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Huotilainen, A. 2005. Dimensions of novelty: social representations of new foods (dissertation). EKT 
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ABSTRACT 
 
 
 
The aim of this study was to explore everyday thinking patterns related to new foods within 
the theoretical framework of social representations. New foods were categorized in this study 
as functional, genetically modified, nutritionally modified, organically produced, and ethnic 
foods. Relating to new foods in contemporary societies is ambivalent, varying from 
enthusiasm to suspicion and opposition. New foods provide a fertile ground for the formation 
of social representations focusing on everyday understanding and familiarization of the new 
and the unknown. Altogether 3242 Finnish respondents, aged 15-88, participated in this study, 
consisting of five separate data sets: demographically segmented focus groups (N = 44); three 
large-scale surveys (2001, N = 734; 2002, N = 1156; 2004, N = 1113); and an experimental 
design (N = 62). All data sets were collected between years 2001 and 2004. Using the focus 
group discussions as a starting point, a questionnaire of social representations of new foods 
was developed. The results given by this 27-item questionnaire were then explored and 
verified by using three data sets over a three-year period. 
 
The survey results showed that the social representation of new foods comprised five 
components of thinking of new foods: suspicion of new foods, adherence to technology, 
adherence to natural food, eating as an enjoyment, and eating as a necessity. This finding 
supports previous studies stating that relating to food includes contradictions between, e.g., 
nature and technology, traditional and modern, and safe and risky. The social representation 
components showed great stability during the three-year period, that is, from one population 
to another.  
 
It was found that the social representation components were linked to traditionally used 
attitude and trait scales of food neophobia, change seeking, and domain specific 
innovativeness. Specifically, high suspicion correlated strongly with food neophobia, while 
low suspicion and enjoyment correlated with innovativeness and change seeking. The 
predictive ability of the social representation components was particularly good regarding the 
willingness to try and use functional products, genetically modified food, and organic 
products. The core of the representation was found to be trust, as a counterpart of suspicion, 
while natural and technological were its opposite themata. Theoretically, the core and the 
themata are stable, while individual variation is expressed in relation to the measurable 
components. The findings of this interdisciplinary study are applicable both to the social 
representation theory and to the study of new foods within food science. 
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1. INTRODUCTION: FOOD IN A SOCIETY OF ENDING TRADITIONS 

 

 

Men have made even eating into something else: want on the one hand, superfluity 

upon the other, have dimmed the distinctness of this need, and all the deep, simple 

necessities in which life renews itself have become similarly dulled. 

 

R. M. Rilke: Letters to a young poet (1929/1993). 

 

 

Written nearly eighty years ago, Rilke’s phrase conveys a view of cynicism of food and eating 

in an emerging consumerist culture – reflecting, somewhat surprisingly, the thinking of many 

of our contemporaries, where, unlike in Rilke’s time, the surplus of foods dims the 

genuineness and naturalness of food. Perhaps, in a sense, Rilke was an early postmodernist in 

his time. In a way, then, cynicism and distrust in food may entail a more general critique of 

modernity.  

From their origin, people have struggled to get food, but the forms of this quest have 

greatly changed. The centrality of food as part of our daily lives is still undeniable: food is a 

critical contributor to our well-being, a major source of pleasure, but also of worry and stress, 

an occupant of our time, and the single greatest category of expenditures (Rozin, Fischler, 

Imada, Sarubin & Wrzesniewski, 1999). Eating is our basic physiological need (Maslow, 

1943), but its psychological, social and cultural dimensions are undeniable (e.g., Rozin & 

Vollmecke, 1986; Rozin, 1996). 

Society of “ending traditions” refers to the contemporary industrialized world, where 

individual food eclectism prevails over traditional and stable food cultures. It has even been 

suggested that the contemporary societies are witnessing a crisis in gastronomy, involving the 

breakdown of regulating rules, resulting in a state of gastro-anomy (Fischler, 1980). A trend 

of destructuralisation of proper, traditional meals has also been suggested (Mäkelä, 2001). 

Processes such as globalization, economic restructuring, and shifts to post-industrial modes of 

production have been suggested as the key mechanisms of this change (e.g., Beck, 1992; 

Giddens, 1991; Southerton, 2001). 
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The seeking for novelty in food, as in other modes of consuming, has been interpreted 

by the ideology of modern consumerism, fostered by the mass media and ceaseless food 

supply (Beardsworth & Keil, 1997). Food and eating include many contradictions between, 

for instance, nature and technology, traditional and modern, and safe and risky. Furthermore, 

there is a unparalleled superfluity of food and freedom of choice at everybody’s reach in 

contemporary Western countries. As Giddens (1991, p. 81) suggests: “we have no choice but 

to choose”. In general, relating to food in our time, and in the near future, may be 

characterised by periods of calm, followed by episodes of acute anxiety of unknown food 

scares or ‘scandals’ (Beardsworth & Keil, 1997). 

As technology continues to facilitate the rapid creation of innovative new food 

products, relating to novelties is a relevant issue of study in today’s society. The past decade 

has been intense in the development and research of various kinds of new foods: they are 

persistently developed in the major food companies, and along globalization, previously 

unknown ethnic foods have become a part of our traditional food culture. New foods have 

been divided into categories of functional foods, nutritionally modified, genetically modified, 

organically produced, and ethnic foods (Tuorila, 2001; Bäckström, Pirttilä-Backman & 

Tuorila, 2004). At a societal level, new foods appear to create an atmosphere of ambivalence, 

or a feeling of ‘ontological insecurity’ (Giddens, 1991): some novelties evoke opposition and 

suspicions, whereas others are taken more easily as part of the daily eating routine (e.g., 

Grunert et al., 2001; Jonas & Beckmann, 1998). Relating to new foods evokes ambivalent 

thinking, as people eat “with their mind as much as with the mouth” (Beardsworth & Keil, 

1997, p. 152). The present study was designed to explore the dimensions of everyday thinking 

of new foods – in short, the dimensions of novelty – and the relationship these dimensions 

have with different types of new foods, in the theoretical framework of social representations. 
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

2.1. ON THE SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY OF EATING 

 

At a general level, the social psychology of food and eating is concerned with how thoughts, 

feelings, and behavior affect food choice (Conner & Armitage, 2002). At a theoretical level, 

applying social psychology in the study of food and eating has been most visible in the 

development of various attitude-based models. In empirical studies, the social psychology of 

eating has typically concentrated on food choice, which has been characterized as a dynamic, 

situational, and complex process of interactions of various variables. Even though there are 

multifaceted food choice models depicting the various sides of food choice (e.g., Connors, 

Bisogni, Sobal & Devine, 2001; Steptoe, Pollard & Wardle, 1995), a consensus appears to 

prevail that the unstable and situation-specific nature of food choice is difficult to model 

comprehensively. 

Food choice is affected by individual characteristics – whether they are considered as 

a result of personal learning history, or biology-related traits – and by various food- and 

environment-related factors. Thus, food choice is influenced by practical (e.g., price, 

availability) and temporal (e.g., mood) attributes, sensory-affective responses, and personal 

and ethical ideals (e.g., Furst et al., 1996; Steptoe, Pollard & Wardle, 1995; Lindeman & 

Stark, 1999; 2000). Moreover, food choice entails not only decisions based on conscious 

reflection, but also those that are automatic, habitual, and subconscious (Furst et al., 1996). 

 At a societal level, the ‘sociological’ or societal social psychology of food has entailed 

discussions of the interaction between the individual and the society, including also critique 

towards the consumerism of our time (e.g., Beardsworth & Keil, 1997). In contemporary 

societies, there prevails a multitude of eclectic, individual food systems. One interpretation 

for this is that food may function as a means of presenting one’s personal and social identity. 

Eating and drinking are suitable, even though rather subtle, ways of expressing one’s identity, 

showing that one is part of something, or outside it (Kajanne & Pirttilä-Backman, 1996; 

Karisto, Prättälä & Berg, 1993; Murcott, 1984).  

Indeed, so powerful is the symbolic potential of food, that Fischler (1988) has argued 

that food is very central to our sense of identity: incorporating certain foods is seen as 

incorporating the eater into a culinary system, and into the group practicing this system. Food 
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is both present and concrete enough to be imagined as “my food”, and absent enough to 

become a representation for a group (Falk, 1994). 

 

2.2. WHAT IS NOVELTY IN FOODS? 

 

New foods open up an interesting viewpoint to the social psychology of eating. The explosive 

growth of new product innovations – foods among other consumer goods – in Western 

countries began after the Second World War, as fast industrialization, urbanization, new 

technological inventions, and an upswing in the economy enabled the development and mass 

production of commodities. However, the past decade has been the most intense period ever 

in the development and research of various kinds of new foods. In addition, the process of 

globalization has enabled foods from various countries to cross the borders of traditional food 

cultures.  

 In innovation literature, a great deal of discussion has been devoted to the 

determination of what is “new” (e.g., Goldsmith & Flynn, 1992). The criteria for newness are 

not self-evident, and individuals may sometimes be presented with quasi-innovations than 

truly innovative concepts. In the food context, there are no universal rules whether a ‘new 

food’ should involve new production technology, or other radically innovative characteristics, 

or whether it is a new trademark. For example, is a functional yoghurt-type drink as ‘new’ as 

a genetically modified tomato?  

This issue becomes more complicated when one considers that in everyday thinking, 

the concept of new foods may well be anchored at personal experience, such as new cooking 

recipes and innovations in one’s own kitchen (Bäckström, Pirttilä-Backman & Tuorila, 2003). 

In this study, a view is taken that new foods can be roughly classified into categories of 

functional foods, nutritionally modified, genetically modified, organically produced, and 

ethnic foods (Tuorila, 2001). These categories may not represent equally new products, and 

not all of them are produced by technological innovations. However, this categorization was 

seen as multifaceted enough to be used as a guideline for this study. 

 Relating to these different types of new foods in everyday life is ambiguous (e.g., 

Grunert, Lähteenmäki, Nielsen, Poulsen, Ueland & Åström, 2001; Jonas & Beckmann, 1998). 

New food technologies appear to be controversial, even anxiety-arousing topics (Beardsworth 

& Keil, 1997), and reluctance to adopt novelties, for example functional foods, as part of 

daily diet has been demonstrated by recent studies (e.g., Jonas & Beckmann 1998). Of all new 
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foods, the genetically modified ones have received substantial attention in the past years. 

Genetically modified foods are associated with unnaturalness, low trustworthiness, moral 

considerations, uncertainty, unhealthiness, and risks (Bredahl, 1999; Grunert et al., 2001). 

However, resistance is not a new phenomenon, since discoveries of new technologies have 

always raised ambivalent feelings in the public. Uncertainty and contradictory or sparse 

knowledge contribute to the ambivalent thinking of new foods (Bäckström, Pirttilä-Backman 

& Tuorila, 2003). The food authorities may not be trusted for various reasons, arguing, for 

example, that the safety claims of scientists about technological innovations have been proved 

to be wrong before (Belton, 2001; Slovic, 1987).  

 

2.3. SOCIAL REPRESENTATIONS AS THEORIES OF THE NOVEL 

 
 

Social representation theory includes concepts and ideas for the study of social psychological 

phenomena in contemporary societies. The theory maintains that these phenomena can only 

be understood in their historical, structural, and macro-social context (Wagner et al., 1999). 

Serge Moscovici, who has been “both the Marx and the Lenin of this revolutionary 

movement” (Billig, 1988, p. 1), considers social representations as the modern equivalent for 

Durkheim’s concept of collective representations.  

In the world of accelerated changes, people form shared, everyday, common sense 

concepts, when they try to disentangle and become accustomed to things that are unfamiliar 

(Moscovici, 1981). Indeed, social representations will be formed when given abstract objects 

become problematic in a given social context (Clémence, 2001). In the field of food research, 

the social representation theory has been applied in the study of modern biotechnology 

(Wagner & Kronberger, 2001), genetic engineering of foods (Bauer & Gaskell, 1999), and 

word associations of food and eating (Lahlou, 1996; 2001), among others.  

Social groups are likely to develop their own interpretations of unfamiliar, threatening, 

or problematic phenomena (Wagner et al., 1999). These social representations, seen as 

modern societies’ equivalents for the myths of traditional societies, form systems of values 

and ideas, and they provide people with a common code for communication (Moscovici, 

1973; 1981; 2001). The purpose of all social representations is to make the unfamiliar to the 

familiar; or make the unfamiliarity itself familiar (e.g., Moscovici, 1984). The basic 

assumption of the theory is that while unfamiliarity and otherness, or the feeling of “not quite 
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right-ness”, attracts and intrigues individuals and communities, it alarms and threatens them, 

at the same time, because the dread of losing the customary landmarks, or what provides a 

sense of continuity, is an “unbearable dread” (Moscovici, 1984, p. 26). 

Social representations are social or collective as they are shared concepts of a common 

object, and they have certain autonomy (Moscovici, 1998). Once created, social 

representations lead a life on their own: they circulate, merge, attract and repel each other, and 

give birth to new representations (Moscovici, 1984). Consequently, the more of the origin of a 

social representation is forgotten, the more fossilized it becomes: “that which is ideal 

gradually becomes material” (Moscovici, 1984, p. 13). 

Groups are characterized by shared, consensual social representations. This consensus 

is seen to minimize uncertainty in interaction and facilitate communication between 

individuals and groups (Moscovici, 1981), and it distinguishes social representations from 

representations that are unique to only a few individuals. Social representations are group 

specific in the sense that the objects of the representations are socially constructed, and that 

the object takes on group specific social characteristics (Wagner et al., 1999). However, not 

all of a group’s thinking is likely to be consensual (Fraser, 1994; Mugny & Carugati, 1989; 

Potter & Litton, 1985). Representations are embodied both in communication and in 

individual minds: they are shared in a similar way to language (Bauer & Gaskell, 1999). Thus, 

we may observe multiple forms (that is, multiple representations shared by different groups) 

of the same original idea in different social and pragmatic contexts (Bauer & Gaskell, 1999). 

 By focusing on everyday communication and thinking, the social representation 

theory aims to establish a link between the psychological and the social (Moscovici, 1998). 

Social representations concern the contents of everyday thinking that give coherence to our 

beliefs, ideas, and connections we create “as easily as we breathe” (Moscovici, 1998, p. 214). 

They enable us to classify persons, objects, and situations, to compare and explain 

behaviours, and to objectify them as parts of our social setting (Moscovici, 1998). Social 

representations enable lay people, who do not necessarily possess the theoretical and 

methodological scientific knowledge, to understand phenomena that would otherwise remain 

inaccessible (Wagner & Kronberger, 2001). 

Social representations are always formed and shaped in a specific cultural and societal 

context, as pre-existing knowledge and cultural assumptions create a background for them. 

Thus, the study of social representations entails all modes of thought in everyday life that are 

maintained over more or less longues durées (Moscovici & Vignaux, 2000, p. 159). Social 

representations are created in social interaction in various thinking societies – that is, for 
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instance, in cafés, clubs, libraries, pubs – wherever people meet and communicate 

(Moscovici, 1998). Thinking societies are the settings where social representations take shape 

and from which they spread “like rumours” (Moscovici, 1998, p. 224). Mass media 

(newspapers, radio, television, Internet) is also an important source of information in the 

formation of social representations. However, information as such does not determine the 

representation: even given the same information, representations may differ (Mugny & 

Carugati, 1989), as people transform the ambivalent information by selecting and simplifying 

it into meaningful knowledge. In sum, a social representation, according to Moscovici (1973, 

xiii), is  

“a system of values, ideas and practices with a twofold function: first to establish an 

order which will enable individuals to orient themselves in their material and social 

world and to master it; and secondly to enable communication […] by providing them 

with a code for social exchange”.  

More shortly, Wagner et al. (1999, p. 96) emphasize that a social representation is 

“the ensemble of thoughts and feelings being expressed in verbal and overt behaviour 

of actors, which constitutes an object for a social group”. 

Thus, the definition of Wagner et al. (1999) entails a precondition that representations are 

always related to some social phenomenon or object in a way that an object is not social by 

any of its characteristics, but by the way people relate to it. 

 

2.3.1. Structure of social representations 

 

Even though there are various views regarding the structure of social representations, a 

consensus seems to prevail that a social representation consists of a (rather) stable central 

element and more changeable peripheral elements. It has been suggested that each social 

representation has a central core (Abric, 1984; 2001). In social representation literature, 

concepts similar to the central core have been referred to as an organizing principle (Doise, 

1993), a hard core (Mugny & Carugati, 1989), or a representative nodal (Jodelet, 1989). 

According to Abric (1984), the central core has a creative or meaning-generating function and 

an organizing function for the representation.  

Guimelli (1993) presented a method for locating the central core: counting the 

associations made to the object of the representation would reveal the central core. In a 

similar vein, Moliner (1995) stated that an object, which in some way contradicts the central 
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core, will not be recognized, or accepted as an object. Further, Doise, Clémence and Lorenzo-

Cioldi (1993) suggested a model for quantitative analysis for finding the organizing principle, 

focusing on three key issues: the organization of the representational field, the organizing 

principles of inter-individual differences, and their anchoring in systems of symbolic 

meanings (see also Spini & Doise, 1998). 

Around, or even within the central core, specific core themata, also referred to as 

canonic themata and source ideas, are organized (Moscovici, 2001). Core themata may take 

the form of “first principles, primary conceptions, primitive notions, or preconceptions” (see 

Figure 1) (Moscovici & Vignaux, 2000, p. 177). They can be beliefs (e.g., “the American 

dream”), maxims (“we are what we eat”), social definitions (“psychoanalysis is confession”), 

categories (“primitive”), or symbolic (“Euro currency”) (Moscovici, 2001).  

At a more general level, the core themata relate to the concept of social representations 

such that: 

“[social representations] are always derived from ‘pseudo-conceptual’ kernel 

elements: archetypes of ordinary reasoning or ‘preconceptions’ established over 

longue durée, that is to say, tributaries of rhetorical histories and social beliefs having 

the status of generic images” (Moscovici & Vignaux, 2000, p. 179, italics in the 

original version). 
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The relationship between themata and common sense1– the universe of social representations 

– is depicted in Figure 1.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. The generative function of themata (based on Moscovici & Vignaux, 2000, p. 180). 

 

According to Moscovici (2001), core themata and the central core of the representation are 

interrelated. Core themata stem from a deeper system of cultural beliefs – arch-themata 

(Moscovici, 2001) – and they are context-specific, such that the arch-theme of nature, for 

example, is specified by different core themata in different contexts, such as organic food in 

the nutrition context (Moscovici, 2001).  

Themata often include linguistic systems of oppositions, that is, contrasting terms, of, 

for instance man/woman or nature/technology (Moscovici & Vignaux, 2000), of which the 

latter is central to the present study. Because of the dichotomic nature of themata, Staerklé 

                                                           
1 Even though Moscovici & Vignaux (2000) did not include the concept of central core, it could, conceptually, 
be placed on the top of the concept of themata. 
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and Doise (2005) refer to them as “dichotomous principles”. However, themata may never 

reveal themselves clearly (Moscovici & Vignaux, 2000), and thus, their existence is subject to 

interpretation. 

In this study, it is assumed that the central core and core themata exist side by side. 

The literature is not very clear about this issue: whether the central core and core themata 

could be merged into one “kernel”, or whether they are two separate concepts. Moreover, the 

terminology about this issue is rather inconsistent, as different terms are used by different 

authors. It has been suggested that there may be a number of central elements (to which 

Moscovici, 2001, refers to as multiple core notions), clustered into a core, and a number of 

peripheral elements would exist around this core (e.g., Moliner, 1995). 

The stability and changeability of a social representation can be defined by assuming a 

stable central core and more changeable peripheral elements (Abric, 1984; 1993). Thus, the 

peripheral elements are conditional, depending on the situation, context, language genre, and 

so on, whereas the central core is context invariant (Wagner et al., 1996). The central core 

appears, then, to be a non-negotiable belief (Moscovici, 1998), and in a sense, the central core 

could be equal to stable values. Indeed, Moscovici (2001) does refer to (unspecified) values 

when addressing the dynamics of the central core. However, Marková et al. (1998) have 

suggested that a social representation cannot be conceptualised as either the core or the 

periphery, but rather, that core and peripheral elements are complementary with respect to 

each other: thus, these authors suggest that the central core would be context-invariant, as 

well.  

In this study, a view is taken based on the literature presented, that the core themata, 

the central core, and the peripheral elements are separate, but close concepts. A 

“Moscovician” view of the core themata as a basis of a social representation is taken. 

However, Abric’s concept of core will also be discussed later in the context of the results.  

 

2.3.2. Processes of social representations 
 

Two essential processes have been defined in the genesis of social representations: anchoring 

and objectification (see also Figure 1). Moscovici (1981) has also suggested a third process, 

naturalization. Anchoring integrates a new thing within a system of familiar categories, in this 

way rendering the unfamiliar to the familiar (e.g., Moscovici, 1984). Anchoring integrates the 

representation into a network of significance, marked by social values, generating a system of 
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interpretation (Abric, 1996; Doise, Spini & Clémence, 1999; Spini & Doise, 1998). To cope 

with a strange idea or perception, we begin by anchoring it to an existing social 

representation, and the whole entity acquires an everyday meaning in this process (Moscovici, 

1998). Anchoring is related to the processes of naming and classifying, allowing us to 

organize and structure the social world in a meaningful way (Augoustinous, 2001). Doise 

(1992) discerns three kinds of anchoring: psychological (attaches the representation to general 

beliefs and values, such as the belief in a just world), sociological (attaches the representation 

to a social group or position), and social psychological (attaches the representation to 

individual positions). 

Objectification allows an abstract thing to become concrete. First, new information are 

sorted out, selected and simplified, and then organized into a visual or figurative model, or a 

”figurative nucleus”, representing the key elements of the object of the representation (Abric, 

1984; 2001; Wagner, Elejabarrieta & Lahnsteiner, 1995). The objectification may be an icon, 

a metaphor, or trope, which comes to stand for the new phenomenon (Wagner et al., 1999). 

The objectification is further used as a frame of reference when new information is 

encountered.  

The choice of an objectification is not arbitrary, but it depends on the characteristics of 

the social group in which it is elaborated (Wagner et al., 1999). The objectification needs not 

to be accurate or reflect the absolute truth of an issue, but it has to be “good to think”, or 

plausible (Wagner et al., 1999; Wagner, Kronberger & Seifert, 2002). Billig (1996) has 

argued that anchoring is a universal process, whilst objectification is a particular one. 

Moreover, anchors and objects are not fixed, but instead, they are transitional pointers in the 

evolution of meanings (Bauer & Gaskell, 1999). Thus, the phases of objectification may be 

named as personification, figuration, and ontologization (Moscovici & Hewstone, 1983, p. 

112), and Wagner et al. (1995) have proposed a further process of socialization.  

After the unfamiliar is made familiar with the processes of anchoring and 

objectification, the social representation is “everybody’s and nobody’s” (Moscovici, 1998, p. 

236), used and repeated in daily talk. Thus, after the processes of anchoring and 

objectification, naturalization of the object takes place (Moscovici, 1981; Philogène, 1994). 

Now, a point has been reached where one no longer differentiates the objects about which one 

has concepts (Moscovici, 1998).  

Social representations may function as symbolic coping in everyday life (Wagner, 

Kronberger & Seifert, 2002), or, in a bit more restricted sense, they may function as collective 

process of coping with a perceived threat (Moscovici, 1973). The symbolic coping view of 
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Wagner et al. (e.g., 2002) states that, contrary to the basic assumptions of social 

representation theory, it is not novelty and unfamiliarity per se which motivates people to 

adopt an objectification, but a response to topics where the opinion is asked for, be it in a 

conversation, media, or voting – a process that is not driven internally, but externally. 

 

2.4. ATTITUDES VS. SOCIAL REPRESENTATIONS 

 

There is a long tradition of attitude research within social psychology: it could even be argued 

that the development of attitude research actually marks the major turning points of social 

psychology: most of all, the individualization of social psychology, and the differentiation 

between European and American social psychology (e.g., Jaspars & Fraser, 1984; Farr, 

1993b; 1996). Since Allport’s (1935) influential discussion of the attitude concept in 

Murchinson’s Handbook of Social Psychology, attitude research has had a rather individual 

direction. Currently, attitude is understood as a “psychological tendency that is expressed by 

evaluating a particular entity with some degree of favour or disfavour” (Eagly & Chaiken, 

1993, 1). Thus, an attitude is an individual response disposition that may be combined with an 

individual cognitive representation (Jaspars & Fraser, 1984). The evolvement of social 

constructionism from the 1960’s can be seen as a counter-power to traditional attitude 

research.  

Social representations have sometimes been seen as analogous or substitutes for the 

concept of attitudes. Comparison of these concepts is complicated by the fact that there are 

numerous definitions for attitudes: as early as in 1972, Fishbein and Ajzen counted 500 

different definitions for the (individual) attitude construct. However, the definition of attitudes 

always includes 1) an object: attitudes are about something, 2) an act of evaluation, and 3) an 

agent who does the evaluating (Ajzen, 2001; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Gaskell, 2001; Petty, 

Wegener & Fabrigar, 1997). In attitude research, evaluative responses are mostly defined by 

their valence (into a positive or a negative direction) and extremity.  

Recently, there has also been a trend to move away from the problematic uni-

dimensional view of attitudes (Eagly, 1992; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Sparks, Hedderley & 

Shepherd, 1992), towards a more multivariate concept of attitudes, addressing the problems of 

ambivalence, attitude variability, mixed feelings, and uncertainty (Berndsen & van der Pligt, 

2004; Olsen, 1999; Povey, Wellens & Conner, 2001). This development likens the concept of 

attitude with social representations. 
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Even though there are close similarities between attitudes and social representations, 

an entirely analogous definition would imply broadening of the concept of attitudes, resulting 

in a definition of attitudes as 1) socially shared, 2) endowed with content, and 3) forming a 

system – which is very close to the definition of social representations (Moscovici, 1998). 

Differences between these concepts are found in their primary aims, as attitude research aims 

to differentiate amongst individuals within a group, whereas the aim of social representation 

research is to examine consensual and shared systems of belief (e.g., Fraser, 1994). At a more 

general level, this originates from the aspiration of social representation theory to overcome 

the shortcomings of attitude research based on methodological individualism (Wagner et al., 

1999). 

Social representations and attitudes also differ in the emphasis of their social 

character. Whereas social representations are social in that they are social in origin, and that 

they are shared and become a part of social reality itself, the social origin, character, and 

sharedness of attitudes is claimed to be more restricted (Jaspars & Fraser, 1984; Farr, 1993). 

Moreover, attitudes do not turn the unfamiliar to the familiar, but instead, they represent the 

subjective position toward an abstract or concrete object (Bergman, 1998). 

While the function of attitudes is linked to evaluative judgments, social 

representations are not linked to fixed functions, but instead, they may have multiple 

functions for groups in different contexts (Bauer & Gaskell, 1999). Social representations 

may function as familiarizations of the novel, or as a means of symbolic coping with 

problematic and threatening issues (e.g., Wagner et al., 2002). Moliner and Tafani (1997) and 

Fraser (1994) have suggested that a theoretical link between attitudes and social 

representations can be found, as certain components of social representations are evaluative. 

Thus, an attitude about an object would be based on the evaluative components in its 

representation. At a structural level, attitudes may be based on social representations 

(Moscovici, 1998), which implies also that social representations can be seen as umbrella 

concepts of attitudes (Gaskell, 2001). 

In this study, a view is taken that it would be most useful to acknowledge the 

structural similarities and the different functions social representations and attitudes have in 

their particular domains of interest. Thus, social representations and attitudes provide 

alternative frameworks (Fraser, 1994). Comparing these approaches not only at a theoretical 

level, but also empirically, is beneficial for their further development. 
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2.4.1. Food choice from attitudinal/trait perspective 

 

As mentioned in the chapter “On the social psychology of eating”, food choice has 

traditionally been modelled within the attitude frame of reference. Therefore, as food choice 

has been studied within a nutritional or a sensory science framework, even if conducted by 

psychologists, methods parallel to natural sciences – that is, the quantifying and measuring of 

methodological individualism – have been adopted. In this purpose, various instruments have 

been developed to depict and measure the orientation to and choice of foods. 

Food attitudes and behaviour, as any other attitudes and behaviour, are characterized 

by fluctuations and ambivalence (e.g., Lyman, 1989; Sparks, Hedderley & Shepherd, 1992; 

Grunert, 2002). However, food poses a specific problem for developing attitude models, 

compared to many other fields of attitude measurement, since the impact of attitudes 

diminishes, or the attitude may change, when the food, or the “object” of evaluation, is tasted 

(e.g., Arvola, Lähteenmäki & Tuorila, 1999).  

A major part of reasons of food choice is attributed to the sensory perception and 

sensory-affective responses (liking) of the food. The link between sensory characteristics of 

foods and the choice and consumption of foods has been an intensively studied area in the 

past years. (Conner & Armitage, 2002.) In numerous studies, sensory-affective responses and 

preferences have been shown to affect greatly food choice and consumption, especially in the 

absence of economic and availability constraints (Eertmans, Bayens & van der Bergh, 2001; 

Furst et al., 1996; Rozin, 1990). Moreover, sensory-affective responses and preferences have 

been shown to outweigh the impact of attitudes in many previous studies (Connors, Bisogni, 

Sobal & Devine, 2001; Drenowski & Hann, 1999; Holm & Kildewang, 1996; Lähteenmäki et 

al., 2002; Rozin, 1996). Similarly, sensory-affective responses have been shown to dominate, 

when people are asked to name their reasons for food choice, and reasons for the accepting, 

rejecting, or purchasing foods (e.g., Arvola, Lähteenmäki & Tuorila, 1999; Koivisto & 

Sjöden, 1996).  

However, food choice is not a straightforward process. Further problems for the 

development of attitudinal food choice models, even if sensory-affective responses are taken 

into account, arise from the fact that in our daily lives, we may eat food not because of some 

strong preference for them, but simply because they are available (Lyman, 1989). Thus, the 

reasons of food choice are versatile, entailing both attitudinal and sensory-affective variables, 

but some variation is probably always left unexplained.  
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There is no ‘perfect’ or automatic relationship between sensory-affective responses 

and food choice and consumption, since liking of, for example, chocolate does not lead to 

eating chocolate at every meal (Conner & Armitage, 2002). Moreover, sensory-affective 

responses do not occur in an ‘a-cultural vacuum’: on the contrary, they are subject to cultural 

variation (e.g., Mäkelä, 2002) and various individual attributes. 

Food likings have been amply researched, often in a context where particular 

information of the food has been given (Martins, Pelchat & Pliner, 1997; McFarlane & Pliner, 

1997; Tuorila, Meiselman, Bell, Cardello & Johnson, 1994). According to Rozin (Rozin & 

Vollmecke, 1986; Rozin, 1990), food likings appear to be affected by sensory-affective 

responses when the food has been tasted; expectations and beliefs about the food; and 

socialization into the social-cultural environment in general. Food-related disgust, on the 

other hand, is related to a negative sensory experience of the food; symbolism; or 

conditioning (Rozin, Haidt, McCauley, 1993; Nemeroff & Rozin, 2000). 

 

2.4.2. Three attitude or trait scales to measure orientation to novelties 
and new foods 

 

For quantifying the orientation to novelties and new foods, three measures, along with a short 

description of their development are presented, as they are closely linked to the outline of the 

present study. These particular attitude or trait scales were chosen, since they are validated 

and widely used, and lend themselves well into the study of new foods. 

1) Probably the best-known trait scale in this area is the Food Neophobia Scale (FNS), 

developed by Pliner and Hobden (1992). The FNS measures individual positioning on 

neophobia-neophilia-continuum, representing personality traits that are assumed to be 

relatively stable at an individual level. Persons with a high food neophobia level avoid new 

foods (new ethnic foods in particular), whereas food neophilics represent an opposite position 

to this. From socio-biological perspective, food neophobia has a functional role in adaptation. 

However, it may hinder the consumption of new but potentially nutritious and beneficial 

foods, in which case it is not adaptive (McFarlane & Pliner, 1997). Generally, as food is 

learned to be liked in the course of repeated exposures with the food (Pliner, 1982), 

familiarity is a central determinant of liking especially for food-neophobic persons 

(Raudenbush & Frank, 1999). The FNS has been extensively used to predict willingness to try 

unfamiliar ethnic foods (e.g., McFarlane & Pliner, 1997), and its validity has been proven 
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internationally (e.g., Tuorila, Lähteenmäki, Pohjalainen & Lotti, 2001), although not all 

individual items of FNS fit equally well into the scale (Ritchey, Frank, Hursti & Tuorila, 

2003). 

2) Exploratory consumer behaviour, related to the optimum stimulation level, is 

closely related to encountering novelties. Measurement of individual change-seeking 

originates from the 1960’s, when a 95-item change seeker index was introduced by 

Garlington and Shimota (1964), gauging the need for variation in order to maintain optimal 

functioning of an individual. On this basis, a short form of the Change seeker index (CSI) was 

developed by Steenkamp and Baumgartner in 1995. 

3) Based on the assumption that consumer innovativeness may not be universal, but 

domain specific, Goldsmith and Hofacker (1991) developed the Domain specific 

innovativeness scale (DSI). The DSI measures consumer innovativeness for a specific product 

category, reflecting the tendency to adopt innovations within a specific domain of interest. 

The DSI has been employed to measure innovation in rock music (Goldsmith & Hofacker, 

1991), fashionable clothing (Goldsmith et al., 1992), delicatessen ham (McCarthy, O’Sullivan 

& O’Reilly, 1999), and wine (Goldsmith, d’Hauteville & Flynn, 1998). 
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3. AIMS OF THE STUDY 

 

The main aim of this study was to identify and explore the social representation (SR) of new 

foods, and the relationship the representation has with new foods. Specific aims of the study 

were to explore: 

 

• what the SR and its dimensions are; how the dimensions relate to each other; and are 

they stable in a given society over a three-year period. (I, II, IV) 

• how the SR is related to the attitude/trait scales of FNS, CSI, and DSI. (II, III, IV) 

• how the SR predicts the willingness to use different types of new foods and specific 

products. (II, V) 
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4. MATERIALS AND METHODS 

 

4.1. RESPONDENTS 

 

The study was based on four different data sets: focus group interviews (I), three surveys (II, 

III, IV), and an experimental design (V) (Table 1). Altogether 3242 Finnish respondents 

participated in series of data sets over four years. 

 

Table 1. Outline of the studies. 

Study Respondents 
N             Female % Male %      Mean age 
                                                    (SD) 

Data collection and analysis 
method 
 

Scales used in the 
study 

I 44 50 50 39 (19) Focus groups, qualitative 
analysis 
 

FNS, CSI, DSI 
 

II 743 
(+77)* 

52 48 44 (14) Survey, multivariate 
statistics  

SR 
FNS, CSI, DSI, 
Familiarity 
Willingness to 
try/use 

III 1156 56 44 45 (15) Survey, multivariate 
statistics  

SR 
DSI  
Familiarity 
Willingness to 
try/use 

IV 743+ 
1156+ 
1113** 

58 42 49 (16) Survey, multivariate 
statistics  
 

SR 

V 62 
(+47)* 

62 - 40 (11) 
 

Experimental design, 
multivariate statistics  

SR 
Familiarity 
Liking 
Preferred 
frequency to use 

*) Pilot study (N). 
**) Three data sets used in analyses. 
 

Participants of Study I were recruited from workplaces, service centres and the Finnish 

Defence forces in 2001. The age range of these participants was 18-78 years. The data of 

Study II were collected via Gallup Food and Farm Facts Ltd. in 2001, by using on-line data 

collection by respondents’ home PCs. The data of Studies III and IV were collected via 

Taloustutkimus (TOY Research) in 2002 and in 2004, using postal surveys (in Study IV, the 

2001 data was also used to allow three-year comparison). The age range of the respondents in 

these surveys was 15-88; 15-87; and 18-80, respectively. All data sets were aimed to be 



 28

statistically representative of the population in Finland, although in the 2001 data set, there 

were some deviations regarding age groups. The participants of Study V were recruited from 

institutes, companies, and University of Lapland in 2002. The age range of the participants 

was 23-64 years. 

 

4.2. DEVELOPMENT OF THE SOCIAL REPRESENTATION (SR) 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

The items of the SR questionnaire were based on the focus group discussions (Study I), from 

which salient themes were picked up and formulated into statements. In line with the social 

representation theory, natural expressions of the focus group members were used. The 

questionnaire consisted originally of 47 items, but after pilot testing, the items were clarified 

and some were excluded. In Study II, the questionnaire was elaborated by means of 

successive PCAs, reliability analysis, and the content of the items. Consequently, the 47 items 

were condensed into 27 items, that were rated on a 7-point scale from ‘strongly disagree’ to 

‘strongly agree’ (see Appendix 1 for the items and Appendix 2 for original items in Finnish). 

 

4.3. ATTITUDE/TRAIT SCALES: FOOD NEOPHOBIA, CHANGE SEEKER 

INDEX, DOMAIN SPECIFIC INNOVATIVENESS 

 

The statements of Food Neophobia Scale (FNS; 10 items, Pliner & Hobden, 1992); Change 

Seeker Index (CSI; 7 items, Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1995); and Domain Specific 

Innovativeness Scale (DSI; 6 items, Goldsmith & Hofacker, 1991, worded for ‘new foods’ by 

Huotilainen, Pirttilä-Backman and Tuorila, in press) were rated on a 7-point scale from 

‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. 
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4.4. FOOD-RELATED RATING SCALES: FAMILIARITY, WILLINGNESS 

TO TRY/USE, DEGREE OF LIKING 

 

The familiarity scale consisted of five options, labeled 1 = ‘I do not recognize the product’, 2 

= ‘I recognize the product, but I have not tasted it’, 3 = ‘I have tasted, but I do not use the 

product’, 4 = ‘I occasionally eat the product’ and 5 = ‘I regularly eat the product’. Willingness 

to try/use was rated on a 7-point scale anchored at 1 = ‘Not at all willing’ and 7 = ‘Extremely 

willing’. Twelve food names were rated on these scales in Study II, and 32 food names were 

rated in Study III. 

In Study V, the degree of liking was rated on a 9-point scale (anchored 1 = I do not 

like at all, 9 = I like very much), and preferred frequency to use was rated on an 8-point scale 

(1 = two times a day, 8 = never; the scale was reversed before analyses). 

 

4.5. PROCEDURES OF STUDIES I AND V: FROM FOCUS GROUPS TO 

EXPERIMENTATION 

 

Procedures of studies I and V are reported in detail since they had special arrangements. 

Focus groups (Study I) included six main discussion themes: encountering a new food, the 

importance of eating and new foods, the role of family in food choice, relating of women vs. 

men and young vs. old to new foods, characterizing a person fond of new foods, and 

discussing novelty seeking. Halfway through the discussions, commercial food packages, 

representing new food categories, were presented, but the foods were not tasted. 

In Study V, two categories, “technological” and “natural”, characterizing the opposite 

themata of the social representation of new foods, were offered to respondents as information 

of a new functional product, using a between-subjects design. Sensory-affective responses 

were rated at two experimental sessions and during a 6-day home use period between them, 

and derived attributes were rated at the final session. 
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4.6. DATA ANALYSES 

 

The tape-recorded focus group discussions were transcribed verbatim, and analyzed 

thematically and contentually (I). Principal component analysis was used for SR questionnaire 

(II, III, IV), for FNS, for CSI (II), and for DSI (II, III). Analysis of variance was used for 

comparing the mean scores between demographic groups on SR components (II); willingness 

to try/use and the SR components broken down by DSI groups (III); and SR components 

between three data sets (IV). In Study V, multivariate repeated measures anova was used to 

compare the mean scores of liking of and preferred frequency to use. Linear and hierarchical 

regression analyses were used to predict the willingness to try/use new and familiar foods (II, 

III); the DSI (III); and the ratings of liking and preferred frequency to use (V).  
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5. RESULTS 

 

The results of Studies I-V, reported in separate articles, have been re-organised into one 

entity. Thus, the aims of the study have been met by a holistic approach. 

 

5.1. THE SOCIAL REPRESENTATION OF NEW FOODS: ITS STRUCTURE 

AND FUNCTIONS (I – V) 

 

In the focus group study (I), five preliminary dichotomies characterizing the social 

representation of new foods were identified: trust/distrust, safe/unsafe, natural/artificial, 

pleasure/necessity, and past/present. Many metaphors were used of new foods. Functional 

foods were associated with medicine, and metaphors of explosions (“health bomb”) and 

nuclear power (“That looks like a small nuclear power plant!”) were also used. Genetically 

modified products were associated with death and terrorism (“This [label] is Bin Laden’s 

text”). Generally, technology was seen as something that ought not to be related to food: 

technological “techno-food” was expected to taste weird, or be tasteless, and technology – 

particularly gene technology – as a means of producing food was considered as unnatural. 

Characteristics of different categories of new foods were emphasized differently. 

Organic and ethnic foods formed the trusted, natural, safe, and pleasant dimensions of the 

representation, while technological foods were characterized negatively. Thus, at this phase of 

the study, it was suggested that there might be two social representations instead of one: one 

centering on organic and ethnic food, and another centering on technological food. However, 

later (in Studies II and III) it was found that the representation actually comprised two 

themata: natural and technological. 

The risky nature of new foods was an important argument for women, but not for men. 

Young respondents related the discussion of new foods to the present time, while older 

respondents concentrated on the “safe food” of past time. The more educated respondents 

brought up several points of view, whereas the less educated respondents were more strongly 

either pro or con. 

One problem left with the focus group study was that how something unfamiliar and, 

seemingly worrying, could be made familiar by negativism, distrust, and distance, as these 
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were the characteristics of the preliminarily identified social representation. These questions 

will be addressed later. 

In Studies II, III, and IV, the 27 social representation questionnaire items that were 

based on the focus group discussions loaded on five components (see Appendix 1). The 

components were labeled as 1) suspicion of and resistance to new foods, 2) adherence to 

technology, 3) adherence to natural food, 4) food as an enjoyment, and 5) food as a necessity. 

Suspicion represented a reserved position to new foods. Adherence to technology represented 

an accepting position to new foods. Adherence to natural food represented trust in nature and 

naturalness. Food as an enjoyment represented a hedonistic position to food and eating. Food 

as a necessity represented indifference and unimportance of food. The content of these 

components was essentially similar in Studies II – IV. 

The components explained approximately half of the total variance in Studies II, III 

and IV. Means and standard deviations of the components and items and Cronbach’s alphas 

of the components, which stayed consistent and good over the three-year period of this study, 

are presented in Appendix 1. 

Study II showed that women were more adherent to natural food than men, while men 

were more adherent to technology. Men regarded food as a necessity and were higher on 

suspicion than women. The higher the basic education of a respondent, the less resistant and 

suspicious he/she was. 

Comparison of the three data sets, collected in 2001, 2002, and 2004 (Study IV), 

showed that the correlations between the social representation components ranged from zero 

to -0.48 (Table 2). The strongest correlations were between adherence to natural food and 

eating as a necessity; between adherence to natural food and adherence to technology; and 

between eating as a necessity and eating as an enjoyment. These correlations were all 

negative. A positive correlation was found between suspicion and necessity. The correlations 

were consistent over the three data sets, being strongest in 2002. 
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Table 2. Pearson’s correlation coefficients of the social representation components 
separately for Studies II, III, and IV, conducted in 2001, 2002, and 2004, respectively. 

Component/ 
Data set 

Suspicion Adherence to 
technology 

Adherence to 
natural 

Enjoyment 

Technology 
2001 
2002 
2004 

 
-.15** 
-.04 
-.11** 

 
 
 
 

  

Natural 
2001 
2002 
2004 

 
.09* 
.06* 
.20** 

 
-.28** 
-.34** 
-.24** 

 
 
 

 

Enjoyment 
2001 
2002 
2004 

 
.00 
-.04 
-.03 

 
.03 
.05 
.12** 

 
.08* 
.16* 
.10* 

 
 

Necessity 
2001 
2002 
2004 

 
.20** 
.38** 
.36** 

 
.18** 
.24** 
.06* 

 
-.35** 
-.48** 
-.26** 

 
-.24** 
-.21** 
-.25** 

**p < 0.01, *p < 0.05 

 

In Study II, it was suggested that the social representation had two themata: natural and 

technological. These themata were also the basis for the experimental design in Study V. 

Offering the themata as categorizing information (natural vs. technological) of a product 

affected its acceptability, via derived attributes of the product (labeled as beneficial, artificial, 

regular, and unnecessary product). The derived attribute of an artificial product was based on 

technological category, while the derived attribute of a regular product was based on natural 

category. It was found that the derived attributes had a mediator role in objectification of the 

product, as the product was objectified differently depending on the category the subjects had 

received.  

 In Study IV, the core elements of the representation were initiated. Drawn on the 

relationships between the components, it was suggested that the core of the representation was 

trust, as a counterpart of suspicion. The themata of natural and technological would be 

organized around this core. 

In Figure 2, it is shown how the components (suspicion, adherence to technology, 

adherence to natural food, food as an enjoyment, and food as a necessity) relate to the core 

(trust) and the themata (natural – technological) of the social representation. This figure also 

summarizes the main findings on the structure of the representation. While the core and the 

themata are stable, inter-individual variation and changeability are expressed in relation to the 

measurable components. The core depicts the stable and value-like part (trust – suspicion) of 

the representation. As is suggested in Figure 2, the core and the themata have to be 
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theoretically inferred, while the components can be measured by the social representation 

questionnaire.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Thematic structure of the social representation of new foods (I-IV). 

 

It is also important to notice that the social representation is embedded in a certain social-

historical context, and it must be understood in terms of that particular context. 

 High suspicion had a strong positive correlation with food neophobia (FNS) (Study 

II), and low suspicion and enjoyment correlated with domain specific innovativeness (DSI) 

and change seeking (CSI) (Studies II and III) (see Table 3). In addition, DSI could be 

predicted by low suspicion and enjoyment (Study III). However, since not all components 

were related to these constructs, it was suggested that the social representation questionnaire 

and the attitude/trait scales might best be used to complement each other.  

 

Table 3. Pearson’s correlation coefficients of FNS, CSI and DSI and social representation 
components (Study II). 

Component/ 
Scale 

Suspicion Adherence 
to 

technology 

Adherence 
to natural 

Enjoyment Necessity 

FNS  .47** -.15** .10* -.20** .07 
CSI -.38** .15** -.01 .22** -.08* 
DSI -.50** .14** -.05 .26** -.18** 
**p < 0.01, *p < 0.05 

Themata: 
natural, 

technological

STABLE

CHANGEABLE

Arch themata,
e.g. nature

Social-
historical 
context

Five 
components: 

individual 
variation

MeasurableSubject to 
interpretation

Unmeasurable

Core: trustSubject to 
interpretation
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5.2. THE PREDICTIVE ABILITY OF THE SOCIAL REPRESENTATION 

AND ATTITUDE/TRAIT SCALES (II, III) 

 

 

Based on PCAs, the willingness to try and use various categories of new foods were used for 

prediction by the social representation questionnaire and the attitude/trait scales. In Study II, 

new foods were categorized as modified dairy products, genetically modified, organic, and 

ethnic products. The social representation components proved to be strong predictors of 

willingness to try and use these foods. In particular, adherence to technology predicted the 

willingness to try and use genetically modified foods, while adherence to natural food 

predicted the willingness to try and use organic foods. 

In Study III, new foods were categorized into six categories of which three were 

labelled as functional (cereal-based and otherwise functional foods; functional drinks), and 

the remaining three categories were modified dairy products, organic products and energy 

drinks. Social representation components of low suspicion and adherence to natural food 

predicted the willingness to try and use of all these food categories. 

Compared to the predictive ability of attitude/trait scales of food neophobia (FNS), 

change seeking (CSI), and domain specific innovativeness (DSI), the social representation 

components had more predictive power in willingness to try and use new foods in most cases. 

Generally, the predictive power of the attitude/trait scales was more restricted. In Study II, 

low FNS predicted the willingness to try and use snails and passion fruit (that is, the “ethnic” 

foods). In Study III, DSI predicted the willingness to try various categories of new foods, 

excluding organic products. When added to these predictive models, the social representation 

components (in particular low suspicion and adherence to natural) increased the prediction of 

all food categories, particularly functional cereal-based and organic products.  
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6. DISCUSSION 

 

6.1. THE MAIN RESULTS 

 

The social representation of new foods comprised various views of new foods – entailing a 

“diversity of voices” (Wagner et al, 1999). The metaphors used of new foods (e.g., 

explosions, nuclear power, medicine, death, terrorism) conveyed a feeling of strangeness, 

indicating that new foods are strange and abstract enough to require familiarization. The 

representation included five components: suspicion of novelties, adherence to technology, 

adherence to natural food, eating as an enjoyment, and eating as a necessity. Suspicion had a 

cautionary function, representing a reserved position to new foods, depicting the first reaction 

of “what is it?” – an alarm signal (see Zajonc, 1968) – when a new food is encountered. It is 

the feeling of “not quite right-ness”, described by Moscovici (1984) that both attracts and 

threatens individuals, since the dread of losing the sense of continuity provided by familiarity 

is agonizing.  

 Suspicion had a strong positive correlation with food neophobia. Considered that food 

neophobia is one of the few inherent dispositions to food (Pliner & Hobden, 1992; Rozin & 

Vollmecke, 1986), it was not surprising that resistance was so robustly manifested in the 

representation. Suspicion may also be seen as a counterpart of trust, in that dissolving 

suspicion is a prerequisite for trust – and, in the end, a prerequisite for the formation of the 

representation. Without the feeling of “not quite right-ness”, or nothing to be alarmed for, 

there would probably be no need for a representation. Suspicion correlated negatively with 

innovativeness and change-seeking.  

 Connections between suspicion and distrust of new foods and Moscovici’s (1976) 

notion of common sense as resistance, most notable in his early studies on the social 

representations of psychoanalysis, may also be found. Underlying the social representations 

of psychoanalysis were anxieties about the fear of losing the symbolic autonomy of a social 

group, whose identity was rooted in knowledge and practices to be preserved (Bauer & 

Gaskell, 1999). According to Bauer and Gaskell (1999), representations may reflect resistance 

of common sense to new knowledge. Indeed, common sense can be used for many purposes: 

for understanding; for familiarization; for resistance of novelties; and for symbolic coping 

with threatening issues. 
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 Adherence to technology and adherence to natural food reflected trust in either food 

and gene technology or in natural food. Since social representations can be seen as symbolic 

coping with threatening issues and unfamiliarity, trusting food and gene technology may 

reduce anxieties regarding food safety, whereas suspicion represents a more anxious way of 

coping (see Beardsworth, Haslam, Keil, Goode & Sherratt, 1999; Wagner & Kronberger, 

2001). It may also be that those trusting food and gene technology simply do not have any 

anxieties regarding new foods or food technologies. Research on the social representations of 

biotechnology has shown that everyday thinking of biotechnology varies from support to 

opposition: suspicion and trust vary, as biotechnology and risks related to it are 

comprehended as a dynamic system (Gaskell, 2001).  

 Adherence to natural food signaled the importance of nature and naturalness. Indeed, 

in recent decades, in the developed world, a strong desire for natural food has appeared, 

substantially stemming from ideational and moral motivations (Rozin et al., 2004). As 

Steptoe, Pollard and Wardle (1995) have also stated, in Western industrialized countries the 

public opinion of food industry is jaundiced such that natural food and the absence of 

additives are usually viewed positively.  

In everyday thinking, health, in general, may be associated with natural and unhealthy 

may be associated with artificial (Hertzlich, 1973). Thus, the results echo previous findings of 

trust in natural food and suspicion towards other new foods, especially when new food 

technology has been used in the production (e.g., Bredahl, 2001). Perhaps for this reason, it 

was found in this study that in everyday thinking, technology was seen as something that 

ought not to be related to food. Technological food was expected to have a strange taste, and 

technology as a means of producing food was regarded abnormal – in spite of the fact that 

much of the food we eat has been produced by food technology. 

Eating as a necessity and eating as an enjoyment characterized the personal – although 

essentially culturally and societally shared – relation to new foods, either from a hedonistic or 

from an indifferent point of view. Food as an enjoyment was related to hedonism. Hedonistic 

enjoyment of food may be linked in our time with food as a marker of way of life, in which 

food is seen as a means for differentiation (Murcott, 1984; Karisto, Prättälä & Berg, 1993). 

Enjoyment correlated positively with innovativeness and change seeking, thus representing an 

opposite pattern to suspicion. Regarding food as a necessity conveyed an image of 

indifference, as food as the fuel of the body. This can be seen as a means to avoid food-related 

issues. 
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The social representation components were mostly negatively correlated with each 

other. The most interesting correlation was that adherence to natural food and adherence to 

technology were negatively related, since it follows the logic that technological food and 

natural food are separate themata. Another interesting, but positive, correlation was between 

suspicion and necessity, which supports the interpretation of suspicion as a restricted way of 

encountering novelties. 

The results suggested that the core of the social representation was trust, as a 

counterpart of suspicion. The core might be conceptualized as a continuum of suspicion and 

trust, along which an individual may be positioned. Trust as a common denominator depicts 

this continuum from suspicion (the unknown and unfamiliar) to trust (the familiar). For 

comparison, if we were studying social representations of money, one result could be that 

‘price’ is the common denominator for the counterparts of ‘expensive – cheap’ in the core of 

that representation.  

The themata, organized around the core of trust, were natural and technological. 

Dichotomous or contrasting terms have been stated to be characteristic to themata, whereas 

the core is the most invariant, value-like part of the representation (Moscovici & Vignaux, 

2000). According to Moscovici and Vignaux (2000), there are various systems of opposition 

in relation to food, for instance compromising between the biological and the social, and 

between health and survival. The following citation from Moscovici and Vignaux (2000, 182) 

closely resembles the results of this study (italics added): 

“In this triplet ‘food/body, health/cuisine, taste’ one regularly sees the reappearance 

of such themata as the ‘traditional’, the ‘natural’ and the ‘sophisticated’, anchored in 

the corresponding ‘image notions’ – ‘land’, ‘health or beauty’, ‘distinction’ […]” 

 

These structural elements combine the themata of Moscovici (2001) and the core concept of 

Abric (1984; 2001). Thus, “Moscovici’s core” for the representation would probably include 

the core and the themata, being a larger unit, while “Abric’s core” would perhaps not include 

themata at all, being more specific. However, both concepts were needed for a satisfying 

theoretical model. Figure 3 shows that compared to Moscovici’s themata, the focus of Abric’s 

core is narrower. 
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Figure 3. Detailed structure of a social representation. 

 

A theoretical generalization may be made that themata entail general cultural 

assumptions, whereas the core is always specific to the certain representation. Consequently, 

different social representations may have the same themata, but not the same cores. For 

instance, social representation of information technology could also include themata of 

natural and technological (and, perhaps, even a core named ‘trust in information technology’). 

However, for two social representations to be different, they have to be organized around two 

different cores (Abric, 2001).  

The results suggested that social representation and attitude/trait approaches 

complement each other, since they have rather different functions and separate areas of 

specialization. The primary aim of attitude and trait research is to differentiate amongst 

individuals within a group, whereas the aim of social representation research is to find 

systems that are consensual and shared (e.g., Fraser, 1994). The information obtained by 

attitude and trait measurements is usually rather specific compared with the social 

representation approach. However, attitudes and traits may be seen as manifestations or 

elements of social representations, which, then, function as an umbrella concept (Fraser, 

1994).  

Attitude and trait measurements may well also offer a baseline for the interpretation of 

results of social representation research: in this study, suspicion correlated with food 

neophobia, and eating as an enjoyment and low suspicion correlated with innovativeness and 

change seeking. Even though the social representation was linked to neophobia, 

innovativeness, and change seeking, these are not interchangeable constructs. That these 

constructs were rather complementary was also seen when different constructs were used for 

prediction of willingness to try and use various categories of new foods: the attitude/trait 

scales had more narrow predictive power, such that food neophobia predicted the willingness 

Components

Core Themata”Moscovici’s 
core” 
(dichotom. 
themata)

”Abric’s 
core”



 40

to try and use ethnic foods, while the social representation components usually improved the 

prediction of willingness to try and use all new food categories. 

 

6.1.1. Theoretical problems related to the representation 

 

Two problematic themes were recurrent during the study. First, it did not seem logical that 

something unfamiliar could be made familiar by negativism and distrust, as these were the 

characteristics of the social representation. Finally, a solution was found in that suspicion is 

the prerequisite for the formation of a social representation, and that common sense can be 

used as a resistance to (Moscovici, 1976) or as symbolic coping with (Wagner, Kronberger & 

Seifert, 2002) novel and threatening issues.  

Since the function of the representation is to familiarize, and, in the end, make 

something trustworthy, the core was named trust. However, theoretically, trust always 

contains a certain amount of suspicion as its counter-power; hence the core was characterized 

as suspicion – trust in the Main results -section. Suspicion and trust may also be visualized as 

a continuum, even though the suspicion component had rather modest correlations with 

adherence to technology and adherence to natural food.  

 It may be argued that the social representation of new foods in Finnish society is still 

at a stage of formation and that it will evolve further, along which there will be ‘less suspicion 

and more trust’ towards new foods. Further, there is a possibility that suspicion belongs 

mainly to this formation stage: it remains to be seen whether it turns negative or positive. 

However, even a ‘fully formed’ social representation may entail suspicion. This is because an 

issue may well be familiarized and known but not trusted. 

Secondly, characteristics of different new foods were emphasized differently, since 

organic and ethnic foods formed the trusted, natural, safe, and pleasant dimensions of the 

representation, while technological foods were characterized negatively. As a result, it was 

first suggested that there might be two social representations instead of one: one centering on 

organic and ethnic food, and another centering on technological food. However, later it 

became apparent that the representation actually had two themata: natural and technological, 

but it was to be conceived as one entity. The surveys conducted in three successive years 

enabled this kind of follow-up theorizing. 
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6.1.2. Methods 
 

This study followed a three-step model of research methods. First, a qualitative method of 

focus group discussions was applied, followed by surveys, and an experimental setting. Thus, 

the requirement for multidimensional social representation research incorporating multiple 

methods was fulfilled (e.g., Philogène, 2001; Wagner, 1999), and a temporal perspective 

including the verification of stability of the results, suggested by, e.g., Bauer & Gaskell 

(1999), was also included. Some problems underlying the methods used in the studies are 

shortly presented below. 

The way of discussion in the focus groups was rather unanimous. The groups 

remained opposed to technological foods, whereas they considered organic and ethnic 

novelties in terms that were more positive, in spite of encouraging the groups to express 

positive opinions of technological foods as well. The unanimous way of discussion may be 

attributed to group polarization, which is a common phenomenon in (focus) groups, implying 

the tendency for social interaction to amplify pre-existing tendencies (e.g. Myers & Lamm, 

1976).  

Reservations of generalization must be made with regard to the social representation 

questionnaire. The questionnaire was developed to be an explorative tool, and its main aim 

was to quantify aspects of everyday thinking of new foods. Thus, despite the use of Likert-

type rating scale, it was not intended to be an attitude-type of a scale, and it was not balanced 

for positive and negative statements. 

Finally, it should be noted that since social representations are always formed and 

shaped in a specific cultural and societal context, the background for the social representation 

found in this study inevitably entails assumptions of Finnish eating and food culture. Indeed, 

international comparison of the social representation questionnaire is a potential topic for 

future studies. However, translating the questionnaire to other languages does not make it 

directly adaptable to another culture as such, as the questionnaire may include statements that 

are understandable to Finnish respondents only (see, e.g., Cervellon & Dube, 2002). 
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6.2. AMBIVALENCE IN THE FIELD OF NEW FOODS 

 

A consequence of the common belief that ‘you are what you eat’ is that the eater considers it 

essential to have control over the act of incorporation in eating: thus, complaints that “you 

don’t know what you eat anymore” can be referred from this requirement (Fischler, 2000). 

The concept of new foods is vague, and questions arise as to their contents and the kind of 

processing they have undergone. In this sense, the suggestion of Fischler (1998) that new 

foods have become UFOs – unidentified food objects – becomes evident. The following quote 

of Fischler (2000) sums up the unease of the contemporary eater: 

“I am what I eat. 

I no longer know what I eat. 

Do I still know who I am?” 

 

Despite advances in food safety, food-related anxieties of life and death are paradoxically 

prominent in contemporary societies. The prevalence of anxieties related to new foods was 

confirmed in the present study, as well. It may even be that as many of the traditionally 

threatening food risks have disappeared, other, subtler anxieties have become more 

prominent, creating an atmosphere of ambivalence (Beardsworth & Keil 1997).  

Social and cultural development and changes have to be taken into account, if one 

aspires to understand the roots and cultural embeddedness of ambivalence related to new 

foods. Moreover, since social representations are always formed and shaped in a specific 

cultural and societal context, the representation found in this study certainly entails 

assumptions of Finnish food culture, some of which may only be understandable to those 

familiar with the history of Finland (concerning the social representation questionnaire, 

particularly the statements with temporal perspective have Finnish background, see Appendix 

1).  

Study I included metaphors that were not readily translated into English, unless 

explanations were added. Such Finnish metaphors were mainly used to illustrate the change 

from traditional to new foods. For example, the image in the focus groups, which was 

oriented towards the past time, focused on Finnish country people in a Mediterranean tourist 

trap, heading to a Finnish restaurant or taking Finnish canned food with them. This illustration 

was discussed in the focus groups with collective amusement. It was contrasted with the 

modern day representation of an urban cosmopolite Finn, familiar with exotic cuisine. The 
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retrospectively oriented metaphor centered on traditional, “unhealthy” and fatty Finnish food, 

and pre-war “fatty sauce” was often referred to (see also Bäckström, Pirttilä-Backman & 

Tuorila, 2003).  

The post-war demographic structural and economical changes were quite radical in 

Finland, and they have had undeniable effects on Finnish food culture. In the 1960s, Finland 

saw what might have been the fastest rural depopulation in the Western countries, and a 

corresponding change in the structure of the economy. The production and patterns of 

consumption of food have also greatly changed along with urbanization. The cultural 

significance of these changes is undeniable. (Heinonen, 1998; Karisto, Takala & Haapola, 

1998.) Thus, the processes of modernization, urbanization, and globalization are relevant in 

understanding the nature of threat that new foods may cause in peoples’ thinking.  

In Western countries, modern life is associated with risks, food-related risks playing a 

major part (Beck, 1992). In a phrase, which has since come to signify the changeable 

character of modern life, Marx and Engels exclaimed, “All that is solid melts into the air”. 

They referred to the fact that capitalism is constantly expanding, leaving nothing solid or 

permanent in its wake. As mentioned in the Introduction, this process has accelerated in the 

twentieth century: once the foundation of stability, the society has become the “prime source 

of surprise and of diffuse danger” (Bauman, 2001). Consequently, the contemporary theorists 

of society have suggested that the ‘continuous discontinuity’ is the only form continuity may 

take (e.g., Bauman, 2001; Beck, 1992). In this perspective, then, general anxiety related to the 

unknown new foods in a discontinuous society probably in part cause the suspicion and 

distrust that were salient in the social representation. Perhaps the society produces anxiety and 

distrust, and social representations are reflections and familiarizations of this. 

  

6.2.1. Social psychology of food revisited  

  

Eating and food behavior, in general, have been one of the under-researched areas in social 

psychology (e.g., Rozin, 1996). The lack of social psychological studies has been attributed to 

the ambivalent and fluctuating nature of food choice and eating, and the respective difficulties 

of constructing social psychological empirical/theoretical models. Since food choice and other 

food-related behaviour are in part subconscious (Furst et al., 1996), people are often unable to 

rationalise why they eat certain foods and not others. In addition, one argument for the 

unconcern is that eating and food choice are such commonplace phenomena that social 
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psychological research on them has been considered as less “serious” than societal or global 

issues.  

However, in recent years, social psychological interest in the study of food and eating 

has raised, along with increasing amount of nutritional information, the need for health 

education, global food problems – be they overeating, malnutrition, or psychological eating 

disorders – and growing interest in cultural studies (Conner & Armitage, 2002; Mennell, 

Murcott & van Otterloo, 1992).  
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7. CONCLUSIONS 

 

It is a capital mistake to theorize before one has data. 

Sherlock Holmes 

 

The social representation theory holds a place apart in social psychology both by the scale of 

phenomena with which it deals and the problems it raises (see Moscovici, 1998). However, 

the many-sidedness and adaptability of the social representation theory do not become 

apparent until one tests it against real empirical data: hence the quote in the beginning of this 

chapter.  

 With the social representation theory, thoughts, feelings, concepts, beliefs, and 

behavioral intentions held by the public of a new phenomenon can be conceptualized into 

models, taking also into account the cultural relatedness and the social nature of the 

phenomenon. Despite its adaptability, the social representation theory is rather vague, and this 

is also admitted by the proponents of the theory (e.g., Moscovici, 1998). Problems arise when 

concrete empirical methods are used to test and verify this theory. For example, there is no 

consensus of what empirical evidence constitutes a central core, or what guidelines should be 

given to researchers looking for themata of a social phenomenon.  

Moreover, there are no general instructions of how to conclude the existence of a 

social representation from elaborated statistical analyses, or how the analyses of social 

representations should be discerned from the analyses typical to attitude research, even 

though there are some methodologically more coherent suggestions for operationalization of 

these concepts (e.g., Doise, Clémence & Lorenzo-Cioldi, 1993). The incoherence and lack of 

systematic instructions may also signal that the social representation theory has not yet fully 

developed the theoretical consequences of its foundations (Bauer & Gaskell, 1999; Wagner, 

1995). If that should be the case, then empirical methods are needed in the further 

development of the theory. 

Thus, solving the problems of vagueness would be of great importance for the future 

development of the social representation theory, not only in dispelling the suspicions whether 

the social representation theory has any added value compared to the more traditional attitude 

and trait approaches, voiced by the advocates of the competing theories. Moreover, there have 

been critics not only from outside, but also inside the social representation theory, as the 

social representation schools of Aix-en-Provence and Geneva, for instance, are not in 
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complete harmony with Serge Moscovici’s formulations (e.g., Bergman, 1998). In this study, 

some suggestions have been made for combining these differing theoretical thoughts. 

On the other hand, the vagueness may also be seen as a virtue, enabling the use of 

various methods in data collection and in analyzing the data (e.g., Wagner et al., 1999), as 

multiple methods are recommended in the study of social representations (Farr, 1993b; Bauer 

& Gaskell, 1999). Indeed, nearly every method known to the social sciences has been used in 

the study of social representations (Breakwell & Canter, 1993; Lahlou, 1996).  

As Moscovici (1998) has stated, the purpose of the social representation theory is not 

to strive to emulate the perfection of, for instance, physics, and thus, it has been deliberate not 

to give unambiguous definitions for each concept within the social representation theory. 

Quoting Moscovici (1998, p. 213): 

“I wanted to voice my opposition to a requirement that social psychologists think they 

can satisfy by using the right words and whose general effect is certain sterility.” 

The choice of the methods, thus, includes taking into account the complexity of the 

phenomena under investigation, and paying attention to the “diversity of voices” (Wagner et 

al, 1999). 

 One of the most demanding issues in social representation research is to demonstrate 

empirically how the historical dynamics are actualised through psychological dynamics, and 

how they are related to the historical development of a society (Doise, 1984). Social 

representations can be seen as Vorstellungen, substitutes or reflections, or Darstellungen, 

involving rituals and actions that are carried out in common (Moscovici, 1998, p. 228). 

However, to avoid methodological individualism of imagining representations within minds, 

the aim of the social representation theorists is to imagine them across minds, in people’s 

concerted talk and actions (Wagner et al., 1999), or as put by Bauer and Gaskell (1999): 

embodied in communication and in individual minds, shared in a way similar to language. 

After all, we are dealing with knowledge whose objective it is to create a reality (Moscovici, 

1998). As Hélène Joffe (2003, p. 68) concluded in her study of social representations of risk: 

 “Social representation theory’s interest is not whether [it] is correct or erroneous […] 

 rather, the raison d’être of the theory lies in why and how society creates social 

 representations, and the common sense that evolves from this.” 

  

As a suggestion for future research, the development of a more systematic and concise 

methodology within the social representation approach would be necessary. Future studies of 

social representations of new foods should take into account the cultural relatedness of the 
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representations, and given that social representations are always formed in a specific social-

historical context, international research would be of importance. Future studies would benefit 

most from interdisciplinary approach, as the one applied in this study, since connections to 

food science, cultural studies, psychology, and sociology are apparent. Most importantly, the 

many-sidedness of food and eating should be acknowledged and taken as a starting point, not 

regarded as a methodological constraint. 
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APPENDIX A1. SOCIAL REPRESENTATION QUESTIONNAIRE  

Table shows factor loadings above the value of 0.30 of items in years 2001, 2002, and 2004. R = Reversed scale.  
Comp. Item 2001  

F1      F2      F3      F4      F5 
2002  
F1      F2      F3      F4      F5 

2004 
F1      F2      F3      F4     F5 

Resistance 
to and 
suspicion 
of 
novelties  
 

1. There are too many new kinds of food available nowadays. 
2. New foods are just a silly trend. 
3.  I prefer familiar and safe foods. 
4. There are some doubts about novelties. 
5. Traditionally made food is the best in the world. 
6. Functional food is like a nuclear power plant: efficient but dangerous. 
7. Contemporary food is artificial compared with the food that people ate 

when I was a child. 
8. Zeal about health causes unnecessary stress.  

.64    

.63 

.46 

.46 

.45 

.45 

.44 
 
.44 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
-.30 

  
.34 

.67 

.68 

.53 

.47 

.43 

.45 

.47 
 
.40 

    .67   
.63 
.61 
.45 
.54 
.43 
.36 
 
.41 

    

Adherence 
to  
technology 
 
 
 

9. New food technology is trustworthy. 
10. I believe in the potential of new food technology. 
11. Resisting genetic food is just longing for the past. 
12. Gene technology can provide solutions to global food problems. 
13. Genetic modification in food production is nothing more than aiding 

nature. 
14. People are afraid of genetically modified food because they are not 

familiar. 

 .64 
.62 
.62 
.60 
.59 
 
.48 

   
 
 
 
.36 
 

 .58 
.64 
.61 
.63 
.55 
 
.46 

    .60 
.57 
.56 
.69 
.67 
 
.41 

   

Adherence 
to natural 
food 
 
 
 

15. I value things being in accordance with nature. 
16. I trust in organically grown food. 
17. In my opinion, organically grown products are no better than 

conventionally grown. (R) 
18. I feel good when I eat clean and natural food. 
19. I would like to eat only food with no additives. 

  .73 
.68 
.62 
 
.59 
.57 

 
 
 
 
 

   .80 
.72 
.59 
 
.57 
.54 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  .71 
.76 
.65 
 
.57 
.47 

  

Food as an 
enjoyment 
 
 

20. Eating is very important to me. 
21. For me, delicious food is an essential part of weekends. 
22. Eating is a highlight of the day. 
23. I treat myself to something really delicious. 

   .75 
.74 
.69 
.59 

    .72 
.69 
.66 
.50 

    .55 
.70 
.63 
.59 

 

Food as a 
necessity 

24. I don’t care what I eat, as long as I’m not hungry. 
25. I don’t care how my food is produced. 
26. It makes no difference to me what kind of food is served at parties. 
27. I don’t really need information about new foods. 

 
 
 
.42 

  
-.40 
 
 

 .57 
.55 
.54 
.46 

  
 
 

 
 
-.47 

 .61 
.43 
.44 
.46 

 
 
 
.42 

 
 
 

 
 
-.49 

 .64 
.43 
.45 
.41    



 58

APPENDIX A2. SOCIAL REPRESENTATION QUESTIONNAIRE IN FINNISH 

 
Comp. Item 

Resistance 
to and 
suspicion 
of 
novelties  
 

1. Kaikenlaisia uusia ruokia on nykyään liikaa tarjolla. 
2. Uudet ruoat ovat turhaa muotihömpötystä. 
3. Kyllä sitä mieluiten syö tuttua ja turvallista ruokaa.  
4. Kyllä uutuuksia aina jonkin verran epäilee.  
5. Perinteisesti valmistettu ruoka on maailman parasta. 
6. Terveysvaikutteinen ruoka on kuin ydinvoimala: tehokas mutta vaarallinen. 
7. Nykyruoka on keinotekoista verrattuna siihen, minkälaista ruoka oli lapsuudessani. 
8. Terveysintoilu aiheuttaa ihmisille turhaa stressiä. 

Adherence 
to  
technology 
 
 
 

9. Uusi ruokateknologia on luotettavaa. 
10. Uskon uuden ruokateknologian mahdollisuuksiin.  
11. Geeniruoan vastustaminen on vain menneen ajan kaipuuta. 
12. Geeniteknologiasta voidaan löytää ratkaisu maailman ruokaongelmiin. 
13. Geenimuuntelu elintarviketuotannossa on vain luonnon auttamista, ei sen kummempaa. 
14. Geeniruokia pelätään, koska niitä ei tunneta. 

Adherence 
to natural 
food 
 
 

15. Arvostan kaikessa luonnonmukaisuutta. 
16. Luotan luonnonmukaisesti tuotettuun ruokaan. 
17. Mielestäni luomutuotteet eivät ole sen parempia kuin tavanomaisesti kasvatetut. 
18. Puhtaasta ja luonnollisesta ruoasta saan hyvän olon. 
19. Haluaisin syödä vain lisäaineetonta ruokaa. 

Food as an 
enjoyment 
 
 

20. Syöminen on minulle erittäin tärkeä asia. 
21. Minulle ehdoton osa viikonloppua on ruoalla herkuttelu. 
22. Syöminen on päivän kohokohta. 
23. Hemmottelen itseäni ostamalla jotain oikein hyvää ruokaa. 

Food as a 
necessity 

24. Minulle on yksi ja sama mitä syön, kunhan nälkä pysyy poissa. 
25. Minulle on yksi ja sama miten syömäni ruoka on tuotettu. 
26. Minulle on yhdentekevää, millaista ruokaa juhlissa tarjotaan. 
27. En juuri kaipaa tietoa uusista ruoista. 
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