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Abstract

Weight gain 1n first-year university students 1s of particular concern 1n the development of lifelong overweight or obesity. Guided by social norm and social facilitation theories, the present experimental
study investigated whether first-year college women'’s palatable food intake was adjusted to match researcher-set consumption norms while 1n groups of 2 or in 2 possible alone conditions (videotaped vs.
not), and whether the weight status of participants affected adherence to these norms. Fifty-five women completed a survey on their interests alone, alone and videotaped, or with a partner, and were pro-
vided cookies purportedly as a snack during the survey. Normative consumption was set by a research assistant who stated how many cookies most participants ate and caloric consumption was meas-
ured. While neither norm condition nor BMI/weight status were found to be significant predictors of caloric consumption, participants who were alone but told they were being observed by a video cam-
era decreased their consumption by about 107-116 calories compared to those participants who were alone and unobserved after controlling for hunger, sociability and dietary restraint. Paired individuals
also decreased consumption but to a lesser extent than those alone but observed by video camera, by about 65 calories, indicating social evaluative threat may be a factor of importance in addition to the
mere presence of others. These preliminary findings provide implications for future social eating model evaluations, particularly those comparing eating alone to eating in groups.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics and zero-order correlations
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