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Abstract: Ethical labelling has been shown to influence taste/flavour perception. Across two experi-
ments, the present study examined how ethical labelling and moral self-image influenced both the
expected (Experiment One) and perceived (Experiment Two) taste/flavour characteristics of beer. In
Experiment One, 170 participants read either a ‘moral’ or ‘control’ label describing a brewery, after
which they were presented with an image of a beer. Participants then completed a Beer Taste Percep-
tion Questionnaire and the Moral Self-Image Scale. In Experiment Two, 59 participants were exposed
to either the moral or control label before tasting a beer and completing the same questionnaires from
Experiment One. The results of Experiment One indicated that label type moderated the relationship
between moral self-image and the intensity ratings of the beer. Specifically, in the presence of a control
label, the expected intensity of the beer’s flavour increased as moral self-image increased. Experiment
Two found no evidence that the moral label influenced the perceived taste of the beer. However,
the results showed that as moral self-image became more positive the perceived refreshingness of
the beer increased. This study provides novel evidence of the potential relationship between an
individual’s moral self-image and the expected and perceived taste/flavour characteristics of beer.

Keywords: beer; taste; flavour; expectations; perception; morality

1. Introduction

In Australia, craft beer production has grown from a small industry comprised predom-
inantly of home-brew enthusiasts to a large industry worth approximately AUD 370 million
(approximately 5% of the AUD 6.5 billion total annual beer sales in Australia [1]). This
growth is not isolated to Australia, and is consistent with the burgeoning craft beer market
in other countries [2]. Craft brewers, who spend considerable time in product development
and have limited capital to buffer against product failure, are concerned with product-
intrinsic and product-extrinsic features that influence people’s expectations and perception
of their products. It is worth keeping in mind here that although price (e.g., value for
money) is an important factor in determining consumer behaviour [3], it is not the only
factor influencing purchasing decisions. Previous research has shown that beer taste is
influenced by factors such as packaging [4], music [5], and glass shape [6]. Little is known,
however, about the effect of ethical information and individual difference factors on con-
sumers’ perceptions of beer. This preliminary study is the product of a discussion between
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the authors and the Little Gippsland Brewing Company, who donate 100% of their profits
to the local community.

2. The Influence of Ethical Labelling

In competitive markets like the food and beverage industries, companies need to use
innovative marketing strategies to sway consumer preferences in favor of their brands and
products. One increasingly common strategy to achieve this is the use of ethical labelling.
Ethical labelling is a marketing strategy in which products are promoted alongside infor-
mation about ethical practices used in their production [7]. These labels typically refer to
the environmental impact of production (e.g., sustainable, eco-friendly, anti-waste, carbon
neutral), the treatment of workers (e.g., fair pay), trading practices (e.g., fair trade), or
animal welfare (e.g., free range, humane).

The inclusion of ethical labels represents an attempt to moralise products; that is, to
imbue them with moral characteristics via a process of association [8,9]. Food and beverage
products are, in and of themselves, morally neutral. There is nothing inherently moral
or immoral about an apple, a chocolate bar, or a bottle of wine. However, pairing these
products with information about ethical practices associates them with ethical values, such
that they may then be perceived as possessing moral characteristics. This, in turn, increases
their subjective value [10,11] and the consumers’ willingness to purchase them [12]. Indeed,
research has found that a majority of participants are willing to pay more for ethically-
labelled products than for equivalent non-ethical alternatives [12–17].

Preference for ethically labelled products is not necessarily driven by the consumers’
desire to support ethical practice. Rather, research suggests that ethical labels may influence
consumer preferences because they impact beliefs about the quality of the products (i.e.,
a halo effect). The ‘halo effect’ is a perceptual bias whereby a salient characteristic of a
product distorts the overall impression of that product [18]. This effect is curious, given
that the practices signified by the ethical labels typically have no impact on the physical
properties of the product, and thus have no objective impact on quality, healthiness, or taste.
For example, Bratanova et al. [19] found that participants rated the expected quality of
tomato sauce, biscuits, chocolate, and apple juice as higher if these products were presented
with ethical labels (e.g., fair-trade), relative to the same products presented with no label
or with a negative label (e.g., associated with harmful production practices). Participants
also reported that they expected ethically labelled products to taste better than non-ethical
alternatives. Similarly, Samant and Seo [20] found that participants who demonstrated
a high level of understanding regarding label claims rated chicken breasts labelled as
‘organic’ as being of higher quality than unlabelled chicken.

Research also suggests that ethical labelling can impact expectations of taste.
Napolitano et al. [21] found that beef accompanied by information about animal welfare
was expected to taste better than beef that did not include this information. Other research
investigating perception, rather than expectations, has found that products with ethical
labels are rated as tasting significantly better than those that are unlabelled, and this finding
holds across a range of food and beverage products, such as coffee [7], green tea [22],
grapes [23,24], chocolate [25], and meat [26]. Related research has also found that ethically-
labelled products are perceived by participants as healthier than identical, non-labelled
products [7,23,24,27,28]. These findings suggest that product-extrinsic ‘ethical’ information
can influence people’s perception of, and expectations relating to, the product itself.

3. Ethical Labelling and Moral Self-Image

Research suggests that only 5% of consumers can be classified as ethical consumers (i.e.,
driven by their motivation to uphold ethical values and make purchasing decisions based
on their moral beliefs; [29]). To most consumers, ethical benefits are either an after-thought
(e.g., brand status and perceived quality are more pressing concerns) or are not considered
at all. Further research suggests that only about 55% of consumers are attentive to ethical
information on product packaging and consider this in their decision-making [13]. This
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figure suggests that many consumers place little-to-no importance on ethical information.
However, this seems inconsistent with the aforementioned research that suggests positive
effects of ethical labelling.

Despite the limited number of consumers prioritizing ethical information when pur-
chasing products, the literature on ethical labelling suggests that the effect of ethical labels
on beliefs about, and the perceived taste of, food and beverage products is not limited
to consumers who feel strongly about ethical practices [30]. Researchers have found sig-
nificant effects of ethical labels across samples which are presumably a blend of people
varying in terms of how ethically motivated they are. This suggests that it is not necessary
for participants to already hold ethical-consumer motives to be influenced by ethical labels.

There is reason to assume that individual differences in morality other than consumer
motives may influence the way consumers respond to ethical labels. Moral self-image
may moderate the effect of ethical labels on consumer preferences. Moral self-image
refers to the moral component of a person’s self-concept and reflects their evaluations
of how virtuous they perceive themselves to be [31]. A person with a positive moral
self-image is one who views themselves as morally good and virtuous relative to other
people, whereas a person with a negative moral self-image is one who views themselves
as less moral or virtuous than other people. Research in moral psychology suggests that
people are motivated to maintain a positive moral self-image to protect their global self-
evaluations [32]. Engaging in behaviour that is consistent with your moral values and
moral self-image is one strategy to achieve this. Consistent with this idea, research in the
domain of ethical labelling has found that moral self-perceptions independently predict
preferences for ethical products above and beyond other factors such as knowledge of, and
attitudes towards, the product [33]. This occurs specifically because purchasing ethical
products affirms participants’ identities and values, and leads to positive affect. Thus,
participants with a positive moral self-image may respond more strongly to ethical labels
than people who have a less positive moral self-image, because preferencing these products
affirms their existing self-perceptions.

There is also reason to expect that moral self-perceptions influence the expected and
perceived taste of ethical products. This may occur because people with a more positive
moral self-image are especially likely to experience an increase in positive affect [22,25] or
moral satisfaction [19] when they purchase ethical products due to the aforementioned
affirmation of self-perceptions represented by purchasing these products. Moral satisfaction
has been shown to mediate the effect of ethical labels on the expected taste of foods such
as tomato sauce [19]. Similarly, positive affect has been shown to mediate the effect of
ethical labels on the perceived taste of chocolate [25] and green tea [22]. That is, participants
in these studies rated the expected and perceived taste of the ethically labelled products
as better than identical, non-labelled alternatives because they felt either greater moral
satisfaction or positive affect when presented with them.

4. The Present Study

Although studies have explored the effect of ethical labelling on taste/flavour percep-
tion in beverage products such as coffee and tea, to the best of our knowledge no research
has investigated beer; specifically, how ethical labelling influences the expectations and
perceptions associated with flavour and aroma. Beer has a complex flavour profile [34,35],
which makes it a good candidate for research because its attributes are difficult to describe.
Beer is also important from a social perspective. Beer is one of the world’s oldest man-
ufactured drinks [36] and one of the world’s most consumed beverages [37]. Given this
information, it is surprising that research has not assessed the role that ethical labelling
plays in the perceived taste of beer.

It was predicted that, given previous work, ethical labelling would influence the
expected (Experiment One) and perceived (Experiment Two) taste/flavour of beer. Based
on previous research, it was hypothesised that those people provided with the ethical beer
label would like (and be willing to pay more for) the beer, compared to those provided
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with a control label. Considering the work of O’Connor et al. [33], it was hypothesised
that people scoring high on the moral self-image scale would be willing to pay more for a
beer than those people scoring lower. Lastly, it was hypothesised that people scoring high
on the moral self-image scale would rate the beer with ethical labelling as being of better
quality, and like it more.

5. Experiment One: Expectations
5.1. Method
Participants

The participants were 170 individuals (86 men, 84 women) from the general Australian
population, with a mean age of 32.50 years (SD = 10.66; range = 18 to 69 years). Although a
total of 232 people logged in and agreed to take part in the survey, 61 respondents were
excluded prior to data analysis because they (a) did not answer any questions on the survey
(n = 14), (b) answered fewer than half of the items in the survey (n = 45), (c) provided the
same response to all questions (e.g., a one (1) for all items; n = 2), or (d) were deemed to be
an outlier (n = 1; see Section 5.5.1 below). Participants had to be over 18 years of age to
participate, as this is the minimum age for the legal consumption of alcohol in Australia.
The majority of the participants self-reported that they consumed beer more than once a
week (27.6%), with the remainder consuming beer either (a) less than once a month (24.7%),
(b) once a week (24.7%), or (c) more than once a month but less than once a week (22.9%).
An a priori power analysis indicated that a sample size of 128 would yield power of 80% to
detect medium-sized effects of at least 0.25 (α = 0.05).

5.2. Materials

Participants completed a web-based survey through SurveyMonkey™. The survey
consisted of one of two labels (i.e., moral or control) and three questionnaires: (a) a
demographics questionnaire, (b) the Beer Taste Perception Questionnaire (see Appendix A),
and (c) the Moral Self-Image Scale (MSIS).

5.2.1. Demographics Questionnaire

To gather demographic and other information, a questionnaire was used that asked
participants to provide their age, gender, and drinking habits (e.g., how often they consume
beer). The questions relating to drinking habits were answered on four-point response
scales ranging from less than once a month to more than once a week.

5.2.2. Beer Taste Perception Questionnaire

A questionnaire was developed to measure beer flavour and aroma expectations
(Experiment 1) and perceptions (Experiment 2). This questionnaire consisted of nine
items that measured different taste and smell characteristics of beer: pleasantness of taste,
pleasantness of aftertaste, pleasantness of aroma, intensity of taste, sweetness, fruitiness,
bitterness, quality, and willingness to pay. These items were selected for a variety of
reasons. First and foremost, each item was chosen for its comparability with past studies.
Sweetness, bitterness, fruitiness, and intensity of taste have all been established as key
sensory attributes of beer [38]. Second, pleasantness of taste and aftertaste, quality, and
willingness-to-pay are all global valence judgements which have been used in previous
research [6]. Past research [39] has established that participants are able to evaluate the
global (e.g., pleasantness) and specific (e.g., sweetness) characteristics of beer uniquely.

Participants responded to eight items on an eleven-point Likert-type scale, which
ranged from 0 (Not ______ at all) to 10 (Extremely ______). For example, the question “how
pleasant would you rate the taste of the beer?” had response options ranging from Not
pleasant at all to Extremely pleasant. The item relating to willingness-to-pay was answered
by providing a monetary amount (in Australian dollars) of how much each person would
pay for a full glass of the beer which they were shown in the experiment. Items in this
questionnaire were randomised to control for order effects.
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5.2.3. Moral Self-Image Scale (MSIS)

The MSIS measured participants’ evaluations of how moral they believe they are. Par-
ticipants reported their evaluations of how caring, compassionate, fair, friendly, generous,
hard-working, helpful, honest, and kind they are on a 7-point Likert-type scale, ranging
from one (Much less ________ than the person I want to be) to seven (Much more ________
than the person I want to be). An example of an MSIS item is “Compared to the honest
person I want to be, I am . . . ”. Moral self-image scores were calculated by summing all
items to generate a total score, and then dividing the total score by the number of items on
the MSIS. High scores indicate a greater tendency to believe that the person is virtuous.
Jordan et al. [31] reported that the MSIS has good reliability (α = 0.88). In this study, the
internal consistency of the MSIS was found to be acceptable (α = 0.75).

5.2.4. Ethical Labels

Participants were presented with one of two vignettes (see below) presented as a
block of text on a separate page of the online survey. The first was designated the ‘ethical’
label, whereas the second was the ‘control’ label. The labels differed only with regard to
the additional ‘ethical’ information on the ‘ethical’ label (italics are added to the ethical
vignette below to highlight the differences, but did not appear in experimental stimuli).
Both labels are based on existing, real-world information from the Little Gippsland Brewing
Company’s [40] website: https://www.littlegippslandbrewing.com.au/.

5.2.5. ‘Ethical’ Label Text
Who Is the Little Mountain Brewing Company?

We are a small collective of like-minded people who wanted to make a great beer, and
help the community. Located in eastern Victoria where the water is clear and the air is fresh,
we decided to set up our brewery to make beer using only the finest ingredients, and donate
all the profits from the beer we sell to community projects. When you drink one of our beers,
enjoy it knowing that you are drinking a beer made to the highest standards, and raising
money for the local community at the same time. Here’s to great beer. Cheers!

5.2.6. ‘Control’ Label Text
Who Is the Little Mountain Brewing Company?

We are a small collective of like-minded people who wanted to make a great beer.
Located in eastern Victoria where the water is clear and the air is fresh, we decided to set
up our brewery to make beer using only the finest ingredients. When you drink one of our
beers, enjoy it knowing that you are drinking a beer made to the highest standards. Here’s
to great beer. Cheers!

5.3. Procedure

After reading an explanatory statement that outlined that the responses would be
anonymous, participants provided informed consent by selecting an “I agree to partic-
ipate” button. The study was conducted in accordance with the (Australian) National
Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC) National Statement on Ethical Conduct
in Human Research, and the protocol was approved by Federation University Australia’s
Human Research Ethics Committee (Project number: A18-021). Participants were made
aware of, and recruited to participate in, the online survey via social media (e.g., advertise-
ments posted to Facebook). The survey was hosted on SurveyMonkey. After reading an
explanatory statement, participants completed the demographics questionnaire. At this
point, participants were randomly assigned to one of two experimental conditions: ethical
label or control condition. Following the presentation of the vignette, participants saw a
photograph of a beer (see Figure 1) and completed the Beer Taste Perception Questionnaire,
and then the MSIS. All participants completed the experiment in this order to (a) minimise
the time between reading the label and answering questions about the beer, and (b) negate

https://www.littlegippslandbrewing.com.au/
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demand characteristics that might be present if the MSIS was presented before assessing
expectations regarding the beer. Participation took approximately 10 min.
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Figure 1. The photograph of the beer presented to participants.

5.4. Design

The study employed a mixed design to investigate the effects of both label type (i.e.,
ethical vs. control) and moral self-image on participants’ ratings of the expected flavour
and aroma characteristics of the beer (i.e., the dependent variables). Moral self-image and
the ratings of beer were measured on continuous scales, while label type was a between-
subjects categorical variable. The data were analyzed using moderation analyses.

5.5. Results
5.5.1. Preliminary Analyses

Prior to conducting the moderation analyses, assumption testing was performed
to ensure there were no violations of the sample size, normality, linearity, outliers, or
multicollinearity assumptions. An examination of histograms, Q-Q plots, and standardised
values indicated that each variable was normally distributed but there was one univariate
outlier. This person was removed prior to analysis. All other assumptions were met and
multiple imputation was performed to replace any missing data.

Participants in both groups rated the beer on eight different characteristics of taste/flavour
and willingness to pay. Means and standard deviations for each of the variables are reported
in Table 1 for the moral and control groups.

5.5.2. Inferential Analyses

Moderated regression analyses were conducted to determine whether the associations
between ethical labelling and the dependent variables (i.e., pleasantness of taste, pleasant-
ness of aftertaste, pleasantness of aroma, intensity of taste, sweetness, fruitiness, bitterness,
quality, and willingness to pay) were influenced by participants’ moral self-image. MSIS
scores were mean centered prior to the analyses. After applying conservative corrections
for multiple comparisons (p < 0.006), only the moderated regression analysis conducted on
the ‘intensity’ ratings produced a significant result. It revealed that 7.17% of the variance
in ‘intensity’ ratings was explained by the model consisting of label type, moral self-image,
and the interaction between these variables, F(3,166) = 4.28, p = 0.006. As shown in Table 2,
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neither the type of label (i.e., ethical or control) nor moral self-image made a significant,
unique contribution to the explanation. However, the interaction between label type and
moral self-image was significant. Simple slopes analysis (see Figure 2) showed that when
the ethical label was presented to participants, there was no significant association be-
tween moral self-image and intensity ratings, t(166) = −0.72, p = 0.47, 95% CI (−0.75, 0.35).
However, when the control label was presented to participants, there was a significant
association between moral self-image and intensity ratings, t(166) = 3.08, p = 0.002, 95%
CI (0.28, 1.29). The results indicate that when in the control label condition, but not the
ethical label condition, higher levels of moral self-image are associated with higher levels
of expected intensity of taste.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics for beer flavour characteristics for control and moral groups.

Control Moral

Variables M SD M SD

Pleasant taste 6.33 2.12 6.61 2.01
Pleasant aftertaste 5.90 2.20 5.84 2.32

Pleasant aroma 6.32 1.96 6.76 2.18
Sweetness 4.76 2.07 5.00 2.14
Bitterness 5.52 1.96 5.77 1.81
Fruitiness 5.35 2.27 5.72 2.32
Intensity 5.92 1.95 6.34 1.58
Quality 6.15 1.93 6.31 1.72

Willingness to pay (AUD) 5.75 2.04 6.03 1.67
MSIS Total 7.44 0.70 5.06 0.84

Table 2. Unstandardised regression coefficients for intensity ratings (N = 170).

B SE t p 95% CI

Constant 6.13 0.13
Label Type −0.40 0.27 −1.48 0.138 [−0.94, 0.13]

MSIS 0.35 0.19 1.84 0.07 [−0.03, 0.72]
Label Type * MSIS 0.98 0.38 2.61 0.01 * [0.24, 1.73]

Note: MSIS = Moral Self-Image Scale; Label Type = ethical label or control label. * p < 0.05.
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6. Experiment Two: Perception
6.1. Method
Participants

The participants were 59 individuals (38 men, 21 women) from the general population
and students at a university in Victoria, Australia. These people had not taken part in
Experiment 1. They ranged in age from 19 to 78 years with a mean age of 40.78 years
(SD = 13.17) and had to be over 18 years of age to participate. The majority of the partic-
ipants self-reported that they consumed beer more than once a week (32.2%), with the
remainder consuming beer either (a) less than once a month (27.1%), (b) more than once a
month but less than once a week (28.8%), or (c) once a week (11.9%).

6.2. Materials

Prior to commencing the experiment, participants were presented with an information
statement, and signed an informed consent form, which was kept separate from study
materials/responses. The same surveys (i.e., a demographics questionnaire, the Beer Taste
Perception Questionnaire, and the MSIS (α = 0.84)) and labels (ethical or control) used
in Experiment One were used in Experiment Two, but instead of being presented on-
screen, the vignettes were printed on a separate A4 page in the bundle of study materials
handed to participants. Lastly, the refreshingness of the beer was included as an item
as it is a commonly used beer descriptor [41], thus making it worthy of examination.
Refreshingness is a sensory characteristic that describes how well beer quenches the thirst
of, or reinvigorates, the consumer.

Beer

Sailor’s Grave Draught beer was provided to participants in all experimental condi-
tions. This craft beer contains 4.85% alcohol per 355-mL can. The beer was refrigerated
between 4 ◦C and 6 ◦C prior to the experiment. Manufactured by the Sailor’s Grave
Brewing Company, the beer is described as having subtle hops flavours and a crisp finish.
This beer was selected over other more popular and highly advertised draught beers in an
attempt to avoid participants recognizing the beer (though see [42] for evidence suggesting
that people cannot identify different beers in blind taste tests).

6.3. Procedure

As per Experiment One, this study had ethical approval (Project number: A18-021)
and participants gave their informed consent prior to participating. Participants were
made aware of, and recruited to participate in, the experiment via social media adver-
tisements and posters put up at university campuses. The experiment was conducted
in a temperature-controlled room, with lights on and curtains drawn. Participants were
randomly assigned to one of two experimental conditions: ethical label or control label.
After reading an explanatory statement and signing a consent form, participants completed
the demographics questionnaire and then read either the ethical or control label, depending
on which condition they had been assigned. They were then presented with a beer and
completed the Beer Taste Perception Questionnaire while tasting the beer. Participants
then filled out the MSIS. Participation took approximately 10 min. Participants consumed
no more than half a can of beer (0.6 standard drinks) and those who were on provisional
driver’s licenses were advised not to drive for at least one hour.

6.4. Results
6.4.1. Preliminary Analyses

Assumption testing analyses identified seven data points that were considered outliers
(i.e., >3 SDs from the mean). Once these data points were removed, none of the other
assumptions were violated (i.e., normality, linearity, multicollinearity).
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Participants in both groups rated the beer on nine different characteristics of taste/flavour
and willingness to pay. Means and standard deviations for each of the variables are reported
in Table 3 for the moral and control groups.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics for beer flavour characteristics for control and moral groups.

Control Moral

Variables M SD M SD

Pleasant taste 7.17 1.79 6.97 1.66
Pleasant aftertaste 6.57 2.46 6.76 2.39

Pleasant aroma 6.86 1.68 7.34 1.76
Sweetness 5.03 2.14 5.45 2.25
Bitterness 4.97 1.83 4.97 2.23
Fruitiness 4.43 2.42 5.38 2.35

Refreshingness 7.34 1.70 7.14 1.96
Intensity 5.67 1.94 5.79 1.66
Quality 7.27 1.62 7.45 1.68

Willingness to pay (AUD) 5.86 1.47 5.61 1.60
MSIS Total 5.13 0.61 5.37 0.67

6.4.2. Inferential Analyses

As with Experiment One, moderated regression analyses were conducted to deter-
mine whether the association between ethical labelling and the dependent variables were
influenced by participants’ moral self-image. After correcting for multiple comparisons,
only the moderated regression analysis with ‘refreshingness’ as a dependent variable pro-
duced a significant result. It revealed that 17.8% of the variance in ‘refreshingness’ was
explained by the type of label a company uses, (mean centered) moral self-image, and the
interaction between these variables, F(3,49) = 3.55, p = 0.021. Although this analysis does
not meet the conservative criteria for significance we adopted (p < 0.006), it does meet
traditional standards for statistical significance. As shown in Table 4, neither the type of
label (i.e., ethical or control), nor the interaction between label type and moral self-image,
made a significant unique contribution to the explanation. However, moral self-image did
make a significant unique contribution to the explanation. The results indicate that people
who perceived themselves as having a high moral self-image rated the beer as being more
refreshing than did people who perceived themselves as being low in moral self-image.

Table 4. Unstandardised regression coefficients for ‘refreshingness’ ratings (N = 53).

B SE t p 95% CI

Constant 6.97 0.34
Label Type 0.36 0.47 0.76 0.452 (−0.59, 1.30)

MSIS 1.65 0.52 3.19 0.003 ** (0.61, 2.69)
Label Type * MSIS −1.43 0.77 −1.87 0.068 (−2.98, 0.11)

Note: MSIS = Moral Self-Image Scale; Label Type = ethical label or control label. * p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.

7. General Discussion

It was hypothesised that ethical labelling would influence the expected and perceived
taste, flavour, and aroma attributes of beer. Based on previous research, it was hypothesised
that those people provided with the ethical label would expect and perceive the beer to taste
better (and be willing to pay more for it), compared to those exposed to the control label.
This hypothesis was not supported. Secondly, considering work by Hahnel et al. [43] and
O’Connor et al. [33], it was hypothesised that people scoring high on a measure of moral
self-image would be willing to pay more for beer than would those people who scored
lower. This hypothesis was not supported either. Here, however, people scoring high on a
measure of moral self-image perceived the beer as being more refreshing than did those
scoring lower. Lastly, it was hypothesised that when exposed to a beer label containing
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ethically-orientated information, participants scoring high on a measure of moral self-image
would rate the beer as being of better quality, like it more, and be willing to pay more
for it compared to participants scoring low on moral self-image. This hypothesis was not
supported. However, results did indicate that there was a significant association between
moral self-image and expected intensity of taste, which was moderated by label type.

8. Expectations

The results indicate that there is a significant association between moral self-image
and intensity of taste ratings, which was moderated by label type. Specifically, we found
that if a control label was presented to participants (i.e., a label that contained no ‘ethical
information’ about contributing to the community), higher moral self-image was associated
with higher expected intensity of taste. Thus, when paired with a label describing a high-
quality product, but without reference to ethical conduct, people believing themselves to
be more virtuous expected the beer’s flavour to be more intense. Conversely, those who
perceived themselves as being low in morality expected it to be less intense. Here, perhaps
a high moral self-image state makes one sensitive to detailed descriptions in some way.
Thus, individuals scoring high on the moral self-image scale (i.e., those people predisposed
to a high moral self-image state) expect the care and attention to detail (described in the
control label) to lead to a more intense beer. The ethical label, however, primes those who
score low on the moral self-image scale into a state of higher sensitivity to label descriptions.
This would explain why people in the ethical label condition vary in their self-perceived
morality, but this did not affect their rating of the beer’s intensity. What is interesting, and
unique, is that we have shown that moral self-image can positively influence expectations
associated with beer when only an image and descriptive label are provided.

9. Perception

Consistently with other studies [44,45], we assessed how morality affects taste.
Eskine et al. [44] showed that reading vignettes outlining virtuous behaviour resulted in a
beverage being rated as relatively more delicious than did reading a neutral vignette. Con-
sistent with this work, we found that morality influences sensory perception. Specifically,
we found that a higher moral self-image elicited higher ratings of perceived refreshingness.
Feelings-as-information theory [46,47] may offer a theoretical explanation for the potential
influence of morality on perception. Here, reading positively-framed vignettes (e.g., mak-
ing a good beer or contributing to the community) may have primed people (consciously or
unconsciously) to feel good about themselves (hold positive feelings about how moral they
are), and this information may have been used as a source of information in judgments
of the beer (those people who feel positive will rate the beer more positively, i.e., as being
more refreshing). Clearly this explanation is speculative, but it is consistent with evidence
showing that a manipulated mood impacts beer taste perception [39].

It is worth noting that previous ethical labelling research has focused on labels that are
associated with manufacturing processes (e.g., organic, fair-trade ingredients, environmen-
tally friendly production processes). In this sense, the product itself is viewed as virtuous,
and thus reflects positive attributes (e.g., better quality). In contrast, in the current study,
the ethical label used was unrelated to the product itself, and instead was associated with
the allocation of profits to either the business owner or to the community (i.e., charity).
Thus, the brewing company may be perceived as being virtuous, but the product itself is
not. This suggests that ethical labelling may only influence consumer expectations and
perceptions when the product itself is perceived as virtuous.

10. Limitations and Future Directions

The findings of this study should be considered with a few limitations in mind. Al-
though the study has high ecological validity (i.e., labels were drawn from the marketplace),
both portray the brewer favorably. Thus, the labels used here may have lacked sufficient
power to detect an effect. Using a negative label might have been a more powerful manip-
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ulation but would reduce ecological validity. Another limitation of Experiment Two is the
small sample size, which means the experiment is underpowered and the findings should
be considered preliminary evidence that moral self-image influences perceived refreshing-
ness. Furthermore, given the cross-sectional nature of the study, a limitation is that it is
possible that subjective ratings of refreshingness influenced (short-term) moral self-image
such that those who found the beer to be less refreshing rated themselves as being of lower
moral integrity. This would be consistent with the findings of Eskine et al. [48], in that taste
influences morality. Further work is needed in this area to address these limitations.

11. Conclusions

In this study we found evidence suggesting that people who rated themselves as being
moral expect a beer to be of higher intensity when it is paired with a label that describes
a high-quality product, but without emphasizing ethical information that portrays the
brewer favorably. We also found preliminary evidence suggesting that people who rate
themselves as being more moral perceive a beer to be more refreshing than those people
who rate themselves as being low in terms of morality, regardless of the ethical information
in the label description. This study is the first to demonstrate that certain types of ethical
labels have no impact on the expected and perceived taste and aroma of beer, whereas the
wording used on the labels themselves has a limited impact on beer expectations. Given
the findings, there seems to be little point in including ethical information that portrays the
brewer favorably on beer labels.
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Appendix A

Beer Taste Perception Questionnaire
On the scales below, please indicate your feelings about the different characteristics of beer. Circle the number between the
adjectives which best represents your feelings about beer. Please complete this as quickly and accurately as possible.

How pleasant would you rate the taste of the beer?
Not pleasant at all→ 0→ 1→ 2→ 3→ 4→ 5→ 6→ 7→ 8→ 9→ 10→ Extremely pleasant

How pleasant would you rate the aftertaste of the beer?
Not pleasant at all→ 0→ 1→ 2→ 3→ 4→ 5→ 6→ 7→ 8→ 9→ 10→ Extremely pleasant
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How sweet would you rate the taste of the beer?
Not sweet at all→ 0→ 1→ 2→ 3→ 4→ 5→ 6→ 7→ 8→ 9→ 10→ Extremely sweet

How bitter would you rate the taste of the beer?
Not bitter at all→ 0→ 1→ 2→ 3→ 4→ 5→ 6→ 7→ 8→ 9→ 10→ Extremely bitter

How fruity would you rate the taste of the beer?
Not fruity at all→ 0→ 1→ 2→ 3→ 4→ 5→ 6→ 7→ 8→ 9→ 10→ Extremely fruity

How refreshing would you rate the taste of the beer?
Not refreshing at all→ 0→ 1→ 2→ 3→ 4→ 5→ 6→ 7→ 8→ 9→ 10→ Extremely refreshing

How pleasant would you rate the aroma of the beer?
Extremely mild→ 0→ 1→ 2→ 3→ 4→ 5→ 6→ 7→ 8→ 9→ 10→ Extremely intense

How intense would you rate the taste of the beer?
Extremely mild→ 0→ 1→ 2→ 3→ 4→ 5→ 6→ 7→ 8→ 9→ 10→ Extremely intense

How would you describe the quality of the beer?
Extremely low quality→ 0→ 1→ 2→ 3→ 4→ 5→ 6→ 7→ 8→ 9→ 10→ Extremely high quality

The average price for a glass of beer is $5. How much would you be willing to pay for a full glass of this beer?
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