[bookmark: supplementary-materials]Supplementary Materials
[bookmark: Xe3a4abdf4a893c16a8a915d4ac711cd951f64ce]Section 1: Additional Factor Analysis Details
This section contains the results of the exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses (EFA and CFA) in order to provide details of the several rounds of iteration which took place.
All EFA pertains to sample 1 (n = 202) and all CFA to sample 2 (n = 160), recruited from Prolific.com.
The initial list of 20 items is displayed in Table S1, item numbers (with the prefix HM for hunger and mood) are used to refer to the items throughout this supplement.
	[bookmark: supptbl-Items20]Table S1: Labels and items numbers for the initial list of 20 items in the MEAL questionnaire for EFA
	Item
	Label

	HM01
	When I have not eaten in a while I get angry easily or can lose my temper

	HM02
	When I have not eaten in a while I have more arguments with people or snap at people more

	HM03
	When I have not eaten in a while I feel happy

	HM04
	When I have not eaten in a while I have said and done things that I have regretted later 

	HM05
	When I have not eaten in a while people think I'm tired

	HM06
	When I have not eaten in a while even small things can irritate me

	HM07
	When I have not eaten in a while I find it hard to concentrate or to finish tasks

	HM08
	When I have not eaten in a while I find it harder to do my work

	HM09
	When I have not eaten in a while my friends/family/partner/others tend to notice it because of my mood/behaviour

	HM10
	I make more thoughtful decisions when I have eaten enough

	HM11
	When I have not eaten in a while I get more irritable than other people I know

	HM12
	My anger/irritability decreases once I have eaten

	HM13
	When I have not eaten in a while I have done or said things that have caused problems in my relationships with others

	HM14
	When I have not eaten in a while I get more sad than other people I know

	HM15
	When I have not eaten in a while I feel impatient

	HM16
	When I have not eaten in a while I can feel sad

	HM17
	When I have not eaten in a while people close to me notice a pattern of me seeming more irritable or short tempered

	HM18
	When I have not eaten in a while I can feel irritable

	HM19
	When I have not eaten in a while I get anxious/nervous or worrisome

	HM20
	When I have not eaten in a while I get frustrated more easily



Note: HM03 was reverse coded


Inspection of the correlation matrix of the initial 20 items resulted in the removal of four items (Table S2). Items HM01, HM08 and HM18 were dropped due to high correlations (> 0.8) and item HM03 was dropped due to all correlations being < 0.3 or non-significant.

	[bookmark: supptbl-CorrMat]Table S2: Pearson’s correlation matrix of initial 20 MEAL items
	Item
	HM02
	HM03
	HM04
	HM05
	HM06
	HM07
	HM08
	HM09
	HM10
	HM11
	HM12
	HM13
	HM14
	HM15
	HM16
	HM17
	HM18
	HM19
	HM20

	HM01
	0.81***
	-0.053
	0.7***
	0.36***
	0.69***
	0.43***
	0.45***
	0.61***
	0.27***
	0.65***
	0.57***
	0.62***
	0.47***
	0.61***
	0.47***
	0.69***
	0.7***
	0.51***
	0.75***

	HM02
	
	-0.036
	0.68***
	0.31***
	0.73***
	0.44***
	0.43***
	0.64***
	0.21**
	0.63***
	0.61***
	0.59***
	0.46***
	0.59***
	0.46***
	0.7***
	0.71***
	0.46***
	0.71***

	HM03
	
	
	-0.084
	0.012
	0.075
	0.12
	0.13
	0.08
	0.22**
	-0.002
	0.11
	-0.11
	-0.14*
	0.058
	-0.031
	-0.0086
	0.059
	-0.13
	0.046

	HM04
	
	
	
	0.37***
	0.64***
	0.46***
	0.47***
	0.56***
	0.2**
	0.56***
	0.41***
	0.68***
	0.55***
	0.58***
	0.49***
	0.64***
	0.6***
	0.49***
	0.63***

	HM05
	
	
	
	
	0.4***
	0.4***
	0.46***
	0.42***
	0.33***
	0.35***
	0.29***
	0.32***
	0.45***
	0.33***
	0.48***
	0.43***
	0.35***
	0.45***
	0.43***

	HM06
	
	
	
	
	
	0.56***
	0.55***
	0.7***
	0.36***
	0.73***
	0.55***
	0.58***
	0.44***
	0.71***
	0.47***
	0.77***
	0.82***
	0.45***
	0.79***

	HM07
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.87***
	0.47***
	0.49***
	0.42***
	0.4***
	0.34***
	0.34***
	0.57***
	0.38***
	0.44***
	0.55***
	0.39***
	0.57***

	HM08
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.48***
	0.51***
	0.46***
	0.46***
	0.35***
	0.34***
	0.6***
	0.42***
	0.43***
	0.55***
	0.42***
	0.56***

	HM09
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.36***
	0.67***
	0.57***
	0.58***
	0.45***
	0.61***
	0.52***
	0.8***
	0.7***
	0.47***
	0.69***

	HM10
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.33***
	0.45***
	0.14
	0.18*
	0.39***
	0.29***
	0.27***
	0.34***
	0.21**
	0.38***

	HM11
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.5***
	0.63***
	0.49***
	0.63***
	0.47***
	0.74***
	0.68***
	0.42***
	0.67***

	HM12
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.35***
	0.27***
	0.58***
	0.37***
	0.53***
	0.61***
	0.32***
	0.61***

	HM13
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.55***
	0.51***
	0.45***
	0.63***
	0.56***
	0.45***
	0.55***

	HM14
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.48***
	0.76***
	0.51***
	0.44***
	0.59***
	0.51***

	HM15
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.46***
	0.63***
	0.76***
	0.44***
	0.74***

	HM16
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.54***
	0.5***
	0.66***
	0.55***

	HM17
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.77***
	0.5***
	0.77***

	HM18
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.5***
	0.85***

	HM19
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.6***





Note: * indicates p < 0.05, ** indicates p < 0.01, *** indicates p < 0.001.

Parallel analysis on the remaining 16 items indicated that a model with 3 factors would be appropriate (adjusted Eigenvalues > 0). We also tested models with four and five factors for thoroughness, but these both had factors which were unsuitable (i.e. uninterpretable based on content of items). Only the results of models with one to three factors are described here, for brevity.
According to EFA on 16 items, the three-factor model had the best fit with lower AIC, BIC and RMSEA than the one- or two-factor models, although the  (p < 0.001) and RMSEA (0.9) did not meet our fit criteria (Table S3).
	[bookmark: supptbl-ModelFit16]Table S3: Model fit indices of EFA on 16 items, for a one factor, two factor and three factor solution.
	n_factors
	AIC
	BIC
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA
	SRMR
	ChiSq
	df
	p

	1
	8,506.71
	8,612.57
	0.83
	0.81
	0.14
	0.08
	489.96
	104
	<0.001

	2
	8,343.48
	8,498.97
	0.91
	0.88
	0.11
	0.05
	296.73
	89
	<0.001

	3
	8,265.31
	8,467.12
	0.95
	0.92
	0.09
	0.03
	190.56
	75
	<0.001






Upon inspection of this model, we identified that the second factor was unsuitable as it had significant cross-loadings (> 0.3) for two (HM07 and HM12) out of three items (Table S4).
	[bookmark: supptbl-Loadings16]Table S4: Factor loadings from the three-factor solution EFA on 16 items
	Item
	Label
	f1
	f2
	f3

	HM02
	When I have not eaten in a while I have more arguments with people or snap at people more
	0.93
	
	

	HM04
	When I have not eaten in a while I have said and done things that I have regretted later 
	0.74
	
	

	HM05
	When I have not eaten in a while people think I'm tired
	
	
	0.53

	HM06
	When I have not eaten in a while even small things can irritate me
	0.96
	
	

	HM07
	When I have not eaten in a while I find it hard to concentrate or to finish tasks
	0.31
	0.41
	

	HM09
	When I have not eaten in a while my friends/family/partner/others tend to notice it because of my mood/behaviour
	0.78
	
	

	HM10
	I make more thoughtful decisions when I have eaten enough
	
	0.6
	

	HM11
	When I have not eaten in a while I get more irritable than other people I know
	0.86
	
	

	HM12
	My anger/irritability decreases once I have eaten
	0.58
	0.34
	

	HM13
	When I have not eaten in a while I have done or said things that have caused problems in my relationships with others
	0.78
	.
	

	HM14
	When I have not eaten in a while I get more sad than other people I know
	
	.
	0.86

	HM15
	When I have not eaten in a while I feel impatient
	0.66
	.
	

	HM16
	When I have not eaten in a while I can feel sad
	
	
	0.97

	HM17
	When I have not eaten in a while people close to me notice a pattern of me seeming more irritable or short tempered
	0.94
	
	

	HM19
	When I have not eaten in a while I get anxious/nervous or worrisome
	
	
	0.67

	HM20
	When I have not eaten in a while I get frustrated more easily
	0.75
	.
	






These two items were removed and a two-factor model was evaluated (Table S5 for model fit, Table S6 for factor loadings). While the model fit did not substantially improve, the factor loadings were more suitable as there were no significant cross-loadings >0.3 and only one item (HM10) had a loading of <0.4, which was subsequently removed.
	[bookmark: supptbl-ModelFit14]Table S5: Model fit measures for EFA on 14 items
	n_factors
	AIC
	BIC
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA
	SRMR
	ChiSq
	df
	p

	1
	7,411.29
	7,503.92
	0.85
	0.83
	0.14
	0.07
	375.72
	77
	<0.001

	2
	7,250.82
	7,386.46
	0.94
	0.91
	0.10
	0.04
	189.26
	64
	<0.001






	[bookmark: supptbl-Loadings14]Table S6: Factor loadings from the two-factor solution EFA on 14 items
	Item
	Label
	f1
	f2

	HM02
	When I have not eaten in a while I have more arguments with people or snap at people more
	0.83
	

	HM04
	When I have not eaten in a while I have said and done things that I have regretted later 
	0.62
	

	HM05
	When I have not eaten in a while people think I'm tired
	
	0.41

	HM06
	When I have not eaten in a while even small things can irritate me
	0.99
	

	HM09
	When I have not eaten in a while my friends/family/partner/others tend to notice it because of my mood/behaviour
	0.79
	

	HM10
	I make more thoughtful decisions when I have eaten enough
	0.35
	

	HM11
	When I have not eaten in a while I get more irritable than other people I know
	0.83
	

	HM13
	When I have not eaten in a while I have done or said things that have caused problems in my relationships with others
	0.58
	

	HM14
	When I have not eaten in a while I get more sad than other people I know
	
	0.85

	HM15
	When I have not eaten in a while I feel impatient
	0.76
	

	HM16
	When I have not eaten in a while I can feel sad
	
	0.90

	HM17
	When I have not eaten in a while people close to me notice a pattern of me seeming more irritable or short tempered
	0.88
	

	HM19
	When I have not eaten in a while I get anxious/nervous or worrisome
	
	0.63

	HM20
	When I have not eaten in a while I get frustrated more easily
	0.83
	






A two-factor model, with 13 items, was then run separately for male and female participants. The female-only model showed significant cross-loadings > 0.3 for items HM04 and HM13, thus these items were removed. The sex-specific models are not printed here for brevity but are available upon request from the corresponding author. Single sex models were underpowered according to the rule of thumb of 10 participants per item, however, this statistical limitation was deemed acceptable due to the exploratory nature of EFA.
For the remaining 11 items, we ran a two-factor model (Table S7) which resulted in a factor for irritability (factor 1) and a factor for low mood (factor 2; Table S8).
	[bookmark: supptbl-ModelFit11]Table S7: Model fit indices for EFA on 11 items
	n_factors
	AIC
	BIC
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA
	SRMR
	ChiSq
	df
	p

	1
	5,813.67
	5,886.45
	0.87
	0.83
	0.16
	0.08
	264.87
	44
	<0.001

	2
	5,649.38
	5,755.24
	0.97
	0.95
	0.08
	0.02
	80.58
	34
	<0.001






	[bookmark: supptbl-Loadings11]Table S8: Factor loadings for EFA on 11 items
	Item
	Label
	f1
	f2

	HM02
	When I have not eaten in a while I have more arguments with people or snap at people more
	0.81
	

	HM05
	When I have not eaten in a while people think I'm tired
	
	0.41

	HM06
	When I have not eaten in a while even small things can irritate me
	0.98
	

	HM09
	When I have not eaten in a while my friends/family/partner/others tend to notice it because of my mood/behaviour
	0.78
	

	HM11
	When I have not eaten in a while I get more irritable than other people I know
	0.82
	

	HM14
	When I have not eaten in a while I get more sad than other people I know
	
	0.81

	HM15
	When I have not eaten in a while I feel impatient
	0.76
	

	HM16
	When I have not eaten in a while I can feel sad
	
	0.94

	HM17
	When I have not eaten in a while people close to me notice a pattern of me seeming more irritable or short tempered
	0.87
	

	HM19
	When I have not eaten in a while I get anxious/nervous or worrisome
	
	0.63

	HM20
	When I have not eaten in a while I get frustrated more easily
	0.83
	





The internal consistency of factor 1 was very high (Cronbach’s  = 0.94, 95%CI = 0.93, 0.95), suggesting redundancy. Thus, the Cronbach’s  was re-calculated for all possible combinations of four items to obtain a more parsimonious model. Four items - HM02, HM09, HM11 and HM15- were selected for their internal consistency (Cronbach’s  = 0.87, 95%CI = 0.84, 0.9) and the coherence of their item content. The internal consistency for factor 2 was good (Cronbach’s  = 0.84, 95%CI = 0.8, 0.88).
We then ran EFA for a final time. The two-factor solution on eight items showed acceptable fit to the data according to all criteria (Table S9).
	[bookmark: supptbl-ModelFit8]Table S9: Model fit measures for EFA on 8 items
	n_factors
	AIC
	BIC
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA
	SRMR
	ChiSq
	df
	p

	1
	4,565.89
	4,618.82
	0.85
	0.79
	0.18
	0.08
	148.87
	20
	<0.001

	2
	4,445.59
	4,521.68
	1.00
	1.00
	0.02
	0.02
	14.58
	13
	0.33





We also deemed the factor loadings to be good, with no cross-loadings and no factor loadings < 0.4 (Table S10).
	[bookmark: supptbl-Loadings8]Table S10: Factor loadings from the two-factor solution EFA on 8 items
	Item
	Label
	f1
	f2

	HM02
	When I have not eaten in a while I have more arguments with people or snap at people more
	0.78
	

	HM05
	When I have not eaten in a while people think I'm tired
	
	0.44

	HM09
	When I have not eaten in a while my friends/family/partner/others tend to notice it because of my mood/behaviour
	0.78
	

	HM11
	When I have not eaten in a while I get more irritable than other people I know
	0.84
	

	HM14
	When I have not eaten in a while I get more sad than other people I know
	
	0.80

	HM15
	When I have not eaten in a while I feel impatient
	0.74
	

	HM16
	When I have not eaten in a while I can feel sad
	
	0.97

	HM19
	When I have not eaten in a while I get anxious/nervous or worrisome
	
	0.64





The observed Pearson’s correlation between factor 1 and factor 2 had a coefficient of 0.63 (p < 0.001). The internal consistency of the overall scale was good (Cronbach’s =0.88, 95%CIs = 0.84, 0.9). This version of the questionnaire also correlated moderately with the AEBQ hunger sensitivity scale (0.52), ARI (0.42), PHQ-8 (0.44) and GAD-7 (0.42; all p < 0.001).
For CFA, we collected responses to 16 items (15 core items plus one for impact).
	[bookmark: supptbl-Items16]Table S11: Labels for the 15 core items in the MEAL questionnaire for CFA
	Item
	Label

	HM09
	When I have not eaten in a while other people notice a change in my mood or behaviour

	HM23
	When I have not eaten in a while I get a headache

	HM21
	When I have not eaten in a while I lose motivation and interest in things

	HM27
	When I have not eaten in a while I can get restless or fidgety

	HM26
	When I have not eaten in a while I feel strange in my body

	HM24
	When I have not eaten in a while I feel sick or nauseous

	HM05
	When I have not eaten in a while people think I’m tired

	HM16
	When I have not eaten in a while I feel sad

	HM25
	When I have not eaten in a while I feel weak or dizzy

	HM11
	When I have not eaten in a while I feel more irritated or grumpy than others

	HM19
	When I have not eaten in a while I feel anxious or nervous

	HM14
	When I have not eaten in a while I become tearful or weepy

	HM02
	When I have not eaten in a while I argue or snap at people more

	HM22
	When I have not eaten in a while my energy is lower

	HM15
	When I have not eaten in a while I feel impatient


Note: This was supplemented by an impact item “When I have not eaten in a while I experience problems with my: Family School and/or work Friends and/or partner Hobbies and/or interests”


During the CFA, no items were removed according to the item correlations criteria (Table S12).

	[bookmark: supptbl-CorrMatCFA]Table S12: Correlation matrix for 15-items in sample 2
	Item
	HM23
	HM21
	HM27
	HM26
	HM24
	HM05
	HM16
	HM25
	HM11
	HM19
	HM14
	HM02
	HM22
	HM15

	HM09
	0.39***
	0.51***
	0.54***
	0.48***
	0.39***
	0.59***
	0.56***
	0.45***
	0.6***
	0.43***
	0.45***
	0.63***
	0.46***
	0.52***

	HM23
	
	0.47***
	0.45***
	0.48***
	0.5***
	0.45***
	0.46***
	0.55***
	0.41***
	0.46***
	0.41***
	0.39***
	0.39***
	0.44***

	HM21
	
	
	0.66***
	0.6***
	0.51***
	0.58***
	0.67***
	0.59***
	0.6***
	0.55***
	0.44***
	0.62***
	0.6***
	0.65***

	HM27
	
	
	
	0.62***
	0.47***
	0.58***
	0.52***
	0.57***
	0.58***
	0.48***
	0.44***
	0.54***
	0.59***
	0.6***

	HM26
	
	
	
	
	0.61***
	0.55***
	0.6***
	0.6***
	0.53***
	0.57***
	0.43***
	0.52***
	0.53***
	0.51***

	HM24
	
	
	
	
	
	0.53***
	0.53***
	0.61***
	0.49***
	0.44***
	0.46***
	0.47***
	0.47***
	0.44***

	HM05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.6***
	0.55***
	0.55***
	0.43***
	0.37***
	0.52***
	0.59***
	0.54***

	HM16
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.64***
	0.61***
	0.62***
	0.53***
	0.65***
	0.55***
	0.64***

	HM25
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.58***
	0.58***
	0.52***
	0.54***
	0.55***
	0.54***

	HM11
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.51***
	0.38***
	0.74***
	0.63***
	0.7***

	HM19
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.56***
	0.51***
	0.43***
	0.52***

	HM14
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.5***
	0.3***
	0.43***

	HM02
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.6***
	0.75***

	HM22
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.6***



Note: * indicates p < 0.05, ** indicates p < 0.01, *** indicates p < 0.001.



To make the questionnaire more concise, three items were removed from MEAL-s while retaining Cronbach’s  of 0.7-0.9 and suitable item content. Leaving 13 items (12 core items + 1 impact item).
On the 12 items, the observed Pearson’s rs between the factors were: 0.77 for MEAL-i and MEAL-l, 0.71 for MEAL-i and MEAL-s, and 0.76 for MEAL-l and MEAL-s (all p < 0.001). To minimise redundancy, factor correlations were re-calculated removing one item at a time. This resulted in one item being removed from MEAL-s. The updated factor correlations were r = 0.63 for MEAL-i and MEAL-s, and r = 0.74 for MEAL-l and MEAL-s (p < 0.001). We compared this final (11 item) model to one-factor and two-factor models (Table S13). Model fit indices favoured the three-factor model (lower AIC and BIC), and this was the only model to meet all criteria. The high Cronbach’s  and high correlations between factors could suggest redundancy within the questionnaire. However, we did not address this further as the constructs are expected to be related, and the three-factor model fit the data better than one- or two-factor models.
	[bookmark: supptbl-CFAModelFitComp]Table S13: Model fit criteria comparing one-, two- and three-factor CFAs on the final 11 core MEAL items. The two factor model combines MEAL-i and MEAL-l as they had the highest correlation.
	n_factors
	aic
	bic
	cfi
	tli
	rmsea
	srmr
	chisq
	df
	p

	1
	4,937.82
	5,005.47
	0.93
	0.91
	0.10
	0.05
	116.32
	44
	<0.001

	2
	4,885.56
	4,956.28
	0.98
	0.98
	0.05
	0.04
	62.06
	43
	0.03

	3
	4,873.52
	4,950.40
	1.00
	0.99
	0.03
	0.03
	46.03
	41
	0.272





[bookmark: section-2-qualitative-feedback]


Section 2: Qualitative Feedback
Full qualitative data is available upon request. The table below presents the codings and the percentage of each sample which referred to one of these.
	[bookmark: supptbl-Qual]Table S14: Summary of the qualitative data codings, grouped by sample
	
	Frequency (%)

	sample
	Mood
	Impact
	Somatic

	1
	132 (65)
	105 (52)
	58 (29)

	2
	111 (69)
	96 (60)
	45 (28)

	3
	57 (68)
	51 (61)
	25 (30)

	4
	114 (55)
	96 (46)
	43 (21)

	5
	95 (70)
	40 (30)
	41 (30)





[bookmark: section-3-impact-item-analysis]


Section 3: Impact Item Analysis
	[bookmark: suppfig-FigImp]Figure S1: Responses percentages for the impact item of the MEAL. The percentage of participants who selected ‘Often’ or ‘Always/almost always’ is shown as this is the classification used for a substantial impact. ED = subgroup of the enriched sample with a history of eating disorders (including any co-morbidity). AD = subgroup of the enriched sample with a history of affective disorder but not eating disorder.
[image: A graph of different colored bars

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]



	[bookmark: supptbl-ImpactsFull]Table S15: Counts and percentages for endorsements of each impact item on the MEAL
	
	Count (%)

	Impact
	Never
	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Often
	Always

	Community Adults (samples 2 and 3)

	Family
	84 (34.4)
	69 (28.3)
	56 (23)
	27 (11.1)
	8 (3.3)

	Friends/Partner
	65 (26.6)
	60 (24.6)
	65 (26.6)
	46 (18.9)
	8 (3.3)

	Hobbies/Interests
	53 (21.7)
	44 (18)
	82 (33.6)
	44 (18)
	21 (8.6)

	School/Work
	64 (26.2)
	49 (20.1)
	67 (27.5)
	48 (19.7)
	16 (6.6)

	Adolescents (samples 4 and 5)

	Family
	101 (30.1)
	80 (23.8)
	82 (24.4)
	58 (17.3)
	15 (4.5)

	Friends/Partner
	110 (32.7)
	110 (32.7)
	69 (20.5)
	34 (10.1)
	9 (2.7)

	Hobbies/Interests
	92 (27.4)
	89 (26.5)
	87 (25.9)
	47 (14)
	20 (6)

	School/Work
	59 (17.6)
	92 (27.4)
	98 (29.2)
	65 (19.3)
	19 (5.7)

	Enriched - AD (sample 6)

	Family
	77 (52.4)
	32 (21.8)
	34 (23.1)
	4 (2.7)
	0 (0)

	Friends/Partner
	81 (55.1)
	25 (17)
	34 (23.1)
	7 (4.8)
	0 (0)

	Hobbies/Interests
	67 (45.6)
	32 (21.8)
	37 (25.2)
	8 (5.4)
	3 (2)

	School/Work
	63 (42.9)
	40 (27.2)
	37 (25.2)
	7 (4.8)
	0 (0)

	Enriched - ED (sample 6)

	Family
	61 (32.1)
	43 (22.6)
	60 (31.6)
	17 (8.9)
	9 (4.7)

	Friends/Partner
	70 (36.8)
	49 (25.8)
	42 (22.1)
	20 (10.5)
	9 (4.7)

	Hobbies/Interests
	46 (24.2)
	51 (26.8)
	51 (26.8)
	27 (14.2)
	15 (7.9)

	School/Work
	59 (31.1)
	48 (25.3)
	54 (28.4)
	23 (12.1)
	6 (3.2)

	ED = subgroup of the enriched sample with a history of eating disorders (including any co-morbidity). AD = subgroup of the enriched sample with a history of affective disorder but not eating disorder. Community adult n = 244, adolescent n = 336, enriched - ED n = 190, enriched - AD n = 147. 





 
	[bookmark: supptbl-ImpactsFamMe]Table S16: Mean MEAL score for each impact response option
	
	MEAL Score Mean (SD)

	
	Family
	Friends / Partner
	Hobbies / Interests
	School / Work

	Never
	10.52 (7.39)
	10.75 (7.33)
	10.46 (8.01)
	10.25 (7.71)

	Rarely
	18.87 (7.51)
	17.87 (7.74)
	16.69 (7.84)
	16.19 (7.53)

	Sometimes
	22.33 (7.36)
	22.89 (6.94)
	21.09 (7.74)
	20.9 (7.83)

	Often
	27.41 (7.83)
	29.02 (6.46)
	24.98 (7.46)
	26.6 (7.79)

	Always
	29.29 (9.92)
	30.74 (9.62)
	29.58 (8.81)
	29.56 (8.4)

	For all samples except sample 1.





ANOVA’s were used to test whether the levels of impacts being endorsed could significantly explain variation in the MEAL. Firstly, the results of each ANOVA are presented, followed by the Post Hoc comparisons using Scheffe’s method to be conservative given the large number of comparisons (5 levels of response).
Overall anova for impact on family: F = 153.57 (df = 4, p<0.001)
Overall anova for impact on friends or partner: F = 177.73 (df = 4, p<0.001)
Overall anova for impact on school or work: F = 136.17 (df = 4, p<0.001)
Overall anova for impact on hobbies or interests: F = 123.62 (df = 4, p<0.001)
	[bookmark: supptbl-ImpactsAnova]Table S17: Results of ANOVA and Scheffe’s post hoc comparison tests for the prediction of MEAL score by each impact question.
	Impact
	comparison
	P value

	Family
	1-0
	<0.001

	
	2-1
	<0.001

	
	3-2
	<0.001

	
	4-3
	0.831

	Friends and/or partner
	1-0
	<0.001

	
	2-1
	<0.001

	
	3-2
	<0.001

	
	4-3
	0.904

	School and/or work
	1-0
	<0.001

	
	2-1
	<0.001

	
	3-2
	<0.001

	
	4-3
	0.349

	Hobbies and/or interests
	1-0
	<0.001

	
	2-1
	<0.001

	
	3-2
	0.001

	
	4-3
	0.011

	For all samples excluding sample 1 (N = 917)





[bookmark: section-4-additional-mood-drift-results]


Section 4: Additional Mood Drift Results
The main effects of current state hunger (dichotomised) and time were significant for all moods. However, the interaction terms were not significant for any model, indicating that self-rated current hunger was not associated with the steepness of the mood drift slopes. It is possible that the study design did not provide sufficient variation in hunger levels as no participants were asked to fast or delay food. Nonetheless, the finding that hunger showed a main effect association supports the overall notion that being hungry is associated with worse mood
	[bookmark: supptbl-LMEall-hun]Table S18: LME with interaction of time and current state hunger on happiness, boredom and frustration
	Mood
	Effect
	Group
	Term
	B
	p value
	95%CI lower
	95%CI upper

	Happy
	fixed
	
	intercept
	57.73
	<0.001
	55.11
	60.35

	
	fixed
	
	time (mins)
	-1.75
	<0.001
	-2.05
	-1.44

	
	fixed
	
	hunger
	-5.29
	0.005
	-8.98
	-1.59

	
	fixed
	
	time*hunger
	-0.32
	0.145
	-0.76
	0.11

	
	random
	participant
	SD intercept
	21.02
	
	19.74
	22.42

	
	random
	participant
	cor int time
	-0.18
	
	-0.27
	-0.09

	
	random
	participant
	SD time
	2.37
	
	2.21
	2.54

	
	random
	Residual
	SD observation
	8.99
	
	8.83
	9.15

	Bored
	fixed
	
	intercept
	48.25
	<0.001
	44.86
	51.64

	
	fixed
	
	time (mins)
	2.68
	<0.001
	2.31
	3.04

	
	fixed
	
	hunger
	5.09
	0.037
	0.32
	9.87

	
	fixed
	
	time*hunger
	0.16
	0.546
	-0.35
	0.67

	
	random
	participant
	SD intercept
	27.31
	
	25.68
	29.12

	
	random
	participant
	cor int time
	-0.37
	
	-0.45
	-0.29

	
	random
	participant
	SD time
	2.81
	
	2.62
	3.01

	
	random
	Residual
	SD observation
	10.21
	
	10.02
	10.40

	Frustrated
	fixed
	
	intercept
	22.12
	<0.001
	18.98
	25.27

	
	fixed
	
	time (mins)
	3.31
	<0.001
	2.90
	3.71

	
	fixed
	
	hunger
	10.78
	<0.001
	6.36
	15.21

	
	fixed
	
	time*hunger
	0.21
	0.475
	-0.36
	0.78

	
	random
	participant
	SD intercept
	25.18
	
	23.65
	26.86

	
	random
	participant
	cor int time
	-0.14
	
	-0.23
	-0.05

	
	random
	participant
	SD time
	3.17
	
	2.97
	3.39

	
	random
	Residual
	SD observation
	10.87
	
	10.68
	11.07

	Note: B = coefficient estimate from lme model.






LMEs were run which included an interaction between time and several previously established mental health measures: ARI, PHQ-8, GAD-7. The results for happiness ratings are presented below as this was the main hypothesis, the results for frustration and boredom were similar to this, with no significant interaction between the relevant predictor variables and time.
	[bookmark: supptbl-LMEhap-ari]Table S19: LME with interaction of time and ARI on happiness
	effect
	group
	term
	B
	p value
	95%CI lower
	95%CI upper

	fixed
	
	intercept
	60.83
	<0.001
	58.40
	63.27

	fixed
	
	time (mins)
	-1.78
	<0.001
	-2.07
	-1.48

	fixed
	
	ARI
	-2.04
	<0.001
	-2.65
	-1.44

	fixed
	
	time*ARI
	-0.05
	0.184
	-0.12
	0.02

	random
	participant
	SD intercept
	20.24
	
	19.01
	21.61

	random
	participant
	cor int time
	-0.19
	
	-0.28
	-0.10

	random
	participant
	SD time
	2.37
	
	2.22
	2.55

	random
	Residual
	SD observation
	8.98
	
	8.82
	9.15





 
	[bookmark: supptbl-LMEhap-phq]Table S20: LME with interaction of time and PHQ-8 on happiness
	effect
	group
	term
	B
	p value
	95%CI lower
	95%CI upper

	fixed
	
	intercept
	68.09
	<0.001
	65.00
	71.17

	fixed
	
	time (mins)
	-1.86
	<0.001
	-2.25
	-1.47

	fixed
	
	PHQ-8
	-1.46
	<0.001
	-1.75
	-1.17

	fixed
	
	time*PHQ-8
	-0.01
	0.747
	-0.04
	0.03

	random
	participant
	SD intercept
	19.33
	
	18.14
	20.63

	random
	participant
	cor int time
	-0.19
	
	-0.28
	-0.10

	random
	participant
	SD time
	2.38
	
	2.22
	2.55

	random
	Residual
	SD observation
	8.99
	
	8.83
	9.16





 
	[bookmark: supptbl-LMEhap-gad]Table S21: LME with interaction of time and GAD-7 on happiness
	effect
	group
	term
	B
	p value
	95%CI lower
	95%CI upper

	fixed
	
	intercept
	67.07
	<0.001
	64.10
	70.03

	fixed
	
	time (mins)
	-1.94
	<0.001
	-2.31
	-1.56

	fixed
	
	GAD-7
	-1.53
	<0.001
	-1.84
	-1.22

	fixed
	
	time*GAD-7
	0.00
	0.834
	-0.03
	0.04

	random
	participant
	SD intercept
	19.42
	
	18.22
	20.73

	random
	participant
	cor int time
	-0.17
	
	-0.26
	-0.08

	random
	participant
	SD time
	2.38
	
	2.22
	2.55

	random
	Residual
	SD observation
	8.93
	
	8.77
	9.10
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