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25 Abstract
26 Background. Portion sizes of many foods have increased over time and reducing food
27  portion sizes has been proposed as a public health strategy to reduce obesity. However, the
28  extent to which reducing food portion sizes affects daily energy intake and body weight is
29 unclear. Objective. To systematically review and meta-analyse experimental studies that
30 have examined the effect that serving smaller vs. larger portion sizes has on total daily energy
31 intake. Design. We used systematic review methodology to search identify eligible articles
32 that used an experimental design to manipulate portion size served to human participants and
33  measured energy intake for a minimum of one day. Multi-level meta-analysis was used to
34  used to pool effects of portion size on daily energy intake. Results. Fourteen eligible studies
35 wereincluded and 85 effects were included in the primary meta-analysis. There was a
36  moderate-to-large reduction in daily energy intake when comparing smaller vs. larger
37  portions (SMD = -.709 [95% CI: -.956 to -.461], p < .001, 12 = 80.6%) and evidence of a
38  dose dependent response. Larger reductions to portion size and reducing portion sizes of
39  multiple meals per day both resulted in larger decreases in daily energy intake. There was
40  aso evidence of acurvilinear relationship between portion size and daily energy intake,
41  whereby reductions to daily energy intake were markedly smaller when reducing portion size
42  from very large portions. In asubset of studies that measured body weight (n=5), being
43 served smaller portions was associated with less weight gain than larger portions (SMD =
44 536 ([95% CI: .268 t0 .803], p < .001, I? = 47.0%). Conclusions. Smaller food portion sizes
45  substantially decrease daily energy intake and there is evidence that over time this resultsin
46 lower body weight. Reducing food portion sizes may be an effective population level strategy
47  toreduce obesity.
48

49  Key Words: portion size; energy intake; obesity; food reformulation; weight loss
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50 I ntroduction
51  Large portion sizes of commercially available food products have been identified as alikely
52  contributor to the rise in overweight and obesity observed across most of the developed world
53  (1-3). In particular, there is evidence that food portion sizes have increased over time, with
54  the current food environment characterised by a wide availability of energy dense food
55  productssold in portion sizes that promote excessive energy intake (2, 4-6). Thereis aso
56  now aconsistent body of evidence indicating that manipulating the portion size of a meal
57  served affects acute energy intake during that meal in children and adults (7-9). A recent
58 meta-analysis of short-term studies estimated that doubling the served portion size at a meal
59  increases meal energy intake by 35%, on average (10). Based on these findings, public health
60  measures to reduce portion sizes of food and drink products have been proposed as a
61  potentially effectiveintervention to reduce obesity (11).
62 Y et, the long-term effects of reducing food portion sizes are less clear. Recent
63  findings indicate that smaller portion sizes may ‘normalize’ overtime and be accepted by
64  consumers (12-14). However, less research has examined whether consumers ‘ compensate’
65 for reduced portion sizes by eating more at later meals, or whether reductions in portion size
66 instead lead to a meaningful decreasein daily energy intake and in doing result in longer-
67  term reductions to body weight (5, 15). One study that examined compensatory eating found
68  decreasing the portion size of amain course served at lunch resulted in decreased energy
69 intake from the main course, but resulted in an increase in amount of energy consumed at
70  dessert (16). Lewis et al., examined the effect of reducing breakfast portion size relative to a
71 larger portion size but found no differencein total daily energy intake between portion size
72 conditions (17). Conversely, other studies have found that serving smaller relative to larger
73 served portion sizes resulted in lower daily energy intake over multiple days (18, 19). If

74  smaller portion sizes do decrease daily energy intake it is also unclear what the approximate
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75 sizeof thisrelationship is likely to be (i.e. reducing portion size by 100kcals results in xkcals
76  reductionin daily energy intake). Research examining the impact that portion size

77  manipulations have on body weight have produced mixed findings to date, which may be due
78  tostudies having relatively short follow-up durations or lacking sufficient statistical power to
79  detect relatively modest changes in body weight attributable to portion size manipulations

80  (20-22). Therefore, the aims of the present research were to systematically review and meta-
81  analysethe impact that experimentally manipulating portion size has on total daily energy

82 intake and changesin body weight.

83

84 Method

85  Eligibility criteria and study selection. We included studies that used an experimental design
86  todirectly manipulate the portion size of food served to participants and measured energy

87  intake across the course of at least one day.

88

89  Participants. Studies of human participants were eligible. Studies that sampled participants
90  with adiagnosed medical/chronic health condition or currently undergoing treatment which
91  may influence appetite (e.g. diabetes, bariatric surgery patients) were not eligible. There were
92  no other exclusion criteria based on participant characteristics.

93 Intervention. Studies were required to have manipulated portion sizes (i.e. amount of food

94  served to participants, also known as ‘serving size') provided to participants. Studies that

95  manipulated portion size of asingle food/meal were eligible, as were studies that manipul ated
96 all foods/meals served across the day. Studies that only reduced portion size of drink(s) were
97 not eigible, as our focus was on food. However, if a study manipulated food and drinks it

98  was deemed eligible. Studies were required to serve or provide all participants with the same
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99 food type and to have achieved different portion size conditions by only atering the
100  weight/volume of food served.
101  Intervention (smaller portion sizes) vs. comparator (larger portion sizes) conditions. In
102  studies with two portion size conditions the ‘ comparator’ condition was the larger portion
103  sizecondition and the ‘intervention’ condition was the smaller portion size condition. Some
104  studies described their manipulation as examining effect of ‘larger’ portion sizesvs.
105 ‘standard’ portion sizes on energy intake, and so to ensure consistency with the above
106  conceptualisation, we treated the larger condition as the comparator condition. Studies with
107 multiple portion size conditions (e.g. 100% vs. 75% vs. 50%) were eligible and contributed
108  multiple effects to the present review (e.g. 100% vs. 75%, 75% vs. 50%, 100% vs. 50%).
109  Outcomes. Eligible studies were required to have measured energy intake across the course of
110 aminimum of one day. Studies that measured energy intake through objective researcher
111  measurement (e.g. weighing of food pre/post eating), participant self-reported (e.g. dietary
112 recall data), or acombination of the two were eligible.
113 Study Design. Studies that adopted a within-subjects/repeated measures design (i.e.
114  participants receive both smaller and larger portions) were eligible, as were between-subjects
115  designs (i.e. participants were randomized to receive either the smaller vs. larger portions).
116  Studiesthat measured energy intake in controlled laboratory and in real-world settings were
117  €igible. Studiesthat required participants to consume ameal or food in full (e.g. compulsory
118  consumption of a set amount of breakfast) were eligible. Studies that ‘ crossed’ a portion size
119  manipulation with another study manipulation (e.g. manipulation of both portion size and
120  energy density of food served in the same study) were eligible, although only contrasts
121 between portion size conditions were included in analyses. For studies that did not
122 manipulate all meals/foods (e.g. only manipulating portion size of lunch), eligible studies

123  wererequired to measure and report energy intake at that meal(s) that energy portion size was
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124  manipulated, in order to quantify the effect of the portion size manipulation independent of
125  non-manipulated foods/meals.
126
127  Articleidentification strategy. In September 2020, we searched PsycINFO, PubMed and
128  SCOPUS (from date of inception onwards) using combinations of search termsrelating to
129  portion size and energy intake (see online supplementary materials for an example). To
130  identify further published literature, we used a snowballing approach by searching the
131 reference lists of eligible papers and by contacting authors to ask whether they had authored
132 any other potentially eligible studies. To identify grey literature, we conducted additional
133 searches of the OSF preprint archive (a database covers 30 other preprint archives, including
134  PsychArxiv and Nutrixiv). Two authors independently screened and judged eligibility of
135  articlesidentified through electronic searches. A single author identified potentially eligible
136  articles using the snowballing and grey literature approaches, and all potentially eligible
137  articles were verified by a second independent author. Discrepancies for eligibility were
138  resolved by discussion or were adjudicated by athird author.
139
140 Data extraction. Two authors extracted the following information and any extraction
141  discrepancies were resolved through discussion or athird author adjudicated; study sample
142  information (e.g. country of study, participant group sampled, summary information on
143  participant demographic characteristics, exclusion criteria for participant eligibility), portion
144  size manipulation information (e.g. foods/meals manipulated, number of kcals served in
145  portion size conditions, total number of kcals served per day in portion size conditions), study
146  designinformation (e.g. within-subjects vs. between-subjects design), measurement of
147  energy intake (self-reported vs. researcher measured), use ad-libitum intake vs. compulsory

148  intake (i.e. whether any meals were required to be eaten in full as part of the method), number
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7
of days energy intake was measured for, energy intake information (e.g. energy intake from
portion size manipul ated meals, non-manipulated meals and total daily energy intake, and
correlation between comparator vs. intervention energy intake), results of any participant
characteristic moderation analyses reported (e.g. does effect of portion size on energy intake
differ in normal weight vs. participant with obesity?), whether body weight was measured
before and after each comparator vs. intervention condition, and risk of biasindices (see

below).

Risk of biasindicators. Informed by guidelines for best practice when conducting
randomized control trials and experimental studies of eating behaviour (23-26), studies were
coded for ninerisk of biasindicators. Studies that relied on self-reported energy intake (as
opposed to researcher measured), did not use key participant exclusion eligibility criteria (e.g.
use of medication affecting appetite, currently pregnant), were missing key methodological
details (e.g. no information provided about foods used), did not report use of random
allocation to conditions, required participants to consume some meals/food in full (e.g.
compulsory consumption of smaller vs. larger portion sizes), did not address demand
characteristics (e.g. no attempt to blind participants to study aims or check if participants
were aware of study aims), had a small sample size ( N<12 for within-subject studies and N <
20 per condition for between-subjects studies), did not pre-register the study or failed to
report information on conflicts of interest statement (or reported a relevant conflict) were

considered higher in risk of bias.

Analyses. Pre-registered analyses and study data are available online: https://osf.io/dj4yf/.

Authors were contacted and asked to provide details if statistical information required for

analyses examining energy intake or body weight outcomes was missing. No within-
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8
subject/repeated measures studies reported the correlation between daily energy intake in the
larger vs. smaller portion size conditions. As this information was required to calculate
measures of effect size in within subject designs, we contacted all study authors to request
this information and calculated the average (r = 0.8). As only aminority of authors provided
this information, in sensitivity analyses we examined if results of meta-analyses differed
based on the magnitude of the correlation (including r = 0.4 and r = 0.6). Any deviations from

planned analyses are reported in the online supplemental material.

Primary analyses

Effect of portion size condition on daily energy intake. In a primary model we examined the
effect of portion size condition (smaller vs. larger) on daily energy intake for all included
studies. Because individual studies contributed multiple portion size comparisons, we used
multi-level meta-analysis to account for the dependency of these effects (27). We defined
outliers as any effect sizes for which the upper bound of the 95% confidence interval was
lower than the lower bound of the pooled effect confidence interval (i.e., extremely small
effects) or for which the lower bound of the 95% confidence interval was higher than the
upper bound of the pooled effect confidence interval (extremely large effects), using
standardised effects. We identified influential cases as any effects with DFBETA values > 1
(indicative of a>1 changein the standard deviation of the estimated co-efficient after
removal) (28). We conducted Egger’ s test (29) and atrim and fill procedure (30) to examine
potential publication bias. See online supplementary materials for detailed information on
outlier, influential case and publication bias analyses. If we identified any outliers they were
removed in all subsequent analyses on daily energy intake. For all meta-analyses we
calculated the standardised mean difference as a measure of effect size and SMDs of 0.2, 0.5

and 0.8 aretypically considered small, moderate, and large sized effects (31). To aid
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199 interpretation, where appropriate we aso meta-analysed and present mean differencein
200 energy intake (kcals) between portion size conditions.
201
202  Participant and study features:. effects on daily energy intake. We conducted sub-group
203  anaysesto examineif results differed between effects drawn from female vs. male samples
204  and between studies that manipulated portion size at a majority of meals during the day (>2
205 meas) vs. fewer meals (< 2 meals). We planned to examine other participant characteristics
206 (e.g. normal weight vs. overweight) in sub-group analyses but were unable to because too
207  few studies reported sufficient data. Studies were variable in the number of days that they
208  measured energy intake, and some studies reported effects on daily energy intake for each
209 day of the study duration (effect of portion size on energy intake for day 1, 2, 3 etc.), so meta-
210  regression was used to examine whether the impact of portion size on daily energy intake
211 differed based on number of days energy intake was assessed for. One study examined
212 energy intake at a 6-month follow-up; as this was a much longer follow-up period compared
213 tothe other studies, we excluded this data point from the meta-regression (although results
214  were consistent with itsinclusion). We also used meta-regression to examine if the effect of
215  portion size on daily energy intake was related to the % magnitude of portion size reduction
216  (i.e. smaller portion being 50% reduced compared to the larger portion) and difference in kcal
217  served between the two portion size conditions.
218
219  Riskof biasindicators: effects on daily energy intake. We conducted sub-group analyses to
220 examineif results from the primary analyses differed based on measurement of energy intake
221  (researcher measured only vs. use of self-report), whether studies required participants to
222 consume any mealsin full (yes vs. no), use of random allocation to portion size conditions

223 (yesvs. no) and whether demand characteristics were addressed in the study (yes vs. no).
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224  Secondary analyses
225  Compensation effects. A sub-set of studies did not manipulate portion size at every meal and
226  reported energy intake during the manipulated and/or energy intake post-manipulated meal.
227  Inaseries of analyses limited to these studies we meta-analysed the effect of portion size on
228  daily energy intake, manipulated meal energy intake and post-manipulated meal energy
229  intake, to quantify the extent to which acute changes in energy intake caused by reducing
230  portion size (i.e. difference in energy intake between portion size conditions at manipulated
231  meals) were later compensated for. In 3 studies, the manipulated meal was ‘fixed’ (i.e. eaten
232 infull by all participants) resulting in astandard deviation of O. In sensitivity analyses we
233 imputed the SDs for these fixed meal as the average SD (as a proportion of the mean)
234  calculated from the non-fixed meals (~29%).
235
236 Curvilinear relationship. Previous research has suggested that there may be a curvilinear
237  relationship between increases in portion size and energy intake (10, 32), whereby the effect
238  that manipulating portion size has on energy intake is reduced at larger more extreme portion
239  gzes(e.g. medium vs. large) compared to smaller portion sizes (e.g. small vs. medium). A
240  sub-set of studies (n=5) included three portion size conditions (e.g. large, medium, small)
241  with similar sized increments in served portion size (e.g. 250 vs. 500 vs. 750kcals). We meta-
242  analysed these studies and examined whether the reduction from the largest portion size (e.g.
243 large vs. medium contrast) produced a similar effect on daily energy intake as the same sized
244  from reduction from the intermediate portion size (e.g. medium vs. small) using sub-group
245  anaysis.
246
247  Effect of portion size condition on body weight. For studies that also measured body wei ght

248  change, we conducted generic variance inverse meta-analysis with change in body weight
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249  (differencein changein body weight between the large and small portion size condition) as
250  the outcome variable. If studies had more than two portion size conditions, because relatively
251  subtle changes in energy intake would be unlikely to have a detectable effect on body weight
252 over the short duration of studies included, to maximise statistical power a-priori we included
253  thesmallest and largest portion size condition from each study in the meta-analysis.
254
255 Results
256  Study characteristics. A total of 14 studies were included in the review, see Figure 1 for
257  study selection flowchart. Nine studies were from the US, 4 were from the UK, and 1 study
258  was from Singapore. The majority of studies sampled from university staff/students and the
259  local community (12/14). Nine studies sampled males and females, 4 sampled females only
260  and 1 sampled males only. Twelve studies were in adults and 2 were in children. Of the 13
261  studiesthat reported mean BMI, for 9 studies mean BMI was within the normal BMI range
262  (18.5-24.9) and 4 studies had a mean BMI above this range (BM1>25). Thirteen studies used
263 within-subjects designs (portion size manipulated within participants) and one used a
264  between-subjects design (portion size manipulated between participants). The total number of
265  participantsin each study ranged from N=19 to N=172. Portion size was manipulated and
266  energy intake measured for 1 day in 6 studies, between 2-11 daysin 6 studies, in one study
267  for 4 weeks and in another study for 6 months. Six studies manipulated portion size at a
268  single meal and the remaining 8 studies manipulated portion size at multiple meals. See Table
269  1forindividual study information.
270 From the 14 studies, there were atotal of 85 smaller vs. larger portion size daily
271 energy intake comparisons, 35 of which were from female only samples, 23 male only and 27
272 were mixed sex. The size of portion size reduction examined (energy served in alarger

273  portion condition vs. smaller portion condition) ranged from 20% to 74%, with a median of
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33%. For the 65 portion size comparisons that the difference in kcals served between larger
and smaller portion conditions was reported or calculatable, the range of difference was 140
kcals (portion size of a single meal manipulated) to 1865 kcals (all meals manipulated), with

amedian of 823 kcals.

Risk of bias. Only aminority of studies measured daily energy intake from participant self-
reports as opposed to objective researcher measured energy intake (5/14). In alimited
number of studies participants were required to consume one or more mealsin full (4/14) and
few studies failed to address demand characteristics (4/14). Most studies reported no relevant
conflicts of interest (9/14) and most studies were not pre-registered (1/14). It was rare for
studies to not report on key methodological information (2/14) or fail to report or use random
allocation to conditions (5/14). No studies had small sample sizes and no studies failed to use
key participant eligibility criteria (e.g. currently taking appetite affecting medication). See

online supplementary material table S1 for individual study risk of bias information.

Effect of portion size condition on daily energy intake.

Eighty-five effects from fourteen studies were included in the primary meta-analysis. The
multi-level meta-analysis was a better fit of the data than astandard analysis (Loglikelihood
ratio = 58.75, p < .001). There was a moderate-to-large reduction in daily energy intake, for
smaller vs larger portions (SMD = -.709 [95% CI: -.956 to -.461], Z = 5.62, p < .001, > =
80.6%). Sensitivity analysis did not substantially influence the effect magnitude (SMDs >
.624) or statistical significance of the models. Trim and fill imputed 25 effect sizesin asingle
level model, which did not substantially influence the effect size (SMID = -.667), and Egger’s
test was significant indicative of bias (z = -14.08, p < .001), see online supplementary

materials for funnel plot. When removing 13 outlying effect sizes in which the confidence


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.22.21263961

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.22.21263961; this version posted September 26, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

13
299 intervalsdid not overlap with the pooled estimates (upper bound Cls < -1.03; SMDS ranged
300 from-2.17 to -4.39), the effect size remained moderate-to-large with asmall reduction in
301 heterogeneity (SMD = -.660 [95% Cl: -.860 to -.459], z = 6.43, p < .001, 1% = 74.9%). For
302 meta-analysed mean differencein daily energy intake expressed as kcals, smaller portions
303  were associated with areduction of -235.75 [-303.02 to -168.48] calories consumed per day
304 compared to larger portions (see Figure 2). Removal of the outlying effects did not
305  substantially reduce this (-221.86 [95% ClI: -275.69 to -.168.02]).
306
307 Participant and study features: effects on daily energy intake
308  Impact of portion size on energy intake over time. We meta-regressed the day of assessment
309 (rangeday: 1 — 28, mean = 3.98, median = 2) against the effect of portion size on energy
310 intake and there was no significant association (coefficient = -.011 [95% CI: -.038 to .016], Z
311  =0.81p=.415), indicating that the influence portion size had on energy intake was not
312 dependent on how long studies measured daily energy intake for.
313
314  The effect of manipulating most meals during the day vs. fewer meals. There was a significant
315  moderation effect (X*(1) = 10.24, p = .001). For studiesin which two or fewer meals were
316  served assmaller vs. larger portions (30 effect sizes across 7 studies) the effect size was
317  small-to-moderate (SMD = -.429 [95% CI: -.622 t0 -.228], Z = 4.23, p < .001) and the raw
318 changein kcals was -168.23 [-233.86 to -103.61]. For studies in which more than two meals
319 wereserved as smaller vs. larger portion sizes (42 effect sizes across 7 studies) there was a
320 moderate-to-large effect size (SMD =-.900 [95% CI: -1.132t0 -.669], Z = 7.63, p < .001)
321  andtheraw change in kcals was -268.53 [-335.62 to -201.44].
322

323 Magnitude of portion size reductions
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324  Reduction of portion size (percentage). In meta-regression, the standardised effect size was
325  negatively associated with the magnitude portion size reduction as a percentage (coefficient =
326  -.016 [95% ClI: -.022 t0 -.009], Z = 4.62, p < .001), whereby based on the included studies a
327  reduction of portion sizes served by 10% was associated with a 1.6% reduction in daily
328  energy intake.
329
330  Reduction of portion size (raw kcals). In meta-regression, the magnitude of portion size
331  reduction expressed as araw kcal difference between portion size conditions was negatively
332 associated with total daily energy intake, coefficient = -0.135 ([95% Cl: -0.214 to -0.056], Z
333 =3.56, p<.001), whereby a 100kcal total reduction in food portion size served was
334  associated with a 14kcal reduction in daily energy intake. See Figure 3.
335
336  Risk of biasindicators: effects on daily energy intake.
337  Whether energy intake was objectively measured (by the researcher) vs. self-report methods
338 moderated the effect of portion size on daily energy intake (X*(1) = 4.97, p = .026). The
339  effect of portion size on daily energy intake for studies using researcher measured energy
340 intake (60 effect sizes from 9 studies) was SMD = -.804 ([95% CI: -1.033 t0 -0.575], Z =
341  6.87, p<.001), and for self-reported energy intake (12 effect sizes from 5 studies) was SMD
342 =-374([95% ClI: -.640 to -.108], Z = 2.76, p = .00). Whether or not studies reported use of
343  random allocation to portion size conditions did not significantly affect results (X*(1) = 0.02,
344  p=.884). Whether or not astudy addressed demand characteristics (X%(1) = 0.03, p = .867)
345  or required participants to consume any mealsin full vs. ad libitum (X?(1) = 0.71, p = .845)
346  did not significantly affect results.
347

348  Evidencefor post-portion size manipulation compensatory effects.
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349  For 15 effect sizes across 7 studies that did not manipulate portion size for al meals, the
350 impact of portion size on meal energy intake (at manipulated portion size meals) and later
351  energy intake (at non-manipulated meals) were measured and reported separately. During the
352  manipulated meal there was alarge sized reduction for these 15 effects (SMD = -1.60 [95%
353 Cl:-2.36210-0.841], Z = 4.13, p < .001), and the raw kcal effect on manipulated meal energy
354  intake was-232.92 [95% CI: -357.64 to -108.21], Z = 3.66, p < .001). For non-manipulated
355  meals following the portion size manipulated meals there was a small-to-moderate sized
356 increase in kcals consumed after the meal in the smaller portion vs larger portion (SMD =
357  .369[95% Cl: .024 to .714], Z = 2.10, p = .036, 1% = 70.5%) and the raw kcal effect was 97.72
358  ([95% CI 12.60 to 182.83]). Note, the standardised effect was slightly smaller in sensitivity
359  anayses (SMD = .226 [95% CI: .010 to .442], Z = 2.05, p = .040). Thisanaysis of alimited
360  sub-set of studies suggests that changes to energy intake at meals caused by serving smaller
361 Vs larger portion sizes are in part compensated by individuals eating more later in the day;
362  approximately 42% of the reduction in energy intake observed at manipulated portion size
363  meals was‘ compensated for’ through additional energy intake at other meals.
364
365  Curvilinear relationship.
366  Examining the difference in the portion size effect between large vs normal (intermediate)
367  portions and small vs normal (intermediate) portions demonstrated a significant moderation
368 effect (X3(1) = 7.57, p = .006). In large vs normal portion comparison (12 effect sizes across
369  the5 studies) the effect of portion size on daily energy intake was small-to-moderate in
370 datistical size (SMD =-.389 [95% ClI: -.554 to -.224], Z = 4.61, p < .001), with araw daily
371 kcal difference of -132.12 [95% ClI: -191.92 to -72.31]. In small vs normal size portion
372 comparisons, the effect was larger (SMD =-.578 [95% CI: -1.047t0-.109], Z=2.43,p =

373 .016), with raw kcal difference of -198.15 [95% ClI: -331.55 t0 -64.75]. See Figure 4.
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374  Therefore, the impact that manipulating portion size has on daily energy intake is dependent
375 onthesize of portion that is decreased; decreasing portion size from the largest portions had a
376  33% smaller impact on daily energy intake than decreasing portion size of medium
377  (intermediate) portions.
378
379  Effect of portion size condition on body weight.
380  Five studies examined change in body weight in smaller vs. larger portion size conditions.
381 Thestandardised effect of portion size on change in body weight was SMD = .536 ([95% ClI:
382 .26810.803], Z =3.92, p<.001, I = 47.0%). The raw difference in changein kilograms was
383  .579[95% Cl: .384 to .776], indicating that after allocation to being served smaller portions,
384  participants gained 0.6 kilograms less weight than when served larger portions. See Figure 5.
385
386 Discussion
387  Wesystematically reviewed and meta-analysed studies that examined the effect of
388  experimentally manipulating food portion sizes on daily energy intake. Across fourteen
389  €ligible studies, smaller food portions resulted in lower daily energy intake and this effect
390  was consistent across males and females. Studies varied in duration from one day to six
391  months and there was no evidence that the effect of portion size on energy intake differed
392  between studies that were shorter in duration or examined energy intake for longer.
393  Reductionsto daily energy intake were larger in studies that manipulated the portion size of
394 foodsat most meals as opposed to studies that only manipulated portion size at one or two
395 meals. Larger reductions to served food portion sizes (expressed as either a% decreasein
396  portion size from the largest portion or difference in kcals served) resulted in larger changes
397 todaily energy intake. There was some evidence of compensation (e.g. participants eating

398  more later in the day) when served smaller vs. larger portions, but this compensation was
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399  only partial. Studies tended to be relatively low in risk of bias and there was minimal
400  evidence that studies higher in risk of bias (e.g. did not report use of random allocation to
401  portion size conditions) produced different results to studies not exhibiting risk of bias.
402  However, studiesthat relied in part on participant self-reports of food consumed to calculate
403  energy intake reported smaller effects of portion size on daily energy intake than studies
404  relying on researcher measured energy intake. Given that participant self-reported energy
405 intakeis prone to recall bias and inaccuracy (33), participant reporting biases may
406  underestimate the effect of portion size on energy intake in some studies.
407 Meta-analyses of the effect of portion size on energy intake have been limited
408  predominantly to studies measuring energy intake at a single acute meal, to date. In ameta-
409 analysis of studies sampling children, larger (vs. smaller) portion sizes were estimated to
410 have amoderate-sized statistical effect on energy intake (SMD = 0.47) (7). In ameta-analysis
411  consisting of adults and children (10), increasing portion size by 100% resulted in on average
412  a35% increase in meal energy intake (or in reverse a 50% portion size reduction being
413  associated with a 19% decrease in meal energy intake). After accounting for potential
414  publication bias, the effect of decreasing portion size on daily energy intake in the present
415  meta-analysis was a statistically moderate sized effect and based on the results of analyses of
416  dl included studies, a 50% reduction in portion sizes would be associated with an 8%
417  decreasein daily energy intake, or expressed as energy; a 100kcal total reduction in portion
418  sizesserved would be estimated to result in approximately 14kcal decreaseto daily energy
419  intake. However, consistent with short-term studies of the effect of portion size on acute
420 energy intake (10, 32), we found evidence from asmall sub-set of studies (N=5) that the
421  effect of portion size on daily energy intake was curvilinear; reductions to daily energy intake
422 were markedly smaller (~33%) when reducing portion size from alarge portionsto a

423 ‘norma’/intermediate portion, compared to reducing portion size from a‘normal’/
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424  intermediate portion to a smaller portion. In other words, the extent to which daily energy
425  intake gppearsto ‘compensate’ for energy served is far greater when portion sizeis very
426 large. Thisisimportant because most studies included in the present review served
427  participants very large amounts of food in the ‘large’ portion size condition and these
428  portions are unlikely to be representative of portion sizes served in everyday life. For
429  example, results from a laboratory study (19) examining the effect of very large portions (i.e.
430  serving participants in excess of 6000kcals per day) found that a 2050kcal differencein
431  energy served per day between the larger and smaller portion conditions of the study resulted
432 only ina419 difference in average daily energy intake (80% ‘ compensation’ in energy
433 consumed compared to energy served). Conversely in adifferent laboratory study that
434  compared meals that were chosen to be perceived asbeing ‘normal’ in size (i.e. typical of
435  everyday portion sizes) vs. smaller portioned meals (18), a408kcal differencein energy
436  served across the day resulted in far less ‘compensation’; a210kcal decrease in average daily
437  energy intake (only 49% compensation). Therefore, caution should be taken and curvilinear
438  relations accounted for when extrapolating the results of our main analyses to estimate how
439  much reducing portion sizes in everyday life would be expected to decrease daily energy
440  intake.
441 The present results provide convincing evidence that food portion size has a causal
442  impact on daily energy intake. We assume that portion size impacts on daily energy intake
443 because there appears to be a lack of tight short-term control of energy intake in humans (34)
444  and food intake behaviour is context dependent, whereby individuals can easily eat more or
445  lessfood dependent on the absence vs. presence of environmental cues or factors, such as
446  portion size. Consistent with other studies (16), we found evidence that there is some energy
447  intake compensation in response to manipulations of portion size (e.g. eating more/less after

448  having been served asmaller/larger portion size), but this compensation was only partial
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449  (approximately 42%). Furthermore, analyses suggested that this compensation does not
450  become larger over time (i.e. increased compensation after several days of being served small
451  portions as opposed to one day). The compensation in response to smaller vs. larger portions
452  that occurs each day but does not become larger over time may be explained by the short-
453  term physiological regulation of food intake being largely determined by emptiness of the gut
454  (34) (i.e. why smaller portions may promote some short-term increase in energy intake on the
455  sameday) and that cognitive regulation of food intake is episodic memory specific and
456  therefore influenced only by recent eating episodes (35, 36) (i.e. during the same day).
457 Because portion sizes of some commercially provided foods are known to have
458  increased in recent times (2), the present findings suggest that thisis likely to have
459  contributed to increases in population level energy intake and the prevalence of overweight
460  and obesity. There have been some questions raised over the lack of causal evidence on the
461  effect of portion size on body weight and therefore the public health benefit of reducing
462  portion sizes (5). We meta-analysed a small number of studies that measured participant body
463  weight and found that larger portions were associated with greater weight gain than smaller
464  portions. Collectively the present findings indicate that reductions to food portion sizes may
465  reduce population level prevalence of overweight and obesity.
466 We were limited to examining only gender as a moderating participant characteristic
467  of the effect of portion size on daily energy intake and found no evidence of moderation.
468  However, this sub-group analysis consisted of a small number of effects and therefore should
469  beinterpreted with caution. We were unable to examine whether participant BMI moderated
470  theeffect of portion size on daily energy intake, or the potential moderating effect of
471  individual differencesin trait eating behaviours, such as satiety responsiveness (37). Studies
472  todate have not found convincing evidence for participant characteristics that consistently

473  moderate the effect of portion size on energy intake (38). However, it will be important for
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474  future research to address this and examine if the impact that reducing portion size has on
475  daly energy intakeis beneficia to the mgority of the population or if there are individual
476  level factors determine responsiveness to portion size. A further limitation is due to the
477  studies available we were unable to examine whether properties or presentation of food
478  determine the effect of portion size on daily energy intake. There was suggestive evidence of
479  publication bias and some of the included studies scored high for markers of risk of bias.
480  Analyses accounting for publication bias till resulted in asignificant (but slightly smaller)
481  effect of portion size on energy intake and results were consistent in analyses that accounted
482  for risk of bias. Effect sizes were largely from adult studies and therefore may not be
483  generaisableto children, although similar findings have been demonstrated in children. As
484  noted, the number of eligible studies was relatively small and therefore caution should be
485  taken intheinterpretation of some of the reported sub-group analyses. Most studies were
486  short in duration and measured energy intake for 1-2 days, therefore further studies
487  examining the effect portion size on daily energy intake and body weight over longer time
488  periods would be valuable. A further limitation is that the mgjority of studies were laboratory
489  based and therefore may not be reflective of real-world eating due to social desirability
490  concerns (39, 40). A recent study found that the effect of portion size on short-term energy
491  intake was larger when tested in the real-world vs. laboratory (41), therefore we presume that
492  thereliance on laboratory based studies in the present meta-analysis would be more likely to
493  under rather than overestimate the effect of portion size on daily energy intake.
494
495  Conclusions. Smaller food portion sizes substantially decrease daily energy intake and there
496 isevidencethat over time this resultsin lower body weight. Reducing food portion sizes may
497  bean effective population level strategy to reduce obesity.

498
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Blatt 2012 USA Men (N=28) Within- N =68 PS of mainentrée | Men Not measured z

(42 Age: subjects 28M, 40F | of al meals Smaller PS condition > 3

Local M = 26.8 years (breakfadt, lunch 1000 kcals served per day for manipulated g‘é

community Researcher dinner) meals Za

& university | BMI: measured El mani pulated 5337 kcals served per day 3 >

M =24.9 kcals eaten per day: M =2455, SE = 97 ge

El measured Sides and gs

Women (N=40) for 1 day beverages not Larger PS condition z §

Age: manipulated and 1570 kcals served per day for manipulated 3o

M = 27.6 years consumed ad meals é‘g

libitum 5904 kcals served per day 2 i

BMI: kcals eaten per day: M = 2751, SE = 92 zp

M =233 Compulsory =8

eating of Women 3

manipul ated Smaller PS condition = ;

entrees 700 kcals served per day for manipulated meals 28

4146 kcals served per day E33

kcals eaten per day: M =1805, SE = 57 sh

D

Larger PS condition 2

1100 kcals served per day for manipulated 5

meals 3

4549 keals served per day 5

kcals eaten per day: M = 1988, SE = 58 %’

©

Fisher, 2007 USA Children Within- N =116 PS of main entrée | Children Not measured 5
(43) Age: subjects of al meals Smaller PS condition
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Local M =5 years (breakfadt, lunch 2727 kcals served per day
community Researcher dinner) kcals eaten per day: M =1500, SD = 359
(Low-income | BMI: measured El manipulated and
family M = 60 percentile afternoon snack Larger PS condition
children) El measured 4006 kcals served per day
Gender: for 1 day Sides and kcals eaten per day: M = 1639, SD = 378
24M, 35F beverages not 3
manipulated Mothers 7
Mothers (N=58) Smaller PS condition
Age: No compulsory 4109 kcals served per day p
M = 30 years eating, all foods kcals eaten per day: M =2819, SD = 502 23
consumed ad 7
BMI: libitum Larger PS condition 3
M =34 5974 kcals served per day s
kcals eaten per day: M = 2965, SD = 616 8
pd
o
French, 2014 | USA Age: Between- N=172 PS of lunch Small Lunch Box (~400kcal): Small lunch box & @
(20) M = 42.6 years subjects manipul ated 413 kcals served per manipulated meal (lunch) | M kg=-0.1, BE
Large kcals eaten per day: M = 1718, SE=70 SE =043 S o
metropolitan | BMI: Self-report All other meals 5B
medical M =298 measured El and snacks not Medium Lunch Box (~800kcal): Medium lunch =3
complex manipulated (free- | 821 kcals served per manipulated meal (lunch) | box 3z
employees Gender: El measured living) kcals eaten per day: M = 1792, SE = 68 M kg =-0.1, f; ;
60M, 112F 3 times per No compulsory SE=0.42 2 ‘%
week at eating Large Lunch Box (~1600kcal): @ E
months 1,3 1604 kcals served per manipulated meal (lunch) | Larger lunch boxs &
and 6 kcals eaten per day: M = 1996, SE = 71 M kg =1.1, 8
SE=0.44 i
Gray, 2002 UK Age: Within- N =20 PS of soup Smaller PS condition Not measured 2
(44) M = 24.3 years subjects preload prior to 100 kcals served per manipulated meal (soup) &
Students and lunch manipulated | kcals eaten per day: M =2756.00, SE = 158.9 &
steff at a BMI: Researcher =
University M =22.6 and self- Ad libitum Larger PS condition E
report consumption of 301 kcals served per manipulated meal (soup) B
Gender: 20M measured El pasta test meal kcals eaten per day: M = 2798.40, SE = 155
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(lunch). All other 5
El measured meals and snacks =
for 1 day not manipulated é
(free-living) ?
D
Compulsory 5
eating of soup g
preload B
Haynes, 2020 | UK Age: Within- N =30 PS of lunch and Smaller than normal PS condition: Smaller than R
(18) M = 31.6 years subjects dinner entrée 678 kcals served per day for manipulated meals | normal PS > %
Local mani pulated (lunch and dinner entrees) condition SE
community | BMI: Researcher 5074 kcals served per day Mkg=-003, Z&
and M =26.0 measured El Ad-libitum eating | kcalseaten per day: M = 2238, SD =490 SD =155 38
university 37 % normal weight of all other Se
63 % overweight/ El measured mealg/sides/snacks | Small-normal PS condition: Small-normal PS8 i
obesity for 5 days 1086 kcals served per day for manipulated condition g
No compulsory meal s (lunch and dinner entrees) M kg =-0.03, @f
Gender: eating 5485 kcals served per day SD=134 BE
15M, 15F kcals eaten per day: M = 2448, SD =584 S o
Large-normal PS§ §
Large-normal PS condition: condition =5
1494 kcals served per day for manipulated Mkg=0.33, 3%
meals (lunch and dinner entrees) SD =0.74 f; ;
5897 kcals served per day g ‘%
kcals eaten per day: M = 2543, SD =592 @ E
ow
Jeffery, 2007 | USA Age: Within- N=19 PS of lunch Smaller PS condition Smaller PS ' §
(22) M = 33.0 years subjects mani pulated 767 kcals served per meal condition 2
Local kcals eaten per day: M = 1875, SD = missing M kg = 0.06, 3
community BMI: Self-report Ad-libitum eating SD=1.03 &
and M =28.9 measured El of lunch. All other | Larger PS condition &
university mealsand snacks | 1528 kcals served per meal Larger PS =
Gender: El measured not manipulated kcals eaten per day: M = 2153, SD = missing condition E
19F 2 times per (free-living) M kg = 0.64, B
week for 4 SD =1.16
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Kelly, 2009 UK Men (N=21) Within- N =43 PS of all meals, Men MEN: §
(21) Age: subjects snacksand drinks | Smaller PS condition Smaller PS %
Local M = 29.7 years manipulated kcals served per day/meal - not reported condition 5
community Researcher kcals eaten per day: M = 3490, SE = 220 M kg=0.1, i
and BMI: measured El SD = missing g
university M =253 Ad-libitum eating | Larger PS condition (imputedas1.2) ¥
43% normal weight El measured of al food and kcals served per day/meal - not reported e
57% for 4 days drink kcals eaten per day: M = 4056, SE = 239 Larger PS > %
overweight/obesity condition SE
No compulsory Women M kg=0.9, Fo
Women (N=22) eating Smaller PS condition SD =missing Z®
Age: kcals served per day/meal - not reported (imputed as1.2) S &
M = 31.7 years kcals eaten per day: M = 2721, SE = 137 8 i
WOMEN: Zg
BMI: Larger PS condition SmallerPS 3@
M =237 kcals served per day/meal - not reported condition 3 3
68% normal weight kcals eaten per day: M = 2995, SE = 137 M kg=0.2, S o
32% SD = missing § >
overweight/obesity (imputed as 1.2) g_“§
3B
LagrPS £k
condition g8
M kg = 0.6, 75
SD =missing g%
(imputedas1.2) &
Kral, 2004 USA Age: Within- N =39 PS of entrée at 5009 condition: Not measured 2
(45) M = 23.4 years subjects lunch manipulated | 750 kcals served per manipulated meal (lunch 2
Local entree) &
community BMI: Researcher All foods and kcals eaten per day: M = 1745, SE = 57 &
and M =231 measured El beverages were =
university consumed ad 7009 condition: E
Gender: El measured libitum except for | 1050 kcals served per manipulated meal (lunch B
39F for 1 day compulsory food | entrée)
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=

items with lunch kcals eaten per day: M = 1782, SE=51 5

Compulsory 9009 condition: z

eating of side 1350 kcals served per manipulated meal (lunch %

dishes at lunch entrée) L}

kcals eaten per day: M = 1855, SE = 54 5

Lewis, 2015 UK Age: Within- N=33 PS of breakfast 40% reduction condition: Not measured g

17 Local M =425 years subjects meal manipulated | 420 kcals served per manipulated meal B

community (breakfast) e

& university | BMI: Researcher Ad-libitum eating | kcalseaten per day: M = 2190, SE = 104 > %

M =29.0 and of lunch and ZE

Adults with overweight | participant afternoon snack. 20% reduction condition: 79

and obesity only measured El 559 kcals served per manipulated meal 38

All other meals | (breakfast) Se

Gender: El measured and snacks not kcals eaten per day: M = 2365, SEM= 117 8 i

15M/18F for 1 day manipulated (free- g

living) ‘Control’ no reduction condition: @E“

699 kcals served per manipulated meal BE

Compulsory (breakfast) Lo

eating of breakfast | kcals eaten per day: M = 2459, SE = 94 50

McCrickerd, | Singapore Age: Within- N =51 PS of breakfast Smaller PS condition Not measured =&

2017 (46) Local M = 25.4 years subjects meal manipulated | 399 kcals served per manipulated meal EE

community (breakfast) EE

& university | BMI: Researcher Ad-libitum eating | kcalseaten per day: M = 1668 kcals, SD =521 %3 '%

M=211 and self- of al meals 7E

report Larger PS condition Se

Gender: measured El All other meals 599 kcals served per manipulated meal ' §

B53F and snacks not (breakfast) J

El measured manipulated (free- | kcals eaten per day: M = 1689cals, SD =489 2

for 1 day living) &

)

No compulsory 5

eating of meals ®

Rolls 2006a USA Men (N=16) Within- N =232 PS of for al meals | Men Not measured ®
‘Larger’ (47) Age: subjects (16M, 16F) | and snacks kcals served per day - not reported / calculatable
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Local M = 24.4 years mani pulated kcals eaten per day: 5
community Researcher 100% condition: M = 2964 kcal, SE = 133 =
& university | BMI: measured El Ad-libitum eating | 150% condition: M = 3461kcal, SE = 137 é
M =247 of al mealsand 200% condition: M =3774kcal, SE = 198 %
El measured beverages L}
Women (N=16) for 2 days Women 5
Age Beverages were kcals served per day - not reported / calculatable g
M =21.2 years not manipulated kcals eaten per day: B
100% condition: M = 2188kcal, SE = 99 e
BMI: No compulsory 150% condition: M = 2523kcal, SE =99 >Z
M =222 eating of meals 200% condition: M = 2717kcal, SE = 131 5-\5
38
Rolls 2006b USA Age: Within- N=24 PS of al food Smaller PS condition Not measured 3 E
‘Reductions’ M =21.9 years subjects manipulated 2846kcals served per day 8 i
(48) Local kcals eaten per day: M =1951, SE = 65 g
community BMI: Researcher Ad-libitum eating o) f
& university | M =22.6 measured El of al mealsand Larger PS condition & 3
beverages 3794kcals served per day Lo
Gender: El measured kcals eaten per day: M = 2207, SE = 67 § i
24F for 2 days Beverages were =5
not manipulated 3z
E D
5 B
No compulsory g8
eating of meals 3
Rolls, 2007 USA Men (N=13): Within- N =23 PSof all meals MEN: Not measured S®
(29 Age: subjects (breakfadt, lunch, | Smaller PS condition ' §
Local M =24.7 years dinner) and snacks | 4100 kcals served per day J
community Researcher manipulated kcals eaten per day: M = 2909, SE = 106 i
and BMI: measured El &
university M =24.6 Ad libitum Larger PS condition &
El measured consumption of all | 6150 kcals served per day =
Women (N=10) for 11 days meals (breakfast, | kcalseaten per day: M = 3328, SE=114 E
Age: lunch, dinner) and B
M = 25.8 years snacks) WOMEN:
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Smaller PS condition 5
BMI: No compulsory 3400 kcals served per day =
M =229 eating kcals eaten per day: M = 2073, SE = 97 g
Larger PS condition i
5100 kcals served per day 5
kcals eaten per day: M = 2530, SE =79 o
Smethers, USA Age Within- 46 PS of all food and | Smaller PS condition Not measured B
2019 (49) M = 4.4 years subjects beverages 1627 kcals served per day e
Children manipulated kcals eaten per day: M =914, SE = 44 34
from BMI: Researcher ZE
childcare BMI-for-age percentile | measured El Ad-libitum eating | Larger PS condition Fo
centers =52.8 of al mealsand 2450 kcals served per day 38
89% normal weight El measured beverages kcals eaten per day: M = 1081, SE=44 Se
11% overweight/ for 5 days 8 i
obesity No compulsory g
eating of meals T8
Gender: BE
30M, 16F Lo
=0
&8
s
656 3
657 &
658  BMI = Body massindex, El = energy intake, SE = standard error ]
659 7}
o
660 2
661
662
663
664
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Rolls 2006 "L", female, L vs M (Day1) e -229.63 [-374.46, -84.80)
Rolls 2006 “L", male, L vs M (Day2) —a— -193.90 [-341.92, -45.88]
Rolls 2006 "L", male, L vs M (Day1) } = i -453.77 [-746.59, -160.95]
Lewis 2015, L vs M (Day1) 1—-—-—| -93.30 [-231.36, 44.76]
Kral 2004, L vs M (Day1) i -73.24 [-160.43, 13.95]
Haynes 2020, L vs M (Day5) —— -18.89 [-164.73, 126.95]
Haynes 2020, L vs M (Day4) |—-—4 -84.79 [-180.12, 10.54]
Haynes 2020, L vs M (Day3) e -65.55 [-155.52, 24.42]
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Lewis 2015, M vs S (Day1) —— | -175.90 [-315.48, -36.32]
Kral 2004, M vs S (Day1) |—-.—| -36.65 [-126.68, 53.38]
Haynes 2020, M vs S (Day5) —=— -279.78 [-379.71, =179.85]
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Haynes 2020, M vs S (Day3) ——] -275.34 [-372.79, ~177.89)
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Haynes 2020, M vs S (Day1) —— -123.31 [-215.13, -31.49)
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