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Abstract 

The growing global population and environmental issues have made lab-grown meat one of the future’s important protein sources. 

Culinary acceptance of artificial meat is shaped not only by technological advancements but also by the attitudes of consumers and 

professional culinary professionals. In this context, aspiring chefs' neophobic or technology-related risk perceptions may influence 

future menu planning, recipe development, and customer orientation. This study explores the attitudes and usage intentions of chef 

candidates majoring in gastronomy and culinary programs towards artificial meat in the context of food neophobia, neophilia, and 

technology food risk perception. The data were collected via an online survey from 394 Turkish chef candidates and analyzed using 

structural equation modeling (SEM). Results show that a one-unit rise in technology food risk perception increases food neophobia 

by 23% (β=0.23; p<0.05) and decreases food neophilia by 45% (β=–0.45; p<0.05). Additionally, the increase in food neophobia 

negatively affects attitudes toward artificial meat by 18% (β=–0.18; p<0.05), while food neophilia positively influences them by 

21% (β=0.21; p<0.05). The study’s most remarkable finding is that a positive attitude toward artificial meat increases the willingness 

to use this product in the kitchen by 75% (β=0.75; p<0.05). Another noteworthy finding is that the effect of neophilia on attitudes 

toward innovative food technologies (β = 0.21; p < 0.05) is more potent than that of neophobia (β = –0.18; p < 0.05). This reveals 

that positive psychological tendencies may have a more decisive effect on an individual’s attitudes than negative tendencies. Overall, 

the study shows that chef candidates’ food technology risk perceptions significantly impact their fear of artificial meat, suggesting 

that these perceptions create a general resistance to using innovative foods in the kitchen. Encouraging positive attitudes toward 

innovations in food technology may be a more effective strategy for reducing individual resistance.     
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Introduction 

The population growth, expected to reach 11 billion by 2050 (Wilmoth et al., 2021), makes the sustainable 

feeding of the planet one of the most significant global challenges. Therefore, tapping alternative protein 

sources is scientifically and politically essential (FAO, 2023). In this context, lab-grown artificial meat is 

marketed as one of the most noteworthy innovations that could solve the environmental, ethical, and medical 

problems related to meat consumption (Bryant and Barnett, 2018). 

Artificial meat ("in vitro meat," "clean/synthetic meat," or "cultured meat," as noted by Mancini and Antonioli, 

(2019) is a product developed in a laboratory environment. In that sense, it is defined as a typical technological 

product that integrates biotechnology, tissue engineering, and bioprocess/reactor technologies (Benny et al., 

2022; Hong et al., 2021; Stephens et al., 2018). FDA has formally framed the technological nature of products 

by completing its first premarket reviews with the phrase “human food produced using animal cell culture 

technology” (FDA, 2022). However, this innovation is shaped not only by technological and biotechnological 

advancements but also by societal acceptance levels. As a matter of fact, individual and social resistance to 

future foods (e.g., artificial meat) is often rooted in psychological factors (Fasanelli et al., 2025; Siegrist and 

Hartmann, 2020; Siddiqui et al., 2022). 

Relevant literature shows that individuals’ neophobic tendencies towards foods shape not only their intention 

to consume a new product but also their cognitive and emotional evaluations (Ceylan, Muştu, and Sarıışık, 

2020; Muhammad, 2016; Pliner and Hobden, 1992; Soylu et al., 2021). Similarly, biotechnological foods (e.g., 
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artificial meat) are perceived as “unnatural,” “artificial,” and “unsafe,” leading to consumer rejection (Cerjak 

and Faletar, 2025; Cox and Evans, 2008; Heidmeier and Teuber, 2023; Krings et al., 2022). 

Concerning the acceptance of cultured meat, attitudes of not only consumers but also professional culinary 

actors who will develop, promote, and include this product in menus play a critical role (Cappelen and 

Strandgaard, 2024; Lewis, 2020; Sathatip et al., 2025). In particular, chef candidates’ individual neophobic or 

technology food risk perceptions may be important in future menu planning, recipe development, and customer 

orientation processes (Fasanelli et al., 2025; Wang and Ko, 2024). Chefs serve as opinion leaders and role 

models in the field of gastronomy, either encouraging or limiting new kitchen trends (Ocejo, 2014; Inwood et 

al., 2009). However, there is scant knowledge about their perceptions of using protein-based future foods 

(Dion-Poulin et al., 2021) because most studies focus on consumer perception (Cornelissen and Piqueras‐

Fiszman, 2023; Jacobs et al., 2024; Kombolo et al., 2023). Only a few studies have previously examined 

chefs’perceptions and use of alternative protein sources (insects) (Dion-Poulin et al., 2021; Halloran and Flore, 

2018). But, no studies in the literature have identified chef candidates’ perceptions and use of artificial meat. 

Therefore, understanding the attitudes of individuals in gastronomy students toward alternative proteins is 

academically and sectorally essential for sustainability.  

Against this backdrop, the study primarily intends to examine the attitudes and usage intentions of chef 

candidates majoring in gastronomy and culinary programs in Türkiye towards artificial meat within the 

framework of their food neophobia-neophilia levels and technology food risk perceptions. In this regard, the 

following question guides the current study: 

RQ1: To what extent do technology-based food risk perceptions and food fears influence chef candidates' 

attitudes toward new technological foods (artificial meat) and their intentions to use them in the kitchen? 

Literature Review And Hypothesis Development 

Rapid developments in food technology today have led to innovative applications such as genetically modified 

organisms (GMOs), artificial meat production, nanotechnology applications, and synthetic additives finding 

greater use in kitchens (Siegrist, 2008). Despite the potential benefits of these technological advancements, 

consumers appear to have a certain level of risk perception toward such foods (Bearth et al., 2014). Technology 

food risk perception is associated with individuals’ assessment of such products as harmful, unnatural, or 

unethical (Verbeke, 2005). Specifically, individuals engage in cognitive and emotional responses when 

evaluating innovative practices in the food sector (Chen et al., 2013). However, studies reveal that food 

technology risk perception depends not only on individuals’ knowledge levels but also on their psychological 

tendencies, especially food neophobia. Cox and Evans (2008) have shown that individuals’ reservations about 

consuming products produced with new food technologies are often linked to neophobic tendencies. In 

addition, education level, cultural background, and professional interaction with the kitchen considerably 

shape perceptions about food technology (Siegrist and Hartmann, 2020). Chef candidates are exposed to these 

technological advancements during their culinary training, but individual risk perceptions are considered to 

lead to different responses during this process. It is assumed that as food technology risk perception grows, 

neophobic tendencies (i.e., hesitation towards new and unfamiliar foods) may also increase. In that regard, the 

following hypothesis is proposed to explain the relationship between chef candidates’ food technology risk 

perceptions and their food neophobia levels: 

H1: A growth in chef candidates’ technology food risk perceptions results in an increase in their food 

neophobia levels. 

H2: A growth in chef candidates’ technology food risk perceptions results in a decrease in their food neophilia 

levels. 

Consumer reactions to novel foods have riveted researchers in recent years, resulting in knowledge 

accumulation about the processes that lead to the acceptance or rejection of these foods. Food neophobia can 

prompt negative attitudes toward unfamiliar and non-traditional foods (Tuorila et al., 1998). Lab-grown food 

products, such as artificial meats, which consumers are unfamiliar with, may be perceived as risky, unnatural, 

or unreliable by individuals with high neophobia levels (Siegrist and Hartmann, 2020). It is also common for 

individuals to focus solely on the “unnatural” aspect of artificial meat, disregarding its benefits (e.g., 

environmental sustainability and animal welfare) (Wilks and Phillips, 2017). The literature has shown that 

food neophobia is directly related to negative perceptions of new food technologies (Verbeke, 2005). In this 

regard, the novelty of artificial meat and its different production process from traditional meat constitute a 
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barrier for neophobic individuals, increasing the likelihood of negative attitudes toward artificial meat among 

such individuals (Bryant and Barnett, 2018). While numerous studies have addressed the impact of food 

neophobia towards novel foods (functional food, insects, etc.) from the consumers’ perspective (Cifci et al., 

2020; Edwards, Hartwell and Brown, 2010; Huang, Bai, Zhang and Gong, 2019; La Barbera, Verneau and 

Grunert, 2018; Stratton, Vella, Sheeshka and Duncan, 2015), no empirical research addressed the attitudes of 

food neophobia towards artificial meat from the perspective of prospective chefs, leaving a gap in the literature. 

Accordingly, food fears (neophobia and neophilia) are considered to affect the attitudes of prospective kitchen 

staff towards innovative food technologies (artificial meat), making the testing of the following hypothesis 

seem meaningful: 

H3: A growth in chef candidates’ food neophobia levels leads to a decrease in their attitudes towards artificial 

meat. 

H4: A growth in chef candidates’ food neophilia levels leads to an increase in their attitudes towards artificial 

meat. 

A growing consensus suggests that reducing meat consumption and/or developing new protein sources are 

essential to address critical challenges in health and sustainability. However, a relevant theoretical framework 

is required to support these transitions (Graça et al., 2019). In this sense, it is important to determine the 

attitudes of prospective chefs toward artificial meat, particularly concerning using alternative protein sources 

in the kitchen. While attitudes involve individuals’ emotional and cognitive evaluations of an object or 

phenomenon, the social psychology literature has long accepted that these evaluations are related to behavioral 

tendencies (Ajzen, 1991). Chefs serve as opinion leaders and role models in gastronomy, either encouraging 

or limiting new culinary trends. (Ocejo, 2014; Inwood et al., 2009). In this regard, developing positive attitudes 

toward artificial meat among chef candidates may increase their willingness to use these products in 

gastronomic applications.  

Researchers have largely targeted kitchen employee when advocating the acceptance of distinct food product 

(Dion-Poulin et al., 2021; Halloran and Flore, 2018; Leggett et al., 2021; Johnston, Biro, and MacKendrick, 

2009). Therefore, chefs’ attitudes may influence not only their usage trends but also the variety and 

sustainability of products offered to consumers (Michielsen et al., 2025). Accordingly, chefs are in a crucial 

position to promote direct marketing and the adoption of new culinary concepts (Curtis and Cowee, 2009; 

Sharma, Moon and Strohbehn, 2014; Stierand, 2015). In that vein, the attitudes of chef candidates should be 

considered not only as an individual assessment but also as a professional driver of food system transformation.   

Psychological tendencies such as food neophobia and distrust of technological innovations may indirectly 

impact desire to use artificial meat. However, these effects appear weaker in individuals with positive attitudes, 

with increased intentions to use as attitudes become more positive (Faccio and Guiotto, 2019). In this sense, 

we can argue that a positive attitude toward artificial meat, a technological innovation, increases the 

willingness to use this product in the kitchen. Therefore, the following hypothesis appears plausible and 

testable based on the literature: 

H5: A growth in chef candidates’ positive attitudes towards artificial meat results in a rise in their willingness 

to use it. 

Figure 1. Research Model 
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Methods  

Design 

This study SPSS software package was used to assess scale validity and reliability, LISREL 8.80 was employed 

to validate the model and test variable relationships.  

Population and sample  

The study group comprises gastronomy and culinary arts majors and associate degree students of culinary arts 

during the 2025-2026 academic year. The study's population consists of chef candidates in associate degree 

(culinary arts) and undergraduate (gastronomy and culinary arts) programs in Türkiye. The adoption of 

innovative food technologies is directly related not only to consumer attitudes but also to the perspectives of 

the professionals who will develop, present, and promote these products to the public. In this context, chef 

candidates, who will assume decision-making, creative, and guiding roles in kitchens in the future, are in a 

critical position in adopting food innovation. Alternative protein sources, especially artificial meat, require the 

support of professional culinary practice during the production and presentation stages.  Therefore, accepting 

such foods in the kitchen directly relates to chefs’ perceptions and tendencies (Chauhan and Philosophers, 

2023), hence a population of chef candidates. 402 prospective chefs participated in the study. However, eight 

surveys with outliers were removed during the analysis, resulting in the analysis of 394 surveys. The research 

has been deemed ethically appropriate by the Kayseri University Senate Ethics Committee under reference 

number E.151992. In this study, artificial intelligence was used in editing and language control. 

Data collection tools and methods 

The study used the survey method to measure chef candidates’ “technology food risk perceptions”, “food 

neophobia and neophilia” levels, “attitudes toward new food technologies (artificial meat)”, and “willingness 

to consume artificial meat”. The data were acquired through a four-part online survey delivered online (Google 

Forms). The first part includes demographic information (gender, sectoral experience, and educational 

program). 

The second part includes the “Perception of Risks” dimension of the “Food Technology Neophobia Scale”, 

developed by Cox and Evans (2008) and adapted to Turkish by Kahriman and Baş (2024), used to measure 

technology-based risk perception in food. This construct was evaluated with a total of 3 items. 

The third part involves Pliner and Hobden’s (1992) five-item “Food Neophobia Scale” to determine food 

neophobia and neophilia levels. The scale was initially designed as a unidimensional construct with food 

neophobia and neophilia aligned on the same axis. However, subsequent studies have revealed that individuals’ 

attitudes toward novel foods are more complex and multidimensional. Accordingly, the concepts of food 

neophobia and neophilia are thereafter considered as two related yet independent psychological tendencies 

(Capiola and Raudenbush, 2012). Such an approach assumes that an individual can simultaneously exhibit low 

levels of neophobia and neophilia, or possess varying degrees of both tendencies. In this context, food 

neophobia and food neophilia were modeled separately in this study. This approach allowed for a clearer and 

more discernible analysis of the impact of both tendencies on attitudes towards artificial meat. Additionally, 

confirmatory factor analyses demonstrated statistical support for including both dimensions in the model.  

In the fourth part, attitudes toward and willingness to consume artificial meat were measured using Kiran et 

al.’s (2023) scale, which was adapted to assess “willingness to consume artificial meat”. In this context, 

attitudes towards artificial meat were assessed with four items, and willingness to consume was assessed with 

three items. All the scales were designed using from “1 = Strongly Disagree” to “5 = Strongly Agree.” 

Results and Discussion  

Demographic information 

Gender, sectoral experience, and education program were the criteria used in this study to present sample 

characteristics. Descriptive statistics from the 394 samples revealed 207 males (52.5%) and 187 females 

(47.5%). Regarding sectoral experience, 103 chef candidates were experienced (26.1%), while 291 were 

inexperienced (73.9%). Concerning the education background, 242 (61.4%) students were enrolled in 

gastronomy (bachelor’s degree) programs, while 152 (38.6%) were culinary arts majors.  
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Table 1. Distribution Of Demographic Information 
Demographic criteria Frequency Percentage 

Gender f % 

Male 207 52,5 

Female 187 47,5 

Sectoral Experience   

Yes 103 26,1 

No 291 73,9 

Education Program   

Gastronomy 242 61,4 

Culinary Arts 152 38,6 

Assessment of the measurement model 

The survey data were transferred to SPSS for analysis and subjected to normality assumptions. Skewness and 

kurtosis values  between +1.5 and -1.5 showed a normal distribution (Kline, 2011). Factor analyses were 

conducted after data normality assumptions were established. Factor analysis can be performed in the social 

sciences using Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). Hair, Black, 

Babin, and Anderson (2014) state that item factor loadings of 0.50 or greater are considered significant in 

practice. Therefore, items with loadings lower than this value were removed from the analysis, and a reliability 

analysis was conducted. 

Table 2. Exploratory and First-Level Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

 

Factors/Items 
EFA/CFA 

 

Cronbach 

Alpha (α) 

Explained 

Variance 

Percentage 

CR AVE 

Food Technology Risk Perception (FTPR)  

 

 

,865 

 

 

78,919 

 

 

0,72 

 

 

0,46 

“New food technologies may have long term 

negative environmental effects” 
,80 ,73 

“Society should not depend heavily on 

technologies to solve its food problems” 
,77 ,65 

“It can be risky to switch to new food 

technologies too quickly”  
,78 ,68 

Food Attitude (FA)  

 

,867 

 

 

71,625 

 

 

0,72 

 

0,40 

“Production of artificial meat improves the 

current and future society’s welfare” 
,65 ,56 

“Production of artificial meat is a necessary 

activity for society” 
,73 ,71 

 “Production of artificial meat has more 

benefits than risks for society” 
,70 ,64 

“Production of artificial meat provides a 

balanced and varied diet” 
,76 ,60 

Willingness to Use Artificial Meat (WC)  

 

,874 

 

80,295 

 

0,75 

 

0,50 

“I will use artificial meat if it was of better 

quality than ordinary food”  
,79 ,66 

“I intend to use artificial meat in the future” ,84 ,83 

“I will use artificial meat if it was cheaper 

than ordinary food” ,77 ,63 

Food Neophobia (FOBI)  

 

,815 

 

73,299 

 

0,61 

 

0,40 

“I do not try food I do not know (+)” ,71 ,70 

“I do not trust new foods (+)” ,63 ,58 

“I am afraid of eating food I have not eaten 

before (+)” 

,63 ,53 

*The 2nd and 3nd statement was not included in the scale because it had a low factor loading (<.50) 

“I am very picky about the food I eat (+)” ,26      

“I do not eat ethnic food because it looks 

strange to me (+)” 

,43  
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Food Neophilia (FILI)  

 ,921 

 

80,952 

 

 

   

 

0,84 

 

 

 

0,57 

“I am constantly trying new and different foods 

(-)” 

,70 ,60 

“I like going to restaurants that serve food from 

different cultures (-)” 

,81 ,81 

“I try new foods at social events (-)” ,86 ,87 

“I like food from different cultures (-)” ,79 ,72 

*The 6nd statement was not included in the scale because it had a low factor loading (<.50) 

“I'm not picky about food, I eat everything (-)” ,26      

Cronbach's alpha (α) analysis, a frequently used method for calculating the reliability of measurement results, 

was used. A Cronbach’s alpha value between 0.60 and 0.80 indicates that the measurement tool is highly 

reliable (Kalaycı, 2009). Based on the findings, all scales used in the study were highly reliable. According to 

Psailla and Roland (2007), an AVE value above 0.40 is sufficient for scale reliability. At the same time, the 

composite reliability (CR) should be greater than the average variance extracted (CR>AVE) (Hair et al., 2014; 

Sharif et al., 2020; Singh and Kaur, 2015). The literature emphasizes that the CR coefficient should be greater 

than 0.70 (CR>70) (Hair et al., 2014; Hair et al., 2011). However, convergent validity is achieved if the AVE 

value is less than 0.50 and the CR value is greater than 0.60 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981; Shrestha, 2021). Based 

on this data, the developed scale’s reliability level is high. The relevant values are given in Table 2. In the next 

step, the study relies on the fit indices most commonly used in model validation studies. 

Assessment of the structural model 

If the model fit indices were not within acceptable limits, modification (correction) indices were examined, 

and modification (correction) was made where necessary to address inconsistencies between the proposed and 

predicted models. The second-level goodness-of-fit values, χ²/df (3.3), are slightly above the acceptable range 

of 2 < X²/df ≤ 3. However, the literature suggests this ratio can be tolerated up to 5 in complex models (Marsh 

et al., 1988). The Goodness of Fit Index GFI (0.90), Root Mean Square Error of Approximation RMSEA 

(0.077), Normed Fit Index NFI (0.94), Non-Normed Fit Index NNFI or Tucker Lewis Index TLI (0.94), and 

Comparative Fit Index CFI (0.96) were found. Based on the basic indices and findings, the fit index values of 

the established model are within acceptable limits (Aksu et al., 2017; Kline, 2011). Consequently, the model 

is confirmed by the obtained data. All goodness-of-fit indices obtained for the study’s measurement model are 

acceptable, with some exceeding the limits of good fit. These results indicate that the model is consistent with 

the data and that the measurement structure is satisfactorily established. The CFI (0.96) and TLI (0.95) values, 

in particular, support a good fit, which is reassuring for structural modeling. 

Figure 2. Graphical Representation of The Path Analysis 
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Table 3. The Results of The Path Analysis  
 β T p Hypotheses 

H1: FTPR → FOBI 0,23 3,94 0.000 Accepted* 

H2: FTPR → FILI -0,45 -8,13 0.000 Accepted* 

H3: FOBI→ FA -0,18 -3,12 0.000 Accepted* 

H4: FILI → FA 0,21 3,91 0.000 Accepted* 

H5: FA→WC 0,75 12,44 0.000 Accepted* 

FTPR (food technology risk perception); FOBI (food neophobia); FILI (food neophilia); FA (food attitude); WC 

(willingness to use artificial meat) 

Kline (2011) suggested that beta coefficients ≤ 0.10 have a low impact, beta coefficients between 0.11 and 

0.50 have a medium effect, and beta coefficients ≥ 0.51 have a high impact. Consequently, growing risk 

perceptions of food technology among chefs increase their food fears, negatively impacting their attitudes 

towards artificial meat and their willingness to use it in the kitchen. Hypotheses “H1, H2, H3, H4, and H5” 

were accepted within the scope of the study. See Table 3. 

The SEM results demonstrate that all hypotheses were statistically significant, with all t-values in the model 

above 3. according to Kline (2011), a t-value of |t| > 1.96 indicates significance at a 95% confidence level, 

while the t-values in this study, which ranged from 3.12 to 12.44, suggest that the relationships are pretty 

strong and significant. An examination of the R² values in the model reveals that FILI and FOBI explain 8.7% 

of the variance in the FA variable, suggesting the impact of other important factors on FA. The fact that FTPR 

explains 21% of the variance in the FILI variable provides a moderate explanatory power and demonstrates 

that FTPR significantly affects FILI. However, only 5.4% of the variance in FOBI is explained by FTPR, 

suggesting that other variables affecting FOBI should be considered in the model. Regarding the WC variable, 

FA explains 57% of the variance. This value indicates the strongest explanatory power in the model, 

demonstrating the decisive effect of FA on WC. 

The results of the study showed that a one-unit increase in food technology risk perceptions increased food 

neophobia among chef candidates by 23% (β=0.23; p<0.05) while decreasing food neophilia by 45%(β= -0.45; 

p<0.05). It was found that one-unit growth in food neophobia among chef candidates impaired their attitudes 

towards artificial meat by 18% (β=0.18; p<0.05), while their neophilia towards food positively affected them 

by 21% (β=0.21; p<0.05). Finally, it was determined that a one-unit increase in attitude towards artificial meat 

positively affected their willingness to use artificial meat by 75% (β=0.75; p<0.05). The study findings reveal 

prospective chefs’ risk perceptions of food technology significantly impact their fears of artificial meat. This 

suggests that food technology risk perception creates a general resistance to innovative foods. 

The study’s findings indicate that food technology risk perception significantly impacts chef candidates’ food 

neophobia and neophilia, aligning with the approach developed by Cox and Evans (2008). The study also 

found that individuals’ negative perceptions of new food technologies increase neophobic tendencies and 

create a reluctance to embrace innovation. 

Findings also showed that a one-unit increase in food neophobia negatively affected attitudes towards artificial 

meat, while neophilia positively affected attitudes towards artificial meat. This result is consistent with the 

findings of Tuorila et al. (1998) and Wilks and Phillips (2017), which suggest that food neophobia is a key 

variable negatively affecting the acceptance of alternative foods. Lab-grown foods (e.g., artificial meat), in 

particular, are met with greater resistance by neophobic individuals due to perceptions of “unnaturalness” or 

“artificiality” (Bryant and Barnett, 2018; Siegrist and Hartmann, 2020). In contrast, individuals open to food 

innovation (neophiles) evaluate such products more positively and are less resistant to innovations (Faccio and 

Guiotto, 2019). 

Another notable finding is that the effect of neophilia (β = 0.21; p < 0.05) is stronger than that of neophobia 

(β = –0.18; p < 0.05), suggesting that positive psychological tendencies may have a more decisive impact on 

an individual’s attitudes than negative tendencies. Neophilia represents an individual’s interest in and 

willingness to try new and unfamiliar foods (Capiola and Raudenbush, 2012), and this tendency plays a 

constructive role, particularly in the acceptance of innovative food technologies (Faccio and Guiotto, 2019). 
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In contrast, neophobia is more limited to avoidance and resistance-based reactions, weakening over time as 

the individual engages in direct experimentation (Wilks and Phillips, 2017).  

On the other hand, since neophiles actively seek new tastes and are more open to alternative food experiences, 

they are more likely to develop positive attitudes toward innovative products such as artificial meat (Cifci et 

al., 2020). In this context, openness to food innovation is strengthened not only by suppressing negative 

judgments but also by supporting positive and heuristic tendencies. Consequently, encouraging positive 

attitudes toward innovations in gastronomy education may be more effective than reducing individual 

resistance. 

One notable finding is that a positive attitude towards artificial meat increases the willingness to use it by 75% 

(β = 0.75, p < 0.05). This finding demonstrates that the “attitude-intention” relationship expressed in Ajzen’s 

(1991) Theory of Planned Behavior in social psychology also applies to the gastronomy context. Chef 

candidates’ positive attitudes toward artificial meat significantly increase their willingness to use these 

products in professional culinary practices. Similarly, studies such as Leggett et al. (2021) and Dion-Poulin et 

al. (2021) emphasize that chefs’ attitudes play a decisive role in integrating food innovations into culinary 

practice. 

When evaluated holistically, findings hint at a significant structural relationship between chef candidates’ food 

technology risk perceptions, food neophobia/neophilia levels, and their attitudes toward and willingness to use 

artificial meat in the kitchen. This suggests, as stated by Siegrist and Hartmann (2020), that the adoption of 

innovative food technologies should focus on knowledge and individual psychological factors. As noted by 

Sathatip et al. (2025) and Cappelen and Strandgaard (2024), in particular, to increase the social acceptance of 

future foods such as artificial meat, developing chefs as individuals open to innovation should be a priority 

goal of gastronomy education programs. In conclusion, this study offers valuable contributions to both the 

academic literature and the field of practice by demonstrating that the psychological dispositions of chef 

candidates receiving gastronomy training strongly influence their attitudes and behaviors toward innovative 

and sustainable foods. 

Conclusion 

This study provides critical empirical findings to explain how the attitudes and culinary intentions of 

prospective chefs pursuing gastronomy training toward artificial meat, an innovative food technology, are 

shaped by individual psychological tendencies and food technology risk perceptions. The research model, 

tested using SEM, revealed that food technology food risk perception increases food neophobia and decreases 

neophilia, which indirectly significantly affects attitudes toward artificial meat and willingness to use it in the 

kitchen. One striking finding is that positive attitudes toward artificial meat strongly predict future willingness 

to use this product in professional culinary applications. This suggests that technical knowledge, competencies, 

and individuals’ psychological tendencies and perceptions are decisive in adopting innovative foods like 

artificial meat. 

Limitation  

The study measured attitudes and intentions regarding a product (i.e., artificial meat) that has not yet been 

directly experienced in culinary practice. Participants’ responses to a product they have not experienced in 

person are based on hypothetical preferences and may only reflect limited behavioral reality. Finally, since 

this study is limited to quantitative data, future researchers could explore individual perceptions and 

experiences in depth using qualitative methods. 

Implications for gastronomy  

The results suggest that prospective chefs’ perceptions of new food technologies must be restructured for 

sustainable and ethical alternative protein sources to gain acceptance in the culinary field. Reducing food 

neophobia and encouraging neophilic tendencies, in particular, is critical to the success of this process. 

Furthermore, since chefs are not only practitioners who prepare products in the kitchen but also opinion leaders 

who influence consumer preferences and shape food trends (Chauhan and Philosophers, 2023), their positive 

attitudes toward alternative foods may expedite the social acceptance of these products. Therefore, this study 

emphasizes the need to place chefs at the center of studies on the gastronomic integration of future foods and 

suggests that gastronomy education should not be limited to technical skills but also adopt a multidimensional 

structure that focuses on managing attitudes and psychological resistance toward innovative foods. To this 

end, it is crucial that gastronomy education programs not only impart technical skills but also enrich the content 
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with a critical education that discusses the ethical, environmental, and technological dimensions of innovative 

foods. 

Finally, fostering positive attitudes among chefs toward new and future foods has the potential to encourage 

consumer acceptance (Fasanelli et al., 2025; Wang and Ko, 2024). Therefore, in gastronomy, positively 

promoting sustainable alternative proteins like artificial meat based on sensory experiences and supporting 

them with culinary practices by chefs can be a strategic approach for both culinary practice and societal 

transformation. Collaboration among industry stakeholders (educational institutions, chefs, restaurants, food 

technology companies) is particularly essential to develop holistic solutions that support the integration of 

future foods with gastronomy. 
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