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Abstract

Cultured meat, i.e. meat produced in-vitro through the cultivation of animal stem
cells, is a radical innovation that prepares to enter the market in the near future. It
has the potential to substantially reduce the negative externalities of today’s meat
production and consumption and pave the way for a more sustainable global food
system. However, this potential can only be realized if cultured meat penetrates the
mass-market, which renders consumer acceptance a critical bottleneck. Using struc-
tural equation modeling, the present paper investigates the role of hitherto neglected
organizational factors (trustworthiness, corporate social responsibility (CSR), and
extrinsic motives) as antecedents of consumer acceptance of cultured meat. To this
end, a pre-post intervention design in terms of a two-part online questionnaire was
used with the final sample consisting of 966 participants. We found that in addition
to established antecedents on the product level, organizational trustworthiness and
CSR have a significant influence on consumers’ willingness to buy cultured meat.
The findings indicate that organizational factors matter for consumer acceptance of
cultured meat.

Keywords Consumer acceptance - Cultured meat - Food system - CSR -
Trustworthiness - Willingness to buy - Sustainability

JEL Classification M1 - O3 - QI - Q01

1 Introduction

Today’s global food system leaves an enormous environmental footprint. A recent
study in Nature Foods concludes that the global food system accounts for 35% of
global anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions, with animal-based products being
responsible for 57% of these outcomes (Xu et al. 2021). Given that a large portion
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of these emissions is generated by meat production (Poore and Nemecek 2018) and
since the global demand for meat will continue to grow (Alexandratos and Bruinsma
2012), the negative external effects of the global food system are likely to magnify
in the future.

A new direction to reduce the environmental footprint of the global food system
is provided by cultured meat. Simply put, cultured meat is manufactured in-vitro, i.e.
outside of a living animal through the use of animal stem cells and tissue-engineer-
ing techniques (Post 2012, 2014; Rischer et al. 2020). Notably, cultured meat has
the potential to become a (nearly) perfect substitute for conventional meat (Datar
et al. 2016; Treich 2021) as it goes along with the promise to have the same taste,
appearance, and nutritional value as conventional meat (Djisalov et al. 2021; Post
2014). Moreover, it is anticipated that cultured meat products will be price-compet-
itive with their conventional counterparts in the long run (Bryant 2020). However,
as the in-vitro technology is still in an early phase of development, various technical
and regulatory challenges need to be overcome for the large-scale production of cul-
tured meat (Chen et al. 2022; Choudhury et al. 2020; Humbird 2021; Stephens et al.
2018). Accordingly, cultured meat has yet to prove in practice that it can replace
conventionally produced meat.

Producing meat outside a living organism is a radical innovation that has the
potential to promote sustainable development. A recent life-cycle assessment
of cultured meat suggests that it will become the most environmentally friendly
meat product if sustainable energy is used for its production (Sinke and Odegard
2021). Accordingly, a widespread integration of cultured meat into human diets
can improve the sustainability performance of the global food system (Jairath et al.
2021). Under the assumption that cultured meat is real meat with (nearly) the same
properties as conventional meat, its major advantage is the facilitation of a sustain-
able consumption “without sacrifice”. The possibility to consume sustainably with-
out the need to give up on certain product features, such as taste and price, is a criti-
cal precondition for the promotion of more sustainable consumption habits (Luchs
et al. 2012). However, widespread consumer acceptance of cultured meat cannot be
taken for granted as consumers tend to reject innovations that radically break with
familiar logics and habits (Heidenreich and Kraemer 2015; Heiskanen et al. 2007).
This particularly applies to radical innovations in the food sector since the ingestion
of new and unknown foods is potentially a direct danger to human health, leading
consumers to be especially skeptical toward new foods (Pliner et al. 1993; Pliner and
Salvy 2006).

Drawing on the example of a potential seller of cultured meat—a restaurant plan-
ning to serve cultured meat burgers—the present study aims to contribute to a better
understanding of the factors that influence consumer acceptance of this food inno-
vation. While consumer acceptance of cultured meat has begun to receive growing
attention in academia in recent years (for an overview see Bryant and Barnett 2018,
2020; Pakseresht et al. 2022), existing studies on this topic are dominated by a prod-
uct focus, i.e. consumer perceptions of product characteristics, such as taste (Rol-
land et al. 2020), naturalness (Wilks et al. 2021), nutritiousness (Gémez-Luciano
et al. 2019), food safety (Bryant et al. 2020), and environmental performance (Palm-
ieri et al. 2020), as well as a focus on consumers’ individual characteristics, such
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as demographics (Mancini and Antonioli 2019), frequency of meat consumption
(Francekovi¢ et al. 2021), and attitudes toward new foods (Siegrist and Hartmann
2020). In contrast, the role of organizational factors, i.e. perceptions, evaluations,
and cognitions about organizational attributes and actions (Brown and Dacin 1997),
has been widely neglected thus far (for an exception, see Lin-Hi et al. 2022).

The present study is devoted to organizational factors in terms of organizational
trustworthiness, corporate social responsibility (CSR), and the attribution of extrin-
sic motives as potential antecedents of consumer acceptance of cultured meat. We
created a website of a fictitious restaurant that will offer cultured meat burgers and
asked participants to evaluate its trustworthiness, corporate social responsibility, and
the attributions of extrinsic motives. By investigating organizational trustworthiness
and CSR, the study focuses on organizational factors that have been identified in the
sustainability management literature as levers that enable companies to contribute to
sustainable development (Gimenez and Tachizawa 2012; Hoejmose et al. 2012; Huq
et al. 2014). For example, Meqdadi et al.’s (2017) findings suggest that trust plays
an important role in spreading sustainability initiatives across supplier networks and
the study by Orazalin (2020) indicates that companies with effective CSR strate-
gies exhibit better environmental and social performance. Trust and CSR have also
been demonstrated to be related to consumer acceptance of sustainable products. For
instance, Konuk (2019) has found that trust in fair trade food labels has a positive
effect on consumers’ willingness to buy these products and Nosi et al. (2020) have
shown that there is a positive relationship between CSR image and consumer atti-
tudes toward organic quinoa. Finally, the study integrates attributions of organiza-
tional motives. Given that cultured meat completely breaks with the traditional idea
of meat production and is therefore perceived as unexpected and surprising (Van der
Weele and Driessen 2019; Van der Weele and Tramper 2014), consumers are likely
to engage in attributional reasoning and try to understand an organization’s motiva-
tion to sell cultured meat. Literature shows that stakeholders tend to be skeptical
toward responsible organizational behaviors when they suspect extrinsic motives
behind them, as demonstrated by studies on the introduction of an environmental
innovation (Jahn et al. 2020) and on a corporate-initiated partnership with consum-
ers to protect the environment (Romani et al. 2016).

Altogether, the present analysis of organizational factors builds on existing
relationships in the sustainability management literature and asks the question of
whether these factors also play a role in consumer acceptance of cultured meat.
It can be argued that organizational factors are particularly relevant for consumer
acceptance of cultured meat given its status as a radical innovation. From the per-
spective of individuals, a core characteristic of radical innovations is a high level
of uncertainty regarding the consequences of their use, for example, in terms of
the lack of reliable knowledge about the potentially functional and social disadvan-
tages (Kleijnen et al. 2009; Ram and Sheth 1989; Rotolo et al. 2015).l In order to
reduce uncertainty in purchasing decisions, consumers often rely on organizational

! In the context of food innovations, uncertainty regarding health implications is particularly salient for
consumers as foods are directly absorbed into the body (Yeung and Morris 2001).
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factors (Brown 1998; Brown and Dacin 1997). Generally speaking, “what consum-
ers know about a company can influence their reactions to the company’s products”
(Brown and Dacin 1997, p. 79). In a nutshell: Organizational factors allow consum-
ers to make inferences about unobservable product characteristics (Brown and Dacin
1997; Grabner-Kriuter 2002).

By investigating organizational trustworthiness, CSR, and the willingness to buy
cultured meat, this study merges several topics that have been examined in the Jour-
nal of Business Economics: Sustainable consumption (Falke et al. 2022; Hankam-
mer et al. 2021), consumer acceptance (Geiger et al. 2017; Kohl et al. 2018), diffu-
sion of innovations (Schlichte et al. 2019; Stummer et al. 2021), and CSR (Graf and
Wirl 2014; Neitzert and Petras 2022).

The remainder of the article is structured as follows: The next section outlines our
research hypotheses, whereby in the first step, we focus on the antecedents on the
product level in terms of product characteristics and emotional benefits, i.e. psycho-
logical advantages that consumers perceive from consumption. In the second step,
we examine the role of the three organizational-level factors (trustworthiness, CSR,
and extrinsic motives) in stimulating consumer acceptance of cultured meat. Sec-
tion 3 provides the details on the design of the empirical study and in Sect. 4, we
present the data analysis and results. The findings are discussed in Sect. 5. Section 6
describes the limitations of the study and Sect. 7 concludes the paper.

2 Hypotheses development

The market success of (new) products is closely related to the added value they pro-
vide to customers vis-a-vis incumbent products. In a nutshell: The higher the added
value, the better consumers’ purchase-related attitudes. Customer value thereby
derives from various sources and in the first place, from specific product charac-
teristics, such as quality, user-friendliness, design, and added services (Gale 1994;
Woodall 2003). Notably, customer value is a perceptual construct, which means that
it is not solely derived from objective factors but is based on individuals’ subjective
interpretations thereof (Woodruff 1997). Subjective assessments of product value
are especially salient in the context of radical innovations since consumers’ knowl-
edge about and experience with radical innovations is naturally limited.

In relation to food products, visual appearance, taste, texture, nutritional value,
and food safety are among the most important product characteristics to gener-
ate customer value (Deliza et al. 2003; Shepherd 1990). Given that the first sen-
sory contact with food is usually through the eyes (Wadhera and Capaldi-Phillips
2014), visual appearance of food plays a critical role in consumers’ decision mak-
ing. Put simply, food that looks unappetizing puts consumers off, whereas food that
looks appetizing “makes the mouth water”. In addition to visual impression, taste
is a central factor in consumers’ food choice (Clark 1998; Liem and Russell 2019).
The more preferred taste and the associated pleasure a product promises, the higher
the chances for consumer acceptance. Even though the perception of this property
seems to occur at a subconscious level, another significant factor involved in deter-
mining how people feel about food is its texture (Szczesniak and Kahn 1971). The
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optimum for each texture characteristic varies by food type (Jeltema et al. 2015), and
it is especially appreciated when the texture is typical of the specific food, such as
the juiciness of meat or fruit (Szczesniak and Kahn 1971). Since food consumption
not only allows individuals to satisfy specific cravings, but also provides them with
nutrients, nutritional value is another central product characteristic (Drichoutis et al.
2008; Kiesel et al. 2011). A good nutritional value allows consumers to comply with
dietary guidelines and maintain a balanced diet. Finally, food safety is a fundamen-
tal aspect in food choice as food is directly absorbed into the body and thus, goes
along with potentially harmful consequences for human health (Yeung and Morris
2001). In regard to new and unknown foods, food safety is particularly salient from
consumers’ perspective due to the especially high (perceived) risk of getting sick or
poisoned (Rozin 1976).

All of these product characteristics have already been found to affect the accept-
ance of cultured meat. For example, Tucker (2014) has shown that almost all study
participants rejected cultured meat based on their sensory perceptions and that sen-
sory appeal, such as appearance and texture, is crucial to consumer acceptance of
cultured meat. Weinrich et al. (2020) have extended the findings on sensory expecta-
tions and found that consumers’ perceptions of bad taste of cultured meat negatively
affected their intentions to try and consume the product. Moreover, Gémez-Luciano
et al. (2019) have demonstrated that besides taste, the nutritional value of cultured
meat is one of the most influential factors in consumer acceptance. In addition, the
study by De Oliveira et al. (2021) has found that the most important attributes affect-
ing consumer acceptance of cultured meat are safety and health aspects, such as the
expected risk of zoonotic diseases and the expected food safety conditions. Accord-
ingly, and in line with existing research, we put forth the following hypothesis:

HI: Positive perceptions of product characteristics (visual appearance, taste,
texture, nutritional value, health and safety) have a positive impact on the
acceptance of cultured meat.

Another source of customer added value on the product level are emotional ben-
efits (Hartmann and Apaolaza Ibafiez 2006; Havlena and Holbrook 1986). Emo-
tional benefits complement functional benefits and allow consumers to satisfy dif-
ferent psychological needs. Important emotional benefits of consuming a product
include self-gratification (Kahneman and Knetsch 1992), social status enhancement
(Griskevicius et al. 2010), and pride (Chang 2011). Notably, such emotional ben-
efits differ from the previously described perceptions of product characteristics as
they are embedded in consumers’ social contexts and are relevant for their social
relationships.

Research demonstrates that emotional benefits are an important driver of sustain-
able consumption (Hartmann and Apaolaza Ibafiez 2006; Hartmann and Apaolaza-
Ibanez 2012). This is because sustainable products often go along with (perceptions
of) disadvantages relative to conventional products, especially in regard to func-
tional value attributes, such as price and (perceived) quality (Chang 2011; De Pels-
macker and Janssens 2007; Luchs et al. 2010). The realization of emotional benefits
can compensate for the (perceived) loss in functional value and hence, promote the
acceptance of a product with sustainability attributes. In the food sector, emotional
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benefits have been found to play an important role in the choice of sustainable
products. For example, Apaolaza et al. (2018) have shown that the consumption
of organic products is associated with increased emotional well-being, and Iweala
et al. (2019) have demonstrated that choosing fair trade products evokes the feel-
ing of warm glow. Since cultured meat has the power to become not only the most
environmentally friendly meat product (Sinke and Odegard 2021) but also offers the
potential to stop animal suffering (Hopkins and Dacey 2008), its consumption rep-
resents a form of prosocial behavior which, in turn, should provide consumers with
emotional benefits and increase the perceived value of cultured meat. Thus, we pro-
pose the following hypothesis:

H2: Perceived emotional benefits have a positive effect on the acceptance of
cultured meat.

In light of consumers’ lack of knowledge about and experiences with radi-
cal innovations, radical innovations distinguish themselves through a high degree
of uncertainty (O’Connor and Rice 2013; Rotolo et al. 2015). In this sense, radi-
cal innovations can be classified as credence goods whose market success hinges
upon the question in how far consumers’ subjective feelings of uncertainty can
be reduced. Since the possibilities to reduce uncertainty on the product level are
naturally limited for radical innovations not yet available on the market, consum-
ers search for information beyond the product itself (Grabner-Krauter 2002; Maig-
nan and Ferrell 2001). This means that secondary associations, i.e. associations not
directly linked to the product, become relevant for purchasing decisions, including
perceptions related to the organization (Keller 1993). Organizational factors offer
a context for the evaluation of products and constitute a “basis for inferences about
missing product attributes” (Brown and Dacin 1997, p. 80).

In this respect, organizational trustworthiness has been identified as a crucial fac-
tor for uncertainty reduction in previous research (Dirks and Ferrin 2001; Hart and
Saunders 1997; Kramer 1999; Morgan and Hunt 1994). Especially for purchasing
decisions, where information deficiencies are omnipresent, trust can complement
or even replace the search for product-related information (Grabner-Kriuter 2002).
Because perceived organizational trustworthiness signals a producer’s or seller’s
benevolence, integrity, and competence (Mayer et al. 1995), it constitutes an impor-
tant factor in the formation of product evaluations, especially when product perfor-
mance is perceived as ambiguous (Giirhan-Canli and Batra 2004). Therefore, the
uncertainty-reducing function of organizational trustworthiness can also promote
the acceptance of radical innovations in the food sector (Siegrist et al. 2007). Hence,
we formulate the following hypothesis:

H3: Organizational trustworthiness has a positive effect on the acceptance of cul-
tured meat.

There is a broad academic debate on the question of how organizations can
enhance their trustworthiness in the eyes of their stakeholders (e.g., Ben-Ner and
Halldorsson 2010; Pirson and Malhotra 2011; Sirdeshmukh et al. 2002). Among
the different factors that have been identified in this regard, CSR has been found
to be a powerful means for trust building (Lin-Hi et al. 2015; Pivato et al. 2008;
Swaen and Chumpitaz 2008). This is because CSR signals that an organization
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is concerned about the well-being of stakeholders and society as a whole (Bhat-
tacharya et al. 2009; Siegel and Vitaliano 2007) and therewith reduces stake-
holders’ perceived risk to be exploited in an exchange relationship (Lin-Hi et al.
2015). The positive link between CSR and trust from consumers’ perspective has
been demonstrated by several empirical investigations (Lin et al. 2011; Pivato
et al. 2008; Stanaland et al. 2011; Swaen and Chumpitaz 2008), leading Pivato
et al. (2008, p. 3) to postulate that “the first result of a firm’s CSR activities is
stakeholder trust.”

In addition, CSR positively influences consumers’ product evaluations and, for
example, leads to enhanced perceptions of product value (Grabner-Kriuter et al.
2018; Mohr and Webb 2005) and higher levels of perceived product reliability and
quality (Chernev and Blair 2015; Maignan and Ferrell 2001; McWilliams and Siegel
2001). Hence, CSR can function as a signal for unobservable product characteris-
tics (Calveras and Ganuza 2018; Siegel and Vitaliano 2007; Swaen and Chumpi-
taz 2008) which, in turn, reduces perceived uncertainties and positively affects
consumers’ purchase intentions (Grabner-Krauter et al. 2018). Accordingly, it can
be expected that CSR has a positive influence on consumer acceptance of radical
innovations such as cultured meat, for which secondary associations are particularly
important given the inability of consumers to fully judge their primary attributes.
The link between CSR and the intention to buy or use an innovative product has
received support from empirical investigations of genetically modified foods (Pino
et al. 2016). Moreover, it has been shown that negative information about a cultured
meat producer regarding its CSR performance has a negative effect on consumer
acceptance of cultured meat (Rabl and Basso 2021). Therefore, we posit the follow-
ing hypotheses:

H4i: CSR has a positive effect on organizational trustworthiness.
H4ii: CSR has a positive effect on the acceptance of cultured meat.

Based on the notion that “people care less about what others do than about why
they do it” (Gilbert and Malone 1995, p. 21), research in the trust domain indicates
that the attribution of motives to organizational actions affects organizational trust-
worthiness (McAllister 1995; Rempel et al. 1985). A categorization of organiza-
tional motives is provided by the differentiation between intrinsic and extrinsic moti-
vation. Intrinsic motives refer to an organization’s motivation to contribute to the
well-being of society, whereas extrinsic motives are self-interest-driven and include,
for example, financial incentives and strategic considerations (Du et al. 2007; Jahn
et al. 2020). Typically, it is argued that organizational behaviors motivated by
extrinsic rationales are, by tendency, perceived as unethical and are therefore often
not accepted by consumers (Becker-Olsen et al. 2006; Vlachos et al. 2009). This
is because extrinsic attributions convey the impression that an organization lacks
moral traits such as benevolence and integrity. Since these traits belong to the fun-
damental antecedents of trustworthiness (Mayer et al. 1995), their attribution to an
organization diminishes its perceived trustworthiness. Indeed, the negative relation-
ship between the attribution of extrinsic motives and organizational trustworthiness
has received empirical support in previous studies (Terwel et al. 2009; Vlachos et al.
2009).
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Likewise, research suggests that the attribution of motives to organizational
activities affects consumers’ acceptance of their products. For example, studies have
shown that the attribution of extrinsic motives to advertising activities, sponsorships,
environmental innovations, and cause-related marketing activities affects outcomes
such as brand attitudes, attitudes toward the company, organizational credibility,
brand loyalty, and product evaluation (Jahn et al. 2020; Kim et al. 2020; Moosmayer
and Fuljahn 2013; Woisetschldger et al. 2017), all of which are important promot-
ers of consumers’ willingness to buy a product (Aaker 1991). Furthermore, studies
in the context of CSR have established a direct relationship between the attribution
of extrinsic motives and purchase intentions (Becker-Olsen et al. 2006; Ellen et al.
2006). Accordingly, we expect that the attribution of extrinsic motives for doing
business in the cultured meat sector should decrease consumer acceptance of cul-
tured meat and postulate the following hypotheses:

H5i: The attribution of extrinsic motives has a negative effect on organiza-
tional trustworthiness.
H5ii: The attribution of extrinsic motives has a negative effect on the accept-
ance of cultured meat.

3 Study design
3.1 Procedure

We deployed a pre-post intervention design in terms of a two-part online question-
naire. After participants completed the first part of the questionnaire, they were
directed to a website that served as an intervention, whereupon the second part of
the questionnaire followed. The pre-post design was chosen because it allowed us
to observe the difference in consumer acceptance before and after the intervention,
accounting for additional effects due to the presentation of organizational informa-
tion. This approach has been applied in other empirical studies to investigate the
impact of new variables (e.g., Braddy et al. 2008; Hornsey et al. 2021; Mariconda
and Lurati 2015).

In the first part of the questionnaire, after giving informed consent, participants
were provided with textual information and illustrations to ensure they had basic
knowledge about cultured meat and knew the products that could be made from it
(e.g., meatballs, sausages, and burgers). Subsequently, participants answered several
questions about their general willingness to buy a cultured meat burger in an unde-
fined restaurant, the burger’s perceived characteristics, and the emotional benefits of
consuming it.

The second part of the survey involved an intervention with a subsequent ques-
tionnaire. For the intervention, participants were directed to a website of a fictitious
burger restaurant planning to offer cultured meat burgers in the future (“Alice in
Burgerland”, see Appendix 1). The website contained the restaurant’s menu, includ-
ing current pricing for burgers, sides, and drinks, as well as the information that
burgers with cultured meat would soon be offered at the same price as conventional
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burgers. In addition, the website informed participants about organizational figures
(e.g., number of employees), the restaurant’s competencies (e.g., experiences in the
industry), and its social engagement (e.g., planting trees). To ensure that participants
spent sufficient time on the website to read all the relevant information, a minimum
of 120 s had to pass—a value based on a pilot test — before the “Continue” button
appeared and participants could proceed with the survey.

After viewing the website, participants were directed back to the survey to
answer the second part of the questionnaire. Again, participants were asked about
their willingness to buy a cultured meat burger, but this time under the condition
that it was offered by “Alice in Burgerland”. In addition, participants were asked to
evaluate “Alice in Burgerland” in terms of its trustworthiness, CSR performance,
and the attribution of extrinsic motives for doing business in the cultured meat sec-
tor. Finally, an attention check took place, followed up by questions on demographic
information.

3.2 Data collection and sampling

Data collection took place over a period of seven days in August 2021 with a sample
from Germany recruited through a market research institute. Participants received a
monetary compensation for completing the questionnaire fully and conscientiously.
The survey was designed following the recommendations of Podsakoff et al. (2003)
to account for common method bias, for instance, by ensuring that participants were
guaranteed the anonymity of their responses.

In total, 1065 participants filled out the questionnaire. Several steps of data clean-
ing took place. First, all participants who failed to pass the attention check and/
or interrupted the questionnaire temporarily were excluded from the dataset. Sec-
ond, responses with more than 30% missing data as well as those with systematic
response patterns were excluded. Third, a speeding check was conducted by sorting
out those participants who took less than one third of the median time to fill out the
questionnaire.

The final sample consisted of 966 participants of which 473 were male, 492
female, and one identified as diverse. The mean age was M=45.46 (SD=14.3).
Marginal quotas for age and gender were chosen. The gender distribution as well as
the average age of the final sample thus roughly corresponded to the distribution of
the population in Germany, which consists of 49.3% men and 50.7% women (Statis-
tisches Bundesamt 2019) and has an average age of 44.6 years (Statistisches Bunde-
samt 2021). In terms of education, there was a certain tendency toward higher edu-
cation compared to the German population (Statistisches Bundesamt 2019). More
specifically, 24.84% of the participants stated that they had completed a university
degree and 17.29% indicated that their highest degree was a (specialized) univer-
sity entrance qualification. Comparatively fewer participants indicated that they had
completed vocational training (36.54%), had a secondary school leaving certificate
(15.84%), a lower secondary school leaving certificate (4.97%) or no school leaving
qualification (0.31%). Two participants (0.21%) did not provide information on this
question. Of the final sample, 867 participants stated that they followed either an
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omnivorous (N=646; 66.87%) or a flexitarian (N=221; 22.88%) diet. The remain-
ing 99 participants were either vegetarian (N=52; 5.38%), pescetarian (N=28;
2.90%), or vegan (N=19; 1.97%). The distribution of the diet types in our sample
roughly resembles the overall distribution of diet types in Germany. Specifically,
there were only slightly more participants following an omnivorous diet and less
participants following a flexitarian diet compared to recent dietary data with 62.7%
omnivores and 27.3% flexitarians (Veganz Group AG 2021).

3.3 Measures

The questionnaire was written and presented in German. English items were trans-
lated according to typical procedures. All items, except the items for product char-
acteristics, were rated on a 7-point Likert-scale ranging from “strongly disagree” (1)
to “strongly agree” (7). Table 2 in Appendix 2 provides the measurement items used
in this study.

Acceptance: In line with existing research on consumer acceptance (e.g., Mancini
and Antonioli 2020; Siegrist et al. 2018), acceptance of cultured meat was opera-
tionalized in terms of willingness to buy and measured pre and post intervention.
We used the scale from Lin-Hi et al. (2022) which is based on Fenko et al. (2016). A
sample item pre-intervention is: “I would consider ordering a burger with cultured
meat at a restaurant” and post-intervention: “I would consider ordering a burger
with cultured meat at Alice in Burgerland”. Overall, the scale achieved a Cronbach’s
alpha of 0.95-0.96.

Product characteristics: To assess participants’ perceptions of the properties of
cultured meat, a 7-point bipolar scale with anchors appropriate to the respective
item, such as “not at all good”—"very good” for taste, was used. The established
seven-item scale on product characteristics by Saeed and Grunert (2014) served as
a basis from which items suitable for meat were selected and extended by one item

LLINT3

regarding appearance. The final scale assessed how “tasty”, “visually appealing”,
“nutritious”, “juicy”, and “healthy” participants believed cultured meat would be.
The scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.93.

Emotional benefits: Emotional benefits of consuming cultured meat were oper-
ationalized through feelings of warm glow. In line with typical scales to measure
warm glow (e.g., Boobalan et al. 2021; Hartmann and Apaolaza-Ibafiez 2012; Hart-
mann et al. 2017), a four-item scale related to increased animal welfare was con-
structed with items like: “Eating a burger with cultured meat would give me a feel-
ing of personal satisfaction as I can hereby contribute to animal welfare”. The scale
achieved a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.95.

Organizational trustworthiness: To measure consumers’ perceptions of organiza-
tional trustworthiness, a three-dimensional scale by Gefen and Straub (2004) was
used. It is comprised of 10 items that measure organizational integrity (¢=0.91),
ability (¢=0.92), and benevolence (¢=0.91). A sample item is: “T expect that Alice
in Burgerland puts customers’ interests before their own”.
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CSR: To assess perceived CSR, a German four-item scale from Lin-Hi et al.
(2020) was used, which itself is based on a scale developed by Stanaland et al.
(2011). A sample item is: “Alice in Burgerland is committed to well-defined ethics
principles”. The scale achieved a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.93.

Extrinsic motives: The extrinsic motives participants attributed to “Alice in
Burgerland” were measured by an established scale from Swaen and Chumpitaz
(2008). Participants were asked whether they thought the restaurant was announcing
to sell cultured meat burgers because “this gives them good publicity”, because “this
lets them increase profits”, and because “this gets them more customers”. The scale
achieved a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.83.

Control variables: Given existing findings regarding the link between the accept-
ance of cultured meat and age (Palmieri et al. 2020), gender (Bryant and Dillard
2019), and diet type (Bryant et al. 2019a), these three factors served as control vari-
ables regarding the willingness to buy cultured meat. To control for dietary prefer-
ences, participants were given a choice of five typical diets (e.g., omnivore, vegetar-
ian, etc.) which were then summarized into the dichotomous variable of meat-eater
Vs. non-meat-eater.

4 Data analysis and results

Data preparation and all analyses were conducted in RStudio 1.3.1093 using the
R-package “lavaan” (Rosseel 2012). A structural equation model (SEM; see Fig. 1)
was tested which has the advantage of jointly testing the factorial structure of the
individual variables as well as the pathways proposed in the hypotheses. A robust
maximum likelihood estimator (MLR; e.g., Brown 2015) was applied to calculate
fit indices robust to non-normality. Additionally, age, gender, and dietary type were
entered as control variables.

For evaluating the convergent and discriminant validity of the measures, a con-
firmatory factor analysis (CFA) was deployed on a measurement model consisting
solely of the latent factors and their respective indicators. The measurement model
yielded a good fit with the data (X2=1309.192 (499), p<0.0001, Xz/df=2.62,
CFI=0.966, TLI=0.962, RMSEA =0.041, SRMR =0.054) as the fit measures sur-
passed the thresholds established in the literature (Schermelleh-Engel et al. 2003).
The standardized factor loadings were statistically significant and ranged from 0.667
to 0.972, supporting the assumption of convergent validity among the measures.
Additionally, the average variance extracted (AVE) for all constructs was higher
than 0.5, further indicating convergent validity (Bagozzi and Yi 1988). The distinc-
tiveness of the assessed variables, i.e. discriminant validity, was demonstrated by
using a confidence interval approach. For each pair of factors, an interval was con-
structed as the correlation of the two plus minus its standard error and then it was
assessed whether the number 1 was included. As this was not the case for any of the
factor pairs, discriminant validity could be assumed (Koufteros 1999; Marcoulides
1998). Subsequently, internal consistency was addressed by observing the composite
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Fig. 1 Structural model with path coefficients. *p <0.05, ** p <0.01, ***p <0.0001; one-tailed test

reliabilities, which all exceeded the recommended value of 0.7 (Hair et al. 2019)
(see Table 1).

4.1 Preliminary analyses

Before carrying out the main analyses, a one-sample ¢ test was conducted which
compared the mean value of willingness to buy cultured meat before (M=4.33,
SD=1.7) and after (M =4.72, SD=1.76) the intervention. The difference between
the two mean values was significant (t(966)=— 13.21, p <0.0001) and the average
willingness to buy cultured meat was higher after viewing the website. This finding
is a first indication that consumer acceptance of cultured meat can be influenced by
information about the corresponding organization.
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We observed rather high correlations between some of our variables, in par-
ticular, between organizational trustworthiness and CSR, as well as between the
subdimensions of organizational trustworthiness. This is not surprising given that
large correlations between these variables are to be expected due to the nature
of their mutual relationship as proposed by theory. However, the correlations
we observed appeared to be high compared to the literature and thus, we had to
assure that this would not interfere with our main analyses. Hence, we examined
both the distinctiveness of our constructs and potential multicollinearity.

High correlations may indicate that the constructs being measured are not dis-
tinct from each other, i.e. that they are part of the same construct (Brown 2015).
Although this is unlikely in our case, given that discriminant validity has been
established and the proposed factorial structure has strong theoretical support,
we nevertheless wanted to take a closer look at this possibility. We followed the
approach of Leiter and Durup (1994) as well as McCrory and Layte (2012) and
the methodological advice from Byrant et al. (1999) to test competing models
to ensure construct distinctiveness. Specifically, we accounted for high correla-
tions between the subdimensions of trustworthiness (see Table 1) by collapsing
the items onto a single factor and comparing it to the initially proposed second-
order model where the three dimensions were left as separate factors loading onto
a higher organizational trustworthiness construct. Compared to the second-order
model, the corrected chi-square worsened significantly when all items loaded
onto a single factor (AX253= 108.85(3), p<0.0001; Satorra and Bentler 2001).
Since this means that the single factor model performs worse, we measured
organizational trustworthiness with the initial second-order model.

Additionally, we considered the high correlation between CSR and trustworthi-
ness (0.939; see Table 1). To assess whether the two constructs were distinctive,
the initially proposed measurement model was compared to a single factor model
in which CSR was regarded as a fourth sub-dimension of organizational trustwor-
thiness. The single factor model yielded a worse fit (Ay*g5=3.12(5), p=0.682;
Satorra and Bentler 2001) and, hence, was not superior to the one where CSR and
organizational trustworthiness were modelled as separate factors, which led us to
stick to the initially proposed model.

High correlations may further indicate potential multicollinearity within
the sample, which may cause problems in SEM calculation and affect hypoth-
esis testing. In examining this further, we calculated the Variance Inflation Fac-
tors (VIF), a standard indicator for assessing multicollinearity (O’Brien 2007),
for the predictor variables (VIFp, 4t =2-33, VIFwaumciow =2-33, VIF.,=9.55,
VIFgg =10.13, VIFyoiives = 1.02, VIFyrppe =1.61). The VIFs of the two highly
correlated variables in organizational trustworthiness and CSR fell around the
acceptable threshold of 10 (Gareth et al. 2013; Vittinghoff et al. 2006). In addi-
tion, the literature points out that VIFs alone should not inform the decision to
accept or reject a predictor as it has to be viewed contextually (O’Brien 2007).
We surmise that multicollinearity was not a problem in our sample due to the
following reasons: First, discriminant validity was present, which is a highly rel-
evant indicator for judging multicollinearity in the context of SEM (e.g., Farooq
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2016). Second, and in line with Grewal et al. (2004), we concluded that our model
was robust to multicollinearity as we had a high R?, good reliability, and a large
sample (see also Dagger and O’Brien 2010; Ehrgott et al. 2011).

4.2 Main analyses and results

The results of the structural model in which we estimated all path coeffi-
cients are shown in Fig. 1. Overall, the final model had a good fit with the data
(x?=1667.475(605), p<0.0001, x*df=2.76, CFI=0.958, TLI=0.954,
RMSEA =0.043, SRMR =0.056). Moreover, the model accounted for R’°=75% of
variance in the pre-intervention exposure willingness to buy cultured meat and for
R?=86.2% of variance in the post-intervention exposure willingness to buy cultured
meat.

Generally, our indicated p values are based on one-tailed testing as we addressed
directional research hypotheses (Cho and Abe 2013; Jones 1952).

In Hypothesis 1, we expected that positive perceptions of product characteris-
tics would have a positive effect on the acceptance of cultured meat. Indeed, char-
acteristics of cultured meat significantly predicted participants’ willingness to buy
(B=0.224, p<0.0001). Thus, Hypothesis 1 was supported.

In Hypothesis 2, we anticipated that perceived emotional benefits would have
a positive influence on the acceptance of cultured meat. Indeed, feelings of warm
glow as an operationalization of the emotional benefits of consuming cultured meat
significantly predicted its acceptance (p=0.664, p <0.0001). Therefore, Hypothesis
2 was supported.

In Hypothesis 3, we postulated that organizational trustworthiness would have a
positive influence on the acceptance of cultured meat. Organizational trustworthi-
ness had a significant impact on the willingness to buy cultured meat in the post-
intervention exposure (f=0.141, p=0.027). Therefore, Hypothesis 3 was supported.

In Hypothesis 4i, we assumed that CSR has a positive effect on organizational
trustworthiness and in Hypothesis 4ii, we postulated that CSR has a positive
effect on cultured meat acceptance. To test these hypotheses, the direct effects of
CSR were analyzed, which yielded significant direct impacts on trustworthiness
(B=0.945, p<0.0001) and willingness to buy (f=0.126, p=0.045). Additionally,
we observed a significant indirect effect of CSR on willingness to buy mediated by
trustworthiness (§=0.134, p=0.027). To further test the indirect effect, we used
the bootstrap approach (Hayes 2013; Shrout and Bolger 2002), whereby we boot-
strapped 5000 samples using a maximum likelihood estimator to obtain confidence
intervals for the indirect path estimates. As we only considered directional hypoth-
eses, we followed Preacher et al. (2010) and computed 90% confidence intervals in
order to assess one-tailed significance tests («=0.05). The CI for the indirect effect
of CSR on willingness to buy did not include zero (§=0.191, CI [0.022; 0.363]),
supporting the previous indication that trustworthiness partially mediates the rela-
tionship between CSR and the acceptance of cultured meat. Therefore, Hypotheses
4i and 4ii were both supported.
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In Hypothesis 5i, we argued that the attribution of extrinsic motives negatively
affects organizational trustworthiness and in Hypothesis 5ii, we anticipated that the
attribution of extrinsic motives negatively affects the acceptance of cultured meat.
Analogously to Hypotheses 4i and 4ii, we tested the direct as well as mediated
paths, and found that neither the direct pathway towards organizational trustworthi-
ness (p=0.019, p=0.174) nor the direct (B=— 0.022, p=0.112) or indirect path-
way (p=0.003, p=0.200) towards willingness to buy cultured meat were signifi-
cant. Likewise, the bootstrapped indirect path estimate did include zero (f=0.004,
CI [- 0.001; 0.017]). Hence, Hypothesis 5i as well as Hypothesis 5ii were not
supported.

5 Discussion

The present study was conducted in Germany. A few studies on consumer accept-
ance of cultured meat have been already carried out in this setting. For example, the
first study in Germany has shown that the acceptance of cultured meat was moderate
(Weinrich et al. 2020), with 57% of respondents reporting they would be willing to
try it. A later study by Dupont et al. (2022) has found that 65% of German consum-
ers were willing to try a cultured meat burger, and nearly 47% reported to be willing
to replace conventional meat with cultured meat. A significantly higher willingness
to consume cultured meat burgers was found among German children and adoles-
cents when compared to other meat alternatives such as insect burgers (Dupont and
Fiebelkorn 2020). In a cross-country comparison with French consumers, Germans
expressed comparably high levels of enthusiasm toward cultured meat (Bryant et al.
2020), but in contrast, they showed relatively low acceptance of cultured meat rel-
ative to consumers from countries such as Mexico (Siegrist and Hartmann 2020).
Finally, a recent study with German consumers has demonstrated that perceptions of
organizational competence affect consumers’ willingness to buy cultured meat and
startups and established companies have distinctive advantages in this regard (Lin-
Hi et al. 2022). Finally, Moritz et al. (2022) have investigated a particular form of
acceptance by focusing on political and policy actors in Germany.

5.1 Theoretical contribution

Given that the current research on consumer acceptance of cultured meat has been
centered on product-related and consumer-related factors, its antecedents on the
organizational level have been widely neglected. The lack of scholarly attention
to organizational-level factors is also reflected in the fact that the existing debate
on the acceptance of this food innovation has so far primarily taken place in food-
related journals, such as Appetite (e.g., Bryant and Barnett 2019; Slade 2018; Wilks
et al. 2021), Meat Science (e.g., Bryant et al. 2019b; Siegrist et al. 2018; Weinrich
et al. 2020), and Food Quality and Preferences (e.g., Baum et al. 2021; Dupont and
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Fiebelkorn 2020; Gémez-Luciano et al. 2019). Thus, the innovation of cultured meat
has not yet gained attention in management research.

The present paper makes several contributions to the literature on consumer
acceptance of cultured meat and acceptance of innovations in general. First, it indi-
cates that not only product-related factors function as antecedents of the acceptance
of cultured meat but also second-order associations on the organizational level. Spe-
cifically, the results demonstrate that, in addition to product-related characteristics,
higher levels of trustworthiness and perceptions of CSR can promote the accept-
ance of cultured meat. While existing research suggests that the positive relationship
between trust and willingness to buy holds across different products and industries
(Wang et al. 2022; Zaza and Erskine 2022; Zhuang et al. 2021), empirical findings
on the link between CSR and buying intentions are inconclusive by tendency (Ali
et al. 2010; Lee and Yoon 2018; Oberseder et al. 2014). Thus, the question arises
as to what extent the paper’s finding on CSR are transferable to other contexts. We
expect that our finding is not limited to cultured meat but also holds for other inno-
vations. Given that consumers usually cannot fully assess the attributes of innova-
tions when they are introduced to the market, innovations are typically surrounded
by a considerable degree of acceptance-hindering uncertainty (Hoeffler 2003; Rog-
ers 2003). Since CSR is a signal of a positive character of a company (Mohr and
Webb 2005; Siegel and Vitaliano 2007), it reduces consumers’ perceptions of uncer-
tainty and risk in buying decisions (Stanaland et al. 2011; Upadhye et al. 2019). In
addition, it can be argued that the effect of CSR on acceptance should be stronger
the higher the level of perceived uncertainty of an innovation. This view is echoed
in the argument of Bhattacharya et al. (2021) who state that CSR is particularly rel-
evant in higher-risk contexts. Accordingly, CSR should be especially potent in pro-
moting the willingness to buy radical innovations given their high degree of novelty
and the associated lack of familiarity.

Notably, we have collapsed commonly scrutinized product-related characteristics
of cultured meat (visual appearance, taste, texture, nutritional value, and health and
safety) onto one overarching factor which showed both a high reliability (@=0.93)
and a valid factorial structure within the overall measurement model. All tested
attributes loaded highly (0.756-0.895) and significantly (p <0.0001 for all loadings)
onto this factor, suggesting that summarizing these variables into one scale is an
approach that can be used in future research.

Second, the paper transfers existing findings from sustainability management lit-
erature to the domain of consumer acceptance of cultured meat. In this respect, the
result that warm glow has a positive effect on the acceptance of cultured meat ech-
oes the finding that emotional benefits matter in sustainable consumption (Boobalan
et al. 2021; Hartmann and Apaolaza-Ibafiez 2012; Hartmann et al. 2017; Sun et al.
2020). This provides a first indication that the literature on sustainable consumption
can be applied to the study of cultured meat. In addition, by examining the role of
organizational trustworthiness and CSR, the paper illuminates on the factors that
are commonly regarded as facilitators of the synergetic interplay between ecologi-
cal, economic, and social goals. On the one hand, the positive effects of trustwor-
thiness and CSR on consumer acceptance indicate that (sustainability) management
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literature provides a valuable framework for managerial research on cultured meat.
On the other hand, a high correlation between organizational trustworthiness and
CSR raises some questions. On a general level, the question arises as to whether
different organizational factors engender distinct effects on consumer acceptance
of cultured meat. The high correlation between organizational trustworthiness and
CSR could be the effect of study participants’ inability to meaningfully distinguish
between these organizational factors. One explanation for such a potential effect is
provided by the novelty of cultured meat. In fact, almost two thirds of participants
stated that they were not very familiar with this innovation before taking part in the
study. The lack of familiarity with the main subject of this study could have instilled
the fatigue effect among participants: Due to the high amount of new information
about cultured meat, participants might have experienced a high cognitive load
(e.g., Paas and Van Merri€nboer 1994; Paas et al. 2003; Sweller 2011). Accordingly,
they might have already depleted most of their cognitive resources by processing
completely new information, so that they were unable to distinguish the organiza-
tional factors in terms of trustworthiness and CSR, but simply rated the organization
based on an overall impression. Since both trustworthiness and CSR are positively
valenced constructs, a fatigue effect could explain the high correlation between the
two factors.

Third, the lack of support for the hypotheses that the attribution of extrinsic
motives has an effect on organizational trustworthiness and on the acceptance of
cultured meat differs from existing research. Several studies have shown that extrin-
sic motives are generally negatively associated with organizational trustworthiness
(Terwel et al. 2009; Vlachos et al. 2009, 2010). However, researchers have already
pointed out that a strict differentiation between extrinsic and intrinsic might be too
coarse (Ellen et al. 2006). In this respect, it has been argued that, besides considering
extrinsic motives as opportunistic, consumers might also recognize that an organiza-
tion needs to make profits while contributing to social welfare, so that intrinsic and
extrinsic motives do not have to be seen as strictly opposite constructs (Du et al.
2007; Myers et al. 2013). In fact, previous research has also shown that extrinsic
motives are not generally perceived negatively if they are evaluated by differenti-
ating between strategic and purely egoistic motives, i.e. by separating “legitimate”
profit-orientation from “selfish” impulses (Ellen et al. 2006).

Notably, the present paper does not only contribute to research on consumer
acceptance of cultured meat but also to the literature on the acceptance of innova-
tions in general. In our study, we tested a framework that considers several predic-
tors of consumer acceptance which offers important insights into the dynamics that
are at play when presenting innovations to consumers. Specifically, we contribute to
a better understanding of the underlying mechanisms between CSR and consumer
acceptance of innovations by introducing a three-dimensional construct of organiza-
tional trustworthiness as a mediator. In doing so, we answer existing calls to explore
causal chains related to the interplay between CSR and consumer responses, for
instance, in terms of responses to innovations (Deng and Xu 2017; Hofenk et al.
2019; Romani et al. 2013).

Another contribution is related to the effect of CSR on consumer acceptance of
cultured meat. Existing research on the acceptance of innovations is rooted in an
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instrumental paradigm, whereby user’s assessment of personal advantages/disad-
vantages from adopting an innovation or technology forms the center of the debate
(e.g., Davis 1989; Featherman and Pavlou 2003; Kulviwat et al. 2007). Our study
advances existing literature by highlighting the relevance of the normative dimen-
sion in the formation of acceptance. Ethics-related variables, such as CSR percep-
tions, thereby might be especially relevant for the acceptance of radical innovations
since radical innovations, as already argued, are characterized by a high degree of
uncertainty (O’Connor and Rice 2013). Given that uncertainty perceptions are sub-
jective and have a non-rational dimension (Cross 1998), reducing uncertainty via
instrumental approaches is limited. At the same time, ethics are a trusted mechanism
for people to cope with uncertainty (Francot 2014) which, in turn, renders ethics-
related variables suitable for promoting the acceptance of radical innovations.

Furthermore, the paper contributes to the general research on the acceptance
of innovations through the specific timing of data collection. Specifically, the data
stems from an emerging innovation, i.e. an innovation that has not yet been intro-
duced to the local market. The investigation of the potential antecedents of con-
sumer acceptance of an innovation prior to its introduction offers the opportunity to
assess the predictive validity of findings after the launch of the innovation at differ-
ent points of its diffusion lifecycle. Such pre-post launch comparisons are helpful in
evaluating the quality of current research approaches and hence lay the foundation
for the development of more advanced approaches for the sake of making better pre-
dictions about future phenomena. Additionally, such comparisons would also allow
for a better assessment of the contributions that the current conceptual frameworks
in the sustainability management literature make to the diffusion of innovations for
sustainable development.

Finally, our findings can be related to the debate on frameworks for sustainability
management. CSR is a vehicle for companies to contribute to sustainable develop-
ment (Behringer and Szegedi 2016; Herrmann 2004; Moon 2007), whereby a spe-
cific stream of research focuses on sustainability-oriented innovations (Bacinello
et al. 2020; Shahzad et al. 2020; Yoon and Tello 2009). For example, studies show
that CSR has a positive effect on firms’ adoption of sustainability-oriented innova-
tions (e.g., Poussing 2019), sustainable innovation ambidexterity (e.g., Khan et al.
2021), and sustainability-oriented invention patents applications (Hong et al. 2020).
In this debate, CSR is understood as a mechanism that enhances organizational
capability to innovate for sustainability. Our study adds a new layer to this debate
by demonstrating that CSR improves consumer acceptance of innovations. This
perspective matters for CSR as an effective framework for fostering sustainability
management since sustainability-oriented innovations can only exert their beneficial
effects if they are accepted by consumers.

5.2 Practical contribution
Given that today’s meat production and consumption leave an immense environmen-

tal footprint, cultured meat holds the promise to improve the sustainability perfor-
mance of the global food system (Balasubramanian et al. 2021; Rischer et al. 2020).
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In addition to the technical challenges that need to be overcome (Zhang et al. 2020),
consumer acceptance is a critical bottleneck for this innovation to become a mass-
market product and realize its sustainability potential (Post et al. 2020). Ultimately,
consumer acceptance is a fundamental precondition for cultured meat to be able
to penetrate the mass-market and replace the environmentally-unfriendly way of
today’s meat production and consumption.

After in December, 2020 Singapore approved a cultured meat product for com-
mercial sale as the first country in the world (Ives 2020), regulatory pathways to
market are also beginning to emerge in the EU and US (Dent 2021). Already now,
companies around the world are preparing to enter into the market for cultured meat.
Accordingly, it is valuable to begin to devote systematic attention to the factors that
promote consumer acceptance. In a nutshell and in more managerial terms: There is
a need to better understand the drivers that promote the market success of cultured
meat.

The findings of the present paper demonstrate that the acceptance of cultured
meat is not only determined by product characteristics but also by organizational
factors. At the same time, the results indicate that organizational factors can spill
over to consumer attitudes toward innovative products. The link between organiza-
tional factors and product evaluations is particularly important for radical innova-
tions as they are surrounded by a high degree of uncertainty. Organizational factors
provide a possibility for consumers to cope with uncertainties which, in turn, can
result in higher levels of consumer acceptance. In sum, it seems to be valuable for
future marketing strategies for cultured meat to not only focus on the product-related
factors but also on managing and highlighting positive organizational factors.

Finally, the study suggests that emotional benefits consumers derive from the
consumption of cultured meat positively influence their acceptance of this prod-
uct. Since higher customer value typically improves product sales, the promotion of
emotional benefits is a potential lever to drive the market success of cultured meat.
Based on this, it appears to be valuable to communicate the social relevance and the
high sustainability potential of cultured meat in order to increase emotional benefits
for consumers.

6 Limitations and future research

As with all research, the present study has some limitations. First, we examined
the acceptance of cultured meat on the intentional and not on the behavioral level.
Although intentions and behavior are related, they do not always go hand in hand
(Sheeran and Webb 2016). In particular, in the field of sustainable consumption, the
intention-behavior-gap is a widespread phenomenon (Carrington et al. 2014; ElHaf-
far et al. 2020). However, because cultured meat is presently not accessible to most
consumers, it is not possible to measure consumers’ reactions towards cultured meat
in terms of real buying behavior. Thus, as long as cultured meat is still in devel-
opment phase, future research should use different methodological approaches to
investigate consumer acceptance from different perspectives and therewith, prepare
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the ground for assessing real consumer behavior when cultured meat becomes avail-
able on supermarket shelves.

Second, given the high correlation between organizational trustworthiness and
CSR, the distinctiveness of constructs and multicollinearity is another limitation
of our study. However, the theoretical background of the model, discriminant
validity, the testing of competing models, and the application of criteria from
the literature suggest that our main analyses do not generally suffer from these
issues. Nevertheless, no definite conclusion can be drawn whether trustworthi-
ness and CSR affect the acceptance of cultured meat individually or in combina-
tion. Therefore, on the one hand, the findings show that organizational attributes
are significant predictors of consumer acceptance of cultured meat. On the other
hand, due to the high correlation, we cannot make any statements regarding the
relative importance of either factor and the manner in which they interact with
one another in this particular context. There are several ways to approach these
limitations in future research: In order to ascertain whether the high correlation
between CSR and trustworthiness was specific to our study or is a general phe-
nomenon for the acceptance of cultured meat, the study could be replicated with
a different sample. Furthermore, since experimental approaches avoid the prob-
lem of multicollinearity (Slinker and Glantz 1985), an experimental study could
be carried out in which trustworthiness and CSR are manipulated both inde-
pendently from each other and in combination, which would allow to examine
the individual and combined influence of these variables on the acceptance of
cultured meat. In general, more research is needed to understand the impact of
organizational factors on consumer acceptance of cultured meat.

Third, in addition to the product characteristics we chose for our study, previ-
ous research has shown that other variables on the product level, such as percep-
tion of naturalness (e.g., Siegrist and Hartmann 2020; Siegrist and Siitterlin 2017;
Siegrist et al. 2018; Wilks et al. 2021) and environmental friendliness (Circus
and Robison 2019; Palmieri et al. 2020; Verbeke et al. 2015) influence consumer
acceptance of cultured meat. Thus, we did not include all possible variables that
may be of relevance when considering acceptance from a product characteristics
perspective. Nonetheless, in our model, product characteristics are only relevant
to acceptance in the pre-intervention stage. Since the impact of organizational
factors on acceptance is tested in the post-intervention phase and since the cor-
relations between product characteristics and organizational factors have not been
modelled, their role as antecedents of acceptance is independent of the actual
product characteristics chosen (or not chosen) in the present study. Nevertheless,
future research on consumer acceptance of cultured meat would benefit from the
inclusion of additional product characteristics-related variables, which could be
gleaned from existing research on other food innovations.

Fourth, the study was conducted with a sample of German consumers. Yet,
previous studies have demonstrated that regional and cultural variables have an
effect on consumer acceptance of cultured meat (e.g., Bryant et al. 2019a; Bryant
and Sanctorum 2021). In consequence, the generalizability of the study’s results
is limited. Accordingly, it would be interesting to investigate potential effects of
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organizational factors in different cultural and regional settings. In this respect,
a replication study in a cross-cultural setting could contribute to a better under-
standing of the role of organizational factors for consumer acceptance of cultured
meat.

Fifth, our study participants were recruited by an online market research com-
pany. Although care was taken to generate data that as closely as possible represents
the general population in terms of socio-demographic characteristics such as gender
and age, a sampling bias cannot be ruled out. Participants in market research are
mainly motivated by financial gains and may not be interested in the topic (Gomez-
Luciano et al. 2019) which, in turn, could reduce their attention (Goodman et al.
2012). Against this backdrop, it seems to be valuable to replicate the study in future
research with different samples.

7 Conclusion

When Winston Churchill famously claimed that we “shall escape the absurd-
ity of growing a whole chicken in order to eat the breast or wing, by growing
these parts separately under a suitable medium” in 1931, the idea of cultivating
meat in a bioreactor seemed like pure science fiction. Yet, the vision of cultured
meat is on the way of becoming reality. On the technical side, producing meat
outside the living organism in a sustainable way is already possible on a small
scale (Sinke and Odegard 2021) and the barriers to the scale-up of the produc-
tion are being gradually removed. In light of this, the question of how cultured
meat can be successfully introduced to the mass-market is becoming increas-
ingly important.

The findings of the present study suggest that the acceptance of cultured
meat is not only determined by the product itself but also by factors related
to organizations. Hence, the study demonstrates that (sustainability) manage-
ment research is able to contribute to consumer acceptance of cultured meat by
revealing new antecedents. Yet, as mentioned before, management research has
thus far neglected the innovation of cultured meat. Against the backdrop of the
sustainability potential of cultured meat, it is to be hoped that this paper cap-
tures (sustainability) management scholars’ attention to this innovation.

Appendix 1

See Figs. 2,3,4,5,6 and 7.
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9648 Home  Menu  Ourengagements  Aboutus  Contactus

Alice in Burgerland

fresh - sustainable - delicious

Welcome to Burgerland!

We are "Alice in Burgerland” and we want to take you on an adventurous culinary journey. In
Burgerland, you can expect a magical atmosphere, fantastic drinks, fabulous service and
one thing above all:delicious burgers!

And it's about to get even more fairytale-like: We'l soon offer burgers made from cultured
‘meat! Eat meat when you feel like it - without a guilty conscience.

Our burgers Our engagements Our experience

and everything that goes with them. You canfind ~ This is how we live our responsibility -for nature, ~~ Since 2020, Alice in Burgerland stands for fairytale-
our current offers on our menu! people and the future! like burger pleasure!

-

Imprint

Data privacy statement
Cookie settings

Fig.2 Home view of the “Alice in Burgerland” website (translated from German)
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LIXT3 Home  Menu  Ourengagements  Aboutus  Contactus

Welcome to Burgerland

rve all our burgers with either a
juicy ground beef patty or a plant-based In the future, all our burgers will
alternative made from peas. You can als also be available with cultured

hoose between three different f meat. Free of extra charge!

f
bread: sourdough, multigrain or brioche.
e For more information just cick here

Hearts Burger  695¢

With lettuce, tomato and burger sauce

Spades Burger  7.95¢

With lettuce, tomato, burger sauce and cheese

Diamonds Burger 7.95¢

With fried onions, pickles and cheese

Clubs Burger 7.95¢

With lettuce, tomatoes, cheese and fruity chili sauce

Burger "Alice” 895¢

With spicy cheese, wild herbs and guacamole

Burger “Mad Hatter” 9.95¢

With ham, fried egg and cheese

Burger "Cheshire Cat” 895¢

With rocket, tomatoes and mozzarella

"Eat Me" fries  395¢

French fries with a sauce of your choice:
Fruity ketchup, garlic mayo, guacamole or mango curry

"Drink Me" soda  295¢

Our 0.31 lemonade in three delicious varieties:
Lemon-mint, mango-passion fruit or cherry-apple

Our "Eat Me" fries Burger “Mad Hatter” Our "Drink Me" soda

Imprint

Data privacy statement
Cookie seftings

Fig. 3 Menu on the “Alice in Burgerland” website (translated from German)
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Home  Menu  Ourengagements  Aboutus  Contactus

Coming soon at Alice in
Burgerland:

Burger patties made from
cultured meat

\ Cultured meat - the new way of eating meat

n 13,8 Dutch research burger made from
cultured meat to the public for the first time. The presentation made the
idea of a completely new way of meat production visible and tangible:
Meat production outside the living animal.

The starting point of cultured meat are stem cells, which are taken from
an animal almost painlessly. In a nutrient solution, which is now
produced entirely without animal suffering, i ©
grow and fed with sugar, amino acids and vitamins. Meat fibers then
grow in a bioreactor, from which a wide variety of meat products can
then be made, such as sausages for the grill, meatballs for tomato
sauce or burger patties.

Stem cells are taken from a cow
virtually without pain.

Cultured meat is real meat

Important to know: Cultured meat is neither an imitation nor genetically
modified food. On the contrary, cultured meat is identical to the meat
we know today: it tastes the same, looks the same, and has the same
nutrients. The only difference lies in the way it is manufactured. Today's
meatis produced using the triad of rearing fattening-slaughter, whereas
cultured meat grows in a bioreactor. In terms of price, it will be:
comparable to today's meat products.

Making a contribution to animal welfare and
sustainability

The production of cultured meat makes a huge contribution to animal
welfare, as it does not require factory farming or animal slaughter.
Recent research also shows that cultured meat can become the most

i friendly meat if sustai is used for ts
production (Sinke and Odegard, 2021).

In a nutshell, cultured meat has the potential to eliminate a significant
portion of ive eff f i d i
For the first time, cultured meat makes it possible to enjoy meat

In a bioreactor, the cells are cultivated without a guilty conscience.
on a larger scale and they grow into

Sinke, P, & Odegard, |. (2021). LCA of cultivated meat - Future

meat fibers. projections for different scenarios Delft: CE Delft.

In a nutshell: same taste, same look, same
nutrients, same price

No difference for you - but a big difference for animals and the
environment!

Imprint
Data privacy statement

Cookie settings

Fig. 4 Information about cultured meat on the “Alice in Burgerland” website (translated from German)
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9848 Home  Menu  Ourengagements  Aboutus  Contactus
Ko e Brtd

Fig.5
man)

Our engagements

e
Making the world a little greener together with you! d ;ﬁ

is near and dear to us at Alice in Burgerland. Therefore, we would

it y and plant trees together with you!
For every burger you order from us, we plant a tree!

o

Animal sponsorships at regional farms

Animals are important o us. That's why we have taken on various animal sponsorships at
regional farms.

The "Alice in Burgerland” Cooking School

In our cooki children and balanced nutition with
fun and games from Monday to Friday. At the same time, itis also important to us to
educate children about alternative meat products.

Of course, after cooking, there is feasting!

forms of

about i
lunch to all children. I this way, we want 1o offer the opportunity for a balanced diet
especially for socially disadvantages children.

g = ————
Imprint

Data privacy statement
Cookie settings

Information about the engagement of “Alice in Burgerland” on their website (translated from Ger-
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9o4a Home  Menu  Ourengagements  Aboutus  Contactus
— —_—

The founders of Alice in Burgerland:
Sonja & Marcel

Alice in Burgerland at a glance

Founded in Membership in the
4 Federal Association of 3
2 O 2 0 the System Catering
was applied for 3 years of gastronomy
experience in the service and
kitchen area

employees

Cookie seffings.

Fig.6 Information about the founders of “Alice in Burgerland” on their website (translated from Ger-
man)

@ Springer



N. Lin-Hi et al.

Home  Menu

Alice in Burgerland

Walinigen

L.
st
@

Gansemara@

MM“@

\

dhausbricke
K
Hauptiircie:st. th-lz

T / i

Contact

Alice in Burgerland
Driverstraie 22
22303 Hamburg

E-Mail: hallo@aliceimburgerland.de

Fig.7 Contact information of “Alice in Burgerland”

Appendix 2

See Table 2.
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