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Executive Summary

The Food Standards Agency (FSA) aims to be a modern and accountable regulator. As part of
this, the FSA is considering how labelling can support the public health and consumer protection
agenda. As a result, the FSA aims to understand if, and how (when they do) people use food
labels to make consumer choices. In order to prepare for this rapid review, the search strategy
adopted involved entering specific terms (for example nutritional labelling, eco labelling, health
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claims) as well as more general terms (behavioural change methods, behavioural change
techniques, food labelling) into Google Scholar, Web of Science, ResearchGate, as well as the
FSA webpages. This generated over 450,000 articles. To reduce this to a manageable set of
articles, and to focus the review on empirical work, the sample was further reduced based on
titles and abstracts, so that the review only included empirical studies and meta-analyses (years
between 2000 to 2021). Moreover, the authors of this review have expertise in several core areas
of this review, which was applied to the filtering process so that the most relevant empirical
findings were included. Importantly, studies included were those which focused on labelling as a
behaviour change intervention, rather than from a food safety/transparency perspective(for
instance, in relation to best before or use by dates). The conclusions about labelling are in the
context of the current labelling and policy landscape.  The review does not consider the question
of how food information can be developed and deployed alongside other interventions in future to
better influence consumer behaviour.

This rapid review addresses four questions: (1) What impact (if any) does food labelling have on
consumer decision-making? (2) What are the most persuasive aspects of food labelling that
impact consumer decision-making? (2a) What are the reasons behind the persuasiveness of
some food labelling to change behaviour? (2b) Which factors limit the persuasiveness of food
labelling on behaviour change? 

To contextualise the empirical findings that have been reviewed, the early part of this review
provides details of core psychological research and theoretical insights for understanding
consumer behaviour. In order to understand the potential impact of labelling, it is important to
establish what the consumer landscape is when making food purchasing decisions (for example
what people typically attend to, how long they have to attend to food labelling information, their
shopping habits), and what the key motivational drivers are for making these decisions. In
addition, it is important to establish the theoretical basis of behavioural change, and what claims
are made, along with the techniques used to encourage behavioural change. In the language of
behavioural change, labelling is a form of information provision. Informed by behavioural change
theories, the rationale for treating labelling as a behavioural change intervention is that by
providing decision-makers with a succinct and easy to process symbol that encapsulates core
information, this can out-compete other information in the informational environment so as to
persuade a choice in a predictable and beneficial direction. For example, presenting nutritional
details of a food product in the form of traffic lights from red (indicating unhealthy) to green
(indicating healthy) is designed to help decision-makers to gauge the nutritional value of food
products, so as to select the products that are healthiest. 

In the main, the answers to the four central questions that the findings from the reviewed literature
addressed are as follows:

(1) What impact (if any) does food labelling have on consumer decision-making? In laboratory
and field studies which approximate real life consumer experiences, the role that food labels play
in persuading decision-makers choices is limited. A subsidiary question that this finding raises is,
why is food labelling limited in its persuasive value? Based on the work reviewed, there are five
reasons: a) decision-makers are trading off all other information on food products against price,
value for money, and quality, which are consistently the most salient information that impacts
consumer food choices; b) the informational profile of any food item contains a multitude of
information and multiple labels that compete with marketing information for the most salient space
on the front of packaging; c) if extended out to other food consumption environments (for example
takeaways, lunch time canteens, restaurants), decision-makers’ selection of food from menus is
driven by social factors that take precedent over factors communicated in food labels (for
example sustainability, calorific content) and other information on menus; d) consumers struggle
to interpret specific labelling information, either because there is ambiguity in what the labels
communicate, or because consumers have varied interpretations of what the labels mean, e)
there are a multitude of labelling elements contained on any single prepackaged food product,



and consumers are time efficient in the amount of attention they dedicate to reading labels, which
is why they likely focus on the most salient information (for example price, brand, promotional
offers).

(2) What are the most persuasive aspects of food labelling that impact consumer decision-
making? Given that the findings addressing question 1 suggest that in the main food labelling (for
example nutritional content, sustainable consumption) has limited behavioural impact, this has
implications for answering question 2 and 2a. What the findings reveal is that, when studied under
artificial laboratory conditions, food labels can be instructive in directing behavioural change. For
instance, traffic light labelling methods that indicate the nutritional value of food items can be
shown to inform hypothetical food choices (for example, that is, after presentation of a traffic light
system, compared to before, people change towards more nutritional options). However, these
findings rarely generalise to real world shopping contexts. Nonetheless, when surveyed, people
report on aspects of food labels that could be improved, such as making them uniform across
products, and standardised across countries. For instance, the range of labelling that is referred
to in the literature, and that consumers take to collectively mean sustainable or environmentally
friendly include: “eco-friendly”, “environmental safety”, “recyclable”, “biodegradable”, “ozone-
friendly”, “carbon-trust”, “low-pesticides”, “fair-trade”, “animal-welfare”, “organic”, “free-range”. For
each term there are different labels included on food products, each of which have different
associations with regards to sustainable consumption. 

(2a) What are the reasons behind the persuasiveness of some food labelling to change
behaviour? In the reviewed work, which includes meta-analytic studies, systematic reviews, as
well as individual empirical studies examining the direct impact of a particular label on consumer
behaviour, findings all point to the fact that: a) food labelling does not reliably generate
behavioural change in real world decision contexts, outside of laborary context (where this is also
unreliable), and outside of labels carrying information about price, brand, promotional offers.
Therefore, the reason that labels on food products have any persuasive function in influencing
consumer choice behaviour primarily concerns information that informs economic decisions (for
example price, value for money, and quality). Moreover, where other food labels are persuasive,
they inform consumer choices for particular groups of consumers (for example, safety related
labelling such as allergens for food hypersensitive consumers). All of this points to a general
conclusion that consumer choices concerning food are motivated primarily by economic factors,
and where safety is a concern (for example food allergens).   

(2b) Which factors limit the persuasiveness of food labelling on behaviour change? The range of
factors that present barriers to the persuasive function of food labels can be divided into those
that generalise across the food labelling landscape, and those that are specific to particular types
of food labels. As discussed, labels that contain information that informs economic decisions (for
example price, value for money, and quality) are highly persuasive. This means that other labels
that inform the consumer about the nutritional content, health claims, sustainability, and safety of
food products competes with information consumers priortise when making choices regarding
food consumption. This also extends to front of pack information, particularly promotional offers,
branding, and other marketing methods that are shown to be highly persuasive. 

In conclusion, any effort to promote healthy, safe and sustainable diets requires acceptance of
the limitations of food labelling to substantively perform a behavioural change function. That is,
food labelling alone is unlikely to lead to any substantive changes in behaviour for the reason that
in any consumer context, a multitude of factors will inform a consumer’s choice behaviour, along
with the broader contextual factors (for example social values, cultural norms, socio-economic
circumstances). Efforts to promote healthy, safe and sustainable diets require a significant co-
ordinated effort from multiple disciplines and use of multiple interventions (i.e. choice-preserving
(behavioural change interventions) and choice-incentivising (typical regulatory instruments)). This
is not to say that there is no role for food labelling, for instance when it comes to food safety, their
function is to communicate essential details and so the priority should be on devising the most
accessible ways of communicating such details of consequence. Moreover, the quality of food



labels is likely to become an even more important consideration for the future, given the probable
use of recommender and automated decision-support systems which will require accurate labels
to aid consumer decision-making. 

Consumer Shopping Behaviour: Contextual
Factors

1. The total available information that in principle consumers are faced with when shopping
2. The average amount of time that shoppers direct towards information that informs their

consumer decisions
3. New informational sources available to consumers that they use to inform their choices 

Without first outlining these background factors and how they impact consumer choice behaviour,
any understanding of the impact of any particular label on pre-packed food items cannot be fully
understood.  

Informational Landscape: Any given pre-packaged food product on a supermarket shelf (or
online) contains a multitude of information on the front and back of the packet . The requirements
generally are that a pre-packaged food product contains the following: 1) Name of the food; 2)
List of ingredients; 3) Allergen information, 4) Quantitative declaration of ingredients (displayed as
%) ; 5) Net quantity; 6) Storage conditions  and date labelling (for example best before date/use
by date) ; 7) Name and address of manufacturer; 8) Country of origin or place of provenance ; 9)
Nutritional declaration (displayed as %); 10) Additional labelling requirements (for example for
certain foods details about the presence of sweeteners needs to be included). 

Along with this, there are also formatting requirements[6]  prescribed in law for the information
presented on the packaging. Without taking into account additional marketing information [7]
(for example nutrient claims, [for example “high fibre” or “rich in omega 3], premium offer
promotions, and celebrity endorsements), and price, and other additional labels (for example
carbon emissions), based only on the labelling information listed in the previous paragraph, a
consumer selecting a pre-packaged food product will be presented with ten pieces of information.

Frequency/volume of decisions: Another factor to take into account is the scale of food choices
a consumer faces in an average week. This can be considered by the proportion of time buying
food that is consumed at home, and the remainder that involves consumption outside of the
home. In the 2000s, for individual consumers in the UK, eating out accounts for 30% of food
expenditure in an average week (eating out on average 3 times per week), with the rest
accounted for by food shopping stores (for example supermarkets) . Put another way, during this
period over a quarter (27.1%) of adults and one fifth (19.0%) of children ate meals out once per
week or more. One fifth of adults (21.1%) and children (21.0%) ate take-away meals at home
once per week or more . From 2008-2012, a quarter of UK adults ate out once a week or more
often , and more recent figures for 2016 suggest that 39% of UK adults reporting eating out at
least once a week  . Thus, this gives some indication of the proportion of time spent purchasing
and consuming food outside of the home, though food purchasing in the UK is still primarily
oriented for consumption in the home. 

Currently, with figures relating to 2019, an average weekly shopping basket contains
approximately 33 staple items  (note that in other studies this is estimated at 57 items ), although



this of course excludes smaller shopping trips that people now make during the week outside of a
large weekly shop.

Figures also indicate that people spend on average (in bricks and mortar supermarkets) 41
minutes  (down from an estimated 47 minutes in 2012-2013)  in an average weekly shop
(comparable with the US – 43 minutes ), and approximately 38 minutes online [8].

From this, it is then possible to determine some estimate of the average length of time that
consumers will spend making a decision about a given food item they will purchase; accepting the
fact that they will be somewhat inaccurate given various factors.

A conservative estimate then, taking some of the aforementioned factors into account, and
estimated decision times, is approximately 9 to 17 seconds, with a grand average of 12 seconds.
For a comparison, recent estimates for decision times on selecting food items during online
weekly shopping purchases is 5-10 seconds.

A conservative estimate will be that 80% of the food items will be pre-packed   ; which may mean
slightly longer decision times and other practical aspects. This means that, based only on Food
Information Regulations 2014 (FIR) and Retained EU Law (REUL) Regulation (EU) No 1169/2011
on the provision of food information to consumers (EU, FIC), along with policy areas that regulate
food safety (Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, DEFRA), there are
approximately 10 items of information that will appear on the packaging (excluding price, and
other marketing information). The consumer would therefore have approximately 1 second to
process each item of information. Cognitively, this implies encoding, translating, and integrating
each item of information with each other item of information . Evidence  suggests that top two
most salient factors that consumers attend to when making the purchasing decisions are price
and quality. 

Unplanned spending: One important area of research in the domain of shopping behaviour,
whilst popular in the academic community (computer science, psychology, business
management), but somewhat ignored outside of this, is the role that shopping lists play in
determining what is bought, and how much more is bought outside of what is on the list9. This
may seem somewhat tangential to the main focus of this report, but this area of work reveals two
critical aspects that account for consumer shopping behaviour –  without lists people use in-store
products as memory cues of items they need, and that promotional offers play a critical role in
informing the decisions people make about what to buy.

The incentives of any large food business operator, such as a supermarket, is to increase the
time spent in the store, and increase time spent travelling across aisles to maximise the likelihood
of exposure to more products, so as to purchase more items.

For this reason, work in the domain of unplanned purchases provides critical insights into the
volume of unplanned items bought, and in turn, the marketing and advertising mechanisms that
lead to this. The food industry is oriented toward innovating the ways it can increase sales, and
work on planned and unplanned purchasing shows that, without a shopping list, a consumer will
make many unplanned purchases. The factors that lead to this are highly driven by promotional
offers that gain consumer’s attention. In addition, an emerging trend that is gaining in uptake by
consumers is in-store smart phone use    , which in turn informs their choice behaviours. Smart
phone use often accompanies choices because this too is where consumers seek out promotions
and coupons to determine offers that present value for money and which can be used to reduce
the overall costs of their weekly shopping. Moreover, supermarkets are also utilising smart
phones to increase the efficiency of shopping, and even replace typical cashier tills.

Why does all this matter? This work matters because all these contextual factors need to be
understood in the context of the informational landscape that the consumer faces while carrying
out their food shops. Several tactical in-store mechanisms (and online) are being used to



encourage consumers to attend more to price critical information, which we already know from
other work [20] is one of the most salient pieces of information that guides their choice behaviour.

Summary: Why do this kind of analysis? We need to consider what information is  required to
appear on pre-packed food items, and realistically consider the amount of available time people
have to spend attending to it, along with the likelihood they would attend to it, and in turn use it to
inform their choices. All of this will be considered in the next main section of this report.

A conservative estimate of 12 seconds, (most likely significantly less for online shopping), is
arrived at, which means that this is the available time spent on any one food item in a
supermarket. For online shopping, the time spent reviewing food items will be less because of
differences between the physical presentation of food on shelves compared with the presentation
of food items by category on webpages. In addition, previously stored preferences of food choices
are retained on supermarket websites when completing online purchases, which also decreases
the time spent reviewing food items to include when shopping online. We know that consumers
prioritize that time attending to price to determine affordability, brand/marketing information to
determine quality, and promotional offers to determine value for money (especially if they consult
with their smart phone while shopping). The top most ranked sources of information are not
included in the ten required items of information on pre-packed food.

Thus, to promote healthy, safe and sustainable diets through food product labelling (as well as
labelling on menus), there are critical psychological and practical factors that need to be
accounted for given the mental processing time available, along with the values and interests of
an average UK consumer. To intervene effectively on consumer behaviour, the point at which an
intervention is introduced is critical to maximise the chances of consumers attending to
information that will encourage them to seek healthier, safer and sustainable diets. 

Psychology of Consumer Behaviour and
Behavioural Change

To begin to address the critical questions of interest posed in this rapid review which concern
what impact food labelling has on consumer choices, what is most effective, and why, this section
considers four behavioural scientific areas of importance in relation to food related shopping
behaviours: 

1. Habit and fluency 
2. Behavioural economic factors (for example preferences, values, norms)
3. Behavioural change techniques
4. General impact of labels on consumer behaviour

Thus, the aim here is to present theoretical and empirical insights into the psychological
mechanisms (cognitive, social and economic) that inform the way that consumers make decisions
with respect to their food purchases, and the general understanding of the role of food labelling.

Cognitive factors: Habit and fluency

Given that the vast majority of decisions regarding food purchasing are conducted in
supermarkets, and given that they are frequently occurring, they are repetitive, there is a vast



array of options to choose from within each product category, and the choices are of low risk,
together these present the core conditions for habit formation to occur   . Habits are highly
practiced sequences of actions that have become automated over time in response to specific
contextual and informational sources, and they are formed because they are able to efficiently
serve a clear goal   . Thus, it can be expected that consumers that face the same decision context
will make highly predictable repetitive choices in order to introduce efficiencies into their
behaviour. In turn, it can also be expected that consumers also attend to the same information to
inform their choice behaviour25 because consumers are motivated to streamline the time they
spend making repeated choices.

To illustrate just how influential habitual purchasing behaviour can be, empirical work using an
eye-tracking field study  has shown that even when in-store signage is used to promote a
particular food product (increasing consumers’ visual attention to it), ultimately past product
choices were still more predictive of final consumer choices over and above in store efforts to
persuade consumers to purchase the promoted product. Crucially, the extent to which
promotional in-store signage influenced purchasing decisions interacted with how familiar the
consumers were with the store itself – the less familiar they were, the more in-store signage
captured their attention and influenced their choice behaviour.

Habit formation is supported by fluency, a core cognitive mechanism that enables the efficiency of
processing information to support decision-making that enhances the subjective experience of
ease . In shopping contexts, we see two examples of this: perceptual fluency28 and navigational
fluency . Familiarity increases fluency, so that the more often a consumer visits the same
shopping store, the more they rely on visual cues (for example price , signage , brand information
, reduced-price offers ) for perceptual fluency, and physical cues (for example location of food
item on shelves , location of food in particular aisles) to travel easily and quickly across the store.

Summary – Cognitive Factors: Taken together, work examining habitual consumer behaviour
shows that because of the highly repetitive nature of food shopping, consumers streamline their
choice behaviour through mechanisms such as fluency via familiarity; this helps to efficiently
determine what to look for and where to look for products that will be purchased. 

This means that unless there are strong motivational reasons to change, those consumers highly
familiar with a store will attend to the same information, attend to it in a shallow way, avoid
making multiple comparisons between food products of a given category, and choose the same
routes around a store. In cases where consumers are less familiar with the store, they are more
influenced by a range of informational sources, though most often this is in-store promotional
offers, along with branding and price. Strong motivational reasons to change behaviour include:
health reasons (for example pregnancy , ill health , developing food allergies , obesity), financial
circumstances (for example loss of earnings , changes in occupation ), and social factors (for
example adopting food habits of a social group through changes in lifestyle , location , or religion
).

Cognitive, Social and Economic factors: Behavioural
Economics Factors (for example preferences, values,
norms)

Behavioural economic analysis of consumer choices combines insights from cognitive
psychology, social psychology, consumer psychology, sociology, and economics . In general, the
different disciplines are combined to develop theories and frameworks to determine answers to
questions regarding: What works? Why does it work? What more needs to be done? The latter of
which will be addressed in the next section ‘Behavioural Change Techniques.



What works? The Basics: Basic understandings of consumer behaviour are informed by
behaviourist models, such as those devised by Watson in the 1920’s  that outlines the association
between stimuli (cues from the environment) and their effects on behaviour via reinforcement
mechanisms. In particular, there was a new movement of applied scientific research that sought
to understand how marketing and advertising was able to motivate needs, preferences and
desires for goods (and services) that were not originally in the profile of needs, preferences and
desires that a consumer had . In answer to the question “What works?”, the findings from early
research, and since, is that it was possible to direct, through behavioural engineering (i.e. early
methods of behavioural change), ways of influencing consumptive habits via conditioned
emotional control responses. Through a variety of combinations of visual stimuli, verbal stimuli
(messages), and other sensorial cues (for example sounds, tastes, odours), based on early
theoretical work driven by behaviourists, it was possible to predict which stimuli would optimally
drive consumer choices in carefully controlled conditions     . This work was then expanded      to
take into account social cues (for example preferences, values, norms) that also inform the way in
which consumers make their choices in asocial (for example stores, supermarkets) as well as
social contexts (for example canteens, restaurants). 

In what ways do these social cues influence consumer behaviour? Theories such as the Identity-
based motivation (IBM) theory , Value-Beliefs-Norms (VBN) theory , as well as Social-Cognitive
(SC) theory  help to highlight the salient social factors that motivate choice behaviour. IBM theory
and relatedly VBN theory asserts that consumer behaviour is motivated by either individual or
group associated norms and values. Identity salience motivates actions, such that when personal
identity salience is present then there is an emphasis on achieving personal norms, values, goals
and strategies, and achieving agency and control. This type of salience might be more likely
triggered in situations where consumer choices are made in isolation of others, such as in a
supermarket, or solo dining   . Social identity salience occurs where individuals are motivated to
act in ways that are congruent with a group’s norms, values, and goals, which might be more
common in contexts where meal choices are made in the presence of others, such as in a
canteen or restaurant. Familiar dining companions’ values and norms will be a strong motivating
factor in each group member’s meal choices. To the extent that consumptive choices (for
example sustainable consumption, healthy eating) are viewed as an important lifestyle choice by
the dining group, and if collective action to surmount a social problem is seen as valuable and
achievable, then pro-social meal options are chosen.

Economic factors: In addition to basic cognitive and social psychological research, consumer
psychology and sociological factors, traditional economic theory informs behavioural economic
research of consumer behaviour, which asserts that consumers are consistent in their
preferences and values over time . However, behavioural economics, based primarily on
psychological research, suggests that consumers are not so consistent with regard to their
preferences and values, which are largely informed by the various factors discussed thus far (for
example visual information, textual information [for example labels], social cues). From the work
discussed, it is clear that consumers have competing preferences, and the value they place on
these preferences can vary significantly based on the consumer context, as well as taste and
convenience, offer of immediate rewards, and financial factors. In regards to financial factors,
what is clear is that any other factors that inform their choices (for example brand, labels, social
cues) are traded-off against the price of any consumer product they purchase       . In particular
financial factors are shown to take precedence over many other influential factors where there is
a price decrease (for example through subsidies)   , price increases (for example through taxing
to disincentivise unhealthy choices)   , and both48.

Summary - Cognitive, Social and Economic factors: Both theoretical and empirical work in the
area of behavioural economics of consumer choice behaviour suggests that there are multi-
factorial influences on decision-making. At the most basic level, there are visual, verbal and
sensorial sources of information that guide consumer choice behaviour. At a level up are social
factors, such as salient social factors (for example group identity, for instance identifying with



those that are proactive in reducing climate change, or vegans/vegeterians) that motivate choice
behaviour, in particular the ways in which individuals associate their identity to social preference,
norms, and values that in a social context inform the way individuals make choices based on
other around them. This can be observed directly in social contexts when people make collective
decisions about their consumptive choices (for example choosing what meals to eat at the home
with others or in restaurants). Alternatively, this can be observed indirectly, where social identity
(in the absence of others) is still triggered when consumers associate their choices with reference
to general preferences, norms and values of a social group they identify with (for example family,
friends, religion, culture, society). Finally, the cognitive and social factors are typically offset by
financial factors that appear to be one of the most salient aspects driving choice behaviour in
consumer contexts. 

Behavioural Change Techniques

Another way in which behavioural economics and other disciplines intersect in the context of
consumer choice behaviour is through behavioural change. Behavioural change (both the
empirical and theoretical frameworks that have been devised) is a way of characterising the
processes that ordinarily guide behaviour. From this understanding, it is then possible to develop
behavioural techniques (for example nudges) to direct changes in behaviour in a predictable and
positive manner (for reviews, see 48 and 85). 

To guide researchers and practitioners to design a behavioural intervention, often the first port of
call is to analyse the behavioural factors that are most relevant to the context, to then devise the
appropriate levels to motivate change. Three of the most common behaviour change frameworks
used by several established public institutions, such as the  OECD, World Bank, and several
governments are: The Behaviour Change Wheel (hereafter BCW) , the Behaviour, Analysis,
Strategies, Interventions, Change (hereafter BASIC) toolkit , and the Easy, Attractive, Social, and
Timely (hereafter EAST)  framework developed by the Behavioural Insights Team. BCW, EAST,
and BASIC share several critical features in common. They are prescriptive in outlining the
process of developing behavioural change interventions for targeting social policy issues. Also, in
all three frameworks, the establishment of criteria for success of behavioural interventions is quite
stringent, since the requirement is that a priori, the researcher and the practitioner need to assert
a directional association, along with the magnitude and period in which the outcome following the
intervention will be.

A critical limitation of the three common frameworks is that they do not give a precise answer as
to whether and when a combination of behaviourally informed and regulatory measures might be
more suitable. In the main, the frameworks broadly tell researchers and practitioners what to look
out for when designing public policy interventions based on behavioural insights, but crucially,
none provide sufficient information on what to expect when combining behavioural interventions
with regulatory instruments, such as taxes, even though a combination of choice preserving and
choice incentivizing measures are used in many real-world situations.

Nonetheless, of the various different methods of behavioural change that the different frameworks
outline, labelling falls under the category of information provision. For example, in the nutritional
health domain, traffic light labelling (TLL) is often referred to as an example of information
provision designed to inform and motivate behavioural change. In this review TLL does not
necessarily refer to the Food Standards Agency (hereafter ‘FSA’) traffic light labelling system’
traffic light labelling system. TLL is hypothesized to simplify information provision by facilitating
relative comparisons between different levels of a product attribute, due to automatic associations
between colours (for example green, yellow, red) and moral imperatives – that is, red is often
associated with harmful outcomes, and green is often associated with good outcomes. 



The psychological mechanisms that underpin the influence of labelling largely depend on the type
and format that labelling takes on. For instance, with TLL, the idea is that the label supports easy
decision-making where comparisons between similar food products can be made. That is a
consumer can make simple comparisons of nutritional (and calorific content) information by
comparing factors such as energy (for example unit - kilojoules), fat (for example unit -grams),
saturates (for example unit -grams), sugars (for example unit -grams) and salt (for example unit -
grams) bypercentage intake of the reference intake by either a portion or by 100grams. To ease
the comparison based on traffic light coding of nutritional content of food, reference values can
also be provided . A reason for doing this is that making relative comparisons of nutritional
content of food can be hampered by an absence of basic recommended daily values (for example
daily calorie intake for men, women, children). To help make the values more salient, reference
values can be presented in the form of physical activity associated with nutritional values, such as
calories presented as the expenditure needed (for example average minutes or miles of walking)
to expend calories in association with the TLLs . However, the impact of reference values of this
kind along with TLLs has been shown to have limited impact on changing consumer behaviour68
 . While there are good psychological reasons for hypothesising that reference values can support
easier relative comparisons, the one most obvious reason for finding that it does not have any
significant additive behavioural change effects is that (as discussed before) consumer attention is
limited given the available time to make consumer choices. Thus, by swamping the consumer
with multiple details on which to make comparisons, it is likely that consumers will default to the
most salient relative comparison they can make, which is price. 

Another method of behavioural change is to use a combination of labelling and social norms48    
 . The idea here is that consumers are provided with critical information about a food product by
signaling, especially when making relative comparisons, which of the compared items is the
“better” option with reference to social norms . The idea of providing social norm information is
that it communicates behaviours of a target group (for example a peer group, or other shoppers).
In this way, the idea is to invoke a social identity mode that motivates consumers to consider the
values attributed by a group as to the preference of that group (for example “Customers’
favourite”). In addition, social norms can also invoke a different salient social identity to that
typically adopted by a group of diners in order to orientate them towards pro-social values.
Stronger forms of this method include injunctive norms (which might be typical or atypical) which
communicate (dis)approved of behaviours and which often have a tendency to fail or backfire 85.
What we know from the vast literature on social norming labelling is that several conditions need
to be satisfied for social norm messages/labels to effectively lead to behaviour change:
identification with the reference group; observability of the behaviour; and salience of the social
norms     .

Summary – Behavioural change techniques: Theoretical frameworks regarding behavioural
change, as informed largely by work from psychology and economics, first try to characterise the
principles that govern behaviour, and the factors that influence it, so as to develop interventions
that can predictably change behaviour for the better. Behavioural change frameworks provide a
generic guide to what could be used as interventions, though cannot, in the main, specify which
intervention is best suited for the specific target behaviour that needs changing. Despite these
limitations, the value of behavioural change frameworks is that they provide a range of previously
tested behavioural interventions that can be trialled (with varying degrees of success – for a
review see85). 

The most common methods that are used in the context of consumer choice food behaviour is the
provision of information, either in the form of labelling, or else through the use of social norming.
For example, TLL used to communicate nutritional facts about products enables relative
comparisons to be made between similar food products. To further assist in making comparisons,
reference values (for example physical expenditure) and social norms (for example typical
consumers choices) may be used. The overarching idea behind techniques of this kind is so as to
make salient information that consumer may either ignore, or do not find useful, when making



their choices, and to do this in a manner that makes the information visually and psychologically
striking and easy to process. As a result, information that would otherwise not be attended to is
then processed, which in turn is assumed to result in changes in behaviour in the direction of
specific goals (for example to increase healthy eating, sustainable consumption). 

General impact of labels on consumer behaviour

Before presenting a review of the impact of different types of labels on behaviour, this section
presents an overview based on summary analyses conducted across multiple studies. The aim
here is to give a general impression of the findings overall, and what they reveal regarding the
general impact of food labels on consumer behaviour. Thus, one way to assess the general
impact of food labelling on consumer behaviour is to look to the many systematic reviews, and
meta-analytic studies that have been conducted . Meta-analytic studies differ from general
systematic reviews in that they take a particular area (for example nutritional labelling) and
statistically examine the overall effect sizes (for example the magnitude of the effect of the
labelling on behaviour) based on a collection of empirical studies that have been conducted.

Nutritional and Calorie Labelling: For instance, a recent systematic review (2017)  of 53
empirical studies (both field and laboratory studies) on the impact of calorie labelling reported that
to date, it is still unclear whether calorie labels on menus have any significant impact on
consumer choice behaviour. One of the key reasons for this are methodological issues with the
designs of the studies along with low statistical power to determine any reliable effects.
Consistent with this, a meta-analytic study (2015)  examined the impact of calorific labels on
menus on consumptive behaviours in restaurants. The meta-analysis included 14 studies
applying strict criteria for inclusion for analytic purposes. In the analysis, before and after menu
labelling outcomes were used to determine weighted mean differences in calories, saturated fat,
total fat, carbohydrate, and sodium ordered/consumed,which were pooled across studies using
random effects modelling. In laboratory settings, labels were found to reduce calorie
consumption, however none of the field studies showed any impact of labelling on reducing
quantity of carbohydrates, total fat, saturated fat, sodium, or calories consumed.

A recent meta-analysis (2015)  focussed on the effects of three types of food labelling schemes (
‘Food labelling’, ‘traffic light labelling’, ‘traffic-light nutrition labelling’, ‘Nutrition labelling’, ‘Nutrition
claims labelling’, ‘Nutrition claims regulation’, ‘EU regulation food labelling’, ‘EU nutrition labelling
program’, ‘Traffic light label’, ‘Public health nutrition’, ‘Health logo’ ‘pick the tick’, ‘Guideline Daily
Amounts’, ‘the Heart Symbol’, ‘the Choices logo’, ‘The Choices program in the Netherlands’, ‘The
Keyhole program in Sweden’, ‘Program less salt is healthier’, ‘Green check marks’, ‘EU regulation
food labelling’, ‘EU nutrition labelling program’, and ‘EU nutritional labelling program) on changing
calorie intake. This was based on nine studies that met their criteria of experiments that used a
randomised control design (RCT), as well as where possible a pre/post comparison where a RCT
was not used. The findings showed that while calorie labelling led to minor increases in the
selection of healthy foods, the labelling made little difference on overall calorific consumption. A
further meta-analysis (2018)  examined the impact of calorie labelling and equivalent physical
activity labelling (for example calories [229 calories] and an activity and length of time to complete
it to burn off the calories [walking 44 minutes]) on calorie consumption). The analysis included
eight studies which were a mixture of laboratory and field experiments, with the overall conclusion
being that labels with physical reference points did not make any significant impact on food
energy consumption. 

A meta-analysis (2018)  made up of 28 studies followed similar strict inclusion criteria.  . The
studies examined nutritional labelling (for example recommended daily intake of sugar, salt, fats,
calories and nutritional facts labels) of food and non-alcoholic beverages on calorific
consumption, as well as whether there were unintended negative side effects (for example that
the labels caused harm by increasing calorie intake - backfiring ). While none of the studies



showed the presence of negative side effects, only the poorest quality studies showed evidence
that labelling led to any positive changes in calorie consumption. 
A meta-analysis of several types of food labelling (2019)  reported findings from 60 empirical
studies (with over 2 million observations across 111 intervention arms in 11 countries). As with
the systematic review36, there was huge variability in the methods and designs of the studies,
with multiple types of manipulations and multiple types of labels (for example salt, trans fats,
nutrients, calories) being examined, and the length of the interventions determining the impact of
labelling on behaviour also varied (between less than a week to a year). The conclusion of the
meta-analysis was also quite damning. Nutritional labelling did not significantly alter consumer
intakes of dietary targets (for example sodium, total carbohydrates, protein, saturated fat, fruits, or
whole grains).

Front of Pack Labelling: A recent meta-analytic study (2020)  looking at 114 studies examining
front of pack nutritional labelling, and a further meta-analysis looking at 19 studies examining
sugary drinks warning labels (2020)  showed that labelling did not significantly result in positive
behavioural changes in food consumption. Two further meta-analytic studies, one on nutritional
labelling and physical activity reference points (2020)  and health warning labels (for example
WARNING: Drinking beverages with added sugar(s) contributes to obesity, diabetes and tooth
decay; WARNING: Excess calories cause obesity, which causes [heart disease, bowel cancer,
type 2 diabetes]) on food and alcohol (2020)  did find positive changes in behaviour. But both
these meta-analytic studies acknowledge that the empirical investigations included in the analysis
were laboratory studies where, under idealised conditions, labelling is shown to impact
hypothetical behaviours. 

Eco Labelling: While labelling of nutritional details has gained the most attention, there are
systematic reviews of the impact of eco-labelling on food consumption. A systematic review of 56
studies (2021)  revealed a positive impact of eco-labelling (i.e. organic, fair-trade, ethical food
production, animal welfare, environmentally sustainable, greenhouse gas emissions). Here the
positive impact was determined by increases in the selection of food options that were associated
with lower carbon emissions, relative to a control (baseline without the presentation of the food
labels). However, there are very few studies examining the impact of labelling on real world food
choices in actual consumer settings, and of the four studies that did, the findings across them
were mixed. The findings were mixed as a result of variations in sample sizes, whether or not the
studies were conducted in the laboratory or in field settings, and whether a randomised control
study design was used. Further work is needed to establish whether there is any interaction
between the effectiveness of eco-labelling on different consumer groups in field settings, along
with comparing different types of eco-labels in real world consumer contexts. What we know from
this work and other related work on eco-labelling        is that, as with nutritional labels, the types of
eco-labels that have been used vary hugely, and so this variability will impact effectiveness. Also,
different types of labels are devised by different stakeholders (for example environmental
organizations, governments, multi-national, and/or domestic firms) which will also impact
effectiveness to change behaviour towards sustainable diets, because the labels will be evaluated
according to usefulness and trustworthiness. Finally, as with nutritional labels, consumers vary
according to their interests, values, beliefs and what they can afford, which also impacts the
extent to which they attend to or use eco-labels to inform their decisions.

Trust in Labels: Finally, one matter of recent importance is how trust informs the way in which
consumers make their decisions, particularly when interpreting labels      . Theoretical models,
such as Tonkin et al. (2015) (see Figure 1), which have been informed by empirical work, suggest
that the factors that influence trust in labels are often driven by the attributions of trust in
regulatory bodies (for example food safety), food industry (for example marketing claims), brands,
and topical news stories concerning food scares and scandals. These are background sources of
information ‘priors’ which guide the interpretation of understanding of literal information conveyed
through food labels (Trust in the labels) and through association of the labels with food systems
(Trust through the labels).



Figure 1. Tolkin, Wilson, Coveney, Webb & Meyer (2015). Conceptualisation of trust
judgements made around food labelling

As several studies suggest, food labelling is a mode of communication between the food system
and consumers, in the absence of a face-to-face encounter. The value of theoretical work and the
empirical findings that support it, is that a critical analysis can be conducted through a framework
which describes the factors under which trust judgements are made around food labelling, such
as the contextual factors that likely enhance trust in food labels, and inhibit attention to them. 

Food labelling can enhance or undermine consumers’ expectations of moral, ethical and safety
matters in the food system and various agents that play a critical role in it (for example regulators,
food manufacturers, food producers, retailers). For example, food scares and scandals can
significantly impact the integrity of, and reliance on food labels to communicate honest
information     . In fact, food scares and scandals can orientate consumers towards attending to
labels that carry information about country of origin of food products , meat production practices  
, and organic produce . In addition, food scares can reduce overall trust in key actors in the
system, which limits interest in and adoption of new dietary habits, which are signalled by various
types of food labels (for example nutritional labelling, calorific content, eco-labelling)       . 



Summary - General impact of labels: Taken together, what we can draw from the systematic
reviews and meta-analytic studies is that labels carrying information about nutrition, warnings,
and the sustainability of food products do not significantly impact consumer choice behaviour in a
meaningful way (for example reducing calorie consumption, increasing healthy eating, increasing
sustainable consumption). Conditions under which labels are shown to have a significant positive
impact on behaviour are based on studies run under laboratory conditions, and often feature
hypothetical choices. Furthermore, methodological issues impact the likelihood of finding reliable
positive effects of labels on consumer choice behaviour. These include variability in the types of
labels used, and variability in the length of time that the labels are examined to have had an effect
on choice behaviour. They are also often absent of any theory explaining the choice of formatting
of labels and messages.

In addition to this, of the many practical barriers that exist that prevent labels from potentially
influencing consumer choice behaviour the follow are identified: 1) the amount of available
time/available attention to process the labels, 2) confusion in processing the labels because they
are unclear, 3) limited interest in accepting the message of the label . Also, discussed in the
previous section [‘Consumer Shopping Behaviour’ - Frequency/volume of decisions], there are
also particularly salient factors in the context of shopping that gain a high premium in consumers’
minds. These are: price, indicators of value for money, and cues to quality. Also discussed are
taste and cultural factors      which serve as valuable criteria for informing choice. Additional
factors that have also been referred to are: economic incentives, novel technologies (for example
smart phone usage), and environmental contexts (for example organisational innovations in
schools, worksites, and communities that structure and inform the way consumers make food
choices outside of food stores) along with attributions of trust in the food system and the various
actors associated with it (for example regulators, food manufacturers, retailers).
 

Empirical Work Investigating Food Labelling

To examine more specifically responses to labels that communicate different features of food
products, this section covers the following types of food labels: 

1. Food labelling communicating sustainable consumption (for example carbon footprint
labelling)

2. Nutritional labelling
3. Specific consumer groups 
4. Front of pack labelling
5. Other mandated food labelling information:  a)    Country of origin or place of provenance

and b)  Additives
6. Labelling of organic food products, fair-trade, ethical food production
7. Labelling of meat-free, synthetic meat, meat substitutes, and 50/50 (half meat and half

meat substitutes)

For each type of food label, we summarise the key findings of empirical studies that have
considered various consumer behaviours associated with the labels, including what features of
the labels may be more or less persuasive in affecting decision-making and purchasing
behaviour. In the main, we aim to examine the extent to which the labels were able to inform
consumer behaviour such that it changed in line with incorporating the information contained
within the labels. It is important to note that the literature on food labelling is vast, but to make our



evaluation of the literature manageable and most relevant, we focused on studies that examined
the impact of the labels on behaviour (even if hypothetical choice), so long as they included price
of food in their analyses, and/or were field studies. 

Sustainable consumption

The most cited study on sustainability labels on food products (see Figure 2) is Grunert et al.’s
(2014)  survey and choice experiment (interviews, n = 4408) on a European sample (UK, France,
Germany, Spain, Poland, Sweden). The survey examined the motivations towards sustainable
consumption, their general values and goals, and self-reported use of, and understanding of
different types of labels. The choice experiment looked at which products they would buy
depending on manipulations of price, nutrition labelling, ethical labelling and sustainable labelling
of food products (i.e. breakfast cereal, soft drink, ready meals, chocolate, ice cream, coffee). 

Figure 2. Sustainable food product labels (for example Rainforest Alliance Certified logo;
Carbon Trust, EU Ecolabel, Fairtrade, Animal Welfare label)

Overall, regardless of whether behaviour is self-reported, or through the choice experiment, the
findings show that ethical and sustainable food labels are not used. Moreover, the choice study
shows that people rely on price and nutritional information substantially more than ethical and
sustainable food labels. Motivation towards sustainable consumption does not account for this
finding, since across the board, concern around sustainable consumption was high, but general.
That is, people reveal general attitudes which show concern around issues of ethicality and
sustainability, but when it comes to what people say they attend to when making their choices,
price, brand, quality, quantity, and sell by date are by far the most important factors that people
practically refer to when making their choices. Findings like this pose a problem for many
behavioural change frameworks, especially those that aim to target motivation as a way to then
trigger behavioural change (for example COM-B).

The findings have since been replicated in further choice experiments using multiple country
samples (UK, US, Germany)  showing that price and nutrition are significantly more influential on
food choices than ethical or sustainable attributions of the products. Additional complementary
findings come from a recent ethnographic study (samples: US, Canada) by Fox et al. (2021)
 combining semi-structured interviews, and a pile-sorting task. This involved sorting 42 food
products into piles that grouped them according to similarity, and then rated on price, taste,
convenience, familiarity, health and environment. When it came to connecting the findings from
the interviews and the pile-sorting task, overall there appeared to be a strong consensus on price
(as a factor of importance and consensus on rating food products), where environmental impact
was fairly low down the list of considerations, and there was no consensus on how to rate foods
by environmental impact, which is consistent with other studies .  

Take home message: Sustainable consumption labels

While people report concern regarding issues of ethicality and sustainability of food, it is clear that
people trade off multiple factors against price, because price is still the most salient factor that



informs people’s choices. Two factors that might account for why sustainable consumption labels
do not make a significant impact on choice behaviour are the following. First, there appear to be a
wealth of labels that consumers are confronted with. There are green labels, eco-labels, and
ethical labels, which depending on the authority referred to, either fall under the general category
of sustainable consumption labels or not. The range of labels are vast (for example “eco-friendly”,
“environmental safety”, “recyclable”, “biodegradable”, “ozone-friendly”, “carbon-trust”, “low-
pesticides”, “fair-trade”, “animal-welfare”, “organic”, “free-range”). They do not all refer to the
same thing, and each can have multiple associations, and different levels of relevance to a
consumer . So, given the range of labels associated with sustainability, where people care to
differentiate them based on their own interests, they will. However, for the vast majority, these
specific labels do not connect to general attitudes, which are just that – general, and do not
connect to the matter of most relevance, which is price. Second, green/ethical/sustainable
products are still more expensive than non-green counterparts117, and so shifting choices
towards sustainable consumption requires making structural price changes 48      . If, as has been
shown consistently, consumers are oriented towards the price of food products, then once they
consider alternative food products that are sustainable, then price sensitivity is likely to be the
next factor that informs their choice, because they will be making comparisons with their typical
habitual food choices. 

Nutritional Labelling

A highly cited study by Sachs et al. (2009)  examined the impact of front of pack traffic light (see
Figure 3) nutritional labelling (on two product categories: ready meals, and sandwiches) on actual
food purchases in a field study. The study was careful to only include food items under both
categories that were not originally or during the study under promotional offers. Where price
varied across products, this did not significantly impact the study, because the critical comparison
was sales of items before the presentation of front of pack traffic light nutritional labelling, and
sales increase after the presentation of this labelling. Sales data from a major UK food business
operator (over 1000 supermarket stores) were compared for four food products under the ready
meal category, and 12 food products under the sandwiches category, with variation in nutritional
value of food products across categories. The comparison took place four weeks before the
introduction of the new labelling scheme, and four weeks after. The findings showed that there
were no substantial changes in the selection towards healthier items based on the introduction of
the front of pack traffic light labelling scheme. The value of this study is obviously its ecological
validity, along with access to a high volume of data across multiple regions across the UK. 

Figure 3. Nutritional labelling examples (Guideline daily amounts, Traffic light label,
Nutritional facts label)



A recent field study in Australia by Neal et al. (2017, n = 1578)  aimed to extend work on the
impact of front of pack traffic light labelling on healthy choices. They did this by using an
innovative smart phone method to compare the effects of different types of nutritional labelling on
choice behaviour. First people were provided with an app on their smart phone, where for a week
they used the app to scan the barcode of pre-packed food items, along with a photograph of their
till receipt. This established a baseline. After this, they were randomly allocated to one of five
conditions (Health Star Rating (HSR) system, multiple traffic light labels (MTL), daily intake guides
(DIG), recommendations/warnings (WARN)—or control (the nutrition information panel, NIP)) [see
Figure 4]. For four weeks, when they made their food purchases, people were required to scan
the products via their smart phone, and depending on which condition they were in, they would
receive either HSR, MTL, DIG or WARN details. The findings suggest that, consistent with Sachs
et al. (2009) and a comparable field study conducted in New Zealand by Mhurchu et al. (2017) ,
none of the different labelling systems were shown to have any reliable impact on consumer
behaviour (i.e. changes towards healthier consumption) compared to the control condition. 

Figure 4. Nutritional labels used in Neal et al.’s (2017) study, Health Star Rating label
(HSR), Daily Intake Guides label (DIG), Recommendations/Warnings label (WARN)

Moreover, these findings also generalise to studies that have examined the impact of front of
pack traffic light labelling of nutritional details on carbonated soft drinks by Sandoval et al. (2019,
n = 108) . This study was based on an Ecuadorian sample, using an intensive interview schedule
where data collection on each of the 108 households was collected each month for 20 months



prior to the traffic light label intervention, and 16 months after. 

While there seems to be strong evidence that nutritional labels alone do not shift dietary habits in
several field studies, it is worth examining in brief whether, irrespective of efficacy, which types of
nutritional labels are more easily interpretable than others. Much of the work that has conducted
laboratory comparisons of different labels (HSR, DIG, WARN, TLL) suggests that warning labels
(see Figure 4) are more visually impactful, easier to understand (across all consumer groups),
and more accurately interpreted than traffic light labels and other labelling systems (HSR, DIG)
(see Figure 3)122 123    , or are equally impactful as traffic light labels . Another important factor
when comparing different types of nutritional labelling systems is time available to process the
labels . Systematic comparisons across a variety of nutritional labelling systems is lacking.
Nevertheless, when comparing guideline daily amount with traffic light labelling systems,
guideline daily amounts outperformed traffic light labelling based on the key behavioural measure,
which was to interpret nutritional information so as to select food options to build a meal that was
healthiest. However, this was time dependent – if people were not under time constraints, the
guideline daily amount was most effective, but when time was limited, and depending on what
was asked of people, both systems were equally effective, or else the traffic light system had the
edge128.

Take home message: Nutritional labelling

When it comes to the use of front of pack nutritional labelling, the most common of which, at least
in the UK, is the traffic light labelling system, studies consistently show that this labelling system
does not appear to significantly shift consumer choices towards healthier items. Why might it be
that nutritional labelling systems do not, in and of themselves, lead to substantive changes in
dietary habits? Trust appears to be one consistent factor     , that is, consumers can be highly
suspicious of the labelling system and whether it can be depended on to provide accurate
information about nutritional details, and this can have a cultural dimension to it , where the
information conflicts with cultural values regarding traditional foods that form the dietary habits of
consumers. Another related factor regarding the interpretability of nutritional labelling systems is
that there is variation in the way the systems are understood, not only by consumers, and across
countries, but also by dieticians . When compared with other factors, as has been highlighted,
given the ambiguity of their interpretation, or the inconsistency of using nutritional details for
decision-making, other salient factors will be much more salient, such as price , along with expiry
date , and brand . Also comparing own-brand and branded products for online purchasing and
physical stores purchases reveals inconsistencies between the presentation of nutritional label
designs (for example Guideline Daily Allowance (GDA) figure, Reference Index (RI%), TLL) .The
study shows that for some supermarkets, 90% of the pages containing online product nutrition
labels were inconsistent with in-store labelling. The inconsistencies concerning correspondence
between online and in-store labelling were the colour of the labels (for example black and white,
colour); as well whether all information was presented for online products compared to the full
information presented on products in-store (for example TLL, GDA, RI). Five (Tesco, Sainsbury’s,
Waitrose, Morissons, Asda) UK supermarkets were included in the 2015 study.

Efforts to encourage consumers, especially dieters to utilise nutritional labelling systems has met
with some success, but the trialled methods require the presentation of short videos, and
implementing what was learnt to simulated shopping scenarios . Finally, two other factors that
have been discussed that are part of the recommendation for shifting consumer choices towards
healthier diets, especially for low income groups, is the introduction of sugar taxes or fat taxes ,
which is likely to have an impact on reducing selections of branded high calorific foods and
beverages124. While it is the case that consumers are price conscious, and so ‘sin taxes’ might
be enough to shift them away from selecting some products, there are also concerns regarding
the impact on households that are financially vulnerable. Moreover, fat and sugar taxes have not
been shown to significantly impact the continuing growing rates of obesity, where sales taxes



might be a expected to be a better solution . One country that has tried to tackle obesity
aggressively is Chile. It moved beyond the dissemination of nutritional information via labelling
systems  to combine this with front of pack warning labels, restricted child-directed marketing, and
a ban of sales in schools of all foods and beverages containing added sugars, sodium, or
saturated fats that exceed set nutrient or calorie thresholds . This has been shown to work based
on a recent study by Tallie et al. (2020, n= 2383) . In short, significantly shifting consumer
behaviour towards healthier dietary habits requires a series of broad and long term measures,
and where nutritional labelling systems alone have been used to shift behaviour, studies
consistently show that this method alone has no reliable effects. 

Food labelling targeting specific consumer groups (for
example allergens)

This section includes consumer groups that are especially motivated by medical reasons (specific
food-allergic condition) or through lifestyle (for example vegan), to attend to food labels to inform
their choices. Unlike the previous sections, this section focuses on the issues that consumers
raise concerning the labels, since as self-motivated groups, it is fair to assume that they, by
definition, are going to be attending to labels. Therefore, the issue here is not attentional capture
to motivate changes in behaviour but rather, given that labels are attended to, how can the
labelling be improved.

Medical reasons: There are two types of labelling with respect to food-allergens, precautionary
and mandatory      (see Figure 5). Precautionary allergen labelling (PAL), also referred to as
advisory labelling, is voluntary and highlights to the consumer that one or more regulated
allergens could be unintentionally (for example due to cross contamination) present in a product,
and thus pose a risk to susceptible consumers (for example “may contain nuts”). For mandatory
allergen labelling (MAL), as stated by the FSA , and in accordance with food law, food business
are required to highlight (for example in underline and/or bold) the contents of packaged food that
contain any of 14 allergens. 

Figure 5. Examples of labels with different explicit claims regarding allergens.



Many of the studies available examine the impact of different types of labels containing
information for food-allergic consumers, and converge on the same conclusions. The studies use
a variety of techniques including surveys, interviews and ethnographic techniques where
consumers are observed while in shopping environments. Food-allergen consumers report
problems 145 146               . These include issues with: 1) the readability of labelling (often the
text is too small, and not well contrasted), 2) the placement of the labels (for example there was
no pattern to where the critical information was presented on packages), 3) confusing and
contradictory information, and 4) lack of harmonisation of labelling across countries (where food
imports are concerned). 

Across studies there is also convergence around best practices 145 150 151  . Symbols
indicating the presence of food allergens were judged helpful in making quick determinations of
selection, but there is a stronger preference to have this accompanied with detailed text. Also,
examples of food allergen labelling which is effective is often found in baby foods, and
confectionaries. Specific details that ought to be contained regarding allergens are: 1) proportion
of allergen content,( or a precautionary allergen label) 2) allergen management in the factory, 3)
standardised allergen information format, 4) an allergen symbol on the front and back of
packaging. Moreover, there is a willingness to use barcoding scanning systems either available at
food stores or mobile phone applications  where critical information is easily available to food-
allergen consumers154   . Though it is clear that while there might be interest in these kinds of
technologies, particularly smart phone scanners which could be personalised to the consumer, as
yet no work has been conducted to examine the extent of improvement of personalised



technologies on: a) reducing exposure to negative health related incidents from food allergen
consumption, b) the accuracy and efficiency of personalised applications on smart phone for food
allergen consumers. 

Lifestyle reasons: The most popular trending diets are gluten-free veganism, and vegetarianism
. In the latter two, personal dietary choices not only reflect health reasons but also values
concerning ethical practices and environmental factors. 

For those that do not have health conditions, the motivation for adopting a healthier life style is
the primary reason for moving to a gluten-free diet   , where the other reason is having a family
member or partner that has Coeliac disease, or other gluten sensitivity, and so by practical
necessity, or solidarity, adopts a gluten-free diet. In addition, the gluten-free diet has received
celebrity endorsement by athletes promoting health benefits. However, one concerning aspect of
adopting this diet, for both coeliac and non-coeliac consumers, is that products specifically
marketed as gluten-free (for example biscuits, cakes, pasta) often contain higher concentrations
of salt and sugar to enhance the taste, thus making them unhealthy as a result. Thus, coeliac and
non-coeliac consumers of gluten-free products are likely to attend to labels that indicate the
products are gluten-free, but attend less to the nutritional contents  that indicate greater levels of
sugar/ salt or less protein compared to non-gluten free counterparts     . 

Consistent with concerns highlighted elsewhere regarding food labelling, to date the most
prevailing issues with vegan food labelling are that there is no uniform definition of vegan, and no
standardised labelling format (see Figure 6), and a lack of consistent transparency and
prominence of labelling of vegan products     . 

Figure 6. Examples of vegan food labels (taken from Gerke & Janssen, 2016). N.B.

The labels vary according to four types: simple lettering, highlighted lettering, as part of the
product name, as part of the brand name.165

In addition, of particular relevance to vegans and vegetarians is the fact that meat-based
substitutes for meals that are typically meat-based presents a problem for how they are labelled
and marketed. Consumers have a strong preference for retaining critical information that is
indicative of the product for example ‘vegan/vegetarian meatballs’ rather than moving to new food
product labels for example ‘protein balls’ . A key reason for this preference is that referring to
products by their traditional names accompanied by “vegan” or “meat-free” is enough to indicate
the likely taste, texture, and cooking methods of the product, compared with an entirely new
label167. Moreover, attracting meat-eaters towards plant-based equivalent meals (either ready-
meals sold in food stores, or cooked meals in restaurants) requires efforts to carefully consider
labelling , where labels indicating  meat-free are preferred to those explicitly indicating that they
are for vegans/vegetarians . 

Take home message: Specific consumer groups

As highlighted at the start of this section, specific consumer groups, either motivated by medical
reasons or lifestyle, are attentive to labels that are related to their dietary choices. Therefore, the



literature that was surveyed highlighted aspects of the labels that are problematic, and where
labelling could be improved. In the main, the issues are consistent with some of those highlighted
in other sections, which is that labels need to be presented in ways that carry information clearly
and accurately, which according to consumers, is still not the case. Definitions behind the
concepts that the labels relate to need to be clarified in order to make the labels and what they
mean consistent, as well as standardised across countries. There are also issues regarding
nutritional content claims, particularly for products marketed at specific groups that are health
conscious, where substitution of proteins or gluten often entail higher concentrations of fats,
sugars and salts, which undermine or contradict the promotional front of pack health claims.
Given that there may not be sufficient space to present critical information, especially for special
consumer groups that have health conditions, alternative ways of sourcing information or else
personalising information can be achieved via mobile phone applications, or barcode scanners in
food stores. 

Front of Pack labelling

Some of the literature has already been covered with respect to details about information that is
summarised at the front of packagaing concerning the details of the nutritional content of food (for
example traffic light labelling [TLL] indicating levels of sugar – according to the ways academic
literature has examined traffic light labelling not FSA traffic light labellings systems)   , and
sustainable consumption (for example carbon footprint trust). Therefore, the focus here is to
consider two other aspects of front of pack labelling: 1) salient informational sources (for example
nutritional content claims, promotional offers, and celebrity endorsement, and 2) typically who
attends to this kind of information (for example demographics). It is worth noting here that what is
being reported is the way the academic literature refers to nutritional labelling and health claims,
not what the specific terms mean with respect to “nutritional claims”. Therefore, it is worth
clarifying what the distinction is between the two. A nutrition claim is ‘any claim that states,
suggests or implies that a food has particular beneficial nutritional properties due to the energy,
nutrients or other substances it contains, contains in reduced or increased proportions or does not
contain’ for example ‘sugar free’ or ‘high in fibre’. Health claims are ‘any claim which states,
suggests or implies that a relationship exists between a food category, a food or one of its
constituents and health’. 

Much of the work looking at front of pack labelling examines the impact of health claims on
consumer behaviour, primarily because many of the claims are used as part of several other
marketing strategies (for example promotional offers, celebrity endorsements). Direct
comparisons made between the impact of front of pack nutritional labelling and health claims is
limited           , but of the work that has been conducted, there are a few key consistent findings.
Consumers will attend more to health claims than nutritional labelling, where the health claims
focus on positive aspects (for example Calcium may help improve bone density) compared with
negative aspects (for example Diet rich in whole grain foods may reduce the risk of heart disease
and some cancers). Consumers also find health claims more persuasive than nutritional labelling,
and this does lead to behavioural change. In addition, consumers who are more health conscious
(especially if they have developed particular illness, or because they want to improve their diet,)
are biased towards attending to positive health claims over and above nutritional labelling. One
reason offered for this is that simple statements regarding positive health claims are easier to
interpret, and are generally used as as indicator of nutritional content   . More specifically,
regardless of the healthiness of the product’s specific nutrient profile (for example sugar content,
salt content), a general health claim is prioritised over inspecting the specific nutritional profile of
the food product. This is also consistent with work examining the effects of allergen labelling on
consumer choices, which shows that where it does influence consumers, labels such as “gluten
free” are treated as indicating the healthfulness of the product, ignoring the fact that the same
product may in fact be high in sugar and salt to increase its taste, making it less, rather than more
healthy. This section examines evidence that concerns the different types of labels that appear on



the front of packaging of food, in order to determine which types of labels have the most impact
on consumer behaviour. 

Salient front of pack information: A well regarded and cited empirical study by Dixon et al. (2014)
 examined different types of front of pack marketing information and the potential influence on
pre-adolescent children’s choices. They looked at three common forms of front-of-pack
promotions: health and nutritional claims (for example “high fibre” or “rich in omega 3”), health
claims (for example “calcium helps improve bone density”), premium offers (for example buy one
get one free), and celebrity endorsements (for example containing pictures of celebrities either
picture holding or consuming the product). Children were asked to indicate their preferred choice
from two comparable child-orientated food products; one of which had a healthier nutritional
profile than the equivalent promoted alternative. Dixon found that, compared to the control
condition (no promotion), children were significantly more likely to prefer the unhealthier food
option containing energy-dense and nutrient-poor qualities which were found in the nutrient
content claims condition and the celebrity endorsement condition. However, children who viewed
the products with the Nutrition Information Panel (NIP) had more realistic perceptions of the
healthfulness of the products, but viewing the NIP was not sufficient to weaken preferences for
on-pack promotions. The same findings have been replicated in adult consumer samples2  , and
through analysis of a variety of different food categories assessing disparities between nutritional
content claims, promotional offers, and endorsements to actual nutritional scoring of the
products181       186. 

For example, bread and breakfast cereals are two food product categories that have received
considerable attention when examining front of pack content claims (for example ‘no artificial
colours or flavouring’, ‘preservative free’, ‘nutritious’, ‘Good source of fibre’)             . Of particular
interest are health claims as well as nutritional labelling on breakfast cereals targeted at children .
Much of the work examining bread and breakfast cereals converges on the conclusion that health
claims and nutritional content claims overstate the actual healthfulness of  products, such as
breakfast cereals, though at least one study conflicts with this174; the reason for this
inconsistency might be country specific, where manufacturers are more compliant with
regulations in some countries, though empirical work is needed to support this speculation. In
addition, products such as breakfast cereals and drinks that are not permitted to be sold to
children because of their nutritional scores , are nonetheless targeted at children because they
contain attractive messaging of interest to children (for example the contents include
toys/stickers, or are celebrity endorsed). Combined with empirical evidence showing the strong
persuasive impact of promotional offers, nutritional content claims and celebrity endorsements on
front of packing, researchers investigating deviations of claims from actual nutritional facts
indicate their concerns       , especially since these labels appear to be the most reliable in
influencing consumer choice behaviour when compared to official nutritional labelling. The key
point here, as highlighted at the start of this section is that certain types of labels that appear on
the front of packaging can be highly influential on consumer behaviour, but not necessarily in
ways that benefit consumers. This is because the types of salient information that is used to
influence consumer purchases (for example health claims, promotional offers, celebrity
endorsement) often results in increases in purchasing of unhealthy food products.

Eye-tracking studies: One line of research worth mentioning here is the use of eye-tracking
methods to determine which aspects of the front of packaging consumers orientate their attention
towards. These types of studies have been conducted in the laboratory    as well as in the field
(i.e in shopping stores where customers wear eye tracking head gear while shopping)   , or
simulated shopping environments . Three general conclusions can be drawn from this work. First,
as mentioned earlier in this report, the habitual nature of food shopping means that people spend
very brief amounts of time attending to labels (for example average referred to by Machin et al.,
2020 – 6.9 seconds)189. Second, consumers tend to prioritise what they attend to (for example
price, brand), which reflects their need to introduce efficiencies into their shopping behaviours.
The third is, even if attention is directed towards labels that contain information regarding



nutritional content, this is no guarantee that the product will be selected. However, in general, the
longer people attend to labels on a food package, the more likely they will end up selecting the
product, so long as it is also within a particular price range. 

Demographic characteristics: There is a substantial amount of work reporting that gender,
marital status, socio-economic background, education level and general nutritional knowledge
predict attention paid to front of pack and back of pack food labels                    .

To address some of the sampling issues of previous studies, a recent survey by Bryla (2020)
 based on a robust representative sampling (n= 1051) method examined the demographics of
those that attend to front of pack and back of pack food labels. The survey was carried out online,
where participants were invited to report on food items they purchase with questions referring to
information that is either present on the front of pack or back of pack of food packaging . None of
the typical demographic characteristics were found to predict attention for front of pack and back
of pack labels, but rather knowledge about a healthy diet, the level of importance attached to
health claims, and fat content of food items did. 

These findings are aligned with ethnographic work which suggests that the highest level of
consensus is towards attending to price and quality of food items, with no clear characteristics of
shoppers predicting attendance to labels related to health or sustainability115. The findings also
align with earlier cross comparison work of preferences towards different types of front of pack
nutritional labels conducted on European citizens . Moreover, consistent with previous work
reviewed here, food labelling alone, even when attended to, was not shown to be sufficient to
determine the adoption of healthy diets. 

FOP labelling targeting demographics: While it is worth understanding who typically attends to
FOP and BOP labelling (particularly nutritional labelling), it is also worth considering some of the
literature that has examined the way in which FOP labelling is designed to target specific
groups176         (for example age groups, ethnic groups). In the latter case, targeting of ethnic
groups is often achieved through endorsement of celebrities of ethnic backgrounds that are the
same of the target group. As with findings presented earlier in this section regarding front of pack
labelling that target children, the work presented here suggests that there are concerns about
targeting specific ethnic groups. In the main, this is because the use of celebrity endorsements
that are from the same ethnic group that is being targeted promote food products that are not
necessarily healthy. Moreover, there is special concern that FOP labelling (for example celebrity
endorsements, nutrient content claims, promotional offers) combined with digital marketing
targeted at children  is contributing to a rise in childhood obesity . Finally, there is work showing
that when looking at the interpretability of FOP labels of food products in the UK, older adults
(over 65-year old), people with lower levels of education, and those from lower social classes are
less likely to be able to accurately interpret the labels. Minority ethnic groups also have difficulty in
interpreting them   .

Take home message – Front of pack labelling

Concerns are raised in work examining the saliency of promotional offers, nutritional claims and
health claims, and celebrity endorsements because of their highly persuasive nature. The reason
is that where many of these mechanisms are combined, the negative impact on consumer
choices is greater because these mechanisms are applied to products overstating healthfulness.
Concerning still is the use of salient front of pack information that targets children, where again,
the products themselves are not especially nutritional, but nonetheless are attractive to children,
adolescents, and adults that are making purchases on behalf of their family.

The most robust work to date suggests that there are no clear demographic factors that predict
attention directed towards either front of pack or back of pack food labels. The most reliable
predictors are based on general interest towards and knowledge of health and nutrition. In



general, work looking at front of pack labelling that targets specific groups suggests that there is
sufficient attentional capture to motivate consumers (children, adolescents, adults) to purchase
food products targeted at them. Often several factors combine to achieve this, including
promotional offers, brand names, along with celebrity endorsement. In other words, the
effectiveness of these types of labelling methods is because they match precisely with the factors
that consumers prioritise the most when making their purchases – price, quality and value for
money. 

Country of Origin labelling 

Figure 7. Examples of country of origin labels

When considering the effect of country of origin labels (CoOL), it is first important to define what
exactly is meant by the term. Whilst straightforwardly defined for single, unprocessed products
such as chicken, for processed or composite products, the term can either refer to the origin of
the product (for instance, country of birth, rearing or slaughter), or the country where the ‘last
substantial change’ occurred . Notably, research has shown relatively low levels of consumer
understanding for the term , which should be borne in mind when considering the extent to which
CoO labelling influences consumer behaviour – even if effects are found, these may be based on
misunderstandings of the label.

Balcombe et al. (2016)   selected a range of 12 meat products (for example, chicken breast fillets,
bacon, beef lasagne), which differed on five attributes: price, CoO (UK, specific EU country,



generic EU option or specific non-EU country, either presented in text, or with text plus flag),
product quality (basic, choice or premium), farming system (organic or conventional) and quality
assurance (no label, Freedom Food or International Quality label). Using a discrete choice
experiment, UK participants were asked to choose between two product options, which varied on
the five attributes. Results indicated a strong home country bias, with the UK CoO products
always the most preferred, followed by the specific EU country. Participants were willing to pay
more for UK products and required significant price discounts to consider non-UK products.
However, the CoO was not the most valued attribute for the majority of the products, indicating
the effects of CoOL may be limited to particular types of products, such as fresh/frozen meat
rather than processed products. Whilst participants preferred the text and flag CoO format, this
did not appear to influence choice, with similar levels of willingness to pay (WTP) seen for both
formats. 

More generally, results of research investigating the effects of CoO labelling are mixed , likely due
to the diverse set of products and participants featured, as well as the variation in outcome
variables measured – such as attitudes, evaluations, perceptions, preferences, WTP, purchasing
intentions/behaviour . Greater effects are observed when ‘perceived quality’ is measured versus
attitudes or purchase intentions . Generally, studies find that domestic food is perceived more
positively than foreign food , which may be due to the belief that the former is safer and of higher
quality   . These beliefs are reflected in studies of consumer preferences – consumers prefer food
products from their home country  and are willing to pay more for such products . Its effects also
vary according to product type and complexity = stronger effects are seen for high involvement,
high risk products versus less ‘everyday’ than low involvement products such as coffee and bread
. There is however, limited research on the effects of CoOL on purchase intentions and behaviour
– that which has been conducted has typically concluded CoO evaluations have “little or no direct
influence on purchase intentions”  (p.39). 

Moreover, the effects that are observed may not even be directly attributable to the information
contained on the label per se, but rather what it represents to consumers conceptually. CoO
information is suggested to be used as a proxy for other information important to consumers,
most typically product quality , but also other factors such as food safety and traceability , . 

Take home message – Country of origin 

Research considering CoO effects conclude it is not a particularly important extrinsic cue for
decision making , findings which are echoed in studies concerning food CoOL. The relative
impact of CoOL appears to depend on the presence of other attribute information and quality
cues, such as price and brand name . For instance, effects of CoOL are (inevitably) greater when
CoO is the only attribute presented for a product , , , which of course is not reminiscent of real life.
Although over half of consumers (62%) reported looking at the information when making a
purchasing decision, only 3.5% cited it as a reason for their choice . Instead, price and quality are
perceived by consumers to be more important .

Additives labelling



Additives can be defined as ingredients which are added to food in order to fulfil a particular
function and are typically grouped according to this function, for instance ‘preservatives’ refer to
additives that are used to keep food safer for longer . The majority of research on additives has
focused on consumer understanding and perceptions, rather than behaviour change following
information provision via labelling. Often studies find that food additive labels are perceived as
informationally inadequate or difficult to comprehend   . Studies have also found relatively low
levels of knowledge regarding the differences between various flavourings  (as defined by
regulators), which indicates that the presence of a label does not necessarily mean the label will
be understood in the correct way, and thus have the desired or intended effect. 

Food additives are typically perceived as unnatural, unhealthy, frequently met with scepticism and
distrust    and as such, consumers often seek to avoid them . If foods without additives are not
available, consumers choose those with natural additives over artificial additives . Research
specifically investigating ‘additive free’ labels and their effects have focused on consumer
perceptions, with products labelled as ‘additive free’ typically perceived positively and associated
with lower safety concerns . The format of the label (whether the additive is presented as an e-
number or description) has been found to influence consumer perceptions. The same product
was perceived as less natural when it was labelled with a food additive listed as an e-number (for
example E330) versus one described with its chemical name (for example citric acid) . However,



there might be a tipping point following the complexity of the chemical name, with greater risk
perceptions for additives which were harder to pronounce . 

Research considering decision-making in relation to additives has typically featured more general
labels such as ‘free-from’, ‘X free’, ‘no X added’, ‘natural’ or ‘clean labels’. Findings from these
studies are mixed and have demonstrated the influence of additional factors (other than label) on
decision-making, such as knowledge and product type. Consumers who showed an awareness of
food additives were willing to pay more for a wine which was labelled as ‘antioxidant free’ though
the opposite pattern occurred for those who were knowledgeable about wine  . The presence of
‘all natural’ labels increased purchase likelihood, but this effect differed across food categories,
with increased purchase intentions for products such as cheese and milk, and lower purchase
intentions for products such as pork . For those who believed the ‘all natural’ label was associated
with no preservatives, the products were also perceived to be better tasting, more nutritious and
safer, which increased intended likelihood of purchase.

Findings from research on clean labels can also indirectly inform our understanding of the effect
of additive labels. The term ‘clean label’ is not well defined, but is typically understood as referring
to product labels which do not have negatively perceived ingredients in the list, such as artificial
or chemical sounding additives . Again, however, this research is mixed – although clean label
products (described as ‘All natural, organic, GMO, free from artificial preservatives and colours’)
are perceived as more nutritious, healthier and safer, these perceptions do not always translate
into increased WTP for such a product . Whilst some studies have indicated participants would
pay a premium for such clean labelled products, this preference differed across different
demographic groups    and thus cannot be said to be consistent. For instance, those with lower
incomes are less WTP for such products.

Take home message – additives 

Much of the psychological research on additive labelling has focused on consumer perceptions,
acceptance and risk perceptions. That which has examined decision-making has primarily used
laboratory WTP tasks, which do not provide strong support for the notion that additive labelling
induces behaviour change in the real world. Indeed, despite the fact that food additives have
been present, scientifically tested and regulated for a long time (relative to more novel
technologies), there still exists the belief that they do not belong in food – the ‘paradox of e-
numbers’ . The fact that such distrust regarding additives still remains despite such prolonged
regulation suggest that labelling does not always lead to habituation . The proliferation of ‘clean
labelling’ means that the issue of trust is likely to become even more prominent for consumers in
the future, given the labelling of such products is currently not regulated. 

Labelling of organic food products

Figure 9. Examples of organic labels from the a) Soil Association b) Organic Farmers &
Growers CIC and c) European Union



 

The majority of research focusing on the effects of organic labels has focused on two questions –
how are food products labelled as organic perceived by consumers and how much are
consumers willing to pay for such products? Generally, organic labelled food products are
perceived positively – the ‘organic halo effect’. They are perceived as healthier, more nutritious
and more environmentally friendly, with such benefits extending to improved taste perceptions
and perceived safety of consumption . It is therefore unsurprising that such positive perceptions
translate into increased WTP for organically labelled products, consistently found in a range of
samples    . However, the effect of the label does appear to depend on contextual factors, such
as: the type of product (how processed it is, whether it is a vice or virtue product) , brand equity
 and the format of the label/its description. More positive perceptions are observed for certification
logos versus a generic organic logo , with increased WTP for certified organic labels  ,  , attributed
to increased levels of trust. Higher preferences for organic food were observed when a jam was
described as ‘100% organic’ versus ‘95% organic’ or ‘with organic blueberry’ . However, the
presence of an organic label does not always equate to increased purchase intentions . Studies in
the US comparing USDA organic labelled products versus one where this label was absent
revealed no difference in the likelihood of purchase and crucially, an expectation that organic
products cost more .

Whilst useful, results from such experiments on perceptions and WTP cannot be said to
demonstrate substantive evidence of behaviour change, for a number of reasons. The first reason
relates to the methodology of such studies – typically, studies pick one or two products, simplify
their packaging and vary the presence or absence of an organic label. In reality, consumers will
have further attributes to base their decision on, including brand, packaging and price promotions.
Secondly, the majority of studies have taken place within the laboratory, where likelihood of
purchase decisions are far removed from real-world contexts in which factors such as price are
far more important for organic purchase intentions . They also ignore consumer reliance on other
information sources such as the internet and word of mouth when making purchasing decisions . 

Perhaps the biggest limitation for the claim that organic labels substantially influence behaviour is
the literature examining understanding of such labels. Studies consistently find that knowledge
about organic labelling and certification standards is low, with little awareness of
monitoring/inspection systems or of how labels differ from each other in terms of the standards
required   . For instance, although the USDA organic logo requires 95% of ingredients to be
organic, perceived average content was far lower . A common finding in the literature is that the
terms ‘natural’ and ‘organic’ are confused and assumed to be equivalent, with overestimation of
standards perceived for the natural label      , with such confusion influencing food purchasing
behaviour , increasing purchases of ‘natural’ products. Studies featuring UK participants have
consistently found low levels of recognition for European Union and Organic Farmers & Growers
organic labels, with the highest levels of recognition were found for the Soil Association logo    .
Many of the sustainability labels such as the Red Tractor and Fairtrade are mistakenly perceived
as organic . Given the diversity in understanding of such labels, it becomes near impossible to
claim that any effects on behaviour change are specifically due to these labels.

Take home message - Labelling of organic food products 

Even if one overlooks the fact that organic labels are commonly misunderstood, there is little
evidence that consumers pay much attention to them, or actually use them when choosing
products. An eye-tracking study of nine different products with organic and regional labels found
that the label was not the most attended to zone for any of the products. For the majority of
products, the brand received the most amount of attention . In addition, a lack of trust in the label
and government regulations  often means that consumers use other proxies, such as taste,
texture and freshness when making purchasing decisions . Given that organic products are
credence goods, whereby customers cannot verify the attribute even after purchase or the



consumption of the food  , the issue of trust in the label is paramount     . Even if the label is
present, there is no guarantee it will be trusted and thus used in decision-making. Coupled with
the fact that over half of consumers buy no, or proportionally very little organic food  and show
generally low levels of interest in and low use of organic labels   , it does not seem that organic
labelling is an overly effective technique for inducing behaviour change. 

Labelling of meat alternatives

Figure 10. Examples of meat alternative labels. 

Psychological research on meat alternatives has grown over the last five years, though remains
considerably less researched than the other topics considered in this review (for example
nutrition, ecolabelling). The majority of studies have focused on consumer acceptance and
perceptions of such products, primarily focusing on differences between terminology such as
‘meat-free’, ‘synthetic meat’, ‘clean meat’, ‘lab-grown meat’, rather than focusing on choices for
specifically labelled products     . Research consistently finds that meat-alternatives are perceived
negatively , with terms such as ‘cultured meat’ or ‘in-vitro meat’ met with disgust and perceived as
unnatural   . When studies have compared more traditional labels, such as ‘vegan’, ‘plant based’
and ‘meatless’, ‘plant-based’ is typically more positively perceived than ‘vegan’ .

Some studies have explored WTP for meat alternatives. One (non-peer reviewed) study
compared WTP for cell-based products described either as ‘clean meat’, ‘meat 2.0’, ‘pure meat’,
‘safe meat’ and ‘cultured meat’, and found the highest WTP for ‘clean meat’  . Positive
associations for the term ‘clean meat’ have been replicated , with the term also associated with
increased behavioural intentions, such as willingness to try, or buy the product regularly, as well
as eating it instead of conventional or soy-based meat . However, in experiments comparing meat
alternatives with conventionally produced meat, meat alternatives still remain unpopular choices  



. Terminology such as ‘meat-free’ has consistently been noted to discourage consumers from
choosing vegetarian products . Notably, choices for such products were highly sensitive to price
and brand information   . Indeed, attributes such as affordability remain a strong influence of
purchase intentions for meat-alternatives. 

Take home message – labelling of meat alternatives

Despite the lack of research measuring consumer choice, it seems reasonable to suggest that, as
has been identified in previous sections, that labelling of meat alternatives is unlikely to induce
substantial behaviour change, with factors such as price, brand and quality far more important to
consumers. The former factor is likely to be a particular limitation for the success of meat
alternative labelling, given that such products are typically more expensive . Furthermore, given
that vegetarians and vegans represent a significant proportion of consumers of meat alternatives,
and deliberately do not eat meat often for ethical reasons , trust in the label and associated
regulation is likely to be central to decision-making regarding meat alternatives. 

Conclusions and Recommendations

This section is divided into three sections. First, the general conclusions are presented in context
of the four target questions this review set out to address. Second, gaps in the literature and
emerging trends for future exploration are presented. Third, recommendations are outlined, drawn
from the theoretical and empirical base on which this rapid review has been conducted. 

1. Answering the Four target questions

(1) What impact (if any) does food labelling have on consumer decision-
making? 

The limited time (approximately six to ten seconds on average) consumers spend attending to
food products means that there is a restricted slot for any of the multitude of food labels to have a
chance of impacting choice behaviour. Of the many types of food labels that appear on pre-
packaged food products, the labels that consumers are likely to attend to most, and that will have
a direct impact on their purchasing decisions are those that carry information regarding price,
quality and value for money. Specific consumer groups that have particular motivations to attend
to labels (for example for medical or lifestyle reasons) will make purchasing decisions based on
food labels that contain information other than price, brand, and value for money. 

In the main, a vast body of meta-analytic work and systematic reviews, as well as many recent
individual empirical studies, suggest that food labels such as those containing information about
nutrition, food safety information, organic status or sustainability consumption do not reliably
change consumer behaviour towards healthier, safer, or environmentally friendly food choices.  

(2) What are the most persuasive aspects of food labelling that impact
consumer decision-making? (2a) What are the reasons behind the
persuasiveness of some food labelling to change behaviour? (2b) What
factors limit the persuasiveness of food labelling on behaviour change?



In the main, front of pack (FOP) labelling that contains nutritional content claims, celebrity
endorsements and promotional offers are the most persuasive labels on pre-packaged food. The
reason that these labels in combination are so persuasive is that they complement the common
interests of consumers which are price and value for money that are targeted by promotional
offers, and quality often targeted by celebrity endorsement. Nutritional content claims on FOP
labels are an effective marketing strategy, but require scrutiny given that claims may not precisely
align with the actual nutritional value of the food product. 
To understand what the limitations are on the persuasiveness of food labelling, it is worth
considering the work conducted on special consumer groups, because they are in effect the most
reliable captive audience for food labels. Work examining these groups (either motivated for
medical or lifestyle reasons) suggest that style of labelling (for example too small), content of
labelling (for example information is contradictory or ambiguous), and inconsistency in the labels
used across countries (for example there is no harmonisation or standardisation of food labels)
are common issues. Thus, even for groups that are significantly motivated to attend to food
labels, there appear to be problems with the labels such that they do not yet communicate the
essential information in an accurate, easy to process format. 

While it is the case that consumer prioritise price, quality and value for money above most other
factors, some consumers are motivated by issues concerning health and sustainable
consumption. However, consumers also scrutinise the information that they can rely on, because
it can be trusted and is easy to process. Bold nutritional claims, paired with promotional offers,
branding, and price are effective because there is most consensus on what they mean, which
make them less ambiguous and more easily trusted. This also explains why labelling of this kind
is most effective, because price and information about the product are often combined. This
provides vital clues as to how labels concerning health, safety and sustainability need to be
improved and paired with pricing systems in order to generate effective behavioural change. 

2. Gaps in the Literature and Emerging trends

Electronic-labelling (alternatively referred to as smart labelling, e-labelling) and AI-
Automated support systems It is worth highlighting that the technologies, the type of labelling,
and the function of the labelling differ hugely, and only indicate one small part of a bigger
emerging set of disruptive technologies which will change the way in which food is sold, and how
shoppers make their choices . The literature in these areas is still nascent, and so more work
needs to be done to track which labelling methods and technologies are currently in use, or will
be in use in the next 5 to 10 years. In addition, it would be important to also assess which
technologies will be adopted in the near future, what attitudes consumers have towards them, and
their likely adoption into their food shopping habits.

Labelling systems to support retail: Stores are now adopting electronic shelf labelling. This is
where the displays of the price can be updated daily (which otherwise has to be done by hand),
and can also display the barcode, descriptions of the product itself, and country of origin . The
function of this system is to increase the efficiencies in price adjustments that are made
frequently. Also, there have been developments in the direction of smart packaging. This is where
packaging contains chemical and biosensors to monitor the quality and safety of food (for
example sensing freshness, presence of pathogents, CO2, O2, pH, temperature, and other
relevant indicators)   . Finally, in the context of food safety, block chain  technologies are being
used to develop a framework for digitising food production, so that retailers (and regulators) can
track food production, along with tracing back the origin of an outbreak .

Automated systems to support retail: The next level up are AI systems that utilise in store (as well
as online) shopping behaviour to anticipate customer demand, automation of store operations, as
well as price optimization .



Labelling systems to support consumers: Several bricks and motor stores already have price
scanners that enable shoppers to scan the barcodes of food items, which are an efficient way for
consumers to track the cost of the shopping basket/trolley of goods. For instance, barcodes can
be used to communicate details regarding the nutritional value of foods (for example
changeforlife- a barcode scheme developed by PHE ); the findings suggest some limited uptake,
and in turn limited success in achieving behavioural change in improving nutritional consumptive
habits        . Electronic coupons, as well as QR-codes which are a matrix barcode, can contain
more information about the product aside from price. Combined with a smart phone, a variety of
labelling methods can be used to inform consumers of promotional offers; though uptake of these
different modes of communicating promotional offers is still mixed   . Nonetheless, this is of
particular interest to consumers, because they expect that their shopping experiences in actual
stores need to match their online experiences, for which they have easy access to information
regarding in-store promotional offers. Also, for specific consumer groups, such as those with food
allergies, there is certainly interest in having scannable food products to make better informed
food choices . 

Automated systems to support consumers: There are two forms of decision-support systems
where the methodology is currently being trialled. These decision-support tools, while early in
development, are likely to signal a pattern of consumer behaviour of the future. The first is
assisted decision-support systems, where an application on a smart phone or on laptop can be
activated to help make recommendations for a shopping list (to be used online or in bricks and
mortar stores). It is based on past preferences, so that it can tailor recommend promotional offers,
as well food options such as nutritional meals . The future of shopping may also be in the form of
automated assisted decision-support systems . These systems entail a move away from active
choice that recommender systems still ofter, but instead fully automate choices. In sum this would
mean the selection of weekly food shops is entirely automated, once consumers enter their
budget and other key preferences. 

3. Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions

(1)    Food labelling that contains information other than price, brand, quality, value for money, or
promotional offers, has had limited persuasive power to change consumer behaviour (for example
in the direction of sustainable, healthy, safer choices). This is largely for two reasons: consumers
spend a matter of seconds on each food item they select, and because of this, consumers
prioritise, price, brand, and value for money above all else.

(2)    The food labelling landscape is made all the more complex given that the concepts behind
the labels are unclear because they are themselves multi-faceted (for example sustainable can
mean low CO2 emissions, ethically grown/sourced/ produced, organic), the scoring of the
concepts varies by country (for example traffic light labelling of nutrition), and there is
inconsistency in how stringently the conditions are applied (for example mixed levels of stringency
for warnings of the presence of food allergens by country and label type). 

(3)    A vast number of studies, and meta-analyses indicate that food labelling alone is not a
sufficient method to support positive behavioural change (for example towards sustainable,
healthy, safer choices) unless other types of methods are used. These can include combinations
of taxes and subsidies (for example a redistributive pricing mechanism) or other behavioural
change methods (for example schemes like Fresh Street (UK, 2020)   - a community based
intervention combined with a voucher scheme to increase uptake of fresh fruit and vegetables; a
Thursday Veggie Day (Belgium, 2009) community and school intervention involving NGOs and
government support    ). They also involve matching the different types of consumers to
interventions to target different lifestyles and thus avoiding a one-size-fits-all strategy ; as well as



developing methods for disrupting habitual habits at the point of choice  [based on eye tracking
work] and counter-advertising methods that encourage scepticism around the front of package
promotional claims of health ).

Recommendations

(1)    Efforts to improve the quality and accuracy of information that food labels contain, and
represent is necessary for two reasons: 1) thinking currently – a) due to their role in
communicating statutory food safety information and b) special consumer groups depend on food
labels (for example food allergens) and so efforts to coordinate food labels across countries to
improve the accuracy and consistency of the information labels contain/refer to is still necessary;
2) thinking ahead – there will still be a demand for accurate food labels because smart/AI
technologies such as assisted and automated decision-support systems will either base their
recommendations or even make choices on behalf of the consumer from the details contained on
food labels. 

(2)    Efforts to achieve behavioural change in the direction of sustainable, healthy and safer food
choices requires a considerable co-ordination of multiple methods: choice incentivizing (for
example subsidies, taxes, vouchers) and choice preserving (for example community schemes,
school schemes), which require trialling before launching on a population-wide scale. While these
methods in combination require efforts to ensure trialling them before implementation on a wide
scale, it is worth noting that the impact on behaviour is unlikely to be detected within a short time
scale (for example weeks, months). The evidence based thus far suggests that this type of
approach leads to sustainable and generalisable behavioural change, but in the long term (for
example 6 months, 12 months).

(3)    In support of the emerging technological innovations in retail, and given the vast knowledge
gaps that persist, this project presents some insights from a recent behavioural survey that
examines the beliefs, attitudes and expectations of the efficacy of three types of interventions:
smart applications (for example, assisted/automated smart systems), financial (for example taxes,
subsidies), behavioural (for example labelling, campaigns). 

Appendix 1. Investigating Attitudes and
Willingness to Adopt Different Behavioural
and Technological Interventions to Increase
Healthier and More Environmentally
Sustainable Food Choices – A Survey

Study rationale

The rapid review has identified a vast amount of work examining the efficacy of different food
labels on changing behaviour towards healthier, safer, and more sustainable food choices.
However, there is a considerable gap in current understanding of peoples’ views on different



behavioural measures, such as labelling, and other technological innovations to promoting
behavioural change relative to each other. In other words, when presented with a range of
different types of interventions, which do people judge to be most influential and most ethical?
Which interventions are people most likely to adopt to achieve potential positive behavioural
change? 

Aims of the study

To date, there has been no comprehensive examination of the attitudes towards, and willingness
to adopt a variety of behavioural interventions (labelling, public campaigns) and new technological
innovations that utilise food labelling to assist in consumer choices (for example recommender
systems, autonomous shopping systems). In light of this, the current empirical study aimed to
reduce this gap.

Research Questions

1. Which behavioural interventions currently in operation, and forecasted technological
innovations are:
a) consumers most willing to adopt?
b) perceived as most ethical?
c) perceived as most influential in achieving behavioural change?
2. To what extent do motivations to change behaviour influence likely adoption of the different
types of interventions?
3. To what extent do demographic factors play a role in the adoption of particular interventions? 
4. What do consumers understand by the notion of ‘environmentally sustainable’ food choices? 

Method

Participants

A total of 400 participants were recruited via the survey platform Prolific Academic  , comprising of
119 participants worldwide who took part in the pilot, and the final sample of 281 who were UK
nationals, currently living in the UK and aged between 18-75 years. For final sample
characteristics, see Table 1. The study took approximately 10-12 minutes to complete and
participants received £1.10 for taking part. Ethical approval was granted from the Queen Mary
University Ethics Board - QMREC1948.

Table 1 Characteristics of sample

Gender

Categories Percentage in study Number

Male 21.7 61

Female 76.5 215

Other 1.4 4

Prefer not to say 0.35 1

Age

Categories Percentage in study Number

18 to 24 42.0 118



Categories Percentage in study Number

25 to 34 28.1 79

35 to 44 17.1 48

45 to 54 5.7 16

55 + 7.1 20

Prefer not to say 0 0

Education

Categories Percentage in study Number

Primary 7.1 20

Secondary (GCSEs) 41.3 116

Higher or further education (A levels) 35.6 100

Undergraduate  14.2 40

Postgraduate 1.1 3

Doctoral 0.7 2

Income 

Categories Percentage in study  Number

Less than £!0,000 9.6 27

£10,000 to £19,999 12.8 36

£20,000 to £29,999 17.1 48

£30,000 to £39,999 10.7 30

£40,000 to £49,999 15.3 43

£50,000 to £59,999 7.1 20

£60,000 to £69,999 5.3 15

£70,000 to £79,999 3.2 9

£80,000 to £89,999 1.8 5

£90,000 to £99,999 2.1 6

£100,000 to £149,999 1.8 5

£150,000 + 2.8 8

Prefer not to say 10.3 29

Children under 18

Categories Percentage in the study Number

Yes 23.1 65

No 76.5 215

Prefer not to say 0.4 1

Dietary preferences

Categories Percentage in the study Number

None 76.5 215

Pescatarian 5.0 14

Vegetarian 8.2 23

Vegan 3.2 9

Other 6.8 19



Categories Percentage in the study Number

Prefer not to say 0.4 1

Frequency of meat eating

Categories Percentage in the study Number

Seven days a week 15.8 34

At least five days a week 40.0 86

At least three days a week 29.8 64

At least one day a week 12.1 26

At least once a fortnight 2.3 5

Questionnaire and procedure

The study was run using Qualtrics. Participants were first asked to respond to a number of
demographic questions, including age, gender, education, income and if they had children under
18 years (see Table 1). Participants were also asked to indicate if they had any specific dietary
preferences and if applicable, they were asked how frequently they ate meat.

Firstly, participants were asked to indicated their general motivation to change their shopping
habits in line with a) more environmentally sustainable food choices and b) more nutritional food
choices, on a slider scale from 0 (No motivation to change) to 100 (Completely motivated to
change). On the next screen, they were asked to write what they understood by the term
‘environmentally sustainable food choices’ in a free text response box. Then, participants were
presented with a list of 18 behaviours/food choices (see Table 2) and asked to select those they
would classify as ‘environmentally sustainable’. They were then asked to indicate which of those
behaviours/food choices they selected they engaged in on a regular basis.

Table 2: Understanding of ‘environmentally sustainable’ behaviours/food choices.

Food choices/behaviour
Percentage classifying as environmentally
sustainable

Percentage indicating they engaged in on regular
basis

Reduce meat consumption 25.3 14.4

Reduce dairy consumption 19.0 8.4

Buy organic food 19.2 5.9

Buy fairtrade food 18.3 7.2

Reduce alcohol consumption 5.0 2.5

Buy less processed food 22.2 12.0

Buy locally grown food 30.2 12.3

Buy seasonal food 25.1 12.8

Buy low carbon food 25.4 1.9

Buy less pre-packaged food 28.2 15.9

Buy food only in the place of origin 19.2 1.1

Eat fewer foods high in fat, salt and sugar 4.5 2.0

Eat more plants 18.9 11.9

Reduce food waste 30.0 23.8

Eat more healthily 9.1 7.0

Adopt a vegetarian/vegan diet 19.5 5.9

Eat more variety 5.2 3.3

Grown own food 28.5 7.4



For the main part of the study, we identified three types of interventions which could be used to
elicit behaviour change: smart applications (technological), financial and behavioural, each of
which consisted of six specific interventions (see Table 3).

Table 3: Interventions referred to in the study.

Intervention Type Specific Intervention

Smart applications
An application on a smart phone/online that RECOMMENDS options based on the
most NUTRITIONAL food options for you for your weekly shop.

Smart applications
An application on a smart phone/online that AUTOMATICALLY SELECTS ALL
YOUR options based on the most NUTRITIONAL food options for you for your
weekly shop.

Smart applications
An application on a smart phone/online that RECOMMENDS options based on the
most ENVIRONMENTALLY SUSTAINABLE food options for you for your weekly
shop.

Smart applications
An application on a smart phone/online that AUTOMATICALLY SELECTS ALL
YOUR options based on the most ENVIRONMENTALLY SUSTAINABLE food
options for you for your weekly shop.

Smart applications
An application on a smart phone/online that gives you an OVERALL NUTRITIONAL
SCORE of your weekly shop according to latest recommended health guidelines.

Smart applications
An application on a smart phone/online that gives you an OVERALL CARBON
FOOTPRINT SCORE of your weekly shop according to latest recommendations for
environmentally sustainability.

Financial
A system where low nutritional food options are taxed (for example sugar tax, salt
tax, fat tax) and the money from the taxes is used to subsidize (i.e. reduce costs) the
most nutritional food options in your weekly shop.

Financial
A system where low environmentally sustainable food options are taxed (for example
carbon tax on red meat) and the money from the taxes is used to subsidize (i.e.
reduce costs) the most sustainable food options in your weekly shop.

Financial
A system where  low nutritional food  options are taxed (for example sugar tax, salt
tax, fat tax) to discourage the choices of low nutritional food options.

Financial
A system where  low environmentally sustainable  food options are taxed (for
example carbon tax on red meat) to discourage the choices of low environmentally
sustainable food options.

Financial
A scheme where you can apply for a discount voucher of £10 off your fruit and
vegetables weekly shop, if you scan your shopping receipts every time you shop.

Financial
A scheme where you can apply for a discount voucher of £10 off your weekly shop
when you buy low carbon footprint meals, if you scan your shopping receipts every
time you shop.

Behavioural
Local events in schools [for pupils and parents] arranged to encourage  nutritional
food choice through taste-testing of vegetarian/vegan/meat substitute foods, on-
stage cooking courses, goodie bags with, products, a recipe booklet.

Behavioural

Local events in schools [for pupils and parents] arranged to encourage
 environmentally sustainable food choice  through taste-testing of ethically
sourced/organic/local foods, on-stage cooking courses, goodie bags with, products, a
recipe booklet.

Behavioural
Public campaigns explaining the reasons behind how adopting specific food options
would make a direct positive impact on  healthy eating.

Behavioural
Public campaigns explaining the reasons behind how adopting specific food options
would make a direct positive impact on the  environment.

Behavioural
Improvements to food labelling on food products to help decide which food options
are the  most nutritious.

Behavioural
Improvements to food labelling on food products to help decide which food options
are the  most environmentally sustainable.

For each type of intervention, participants were asked to rank the six specific interventions
(presented randomly) in the order that they would be willing to adopt them, from most to least
likely to adopt. After ranking, participants were presented with the specific intervention they were
most willing to adopt, and asked a) to what extent they thought it would encourage them to
positively change their shopping habits and b) to what extent they thought it was ethical (where
ethical meant that even if the method was implemented, they would still be able to overrule it and
choose what they wanted freely). Finally, participants were asked to indicate whether they would
want each method of influence to be used to influence their food choices, answering ‘Yes’ or ‘No’
for the three types of intervention. Then participants were thanked, debriefed and re-directed to
claim their reward.



Results

General motivation to change

Participants were significantly more motivated to change their shopping habits in line with more
nutritional food choices (M= 70.49 SD= 19.50) than more environmentally sustainable food
choices ((M= 62.14 SD= 24.09), t(280) = 5.86, p < .001).

Smart applications

The recommender system for sustainable food choices was generally the most highly rated
intervention across all three dependent variables (willingness to adopt, likely change in behaviour
and ethicality). The application which generated an overall environmental score (carbon footprint)
was also rated similarly highly in terms of ethicality versus the recommender system for
sustainable food choices (see Table 4).

Table 4 Ratings for smart applications

Intervention
Percentage selected as top ranked
option (willingness to adopt)

Ratings of likely change in behaviour
(0 to 100)

Ratings of ethicality (0 to 100)

Recommender system nutrition 23.13 66.42 74.77

Automatic selector nutrition 9.61 68.74 69.22

Recommender system sustainable 35.59 82.17 80.46

Automatic selector sustainable 6.05 71.41 72.06

Nutritional score 16.01 68.6 69.27

Environmental score 9.61 74.67 80.70

Note: Bold cells indicate highest ratings.
82.21% would want smart applications to be used to influence choices. 
M = 70.11 (SD = 18.74) Average rating of likely change in behaviour. 
M = 75.79 (SD = 21.74) Average ratings of ethicality.

Financial interventions

The discount voucher scheme for buying fruit and vegetables was generally the most highly rated
intervention across all three dependent variables (willingness to adopt, likely change in behaviour
and ethicality). The discount voucher scheme for buying low carbon footprint meals, as well as a
tax on low nutritional value foods was also rated similarly highly in terms of likelihood of inducing
behaviour change (see Table 5).

Table 5: Ratings for financial interventions

Intervention
Percentage selected as top ranked
option (willingness to adopt)

Ratings of likely change in behaviour
(0 to 100)

Ratings of ethicality (0 to 100)

Tax + subsidies nutrition 10.32 69.79 70.69

Tax + subsidies environmental 13.17 75.30 71.03

Tax nutrition 2.14 79.17 66.33

Tax environmental 2.14 62.83 65.17

£10 voucher nutrition 45.20 79.61 82.35

£10 voucher environmental 27.05 79.23 79.30

Note: Bold cells indicate highest ratings.
90.39% would want financial interventions to be used to influence choices. 



M = 77.56 (SD = 20.28) Average ratings of likely change of behaviour 
M = 78.12 (SD = 20.46) Average ratings of ethicality

Behavioural interventions

Improvements to food labelling regarding environmental sustainability was the most popular
behavioural intervention in terms of willingness to adopt and was perceived as the most ethical,
though improvements to food labelling regarding nutrition also received high ratings of ethicality.
The latter intervention received the highest ratings in terms of likelihood of inducing behaviour
change (see Table 6).

Table 6 Ratings for behavioural interventions

Intervention
Percentage selected as top ranked
option (willingness to adopt)

Ratings of likely change in behaviour
(0 to 100)

Ratings of ethicality (0 to 100)

Taste testing in schools nutrition 13.52 61.87 79.21

Taste testing in schools environmental 11.03 67.10 76.65

Public campaigns nutrition 6.41 70.11 70.39

Public campaigns environmental 6.76 64.74 79.25

Labelling nutrition 30.60 72.38 81.34

Labelling environmental 31.67 69.88 83.11

Note: Highlighted cells indicate highest ratings.
72.95% would want behavioural interventions to be used to influence choices. 
M = 69.06 (SD = 21.43) Average ratings of likely change of behaviour 
M = 80.28 (SD = 20.86) Average ratings of ethicality

General type of intervention

Popularity 

Looking at the range of specific interventions for each of the types of intervention for achieving
behavioural change (smart applications, financial, behavioural), and only focusing on the most
popular rated option.

The most popular rated option (across all interventions) was introducing a discount voucher
scheme for money off more nutritious food options. However, the recommender system for
environmentally sustainable options was rated as the most likely to lead to personal changes in
behaviour, and the labelling of environmentally sustainable options was judged to be the most
ethical overall (see Table 7).

Table 7: Most popular intervention for each type.

Intervention
Percentage selected as top ranked
option (willingness to adopt)

Ratings of likely change in behaviour
(0 to 100)

Ratings of ethicality (0 to 100)

Smart application Recommender system
sustainable

35.59 82.17 80.46

Financial £10 voucher nutrition 45.20 79.61 82.35

Behavioural labelling environmental 31.67 69.88 83.11

Implementation preference

Here we look at the percentage of respondents that would want the three types of interventions
(smart applications, financial, behavioural) to be used to influence food choices (with the



response yes/no). Significantly more participants responded yes to the financial interventions
(90.39%) compared to smart functionalities (82.21%) or behavioural interventions (72.95%), (?2 =
28.80, p = < .001).

Likelihood of change in behaviour

Here we look at the average overall ratings (scale from 0 to 100) estimating the likelihood of the
three general methods (smart applications, financial, behavioural interventions) to lead to
personal behavioural change. Financial interventions were perceived as the most likely to lead to
personal behavioural change (M= 77.56, SD = 20.28) versus behavioural interventions (M=
69.06, SD = 21.43) or smart applications (M= 70.11, SD = 18.74). The differences here are
significant (one-way ANOVA, F (2,840) = 14.80, p < .001). A post-hoc Tukey test showed that
financial interventions were significantly different from the two others, with no significant
differences between behavioural interventions and smart applications.

Perceived ethicality

Here we look at the average overall ratings (scale from 0 to 100) estimating the ethicality of the
three general methods (smart applications, financial, behavioural interventions). The most
ethically rated general method were the behavioural interventions (M = 80.28, SD = 20.86)
compared to financial interventions (M = 78.12; SD = 20.46) and smart applications (M = 75.79;
SD = 21.74). The differences here are (marginally) significant – one-way ANOVA, F(2,840) =
3.27, p = .04. A post-hoc Tukey test showed that smart applications were perceived as
significantly less ethical than behavioural interventions, with no other significant differences.

Take home summary

There are slight differences in ratings of perceived ethicality of the three general methods (smart
applications, financial, behavioural interventions), with smart applications perceived as less
ethical than behavioural interventions. People tend to estimate that they will likely change their
behaviour more when financial incentives are introduced and would like to see these
implemented. Judging that financial methods are more likely to lead to personal behavioural
change more than the other methods, corresponds to the consistent finding that the cost of food
items is one of, if not the, key contributing factor that influences food choices. So, this estimate
corresponds with considerable evidence and reflects an accurate estimate of reality.   

Role of demographic factors

In all but one instance, there were no significant associations between any of the demographic
variables (age, gender, education, income, having children under the age of 18) and whether one
wanted to see smart applications, financial or behavioural interventions used to influence choices.
The only exception was the significant association (p = .011) between income and whether one
wanted financial interventions to be used, though this should be interpreted with caution, given
the exceedingly small numbers of participants indicating the highest income levels.
 

References and Endnotes



1. Packaging and Labelling (food.gov.uk)
2. This is only a legislative requirement in certain circumstances – i.e. where the ingredient is

in name of food, commonly associated or emphasised.
3. Where required, it’s not always mandatory.
4.  Durability date marking is mandatory on most prepacked foods.
5. Only required in certain circumstances.
6. For instance, font size requirement is a requirement of Retained EU Law (REUL)

Regulation (EU) No. 1169/2011
7. Osman, M., & Gothold, S. A. Consumer Judgment of Food Labels: How Front of Pack

Promotions Influences Choice Behaviour, Views of Nutritional Content, Judgments of
Healthiness, and Willingness to Pay Estimates. Ann Nutr Food Sci. 2019; 3 (1), 1039.

8. Pretty, J. N., Ball, A. S., Lang, T., & Morison, J. I. (2005). Farm costs and food miles: An
assessment of the full cost of the UK weekly food basket. Food Policy, 30(1), 1-19.

9. Adams, J., Goffe, L., Brown, T., Lake, A. A., Summerbell, C., White, M., ... & Adamson, A.
J. (2015). Frequency and socio-demographic correlates of eating meals out and take-away
meals at home: cross-sectional analysis of the UK national diet and nutrition survey, waves
1–4 (2008–12). International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity, 12(1), 1-
9. https://ijbnpa.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12966-015-0210-8

10. Robinson, E., Jones, A., Whitelock, V., Mead, B. R., & Haynes, A. (2018). (Over) eating out
at major UK restaurant chains: observational study of energy content of main meals. BMJ,
363. https://www.bmj.com/content/363/bmj.k4982.full

11. Food Standards Agency. Food and You - Wave Four. 2018.
12. https://www.statista.com/statistics/1100981/average-cost-of-a-shopping-….
13. University of Wollongong Australia research online 
14. https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/cb.1812?casa_token=h5F1…
15. https://www.finder.com/uk/supermarket-statistics-uk-2021
16. https://www.statista.com/statistics/412514/shopping-time-spent-by-locat…
17. https://www.fivestarhomefoods.com/blog/grocery-shopping-facts
18. The values will be extremely inaccurate, because people shop for food that they consumer

at home from places other than supermarkets (for example online – for which the data is 8
years old), the estimates of average times spent shopping are only for supermarkets, and
based only on an estimate of 33 staple items in a food basket, when in fact there will likely
be more food items in a food basket for an average week, and other non-food products will
also be bought, and depending on demographic factors, shoppers may shop multiple times
in the week and so this increases the average shopping time.

19. https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/cb.1812?casa_token=h5F1…
20. There is on average 11 aisles in a supermarket, with an average length 16 meters, 
21. https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/cb.1566?casa_token=4IB7…
22. https://eprints.soton.ac.uk/415975/1/INSCI_2017_paper_31.pdf
23. https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/personalandhousehol…
24. Ludwiczak, A., Osman, M., & Jahanshahi, M. (2020). Redefining the relationship between

effort and reward: Choice-execution model of effort-based decisions. Behavioural Brain
Research, 383, 112474

25. https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uplo…
26. https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1509/jm.11.0436?casa_token=na1t…
27. https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/IJRDM-03-2020-0109/…
28. https://web.envistacorp.com/hubfs/Reports/BRP%20Special%20Report%20-%20…
29. https://www.birminghammail.co.uk/whats-on/shopping/lidl-hot-water-over-…
30. Hoyer, W. D. (1984). An examination of consumer decision making for a common repeat

purchase product. Journal of Consumer Research, 11(3), 822-829.
31. Machín, L., Curutchet, M. R., Gugliucci, V., Vitola, A., Otterbring, T., de Alcantara, M., &

Ares, G. (2020). The habitual nature of food purchases at the supermarket: Implications for
policy making. Appetite, 155, 104844.

https://www.food.gov.uk/business-guidance/packaging-and-labelling
https://ijbnpa.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12966-015-0210-8
https://www.bmj.com/content/363/bmj.k4982.full
https://www.food.gov.uk/research/food-and-you/food-and-you-wave-four
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1100981/average-cost-of-a-shopping-basket-in-the-united-kingdom-by-supermarket/#:~:text=Average%20cost%20of%20a%20shopping,(UK)%202019%2C%20by%20supermarket&text=The%20average%20cost%20of%20shopping,range%20of%20goods%20at%20Waitrose
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/cb.1812?casa_token=h5F1OzZO1Y4AAAAA%3Afnvtrp7Dt7xqMKJQg9wtcoS6CXnSKIvhZRbuAEVAEEgE6SVJBIJV38hk8eHFjk4lvE5Y2vLQ0KfTtVtE
https://www.finder.com/uk/supermarket-statistics-uk-2021
https://www.statista.com/statistics/412514/shopping-time-spent-by-location-great-britain-uk/
https://www.fivestarhomefoods.com/blog/grocery-shopping-facts
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/cb.1812?casa_token=h5F1OzZO1Y4AAAAA:fnvtrp7Dt7xqMKJQg9wtcoS6CXnSKIvhZRbuAEVAEEgE6SVJBIJV38hk8eHFjk4lvE5Y2vLQ0KfTtVtE
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/cb.1566?casa_token=4IB7BmCqD98AAAAA:nyK9XHCbixfbGuOQUuJGnCA2AKyo2S6ogp6epcSpRrRI2i1XoSbcEPyfiQjMOSsL1pD3LstLVzM9vHr
https://eprints.soton.ac.uk/415975/1/INSCI_2017_paper_31.pdf
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/personalandhouseholdfinances/incomeandwealth/methodologies/livingcostsandfoodsurvey
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/608426/foodpocketbook-2016report-rev-12apr17.pdf
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1509/jm.11.0436?casa_token=na1tFbeWRvEAAAAA:uVdPGONg_W9jXLTYxYba4AY6Lo_n-LEMKXgD2Cqt40KALKtdyI1gCkXrCxI9mM2ifiUVRVX86KqqTQ
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/IJRDM-03-2020-0109/full/html?casa_token=jer57FVJRf8AAAAA:idLa3S-6TkXnyJaxZ6nPCgu_VKKzDTPb8twGQmBVQFI_WGtnfEdVtxNYfsLBJPaBYylvTEbTRVn5ALZxoeycpVy8DVuxn4uxmg49FbC8KFXyeLiK_M_S
https://web.envistacorp.com/hubfs/Reports/BRP%20Special%20Report%20-%20The%20Mobilization%20of%20Retail%20-%20enVista.pdf
https://www.birminghammail.co.uk/whats-on/shopping/lidl-hot-water-over-controversial-21230955


32. Verplanken, B., & Aarts, H. (1999). Habit, attitude, and planned behaviour: is habit an
empty construct or an interesting case of goal-directed automaticity?. European Review of
Social Psychology, 10(1), 101-134.

33. Wood, W., & Neal, D. T. (2007). A new look at habits and the habit-goal interface.
Psychological Review, 114(4), 843.

34. Otterbring, T., Wästlund, E., Gustafsson, A., & Shams, P. (2014). Vision (im) possible? The
effects of in-store signage on customers’ visual attention. Journal of Retailing and
Consumer Services, 21(5), 676-684.

35. Alter, A. L., & Oppenheimer, D. M. (2009). Uniting the tribes of fluency to form a
metacognitive nation. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 13(3), 219-235.

36.   Otterbring, T., Wästlund, E., & Gustafsson, A. (2016). Eye-tracking customers' visual
attention in the wild: Dynamic gaze behavior moderates the effect of store familiarity on
navigational fluency. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 28, 165-170.

37.   McKinnon, G. F., Kelly, J. P., & Robison, E. D. (1981). Sales effects of point-of-purchase
in-store signing. Journal of Retailing, 57(2), 49-63.

38.   Chandon, P., Hutchinson, J. W., Bradlow, E. T., & Young, S. H. (2009). Does in-store
marketing work? Effects of the number and position of shelf facings on brand attention and
evaluation at the point of purchase. Journal of Marketing, 73(6), 1-17.

39.   Meyers-Levy, J. (1989). Priming effects on product judgments: A hemispheric
interpretation. Journal of Consumer Research, 16(1), 76-86.

40.   Aschemann-Witzel, J., Jensen, J. H., Jensen, M. H., & Kulikovskaja, V. (2017). Consumer
behaviour towards price-reduced suboptimal foods in the supermarket and the relation to
food waste in households. Appetite, 116, 246-258.

41.   Inman, J. J., Winer, R. S., & Ferraro, R. (2009). The interplay among category
characteristics, customer characteristics, and customer activities on in-store decision
making. Journal of Marketing, 73(5), 19-29.

42.   Forbes, L. E., Graham, J. E., Berglund, C., & Bell, R. C. (2018). Dietary change during
pregnancy and women’s reasons for change. Nutrients, 10(8), 1032.

43.   Maskarinec, G., Murphy, S., Shumay, D. M., & Kakai, H. (2001). Dietary changes among
cancer survivors. European Journal of Cancer Care, 10(1), 12-20.

44.   De Silva, D., Geromi, M., Halken, S., Host, A., Panesar, S. S., Muraro, A., ... & EAACI
Food Allergy and Anaphylaxis Guidelines Group. (2014). Primary prevention of food allergy
in children and adults: systematic review. Allergy, 69(5), 581-589.

45.   Klohe-Lehman, D. M., Freeland-Graves, J., Clarke, K. K., Cai, G., Voruganti, V. S., Milani,
T. J., ... & Bohman, T. M. (2007). Low-income, overweight and obese mothers as agents of
change to improve food choices, fat habits, and physical activity in their 1-to-3-year-old
children. Journal of the American College of Nutrition, 26(3), 196-208.

46.   Galobardes, B., Morabia, A., & Bernstein, M. S. (2001). Diet and socioeconomic position:
does the use of different indicators matter?. International journal of Epidemiology, 30(2),
334-340.

47.   Nezlek, J. B., & Forestell, C. A. (2020). Vegetarianism as a social identity. Current Opinion
in Food Science, 33, 45-51.

48.   Morland, K., Wing, S., Roux, A. D., & Poole, C. (2002). Neighborhood characteristics
associated with the location of food stores and food service places. American Journal of
Preventive Medicine, 22(1), 23-29.

49.   Gilbert, P. A., & Khokhar, S. (2008). Changing dietary habits of ethnic groups in Europe
and implications for health. Nutrition Reviews, 66(4), 203-215.

50.   DiClemente, D. F., & Hantula, D. A. (2003). Applied behavioral economics and consumer
choice. Journal of Economic Psychology, 24(5), 589-602.

51.   Watson, J. B., & Rayner, R. (1920). Conditioned emotional reactions. Journal of
Experimental Psychology, 3(1), 1.

52.   DiClemente, D., & Hantula, D. A. (2000). John Broadus Watson: I. O psychologist. The
Industrial Psychologist, 37(4), 47-55.

53.   Shimp, T. A., Hyatt, E. M., & Snyder, D. J. (1991). A critical appraisal of demand artifacts
in consumer research. Journal of Consumer Research, 18(3), 273-283.



54.   Janiszewski, C., & Warlop, L. (1993). The influence of classical conditioning procedures
on subsequent attention to the conditioned brand. Journal of Consumer Research, 20(2),
171-189.

55.   Allen, C. T., & Janiszewski, C. A. (1989). Assessing the role of contingency awareness in
attitudinal conditioning with implications for advertising research. Journal of Marketing
Research, 26(1), 30-43.

56.   Foxall, G. R. (1994). Consumer choice as an evolutionary process: An operant
interpretation of adopter behavior. ACR North American Advances.

57.   Geller, E. S. (1989). Applied behavior analysis and social marketing: An integration for
environmental preservation. Journal of Social Issues, 45(1), 17-36.

58.   Smith, D., & Murcott, A. (1998). ‘The Nation's Diet’: The Social Science of Food Choice.
59.   Oyserman, D. (2009). Identity-based motivation: Implications for action-readiness,

procedural-readiness, and consumer behavior. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 19(3),
250-260.

60.   Stern, P. C. (1999). Information, incentives, and proenvironmental consumer behavior.
Journal of Consumer Policy, 22(4), 461-478.

61.   Bandura, A. (1991). Social cognitive theory of self-regulation. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, 50(2), 248-287.

62.   Osman, M., Schwartz, P., & Wodak, S. (2021). Sustainable Consumption: What Works
Best, Carbon Taxes, Subsidies and/or Nudges?. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 1-
26.

63.   Croker, H., Whitaker, K. L., Cooke, L., & Wardle, J. (2009). Do social norms affect
intended food choice?. Preventive Medicine, 49(2-3), 190-193.

64.   Guthrie, J. F. (2017). Integrating behavioral economics into nutrition education research
and practice. Journal of Nutrition Education and Behavior, 49(8), 700-705.

65.   Horgen, K. B., & Brownell, K. D. (2002). Comparison of price change and health message
interventions in promoting healthy food choices. Health Psychology, 21(5), 505-512.

66.   Horgen, K. B., & Brownell, K. D. (2002). Comparison of price change and health message
interventions in promoting healthy food choices. Health Psychology, 21(5), 505.

67.   Epstein, L. H., Jankowiak, N., Nederkoorn, C., Raynor, H. A., French, S. A., & Finkelstein,
E. (2012). Experimental research on the relation between food price changes and food-
purchasing patterns: a targeted review. The American Journal of Clinical Nutrition, 95(4),
789-809.

68.   Afshin, A., Peñalvo, J. L., Del Gobbo, L., Silva, J., Michaelson, M., O'Flaherty, M., ... &
Mozaffarian, D. (2017). The prospective impact of food pricing on improving dietary
consumption: a systematic review and meta-analysis. PloS One, 12(3), e0172277.

69.   Thow, A. M., Downs, S., & Jan, S. (2014). A systematic review of the effectiveness of food
taxes and subsidies to improve diets: understanding the recent evidence. Nutrition
Reviews, 72(9), 551-565.

70.   Mozaffarian, D., Rogoff, K. S., & Ludwig, D. S. (2014). The real cost of food: can taxes
and subsidies improve public health?. JAMA, 312(9), 889-890.

71.   Powell, L. M., Chriqui, J. F., Khan, T., Wada, R., & Chaloupka, F. J. (2013). Assessing the
potential effectiveness of food and beverage taxes and subsidies for improving public
health: a systematic review of prices, demand and body weight outcomes. Obesity
Reviews, 14(2), 110-128.

72.   Fletcher, J. M., Frisvold, D. E., & Tefft, N. (2010). The effects of soft drink taxes on child
and adolescent consumption and weight outcomes. Journal of Public Economics, 94(11-
12), 967-974.

73.   Hagmann, D., Siegrist, M., & Hartmann, C. (2018). Taxes, labels, or nudges? Public
acceptance of various interventions designed to reduce sugar intake. Food Policy, 79, 156-
165.

74.   Lin, Y., Osman, M., & Ashcroft, R. (2017). Nudge: concept, effectiveness, and ethics.
Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 39(6), 293-306.

75.   Osman, M., Lin, Y., & Ashcroft, R. (2017). Nudging: A lesson in the theatrics of choice.
Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 39(6), 311-316.



76.   Gold, N., Lin, Y., Ashcroft, R., & Osman, M. (2020). ‘Better off, as judged by themselves’:
do people support nudges as a method to change their own behavior?. Behavioural Public
Policy, 1-30.

77.   Meder, B., Fleischhut, N., & Osman, M. (2018). Beyond the confines of choice
architecture: a critical analysis. Journal of Economic Psychology, 68, 36-44.

78.  Michie, S., Van Stralen, M. M., & West, R. (2011). The behaviour change wheel: a new
method for characterising and designing behaviour change interventions. Implementation
Science, 6(1), 1-12.

79.   Hansen, P. G., & Jespersen, A. M. (2013). Nudge and the manipulation of choice: A
framework for the responsible use of the nudge approach to behaviour change in public
policy. European Journal of Risk Regulation, 4(1), 3-28.

80.   Service, O., Hallsworth, M., Halpern, D., Algate, F., Gallagher, R., Nguyen, S., …
Kirkman, E (2014). EAST.Four simple ways to apply behavioural insights.

81.   Schuldt, J. P. (2013). Does green mean healthy? Nutrition label color affects perceptions
of healthfulness. Health Communication. https://doi.org/10.1080/10410236.2012.725270

82.   Osman, M., & Thornton, K. (2019). Traffic light labelling of meals to promote sustainable
consumption and healthy eating. Appetite, 138, 60-71.

83.   Dowray, S., Swartz, J. J., Braxton, D., & Viera, A. J. (2013). Potential effect of physical
activity based menu labels on the calorie content of selected fast food meals. Appetite, 62,
173–181

84.   Van Herpen, E., Hieke, S., & Van Trijp, H. C. (2014). Inferring product healthfulness from
nutrition labelling. The influence of reference points. Appetite, 72, 138-149.

85.   Nguyen, B., Tang, J., Rose, C., & Thomas, M. (2021). Effectiveness of numeric energy
menu labelling and alternative formats and/or content: a rapid evidence review update.
SSRN. https://hdl.handle.net/2123/24752

86.   Robinson, E., Harris, E., Thomas, J., Aveyard, P., & Higgs, S. (2013). Reducing high
calorie snack food in young adults: a role for social norms and health based messages.
International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity, 10(1), 1-8.

87.   Richter, I., Thøgersen, J., & Klöckner, C. A. (2018). A social norms intervention going
wrong: Boomerang effects from descriptive norms information. Sustainability, 10(8), 2848.

88.   Zandstra, E. H., Carvalho, Á. H., & Van Herpen, E. (2017). Effects of front-of-pack social
norm messages on food choice and liking. Food Quality and Preference, 58, 85-93.

89.   Schultz, P. W., Nolan, J. M., Cialdini, R. B., Goldstein, N. J., & Griskevicius, V. (2007).
The constructive, destructive, and reconstructive power of social norms. Psychological
Science, 18(5), 429-434.

90.   Kallgren, C. A., Reno, R. R., & Cialdini, R. B. (2000). A focus theory of normative conduct:
When norms do and do not affect behavior. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
26(8), 1002-1012.

91.   Chang, E. H., Milkman, K. L., Chugh, D., & Akinola, M. (2019). Diversity thresholds: How
social norms, visibility, and scrutiny relate to group composition. Academy of Management
Journal, 62(1), 144-171.

92.   Dempsey, R. C., McAlaney, J., & Bewick, B. M. (2018). A critical appraisal of the social
norms approach as an interventional strategy for health-related behavior and attitude
change. Frontiers in Psychology, 9, 2180.

93.   Araya, S., Elberg, A., Noton, C., & Schwartz, D. (2019). Identifying food labeling effects on
consumer behavior. Available at SSRN 3195500.

94.   Bleich, S. N., Economos, C. D., Spiker, M. L., Vercammen, K. A., VanEpps, E. M., Block,
J. P., ... & Roberto, C. A. (2017). A systematic review of calorie labeling and modified
calorie labeling interventions: impact on consumer and restaurant behavior. Obesity,
25(12), 2018-2044.

95.   Cantu-Jungles TM, McCormack LA, Slaven JE, Slebodnik M, Eicher-Miller HA. (2017). A
meta-analysis to determine the impact of restaurant menu labeling on calories and nutrients
(ordered or consumed). Nutrients, 9(10), 1088 in U.S. adults. Nutrients. 2017;9(10):1088.
https://doi.org/10.3390/nu9101088.

https://doi.org/10.1080/10410236.2012.725270
https://hdl.handle.net/2123/24752
https://doi.org/10.3390/nu9101088


96.   Cecchini, M., & Warin, L. (2016). Impact of food labelling systems on food choices and
eating behaviours: a systematic review and meta?analysis of randomized studies. Obesity
Reviews, 17(3), 201-210.

97.   Seyedhamzeh, S., Bagheri, M., Keshtkar, A. A., Qorbani, M., & Viera, A. J. (2018).
Physical activity equivalent labeling vs. calorie labeling: a systematic review and meta-
analysis. International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity, 15(1), 1-13.

98.   Crockett, R. A., King, S. E., Marteau, T. M., Prevost, A. T., Bignardi, G., Roberts, N. W., ...
& Jebb, S. A. (2018). Nutritional labelling for healthier food or non?alcoholic drink
purchasing and consumption. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews, (2).

99.   Osman, M., McLachlan, S., Fenton, N., Neil, M., Löfstedt, R., & Meder, B. (2020).
Learning from behavioural changes that fail. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 24, 969-980.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2020.09.009

100.   Shangguan, S., Afshin, A., Shulkin, M., Ma, W., Marsden, D., Smith, J., ... & PRICE, F.
(2019). A meta-analysis of food labeling effects on consumer diet behaviors and industry
practices. American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 56(2), 300-314.

101.   Ikonen, I., Sotgiu, F., Aydinli, A., & Verlegh, P. W. (2020). Consumer effects of front-of-
package nutrition labeling: An interdisciplinary meta-analysis. Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, 48(3), 360-383.

102.   Grummon, A. H., & Hall, M. G. (2020). Sugary drink warnings: A meta-analysis of
experimental studies. PLoS Medicine, 17(5), e1003120.

103.   Daley, A. J., McGee, E., Bayliss, S., Coombe, A., & Parretti, H. M. (2020). Effects of
physical activity calorie equivalent food labelling to reduce food selection and consumption:
systematic review and meta-analysis of randomised controlled studies. J Epidemiol
Community Health, 74(3), 269-275.

104.   Clarke, N., Pechey, E., Kos?te, D., König, L. M., Mantzari, E., Blackwell, A. K., ... &
Hollands, G. J. (2020). Impact of health warning labels on selection and consumption of
food and alcohol products: systematic review with meta-analysis. Health Psychology
Review, 1-24.

105.   Potter, C., Bastounis, A., Hartmann-Boyce, J., Stewart, C., Frie, K., Tudor, K., ... & Jebb,
S. A. (2021). The Effects of Environmental Sustainability Labels on Selection, Purchase,
and Consumption of Food and Drink Products: A Systematic Review. Environment and
Behavior, 0013916521995473.

106.   Ibanez, L. (2016). Ecolabels: Are they environmental-friendly? In A. Marciano & G. B.
Ramello (Eds.), Encyclopedia of law and economics (pp. 1–9). Springer.

107.   Teisl, M. F., Rubin, J., & Noblet, C. L. (2008). Non-dirty dancing? Interactions between
eco-labels and consumers. Journal of Economic Psychology, 29(2), 140–159.

108.   Tobi, R. C., Harris, F., Rana, R., Brown, K. A., Quaife, M., & Green, R. (2019).
Sustainable diet dimensions. Comparing consumer preference for nutrition, environmental
and social responsibility food labelling: a systematic review. Sustainability, 11(23), 6575.

109.   Bastounis, A., Buckell, J., Hartmann-Boyce, J., Cook, B., King, S., Potter, C., ... & Jebb, S.
A. (2021). The Impact of Environmental Sustainability Labels on Willingness-to-Pay for
Foods: A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis of Discrete Choice Experiments. Nutrients,
13(8), 2677.

110.   Tonkin, E., Wilson, A. M., Coveney, J., Webb, T., & Meyer, S. B. (2015). Trust in and
through labelling–a systematic review and critique. British Food Journal, 117(1), 318-338.

111.   Tonkin, E., Meyer, S. B., Coveney, J., Webb, T., & Wilson, A. M. (2016). The process of
making trust related judgements through interaction with food labelling. Food Policy, 63, 1-
11.

112.   Tonkin, E., Webb, T., Coveney, J., Meyer, S. B., & Wilson, A. M. (2016). Consumer trust
in the Australian food system–the everyday erosive impact of food labelling. Appetite, 103,
118-127.

113.   Lobb, A. E., Mazzocchi, M., & Traill, W. B. (2007). Modelling risk perception and trust in
food safety information within the theory of planned behaviour. Food Quality and
Preference, 18(2), 384-395.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2020.09.009


114.   Hamzaoui-Essoussi, L., Sirieix, L., & Zahaf, M. (2013). Trust orientations in the organic
food distribution channels: A comparative study of the Canadian and French markets.
Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 20(3), 292-301.

115.   Tonkin, E., Coveney, J., Webb, T., Wilson, A. M., & Meyer, S. B. (2018). Consumer
Concerns Relating to Food Labeling and Trust—Australian Governance Actors Respond.
Journal of Consumer Affairs, 52(2), 349-372.

116.   Rupprecht, C. D., Fujiyoshi, L., McGreevy, S. R., & Tayasu, I. (2020). Trust me?
Consumer trust in expert information on food product labels. Food and Chemical
Toxicology, 137, 111170.

117.   Coveney, J. (2008). Food and trust in Australia: building a picture. Public Health Nutrition,
11(3), 237-245.

118.   Angulo, A. M., & Gil, J. M. (2007). Risk perception and consumer willingness to pay for
certified beef in Spain. Food Quality and Preference, 18(8), 1106-1117.

119.   Roitner-Schobesberger, B., Darnhofer, I., Somsook, S., & Vogl, C. R. (2008). Consumer
perceptions of organic foods in Bangkok, Thailand. Food Policy, 33(2), 112-121.

120.   Mazzocchi, M., Lobb, A., Bruce Traill, W., & Cavicchi, A. (2008). Food scares and trust: a
European study. Journal of Agricultural Economics, 59(1), 2-24.

121.   Mazzocchi, M., Lobb, A. E., & Traill, W. B. (2006). Food Scares and Consumer Behaviour:
a European Perspective (No. 1004-2016-78897).

122.   Böcker, A., & Hanf, C. H. (2000). Confidence lost and—partially—regained: consumer
response to food scares. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 43(4), 471-485.

123.   McCluskey, J. J., & Loureiro, M. L. (2003). Consumer preferences and willingness to pay
for food labeling: a discussion of empirical studies. Journal of Food Distribution Research,
34(856-2016-57150), 95-102.

124.   Grunert, K. G., Fernández-Celemín, L., Wills, J. M., genannt Bonsmann, S. S., & Nureeva,
L. (2010). Use and understanding of nutrition information on food labels in six European
countries. Journal of Public Health, 18(3), 261-277. [Of all shoppers observed from 6
European Countries, 16.8% did look for nutrition information, and there was a good deal of
variation both with regard to countries and product categories]

125. Lichtenstein AH. 2013 FAO/WHO workshop presentation: IOM report on front-of-package
nutrition rating systems and symbols. Published 2013. Accessed February 26, 2017.

126.   Hoefkens C, Verbeke W. 2013. Consumers’ health-related motive orientations and
reactions to claims about dietary calcium. Nutrients. 5(1):82–96. 

127.   Zezelj I, Milosevic J, Stojanovic Z, Ognjanov G. 2012. The motivational and informational
basis of attitudes toward foods with health claims. Appetite, 59(3):960–967.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2012.09.008.

128.   Grunert, K. G., Hieke, S., & Wills, J. (2014). Sustainability labels on food products:
Consumer motivation, understanding and use. Food Policy, 44, 177-189.

129.   Ghvanidze, S., Velikova, N., Dodd, T. and Oldewage-Theron, W. (2017), "A discrete
choice experiment of the impact of consumers’ environmental values, ethical concerns, and
health consciousness on food choices: A cross-cultural analysis", British Food Journal, Vol.
119 No. 4, pp. 863-881.

130.   Fox, E. L., Davis, C., Downs, S. M., McLaren, R., & Fanzo, J. (2021). A focused
ethnographic study on the role of health and sustainability in food choice decisions.
Appetite, 105319.

131.   Kause, A., de Bruin, W. B., Millward-Hopkins, J., & Olsson, H. (2019). Public perceptions
of how to reduce carbon footprints of consumer food choices. Environmental Research
Letters, 14(11), 114005.

132.   Nguyen, H., & Le, H. (2020). The effect of agricultural product eco-labelling on green
purchase intention. Management Science Letters, 10(12), 2813-2820.

133.   Steg, L. (2015). Environmental psychology and sustainable consumption. In Handbook of
Research on Sustainable Consumption. Edward Elgar Publishing.

134.   White, K., Habib, R., & Hardisty, D. J. (2019). How to SHIFT consumer behaviors to be
more sustainable: A literature review and guiding framework. Journal of Marketing, 83(3),
22-49.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2012.09.008


135.   Vringer, K., Heijden, E. V. D., Soest, D. V., Vollebergh, H., & Dietz, F. (2017). Sustainable
consumption dilemmas. Sustainability, 9(6), 942.

136.   Sacks, G., Rayner, M., & Swinburn, B. (2009). Impact of front-of-pack ‘traffic-light’nutrition
labelling on consumer food purchases in the UK. Health Promotion International, 24(4),
344-352.

137.   Neal, B., Crino, M., Dunford, E., Gao, A., Greenland, R., Li, N., ... & Wu, J. H. (2017).
Effects of different types of front-of-pack labelling information on the healthiness of food
purchases—a randomised controlled trial. Nutrients, 9(12), 1284.

138.   Ni Mhurchu, C.; Volkova, E.; Jiang, Y.; Eyles, H.; Michie, J.; Neal, B.; Blakely, T.;
Swinburn, B.; Rayner, M. (2017). Effects of interpretive nutrition labels on consumer food
purchases: The Starlight randomized controlled trial. Am. J. Clin. Nutr. 105, 695–704

139.   Sandoval, L. A., Carpio, C. E., & Sanchez-Plata, M. (2019). The effect of ‘Traffic-
Light’nutritional labelling in carbonated soft drink purchases in Ecuador. PloS One, 14(10),
e0222866.

140.   Khandpur, N., Sato, P. D. M., Mais, L. A., Martins, A. P. B., Spinillo, C. G., Garcia, M. T.,
... & Jaime, P. C. (2018). Are front-of-package warning labels more effective at
communicating nutrition information than traffic-light labels? A randomized controlled
experiment in a Brazilian sample. Nutrients, 10(6), 688.

141.   Deliza, R., de Alcantara, M., Pereira, R., & Ares, G. (2020). How do different warning
signs compare with the guideline daily amount and traffic-light system?. Food Quality and
Preference, 80, 103821.

142.   Jáuregui, A., Vargas-Meza, J., Nieto, C., Contreras-Manzano, A., Alejandro, N. Z.,
Tolentino-Mayo, L., ... & Barquera, S. (2020). Impact of front-of-pack nutrition labels on
consumer purchasing intentions: a randomized experiment in low-and middle-income
Mexican adults. BMC Public Health, 20, 1-13.

143.   Crosetto, P., Muller, L., & Ruffieux, B. (2016). Helping consumers with a front-of-pack
label: Numbers or colors?: Experimental comparison between Guideline Daily Amount and
Traffic Light in a diet-building exercise. Journal of Economic Psychology, 55, 30-50.

144.   Brownell, K. D., & Koplan, J. P. (2011). Front-of-package nutrition labeling—an abuse of
trust by the food industry?. New England Journal of Medicine, 364(25), 2373-2375.

145.   Schneider, G., & Ghosh, A. P. (2020). Should We Trust Front-of-Package Labels? How
Food and Brand Categorization Influence Healthiness Perception and Preference. Journal
of the Association for Consumer Research, 5(2), 149-161.

146.   Hobin, E., Bollinger, B., Sacco, J., Liebman, E. L. I., Vanderlee, L., Zuo, F. E. I., ... &
Hammond, D. (2017). Consumers’ response to an on?shelf nutrition labelling system in
supermarkets: evidence to inform policy and practice. The Milbank Quarterly, 95(3), 494-
534.

147.   Seyedhamzeh, S., Nedjat, S., Shakibazadeh, E., Doustmohammadian, A., Hosseini, H., &
Dorosty Motlagh, A. (2020). Nutrition labels’ strengths & weaknesses and strategies for
improving their use in Iran: A qualitative study. Plos One, 15(10), e0241395.

148.   Bhawra, J. (2020). A five-country evaluation of nutrition labelling policies: consumer use,
understanding, and knowledge of processed foods. UWSpace.
http://hdl.handle.net/10012/16521

149.   Saarela, Anna-Maria, Anja T. Lapveteläinen, Hannu M. Mykkänen, Teuvo T. Kantanen,
and Riitta L. Rissanen. "Real-life setting in data collection. The role of nutrition knowledge
whilst selecting food products for weight management purposes in a supermarket
environment." Appetite 71 (2013): 196-208.

150.   Larney, M., De Beer, H., & Jacobs, S. A. (2011). Adult consumers understanding and use
of information on food labels: a study among consumers living in the Potchefstroom and
Klerksdorp regions, South Africa. Public Health Nutrition, 14(3), 510-522.

151.   Vizcaíno, F. V., & Velasco, A. (2019). The battle between brands and nutritional labels:
How brand familiarity decreases consumers' alertness toward traffic light nutritional labels.
Journal of Business Research, 101, 637-650.

152.   Stones, C. (2016). Online food nutrition labelling in the UK: how consistent are
supermarkets in their presentation of nutrition labels online?. Public Health Nutrition,

http://hdl.handle.net/10012/16521


19(12), 2175-2184.
153.   Jáuregui, A., Vargas-Meza, J., Nieto, C., Contreras-Manzano, A., Alejandro, N. Z.,

Tolentino-Mayo, L., ... & Barquera, S. (2020). Impact of front-of-pack nutrition labels on
consumer purchasing intentions: a randomized experiment in low-and middle-income
Mexican adults. BMC Public Health, 20, 1-13.

154.   Vallgårda, S., Holm, L., & Jensen, J. D. (2015). The Danish tax on saturated fat: why it did
not survive. European Journal of Clinical Nutrition, 69(2), 223-226.

155.   Kalamov, Z. (2020). A sales tax is better at promoting healthy diets than the fat tax and
the thin subsidy. Health Economics, 29(3), 353-366.

156.   Keller, I., & Lang, T. (2008). Food-based dietary guidelines and implementation: lessons
from four countries–Chile, Germany, New Zealand and South Africa. Public Health
Nutrition, 11(8), 867-874.

157.  Paraje, G., Colchero, A., Wlasiuk, J. M., Sota, A. M., & Popkin, B. M. (2021). The effects of
the Chilean food policy package on aggregate employment and real wages. Food Policy,
100, 102016.

158.   Taillie, L. S., Reyes, M., Colchero, M. A., Popkin, B., & Corvalán, C. (2020). An evaluation
of Chile’s Law of Food Labeling and Advertising on sugar-sweetened beverage purchases
from 2015 to 2017: A before-and-after study. PLoS Medicine, 17(2), e1003015.

159.   Mills, E. N. C., Valovirta, E., Madsen, C., Taylor, S. L., Vieths, S., Anklam, E., ... & Frewer,
L. (2004). Information provision for allergic consumers–where are we going with food
allergen labelling?. Allergy, 59(12), 1262-1268.

160.   Soon, J. M. (2018). Food allergen labelling: “May contain” evidence from Malaysia. Food
Research International, 108, 455-464.

161.   Ontiveros, N., Gallardo, J. A. L., Arámburo-Gálvez, J. G., Beltrán-Cárdenas, C. E.,
Figueroa-Salcido, O. G., Mora-Melgem, J. A., ... & Cabrera-Chávez, F. (2020).
Characteristics of allergen labelling and precautionary allergen labelling in packaged food
products available in Latin America. Nutrients, 12(9), 2698.

162.   https://www.food.gov.uk/business-guidance/allergen-guidance-for-food-bu…
163.   Cornelisse-Vermaat, J. R., Voordouw, J., Yiakoumaki, V., Theodoridis, G., & Frewer, L. J.

(2008). Food-allergic consumers’ labelling preferences: a cross-cultural comparison.
European Journal of Public Health, 18(2), 115-120.

164.   Soogali, N. B., & Soon, J. M. (2018). Food allergies and perceptions towards food allergen
labelling in Mauritius. Food Control, 93, 144-149.

165.   DunnGalvin, A., Roberts, G., Regent, L., Austin, M., Kenna, F., Schnadt, S., ... & Mills, C.
(2019). Understanding how consumers with food allergies make decisions based on
precautionary labelling. Clinical & Experimental Allergy, 49(11), 1446-1454.

166.   Abrams, Elissa M., Elinor Simons, Jennifer Gerdts, Orla Nazarko, Beatrice Povolo, and
Jennifer LP Protudjer. "“I want to really crack this nut”: an analysis of parent-perceived
policy needs surrounding food allergy." BMC Public Health 20, no. 1 (2020): 1-7.

167.   Sheth, S. S., Waserman, S., Kagan, R., Alizadehfar, R., Primeau, M. N., Elliot, S., ... &
Clarke, A. E. (2010). Role of food labels in accidental exposures in food-allergic individuals
in Canada. Annals of Allergy, Asthma & Immunology, 104(1), 60-65.

168.   Voordouw, J., Cornelisse?Vermaat, J. R., Yiakoumaki, V., Theodoridis, G.,
Chryssochoidis, G., & Frewer, L. J. (2009). Food allergic consumers' preferences for
labelling practices: a qualitative study in a real shopping environment. International Journal
of Consumer Studies, 33(1), 94-102.

169.   Voordouw, J., Antonides, G., Cornelisse-Vermaat, J. R., Pfaff, S., Niemietz, D., & Frewer,
L. J. (2012). Optimising the delivery of food allergy information. An assessment of food
allergic consumer preferences for different information delivery formats. Food Quality and
Preference, 23(1), 71-78.

170.   Mercer, R., Young, M., Rimpeekool, W., Marshall, A., Hector, D., Dickson, J., & Phillips,
R. (2013). Literature review on the impact of label format on consumers’ attention and
comprehension for mandated label elements. Food Standards Australia New Zealand.
Retrieved from: https://www.foodstandards.gov.au/publications/Pages/Literature-review-o…

https://www.food.gov.uk/business-guidance/allergen-guidance-for-food-businesses
https://www.foodstandards.gov.au/publications/Pages/Literature-review-on-the-impact-of-label-format-on-consumers-attention-and-comprehension-for-mandated-label-elements.aspx


171.   Ross, G. M., Bremer, M. G., & Nielen, M. W. (2018). Consumer-friendly food allergen
detection: Moving towards smartphone-based immunoassays. Analytical and Bioanalytical
Chemistry, 410(22), 5353-5371.

172.   Kawata, Y. (2013). Does Personal Information Acquisition by Consumers Improve Food
Safety Levels?. International Journal of Trade, Economics and Finance, 4(4), 217.

173.   Kami?ski, M., Skonieczna-?ydecka, K., Nowak, J. K., & Stachowska, E. (2020). Global
and local diet popularity rankings, their secular trends, and seasonal variation in Google
Trends data. Nutrition, 79, 110759.

174.   Xhakollari, V., Canavari, M., & Osman, M. (2019). Factors affecting consumers'
adherence to gluten-free diet, a systematic review. Trends in Food Science & Technology,
85, 23-33.

175.   Xhakollari, V., Canavari, M., & Osman, M. (2021). Why people follow a gluten-free diet?
An application of health behaviour models. Appetite, 161, 105136.

176.   Zysk, W., G??bska, D., & Guzek, D. (2019). Role of front-of-package gluten-free product
labeling in a pair-matched study in women with and without celiac disease on a gluten-free
diet. Nutrients, 11(2), 398.

177.   Elliott, C. (2018). The nutritional quality of gluten-free products for children. Pediatrics,
142(2).

178.   Melini, V., & Melini, F. (2019). Gluten-free diet: Gaps and needs for a healthier diet.
Nutrients, 11(1), 170.

179.   Babio, N., LLadóN, B. M. M., Castillejo, G., Guillen, N., & Martínez-Cerezo, F. (2020). A
comparison of the nutritional profile and price of gluten-free products and their gluten-
containing counterparts available in the Spanish market. Nutr Hosp, 37(4), 814-22.

180.   Gerke, M., & Janssen, M. (2017). Vegan foods: Labelling practice. Ernahrungs Umschau,
64(3), 54-57.

181.   Miguel, R. (2021). Vegan with Traces of Animal-Derived Ingredients? Improving the
Vegan Society’s Labelling. Journal of Agricultural and Environmental Ethics, 34(1), 1-14.

182.   Domke, F. (2018). Vegetarian and Vegan Products-Labelling and Definitions. European
Food and Feed Law Review, 13(2), 102-107.

183.   Anderson, J. (2019). What to Call Meat Alternatives: A Labeling Study. Retrieved from:
https://faunalytics.org/what-to-call-plant-based-meat-alternatives-a-la…;  

184.   Apostolidis, C., & McLeay, F. (2016). It's not vegetarian, it's meat-free! Meat eaters, meat
reducers and vegetarians and the case of Quorn in the UK. Social Business, 6(3), 267-290.

185.   Bryant, C. (2019). Reducing Animal Product Consumption: Studies of UK Meat-Eaters.
https://osf.io/ck38r/download. &nbsp;  

186.   Findling, M. T. G., Werth, P. M., Musicus, A. A., Bragg, M. A., Graham, D. J., Elbel, B., &
Roberto, C. A. (2018). Comparing five front-of-pack nutrition labels' influence on
consumers' perceptions and purchase intentions. Preventive Medicine, 106, 114-121.

187.   Hodgkins, C. E., Raats, M. M., Fife-Schaw, C., Peacock, M., Gröppel-Klein, A.,
Koenigstorfer, J., ... & Grunert, K. G. (2015). Guiding healthier food choice: systematic
comparison of four front-of-pack labelling systems and their effect on judgements of
product healthiness. British Journal of Nutrition, 113(10), 1652-1663.

188.   Balasubramanian, S. K., & Cole, C. (2002). Consumers' search and use of nutrition
information: The challenge and promise of the nutrition labeling and education act. Journal
of Marketing, 66(3), 112-127.

189.   Ford, G. T., Hastak, M., Mitra, A., & Ringold, D. J. (1996). Can consumers interpret
nutrition information in the presence of a health claim? A laboratory investigation. Journal of
Public Policy & Marketing, 15(1), 16-27

190.   Mitra, A., Hastak, M., Ford, G. T., & Ringold, D. J. (1999). Can the educationally
disadvantaged interpret the FDA-mandated nutrition facts panel in the presence of an
implied health claim?. Journal of Public Policy & Marketing, 18(1), 106-117

191.   Talati, Z., Pettigrew, S., Neal, B., Dixon, H., Hughes, C., Kelly, B., & Miller, C. (2017).
Consumers’ responses to health claims in the context of other on-pack nutrition
information: A systematic review. Nutrition Reviews, 75(4), 260-273.

https://faunalytics.org/what-to-call-plant-based-meat-alternatives-a-labelling-study/ &nbsp
https://osf.io/ck38r/download. &nbsp


192.   Talati, Z., Pettigrew, S., Dixon, H., Neal, B., Ball, K., & Hughes, C. (2016). Do health
claims and front-of-pack labels lead to a positivity bias in unhealthy foods?. Nutrients,
8(12), 787.

193.   Kaur, A., Scarborough, P., & Rayner, M. (2017). A systematic review, and meta-analyses,
of the impact of health-related claims on dietary choices. International Journal of Behavioral
Nutrition and Physical Activity, 14(1), 93–110.

194.   Geyskens, K., Pandelaere, M., Dewitte, S., Warlop, L. (2007). The Backdoor to
Overconsumption: The Effect of Associating “Low-Fat” Food with Health References.
Journal of Public Policy of Marketing, 26, 118–125

195.   Ford, G.T.; Hastak, M., Mitra, A., Ringold, D.J. (1996).Can Consumers Interpret Nutrition
Information in the Presence of a Health Claim? A Laboratory Investigation. Journal of
Public Policy of Marketing, 15, 16–27.

196.   Dixon, H., Scully, M., Nive n, P., Kelly, B., Chapman, K., Donovan, R., ... & Wakefield, M.
(2014). Effects of nutrient content claims, sports celebrity endorsements and premium
offers on pre?adolescent children's food preferences: experimental research. Pediatric
Obesity, 9(2), e47-e57.

197.   Dixon, H., Scully, M., Kelly, B., Donovan, R., Chapman, K., & Wakefield, M. (2014).
Counter-advertising may reduce parent's susceptibility to front-of-package promotions on
unhealthy foods. Journal of Nutrition Education and Behavior, 46(6), 467-474.

198.   Allemandi, L., Castronuovo, L., Tiscornia, M. V., Gutkowski, P., Gijena, J., & Nessier, C.
(2020). Nutritional quality, child-oriented marketing and health/nutrition claims on sweet
biscuit, breakfast cereal and dairy-based dessert packs in Argentina. Cadernos de Saúde
Pública, 36, e00196619.

199.   Kelly, B. (2014). Nutrient content claims, promotional characters and premium offers: The
effects of marketing on food preferences and food choices of children and adolescents.
Nutridate, 25(4), 5.

200.   Emrich, T. E., Qi, Y., Cohen, J. E., Lou, W. Y., & L'Abbe, M. L. (2015). Front-of-pack
symbols are not a reliable indicator of products with healthier nutrient profiles. Appetite, 84,
148-153.

201.   Schaefer, D., Hooker, N. H., & Stanton, J. L. (2016). Are front of pack claims indicators of
nutrition quality? Evidence from 2 product categories. Journal of Food Science, 81(1),
H223-H234.

202.   Sussman, R. L., McMahon, A. T., & Neale, E. P. (2019). An audit of the nutrition and
health claims on breakfast cereals in supermarkets in the Illawarra region of Australia.
Nutrients, 11(7), 1604.

203.   Costa-Font, M., & Revoredo-Giha, C. (2019). Importance of Health Claims in the Adoption
of New Breakfast Cereal Products in the UK. Nutrients, 11(12), 3076.

204.   Ropero, A. B., Blain, N., & Beltrá, M. (2020). Nutrition Claims Frequency and Compliance
in a Food Sample of the Spanish Market: The BADALI Study. Nutrients, 12(10), 2943.

205.   Bou-Mitri, C., Khnaisser, L., Ghanem, M. B., Merhi, S., Fares, J. E. H., Doumit, J., &
Farhat, A. G. (2020). Consumers’ exposure to claims on pre-packed bread: the case of a
developing country, Lebanon. Nutrition & Food Science, 50(6), 1033-1051.

206.   G?bski, J., Jezewska-Zychowicz, M., Szlachciuk, J., & Kosicka-G?bska, M. (2019). Impact
of nutritional claims on consumer preferences for bread with varied fiber and salt content.
Food Quality and Preference, 76, 91-99.

207.   Dunford, E. K., Huang, L., Peters, S. A., Crino, M., Neal, B. C., & Ni Mhurchu, C. (2018).
Evaluation of alignment between the health claims Nutrient Profiling Scoring Criterion
(NPSC) and the Health Star Rating (HSR) nutrient profiling models. Nutrients, 10(8), 1065.

208.   Vermote, M., Bonnewyn, S., Matthys, C., & Vandevijvere, S. (2020). Nutritional Content,
Labelling and Marketing of Breakfast Cereals on the Belgian Market and Their
Reformulation in Anticipation of the Implementation of the Nutri-Score Front-Of-Pack
Labelling System. Nutrients, 12(4), 884.

209.   Duffy, E. W., Hall, M. G., Carpentier, F. R. D., Musicus, A. A., Meyer, M. L., Rimm, E., &
Taillie, L. S. (2021). Nutrition Claims on Fruit Drinks Are Inconsistent Indicators of
Nutritional Profile: A Content Analysis of Fruit Drinks Purchased by Households With



Young Children. Journal of the Academy of Nutrition and Dietetics, 121(1), 36-46.
210.   Jenkin, G., Madhvani, N., Signal, L., & Bowers, S. (2014). A systematic review of

persuasive marketing techniques to promote food to children on television. Obesity
Reviews, 15(4), 281-293.

211.   De Veirman, M., Hudders, L., & Nelson, M. R. (2019). What is influencer marketing and
how does it target children? A review and direction for future research. Frontiers in
Psychology, 10, 2685.

212.   Enax, L., Weber, B., Ahlers, M., Kaiser, U., Diethelm, K., Holtkamp, D., ... & Kersting, M.
(2015). Food packaging cues influence taste perception and increase effort provision for a
recommended snack product in children. Frontiers in Psychology, 6, 882.

213.   Whalen, R., Harrold, J., Child, S., Halford, J., & Boyland, E. (2018). The health halo trend
in UK television food advertising viewed by children: the rise of implicit and explicit health
messaging in the promotion of unhealthy foods. International Journal of Environmental
Research and Public Health, 15(3), 560.

214.   Drexler, D., Fiala, J., Havlí?ková, A., Pot??ková, A., & Sou?ek, M. (2018). The effect of
organic food labels on consumer attention. Journal of Food Products Marketing, 24(4), 441-
455.

215.   Ares, G., Giménez, A. N. A., Bruzzone, F., Vidal, L., Antúnez, L., & Maiche, A. (2013).
Consumer visual processing of food labels: results from an eye?tracking study. Journal of
Sensory Studies, 28(2), 138-153.

216.   Machín, L., Curutchet, M. R., Gugliucci, V., Vitola, A., Otterbring, T., de Alcantara, M., &
Ares, G. (2020). The habitual nature of food purchases at the supermarket: Implications for
policy making. Appetite, 155, 104844.

217.   Fenko, A., Nicolaas, I., & Galetzka, M. (2018). Does attention to health labels predict a
healthy food choice? An eye-tracking study. Food Quality and Preference, 69, 57-65.

218.   Steinhauser, J., Janssen, M., & Hamm, U. (2019). Who buys products with nutrition and
health claims? A purchase simulation with eye tracking on the influence of consumers’
nutrition knowledge and health motivation. Nutrients, 11(9), 2199.

219.   Smith, S.; Taylor, J.; Stephen, A. (2000). Use of food labels and beliefs about diet-disease
relationships among university students. Public Health Nutr, 3, 175–182

220.   Macon, J.; Oakland, M.; Jensen, H.; Kissack, P. (2004). Food label use by older
Americans. J. Nutr. Elderly, 24, 35–52.

221.   Besler, H.; Buyuktuncer, Z.; Uyar, M. (2012). Consumer understanding and use of food
and nutrition labeling in Turkey. J. Nutr. Educ. Behav, 44, 584–591

222.   Vemula, S.; Gavaravarapu, S.; Mendu, V.; Mathur, P.; Avula, L. 2014. Use of food label
information by urban consumers in India – a study among supermarket shoppers. Public
Health Nutr.17, 2104–2114

223.   Nayga, R.; Lipinski, D.; Savur, N. 1998. Consumers’ use of nutritional labels while food
shopping and at home. J. Consum. Aff., 32, 106–120

224.   Moreira, M.; García-Díez, J.; de Almeida, J.; Saraiva, C. 2019. Evaluation of food labelling
usefulness for consumers. Int. J. Consum. Stud., 43, 327–334.

225.   Mulders, M.; Corneille, O.; Klein, O. Label reading, numeracy and food & nutrition
involvement. Appetite 2018, 128, 214–222.

226.   Nayga, R. Nutrition knowledge, gender, and food label use. (2005). J. Consum. Aff., 34,
97–112.

227.   Cavaliere, A.; De Marchi, E.; Banterle, A. Does consumer health-orientation affect the use
of nutrition facts panel and claims? An empirical analysis in Italy. Food Qual. Prefer. 2016,
54, 110–116.

228.   Hess, R.; Visschers, V.; Siegrist, M. (2012). The role of health-related, motivational and
sociodemographic aspects in predicting food label use: A comprehensive study. Public
Health Nutr., 15, 407–414

229.   Bry?a, P. (2020). Who Reads Food Labels? Selected Predictors of Consumer Interest in
Front-of-Package and Back-of-Package Labels during and after the Purchase. Nutrients,
12(9), 2605. 



230.   health claims, nutrition claims, list of ingredients, expiry date, country of origin, cooking
recipes, brand, organic certificate, quality signs, recommendations of scientific institutes,
price, as well as selected types of nutritional information (energy value, the content of fat,
sugar, salt, protein, vitamins, dietary fiber, Omega-3 fatty acids) and health information
(lowering cholesterol, reducing the risk of heart diseases, strengthening bones, impact on
the digestive system, reducing tiredness and fatigue, maintaining proper vision, proper
development of children, and proper functioning of the heart).

231.   Feunekes, G. I., Gortemaker, I. A., Willems, A. A., Lion, R., & Van Den Kommer, M.
(2008). Front-of-pack nutrition labelling: testing effectiveness of different nutrition labelling
formats front-of-pack in four European countries. Appetite, 50(1), 57-70

232.   Hallez, L., Qutteina, Y., Raedschelders, M., Boen, F., & Smits, T. (2020). That’s my cue to
eat: A systematic review of the persuasiveness of front-of-pack cues on food packages for
children vs. adults. Nutrients, 12(4), 1062.

233.   Kleef, E. V., & Dagevos, H. (2015). The growing role of front-of-pack nutrition profile
labeling: a consumer perspective on key issues and controversies. Critical Reviews in Food
Science and Nutrition, 55(3), 291-303

234.   Bragg, M. A., Miller, A. N., Kalkstein, D. A., Elbel, B., & Roberto, C. A. (2019). Evaluating
the influence of racially targeted food and beverage advertisements on black and white
adolescents’ perceptions and preferences. Appetite, 140, 41-49.

235.   Madadi, R., Torres, I. M., Fazli-Salehi, R., & Zúñiga, M. Á. (2020). The Impact of Hispanic-
Targeted Advertising on Consumers’ Brand Love in Services. Journal of International
Consumer Marketing, 1-22.

236.   Tatlow-Golden, M., Boyland, E. J., Jewell, J., Zalnieriute, M., Handsley, E., Breda, J., &
Galea, G. (2016). Tackling food marketing to children in a digital world: trans-disciplinary
perspectives https://www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0017/322226/Tackling-fo…;

237.   Tatlow-Golden, M., & Garde, A. (2020). Digital food marketing to children: Exploitation,
surveillance and rights violations. Global Food Security, 27, 100423.

238.  Malam, S., Clegg, S., Kirwan, S., McGinigal, S., In association with Raats, M., Barnett, J.
and Dean, M. (2009). Comprehension and Use of UK Nutrition Signpost Labelling
Schemes. British Market Research Bureau (BMRB), Ealing, London.  

239.   Draper, A. K., Adamson, A. J., Clegg, S., Malam, S., Rigg, M., & Duncan, S. (2013).
Front-of-pack nutrition labelling: are multiple formats a problem for consumers?. The
European Journal of Public Health, 23(3), 517-521.

240.   Balcombe, K., Bradley, D., Fraser, I., & Hussein, M. (2016). Consumer preferences
regarding country of origin for multiple meat products. Food Policy, 64, 49-62.

241.   Insch, A., & Jackson, E. (2013). Consumer understanding and use of country-of-origin in
food choice. British Food Journal, 116(1), 62–79. 

242.   Balcombe, K., Bradley, D., Fraser, I., & Hussein, M. (2016). Consumer preferences
regarding country of origin for multiple meat products. Food Policy, 64, 49-62.

243.   Newman, C. L., Turri, A. M., Howlett, E., & Stokes, A. (2014). Twenty years of country-of-
origin food labeling research: a review of the literature and implications for food marketing
systems. Journal of Macromarketing, 34(4), 505-519.

244.   Newman, C. L., Turri, A. M., Howlett, E., & Stokes, A. (2014). Twenty years of country-of-
origin food labeling research: a review of the literature and implications for food marketing
systems. Journal of Macromarketing, 34(4), 505-519.

245.   Verlegh, P. W., & Steenkamp, J. B. E. (1999). A review and meta-analysis of country-of-
origin research. Journal of Economic Psychology, 20(5), 521-546.

246.   Pouta, Eija, Heikkila, Jaakko, Forsman-Hugg, Sari, Isoniemi, Merja, Makela, Johanna
(2010), Consumer Choice of Broiler Meat: The Effects of Country of Origin and Production
Methods, Food Quality and Preference, 21 (5), 539–546.

247.   Lim, K. H., Hu, W., Maynard, L. J., & Goddard, E. (2014). A taste for safer beef? How
much does consumers’ perceived risk influence willingness to pay for country?of?origin
labelled beef. Agribusiness, 30(1), 17-30.

248.   Lobb, A. E., & Mazzocchi, M. (2007). Domestically produced food: Consumer perceptions
of origin, safety and the issue of trust. Acta Agriculturae Scand Section C, 4(1), 3-12.

https://www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0017/322226/Tackling-food-marketing-children-digital-world-trans-disciplinary-perspectives-en.pdf&nbsp


249.   Ehmke, M. D., Lusk, J. L., & Tyner, W. (2008). Measuring the relative importance of
preferences for country of origin in China, France, Niger, and the United States. Agricultural
Economics, 38(3), 277-285.

250.   Dransfield, E., Ngapo, T. M., Nielsen, N. A., Bredahl, L., Sjödén, P. O., Magnusson, M., ...
& Nute, G. R. (2005). Consumer choice and suggested price for pork as influenced by its
appearance, taste and information concerning country of origin and organic pig production.
Meat Science, 69(1), 61-70.

251.   Li, W. K., & Wyer Jr, R. S. (1994). The role of country of origin in product evaluations:
Informational and standard?of?comparison effects. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 3(2),
187-212.

252.   Pharr, J. M. (2005). Synthesizing country-of-origin research from the last decade: is the
concept still salient in an era of global brands?. Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice,
13(4), 34-45.

253.   Santeramo, F. G., & Lamonaca, E. (2020). Evaluation of geographical label in consumers’
decision-making process: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Food Research
International, 131, 108995.

254.   Verlegh, P. W., & Steenkamp, J. B. E. (1999). A review and meta-analysis of country-of-
origin research. Journal of Economic Psychology, 20(5), 521-546.

255.   Loureiro, M.L. and Umberger, W.J. (2007), “A choice experiment model for beef: what US
consumer responses tell us about relative preferences for food safety, country-of-origin
labeling and traceability”, Food Policy, 32(4), 496-514.

256.   Usunier, J.-C. (2006). Relevance in business research: The case of country-of-origin
research in marketing. European Management Review, 3(1), 60–73.

257.   Ahmed, Z. U., Johnson, J. P., Yang, X., Kheng Fatt, C., Sack Teng, H., & Chee Boon, L.
(2004). Does country of origin matter for low?involvement products? International
Marketing Review, 21(1), 102–120.

258.   Verlegh, P. W., & Steenkamp, J. B. E. (1999). A review and meta-analysis of country-of-
origin research. Journal of Economic Psychology, 20(5), 521-546.

259.   Peterson, R. A., & Jolibert, A. J. (1995). A meta-analysis of country-of-origin effects.
Journal of International Business Studies, 26(4), 883-900.

260.   Gao, Z., & Schroeder, T. C. (2009). Effects of label information on consumer willingness?
to?pay for food attributes. American Journal of Agricultural Economics, 91(3), 795-809.

261.   Insch, A., & Jackson, E. (2013). Consumer understanding and use of country-of-origin in
food choice. British Food Journal, 116(1), 62–79.

262.   Balcombe, K., Bradley, D., Fraser, I., & Hussein, M. (2016). Consumer preferences
regarding country of origin for multiple meat products. Food Policy, 64, 49-62.

263.   Food Standards Agency (2019). Food Additives - https://www.food.gov.uk/safety-
hygiene/food-additives

264.   Dicks, E. G. (2007). A model of consumers' perceptions of food additives and consequent
Purchasing behaviour (Doctoral dissertation, North-West University).

265.   Asioli, D., Aschemann-Witzel, J., Caputo, V., Vecchio, R., Annunziata, A., Næs, T., &
Varela, P. (2017). Making sense of the “clean label” trends: A review of consumer food
choice behavior and discussion of industry implications. Food Research International, 99,
58-71.

266.   Kühl S, Zühlsdorf A, Spiller A (2019) "Isn't it all unnatural anyway”? Labeling of flavorings
and consumer understanding. Ernahrungs Umschau, 66(7), 128–135.

267.   Viktória Sz?cs, Erzsébet Szabó, Luis Guerrero, Monica Tarcea & Diána Bánáti (2019).
Modelling of avoidance of food additives: a cross country study, International Journal of
Food Sciences and Nutrition, 70:8, 1020-1032.

268.   Siegrist, M., & Sütterlin, B. (2017). Importance of perceived naturalness for acceptance of
food additives and cultured meat. Appetite, 113, 320-326.

269.   K. Aoki, J. Shen, T. Saijo (2010). Consumer reaction to information on food additives:
Evidence from an eating experiment and a field survey. Journal of Economic Behavior &
Organization, 73(3), 433-438.

https://www.food.gov.uk/safety-hygiene/food-additives
https://www.food.gov.uk/safety-hygiene/food-additives


270.   Carocho, M., Barreiro, M. F., Morales, P., & Ferreira, I. C. (2014). Adding molecules to
food, pros and cons: A review on synthetic and natural food additives. Comprehensive
Reviews in Food Science and Food Safety, 13(4), 377-399.

271.   Song, M. R., & Im, M. (2018). Moderating effects of food type and consumers' attitude on
the evaluation of food items labeled “additive?free”. Journal of Consumer Behaviour, 17(1),
e1-e12.

272.   G. Evans, B. de Challemaison, D.N. Cox (2010). Consumers' ratings of the natural and
unnatural qualities of foods. Appetite, 54 (3), 557-563.

273.   Song, H., & Schwarz, N. (2009). If it's difficult to pronounce, it must be risky: Fluency,
familiarity, and risk perception. Psychological Science, 20(2), 135-138.

274.   S. Kubota, H. Sawano, H. Kono (2017). Japanese consumer preferences for additive-free
wine labelling, Agricultural and Food Economics, 5 (1)  p. 4

275.   Dominick, S. R., Fullerton, C., Widmar, N. J. O., & Wang, H. (2017). Consumer
Associations with the “All Natural” Food Label. Journal of Food Products Marketing, 24(3),
249–262.

276.   Asioli, D., Aschemann-Witzel, J., Caputo, V., Vecchio, R., Annunziata, A., Næs, T., &
Varela, P. (2017). Making sense of the “clean label” trends: A review of consumer food
choice behavior and discussion of industry implications. Food Research International, 99,
58-71.

277.   Asioli, D., Aschemann-Witzel, J., Caputo, V., Vecchio, R., Annunziata, A., Næs, T., &
Varela, P. (2017). Making sense of the “clean label” trends: A review of consumer food
choice behavior and discussion of industry implications. Food Research International, 99,
58-71.

278.   Grant, K. R., Gallardo, R. K., & McCluskey, J. J. (2021). Consumer preferences for foods
with clean labels and new food technologies. Agribusiness, 10.1002/agr.21705.

279.   Uddin, A., & Gallardo, R. K. (2021). Consumers’ willingness to pay for organic, clean
label, and processed with a new food technology: an application to ready meals.
International Food and Agribusiness Management Review, 24(3), 563-579.

280.   Haen, D. (2014). The paradox of E-numbers: ethical, aesthetic, and cultural concerns in
the Dutch discourse on food additives. Journal of Agricultural and Environmental Ethics,
27(1), 27-42.

281.   Haen, D. (2014). The paradox of E-numbers: ethical, aesthetic, and cultural concerns in
the Dutch discourse on food additives. Journal of Agricultural and Environmental Ethics,
27(1), 27-42.

282.   Ellison, B., Duff, B. R., Wang, Z., & White, T. B. (2016). Putting the organic label in
context: Examining the interactions between the organic label, product type, and retail
outlet. Food Quality and Preference, 49, 140-150.

283.   Giannoccaro, G., Carlucci, D., Sardaro, R., Roselli, L., & De Gennaro, B. C. (2019).
Assessing consumer preferences for organic vs eco-labelled olive oils. Organic Agriculture,
9(4), 483-494.

284.   Bernard, J. C., & Bernard, D. J. (2010). Comparing parts with the whole: Willingness to
pay for pesticide-free, non-GM, and organic potatoes and sweet corn. Journal of
Agricultural and Resource Economics, 457-475.

285.   Van Doorn, J., & Verhoef, P. C. (2011). Willingness to pay for organic products:
Differences between virtue and vice foods. International Journal of Research in Marketing,
28(3), 167-180.

286.   Larceneux, F., Benoit-Moreau, F., & Renaudin, V. (2012). Why might organic labels fail to
influence consumer choices? Marginal labelling and brand equity effects. Journal of
Consumer Policy, 35(1), 85-104.

287.   Janssen, M., & Hamm, U. (2012). Product labelling in the market for organic food:
Consumer preferences and willingness-to-pay for different organic certification logos. Food
Quality and Preference, 25(1), 9-22.

288.   Van Loo, E. J., Caputo, V., Nayga Jr, R. M., Meullenet, J. F., & Ricke, S. C. (2011).
Consumers’ willingness to pay for organic chicken breast: Evidence from choice
experiment. Food Quality and Preference, 22(7), 603-613.



289.   Rousseau, S., & Vranken, L. (2013). Green market expansion by reducing information
asymmetries: Evidence for labeled organic food products. Food Policy, 40, 31-43.

290.   Hu, W., Batte, M. T., Woods, T., & Ernst, S. (2012). Consumer preferences for local
production and other value-added label claims for a processed food product. European
Review of Agricultural Economics, 39(3), 489-510.

291.   Atkinson, L., & Rosenthal, S. (2014). Signaling the green sell: The influence of eco-label
source, argument specificity, and product involvement on consumer trust. Journal of
Advertising, 43(1), 33-45.

292.   Ellison, B., Duff, B. R., Wang, Z., & White, T. B. (2016). Putting the organic label in
context: Examining the interactions between the organic label, product type, and retail
outlet. Food Quality and Preference, 49, 140-150.

293.   de Morais Watanabe, E. A., Alfinito, S., & Barbirato, L. L. (2021). Certification label and
fresh organic produce category in an emerging country: an experimental study on
consumer trust and purchase intention. British Food Journal, 123(6) 10.1108/bfj-09-2020-
0808.

294.   Henryks, J., Pearson, D., Anisimova, T., & Sultan, P. (2015). Are organic food labels
inadequate? Evidence from consumers in Australia. Business and Management Studies,
1(2), 45-54.

295.   Eden, S. (2011). Food labels as boundary objects: How consumers make sense of
organic and functional foods. Public Understanding of Science, 20(2), 179-194.

296.   Janssen, M., & Hamm, U. (2011). Consumer perception of different organic certification
schemes in five European countries. Organic Agriculture, 1(1), 31-43.

297.   Ellison, B., Duff, B. R., Wang, Z., & White, T. B. (2016). Putting the organic label in
context: Examining the interactions between the organic label, product type, and retail
outlet. Food Quality and Preference, 49, 140-150.

298.   Gifford, K., & Bernard, J. C. (2011). The effect of information on consumers' willingness to
pay for natural and organic chicken. International Journal of Consumer Studies, 35(3), 282-
289.

299.   McFadden, J. R., & Huffman, W. E. (2017). Willingness-to-pay for natural, organic, and
conventional foods: The effects of information and meaningful labels. Food Policy, 68, 214-
232.

300.   Onken, K. A., Bernard, J. C., & Pesek Jr, J. D. (2011). Comparing willingness to pay for
organic, natural, locally grown, and state marketing program promoted foods in the mid-
Atlantic region. Agricultural and Resource Economics Review, 40(1203-2016-95413), 33-
47.

301.   Kuchler, F., Bowman, M., Sweitzer, M., & Greene, C. (2020). Evidence from retail food
markets that consumers are confused by natural and organic food labels. Journal of
Consumer Policy, 43(2), 1-17.

302.   Gerrard, C., Janssen, M., Smith, L., Hamm, U., & Padel, S. (2013). UK consumer
reactions to organic certification logos. British Food Journal, 115(5), 727–742.

303.   Janssen, M., & Hamm, U. (2012). Product labelling in the market for organic food:
Consumer preferences and willingness-to-pay for different organic certification logos. Food
Quality and Preference, 25(1), 9-22.

304.   Zander, K., Padel, S., & Zanoli, R. (2015). EU organic logo and its perception by
consumers. British Food Journal, 117(5), 1506–1526.

305.   Drexler, D., Fiala, J., Havlí?ková, A., Pot??ková, A., & Sou?ek, M. (2018). The effect of
organic food labels on consumer attention. Journal of Food Products Marketing, 24(4), 441-
455.

306.   Aarset, B., Beckmann, S., Bigne, E., Beveridge, M., Bjorndal, T., Bunting, J., … Young, J.
(2004). The European consumers’ understanding and perceptions of the “organic” food
regime. British Food Journal, 106(2), 93–105.

307.   Eden S, Bear C, Walker G (2008) Mucky carrots and other proxies: problematising the
knowledge-fix for sustainable and ethical consumption. Geoforum 39(2):1044–1057.

308.   Janssen, M., & Hamm, U. (2012). Product labelling in the market for organic food:
Consumer preferences and willingness-to-pay for different organic certification logos. Food



Quality and Preference, 25(1), 9-22.
309.   Liang, R.-D. (2016). Predicting intentions to purchase organic food: the moderating effects

of organic food prices. British Food Journal, 118(1), 183–199. 
310.   Eden, S. (2011). Food labels as boundary objects: How consumers make sense of

organic and functional foods. Public Understanding of Science, 20(2), 179-194.
311.   https://www.statista.com/statistics/1085286/organic-food-purchase-in-uk/
312.   Drexler, D., Fiala, J., Havlí?ková, A., Pot??ková, A., & Sou?ek, M. (2018). The effect of

organic food labels on consumer attention. Journal of Food Products Marketing, 24(4), 441-
455.

313.   Grunert, K. G., Hieke, S., & Wills, J. (2014). Sustainability labels on food products:
Consumer motivation, understanding and use. Food Policy, 44, 177-189.

314.   https://faunalytics.org/what-to-call-plant-based-meat-alternatives-a-la…
315.   Michel, F., Hartmann, C., & Siegrist, M. (2021). Consumers’ associations, perceptions and

acceptance of meat and plant-based meat alternatives. Food Quality and Preference, 87,
104063.

316.   Hallman, W. K., & Hallman, W. K. (2020). An empirical assessment of common or usual
names to label cell?based seafood products. Journal of Food Science, 85(8), 2267–2277.

317.   Michel, F., Hartmann, C., & Siegrist, M. (2021). Consumers’ associations, perceptions and
acceptance of meat and plant-based meat alternatives. Food Quality and Preference, 87,
104063.

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

319.   Wilks, M., & Phillips, C. J. C. (2017). Attitudes to in vitro meat: A survey of potential
consumers in the United States. PLOS ONE, 12(2), e0171904.

320.   Szejda, K., Urbanovich, T., & Wilks, M. (2020). Accelerating consumer adoption of plant-
based meat: An evidence-based guide for effective practice. Five Working Papers.
Washington, DC: The Good Food Institute. Retrieved from: go.gfi.org/plant-based-meat-
consumer-adoption

321.   The Good Food Institute. (2017). Clean meat: The naming of tissue-engineered meat.
Retrieved from https://gfi.org/images/uploads/2020/01/Jan-2020-Updated-2018-Cellular-
A…

322.   Grieg, K. (2017). “Clean” meat or “cultured” meat: A randomized trial evaluating the
impact on self-reported purchasing preferences. American Charity Evaluators. 

323.   Bryant, C. J., & Barnett, J. C. (2019). What's in a name? Consumer perceptions of in vitro
meat under different names. Appetite, 137, 104-113.

324.   Slade, P. (2018). If you build it, will they eat it? Consumer preferences for plant-based and
cultured meat burgers. Appetite, 125, 428–437.

325.   Van Loo, E. J., Caputo, V., & Lusk, J. L. (2020). Consumer preferences for farm-raised
meat, lab-grown meat, and plant-based meat alternatives: Does information or brand
matter? Food Policy, 95, 101931.

326.   Vennard, D., Park, T., and Attwood, S. (2019). Encouraging sustainable food consumption
by using more-appetizing language. Washington, DC: World Resources Institute. Retrieved
from https://www.wri.org/research/encouraging-sustainable-food-consumption-u…

327.   Slade, P. (2018). If you build it, will they eat it? Consumer preferences for plant-based and
cultured meat burgers. Appetite, 125, 428–437.

328.   Van Loo, E. J., Caputo, V., & Lusk, J. L. (2020). Consumer preferences for farm-raised
meat, lab-grown meat, and plant-based meat alternatives: Does information or brand
matter? Food Policy, 95, 101931.

329.   Parry, J., &. Mitchell, R. (2019). Assessing the general population’s implicit perceptions of
the plant-based food category. Brighton, UK: Mindlab International. Retrieved from
https://go.gfi.org/l/667193/2019-09-19/dq67x

330.   Apostolidis, C., & McLeay, F. (2016). Should we stop meating like this? Reducing meat
consumption through substitution. Food Policy, 65, 74–89

331.   https://www.statista.com/statistics/1066771/main-reasons-for-being-vega…

https://www.statista.com/statistics/1085286/organic-food-purchase-in-uk/
https://faunalytics.org/what-to-call-plant-based-meat-alternatives-a-labelling-study/
https://gfi.org/images/uploads/2020/01/Jan-2020-Updated-2018-Cellular-Agriculture-Nomenclature-Report.pdf
https://gfi.org/images/uploads/2020/01/Jan-2020-Updated-2018-Cellular-Agriculture-Nomenclature-Report.pdf
https://www.wri.org/research/encouraging-sustainable-food-consumption-using-more-appetizing-language
https://go.gfi.org/l/667193/2019-09-19/dq67x
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1066771/main-reasons-for-being-vegan-in-the-united-kingdom/


332.   IMB (2019). The Coming AI Revolution in Retail and Consumer Products: Intelligent
Automation Is Transforming Both Industries in Unexpected Ways

333.   Garaus, M., Wolfsteiner, E., & Wagner, U. (2016). Shoppers' acceptance and perceptions
of electronic shelf labels. Journal of Business Research, 69(9), 3687-3692.

334.   Kuswandi, B., Wicaksono, Y., Abdullah, A., Heng, L. Y., & Ahmad, M. (2011). Smart
packaging: sensors for monitoring of food quality and safety. Sensing and Instrumentation
for Food Quality and Safety, 5(3), 137-146.

335.   Alizadeh-Sani, M., Mohammadian, E., Rhim, J. W., & Jafari, S. M. (2020). pH-sensitive
(halochromic) smart packaging films based on natural food colorants for the monitoring of
food quality. Trends in Food Science & Technology, 105, 93-144. 

336.   Block chain refers to a digital ledger which is able to store the details of transactions for
goods and services. 

337.   Dey, S., Saha, S., Singh, A. K., & McDonald-Maier, K. (2021). FoodSQRBlock: Digitizing
Food Production and the Supply Chain with Blockchain and QR Code in the Cloud.
Sustainability, 13(6), 3486.

338.   Pillai, R., Sivathanu, B., & Dwivedi, Y. K. (2020). Shopping intention at AI-powered
automated retail stores (AIPARS). Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 57,
102207.

339.   change for life – developed by PHE -
https://www.thensmc.com/resources/showcase/change4life

340.   https://www.prweek.com/article/1581384/ten-years-on-phes-change4life-ca…
341.   Bandy, L. K., Scarborough, P., Harrington, R. A., Rayner, M., & Jebb, S. A. (2021). The

sugar content of foods in the UK by category and company: A repeated cross-sectional
study, 2015-2018. PLoS Medicine, 18(5), e1003647.

342.   Day, R., Bridge, G., Austin, K., Ensaff, H., & Christian, M. (2021). Parents’ awareness and
perceptions of the Change4Life 100 calorie snack campaign, and perceived impact on
snack consumption by children under 11 years. Retrieved from:
https://assets.researchsquare.com/files/rs-223044/v1_stamped.pdf

343.   Mahdi, S., Buckland, N., & Chilcott, J. (2019). Evaluating the Change4Life Food Scanner
app: protocol for a randomised pilot and feasibility trial. In UK Congress on Obesity 2019
(Vol. 1). DOI: 10.1530/obabs.01.P16.

344.   Nayal, P., & Pandey, N. (2020). Framework for measuring usage intention of digital
coupons: A SPADM approach. Journal of Strategic Marketing, 1-21.

345.   Ba, S., Jin, Y., Li, X., & Lu, X. (2020). One Size Fits All? The Differential Impact of Online
Reviews and Coupons. Production and Operations Management, 29(10), 2403-2424.

346.   Voordouw, J., Antonides, G., Cornelisse-Vermaat, J. R., Pfaff, S., Niemietz, D., & Frewer,
L. J. (2012). Optimising the delivery of food allergy information. An assessment of food
allergic consumer preferences for different information delivery formats. Food Quality and
Preference, 23(1), 71-78

347.   Lawo, D., Neifer, T., Esau, M., & Stevens, G. (2021, May). Buying the ‘Right’Thing:
Designing Food Recommender Systems with Critical Consumers. In Proceedings of the
2021 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (pp. 1-13).

348.   De Bellis, E., & Johar, G. V. (2020). Autonomous shopping systems: Identifying and
overcoming barriers to consumer adoption. Journal of Retailing, 96(1), 74-87.

349.   Currently funded NIHR grant. https://fundingawards.nihr.ac.uk/award/NIHR129937
350.   De Keyzer, W., Van Caneghem, S., Heath, A. L. M., Vanaelst, B., Verschraegen, M., De

Henauw, S., & Huybrechts, I. (2012). Nutritional quality and acceptability of a weekly
vegetarian lunch in primary-school canteens in Ghent, Belgium:‘Thursday Veggie Day’.
Public Health Nutrition, 15(12), 2326-2330.

351. MIC: How the meat loving city of ghent came the veggie capital of Europe.
352.   Onel, N., Mukherjee, A., Kreidler, N. B., Díaz, E. M., Furchheim, P., Gupta, S., ... & Wang,

Q. (2018). Tell me your story and I will tell you who you are: Persona perspective in
sustainable consumption. Psychology & Marketing, 35(10), 752-765.

353.   Machín, L., Curutchet, M. R., Gugliucci, V., Vitola, A., Otterbring, T., de Alcantara, M., &
Ares, G. (2020). The habitual nature of food purchases at the supermarket: Implications for

https://www.thensmc.com/resources/showcase/change4life
https://www.prweek.com/article/1581384/ten-years-on-phes-change4life-campaign-achieved
https://assets.researchsquare.com/files/rs-223044/v1_stamped.pdf
https://fundingawards.nihr.ac.uk/award/NIHR129937


policy making. Appetite, 155, 104844.
354.   Dixon, H., Scully, M., Kelly, B., Donovan, R., Chapman, K., & Wakefield, M. (2014).

Counter-advertising may reduce parent's susceptibility to front-of-package promotions on
unhealthy foods. Journal of Nutrition Education and Behavior, 46(6), 467-474.


