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Abstract

The social facilitation of eating, eating more with friends, has been investigated before but often
with food diaries, which can be biased. When eating with strangers, some studies suggest there is
no change in food intake and others suggest a social inhibition of eating. The Mandometer is a
scale that can measure eating behaviour objectively; specifically, intake, eating duration and the
speed of eating. This study’s primary objective was to investigate the differences in eating
behaviour when eating alone compared to eating with a friend or eating with a stranger. 50
participants were recruited and ate alone. Of those 50, 33 participated in the friend experiment and
48 participated in the stranger experiment. To assess the differences in eating behaviour in each of
these conditions, a Mandometer was used. In addition, a questionnaire with some questions from
the Mindful Eating Questionnaire was used to assess eating behaviour. It was hypothesized that
eating with another person would change participants’ eating behaviour compared to when they
ate alone. Additionally, the relationship with the other person, a friend or a stranger, was also
hypothesized to result in differing eating behaviours. It was expected that duration would increase
when eating with another person and intake was expected to increase when eating with a friend. It
was also expected that there would be sex differences as males are known to eat more than females.
The meal duration was shortest when eating alone, followed by eating with a friend and finally
eating with a stranger was the longest. When split by sex this held true for males but for females
there was no difference between the friend and stranger condition, though both were still longer
than control. Females also ate longer in the friend condition compared to males. The speed was
fastest for control, followed by the friend condition and slowest for the stranger. When split by sex
this again held true for males and there was no difference for females between the friend and
stranger condition. Males ate faster than females for all conditions. There was no difference in
total intake but when split males ate more than females in the control and stranger condition.
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Introduction

There is evidence that humans have been feasting together dating back about 12 000
years(Munro & Grosman, 2010)easting had a big role in negotiation, solidification of social
relationships, and integration of communitiekating withother people can have a strong
influence on food intakegften referred to as the social facilitation of eatin§ithough this report
will focuson the social facilitation of eatingfyere are other factors that can also influence food
intake in humans. Eeg while being on a smartphone has been shown to increase caloric intake
by up to 15% (Goncalves al., 2019). Studies show that watching TV can result in an increase in
food intake, and that intake is further influenced by the type of show that is¢heiatched and
if it is something the participant have already seen bef@e(de & Stevenson, 201&¢hapman
et al, 2014; Mathur & Stevenson, 2015). It is thought that being distracted by technology results
in the diminished ability to recognize sensagoand physiological cues from the body to
terminate eating (Marshet al. 2013; Spencet al, 2019). Investigations into mindlessd
distractedeating suggest that driving distracts from hunger but also from the process of eating,
as drivers are not only mentally but also physically distracted, making it harder to consume the
food (Ogderet al. 2013) . Aspects of a pezistics ofrtHeisfood nv i r o
presentation can influence their intake in ways they are often unaware of. Not only can physical
objects such as TVs cause distractions and influence eating, but activities such as walking,
|l i stening to musi advarious aspectd of ambienca suchsas lighting,dhe a
temperature of food, colours, and smells can also have an effect @targ2011; Ogderet al.,

2017; Patel & Schlundt, 2001; Stroebele & de Castro, 2004, 2006).

Research about energy intake and what regulates and influences eating behaviour has
been going on for years. In the 1990s de Castral. used d ay f ood di ari es to
eating and determined that there was a positive correlation between miealand the number
of people present during the meal (de Castro, 1991; de Castab, 1990 de Castro & Brewer,

1992. Previously, it was believed that willpower or physiological factors such as glucose or gut
hormone levels were the only factors thafluenced the regulation of food intake. However, de
Castroet al. determined that social facilitation has a strong influence on consumption. More
recent studies have also found that intake increases when eating with friends compared to eating
alone or wih a stranger (Hetheringtoet al.,, 2006; Ruddocét al.,2019; Salvet al., 2007). The
duration of a meal has also been found to increase when eating with another person (de Castro,
1994, Clendenert al., 1994). Research looking into the social facilitation that a stranger had on
eating is less consistent and therefore seems inconclusive. Some research states that people eat
less with strangers and that this could be considered social inhibition (Higgsgjuettaya &
Ruddock, 2022; Vartanian, Herman & Polivy, 2007). Some researchers found there to be no
change from baseline and others postulate that the sex of the stranger may have an influence on
eating behaviour (Hetheringtoet al., 2006; Moriet al.,1987;Younget al., 2009).

The traditional methods of recording food intake involve food records, food frequency
guestionnaires and 24 recalls. Each method has strengths and weaknesses andatsmen
used in the past to aid in the treatment obesty and disordered eatingJohnson, 2002). A more



modern way of assessing intake and eating behaviour is using computer support, specifically the
Mandometer, which was developed at the Karolinska Institute in Sweden. The Mandometer has
been used to help @at eating disorders such as anorexia and bulimia nervosa, with very
promising results. In a study by Bergh et al. (2002), 93% of disordered eating patients stayed in
remission using this assessment tool. Additional studies have 75% of participants $sioemi

with only 10% relapse in a 5 year follow up (Cairal, 2008). The remission rates of patients

treated exclusively withraditional methods, such as cognitive brain therapy, are lower and the
relapse rates are higher (Soderstenhal., 2019; Trosanko & Leon, 2020). The Mandometer

works by addressing the eating behaviour of the patients directly while they eat (Sodetsten

al., 2019) It can measure the weight of food at short time intervals, usually every 5 seconds, and

from this the speed of ding throughout the meal or at certain phases can be calculated as well.

The Mandometerscale goessnder t he patient’s plate and con
patient’s phone that provides visual feghedback
caused by eating food off the plate. When in the training maaeeating curve is shown on the

patient’s phone screen, and the patient can a
time as they eat. The patient also rates their satiety at regular intervals. When used in the control
mode no referencecurve s provi ded and there is no visual

and the satiety meter can be declined at the end of the meal to produce an uninfluenced eating

curve (Esfandiari, 2018Yhere are also methods to measure eating behaviour. The Mindf
Eating Questionnaire was developed which use:
“emotional response”, “distraction” and “awar ¢
and therefore healthier eating behaviour (Framsairal., 2009).

Our lab has previously used the Mandometer to measure eating behatiasiryear Kox
used the Dutch Eating Behaviour and Mindful Eating Questionnaires to determine disordered
eaters and the Mandometer to detect eating patterfisox, 2021) She looked atinear and
decelerated eatershrough a control conditionThey hada speed challenge, where they had to
eat in two thirds of the time of the control meal, and a mindless challenge, where they had to
watch a movie while eatingghe found that a restrainedaéing typepredicteda lower food intake
in participants. She also found that healthy eaters ate mmgeausehey ate faster, not longer
Duringthe two challenges these differences disappshr-emales did not seem to be able to
follow the instructions during the speed challenge and did not eat in 2/3s of the time; they did
not seem to be able to regulate their eating behaviour as well. For the mindless challenge
participants ate for a longer dation and slightly slower but their intake did not differ much.

This study investigated distracted eating, similar to the study done by Janine Cox last year,
but this study looked at the social distraction of eating with another person. As familiargy wa
expected to have an i mpact on participants’ e
a stranger were done to control for another person being present. Glimenges in eating
behaviour as a result of eating with another person were also comparéte eating behaviour
of a participant when eating alone. Additionally, the differences in eating behaviour between
males and females was investigated. It was expected that when eatincavilitend the intake
would increase and that in general eatingtftwanother person would increase the duration of
the meal as conversations would occur.

Fall



Material and Methods

Participants

51 participants were voluntarily recruited in Groningen, The Netherlamdeme and eat lunch
Of the 51participantswho participated in experiment 1 (controfpewas excluded due to being
an intermittent faster. All 50 participants completed experiment 1 (Tdbléf two participants
identified themselves as friends or if a participant recruited anotberson to the study, they
were assumed to know each other well enougletd a meal together and for the companion to
be considered a friend, otherwise participants were excluded from experime& Rarticipants
completed experiment 233 participants wee in the friend condition as one participant turned
off the app for the scale before having even consumed the first portion, they were then paired
with another friend who was participating resulting in the uneven number of pé&irsally,
participants atdunch with a strange#8 participantscompleted experiment 3 (Appendixland
1.2). The majority of participants were Caucasian (45/50) and Dutch (38A0)he end of
experiment 3 a questionnaire was emailed which contained questions about the chiastics
of participants and questions from the Mindful Eating Questionnaire.

Tablel. Characteristics for participants in experiment 1

Characteristic Total (N=50) Males (N= 27) Females (N=23)
Mean SEM Mean SEM Mean SEM

Age (years) 24.6 0.558 24.59 0.757 24.65 0.843
Height (cm) 177.8 1.497 184.59 1.530 169.83 1.501
Weight (kg) 74.27 2.279 81.778 3.305 65.457 1.861
BMI (kg/mP) 23.28 0.444 23.821 0.707 22.646 0.476
Disinhibited (%) 66.21 1.33 66.14 2.03 66.30 1.69
Distracted (%) 51.67 1.70 57.41 2.33 44.93 1.64
Awareness (%) 70.79 1.89/1.89 71.69 2.61 69.72 2.77

Characteristics of Participants

The characteristic information was collected through the questionnaire that was emailed to
participants while they were completing experiment 3 and they filled it out while still sitting in
the study room (Appendi®). The two participants who did not pa&ipate in experiment 3 were
emailed the questionnaire and asked to fill it out at home. In addition to the questions for age,
sex, height, weight and BMI, questions asking about participants usual lunch meals, physical
activity, nationality, race and beg an extrovert or introvert were include&urthermore,there

was an open question asking the experience of eating with a stranger



Mandometer

The Mandometer was used to measure participants eating behaviour. T
apparatus was developed by Mando Group AB and the Karolinska Instit
in Stockholm as a treatmenoif eating disorders. The scatanconnect via
Bluetooth to a smartphone and participants follow the instructions in the

app (Figurel). The scale records the weight change about every 5 secor
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Figure 1. Mandometer and

as food is eaten. With these readings the duration of mgades, and eating  smartphone application to
rate, and total intake which can be used to calculate the total caloric intake record eating behaviour

The Mandometer can only be used to record lunch intake between 11:00 ¢

13:30 (GMT+1).

Meals

(Mandometer, 2022)

The participants were offered either a vegan meal or caetaining meatTable 2). These meals

were delivered frozen at the university and were kept in a freezer on(gig8C) A microwave

was used to heat the meals when patrticipants arrived, and large glass dishes were used to serve
the meal as each particgmt received two portions. Standardized plates and cutlery were

provided.

EatingBehaviour

To determine participants eatingehaviourquestions fromthe Mindful Eating Questionnaire
were used (Framson et al.,, 2009). The responses for this questionnaire range from 1
(never/rarely) to 4 (usually/often). Seveithe eightquestionsrom the disinhibition subsection,

and all the questions from the distraction and awareness subsections werethseglquestions

and sevenqguestionsrespectively (Appendi®). A higher score on the MEQ would indicate

healthier eating.

Procedure

Pre-experimental set up

Participants were contacted via email &WhatsApp and were giver
information about the study and invited to join. The researcher a
informed them that the study consisted of 2 or 3 lunch appointments ¢
a questionnaire to be filled out at the endn overview of the experiments
can be seen ifigure 2.They were not informed that they would be eatin
with an unknown and for some a known companion as that may introd
bias into their eating. If they were willing to participate, they were ask
for their email, their availability, and what theineal choice would be. The
Gmail “mandoruglunch’ was creat
were sent out for each meal. A google sheet was used as well to recort
participant, time slot, meal, and room numbéAppendix4). Another
google sheetvas used to record participants names and which experime
they had already participated in and was used to plan out who was pa

Control: Eating Alone
(50 participants)

If participant knew

If no known others in the study

friends were in
the study
Known Companion
(33 participants)

Unknown Companion
(48 participants)
+ Questionnaire

Figure 2. Overview of the
experiments.



together for experiments 2 and @Appendix5). In the day before participants scheduled meals
they were sent a reminder aut their meal and to not eat in the two hours before.

Before participants arrived, they were added to the Mandometer database through their
website. To add them, an account was made for each participant, through this they received a
username, passwordand pati ent | D. I n the account the 1
to each participant, this meant that they were able to record their lunch without the graph that

aimed to adapt eating behaviour. The Mandometer scales were randomly assigned to
participants each time they came for their lunch as only the ID number was important for
identification in the raw data.

Experiment 1: Control

Two portionsof the microwaved meakere placed in a serving dish and placed on the table with
the cutlery, plae and Mandometer. The participants were asked to download the app and were
given their username and password. They were then shown how to connect to their assigned
scale in the settings. They were given some instructions about using the Mandometer olekere t

to eat until they were satisfied, and were then left in the rooAppendix6). Once they had
finished, they notified theesearcherand the researcher came back into the room. Participants
were asked four questions were thanked and were told that aohtvould be made about their
following meal(Appendix7).

Experiment 2: Known Companion

If the researcher knew the participants, then they were paired up with another participant that
they knew well. If the participant was unknown to the researcher, they were only partnered up
if they had provided theontact informationof someone else who as interested in participating

as it was then assumed they knew each otfidre same procedure was followed as experiment

1. Additionally, participants were asked to hit done in the app whenever they themselves were
done even if it was not at the same tiras the person they were eating with. The same questions
were asked after the meal, the participant was thanked and again informed that contact would
be made about their final meal.

Experiment 3: Unknown Companion

The researcher paired people from diféeit studies and with different ages with the expectation

that they would not know each other. The researcher did not want to ask participants if they
knew each other as they may then be able to guess what the purpose of the experiment was. The
same procedre as experiment 2 was used and the same questions were asked. The researcher
sent the questionnaire as participants were eating this final meal and participants were asked to
fill it out after the usual questions were asked. Once participants had fillethe questionnaire,

they were able to ask any in depth questions about the study and were told the background and
hypotheses that were driving the study.



Data Analysis

Preparation for Analysis

The raw data collected from the Mandometer was extractedigydevelopers at the Karolinska
Institute at two points in this study. The first set of data was from the begin of the study, January
28" until April 8". The second set of data was from Apfilutil April 26". The data was emailed

as an Excel filend a technician at the University of Groningen was able to convert it into a sorted
Excel file by using a MAKRO scripppgéndix 8). As other students were also using the
Mandometer their data had to be deleted from the Excel file before analysis cogid.bEhis

was done by looking at the Patient ID and the time of data collection as the other students used
the Mandometer for dinner.

Descriptive Statistics

The descriptive statistics of age, height, weight, and BMI were calculated for each particigant a
the averages for the group. Additionally, the averages for males and females separately were
calculated.

Formulas for the eating behaviour parameters
Meal durationA sec; tme until last bite
1 When no change in weight was detected at the end ofrtieal for over 2 minutes these
participants were excluded from duration calculations as it was not possible to
determine when the last bite was taken
Speed of first portiod,  kcal/sec; meal size (kcatjme of last bite of the first portion of food
(sec)
1 The time of first portion was defined as the number of secamglsintil there was no
change in weight recorded for the 30 seconds to a minute that the scale pauses when
participants hit “add more f ood”c camtdi ntuhee’n
is hit.
Mindful Eating Questionnaird score = sum/number of questions in subsection
A Percentage (%) = participant score/largest possible score x 100
1 Some questions had to beeversed before summain (Framsoret al., 2009 seeAppendix 3
IntakeA kcal; g to kcal for each meal type (Table 2)
1 The cumulative intake (kcal) was calculated by adding the total of each portion and
subtracting the left over from each portion.
1 When there was no change in weight detected for over 2 misutevas assumed that
the participant forgot t o clthesekpartwipants Cont i
were excluded from intake calculations

Opinion of Companion

The qualitat iHow was & ®giilmgyrnwstre a stramger? Describe them and the
experience in a few words.” was categorized i
better analyze.



Statistical tests

Qutliers were determined using Tukey’s method

True outliers were always excluded, and the majority of potential outliers were also exclfided.
a participant was labelled as an outlier and subsequently excladhesh males and females were
grouped separately, they were also excluded when the participants were all grouped together
for consistencyA list of the values of these outliers can be found in Appendix 9.

Paired ttests were usedo compare the differencgin intake, duration, and speed. The paired t
tests allowed for the inclusion of the participants who only participated in the control and
stranger test over a repeated measures ANOVA which would exclude participants who were not
in all three conditionsThe paired #est was also preferred due to the fact that some participants
forgot to hit continue for only one of the conditions and were therefore excluded for that one
condition, but their data could still be used from the otheondition. Paired-tests were also

used to compare the eating behaviour parameters between only females and only males and
independent ttests were used to compare male and female parameters to each other.

In the descriptive statistics and the boxplots, the participants who only were in one condition
were excluded and the conditions where a participant had technical issues were excluded. If a
participant having technical issues resulted in only one conditiaving valid data this was
excluded as well as they would not be used in thests. The number of participantnd the
meansstatisticalmay vary slightly from those in the descriptive statistic and boxplot due to
pairing.

One way ANOVA was used totelenine if there was a difference between the groups.
Independent ttests were used when analyzing differences in eating behaviour with regard to the
sex of the stranger being the same or opposite of the participacdiependent ttests were also
used to aalyze the difference between the eating behaviour of -selécribed introverted and
extroverted participants Bivariate correlation was used to assess the relationship between
guestionnaire response and eating behaviour.

Table 2.Macronutrient composibn of the offered meal.

Energy Protein Fat Carbs Availability
(kcal/200 g) (g/100 g) (9/100 g) (9/100 g)
Lasagnette 138 6.9 4.4 17 Exp. 13
Chilli Sin Carne* 95 3.7 2.7 13 Exp 1
Tikka Masala* 115 7.4 4.6 10 Exp 23
Thai Green 115 7.4 4.6 10 Exp 23
Curry*
Mexican* 128 8.0 3.6 14 Exp 23

*Vegan options
Macronutrient composition information retrieved May 2022 from Jumbo and Lazy Vegan websites.



Results
Table 2. Descriptive statistics

Gender N Mean SEM Range
) Both 33 403.91 18.52 170-577
Meal duration control
(sec) Male 21 386.24 | 25.43 170-577
Female 12 434.83 | 23.48 300-560
Both 22 540.77 24.40 340-700
Meal duration friend (sec) Male 16 517.31 | 31.59 340-700
Female 6 603.33 | 10.62 560- 640
) Both 30 702.80 | 33.60 305-1030
Meal duration stranger
(sec) Male 18 | 722.22 | 44.65 305-960
Female 12 673.67 51.88 350-1030
i . Both 46 1.719 0.116 0.49-3.60
Speed of first portion
control (kcal/sec) Male 25 2.117 | 0.150 0.71-3.60
Female 21 1.246 0.118 0.49-2.45
i . Both 32 1.467 0.099 0.54-2.78
Speed of first portion
friend (kcal/sec) Male 20 1.677 0.118 0.69-2.78
Female 12 1.119 0.129 0.54-2.08
Speed of first portion Both 46 1.138 0.060 0.39-2.18
Etran o (kca';;sec) Male 25 1341 | 0.075 0.73-2.18
g Female | 21 0896 | 0064| 0.39-1.46
Both 36 614.62 36.48 | 233.45-1030.24
Intake control(kcal) Male 21 | 743.38.00| 40.91 | 349.60-1030.24
Female 15 434.37 25.69 233.45-582.25
Both 26 686.25 41.44 281.20-971.33
Intake friend (kcal) Male 18 736.48 | 42.39| 308.20-971.33
Female 8 573.23 | 86.47 | 281.20-869.95
Both 34 631.70 38.16 | 212.75-1019.82
Intake stranger(kcal) Male 20 730.63 | 48.50 | 328.90-1019.82
Female 14 490.38 | 38.11 212.75-753.28

Meal Duration
There was a significant differencetlre meal durationbetween all the groupsParticipants ate
for alongertime with friends,(M = 163.10 SEM =23.33, p < 0.00) and with strangers(M =
29379, SEM = 3.35 p <0.001)compared to eating aloneThe participants also atéor
significantly longer when comparirige strangerandfriend conditiors (M = 156.94, SEM #46.01,
p =0.®3) (Figure 3a)

When comparingmales and femaleshe only significant difference was in the friend
condition, where females ate for a longer time compared to mgMd® = 86.021, SED = 33.32, p



= 0.019).Males atefasterin the control condition compared to the friends (M=153.13, SEM =
27.59, p < 0.001and comparedo the stranger condition (M = 322.17, SEM= 42.01, p < 0.001).
Females alschad shorter meal durationsn the control condition compared to the friends
condition (M = 195.00, SEM = 44.87, p =0.012) and compared to the stranger condition (M =
247.36, SEM = 54.33, p = 0.0(Rigure 3b)
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Figure 3.a) Boxplots with paired-tests tocomparemealduration (sec)between the groupsb) Boxplots
with independent ttests plack lines and staiselow boxplots) to compare duration between the sexes
for each conditiorand paired ttests for males (bluénes and starabove boxplotsand females (retines
and starsabove boxplots

Speedof first portion
There was a significant differenbetween all the groups when assessing the speed of the first
portion. When participants ate alone, they ate their first portion faster than when they ate with



a friend (m = ®01, SEM = 0.(® p <0.001). Similarly, when participants ate their first portion
alone,they ate faster than when they ate with a stranger (m 580, SEM = 0.8 p < 0.001).
When patrticipants ate their first portion with friends they atestar than when they were with a
stranger (m = 0.32, SEM = 018, p= 0.0@) (Figure 4a)

When comparing males to femal@sigure 4bjhey ate faster in the control condition (MD
=0.871, SED = 0.196, p <0.001), in the friend condition (MD = 0.558, SIBR,460.005) and
the stranger condition (MD = 0.445, SED = 0.101, p <0.0¢dlgs ate faster in the control
condition compared to the friends condition (M = 0.449, SEM = 0.137, p= 0.004) and compared
to the strange condition (M = 0.776, SEM = 0.115, p <0.001). Males also ate faster in the friend
Femalesate significantly faster in the control condition compared to the friend condition (m =
0.322, SEM = 0.110, p = 0.014) and compared to the stranger condition (60=8EBM = 0.087,
p = 0.001). No difference was observed between the friend and stranger condition with respect
to eating speed in femalg§igure 4h)
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Figure 4.a) Boxplots with paired-tests comparing the speed of the first portion (kcal/sec) for each
condition.b) Boxplots with independenttiests plack lines and statselow boxplots) to compare duration
between the sexes for each condition amaired ttests for males (bluénes and stars above the boxplpts
and females (redines and stars above the boxplyts

Intake

Therewas no difference in intake between any of the conditievt'en men and women were
grouped together(Figure 5a)When intake was assessed based on sex there were significant
differences. Males ate significantly more than females in the control condition (MD = 309.01, SED
=48.31, p < 0.001). Males also ate mthr&an woman in the stranger condition (MD = 240.25,
SED = 61.68, p < 0.0¢E)gure5b)
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Figure 5. apoxplots for the cumulative intake (kcal) for both sexes for each conditiphoxplots and
independentt-tests for the cumulative intake (kcal) separated by sex for each condition.



Discussion

The purpose of this study was to determine how social interactions, eating with a friend
and stranger, would distract from eating. This was investigated using a Mandometer and an
eating questionnaire in order to assess the changes in eating behaviour. ddestion was
shortest when eating alone and longest when eating with a stranger. Eating speed was fastest
when eating alone and slowest when eating with a stranger and men were consistently faster
than females. On average there was no change in totaticalttake between eating alone, with
friends or with strangers but males ate more than females when alone and with strangers.

Duration

This study shows that meal duration is longer when eating with friends or with strangers
compared to eating aloneThs wasindeed hypothesizedas logically with another person
present conversation will occuand this will increase in the time it takes to eat a meal as talking
interrupts the intake. Additionally, the increase in duration with other people present has
previously been reported as well (Bell & Pliner, 2003; de Castro, 1990; Clendenen, Herman &
Polivy, 1994)In one study talking took up to 40% of the total session, relative to the time they
were eating and drinking (Heatheringt@nt al., 2006) Interestingy, eating with strangers took
significantly longer than eating with friendde Castro (1990) had previously found no difference
in the duration of a meal between friends and strangeékkernatively, his study in 1994 found
meal duration with friendswak onger t han with “other” but otlh
with many types of acquaintances includdd.the study by Heatheringtoat al. (2006) they
stated that eating with strangers resulted in an increase in anxiety and through videos
determined that participants looked away from their food more than in the control settmgl
thismay partially explain théonger duration

The stranger condition beinipe longest was assessed furthas it was an unexpected
finding. First participants were assessed by their sex and the sex of their stranger to see if there
was a difference in duration, but no differences were found (Appet@j3¥igure 6). Next the

prevm ously qualitative question about the partic
experimentwas categorized and duration was assessed (Appet@jxFigure9a). As Herman

(2015) says in his review, d e er @eats and intreased mo r e
intake” there is the assumption that peopl e al

themealNo di fferences were found between the grc
category there were only 3 participantberefore, this could be investigated further with a larger
study population as it is likely more participants would be in each category. The validity of the
response must also be considered (Appendi) asit is possible that responses may not have
beentheir true opinion(Brenner & DelLamater, 2018t has been previously shown that when

the duration was manipulatedith strangersthe shorter condition, 12 minutes versus 36, was
more enjoyable. Thereforé@ was not the extended socialization but thejeyment of the others
company that extended thmealtime(Herman, 2015; Plinaat al., 2006). Something that should

be taken into consideration is that it may be a stretch to consider these participants true
strangers as they have this study to connecatrthand therefore have something to talk about.
When asked participants often said they discussed ideas about what the study could be about.



Without having this commonality it is possible that teavould have been a more difficult time
finding a topic to ascuss and that could have had a larger impact on eating behaviour.

Additionally, the difference between males and females in the friend condition for
duration should be taken with caution as there were only 6 females left after excluding those
with technical errors and outliersContinuing to look at males and females separately, we still
see that the control meal was shorter compared to the friend condition and compared to the
stranger condition. For females there was no difference betw#enfriends and strangers
conditionswhich is more in line with Heatheringtaet al. (2006) and de Castro (1990). For male
participants the stranger condition was still longer than the friend condition. Further
investigation into why thisccurredshould be investigted and suggestions for investigating why
the strangelr duration was so long are mentioned further.

Speed

The speed of the first portion with strangers was eaten at a slower speed than with
friends. This is likely du#o the durationof the meaj with strangers having the longest meals.
Though not stated explicitfyClendeneret al. (1994) found that friends and strangers had the
same duration, but strangers ate less, indicating that there was a slower eating rate for strangers
compared to friendsThe speed of both the friend and stranger conditivas slower than the
control condiion of eating alone which was expectbdsed on the duration taking longer. This
is in contradiction to what de Castro (1990) found. In his sthedyeported an increased duration
but no change in rate as the intake of his participants increasecbntast, in his study in 1994
he found that eating alone resulted in a faster eating rate than when with friends. De Castro is
criticized by soméor making overgeneralizations afy not investigatinggroups with a mix of
friends and strangers (Herman, 201Aditionally, in a qualitative study participants stated they
ate faster when alone and meals were seen as more functional and less enjoyable, and they also
chose food based on convenience over taste when alone (Danesi, 2012).

When comparing the sexgsontrol continued to be the fastest speelflales also ate
faster than females in all the conditions. This was expe@sdhis difference in speed between
the sexes had been investigated before (Hill & McCutcheon, ;1B8%k & Shin, 20)5When
investigding if the sex of the stranger had an influence on the speed of the first portion of a
par ti ci preodiffefersce was faund for males or femalashich was unexpected as intake
was expected to differ, this is expanded on furtl{@&ppendix10 Figure8). There was also no
difference in speed based on the opinion of the stranger and the experience of eating with them
(Appendix10 Figure 9b)lt was not possible to investigate the speed of the whole meal without
losing many participants tiechnical errorstherefore onlytheir first portion was usedHowever,
for some participants their first portion of food was their omdgrtion, and this may result in
more of an average speed rather than the first portion when participants would have fest
hungry and therefore likely eating the faste¥then eating alone 7 participants ate only one
portion, with one participant putting almost 1000 calories of food on the plate for the one
serving. When eating with friends 2 participants ate only oogipn and 3 participants had only



one portion when eating with a strangérhe majority of participants had more than one portion
and thereforeit can be assumed that they were at their hungriest during that first portion.

Intake

Unexpectedly, there waso differencein intake with friends compared to eating alooe
in the stranger conditiontherefore the hypothesis that intake would increase with friends was
not supported.This was based on many previous studies indicating that intake increased with
friends (de Castro, 1990, 1994Herman Roth & Polivy,2003) There are somepossible
explandions for why no difference in intake was seen. Receiving two portions of the meal was
meant to simulate ad libitum foqdut some participants ate the entire serving bosdich asl2
of the 50 patrticipants in the control conditiomhe majority of partigants did not finish and
therefore ad libitum intake was assumed. A few of the participants mentidhatlif they were
close to done, they were not able to leave leftovers in the bowl, some saying this was a personal
choice others mentioned how in theiculture it was not normal to have leftover3hese
comments were made by the participants and conclusions cannot be made from them, but it is
interesting to note their speculation®latecleaning tendency has been shown to increase food
intake (Sheen, Hdman & Robinson, 2018There is also a phenomenon known as matching
which is when a person increases their intake, to match that of their companion, to make a good
impression which may be why no difference was seen (Rothl. 2001; Salvyet al., 2007).
Ruddocket al. found that sometimes people will give themselves bigger portions before a social
meal and this is suggested to be in anticipation of eating with others (Ruaédatk 2021). This
could be another reason for why no difference vgeen as participants knew when they were
eating alone they would also have subsequent meals with other participants.

As it was expected that there would be a difference in intétkis,was investigated further
by lookingif there were any differences beeen the sexes. In the control and stranger
conditiors, males consumed more food than femaldsut this was not seen in the friend
condition. Males consuming more than females was expected (Briedal, 2015).Even when
males and females wergeparated there was no difference in intake between the three
conditions. Additionally, there was no differeniceintake for either sex when looking at the sex
of the strangel(Appendix10 Figure 8)Others have found that females eat less when a male was
present compared to when eating with others of the same sex, sometimes referred to as the
minimal eating norm (Brind&it al., 2015).The opinion of the stranger and the eating experience
with them also was not associated with any differences in intakg€Adix10 Figure 9a)This
was slightly unexpected because in some studies females have eaten less and the inhibition of
intake was heightened when they found the male to be more attractive (Vartanian, Herman &
Polivy, 2007 reviewHowever there isa chance that matching was occurrii§alvyet al., 2007)
It is difficult to determine which of thegeatterns awoman will follow (Higgs & Thomas, 2016).

Our Labs Previous Studies

Combining this research with the research previously done by our lab, specifically with
the work done by Janine Ko, it seems that the female participants often experienced greater
changes in their eating behaviour, specifically their intake. This couddddee n i n Ko x ' s

r



when females ate significantly faster in the speed challenge but for the same duration, resulting
in an increased intake. In this study females increased their intake by almost 150 kcal during the
friend condition and by over 50 Kida the stranger condition. Though these differences were not
significant for the females, there was only a variation of a maximum of 13 kcal for males in the
stranger condition and 6kcal in the friend condition, a considerable drop in variation by
compaison. Something else to consider is if the control condition can be considered a true
control. For most participants it is unlikely that sitting alone in a room, with no technology and
knowing that they are participating in a study is considered the noating situation. Many
participants commented on how it was odd that they were unable to use their phone, as normally
if they were eating alone, they would either be on their phone or watching TV. The control
condition may therefore not be portraying trueormal eating behaviour, which then makes it
difficult to be used as a comparison. We postulate that eating with friends or housemates would
be considered more normal for many of the participants. It may, therefore, be unnecessary to
compare to control conition and more accurate to just observe the differences in eating
behaviours between the multiple types of distraction.

Future Perspectives

The Mindful Eating Questionnaire clearly focuses on eatamyl the awareness and
distraction questions relate $ely to eating being very intrinsically food relatedherefore it
may be that this questionnaire is not the best for assessing baternally distracted the
participants of this study were while eatiygsthere was no association between the sub sattio
and eating behaviour (Appendix2)l For a future study more questions about extrinsic
distractionsshould be included for future research. The one question asking participas&dfto
identify as either an introvert or an extrovert may not have beeffisient enoughas there were
no differences found between extroverts and introverts for any of their eating behaviours or any
of the three conditions (Appendix3L Perhaps a questionnairsuchas the NEG-FI, which is a
shorter version of the NE@I,may be beneficial to gather a more complete representation of a
par t i gergomaliy This mayive more insight into how their meal with a stranger would
go. For eating studies such as thigere is the bias of the participants sitting in a room knowi
they are partaking iran eating experiment though they may not know the exact subject of the
research.

For future studies or follow ups it would be beneficial for each participant to complete all
3 conditionsand therefore the researcher should try to always recruitgairsso this is possible.
Due to quite a few participantd650) f or getting to hit “continue’
one of the conditions, a sheet with very simple instructions should be left ortatble beside
each participant so that they can refer back toAn alternative option would be to weigh the
glass serving bowl with food before serving it and after to confirm intake matches recorded by
the Mandometer but this does not help with the ige of not knowing the exact duration without
using the Mandometer properlyAnother aspect o6 t u d dévest t® consider is drinking the
evening before. It is possible this had an impact on intake as some participants who were friends
with the researchemade comments about being hungover and not hungry days after the study.
Thus, it would be advised to ask participants not to drink the night before coimgher idea



for a future study would be to use a device that is able to measure the sound leset tid the
amount of conversation is correlated to the duration and speed of intake, and differences
between friends and strangers with respect to the conversation could also be assasstioer
suggestion would be to not only have the qualitative resgoasking about the stranger and that
interaction, but some quantitative responses so that numbers are not arbitrarily assigned to

written responses. These questions could incl
stranger ?”, “hovanagtetrr avetreed ytoau ?t"he asitdr “how aw
you?” with responses similar to the question
Addi tional guestions that would be interestin

stopped eadi adgyduasntdop eating when the strange
a yes and no respons¥/ith these questionsf the Mandometerdata is more consistent with its
recordingsit would be interesting to see if theremsatchingof the partners eatirg pattern(Roth

etal., 2001;Salvyet al. 2007).

Conclusion

In summary, not all ahe eating behaviours for this study were as expected. While the duration
of the meal with friends was expected to be the longest, the duration of the meal with strangers
was the longest but as expected the duration of the meal alone was shdBiestaty, the speed

of the meal with friends was expected to be the slowest but the meal with the stranger was the
slowest and there was no influence of the sex of the participant or stranger on speed.
expected, the speed of the first portion when eating aowas the fastestAdditionally
unexpectedly there was no change in intake between any of the three conditions when it was
expected that the friend condition would have an increase in intake, and there was no influence
of the sex of the participant or thstranger on intake in the stranger condition.

The Mandometer is a good objective measurement of intake, duration and speesdtadies
should continue using this apparatus to measure eating behaviboan be used not only as a

tool for therapy but ado for researchSocial interactions almost always involve some sort of food
and peoples eating behaviours may differ from their normal behaviours when eating alone.
Awareness of these eating behaviours and what can influence them may help people who are
trying to watch their weight or for those who are trying to lose weight. Even those who are of
healthy weight should be conscious of the influence others have on their eating behaviour.
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Appendices

1.1Experiment Zharacteristics

Gender N Mean SEM Range
Both 33 24.64 0.62 20-34
Age(years) Female 12 25.91 1.24 22-34
Male 21 23.90 0.65 20-32
Both 33 178.36 1.77 155—196
Height(cm) Female 12 169.67 2.38 155—183
Male 21 183.33 1.65 167—196
Both 33 74.05 2.92 52-135
Weight (kg) Female 12 63.46 2.03 52—75
Male 21 80.10 3.88 60— 135
Both 33 23.06 0.58 | 19.69-35.87
BMI kg/n) Female 12 22.00 0.40 | 20.20-24.09
Male 21 23.66 0.87 | 19.69-35.87
Both 33 66.02 1.70 | 42.86-89.0
Disinhibited (%) Female 12 66.96 2.41 50-78.57
Male 21 65.48 2.32 | 42.86-89.29
Both 33 52.52 2.19 33.33-75
Distracted(%) Female 12 43.06 2.48 33.33-58.33
Male 21 57.94 2.47 33.33-75
Both 33 67.86 2.16 50-96.43
Awarenesy%) Female 12 65.48 3.24 50-85.71
Male 21 69.22 2.86 50—96.43




1.2Experiment haracteristics

Gender N Mean SEM Range
Both 48 24.77 0.57 20-39
Age(years) Female | 21 25 0.89 21-34
Male 27 24.59 0.757 20-39
Both 48 | 17781 1.56 155—200
Height(cm) Female 21 | 169.10 1.55 155—183
Male 27 | 18459 1.530 167—200
Both 48 74.30 2.35 52-135
Weight (kg) Female 21 64.69 1.79 5285
Male 27 81.78 3.305 60— 135
Both 48 23.28 0.45 19.69-35.87
BMI kg/m?) Female 21 22.58 0.46 20.20—27.13
Male 27 | 23.821 0.707 19.69-35.87
Male 27 44.15 2.75 20.00—72.00
Both 48 66.22 1.36 42.86—89.29
Disinhibited (%) Female 21 66.33 1.775 50.00— 78.57
Male 27 66.14 2.03 42.86—89.29
Both 48 52.08 1.75 33.33-75.00
Distracted(%) Female 21 45.24 1.78 33.33-58.33
Male 27 57.41 2.33 33.33-75.00
Both 48 70.83 1.96 50.00— 100.00
Awarenesy%) Female 21 69.73 3.01 50.00— 100.00
Male 27 71.69 2.61 50.00— 100.00




2. Characteristic Questions
Name:

Email:

Today’s date:

Age:

Height:

Weight:

Nationality:

Race:

Sex:
*Select one* Male/Female/Prefer not to say

How would you describe your normal lunch?
Typical Dutch meal/warm foods/Ready-made foods/Other

On average how often do you sport in a week?
Never/ one or two times/ three or four times/ five or more times

How was it eating with a stranger? Describe them and the experience in a few words.

Would you label yourself as an introvert or extrovert?
*Select one* introvert/extrovert



3. Mindful Eating Questionnaire
Responses

1 = Never/Rarely

2 = Sometimes

3 = Often

4 = Usually/Always

Disinhibition

1.1 stop e afulieregwherheating sbndetning | love.

2. When a restaurant portion is too | ar
3. When | eat at dall you c*fan eat o buff
4.1 f there are leftovers | i ke, *I t ak
5.1f thereds good food at a party, |61l
6. When I &m eating one of my favorite f
7.1fitdoes n 6t cost much mor e, I get the | ar
feel.*

* responses have to be reversed before summation; 1=4, 2=3, 3=2, 4=1.

Awareness

9. I notice when there are subtle flavors in the foods | eat.

10.Before | eat | take a moment to appreciate the colors and smells of my food.

11.1 appreciate the way my food looks on my plate.

12.When eating a pleasant meal, | notice if it makes me feel relaxed.

13.1 taste every bite of food that | eat.

14.1 notice when the food | eat affects my emotional state.

15.1 notice when foods and drinks are too sweet.

Distracted

I focus on my food while eat {(mirrgredhnd my

I dondt think about(moardder things while
| eat at a speed that allows me to taste what | am eating. (mirrored)

I sto
, I t e

secon
ontinu
s , | d

si ze

t hought s

eat .

d



4. Schedule of participants, which experiment and meal choice

162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
m
172
173
174
175
176
7
178

b

c

D “r

[

G

H

“r L

experiment type food choice assistant Room Name experiment type food choice assistant Room
week 4-Apr 5-Apr
13 Monday Tuesday
11:45 11:30
Julius Boterman Stranger Lasagnette Kim 240 Laurens Hamersma Control Tikka Masala Kim 240
Rafael Munteanu Stranger [Thai Green Cumy Kim 240
12:00 12:00
12:30 12:30
Bram Wonink Stranger Lasagnette Kim 240
Mayerli Prado Stranger Lasagnette Kim 240
12:45 13:00
Melaine Wong Stranger L Kim 240
Legemaat Stranger L Kim 240
List of participants and which experiment they took part in
I A B c D E F G H

Control

Friend Test Stranger Test

Email

Questionnaire Do they want their data

* wants the report

Experiment

Questionnaire



6. Mandometer Instructions for App and Scale Use
1. Download the devicapplication.

2. Open the application and use Username & Password that belong to the ID in the

Mandometer website.

e For ease participants username was their first name and the password was 100.

Turn on the scale by pressing the red button on the bottom ofdtede.

Go to Settings > Scale > Connect (make sure the Bluetooth for the phone is turned

on).

Exit settings and press on the plate icon to come back to the meals.

Click on Lunch and then Control.

Place a plate on the scale. Pr&mneto continue

Put foad on the plate (0%).

e PressStartwhen ready to eat (100%)

9. When not entirely full, then pressdd more food Once a sufficient amount has been
added to the plate hiContinuefor the Mandometer to continue recording the change
in weight.

10.When meal is finiséd, pres€Endand Finish to end the medClick No Satiety Meter
after finishing the meal.

Hw

©oNOo O

Video on the use of a Mandometdrttps://www.jove.com/v/57432/controtof-eating
behaviorusinga-novekfeedbacksystem

Mandometer App & Scale: Don’ts

- Do not lift/push/pull the Mandometer during the experiment!
- Do not lock your phone durinipe experiment!

- Do not leave the app to go answer texts/emails etc.!

- Do not go away with your phone during the experiment!

- Do not lift/push the bowl/plate!

- Do not rest the cutlery on the plate!


https://www.jove.com/v/57432/control-of-eating-behavior-using-a-novel-feedback-system
https://www.jove.com/v/57432/control-of-eating-behavior-using-a-novel-feedback-system

7. Questions Asked After Each Meal
1. Are you satisfied with the amount that you ate?
2. Where there any distractions?
3. Do you have any comments about the meal itself?
4. s there anything else you think is important for the researcher to know for this round of
the study?

8. Makro Script
Sub Extract_from_text2()
‘Workbooks.Add

'find meal data cell

Cells.Find(What:="<", After:=[Al], LookIn:=xIFormulas, LookAt:= _
xIPart, SearchOrder:=xIByRows, SearchDirection:=xINext, MatchCase:=False _
, SearchFormat:=False).Activate

‘define column with time and weight data

'L = Len(ActiveCell)

BC = ActiveCell.Column
‘define startrow

BR = ActiveCell.Row

ER = Range("a2").End(xIDown).Row
Application.ScreenUpdating = False

‘add extra sheet for combined time and weight columns

With ActiveWorkbook
.Sheets.Add(After:=.Sheets(.Sheets.Count)).Name = "Combined data"

End With

'go back to sheetl (original data)
Worksheets(1).Select

'Set destination column in combined data sheet
DC=1

Do Until BR = ER

Rows(BR).Select

Selection.Copy

Sheets.Add After:=Sheets(Sheets.Count)
‘Sheets.Add After:=ActiveSheet
Range("A2").Select

ActiveSheet.Paste

‘run macro time_weight
time_weight2

'Switch of screenupdating to speed up macro
Application.ScreenUpdating = False

‘copy data to combined data sheet



Worksheets("Combined data").Columns(DC) = ActiveSheet.Columns(1).Value
Worksheets("Combined data").Columns(DC + 1) = ActiveSheet.Columns(2).Value

DC3=DC+3
DC=DC3

BR2=BR +1
BR = BR2
Worksheets(1).Select

Loop
TA1].Select

Application.ScreenUpdating = True

End Sub
Sub time_weight2()

'Switch of screenupdating to speed up macro
Application.ScreenUpdating = False

‘Switch of automatic calculation of worksheet to speed up macro
Application.Calculation = xICalculationManual

'find meal data cell

Cells.Find(What:="<MEAL>", After:=[A1], LookIn:=xIFormulas, LookAt:= _
xIPart, SearchOrder:=xIByRows, SearchDirection:=xINext, MatchCase:=False _
, SearchFormat:=False).Activate

‘define column with time and weight data

SC = ActiveCell.Column

'set headers
[A1] = "PatientID"

[B1] = "Date"
[Ad]="T"
[B4] = "wW"

‘name startrow for data destination
SR=5
Cells(2, SC).Select

L = Len(ActiveCell)

'd.Text = ActiveCell. Text

'bt= begin tijd

‘et= eind tijd

'It = lengte tijd (aantal tekens)
'bw= begin weight

‘'ew= eind weight

‘Iw= lengte weight (aantal tekens)
'n=volgende begin tijd

bt = InStr(ActiveCell, "<T>") + 3
If bt =3 Then

Exit Sub
Else



End If

et = InStr(ActiveCell, "</T>")

It=et-bt

bw = InStr(ActiveCell, "<W>") + 3

ew = InStr(ActiveCell, "</W>")

Iw =ew - bw

Cells(SR, 1).Value = Mid(ActiveCell, bt, It)
Cells(SR, 2).Value = Mid(ActiveCell, bw, lw)
SR2=SR+1

SR =SR2

n=ew+1

Do

bt = InStr(n, ActiveCell, "<T>") + 3

If bt =3 Then

Exit Do

Else

End If

et = InStr(n, ActiveCell, "</T>")

It=et-bt

bw = InStr(n, ActiveCell, "<W>") + 3

ew = InStr(n, ActiveCell, "</W>")

Iw =ew - bw

Cells(SR, 1).Value = Mid(ActiveCell, bt, It)
Cells(SR, 2).Value = Mid(ActiveCell, bw, lw)

SR2=SR+1
SR =SR2
n=ew+1

Loop
“Turn automatic calculation back on
Application.Calculation = xICalculationAutomatic
‘Switch on screenupdating
Application.ScreenUpdating = True

'TA1].Select
End Sub



9. Values for outliers
Duration outliers
- Participant 25 — friend condition = 310 seconds
- Participant 26 — friend condition = 1075 seconds,
- Participant 35 — friend condition = 1204 seconds
- Participant 53 — control condition = 1075 seconds and friend condition = 1148 seconds
- Participant 62 — control condition = 722 seconds
- Participant 69 — control condition = 739 seconds
- Participant 70 — stranger condition = 1415 seconds
- Participant 76 — friend condition = 856 seconds

Speed of first portion outliers
- Participant 38 — friend condition = 3.28 kcal/sec
- Participant 79 — stranger condition = 4.73 kcal/second

Intake outliers
- Participant 52 - control condition = 163.03 kcal

The rest of the participants who were not included was due to incorrect use of the equipment. As
previously mentioned, if participants were excluded from one of the conditions due to being an
outlier then they were excluded from all analysis as they were always compared to themselves.

10.Investigations into stranger condition

1000

: I j
800

1

Time of Last Bite Stranger (sec)

400

200

male participantwith ~ female participantwith ~ male participant with  Female participant with
male female female male

Sex of Stranger

Figure 6. Boxplots for the sex of the participant and the sex of stranger for duration of eating with
a stranger. There was no significance between for males eating with males and males eating with
females (MD = 91.50, SED = 95.21, p = 0.349). There was also no difference between females
eating with females and females eating with males (MD = 76.20, SED = 95.19, p= 0.439).
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male participant with ~ female participant with ~ male participantwith  Female participant with
male female female male

Sex of Stranger

Figure 7. Boxplots for the sex of the participant and the sex of the stranger for the speed of the
first portion of the meal. There was no difference between males eating with males and males
eating with females (MD = 0.115, SED = 0.167, p = 0.496). There was also no difference
between females eating with females and females eating with males (MD =0.017, SED = 0.134,
p = 0.903).

1200,00
1000,00
800,00
600,00

400,00 ‘

200,00

Intake Stranger condition(kcal)

male participantwith ~ female participant with  male participant with Female participant
male female female with male

Sex of Stranger

Figure 8. Boxplots for the sex of the participant and the sex of the stranger looking at the intake
in the stranger condition. There was no difference between males eating with males and males
eating with females (MD = 17.39, SED = 100.32, p = 0.864). There was also no difference between
females eating with females and females eating with males (MD = 81.60, SED = 60.78, p = 0.206).
Intake was already shown to be different between males and females in the results section and
therefore not assessed here.
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Figure 9. Boxplots with the opinion of the stranger and the experience with eating behaviour. a)
There was no difference in duration of meal when grouped by the opinion of the stranger and the
experience (F(2, 34), [1.14], p = 0.331). b) There was no difference in speed of first portion when
grouped by the opinion of the stranger and the experience (F(2,44), [0.046], p=0.956). c) there was
also no difference in intake when grouped by the opinion of the stranger and the experience
(F(2,33), [0.528], p = 0. 595).

11.Participant Comments About Companion

It is likely that theparticipants responses to thg u e s tHovwo was it eating with a
stranger? Describe them and the experienceinafewwbrdsc annot be assumed t
The questionnaires were filled out while sitting across from the stranger and it is possible that
t his 1 nfl uespansed. Sgme of thé martidgpants are friends with the researcher and
they made comments about the meal that were not always in line with the responses. One
participant remarked that it was “nice experi
ther esear cher along the Ilines of “he finished
uncomfortable to keep eating when he had stop
participated stated similar views and therefore it is assumed that some strangay also not
have put down their honest opinion.

For future research it may be beneficial to have the participants fill out the questions
relating to the stranger later that day so that they still remember the experience, but they do not
feel the presure of the stranger sitting across from them. Another suggestion would be to have
a few questions relating to the experience having distinct categorical answers.



12.Correlation between eating questionnaire and eating behaviour
a) b)

Sex
O Female Q) Wale

1000 “ Famale | - Male
~ Female

Male: FZ Linear = 0,001
Female: R? Linear = 0,084
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Figure 10. Scatterplot for time of last bite in the control condition by a) distracted score and b)
awareness score. There was no correlation between participants when grouped together or when
males and females were analyzed separately. This was also done for the friend condition and
stranger condition and there was also no correlation. Visually there were also no distinct groupings
of participants in the scatterplot and therefore it was not explored further.

13.Investigating personality and eating behaviour

Speed of first portion

i

M Control extrovert [l Control introvert [l Friend extrovert

[ Friend introvert [l Stranger extrovert [l Stranger introvert

Figure 11. Boxplots for the speed of the first portion for introverted and extroverted participants.
There were no significant differences between the two types for any of the three conditions (p =
0.118, p=0.220, p = 0.927, respectively). Duration and intake for introverted and extroverted were
also analyzed and had no differences.

ParticipantSpeculations About this Study

1. If the walls were going to be painted different colours and intake was going to be
assessed.

2. If different types of music wergoing to be played and intake was going to be assessed.



3. If different objects were going to be placed in the room as distractions and intake was

going to be assessed.
4. Some participants joked about racing their friend to finish the whole serving bowl of

food.
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