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Abstract 

Research has shown that eating behaviors can be affected by other factors than simply the human 

physiological need for certain nutrients or the feeling of hunger, and situational factors can have 

a significant effect on humans’ eating behaviors. For instance, humans can experience as many 

as 22 different emotions with food, whether they are consuming it or simply being around it. In 

return, these emotions can lead people to eat when they aren’t hungry. This is why it is useful to 

look at situational factors outside of human physiology and hunger when considering people’s 

eating. This study examined food consumption in social groups in an unstructured eating 

environment, the Minnesota State Fair, and tested a brief intervention aimed at encouraging fair-

goers to share food with their companions, so that they might try more foods at the fair without 

consuming more calories. Participants were asked to fill out a survey on an iPad that asked about 

how many people they attended the fair with that day, which foods they ate, and what percentage 

of those foods were shared with others. They were also exposed to either a public service 

announcement (PSA) explaining the benefits of sharing food (treatment) or a PSA about 

sunscreen use (control). The sharing PSA did not lead to increased sharing, and no differences 

were found between participants exposed to the control and treatment PSA’s, except that 

contrary to our predictions, the control PSA increased general sharing intentions after the fair 

was over. It was also found that participants who shared food with their group ate significantly 

more foods than participants who did not share food with their group. While further research is 

needed, the results showed that participants who shared foods with their social groups ended up 

trying more types of food at the MN State Fair. 
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Food Sharing and Consumption in an Unstructured Eating Environment 

 Eating behaviors can be affected by other factors than simply the human physiological 

need for certain nutrients or the feeling of hunger, and situational factors can have a significant 

effect on eating (Wansink, Painter, & North, 2005). Emotion and stress are two examples of 

these factors (Osdoba et al., 2015).  For instance, humans can experience as many as 22 different 

emotions involving food, whether they are consuming it or simply being around it. In return, 

these emotions can lead people to eat when they aren’t hungry. (Desmet & Schifferstein, 2008). 

Therefore it is useful to look at situational factors outside of human physiology and hunger when 

considering people’s eating behaviors.  

 People’s eating behaviors are influenced by norms and traditions ingrained by family 

members and other types of relationships (Salvy, Vartanian, Coelho, Jarrin, & Pliner, 2008). 

Even strangers can have an impact on the eating behaviors and food choices we make (Salvy, 

Jarrin, Paluch, Irfan, & Pliner, 2007). It is important to recognize how eating behaviors other 

than hunger are influenced by social interactions and the implications of this influence for health 

and social psychological research. Research on social influences on eating has looked at the 

effects of eating with friends or strangers, eating with the same or opposite gender, eating based 

on how many people are around, as well as mediators such as time constraints that could 

influence the extent of these social influences. 

 Much research has examined the effects of social familiarity on eating. Salvy, Jarrin, 

Paluch, Irfan, and Pliner (2007) examined the effects of both gender and familiarity of dyad 

relationships on eating behaviors. They categorized and examined participants under six different 

conditions in this between-subjects study: opposite-sex romantic partners, opposite-sex strangers, 

female strangers, male strangers, female friends, and male friends. Participants were told that it 
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was their conversation that was the variable of interest in the study when in fact the focus was on 

how much food people ate. They gave participants in each dyad pre-weighed bowls of cookies 

and crackers, telling them it would make the conversation setting more natural and casual. After 

the study was over, researchers weighed the bowls to see how much food was consumed. They 

found that male friends consumed by far the most amount of food. However, the amount of food 

consumed between two males was cut in half when the two males were strangers instead of 

friends. Opposite-sex romantic partners consumed the same amount of food as each other 

regardless of sex. Lastly, females consumed less food in front of strangers regardless of the sex 

of the stranger (Salvy et al., 2007). These findings suggest that both gender and familiarity of the 

dining partner affect on how much people eat. From a social-psychological perspective, perhaps 

women eat less in front of strangers because women are seen in a more positive light when they 

eat lightly (Koh & Pliner, 2009). A possible explanation is that they are trying to maintain their 

feminine identity through impression management by not eating as much in front of strangers. 

 Koh and Pliner (2009) also examined the effects of the degree of acquaintance of the 

individuals in the eating dyad and the amount of sharing between the dyad, as well as how much 

food was consumed. They had each of their fifty-seven female participants bring a female friend 

with them to participate in the study. During each study session, two pairs of friends were told 

that the researchers were examining cognitive functioning after certain meals. They were then 

separated into dyads depending on which condition they were in: some were matched with their 

friend and some were matched with a stranger from the other friend dyad. As in the study by 

Salvy et al mentioned above, this study also showed that participants who ate with a friend 

consumed more food overall than participants assigned to eat with a stranger. This finding aligns 
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with the findings of many other studies in which participants eat more as their familiarity with 

their dining mate increases (Koh & Pliner, 2009). 

Furthermore, Salvy, Vartanian, Coelho, Jarrin, and Pliner (2008) examined the role of 

partner familiarity on how many cookies participants ate. Their participants included forty-four 

normal-weight children age five to eleven. They had participants partake in a sorting game alone, 

with an unfamiliar peer, or with a sibling. Before the sorting game began, participants were given 

pre-weighed bowls of cookies to eat during the 20-minute session. Participants who were paired 

with their siblings ate more cookies than participants who were paired with strangers or who 

participated in the study alone. No difference was found in the amount of cookies consumed 

between participants in the stranger condition and in the alone condition. The researchers believe 

one explanation for their finding is that children feel more comfortable eating a larger amount in 

front of people they are more familiar with, especially family members. They also theorize that 

when paired with a sibling, children feel less of a need to match their eating behaviors to the 

person they are eating with (Salvy et al. 2008).  

To further examine in-group processes of eating in social contexts, Cruwys et al. (2012) 

looked at how food intake was influenced by whether participants’ dining mates were modeled 

as in-group or out-group individuals. Their 130 female participants were randomly assigned to 

eat a bowl of popcorn and watch a video with either an in-group partner or an out-group partner, 

who was a confederate who either wore their university sweatshirt to establish in-group status or 

wore another school’s sweatshirt to establish out-group status.  Additionally, they were assigned 

to receive either an eating norm (in which the confederate ate all of their popcorn) or a no eating 

norm (in which the confederate ate none of the popcorn).  Cruwys et al. (2012) found that 

participants assigned to the out-group condition ate about the same as those in the control in-



FOOD SHARING AND CONSUMPTION 6	  

group condition. In other words, participants ate the same amount of popcorn as they normally 

would in front of the out-group model. It didn’t matter whether the confederate ate all or none of 

their popcorn. In contrast, they found that participants assigned to the in-group condition ate 

significantly more popcorn when the confederate at all of her popcorn, and ate significantly less 

popcorn when the confederate did not eat her popcorn (Cruwys et al., 2012). This suggests that 

in-group/out-group processes have an influence on whether people decide to let “social 

matching” or “social modeling” affect their eating behaviors. 

 Not only does the level of familiarity with eating partners influence eating, but the 

number of people eating together also influences eating behaviors. Castro and Brewer (1992) 

examined the social facilitation effect, which is defined as the tendency for people to eat more as 

the number of individuals they eat with increases. Participants in this study recorded details such 

as what they ate, the time that they ate, and who they ate with in a diary for seven consecutive 

days. Through these food logs, they found that participants ate more when eating with people, 

and as the number of dining partners increased, the amount of food consumed also increased. It 

was also found that it took participants longer to finish a meal when they ate with more people. 

Lastly, they found that participants ate slower when there were more people present, but it is not 

clear whether participants actually ate at a slower rate, or if they took longer pauses when eating 

(Castro & Brewer, 1992). In this case, the increase in food consumption could be a result of 

staying in a dining setting longer to finish a meal. This study is one of many studies that show an 

increase in food intake when eating with more people. 

Building on those studies, Pliner, Bell, Hirsch, and Kinchla (2006) examined the effect of 

time and gender as mediators of the social facilitation effect. Participants ate their lunch alone, 

with two other participants of the same gender, or with four other participants of the same 
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gender. Participants alone and in groups were also given a specific amount of time to eat: either 

twelve minutes or thirty-six minutes. They found that male participants across all conditions ate 

more than females. Additionally, participants who were given thirty-six minutes to eat ate more 

than participants who were given twelve minutes to eat. However, they did not find a significant 

difference in the amount of food consumed between the different group sizes. Their findings 

suggest that the social facilitation effect may simply be a byproduct of how long it takes groups 

to eat, and that eating more in social contexts can be avoided by limiting how much time people 

have to eat together. This study differs from many others in this field in that it puts less 

consideration on the social context of eating and focuses more on how it can be mediated by 

other situational factors such as time.  

Looking at social influence factors outside of group size and the social facilitation effect, 

Robinson, Tobias, Shaw, Freeman, and Higgs (2011) examined a phenomenon called “social 

matching” in which participants matched the amount of food they ate depending on how much 

food their dining partner ate. In addition to examining social matching, the researchers also 

examined whether priming social acceptance would have an effect on how much participants 

“matched” with the confederate. Participants completed a words search task in which they either 

searched for words that were purposefully neutral, or words that were related to social 

acceptance. After this task, participants were told to play hangman with the confederate and were 

given bowls of popcorn and M&M candies to eat. The confederate was told to eat a certain 

amount of food, and the amount the participants “matched” this consumption amount was 

examined. It was found that participants who were primed in the social acceptance condition 

“matched” less with the confederate than participants who were not primed before the eating 

session (Robinson et al., 2011). This study suggests that the tendency to eat more in social 



FOOD SHARING AND CONSUMPTION 8	  

contexts is due to the human need to feel accepted by others, even if they are strangers. 

Similarity or “matching” in the amount of food eaten is one’s way of showing that he/she cares 

about being accepted by the other individual.  

Hermans, Larsen, Herman, and Engels (2009) also examined social matching in their 

participants (although they referred to the concept as “social modeling”). In this study, they 

assigned participants to one of four conditions where the confederate ate no vegetables, three 

pieces of vegetables, ten pieces of vegetables, or a control condition in which the participant ate 

alone. Unsurprisingly, they found that their participants, who were all young women, ate more 

vegetables if they saw their peers eat more vegetables, and ate fewer vegetables if they saw their 

peers eat fewer vegetables. They also found that this effect was strongest when the confederate 

was of the same sex and within the normal weight range, suggesting that perhaps participants 

engage in social modeling to be “accepted” by the confederate with the normal weight (Hermans 

et al., 2009). This study has important health implications and could be further investigated in 

public health research to increase the intake of highly nutritional foods in young girls. The study 

also shows the powerful influence peers can have on young women’s eating behaviors, 

especially at a young age when friendships tend to be valued more than other types of 

relationships. 

 Rather than looking at how peer familiarity affects the eating behaviors of participants, 

Howland, Hunger, and Mann (2012) examined how manipulating the eating norms of groups of 

friends would change the eating behaviors within the group. Participants brought two other 

friends with them for the in-lab session. Each group of three friends was randomly assigned to a 

restrictive eating condition or a non-restrictive control condition. In the restrictive eating 

condition, two out of the three friends were surreptitiously instructed to limit the amount of 
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cookies they ate during the session. Instead of finding an increase in consumption when eating 

with friends, participants in the restrictive eating groups ate fewer cookies by matching the 

eating behaviors of their friends (Howland, Hunger, & Mann, 2012).  This shows that eating 

norms within in-groups have the capability of decreasing food consumption as well the 

capability of increasing it. 

Robinson and Field (2015) examined whether giving participants information on how 

many cookies previous participants ate would affect how many cookies they ate themselves. 

Furthermore, at the end of the study, they examined whether participants were aware of how 

much the information about previous participants influenced their eating. Out of 160 participants, 

34% said the amount of cookies they consumed was influenced by the fact that they knew how 

many cookies previous participants had eaten, indicating that a significant number of participants 

were self-aware of the social influence on their eating. Furthermore, participants were accurate in 

these estimates, such that those who reported they were influenced were actually influenced and 

those who reported to not be influenced were not socially influenced (Robinson & Field, 2014).  

Social influences on eating extend beyond just the social facilitation effect of eating more 

with larger social groups. Eating behavior in social contexts is a complicated phenomenon in 

which not just social facilitation, but also group familiarity, social matching/modeling, and in-

group/out-group processes can work together to create different eating outcomes, leading 

individuals to eat either more or less than they normally would (Howland, Hunger, & Mann, 

2012). The studies described above were conducted in a controlled lab environment. Structured 

lab settings can ensure high internal validity, but it is not easy to create high external validity in a 

psychological lab. Consequently, this research investigates whether the social aspects of eating 

as well as food sharing have an influence on the amount of food consumed in an unstructured 
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eating environment. In addition, we tested a method to increase the amount of sharing 

participants engaged in by randomly assigning participants to receive a persuasive message to 

share their food at the fair, or a persuasive message to use sunscreen at the fair. Although 

individuals often eat more when in large groups, it is also possible that being in larger groups 

allows individuals to share food with more people, and may lead to less consumption over all, 

despite eating a larger number of different foods.  

Method 

Participants 

Three hundred and six fair-goers, 67 male, 166 female, and 73 unknown participated in this 

study. Subjects self-selected into the study by visiting the Driven 2 Discover (D2D) Building at 

the Minnesota State Fair and volunteered to participate. Participants had to be 18 years or older, 

had to be attending the fair with at least one other person, and had to have eaten at least one food 

item at the fair that day (see Appendix A). Only one person from each group could participate in 

the study. By participating in the study, subjects had the opportunity to enter a raffle to win one 

of six $100 Target gift cards. The age of subjects ranged from 18 to 72 years old (M = 46, SD = 

16.15).  Of these participants, 70.3% were Caucasian, 2.3% were Asian/Pacific Islander, 1.3% 

were Hispanic/Latino, 2.3% were “Other,” and 23.8% were unknown. Out of these 306 fair-

goers, 135 participants completed both the original and follow-up surveys (109 female and 

twenty-six male). Only these participants were included in the analyses reported here. 

Materials 

 A survey with a total of forty-six questions was constructed. Ten of the questions were 

about each participant’s state fair group size, the foods they ate, why they chose the foods they 

ate, their perceptions on sharing food, and how much of those foods they ate (See Appendix B). 
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Twenty-six questions were about any food compensation strategies participants might have used 

before or after their visit to the fair, and do not pertain to this thesis. Lastly, ten questions asked 

about participant demographics.  

 A follow-up survey with seventeen questions was created to evaluate participant eating 

behaviors at the fair after they had taken the original on-site survey. Five out of the seventeen 

questions asked about which foods they ate and how much of each food they shared with their 

group. One question asked about their sharing intentions. The rest of the questions asked about 

food or exercise compensation strategies outside the scope of this thesis. All surveys were 

created and distributed through Qualtrics. The Driven 2 Discover building staff provided five 

iPads so participants could complete the initial survey online and on-site.  

The persuasive messages were given in the form of public service announcements 

(PSAs). The food sharing PSA provided five reasons to share food at the fair, including getting 

to try more foods, spending less money, and getting to share experiences with friends and family. 

The control PSA provided five reasons to use sunscreen at the fair, including lowering the risk 

for skin cancer, preventing wrinkles, and how clothes don’t provide adequate sun protection. 

(See Appendix C).  

Procedure 

 Participants completed the initial survey at the 2015 Minnesota State Fair. They 

completed it on-site using one of the provided iPads; their emails were collected for later use 

when follow-up surveys would be emailed to them. They were told that the initial survey would 

take about thirty to forty-five minutes to complete and would be entered in a raffle to win one of 

six $100 Target gift cards. Participants were then seated at one of the five tables in the research 
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area; each table held one iPad. Participants’ group members were allowed to sit at the table with 

the participant if they wished.  

In the initial survey, participants listed every food item they had eaten so far at the fair. 

For each food, they listed the percentage of the food they thought they ate, how many people 

they shared it with, the proportion of the food they shared with others, and how many calories 

they thought were in each food. Next, they were asked what factors influenced their state fair 

food choices. Options for this question ranged from “the food looks very tasty” to “the food is 

very strange.” Participants were then sent to a randomized screen that was either the food sharing 

message or the sunscreen message. If shown the food-sharing message, participants were then 

asked their opinion of how strong or weak those reasons were to share food. If shown the 

sunscreen message, participants were asked how strong or weak those reasons were to wear 

sunscreen. Participants then completed questions asking how likely they are to share foods for 

the rest of the day at the fair as well as how likely they are to share food with others in general. 

Lastly, the number of people in their group, their relation to the group, and the age range of 

members in their group were recorded. 

 The follow-up survey was emailed to each participant the day after the participant 

completed the initial survey at the fair. In the follow-up survey, participants were asked to list all 

the food items they consumed at the fair, including foods they had consumed prior to completing 

their initial survey as well as foods they had consumed after completing the initial survey. Again, 

for each food, participants listed the percentage of the food they thought they ate, how many 

people they shared it with, the proportion of the food they shared with others, and how many 

calories they thought were in each food. Lastly, they were asked one question about how likely 

they were to share food with other people in general in the future. 
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Hypotheses 

 Hypothesis 1 was a within-groups hypothesis that participants would increase their 

sharing after seeing the sharing PSA compared to the amount they shared before seeing the PSA 

(i.e., there would be a difference in sharing between their initial survey responses and follow-up 

survey responses). It was hypothesized that there would be no difference in food sharing between 

initial survey responses and follow-up survey responses among participants who saw the 

sunscreen PSA. It was also hypothesized that participants who saw the sharing PSA would have 

greater intentions to share at the fair (Hypothesis 2) and to share in general (Hypothesis 3) than 

participants who saw the sunscreen PSA.  

 In addition, regardless of the PSAs, it was hypothesized that participants who shared food 

at the fair would consume more different foods, but not more total calories, than participants who 

did not share food at the fair (Hypothesis 4). 

Results 

Descriptive results 

 Participants answered questions about the group of people with whom they were 

attending the fair. The average number of males in each group was 1.20 and the average number 

of females in each group was 1.75. In other words, groups were more likely to include females 

than males. Twenty-nine percent of participants reported attending the fair with a spouse or 

significant other, 50% of participants reported attending the fair with family, 20.9% reported 

attending the fair with friends, and 0.1% reported attending the fair with a date. A one-way 

ANOVA revealed a non-significant trend that groups with more females were correlated with 

more food sharing, F(1, 100) = 0.256, p = .129. In addition, a one-way ANOVA revealed non-

significant trend that participants had a lower intention to share their food items at the state fair if 
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their group members were friends, as compared to family members, dates, or spouses, F(1, 100) 

= 2.204, p = .325.  

Hypothesized Results 

Hypothesis 1: A two-way ANOVA that tested for an interaction between time (initial 

survey and follow-up survey) and treatment (sharing PSA versus sunscreen PSA) revealed that 

participants did not share more after seeing a PSA than before seeing a PSA, regardless of which 

PSA they saw, F(1, 100) = 0.256, p = .614. Additionally, participants who saw the sharing PSA 

did not share more, collapsing over both survey time points, than participants who saw the 

sunscreen PSA, F(1, 100) = 1.562, p = .214. Lastly, and most directly testing the hypothesis, 

there was not a significant interaction between time and PSA on the amount of sharing 

participants engaged in, and in fact the non-significant trend was in the opposite direction of the 

hypothesis, suggesting that if anything, participants who saw the sharing PSA shared somewhat 

less after seeing it than participants who saw the sunscreen PSA, F(1, 100) = 2.011, p = .159. 

 Hypothesis 2 was not supported. An independent samples t-test revealed that there was 

no difference in intentions to share at the rest of the fair based on which PSA participants saw, 

t(134) = 1.220, p = .224.  

Hypothesis 3: An independent samples t-test revealed that there was no difference in 

intentions to share food in general (in their daily life, not at the fair) based on which PSA was 

seen in the initial survey at the fair, t(134) = -.889, p = .375. When this same general sharing 

intention question was asked the next day in the follow-up survey, sharing intentions 

significantly differed between the two participant PSA groups, but the result was in the opposite 

direction of the hypothesis that the food-sharing PSA would lead to higher general sharing 

intentions. An independent samples t-test revealed that the day after the fair, participants who 
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had seen the sunscreen PSA were more likely to intend to share food in general than participants 

who had seen the sharing PSA, t(134) = -2.464, p = .015. 

Hypothesis 4: An independent samples t-test revealed that as hypothesized, participants 

who shared food with their group ate significantly more different foods than participants who did 

not share food with their group, t(134) = -2.574, p = .011. We also hypothesized that despite 

eating more types of foods, food sharers would not consume more calories than those who did 

not share food. We found a marginal, but not significant, trend for participants who shared food 

to consume slightly more calories than participants who did not share food at the fair, t(138) = -

1.655, p = .100.  

Discussion 

 In this study, we examined the groups that individuals attended the fair with, whether 

they shared food based on the composition of these groups, and whether we could influence their 

sharing with a PSA promoting sharing. Overall, we did not find much support for our 

hypotheses. It is possible that our hypotheses were ill conceived, though they were based on 

previous findings in the literature. It is also possible that this is due to methodological reasons. 

Perhaps fair-goers were simply rushing through the survey so that they could get back to the fair, 

or not paying attention to the questions, or not trying hard to recall all that they had consumed at 

the fair. Perhaps our iPad survey interface was too awkward and difficult to use for participants, 

or there were too many distractions in the testing environment, which led participants to answer 

haphazardly, without being as careful or thoughtful as they might be under other circumstances.  

We did not find that the gender composition of groups had an influence on how much 

sharing individuals engaged in at the fair. Previous research, such as the study conducted by 

Robinson, Tobias, Shaw, Freeman, and Higgs (2011) might lead to a prediction that groups with 
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more females would be more likely to share, as they may be more likely to feel a need to be 

socially accepted by the group, and therefore lead to sharing as way of social matching.  We did 

not find that here, but perhaps further research could investigate whether food sharing could be a 

method for social matching within and between genders. 

 We also did not find differences in the likelihood of sharing based on what kinds of 

groups participants were in. We might expect that being among family would lead to more 

sharing than being among friends or dates, as previous research, such as the study conducted by 

Salvy, Jarrin, Paluch, Irfan, and Pliner (2007), found that familiarity could affect how much 

people eat in front of each other. People tend to be more familiar with their family members than 

with other individuals, and so may be more comfortable sharing food with them. 

The results did not support hypothesis 1, that participants would increase their sharing 

after seeing the sharing PSA compared to the amount they shared before seeing the PSA. In fact, 

the non-significant trend was in the wrong direction, suggesting that if anything, participants 

were decreasing their sharing after seeing the sharing PSA, rather than increasing their sharing. 

One possibility is that the sharing PSA was seen as insulting, annoying, or heavy-handed by 

participants when they read it at the fair, so it led them to react against it and not share. Another 

possibility is that the trend towards decreased sharing intentions after seeing the sharing PSA is 

due to participants filling out the follow-up survey alone the day after the fair, rather than filling 

out the initial survey at the fair in front of their group members. Perhaps having their group 

members with them made participants feel slightly more inclined to share foods, whereas 

responding alone later made them less focused on sharing. Allowing participants to have group 

members sit with them while completing the survey at the fair could have resulted in a potential 

source of bias. 
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Our results also failed to support hypothesis 2, that participants who saw the sharing PSA 

would have greater intentions to share at the fair for the rest of the day. There was no difference 

in sharing intentions at the rest of the fair based on PSA. The results revealed that the sharing 

PSA intervention was not effective at increasing the amount of sharing among groups. It is 

possible that subjects simply failed to notice it, or read it very quickly so that they could finish 

the survey and get back to the fair. Or, as mentioned earlier, it is possible that the PSA was 

considered annoying or insulting, and caused participants who read it to refuse to go along with 

it. 

Hypothesis 3 was not supported either. Participants who saw the sharing PSA did not 

have greater intentions to share in general than participants who saw the sunscreen PSA. The 

results from the initial survey showed no difference in general sharing intentions based on PSA. 

However, the results from the follow-up survey showed a significant difference in general 

sharing intentions between PSA groups, which suggested that participants in the sunscreen PSA 

condition were more likely to intend to share food in general. This is the opposite effect than was 

predicted by Hypothesis 3, and may be explained by some of the same processes described 

earlier – that the sharing PSA was considered insulting, annoying, or heavy-handed, and led 

participants to act in opposition to it, rather than in accord with it.  

Lastly, the results did partially support hypothesis 4, that participants who shared food at 

the fair would consume more different foods, but not more total calories, than participants who 

did not share food at the fair. Sharers did consume more different foods than non-sharers, and 

although they didn’t consume statistically significantly more calories, the marginal trend was in 

that direction. To eat more different foods without consuming more calories is a difficult feat, 

and the fact that it was technically accomplished here, though just barely, is quite promising. 
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Perhaps with a bit of planning or forethought, individuals could be trained to make this work as a 

sensible eating strategy. Sharing of food would allow individuals to try more of the unusual and 

interesting foods at the fair without significantly increasing calorie consumption; it would be an 

enjoyable way to experience the food at the fair without gaining weight.   
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treatment factor1 Mean Std. Error 
SHARE PSA 1 (pre) 47.848 2.439 

2 (post) 46.595 2.015 
SUNSCREEN 
PSA 

1 (pre) 42.156 2.638 
2 (post) 44.801 2.180 

 

Table 1. The non-significant trend leans towards participants decreasing their sharing after 

seeing the sharing PSA, rather than increasing their sharing after seeing the sharing PSA. The 

other non-significant trend shows increased food sharing after seeing the sunscreen (control) 

PSA. 
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 t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Sum of actual 
calories eaten 
(taking into 
account percent 
eaten) reported in 
Time 1 survey 

Equal variances 
assumed -1.655 138 .100 

Equal variances 
not assumed -1.337 32.395 .190 

Number of foods 
consumed at T1 

Equal variances 
assumed -2.574 134 .011 

Equal variances 
not assumed 

-3.331 44.603 .002 

 

Table 2. Participants who shared foods with their groups ate significantly more foods than 

participants who did not share foods with their groups. 
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SharevNoShare N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 
Sum of actual 
calories eaten 
(taking into 
account percent 
eaten) reported in 
Time 1 survey 

.00 (didn’t share) 
 27 530.7015 604.20294 116.27891 

1.00 (shared) 

113 695.1035 424.65777 39.94844 

Number of foods 
consumed at T1 

.00 (didn’t share) 23 2.217 1.2416 .2589 

1.00 (shared) 113 3.257 1.8506 .1741 

 

Table 3.  Although participants who shared food with their groups didn’t consume statistically 

significantly more calories, the trend was in that direction. 


