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A B S T R A C T

This field experiment explored whether and to what extent claims about expert recommendations (i.e., those of 
the chef) and recommendations from other restaurant guests influenced customers’ food choices in a restaurant. 
The menu in the study consisted entirely of vegetarian dishes, two of which were selected to be emphasised 
either as “Chef’s choice” or as “Guests’ choice” on the menu, thereby providing expert-based and social-based 
cues suggesting one of the dishes at different study time points. The selected dishes were a vegetarian version 
of a conventional Swedish meat dish (a plant-based patty) and a nonconventional dish (lentils with “zero-waste” 
pesto). Over four weeks, the restaurant’s sales data were collected, and customers were invited to participate in a 
voluntary survey. This survey gathered information regarding sociodemographic characteristics and more details 
about the dish selection, including subjective ratings of dish liking and overall meal satisfaction. A total of 1540 
dishes were sold, and 524 customers participated in the survey. The plant-based patty was the most popular 
choice across all weeks, and the “Chef’s choice” had no additive effect, suggesting its high stability in popularity. 
Labelling a less popular dish (lentils with “zero-waste” pesto) with “Chef’s choice” had a positive impact on its 
selection, while labelling it with “Guests’ choice” made no difference. These results suggest that in the absence of 
meat options, some customers appear to transfer the concept of a meat-centric dish to a similar vegetarian dish 
(in this case, a plant-based patty), whereas a less popular dish with no resemblance to a conventional meat dish 
can become more popular when recommended by a presumable expert on the matter. However, further research 
is necessary to ascertain the efficacy of this effect in diverse restaurant contexts, based on designs with better 
possibilities to establish causality.

1. Introduction

Efforts to transform how people eat, in order to improve public 
health and reduce environmental degradation, exist in different sectors 
of society and involve a range of behavioural-change tools. A common 
strategy is to disseminate information through campaigns, advertising, 
and educational programmes. However, the effects of these approaches 
on behaviours and behavioural change seem to be limited both for food 
consumption and other behaviours of relevance for health and envi
ronmental impact (Baptista et al., 2025; Chater & Loewenstein, 2023; 
Chen & Antonelli, 2020; Marteau, 2017; Marteau et al., 2012; Nestle 
et al., 2009). As a consequence, researchers have explored various other 
interventions to influence food choice in real-life settings, often outside 

of home (Cadario & Chandon, 2020; Greene et al., 2023).
With the rise in household expenditures on activities outside of the 

home, including dining at restaurants (European Commission: Eurostat, 
2023), and the continuous growth in the global food service industry 
(Statista, 2023), the restaurant business has an important role to play in 
influencing food habits, and thus contributing to a sustainable food 
system. Every day, restaurants feed billions of people, and thereby act as 
a gatekeeper of what food is eaten by a large part of the population. With 
that, they also have the potential to be frontrunners of gastronomic 
innovation. However, to date only a limited number of studies on 
environmentally sustainable food choices have examined actual con
sumer behaviour in non-artificial restaurant settings (Greene et al., 
2023). Some exceptions come from studies carried out in universities or 
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workplace cafeterias, providing important pieces of information about 
what influences the food choices of certain parts of the population. 
Nevertheless, studies of broader and more varied groups of people are 
rare.

Feeding into this gap, the present article focuses on drivers of food 
choices among customers of full-service restaurants. Specifically, it in
vestigates and compares whether and to what extent different claims 
presented on a restaurant menu can make people choose one dish over 
another in a real-life setting. In doing so, the focus is on two types of 
influences that have been widely studied but have shown inconclusive 
and at times contradictory results: expert-based cues (i.e. “chef’s rec
ommendations”) and social cues based on other guests’ preferences. This 
would provide insight into the manner in which physical and social 
environments shape human behaviour, including decisions made in 
everyday contexts such as dining out.

1.1. Strategies to influence people’s choices

A large array of studies has highlighted the influence of other people 
and social norms on individual choices, as people perceive and use in
formation from what others do (and what they do not do) to help their 
decision-making processes (Burchell et al., 2013; Cialdini & Goldstein, 
2004; Rivis & Sheeran, 2003). The influence of social norms has been 
examined in a wide variety of contexts, including the (re)use of hotel 
towels (Goldstein et al., 2008), music downloads (Salganik et al., 2006), 
energy consumption (Harries et al., 2013), and food waste recycling 
(Nomura et al., 2011). Within restaurant settings, Cai et al. (2009) found 
that providing information about popular dishes, including popularity 
rankings, to full-service restaurant customers in China could lead to an 
increased demand for the most popular suggested dishes. However, a 
recent meta-analysis on environmentally friendly food choices indicated 
that norm-based interventions have a relatively limited effect on real-life 
food habits (Greene et al., 2023). For example, normative information 
(“many people here choose ‘green’ options”) did not increase the total 
sales of vegetarian foods at Swedish fast-food restaurants (Reinholdsson 
et al., 2023). Similarly, a four-month randomised controlled trial found 
no effect of repeated social influences on the share of animal or plant 
foods consumed (Zorell et al., 2024).

At the same time, the role of chefs has evolved in recent years beyond 
that of a mere food preparer. People are ever more seeking out expert 
advice, especially regarding the question of what to choose for envi
ronmental and health reasons. In this context, the public influence of 
chefs as gastronomic experts has steadily grown (Fusté-Forné, 2020; 
Leer, 2016, 2019; Lewis & Huber, 2015; McBride & Flore, 2019; Neu
man, 2018). Chefs have become human brands with the potential to 
influence people’s food choices as well as what food is produced and 
offered (Rodrigues et al., 2023). This is visible, among other things, in 
the great variety of food products in supermarkets that are marketed 
with the names of famous chefs (Fusté-Forné, 2020).

In this vein, the utilisation of “chef’s recommendations” has been 
identified as one of the five best strategies to promote sustainable 
choices (better for health and the environment) within the food service 
sector (Gössling & Hall, 2021; Lachat et al., 2011). A couple of studies 
have examined the use of a (chef’s) recommendation label to highlight a 
food option in menus, but the results are somewhat inconsistent. For 
instance, a survey study by Bacon and Krpan (2018) found that labelling 
a dish as a chef’s recommendation increased the likelihood of selecting a 
vegetarian dish among individuals who consumed vegetarian foods 
infrequently. However, the treatment was not solely the recommenda
tion; the dish was also emphasised by surrounding the text with a “box” 
(a square of bold text), which raises the question of whether the effect 
came from the recommendation itself or from the text layout.

Another survey found a recommendation effect when the sign was 
placed on the popular dish, and this dish was less expensive than the 
alternative dish (Catarci et al., 2024). Nevertheless, the interaction be
tween popularity and recommendation was found to be limited. 

Bookwala and colleagues examined the impact of expert-based recom
mendations (i.e., those of the baker) and popularity-based recommen
dations (i.e. the most popular choice among customers) on cupcake 
selection at food festivals (Bookwala et al., 2022). In their study, the 
popularity-based recommendations increased the selection rate of rec
ommended cupcakes in comparison to the no-recommendation condi
tion. However, it should be noted that in this study, participants 
received their selected cupcakes free of charge, which may have had a 
distorting effect on the study’s results.

1.2. The restaurant menu as a tool for influencing consumer choice

Modifying menus in different ways has been explored as a promising 
approach to influence customers’ food choices in restaurant contexts. 
Menus are instrumental in facilitating communication between restau
rants and their customers. They provide information not only about dish 
names and prices, but also the details of ingredients and other aspects 
such as health and environmental sustainability (Behnke et al., 2024; Lo 
et al., 2017; McCall & Lynn, 2008). Menus have also been utilised in 
many empirical studies as a means for experimental interventions 
(Auchincloss et al., 2013; Gravert & Kurz, 2021; Perez-Cueto, 2021; 
Reinders et al., 2024; Rummo et al., 2023). Still, great uncertainties 
remain about which menu design approaches are the most effective; 
moreover, this is likely to differ depending on the food served, the 
profile of a given restaurant, and the composition of its customer base. 
Tying in with this literature, the present study made small modifications 
to the menu on a weekly basis, emphasising a dish as either a chef’s 
choice or guests’ choice. By switching these labels and which dish was 
highlighted, it became possible to experimentally examine the presence 
and comparative sizes of effects.

1.3. Research questions

It is still unclear whether social-based and/or expert cues can make 
people choose certain foods over others in restaurant settings. Likewise, 
there is only limited understanding of whether one or the other kind of 
influence may have a stronger or weaker effect (if any). To this end, the 
present study involved a four-week field experiment at a restaurant 
known for its pro-environmental menus in Stockholm, Sweden. Two 
main questions drove the design of the study: 1) What is more influential 
in making people choose a given dish – a “chef’s choice” (expert cue) or 
the “guests’ choice” (social cue)? and 2) Are the effects of these two cues 
the same for different types of dishes, especially if one resembles a 
conventional meat dish or one that does not?

The results contribute to the literature on how food choices in res
taurants can be influenced in relatively simple, non-intrusive, and cheap 
ways. They also increase our understanding of how the restaurant and 
food service industry can more actively and effectively influence food 
consumption in out-of-home settings. Lastly, while the study is limited 
to vegetarian dishes, we still engage in the question of animal- and plant- 
food consumption in our comparison of a dish based on a “meat-centric” 
culinary logic to one without it.

2. Method

2.1. Study setting

The study was conducted during the lunch service at a contemporary 
casual dining restaurant located inside a museum in Stockholm, Sweden. 
The restaurant is known for its “conscious kitchen” and has been 
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described as Sweden’s best and most environmentally sustainable 
restaurant.1 It offers a sit-down table service with an upscale theme, 
using seasonal ingredients sourced from local farmers, while maintain
ing moderate prices for an inner-city Stockholm restaurant; at the time 
of the study in May 2024, lunch prices ranged between 145 and 185 
Swedish kronor, or approximately 12.5–16 Euro. The typical customers 
are visitors to the museum (an entrance ticket to the museum is required 
to dine at the restaurant) and personnel from neighbouring offices and 
the museum, who have free access to the restaurant. Lunch is served 
Monday to Friday from 11 a.m. to 3 p.m., and the menu typically con
sists of two main dishes, a soup, a salad, sides, desserts, and beverages. 
The dishes usually change every three to four days, in accordance with 
seasonality and availability of produce.

For the present study, all dishes on the menu were vegetarian and 
were collaboratively designed by the restaurant chef and the research 
team2 (Figure A1). One of the two main dishes was pannbiff, a dish that 
is deeply established in Swedish food culture. Pannbiff is normally based 
on beef mixed with pork; however, the version that was served during 
the study was made with mushrooms and a pea-based meat alternative 
(hereafter referred to as the plant-based patty). The second main dish was 
lentils with a “zero-waste” pesto; that is, a pesto made with vegetable 
scraps from other preparations (hereafter referred to as lentils). The soup 
option was a potato and ramson soup, while the salad option was a salad 
composed of different salad greens cultivated in the restaurant’s cellar 
and served with potato, baked beetroot, and Dijon mayonnaise. The 
prices (approximated in Euros) for the plant-based patty, lentils, soup, 
and salad were 185 kronor (16 Euro), 175 kronor (15 Euro), 145 kronor 
(12.5 Euro), and 175 kronor (15 Euro), respectively. Dishes were pre
sented on the menu card in the following order from top to bottom: the 
plant-based patty, the lentils, the soup, and the salad. The same dishes 
were served throughout the study period, and the listing order of dishes 
on the menu card remained unchanged.

2.2. Study design

Given the nature of the study being a field study, it was difficult to 
specifically determine the sample size a priori, as customers’ visits to the 
restaurant were at their own will. The duration of each study condition 
was predetermined to be one week in order to ensure the collection of a 
sufficient sample size, which was based on similar previous studies 
(Bookwala et al., 2022; Reinders et al., 2024) and the observation made 
by the restaurant’s staff that the average daily sales at the restaurant 
were around 70. Moreover, a sensitivity power analysis was performed 
using G*Power version 3.1 (Faul et al., 2007) to determine the minimum 
effect size based on our final sample size (n = 1540). The result of this 
calculation reveals that the study is powered to detect small effects, with 
a power of 80 % and an alpha level of 0.05.

In May 2024, walk-in restaurant customers were exposed to one of 
four conditions depending on the week they visited (Table 1 and 
Figure A2). The first week was a control condition in which all dishes 
were presented with their original names and without any cues on the 
menu (week 1). This was followed by two weeks of expert cue condition, 
in which each of the main dishes in turn was highlighted as the “Chef’s 

choice”: the plant-based patty in week 2, and the lentil dish in week 3. 
Finally, in a social cue condition, the lentil dish was highlighted as the 
“Guests’ choice” (week 4). The originally planned study design focused 
solely on the impact of cues on the plant-based patty. However, the 
plant-based patty was sold in greater quantities than the other menu 
items regardless of the presence or absence of the cue. As a result, the 
design was modified midway through the second week of the study to 
include the less popular dish, the lentils, as a new target dish for the 
expert cue in week 3 and for the social cue in week 4.

The restaurant’s sales data were collected for the main analysis of the 
experimental treatments. In order to gain further insight into the back
ground and subjective experiences of the customers, those who dined 
during the experiment period were invited to complete a survey (details 
below). The study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of 
Helsinki (2013) and assessed for compliance with national research re
quirements in an internal process at the School of Hospitality, Culinary 
Arts and Meal Science, Örebro University, Sweden. The study was 
approved on April 3rd, 2024. All data were collected and handled in 
accordance with the European Union General Data Protection Regula
tion (GDPR) (2016/679).

2.2.1. Survey
To distribute the survey, an advertisement note was printed on paper 

and placed on each table, including the information that individuals 16 
years or older could participate, and that participants would receive a 
free cup of coffee or tea. The printout had a QR code for the participants 
to access the questionnaire via their own mobile phone devices. All 
participants who answered the survey provided their informed consent. 
Their participation was completely anonymous. Participants were asked 
about age (numeric open answer), gender (female, male, other, prefer 
not to say), country of origin (Sweden, other Nordic country, other 
European country, or non-European country), educational level (un
completed compulsory school, primary school, secondary education, 
post-secondary education, college or university, postgraduate educa
tion), employment status (employed, unemployed, student, retired, 
leave (e.g. parental), or prefer not to say), employment condition (full- 
time, part-time, self-employed), dietary orientation (omnivore, flex
itarian, pescatarian, vegetarian, vegan, or other), meal companion (solo, 
friend, partner, family, colleague, or other), whether they had previ
ously visited the restaurant (yes, no), whether they had participated in 
the study before (yes, no), and whether they had a museum membership 
(yes, no).

Hedonic values of the dish were measured in terms of overall liking, 
appearance, aroma, taste, and texture, using a 5-point ordinal scale (1 =
extremely dislike, 3 = neither like nor dislike, and 5 = extremely like). 
Meal experience was assessed through participants’ satisfaction with 
their choice of dish, the perceived pleasantness of the dining experience, 
and their intention to return to the restaurant, again using a 5-point 
ordinal scale but with different response alternatives (1 = strongly 
disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, and 5 = strongly agree).

Table 1 
Design of the experiment. The treatment condition for each respective week is 
highlighted in bold text.

Control (week 1, 
n = 504)

Expert cue (week 
2, n = 311)

Expert cue (week 
3, n = 399)

Social cue (week 
4, n = 326)

Plant-based patty Plant-based 
patty

Plant-based patty Plant-based patty

Lentils Lentils Lentils Lentils
Soup Soup Soup Soup
Salad Salad Salad Salad

Note: The sequence of dishes presented in each row is consistent with the actual 
sequence presented on the menu. The dishes that were highlighted as either 
“chef’s choice” or “guests’ choice” based on each experimental week are marked 
in bold.

1 The restaurant is located within the premises of a photography museum. In 
2021, it was awarded a Green Star by the Michelin Guide and was recognised as 
Sweden’s best and most sustainable restaurant by 360◦ Eat Guide. For more 
information, see https://www.fotografiska.com/sto/en/mat-dryck.

2 The study exclusively considered vegetarian menu options in order to rule 
out the possibility that dietary orientation would guide the choice rather than 
the cue (such as a meat eater wanting to eat meat and a vegetarian ruling out 
the meat dish by default). In addition, the main dishes were designed with two 
distinct approaches. The first was a conventional dish that was usually meat- 
based but here used a plant-based meat alternative, while the second 
employed seasonal ingredients and a more creative approach to cuisine.
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2.3. Data analysis

The primary objective was to ascertain whether each of the condi
tions (expert and social cues) systematically influenced the customers’ 
choice of dish. To this end, the weekly sales data was analysed using chi- 
square tests. To identify which weeks exhibited statistical differences, 
the Marascuillo procedure was applied as post-hoc analysis. Further
more, Cramer’s V effect sizes were calculated, and the interpretation of 
observed effects was as follows: small (0.06), medium (0.17), and large 
(0.29) (Kim, 2017). In addition, a transition in the weather patterns was 
observed during the data collection process. The daily temperatures 
were collected,3 and the average temperature per week was as follows: 
11 ◦C for week 1, 22 ◦C for week 2, 20.2 ◦C for week 3, and 24.4 ◦C for 
week 4. The relationship between temperature and the sales proportion 
was analysed using a centred log-ratio (CLR) transformation followed by 
linear regression. Given that daily sales proportions for four dish cate
gories are compositional data, it was first transformed using the CLR 
method, which enables the valid application of standard statistical 
analysis (Aitchison, 1982). After the transformation, separate linear 
regression models were fitted for each CLR-transformed component, 
with daily temperature serving as the predictor.

A subset of the sales data was complemented with additional data 
from the customers who voluntarily participated in the survey. Of the 
1540 customers who visited the restaurant during the four-week 
experiment period, 532 completed the survey. Eight respondents were 
excluded from the analysis: one participant was excluded due to an 
erroneous entry of age, and seven were excluded because they reported 
participating in the survey previously (six of these seven selected the 
same dish they had previously chosen, while one made a different 
choice). The final sample size was therefore 524.

The average weekly response rate to the survey was 34 %. The data 
obtained from the survey indicated that the proportion of dishes ordered 
by customers who completed the survey was comparable to the general 
pattern from the complete sales data. This suggests that the sample size 
from the survey was nearly representative of the true values in the 
customer population, and that the requisite sample size for logistic 
regression was met (Bujang et al., 2018). Consequently, logistic 
regression was utilised to ascertain whether there were any independent 
variables (e.g. age, gender, dietary orientation, education, employment 
status, geographical origin of the participant, etc.) associated with the 
customers’ selections of dishes. To ensure the validity of logistic 
regression results, the minimum number of ten events per variable was 
followed (Peduzzi et al., 1996). With regard to gender, six participants 
reported “other” or “prefer not to say”; due to the low number, these 
participants were excluded from the gender-based analyses, therefore, 
the sample size used in logistic regression was 518. Some independent 
variables that were not normally or evenly distributed and were thus 
aggregated as follows: education level as university degree or above 
versus all other levels, employment status as employed versus all other 
statuses, and dietary orientation as omnivore versus all other dietary 
orientations.

The primary objective of the survey data was to identify the factors 
associated with dish choices, in particular for the two main target dishes 
among the four dish choices (plant-based patty and lentils, analysed 
separately). Although binomial models do not fully account for the 
interdependence among the four dish options, this approach allowed a 
more targeted and interpretable assessment of factors for each dish of 
interest. We considered this a reasonable simplification given our 
particular research question, acknowledging that this approach may 
sacrifice some explanatory power relative to the multinomial model but 
offers clearer insight into the factors of a single dish choice. During the 

analysis, we observed a potential confounding effect between the 
experimental conditions (weeks) and ambient temperature (Table A2). 
When temperature was included as a continuous covariate, the esti
mated effects of the experimental conditions were attenuated, and the 
resulting wide confidence intervals — particularly for salad, which 
exhibited a positive linear association with temperature — suggested 
increasing uncertainty and reducing statistical power to detect inde
pendent effects. To mitigate this collinearity and improve the inter
pretability of the results, we excluded temperature from the final models 
that focused on the two target dishes.

The analysis of hedonics and meal experience data was performed 
using the Kruskal-Wallis test with the Dunn-Bonferroni post-hoc test and 
a Bonferroni corrected significance level of p < 0.05, given that the 
Shapiro-Wilk test indicated non-normality in the data. Additionally, 
Cohen’s d effect sizes were calculated (Lenhard & Lenhard, 2022). The 
established criteria for interpreting Cohen’s d define the magnitude of 
observed effects as follows: no effect (0–0.1), small effect (0.2–0.4), 
moderate effect (0.5–0.7), and large effect (≥0.8).

The linear regression and logistic regression were analysed with 
version 4.3.0 of R (RStudio Inc., Boston, MA, USA), while all other 
statistical analyses were performed using version 2022.2.1 of XLSTAT 
(Addinsoft, New York, NY, USA). The level of significance was set at p <
0.05 for all statistical tests.

3. Results

3.1. Experimental effect on target dish — complete sales data

A total of 1540 dishes were sold during the study period (Fig. 1). 
Overall, the plant-based patty was the most sold dish, accounting for 42 
% (214/504), 41 % (128/311), 36 % (143/399), and 37 % (119/326) of 
the sales over the four weeks, respectively, with no statistically signifi
cant difference between weeks (x2 = 5.63, df = 3, p = 0.13) with small 
effect size (Cramer’s V = 0.06). Lentils were the second most sold dish 
except for week 1, accounting for 19 % (98/504), 24 % (74/311), 28 % 
(110/399), and 25 % (80/326) of the sales in the four weeks. The pro
portion of the sales of lentils increased significantly during the study 
period (x2 = 8.50, df = 3, p = 0.037) with small effect size (Cramer’s V =
0.09). Particularly, the Post-hoc Marascuillo test showed a significant 
difference between the control (week 1) and the chef’s choice condition 
(week 3). Although soup and salad were not the targets of the present 
study, a significant decrease in the proportion of soup sales was observed 
(x2 = 20.05, df = 3, p = 0.000) with small effect size (Cramer’s V =
0.15), especially between the week 1 (25 %; 127/504) and week 2 (13 
%; 40/311). Conversely, a significant increase in salad sales was 
observed (x2 = 14.87, df = 3, p = 0.002) with small effect size (Cramer’s 
V = 0.13), particularly between the week 1 (19 %; 65/504) and weeks 2 
(24 %; 69/311) and 4 (25 % 69/326). Furthermore, only salad sales 
showed a statistically significant positive relationship with temperature 
(β = 0.03, p = 0.011), with R2 of 0.31 (Table A1).

3.2. Customer characteristics and choice of dish — survey data

Table 2 presents the sociodemographic characteristics of survey re
spondents based on their dish choices. Slightly more than half were 
visiting the restaurant for the first time, and about half were of Swedish 
origin. The majority had at least a university degree or above (81.7 %), 
and slightly above 60 % were women. Hence, a general pattern of the 
respondents is that they were diverse from nationality and gender per
spectives but skewed in terms of education. There was also a broad 
representation of dietary orientations, with the majority being omni
vores (62.6 %) followed by flexitarians (24.4 %), and the remaining 
orientations making up a clear minority. Overall, the dish popularity of 
the survey sample was largely aligned with the complete sales data, with 
the plant-based patty as the most common selection (42.8 %), followed 
by lentils (23.1 %).

3 The highest temperature recorded for the day was obtained from the 
following source: https://www.accuweather.com/en/se/stockholm/314929/m 
ay-weather/314929?year=2024.
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To gain a deeper understanding of the specific factors associated with 
customers’ dish choices, logistic regression was conducted separately for 
the plant-based patty and the lentils (Table 3). The experimental effects 
observed in the survey data were consistent with the associations 
observed in the sales data. In other words, advertising the plant-based 
patty as the “Chef’s choice” had no effect on dish selection compared 
with the control condition. However, in comparison to the control week, 
customers were significantly less likely to report choosing the plant- 
based patty when the lentils were presented as either the chef’s choice 
(p = 0.019, OR = 0.55, 95 % CI = 0.33–0.90) or the guests’ choice (p =
0.015, OR = 0.54, 95 % CI = 0.32–0.88). Conversely, just as with the 
results from the sales data, the lentils were reported as being selected at 
a significantly higher rate in the “Chef’s choice” treatment week (p =
0.005, OR = 2.31, 95 % CI = 1.29–4.22) compared to the control con
dition, whereas no significant association was seen between the “Guests’ 
choice” condition and the control condition.

Men were significantly more likely than women to report choosing 
the plant-based patty (p < 0.001, OR = 3.09, 95 % CI = 2.08–4.64), and 
significantly less likely to opt for the lentils (p < 0.001, OR = 0.39, 95 % 
CI = 0.23–0.65). By contrast, customers from European countries other 
than Sweden were less likely to choose the plant-based patty than 
Swedish customers (p = 0.043, OR = 0.58, 95 % CI = 0.34–0.98). First- 
time visitors showed a lower tendency to choose the patty than cus
tomers who had visited the restaurant before (p = 0.042, OR = 0.63, 95 
% CI = 0.40–0.98). There was a small negative association between 
plant-based patty choices and age (p = 0.018, OR = 0.98, 95 % CI =
0.97–0.10), but no statistically significant relationship between age and 
the likelihood of choosing lentils. Finally, customers without a univer
sity degree exhibited a lower likelihood of choosing the lentils than 
those with at least a university degree (p = 0.002, OR = 0.30, CI =
0.14–0.61).

3.3. Liking of dishes and meal experience

Overall, all of the hedonic attributes were rated above 4.1 on the 5- 
point scale for all four dishes (Fig. 2A), but the plant-based patty was 
rated lowest for taste liking (p = 0.007) with a small effect size (d =
0.27). A significant difference was observed in appearance liking among 
the experimental conditions (p = 0.048) with a very small effect size (d 

Table 2 
Characteristics of the customers who answered the survey, divided by their 
choice of dish (n = 524).

Plant- 
based 
patty

Lentils Soup Salad Total

N (%) 224 
(42.8 %)

121 
(23.1 %)

94 
(17.9 
%)

85 
(16.2 
%)

524 
(100 %)

Condition
Control 82 (36.6 

%)
25 
(20.7 %)

32 
(34.0 
%)

17 
(20.0 
%)

156 
(29.8 
%)

Chef’s choice: 
plant-based patty

31 (13.8 
%)

14 
(11.6 %)

13 
(13.8 
%)

17 
(20.0 
%)

75 
(14.3 
%)

Chef’s choice: 
lentils

55 (24.6 
%)

46 
(38.0 %)

26 
(27.7 
%)

22 
(25.9 
%)

149 
(28.4 
%)

Guests’ choice: 
lentils

56 (25.0 
%)

36 
(29.7 %)

23 
(24.5 
%)

29 
(34.1 
%)

144 
(27.5 
%)

Gender
Female 114 

(50.9 %)
94 
(77.7 %)

71 
(75.5 
%)

55 
(64.7 
%)

334 
(63.7 
%)

Male 107 
(47.8 %)

25 
(20.7 %)

23 
(24.5 
%)

29 
(34.1 
%)

184 
(35.1 
%)

Other 0 (0.0 %) 0 (0.0 
%)

0 (0.0 
%)

1 (1.2 
%)

1 (0.2 
%)

Prefer not to say 3 (1.3 %) 2 (1.6 
%)

0 (0.0 
%)

0 (0.0 
%)

5 (1.0 
%)

Age, mean (SD) 47.9 
(16.5)

48.2 
(15.1)

49.5 
(17.9)

50.9 
(15.2)

48.8 
(16.3)

Dietary orientation
Omnivore 149 

(66.5 %)
73 
(60.3 %)

58 
(61.7 
%)

48 
(56.5 
%)

328 
(62.6 
%)

Flexitarian 51 (22.8 
%)

34 
(28.1 %)

23 
(24.5 
%)

20 
(23.5 
%)

128 
(24.4 
%)

Pescatarian 11 (4.9 
%)

5 (4.1 
%)

6 (6.4 
%)

6 (7.0 
%)

28 (5.3 
%)

Vegetarian 6 (2.7 %) 9 (6.6 
%)

4 (4.3 
%)

8 (9.4 
%)

26 (5.0 
%)

Vegan 1 (0.4 %) 0 (0.0 
%)

1 (1.0 
%)

1 (1.2 
%)

3 (0.6 
%)

Other 6 (2.7 %) 1 (0.8 
%)

2 (2.1 
%)

2 (2.4 
%)

11 (2.1 
%)

Country of origin
Sweden 124 

(55.3 %)
56 
(46.3 %)

52 
(55.3 
%)

25 
(29.4 
%)

257 
(49.1 
%)

Other Nordic 
countries

17 (7.6 
%)

11 (9.1 
%)

7 (7.5 
%)

8 (9.4 
%)

43 (8.2 
%)

Other European 
countries

51 (22.8 
%)

36 
(29.7 %)

19 
(20.2 
%)

36 
(42.4 
%)

142 
(27.1 
%)

Other countries 32 (14.3 
%)

18 
(14.9 %)

16 
(17.0 
%)

16 
(18.8 
%)

82 
(15.6 
%)

Education
Less than primary 
education

0 (0.0 %) 0 (0.0 
%)

0 (0.0 
%)

1 (1.2 
%)

1 (0.2 
%)

Primary education 2 (0.9 %) 0 (0.0 
%)

0 (0.0 
%)

0 (0.0 
%)

2 (0.4 
%)

Secondary 
education

21 (9.4 
%)

2 (1.7 
%)

14 
(14.9 
%)

5 (5.9 
%)

42 (8.0 
%)

Post-secondary 
education

26 (11.6 
%)

7 (5.8 
%)

9 (9.6 
%)

9 (10.6 
%)

51 (9.7 
%)

College/university 
education

136 
(60.7 %)

84 
(69.4 %)

53 
(56.4 
%)

45 
(52.9 
%)

318 
(60.7 
%)

Table 2 (continued )

Plant- 
based 
patty 

Lentils Soup Salad Total

Postgraduate 
education

39 (17.4 
%)

28 
(23.1 %)

18 
(19.1 
%)

25 
(29.4 
%)

110 
(21.0 
%)

Employment status
Employed 155 

(69.2 %)
86 
(71.1 %)

65 
(69.1 
%)

60 
(70.6 
%)

366 
(69.9 
%)

Leave (sick, 
parental, etc.)

1 (0.5 %) 1 (0.8 
%)

0 (0.0 
%)

0 (0.0 
%)

2 (0.4 
%)

Retired 52 (23.2 
%)

22 
(18.2 %)

24 
(25.5 
%)

18 
(21.2 
%)

116 
(22.1 
%)

Student 11 (4.9 
%)

5 (4.1 
%)

4 (4.3 
%)

5 (5.9 
%)

25 (4.8 
%)

Unemployed 3 (1.3 %) 4 (3.3 
%)

0 (0.0 
%)

0 (0.0 
%)

7 (1.3 
%)

Prefer not to say 2 (0.9 %) 3 (2.5 
%)

1 (1.1 
%)

2 (2.3 
%)

8 (1.5 
%)

Had visited the restaurant before
Yes 119 

(48.6 %)
49 
(20.0 %)

49 
(20.0 
%)

28 
(11.4 
%)

245 
(46.1 
%)

No 107 
(37.4 %)

74 
(25.9 %)

47 
(16.4 
%)

58 
(20.3 
%)

286 
(53.9 
%)
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= 0.19). However, the post-hoc test did not yield any statistical signifi
cance in identifying the specific week in which the observed difference 
occurred. Nevertheless, all of the dishes were rated as enjoyable by the 
customers, and the experimental conditions did not seem to affect the 
customers’ liking of the dishes they had consumed. There were no 

significant differences in the meal experience, namely the satisfaction 
with the selected dish, the perceived pleasantness of the dining experi
ence, and the intention to return to the restaurant, regardless of the 
dishes or experimental condition. All meal experience factors were rated 
at least 4.3 on the 5-point scale, indicating that customers generally 
enjoyed their restaurant experience (Fig. 2B).

4. Discussion

4.1. General discussion

The aim of the present study was to investigate in a field experiment 
whether presenting dishes on a restaurant menu as either “Chef’s 
choice” or “Guests’ choice” influenced customer choice in a real-life 
restaurant setting. In addition, the study sought to determine whether 
these expert-based and social-based cues had the same (potential) effect 
on vegetarian dishes that mimicked a culturally established meat dish or 
one that did not mimic a meat dish. The findings indicate that an expert 
cue such as labelling a dish as the “Chef’s choice” makes people sub
stantially more likely to choose the dish did not mimic a meat dish; in 
the case of this study, lentils with “zero-waste” pesto. This dish tended to 
be the second least popular choice (out of four possible) in the control 
condition, yet the treatment elevated it to become the second most 
popular by a margin. In contrast, the expert cue did not have any 
treatment effect on an already popular dish; in the present case, a plant- 
based patty resembling a traditional Swedish meat dish (“pannbiff”). 
Complementary survey data indicated that men and customers of lower 
educational levels were less likely to choose lentils compared to women 
and those of higher educational levels, regardless of treatment condi
tions. Hedonic reports were high across the board during all four weeks.

Similar results to our main findings were seen in a study conducted 
by Saulais et al. (2019). Using a “Dish of the Day” (DoD) strategy to 
influence food choice, the study found that when the less popular dish (a 
vegetarian burger) was highlighted as the DoD, the size of the DoD effect 
was larger than when the popular dish (a meatball) was the DoD (Saulais 
et al., 2019). However, our results differ somewhat, in that the 
plant-based patty was the most popular choice in all experimental 
conditions. One explanation could be the positioning of this dish at the 
top of the menu, as this has been demonstrated to influence choice in 
previous research (Deek et al., 2022). However, even though the lentils 
were positioned second from the top of the menu throughout the study 

Fig. 1. Weekly sales distribution of four dishes (100 % stacked column chart). Note: Each bar represents a specific week, with segments colour-coded to indicate the 
relative proportion of each dish’s sales within that week. (For interpretation of the references to colour in this figure legend, the reader is referred to the Web version 
of this article.)

Table 3 
Results of the logistic regression separately for the plant-based patty and lentils, 
based on the customer survey.

Plant-based patty OR (95 % 
CI)

Lentils OR (95 % 
CI)

Condition
Control Ref. Ref.
Chef’s choice: plant-based 
patty

0.66 (0.35–1.22) 1.09 (0.49–2.38)

Chef’s choice: lentils 0.55 (0.33–0.90)* 2.31 (1.29–4.22)**
Guests’ choice: lentils 0.54 (0.32–0.88)* 1.82 (0.99–3.37)

Gender
Female Ref. Ref.
Male 3.09 (2.08–4.64)*** 0.39 

(0.23–0.65)***
Age 0.98 (0.97–1.00)* 1.00 (0.99–1.02)
Dietary orientation

Omnivore Ref. Ref.
Other 0.91 (0.62–1.35) 0.95 (0.60–1.48)

Country of origin
Sweden Ref. Ref.
Other Nordic countries 0.64 (0.30–1.31) 1.42 (0.61–3.13)
Other European countries 0.57 (0.33–0.97)* 1.09 (0.60–1.97)
Other countries 0.79 (0.42–1.49) 0.70 (0.33–1.45)

Education level
University degree or above Ref. Ref.
Other 1.35 (0.84–2.18) 0.30 (0.14–0.61)**

Employment status
Employed Ref. Ref.
Other statuses 1.26 (0.79–2.01) 1.02 (0.59–1.75)

Had visited the restaurant
Yes Ref. Ref.
No 0.63 (0.41–0.99)* 1.56 (0.93–2.64)

Note: Logistic regression was performed on the survey data, separately for the 
plant-based patty (coded as 1, n = 221) versus all other dishes (coded as 0, n =
297); and lentils (coded as 1, n = 119) versus all other dishes (coded as 0, n =
399). CI = confidence interval, OR = odds ratio, Ref. = reference category for 
each independent variable. ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05.
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period, marking them as the “Chef’s choice” both significantly increased 
the likelihood of their being chosen, as evidenced in both the sales data 
and the survey. This suggests that for less popular dishes, an expert cue 
such as “Chef’s choice” has a stronger effect than menu placement. 
Conversely, this expert cue has no additional effect for a dish that is 
already popular and presented at the top of the menu.

Another potential explanation for the varying impact of the “Chef’s 
choice” across different types of dishes could be driven by the diverse 
range of food choice strategies employed by restaurant guests. While 
customers frequently seek familiar dishes when dining out, they also 
consider novel options, particularly in the context of general or upscale 
restaurants in comparison to fast-food outlets and pubs (Greene et al., 
2024). Thus, customers’ tendency to try new options may have been 
reinforced by expert recommendations, which in turn may influence 
their food choices.

The absence of any identified effect of the social cue reinforces the 
ambiguity of the literature as a whole, as studies using a wide variety of 
methods have reported varying results (Bacon & Krpan, 2018; Bookwala 
et al., 2022; Cai et al., 2009; Reinholdsson et al., 2023; Zorell et al., 
2024). One potential explanation is that people hold strong personal 
opinions regarding food, which moderates potential treatment effects 
(Reinholdsson et al., 2023). Another could be that social effects operate 
over time, in that complex behaviour requires repeated social rein
forcement to be adopted, and that this occurs primarily through strong 
social ties (Centola, 2010, 2018). If so, the sporadic restaurant selection 
might be influenced more strongly by exposure to the opinion of a strong 
figure (e.g. a chef, an identified gastronomic expert), rather than the 
opinions of anonymous “customers”. Additionally, studies that have 
identified influences of social norms on food choices have evaluated 
them in terms of popularity, such as the “most popular” (Bookwala et al., 
2022) or the ranking of popular dishes (Cai et al., 2009). These ap
proaches may facilitate a more direct and intuitive understanding of the 
behaviours of others, compared to using a potentially ambiguous cue 
such as “Guests’ choice” that implies popularity without making its 
relative popularity to other choices explicit.

While no meat-containing options were available on the study menu, 
a dish that followed a “meat-centric” gastronomic logic was compared to 
one that did not. The former, that is, the dish mimicking a conventional 
Swedish meat dish, was also the most popular. As eating is a routine and 
habitual practice (Warde, 2016), the “proper” meal for any given 
context is codified into its main and complementary components (Niva 

& Mäkelä, 2020). It is therefore likely that the plant-based patty’s 
popularity in this vegetarian form simply followed from its popularity in 
its conventional meat form; the fact that this was most popular among 
survey respondents born in Sweden speaks in favour of this interpreta
tion. As shown in a study on eating out in England, the choice of a meat 
dish is associated with the regional cuisine of the dish, with North 
American/European choices more likely to include red meat (compared 
to those of East Asia) (Neuman et al., 2020). In addition, studies suggest 
that especially when eating outside the home, people often choose meat 
dishes (Ritzel & Mann, 2023), particularly when seeking a special treat 
(Biermann & Rau, 2020).

Thus, whereas the plant-based patty did not contain meat, we 
contend that its meat resemblance compared to the lentils suggests that 
our results can be informative to the general discussion about promoting 
healthy and sustainable plant foods. This is also strengthened by the 
sociodemographic patterns in the data. To begin with, men were more 
likely to choose the plant-based patty, while women were more likely to 
report the lentils as their choice. Thus, it seems as if the general pattern 
of associating meat eating with men and masculinity (Sobal, 2005) could 
be transferred to plant-based foods as well, in the sense that when 
vegetarian dishes are the only options available, men are still more 
likely to prefer one that mimics a common meat dish. Furthermore, 
customers with a university degree or higher level exhibited a greater 
propensity to choose lentils than those without university degrees. This 
is consistent with the widely documented finding that women and 
people of higher education are more inclined to eat vegetarian 
(Rosenfeld, 2018; Ruby, 2012), as the present results suggest that this 
finding is also applicable to vegetarian dishes mimicking common meat 
dishes, in comparison to vegetarian dishes with no such resemblance. All 
in all, food-cultural and sociodemographic patterns previously associ
ated with pro-environmental eating behaviours were confirmed in this 
study, providing further behavioural insights into the complexities of 
environmentally sustainable diets.

Finally, the high hedonic performance of the dishes illustrates the 
potential for transforming plant-based ingredients that are often 
perceived as unappealing into palatable dishes (Mouritsen & Styrbæk, 
2020). In line with previous studies, which showed no difference in dish 
liking and satisfaction with the treatment (Saulais et al., 2019; Visschers 
& Siegrist, 2015), the present study indicates that the cue did not 
backfire on customer liking and satisfaction with their dish choice. 
However, the results were based on a between-subject rather than 

Fig. 2. Mean scores for A) likings and B) meal experience by dishes (mean ± standard error [SE]). Note: Means that share the same superscript letters (e.g. ‘ab’ vs. ‘a’ 
or ‘b’) are not significantly different, and those with entirely different letters (e.g. ‘a’ vs. ‘b’) differ significantly according to Kruskal-Wallis and post-hoc Dunn- 
Bonferroni tests (p > 0.05). **p < 0.01.
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within-subject design, and thus it remains uncertain whether liking 
would have been substantially different if a guest had chosen the 
alternative dish.

4.2. Strengths and limitations

The main strength of this study is ecological validity, since it was 
conducted in a real-world restaurant with paying customers who were 
making actual food choices. It also offers insights from a large sample of 
sales data and more than 500 customer surveys. The close alignment 
between the distribution of dish selection in the sales data and that of the 
survey responses indicates that the questionnaire sample was repre
sentative of the total customer population over the study period, at least 
with regard to the observed selections. Moreover, the high ratings of 
liking and meal enjoyment validate the treatment effect, at least to the 
extent of being able to reject the notion of superior taste as a reason for 
the choice patterns.

That said, it is important to acknowledge the limitations of the study. 
First, unlike laboratory studies or online surveys, it was not possible to 
control the allocation of participants. Moreover, given that the study 
was conducted in an operating restaurant, the randomisation of the 
experimental conditions was not feasible. This meant that the sample 
size for each menu option and experimental condition varied slightly 
and that biases regarding the participants (e.g. demographic charac
teristics) and external conditions beyond our control (e.g. weather, 
holidays) can be expected. Although no statistically significant rela
tionship was found between ambient temperature and the treatment 
dishes, sales of salad exhibited a clear positive trend with increasing 
temperature. This might be related to the increasing warmth of the 
weather, which encourages a shift in consumer preferences toward 
lighter, more hydrating, and refreshing food choices (Labbe et al., 2009; 
Ramirez et al., 2022). There is also a possibility that seasonal prefer
ences could have played a role in the customers’ choices. However, it is 
important to note that the restaurant in question focuses on ingredients 
in season all year long, so such a bias should not have been particularly 
influential on the intervention week compared to any other week. The 
stability of the plant-based patty’s popularity (a dish with no specific 
seasonal associations in the Swedish food culture) and the generally high 
liking across the menu also suggests that this was not a major influence. 
Indeed, these seasonal patterns are not solely physiological but also 
shaped by cultural associations and habitual consumption (Spence, 
2021). Therefore, further research is needed to explore how the inter
action between ambient environmental factors, cultural and habitual 
consumer behaviours influences food choices demand across different 
markets. Furthermore, the limitations of control and lack of random
isation also prevent firm conclusions from being drawn about the 
identification of causal effects. Therefore, future research could include 
the randomisation of the menu exposure among customers, rather than 
exposing all to the same menu on a specific day. Also, if feasible, the 
intervention period could be extended and the menu design randomised 
on a daily basis. In order to offer a more comprehensive perspective on 
the pressing environmental issue of meat versus plant-food consump
tion, it would be preferable for at least one dish on the menu to be a 
genuine meat dish.

Second, the profile of the restaurant and its specific conditions – 
known for its pro-environmental actions and serving guests at a museum 
in Stockholm who have paid for entrance – requires some reflection. It 
can be reasonably assumed that this clientele has a relatively high level 
of cultural capital, given that it is predominantly comprised of in
dividuals with a high level of education who have visited or even work at 
a museum. The observed demographics and dietary orientations, along 
with the profile of the restaurant, also suggest that the customers in this 
study comprise a group of people who are generally more conscious of 
sustainability issues. For example, it has been shown that higher so
cioeconomic status is associated with patronage of restaurants that 
follow environmentally sustainable practices (Hu et al., 2010). 

Therefore, similar studies in restaurants with different profiles and 
customer segments are warranted, especially designs with improved 
possibilities of establishing causality, and may yield conflicting 
outcomes.

Third, the study design was modified during the data collection, 
preventing the evaluation of the “Guests’ choice” with the plant-based 
patty condition. However, this change occurred early in the data 
collection phase (midway through week 2) and ultimately strengthened 
the current study by enhancing the investigation of cue effects on 
different types of dishes. Unfortunately, the restaurant was unable to 
extend the duration of the experiment by a further week, making it 
impossible to add the plant-based patty under the “Guests’ choice” 
treatment into the study conditions. The lentils dish was prioritized in 
both treatment conditions because the plant-based patty had been 
shown to be popular with and without cues. Therefore, given the con
straints imposed by the circumstances, the focus was directed towards 
the less popular dish, lentils, with cues.

Fourth and lastly, the dishes in this experiment were different in 
various aspects besides similarity to meat, including flavour profile, 
caloric content, perceived healthiness, and perceived environmental 
value. This has consequences for the internal validity of the study, as it 
makes the comparison less standardised than what would be optimal for 
an experiment. However, perfectly standardised comparisons are not 
what customers of restaurants encounter in real life, hence the benefits 
of practical relevance must be weighed against methodological 
perfection.

5. Conclusion

The present study sought to investigate whether expert or social 
cues, operationalised as “Chef’s choice” or “Guests’ choice” on a 
restaurant menu, could influence customers’ dish selection in a real-life 
restaurant setting. A vegetarian dish that imitated a conventional meat 
dish was the most popular throughout the study, independent of the 
treatment. This indicates that even when there is no meat option, a dish 
that resembles the meat-centric meal composition can give customers a 
similar sense of a meat-centric dish. However, when the chef recom
mended a less popular dish with no resemblance to a meat-centric dish, 
customers were more likely to choose it. Highlighting this dish as the 
guests’ recommendation had no impact.

These results suggest two key points: in the absence of meat options, 
some people seem to transfer the idea of a proper meal, known to be 
meat-centric in the present national context, to a vegetarian dish that is 
similar to a conventional meat dish. Second, an expert cue, such as a 
recommendation from a chef, has the potential to promote a less popular 
or comparatively unconventional meal option in the food service setting. 
The findings suggest that the utilisation of expert cues has the potential 
to influence customer choice in full-service restaurants, offering a simple 
and cost-effective approach. However, further research is necessary to 
ascertain the efficacy of this effect in diverse restaurant contexts, based 
on designs with better possibilities to establish causality.
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Appendix

Fig. A1. The four dishes served by the restaurant during the study.
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Fig. A2. The menus used during the four weeks: control (week 1), plant-based patty as chef’s choice (week 2), lentils as chef’s choice (week 3) and lentils as guests’ 
choice (week 4).

Table A1 
Results of linear regression based on CLR-transformed sales proportions and temperature.

Dish Estimate (β) p-value R2

Plant-based patty − 0.01 0.090 0.152
Lentils 0.01 0.316 0.056
Soup − 0.02 0.098 0.145
Salad 0.03 0.011 0.311

Note: CLR = centred log-ratio transformation. β = unstandardised regression coefficient for tem
perature. All models are simple linear regressions with temperature as the predictor. R2 represents 
the proportion of variance explained.

Table A2 
Results of the logistic regression separately for all dishes, based on the customer survey.

Plant-based patty OR (95 % CI) Lentils OR (95 % CI) Soup OR (95 % CI) Salad OR (95 % CI)

Condition
Control Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Chef’s choice: plant-based patty 0.81 (0.26–2.50) 0.86 (0.22–3.32) 0.34 (0.08–1.38) 7.26 (1.54–36.22)*
Chef’s choice: lentils 0.65 (0.26–1.63) 1.91 (0.66–5.56) 0.37 (0.11–1.16) 3.59 (0.97–13.62)
Guests’ choice: lentils 0.69 (0.19–2.49) 1.36 (0.30–6.02) 0.22 (0.04–1.08) 9.34 (1.59–57.67)*

Gender
Female Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Male 3.10 (2.08–4.66)*** 0.39 (0.23–0.64)*** 0.52 (0.30–0.87)* 0.78 (0.46–1.32)

Age 0.98 (0.97–1.00)* 1.00 (0.98–1.02) 1.00 (0.99–1.02) 1.03 (1.01–1.05) **
Dietary orientation

Omnivore Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Other 0.91 (0.62–1.35) 0.94 (0.60–1.48) 1.06 (0.65–1.71) 1.16 (0.70–1.92)

Country of origin
Sweden Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Other Nordic countries 0.65 (0.31–1.33) 1.44 (0.62–3.19) 0.90 (0.34–2.16) 1.69 (0.63–4.21)
Other European countries 0.58 (0.34–0.98)* 1.11 (0.61–2.00) 0.83 (0.42–1.62) 2.51 (1.26–5.07) **
Other countries 0.80 (0.42–1.50) 0.70 (0.33–1.45) 1.37 (0.63–2.90) 1.69 (0.73–3.88)

Education level
University degree or above Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Other 1.35 (0.84–2.18) 0.31 (0.14–0.61)** 1.61 (0.91–2.77) 1.04 (0.53–1.94)

Employment status ​ ​ ​ ​
Employed Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Other statuses 1.26 (0.79–2.01) 1.02 (0.59–1.76) 0.88 (0.50–1.55) 0.70 (0.36–1.31)

Had visited the restaurant
Yes Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
No 0.63 (0.41–0.98)* 1.55 (0.93–2.62) 0.79 (0.46–1.37) 1.70 (0.92–3.20)

Temperature 0.98 (0.90–1.07) 1.02 (0.93–1.13) 1.09 (0.98–1.22) 0.91 (0.81–1.02)
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Note: Logistic regression was performed on the survey data, separately for the plant-based patty (coded as 1, n = 221) versus all other dishes (coded as 0, n = 297); and 
lentils (coded as 1, n = 119) versus all other dishes (coded as 0, n = 399); soup (coded as 1, n = 94) versus all other dishes (coded as 0, n = 424; salad (coded as 1, n =
84) versus all other dishes (coded as 0, n = 434). CI = confidence interval, OR = odds ratio, Ref. = reference category for each independent variable. ***p < 0.001; **p 
< 0.01; *p < 0.05.
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