%) chose “Evening” 

 
2) “What kind of water did you use?” (Poured from a tap; Bottled water; Other) 

 n = 164 (54.70%) chose “Poured into a cup from a tap” 
 n = 98 (32.70%) chose “Bottled water” 
 n = 38 (12.70%) chose “Other” 
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3) “Did you experience any particular problems?” (Nope, all good; Yes [describe]) 
 n = 292 (97.30%) chose “No” 

 
4) “Anything else on your mind that may have affected you in this HIT, that you 

think we should know about?” (Nope, all good; Yes [describe]) 
 n = 273 (91.00%) chose “No” 

 
 
Attention checks: 

 
1) “What were you asked to do in your taste test?” (Each sip was a normal plain old 

sip; Each sip was a different new way; Each sip was the same new way each time) 
 n = 287 (95.70%) answered correctly according to their condition 

 
2) “Did you actually drink water 5 times, when you were asked to do so?” (No, I 

didn’t actually drink the water 5 times; Yes, I did actually drink the water 5 times) 
 n = 299 (99.70%) answered “Yes” 

 
3) “Did you follow the instructions, drinking the water how you were instructed to 

every time?” (No, I didn’t follow the instructions for each sip; Yes, I did follow 
the instructions for each sip) 

 n = 299 (99.70%) answered “Yes”  
 
 
Prompt for outside coders: 
 

“Your task is to read each one and rate your opinion about how practically feasible it is: Suppose 
you actually wanted to drink water this way, not just once but incorporated into your everyday water-
drinking routine for a sustained period of time. Would this method allow you to successfully deliver the 
water to your mouth and quench your thirst, or would the water just spill everywhere? That's all we mean 
by "practically feasible." In other words, this isn't about whether you think the method would be enjoyable; 
it's about whether you think the method would be a possible way to drink water. Here are a few guidelines:" 
  

i. You will rate each way as 1 (not at all feasible), 2 (maybe feasible), or 3 (definitely feasible).  
 

ii. Only use 1, 2, or 3! That's it. No other numbers allowed (e.g., pick 2 or 3 rather than 2.5). 
 

iii. For each way, assume that you would have all the necessary tools and equipment. 
 

iv. There will be some repeated things on the list. This is not an error and it simply means that 
multiple participants listed the same thing. Rate all of them anyway.  
 

v. This isn't supposed to be a trick question! If you think the way would be feasible, it's a 3.” 
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Experiments 3a-3b (Video) 
 

 
Logistical questions: 
 

1) “Did you have any technical difficulties?” (No technical difficulties, everything 
loaded properly; Yes, I experienced technical difficulties (please specify) 

 n = 236 (97.90%) chose “No” for Experiment 3a 
 n = 294 (97.70%) chose “No” for Experiment 3b 

 
2) “Anything else on your mind that may have affected your responses?” (Not really, 

I’m feeling like my normal self and my responses capture this; Yes, I’m feeling 
different in some way for better or for worse (please specify) 

 n = 215 (89.20%) chose “No” for Experiment 3a 
 n = 291 (96.70%) chose “No” for Experiment 3b 
 

 
Attention check: 

 
1) “How were you instructed to watch the THIRD viewing?” (Just watch normally, 

like the first 2 times; This time the video played upside-down; This time I was told 
to use hand goggles while watching) 

 n = 224 (92.90%) answered correctly according to their condition for Experiment 3a 
 n = 288 (95.70%) answered correctly according to their condition for Experiment 3b 

 
 
Experiment 3b, main analyses for method-specific enjoyment: 

 
There was a main effect of condition, F(2, 298)-=-5.65, p-=-.004, η2-=-.04, a main 

effect of time, F(1, 298)-=-75.10, p-<-.001, η2-=-.20, and an interaction, F(2, 298)-=-12.74, 
p-<-.001, η2-=-.08. 

 
 Pairwise comparisons reveal no effect of condition for the first viewing, F(2, 
298)-=-0.81, p-=-.445, η2-=-.01 (MNormal-=-5.67, SDNormal-=-2.12; MHandGoggles-=-5.63, 
SDHandGoggles-=-2.60; MUpsideDown-=-5.29, SDUpsideDown-=-2.30), nor the second viewing, F(2, 
298)-=-1.65, p-=-.193, η2-=-.01 (MNormal-=-5.48, SDNormal-=-2.07; MHandGoggles-=-5.41, 
SDHandGoggles-=-2.51; MUpsideDown-=-4.94, SDUpsideDown-=-2.29). This is unsurprising: the 
method of consumption was identical thus far. However, there was a significant effect at 
the third viewing where the method indeed differed, F(2, 298)-=-15.87, p-<-.001, η2-=-.10. 
 
 This effect was driven by the upside-down participants disliking their method 
more than any other condition: Hand goggles participants enjoyed their method (M-=-
5.10, SD-=-2.65) as much as those who watched normally (M-=-4.84, SD-=-2.37), p-=-
.475, d = 0.10, 95% CIdifference [-0.97, 0.45]. However, watching upside-down (M-=-3.22, 
SD-=-2.66) was a less-liked method than either watching via hand goggles, p-< .001, d = 
0.71, 95% CIdifference [-2.59, -1.17], or watching normally, p-<-.001, d = 0.64, 95% 
CIdifference [-2.34, -0.91]). 
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Experiment 3b, additional supplementary variable: 
 
 As preregistered, at the end of the study we included a third exploratory 
variable. The item was as follows: “Regarding your 3rd and final viewing, to what extent 
did watching this way directly enhance your reaction to the video, as opposed to simply 
being a fun method even if you watched just a black screen while you did it? Rate your 
answer using the following scale: 1 = Just a fun method and that’s it, even if I watched a 
black screen with nothing playing; 9 = Made this video itself more fun to watch.” 
 
 We found a significant omnibus effect of condition, driven by participants in the 
upside-down condition attributing more of their experience to the method (M = 3.84, SD 
= 2.60) than participants in the control condition (M = 5.51, SD = 2.14) and the hand 
goggles condition (M = 5.11, SD = 2.72), F(2, 298) = 12.13, p < .001, η2 = .08. We opted 
to report this in the Supplementary Materials rather than the main text because, in 
hindsight, this question was phrased poorly. It does not assess the actual video, it does not 
allow for meaningful responses if participants thought the method made it worse, and 
participants may generally have difficult self-reporting on this idea (in particular control 
participants, via this between-subjects design). 


