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How consumers process novelty – the power of familiarity and 
expectations

• Novel foods and unfamiliar foods

• Familiarity brings certainty about the food and reduced anxiety and suspicion

• Familiar products are usually better liked

• Exposure is the main building block of familiarity, while knowledge comes as second factor

• Perceived sensory quality (appearance, texture, chemosensory attributes) is the corner 

stone of acceptance
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Disposition and traits that shape responses to novel foods

Tuorila, H., & Hartmann, C. (2020). Consumer responses to novel and unfamiliar foods. 

Current Opinion in Food Science, 33, 1-8.
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Food neophobia

• Unwillingness to eat new, unfamiliar foods

• Evolutionarily beneficial survival mechanism (internal gatekeeper)

• Ambivalent reaction towards new foods: avoidance to ingest noxious or toxic chemicals (e.g., 

poisonous plants) vs. search for new food sources (‘Omnivore’s dilemma’)

• Naturally starts in early childhood; decreases with age through positive food experiences

• Food Neophobia Scale (Pliner & Hobden, 1992): reaction to ethnic and other ‘culture’ foods

• Associated with decreased levels of willingness to eat a novel (unfamiliar) food 

• Negative taste expectations, low levels of expected enjoyment, uncertainty about the origin and the 

attributes of the product, disgust, dangerousness

• Negative correlate: variety seeking  

Disposition and traits that shape 

responses to novel foods

(Dovey et al., 2008)
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Forest plot of the willingness to consume insects correlates

(Wassmann, Siegrist & Hartmann, 2021)



Overcoming rejection

• Increasing familiarity, positive eating experiences, 

possibilities to explore, visibility & access

• Communicating benefits

• Combination with known foods & flavours, processing
(Deroy et al., 2015, Schosler et al., 2012, Caparros Megido et al., 2014),

• Naming and description of product without technical 

terms or contamination associations provoking (Deroy et al., 

2015, Egolf et al., 2019)
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(Hartmann & Siegrist, 2016)

Willingness to eat unprocessed 

insects

Control Intervention

104 participants

Experiment
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Food technology neophobia (FTNS)

• Fear of food technologies

• Measure of attitudes towards new food technologies 
(Cox & Evans, 2008)

(1) new food technologies are unnecessary (New food technologies 

decrease the natural quality of food)

(2) perception of risk (New food technologies may have long term 

negative environmental effects)

(3) healthy choices (New products using new food technologies can 

help people have a balanced diet)

(4) information (The media usually provides a balanced and 

unbiased view of new food technologies)

• Correlation with food neophobia (between -0.12 to 0.33 

in different populations)

Disposition and traits that shape responses to novel foods

Willingness to try 

(Evans et al., 2010)**p<.01



01.10.2021Dr. Christina Hartmann, Consumer Behavior 9

Disgust

• First line of defence at expected pathogen presence, cultural inappropriate food, body fluids, etc.

• Avoidance of the stimuli (food rejection, nausea & vomiting)

• Disgust cues (slimy, smelly, human contamination, animalness, moral violations)

• Decreases likelihood of incorporation of toxic substances & infections

Disgust sensitivity

• People vary in disgust proneness, which influences perception of disgustingness

• Linked to food behavior (e.g., picky eating, texture rejection, food waste behavior, kitchen hygiene)  

→ Functional and dysfunctional effects

• Food disgust sensitivity & contamination sensitivity

Disposition and traits that shape responses to novel foods



When evolution works against the future
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Food technologies

• GM meat

• GM fish

• Nanotechnology food box & coating film

• Artificial meat & milk

• Synthetic produced food additive

Online survey

• German-speaking Swiss consumers

• N=313, age 45 years, 51% female

• Description of food technologies

• Acceptance, perceived risk & benefit, disgust 

towards 7 food technologies

• Individual factors

(Egolf et. al, 2019)



When evolution works against the future
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Results

• Some technologies evoked a stronger disgust 

response, were evaluated to be less beneficial and 

riskier than others (e.g. GM) 

• The higher trait food disgust, the higher state disgust, 

the lower acceptance (full mediation) Food disgust 

sensitivity

Disgust 

response

WTE

Risk & Benefit 

perception
n.s.

Discussion

• With insufficient knowledge, people rely on heuristics

• Feelings associated with a new technology influence risk and benefit perception and acceptance of 

new food technologies → affect heuristic

• Provoking cues can be links to ‘animalness’, contamination, human tempering with nature, 

technological descriptions/unnaturalness …
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(Roman et al., 2017)

Consumers perceived 

importance of attributes 

indicating naturalness
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‚Natural-is-better heuristic‘



Perceived naturalness and acceptance of cultured meat
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Online survey

• 204 Swiss consumer, convenience sample, av. 60 years, 

43% women

• Experimental manipulation: information about organic vs. 

in vitro meat

• Influence on naturalness perception meat

• Influence on WTC

Information provided in the two conditions
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Results

• Organic meat was considered more natural 

and received higher WTC

• Naturalness perception fully mediated the 

WTC the meat

• Paradoxical effect: information about cultured 

meat made traditional meat appear more 

acceptable

Discussion

• Lack of naturalness important reason

• Naming and description is key (technical 

terms vs. non-technical terms)

Perceived naturalness and acceptance of cultured meat
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Comparison meat vs. meat alternatives



Natural-is-better heuristic
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Evaluation of meat alternatives

• FNI (food naturalness index) considers 

additives, farming practice, degree of 

processing and unexpected ingredients –

consumer driven (Sanchez-Siles et al., 2019)

Hartmann, Furthw ängler & Siegrist, (in prep)



Perceived sustainability

• No significant correlation between perceived 

and objective environmental friendliness (LCA 

data)

• Pork stripes, chicken breast, cervelat were 

perceived as more sustainably than 

alternatives such as silken tofu, pea protein 

burger, soya, quorn

• Uncertainty/misconceptions regarding 

environmental friendliness
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Hartmann, Furthw ängler & Siegrist, (in prep)



Conclusion
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(Tuorila & Hartmann, 2020)
(Siegrist & Hartmann, 2020)
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