
Appetite 168 (2022) 105696

Available online 14 September 2021
0195-6663/© 2021 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

The organic diet effect on person perception 
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A B S T R A C T   

The organic halo effect describes how individuals tend to ascribe positive attributes such as low-calorie content 
to organic food. In this contribution, we extend the organic halo effect to the inferences individuals make about 
organic food consumers regarding basic personality traits. In a first study (N = 608), we tested whether 
describing a person as a regular (vs. rare) consumer (man vs. woman) who buys and regularly (vs. rarely) 
consumes organic food influences inferences of the Big Six personality traits and other characteristics. Results 
showed that a person depicted as a regular consumer of organic food is perceived as more honest, more 
agreeable, more conscientious, and more open. A second study (N = 214) with a similar procedure tested 
whether the effects from the previous study were due to the frequency information by manipulating the type of 
food (organic vs. conventional) and the high-frequency information (present vs. absent). We also included a 
measure of the Dark Triads traits to see whether this effect only applies to positive traits. Results generally 
confirmed the previous pattern. However, organic consumers were also judged as more narcissistic. Merging the 
two studies, we also showed that the organic halo effect was stronger for participants who frequently consume 
organic food. We discuss results in light of the large effect sizes and the evidence suggesting that while positive 
valence plays a role, it cannot explain the trait inferences’ extent and specificity.   

1. Introduction 

1.1. Organic halo effect 

Thorndike (1920) initially demonstrated that the presence of a pos-
itive attribute (e.g., attractive) led individuals to infer the presence of 
other positive attributes (e.g., intelligent). More generally, the halo ef-
fect has been defined as the influence of a global evaluation on attri-
butions of individual characteristics of a person (Nisbett & Wilson, 
1977). The investigation of the halo effect is not limited to person 
perception. In the food domain, several studies investigated various halo 
effects on healthiness’ attribution on nutrition properties of the prod-
uct’s identity and origin (Caporale & Monteleone, 2004). In a consumer 
decision-making context, simply presenting food using a label has been 
demonstrated in several cases to influence the ratings of unrelated food 
characteristics, especially healthiness. For example, consumers believe 
that chocolate labeled as fair trade is healthier (Schuldt et al., 2012) 
than a non-labeled equivalent product. 

Although the nutritional superiority and health benefits of organic 
food is still an object of debate (e.g., Barański et al., 2014; Smith--
Spangler et al., 2012), individuals often infer properties that are 

unrelated to the production method but based on beliefs of subjective 
quality induced by the label (Hughner et al., 2007). Consumers 
perceived organic food as lower in fat and calorie content, higher in 
fiber, and healthier than conventional food (Lee et al., 2013; Schuldt & 
Hannahan, 2013; Schuldt & Schwarz, 2010). These inferences led re-
searchers to label this phenomenon as the halo effect of the organic 
claim in food evaluation or the organic halo effect. Note that the effect of 
organic claim on calorie judgments was more pronounced among in-
dividuals at higher levels of pro-environmentalism (Schuldt & Schwarz, 
2010, Study 1). The same moderation effect is observed among in-
dividuals who reported being more knowledgeable about organic food, 
consuming it more frequently, and being more environmentally con-
cerned (Prada et al., 2017). However, some evidence shows the opposite 
effect, with individuals more environmentally concerned showing 
smaller halo effects (Lee et al., 2013). 

1.2. Trait inferences from food consumption habits 

Besides making inferences about food qualities based on different 
labels, individuals also infer aspects of personality about people based 
on what they eat (Mooney et al., 1994; Nemeroff & Rozin, 1989; Oakes 
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& Slotterback, 2005; Rozin, 1996; Ruby & Heine, 2011; Saher et al., 
2004; Stein & Nemeroff, 1995). Although most individuals judged the 
adage "you are what you eat" as inaccurate, their judgments were tainted 
by it (Nemeroff & Rozin, 1989) through a law of contagion (Rozin et al., 
1986), with specific food types leading to particular inferences. For 
example, people described as eating fatty foods are judged as lazier than 
individuals described as eating less fatty foods (Mooney et al., 1994). 
Vegetarians are rated as more virtuous and less masculine than omniv-
orous targets (Ruby & Heine, 2011). From some research on consump-
tion stereotypes that refer to judgments about others based on their food 
intake, "healthy" foods and smaller portions lead to greater attribution of 
femininity (Vartanian et al., 2007) and desirability (Yantcheva & Brin-
dal, 2013). A woman portrayed with unhealthy diet choices received the 
poorest overall ratings in terms of attractiveness, capacities, and per-
sonality compared to one depicted with a healthy and neutral diet 
(Hunter et al., 2018). And those who eat natural food are perceived as 
more morally virtuous and trustworthy (Taylor & Stevenson, 2018). 

To our knowledge, very few published studies have been focused on 
the perception toward organic food consumers, despite the growing 
interest in this issue. Results provide a mixed message in terms of the 
perception of organic food consumers. On the one side, they are 
perceived as more generous and attractive potential romantic partners 
(Palomo-Vélez et al., 2021). Moreover, judgments towards a person 
forgoing exercise are more lenient when this person had an organic (vs. 
conventional) dessert (Schuldt & Schwarz, 2010) (see also Prada et al., 
2016). On the other side, they are perceived as trying to appear more 
moral than they are (Van de Grint et al., 2021). There is, therefore, a 
need for additional evidence to understand the effect of an organic food 
diet on person perception. Finally, there are very few studies of per-
sonality inferences from food consumption that have considered in-
ferences about basic personality traits (e.g., Big Five, Big Six) in addition 
to specific personality features identified as contextually relevant for the 
food target. For example, one study (Meier et al., 2012, Study 1) used 
one item each for three of the Big Five (i.e., agreeableness, extraversion, 
and neuroticism) and revealed that people perceived individuals who 
liked candy high in agreeableness. 

The organic halo effect and the inferences that individuals produced 
about people based on what they eat can be understood as instances of 
feature transformation (De Houwer et al., 2019): Assumptions about one 
object feature are influenced by other object features. In the case of the 
organic halo effect, the source (organic label) and the target (healthy) 
features belong to the same object (food). In the case of the inferences 
people make about the personality of consumers based on what they eat, 
the source (organic label) and the target (generous) features belonged to 
two different objects (food and person). There would be a trans-
formation of features in both cases due to the link between the source 
and the target feature (organic food or a person who consumes organic 
food). These instances of feature transformation effect can be somehow 
similar to what Rozin describes in his laws of associations (contiguity or 
contagion and similarity) (Rozin et al., 1986; Rozin & Royzman, 2001). 

1.3. Aims 

Despite the importance of organic food consumption and the evi-
dence of an organic halo effect, little is known on whether inferences 
from this specific food spread to its consumers. From a consumer psy-
chology perspective, it seems important to investigate the extent of the 
organic label influence, especially given the growing production and 
consumption of organic products (Willer & Lernoud, 2019). From a 
theoretical perspective, within the feature transformation framework 
(De Houwer et al., 2019), this contribution aims to investigate if a 
feature (i.e., organic) could influence inferences about the person 
associated with the feature (i.e., consumes the organic product). This 
effect would echo results showing that an attractive person’s friend is 
judged as more intelligent (Sigall & Landy, 1973). Moreover, trait in-
ferences on food consumption usually have not considered basic 

personality traits, but rather ad hoc specific personality aspects deemed 
relevant to the study object. Thus, we aimed to examine whether the 
organic halo effect demonstrated for food also influences individuals’ 
perception of organic food consumers in terms of basic personality traits. 
To achieve this aim, in two studies, we examined characteristics in-
ferences to individuals depending on the description of what they eat. In 
Study 1, we used a measure of the six basic personality traits, the 
HEXACO, that constitutes a leading alternative to the Big Five and in-
cludes the factors Honesty-Humility, Emotionality, eXtraversion, 
Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and Openness to experience (Ashton 
& Lee, 2007). In Study 2, we also included the Dark Triad personality 
traits (Narcissism, Psychopathy, and Machiavellianism). Besides the 
basic personality factors, we also measured some additional specific 
characteristics (e.g., sportiness) in both studies. 

In general, considering the positive organic halo effect regarding 
inferences made about nutrition characteristics (e.g., Lee et al., 2013), 
we expected a general positive halo effect regarding the personality 
traits attributed to a person who eats organic food. We can articulate a 
couple of specific hypotheses based on previous research. Literature 
showed links between organic food and low calories (Schuldt & 
Schwarz, 2010), low calories and a greater attribution of femininity, a 
more feminine diet, and a greater attribution of conscientiousness 
(Mooney et al., 1994). Thus, we expected a person to be perceived as 
more conscientious when described as eating organic food. Moreover, 
because of the link between organic food and healthiness attribution (e. 
g., Prada et al., 2017) and between healthy eating and attribution of 
sportiness (Oakes & Slotterback, 2005), we expected a greater attribu-
tion of sportiness to the organic food consumer. Besides a general pos-
itive effect, some recent research suggests that organic consumers can be 
perceived as trying to appear more moral than they are (Van de Grint 
et al., 2021). Therefore, one could expect that for some personality di-
mensions such as morality, humility, and narcissism, organic food 
consumers might not be perceived so positively. 

2. Study 1 

Intending to investigate whether the halo effect observed regarding 
the nutrition qualities of organic food propagates to its consumers in 
terms of personality trait inferences, we manipulated the description of a 
person in terms of frequency of consuming organic food and asked 
participants to rate this person on a series of characteristics. We choose 
to describe a 35-year old because research has shown that the organic 
food consumer is more likely to be a 35-to-50-year-old (Idda et al., 2008; 
Oates et al., 2012). Because some studies demonstrated the effect of 
specific food diets on trait inferences might be more pronounced for 
females than male targets (Chaiken & Pliner, 1987), in Study 1a, we 
described the target as a 35-year-old woman, and in Study 1b, we 
described the target as a 35-year-old man to ascertain the extent to 
which the consumer’s sex could affect the results. The studies were 
identical in the procedure. We thus combined the two data sets to 
investigate potential consumer’s sex effects. 

2.1. Methods 

2.1.1. Sample size determination 
For each study, we estimated the minimum sample size based on the 

probability of detecting a moderate effect (i.e., Cohen’s d of 0.40) with a 
power of .80 and alpha .05. The minimum sample size required was 200 
participants for each study. Because we used online data collection 
methods, the final samples were larger than the minimum required, 
implying more stable and accurate results (Schönbrodt & Perugini, 
2013). We analyzed the data only after the end of the data collection. 

2.1.2. Participants and procedure 
For both studies, participants were recruited through social networks 

by posting messages in different forums dedicated to finding participants 
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for psychology research in Italy, presenting the studies as a study on 
person perception. We expected a snowballing effect on participation. 
After providing informed consent, three hundred and seventy-two in-
dividuals (Study 1a: 284 women, 88 men, M age = 28.74, SD = 9.84) 
and two hundred and thirty-six individuals (Study 1b: 169 women, 67 
men, M age = 28.41, SD = 11.94) participated in an online study. Par-
ticipants were mostly of Italian nationality (97.7%), and 52.9% were 
University students. They first read a brief description of a 35-year-old 
woman (Study 1a) or man (Study1b) who buys and eats (very 
frequently vs. very rarely) organic food products. The factor was 
manipulated between subjects, and participants were allocated 
randomly to one of the two conditions. Then participants rated this 
person on a series of characteristics and completed a series of de-
mographic questions that included two questions related to the fre-
quency of buying and consuming organic food products on 6-point scales 
(from 1 = Never to 6 = Very frequently). The study lasted approximately 
15 min. The University Ethics committee approved the protocol of the 
two studies (RM-2019-220). 

2.1.3. Materials 

2.1.3.1. Manipulation. Adapted from Gerrits et al. Gerrits et al. (2010), 
all participants first read the following instruction: "When trying to 
describe someone, people generally use characteristics of that person. For 
example, if you describe someone who always gets good marks, you might say 
that this person is smart, serious, and bookish. Now, if we would ask you to 
describe a 35-year-old woman (vs. man) who very often (vs. very rarely) 
buys and eats organic food products, which characteristics would you use?". 

2.1.3.2. Characteristics attribution. Participants attributed a list of 83 
items ranged in alphabetic order with 7-point scales from 1 (not at all) to 
7 (extremely). The list included 60 adjectives measuring the six HEX-
ACO basic personality traits (Ashton & Lee, 2007). Many researchers 
have adopted the HEXACO model, and substantial empirical evidence 
has accumulated showing its advantages over Big Five models (Ashton & 
Lee, 2020), including the cross-cultural replicability of the six basic 
factors (Ashton et al., 2004). The main differences over a classic Big Five 
model are the addition of the factor Honesty/Humility and the conse-
quent redefinition of Agreeableness and Emotionality in place of 
Neuroticism (Ashton et al., 2014). Each dimension contained 5 positive 
traits and 5 negative traits: Honesty/Humility (e.g., sincere, arrogant), 
Emotionality (e.g., anxious, independent), Extraversion (e.g., shy, ex-
traverted), Agreeableness (e.g., patient, litigious), Conscientiousness (e. 
g., conscientious, imprecise), and Openness to Experience (e.g., inno-
vative, puritan). The adjectives were selected from a set of markers used 
to measure the HEXACO factors in a previous psycholexical study 
(Ashton et al., 2006). In both studies, McDonald’s ω on ipsatized data 
(standardized within participants, Hofstee et al., 1992; Ten Berge, 1999) 
for each HEXACO dimension indicated acceptable reliabilities (Hones-
ty/Humility: 0.80 and 0.76, Emotionality: 0.71 and 0.69, eXtraversion: 
0.75 and 0.74, Agreeableness: 0.81 and 0.85, Conscientiousness: 0.84 
and 0.84, and Openness: 0.64 and 0.68). We recoded Emotionality such 
that a higher computed score for each dimension indicated a higher 
attribution of positive traits (i.e., a higher score indicates lower 
emotionality). 

For the additional items, we calculated the frequency of items pro-
vided by thirty-two individuals (17 women, 15 men, M age = 35.06, SD 
= 12.33) when asked to write down characteristics and personality traits 
that characterize a person who consumes regularly organic food. We 
confronted the list with items from previous studies investigating con-
sumers’ personality (e.g., Saher et al., 2004) and studies on organic food 
consumers’ real characteristics (e.g., Ahmad & Juhdi, 2010; Davies 
et al., 1995). We included the seven items that were the most frequently 
provided (environmentally-conscious, health-conscious, respectful, 
thorough, healthy, sporty). We also added 16 items from previous 

studies on trait inferences based on alimentation (Barker et al., 1999; 
Oakes & Slotterback, 2005; Stein & Nemeroff, 1995) that were not 
already included in the HEXACO or the pretest (i.e., friendly, attractive, 
curious, in shape, inactive, intelligent, pleasant, lazy, considerate, 
tolerant, slim, overweight, educated, wealthy, masculine, feminine). 

2.1.4. Analyses plan 
We elaborated the hypotheses prior to data collection. The analytic 

plan included a series of MANOVAs on the 6 HEXACO dimensions and 
the 23 additional characteristics separately to investigate the differences 
in the perception of a woman (vs. a man) described as frequently versus 
rarely consuming organic food. Because previous studies showed some 
sex differences in inferences (Chaiken & Pliner, 1987; Lerner & Moore, 
1974), we included the participants’ sex as a covariate. To account for 
multiple testing, we applied a Bonferroni correction for each analysis 
that led us to consider significant levels at 0.008 and 0.002 for the 6 
HEXACO dimensions and the 23 additional characteristics, respectively. 
We reported Cohen’s d as the effect size indicator. Data are available 
upon request to the corresponding author. 

2.2. Results 

2.2.1. Effect of organic consumption on basic personality traits attributions 
The MANOVA on the HEXACO dimensions showed a general main 

effect of the frequent versus rare consumption of organic food on per-
sonality trait attributions, F (6, 598) = 76.15, Cohen’s d = 1.74. A 
woman or a man described as consuming organic food frequently was 
perceived as more honest/humble, more agreeable, more conscientious, 
and more open (see Table 1). Note that the sizes of the effect for 
conscientiousness and openness were very large. There was no main 
effect on the attribution of emotionality and extraversion. There was 
also a main effect of the target’s sex, F (6, 598) = 5.15, Cohen’s d = 0.45. 
Women were judged more honest/humble and extraverted than men. 
Although there was a general interaction effect, F (6, 598) = 3.54 
Cohen’s d = 0.38, at the level of the dimensions, no single effect reached 
the significance level. The general effect of the participants’ sex as a 
covariate was not significant F (6, 598) = 2.62, p > .008, and none of the 
single effects were significant. 

2.2.2. Effect of organic consumption on characteristics attribution 
The MANOVA on the set of 23 specific characteristics showed a 

general main effect of the attributions, F (23, 581) = 48.83, Cohen’s d =
2.78, indicating that overall, eating organic food frequently led to a 
more positive perception. In detail, as one would have expected, a 
woman or a man described as consuming organic food frequently was 
considered as more environmentally conscious than someone who was 
consuming it rarely (Table 2). Moreover, they were also perceived as 
more health-conscious, more attractive, more in shape, more feminine, 
less masculine, less inactive, less overweight, sportier, slimmer, and 
healthier. They were also seen as more educated, intelligent, and 
wealthier. Finally, corroborating what was obtained on the HEXACO 
dimensions, a woman or a man described as eating frequently organic 
food was judged as more considerate, curious, respectful, sensitive, 
thorough, and less lazy. There was also a main effect of the target’s sex, F 
(23,581) = 11.83, Cohen’s d = 1.37. Women were judged more attrac-
tive, feminine and less masculine than men. The general interaction 
effect was not significant, F (6, 598) = 1.30, p > .002, and no single 
effect was significant. The general effect of the participants’ sex as a 
covariate was not significant, F (23, 581) = 0.91, p > .002, and none of 
the single effects reached significance. 

One should note that from a series of MANOVAs on the different 
attributions to examine potential interaction effects of interest (i.e., 
participants’ sex x target’s diet, target’s sex x target’s diet, and partici-
pants’ sex x target’s sex x target’s diet), results showed that this organic 
halo effect is observed independently from the target and the perceiver’s 
sex. 
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2.3. Discussion 

This first study showed that the description of a woman or a man who 
is a frequent organic food consumer influenced the trait inferences in-
dividuals produced about some of her characteristics. The effect goes 
beyond what might be factually correct, such as more environmentally 
and health-conscious. It expands to traits for which there is no obvious 
foundation for their attribution, such as more conscientious. The effect 
of describing a man who frequently buys and eats organic food on the 
traits and characteristics individuals inferred about him was almost 
identical to the effect observed for a woman, suggesting a positive halo 
effect. Finally, it is remarkable that most effect sizes were quite large. In 
particular, 34 of the 48 significant effects were larger than the con-
ventional value suggested by Cohen as indicating a large effect size 
(0.80). 

2.4. Study 2 

In Study 1, to investigate the organic halo effect on person 

perception, we manipulated the frequency with which one consumes 
organic food (i.e., frequently vs. rarely). With this design, there are two 
potential issues. First, one could wonder whether it is more a question of 
’a frequency halo’ effect rather than an organic halo effect. One could 
also ask whether the presence of organic food in both descriptions and 
thus the lack of a contrast to organic food (i.e., conventional) would 
create a framing effect. Therefore, we set up a new study to discard these 
possible explanations. We used a 2x2 design to manipulate the high- 
frequency information (present vs. absent) and the type of food 
(organic vs. conventional) in a single study. This design allowed 
addressing the organic framing issue as well as the frequency one. 
Moreover, because there was no systematic target’s gender effect, we 
used a gender-neutral “person” in the description. Finally, organic 
consumers are sometimes perceived as trying to appear more moral than 
they are (Van de Grint et al., 2021). Therefore, we included a measure of 
the Dark Triad traits (Narcissism, Psychopathy, and Machiavellianism) 
to investigate whether the effect might also involve some negative traits. 
We preregistered the study in As Predicted (“Organic Halo Effect on 
personality traits inferences," #67563), and the University Ethics 

Table 1 
Attribution of the HEXACO dimensions to a woman or a man who rarely versus frequently buys and consumes organic food (Study 1).    

Woman (N = 372) Man (N = 236) Organic Food consumption Target’s sex Interaction 

Rarely (n = 209) Frequently (n = 163) Rarely (n = 107) Frequently (n = 129) 

M SD M SD M SD M SD F d F d F d 

Honesty/Humility 4.46 0.72 4.72 0.82 4.17 0.70 4.48 0.80 19.60 0.37 15.30 0.33 0.20 0.03 
(low)Emotionality 4.32 0.61 4.38 0.72 4.29 0.65 4.14 0.69 0.36 0.01 4.94 0.21 3.11 0.14 
Extraversion 4.29 0.64 4.34 0.62 4.09 0.65 4.19 0.60 2.03 0.11 11.42 0.26 0.14 0.03 
Agreeableness 4.42 0.64 4.71 0.83 4.20 0.76 4.79 0.82 46.99 0.51 0.53 0.05 6.21 0.20 
Conscientiousness 4.09 0.75 5.22 0.74 3.96 0.76 5.04 0.70 316.46 1.46 5.62 0.18 0.15 0.03 
Openness 4.02 0.56 4.49 0.59 3.84 0.62 4.44 0.54 119.33 0.90 6.02 0.17 1.98 0.11 

Note. Significance level: p < .008. Significant results are indicated in bold. 

Table 2 
Attribution of 23 characteristics to a woman or a man who rarely versus frequently buys and consumes organic food (Study 1).   

Woman (N = 372) Man (N = 236) Organic Food consumption Target’s sex Interaction 

Rarely (n = 209) Frequently (n = 163) Rarely (n = 107) Frequently (n = 129) 

M SD M SD M SD M SD F d F d F d 

Attractive 3.76 1.18 4.23 1.25 3.50 1.23 3.77 1.14 12.25 0.30 12.73 0.30 0.93 0.03 
Considerate 3.43 1.27 4.81 1.42 3.28 1.32 4.56 1.45 131.18 0.96 2.37 0.14 0.09 0.04 
Curious 3.16 1.48 4.83 1.30 3.07 1.42 4.64 1.28 189.56 1.16 1.43 0.10 0.08 0.02 
Educated 3.78 1.38 5.04 1.36 3.54 1.23 4.94 1.21 139.74 0.97 2.08 0.11 0.63 0.06 
Envir.-conscious 3.14 1.68 6.28 0.95 2.79 1.70 6.05 0.98 821.81 2.38 5.98 0.15 0.30 0.04 
Feminine 3.89 1.39 4.48 1.52 2.49 1.34 3.28 1.64 30.24 0.42 109.92 0.85 0.65 0.06 
Friendly 4.02 1.26 4.29 1.23 4.06 1.31 4.18 1.19 3.55 0.23 0.10 0.03 0.47 0.06 
Health-conscious 3.38 1.76 6.40 0.80 3.10 1.74 6.24 0.89 769.23 2.29 3.11 0.11 0.20 0.03 
Healthy 3.44 1.38 4.74 1.71 3.15 1.40 4.46 1.78 465.89 1.80 4.62 0.14 0.21 0.02 
In shape 3.66 1.39 5.48 1.14 3.41 1.23 5.24 1.21 294.08 1.42 4.64 0.16 0.03 0.01 
Inactive 3.42 1.48 2.34 1.24 3.58 1.52 2.58 1.21 87.49 0.79 3.45 0.15 0.36 0.06 
Intelligent 3.97 1.37 5.06 1.32 3.73 1.20 4.72 1.27 85.29 0.77 6.35 0.21 0.09 0.01 
Lazy 3.90 1.61 2.41 1.14 4.20 1.75 2.62 1.32 166.68 1.08 5.12 0.17 0.03 0.01 
Masculine 2.95 1.44 2.41 1.24 4.39 1.47 3.54 1.28 39.85 0.48 129.85 0.92 1.31 0.09 
Overweight 3.59 1.49 2.38 1.22 3.84 1.45 2.48 1.15 140.81 0.98 2.34 0.12 0.27 0.03 
Pleasant 3.96 1.19 4.27 1.34 3.77 1.16 4.18 1.43 10.72 0.26 1.10 0.08 0.42 0.04 
Respectful 3.59 1.38 4.88 1.43 3.57 1.35 4.69 1.41 104.53 0.87 0.43 0.07 0.37 0.03 
Sensitive 3.48 1.38 4.84 1.35 3.27 1.31 4.68 1.34 141.77 0.99 2.19 0.12 0.11 0.02 
Slim 3.64 1.19 4.87 1.41 3.50 1.26 4.74 1.32 124.91 0.93 1.27 0.09 0.01 0.01 
Sporty 3.41 1.28 4.95 1.39 3.43 1.39 4.74 1.35 153.66 1.06 0.53 0.07 0.72 0.06 
Thorough 3.19 1.30 5.08 1.43 3.20 1.44 4.87 1.42 229.22 1.28 0.52 0.07 0.62 0.04 
Tolerant 3.77 1.26 3.80 1.42 3.37 1.36 4.01 1.53 7.16 0.18 0.39 0.03 7.75 0.23 
Wealthy 3.08 1.22 4.70 1.54 3.23 1.45 4.64 1.44 156.82 1.05 0.26 0.02 0.70 0.06 

Note. Significance level: p < .002. Significant results are indicated in bold. 
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committee approved the study as an amendment to the previous 
two-study protocol. 

2.5. Methods 

2.5.1. Sample size determination 
Considering the interaction of 2 between-subjects factors design, a 

sample of 200 participants with 80% power at alpha level .05 would 
allow detecting an effect size of f = .20, equivalent to Cohen’s d of 0.40, 
which is a small to medium effect size and therefore smaller than the 
type of effect sizes found in previous studies. To account for the exclu-
sion criteria, we aimed at collecting data from a maximum of 220 
participants. 

2.5.2. Participants and procedure 
Participants recruitment and data collection were done online 

through Prolific. After providing informed consent, two hundred and 
sixteen individuals (103 men, 113 women, M age = 27.49, SD = 7.48, 
99% had an Italian nationality, 43% were University students) first read 
a brief description of a person who buys and eats mainly (vs. no infor-
mation) organic (vs. conventional) food products using the same 
framing used in Study 1. The two factors were manipulated between 
subjects, and participants were allocated randomly to one of the four 
conditions. Then, as in Study 1, participants rated this person on a series 
of characteristics and completed a series of demographic questions that 
included two questions related to the frequency of buying and 
consuming organic food products on 6-point scales (from 1 = Never to 6 
= Very frequently). The study lasted approximately 15 min. 

2.5.3. Materials 

2.5.3.1. Characteristics attribution. Participants attributed a list of 81 
items ranged in alphabetic order with 7-point scales from 1 (not at all) to 
7 (extremely). The list included 60 adjectives measuring the six HEX-
ACO basic personality traits (Ashton & Lee, 2007) with ten items for 
each dimension. After studies 1a and 1b were run, a newly validated 
Italian version of the HEXACO adjectives became available (Romano 
et al., 2021). We decided, therefore, to use this new, improved validated 
measure which is comparable to the previously used measure, but it 
contains a few different adjectives, including better coverage of the 
humility aspect of the Honesty/Humility factor. McDonald’s ω on ips-
atized data for each HEXACO dimension indicated acceptable re-
liabilities (Honesty/Humility: 0.72, Emotionality: 0.59, Extraversion: 
0.73, Agreeableness: 0.84, Conscientiousness: 0.81, and Openness: 
0.88). Like in Study 1a and 1b, we recoded emotionality such that a 
higher computed score for each dimension indicated a higher attribution 
of positive traits. The other 21 items were the ones used in Study 1 with 
two exceptions (2 were now included in the new validated HEXACO 
adjectives list). We also included the Italian version of the Dirty Dozen 
measure that consists of 12 items assessing Narcissism, Psychopathy, 
and Machiavellianism (Chiorri et al., 2019). Reliabilities were good 
(McDonald’s ω = .95, 0.88, and 0.96, respectively). Finally, we added 
the Self-Report Single-Item Use me for an attentional check (Meade & 
Craig, 2012). 

2.5.4. Analyses plan 
The analytic plan included three MANOVAs with Type of food 

(organic vs. conventional) and Frequency Information (present vs. ab-
sent) as the between-subjects factors on the 6 HEXACO dimensions, the 
21 additional characteristics, and the three dimensions of the Dirty 
Dozen, including the participants’ sex as a covariate. To account for 
multiple testing, we applied a Bonferroni correction for each analysis 
that led us to consider significant levels at 0.008 for the HEXACO di-
mensions, 0.002 for the 21 additional characteristics, and 0.016 for the 3 
Dirty Dozen dimensions. We excluded the data from two participants 

who self-reported inattentive responses (final N = 214). We analyzed the 
data only after the end of the data collection. 

2.6. Results 

2.6.1. Effect of organic consumption on basic personality traits attributions 
The MANOVA on the HEXACO dimensions showed a general main 

effect of the type of food (organic vs. conventional), F (6, 204) = 43.93, 
η2

p= .56, a non significant effect of frequency of information (present vs. 
absent), F (6, 204) = 0.39, p > .008 and a non-significant interaction 
effect F (6, 204) = 0.75, p > .008. The general effect of sex as a covariate 
was not significant, F (6, 204) = 2.66, p > .008, with only a significant 
single effect on the Honesty/Humility dimension. Male participants, on 
average, perceived the target person as less honest/humble than female 
participants did. 

The MANOVA on the Dirty Dozen dimensions showed a general main 
effect of the type of food (organic vs. conventional), F (3, 207) = 23.74, 
η2

p= .26, a non significant effect of frequency of information (present vs. 
absent), F (3, 207) = 0.14, p > .008, and a non significant interaction 
effect F (3, 207) = 0.50, p > .008. The general effect of sex as a covariate 
was significant, F (3, 207) = 4.07, η2

p= .06, with all three significant 
single effects indicating that men attributed more narcissism, psychop-
athy, and machiavellism to the target than women. 

Considering the lack of interaction effect, we reported in the main 
text (see Table 3) only the results regarding the main effect of the type of 
food and reported the Cohen’s d as the effect size indicator (see the 
Appendix for the full results). A person described as consuming organic 
food was perceived as more stable emotionally, more extraverted, more 
conscientious, and more open than a person described as consuming 
conventional food. Compared to Study 1a and 1b, there was an effect on 
Emotionality and Extraversion but not on Honesty/Humility and 
Agreeableness. For Agreeableness, there was a significant effect for 
positive traits (e.g., peaceful), F (1, 210) = 9.06, p = .003, and not for 
negative traits (e.g., aggressive), F < 1. Considering separately adjec-
tives specifically related to Honesty (sincere, honest, dishonest) from 
adjectives specifically related to Humility (arrogant, snob, humble), the 
analyses revealed a small positive significant effect on the Honesty 
traits, F (1, 212) = 4.02, Cohen’s d = 0.28, and a larger significant 
negative effect on the Humility traits, F (1, 212) = 62.25, Cohen’s d =
1.10. A person was perceived as being more peaceful and slightly more 
honest, yet less humble when described as consuming organic food than 
consuming conventional food (see Table 3). 

Regarding the Dark Triad, a person described as eating organic food 
was perceived as more narcissistic than a person eating conventional 
food. There was no effect on Psychopathy and Machiavellism. 

Table 3 
Attribution of the personality dimensions depending on the type of food (organic 
vs. conventional) a person buys and consumes (Study 2).   

Organic (n = 96) Conventional (n = 118) 

M SD M SD F d 

HEXACO       
Honesty/Humility 4.41 0.69 4.64 0.70 5.14 0.33 
(low)Emotionality 3.89 0.51 4.09 0.52 8.61 0.39 
Extraversion 4.51 0.56 4.24 0.57 11.52 0.48 
Agreeableness 4.83 0.84 4.66 0.83 2.47 0.20 
Conscientiousness 5.30 0.72 4.60 0.93 36.10 0.84 
Openness 4.77 0.61 3.32 0.89 190.29 1.87 
Dirty Dozen       
Narcissism 3.71 1.60 3.01 1.43 12.22 0.47 
Psychopathy 2.58 1.12 3.05 1.39 7.47 0.37 
Machiavellianism 2.85 1.37 2.62 1.34 1.62 0.17 

Note. Significance level: p < .008 for HEXACO, p < .016. Significant results are 
indicated in bold. 
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2.6.2. Effect of organic consumption on characteristics attribution 
The MANOVA on the 21 characteristics showed a general main effect 

of the type of food (organic vs. conventional) on attributions, F (21, 
189) = 25.32, η2

p= .74, a non significant effect of frequency of infor-
mation (mainly vs. no specification), F (21, 189) = 1.44, p > .002, and a 
non significant interaction effect F (21, 189) = 1.16, p > .002. The 
general effect of sex as a covariate was not significant, F (21, 189) =
1.57, p > .002 and none of the single effects were. 

We reported here (see Table 4) only the results regarding the main 
effect of the type of food and reported the Cohen’s d as the effect size 
indicator (see the Appendix for the full results). Like in Study 1a and 1b, 
as one would have expected, a person described as consuming organic 
food was perceived as more environmentally conscious. The person was 
also judged as more health-conscious, more in shape, more feminine, 
less inactive, less overweight, sportier, slimmer, healthier, more 
educated, intelligent, wealthier, more considerate, respectful, sensitive, 
thorough, and less lazy. Like in Study 1b and unlike Study 1a, there was 
no effect on attractiveness. And unlike both Study 1a and 1b and 
although there was an effect on femininity, there was no effect on 
masculinity attribution. With two exceptions, the almost identical 
pattern of results for Study 1a and 1b and Study 2 indicates the organic 
halo effect is the same regardless of whether the person described as 
consuming organic food is compared to someone who rarely consumes 
organic food or someone who consumes conventional food. 

Results from Study 2 generally confirm the organic halo effect on 
personality traits and characteristics attribution obtained in Study 1a 
and 1b and do not support a potential frequency halo effect explanation. 

3. Additional analyses on combined samples 

3.1. Moderation of organic food consumption frequency 

As we noted earlier, there is some evidence in the literature that the 
organic halo effect increases for individuals who consume organic food 
more frequently, are more knowledgeable about organic food, and more 

environmentally concerned (e.g., Prada et al., 2017; but see; Lee et al., 
2013). As an ancillary analysis, we explored whether the extent to which 
a participant buys and consumes organic food moderates the organic 
halo effect on trait inferences. Considering the very similar results ob-
tained in all studies and the lack of effect of the frequency variable in 
Study 2, we collapsed the 2x2 design in Study 2 and conducted the 
analyses on the whole sample (N = 822) considering only two conditions 
(organic vs. conventional/rare organic food consumption). We consid-
ered as a moderator the mean of the two buying and consuming fre-
quency items that were highly correlated with each other (r = .92, p <
.001, M = 3.14, SD = 1.30). Merging the three studies provides higher 
power and more robustness to the results. The two experimental con-
ditions did not significantly differ in terms of the moderator, F (2, 819) 
= 0.73, p = .484. We ran a series of moderation analyses on the six 
HEXACO dimensions, the 3 Dirty Dozen dimensions (only for Study 2), 
and the 21 characteristics that were assessed in all three studies. Like we 
did for the main analyses, we applied a Bonferroni correction (p = .008, 
.016, and 0.002, respectively). 

For all six HEXACO dimensions, the frequency with which partici-
pants bought and ate organic food moderated the organic halo effect 
(see Table 5 for detailed statistics). The moderations were all significant 
but with different patterns. For honesty/humility and (low) emotion-
ality, individuals who reported a high consumption frequency perceived 
organic food consumers more positively whereas individuals who re-
ported a low consumption frequency perceived them more negatively. 
For conscientiousness and openness, individuals who reported a high 
and a low consumption frequency perceived organic food consumers 
more positively but to a greater extent for the former. Finally, for ex-
traversion and agreeableness, individuals who reported a high con-
sumption frequency perceived organic food consumers more positively. 
In other words, describing a person as buying and eating organic food 
led to a positive perception in terms of personality traits, especially for 
individuals who frequently consume organic food. Results regarding the 
Dark Triad echoed somehow the results obtained for honesty/humility 
and emotionality. They showed that organic food consumers were 
perceived as more narcissistic and Machiavellian for individuals who 
reported a low consumption frequency. There was no moderation effect 
for psychopathy. 

Out of the 21 characteristics, 10 showed moderation effects of the 
frequency of organic food consumption among participants indicating 
an increase of the organic halo effect as the frequency increased (see 
Table 6 for detailed statistics). Individuals who reported a high con-
sumption frequency perceived organic food consumers as more consid-
erate, educated, health-conscious, healthy, intelligent, pleasant, 
respectful, sensitive, thorough, and less lazy. Note that the lack of 
moderation effect was mainly observed on more descriptive items (i.e., 
attractive, feminine, masculine, overweight, slim, sporty, and in shape). 
Note that including the participants’ sex and the target’s sex as cova-
riates led to very similar results. 

3.2. Specificity versus generality of the positivity effect 

Results showed that the effect mainly encompasses positive trait 
attributions, but it does not generalize to all positive traits. There was 
also an effect on negative traits such as Narcissism that advocates for the 
specificity of the effect rather than just a generic valence effect. More-
over, even among the significant effects, their strength varied substan-
tially. Besides the characteristics for which there is an obvious 
foundation for their attribution (i.e., environmentally- and health- 
conscious) that showed humongous effect sizes in all studies (d =
2.41, 2.42, and 2.78 and d = 2.32, 2.35, and 2.42, respectively), the 

Table 4 
Attribution of 21 characteristics depending on the type of food (organic vs. 
conventional) a person buys and consumes (Study 2).   

Organic (n = 96) Conventional (n = 118) 

M SD M SD F d 

Attractive 3.99 1.06 3.49 1.18 10.70 0.44 
Considerate 4.69 1.14 3.74 1.34 30.15 0.76 
Educated 4.68 1.17 3.85 1.29 23.63 0.67 
Envir.-conscious 6.30 0.85 3.14 1.33 411.59 2.78 
Feminine 4.04 1.37 3.47 1.27 10.18 0.44 
Friendly 4.57 0.98 4.29 1.16 4.00 0.26 
Health-conscious 6.26 0.98 3.28 1.41 322.87 2.42 
Healthy 5.42 1.18 3.94 1.40 67.80 1.14 
In shape 5.17 1.01 3.78 1.38 67.86 1.14 
Inactive 2.66 1.08 3.37 1.40 16.37 0.56 
Intelligent 4.48 1.13 3.74 1.27 19.75 0.61 
Lazy 2.63 1.34 3.88 1.53 43.47 0.87 
Masculine 3.08 1.15 3.19 1.33 0.28 0.09 
Overweight 2.50 1.10 3.42 1.32 29.19 0.75 
Pleasant 4.24 1.18 3.85 1.16 6.28 0.34 
Respectful 4.87 1.26 3.84 1.23 36.79 0.83 
Sensitive 4.74 1.12 3.52 1.36 49.10 0.97 
Slim 4.70 1.27 3.53 1.25 45.35 0.93 
Sporty 4.65 1.20 3.52 1.25 46.47 0.92 
Thorough 5.03 1.31 3.81 1.66 34.23 0.81 
Wealthy 4.93 1.24 3.15 1.20 110.68 1.47 

Note. Significance level: p < .002. Significant results are indicated in bold. 
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effect sizes for the other characteristics or traits ranged from small (e.g., 
d = 0.35 for the Honesty/Humility in Study 1a) to large (e.g., d = 1.87 
for Openness in Study 2). This could also indicate some specificity of the 
effect. 

To further investigate this point, we considered the items used in all 
studies and correlated their effect size (calculated on a sample of 822, 
608, or 214) with their normatively evaluated valence (Warriner et al., 
2013). Valences on a 9-point scale ranged from 2.05 (negligent) to 8.16 

(honest) (the valence of nine out of the 108 items was not available in 
the database). The correlation between valence and effect size was 
substantial (r = .45, p < .001), indicating that there is certainly a part of 
the organic halo effect on person perception due to valence. But it 
explained about 20% of the total variance, suggesting that valence alone 
cannot fully explain the halo effect’s strength. 

4. General discussion 

Based on the organic halo effect regarding the inferences made about 
food characteristics, we investigated whether this effect would extend to 
the personality traits and other characteristics attributed to a person 
who is a frequent consumer of organic food. In two studies considering 
basic personality dimensions and characteristics, our results showed 
that describing a person as consuming organic food leads individuals to 
perceive this person as more conscientious and more open than someone 
who rarely consumes it or consumes conventional food. This effect is 
obtained both when manipulating the consumption frequency (rare vs. 
frequent) (Study 1a and 1b) and contrasting organic with conventional 
food (Study 2). Moreover, research on the organic halo effect regarding 
food qualities showed that the attributions are not only positive. Organic 
food is usually judged as healthier and containing lower calories than 
conventional food, and sometimes less tasty (Schuldt & Hannahan, 
2013). Our data shows that this ambivalence regarding organic food is 
somehow found in the assumptions individuals make about organic food 
consumers. Organic food consumers were also judged as more narcis-
sistic and less humble. These negative aspects are in line with Van de 
Grint’s (2021) results. Moreover, our additional analyses confirmed that 
the organic halo effect regarding the inferences in terms of food char-
acteristics is not only driven by positive valence. In sum, our research 
provides an extensive view of the perception individuals have about 
organic food consumers using standard measures of personality (i.e., 
HEXACO, Dirty Dozen). 

Our results showed very large effects for characteristics that could be 
logically attributed to organic food consumers as they can be perceived 
as causes (i.e., environmentally- and health-conscious) or lack of ob-
stacles (wealthy) of organic food consumption. Objective data in pre-
vious studies showed higher education level, higher level of physical 
activity, lower probability of overweight, and higher income (Dimitri & 
Dettmann, 2012; Govindasamy & Italia, 1999; Kesse-Guyot et al., 2013; 
Loureiro et al., 2001) among organic food consumers compared to 
non-organic food consumers. However, our results showed that the ef-
fect expands to traits for which there is no clear objective foundation for 
their attribution, such as more attractive, more conscientious, or more 
open. Some recent research shows that openness to experience and ex-
traversion are positively and negatively related to attitudes toward 
organic foods. Individuals high in conscientiousness have a lower will-
ingness to pay for organic foods than conventional foods (Gustavsen & 

Table 5 
Moderation effects of participants’ organic purchase and consumption frequency on the attribution of the HEXACO (Study 1 and 2, N = 822) and Dirty Dozen di-
mensions (Study 2, N = 214).   

BOrg.(SE) BFreq.(SE) BInter.(SE) B-1SD (SE) B+1SD (SE) R2 

Honesty/Humility .15 (.05) .01 (.02) .28 (.04) -.21 (.07) .50 (.07) .06 
Emotionality -.03 (.04) .02 (.02) .19 (.03) -.28 (.06) .22 (.06) .04 
Extraversion .11 (.04) .01 (.02) .09 (.03) -.01 (.06) .24 (.06) .02 
Agreeableness .33 (.06) -.01 (.02) .22 (.04) .04 (.08) .61 (.08) .07 
Conscientiousness .97 (.05) -.05 (.02) .25 (.04) .64 (.08) 1.30 (.08) .31 
Openness .77 (.05) .01 (.02) .24 (.04) .47 (.07) 1.08 (.06) .30 
Narcissism .68 (.20) -.08 (.09) -.64 (.19) 1.40 (.29) -.03 (.30) .10 
Psychopathy -.47 (.18) -.01 (.08) -.26 (.16)   .04 
Machiavellism .22 (.18) -.08 (.08) -.53 (.17) .80 (.26) -.37 (.27) .05 

Note. BOrg. = Coefficient for the main effect of Organic, BFreq. = Coefficient for the main effect of the frequency of participants’ organic food purchase and consumption, 
BInter = Coefficient for the interaction effect. B-1SD and B+1SD = Coefficients of the effect of Organic for participants with frequency of participants’ organic food 
purchase and consumption lower vs. higher than 1 Standard Deviation. Significance level: p < .008 (HEXACO) and p < .016 (Dirty Dozen). Significant coefficients are 
indicated in bold. 

Table 6 
Moderation effects of participants’ organic purchase and consumption frequency 
on the attribution of 21 characteristics (Study 1 and 2, N = 822).   

BOrg.(SE) BFreq.(SE) BInter.(SE) B-1SD 

(SE) 
B+1SD 

(SE) 
R2 

Attractive .42 (.08) .05 (.03) .12 (.06)   .04 
Considerate 1.22 

(.09) 
.04 (.04) .23 (.07) .93 

(.13) 
1.52 
(.13) 

.18 

Educated 1.18 
(.09) 

.03 (.03) .47 (.07) .56 
(.13) 

1.79 
(.13) 

.21 

Envir.- 
conscious 

3.17 
(.09) 

-.02 (.03) .19 (.07)   .60 

Feminine .64 (.11) .02 (.04) .01 (.08)   .04 
Friendly .21 (.08) .05 (.03) .16 (.06)   .02 
Health- 

conscious 
3.04 
(.09) 

-.04 (.03) .30 (.07) 2.65 
(.13) 

3.43 
(.13) 

.59 

Healthy 2.09 
(.09) 

-.02 (.04) .42 (.07) 1.55 
(.13) 

2.63 
(.13) 

.41 

In shape -.55 
(.11) 

.03 (.04) -.21 (.08)   .04 

Inactive 1.26 
(.10) 

-.01 (.04) .23 (.08)   .16 

Intelligent .99 (.09) .06 (.03) .50 (.07) .34 
(.13) 

1.63 
(.13) 

.18 

Lazy ¡1.46 
(.10) 

.06 (.04) -.23 (.08) ¡1.16 
(.14) 

¡1.75 
(.14) 

.22 

Masculine -.53 
(.10) 

.04 (.04) -.08 (.08)   .04 

Overweight ¡1.18 
(.09) 

.10 (.03) -.12 (.07)   .19 

Pleasant .36 (.09) .03 (.03) .26 (.07) .02 
(.12) 

.69 
(.12) 

.04 

Respectful 1.15 
(.09) 

.01 (.04) .32 (.07) .74 
(.13) 

1.57 
(.13) 

.17 

Sensitive 1.32 
(.09) 

.06 (.04) .43 (.07) .77 
(.13) 

1.87 
(.13) 

.23 

Slim 1.22 
(.09) 

-.02 (.04) .08 (.07)   .18 

Sporty 1.35 
(.09) 

-.04 (.04) .14 (.07)   .21 

Thorough 1.62 
(.10) 

.03 (.04) .30 (.08) 1.23 
(.14) 

2.01 
(.14) 

.25 

Wealthy 1.57 
(.10) 

-.03 (.04) -.08 (.07)   .25 

Note. Significance level: p < .002. Significant coefficients are indicated in bold. 
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Hegnes, 2020). However, there is no systematic study of the personality 
traits possessed by organic food consumers. Only one study reports that 
optimistic consumers consume more organic food than pessimistic 
consumers (Sadiq et al., 2020). Even if some empirical evidence would 
support the idea that organic food consumers are more conscientious on 
average, it does not explain the inferences individuals make on a person 
based on the sole information regarding the food they eat. 

The organic halo effect regarding the attribution of positive traits to a 
person who consumes organic food seems amplified among organic food 
consumers. This result echoes the greater organic halo effect in terms of 
attribution of positive characteristics to organic food among individuals 
who consume organic food more frequently (e.g., Prada et al., 2017). 
However, there is also contradicting evidence showing a lower halo 
effect among people who often buy organic foods and engage in 
pro-environmental activities (Lee et al., 2013). Moreover, we also 
showed that among non-organic food consumers, the perception is more 
negative. One could wonder whether these two opposite effects are due 
to the moderating effect of a general attitude toward organic food. 
Alternatively, these results could be explained in a social identity theory 
perspective (Tajfel, 1974). Organic food consumers would demonstrate 
in-group favoritism translated in a more positive view of people like 
them, whereas non-organic consumers would demonstrate an out-group 
denigration translated in a more negative view of people not like them. 
Future research should be dedicated to investigating further this social 
identity aspect in the perception toward organic food consumers. 

The results between Study 1 and Study 2 do not fully overlap when 
considering Honesty/Humility. Although, when considering the three 
samples, overall results showed a positive effect, in Study 2, participants 
attributed more negative traits from this dimension to organic food 
consumers. This difference might be explained by few differences in 
some of the items between the two studies. In Study 2, the measure of 
Honesty/Humility contained more items related to humility or lack 
thereof (e.g., snob, humble). In the Study 2 sample, individuals as 
consuming organic food were considered as slightly more honest yet less 
humble. In the aggregated sample across the three studies, individuals 
described as consuming organic food were perceived as more arrogant 
and honest but equally sincere when looking at the item level. Therefore, 
it seems that there is a dissociation of a usually coherent basic person-
ality trait: consumers of organic food are considered as or perhaps 
slightly more honest yet much less humble. This dissociation is 
conceptually confirmed by the ascription of greater narcissism but not of 
machiavellianism. Future research should investigate the different as-
pects of the personality dimensions more in-depth, examine the different 
facets, and use more traits for each dimension. This would also 
contribute to understanding better the specificity or selectivity of the 
organic halo effect. 

As in any other, our contribution presents some limitations. First, our 
large effect sizes may have been enhanced by the manipulation that 
provided a very succinct description of a consumer. It might have led the 
participants to apply a stereotype to a stronger extent than if they had 
been provided more detailed information about this person. Future 
research should investigate the role of the organic food consumption 
information compared to other information. For example, a series of 
empirical studies showed that individuals receiving government assis-
tance were perceived as less moral when choosing ethical (vs. conven-
tional) products, whereas high-income individuals earners were 
perceived as more moral for making the identical choice (Olson et al., 
2016). In the same perspective, one could hypothesize that the presence 
of information that is not congruent with the stereotype of the organic 
food consumers (wealthy, educated, feminine) would lead to a reduction 
of the organic halo or even an inversion of it, as shown by Olson et al. 

(2016). 
Second, although in both studies, the age range was large (18-83 and 

18-60, respectively), the mean age was relatively young, and the sample 
was composed mainly of students. This proportion of young respondents 
might have affected the results, although the direction of the potential 
effect is not clear. On the one side, young people might be more aware of 
environmental issues and more influenced by organic marketing. On the 
other side, young people have less economic power and thus are less 
likely to be organic food consumers. Future research should be devoted 
to investigating whether and how these different factors could influence 
the perception toward organic food consumers. 

Theoretically, the results from our contribution provided another 
example of feature transformation (De Houwer et al., 2019). A specific 
source (organic food) influenced the assumptions regarding the char-
acteristics (personality and demographics) of a specific target (person). 
The reason why this feature transformation is occurring, in this case, is 
due to the link established between the source and the target (i.e., a 
person who frequently consumes organic food). Moreover, this feature 
transformation effect cannot be explained solely by a halo or contagion 
effect, according to which the positive valence of the organic label 
would positively color all objects or persons linked to it. Future research 
might want to examine whether the type of relation between the source 
and the target influences the inferences. For example, one could wonder 
what the inferences could be about someone who does not like organic 
food or produces organic food. This type of research would expand 
research on the effect of organic food consumption of perception toward 
their consumers and provide further insights on the different types of 
feature transformations that shape likes and dislikes toward objects or 
persons. 

To conclude, with this contribution, we have demonstrated that the 
organic halo effect observed in the inferences made about the food 
qualities spread to the personality inferences made about organic food 
consumers on basic personality traits. Although organic food can pro-
vide a health benefit due to the lack of chemicals and pesticides (Bar-
ański et al., 2017; Mesnage et al., 2020), it does not mean that it also has 
nutritional superiority (e.g., Smith-Spangler et al., 2012). Nonetheless, it 
leads individuals to believe that organic food is also healthier in calories 
and that its consumption is mainly, although not uniquely, associated 
with positive personality traits. These beliefs could, in part, explain the 
increasing consumption of organic food. The fact that organic food 
consumers are perceived more positively than consumers of conven-
tional food is good news for organic food companies and national or 
international organizations that encourage organic food farming to 
protect the environment. 
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