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ABSTRACT

The study of eating behaviour has been approached from various disciplines, including physiology and psychology.
Multiple theories have been developed to explain the mechanisms that regulate hunger, appetite and satiety.
Among them, the Specific Sensory Satiety Theory (SSST) proposed that the sensory variety in food influences
the amount consumed. It was observed that a varied diet led to higher consumption, while a monotonous diet
reduced it. Experimental studies on SSST showed that repeated exposure to the same food led to a decrease
in preference and intake. On the other hand, the availability of foods with different sensory characteristics
led to prolonged consumption. It was determined that satiety depended not only on caloric content, but
also on the sensory properties of the food. In addition, the analysis looked at how the presentation of food,
whether simultaneous or successive, affected intake. The findings highlighted the influence of food variety
on consumption behaviour, which has implications for obesity and dietary regulation. It was suggested that
controlling exposure to sensory stimuli could improve self-regulation of intake. Finally, it was recommended
that further research be carried out to evaluate the long-term effects of the SSST and its impact on health.
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RESUMEN

El estudio de la conducta alimentaria ha sido abordado desde diversas disciplinas, incluyendo la fisiologia
y la psicologia. Se han desarrollado multiples teorias para explicar los mecanismos que regulan el hambre,
el apetito y la saciedad. Entre ellas, la Teoria de la Saciedad Sensorial Especifica (TSSE) propuso que la
variedad sensorial en los alimentos influye en la cantidad de consumo. Se observo que una dieta variada
llevo a un mayor consumo, mientras que una dieta monotona lo redujo. Los estudios experimentales sobre la
TSSE evidenciaron que la exposicion repetida a un mismo alimento generé una disminucion en la preferencia
y la ingesta. En cambio, la disponibilidad de alimentos con diferentes caracteristicas sensoriales provocé un
consumo prolongado. Se determind que la saciedad no solo dependié del contenido caldrico, sino también de
las propiedades sensoriales del alimento. Ademas, se analizd como la presentacion de los alimentos ya sea
simultanea o sucesiva, afecto la ingesta. Los hallazgos resaltaron la influencia de la variedad alimentaria en
la conducta de consumo, lo que tiene implicaciones en la obesidad y la regulacion dietética. Se sugirio que el
control de la exposicion a estimulos sensoriales podria mejorar la autorregulacion de la ingesta. Finalmente,
se recomendo continuar con investigaciones para evaluar los efectos a largo plazo de la TSSE y su impacto en
la salud.

Palabras clave: Saciedad Sensorial Especifica; Regulacion Alimentaria; Habituacion; Consumo Alimentario;
Ingesta Calorica.
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INTRODUCTION

Due to the complex interaction of factors that influence hunger, appetite, and satiety, the study of eating
behavior has been approached from multiple disciplines, including physiology, psychology, and anthropology.
Throughout history, various theories have attempted to explain the mechanisms underlying the regulation of
food consumption, from the Central Theory of Hunger by Cannon and Washburn (1912) to more recent models
such as the Set Point Theory and the Positive Incentive Theory.

One of the most relevant approaches in research into eating behavior is the Specific Sensory Satiety Theory
(CST), which proposes that consuming food with varied sensory characteristics can increase food intake. At the
same time, a monotonous diet tends to reduce it. Experimental studies have shown that individuals exposed
to varied diets consume more food due to less habituation of its sensory properties. This phenomenon has
important implications for food regulation, obesity, and public health, as it suggests that the availability of a
greater variety of food can contribute to overconsumption.

In this context, the present work analyzes the mechanisms of the ST, reviews its theoretical and experimental
background, and examines the role of monotony and sensory variety in regulating food consumption. Through
a review of experimental and theoretical studies, the aim is to understand how sensory variability influences
human eating behavior and what implications it has for the design of dietary and health strategies.

DEVELOPMENT
Conceptualization of hunger, satiety, and appetite

Eating behavior involves various physiological, psychological, and socio-anthropological factors. Because of
this, its study has been approached from multiple perspectives, creating confusion when using some terms that
refer to certain states of the organism in an undifferentiated way. An example is hunger and appetite, which
are used interchangeably when referring to the willingness to eat (Booth, 1987).

In the first experimental study of human eating behavior, Cannon and Washburn (1912) criticized the claim
that the difference between hunger and appetite was only quantitative, postulating that hunger was a need
caused by intestinal emptiness and that it was detected when it occurred, while appetite was related to
previous sensations caused by the taste and smell of food. This approach was called the “Central Theory
of Hunger”. However, the theory of Cannon and Washburn (1912) was rejected when it was discovered that
subjects who had had their stomachs or other parts of the digestive tract removed still felt hungry.

Based on the previous proposal, new theories were developed that attempted to explain the mechanism
by which hunger is produced, such as the Trophic Reflex Theory (Turrd, 1912), the Lipostatic Theory (Kennedy,
1953), the Glucostatic Theory (Mayer, 1955), the Thermostatic Theory (Brobeck, 1960) and the Neurobiological
Theory (Blundel, 1984; Rowland, Li & Morien, 1996), among others.

Turro (1912) and Rozin and Kalat (1971) indicated that consuming foods containing specific nutrients necessary
for the proper functioning of the body is the product of adaptive specialization or learning. Therefore, specific
hunger is a product of learning, in which variables such as post-ingestive effects produced by the ingested food
and which can be beneficial or aversive for the organism (as an example of the latter, we can cite conditioned
aversion to taste) are involved. Specific hunger could be considered as the result of the association made by
an organism between a particular food (with certain orosensory qualities, such as taste and smell) and its
beneficial post-ingestive effects.

Appetite could be called the psychological aspect of eating behavior, given that there is a relationship
between the sensations of the smell and taste of food and the affective response that these generate. In this
sense, it could be pointed out that appetite is determined by different elements of the environment (Booth,
1987; Turro, 1912).

Rowland (1990) stated that there are two types of “appetite”: innate and acquired. The latter is the product
of learning, in which a subject associates a particular taste (or any other oral-sensory characteristic of food)
with specific post-ingestive effects.

For Young (1941), appetite is the body’s demand for a specific food or nutrient. Based on this definition,
Young proposed the terms partial hunger and specific appetites as synonyms for appetite and considered that
this is an “infallible guide” for the organism, as it will feel appetite only for those foods that have the orosensory
characteristics associated with substances that will adequately cover its nutritional needs.

On the other hand, Le Magnen (1999) distinguished between two kinds of appetite: appetite and specific
appetites. Appetite is a reflection of orally stimulated consumption, controlled by the characteristics of the
food, such as taste and smell. On the other hand, specific appetites are based on learning and consist of
ingestive responses produced by the conditioned stimulus of food. Specific appetite, then, refers to a taste-
determined preference in which the post-ingestive effects of food do not play a part. However, the term
preference is not entirely adequate for Young (1966) because preference can be determined not only by the
organ sensory characteristics of the food but also by other conditions, such as the availability of the food, the
difficulty of consuming it, and the benefits of one food over another.

Rozin (2002) distinguished between preference and taste. He indicated that preference implies choosing one
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food from two or more presented. On the other hand, taste constitutes one of the determinants of preference
since taste refers to an affective response to food, consisting of the orosensory properties of the food being
pleasant for the subject.

In this way, appetite is a preference determined by taste, which can be learned or innate. Unlike hunger,
appetite is “guided” by food’s orosensory qualities, which can be learned or innate (Sclafani, 1997).

By the definitions referred to above, it could be concluded that specific hunger (Turré, 1912), particular
appetites (Le Magnen, 1999), and the appetite described by Young (1941) are concepts that refer to the same
phenomenon.

Satiety is understood as a terminal state of the organism from which food intake is reduced or terminated
(Carlson, 1996). Young (1966) distinguished between two types: partial and total satiety. In partial satiety, an
organism satiated with one food will accept a different kind of food; in total satiety, on the other hand, the
subject will not accept any food. This suggests that the sensory characteristics and nutritional content of food
can determine the consumption or rejection of food when a variety of diets are available (Johnson & Vickers,
1993). Thus, in the case of partial satiety, we could be talking about satiety of appetite, as it depends on the
orosensory characteristics of the food. In the case of total satiety, it would be consistent to speak of hunger
satiety since it does not depend on the orosensory qualities of the food but on the organism’s physiological
state.

However, some subjects exposed to various foods consume more calories than they need to meet their
needs. The body may have met its caloric and nutritional needs by having consumed a particular food that
satisfies its hunger, yet show an appetite for other foods with different orosensory characteristics (Hetherington
& Rolls, 1996; Raynor & Epstein, 2001). The subject probably continues to consume these foods without being
hungry. However, at a certain point, the subject has to stop eating, even though the food is still appetizing.
This is total satiety, which does not necessarily coincide with hunger satiety. The subject’s hunger was likely
satisfied long before total satiety set in.

Numerous studies have reported that subjects who have a variety of foods with different orosensory
characteristics available to them consume a greater quantity of food than subjects with access to only one
type of food (Armitage, Hervey, Rolls, Rowe & Tobin, 1983; Barber, Vifa, Vina & Cabo, 1985; Booth, 1987;
Hetherington & Rolls, 1996; Johnson & Vickers, 1993; McCrory, et al., 1999; Ramirez, 1987; Raynor & Epstein,
2001; Rolls, 1990; Rolls, Rowe, Rolls, Kingston, Megson, & Gunary, 1980).

Finally, it should be noted that hunger, satiety, and appetite present conceptual differences that depend
on the discipline from which their definition is derived. On the one hand, hunger, satiety, and appetite are
related to physiological processes in the body that allow it to meet internal energy demands. These processes
are studied by physiology and biology. On the other hand, appetite, taste, and preference are related to
psychological aspects that involve individual characteristics determined by the environment and are studied by
psychology, anthropology, and other social sciences.

Specific Sensory Satiety Theory

In a recent work, B. J. Rolls and his collaborators (1981) proposed the Specific Sensory Satiety Theory (CST),
which explains one of the causes of the over-ingestion of varied foods. This phenomenon involves a decrease
in preference and intake for foods consumed on several occasions due to sensory saturation. On the other
hand, if a food with different sensory properties is presented, the subject will continue to consume this food
despite their state of satiety. This indicates that satiety can be specific to a food. Therefore, exposure to varied
diets maintains intake for prolonged periods, as well as causing greater consumption (Hetherington, 1996;
Hetherington, Foster, Newman, Anderson & Norton, 2006; Hetherington & Rolls, 1996; Meiselman, 1996; Raynor
& Epstein, 2001; Rolls, 1985; Rolls, 1993; Rolls, 2007; Rolls, Rolls, Rowe & Sweeney, 1981; Rolls, Rowe, Rolls,
Kingston, Megson & Gunary, 1981; Rolls, Rowe & Rolls, 1982a; Rolls, Rowe & Rolls, 1982b). Some theoretical
contributions that predate the SSST will be reviewed below.

Background
Set point theory

Set point theory postulates that hunger is a lack of energy and eating is how energy resources recover their
optimal level (Pinel, 2007, p.326).

According to Pinel (2007, p. 327), the Set Point Theory has some limitations, as it fails to explain how some
metabolic problems and eating disorders develop fully. Pinel (2007, p. 327) pointed out that this theory does
not recognize the influence of taste, learning, food availability, and other social factors on hunger, selection,
consumption, and satiety. From these limitations arises the Positive Incentive Theory, which proposes that what
moves humans and other animals to eat is not an internal lack of energy but rather the pleasure anticipated
from ingesting food (Pinel, 2007, p.327). This theory recognizes that there are a large number of factors that
interact with each other to determine the degree of hunger an individual feels. Therefore, no single element
defines the degree of hunger in the individual (Pinel, 2007, p. 327).
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Habituation

Raynor and Epstein (2001) pointed out that consuming foods with various flavors, smells, textures, or shapes
provides a different “sensory experience” from what occurs when eating a single food. That is to say, consuming
a varied diet during a meal changes the “sensory experience,” while consuming a monotonous food provides a
constant “sensory experience.”

The aforementioned effect can be explained by habituation, understood as a behavioral phenomenon in
which the response to certain stimuli decreases as a consequence of repeated exposure to them. The increase
in the consumption of varied foods is due to the slow habituation to the sensory properties of these foods, in
comparison with the effects observed in exposure to monotonous foods, with which habituation occurs in a
short time (Hetherington & Rolls, 1996; Raynor & Epstein, 2001).

The primary technique for evaluating habituation is repeatedly providing a food or substance. After several
exposures, the impact of these substances on subsequent consumption is evaluated. Subsequently, a different
food or substance is provided with the aim of restoring the response. Suppose the new or disaccustoming
stimulus causes an increase in the reaction. In that case, it is considered to be due to the change in the
reinforcing value of the food, and it is ruled out that the initial responses are due to situations such as muscle
fatigue and post-ingestive consequences. On the other hand, if the acceptance and intake of food decreases,
it is considered a consequence of the habituation process. These data provide evidence to support the TSSE
(Hetherington & Rolls, 1996; Raynor & Epstein, 2001).

Reaction to flavors

It has been observed that satiety is caused, to a greater extent, by repeated exposure to the flavor of food
than by its post-ingestive effects, that is, by the caloric density it contains and the nutritional benefits it may
provide.

Cabanac (1971, p. 1107) pointed out that a stimulus can induce a sensation of pleasure or displeasure in the
subject, depending on the latter’s internal state. Cabanac (1971, p. 1105) called this phenomenon anesthesia
(a word composed of the phrases esthesia, which means sensation, and allies, which means change).

Cabanac’s (1971) studies on allesthesia showed that the reinforcing value of food depended mainly on the
degree of deprivation of the subject. Additionally, the degree of deprivation of the subjects influences food
consumption, and satiety occurs when the caloric amount necessary for the organism is consumed. From the
above, it can be pointed out that an individual in a considerable state of deprivation will consume a substance
or food in a short period, generating a pleasant sensation for them; however, after ingesting a greater quantity
of food (or substance), the individual will experience an unpleasant sensation before the stomach’s receptors
indicate to the brain’s receptors that the level of satiety has been reached, that is, that the body’s caloric
requirements have been met.

Based on the above and other data, Berridge (1991, cited in Hetherington & Rolls, 1996) conducted various
experiments that evaluated appetite or the “tendency to eat” and the degree of pleasure/displeasure produced
by administering various substances with different flavors. The author found that satiety and the time at which
it occurred depended largely on the taste of the substance given to the subjects and, to a lesser extent, on the
caloric density of each substance.

These studies indicated that repeated exposure to a flavor produces different chemical reactions in the
taste buds and a decrease in the pleasure produced by the food. Because of this, satiety occurs more quickly
than when the food contains a high caloric density. In this sense, there is a greater probability that an organism
will decrease its consumption of a specific food when it has become satiated with its flavor than by the amount
of calories consumed (Hetherington & Rolls, 1996).

In general terms, the TSSE adopts the Set Point Theory, which states that an individual will initiate food
consumption when they require energy. The Habituation Theory proposes that the individual will stop responding
(or consuming food) after becoming accustomed to specific stimulus characteristics (in this case, the taste of
the food). Finally, studies on reaction to tastes indicate that the taste of food (stimuli) plays a significant role
in satiety, exerting a greater influence than the caloric content of the food.

Experimental studies on Specific Sensory Satiety and their main findings

Specific sensory satiety has been analyzed from different psychological perspectives and has focused on
aspects such as neuropsychological reactions (Rolls, 2007), cognitive aspects (Hetherington & Rolls, 1996;
Rolls, 2007; Rolls, Rolls, Rowe & Sweeney, 1981), and/or sensory (Rolls, Rolls, Rowe & Sweeney, 1981; Rolls,
Rowe & Rolls, 1982a; Rolls, Rowe & Rolls, 1982b) aspects that influence the maintenance or termination of food
consumption, among others.

In Specific Sensory Satiation (SSS) experiments, the common procedure is as follows: first, participants
are presented with a group of foods as a sample and are asked to rate the acceptability of the flavors of the
samples. Subsequently, one of the samples is provided to each of the participants, and they are instructed to
consume as much as they wish until they are satisfied. Finally, the participants rate again the foods that were
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presented to them at the beginning (Raynor & Epstein, 2001).

Generally, studies on SSS are based on verbal reports on the acceptability of food (the pleasure and liking or
disliking according to the sensory properties) and the appetite (desire to continue eating). In addition, reports
are made on the hunger and satiety states of the participants, before and after exposure to the food (Guinard
& Brun, 1998; Hetherington, 1996; Hetherington, Foster, Newman, Anderson & Norton, 2006; Hetherington &
Rolls, 1996; Hetherington, Rolls & Burley, 1989; McCrory, et al., 1999; Rolls, 1985; Rolls & McDermott, 1991;
Rolls, Rolls, Rowe & Sweeney, 1981; Rolls, van Duijvenvoorde & Rolls, 1984; Smeets & Westerterp-Plantega,
2006; Snoek, Huntjens, van Gemert, de Graaf & Weenen, 2004).

Hetherington (1996) pointed out that the first reason for terminating food consumption is total satiety and,
to a lesser extent, sensory satiety for a specific food. This leads us to conclude that satiety depends on both
aspects and is not restricted to the influence of one of them.

It has also been pointed out that the acceptability and consumption of foods with markedly different sensory
characteristics are more significant than the acceptability and consumption of foods with sensory traits very
similar to those consumed during a meal (Raynor & Epstein, 2001; Rolls, Rolls, Rowe & Sweeney, 1981). Due
to the above, one of the most significant effects of SSE is consuming varied foods during a meal (short-term
exposure) (Rolls, 1993; Rolls, Rowe, Rolls, Kingston, Megson & Gunary, 1981). It has been observed that the
smell and taste of food are the characteristics that have the most significant influence on SSE. The texture and
appearance of food come second. On the other hand, it has been observed that the colors of food only influence
subsequent selections of the same (Guinard & Brun, 1998; Rolls, 1985; Rolls, 1993; Rolls, Rowe & Rolls, 1982a;
Rolls, Rowe, Rolls, Kingston, Megson & Gunary, 1981).

In addition, it has been observed that after a meal, the acceptability of foods consumed to satiety decreases
markedly, while the acceptability of uneaten foods remains relatively stable. This acceptability influences the
long-term choice and consumption of subjects (Hetherington & Rolls, 1996; Hetherington, Rolls & Burley, 1989;
Meiselman, 1996; Rolls, 1985; Rolls, 1993; Rolls, Rowe & Rolls, 1982a; Rolls, Rowe, Rolls, Kingston, Megson &
Gunary, 1981; Smeets & Westerterp-Plantega, 2006).

However, it is essential to point out that most studies focus on the short-term effects, that is, the effects
observed in a single meal. Because of this, it is worth asking what happens if monotonous diets are presented
over prolonged periods and what effects of specific sensory satiety are presented in the long term.

For example, Rolls and de Waal (1985) studied the preference for certain foods in a group of refugees in
Ethiopia who were exposed to a monotonous diet for a period of 6 months. The authors measured changes
in body composition and energy regulation and found a decrease in food acceptability and the emergence of
different behaviors in search of a varied diet (McCrory et al., 1999; Meiselman, 1996; Rolls, 1993; Rolls & de
Waal, 1985).

On the other hand, some studies have evaluated the acquisition of SSE and its relationship with variables
such as age (Rolls & McDermott, 1991) and body weight (obese, overweight, or normal weight) (McCrory et al.,
1999).

In relation to age, adolescents have been found to have a higher degree of SSE than the elderly, while in
adults, this phenomenon is found at a medium level (Rolls & McDermott, 1991). On the other hand, neither
the weight nor the body mass index of the subjects influences the degree of acquisition of SSE (McCrory et
al., 1999; Rolls, Rowe, Rolls, Kingston, Megson & Gunary, 1981; Snoek, Huntjens, van Gemert, de Graaf &
Weenenen, 2004).

Finally, it should be noted that based on knowledge of the basic mechanisms involved in specific sensory
satiety, improvements in the human diet can be proposed. Continuous stimulation of the palate enables the
selection of a varied diet, increasing the taste and consumption of diets with an adequate balance of nutrients
that allows subjects to maintain an appropriate weight and state of health.

Monotony and sensory variety of food and their influence on eating behavior

Studies on the sensory variety and monotony of food are closely related to the evaluation of Specific Sensory
Satiation, as these diets have been proposed as tools for studying this phenomenon.

A diet is considered monotonous when composed of foods with similar sensory characteristics and/or post-
ingestive consequences. Several studies have observed that when this type of food is provided at a meal, there
is no notable consumption; therefore, the greater the variety of foods in terms of their sensory characteristics,
the more significant the increase in food intake during a meal (Raynor & Epstein, 2001; Rolls, 1985; Rolls, 1993;
Rolls, Rowe & Rolls, 1982a; Rolls, Rowe, Rolls, Kingston, Megson & Gunary, 1981).

On the other hand, a diet is considered to be varied when it is composed of foods with at least one different
sensory characteristic and/or by the differences in the post-ingestive consequences it generates (Hetherington
& Rolls, 1996; Le Magnen, 1987; Meiselman, 1996; Raynor & Epstein, 2001; Rolls, 1985; Rolls, 2007; Rolls, Rowe
& Rolls, 1982b).

In the studies that analyze the influence of food variety on intake, different experimental preparations
have been made to present diets with dissimilar ingredients, making them distinct from each other. One of
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the preparations consists of presenting the diet successively, that is to say, a meal composed of various dishes,
offered separately, in such a way that there is a new meal in each interval (Hetherington, 1996; Hetherington,
Foster, Newman, Anderson & Norton, 2006; Hetherington, Rolls & Burley, 1989; Rolls, Rowe & Rolls, 1982a;
Rolls, Rowe & Rolls, 1982b; Rolls, Rowe, Rolls, Kingston, Megson & Gunary, 1981; Rolls, Rolls, Rowe & Sweeney,
1981; Rolls, van Duijvenvoorde & Rolls, 1984). Another experimental preparation consists of presenting the
diet simultaneously (buffet style), that is, different foods provided simultaneously (i.e. Hetherington, Foster,
Newman, Anderson & Norton, 2006). In these studies, participants are asked to consume until satiated and
are commonly exposed to the same, similar, or different diets, depending on the study’s objective (Raynor &
Epstein, 2001).

Rolls and his collaborators (1981) pointed out that the successive presentation of food is more appropriate
than simultaneous presentation because, in this type of arrangement, it is difficult to determine whether
subjects consume more because of the availability of their favorite food or the variety.

On the other hand, it has been reported that the simultaneous presentation of food (buffet style) leads to
greater intake compared to a situation in which food is presented successively (intermittent/timed eating)
(Hetherington, Rolls & Burley, 1989; Rolls, Rowe, Rolls, Kingston, Megson & Gunary, 1981). Furthermore, it has
been suggested that the number of courses presented in a meal in succession influences the amount of food
consumed in both monotonous and varied conditions (Hetherington, Foster, Newman, Anderson & Norton, 2006;
Hetherington, Rolls & Burley, 1989; Rolls, Rowe & Rolls, 1982a; Rolls, Rowe, Rolls, Kingston, Megson & Gunary,
1981; Rolls, van Duijvenvoorde & Rolls, 1984; Raynor & Epstein, 2001).

Among the study variables considered in this research, the amount of food consumed and calorie intake are
traditionally analyzed (Guinard & Brun, 1998; McCrory et al., 1999; Rolls & McDermott, 1991; Rolls, Rolls, Rowe
& Sweeney, 1981; Rolls, Rowe, Rolls, Kingston, Megson & Gunary, 1981; Rolls, van Duijvenvoorde & Rolls, 1984;
Snoek, Huntjens, van Gemert, de Graaf & Weenen, 2004), as well as changes in the subjects’ weight, fat gain,
and/or fat loss, among other physiognomic aspects (McCrory et al., 1999; Raynor & Epstein, 2001; Rolls, 1985;
Rolls & de Waal, 1985).

In conclusion, it is essential to point out that the effects of variety have been observed even in studies in
which the quantity of nutrients and the calories in food are controlled (Raynor & Epstein, 2001; Rolls, Rowe &
Rolls, 1982b), from which it can be inferred that the effects of variety depend mainly on the variation in their
sensory characteristics.

On the other hand, to assess the effects of the sensory properties of food, some studies manipulate these
variables while maintaining the energy content to maintain experimental control and obtain reliable data
(Rolls, 1985; Rolls, 2001; Rolls, 2005; Rolls, 2007; Rolls, Rowe & Rolls, 1982a; Rolls, Rolls, Rowe & Sweeney,
1981; Rolls, Rowe, Rolls, Kingston, Megson & Gunary, 1981) or, on the contrary, the energy content of the food
is modified, while its sensory characteristics are preserved (Rolls, 1993). In other experiments, both conditions
varied (Snoek, Huntjens, van Gemert, de Graaf & Weenen, 2004).

The main conclusion reached in these studies is that the monotony and variety of food influence both the
selection and consumption of food (Meiselman, 1996; Rolls, 1985; Rolls, 1993; Rolls, Rowe & Rolls, 1982a; Rolls,
van Duijvenvoorde & Rolls, 1984).

Experimental Analysis of Eating Behavior

The various psychological studies on eating behavior provide information about what, when, and how much
we eat. Some important data obtained in these studies indicate that most humans have a preference for sweet,
fatty, and salty foods. In contrast, bitter and acidic foods are aversive (Pinel, 2007; Rozin, 1996a; Rozin, 1996b).

In addition, it has been found that individuals learn certain aversions and preferences for specific flavors,
even from an early age (Rozin, 1996a; Rozin, 1996b). Preferences are generally associated with positive post-
ingestive consequences, such as the contribution of calories, vitamins, minerals, and other nutrients to the
body. On the contrary, aversions are associated with unpleasant or negative post-ingestive consequences, such
as illness and even death (Pinel, 2007).

One of the main contributions of the Experimental Analysis of Behavior in studying human eating behavior
has been the topographical measurement and operational definition of such behavior. The main parameters
of this behavior are quantity, latency, frequency, sequence, and duration. These parameters can be recorded
by means of video recordings, audio recordings, or behavioral and psychophysiological records made at the
moment the behavior is performed. This way, a deeper and more objective analysis of each behavior can be
carried out (Kazdin, 2000).

CONCLUSIONS

The Specific Sensory Satiety Theory has proven to be a relevant model for understanding how sensory variety
and monotony influence eating behavior. From the studies analyzed, it has been shown that individuals tend to
consume more food when offered a varied diet as opposed to a monotonous one. This phenomenon is explained
by sensory habituation, which reduces the perceived pleasure of repeatedly consuming the same food, thus
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encouraging the search for new sensory experiences.

In addition, experimental research has revealed that the simultaneous or successive presentation of food
also influences intake, suggesting that the organization of meals can play a key role in regulating consumption.
The interaction between flavor, texture, and other sensory properties with the physiological and psychological
processes of appetite and satiety reinforces the idea that energy needs and sensory and environmental factors
determine food.

These findings have significant implications for the prevention of obesity and the promotion of healthy
eating habits. The excessive availability of highly palatable and sensorial diverse foods can encourage
overconsumption, while dietary strategies that regulate exposure to these stimuli could contribute to better
self-regulation of intake. Future studies should focus on understanding the long-term effects of SSBT and
designing interventions that balance dietary variety with adequate control of energy intake.
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