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Abstract
To make novel food products a commercial success, they have to be positioned in the right way. In
Europe, different nationalities inherited different gastronomic cultures. Choosing a different positioning
strategy based on these differences leads to different adoption behaviour of novel food products.
When it comes to the insights on positioning of food products adjusted to regions the following events
were important: in 1983 there was Levitt’s influential statement “think global, act local”, in 1998
Askegaard’s work on differences at national and regional level in food-related behaviour was
published and in 2006 Trichopoulou confirmed this statement by saying that traditional foods still left
an imprint on the contemporary diet. However, through globalization the world is becoming
increasingly uniform; technological advancement has increased global accessibility, product
transportation has become easier, and the internet enables people to individually access an enormous
amount of information and to get in touch with others fairly easily.
In order to examine whether this still is the case in 2017 within Europe, a multi-lingual survey was
carried out within five European countries (The Netherlands, Germany, France, Italy and Spain)
primarily by the use of social media. In this survey an exquisite experience for the respondent was the
focus of attention. To compare the obtained data and to see if there were differences between
nationalities the data was analysed in SPSS using ANOVA, MANOVA and RM-MANOVA tests.
The results show that there are significant differences between European nationalities when it comes
to novel food acceptance. The proposed conceptual framework provides the key factors that influence
novel food adoption behaviour.

Keywords novel foods, edible insects, edible algae, positioning, food neophobia, food choice motives,
European consumers behaviour, gastronomic heritage, influence of information on consumer
behaviour, influence of knowledge on consumer behaviour, consumer adoption behaviour.
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1. Introduction
1.1 Background and the selected problem
Ready for the future? A future where eating insects and algae is just as normal as eating lobster and
sushi? It is a realistic thought that in the near future, products containing algae (Bluiminck, 2014) and
insects (Peterson, 2012) can be manufactured on a large scale. Therefore, they will be accessible for
a large audience of consumers.
The leading food companies try to innovate constantly. Investments in research and development
done by food manufacturers are high. According to the annual reports of the companies Kraft Foods
Group Incorporation and Mondelēz International Incorporation their investments in R&D, not only in
food, were on average $302 million in 2014 which accounts for 18 percent of the total turnover. It is
important to note that on average the research and development departments of the leading food
companies only host 2,6% of the total number of employees, which implies that a lot of the invested
money is put into experimenting and developing prototypes. Although this department also improves
products that are already on the market, this shows how large the financial investments in the
development of new products are. These numbers indicate that introducing a new industrially
produced food product takes an excessive amount of financial investment, time, and effort. At the
same time failure rates of these products are immense. They are estimated to be 70-80 percent
(Gresham, Hafer and Markowski, 2006). Some consumers are more open to innovation than others
(Rogers, 1983). From innovators to laggards, individuals range on a continuum when it comes to
adopting innovations. Would this also apply to food? In the contemporary dietary patterns, novel food
products are introduced, but these innovations create uncertainty about its expected consequences for
potential adopters (Rogers, 1983). Innovation in food leads to novel food products, yet innovation
creates uncertainty and individuals are generally uncomfortable with uncertainty (Rogers, 1983).
When new food products are introduced in the European market, it has to be taken into account that
there are many different cultures within Europe, and they all have their own individual dietary habits
(Trichopoulou, Soukara and Vasilopoulou, 2007). Until today, Europe cannot be regarded as a
homogeneous food area, because European consumers have inherited a different gastronomic
culture. There are noticeable differences at national and even regional levels in food preferences,
eating habits, attitudes and food-related behaviour (Askegaard and Madsen, 1998). This goes
together with cultural gastronomic heritage which can be found by looking at traditional foods that
have left an imprint on contemporary dietary patterns (Trichopoulou, Soukara and Vasilopoulou and
Dillis 2006). In 1983 Levitt said: ‘think global act local’. In this study this statement is of importance,
even though the study is on a continental scale instead of a global scale. This suggests that
positioning of products, and thus also novel food products, should be acclimated to the country or
even region where the product is sold. It would be best if the positioning is adjusted to the culture to
get a good cultural fit. A similar statement was made by Sethi in 1971: ‘developing a successful
strategy for global marketing depends to a large extent upon a firm's ability to segment its world
markets’ which again points towards looking at differences in-between countries which mostly are
there to find because of culture.
How does positioning work? When introducing a product in the market the product captures an area in
the consumer’s mind. The positioning of a product influences a customer’s perceptions, choices and
decisions and one can enable that the consumer gets this association by communicating a message
(Aaker and Shansby, 1982). According to Ries and Trout (2001) it is more important to understand
and to know the position of a brand or a product in the mind of a consumer than defining what a
product or brand stands for. This can be an important agent to capture a lucrative spot in competitive
markets. Positioning should take into account the consumer values; the value that the individual
consumer ascribes to a product (De Mooij, 2014). Clear positioning gives a solid base that creates a
clear direction within a company, which should be followed by the entire company. In this way, the
customer relates certain features of a product to a company. The result of positioning is the successful
creation of a customer-focused value proposition and gives the consumer or a target market a reason
to buy the product (Kotler, 2003). Thus positioning creates a certain association that a consumer has
with a product. This association is influenced by the consumer’s attitude; a psychological tendency
that is expressed by a certain thing with some degree of favour or disfavour (Eagly and Chaiken,
1993). The attitude is affected by different factors. Presumably, one of those factors is culture
(Albarracín, Johnson, Zanna 2005). However, if culture is a factor that influences attitude, and attitude
influences products, which in turn influences positioning, the question that remains is: if positioning
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should be adjusted according to culture? Because currently in positioning the cultural boundaries,
which seem of vital importance, are often neglected.
So assuming that food product manufacturing of products containing insects and algae is successful,
will these products be accepted by the European consumers, and thus be marketable with the right
positioning? In other words: are European consumers ready for these innovations and will they adopt
them? How will different positioning strategies in different European countries contribute to the
adoption of these innovations?

1.2 Problem statement
Based on the dissimilarities in the European food market, it can be assumed that there is a difference
in the adoption behaviour of novel food products among different regions. This would imply a need for
a differentiated approach when it comes to the positioning of novel food products. However, it is still
unclear in which way these differences in adoption arise, and what the right way to approach the
different markets in terms of positioning is. Therefore, the question is whether gastronomic heritage
influences the way European citizens adopt novel food products. In addition, if so, should food
companies therefore differentiate accordingly when it comes to position a novel food product to
different regions? When doing so, the product failure rate of novel food products may decrease.
When taking in account these facts above, the following proposition is made:
The differences in inherited gastronomic culture within Europe lead to different behaviour in terms of
novel food product adoption.
This proposition is constructed upon the statement of Levitt (1983) ‘Think global act local’ and on the
differences in the contemporary dietary patterns as described in chapter 1.1 and the fact that the
European food market still is a heterogeneous market. Furthermore, this statement is constructed
upon the fact that migrants from other continents retain a part of their dietary habits after moving to
Europe. Their inherited gastronomic culture influences their attitude towards food, and this attitude is
influenced by dietary laws and food beliefs (Gilbert and Khokhar, 2008). If this is the case for
immigrants, it can be expected that inherited gastronomic culture also plays a role within different
European ethnicities. If these three statements are considered it becomes clear why the successful
launch of novel food products in different European counties is tricky and complicated and why it is
most likely that positioning cannot be identical in each region. The positioning of a novel food product
thus should be differentiated per country, or even differentiated per region within a country.
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1.3 Research questions
1.3.1 Central question
After background research, the following central question is asked:
How does product positioning influence the adoption behaviour of novel food products of consumers
considering the gastronomic heritage of different European regions?
Answering the central question will give insight in the relation of product positioning towards the
aspects that determine food adoption behaviour of European consumers and their inherited
gastronomic culture. This can lead to insights that give companies the ability to customize their
marketing accordingly, which could potentially lead to higher adoption rates and thus success rates.
The central question will be answered based on the sub-questions listed below with quantitative
empirical research.

1.3.2 Sub-questions
Literature research
1. What is a novel food product?
2. How can product positioning be conceptualised?
3. What aspects determine food adoption behaviour of consumers?
4. What gastronomic heritage can be identified in different European regions?
Empirical research
1. To what extent does gastronomic heritage influence adoption behaviour of novel food products?
2. To what extent does information, on sustainability and health benefits, influence adoption behaviour
of novel food products?
3. To what extent does nationality influence adoption of novel food products?
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1.4 Research framework
The following research framework will create a clean and clear overview of the study and will give a solid base to keep the study on the right track.

Figure 1

Research framework
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2. Literature research
2.1 What is a novel food product?
In this paragraph the term ‘novel food product’ will be examined to create clarity. First ‘food product’
will be defined, followed by defining the term ‘novel’, afterwards the terms will be combined to define
the term ‘novel food product’.
‘Food product’ has different meanings in different fields. There are definitions in science, etymology
and law. From an etymological perspective, the word ‘food’ in English is derived from a Germanic root
‘fod’ which originates from ‘PA’ meaning: to tend, to keep, pasture, to protect, to guard, and to feed
(Grabowski, Klein, Marínez, 2012). In other Indo-European languages, for example in Spanish,
‘alimento’ is derived from a Latin root ‘alimentum’. Where ‘alõ’ means: I nourish, sustain and ‘mentum’
means: instrument, medium (Pinkster, 2014). In the Mandarin Chinese, one of the most common
languages on earth, food is referred to as ‘shíwu’ which has the meaning: objects to eat (Grabowski et
al., 2012). According to Van Kreijl and Knaap (2004), the scientific definition of food products is ‘all
food and drinks, expressed as foodstuff which is ingested by an individual or a (sub) population’. The
Codex Alimentarius, also known as the Food Code, defines food products as “... any substance,
whether processed, semi-processed, or raw, which are intended for human consumption, and includes
drinks, chewing gum, and any substance which has been used in the manufacturing, preparation, or
treatment of ‘food’ but does not include cosmetics or tobacco or substances used only as drugs”
(Hasslberger, 2004). The European Parliament uses almost the same definition for food product:
(178/2002, §1, Article 2) “a product whether processed, partially processed or unprocessed, intended
to be, or reasonably expected to be ingested by humans excluding such products as pharmaceuticals
and tobacco products, among others”.
‘Novel’ is the next word to define. This word originates from the Latin word ‘novellus’ which comes
from ‘novus’ and has the meaning: new. The Oxford dictionary (2016) states that novel, when it is
used as an adjective, means: interestingly new or unusual. When exploring the meaning of the word
‘new’ a more elaborated explanation is found. The definition of ‘new’ according to the Oxford dictionary
(2016) is: not existing before or produced, introduced, or discovered recently or now for the first time.
In scientific literature novel is defined in similar ways. In innovation literature it is stated that novelties
can be new technologies, new rules and legislation, new organisations, new projects, new concepts
and new ideas (Toivonen, 2016). The criterion of a technological innovation is that it has to be new,
this can be a product, a process or marketing. Harrison, Klein and Browne (2010) state that novelties
are not only restricted to a new outcome but also the knowledge sources and the ways to interact
during an innovation process are new. According to Mansori, Sambasivan and Md-Sidin (2015) novel
products are innovative and unique. This is in line with the definition of Stanton and Miller (1985) who
say that a novelty refers to a product that is new to the market and that differs significantly from
existing products in terms of innovativeness and uniqueness. Looking at this definition finding a
genuinely novel food product is nearly impossible while all around the world eating habits differ. For
example, insects are traditional and nutritionally important foods for many non-European cultures
(DeFoliart, 1992). This shows that cultural differences in eating habits between countries cannot be
ignored (Trichopoulou, Vasilopoulou, Georga, Soukara and Dilis, 2006). The aspect of newness or a
novelty relates to the character of an innovation that is perceived as new by actors, rather than
referring to a worldwide novelty (Bitzer, Hamann, Hall, Griffin-EL, 2015). Thus, the question whether a
product is a novelty is defined through the perception of the targeted consumer rather than referring to
a worldwide novelty (Bitzer, et al., 2015). Novelties lie in the eye of the beholder and when a
consumer does not know a product or has never heard of it, it will be a novelty to him/her.
The final definition when combining the terms ‘novel’ and ‘food product’ derived from literature is ‘food
products that are unknown to a consumer and which are intended to be ingested, excluding
pharmaceuticals, cosmetics and tobacco products’. Unknown to a consumer in this case is defined as
never tried before and not familiar with the products.
Novel food products can be classified into five different groups:
• Food products that are new to the whole population of this planet (Serafini, Stanzione, Scarpa,
Foddai, 2010).
• Food products that are eaten outside of Europe but are unknown to European consumers (Serafini
et al., 2010, Peterson, 2012).
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•
•
•

Food products produced with novel production methods (Serafini et al., 2010).
Food products that get different nutritional composition or rheological properties by changing the
animal feed (Verhagen, Te Boekhorst, Kamps, Van Lieshout, Ploeger, Verreth, Salminen, Van
Loveren, 2009).
Food products with one of these novelties as an ingredient (Linnemann, Benner, Verkerk, Van
Boekel, 2006).

To illustrate these five different groups within novel food products, examples for each category are
given:
1. Novel food products that are new to the whole population of this planet:
•
Peptopro a sport drink that contains hydrolysed proteins. Regular sports drinks contain
water for rehydration, glucose and electrolytes. PeptoPro adds hydrolysed protein in a
dissolvable form (Verhagen et al., 2009).
•
Bimi a vegetable that looks like a small broccoli but has a longer and slenderer stem and
contains high levels of glucosinolates. It is acquired by crossbreeding broccoli with china
kale (Verhagen et al., 2009).
2. Food products that are eaten outside of Europe and are unknown to European consumers:
• Noni juice derived from the fruit of the Morinda citrifolia tree (Serafini et al., 2010).
• Insects (Peterson, 2012).
3. Food products made with novel production methods:
•
Meat replacers made from dairy concentrates and vegetable substances (Linnemann, et
al., 2006).
•
3D food printing (Hoff, 2015).
4. Food products that get different nutritional composition or rheological properties by changing
the animal feed.
• The Columbus egg: chickens have consumed a different feed which gives a higher
omega-3 fatty acids and less saturated fatty acids (Verhagen et al., 2009).
• Aurora cheese which contains higher levels of conjugated linoleic acid and omega-3 fatty
acids than normal cheese. This is because the cows who produce the milk have a special
feed (Verhagen et al., 2009).
5. Food products with one of the novelties described above as ingredient(s).
• Acai berries the juice and pulp of the acai berry are frequently used in fruit drinks and
desserts (Verhagen et al., 2009).
• Cold pressed date bars with insect flower like the Jimini’s bar (Jimini’s, 2016).
To conclude, when speaking of a novel food in this study the following is meant: ‘food products with
which consumers are unfamiliar with and that they have never tried before, that are intended to be
ingested, excluding pharmaceuticals, cosmetics and tobacco products’. Novelty of a food product
cannot objectively be determined from a consumer’s perspective. This means that the novelty lies in
the eye of the beholder.

2.2 How can product positioning be conceptualized?
Product positioning is described in diverse ways by scholars. It is a complex concept that involves
many elements. To ensure that the term ‘product positioning’ is fully understood, and to avoid
confusion, the term is conceptualized.
Product positioning is a process that involves communication concerning the product’s features
towards the targeted consumer segment. Consumer-cultural differences in the market determine
which type of communication and type of positioning to choose. The type of communication used is
linked to the type of positioning. For example, when selling a product for the elderly it is better to
promote this in elderly homes instead of clubs where only youngsters go out. Before being able to
influence the consumer’s mind, one has to be aware of the content and image the consumer already
has in mind (Ries and Trout, 2001). Effective product positioning makes sure that the marketing
messages reach the targeted consumers and persuade them to take action (Tanner and Raymond,
2010). Aaker and Shansby (1982) introduced ‘product positioning’ stating that it has a central role in
the customer’s perception, choice and decision. Ries and Trout (2001) defined positioning as “what
you are doing to the mind of the consumer, one is occupying a place in the mind of the consumer”.
Based on this definition, Ries and Trout (2001) argue that it is more important to understand and to
know the position of a product in the mind of a consumer than defining what a product or a brand
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stands for. Kotler and Armstrong (2005) stated, "Positioning is the act of designing a product in such a
way that it occupies a distinctive place in the consumer’s mind". The objective of positioning is “to
secure a place in the mind of the consumer” (Kotler, Keller, 2009). The basic approach when it comes
to positioning is not to create something new and different. It is about influencing what is already in the
mind of the consumer and to retie the connection that already exist (Ries, Trout, 2001). This can only
be influenced by communicating the desired message. Each product occupies a particular space in
the mind of each individual consumer. This space is determined by perception, thus the association
and the image, which a consumer of the product has in relation to other similar products (Kazmi,
Batra, 2009). Positioning raises associations that a consumer has with a product. This association is
influenced by the consumer’s attitude, a psychological tendency that is expressed by a certain thing
with some degree of favour or disfavour (Eagly, Chaiken, 1993), which is again affected by different
factors. These factors will be explained in the sub-question concerning the aspect that are of influence
on novel food adoption behaviour.
Looking from a holistic point of view, positioning is part of a research process called the STP process.
STP stands for segmentation, targeting and positioning. The first step in this process is segmentation.
Before segmentation the customer base is known as a population. This population is heterogeneous.
Segmentation helps to divide the population into smaller homogeneous segments. After segmentation,
targeting comes in. Here the group of customers that are potential buyers are chosen. When targeting
a segment, the competitors become clear. One can see which other products currently fulfil the need
of the consumer. If no other products fulfil the need, there is no competition. The last stage of the STP
process is the positioning stage. This is a way to outrun competition when done in the right way.
Competition can be taken out by choosing a position that is unoccupied. In this way, a strong
purchasing reason is created that gives the consumer a real or a perceived advantage (Kapferer,
2012). In cluttered and competitive markets where there is low-involvement in purchasing decisions
(for example with groceries), positioning is more important (Aaker, 1990). Positioning is achieved
though communication. It is mainly done through advertising promotion and placement strategy and
price is of importance (DeSarbo, Grewal, Scott, 2008). When launching a new product, making sure
that the consumer has the desired association concerning the product in mind, asks for a focused
positioning (Aaker and Shansby, 1982). Positioning is an important means to capture a profitable spot
in competitive, cluttered and low-involvement markets. Positioning should take into account the
consumer values, the value that the individual consumer ascribes to a product (De Mooij, 2014), and
the perceived value of the product (DeSarbo, Jedidi, Sinha, 2001). The consumer values are related to
culture (Mooij, 2014).
Therefore, positioning is not what one is doing to the product. Positioning is what one is
communicating to capture the desired spot in the mind of the customer. Therefore, the product does
not necessarily have to be changed, but the secondary features like the name, the price and the
packing are changed to create a different appearance. Through these changes different expectations
are created. For example, by highlighting various product features, benefits and/or competitive
advantages in a clear way (Chowdhconsumerury, 2013). If positioning has such a strong influence on
how a consumer perceives an identical product, it can even be said that products can be differentiated
by communicating messages that other manufactures do not communicate even if they have exactly
the same basic product. In this way, other market segments can be targeted with the same product. If
one knows which values a consumer has, the positioning can be adjusted to create a certain
perception in the consumer’s mind. The consumer perceives a differentiated product, but actually only
the communication about the products’ features is different. With this knowledge, it can be said that
differentiation heavily leans on the use of advertising and promotion. When first choosing a customer
segment and adjusting the product positioning to this segment, one looks more to the demand side of
the market. First choosing a customer segment gives a more precise way of promoting and advertising
a product and has more of a merchandising strategy (Smith, 1956).
Clear positioning gives a solid base that creates a unified direction when it comes to consumer
communication. In this way, the customer relates certain distinctive features to a product (Aaker and
Shansby, 1982). The result of positioning is the successful creation of a customer-focused value
proposition, the perceived benefit according to the buyer, and gives the consumer or a target market a
reason to buy the product (Kotler, 2003; Kotler and Keller, 2009). By doing so, differentiation is made
on the basis of features that are important to the customers of the target group and give a distinctive
positioning for the product in the mind of the customers (Ansari, Economides, Ghosh, 1994).
Positioning should include distribution strategy, pricing strategy, advertising and sales promotion
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strategy, marketing strategy and the internet strategy. Positioning points out how the product is to be
positioned in the target segment. Therefore, positioning of the product is a core dimension of the
market-driven strategy and is essential in acquiring and sustaining great performance and success
(Cravens, Piercy, 2009). Measuring positioning can be done by asking consumers about the same
product while changing small features that give the product another appearance.
To illustrate positioning, three chocolate brands are chosen and their positioning strategies are
explained. All of these brands sell a similar product; chocolate. However, because of positioning the
brands attract totally different costumers. The three selected brands are ´Tony chocolonely´, ´Milka´
and ´Droste´. First, the brands will be sorted according to Porter’s generic strategies (2008). Tony
chocolonely and Milka both serve a broad market of consumers. Whereas Droste serves a narrow
market. Milka is cheap compared to Tony chocolonely. Thus, Milka is located in the cost leadership
category, Tony chocolonely in the product differentiation category, and Droste in the differentiation
focus category.
After deciding what the generic strategies of the brands are, we can focus more on the differences in
positioning and the different consumers that are attracted to the brands. Milka is associated with the
well-known ‘Purple cow’, the mixing of Milka with other Mondelēz brands like Oreo. Currently Milka is
focussing on tenderness. Their commercials are focussed on love and they sell very soft and cuddly
purple cow stuffed animals. The price range of Milka lies around €0,93 per 100g of milk chocolate in
The Netherlands (Albert Heijn, 2016). The main targeted segment by Milka is ‘families with children’.
Tony chocolonely has a different positioning; their portfolio has many exotic taste combinations like
passion fruit yoghurt and popcorn with coloured sprinkles. The brand focuses on slavery free
chocolate and against all customs, the pieces of chocolate in the bar are moulded into non-uniform
unevenly distributed pieces to show how the welfare in the world is distributed. A picture can be found
in appendix A. The price of Tony chocolonely is €1,47 per 100g of milk chocolate in The Netherlands
(Albert Heijn, 2016) and the targeted segment for Tony chocolonely is the welfare conscious
consumer. Droste has a totally different costumer segment than the other two brands. The
appearance of Droste is more old fashioned and posh. They sell their chocolate in pastilles not in bars.
Furthermore, they promote their chocolates as gifts and the price of 100g of milk chocolate is €0,98
(Albert Heijn, 2016). The targeted segment for Droste seems to be the older consumer who is looking
for a portion sized chocolate experience. To create an even clearer picture of the described brand,
pictures of the bars can be found in appendix A.
Summarizing, it can be said that positioning focuses on influencing the perceptions a targeted
consumer has of a product, not on the actual product. Positioning is done to capture a place in the
mind of the consumer by communicating a certain message. The communication is done by making
some key decisions when entering a market. These are concerning the distribution, price, advertising
and the appearance of the product and the package.

2.3 What aspects determine food adoption behaviour of consumers?
The term adoption is defined as ‘willingness to use a product’ (Karahanna, Straub, Chervany, 1999).
This individual process determines the diffusion of innovations (Rogers, 1983). Adoption refers to the
sub-process of a single individual deciding to adopt an innovation (Mehmood, Barbieri, Bonchi, 2015).
Understanding the dynamics of such a complex process is important for sociology and economics, as
well as business applications, especially in marketing (Mehmood, Barbieri, Bonchi, 2015).
Food adoption behaviour of consumers is a broad process, which is influenced by many different
aspects. Adoption of a food product is not only related to the food itself but also to the nature of the
social, economic and political environment in which food choices are made (Henson, 1995). When it
comes to food, consumers tend to be sceptical towards changes and evaluate new developments with
special attention (Klerck, Sweeney, 2007). It can be said that developments in the food industry are
the greatest concerns among consumers (Cardello, 2003). These concerns are caused by the fact that
food is actually ingested by the consumer (Rozin, 1996). It is proposed that the culture of a consumer
is of importance to the adoption behaviour. Thus, understanding the relationship between culture and
consumer food adoption behaviour is important (Craig, Douglas, 2006, Fox, 2001). Another aspect to
keep in mind is the fact that consumers do not ask for innovations, they ask for benefits of the
innovation like; good flavour, convenience or health benefits (Bruhn, 2007). For every group of
consumers these needs are different.
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Below an overview is given of all the aspects that are related to consumer food adoption behaviour
according to literature. These are organized in six categories, namely: products characteristics,
product expectations, biological factors, social cultural factors, situational factors and psychological
factors. The first two categories are proximal categories while these can be influenced by the
manufacturer, the other four categories are distal categories; they are a given by the market. Creating
the overview is done by searching in scientific literature with the following keywords ‘adoption’,
‘behaviour’, ‘consumers’, ‘attitude’, ‘food’ an ‘decision’. After reading the first few articles, a mind map
was created and all aspects where clustered into six categories. The article of Köster ‘Diversity in the
determinants of food choice: A psychological perspective’ (2009) was at the base of this mind map.
After creating this mind map more articles were searched with the same keywords and the references
of these articles where used to find more corresponding literature.

PROXIMAL
Product characteristics
The characteristics of a product are up to the manufacturer. These are the characteristics that a
consumer actually sees, smells or tastes. Besides the sensory characteristics: portion size, product
naturalness, the novel production methods (Kjærnes, Holm, Frewer, Trijp, 2006) and convenience
(Pieniak, Verbeke, Vanhonacker, Guerrero, Hersleth, 2009) can be influenced by the manufacturer
and are experienced by the consumer. Taste is considered the most important sensory feature (Food
Marketing Institute, 1998). Other sensory features that contribute to food preferences are texture,
colour, shape, size of the pieces and temperature (Asp, 1999).
Before eating, the consumer has to make a decision based on the looks of a product, in this way
he/she decides the quality. Aspects that are of importance before eating a product are the colour, the
portion size, the appearance and the information on the package. Information that is of use, is about
naturalness and novel production methods. During eating the consumer perceives a certain quality.
These experiences are of influence on food adoption behaviour (Ronteltap, Trijp, Renes, Frewer,
2007). After eating, a product is judged on taste, texture, smell and perceived quality (Grunert,
Bredahl, Scholderer, 2003). These product characteristics refer to physical characteristics of the
product (Steenkamp, 1990). Portion size is of influence on adoption behaviour. Men prefer bigger
portions whereas women prefer smaller portion sizes (Zylan, 1996). In the chapter biological there is
an elaborated explanation concerning the differences between genders.
When it comes to production methods, consumers usually do not know how a product is produced
when seeing or eating a product. The packaging or the food declaration informs them about it. It is
dependent on the production method if a consumer has a positive or negative attitude towards it. For
example, food irradiation is perceived as a negative novel production method (Hunt, Frewer,
Shepherd, 1999). Below an explanation concerning negative attitudes against novel production
methods is given. Another negative attitude in Europe concerning ingredients can be found towards
GMOs (Gaskell, Allum, Bauer, Durant, Allansdottir, Bonfadelli, 2000).
Concerning product characteristics, these aspects are of influence on consumer adoption behaviour
towards novel food products: appearance, smell, taste, texture, colour, shape, portion size, product
naturalness, (novel) production method, perceived quality, temperature, convenience and information
on the package.

Product expectations
Product expectations are formed by information (Beck, 1992) which is received through different
communication channels. These communication channels are the media, social media and the social
environment of consumers (Pickett-Baker, Ozaki, 2008). These create a certain degree of familiarity
with the products. This information is processed by individuals with a certain perception (Bargh,
Pietromonaco, 1982). Another aspect that influences product expectations is previous knowledge
(Bouyer, Bagdassarian, Chaabanne, Mullet, 2001) and expected health benefits (Rappaport, Peters,
Huff-Corzine, Downey, 1992). Communication affects the consumer expectations that will eventually
determine consumer’s intention to adopt novel food products (Ronteltap, et al., 2007). Communication
goes far beyond the exchange of facts (Frewer, Howard, Hedderley, Shepherd, 1999). The amount of
information influences the intention to adopt high-technology products (Ziamou, Ratneshwar, 2002).
The more information consumers receive concerning new products, the less uncertain they are,
especially when it is clear what a product does for a consumer (Ziamou, Ratneshwar, 2002). Putting
information on the label of foods that are produced with novel food processing technology creates a
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more positive attitude towards the product through perception of benefits (Deliza, Rosenthal, Silva,
2003).
Another aspect that plays a role in food adoption behaviour and is important in product expectations is
risk perception. It turns out that consumers who have knowledge about products have an increased
insight in risk perception (Bouyer, et al, 2001). Product expectations are further created by the
appearance of a product and the positioning of a brand (Aaker and Shansby, 1982). Appearance is
given by adding certain labels, using a certain colour of the package, a product name and claims on a
package and in the advertisement (Oliver, 1980, 1993). The pricing of a product is of influence on the
quality expectation, while expensive products are mostly premium in quality (Render, O'Connor, 1976,
Pieniak et al,. 2009). Choosing certain distribution channels also creates a certain product
expectation, when selling products in fine food shops a higher quality is expected (Oliver, 1980, 1993).
The following aspects regarding product expectation are of influence on adoption behaviour towards
novel food products: information, familiarity, previous knowledge, expected health benefits, information
on the label, risk perception, appearance of the product (adding labels, colour of the package, product
name, claims), positioning of the product or brand, product pricing and choice of distribution channel.

DISTAL
Biological factors
Gender is of influence when it comes to food adoption behaviour (Lien, Lytle, Komro, 2002). The
differences between the genders are of biological and societal origin. There is an obvious biological
difference that led to different cultural roles, societal expectations and eventually behaviour (Maccoby,
Jacklin, 1974). Health is recognized as one of the most important determinants of food choice
(Verbeke, 2008). However, research shows that women are more health conscious regarding their
food choices than men are (Turrel, 1997). Women live differently while traditionally they had the role
as the main provider in the household (Fagerli, Wandel, 1999), but even in single household’s women
act different when it comes to food consumption compared to men (Berg, 2005). Women consume
more fresh fruit, vegetables, and fish while men consume more bread, cereals, and meat. According to
Wardle, Haase, Steptoe, Nillapun, Jonwutiwes and Bellisie (2004) men do not really mean to eat
unhealthy but their food choices are a result of lower levels of concern about the health aspects of
their diet than women. Humans are attracted to sweet foods (Risvik, Rùdbotten, Veflen Olsen, 2006)
and gender influences taste, a preference for sweetness is a characteristic that is particularly
associated with women (Lupton, 1996). Looking at age it can be seen that children have preference
for sweet and energy dense foods (Liem, Mars, Graaf, 2004). When children grow up their taste
becomes more sophisticated and the sensory acuity gets less (Kamath, 1982). Men tend to choose
foods with a strong, rich taste, high colour intensity and chewier texture. Preferred portion size is also
different between the genders. Men prefer larger portions or items compared to women, while men are
more concerned with achieving fullness than women (Zylan, 1996). When people get older they are
more influenced by societal and family traditions, that are again influenced by gender (Ueland, 2007).
When it comes to biological factors, gender and age have to be measured while research shows that
they have an impact on the food adoption behaviour of consumers.

Social-cultural factors
Socio-demographic variables can explain food adoption behaviour. The variables that have to be
taken into account are socio-economic status, level of education, income, nationality and ethnicity
(Bouyer et al., 2001). Besides socio-demographic differences among consumers, cultures also differ.
Different cultures create different norms, values, beliefs, habits, religions and attitudes. Humans learn
what is edible through cultural transmission (Rozin, 2005).
Almost 75 years ago Dr. Margaret Mead described the relationship between culture and food habits.
She stated, “Food habits are seen as the culturally standardized set of behaviours in regard to food
manifested by individuals who have been reared within a given cultural tradition. These behaviours are
seen as systematically interrelated with other standardized behaviours in the same culture”. Culture
establishes people’s attitude towards food and thus affects food intakes (Kittler and Sucher, 1995).
This makes food choice learned behaviour (Köster, 2009). Of further importance is the social system
in which the innovation is introduced, collectivistic systems give different adoption behaviour than
individualistic cultures (Loebnitz, Bröring, 2015). It has even been stated that cultural factors are
perhaps the most powerful determinants which are of influence on the food we consume (Prescott,
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Bell, 1995). It is clear that the same sensory stimuli have diverse hedonic values in different cultures.
Besides that, disgust is also typically culturally bound. Desirable foods in one culture can aloof disgust
in another culture (Rappaport, Peters, Huff-Corzine, Downey, 1992). Thus, it is presumable that
consumer attitude is affected by culture (Albarracín, Johnson, Zanna 2005).
Religion is important for almost every culture and thus influences consumer behaviour. It is important
to note that only the degree of religiosity is important, not the kind of religion. When researching a few
controversial products, it was found that religion is indeed an indicator for offensiveness of these
products (Fam, Waller, Erdogan, 2004). Furthermore, research shows that religiosity and ethnicity are
the main drivers that influence the acceptance of new products. Specifically, religiosity and ethnicity
have a negative relationship with openness to change; stimulation, self-direction and hedonism and a
positive relationship with conservation value; traditions and conformity (Mansori, Sambasivan, MdSidin, 2015). Acceptance of products is affected by how closely the product’s concept conforms to the
customs, values, and behavioural patterns of a consumer (Kardes, Posavac, Cronley, Herr, 2008).
The ethnic and religious practices determine most of a person’s beliefs and norms. The importance of
religious value systems has been recognized in sociology and psychology for centuries (Noland,
2005). People who are very religious usually have a relatively higher level of motivation to avoid
uncertainty and change, and place a relatively low importance on expressing hedonistic desires, or
independence in thoughts and actions (Roccas, 2005). Ethnicity has a big influence on an individual’s
values and norms. Various interdisciplinary studies on the relationship between shopping behaviour
and ethnicity (Burton, 2002) have shown that ethnicity is an important predictor of human attitude and
plays a significant role in consumer behaviour (Pires, Stanton, 2000).
Within cultures sub-cultures arise. One of the reasons for sub-cultures is migration. Different subcultures have a different social identity and different lifestyles. Lifestyle determines how consumers
make food decisions (Senauer, Asp, Kinsey, 1991). Lifestyle describes how people seek to express
their identity, including in food selection. Migrants from other continents retain a part of their dietary
habits after moving to Europe. Their inherited gastronomic culture influences their attitude towards
food, and this attitude is influenced by dietary laws and food beliefs (Gilbert and Khokhar, 2008). If this
is the case for immigrants, it can be expected that inherited gastronomic culture also plays a role
within different European ethnicities. Another example of a sub-culture are ‘green’ or ‘alternative’
consumers, they have shown to be resistant to technological change (Bruhn, Schutz, Sommer, 1986)
and have greater concern about novel food technology (Bruhn, Schutz, Johns, Lamp, Stanford,
Steinbring, Wong, 1996). Besides, social identity is a determining factor in consumers’ new product
adoption behaviour and is related to (sub)-cultures (Bartels, Reinders, 2010).
When it comes to the social cultural aspects the following things are of importance when determining
food adoption behaviour: economic, political and social environment, inherited gastronomic culture,
socio-economic status, level of education, the social system, income, nationality, ethnicity, culture,
norms, values, beliefs, habits, behavioural patterns, religion, attitude, sub-culture, lifestyle and social
identity. Literature states that cultural factors and ethnicity are important predictors in consumer
behaviour.

Psychological factors
Food preferences play an important role in food selection because they are a result of physiological
and psychological development together with social experiences. The psychological factors are
among the strongest influences of what foods individuals eat (Lyman, 1989). This leads to a certain
degree of liking a food, and liked foods are those who are familiar and considered pleasant. Therefore,
food preferences predict current food consumption (Asp, 1999). Knowing this, it can be said that an
aspect that determines food adoption behaviour is past behaviour, memory, previous experience and
even intuition (Asp, 1999). Likeness can be influenced in a positive manner by giving information
about new technologies, clear statements about the safety and benefits and exposure to the produce
(Bruhn, 2007). Opposed to liking foods there is the disliking of foods and the rejection of them. This
behaviour occurs when foods are considered unpleasant or when they are unfamiliar and never been
tasted (Asp, 1999). A last factor to mention in psychological behaviour is a demonstrated willingness
to taste and/or consume foods that are novel (Terry, Tabor, 1990).
Seeing or smelling food already leads to gut feelings (Köster, 2009). Hence, most of our behaviour is
unconsciously and unintentionally learned (Köster, 2009). Some of them are even learned before or
just after we are born (Marlier, Schaal, Soussignan, 1998) and they are persistent for years (Nicklaus,
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Boggio, Chabanet, Issanchou, 2004). They influence our behaviour towards food we never tasted
explicitly (Haller, Rummel, Henneberg, Pollmer, Köster, 1999). This is not only limited to childhood but
occurs throughout the entire life (Møller, Wulff, Köster, 2004).
Food neophobia is another factor to consider, it is a personal characteristic that accounts for the great
variability among consumers in terms of their attitudes towards novel foods (Pliner, Hobden, 1992).
Food neophobia usually occurs when there is lack of familiarity with foods. This may be due to
regional non-availability, unusual familial food practices or religious and/or cultural taboos (Cardello,
Maller, Masor, Dubose, Edelman, 1985).
It is stated that the psychological factors are among the strongest influences on what individuals eat.
Literature shows that the following psychological factors are of importance when it comes to consumer
food adoption behaviour: food preferences, social experiences, food-liking, food neophobia, past
behaviour, memory, previous experience, intuition, familiarity, learned behaviour, regional nonavailability, unusual familial food practices, religious taboos and cultural taboos.

Situational factors
The last category to mention when talking about food adoption behaviour is the situation one is in.
Situations create a certain environment and this gives as a result certain attitudes and behaviour
(Ajzen, 1991). People are influenced by their environment, their access to information and knowledge,
their situation, availability of products, spirit of age, trust in institutions, trends and their socioeconomic background (Kjærnes, Holm, Frewer, Trijp, 2006). Spirit of age creates trends, when there is
a high concern about the environment consumers tend to be more aware of this fact (Kjærnes, Holm,
Frewer, Trijp, 2006). When a certain food trend arises the availability of these products is bigger and
influences the decisions individuals make (Sloan, 1994b).
Knowledge and expertise are consistently found to be important in the adoption behaviour of
consumers. Expertise increased consumers’ risk perception of a broad range of hazards (Bouyer et
al., 2001). Knowledge is found to have a positive effect on attitude (Siegrist, 1998). The perceptions of
risks play an important role in acceptance of novel food products (Cardello, 2003). This is not
surprising given the intimate relationship consumers have with food while it is ingested to the human
system (Rozin, 1996). Attitudes help us to make sense of and give meaning to our experiences and
received information. It has been shown that existing attitudes can affect the evaluation of new
information (Prislin, Wood, Pool, 1998).
Trust is one of the last important factors in the food industry, in the government, in regulatory
agencies, as well as in science. Consumers who have more trust in these institutions have shown to
be more accepting by novel food products and novel food technologies (Bord, O’Conner, 1990).
At this point in time there are improved production and transport facilities, together with the
international communication possibilities that lead to a better availability of products (Askegaard,
Madsen, 1998). Nowadays restrictions to local and seasonal availability of foodstuff are smaller since
the global transportation of food is easier (Böge, 1995). Even simple exposure leads to a subsequent
consumption of novel foods (Cardello et al, 1985).

Conclusion
Looking at the categories, different aspects seem to have an influence on adoption behaviour.
However, a few aspects stand out when it comes to food adoption behaviour. These are the sociodemographic aspects that are of influence, such as nationality, religion, age and gender. Other
individual consumer characteristics that contribute to food adoption behaviour are the level of food
neophobia, familiarity with the product, previous knowledge and exposure to the novel food product.
Looking at social cultural aspects, culture and ethnicity stand out as important predictors of food
adoption behaviour. However, ethnicity does not say anything about the degree of cultural
identification with the habits and customs belonging to that culture. When looking at the product itself,
(perceived) healthiness, environmental impact, price, the distribution channel, appearance, packaging,
communicated features and convenience are features that influence the adoption. Finally, looking at
social cultural features it seems that the economic and political environment are important just like the
social system one is living in.
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2.4 What gastronomic heritage can be identified in different European regions?
In the previous question it turned out that there are different features determining food adoption
behaviour. Individual consumers differ and while Europe consists of multiple countries that all have
their own identities and their own cultures, their gastronomic habits are inherited from their ancestors
and are different. From an anthropological and a sociology point of view, gastronomic culture can be
seen as a culinary order whose norms are spread among a certain group of people. Culture can be
seen as all that is ‘learned, shared and transmitted’ (Mennell, Murcott, Otterloo, 1992), this can be at
micro-level (family) till macro level (countries, regions, social classes). The distinction in the culinary
order is made by the categorization of what is edible and what is not from a social point of view (Rozin.
Fallon, 1980). Furthermore, other distinctions such as taste, the relationship between certain food
items and certain consumption situations, timing of meals and eating situations, the associations
concerning food products for example in terms of gender (Lyman, 1989) and the values attached to
food also contribute to constitute the gastronomic culture (Fischler,1990). To answer this question, the
food industry, the influence of the unification of Europe, the globalization trend and the similarities and
differences in Europe are described and it is discussed how they build or break gastronomic boarders.

Food industry
An important perspective for the food industry is understanding the differences between cultures in
likings for the sensory characteristics of food. Thus it is important to determine if the perception of food
characteristics such as tastes, flavours or mixtures differs between cultures, as these underlie the
differences in food preference (Prescott, Bell, 1995). Multinationals have detailed information
concerning product formulations in different markets for internal use and competitive matter to adapt
products towards one another. Changes occur in small steps to harmonise markets, cut costs and
rationalise marketing strategies (Risvik, Rùdbotten, Veflen Olsen, 2006). For consumer’s products get
familiar and available in different markets, although variation and choice is being reduced. Companies
are using the same receipts more and more but they have different positioning in different countries.
The usage of Coca-Cola in Greece and Norway may have very different explanations and meanings.
The global supermarket tends to increase the range of consumption possibilities to the extent that it
leads to increased differentiation due to the multiple possible ways of putting together an eating
pattern (Fischler, 1990).

Development European Union
In the early part of the last century the problem was to provide enough food for the European
population, in the second half of the last century the market was still production driven. Nowadays the
food market is market-driven, there is plenty of food and it has excellent quality. Besides that, food
costs only take up a small fraction of the household budget (CBS, 2014). Currently the economic
situations for most Europeans allow freedom of choice when it comes to food and opportunities for
choice are abundant. Furthermore, the collaboration in Europe has changed dramatically the last 50
years. The first connections across countries were built starting with the EEG after the Second World
War. Since 2008 the EU has welcomed the 28th member (EU, 2016). The internal market is now over
500 million people, probably the third biggest internal market in the world (Risvik, et al., 2006).
European unification works strongly towards a homogenisation of Europe, but it is unclear if this also
is the case for the contemporary diet. It is questioned whether there are strong needs for
geographically defined markets while homogeneous behaviours occur, or whether subculture
development across national borders may just as well replace the need for identity, which used to be
provided by national states. Still, the cultural differences continue to exist and will for a long time
represent a challenge for product developers and manufactures of food products.

Internationalization and globalization
In the age of internationalization and global exchange of communications and commodities the
traditional boundaries between countries fade in relative importance and other boundaries become
more important (Askegaard, Madsen, 1998). Cultural boundaries divided Europe into regions with
individual, although overlapping, historical backgrounds and different cultural systems. Regional
patterns are particularly relevant for food products. The understanding of cross-cultural dimensions
both positive and negative in food choice is critical, as Europe develops with national borders acting
as boundaries of cultural heritage, rather than physical boarders for exchange of foods and
information. With increasing migration of people, information and food, we often see bigger differences
between rural areas in countries. City areas are universally more alike (Risvik, et al., 2006). Therefore,
it is expected that the difference will be the biggest between rural areas in different European
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countries. To develop food for changing consumer demands and different markets is already a cultural
challenge of proportions (Risvik, et al., 2006).
Ilmonen (1990) emphasizes that the internationalization of our eating habits is mainly found at the
level of ingredients. In most cases existing categorizations and rules on what can be eaten with what
and when are more consistent. An example is the adoption of cappuccino by the Dutch. They drink it
at all times of the day when they would normally have had a normal coffee. In Italy, the native country
of cappuccino, the Italians only consume this in the morning. So, the cappuccino has become an
option in the Dutch food culture category of ‘coffee’, but it is not drunk ‘the Italian way’. Thus,
internationalization takes place on the level of elements leading towards a global choice of food
products and ingredients (Fischler, 1990). This phenomenon, together with the impact of migration on
food cultures, leads Mennell et al. (1992) to conclude in line with anthropologist Jack Goody: “The
existence of a world cuisine has become a reality. The development towards the internationalization of
eating habits and cuisines has been strongly facilitated by the growth of international food industries
and large-scale trade in food.” These ‘globalization trends’ are mostly represented by multinationals
like Nestle´, Coca-Cola and McDonalds, but this process could be seen as superficial.

Food culture
Food culture seems to become a domain that has a transnational character. A number of tendencies
towards internationalization can be found. On the other hand, there is substantial evidence from
several sources that food culture is one of the domains that changes slow among immigrant groups
(Mennell et al., 1992). This is to a large extent while food plays an essential role in many basic social
rituals and communicational patterns within families and other groups. Members of the same culture
and the same generation share a big commonality of meanings. They have learned to create and
understand situations in the same way. People immediately know how to eat alone or in the company
of family, friends or strangers. Many of the dishes that are liked the most when in the family circle or
when eating alone in front of the TV, are not served to our guests when an official dinner is organised.
There are seasonal dishes, national and regional specialties and global products. They are chosen to
suit the situation (Köster, Mojet, 2006). Food products help defining social situations. It is a category in
which one is, based on own criteria, capable of quickly judging various products, the way they are
cooked and presented as familiar or strange. Here, very strong habits and preferences are often
found. This creates a ‘relative stability’ that characterizes eating habits in different cultures
(Askegaard, Madsen, 1998). While in former times the local geographical conditions for the availability
of food items was important, regional patterns have traditionally been particularly relevant for food
products (Böge, 1995). Such regional patterns persist today even if modern distribution systems have
liberated local eating patterns from the constraints of climate. Obvious and important reasons for food
choice are dislikes and aversions, both are to some extent culturally learned (Risvik, et al., 2006). The
acceptance or non-acceptance of a product is determined by various beliefs and perceived features of
products, which are considered in food decision-making (Tuorila, 1997), and thus are involved in the
developmental process of preferences. Items that are considered inedible, such as insects, can evoke
strong disgust response when people imagine ingesting them. This socio-culturally learned defence
mechanism (Rozin, 1996) protects the body from contact with potentially harmful substances (Miller,
2004).

Food cultures within Europe
Within the European cultures there are different gastronomic heritages (Trichopoulou, Vasilopoulou,
Georga, Soukara and Dilis, 2006), and still the eating habits within European regions seem to be
different. When introducing new food products in the European market this has to be taken into
account (Trichopoulou, Soukara and Vasilopoulou, 2007). Until today Europe cannot be regarded as a
homogeneous food area, there are noticeable differences at national and even regional level in food
preferences, eating habits, attitudes and food-related behaviour (Askegaard and Madsen, 1998).
Cultural gastronomic heritage can be found by looking at traditional foods and has left its imprints on
contemporary dietary patterns (Trichopoulou, Soukara and Vasilopoulou, 2007). Dietary patterns used
to be heavily influenced by local availability of foods. Nowadays restrictions to local and seasonal
availability of foodstuff are smaller since the global transportation of food is easier (Böge, 1995).
Traditional cuisines were obviously very dependent on the natural resources available in the area.
However, in recent years there has been an explosion in the supply of food products in most markets.
Improved conditions of production and transport facilities, along with the international communication
possibilities, immigration and tourism, have caused changes in the majority of European food cultures.
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Following this logic, it makes sense that consumers in the heart of Europe have better access to
different cuisines, which may explain the high degree of cross-nationality here (Askegaard, Madsen,
1998).

Differences in European food cultures
The examples of strange food habits in cultures are many. Escargots, snake and horsemeat are
obvious. Although aloof differences do not have to be so obviously negative in order to be significant.
Sushi, olives and avocado represent subtler differences between European consumer groups based
both in tradition and speed of adaptation to the migrating food trends (Risvik, et al., 2006). Common
cultural food products include Coca-Cola, Champagne and French fries and increasingly foods like
olive oil, espresso coffee and Pata Negra hams from Spain. These products are commonly accepted
in larger segments, but originally represented small and local consumer markets. This shows that food
preference is a strongly culturally linked matter, where exposure and cultural status are important
factors for migration. Defining consumer segments and understanding cross-cultural dimensions in
food choice is a key issue in order to achieve successful product development (Risvik, et al., 2006).
One consequence of this for the food industry is that the market for any given product does not
necessarily lie within the boundaries of a country as it used to. Besides this, opportunities are found in
the marketing of traditional foods, from one country to a similar preference segment of consumers in
another. Commercialisation of traditional foods has also created quite considerable markets for
products like Parma Ham, Parmesan cheese, Aceto Balsamico and Pesto to mention a few from
northern Italy (Risvik, et al.,2006).
A basic explanation for the difference in attitude towards food consumption in western and southern
Europe can be found in the variety of weather conditions (Jordana, 2000). Because of this, the north
has a narrow range of agricultural crops and the south a big range of agricultural crops. Furthermore,
the gastronomic differences are greatly influenced by religion like the Protestantism that was
dominantly present in the north of Europe, which gave food the objective of being nutritious. Versus
the Roman Catholic Christianity in the south of Europe where eating was an important social matter
and thus prepared in a sophisticated way, with the objective to give pleasure to the consumer
(Norman, 2012). This splits Europe into two: the Lutheran restrictive attitude; ‘eat your food regardless
of whether you like it', and the more Latin attitude; ‘pleasure and image’ (Risvik, et al., 2006). At this
point in time homogeneity and heterogeneity is seen in European food markets in a different way.
Europe can be structured both by national and regional differences in terms of traditional cuisines, by
differences in infiltration globalization and creolization, as well as exposure to expatriate food
(Askegaard, Madsen, 1998). A difference is found in urban versus rural regions the difference of
Vienna towards the rest of Austria (Askegaard, Madsen, 1998). In the Europe of today differences are
just as big as or maybe even bigger than between Paris and rural France than between Paris and
Berlin (Risvik, et al., 2006). Another difference is found in central versus more peripheral nation-states
in terms of global cultural flows. For example, the extreme heterogeneity of Switzerland and Belgium
or the relative heterogeneity of Spain are striking (Risvik, et al., 2006). The last difference is that
between certain regions in countries like Bavaria and the rest of Germany or Wallonia and Flanders in
Belgium (Risvik, et al., 2006 & Askegaard, Madsen, 1998).
In the research of Askegaard (1993a) data are extracted from a European lifestyle survey from 1989.
An example from that database (Askegaard, 1993a) compares the binary choice of a preference for
either a meal consisting of one proper dish with meat and accompanying vegetables as opposed to a
meal with many small dishes. In such a comparison, a border between Latin European and AngloSaxon and Germanic food cultures becomes clearly visible. It is located between Germany and
France, running through the southern part of Belgium, northern France and western Switzerland.
North of this line there is an overwhelming preference for the ‘single dish’ meal, whereas south of the
line there is a general majority in favour of the ‘composite meal’. This finding corresponds to some of
the differences described by Kittler and Sucher (1989) under the categories of the food cultures of
‘Northern Europeans’, ‘Central Europeans’ and ‘Southern Europeans’.
Cultural boundaries dividing Europe in regions are found in very few reports, but in the report of
Askegaard and Madsen (1998) there is an overview of alike patterns in consumption. The patterns are
an empirical description of food-related behaviour and attitudes, and show greater similarities across
language boundaries than national borders. This led to 12 clusters where 7 are nation-states. The 12
clusters including seven nation-states, namely Denmark, Norway, Sweden, Portugal, Spain, Italy and
Greece. Also included are four transnational regions, namely the British Isles, the Netherlands and
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Flanders, France and the French-speaking part of Switzerland and finally the ‘Germanic area’ of
Germany, Austria and the rest of Switzerland. The last region included consists of Brussels, Wallonia
and Luxemburg, so this region is also fundamentally transnational. It is evident that the ‘peripheral
countries’ of the analysis tend to form individual clusters whereas the heart of the European continent
sees the formation of clusters across nation-states. This may be due to the fact that these regions are
more exposed to people from other food cultures and are therefore more often encouraged to try out
new things. National boundaries are of relatively great importance in the definition of the clusters. In
appendix B the European food map according to Askegaard and Madsen (1995) is found. According
to the United Nations (2010) Germany, The Netherlands belong to Western Europe and Italy and
Spain belong to southern Europe.

Conclusion
While the creation of the European Union, easier transport, globalisation and better communication
possibilities contribute to more unified eating patterns in Europe, Europeans still stick to their
gastronomic heritage. As stated before, Europe cannot be regarded as a homogeneous food area and
Europeans still have their own cultural identity. So defining consumer segments and understanding
cross-cultural dimensions in food choice is a key issue in order to achieve successful product
development (Risvik, et al., 2006). Differences at the national level as well as at a more regional level
in terms of food preferences, habits, food-related behaviour, and attitudes still exist. Acceptance or
non-acceptance of a novel food product is dependent on believes and perceived features of the
product. Determinants that turn out to be different in European consumers are taste, preferred
flavours, the consumption moments, gender roles and religion. These can only be measured by asking
the consumers opinion on this. The important thing to realize is that food culture still is a dominant
feature when it comes to food adoption behaviour. In the Europe of today differences between rural
and urban areas seem to be bigger and language boundaries are more important than country
boundaries. Cultural identity in these areas is encountered differently. But does adjusting positioning
to a certain nationality with a similar gastronomic heritage increase food adoption?

2.5 Conclusions based on literature
After literature research, key concepts are clear and important determinants concerning consumer
food adoption behaviour are selected.
The proposition ‘the differences in inherited gastronomic culture within Europe lead to different
behaviour in terms of novel food product adoption’ as made in chapter 1.2. is supported by literature
research. The literature research shows that Europe is not a homogeneous food area and Europeans
are still influenced by their gastronomic heritage when it comes to eating patterns. The difference in
western and southern Europe mainly lies in the reasons to eat: ‘to function’ or ‘to enjoy’. Most probably
this leads to a difference in convenience food use and the interest in food, interest in cooking and the
way of purchasing. The differences in inherited gastronomic are found in different countries, regions
within countries, languages areas within countries and in city versus rural areas.
The aspects of influence on the adoption of novel food products are: nationality, religion, age, gender,
cultural identity and importance of this to the consumer, level of food neophobia, familiarity with novel
food products, exposure to novel food products, previous knowledge of novel food products, perceived
healthiness of the novel food product, access to information concerning novel food products and
knowledge of environmental impact of novel food products. Familiarity with, exposure to and previous
knowledge of novel food products lead to higher adoption rates.
When talking about the key concept ‘novel food product’: ‘a food product which consumers are
unfamiliar with and that they have never tried before, that is intended to be ingested, excluding
pharmaceuticals, cosmetics and tobacco products’ is meant. It is important to realize that the novelty
lies in the eye of the beholder who in this case is the survey respondent. In this study positioning is
defined as the image that the consumer has of a product that is obtained through communication of
the manufacturer. Communication concerning positioning is done by making some key decisions when
entering a market. These concern the distribution, price, advertising and the appearance of the
product and the package. The aspects that are of influence will be measured though an online survey
that is filled out by European consumers. The methods used to do so are described in chapter 3.
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3. Methodology
3.1 Research strategy
The first part of the study was a literature study. Literature was retrieved from the library of
Wageningen University and from other scientific sources based on the Internet. In the orientation
phase, literature was found in digital and printed media, in order to be up to date about the latest
trends and innovations. This orientation phase provided a holistic view on the topic. The subjects
covered during the literature research were the following: novel food products, product positioning,
consumer food adoption behaviour and differences in gastronomic heritage in Europe. The literature
research provided a solid base for the methodology of the field research. The field research is
quantitative and is based on the literature research. To obtain a wide overall view, different
geographical areas will be studied. Even though in some European countries different languages are
spoken and distinctive regions exist, the level of measurement will be on country level and not on
language- or regional level. This should be done in separate research that is focussed on a single
country. It is also decided to not separate cities from rural areas. While this gives to much inaccuracy,
this also should be done in separate research that is focussed on a single country, or even a single
region. Background research shows that there is a difference between inherited gastronomic cultures,
so it is expected that a difference will also be found in the empirical research.
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3.2 Conceptual framework

Figure 2

Conceptual framework
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3.2.1 Conceptual framework explained
The framework is numbered accordingly to the survey that can be found in Appendix C. The numbers
with a ‘C’ in front refer to the questions asked repeatedly per novel food product. In this study the
adoption behaviour of novel food products is the dependent variable and is influenced by several
factors: positioning, culture, gastronomic heritage, demographics, perspective on novel food products
and adoption attitude.
Positioning leads to adoption behaviour mediated by adoption attitude. Adoption attitude interacts with
perspective on novel food products and gastronomic heritage, these interaction variables boost or
frustrate the adoption attitude. Culture is the mediating variable for perspective on novel food products
and gastronomic heritage. Lastly, there can be controlled with nationality for adoption attitude,
perspective on novel food products and gastronomic heritage.
According to literature (See chapter 2.7) demographics are an important variable. Furthermore, the
level of religiosity appears to be a strong predictor for novel food adoption behaviour, however the
type of religion is not of importance; the degree of religiosity is defining.
As said the mediating variable that influences adoption behaviour is adoption attitude. By measuring
the adoption level according to Rogers (1983) and testing the food neophobia level it can be seen
which how this influences adoption behaviour.
In the adoption attitude, all of the previous variables come together and give a picture of the
respondent and his/her attitude. Nevertheless, adoption attitude is not equal to the novel food product
adoption behaviour. When people have a positive adoption attitude towards novel food products, it
does not mean that they eat them. Thus, this is checked separately. By measuring all these aspects, it
can be determined how novel food product positioning leads to novel food product adoption behaviour.
In this way it can be determined if positioning of novel food products should be done differently in
European countries whereas culture and gastronomic heritage are different.
To answer the main question ‘How does product positioning influence the adoption behaviour of novel
food products of consumers considering the gastronomic heritage of different European regions?’.
It has to be kept in mind that the culture and gastronomic heritage influence how the positioning of a
novel food product is perceived, ultimately they influence the adoption attitude towards novel food
products.

24

3.3 Quantitative research design
3.3.1 Survey strategy
This research is focussed on getting a high response rate. To generate a higher response rate, the
survey will be short. According to Deutskens, De Ruyter, Wetzels and Oosterveld (2004) short surveys
generate higher response rates. They indicate that a short online survey should consist of
approximately 20 questions. However, the number of questions is not the restriction; time spend on
the survey will be the leading limitation. The survey will be conducted in Europe through the Internet
(E-mail, Twitter and Facebook) in the native language of the respondent. The master survey will be
developed in English and then translated into five languages (Dutch, French, Italian, German and
Spanish) using back-translation to make sure that the linguistic bias will be minimal (Brislin, 1970;
Maneesriwongul, Dixon, 2004). Nevertheless, even if linguistics will not give a bias, the cross-cultural
validity can still be doubted.
The survey will be presented as a quiz. After completing the survey, the respondents get a result
about their openness towards novel food products. In this way the survey will be more interactive. To
get the result of the respondent, the survey questions will be ranked according to a point system and
respondents will get results rating from ‘very open progressive and unattached to the inherited
gastronomic culture’ to ‘very conservative and attached to the inherited gastronomic culture’. These
ratings will not be based on scientific research while this is just an entertainment service towards the
respondent. Besides, these results are not of importance when it comes to the actual empirical
research. To prevent people from filling in the survey multiple times cookies were installed in the
respondent’s browser and there is asked if they fill the survey for the first time. While this approach is
not completely solid, it will prevent the majority of respondents of filling in the survey more than once.
To generate a higher response rate, the respondent can share his or her result on his Facebook
timeline. To thank the respondent, they will get a discount code to order in the Jimini’s and the
Seamore webshop. But, to prevent poor completion and poor response quality of the survey this will
not be mentioned at the beginning of the survey.
The respondent opinion measurement will be done on a 7-point Likert scale. Where 1 stands for
‘strongly disagree’, 2 stands for ‘disagree’, 3 stand for ‘slightly disagree’, 4 stands for ‘neither disagree
or agree’, 5 stand for ‘slightly agree’, 6 stands for ‘agree’ and 7 stands for ‘strongly agree’.

3.3.2 Survey development
As mentioned before, the time the respondent spends on the survey has to be as short as possible.
This will be done by asking key questions only. The aspects mentioned in figure 2; ‘conceptual
framework’ are leading when developing the survey. The survey questions are understandable and
can be answered in a convenient way by the respondent and attention is paid to the graphical design.
In appendix C the survey as the respondent has seen it, is displayed.
The following structure is used when creating the survey. First the demographics concerning the
respondent are asked, asking these creates a clear picture of the respondent and literature stated that
these variables are of influence on adoption behaviour. Ethnicity is not asked while this does not say
anything about the degree of cultural identification with the habits and customs belonging to that ethnic
culture. The social cultural factors are not asked while these can be obtained from other sources.
Hereafter, a set of questions regarding culture and gastronomic heritage are asked. The questions
cover the value a respondent puts on his/her gastronomic heritage, the importance of health and
environment and the engagement when it comes to food. The respondent can fill his or her opinion on
a 7-point scale ranging from 1; strongly disagree until 7; strongly agree. Following this, the level of
religiosity is asked while this of major importance when it comes to food adoption behaviour.
In order to keep the respondent as unbiased as possible before asking questions concerning judging
novel food products, the questions about different products are asked at this point. Concerning the
product questions, the choice is made to ask the consumer about three specific food products namely:
whole seasoned insects which can be eaten as an appetizer, energy bars with cricket flower and algae
that are presented as pasta. As they represent the most common ways to present a novel food
product: the whole product as it is, the whole product as a substitute of another product and as an
ingredient in a food product. After measuring this, results will deliver insights in food adoption
behaviour of certain consumer segments concerning novel food products in different regions. The
three products are presented in three ways: only the image, the image with information concerning the
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novel food (ingredient) and the image with information concerning the nutritional value. The images
will be asked in this order, to prevent that the respondent thinks that he/she sees the same image.
For every product the familiarity with the novel food product is only asked once, as a novelty-check.
While the novelty of a product lies in the eye of the respondent. The other five questions are asked
again with every image. Using this set of questions will give insight in the perspective of the consumer
on novel food products, the adoption attitude towards novel food products and the adoption behaviour
when it comes to novel food products. This will be tested with yes/no answering possibilities and again
tested on a 7-point scale ranging from 1; strongly disagree until 7; strongly agree. Furthermore, price
is asked and the consumer can fill in a price ranging from €0,10 to €10,00. To test the respondents’
knowledge and to see which position the novel food product currently has in the mind of the
respondent concerning the environment and health, these questions are also asked in this part of the
survey. Convenience will not be an aspect while all the products chosen are convenient foods.
After the set of questions used for the products, the food neophobia level is tested using five questions
of the food neophobia scale (Pliner, Hobden, 1992). To get an image of how the different European
nationalities rank on this feature, the last part of the survey asks the respondent to value (once more
on a 7-point scale) his/her attitude towards novel food products.
The aspects are selected while they are measurable, easy-to-interpret and clearly imaginable for the
respondent in an online survey. The survey results will deliver insight in different customer segments
within Europe and their adoption behaviour when it comes to novel food products. These results give a
base to see how culture, demographics, attitude, culture and adoption attitude are linked to adoption
behaviour. Being aware of these facts gives a departure point when choosing a way of positioning that
suits the objective that a company sets when introducing a novel food product in the different
European markets. This may eventually even generate a higher success rate when it comes to the
adoption of novel food products.

3.3.3 Statistics
The statistical analysis was based on the conceptual model as described in chapter 3.2. The boxes
demographics, culture and gastronomic heritage (questions 3-14) were analysed by using data
exploration to get insight in the difference in general differences per nationality. To see if the
differences were significant between the countries an independent Kruskal Wallis test was used. In
this way it can be determined whether the medians of two or more groups differ in these data sets and
it can be seen if the hypothesis can be rejected or accepted.
Familiarity with algae and insects (question C1) was tested with an one-way ANOVA. The difference in
adoption behaviour of novel the food products (question C2) among the different nationalities was
tested with RM-MANOVA (repeated measures). To test the adoption attitude of different nationalities
(question C3-C4) again a RM-MANOVA was used.
To test the reliability and intern consistency of the novel food and food neophobia sets of questions
(15-24) a reliability analysis with factor analysis was done. This was done for one confirmative factor,
in this case food neophobia and novel food.
The results of these sets of questions were used to measure the perspective on novel food products.
Each factor had a set of 5 different questions. Analysing the novel food and food neophobia questions
per nationality was done using MANOVA to see if there are significant differences between
nationalities. To see if there was a difference per nationality in novel food consumption after the
adding of information (question C2) again a RM-MANOVA was done.
Lastly, the influence of nationality (question 2) and gastronomic heritage (questions 5 and 9) on
adoption behaviour (question C2) was tested by using an MANOVA.
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4. Results
In this chapter the sub-questions designed for empirical research (chapter 1.3.2) are answered. In total
582 respondents filled in the survey. Only respondents from Germany, Spain, France, Italy and the
Netherlands were taken into account because more than 40 people from these countries filled in the
survey. In total these were 477 respondents (38% men, 61% women; ages ranging from 15 to 63
years old, M=28.28, SD=9.07; normally distributed). Every respondent filled in the survey only one
time.
Table 1
Germany
Spain
France
Italy
Netherlands

Descriptive statistics of respondents
N
% of total
Male (%)
82
17
29
42
9
33
40
8
48
47
10
57
268
56
37

Female (%)
71
77
52
43
63

4.1 General characteristics
A Kruskal Wallis test was used to see where the significant differences for the nationalities were found.
Questions were ranked from 1 to 7; 1 meaning ‘strongly disagree’, 2 meaning ‘disagree’, 3 meaning
‘slightly disagree’, 4 meaning ‘neither disagree nor agree’, 5 meaning ‘slightly agree’, 6 meaning
‘agree’ and 7 meaning ‘strongly agree’.

4.1.1 Visualized means of general characteristics that differ significantly per nationality
In order to answer the sub-question ‘To what extent does nationality influence adoption of novel food
products?’ the factors are checked by one or multiple questions in the survey. To summarize the
significant different results from the piece of text below figure 3 gives an overview over the different
means per nationality that differ significantly. In the following text this is explained into detail.

7
6
5
4
3
2
1
‘The gastronomic ‘I think that my I often eat ready- I often buy food
online'
culture that
eating habits meals (at least 3
times a week)'
belongs to my
follow the
nationality is traditional diet of
important to me’ my nationality’
NED

Figure 3

GER

ITA

FRA

I am religious'

ESP

Significantly different means visualized per nationality.

27

4.1.2 Detailed overview in differences in general characteristics per nationality
Gastronomic heritage
The answer to the question ‘The gastronomic culture that belongs to my nationality is important to me’
shows a slight difference between western and southern Europe. The German (M=4.29, SD=1.55) and
Dutch (M=3.72, SD=1.55) respondents differ from the other respondents, with the Dutch respondents
putting the least value on their cultural heritage. The Spanish respondents ‘agree’ with this proposition
(M=5.66, SD=1.43). The Italian (M=6.28, SD=1.02) and French (M=6.50, SD=0.72) respondents put a
lot of weight on their gastronomic heritage. The independent Kruskal Wallis test shows that there is a
significant difference (H=.000, p<.05) between the nationalities when it comes to the value that they
put on their gastronomic culture.
The answer to the question ‘I think that my eating habits follow the traditional diet of my nationality’
shows again that there is a difference between the countries. The Dutch (M=3.23, SD=1.50)
respondents do not eat according to their traditional dietary habits at all. Like the German (M=3.55,
SD=1.50) respondents. The French (M=4.70, SD=1.16) and Spanish (M=4.98, SD=1.49) respondents
slightly follow the traditional eating habits. Italians (M=5.36, SD=1.13) say that they eat in the most
traditional way compared to the other nationalities. The independent Kruskal Wallis test shows that
there is a significant difference (H=.000, p<.05) between the nationalities when it comes to eating
according to their gastronomic heritage.

Health concerns
People perceive their health as important, and there are no noticeable differences between the
countries. Italians see their health as the most important (M=6.53, SD=0.69), French respondents see
their health as the least important (M=6.33, SD=0.80). The independent Kruskal Wallis test shows that
there is no significant difference (H=673.000, p>.05) between the nationalities when it comes to the
importance of their own health.

Environmental concerns
France (M=6.33, SD=0.86), Italy (M=6.32, SD=0.81) and Germany (M=6.22, SD=0.77) score higher on
this topic, on average a sustainable and live-able environment is very important to them. Then the
Netherlands (M=6.10, SD=0.89) and Spain (M=6.10, SD=1.00) score alike on this subject but for the
Netherlands the standard deviation is smaller. The independent Kruskal Wallis test shows that there is
no significant difference (H=277.000, p>.05) between the nationalities when it comes to the
importance of a sustainable and live-able environment

Interest in food
Respondents from all countries are interested in food. There are small differences when looking at the
countries, (Spain M=6.17, SD=1.00, the Netherlands M=6.01, SD=1.03, France M=6.00, SD=1.13,
Italy M=5.94, SD=1.11, Germany M=5.71, SD=1.07) but not when comparing southern and western
Europe. The independent Kruskal Wallis test shows that there is no significant difference (H=63.000,
p>.05) between the nationalities when it comes to interest in food.

Attitude towards cooking and convenience food use
On average, respondents from all nationalities like to cook their food. Spanish (M=5.32, SD=1.88) and
French (M=5.33, SD=1.73) respondents have the least fun when doing so and Dutch (M=5.64,
SD=1.27), German (M=5.50, SD1=1.38) and Italian (M=5.47, SD=1.61) seem to enjoy cooking their
food the most. The independent Kruskal Wallis test shows that there is no significant difference
(H=901.000, p>.05) between the nationalities when it comes to enjoy cooking.
Dutch respondents (M=1.64, SD=1.09) are the smallest consumers of ready-meals, there is a notable
difference when looking at their use of ready-meals in comparison to the other nationalities. The
German respondents (M=2.60, SD=1.55) are placed second when it comes to eating ready meals.
Spanish respondents (M=3.00, SD=1.83) are eating ready-meals the most often. French (M=2.98,
SD=1.97) and Italian (M=2.79, SD=1.81) respondents fill the gap between the German and Spanish
respondents. The independent Kruskal Wallis test shows that there is a significant difference (H=.000,
p<.05) between the nationalities when it comes to eating ready meals often.
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Comparing the answers to the previous question to this question shows that they are aligned. Dutch
respondents enjoy cooking the most and eat the least ready meals. Spanish and French respondents
do not enjoy cooking that much and eat the most ready meals.

Purchasing habits
For all nationalities buying food in a specialized shop seems to be more of an exception. French
respondents (M=3.60, SD=1.63) on average do purchase more food in specialized shops, but
differences are minimal while Italian (M=3.45, SD=1.56), Spanish (M=3.39, SD=1.55), Dutch (M=3.22,
SD=1.69) and German (M=3.13, SD=1.57) do not differ that much. It can be seen that there is a
difference between western and southern Europe. But the independent Kruskal Wallis test shows that
there is no significant difference (H=441.000, p>.05) between the nationalities when it comes to buying
food in specialized shops.
Buying food online still more an exception, except for French respondents (M=3.13, SD=2.20)
although there is quite a substantial difference between the French respondents. After the French
respondents, Dutch respondents (M=1.94, SD=1.47) are the biggest online food purchasers. However,
Spanish (M=1.68, SD=1.27), German (M=1.60, SD=1.17) and Italian (M=1.51, SD=1.00) respondents
follow shortly after the Dutch respondents. It looks like this is only in line for the French respondents
with buying food in specialized shops. The independent Kruskal Wallis test shows that there is a
significant difference (H=.000, p<.05) between the nationalities when it comes to buying food online.
It can be seen that French respondents most often buy their food at different channels than the
supermarket.

Religiosity
Overall the majority of the respondents are not religious. The difference between the southern (Italy
M=2.68, SD=1.96, Spain M=2.61, SD=1.99) and western European (German M=2.37, SD=1.84,
France M=2.03, SD=1.63) nationalities is not crystal clear. A clear difference is seen with the Dutch
and French respondents (M=1.91, SD=1.49) are the least religious. The independent Kruskal Wallis
test (H=31.000, p<.05) shows that there is a significant difference between the Dutch and French
respondents and the other nationalities when it comes to being religious.
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4.2 Nationality, gastronomic heritage and adoption of novel food products
4.2.1 Familiarity with algae or insects
Familiarity was one of the factors important for food adoption behaviour according to literature. By
using a one-way ANOVA the difference in familiarity per nationality is checked. Sub-question ‘To what
extent does nationality influence adoption of novel food products?’ is partly answered with this test.
Respondents were asked to answer how familiar they are with insects or algae. Value 0 was
unfamiliar, value 1 was familiar. In table 2 means and standard deviations per nationality are reported.
Table 2

GER

One-way ANOVA; Familiarity with insects and algae for all nationalities.
Algae
Insects
N
M
SD
M
SD
82
0,35
0,48
0,49
0,50

ESP

42

0,12

0,33

0,40

0,50

FR

40

0,83

0,39

0,68

0,47

IT

47

0,15

0,36

0,28

0,45

NL

267

0,54

0,50

0,29

0,46

Total

477

0,46

0,50

0,37

0,48

A difference between nationalities was found when it comes to familiarity with insects as food
F(4)=20.49, p < .05, the significance for this test was p=.000. The Germans, Spanish and the Italian
respondents were unfamiliar with insects as food, for Dutch and definitely for the French respondents
insects are more known as a food source.
A difference between nationalities was found when it comes to familiarity with algae as food F(4)=7.88,
p < .05, the significance for this test was p=.000. Italian, Dutch and Spanish respondents are
unfamiliar with the algae as a food source, just like a small majority of the German respondents. The
only group known with algae as food are the French respondents.
Comparing the level of novelty of insects compared to algae it can be said that both products are novel
to the majority of the respondents 46% knows insects as a food source, 37% knows algae as a food
source. Looking at the F-values there is bigger differences between nationalities on familiarity with
insects F(4)=20.49, p < .05 then for algae F(4)=7.88, p < .05. On average the products are not that
novel to the French respondents and insects are not a novel food source to the majority of the Dutch
respondents.

4.2.2 Nationality, food neophobia level and perspective on novel food products.
In order to answer the sub-question ‘To what extent does nationality influence adoption of novel food
products?’ multivariate analysis is used. Analysing these questions gives the respondents perspective
on novel food products.
Table 3

GER

Multivariate analysis; food neophobia level and perspective on novel food products.
Novel food
Neophobia
M
SD
N
M
SD
82
16,40
5,28
21,61
5,57

ESP

42

14,67

5,24

22,41

4,67

FR

40

11,08

5,26

23,63

6,42

IT

47

14,17

4,74

20,17

6,99

NL

268

15,08

4,99

21,45

5,81

Total

479

14,85

5,20

21,61

5,89

Score of 7
Score of 35
Score of 7
Score of 35

Not neophobic at all
Very neophobic (total score)
Very unknown with novel food products (negative)
Very known with novel food products (positive)
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In table 3 the differences between nationalities when it comes to food neophobia level and the
perspective on novel food products are shown. Between-subject analysis shows that there is a
significant difference (F(4)=7.863, p=.000, eta²=0,062) between the nationalities when it comes to food
neophobia level. French (M=11.08, SD=5.26) differ significantly from the other respondents. The
German respondents (M=16.40, SD=5.28) are the most neophobic, followed by the Dutch (M=15.08,
SD=4.99), Spanish (M=14.67, SD=5.24) and then Italian (M=14.17, SD=4.47) respondents. French
respondents (M=11.08, SD=5.26) are the least neophobic with a difference of 5.32 points out of 35
from German respondents.
When it comes to familiarity, knowledge, openness and exposure towards novel food products (thus,
the perspective on novel food products) between subject analysis shows that there is no significant
difference (F(4)=2.146, p=.074, eta²=0,018) between the nationalities.
Table 3 shows that French respondents are the most known with novel foods (M=23.63, SD=6.42),
followed by Spanish (M=22.41, SD=4.67) respondents, then Germans (M=21.61, SD=5.57) and Dutch
(M=21.45, SD=5.81) respondents and lastly Italians (M=20.17, SD=6.99). They are the most unfamiliar
and hesitant with novel food products.

4.2.3 Reliability Analysis of perspective on novel food products questions
To test the reliability of the questionnaire a confirmative factor analysis on the results of the neophobia
and novel food questions was done. According to literature research these are two factors are of
importance for the novel food adoption behaviour of consumers. Sub-question ‘To what extent does
nationality influence adoption of novel food products?’ is partly answered with this test. The sets of five
questions for neophobia has a Cronbach alpha of α =.715, the set of five questions for novel food has
a Cronbach alpha of α =.846. The Cronbach alpha is higher than α =.700 which means the they can
be seen as one scale.
When deleting questions the Cronbach’s alpha only rises α =.006 (neophobia) and α =.019 (novel
food). While these differences are rather small, the choice is made to not delete any questions in this
part to boost the reliability of the research, while the reliably is already good enough.
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4.3 Information on sustainability, health and adoption of novel food products
4.3.1 Between-Subjects effects information on sustainability, health and adoption attitude
To partly answer the sub-question ‘To what extent does gastronomic heritage influence adoption
behaviour of novel food products?’ a repeated measures MANOVA on how adoption attitude changed
after providing information on sustainability and health was done.
Table 4
Source

Univariate between-subjects effects on adoption attitude
Measure
df
F
p
eta²

Insects and health
Insects and
environment
Nationality
Algae and health
Algae and
environment

4

5.581

.000

.045

4

5.607

.000

.045

4

3.362

.010

.028

4

3.035

.017

.025

The results in table 4 are obtained through a repeated measures MANOVA test. Looking at table 4
were univariate between-subjects effects are shown, it can be seen that there is a difference for the
adoption attitude of novel food products and nationality has a significant influence. The significance is
higher for insects than for algae. However, the effect is weak while the partial squared eta explains
less than 5% of the variance.

4.3.2 Descriptive statistics of information on sustainability and health
A repeated measures MANOVA test was conducted to see how information had an influence on the
attitude of different nationalities concerning perceived healthiness and environment for both novel
foods. This to answer the sub-question ‘To what extent does information, on sustainability and health
benefits, influence adoption behaviour of novel food products?’ nationalities and total scores are
compared per nationality. Dutch respondents are used a reference and got score 0.
The first time no information was given, the second-time information about health benefits was given,
the third-time information about environmental benefits was given. Nationalities differ significantly in
their opinion on health and environmental benefits for both novel foods before and after providing
information (F(16) = 3.51, p=.000, eta²= .029).
Mauchly's Test of Sphericity indicated that the assumption of sphericity has been violated, for all
cases. Insect and health gave this result χ2(2) = 119.404, p = .000, insects and environment gave this
result χ2(2) = 431.120, p = .000, algae and health gave this result χ2(2) = 90.548, p = .000, and algae
and environment gave this result χ2(2) = 299.227, p = .000. For this reason, the Huynh-Feldt test was
used to see which influence adding information had.
Furthermore, adding information has a significant effect on every sub-test looking at the overall scores.
As shown in table 5.
Table 5

RM-Manova Huynh-Feldt; how does adding information influences
df
F
p
Insects and health
1.65
175.69
.000
Insects and environment
1.26
128.11
.000
Algae and health
1.72
77.48
.000
Algae and environment
1.38
72.62
.000

attitude
eta²
.270
.213
.140
.133

However, this effect is only significantly different (F(6.12)=3.3.10, p=0.001, eta²=.027) for the
interaction between all nationalities and insects and health after adding the information.
Looking more into detail between the nationalities the following is observed. As a starting point the
respondents have a positive opinion (M =4.77, SD=1.15) when it comes to insects specified on health.
For the health benefits of eating insects there is a positive difference in judgement after providing extra
information (M=5.84, SD=1.19). In these results, it is interesting to see how a positive effect for health
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occurs when information is provided about sustainability (M=5.39, M=5.84, SD=1.21, SD=1.19). It
could be that respondents link healthy food with sustainability. Comparing the other nationalities to the
Dutch respondents shows that Italian respondents differ significantly at all times (p=.001, .019, .038,
eta²= .024, .012, .009) their opinion is more negative.
Looking at the respondents opinion they have a more positive opinion when it comes to environment
concerning insects (M =4.96, SD=1.37). For the environmental benefits of eating insects there is a
positive difference in judgement after providing extra information (M=5.97, SD=1.19). In these results,
it is interesting to see how a positive effect for sustainability occurs when information is provided about
health (M=4.96, M=5.92, SD=1.37, SD=1.19), but the effect is rather small on sustainability when
information about sustainability is given (M=5.92, M=5.97, SD=1.19, SD=1.19). Comparing the other
nationalities to the Dutch respondents shows that Spanish (p=.019, .001, .032, eta²= .012, .023, .010)
and German (p=.005, .001, .000, eta²= .016, .022, .026) respondents differ significantly, at all times
their opinion is more negative. The French respondents (p=.028, eta²= .010) have a significantly more
positive opinion concerning health compared to Dutch respondents before providing information on
health.
Looking at the respondents opinion they have a more positive towards the health benefits of algae
(M=5.47, SD=1.13) compared to insects (M =4.77, SD=1.15). Providing more information gives a more
positive attitude towards algae (M=6.09, SD=0.98) compared to insects (M=5.47, SD=1.13). An
increase in perceived health is seen when providing information (M=5.47, M=5.79, SD=1.13,
SD=1.04). Again, providing information about sustainability gives an increase in perceived health
(M=5.79, M=6.09, SD=1.04, SD=0.98). Comparing the other nationalities to the Dutch respondents
gives a difference for the German (p=.048, eta²= .008) and French (p=.031, eta²= .010) respondents
without providing information. When providing information about health the attitude of French
respondents (p=.015, eta²= .012) towards health differs significantly from the Dutch respondents.
When providing information about sustainability the attitude of German respondents (p=.008, eta²=
.015) differs significantly from the Dutch respondents. In both cases the German respondents are
more negative the French respondents are more positive.
Lastly the opinion about algae after providing information for sustainability was asked. Without
providing information the attitude towards algae and environment (M=5.36, SD=1.18) is more positive
than for insects (M=4.96, SD=1.37), at the two other moments this is equal. For this question providing
information about health gives a better score for the environmental judgement of the respondents
(M=5.36, M=5.92, SD=1.18, SD=1.08). The increase for judgement for algae and environment after
providing information on sustainability is small (M=5.92, M=5.97, SD=1.08, SD=1.09). Comparing the
other nationalities towards the Dutch respondents the French respondents are significantly (p=.020,
eta²= .011) more positive than the Dutch respondents before providing information. Again, the German
respondents are more negative than the Dutch respondents concerning their opinion on environmental
benefits for both health and sustainability (p=.004, p=.003, eta²= .017, eta²=.018) concerning algae.
It can be concluded that the opinions of different nationalities are positive when it comes to novel food
products concerning the environment and health. There is only one mean (M=3.95, SD=1.64) for the
Spanish respondents that scores under 4. After providing the respondents with information about the
positive environmental effects of insects and algae or the possible health benefits of these food
sources their opinion changed in a positive way. When providing all of the information, the attitude
towards insects gets more positive compared to algae.
A trend that is spotted is that the Dutch respondents and French respondents are the most positive
after all the information is provided. The German respondents are the most sceptical towards the
presented novel food products, followed by the Spanish respondents. The Italians respondents differ a
lot in their opinions, no clear trend can be discovered. Analysing the answers after giving more
information about algae, a difference is spotted the French respondents are more positive about
algae, but also the Spanish respondents seem to accept algae better than they accept the insects.
Italian and German respondents have a more negative attitude towards the consumption of algae.
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4.4 Nationality, information on sustainability and health, and adoption behaviour
In order to answer the sub-questions ‘To what extent does nationality influence adoption of novel food
products?’ and ‘To what extent does information, on sustainability and health benefits, influence
adoption behaviour of novel food products?’ a MANOVA was performed.
Table 6

Results between subjects-test MANOVA for different nationalities.
df
F
p
Insects no information
4
7.88
.000
Insects information about health
4
8.75
.000
Insects information about environment 4
7.96
.000
Average for insects
4
8.20
.000
Algae no information
4
6.11
.000
Algae information about health
4
4.56
.001
Algae information about environment
4
2.64
.033
Average for algae
4
4.44
.011
Total
4
6.32
.006

Eta2
.062
.069
.063
.065
.049
.037
.022
.036
.051

The results of a between subjects-test after a MANOVA show that there is a significant difference for
the eating or not eating of novel foods between nationalities. This is different for insects than for algae,
table 6 shows a higher F-value and stronger significance for insects than for algae. A trend that can be
spotted is that when more information is given there is a more positive attitude towards eating novel
foods.
Exploring the data when looking at the mean and standard deviation shows that there is a difference,
this can be seen in table 6. When exploring the data with a multiple comparison post hoc Tukey per
variable and per nationality it becomes clear that the nationalities are the significantly different when it
comes to eating insects in comparison to the eating of algae.
Without information, the French respondents are more positive towards the eating of insects (M=0.80,
SD=0.41), than German (Mdifference=.40, p=.000), Spanish (Mdifference=.51, p=.000), Italian (Mdifference=.44,
p=.000) and Dutch (Mdifference=.27, p=.011) respondents. Furthermore, Spanish respondents are
significantly different and more negative than Dutch respondents (Mdifference=-.25., p=.021).
When providing information about health for insects there is a significant difference between the
French (M=.73, SD=0.45) and German (Mdifference=.36, p=.001), and the French and Spanish
(Mdifference=.46, p=.000) respondents. French respondents are again more willing to eat insects.
Furthermore, there is a difference between the Dutch respondents (M=.59, SD=.049) and all
nationalities were only the French (Mdifference=,-.30, p=.034) are more willing to consume insects, the
Italians (Mdifference=.30, p=.034), German (Mdifference=.23, p=.002) and Spanish (Mdifference=.33, p=.000)
respondents are more negative.
When providing information about the environment for the insects there is a significant difference
between the French (M=.78, SD=.42) and German (Mdifference=.36., p=.001), and French and Spanish
(Mdifference=.49, p=.000) respondents where the French are again more willing to eat insects. Compared
to the German (Mdifference=.20, p=.012.) and Spanish (Mdifference=.32, p=.001) respondents Dutch
respondents (M=.61, SD=.49) are more willing to eat insects. In this case Spanish (Mdifference=.29,
p=.041) respondents are less willing to eat insects compared to Italians (M=.57, SD=.50).
For algae opinions per nationality are less divers. Without providing information the French (Mdifference=.30, p=.001), and Italian (Mdifference=.-25, p=.006), respondents are significantly more positive than the
Dutch respondent (M=.60, SD=.49), in this case the Dutch respondents are the most negative
respondents.
When information about the health benefits of algae is provided only French respondents (M difference=.28, p=.076), are significantly more positive then Dutch respondents (M=.65, SD=.48), who are again
the most negative respondents.
When providing information about the environmental benefits of algae no significant differences occur.
The most positive respondents are the French (M=.88, SD=.34) the most negative respondents are
the Dutch (M=.70, SD=.46).
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The trend that is spotted is that the opinions of the nationalities are more divers when it comes to the
eating of algae (F(4)=4.44, p=.011, eta2=.036) compared to the eating of insects (F(4)=8.20, p=.000,
eta2=.065).
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5. Discussion
In this chapter, the results found in chapter 4 are explained and interpretation is made. Furthermore,
findings and several insinuations are made. The proposition made at the start of the report that: ‘The
differences in inherited gastronomic culture within Europe lead to different behaviour in terms of novel
food product adoption’ can be confirmed looking at the results in chapter 4. This was expected before
starting the research. Thus, when introducing a novel food product in the European market, every
European nation should be seen as a different market and has to be approached in a suitable way
keeping several factors in mind. The statistical tests chosen in chapter 4 answer the empirical
research sub-questions that can be found in chapter 1.3.2 Statistical research and interpretation of
these results led to the creation of a new conceptual model that can be found below (chapter 5.3.).
The data obtained through the questionnaire gave very clear results concerning the addition of
information about health and sustainability and measuring attitude after the addition of this information.
Looking at the algae tagliatelle and seasoned edible insects, it can be seen that they can take a
different position in the consumers mind. This could be because of the product category they are in
and their moment of use. The algae tagliatelle can be put in the same product categories as ‘pasta’
and starch substitute in the mind of the consumer. When it comes to the seasoned insects this is more
difficult while it can be said they are savoury snacks but they do not look like a known savoury snack.
With keeping these differences in mind a very cautious and highly debatable statement concerning
positioning can be given when looking at these two novel food products. Below a critical review of the
quality of the methods and outcomes of the research is given.

5.1 Reviewing the quality of the methods and outcomes of the research, does it
reflect reality?
Respondents
Looking at the respondents it can be seen the male/female-ratio is 38% to 61% and that there is a
normal distribution in age for all countries. After analysing the answers, a selection bias for the French
respondents is found. This could be explained by the fact that most of them were acquired through the
French edible insect brand Jimini’s and they already had a positive attitude towards the novel foods,
by the fact that they probably know more about novel foods and that the information is not new to
them. The bias of the French respondents is very clear when looking at the answers of how familiar
they are with the product: 83% of the respondents knows the insects as a food source. For French
respondents increasing information gave a smaller rise in positive attitude than this did for the other
nationalities, while they are already familiar with edible insects. Because of this selection bias the
results for France are possibly to positive and maybe even general results can give a more accurate
reflection of reality when it comes to attitudes towards novel food products.
A slight selection bias for the Italian respondents could be possible, but this is not noticeable in the
final results. When it comes to the Italian respondents it is important to take into account that the
Italian respondents are mostly (ex-)Wageningen University students. One has to keep in mind that the
respondents of the survey are recruited by the author of this report and are mostly young higher
educated people. A part of the foreign respondents are students of Wageningen University and/or
involved in the (sustainable) food business.

Ready meals
When looking at the question about ready-meals it is important to discuss what a ready-meal is. For
the author of this report a ready-meal is a meal that you buy in the supermarket and that only has to
be heated in a microwave, unless if it is a ready-to-eat salad. But respondents could think of a readymeal to be a fast-food dish. Or even a dish that is ready when you get home cooked by someone else.
This question could have a low cross-cultural validity because of translation and interpretation.
However, when comparing the question ‘I often eat ready meals (at least 3 times a week)’ with ‘I enjoy
cooking’. Dutch respondents are in line with answering these two questions, they like cooking a lot and
do not buy ready-meals that often. For Spanish respondents, this is exactly the other way around, they
do not enjoy cooking that much and eat a lot of ready-meals. The answers of the German respondents
differ from each other on the one hand they do enjoy cooking but on the other hand they do eat readymeals a bit more often. But, consuming a lot of ready-meals does not mean that one does not enjoy
cooking. Using this question as a control question is not 100% accurate. It could be because of a lack
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of time; one enjoys cooking but buys ready-meals. Another factor could be; one hates cooking, but
never buys ready meals while they are too expensive and there is a lack of money.
So, the southern countries are less interested in cooking but they do think their traditional eating habits
are more important. The fact that they are cooking more often could lead to the fact that they have less
fun in cooking. The answers to this question show that the interpretation is probably right.

False experienced bug in the questionnaire
Some respondents thought there was a bug in the survey, while they saw the same picture 3 times,
they did not see the extra textual information that appeared in this part of the survey. It could be that
they filled out the questions in a similar way or even filled out the questions more negative in this part
while they were annoyed by the returning of the same questions, or did not take them serious at all,
this could bend the results slightly.

Order of survey
For every respondent, the questions were in the same order. The questionnaire can be found in
appendix C. First insects, then algae, first information about health then about the environment. This
could explain the more positive attitude towards algae. While they already saw that the novel food
product insects where good for the environment and has health benefits and they were in a more
positive vibe when judging algae after providing more information. But, results differ significantly
between these two products.

Vegetarianism and food neophobia
The questionnaire did not ask if the respondents were vegetarian or vegan. Vegetarianism or even
veganism could explain the fact that the respondents would prefer eating algae instead of the eating of
insects, while it remains unclear if insects are an acceptable food source for vegetarian or vegan
respondents. The German respondents pointed out the fact that they could not notify that they were
vegetarian/vegan, it turns out that some vegan/vegetarian consumers have the same attitude towards
insects as they have towards meat. So they will not eat insects. This could explain the fact that the
German respondents seem to be more neophobic when it comes to food. It can be doubted if the
result that says that the German respondents are the most neophobic, is true.

Algae
The fact that the algae look like tagliatelle could lead to a more positive attitude and more willingness
to eat this novel food product compared to the insects. It looks like a familiar product to consumers
and it is easy to imagine how to use this in a meal. For the Italian respondents this could be the case
looking at their more positive attitude and this could be explained by their love for pasta.

Does the empirical research reflect reality?
Overall, the empirical research is more most probably more positive than reality but it does reflect
reality quite well. Especially for the Netherlands (N=267) and Germany(N=82) who had a high
response rate. When taking into account that the French are most probably a less positive about
insects then the respondents in this research. The Germans are positive towards novel food products
but do not eat animal products that much; there is a considerable vegan and vegetarian trend within
Germany (Senthilingam, 2017). Considering the results and looking critical to the factors the following
new conceptual framework is made.
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5.2 Comparing expectations, literature research and explanation of the results of
the empirical research
The empirical research was based on the conceptual framework constructed up on literature research.
Looking at empirical research, the aspects described as in chapter 3.2 lead to different adoption rates
when it comes to novel food products.
It seems that the less weight the respondents put on their cultural heritage the less the respondents
eat according to their traditional dietary eating habits. This is in line with the expectations at the start of
the research and the findings in literature when comparing western to southern Europe. Italians seem
to be the most conservative when it comes to their eating habits and they eat accordingly to their
gastronomic heritage. Dutch respondents seem to be the most detached from their gastronomic
heritage and do not eat according to their gastronomic heritage. Concerning France, it is interesting to
see how they put a lot of weight on their cultural heritage when it comes to food, but they do not follow
their traditional eating habits. These differences in-between countries are significant, the differences
occur between the western and southern European countries. No significant differences between
countries occurred in how interested respondents are in cooking, how much they like to cook their
food, or how they value their health or the environment. Significant differences occur in buying food
online, French respondents buy food online more than the other nationalities and differ significant from
the rest. This because of the selection bias as explained later on in this chapter. The purchasing
behaviour of food is not taken into account while this can be explained because of the selection bias.
The Dutch respondents differ significantly from the other four nationalities when it comes to the eating
of ready-meals, they eat the least of them.
Age is an important factor according to literature, but is not taken into account in this research since
most respondents were aged 20-30. According to literature, religion is a predictor for the eating of
novel food products (as mentioned in chapter 2) looking at the results from the empirical research this
can be linked. Italians are the most religious and the most conservative eaters they also put the most
weight on their eating habits. It is found that French and Dutch respondents are the least religious. For
the Dutch respondents, besides the Dutch respondents are not attached to their gastronomic heritage
and are open to novel food products. The French are not religious at all but, they put quite some value
on their gastronomic heritage. Though they are open towards novel food products. These results point
into the direction that religion is a stronger predictor towards a positive attitude to novel food products
than the value put on and sticking to the eating habits of the inherited gastronomic culture. Lastly,
gender does not seem to be a predictor for novel food acceptance according to empirical research.
However, the number of respondents was too small to state a very clear conclusion for this factor.
The adoption behaviour of novel foods differs significantly per nationality. However, nationality is no
factor when it comes to familiarity, knowledge, openness and exposure towards novel food products.
The food neophobia level does differ per nationality. The Germans are the most neophobic, but this
can probably be explained by this question ‘I am very particular about the foods I eat.’ and the fact that
German respondents gave the feedback that they would not eat insects when they are vegan or
vegetarian. These people are probably very particular about the food they eat while they do not eat
animal products. The fact that the German respondents are the most neophobic, could possibly be
linked with the sceptical attitude towards the eating of insects. The French respondents are the
significantly less neophobic compared to the other nationalities. Again, the selection bias must be kept
in mind.
When treating all respondents as one group the attitude gets more positive after providing information
about the health and environment benefits of the novel food products. As a starting point the attitude is
positive. Comparing attitudes towards insects and algae it shows that there is a bigger difference
between and in-between countries in the acceptation of insects. When it comes to insects people are
very positive or very negative, when it comes to algae people are a bit positive of a bit negative. The
trend that is spotted is that Italians are always the most negative when it comes to novel foods,
followed by the Germans who are often negative. The French respondents are always the most
positive respondents for both novel foods.
Looking at concrete results for the attitude towards eating insects or algae, German and Spanish
consumers will not be the first to eat insects, French and Dutch consumers will. Italian consumers
change their opinion from not eating insects to eating insects after providing information. These
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differences are significantly different when information is added, adding information has a positive
influence on the adoption attitude and the actual adoption of novel food products. French and Italian
consumers are significantly more positive when it comes to eating algae without providing information.
After providing information all of the nationalities have a positive attitude towards eating algae. These
results can be explained with the lack of familiarity with entomophagy for Germans, Spanish and
Italian consumers and the lack of familiarity on the eating of algae of Italians, Spanish and Dutch
consumers. When looking at all nationalities, less than 50% is familiar with these novel foods.
The French respondents seem to be the most familiar with novel food products, again probably
because of the selection bias. The Dutch respondents follow the French as the most familiar with
novel foods. It may be interesting to mention that these countries are the most open to eat insects.
When it comes to eating algae French and Italian respondents are the most positive. Even though the
Italian respondents are not familiar with the eating of algae. The other respondents adopt a more
positive attitude towards novel food products when more information is provided about the health
benefits and the environmental benefits of these products. Looking at these findings it can be said that
providing information and educating people about novel foods is very important. Looking at the
obtained results, influence of the provision of information is measured more clearly then positioning.
Another interesting finding is to see how the empirical results show that sustainability is linked in a
positive way with health. This could be because most sustainable food brands also focus on healthy
food.
When it comes to positioning of novel food products; French consumers are the most open and most
adopting in products that look different than familiar food products, the Dutch consumers are the most
similar to the French consumers although their level of adoption is a bit less. Italian consumers are the
least adopting when it comes to novel food products. German consumers are the most sceptical and
critical consumers. It looks like the Spanish consumers are not ready at all for novel food products.
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5.3 New conceptual framework

Figure 4

New conceptual framework
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5.3.1 New conceptual framework explained
The new conceptual framework is made with the new insights retrieved after empirical research. The
conceptual framework is simplified and can be used for future research on this topic. Factors that did
not differ significantly or only differed significantly because of a selection bias are left out, just like
factors that are not of importance for novel food adoption behaviour. The larger the words, the more
important they are as factors, and vice versa.
The adoption behaviour of novel food products is the dependent variable and is influenced by the
independent variable positioning. In this model characteristics is the interacting variable, it boosts or
frustrates the adoption attitude. The control variable for characteristics is demographics.
The mediating variable for adoption behaviour and positioning is adoption attitude. The arrow runs
through and not around the box, while adoption behaviour always is influenced by adoption attitude.
The control variable for adoption attitude is demographics. For both cases demographics need to be
checked to see how the respondent distribution looks like.
The question that can be answered with this framework is ‘How does positioning influence the
adoption behaviour of novel food products of consumers considering the gastronomic heritage of
different European regions?’.
Except for new research, it is suggested to have a look at the framework above when thinking of
whether or not to enter a certain market.
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6. Conclusions and recommendations
6.1. Conclusion
The main question asked at the start of this report was: How does product positioning influence the
adoption behaviour of novel food products of consumers considering the gastronomic heritage of
different European regions?.
The literature research discussed in chapter 2 showed that Europe is not a homogeneous food area
and Europeans are still influenced by their gastronomic heritage when it comes to their food choices.
This statement made by Askengaard et. al (1998) is supported by the empirical research done for this
report. The different aspects that are of influence according to the literature research were analysed
with empirical research. Looking at the importance of gastronomic culture, empirical findings are in line
with literature just as the level of interest in food. When comparing the south of Europe with the
western European countries, it can be seen that the southern countries are more conservative when it
comes to their food habits. The findings of how much the eating habits meet the inherited gastronomy
are also in line with literature. This research illustrates that even after almost 20 years after the
research of Askengaard et. al (1998), a period of further globalization and the fading of European
boundaries, there is still a difference in eating culture in the western (‘to function’) and the southern
European countries (‘to enjoy’).
Different European nationalities have different inherited gastronomic cultures and put different value
on their gastronomic heritage. The different nationalities accept novel food products in a different way
so it can be said that nationality does have an influence on the acceptance of novel food products and
that there is a difference between southern and western Europe. This research shows that people in
France are adopting when it comes to novel food products followed by people in the Netherlands.
Positioning is a key factor according to literature. However, in the questionnaire it was found that
providing information was of major importance. It was found that providing extra information has a
bigger influence for the adoption behaviour of insects than it has for algae. European countries are
divided more when it comes to the eating of insects than when it comes to the eating of algae, this
applies for in-between the countries as well as within the countries. When providing the pieces of
information in the survey concerning health and environmental benefits, attitude changes in a positive
way for both novel food products but the increase in positive attitude is bigger for insects then for
algae. This shows the importance of education and access to positive information when it comes to
novel food products. Looking at the way the novel food products are presented, one as pasta and thus
as part of a meal, the other as a savoury snack, it can be indicated that positioning and moment of use
could have an influence.
In chapter 2 the concept ‘novel food product’ was framed as ‘a food product which consumers are
unfamiliar with and that they have never tried before, that is intended to be ingested, excluding
pharmaceuticals, cosmetics and tobacco products’. It turns out that algae are more novel than insects
to consumers. The French respondents seem to be the most familiar with novel food products,
followed by the Dutch respondents. It is interesting to see that these countries are the most open to
eat insects. When it comes to eating algae French and Italian respondents are the most positive. Even
though the Italian respondents are not familiar with the eating of algae. The other respondents get
more positive towards novel food products when more information is provided about the health
benefits and the environmental benefits of the products. Looking at these findings it can be said that
providing information and educating people about novel foods is very important.
The proposition made at the start of the report that: ‘The differences in inherited gastronomic culture
within Europe lead to different behaviour in terms of novel food product adoption’ can be confirmed.
And thus, when introducing a novel food product in the European market, every European nation
should be considered a different market and has to be approached in a corresponding manner. A right
positioning strategy is important to reach the consumer, while they react different to differently
positioned product. Without providing information they are more positive towards products that look
like a familiar product. But, it should be kept in mind that even more important than positioning is
education.
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It appears that the most attractive markets to start with the introduction of novel food products are
France, followed by the Netherlands and Germany. Italy is slightly open to these products when
educated in the right way and when the products looks like a familiar product. The empirical research
shows that Spain is not ready for these kinds of novel foods.

6.2 Limitations
The limitations in this research can mainly be found in the recruitment of respondents as discussed in
chapter 4. Furthermore, the dropout rate of the survey is unknown, so there is no view on how much
respondents did not complete the survey. The substantial number of respondents, especially from the
Netherlands and Germany, led to a reliable comparison of these countries. The understanding of the
provided information and the experienced bug in the survey could have lead to less serious answering
of the survey. Lastly, it could be the case that after providing the information about health and
sustainability some respondents were rather stubborn and did not want to change their opinion the
novel food products.

6.3 Recommendations for future research
The aim of this research was to see if there was a difference between European countries when it
comes to novel food adoption behaviour. Respondents did not taste samples, but filled in an online
survey with information concerning the novel food products, so they did not experience the
organoleptic properties and thus could not give a full accurate opinion. In an ideal world, every
respondent would taste the same samples and fill out the questionnaire completely, whist being
provided with personal attention and clear instructions.
For future research, it is recommended to test rural versus urban areas and the differences in
multilingual countries. These where not tested now and in literature research it was stated that cultural
differences appear between rural and urban area’s and within multilingual countries. Furthermore, indepth research is needed to get a detailed insight on how positioning exactly influences adoption
behaviour. This can be done by asking for nationality and showing almost alike products with varying
attributes. In this way, a conjoint analysis can be done and these results can then be compared per
nationality. Attributes for novel foods can be: price, distribution channel, the appearance of the
product, appearance the package, way of processing of the product (whole food, partly processed,
totally processed), recognisability of the novel food (ingredient), convenience and moment of
consumption.
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Appendix A

Described chocolate brands

Tony chocolonely milk chocolate bar. Retrieved from http://www.tonyschocolonely.com/onzechocolade/classics/ on 25 October 2016.

Tony chocolonely milk chocolate bar; unevenly divided. Retrieved from
http://www.tonyschocolonely.com/over-ons/onze-geschiedenis/ on 25 October 2016.

Milka milk chocolate bar. Retrieved from http://www.ah.nl/producten/product/wi1408/milka-tabletalpenmelk on 25 October 2016.

Droste milk chocolate pastilles. Retrieved from
http://www.ah.nl/producten/product/wi232920/droste-pastilles-melk on 25 October 2016.
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Appendix B

European food map according to Askegaard and Madsen (1998)
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Appendix C

Survey (in English)
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