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Abstract

Alternative Proteins (APs) encompass various sustainable protein sources, including plant-based pro-
teins, edible insects, and cultured meat, serving as substitutes for traditional animal-based options. As
the global food system evolves to meet the demands of a growing population, understanding consumer
perceptions is key to fostering dietary shifts.

This study assessed consumer knowledge, awareness, and willingness to consume APs. An anony-
mous online survey was used for data collection in a cross-sectional study targeting consumers aged 16
to 80 years living in Malta. Ethical approval was obtained, and participants (N=479) were conveniently
recruited through social media pages. Associations between demographic variables and perceptions of
AP were analysed using the Chi-squared test.

Participants were predominantly female, aged 35-45 years, non-smokers, and well-educated. Par-
ticipants were significantly more likely to understand the term ‘edible insects’ if they were younger
(p=0.033) and male (p=0.004), while younger and highly educated individuals were more likely to per-
ceive all APs as safe for consumption (p=0.001). The top motivators for trying APs were environmental
sustainability (50.1%), health benefits (40.4%), and animal welfare (29%). Among APs, plant-based
proteins were the most accepted, followed by cultured meat and edible insects.

These findings highlight key demographic differences in consumer perceptions of APs and underscore
the importance of addressing both knowledge gaps and motivational factors. Understanding the drivers
and barriers influencing acceptance can inform strategies to encourage the adoption of sustainable
dietary practices and support the integration of APs into mainstream food consumption, particularly
within Mediterranean contexts.

Keywords: Plant-based proteins; edible insects; cultured meat; consumer awareness; dietary be-
haviour.

1 Introduction

By 2050, the global food system must support
over 10 billion people, who will likely have higher
incomes and demand more diverse, affluent di-
ets (FAO et al., 2020). To meet this challenge,
food production must prioritise sustainability to
address climate change and environmental issues

(Garcia et al., 2020). Given the significant im-
pact of diet on human health, promoting health-
ier eating habits is also crucial for individual well-
being and reducing healthcare costs. However,
the current food system is not on track to achieve
these goals.

One promising solution lies in APs, defined
as unconventional, high-protein food sources de-
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signed to offer sustainable and nutritious alter-
natives to conventional, animal-based products
(European Food Safety Authority, 2023). APs
offer sustainable sources of nutrition that can
mitigate the environmental impact of traditional
livestock farming while potentially meeting the
dietary preferences of a growing global popula-
tion. APs are gaining popularity not only among
those on plant-centric diets but also among meat
consumers seeking to reduce their intake (Stubelj
et al., 2025). The shift is vital given the resource-
intensive nature of traditional animal protein
production and the increasing global demand for
meat. Concerns over food sustainability, safety,
security, nutrition, and animal welfare further
fuel driving the transition to these alternatives.
Traditionally, European diets have relied heav-
ily on meat, fish, and dairy, food often pro-
duced through intensive farming practices that
contribute significantly to environmental degra-
dation (European Environment Agency, 2018).
Nevertheless, while APs have a role in shaping
future food choices and advancing sustainabil-
ity efforts globally (Kareem et al., 2025), the
growth and consumer intake of AP remains lim-
ited (Malila et al., 2024).

As awareness of APs grows, consumers’ choices
influence demand and contribute to shaping more
sustainable food systems. However, acceptance
remains limited, particularly for cultured meat
and edible insects (Kareem et al., 2025; On-
wezen et al., 2021). In Europe, reluctance to
try insects is a significant barrier, in contrast to
some Asian countries where such foods are cul-
turally accepted (Mina et al., 2023). Consumers
play a pivotal role in this dietary transition, as
shifts in consumption behaviours are essential to
achieving both global sustainability goals and in-
dividual health benefits. Acceptance of APs can
be fostered by first raising awareness and stimu-
lating curiosity, then providing knowledge about
the innovation process and its advantages. This
combined approach has the potential to enhance
consumer confidence and increase the likelihood
of AP adoption in purchasing decisions (Pak-
seresht et al., 2022). A systematic review by
Hartmann and Siegrist (2017) found that con-
sumers across Western countries, including Ger-
many, the Netherlands, and Portugal, seem un-
aware of the significant environmental impact of

meat production and consumption. In a related
paper, Boaitey et al. (2025) noted that the pro-
motion of cultured meat has predominantly fo-
cused on its broader sustainability benefits, in-
cluding the elimination of animal slaughter, lower
greenhouse gas emissions, and reduced reliance
on antibiotics. Cordts et al. (2014) further high-
lighted gender differences, reporting that women
were generally more knowledgeable about APs
and more inclined to reduce meat intake. Evi-
dence suggests that providing targeted informa-
tion can significantly influence consumer accep-
tance of APs. Pakseresht et al. (2022) found that
willingness to try cultured meat increased when
participants received not only basic product de-
scriptions but also supplementary details high-
lighting its environmental advantages over con-
ventional meat. Similarly, Amoneit et al. (2025)
reported that environmental consciousness was a
key driver of willingness to purchase such prod-
ucts. Collectively these findings suggest that ed-
ucational strategies emphasising the environmen-
tal implications of dietary choices can enhance
both trial and purchase intentions for APs.

Among the APs, consumers tend to be more
familiar with plant-based proteins, likely due to
their wider availability compared to emerging op-
tions like edible insects and cultured meat. How-
ever, a lack of knowledge of APs remains a bar-
rier to informed purchasing decisions. Studies
have shown that even brief educational interven-
tions such as providing an overview of AP types
and their benefits can improve understanding
and increase consumers’ willingness to try them
(Hartmann & Siegrist, 2017, 2018). Across the
Mediterranean region, plant-based protein prod-
ucts are becoming more visible in supermarkets,
yet public awareness and dietary guidance en-
couraging a shift from animal-based to plant-
based products remain limited. Despite the well-
documented health and sustainability benefits of
the Mediterranean dietary pattern, adherence is
declining in several countries (Damigou et al.,
2023) as globalised food systems increasingly
shape consumer choices. This trend reflects a
broader regional challenge, where changing di-
ets are not matched by consistent policy support
or consumer education initiatives (Berry, 2019;
Capone et al., 2021).

Within this regional context, Malta provides
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a pertinent case study. The country has ex-
perienced similar declines in adherence to the
Mediterranean diet (Cuschieri & Libra, 2021;
Treki & Jones, 2021), alongside greater availabil-
ity of plant-based products but minimal guidance
for consumers on their integration into daily di-
ets. This erosion of traditional dietary patterns
is compounded by a lack of national data on
meat consumption and related behaviours, lim-
iting the ability to track shifts toward or away
from sustainability-oriented eating. This study
examined consumer perceptions of AP sources
by assessing awareness, knowledge, safety per-
ceptions, and willingness to consume them. It
also explored how demographic factors influence
acceptance, with the aim of contributing to the
broader Mediterranean discourse on sustainable
dietary transitions. While five primary APs are
currently under development in Europe, as sum-
marised in Table 1 (EIT Food, 2022), this re-
search focused on plant-based proteins, edible
insects, and cultured meat, representing both
widely discussed alternatives and those gaining
visibility in the European market.

2 Materials and Methods

Ethical approval for this study was obtained from
the Faculty Research Ethics Committee at the
Faculty of Health Sciences, University of Malta
(Reference Code: FHS-2023-00425). An infor-
mation letter was also included at the start of
the questionnaire to outline details of the study
whilst completion of the questionnaire was taken
to imply consent.

The surveys were distributed through various
social media pages including the University of
Malta mailing list, institutional networks and
food related websites. Data was collected in
Malta through a cross-sectional online survey
conducted from October 2023 to January 2024.
The data collection tool was a questionnaire
adapted from an established 2022 study commis-
sioned by the UK Food Standards Agency (FSA)
(Jarchlo & King, 2022). Items were reviewed
for clarity and contextual relevance to the Mal-
tese context prior to dissemination. As the sur-
vey primarily utilised single-item measures, in-
ternal consistency reliability testing was not ap-

plicable. While a demographic section was in-
corporated into the questionnaire, no modifica-
tions were made to the original FSA instrument.
The questionnaire was reviewed for cultural rel-
evance to the Maltese context by two indepen-
dent nutrition researchers and a small group of
lay volunteers, who assessed clarity of wording,
appropriateness of terminology, and relevance to
local food practices. The survey comprised two
sections: Section A collected demographic infor-
mation using closed-ended multiple-choice ques-
tions while Section B included inquiries aimed
at assessing participants’ understanding, safety
perceptions, willingness to try, reluctance to con-
sume, and motivations regarding the three types
of APs. Additionally, Section B analysed partic-
ipants’ openness to consuming edible insects in
different food forms.

Inclusion criteria required participants to be
aged 16 or older and residing in Malta. Re-
cruitment was conducted via an online survey
platform, where individuals were invited to par-
ticipate voluntarily. Data collection relied on
a convenience sampling method, with the ques-
tionnaire distributed mainly through social me-
dia platforms, university mailing lists and pro-
fessional networks. Based on National Statistics
Office (2023) population data, a sample size of
385 was calculated to achieve a ±5% margin of
error. At the start of the survey, participants
could select their preferred language. Transla-
tions were carried out by a qualified transla-
tor to ensure accuracy and prevent data loss.
Incomplete or missing responses were excluded
from the final dataset. The collected data were
then cleaned by categorising responses and as-
signing numerical codes, facilitating quantitative
analysis. Visual representations of the data in-
cluding descriptive statistics and graphical sum-
maries were created, and the compiled data was
organized in Excel before being imported into the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS
Statistics 30). Descriptive statistics were used
to summarise the study variables. Pearson chi-
squared tests were conducted to examine asso-
ciations between categorical variables, including
age, gender, and educational level, and respon-
dents’ perceptions of alternative proteins (APs),
such as knowledge, perceived safety, and willing-
ness to try. Subsequently, regression modelling
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Table 1: Overview of five primary alternative protein sources under development in Europe (EIT Food, 2022;
European Food Safety Authority, 2023; Joshi & Kumar, 2015; Smetana et al., 2015).

AP Category Description Examples

Plant proteins Proteins derived from plant sources including
legumes, cereals, oilseeds, nuts, and pseudo-
cereals. These proteins are commonly pro-
cessed into meat and dairy analogues due to
their functional properties such as gelation,
emulsification, and water-binding capacity.

Soy-based products (tofu, tempeh, textured
vegetable protein), pea protein isolates used
in plant-based burgers, wheat gluten (seitan),
oat or almond dairy alternatives.

Edible insects Insects that are consumed either whole or
processed into ingredients such as powders
and protein isolates. They are consid-
ered highly efficient protein sources with
favourable feed conversion ratios and rela-
tively low environmental impact compared
with conventional livestock.

Whole crickets or mealworms, cricket flour
incorporated into bread, pasta, protein bars,
insect-based burger patties.

Cultivated (lab-
grown) meat

Meat produced by culturing animal muscle
cells in vitro under controlled conditions us-
ing cell culture techniques. The process in-
volves cell proliferation and differentiation
to create muscle tissue without raising or
slaughtering animals.

Cultivated beef burgers, cultured chicken fil-
lets or nuggets, cultivated beef meatballs.

Algal-based pro-
teins

Proteins derived from microalgae or macroal-
gae (seaweed). Microalgae are rich in protein,
essential amino acids, vitamins, and bioactive
compounds, and can be cultivated with rela-
tively low land and freshwater requirements.

Spirulina powder, chlorella supplements,
seaweed-based ingredients used in snacks,
protein powders, and meat analogues.

Fermentation-
derived proteins

Proteins produced using microbial fermenta-
tion processes, including traditional biomass
fermentation and precision fermentation. Mi-
croorganisms such as fungi, yeast, or bacte-
ria produce high-protein biomass or specific
functional proteins used as food ingredients.

Mycoprotein products (e.g., Quorn™),
precision-fermented dairy proteins such as
casein and whey alternatives, microbial
protein ingredients used in meat substitutes.

was applied to assess the independent effects of
age, gender, and educational level on perceived
safety of the three APs. Ordinal logistic regres-
sion with proportional odds was used where the
proportional odds assumption was met, as as-
sessed by the test of parallel lines. Where this
assumption was violated, multinomial logistic re-
gression was applied. Statistical significance was
set at p < 0.05.

3 Results and Discussion

A total of 479 participants completed the sur-
vey. Table 2 presents participant demographic

and lifestyle characteristics. The sample was pre-
dominantly female, with a high proportion hold-
ing post-secondary education and reporting no
specific dietary pattern. Most participants were
non-smokers and had a BMI in the overweight
range.

The associations between demographic factors
and familiarity with AP terms are described in
Figure 1. In contrast, dietary pattern and BMI
were not significantly associated with AP knowl-
edge (p > 0.05 across all terms). Providing def-
initions and images during the survey helped
clarify understanding, consistent with findings
that basic education increases acceptance of AP
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Table 2: Demographic and lifestyle characteristics of the study participants.

Variable Total

Observations (N*) 479

Age (years) Mean, 95% CI 41.86, (40.63, 43.09)

Gender Male N (%) 155 (32.4)
Female N (%) 321 (67.0)

BMI (kg/m2) Mean, 95% CI 26.60, (25.96, 27.94)

Education level Secondary N (%) 24 (5.0)
Post-secondary N (%) 451 (94.2)

Smoking status Smokers N (%) 56 (11.7)
Non-smokers N (%) 418 (87.3)

Nationality Maltese N (%) 445 (93.0)
Foreigners in Malta N (%) 32 (6.7)

Dietary pattern No specific diet N (%) 364 (76.0)
Mediterranean N (%) 17 (3.5)
High Protein N (%) 10 (2.1)
Vegetarian/Vegan N (%) 20 (4.2)

BMI, body mass index; *N is referred to as the number of observations.

(Hartmann & Siegrist, 2017; Pakseresht et al.,
2022). Acceptance in the present study was gen-
erally lower compared with findings reported in
other EU countries. This difference may partly
reflect variations in market exposure, as con-
sumers in larger European markets are often
presented with a wider variety of AP products.
In contrast, the Maltese market currently of-
fers a more limited selection of such products,
which may reduce consumer familiarity and con-
sequently influence acceptance.

Perceived safety of APs is summarised in Fig-
ure 2. Plant proteins were most frequently rated
as safe, with responses significantly associated
with education level (p = 0.016), but not with
age, gender, BMI, or dietary pattern (p > 0.05).
Safety perceptions of edible insects varied sig-
nificantly by gender (p < 0.001) and education
(p < 0.001), while no significant associations
were observed with age, BMI, or dietary pat-
tern. For cultured meat, gender was the only de-
mographic variable significantly associated with
perceived safety (p = 0.025). Overall, plant pro-
teins were consistently viewed as the safest op-
tion, edible insects elicited more polarized re-
sponses, and cultured meat was generally per-
ceived as least safe, generating uncertainty across
groups. These concerns may reflect limited pub-
lic understanding of AP production, nutritional

properties, and potential allergens (Castro &
Chambers, 2019).

Ordinal logistic regression analyses were con-
ducted to assess the independent effects of age,
gender, and education level on perceived safety
of the APs (Table 3). The proportional odds as-
sumption was evaluated using the test of parallel
lines prior to model estimation. For plant-based
proteins, the proportional odds assumption was
violated (χ2(15) = 30.159, p = 0.011). A multi-
nomial logistic regression model was therefore
considered; however, estimation issues occurred
due to sparse responses in the unsafe categories,
preventing reliable model estimation.

For edible insects, the proportional odds as-
sumption was satisfied (χ2(15) = 18.894, p =
0.219). Gender, education level, and age were
all significantly associated with perceived safety.
Younger respondents were more likely to perceive
edible insects as safe than those aged over 45
years, while female respondents and those with
secondary or post-secondary education had lower
odds of perceiving them as safe compared with
males and respondents with tertiary education.

For lab-grown meat, the proportional odds as-
sumption was also met (χ2(15) = 19.503, p =
0.192). Gender and education level were signifi-
cantly associated with perceived safety, whereas
age was not. Female respondents and those with
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Figure 1: Overview of the associations between demographic factors and familiarity with AP terms. MD –
Mediterranean Diet, HPD – High Protein Diet.

post-secondary education had lower odds of per-
ceiving lab-grown meat as safe compared with
males and respondents with tertiary education.
Overall, the results suggest that gender and edu-
cation level are important factors associated with
perceived safety of alternative proteins, while age
appears to play a more limited role.

Willingness to try followed a similar trend to
safety perceptions: plant proteins were the most
accepted (59.4%), followed by cultured meat
(7.9%), while edible insects were least accepted
(5.01%) (Figure 3). Motivations to try APs are
illustrated in Figure 4. Health benefits were the
primary driver for plant proteins, environmental
sustainability for cultured meat, and novelty for
edible insects. Regulatory reassurance and ani-
mal welfare also influenced acceptance, though to
a lesser degree. These findings align with earlier
research indicating that perceived personal and
environmental benefits are central to AP adop-
tion (Pakseresht et al., 2022).

Barriers to AP acceptance (Figure 5) re-
vealed strong product-specific differences. Ed-
ible insects were overwhelmingly rejected as

‘off-putting’ (82.5%) and ‘unnecessary’ (39.2%),
while cultured meat was described as ‘off-
putting’ by 45% of participants. Concerns
about taste and preference for traditional meats
also featured prominently, echoing findings from
Amoneit et al. (2025) and Wassmann et al.
(2021) on the role of disgust and neophobia in
limiting insect consumption. Even with incen-
tives or assurances, more than half of partic-
ipants indicated that nothing would convince
them to try edible insects. When asked about
specific formats, reluctance was strongest for
whole insects (74.1%), whereas ground insects
elicited slightly higher acceptance (21.9%), sug-
gesting greater acceptance when visual cues were
minimised.

Health benefits were the most cited motivator
for trying APs, though many participants lacked
sufficient information, particularly about the nu-
tritional value of cultured meat and edible in-
sects. Misconceptions were common: 39.2% be-
lieved insects were unnecessary, 19.2% thought
they were unhealthy, and the same percentage
deemed cultured meat unhealthy. These misun-
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Figure 2: Overview of the associations between demographic factors and safety perception of AP terms.

Table 3: Ordinal logistic regression analysis of perceived safety of APs.

Edible insects Lab-grown meat
Predictor OR (95% CI) p-value OR (95% CI) p-value

Age group (ref: >45 years)
16–25 2.17 (1.32–3.58) 0.002 1.43 (0.87–2.36) 0.156
26–44 1.16 (0.81–1.65) 0.419 1.10 (0.77–1.57) 0.602

Education (ref: tertiary)
Secondary or lower 0.26 (0.12–0.56) <0.001 0.93 (0.44–1.98) 0.849
Post-secondary 0.38 (0.25–0.59) <0.001 0.54 (0.35–0.84) 0.006

Gender (ref: male)
Female 0.38 (0.27–0.54) <0.001 0.61 (0.43–0.87) 0.007

Model fit (edible insects): Wald χ2 = 46.43, p < 0.001 Proportional odds test: χ2 (15) = 18.894, p = 0.219
Model fit (lab-grown meat): Wald χ2 = 15.01, p = 0.002 Proportional odds test: χ2 (15) = 19.503, p = 0.192

Reference categories: males, age >45 years, tertiary education.

derstandings underscore the need for clearer pub-
lic education, as insects, for example, are high in
protein (Poortvliet et al., 2019).

Animal welfare was also a strong motivator
for choosing cultured meat, aligning with re-
search indicating that ethical concerns increas-

ingly influence consumer choices (Pakseresht et
al., 2022). However, food neophobia and dis-
gust remained major barriers, especially for ed-
ible insects. Similar findings were reported in a
German study, which highlighted that reluctance
toward unfamiliar foods strongly influences Ger-
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Figure 3: Consumer perceptions of safety and willingness to purchase alternative proteins.

Figure 4: Motivators influencing consumers to try
APs.

Figure 5: Main consumer barriers to trying APs.

man consumers’ willingness to try insect-based
products (Amoneit et al., 2025). Consistent with
findings by Wassmann et al. (2021), the most
common reasons for rejection were disgust and
anticipated unpleasant taste. Similarly in this
study, 82.5% of participants found insects off-
putting, with 45% reporting similar aversion to-
ward cultured meat as previously shown from
Figure 5. Over half said that nothing would con-
vince them to try edible insects. Ground insect
formats had slightly higher acceptance (11.3%)
than whole insects (3%), suggesting that reduc-
ing visibility may help but won’t eliminate aver-
sion.

As per a recent study by Su et al. (2025), en-
vironmental concerns also influenced willingness.
Nearly half indicated willingness to try plant-
based proteins for sustainability reasons, and
about a third felt the same about cultured meat.
While insects and cultured meat are environ-
mentally sustainable, scepticism remains, espe-
cially toward ultra-processed plant-based prod-
ucts. Despite being plant-based, items like pre-
made patties may be seen as less sustainable due
to additives, palm oil, and industrial processing
(Davidou et al., 2020; Fardet & Rock, 2020).
Messaging around sustainability should differen-

IJFS 2026 Volume 15 pages 79–90



Consumer Perceptions of Alternative Proteins 87

tiate between whole foods and processed alterna-
tives.

Regulatory gaps also hinder the acceptance of
AP. About 11% of participants expressed con-
cern over the safety of insect regulation, and 28%
over cultured meat. A lack of clear legal frame-
works and safety evaluations increases consumer
mistrust and impedes industry growth (Finke
et al., 2015; Siddiqui et al., 2022). Improved
transparency and clearer regulatory guidelines
could build consumer confidence. Limited prod-
uct availability also appears to influence con-
sumer reluctance. Across Mediterranean mar-
kets, edible insects and cultured meat remain
scarce or unavailable, restricting opportunities
for consumers to gain familiarity or trust. De-
spite EU approval for certain insect species, com-
mercial availability in the region is still limited.
Greater product visibility in stores and restau-
rants could help normalise their presence and
improve public acceptance, as demonstrated by
Nguyen et al. (2022).

While research on the health effects of APs is
ongoing, further investigation is necessary to of-
fer substantial evidence to the public regarding
the significant health benefits achievable through
simple dietary changes. Future studies should
encompass all five APs rather than the three se-
lected for this study. Limiting the focus to three
APs presented challenges in sourcing appropriate
materials. Therefore, future research should aim
for a broader examination of alternative proteins
to provide comprehensive insights. Additionally,
future researchers should consider conducting in-
depth statistical analyses to further explore the
reasons behind acceptance and willingness.

4 Conclusions

APs offer a promising solution to the sustain-
ability challenges linked to traditional protein
sources such as meat, fish, and dairy products.
They target pressing global issues like climate
change and offer new possibilities for food busi-
nesses to innovate and create new protein-based
products that align with global market trends
(Liu, 2018). Plant-based foods, cultured meat,
and edible insects may in some cases offer nu-
tritional advantages compared with traditional

animal-derived meats, while also presenting new
culinary possibilities. This advancement sup-
ports a diverse market for alternative protein
foods, attracting consumers interested in reduc-
ing animal product consumption for environmen-
tal sustainability.

Findings from this study provide valuable in-
sights into consumer perceptions and dietary
habits within the Mediterranean context. While
respondents were generally aware of APs and
their potential health and environmental bene-
fits, uncertainty and misinformation continue to
limit their integration into everyday diets. The
multivariable analyses further indicated that de-
mographic factors such as age, gender, and edu-
cation level were associated with perceived safety
of certain APs, suggesting that targeted commu-
nication strategies may be required for different
population groups. Leveraging the factors that
enhance consumer acceptance such as perceived
health value, safety, and sustainability could help
reform traditional eating patterns and support
the transition toward more sustainable food sys-
tems across Mediterranean populations. Broader
research on awareness and knowledge of AP, and
willingness to adopt these foods should inform
government and public health initiatives to pro-
mote consumer education and trust. As knowl-
edge increases and sustainable food options be-
come more accessible, acceptance of APs is ex-
pected to grow, contributing to a more resilient
and innovative food systems.

This study provided a substantial dataset to
explore consumer perceptions of alternative pro-
teins (APs) within the Mediterranean context.
Although the use of an online survey enabled
efficient and wide-reaching data collection, the
sample was not fully representative of the Mal-
tese population, with a predominance of highly
educated female respondents. This distribution
likely reflects participation patterns commonly
observed in voluntary online surveys and may
limit the generalisability of the findings. There-
fore, the results should be interpreted as indica-
tive of attitudes among the surveyed respondents
rather than fully representative of the broader
population. Future research should aim for more
diverse demographic representation and explore
in greater depth the factors influencing AP ac-
ceptance and reluctance. Expanding the scope
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to include additional categories of alternative
proteins would also provide a more comprehen-
sive understanding of consumer attitudes across
Mediterranean populations. Limited participa-
tion from older adults and individuals with lower
education levels reflects trends observed in previ-
ous studies, where these groups were found to be
less receptive to dietary innovation (Hartmann
& Siegrist, 2017). Future research should aim
for more diverse demographic representation and
employ more extensive statistical analyses to ex-
plore in greater depth the factors influencing AP
acceptance and reluctance. Expanding the scope
to include all major AP categories would also
provide a more comprehensive understanding of
consumer attitudes across Mediterranean popu-
lations.

Governments, policymakers, and health pro-
fessionals have a pivotal role in advancing con-
sumer acceptance of APs. Collaboration between
nutrition experts, public health authorities, and
policymakers can facilitate dietary transforma-
tion through education and accessibility. Pol-
icy measures that encourage gradual, achievable
shifts toward a planetary health dietary pattern
may include subsidies or incentives for AP pro-
ducers, transparent labelling standards, and ro-
bust regulatory frameworks to build consumer
confidence. Public education campaigns deliv-
ered through social media, schools, and commu-
nity initiatives can help dispel misconceptions by
highlighting the environmental and nutritional
benefits of APs, while practical strategies such
as supermarket recipe displays can demonstrate
simple ways to incorporate plant-based meals
into flexitarian diets.

Further research should also address aller-
genicity, labelling requirements, and product de-
velopment to enhance the sensory and nutritional
attributes of APs, particularly edible insects and
cultured meat, and the improvement of taste,
texture, and safety perceptions, will be essen-
tial to align product innovation with consumer
expectations and to support long-term adoption.
Ultimately, achieving a fundamental shift from
‘farm to fork’ is essential to cultivate a culture of
healthy and sustainable eating within Mediter-
ranean societies, one in which APs are integrated
naturally into everyday diets.
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