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Racent research by Herman, Pélivy, ‘and their
cclleague§ has been concerned with the determlinants of self-control
and disinhibition in dieters. The present paper summarizes a nusber
of studies in which the reactions of dieters and nondieters to a
variety of disinhibitory factors (preloading, emotional arousal,
intoxication) were investigated. The effect of an observer on eating
vas. found to be normalizing rather than inhibiting. Implications of
the present research included suggestions that: (1) the:
dieter/nondieter distinction may be preferable to the obese/normal
distinction in predicting eating; and (2) the external/internal
control distinction. in eating research be supplemented by a |
consideration of self-control. The paper concludes with a discussion
of future directions ‘in therapéntically-arientea eating research. .
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Factors Influencing the Elimination

of Dietary Restraint

Much nf the research cufréntly beiﬁg done on humsn eating behav;@r
has gravitateﬁ toward the éistin:ti@n between obese aud nnrmal weight
eaters. Many investigators--on today's panel and elsewhere--have p;g—

vided a wealth of data documenting the fact that obese and normal indi-

viduals differ in the way they eat, and the reasons for which they eat;;

. as well as in the quantity of food consumed, ‘This work continues today, -

and we are still debating over the éxcent to which the obese are "ex-
ternal” éné what exactly externality is.-

Tha work which we woulé like to prégentstadéy falié‘within the
overall tradition alluded tp abav&, but it comes at it ‘from a rather
oblique angies and a é;se can be madé that it passes ‘by the CEBEE&I'
issues altegetbér- At thé’verj 1east,'ﬂhgn ve staféeé; ée'§h§§7h§ we
were addreasing some of the triticai questians related tn thé gbese/
normal distinctiaﬁ. ‘We no longer ahide by thaﬁ diatingtian in our wnrk
and 1'11.1eave it ta you to decide whether that's ﬁécad&é our Wﬂ:k is
irrelevant to Dbesit§>fgsear;h, or whethér the ﬁbesefﬁﬂr§;1 distinctiag

tq in sgmeﬁfespects inadequateﬁ | 7 S L
The ariginal impetgs for aurxgesearzh came frem an eat é,g,és,i

readiﬁg,!s some would gay "misreading" -- af Nisbett'e :elgtiyé depri:

vation theary of abesity. Niabett, fauéll recall, Efguéd that according

to some physiélagicsl cfiteria, the abesﬂ ware reallv unﬂéfwei
C e

ht, and

“that the reason they behEVEd in théir somewhat perverse manner was that

in some.sense they wer< atarving. An external orientsation o food ‘cues,
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for instance, was seen as the result of relative deprivst@an, and ia»was
argued E%at starving people were external, just like the abéseﬁ

Whatever the merits of Nisbett's théarygﬁs and, fortunately, he.
igs not here tgdgy'ﬁa fépﬁdiaté it ~- it at least had the advantage of
suggesting gsome interesting hypotheses. At Northwestern, it occurred
to us that iﬁ NiSbEéE:WEIé correct, then anyone whose weight is suppres-

sed, for whatever reason, ought to benave as if he were cbese. We de-

duced that normal weight dieters, whom we called restrained eaters, ought

to show a more external orientation than other normal weight individuals '
who don't diet,
Thée particular test we Eh&ééyt& demonstrate this effect was re-

SpﬁnSE.tﬂ p?eiaadiﬂg- Plenty of évidenﬂé had been collected -~ much

of it by peéple on this panel == demangtfaging that whé:eas normals
compensate for preloading, eating less after a large preload, the cbese
seemed virtually obliviocus to prelaadrsige in regﬁlating tbeir.shartﬁ
term intake. !Actually, this differential responze to g:eléaﬂing daés
not indicate externality so much as lack of internality, but, in ‘effect,
these were thought to be opposite sidearaf the aame-cming (I'1l1l leave
it to Judy é@din to clarify the relaticﬂship betwsen externality and
internality later in this symposium,)

In any case, on the typical sort of pretext we social psycholo-
gista havé imported inta the domain ef Eatiﬁg_fegeérehs we induced re-
strained and unfesﬁréined normal weight subjects ﬁ@ preload themselves
with C, 1, or 2 milkshakes. Shortly ;hgrgﬂfﬁer, using thelby now fémiﬁ_

“liar taste-rating ploy, we observed their consumption of ice cream.




3. ,

. | Our expectation was that for unreStfaineé eaters, ice cregm;eansumptian
would vary inversely with preload size; for the réstrained eaters, ve
did not exmpect such clear compensation. The fésults showed éuite clearly
.that there was indeed én interaction between prelaaﬂ size and restralnt.
Qur nandieting normals, as expécted, guépensated pratty well (as these
things go) for the g:elaad; "our normal wezght dieters, however, far from
campensa;ing fa? the preload, actually ate’ggég fﬂll@ﬂiﬁg‘thé larger
preload. - Our nondieters, then, showed the "ﬁafmal“ response, but our
dieters :Egambleﬁ né;ther_narmals nor the abesg. They Qe#g clearly not

oblivious to the preload, but acted im a way that suggested to us that

1

they were. gestféined eaters in a more dynamic sense than we had origi-
nally thought. We started w1;hftne premise that nafmal weight dieters

A were keeping their wéighﬁ down belﬂwfwhat it might atherwise_é§; in
adﬂé:i@n, however, they astéd as iiféieting wae not simply é;mattéf @f
fesisting the external pull of attractive food cues, but alsg an active
,1nh1b1;g:y state, in which they were resiating an internal pushg This
internal push,'if allowed expreasion (aqdvésggcia;ly iffgiven additional
force by the Sigén'é gal; of savory extecrnal food cues) produced the |
gsort of eacing binge with which you are éll familigf, and whigh haé

B been documented extensively in the columns %f Ann Landers and various

ather'inVEstigétﬁfsa All this speculation, of Q%uﬁééfééés at the time
entirely ad hoc, and our studies at Nﬁrthéésiérn and Loyola have been
aimed at substantiating and refining mquundéfgtgﬁéing of the processes

iunderlying Eonsummaﬁary inhibition and diginﬁibitioﬁi
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effect a number of ElmES,' gur initizl interpretation, af écurse, was
thst aur dieters, b21ng forced to copsume a 13Ege pfelaad, cunsidefad
their dlEE to have been Effectively ﬂemﬁlished for the day, WLtb Ehe
result that they -adopted an attitude af abgndan - Ghat we call the
"What the hell. ;i'.“ approach t ﬁal,WA 8 == and aﬁe gg;ardiqglyg as
ons replieaﬁian, ve demnustrateﬂ that the disinhibitian Effezt ‘was in_’-

fact largely attitudiﬂal or at leasﬁ cagritive when we - geparated the

ergeived valug:-_ by misin-

true éalnfig value of the preload from its
7farming half the subjects - it turnéd;aut to be Ehe case that pereeivéd
‘calarles, not actual calarieg, céntra¥led the diginhibitian gf reatralnt .
in our dieters. They overate iny after they thnught théy d blown Eheir
_ diets, whether they really had or not. in another réplicatinn, we used
obese as-well as ngrmal welght dieters and nnndietars -- it's not Easy
to find an abese nondieter, but there afe a few gfaund - and fnund
that the 6151nhibitnry effaet applied to ohese and nnfmal dieters alike.
At the same time, the 1argelpzelgad iﬂhibited ;@nsumgtian for bcth
ébésé and nafﬁal ﬁéndietefg. The statistical upshat of thig study wgs
that dieting predicts response to pre lnading, and the’ ﬁbEEE/anmal varis,
nble doesn't. We've been led :a wonder, in fact, . whether-nther’séudi¥;
of nbese/ﬁcrmal dlfferences would have had samewhst differeat result;

had nondieting abgge subjects been more equally reyrgsegted Ln\the

overall obese sample. But that'e another sta:y,_prabgbli best ignore

P

until the cocktail hgurg'
o In our view, chen, the issue became not %a much a matter of in=-
terral versus External cnntrnl of eatlng gs of self-cantrel What

"r




factors affected an individual g ability to ﬁaintain her diet desgite
the ciamor of gaatr;a and hypathalamic hunger sigﬂals pushing from the’
inside‘an&fﬁgggi;grthe sgegtgcula: display at;fgad cues beckoning from

the cutside? How does one resist, and under what circgﬁstanEESféces‘

resistance zgllapse?
Our first d cliberate attempt to observe the collapse af dietary
" restraint in a situation other than high calaric prel@adiﬁg invaived

alcohol. If the dlétef 8 response to prelaadiﬁg - what appeatad te us
to be aAEfue ﬂisinhibitian éffegtf!a‘weré really diginhibiticp En@ggggz T
some other mundane or mystericus préeéas, then surgty'ﬁe could expect
tha;‘aicéhai would préduce the same effect as a higﬁAéaléfie gfélééé:

'}A restrained eaters should eat more following alcohol than fnllawing ad~.
ministratian of a plaéeba solution. ‘Alcahal’had the additianglfadvantﬁge
that we could expett it to producs ‘a slight inhibi;igq Bf -eating iu un-
restrained eaters, wha might be Expacted to Egmpensate fér the fairly
high calafic content af alcahal Ultimately, in fazt, we did get resulfa f”
éﬁnrcfming p:etty well to these. EKPEEtEtiQnE, but . not befure running
three Qz’fauf szudies over a pérind gf two yeara, and 1esrning more than
.we ériginéily waﬁced to know about alcahﬂljiﬁ'thg.pratess,f_?he.gréblem,
_ft turned out, was that alcohol per-se just isa't a disinhibitor, &t
VléascAnaé in any simple gense, If'the ﬁﬁbjéét isrgivedAaleahal— andf 7
told very ﬁ-§ izitly fhat it is aleahal aﬁd he 8 ﬂleatly suppfeaging fm
VEhE behaviar you've set out £o measure, thsn yau '11 get a disinhibiti@n
effect Drherwigej ynu re jusc as likely - iﬁ fact -more than juat as

/

likely == to get just the, appasite sgrt of effgg:. In the abgence af a
/

7

cagnitive label to the Effect that the beve;ﬂge really contains al:ahnl

alcahal seems-to act merely as a sedative, and a gedative, in natute 8
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seemingiy deliberate attempt to cgnfﬁund us, has pregisely the oppasite}
_effécz'af a disinhibitor on Eating A sedated diéter is mﬁIE likely to
adherg to §15 or her diet; sedatian for the nandigter, ’hgwever2 produces
(or at-leastppafmits) increased ;onsumptian_

When we set out to manipulate anxiety difectly:~aur>reau1;s f;;:
in fsifly anhetently with the préceding fnrmulati@n, Anxious dieters , f\’
ate somewhat more thaﬂ calm dieteré?ﬁ Our nandieters ate :ansiderabl? -
leas whén anxious than whén calm, .

- In the welter of significant - intefaﬁtinns autlined abave, a y ,3* .
number of more .or less hazy conclusions can be-deteztgd.l First, alcahal L
researchers rush in where wise men fear to tread: the Qﬂly.fé&SQD we © \
uséd alcohol was Eﬁét we knew it to bezggg élassig iisinﬁiﬁiﬁar;.au: ) \ ~
certainty about glﬁéhcl‘s‘effeﬁtg, however, appeéfs tqfﬁerinvefsély |
ralated to the amauﬂt of research candugted ‘Second dly, we feel that ; ={
we were successful in isolating and dlvergently vélidsting ‘the preeafiaus
'Eﬂgnlilﬁe control system of the dieter. Mﬁmentﬁﬁo!mament adherence to
a diet, resistance to intetnal and Exterﬁal pressurés,_is a demandi ‘ _ X: ¢
undertaking, and snything that distrazts the dieter from vigilant con-
centratlan on that task =-- be it Ehe Expefience ﬂf intnxiﬂatinn, Ehe
‘more pressing concerns of anxiety or tension, or simply the temporary
loss of purpose fallﬁwing forced prel@adigg-sg any or all of these will

i oY

”braach the fragile barrier of di ary'résalve. e

With the exception of our initial studies analgahél} our. re~

search program hgé turﬁéd out to be an interlocking series of s c udies

documenting the fragility of the dieter's resolve, and deﬁanstfatingh

8.y e e



the variety and potency of the circumstances in which dieting breaks
down. Even the -demonstration that unlabelled alcohol acts as a sedative

= : and in some sense prevents the collapse of festraint was unintentianalg

~on the factors influeﬁcing smoking; for both of thege préblem behavior
areas, most of the research ends up shc?ing us hcé to ‘exacerbate ;he
problem. It is thus with.sgme relief that we present 'the results of our
most recent study, in which our dieters behaved in what was a surpris-
ingly self-controlled fashion.

The factor we added to our eating situation this time was,inténdéd
to achieve one purpose -- to héigﬁtén the dieter's Eelf*SQDSEiDQSﬁESS
and thua lessen the probability of a disinhibition of restraint. ;he
most straightforward technique UEA;éuldzﬂémé up with to creaga‘suéh'
gelf-consciousness on the part of the dieter wasrsimply keeping the
Expaiimantéf in the roéé, observing the sﬁbjéct'but not eating an;thing
herself. We felt that being observed. would simply induce more self-
awareness in our subjects§ and that for the dieters; at least, self-

?‘2 awareness was the first prgrequisiég for gelfsc@ntf@l;‘ pltiméteiy, of
o ;oursa,.we would like to génefate héightehed Eelfsaw;reness during eat-
- .
ing without the costly crutch of an external observer; but our crude
méhipulatian was at ieast é start. |
Ihe experiment worked as fﬁllaWs éubjéﬁtﬁ were, as usual, told.
: that they were in a taste expgriment and thaz the} would eventually
taste and rdte a variety of nuts, Initially, hawever, they were dif-

ferentially preloaded with 5 or 15 ounces of Nutrament, on the typi;al

sort of pfatext. Before pfa:eeding to "taste" the nuts, hgwever, sub=

=
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jegﬁé were instructed to comfortably fill themselves up with more Nutra-
mant,:if éhey Wi Te %Eill aﬁ all hungfy.‘ Tie amount- of adéitianaliﬂutraé
ment - consumed Eeyanﬂ the preload caﬂstltuted the first dEPEEdEnE measufe_
of iﬁterestf And, as 1ndicateé above, for half Ehe gubjects the eﬁperiﬁ
omenter femained with the subjects, "for the other half the Expe;imentat
left the room while the subject ate, as 1§ the custom in such studies,
N A
- ' -Qur expectation was that the unrestfaiugd eaters waulﬂ be uaaffected by
the presence of the observer, eating inliﬁvefse.prapargian to preload
aize ﬂhethéf they were observed or not. Aﬂd_thatgsialgﬁst egagtly,what
happened. rihafe was a vgrﬁ strong main effect for preload gize;hgﬁd;nara
~main effect or iﬁtérsctiansiinv@lving ébée:vatiang )
Fﬁr the restrained subjects; our expeeﬁstians éere mareicaméisx.
'In the absence of the cbserver, we expected them to eat more fgllawing
the larger preload. §With the experiment;z pfesent, ve expected unif@rmly
low consumption following éither_prélaad. Qur agtual findiggsrﬁere_
somewhat differénti With the observer gbsent; thzs dieters tended to eat
more fgllcwing the 1arge: preload, as- expe&ted ;haugh the effect was
weak, When we added the ubserver, however, the dieters behaved exactly
llikg ncﬁdiEEEfs, compensating strongly for the preload.. Statistically,
the result was a significant intefaztiun, eancéptually, the result was

T 3 -

that ‘dieters did ngt simply suppfeas éating in the presence of an ob-

(
server. They did suppregs their :ensumpti@n fnlluwing the 15—cunce pre-
load; but following the‘i—@unée pféla&d; they aetually ate more that

the cgmpardbie group of unabserved dieters. The presence of the nbsgrvgf,

‘then, de not so much iahibit eating as make the dletet Eating nore

10 |
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sensible, better co-ordinated to preload size, even if it meant eating

more in some circumstances. If we knew less about our dieters, we
= Eal i : : l

»miéht almost be tempted to describe them as internal, attending to

physiological hunger cues, Lest we - or you - be tempted to draw such %'

a hasty conclusion, though, it should be noted that during the next

phase of the experiment, in which subjects taste-rated a variety of
nuts without any observer present, our dieters reverted as a group to
their more accustomed and perverse. eating habits, The restrained eaters’

ate a great deal more than did the unrestrained eétegé in this phase;

and more interestingly, for the restrained eaters there was. & strong

positive correlation beﬁween:amnunt of nuts eaten and total consump-
tion of Nutrament (inciudiﬁg the forced preload). “For unrestrained
eaters, ;he cgrrelatién was weak and negative; In other words, the
apparently sensibleieatiﬁg behavior of tge observed‘d;éter vanished
along with the observer. ' ' =l . .

What we%must do, it seems, is somehow internalize the observer,
For the dieﬁe:, the problem appears to be,latgély'?né of sélitarg con=

sumption. And the solution, we feel, must involve training the sort of

" gelf-consciously sensible eating that just doesn't seem to come naturally

to the problem eater. Though the dieter may not real attend to internal

hunger cues, maybe he or she can be induced to act as if those cues were

controlling eating, Acting normally may be tantaﬁaunt’tsAnafmaIity,

at least where eating behavior is concerned.:

H
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