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Variety-seeking has been linked to multiple detrimental effects for consumers, leading them to make suboptimal choices and over-

consume. The current research shows that variety within a meal can in fact lead to greater satiety, controlling for food-quantity. Study

1 shows consumers experience greater satiety while statistically controlling for quantity eaten given variety in a meal. A planned

second study will show increased satiety from experimentally controlled variety. Follow-up studies will explore the process involved,

with the hypothesized process relying on increased attention during consumption.
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Variety-seeking has been extensively studied in consumer research. Many studies have documented consumers showing a preference for 
variety for its own sake, leading researchers to treat variety as a drive (Faison 1977, Goukens et al. 2007, McAlister 1982, Menon and Kahn 
1995). The drive towards variety might stem from seeking optimum stimulation-level (Menon & Kahn 1995, Raju 1980) or from attempts 
to fulfill self-presentation or identity needs, making the consumer appear more interesting to her fellows (Ariely & Levav 2000, Ariely & 
Norton 2009). 

Variety-seeking tends to guide consumer choice to such extent that at times, consumers select less-preferred products that they may in 
fact enjoy less for the sake of variety (Ariely & Levav 2000, Ratner et al. 1999). This may potentially lead to suboptimal choices, particularly 
when selecting products for future consumption (Simonson 2000, 2002).

Though less attention has been given to the effects of variety once already present within purchases, the presence of variety within meals 
has been shown to have specifically detrimental effects on quantity people eat, leading people to eat more when offered variety than they 
would without variety (Raynor and Wing 2006, Wansink 2004).

Tough it may indeed lead people to eat more, due to reduced habituation and a satisfaction of the variety-seeking urge in more varied 
meals, it may also potentially increase satiety regardless of the amount eaten. Below, we explain the reasoning for this hypothesis. 

HABITUATION, ATTENTION AND ENCODING
A considerable portion of day-to-day eating behavior tends to be mindless (Wansink 2004). Consumers can drift through a meal without 

registering how much they ate, relying on cues to retrospectively infer how much they’ve eaten (Wansink 2006). 
Variety within a meal might call more attention to the meal, leading consumers to register the quantity eaten to greater extent. Generally, 

consumers tend to remember particular moments within experience, with “segment” endings being recorded to greater extent than other parts 
(Ariely and Carmon 2000, Baumgartner et al. 1997, Kahenman 2000, Schrieber and Kahneman 2000). Accordingly, when experiences are 
“broken” into segments, consumers process events differently, with different segments that would normally be neglected influencing evalu-
ation. This leads segmented experiences to be evaluated differently than non-segmented experiences. (Ariely and Zauberman 2003, Nelson 
et al. 2009).

Relevant to our case, segmenting snacking into particular portions can alter the manner people register their meal and consequently 
affect when consumers think they’re full (Geier, Wansink and Rozin 2011). The more segmented an experience is, the more consumers can 
register its discrete parts, leading them to remember eating more than they would given unsegmented experience.

 Satiety is determined by a combination of physical and psychological cues (Wansink 2006). In determining how full they are, 
consumers rely not only on internal cues, but also on their judgment of how much they’ve eaten, often driven by external cues (Wansink et 
al. 2005, Wansink and Payne 2007). If ttention is aroused at “segmentation points” during consumption, when consumers shift from one type 
of food to another, consumers may be more sensitive to their physiological level of satiey. No less importantly, they may register what they 
eat to greater extent, leading to a memory-induced inference of quantity eaten, which would in turn result in a greater psychologically-driven 
sense of satiety.

STUDY
The study aimed to examine whether variety in a meal led to greater satiety in a naturalistic snacking situation. To this end, participants 

(N=106) were given snacks while completing unrelated questionnaires and allowed to snack as much as they wanted. Participants were ran-
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domly assigned to one of five conditions, with three conditions offering a single snack: cheese, chocolate kisses, or crackers, and two condi-
tions offering snack combinations: cheese+chocolate or cheese+crackers. 

Participants reported their satiety on a 3-item scale, the items of which were averaged to create each person’s fullness score. Each person 
answered the 3-item scale before and after snacking. A person’s level of satiety was her fullness score after snacking, and her fullness score 
after snacking.

Results. Participants in combo conditions reported being more full (1.63 increase in fullness from time 0) than did participants in the 
non-combo condition (.83). However, combo participants also ate more, in accordance with prior findings (Wansink 2004). To test whether 
variety led to increased satiety even controlling for quantity eaten, we ran a model of satiety as a function of being in a combo condition, 
with the amounts eaten of each snack as covariates. Adjusted means were virtually identical as non-adjusted means, with higher lsmeans for 
combo participants (1.66) than for non-combo participants (.79). Being in a combo condition had a significant effect on satiety controlling for 
quantity of food eaten: F(1,60)=6.62, p=.01.

Discussion. The current study provides an initial demonstration that eating a combination of foods, rather than one type of food, leads 
to greater satiety, controlling for quantity eaten. However, in the current study quantity eaten was controlled statistically, rather than experi-
mentally. A planned follow-up study will control for quantity of food, providing participants with similar size/weight snacks of two types, 
either on their own (non-combo) or in combination (combo). We predict a similar finding to that in the current study, with higher satiety for 
people who received a combo snack.

Further followup studies will aim to get a better idea regarding the causes of enhanced satiety given variety. Specifically, we believe 
increased attention and encoding during the meal may underlie the effects of variety on satiation. Passage from one food item to the next 
may supply an attentional cue that leads to increased encoding of foods eaten during the meal. This may later serve to psychologically cue 
consumers that they’ve eaten more, leading to greater reported satiety.
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This research proposes that fit between consumers’ chronic and situational regulatory focus enhances their evaluations of and loyalty 
intentions toward the promoted product. Two experiments were conducted to test the proposed regulatory fit effects in the context of a loyalty 
program and a favorable restaurant dining experience. Findings from both studies confirm the interactive effect of chronic and situational 
regulatory focus on attitudes and loyalty intentions of prevention-focused consumers. 

Regulatory focus theory (Higgins 1997) posits that individuals differ in how they approach pleasure and avoid pain. These differences 
are manifested in two distinct regulatory orientations which govern how people pursue goals:  promotion focus and prevention focus (Hig-
gins 1997). Both self-regulation systems can be a chronic predisposition of individuals or can be situationally induced (Aaker and Lee 2001; 
Higgins et al. 2001; Semin et al. 2005). Promotion-focused individuals are sensitive to the presence and absence of positive outcomes (gains 
and non-gains), are approach motivated, and are oriented to the pursuit of accomplishment, advancement, and growth (Camacho, Higgins, 
and Lugar 2003; Higgins et al. 1994). On the other hand, prevention-focused people are concerned with the presence and absence of negative 
outcomes (losses and non-losses), are avoidance motivated, and emphasize protection, safety, and responsibility (Higgins, Shah, and Fried-
man 1997; Shah, Higgins, and Friedman 1998).  

Central to the current research is the notion of regulatory fit. People experience regulatory fit when their strategies for goal pursuit 
match their regulatory orientation (Higgins 2006; Lee and Higgins 2009). Accordingly, regulatory fit has been shown to make individuals 
“feel right” about their actions and intensify their motivational strength during goal pursuit (Higgins 2000). In contrast, when people adopt 
strategies that conflict with their regulatory focus, they exhibit reduced motivation due to the resulting regulatory nonfit state (Hong and Lee 
2008). These subjective experiences then transfer to individuals’ subsequent evaluations of attitude objects. 

Consistent with Higgins (2000) claim that regulatory fit can be applied to a broad range of orientations and goal pursuit means, extant 
research offers different conceptualizations and operationalizations of the phenomenon. For instance, promotion-focused consumers are more 
persuaded when they encounter messages emphasizing eagerness (vs. vigilance) appeals, whereas the reverse occurs for prevention-focused 
consumers (Keller 2006). Lee and Aaker (2004) found that individuals evaluate promotion-focused information presented in a gain frame and 
prevention-focused information presented in a loss frame more favorably. Similarly, promotion-focused consumers are willing to pay more 
for a product when they base their evaluations on feelings (vs. reasons), whereas the reverse is observed for prevention-focused consumers 
(Avnet and Higgins 2003). Other regulatory fit studies have reported that promotion vs. prevention focus is associated with distant vs. proxi-
mal temporal perspective (Mogilner, Aaker, and Pennington 2008), abstract vs. concrete mental representations (Lee, Keller, and Sternthal 
2010) and search strategies (Pham and Chang 2010), and dejection vs. agitation emotions (Lee, Aaker, and Gardner 2000).  

Above all, Haws, Dholakia, and Bearden (2010) recently called for further research examining the potential interaction between indi-
viduals’ chronic and situational regulatory focus. The present research highlights this relatively less explored perspective of regulatory fit 
(see Zhao and Pechmann 2007 for an exception). Specifically, we test the hypothesis that fit between consumers’ chronic and situational 
regulatory focus enhances their evaluations of and loyalty intentions toward the promoted brand. This proposition builds on past literature 
which indicates that the experience of regulatory fit enhances the perceived value of an object (Higgins et al. 2003) and attitudes toward a 
brand (Wan, Hong, and Sternthal 2009). 


