b university of ;”g////; . —
L : e % niversity Medical Center Groningen
773 groningen g”,//

University of Groningen

Disgusting? No, just deviating from internalized norms. Understanding consumer skepticism
toward sustainable food alternatives

Koch, Jan; Bolderdijk, Jan Willem; van Ittersum, Koert

Published in:
Journal of Environmental Psychology

DOI:
10.1016/}.jenvp.2021.101645

IMPORTANT NOTE: You are advised to consult the publisher's version (publisher's PDF) if you wish to cite from
it. Please check the document version below.

Document Version
Publisher's PDF, also known as Version of record

Publication date:
2021

Link to publication in University of Groningen/UMCG research database

Citation for published version (APA):

Koch, J., Bolderdijk, J. W., & van lttersum, K. (2021). Disgusting? No, just deviating from internalized
norms. Understanding consumer skepticism toward sustainable food alternatives. Journal of Environmental
Psychology, 76, [101645]. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2021.101645

Copyright
Other than for strictly personal use, it is not permitted to download or to forward/distribute the text or part of it without the consent of the
author(s) and/or copyright holder(s), unless the work is under an open content license (like Creative Commons).

The publication may also be distributed here under the terms of Article 25fa of the Dutch Copyright Act, indicated by the “Taverne” license.
More information can be found on the University of Groningen website: https://www.rug.nl/library/open-access/self-archiving-pure/taverne-
amendment.

Take-down policy
If you believe that this document breaches copyright please contact us providing details, and we will remove access to the work immediately
and investigate your claim.

Downloaded from the University of Groningen/UMCG research database (Pure): http://www.rug.nl/research/portal. For technical reasons the
number of authors shown on this cover page is limited to 10 maximum.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2021.101645
https://research.rug.nl/en/publications/3a499c80-c466-42e0-ae73-4f3f4cf8331b
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2021.101645

Journal of Environmental Psychology 76 (2021) 101645

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

EAVIONAENTAL
CHOOGY

Journal of Environmental Psychology

journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/jep

FI. SEVIER

Check for

Disgusting? No, just deviating from internalized norms. Understanding | e
consumer skepticism toward sustainable food alternatives

Jan Andre Koch® ', Jan Willem Bolderdijk ®, Koert van Ittersum *

2 University of Groningen, Nettelbosje 2, 9747AE, Groningen, the Netherlands

ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: In recent years, edible insects, lab-grown meat, and vertically farmed produce have been praised as potential
Disgust sustainable food alternatives to the increasingly unsustainable Western diet. Although these sustainable food
Deviance

alternatives offer considerable benefits, consumers typically reject them without much consideration. When
prompted to explain their rejection, consumers often report specific concerns regarding these foods. Edible in-
sects, for instance, are argued to carry “diseases,” lab-grown meat is seen as “unhealthy,” and vertically farmed
produce is perceived to be “less natural.” Addressing these self-reported concerns has, however, proven insuf-
ficient in fully overcoming consumers’ rejection.

The results of the three empirical studies presented in this manuscript offer a new explanation as to why.
Specifically, we argue that consumers’ self-reported concerns regarding sustainable food alternatives may not per
se convey the root cause of their rejection. Instead, we argue that people may also report such concerns as the
result of an underlying problem: sustainable food alternatives may elicit disgust because they typically deviate
from what consumers have internalized to be normal food, causing consumers to intuitively reject them.
Importantly, in an attempt to appear rational, disgusted consumers may consequently rationalize their intuitive
rejection with seemingly reasonable concerns, such as “insects carry diseases.”

Rather than exclusively addressing consumers’ self-reported concerns, our results suggest that marketers
seeking to promote sustainable food alternatives should consider a subtle, less mentioned cause of consumers’

Consumer choice
Sustainable food alternatives

rejection: the perception that these foods deviate from people’s internalized norms.

1. Introduction

The production of food is associated with a large environmental
impact. The livestock industry alone accounts for 14.5% of all green-
house gas emissions induced by humans (Gerber et al., 2013). In
response to the world’s growing population and the environmental
consequences of existing production and consumption systems, mar-
keters and researchers are turning to sustainable food alternatives as a
savior.

Despite the dire need for a more environmentally sustainable diet,
the most prominently discussed sustainable food alternatives of recent
years—edible insects, lab-grown meat, and vertically farmed produce-
—are falling short of being accepted by consumers. When prompted to
explain their rejection, consumers claim that edible insects, for instance,
carry “diseases” (Ruby et al., 2015, p. 221) and look unpalatable (Tan
et al., 2015), lab-grown meat is “unhealthy” (Verbeke et al., 2015, p.
52), and vertically farmed produce is “less natural” (Coyle & Ellison,
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2017, p. 4). These self-reported concerns, we argue, may not be the only
drivers of rejection. First, such concerns equally apply to other foods
without equally affecting consumers’ reactions. For instance, pigs can
carry diseases that are arguably more harmful to humans than any dis-
eases insects could carry (Van Huis 2013) and food additives are
considered to be unnatural, too (Rozin et al., 2012)—yet consumers
rarely use these concerns to reject bacon. Moreover, Gmuer et al. (2016)
have shown that directly addressing consumers’ self-reported con-
cerns—such as, for instance, that edible insects look unpalatable by
hiding their unpalatable visuals—does not fully overcome consumers’
hesitance to eat insects.

If indeed consumers’ self-reported concerns are not the only drivers
of rejection, the question remains: where do these concerns come from,
and what is driving consumers to reject these sustainable food alterna-
tives instead?

Rather than being definitive barriers preventing the acceptance of
sustainable food alternatives, we argue that consumers’ self-reported
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concerns may also be rationalizations triggered by an intuitive, disgust-
based rejection. We posit that consumers’ rejection of sustainable foods
may be fueled by disgust that is elicited by the perception that
consuming these foods would require people to violate internalized
norms. This reasoning explains why attempts to allay self-reported
concerns may not increase the acceptance of sustainable food alter-
natives—these attempts may be addressing a symptom, not necessarily
the root cause of consumers’ rejection.

Edible insects, lab-grown meat, and vertically farmed produce are
seen as potential sustainable food alternatives because they critically
differ from established foods in terms of the resources required, their
production processes, and thus the resulting environmental footprint.
While these qualities benefit the sustainability goal, we argue that they
also link to the reason why consumers reject these foods. Being intended
to replace common foods with a larger environmental impact, most
sustainable food alternatives—almost by definition—deviate from what
consumers have internalized to be normal food. We argue that, insofar
that these foods deviate from this internalized norm, they may elicit
disgust and thus may be rejected intuitively. Importantly, we argue
disgusted consumers may be motivated to rationalize their intuitive
rejection post-hoc by reporting concerns, such as “insects carry dis-
eases.” In sum, we argue that one central feature of sustainable food
alternatives is that they are deviant. This perception, in turn, elicits
disgust and thus may make consumers intuitively reject them. Accord-
ingly, instead of exclusively being a barrier causing rejection, con-
sumers’ self-reported concerns could arise as a consequence of people
having intuitively rejected a sustainable food alternative.

Milk offers a good illustration of the proposed process. Cow milk is
part and parcel of many Western diets (Faye & Konuspayeva, 2012).
This preference, however, may not solely stem from its nutritional
qualities alone but likely was affected by a historical interplay between
the time spent gathering it and its caloric output (Smith et al., 1983).
Providing more fat and protein per liter than cow milk (Iverson, 2007),
dog milk could have been a superior choice. However, dogs may have
been too difficult to farm or served other purposes better. Ultimately,
possibly based on nothing more than convention, the human con-
sumption of cow milk became a norm that was consequently internal-
ized, to a point where today cow milk is synonymous with the term milk
for most people. On the other hand, dog milk is not internalized as being
a normal source of food and drinking dog milk thus would be perceived
as deviant by consumers. The reaction dog milk receives was displayed
in PETA’s 2016 “Could You Stomach This?” campaign, in which a focus
group of unsuspecting Londoners tasted a new dairy brand and liked it
until the fictitious brand’s spokesperson informed them that what they
had consumed was dog milk (actually, it was soy milk). While deception
certainly played a part in their reaction, the belief that they had
consumed dog milk—something that was completely foreign to
them—Ileft consumers utterly disgusted (despite the typical disgust in-
dicators such as a foul taste being absent). In in-depth interviews which
we conducted ourselves to explore this phenomenon, we replicated this
basic pattern: most of our participants refused to sample camel milk or
dog milk, arguing, for instance, that camel milk is “not ethical” and that
dog milk “should be for [the] puppy” or citing other ethical and
health-related concerns. While our attempts to alleviate these concerns
made participants reevaluate their argumentation, the overall verdict
remained unchanged: consumers who rejected camel milk or dog milk
kept rejecting it, regardless of the counterarguments we offered, and
their acceptance of these counterarguments. Thus, these self-reported
concerns seemed unlikely to be the only drivers of rejection (a more
detailed description of this study can be found in Appendix A).

We argue that sustainable food alternatives such as edible insects,
lab-grown meat, and vertically farmed produce may suffer the same fate
as dog milk: instead of being a reasoned, deliberate choice—the
assumption underlying current attempts to promote sustainable food
alternatives—the rejection of these foods may be a more intuitive de-
cision. In as far as they deviate from internalized norms, sustainable food
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alternatives may elicit disgust (Hypothesis 1a), causing consumers to
intuitively reject them (Hypothesis 1 b). To appear rational, consumers
who intuitively reject these foods based on disgust may recruit seem-
ingly rational justifications, such as the argument that “insects carry
diseases” or “lab-grown meat is unhealthy” (Hypothesis 2).

Across a set of three studies involving actual consumption opportu-
nities for participants, we tested these hypotheses.

2. Conceptual background and hypotheses development
2.1. Why deviant food elicits disgust

Internalizing norms. Social norms—a society’s implicit rules of
behavior—coordinate most, if not all, of people’s behaviors. The ways in
which people dress, work, interact, and eat are all affected by social
norms (Cialdini & Trost, 1998). People follow norms because they shape
the perception of what constitutes common, accepted, and moral
behavior (Lindstrom et al., 2018). This, however, does not mean that
norms are universally valid rules of behavior. Instead, what is normal in
one society (e.g., eating dog meat) may be considered outrageous and
unacceptable in another.

Regardless of the specific norm, repeated exposure to any salient
norm facilitates the internalization of that norm (Villatoro et al., 2015).
Norm internalization means that the motivation to follow the norm
transitions from being external (e.g., following norms to avoid sanc-
tions) to becoming a goal in itself (Villatoro et al., 2015). This inter-
nalization reduces the mental effort of deliberating whether to adhere to
the norm or risk social sanctions (Villatoro et al., 2015). For instance,
although chicken and dog meat each offer nutritional value, Western
societies would perceive chicken to be a normal source of protein and
dog not. Constantly weighing the costs and benefits of following the
norm and eating normal food against the costs and benefits of eating food
outside of the norm would be tedious. Instead, the process of norm
internalization triggers a more effective unconditional, automatic
compliance that is retained even without other people being present.
Ultimately, internalized norms become convictions of what is right and
wrong (Manstead, 2000), therefore acting as a personal moral com-
pass—an internal yardstick of proper behavior that one uses to measure
oneself against.

Food norms, in particular, are likely to be internalized as they are
highly salient in any society (Kelly, 2011; Sobal, 1998) as society dic-
tates what is and what is not considered food (Joy, 2011; Rozin, 1997;
Sobal, 1998). For instance, restaurant menus, supermarket offerings,
and cookbooks prominently display the norm that Western cultures
deem the consumption of cows, pigs, chicken, tuna, and crabs to be
accepted and normal. There is, to our knowledge, no dog meat sold at
Western supermarkets and no turtle soup available in Western restau-
rants. While perfectly edible and regularly consumed in various Eastern
cultures, these foods oppose what consumers in Western societies have
internalized to be normal food. Having internalized society’s food
norms, consumers sense whether a given food is normal to them or
not—whether a food is to be considered normal or deviant. Following
the similarity heuristic (Read & Grushka-Cockayne, 2011), even previ-
ously unknown foods may be judged accordingly. If a food shares sig-
nificant characteristics with other foods normal to them, consumers
perceive the food to be consistent with their internalized norms too.
However, if a food does not share significant characteristics with normal
foods, consumers perceive it to violate their internalized norms and thus
intuitively avoid it as the thought of consuming such foods elicits disgust.

Disgust. So why would the notion of consuming a deviant food elicit
disgust? From its primal function of protecting a person’s physical
health through the rejection of potentially harmful food (Rozin & Singh,
1999), disgust has evolved into a multi-faceted emotion. Disgust makes
people intuitively refrain from behaviors that could jeopardize their
survival (Tybur et al., 2009). In addition to pathogens which threaten
one’s physical survival and specific sexual acts and partners
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jeopardizing one’s genetic survival, violating group norms can threaten
the cohesion of a society and thus threaten life in the group and the
individual’s chance of survival. Thus, disgust steers people away from
violating group norms (Tybur et al., 2009; Van Kleef et al., 2015).

Having internalized society’s norms, we argue that the thought of
consuming sustainable food alternatives (e.g., lab-meat), in as far as they
are perceived to deviate from those internalized norms, may elicit
disgust and is therefore intuitively rejected. In other words, we argue
that the root cause of rejection of sustainable food alternatives such as
lab-meat and edible insects may not just be that these foods are “un-
natural” or “unhealthy” (as suggested by consumers themselves when
prompted to explain their rejection), but that they require people to
violate internalized norms, which elicits disgust.

Hla. The more a food is perceived to deviate from consumers’ inter-
nalized norm, the more it will elicit disgust.

H1b. The effect of deviance from an internalized norm on rejection is
mediated by disgust.

2.2. Why intuitive rejection elicits concerns

Rationalizing rejection. Having explained that sustainable food alter-
natives can be intuitively rejected because they elicit disgust, the
question remains: where do consumers’ self-reported concerns come
from?

Consumers desire to maintain the image of being rational decision-
makers (Haidt, 2001; Mercier & Sperber, 2011). Thus, when rejecting
an alternative that has obvious benefits—insects, for instance, have a
significantly lower environmental impact per kilogram than beef-
—individuals need to be able to justify to themselves and to others why
they reject this alternative. However, when the rejection is based on
disgust—meaning that the rejection is intuitive and beyond consumers’
awareness—an obvious rational justification is lacking. Consequently,
disgusted consumers may be tempted to develop justifications, a process
known as post-hoc reasoning (Haidt, 2001) or rationalizing (Piazza
et al., 2015). In this process, people construct plausible arguments that
“would persuade a dispassionate observer” (Kunda, 1990, p. 482).
Participants in moral judgment studies followed a similar pattern,
intuitively condemning harmless but abnormal acts and subsequently
rationalizing their judgment with seemingly logical but ultimately
flawed arguments (Haidt, 2012). For instance, one disgusted participant
argued that a woman cutting up and using an American flag as a rag to
clean the bathroom could have offended a neighbor, even though the act
was done in private without any observers (Haidt, 2012).

Analogously, rather than being a root cause preventing consumers’
acceptance of sustainable food alternatives, we argue that self-reported
concerns about, for instance, “unhealthiness” may also be ration-
alizations triggered by consumers’ intuitive, disgust-based rejection of
sustainable food alternatives perceived to be deviant. This reasoning
also explains why previous attempts to allay self-reported concerns, such
as the unpalatable look of edible insects, may not increase the accep-
tance of sustainable food alternatives—these attempts merely address a
symptom, not the root cause of consumers’ rejection.

H2. After having rejected a food based on disgust, people are more
likely to agree with any concern that substantiates their decision to
reject.

Journal of Environmental Psychology 76 (2021) 101645

3. The current research

Across a set of three empirical studies, we systematically tested our
conceptual model (Fig. 1): when sustainable food alternatives are
perceived to deviate from consumers’ internalized norms, they elicit
disgust (Hj,). Further, the perception of a food deviating from an
internalized norm will cause rejection via disgust (Hyp). Finally, people
who intuitively rejected a product due to experiencing disgust are
motivated to rationalize their rejection by voicing post-hoc concerns
(Ho).

Rather than testing this causal chain in one study, we tested each step
separately. Study 1 finds correlational evidence that the more a food is
perceived to deviate from internalized norms, the more disgust it elicits,
which subsequently increases the likelihood that the food is rejected for
consumption (Hjp,). Study 2 offers converging causal support for this
notion; when it is positioned as coming from a source that people have
not internalized to be suitable as food (i.e., as “ant eggs” instead of “crab
eggs”; Hip), the same ambiguously looking food item is rejected more
because it elicits more disgust. Finally, in Study 3, we confirm our sec-
ond hypothesis that self-reported concerns can also emerge as a conse-
quence of people having intuitively (based on disgust) rejected a food.
To test this prediction directly, we manipulated disgust. Disgusted par-
ticipants, relative to participants in the control condition, are more
likely to reject the food offered to them, and the act of rejecting the food
increases the likelihood of participants agreeing with any concern that
discredit that food (e.g., “camels are not made to produce milk, they
have a different purpose”). This finding confirms that concerns can
indeed be recruited post-hoc in an attempt to rationalize their intuitive,
disgust-based rejection (Hy).

In the following discussion of the individual studies, please note that,
unless otherwise mentioned, all significance tests were two-sided, the
assumptions for the statistical tests were met, and no outliers were
excluded from the analysis.

3.1. Study 1: deviant food, disgust, and rejection intertwined

Attendees of a health-related fair were offered the opportunity to
consume several types of food: camel milk, seaweed salad, insects, and
horse meat. These products are not part of a common Western die-
t—they are outside of the norm, and the thought of consuming them
requires participants to deviate from their internalized social norms.
While attendees of this health-related fair may be more open-minded
than the average consumers and thus the overall levels of disgust may
be lower, consistent with our theorizing, we expected that the more
participants perceive each food to deviate from their internalized norms,
the more likely they are to experience disgust and thus to intuitively
reject the notion of consuming that product.

4. Method

Participants. As Study 1 was a field study, the sample size was
determined by the number of people visiting the health-related fair in
the Netherlands. A distinct sample of 44 mostly Dutch participants was
recruited at the entrance of the fair, with each participant being offered
two food items, thus totaling 88 observations. Two participants had one
missing observation, as dietary restrictions or allergies prevented these

The thought .
g. Perceived
of consuming . ..
. deviance from . Intuitive Post-hoc
a sustainable . . Disgust L . S
internalized rejection rationalization
food
. norm
alternative

Fig. 1. Conceptual model displaying the rejection of sustainable food alternatives and the ensuing rationalizations.
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participants from sampling one of the products, leaving a total of 86
observations. Sensitivity power analysis (power = 80%, o = 0.05)
indicated r = 0.29 as the minimal detectable effect size for this sample
(N = 86). To minimize intrusion, we recorded no demographics.

Design and procedure. Two research assistants, positioned at the
entrance of the fair, invited randomly selected attendees to taste “novel
sources of protein.” Willing participants individually entered one of two
randomly selected, closed-off corridors. Next, participants were pre-
sented with the first food item and asked whether they would want to
taste it. Then, participants were led to the second food item and again
asked whether they would want to taste it. Finally, participants
answered to what extent each food was perceived to deviate from their
internalized norms and to what extent it elicited disgust.

The two available corridors offered distinct food items: one corridor
served camel milk followed by horse meat (N = 23); the other served a
grasshopper followed by seaweed salad (N = 21). These food items were
chosen based on local availability.

Dependent measure. To minimize effort and intrusion for participants
and to maximize the number of walk-ins, participants answered only
two questions per food item: the perceived degree to which each food
deviates from their internalized norm (“How normal is eating this food
to you?“: 1 = “Very abnormal”; 5 = “Very normal”; later reverse-coded,
M = 2.67, SD = 1.45) and disgust (“When you think about eating this
food, how much disgust do you feel?*: 1 = “No disgust™; 5 = “A lot of
disgust”’; M = 1.85, SD = 1.18). The research assistant additionally noted
whether the participants tasted either of the foods they were presented
with (yes/no).

5. Results

Participants’ consumption of the product varied significantly across
the four products: all participants exposed to the seaweed salad tasted it
(100%), 90.9% tasted the camel milk, 57.1% the grasshopper, and
45.5% the horse meat (2 = 22.63, p < .001).

Collapsing the data from the four separate food items, we find that
the individual differences in deviance perception significantly correlate
with disgust (rs = 0.65, p < .001). The feeling of disgust, in turn,
significantly correlates with the likelihood of consuming the food item
(tb = —0.37, p < .001). We find a similar pattern of results when
analyzing the correlations for each of the four products separately (see
Appendix B). Participants who perceive the same product (e.g., camel
milk) to deviate from their internalized norms more, experience more
disgust, and disgusted participants are less likely to taste the product.

6. Discussion

Consistent with our Hypothesis 1a, Study 1 demonstrates that devi-
ance and disgust go hand in hand: the more a food is perceived to violate
participants’ internalized norms, the more disgusting it is perceived to
be, and the less willing participants are to taste it.

As the two questions measuring the perceived degree of deviance and
disgust were sequential, the correlation could, however, reflect common
method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Moreover, correlation does
not equate to causation, leaving room for reversed causality: possibly
disgusted participants saw the same product as being more deviant.

Study 2 tackled both of these issues. We now manipulated (rather
than measured) the perceived degree of deviance of the food and sub-
sequently examined the ensuing effect on disgust. Specifically, we
showed a picture of an ambiguously looking dish and positioned it either
as “ant eggs” or “crab eggs.” We expected participants in the “ant egg”
condition would report more disgust—since the “ant eggs” do not share
characteristics with foods they normally eat (e.g., crab meat), partici-
pants may perceive it to violate their internalized norms more and thus
would experience higher levels disgust.

Journal of Environmental Psychology 76 (2021) 101645
6.1. Study 2: deviance elicits disgust and causes rejection

Escamoles is a traditional Mexican dish made of ant larvae and pupae
(DeFoliart, 1999). We varied how we introduced this ambiguously
looking dish to participants by changing the name under the picture. In
one condition, the picture of escamoles (available upon request) is
labeled as “ant eggs.” In contrast, in the other condition, the same pic-
ture is labeled as “crab eggs.” With the foods’ taste, looks, and general
description kept the same across conditions, the only difference between
the two is that, described as ant eggs, the food deviates from what
consumers have internalized to be normal Western food, whereas it does
less so when described as “crab eggs.” Ants are not considered food in
Western cultures, and thus ant eggs should not be considered food
either. Crabs, on the other hand, are food. Given the similarity (Read &
Grushka-Cockayne, 2011) with crabs, crab eggs may be more likely to be
perceived as food than ant eggs. As a result of this association, we ex-
pected the same picture of the escamoles to be perceived as less
disgusting when positioned as “crab eggs” instead of (the more truthful)
“ant eggs.”

7. Method

Participants. The sample comprised 292 students of a large Dutch
university who received financial compensation or course credit for
their participation in the study. Prior to the analyses, 42 participants
were removed for being unable to recall what food they were shown,
leaving 250 participants (N = 250, 43.6% female, Mpge = 20.78, SD =
3.06). Sensitivity power analysis (power = 80%, a = 0.05) indicated >
= 0.04 as the minimal detectable effect size for this sample (N = 250) to
test the effect of the manipulation on rejection via disgust using medi-
ation analysis. Including the participants who failed the attention check
did not alter the pattern of results, as shown in Appendix C.

Design and procedure. Participants were invited to take part in a study
allegedly examining evaluations of food-related products. Upon arrival,
they were guided into a closed-off cubicle and randomly assigned to one
of two conditions: escamoles labeled as either “ant eggs” (N = 124) or
“crab eggs” (N = 126). The description, identical between conditions
except for the label, stated that this dish is a Mexican delicacy used as a
filling for tacos and comparable to caviar. The taste was described as
buttery and salty and the texture resembling that of cottage cheese.

Dependent measure. We asked participants whether they would be
willing to consume escamoles, using an 11-point Likert-type item,
ranging from O (“Definitely would not be willing to consume™) to 10
(“Definitely would be willing to consume”; later reverse-coded to reflect
rejection, M = 6.39, SD = 3.26). To test our hypothesis that the picture
of escamoles elicits more disgust when it was positioned as “ant eggs,”
we administered the “emotions related to object properties” (Robinson,
2008). The three items of key interest among the 15 randomized items
(“Please evaluate how you feel towards the dish you just saw”; 1 = “Does
not describe my feelings”; 5 = “Clearly describes my feelings™) were one
item directly measuring “disgust” (M = 2.43, SD = 1.36) and two other
items which measuring related emotions, namely “aversion” (M = 2.28,
SD = 1.25) and “revulsion” (M = 2.06, SD = 1.11) (the full scale can be
found in Appendix C). Additionally, one of these items measured “fa-
miliarity” (M = 1.69, SD = 0.92). Finally, to verify that ants, compared
to crabs, are indeed less internalized as a source of food, we asked
participants “How normal is including ants (crabs) in your diet to you?”
(1 = “Very abnormal”; 5 = “Very normal”; later reverse-coded, M =
3.77, SD = 1.12).

8. Results

We selected escamoles assuming that this product would be un-
known to participants and thus could be credibly introduced as either
“ant eggs” or “crab eggs”. Indeed, the ant eggs (M = 1.68, SD = 0.92) and
crab eggs (M =1.71, SD = 0.93, (t (1, 248) = —0.22, Mpjfference = —0.03,
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95% CI [-0.26, 0.20], Cohen’s d = 0.03, p = .826) were both considered
quite unfamiliar. Participants perceived including ants into their diet to
deviate more from their internalized norms (M = 4.15, SD = 0.86) than
including crabs into their diet (M = 3.40, SD = 1.22) (t (1, 225.34) =
5.60, Mpjfference = 0.75, 95% CI [0.48, 1.01], Cohen’s d = 0.71, p <
.001). Participants in the ant egg condition reported feeling more disgust
(M = 2.64, SD = 1.39) than those in the crab egg condition (M = 2.23,
SD = 1.30) (t (1, 248) = 2.40, Mpjfference = 0.41, 95% CI [0.074, 0.741,
Cohen’s d = 0.31, p = .017) as measured with the single disgust item.
There was, however, no significant difference between the two condi-
tions for the related items of “aversion” (Man; gggs = 2.37, SD = 1.30,
Mcrab Fggs = 2.20, SD = 1.21, t (1, 248) = 1.11, Mpjfterence = 0.18, 95% CI
[-1.36, 0.49], Cohen’s d = 0.14, p = .27) and “revulsion” (Mant Eggs =
2.05, SD = 1.11, Mcap Eggs = 2.07, SD = 1.12, t (1, 248) = —0.14,
Mbifference = —0.02, 95% CI [-0.30, 0.26], Cohen’s d = 0.02, p = .89,
95% CI [-0.2970, 0.2581]). Participants in the ant egg condition were
more likely to reject (M = 7.00, SD = 3.26) than those in the crab eggs
condition (M = 5.79, SD = 3.15) (t (1, 248) = 2.98, Mpjtference = 1.21,
Cohen’s d = 0.38, 95% CI [0.41, 2.01], p = .003)." Finally, differences in
experienced feelings of disgust significantly correlated with rejection;
the more disgusted participants were, the more likely they were to reject
the escamoles (rs = 0.61, p < .001).

We tested for mediation using the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2013),
model 4, with 10,000 bootstrapped samples and a 95% confidence in-
terval. As predicted, we found that the deviance manipulation (ant eggs
vs. crab eggs labeling) significantly increased the disgust participants
experienced (b = 0.41, 95% CI [0.074, 0.74]), and more disgusted
participants, in turn, were more likely to reject the food (b = 1.56, 95%
CI [1.33, 1.78]). The indirect effect of the deviance manipulation on
rejection through the mediator disgust was significant (b = 0.64, 95% CI
[0.12, 1.17]). The deviance manipulation’s total effect on rejection was
also significant (b = 1.21, 95% CI [0.41, 2.01]).

In sum, when a food is perceived as violating internalized norms, it is
more likely to elicit disgust, which, in turn, increases the likelihood that
consumers will reject that food item (Fig. 2). When including familiarity
as a covariate in the mediation, we still find that the effect of the devi-
ance manipulation on rejection is mediated by disgust.

9. Discussion

We find that participants consider the same unknown pro-
duct—escamoles—to be more disgusting when it is positioned as coming
from a source that consumers have not internalized to be food (ants
instead of crabs). It must be noted, however, that our deviance manip-
ulation did not produce significant differences in the measures of
“aversion” and “revulsion.” Possibly participants regard these items
more as a bodily rejection which the deviance manipulation did not
elicit.

Study 2 complements the findings of Study 1, thus offering
converging support for Hiy,: a food perceived to deviate from consumers’
internalized norms will be intuitively rejected due to disgust.

Having established that sustainable food alternatives that are
perceived to deviate from consumers’ internalized norms may elicit
disgust and thus be intuitively rejected, in Study 3, we test whether
disgust-based rejection motivates people to come up with ration-
alizations to justify their intuitive rejection. Specifically, since con-
sumers desire to appear rational, consumers who intuitively reject a food
offered to them may be tempted to recruit concerns as a way to justify

! Despite Shapiro Wilk’s test indicating that the data for deviance (p < .000
for both conditions), disgust (p < .000 for both conditions), aversion (p < .000
for both conditions), revulsion (p < .000 for both conditions) and rejection (p <
.000 for both conditions) were not normally distributed, the analyses were
carried out further as the independent-samples t-test is fairly robust against
violating this assumption.
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their decision (Hj). In other words, self-reported concerns about, for
example, “unhealthiness” can arise as a consequence of disgust-based
rejection.

9.1. Study 3: why consumers rationalize

Sustainable food alternatives can be faced with consumers’ self-
reported concerns such as insects carry “diseases” (Ruby et al., 2015,
p. 221) or lab-grown meat is “unhealthy” (Verbeke et al., 2015, p. 52).
We argued that such concerns are not just barriers making people reject
sustainable food alternatives but can also arise as a consequence of
people having intuitively rejected sustainable food alternatives.
Accordingly, in Study 3, we sought to elicit disgust and thereby provoke
participants to intuitively reject a food item. We opted for a standard
disgust-eliciting procedure (Han et al., 2012) to directly manipulate the
experienced levels of disgust and thus test the causal effect of disgust on
rejection and rationalizations. Thus, after eliciting disgust, we measured
participants’ willingness to consume a food product (e.g., Jersey milk)
and thereafter presented them with concerns (e.g., “Jersey milk is only
for baby Jersey cows™”) akin to those we found in the interviews we
initially conducted to explore this phenomenon. We expected that
disgusted participants would be more likely to intuitively reject the food
presented to them. Subsequently, seeking to rationalize their intuitive
rejection, we also expected disgusted participants to be more likely to
agree with any seemingly plausible concern in favor of them rejecting
that food.

10. Method

Participants. Using Amazon Mechanical Turk, we recruited a distinct
sample of 498 participants (52.6% female, Mage = 39.45, SD = 11.20)
pre-screened for a liking of milk, who participated for financial
compensation. Sensitivity power analysis (power = 80%, a = 0.05)
indicated f2 = 0.02 as the minimal detectable effect size for this sample
(N = 498) to test the effect of disgust on the rationalizations via rejection
using mediation analysis.

Design and procedure. We employed a 2 (disgust vs. control) by 2
(camel milk vs. Jersey milk) between-subjects design. Participants
engaged in a sequence of allegedly unrelated studies. The first study was
introduced as a test of how both the time passed and a cognitive load
affected participants’ ability to recall emotions experienced earlier. In
reality, this description was a cover for our disgust manipulation.
Randomly assigned to conditions, participants either saw a video clip
portraying a disgust-eliciting scene (from the movie Trainspotting; N =
246) or a neutral video clip (a National Geographic special on the Great
Barrier Reef; N = 252). The scene from the movie Trainspotting had
previously been used effectively to manipulate incidental disgust (Han
et al., 2012).

After watching either video clip, participants were directed to a
purported next study about new dairy products. To reinforce the belief
that the two studies were unrelated, participants were explicitly warned
not to let the videos of the “previous study” interfere with the subse-
quent study, as done in prior work (Han et al., 2012).

Next, participants were randomly presented with either a picture of a
container of camel milk (N = 251) or a picture of a container Jersey milk
(N = 247). We used two different types of milk to explore the extent to
which incidental disgust can facilitate rejection and ration-
alizations—whether it would only hold for the more deviant product (i.
e., camel milk) or also the less deviant product (i.e., Jersey milk). Both
types of milk were described as containing the same amounts of fat,
more protein, but less sugar than regular cow milk. The taste was
described as comparable to regular cow milk, and repeat customers were
said to prefer the milk over regular cow milk. Hence, each type of milk
was positioned to be the superior choice compared to regular cow milk,
forcing participants to recruit plausible reasons that could justify their
rejection.
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Fig. 2. Unstandardized regression coefficients for the relationship between the deviance manipulation and rejection with the mediator disgust. The indirect effect of
the deviance manipulation clip on rejection via disgust is significant (b = .64, 95% CI [0.12, 1.17]) and so is the total effect (b = 1.21, 95% CI [0.41, 2.01]). The

direct (b = 0.57, 95% CI [-0.04, 1.19]) is not significant.

Dependent measure. After scoring the willingness to consume (0 =
“Definitely would not be willing to consume”, 10 = “Definitely would be
willing to consume”; later reverse-coded to reflect rejection, M = 4.66,
SD = 2.93), participants were asked how much they agreed (1 =
“Strongly disagree”, 7 = “Strongly agree”) with seven pre-listed con-
cerns in favor of rejecting the milk, presented in random order. These
concerns were based on commonly offered justifications we found in the
interviews discussed in the introduction and presented plausible argu-
ments that “would persuade a dispassionate observer” (Kunda, 1990, p.
482). For instance, some participants in our interviews argued Jersey
milk being “only for baby Jersey cows” or camels not being “made to
produce milk.” Such concerns are, on the surface, plausible arguments.
Thus, agreeing with such concerns can help people rationalize their
rejection.

Participants in the follow-up study were presented with the
following concerns: “People should not drink Jersey/camel’s milk
because ...” (1) “Jersey cows (camels) are not made to produce milk,
they have a different purpose” (M = 2.92, SD = 1.49), (2) “Jersey
(camel’s) milk is only for baby Jersey cows (camels)” (M = 2.69, SD =
1.49), (3) “drinking Jersey (camel’s) milk is less natural than drinking
regular cow’s milk” (M = 2.53, SD = 1.46), (4) “it has to be imported and
therefore is bad for the environment” (M = 2.98, SD = 1.50), (5) “reg-
ular milk is available, so there is no reason to drink Jersey (camel’s)
milk” (M = 2.94, SD = 1.56), (6) “Jersey cows (camels) are not known
for their milk, so it will not be any good” (M = 2.64, SD = 1.47), and (7)
“it is unethical” (M = 2.30, SD = 1.21).

The mean of all seven concerns was taken to create a single new
variable that was subsequently used as a measure of agreement with
rationalizations (M = 2.72, SD = 1.12; Cronbach’s Alpha = .89).

As a manipulation check, participants identified the emotions eli-
cited by the video clip by responding to parts of the Discrete Emotion
Questionnaire (Harmon-Jones et al., 2016). The mean of the four items
measuring disgust (Mgrossedout = 3-44, SD = 2.61; Mnaysea = 2.59, SD =
2.09; Msickened = 3.12, SD = 2.42; MRevulsion = 3.09, SD = 2.42) was used
to create a new variable to employ as a measure of disgust (M = 3.06, SD
= 2.27, Cronbach’s Alpha = .96). Finally, participants answered the
“importance of rationality scale” (Stahl et al., 2016), which was specu-
lated to but did not (p = .52) moderate the effect of rejection on the
agreement with rationalizations. As it did not moderate the relationship,
this scale was not used for further analysis.

We expected that participants who intuitively rejected the milk due
to disgust would more strongly agree with any reasons that would allow
them to justify their rejection—including the list of concerns we offered
to them. In other words, we expected to find mediation: the effect of the
disgust manipulation on the agreement with the rationalizations would
be mediated by rejection.

11. Results

Participants in the disgust condition remembered feeling

significantly more disgusted when watching the movie (Mpjsgust = 5.00,
SD = 1.59) than participants in the control condition (Mcontro] = 1.16,
SD = 0.63; t (319.364) = —35.337, Mpifference = 3.84, 95% CI [3.63;
4.06], Cohen’s d = 3.20, p < .001), implying our disgust manipulation
was successful.?

Participants in the disgust condition (M = 5.12, SD = 3.02, 95% CI
[4.74, 5.51]) were more likely to reject the milk than those in the control
condition (M = 4.21, SD = 2.78, 95% CI [3.86, 4.54]); (F (1, 494) =
12.17, partial 12 = 0.024, p = .001). Participants were much more likely
to reject milk from camels (M = 5.53, SD = 3.10, 95% CI [5.14, 5.89])
than from Jersey cows (M = 3.78, SD = 2.45, 95% CI [3.47, 4.09]); (F (1,
494) = 49.35, partial 12 = 0.091, p < .001). The interaction effect be-
tween the disgust manipulation and the type of milk on rejection was not
statistically significant (F (1, 494) = 0.15, partial nz < 0.000,p = .699).°
As there was no significant interaction between the disgust manipula-
tion and the type of milk, we collapsed the data across both types of
milk.

To test whether rejection would mediate the relationship between
the disgust manipulation and agreement with the rationalizations, we
ran a mediation analysis using model 4 of Hayes’ PROCESS macro
(2013) with 10,000 bootstrapped samples. Consistent with our predic-
tion, we found that participants who saw the disgusting video clip were
more likely to reject the milk (b = 0.91, p =.005, 95% CI [0.40, 1.42]),
and a higher likelihood of rejection, in turn, increased the agreement
with the rationalizations (b = 0.19, p <. 001, 95% CI [0.16, 0.22]). The
confidence interval of the indirect path from the disgust manipulation
on rationalizations via rejection did not contain zero (b = 0.17, 95% CI
[0.08, 0.28]). In other words, the data pattern is consistent with our
prediction: disgust makes people intuitively reject foods, and rejection,
in turn, motivates people to rationalize their decision, by agreeing with
pre-listed concerns.

Although the rationalizations appealed more to participants in the
disgust condition (M = 2.80, SD 1.11) than to participants in the control
condition (M = 2.64, SD = 1.13), the total effect was not significant (b =
0.16, 95% CI [-0.04, 0.35]). This pattern of results (i.e., an indirect effect
in the absence of a total effect) suggests an “indirect-only mediation”
(see Fig. 3): while the effect of disgust on rationalizations is mediated by
rejection, there is potentially a third, unmeasured variable at play that
counteracts the total effect (Rucker et al., 2011; Zhao et al., 2010).

2 Despite the data not being normally distributed, as assessed by Shapiro-
Wilk’s test (p < .000 for both conditions), the analysis was carried out further.

3 Despite Shapiro-Wilk’s tests (p < .000 for all conditions) indicating that the
data were not normally distributed and Levene’s test (p < .000 for all four
conditions) indicating that the assumption of homogeneity of variances was not
met, the analyses were carried out as the two-way ANOVA is fairly robust
against violating these assumptions.
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Fig. 3. Unstandardized regression coefficients for the relationship between the disgust manipulation and agreement with rationalizations with the mediator
rejection. While the indirect effect of the disgusting video clip on rationalizations via rejection is significant (b = .17, 95% CI [0.08, 0.28]), neither the direct (b =
—0.02, 95% CI [-0.19, 0.16]) nor the total effect (b = 0.16, 95% CI [-0.04, 0.35]) are significant.

12. Discussion

Study 3 was designed to test the causal role of intuitive rejection in
the onset of rationalizations. Using a video clip, we made some partic-
ipants experience disgust. Relative to control participants, disgusted
participants were more likely to reject the product presented to them.
The act of rejecting made them subsequently more likely to agree with
the concerns that were listed in the questionnaire—they rationalized
their intuitive rejection post-hoc. In other words, it seems that experi-
encing disgust can make participants intuitively reject a food and
thereby motivate participants to discredit that specific food. Thus, this
study suggests that consumers’ self-reported concerns can indeed be a
consequence of an underlying problem—consumers feeling disgusted
may intuitively reject foods (Hypothesis 2).

12.1. General discussion

Sustainable food alternatives are needed to minimize the detrimental
impact of human food consumption on the environment. Edible insects,
however, are seemingly rejected for carrying “diseases” (Ruby et al.,
2015, p. 221), lab-grown meat for being “unhealthy” (Verbeke et al.,
2015, p. 52), and vertically farmed produce for being “less natural”
(Coyle & Ellison, 2017, p. 4). Research has explained how such concerns
may facilitate both disgust and rejection (e.g., Siegrist et al., 2018) and
how different ways of framing sustainable food alternatives may offer a
solution to alter their acceptance (e.g., Geipel, et al., 2018).

The current research takes a step back to investigate the elicitation of
disgust from a different perspective—the idea that sustainable food al-
ternatives are intuitively rejected because they elicit disgust for devi-
ating from consumers’ internalized norms. Seeking to substantiate their
intuitive rejection, consumers may subsequently rationalize their
rejection post-hoc. In other words, concerns about “unhealthiness” may
not just be causing people to reject sustainable food alternatives, but
such self-reported concerns may also arise as a consequence of people
having rejected those foods based on disgust.

Study 1 gave participants the opportunity to sample food and found
correlational support for our theory: the more participants perceived a
specific food to deviate from their internalized norm, the more
disgusting they perceived the food to be, and the less likely they were to
consume it. In Study 2, we presented participants with the image of an
ambiguously looking food item—escamoles—and demonstrated that the
food elicited more disgust and was rejected more when we positioned it
as deviating from internalized norms (“ant eggs” instead of “crab eggs”).
Finally, in Study 3, we investigated the source of consumers’ self-
reported concerns. To this end, we successfully manipulated disgust
using a clip from the 1996 movie Trainspotting. We found that disgusted
participants were more likely to reject the milk presented to them and
that rejection subsequently drove participants to agree with any concern
supporting rejection, including concerns such as “Jersey milk is only for
baby Jersey cows.”

As such, the present research combines two previously unconnected
streams of literature—deviance leads to disgust and intuitive rejection
may be rationalized post-hoc—to offer a novel explanation as to why
current attempts to increase the demand for sustainable food alterna-
tives may be destined to fail. Across three studies, we demonstrate that
sustainable food alternatives, in as far as they deviate from consumers’
internalized norms, can elicit disgust. This disgust response triggers
consumers to intuitively reject sustainable food alternatives, which, in
turn, motivates consumers to rationalize their decision—to agree with
seemingly plausible concerns that disqualify the food. Together, these
results imply that previously documented concerns regarding diseases
(Ruby et al., 2015), health (Verbeke et al., 2015), or naturalness (Coyle
& Ellison, 2017; Siegrist et al., 2018) may not just be a barrier for sus-
tainable food alternatives to overcome. Instead, our research suggests
such concerns can also arise as a consequence of a rejection that already
occurred.

13. Implications

These findings expand and complement previous research within the
field of sustainable food alternatives. While gathering consumers’ initial
reaction toward sustainable food alternatives may be insightful and
could lead to new strategies to overcome rejection (e.g., Coyle & Ellison,
2017; Ruby et al., 2015; Verbeke et al., 2015), researchers and policy-
makers alike need to consider the alternative possibility that consumers
may simply try to voice seemingly reasonable concerns to support their
intuitive rejection. Guided by disgust, consumers may reject such foods
and rationalize this rejection post-hoc.

Accordingly, previous attempts to promote sustainable food alter-
natives may have been ineffective because they merely addressed the
symptoms of rejection rather than the cause thereof. This perspective
also suggests important implications for the positioning of sustainable
food alternatives. In particular, when based on an incomplete under-
standing of post-hoc rationalizations as the driver of consumers’ skep-
ticism, marketing strategies and consumer policies trying to address
these rationalizations will not be effective in speeding up the societal
uptake of these foods. In theory, such strategies could even sidetrack
alternative efforts and thus hinder acceptance.

For instance, consumers’ concerns that edible insects carry “dis-
eases” may influence producers to introduce stringent hygiene standards
and communicate these to alleviate consumers’ concerns. However,
these efforts may be ill-fated as the problem may not lie with the hygiene
of the product itself but with the mindset of the Western consumer, who
simply is not used to regard insects as a normal type of food. Other
strategies that have been promoted, such as increasing the culinary
appeal of sustainable food alternatives food (Deroy, 2015), likely face
the same problem: even the tastiest insect burger needs to overcome the
problem that it requires consumers to violate internalized
norms—insects are not food. As our studies have shown, regardless of
taste, appearance, or other characteristics, food perceived to deviate
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from consumers’ internalized norms will likely be met with disgust.

The results of this investigation point to potential interventions.
When deviance elicits disgust that causes rejection, a promising strategy
would be to change the perception that the product deviates from con-
sumers’ internalized norms in the first place. That is, norm change offers
a solution. Norm change may occur without external interference. Over
time, some products are embraced by a minority and, after repeated
exposure, may spontaneously come to be seen as more normal by the
majority, as was the case for the gradual acceptance of sushi in the
United States (Hsin-I Feng 2012). However, as sustainability is a
growing concern, timely solutions might require interference to speed
up the societal uptake of sustainable food alternatives. Thus, instead of
solely focusing on improving sustainable food alternatives, marketers
also need to think about how they can normalize (Rettie et al., 2012)
such products proactively.

13.1. Limitations and future directions

While our studies offer empirical support for the proposed frame-
work, we acknowledge some limitations that deserve further research in
the future. For example, Studies 1 and 2 both use highly uncommon food
items and show the effect as hypothesized. However, these foods do not
allow us to pinpoint the amount of exposure required for a food to be
perceived to be normal. Thus, research could investigate what it takes
for a formerly deviant food to become internalized as normal and thus
outline potential interventions.

While the data of Study 3 support the notion that disgust, via making
people intuitively reject foods, can trigger rationalizations (agreeing
with, for instance, “Camel’s milk is only for baby camels™), we note that
the disgust manipulation did not lead to direct increase in ration-
alizations. In other words, we found support for a hypothesized indirect
effect in the absence of a total effect. The absence of a total effect does
not preclude researchers from testing mechanisms (Rucker et al., 2011),
but this pattern does call for additional research: it signals there may be
a third, unmeasured variable that counteracts the total effect of the
disgust manipulation. Participants in the control condition watched a
video of the Great Barrier Reef. Although intended as a non-disgusting,
neutral baseline, watching nature is known to increase people’s soft
fascination—a state of effortless mental stimulation that leaves space for
reflection (Basu et al., 2019). Being in this mental state, participants in
the control condition possibly questioned the need to consume animal
products at all, and thus, for an entirely different reason, also agreed
more with the listed concerns. As we did not measure soft fascination, so
cannot test this. We thus recommend future studies to also measure
these and potential other suppressor variables, or avoid using nature as a
control condition.

Future research could also expand the scope of this research to
different cultures and different products. Using foods that have pre-
dominately been consumed in Western cultures, such as fermented
cheeses or raw meat, one may find similar disgust reactions in Eastern
cultures, as such foods may violate internalized norms in cultures not
accustomed to them. Moreover, foods are a category of products that are
presumably easily internalized; food norms are extremely salient, food
consumption is a frequent and often public behavior, and food con-
sumption is vital. All of these factors make foods an ideal candidate for
internalization and thus an interesting case in point, but perhaps not the
only one. Our theory argues that any product or behavior that is
perceived as deviant, that is perceived to conflict with the “values and
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ideals [...] of the in-group” (Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005, p. 773) may elicit
disgust. As such, products and behaviors that are strong markers of an
out-group could elicit the same response: vaccinations could elicit
disgust for vaccination-opponents, or electric cars may elicit the same
intuitive response among so-called petrol-heads. As food is quite literally
internalized (i.e., ingested), any other products and behaviors might not
elicit as strong of a disgust response as food, nevertheless, research in
this area could further the applicability of our model.

If the concern that “insects carry diseases” is not the only barrier
preventing consumers from consuming edible insects, it stands to reason
that other products and behaviors that are intuitively rejected may not
be helped by focusing on consumers’ self-reported concerns—if they are
rationalizations too, they are not necessarily the root cause of rejection.
When rejecters point out that the risks of GMOs do not outweigh the
benefits—against the overwhelming scientific consensus (Blancke et al.,
2015)—it is possible that, at least partly, such worries are symptoms of
the same underlying process. Specifically, as the rejection of GMOs can
be driven by disgust (Clifford & Wendell, 2016) and thus can be intuitive
and GMOs offer benefits that are hard to ignore, rejecters have a moti-
vation to come up with plausible arguments that would justify their
unwillingness to support GMOs: they are “dangerous” (Clifford &
Wendell, 2016, p. 156). Similar concerns have been used to reject
mandatory vaccinations (Plotkin et al., 2009) and to oppose calls for
reducing meat consumption (Macdiarmid et al., 2016). At this point,
however, these thoughts are just speculation, so they merit further
research: using a similar methodology as in our manuscript, one could
revisit such concerns to examine to what extent they are true barriers, or
symptoms of an underlying intuitive, disgust-based rejection.

Finally, edible insects might be an interesting case to study how the
perception of the norm could reduce disgust. Edible insects are much
more common in our diets than most consumers would care to know. For
instance, carmine, also known as E120, is an EU- and FDA-approved
colorant used in foods and cosmetics made from cochineal—a scale in-
sect (EU Commission, 2011; U.S. Food & Drug Administration, 2017).
The color is authorized for use in various food items, including cheese,
jam, meat, and wine. Relatedly, natural products are allowed to contain
a certain number of defects, such as insect particles (U.S. Food & Drug
Administration, 2018). Thus, consumers are already consuming insects,
albeit to a small degree, and are unaware of it. Future research could
study whether resolving the misperception that insects’ consumption
constitutes deviant behavior would decrease the associated disgust and
thus increase the acceptance of insect-based foods.
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The interviews held to gather the rationalizations used in Study 3, were conducted as follows. Sixty-five university students participated for
financial compensation or course credit. The data of five participants were discarded because they either did not follow the instructions (N = 1) or had
a dietary constraint against consuming milk (N = 1) or because no audio file was obtained owing to technical difficulties (N = 3), leaving a sample of
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60 participants (63.3% female, Mage = 21.9, SD = 2.85). Participants were individually led into a room equipped with a laptop and a cooling box. The
laptop displayed a questionnaire. The cooling box contained a clear, sealed plastic cup filled with either camel milk or goat milk (along with a
description of the milk as either camel milk or dog milk, respectively). Participants first indicated their liking of cow milk on a seven-point Likert-type
item (1 = “Dislike it a great deal”; 7 “Like it a great deal”; M = 4.62, SD = 1.55), thus establishing a baseline liking the researcher could use as a
reference during the interview. Next, the questionnaire instructed participants to take the milk and its description out of the cooling box, read the
description, decide whether to consume the milk, and afterward invite the researcher back into the room. The researcher then conducted and audio-
recorded a brief interview. In the interview, the researcher asked the participant which milk was in the box and whether the participant consumed it.
Next, the researcher asked the participant for the reasons underlying the decision to consume the milk or not. This was the key part of the study: we
expected rejecters would spontaneously rationalize their decision not to consume the camel and dog milk. The researcher, to the best of his abilities,
sought to effectively alleviate the concerns of rejecters.

For instance, if a participant indicated to have rejected dog milk because “dogs do not produce a lot of milk,” the researcher reminded the
participant of the milk’s description indicating that these specific dogs are livestock serving this one purpose and thus could be assumed to effectively
produce milk, similar to goats or sheep. Thus, if a participant’s only concern was that dogs do not produce sufficient amounts of milk, this concern
should no longer be relevant and the milk should be acceptable. The researcher would continue mitigating participant’s concerns in this way until each
participant (1) changed the initial decision and accepted the milk, (2) stuck to the initial decision lacking any supportable concerns, or (3) used a non-
falsifiable concern, such as “I’'m not ready at lunchtime to drink milk.”

Appendix B

Between-subjects results.

Consumption and perceived deviance:

Camel milk (tb = —0.22, p = .266), horse meat (tb = —0.39, p = .051), grasshopper (tb = —0.57, p = .005), seaweed salad (cannot be computed,
consumption is a constant).

Consumption and perceived disgust:

Camel milk (tb = —0.09, p = .658), horse meat (tb = —0.20, p = .316), grasshopper (tb = —0.53, p = .009), seaweed salad (cannot be computed,
consumption is a constant).

Perceived deviance and perceived disgust:

Camel milk (rs = 0.30, p = .169), horse meat (rs = 0.61, p = .003), grasshopper (r; = 0.68, p = .001), seaweed salad (r; = 0.42, p = .059).

Appendix C

Study 2.

Full Sample Analyses.

Full sample: Nant gggs = 146, Ncrab Eggs = 146.

Deviance: Man = 4.14, SDant = 0.84, Mcrap = 3.44, SDcrap = 1.20;

t (1, 259.39) = 5.78; Mpjfference = 0.70, Cohen’s d = 0.69, p < .001, 95% CI [0.46, 0.94].
Disgust: Man¢ gggs = 2.61, SDant Bggs = 1.37, Mcrab Eggs = 225, SDcrab Eggs = 1.32;

t (1, 290) = 2.25; Mpjifference = 0.35, Cohen’s d = 0.26, p = .025, 95% CI [0.04, 0.66].
Aversion: MAnt Eggs — 235, SDAm Eggs — 127, MCrab Eggs — 216, SDCrab Eggs — 120,

t (1, 290) = 1.25; Mpjfference = 0.18, Cohen’s d = 0.15, p = .211, 95% CI [-0.10, 0.47].
Revulsion: MAnt Eggs = 2.04, SDAnt Eggs = 1.09, MCrab Eggs = 2.00, SDCrab Eggs = 1.08;

t (1, 290) = 0.328; Mpjifference = 0.04, Cohen’s d = 0.04, p = .743, 95% CI [-0.21, 0.29].
Rejection: MAnt Eggs = 7.04, SDAm Eggs = 3.18, MCrab Eggs — 5.82, SDCrab Eggs = 3.07;

t (1, 290) = 3.34; Mpjifference = 1.22, Cohen’s d = 0.39, p = .001, 95% CI [0.50, 1.94].

M (Disgust) Y (Rejection)
Antecedent Coeff. SE p Coeff. SE p
X (Deviance manipulation) .35 .16 .0251 .70 .59 .0153
M (Disgust) - - - 1.48 11 <.001
Constant 1.90 .25 <.001 1.79 .49 <.001
R? =.017. F (1, 290) = 5.07, p = .0251 R? = .43. F (2, 290) = 108.08, p < .001

Interest: M = 3.00, SD = 1.26.
Attraction: M = 2.17, SD = 1.01.
Alarm: M = 1.87, SD = 1.04.
Aversion: M = 2.28, SD = 1.25.
Indifference: M = 2.34, SD = 1.12.
Surprise: M = 2.96, SD = 1.19.
Curiosity: M = 3.21, SD = 1.24.
Desire: M = 2.00, SD = 1.08.
Admiration: M = 1.94, SD = 0.99.
Amusement: M = 2.47, SD = 1.13.
Panic: M = 1.50, SD = 0.79.
Disgust: M = 2.43, SD = 1.36.
Revulsion: M = 2.06, SD = 1.11.
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Familiarity: M = 1.69, SD = 0.91.
Habituation: M = 1.80, SD = 0.91.

References

Basu, A., Duvall, J., & Kaplan, R. (2019). Attention restoration theory: Exploring the role
of soft fascination and mental bandwidth. Environment and Behavior, 51(9-10),
1055-1081.

Blancke, S., Van Breusegem, F., De Jaeger, G., Braeckman, J., & Van Montagu, M. (2015).
Fatal attraction: The intuitive appeal of GMO opposition. Trends in Plant Science, 20
(7), 414-418.

Cialdini, R. B., & Trost, M. R. (1998). Social influence: Social norms, conformity, and
compliance. In D. Gilbert, S. Fiske, & G. Lindzy (Eds.), The handbook of social
psychology (vol 2, pp. 151-192). Boston: McGraw-Hill.

Clifford, S., & Wendell, D. G. (2016). How disgust influences health purity attitudes.
Political Behavior, 38(1), 155-178.

Cottrell, C. A., & Neuberg, S. L. (2005). Different emotional reactions to different groups:
A sociofunctional threat-based approach to "prejudice. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 88(5), 770.

Coyle, B. D., & Ellison, B. (2017). Will consumers find vertically farmed produce "out of
reach"? Choice, 32(1), 1-8.

DeFoliart, G. R. (1999). Insects as food: Why the western attitude is important. Annual
Review of Entomology, 44(1), 21-50.

Deroy, O. (2015). Eat insects for fun, not to help the environment. Nature News, 521
(7553), 395.

EU Commission. (2011). Commission regulation (EU) No 1129/2011 of 11 november
2011 amending annex II to regulation (EC) No 1333/2008 of the European
parliament and of the council by establishing a union list of food additives. Official
Journal of the European Union, 295(4), 11-12.

Faye, B., & Konuspayeva, G. (2012). The sustainability challenge to the dairy sector — the
growing importance of non-cattle milk production worldwide. International Dairy
Journal, 24(2), 50-56.

Geipel, J., Hadjichristidis, C., & Klesse, A.-K. (2018). Barriers to sustainable consumption
attenuated by foreign language use. Nature Sustainability, 1(1), 31-33.

Gerber, P. J., Steinfeld, H., Henderson, B., Mottet, A., Opio, C., Dijkman, J., ...
Tempio, G. (2013). Tackling climate change through livestock: A global assessment of
emissions and mitigation opportunities. Rome: Food and Agriculture Organization of
the United Nations (FAO).

Gmuer, A., Guth, J. N., Hartmann, C., & Siegrist, M. (2016). Effects of the degree of
processing of insect ingredients in snacks on expected emotional experiences and
willingness to eat. Food Quality and Preference, 54, 117-127.

Haidt, J. (2001). The emotional dog and its rational tail: A social intuitionist approach to
moral judgment. Psychological Review, 108(4), 814.

Haidt, J. (2012). The righteous mind: Why good people are divided by politics and religion.
Vintage.

Han, S., Lerner, J. S., & Zeckhauser, R. (2012). The disgust-promotes-disposal effect.
Journal of Risk and Uncertainty, 44(2), 101-113.

Harmon-Jones, C., Bastian, B., & Harmon-Jones, E. (2016). The discrete emotions
questionnaire: A new tool for measuring state self-reported emotions. PloS One, 11
(8), Article e0159915.

Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process analysis:
A regression-based approach. New York, NY: The Guilford Press.

Hsin-1 Feng, C. (2012). The tale of sushi: History and regulations. Comprehensive Reviews
in Food Science and Food Safety, 11(2), 205-220.

van Huis, A. (2013). Potential of insects as food and feed in assuring food security.
Annual Review of Entomology, 58, 563-583.

Iverson, S. J. (2007). Milk composition and lactation strategies across mammalian taxa:
Implications for hand-rearing neonates (Proceedings of the Seventh Conference on Zoo
and Wildlife Nutrition, AZA Nutrition Advisory Group. Knoxville, TN: Ward, A.;
Hunt, A.; Maslanka, M.).

Joy, M. (2011). Why we love dogs, eat pigs, and wear cows: An introduction to carnism.
Conari press.

Kelly, D. (2011). Yuck! the nature and moral significance of disgust. MIT Press.

van Kleef, G. A., Wanders, F., Stamkou, E., & Homan, A. C. (2015). The social dynamics
of breaking the rules: Antecedents and consequences of norm-violating behavior.
Current Opinion in Psychology, 6, 25-31.

Kunda, Z. (1990). The case for motivated reasoning. Psychological Bulletin, 108(3), 480.

Lindstrom, B., Jangard, S., Selbing, I., & Olsson, A. (2018). The role of a “common is
moral” heuristic in the stability and change of moral norms. Journal Of Experimental
Psychology: General, 147(2), 228.

Journal of Environmental Psychology 76 (2021) 101645

Macdiarmid, J. I., Douglas, F., & Campbell, J. (2016). Eating like there’s no tomorrow:
Public awareness of the environmental impact of food and reluctance to eat less meat
as part of a sustainable diet. Appetite, 96, 487-493.

Manstead, A. S. (2000). The role of moral norm in the attitude-behavior relationship. In
D. J. Terry, & M. A. Hogg (Eds.), Attitudes, behavior and social context: The role of
norms and group membership (pp. 11-30). Mahwah, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Mercier, H., & Sperber, D. (2011). Why do humans reason? Arguments for an
argumentative theory. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 34(2), 57-74.

Piazza, J., Ruby, M. B., Loughnan, S., Luong, M., Kulik, J., Watkins, H. M., &
Seigerman, M. (2015). Rationalizing meat consumption. The 4Ns. Appetite, 91,
114-128.

Plotkin, S., Gerber, J. S., & Offit, P. A. (2009). Vaccines and autism: A tale of shifting
hypotheses. Clinical Infectious Diseases, 48(4), 456-461.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method
biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and recommended
remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879.

Read, D., & Grushka-Cockayne, Y. (2011). The similarity heuristic. Journal of Behavioral
Decision Making, 24(1), 23-46.

Rettie, R., Burchell, K., & Riley, D. (2012). Normalising green behaviours: A new
approach to sustainability marketing. Journal of Marketing Management, 28(3-4),
420-444.

Robinson, D. L. (2008). Brain function, emotional experience and personality.
Netherlands Journal of Psychology, 64(4), 152-168.

Rozin, P. (1997). Why we eat what we eat, and why we worry about it. Bulletin of the
American Academy of Arts and Sciences, 50(5), 26-48.

Rozin, P., Fischler, C., & Shields-Argeles, C. (2012). European and American perspectives
on the meaning of natural. Appetite, 59(2), 448-455.

Rozin, P., & Singh, L. (1999). The moralization of cigarette smoking in the United States.
Journal of Consumer Psychology, 8(3), 321-337.

Ruby, M. B., Rozin, P., & Chan, C.-d. (2015). Determinants of willingness to eat insects in
the USA and India. Journal of Insects as Food and Feed, 1(3), 215-225.

Rucker, D. D., Preacher, K. J., Tormala, Z. L., & Petty, R. E. (2011). Mediation analysis in
social psychology: Current practices and new recommendations. Social and
Personality Psychology Compass, 5(6), 359-371.

Siegrist, M., Siitterlin, B., & Hartmann, C. (2018). Perceived naturalness and evoked
disgust influence acceptance of cultured meat. Meat Science, 139, 213-219.

Smith, E. A., Bettinger, R. L., Bishop, C. A., Blundell, V., Cashdan, E., Casimir, M. J., ...
Stini, W. A. (1983). Anthropological applications of optimal foraging theory: A
critical review [and comments and reply]. Current Anthropology, 24(5), 625-651.

Sobal, J. (1998). Cultural comparison research designs in food, eating, and nutrition.
Food Quality and Preference, 9(6), 385-392.

Stéhl, T., Zaal, M. P., & Skitka, L. J. (2016). Moralized rationality: Relying on logic and
evidence in the formation and evaluation of belief can be seen as a moral issue. PloS
One, 11(11), Article e0166332.

Tan, H. S., Fischer, A. R., Tinchan, P., Stieger, M., Steenbekkers, L. P., & van Trijp, H. C.
(2015). Insects as food: Exploring cultural exposure and individual experience as
determinants of acceptance. Food Quality and Preference, 42, 78-89.

Tybur, J. M., Lieberman, D., & Griskevicius, V. (2009). Microbes, mating, and morality:
Individual differences in three functional domains of disgust. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 97(1), 103.

U.S. Food & Drug Administration. (2017, November 15). Summary of color Additives for
Use in the united States in foods, drugs, cosmetics, and medical devices. Retrieved
from https://www.fda.gov: https://www.fda.gov/industry/color-additive-invento
ries/summary-color-additives-use-united-states-foods-drugs-cosmetics-and-medica
1-devices.

U.S. Food & Drug Administration. (2018, September 07). Food defect levels handbook.
Retrieved from https://www.fda.gov: https://www.fda.gov/food/ingredients-additi
ves-gras-packaging-guidance-documents-regulatory-information/food-defect-
levels-handbook.

Verbeke, W., Marcu, A., Rutsaert, P., Gaspar, R., Seibt, B., Fletcher, D., & Barnett, J.
(2015). ‘Would you eat cultured meat?’: Consumers’ reactions and attitude
formation in Belgium, Portugal and the United Kingdom. Meat Science, 102, 49-58.

Villatoro, D., Andrighetto, G., Conte, R., & Sabater-Mir, J. (2015). Self-policing through
norm internalization: A cognitive solution to the tragedy of the digital commons in
social networks. The Journal of Artificial Societies and Social Simulation, 18(2), 2.

Zhao, X., Lynch, J. G., Jr., & Chen, Q. (2010). Reconsidering baron and kenny: Myths and
truths about mediation analysis. Journal of Consumer Research, 37(2), 197-206.

10


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref46
https://www.fda.gov:%20https://www.fda.gov/industry/color-additive-inventories/summary-color-additives-use-united-states-foods-drugs-cosmetics-and-medical-devices
https://www.fda.gov:%20https://www.fda.gov/industry/color-additive-inventories/summary-color-additives-use-united-states-foods-drugs-cosmetics-and-medical-devices
https://www.fda.gov:%20https://www.fda.gov/industry/color-additive-inventories/summary-color-additives-use-united-states-foods-drugs-cosmetics-and-medical-devices
https://www.fda.gov:%20https://www.fda.gov/food/ingredients-additives-gras-packaging-guidance-documents-regulatory-information/food-defect-levels-handbook
https://www.fda.gov:%20https://www.fda.gov/food/ingredients-additives-gras-packaging-guidance-documents-regulatory-information/food-defect-levels-handbook
https://www.fda.gov:%20https://www.fda.gov/food/ingredients-additives-gras-packaging-guidance-documents-regulatory-information/food-defect-levels-handbook
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0272-4944(21)00098-0/sref51

	Disgusting? No, just deviating from internalized norms. Understanding consumer skepticism toward sustainable food alternatives
	1 Introduction
	2 Conceptual background and hypotheses development
	2.1 Why deviant food elicits disgust
	2.2 Why intuitive rejection elicits concerns

	3 The current research
	3.1 Study 1: deviant food, disgust, and rejection intertwined

	4 Method
	5 Results
	6 Discussion
	6.1 Study 2: deviance elicits disgust and causes rejection

	7 Method
	8 Results
	9 Discussion
	9.1 Study 3: why consumers rationalize

	10 Method
	11 Results
	12 Discussion
	12.1 General discussion

	13 Implications
	13.1 Limitations and future directions

	Ethical compliance and ethical committee statement
	Author statement
	Appendix A Author statement
	Appendix B Author statement
	Appendix C Author statement
	References


