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While snacking is likely to impact total dietary intake, the definition of “a snack” remains contentious. It is postulated whether a
person perceives an eating occasion to be a meal or a snack may influence the amount one eats and their subsequent intake at the
next eating occasion(1). The study uses three previously proposed models to define snacking to compare the contribution towards
energy intake from snacks, in post-secondary school students from Singapore. Three models of snacks are derived using a combin-
ation of the following criteria: Criterion 1 (C1) - Time of consumption outside of recognized “main meal” times (i.e. breakfast:
0600–1000, lunch: 1200–1400 & dinner: 1800–2000). Criterion 2 (C2) - Portion size. If the amount of food in one eating occasion
falls below 570 g, it is classified as a snack. The value of 570 g was defined as the estimated portion size to provide a third of the
food-based dietary guidelines used in Singapore(2); Criterion 3 (C3) - If eating occasion is less than 15 % of total energy intake,
then it is a snack(3). Depicts the proposed models, which were based on eating occasions that met 2 of the above criteria. The
defined three models were then applied to an existing set of 24-h recall data collected from 17–21 year old students from
Singapore (n = 300). Dietary data were analysed using WinDiets™ software and energy contribution from items defined as snacks
using the different models calculated. Statistical analysis was performed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences, SPSS, ver-
sion 23 for Windows and statistical significance for all tests was defined at p-value <0·05. One sample t-test was applied to evaluate the
congruence between the models.

There was a significantly different estimate of % contribution of snacks to daily total energy intake (p < 0·005) for all three models.
This suggests a need for a consensus definition of what constitutes a snack in order to consider the impact of snacking on total dietary
intake.
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Fig. 1. Snacking models

Table 1. Mean total energy (TE) % contributed from snacks and p-value

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Mean TE% (SD) 26· 1 (26· 0) 11· 1 (10· 7) 5· 3 (7· 3)
p-value (vs Model 1) – <0· 0005 <0· 0005
p-value (vs Model 2) <0· 0005 – <0· 0005
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