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How do food preferences arise?

Culture &

context
. Food preferences
\ . & wants

Learning Personality factors
e.g. Food neophobia

Innate factors
(incl genetics)

* Sensitivity to punishment or reward
* High arousability Food

Familiarity & context e
* Sensory sensitivity

choices



Genetic influences on food preferences

PROP group differences increase with increasing CO, conc

032 064 128 256 032 064 128 256 032 064 128 256
CITRIC ACID CONC. (% viv)




What is meant by ‘personality’?

» Individual differences in characteristic patterns (traits) of
thinking, feeling and behaving (American Psychological Association)

Reflected in:

— perception

— emotion

— decision making

— learning & behaviour

» Personality traits may modulate the sensory response to stimuli, and
consequently affect liking

* not typically associated with different sensitivity but with the meaning
associated with the stimulus

» Some traits are strongly associated with high arousal/anxiety

* Individuals with mild anxiety are more sensitive to sensory inputs, such as
pain, tone loudness, tastes



The ‘Big 5’ global personality traits

High agreeableness - altruistic and
sympathetic ... incl. sympathy for animals

- Trait Description ’
Keller & Siegrist, Appetite, 2015
(o) Being curious, original, intellectual, creative, 8 . PP ’
penness G 1052 Swiss consumers

—D3¥xx

Agreeableness -
COnscientiousnes

Extraversion Neuroticism ]
emotional
15.9%
-.07
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness restraint =08 meat
4% 8.2%
Neuroticism L .
. external
Extraversion 8.1%
A'IS***
Openness
_'12***
v
/ Emotional eating: in response to negative emotions/stress
Vegetarians & pesco-vegetarians are External eating: in response to environmental food cues

more open  (Forestell et al., 2012) Restrained eating: cognitive restriction of intake



WITALIAN
@) TASTE

@ 3 years:

e . 2015-2017

a8 e®
wanus® 11
19202 2237
152677””30

3000 consumers
(age 18-60)

Exploring influences on food choice in a large population sample: The
Italian Taste project

® e

rk

ERSAF Fondazgone Edmund Mach

University of Milan

Uriversty of Udine
Uriiversaty of Trieste - IRCCS Burle Garofala

CRA-EMND
University of Scienze Gastranemich
Eurciing Gualis

|EIMET-CHRE
University of Bologna
Centre Ricerche Frodugeni animali

University of Flarence
Chelak-silliker

Centro Ifaliano Analis Sensorale

CRA-MUT

University of sassa
Agrs Sardegna
Unibversity of Naples

Uriiversity of Basiicata
Adacta lnternational Spa

University of Catania

20 research units; 58 researchers

AIMS:

Demonstrate the importance of large scale,
multidisciplinary studies — in the style of medical
epidemiological studies — to understanding food

choice mechanisms

Uncover associations among variables along multiple
dimensions that explain individual differences in food
preference and choice




Food-related personality traits

Which ones are relevant and how do they mediate preferences?

Food Neophobia: " Sensitivity to disgust:
Fear or unwillingness 4 & Responsivity to visceral

\ 4 disgust (rotten food,

vermin, body fluids)

to consume new or
unknown food items

Private Body Consciousness: Sensitivity to punishment/reward
Disposition to focus on internal bodily
sensations Neuroticism
Sensation-seeking: Seeking varied, novel, . /\
intense sensations/experiences; risk-taking Roamprsctent | Punishment = = %) Extraversion ‘_| Reward
A e - -® - i

See also: “""‘-,.«"'

» food variety seeking e’ RRR R

Sepatable gy
* adventurousness St || 10 B BAS

° o pe nness Punishment Sensitivity (PLUN) Reward Sensilivity (REW)



Appetite 116 (2017) 410-422

Food Neophobia

Relationships between food neophobia and food intake and
preferences: Findings from a sample of New Zealand adults

What causes variations in dietary
variety? W FN [ mFN [ hFN

WITALIAN
) TASTE

Mean food preference rating

1VG 2 MP 3 WA 4 SF 5BV

Food factor

Fig. 5. Mean food preference ratings for the FN tertiles (low, medium, high) averaged
across all foods within each of the preference factors.

VG ... Vegetables - a variety of foods — especially fresh foods;

MP ... Meat/processed - many types of meat; little fresh food;

WA ... Wine/antipasto - wine & other alcohol, cheese, preserved

meats; little fresh food;

SF ... Seafood - multiple types of seafood, cheese, wine, some
vegetables;

BV ... Beverages - teas, some spirits, & foods such as tofu, peanuts,
wasabi




Like Lower FN Tertile (N = 112)

Like Lower FN Tertile (N = 112)

PotaE)es h PIZZa
meat GUITY
Lagb%%%ae%&jz c
Avocado Srg Stg
Chegule 2
L h PAZA £
a A v_: l". D“_s g
AvocadoAsmn ¥ FrUIt x
Chocolate ©
Ice Creggm SR 6
Vegetables

Dislike Lower FN Tertile (N = 112)

Dislike Lower FN Tertile (N = 112)

Brussel Sprouts

Kina Tripe
Oli
ParsnlpL vers Celery
Oysters
Spinach

Mushrooms

Brussel Sprouts

Kina Tripe
Parsnip Ollves CBgalgSry
ysters

IW:IB{irc( s‘cilZ)

Like Mid FN Tertile (N = 100)

Like t aOO)

Cutky ese
PizzaSieak
aer Ghicke

Ry2S¥ Z ruit
i
Burger Stir Y namon

hocolate
ken

Vegetables

Dislike Mid FN Tertile (N = 100)

Disliked

Dislike M.d%ﬁfﬁeﬁs%em Chgese
Brussel Sprouts

£  Fish Ljver
Lprork  Kij neyaﬁngOd

T Pu KiBedein Cheese
B us%@ ‘Sprout
< Fish | j \%r b
Brork K,dneySeafood
o) Pum kmBeans
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Like High FN Tertile (N = 118)

ike High FN Tertll (N= 118
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& Pasta

O POI’KNutS “

#Steakpoast
Ghiedtate
CheeséLa asta

Chigken,

Potatoes Br_ﬂ Hlts f e

Pizza g
Cheese|_ amb

Chicken

Dislike High FN Tertile (N = 118)

Dislike H%E%FSBH"IQ\‘ 118)

Pork
Blue-Vei

Brussei0h§prouts

Tofu Corlandrer%,plcy Foods
2 Capsicum Ollves

3 Tripe Qg rMoms

B?U@%é S routs

Tofu
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Food neophobia 25 | Sencon
(low/med/high) 15 |
[1}]
& 05 | o
-d—) R |
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Meats/processed foods 5 05 | .. o
-
& other food choice variables $ 15 | "
25 L
a5 | Low Medium High
3
Sex 23 Age
2r 15 |
§ 1 ,/’/0\’ § 05 L
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‘ﬁkg‘rﬁ Food Neophobia & sensory intensity

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

Food Quality and Preference

ELSEVIER journal www.elsevier. q

Associations between food neophobia and responsiveness to “warning”
chemosensory sensations in food products in a large population sample
M. Laureati®", S. Spinelli®, E. Monteleone®, C. Dinnella®, J. Prescott™, C. Cattaneo?®,

C. Proserpio®, A. De Toffo]ih, F. Gasperi_d, 1. Endrizzi‘, L. Torri®, M. Peparaio, E. Arena®,
F. Bonello”, N. Condelli', R. Di Monaco/, E. Gatti®, E. Piasentier!, F. Tesini™, E. Pagliarini®

Not necessarily perceptual
differences ... but differences in
responding to food perceptions

Table 1
Effect of food neophobia level on fungiform papillae density (FPD) and chemosensory
responsiveness. Values are reported as mean (standard error).

Variable Food neophobia level Fisher’s F p-value

Low Medium High
m=329) @m=575) (n=321)

FPD 21.6 (0.8) 21.8(0.5) 20.0 (0.7) Feii0s = 2.26| p=0.10
Responsiveness to:
PROP 38.6 (1.7) 37.3(1.2) 40.4(1.6) Feiiss =121| p=0.30

Sweetness  41.1 (1.2) 39.8(0.8) 39.2(1.1) Friiapn =0.68| p =051
Bitterness  29.9 (1.3) 32.3(0.9) 321 (1.3) Feuiap=117| p=0.31
Saltiness 37.4 (1.3) 37.1(0.9) 38.6(1.2) Friiay=048| p=0.62
Sourness 33.5(1.3) 33.4(0.9) 347(1.2) Feian=038| p=0.68
Umami 25.4 (1.2) 27.5(0.8) 27.0(1.1) Feaiay = 1.14| p=0.32
Astringency 17.5 (1.1)  20.0 (0.8) 19.0 (1.0) Feo1122 = 1.84| p=0.16

Items Taste  Reported Liking Items Taste Reported liking
Food neophobia level Food neophobia
Vegetables alue” Tow — Medi T Beverages " : -
p-vaiue W edium 18 p-value Low Medium High
Camrot Mild  2a 712 7. 7.0 Sweetened coffee ~ Mild  ns. 57 6.0 62
g . ; 4 i .
Cucumber— Mild . 6059 37 Sweetened tea Mild ¢ 59° 62* 64°
Fennel Mild ns. 70 70 6.9 o ]
Green bean Mild . 758 720 7.1 Ananas juice Mild ns. 6.6 65 6.5
Green pea Mild  ns. 75 74 7.3 Soft-drinks Mild * 58° 58° 6.1
Lettuce Mild ns. T4 7.1 7.1 Non-alcoholic aperitif Mild ns. 6.5 6.2 6.3
Sweel corn Mild ns. 6.6 6.2 6.2 Sweet spumante Mild ns. 39 39 5.8
Tomato Mild ns. 80 7.7 78
. . Unsweetened coffee  Strong ~ #%# 52° 49* 42"
Artichoke Strong ¥ 75° 7.1 7.0 .
FHEIORe _m"i' . ab b Unsweetened tea Strong =~ *** 6.0° 53° 44°
Asparagus Strong ~ ** T4 7.1 6.8 : , .
Broceoli Strong ~ *e 734 6.8" 6.4 Grapetruit juice Strong e 58° 54 5.0
Cauliflower  Strong ~ ** 65" 6.1" 58" Alcoholic aperitif Strong % 65° 6.2° 54°
" " , a a J .
thlu:}'t ::m"L ::* ::4 :i" _5;; Dry spumante Strong ~ *** 62" 59° 5.3°
ggplan Strong i : . i . . b
FTE]
Rocket Strong  * 68 6.4" 6.4" Red wine Strong 71 6.8 6.1
Radish Strong 4 58" 55" 50" Beer Strong wEE 71 66" 62"




Arousal & food neophobia

High FN adults - more likely to have higher
levels of trait anxiety (not just food related)

Is eating associated during development with
anxiety at the prospect of encountering an
unfamiliar food that may taste unpleasant?

— Experimentally increasing fearfulness/
anxiety/arousal reduces selection of novel
foods (Pliner et al., 1995)

Appetce 58 (2012) 106- 1108
8 s, Contents lists available at SciVerse ScienceDirect
AT
Pty Appetite Appetite
& s ] -
journal homepage :www.elsevier. .com/locate/appet

Physiological responses of food neophobics and food neophilics to food
and non-food stimuli

Bryan Raudenbush ™, August Capiola

GSR
20
w 15
2 I
bl I
S 10
<
2
5
0
FOOD NON-FOOD

mNEOPHOBIC NEQPHILIC

Fig. 2. Galvanic skin response {G5R) results of food neophobics and neophilics for
the food and non-food stimuli.

Sensory
sensitivity

0.03NS Picky eating /
Food neophobia

Zickgraf & Elkins (2018)

Sensory sensitivity - annoyance by
sensations across 7 sensory domains

> 800 undergraduates




Disgust Sensitivity

Revulsion at the prospect of (oral) incorporation of an
offensive object (contaminants) that can render a food
unacceptable (Rozin & Fallon, 1987)

Disgust strongly invoked by animals/parts/body products,
anything that has had contact with these or resemble them

= Limited range of animals eaten: no pets, primates, cute faces

— animal-themed food decorations drastically reduced the value of
the foods made of animals (Takahashi et al., 2018)

= Limited range of animal body parts eaten — esp. not the very
animally bits (head and viscera)

= For adults high in disgust sensitivity, food consumption is
highly influenced by how they are described, esp. meat and
cheese




YiTAUIAN Disgust Sensitivity
'x TASTE Istogramma (DS)

10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45

Min Max Maedian
DS | F 1361 11.000 40.000 30.418
DS | M 956 10.000 40.000 26.923

Disgust Sensitivity (like FN)  +ve assoc with unpleasantly high arousal

-ve assoc with food variety/sensation seeking



Effects of arousal

The Yerkes-Dodson Law
How anxiety affects performance.

Optimal arousal
and optimal
performance

Strong

PERFORMANCE Impaired
performance
because of

strong anxiety

Increasing
attention and
interest

Weak

Low AROUSAL High

SOURCE ROBERT M. YERKES AND JOHN D. DODSON ©HBR.ORG

Arousal induced by a food:

Low arousal*®
individual

High arousal*
individual
+

- INFORMATION
GMO, disgust elicitors)

- NOVELTY (uncertainty = potential danger)
- INTENSITY (strong flavours)

Hedonic response

*FN; DS; PROP

(pesticides, additives, animal issues,

Berlyne (1970)

Optimum
Decreased Decreased
liking liking
] I I ~— T
| rm':le S‘Implalcﬂmpl&u ccn'!plo\
Familiar Novel Familiar Novel

@
wn
=
Q
o
U
=1

=
=
Q

=
a
= =

Arousal potential

Simph‘ﬁomplax Con'!plax
Noval Familiar Novel

Arousal potential

Slrn;le
Familinr



Personality & Food Choice ;;'«Tf‘ké?'é'

= What explains the desire to eat something that is painful?

= What personality factors might explain pungent food choices or
barriers to such choices?

Non-pungent The Pungent Food

Context

Pungent option

option Choice Index
Lunch Spaghetti with Spaghetti
/dinner tomato sauce with hot tomato sauce

Spaghetti with garlic,

Lunch Spaghetti with garlic olive oil and hot chili

/dinner and olive oil
pepper
LlfnCh Rice with saffron Rice with curry
/dinner
Lunch Sweet provolone
. Hot provolone cheese
/dinner cheese

Aperitif Chips Chips with paprika




Correlated with Pungent Food Index:
* Intensity of burning -ve
* Food Neophobia -ve
* Disgust sensitivity  -ve
+
females: sensitivity to punishment -ve

males: Age (-ve) & sensit to reward +ve

NS: alexithymia, PROP, FP density

SR — sensitivity to reward

SP — sensitivity to punishment
PBC — Private body consciousness
TAS — alexithymia

FN —food neophobia

DS — disgust sensitivity

Factor-2 (11%, 1%)

Factor-2 (9%, 3%)

08
06
041
02

e
04
i~
53]

0,6

o N
p

Personality associations with pungency choice

Correlation Loadings (X and Y)

Females
burning@
sensation

-0,6 -0,4 -0,2 0 0,2 0,4 0,6 0,8 1
Factor-1 (31%, 47%)

Correlation Loadings (X and Y)

burning
sensation

PUNGENT
PROP ® FOOD INDEX e

TOM
age

-0,6 -0,4 -0,2 0 0,2 0,4 0,6 0,8 1
Factor-1 (27%, 39%)



:"T&g}g Personality & sensory intensity

Females Males
14 "
. FN
30 FN 50
P =25
'E 20 E 20
+ Capsaicin 1.52 mg/kg S 1 S
=T Ew
5 5
0 o
Burning Soveet F o Burning Acd F Enour
mHighFfN mlow FN mHghFN @ Low FN
55 35
2 - . DS
g‘ 25 :,‘::- »
(™ i
= 20 = 0
@ 15 S 15
Ew Ew
5 3
1] o
Burning Acid Favour Surning Aod Flpndur
BHigh5 ulow 05 mHgh DS wmlow 05




WiTAUAN
) TASTE

Choice for fat-rich meat
1208 individuals (58% females)

(;at-rich meeat cholee tndex (Fb
LOW FAT HIGH FAT
Calf rib Lamb rib
Grilled cutlet Breaded cutlet

Chicken breast Sausage

Chicken Lamb

Cooked ham  Mortadella
Carpaccio Sliced steak
Cooked ham  Cured ham

o J

Correlated with Meat Fat Index:

F Emotional eating (EMO) +ve

M Food Neophobia (FN) -ve
Sensitivity to reward (SR) -ve
Health interest (GHI) -ve

Factor-2 (19%, 11%)

&
™

Factor-2 {19%, 10%)

o
[

& & 2 2 o o
S M OO KM B2 O @© 9=

i
-
i PR R T SR

Personality correlates of fat in meat

Correlation Loadings (X and Y)

Low FI
, [Pricecriteria (FRL}

08 -08 -4 D2 o 0.2 0.4 0.8 0.8 1

Factar-1 {279, 24%)

Carrelation Loadings (X and ¥) ™~

I'-‘chick,E|1

=08 0.6 0.4 0,2 Q 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

Factor-1 (22%, 31%)



Disgust, food neophobia & sensory intensity (PROP)

36

_'
- :
]

Sexual Disgust Pathogen Disgust

Moral Disgust

Herz (2011), Chem. Percept.

PROP Taste Sensitivity is Related
to Visceral (pathogen) but Not
Moral Disgust

Martins & Pliner (2005) Appetite

Laith Al-Shawaf et al. (2015) Appetite

FN positively correlated with
pathogen disgust in women,;
moral disgust unrelated to FN

Willingness to try novel foods

Table 3
Summary of final regression analysis for variables predicting willingness to
try novel foods

Variable AR’ B SE R 8
Nonanimal (R*= 45; N=67)
Disgust attributes 032 —=0.714 0.154 — 0447
Interest 0.13 0.464 0117 0.380%
Animal (R* = .58; N=64)
Disgust attributes 053 —0. 599 0.124 —0.641%
Interest 0.05 0.342 0.127 (0.239%

< 01




Disgust Sensitivity & rejection of meat consumption

Adopting vegetarianism for moral

reasons has been linked to meat disgust

But .... individuals who report avoiding
meat for moral reasons were not more
DS than those who avoided meat for
other reasons

suggests that moral vegetarians’ disgust
for meat is caused by their moral beliefs,
rather than vice versa

(Fessler et al., 2003)

Appetite 127 (2018) 28-36
Contents lists available at ScienceDirect
Appetite Appetite
journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/appet

How people's food disgust sensitivity shapes their eating and food behaviour | M)

Chack o
Udtes

Aisha Egolf’, Michael Siegrist, Christina Hartmann

Table 6
Spearman’s rho comrelation and partial correlation coefficients between food
frequency consumption (per week) and food disgust sensitivity (FDS short).

Correlation Partial correlation’

r pvalue ¢ p-val e
Fruits (in portions) -02 488 -.04 A78
Vegetables (in portions) =11 =001 -13 <. 001
Eggs - 08 05 -09 003
Processed meat (e.g. sausages, cold cuts)  -02 452 01 B31
Beel and veal -03 264 A1 B40
Special meats (e.g. venison, lamb, ostrich <14 <.001 -12 < .001

meat)

Pork - 08 005 -.05 097
Poultry (&g chicken, turkey) =.01 .962 = .01 940
Innards (e.g. liver, beel tribe) - 08 005 -6 034
Fish -05 A58 -4 A58
Seafpod (eg. mussels, shrimp) =09 002 =08 004

Sweels amd savories -4 145 -4 189




Disgust Sensitivity & rejection of meat consumption

Relationships between disgust, sensory responses to meat, other attitudes
to animal products and type of vegetarianism (moral vs. health)

Correlation (r)
With
. .. . . MORECSUM
119 individuals who avoid eating meat after
HEALTHSUM
With With correlation is
Measure MORECSUM* HEALTHSUM® partialed out
Disgust measures
I dislike ‘‘meat’’ because of what it is or where it
comes from. (% TRUE) 60*** 0= S5eee
The thought of eating *‘meat’" makes me nauseous. (%
TRUE) 30 Spree A8
Contamination with a trace of meat® =554 -.25* =54
I resist (avoid) eating *‘meat’’ because eating ‘‘meat’
is offensive, repulsive, or disgusting® H4ree S]ees S5ene
Overall disgust (DISGSUM)*® H]re* Ageee S2een
Sensory measures'
Taste of **meat”’ -.10 =30%* =02
Smell of “*meat”’ e s = 33ees =3 ues
Texture of ‘‘meat’ -.08 -.16 =02
Appearance of “‘meat’’ =.30** = 40*** -.16
Other measures
I resist (avoid) eating “‘meat”” because emotionally, I
just can't chew and swallow ‘‘meat.”* B]eee 30+ Joues
Personality reasons (PERSONSUM): Summed score on
three personal reasons from Table 1 N [ A3 T2

MORALIZATION AND BECOMING A VEGETARIAN:
The Transformation of Preferences Into Values and the Recruitment
of Disgust
Paul Rozin, Maureen Markwith, and Caryn Stoess
Psychological Science, Vol. 8, No. 2 (Mar., 1997), pp. 67-73




Disgust Sensitivity & rejection of meat consumption

Sources of moral disgust - related to an animal’s perceived similarity to humans?

Appetite 59 (2012) 47-52

M Contents lists available at SciVerse ScienceDirect
N = \t i
[t o s 5
PR 5] Appetite Appetite
& E} |
journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/appet

Research report

Too close to home. Factors predicting meat avoidance

Matthew B. Ruby *, Steven |. Heine

Animal characteristics that predict disgust

Study 1 Study 2

Euro- Hong Kong Euro- Indian

Canadian Chinese American
Suffering 0.029 0.017 0.031 0.011
Appearance 0.201"" 0.225""" 0.252"" 0.200"""
Appearance? 0.169"" 0.144"" 0.259""" 0.110""
Emotion 0.041 0.060" 0.081 0.100"
Intelligence 0.509""" 0.344"" 0.267""" 0.303"""

Appearance: disgust at eating ugly animals
Appearance?: disgust at eating animals that deviated from the neutral point of the scale



Insects as protein sources: Disgust & Neophobia

’

Lammers et al (2019) FQAP: Willingness to consume ‘insect burger
518 German consumers

Food neophobia -0.21*
Food disgust -0.68%**
Food technology neophobia -0.21
Sensation seeking 0.30**
Sustainability consciousness -0.07

tents lists available at ScienceDirect Food
Qualityand,

Food Quality and Preference

wwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwww

Understanding Westerners’ disgust for the eating of insects: The role of food | M)
neophobia and implicit associations S

Francesco La Barbera®, Fabio Verneau™", Mario Amato®, Klaus Grunert”

IPI: ingredient preference index
IAT: implicit association test




Insects as protein sources: Disgust & Neophobia

W. Verbeke, Food Quality and Preference 39 (2015) 147-155

368 Belgian meat consumers asked

. . 0.8
their agreement with the statement: _
o . £07 — 1 1 1 1
| would be prepared to eat insects AR - - Male
. g DB i

as a substitute for meat”’ z P R 2
.3 0.5 b1
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30-year old male who:

* plans to reduce meat intake

* is familiar with the idea of eating insects

* focuses on the environmental impact of food choice
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50-year old male ‘meat lover’ who:

* does not plan to reduce meat intake

* is not familiar with the idea of eating insects
* focuses heavily on taste in meat choice

o
-
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Food Neophabia Score




Comparing vegetarians, flexitarians and omnivores

The role of implicit beliefs

Conflict between implicit (impulsive choices)
and explicit (deliberate choices) attitudes may
lead to ambivalence toward meat consumption

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

......

The influence of psychological traits, beliefs and taste responsiveness on
implicit attitudes toward plant- and animal-based dishes among vegetarians,
flexitarians and omnivores

Danny Cliceri®*, Sara Spinelli’, Caterina Dinnella®, John Prescott™”, Erminio Monteleone®

ok o
......

Aim: to explore associations toward plant-based and animal-based dishes
among vegetarians, flexitarians and omnivores

The Implicit Association Test (IAT) seeks to uncover links (attitudes, beliefs)

not open to conscious introspection or are biased by demand characteristics
without having to directly ask the participant

“I should say that I like healthy foods, even if | prefer sugar and fat”

IAT exploits the effects of links between stimuli on performance: shorter RTs for
stimuli assigned to the same response when they are associated with each other

(compatible) than when incompatible




Comparing vegetarians, flexitarians and omnivores

Attitudes towards meat, vegetable & dairy foods were examined by pairing
pictures with positive and negative words and measuring RTs

Positive: happiness, cheerfulness, enthusiasm, relaxation, satisfaction, joy, pleasure,
amusement

Negative: disqust, distress, boredom, annoyance, sadness, dissatisfaction,
disappointment, shame




Comparing vegetarians, flexitarians and omnivores

Lower D-scores (below red line) = stronger links between:

VM: vegetables + positive emotions & meat + negative emotions, than vice versa
VD: vegetables + positive emotions and dairy + negative emotions, than vice versa

DM: dairy + positive emotions & meat + negative emotions, than vice versa

(0] F W 0 F Vi

0]
L " U These results suggest
b

F A
0

0.1 1 c 0.1 0.1

A - that being vegetarian
021 02 0 involves a preference
03 ol 0 b toward vegetables
n B N = over both meat and

b 0 ; dairy products, while
051 being flexitarian

06 | o oe involves only a

a preference of

0.7 0.7 0.7

VM-IAT VD-IAT DM-IAT vegetables over meat.

= No diffs in Food Neophobia

= Higher Pathogen Disgust in Omnivores/Flexitarians vs. Vegetarians

D-score

= Higher scores in Vegetarians compared to Omnivores (Flexitarians intermediate) in
the belief that animals share emotional states and mental capacities with humans



Variations in emotion experience/expression

Intensity

Granularity
Ability to distinguish between
subtle emotion variations

Focus

— Valence-focused: more sensitive to
positive/negative information

— Arousal-focused: more responsive to
physiological cues

Alexithymia

Difficulty identifying emotional
feelings/distinguishing feelings
from bodily sensations of arousal

Emotional conditioning: Comfort foods

. -
L 2

 Positive associations with friends, family,
home, culture, country, cuisine

« These foods are liked because they elicit the
positive feelings with which they were
originally paired



Variations in emotion experience/expression

Mora et al. (2019), FQAP: Effect of personality on the emotional response elicited
by wines

Biplot (axes F1 and F2: 97,46 %)
1,5
*G1
1
e Warm "Hd . G4
§ Fre ."II!' | t
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Fig. 5. Principal Component Analysis biplot of personality groups and emotions.

G1: higher Neuroticism; lower Extraversion and Agreeableness
G4: higher scores on the Extraversion, Agreeableness, Consciousness; lower
Neuroticism G2, G3: in-between characteristics
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Perche ci piace

W quelio che mangiamo

www.taste-matters.org

Why we like the foods we do

John Prescott

With a Foreword by Heston Blumenthal
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preference/
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