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Abstract

:

The presence of some healthy phytochemicals in food can be paired with high bitterness, and consumers have a widespread avoidance toward bitter-tasting food. This causes a gap between preferences and healthy needs of consumers. Therefore, this review collected insights from literature belonging to different discipline domains in order to have a broad view of the current state-of-the-art about biochemical aspects and consumers’ perceptions and preferences toward foods with an enhanced bitter taste. In detail, we focused on two core products of the Mediterranean diet: Extra-virgin olive oil (EVOO) and Brassicaceae, both characterized by specific phytochemicals having strong healthy properties and bitter-pungent taste. Results suggested that, although bitter taste is a general driver of dislike, some exceptions can be represented by: niches of consumers (e.g., innovators and organic buyers), foods consumed with specific purposes (e.g., coffee, chocolate, and alcoholic beverages). The level of bitterness perceived by the consumers can be modulated through exposure, information on benefits, and elements within the environment (e.g., music). Thus, these insights can be used to develop specific campaigns aimed at promoting bitter (healthy) food, considering also the key role that could be played by food pairings.






Keywords:


bitter taste; consumers’ preferences; consumers’ perceptions; vegetable foods; extra virgin olive oil; Brassicaceae; sensory acceptability












1. Introduction


Extra-virgin olive oil (EVOO) and Brassica vegetables, such as broccoli and rocket salad, are at the core of the Mediterranean diet. The Mediterranean diet is recognized as one of the most beneficial forms of nutrition due to its large share of plant-based foods and the high monounsaturated content of liberally-consumed olive oil [1] However, the healthy power of vegetables can have several sources of variability, as healthy bioactive substances having antioxidant and other functional properties are secondary metabolites produced in edible plants for eco-physiological purposes and are mainly influenced by genetic, environmental, pedologic, agronomical, and technological factors [2]. These bioactive molecules very often give to the food a bitter taste [3]. This is the case of several vegetables characterized by specific bitter-pungent phytochemicals, like glucosinolates in Brassicaceae (or Cruciferae) family [4] and secoiridoids in extra-virgin olive oil (EVOO) [5]. In this review we will focus on these two vegetable product categories, not investigating the specificities of other bitter compounds, such as as peptides, present in other animal foods (e.g., meat and cheeses).



Although the intake of vegetable products is constantly paired with positive effects on health [6], detailed studies proved that this association is not always true. In fact, although there is some evidence about how cooking can enhance the bioavailability of some antioxidants [7,8], a cohort study on mortality found a modest association between a longer life and cooked vegetables intake, while a strong effect on a longer life was delineated for raw vegetables intake [9]. Analogously, being less bitter, vegetable foods have a diminished healthy power. In this scenario we can highlight a deviation: While consumers of developed countries show a high preference for healthy food [10], they do not prefer food with a bitter and pungent taste [11].



The reasons behind these preferences can largely be ascribed to evolution [12,13], as bitter taste signals intoxicating substances. In the case of edible vegetables, on the contrary, bitterness has no real intoxicating effect, but a beneficial association with health [14,15]. An example of such mechanism is represented by the preparation of Brassicaceae. This type of vegetable, when cooked, on the contrary to the behavior of carotenoid-rich vegetables, like carrots and tomatoes [16,17], hold a lower health association due to the depletion of beneficial phytochemicals induced by cooking [18], even if consumers generally prefer such vegetables cooked as they are less bitter and pungent [19].



Over the years, the breeding and the food industry took advantage of such a situation, increasing consumers’ acceptance of different foods, following two main strategies: The elimination of bitter substances from vegetables [20] and the use of sweet masking substances [21]. In either case, the outcome is that the foods available on the final markets tend to be significantly-less healthy and consumers, through a lack of exposure, are not accustomed to bitter taste and will further avoid bitter foods in future [22]. A review by Drewnowski and Gomez-Carneros [23] dealt extensively with those issues, discussing in detail the content of the main bitter phytonutrients in common plant foods, with reference to natural vegetable food sources and average content range. In particular, Authors described bitter flavonoids in citrus fruits, bitter phenols in tea, chocolate, and red wine, bitter isoflavones in soybeans, bitter glucosinolates in Brassica vegetables and their pungent isothiocyanate derivatives, and debittering practices applied by the food industry. In this framework, the current review aims to go beyond such research by updating and discussing the wealth of knowledge on consumer bitter perceptions and preferences, distributed in different disciplines domain, providing a basis for further investigations and research. The endorsed point of view of this work is the one focused on consumer’s preferences and the collected insights will be discussed in terms of future possibilities for consumer’s research. We hereafter refer to the term “preference” as the choice to buy a product based on consumers’ assessment of the utility gained from product selection [24]. While we will use the term “consumer perception” as the evaluative criteria applied by individuals to form beliefs and develop attitudes towards a product [25], and the term acceptability as the degree of consumer appreciation [26]. We also bear in mind that a vast amount of literature has established that quality perception can be profoundly influenced by extrinsic product aspects [27] and contextual and environmental factors [28].



We will discuss two main case studies: EVOO and Brassicaceae due to their healthy and sensory characteristics. These two products play a key role in the Mediterranean diet [29,30,31,32]. Mediterranean diet is known for its high content of antioxidants and anti-inflammatory compounds [32]. Most of these healthy substances are found in EVOO and Brassicaceae. Unfortunately, the content in antioxidant substances in these two products is closely related to the bitterness. While for EVOO hedonic liking and consumers’ preferences have been extensively dealt in previous studies, highlighting a discrepancy between European standards of quality and final users’ preferences [33,34,35]; whereas for Brassicaceae a very limited amount of scientific literature is available, underlining the importance of further investigations [36]. It is important to note that European Regulations for EVOO standardize also the sensory profile for Protected Designation of Origin (PDO) and Protected Geographical Indication (PGI) products. Among the sensory descriptors included in such requirements, the mandatory indication of the level of bitterness is also included.



The present paper is structured as follows. The collected insights, since originating from different disciplines domains, have been divided in three sections, according to the core investigated topic: (i) Psychological studies, mainly related to consumer quality perception; (ii) studies on biochemical/physiological aspects of bitter taste; and (iii) studies on single product perception and preferences; within this section two sub-sections were highlighted according to the articles that dealt specifically with EVOO and Brassicaceae. Then conclusions browse the main lessons learnt from the literature and new perspectives are presented.



Physiology of Taste in Brief


From the physiological point of view, the perception of bitterness is due to activation of seven-transmembrane receptors (the T2Rs) and trigeminal nerve endings, located within the oral, sensitive to chemical stimuli [37]. The T2Rs, such as T2R38, coupled to the G protein gustducin are responsible for the human ability to taste bitter substances [38]. The T2R family in humans is thought to comprise about 25 different taste receptors, some of which can recognize a wide variety of bitter-tasting compounds [39].



Bitter tastes are triggered by the binding of molecules to G protein-coupled receptors on the cell membranes of taste buds. Tongue and oral epithelium are covered by taste buds composed of about 50 modified epithelial cells, some of which are supporting cells called sustentacular cells and others of which are taste cells. A large number of taste buds surround the circumvallate papillae, which form a “V line” on the surface of the posterior tongue (Figure 1). For the bitter taste sensations, the portions of the receptor protein molecules that protrude through the apical membranes activate second-messenger transmitter substances inside the taste cells, and these second messengers cause intracellular chemical changes that elicit the taste signals [37].



Recent evidence indicates a genetic variation between populations in sensitivity to bitter taste, with a frequency of non-tasters that can vary from as low as 7% to 40% [40]. Surprisingly the so-called taste receptors were identified not only in the mouth but also in the gut, the pancreas, and the brain, thus suggesting that they may play a significant role in nutrient recognition and regulation [41,42,43].



On the other hand, liking for taste stimuli is generally strongly influenced by inborn (innate) factors [44]. Sweet foods are innately preferred by most or all herbivores and omnivores, presumably since sweetness reflects the presence of caloric sugars in plants. On the contrary, bitter taste signals the presence of potentially toxic compounds and, hence, substances that are bitter are generally disliked and avoided [45]. From an evolutionary perspective, a sensitive perception of bitter taste was strictly linked to survival during the Paleolithic period: The hunter-gather men that were able to perceive bitterness were also able to avoid dangerous foods. On the other hand, also several compounds with antimicrobial activity have a bitter taste (such as many spices), and for populations living in regions where malaria was endemic the insensitivity to this taste allowed survival. Thus, looking at the human history, the different grade of bitter perceptions seems strictly co-evolved with society habits and environment [46].



Food preferences always evolve during the lifespan. Generally, infants or children have more preferences than adults and these preferences can be modified by experience [47]. Thus, both individual experience and social environment highly influence food liking and, as consequence, dietary choice. Nevertheless, with experience even bitter vegetables can come to be liked although whether the bitterness of these is actually liked or whether the other flavor characteristics are sufficient to overcome the dislike of bitterness is not known as well [48,49].



Subsequently, astringency and pungency sensations are often associated to bitterness in the consumption of some vegetable foods. Astringency is defined by the American Society for Testing of Materials as “the complex of sensations due to shrinking, drawing, or puckering of the epithelium as a result of exposure to substances such as alums or tannins” [50].



The current model describing astringency is based on precipitation of salivary proline-rich proteins by tannins and polyphenols [51,52] and/or altered salivary lubrication [50]. Because dryness from astringency is detected by oral tissues this suggests other interactions, possibly through direct alteration of the lubricating mucosal pellicle, which may also expose the oral mucosa below. A loss of mucosal lubrication is likely to be fundamental in astringency development and it seems likely that astringent stimuli alter the salivary bulk, saliva rheology, and the saliva pellicle leading to an increase of friction in the oral cavity [50].



The role of receptors in astringency perception has ben also studied. Tea polyphenols, particularly those including the galloyl ring, have been shown to activate human bitter receptors hT2Rs [53]. Epigallocatechin gallate (EGCG) also activates transient receptor protein channel, resulting in a Ca2+ response, which could occur on the tongue and contribute to astringency in the mouth [54].



In the end, pungency (also spiciness or hotness) is a burning sensation induced by a trigeminal nerve reaction together with normal taste reception. The sensation of heat is caused by the food’s activating nerves that express TRPV1 and TRPA1 receptors. EVOO and Brassicaceae compounds that cause this sensation are secoiridoids from olive and allyl isothiocyanate from Brassicaceae.





2. Methodology


The selection of articles was conducted on the platforms of scientific research Science Direct, Scopus, PsycINFO, PubMed, and Google Scholar. Several combinations of the following terms were used: (“bitter,” “liking,” “sensory perception,” “sensory properties,” “acceptability,” “avoidance,” “bitterness,” AND (“food” OR “consumer”)) within the fields “article title, abstract and keywords”. Furthermore, cross-referencing was performed, in order to detect every article that could be instrumental for the research. The selection of the articles to be reviewed followed this pattern: After the database research and cross-referencing, a total of 1667 articles were selected. Then, a first selection, aimed at checking for duplicates, deleted 50 articles. Subsequently, the selected articles were screened according to the following conditions:




	
Written in English;



	
Published in peer-reviewed journals;



	
Published between 2000 and 2019;



	
Dealt with perception and/or preference toward bitterness in food;



	
Not focused on experts’ ratings or on targeted group of consumers (such as children or elderly);



	
Not aimed at evaluating new product development;



	
Not aimed at only explaining the physiology of bitterness perception in consumers from a clinical point of view.








A total of 223 articles were considered for full reading. Subsequently, deep reading allowed articles to be matched with the abovementioned conditions and a final set of 99 articles were selected as suitable for the literature review. The final set of articles was divided in three sections, according to the core investigated topic:




	
Psychological Studies (n = 19);



	
Studies on basic tastes (n = 20);



	
Studies on a single product acceptability (n = 60); within this section, two sub-sections were found with articles that dealt specifically with extra-virgin olive oil (EVOO) (n = 20) or vegetables (n = 12).








Figure 2 depicts the temporal distribution of the reviewed articles. Although the total number of articles was quite exiguous, there was an increasing trend of papers published in the latest years. This testifies the growing interest of the scientific community toward the topic under investigation in the current review. Nevertheless, the limited number of articles shows the need for further research on specific issues that will hereby be presented.




3. Psychological Studies


The strong debate around bitterness also interested the psychological domain. In detail, several academic studies have investigated what the psychological reasons behind taste preference could be. Indeed, expectations and motivational states can substantially influence the taste experience of consumers, providing further explanation to the analysis of products preference and consumption [55].



A first group of researchers devoted their attention to the psychological determinants capable to affect food perception. A study by Robino et al. [56] investigated the correlation between the occurrence of alexithymia in low tasters. Alexithymia is the trait which identifies the inability of an individual to identify feelings and it is supposed to be based on the same neural mechanisms associated to food perception. Actually, non-taster individuals appeared to have higher alexithymia scores compared to other individuals. Additionally, in Garcia-Burgos and Zamora [57], the role of sensitivity of individuals is overshadowed by elements such as affective reactions and incentive properties of food. In particular, products with a psychoactive effect (such as coffee and chocolate) are preferred, regardless of their bitterness, especially in the presence of some motivational state (hunger, stress, and weight/health concern). While, it has been underlined that mental or physical stress is able to lower tastes perception [58], in detail, human taste thresholds for sour and bitter can be altered in the case of acute stress [59,60]. Besides, the presence of depressive disorder can have an enhanced disliking for bitter foods [61].



Furthermore, other studies profiled the traits characterizing consumers who tend to appreciate bitterness in food. For instance, a higher preference for bitter-tasting foods has been found in consumers who score high in openness to new foods [62]. The supposed reason for this correlation is found in the evolutionary feature of the disgust to bitterness; so adventurous consumers, who tend to detach from traditional preferences, also tend to prefer bitterness in food [63]. The consumer is primarily influenced by the neophobia towards novel foods, this trait appears at an early age and, with the years, the individual can overcome it to different degrees [64]. The reason why is represented by the potential risk recognized in foods never tried before. So, how individuals cope with innate neophobia depends upon emotional factors and a priori personal beliefs [65]. A study which analyzed how personal traits influence tastes preferences and choice found that bitterness is strictly linked with the presence of neophobia trait in consumers [60,66,67]. This has also been confirmed in Appleton et al., [68] on adolescents; this group is more likely to be neophobic compared to other consumer groups. This study also found that females, on average, appear to be more prone to eat bitter vegetables, such as the ones from Brassicaceae family.



From a purely psychological point of view, the preference for bitter foods has been correlated with malevolent personality traits of the individuals. Specifically, Sagioglou and Greitemeyer [69] found that, among the basic taste preferences, bitter preference is the most predictive of personality traits; and the ones most associated with this preference appear to be sadism and psychopathy. Analogously, the ingestion of bitter-tasting food is supposed to foster hostile behavior in consumers, whether or not previously provoked [70].



Analyzing the way in which consumers express themselves when faced with a sensory experience in which bitterness is present, a linguistic trick has been highlighted by Lesschaeve and Noble [71]. Authors found that consumers used “bitter” as a descriptor of red wine when expressing dislike (even attributable to other negative sensory features, such as astringency or acidity), while respondents used euphemisms like “robust” or “strong” when expressing liking.



Another category of psychological studies is represented by the ones devoted to synesthesia. In fact, when several sensory stimuli are present in the environment, they are evaluated by the consumer in a heuristic and integrated way. Thus, the individuality of consumers can highly affect how they are perceived [55]. Studies belonging to this category, suggest that a soundtrack can alter consumers’ perception of bitterness in beer and cider [72,73]. While the shape of the mug, being short and narrow, is believed to enhance the bitterness perception in coffee by most consumers [74], the shape of food packaging is believed to influence expectations on taste in general, but no effect was found for the bitter taste, in particular [75]. Similarly, it has been proved that distraction in the environment (e.g., music) can alter bitterness perception, lowering it in favor of sweetness perception [76].




4. Basic Tastes


Taste perceptions and taste preferences have been investigated with different purposes, but mainly to explain food choices and consumption frequencies among individuals. Bitter taste is paired with danger, so the humans learnt through centuries to dislike this taste. Besides, the food industry gave further impulse to this selection of tastes through an increasing de-bittering of food, in order to please the consumer, that, in turn, reduced exposure to the bitter taste and aided in consumers further disliking it [77]. This concept can be extended to taste in general: Healthier foods are increasingly accepted by consumers, but only provided that their taste is considered pleasant [78].



However, this evolutionary tendency is present with a certain heterogeneity among individuals. Indeed, consumers can be categorized into different groups according to their bitter taste sensitivity, that is also considered a general taste sensitivity proxy. Tasting sensitivity of individuals, genetically determined, is measured on the perceived bitterness of a solution made with 6-n-propyl-thiouracil (PROP), allowing to categorize consumers in the subsequent groups: non-tasters, medium tasters, and super-tasters. This difference can have influence on the diet of the individual [79]. In general, high sensitivity is more likely to be found in women [80,81] and in early age [82], as there is a widespread decrease in sensitivity for bitterness with ageing [83]. While, according to Pasquet et al. [84], the different sensitivity groups have no relevant differences in preferences and disliking of foods. Indeed, the effect of the taster status has already been linked to the consumption of Brassicaceae, only for children, and no effect was detected [82]. A study by Andreeva et al. [85] devoted to the characteristics of consumers correlated with enhanced bitter food consumption, revealed that people with lower body mass index (BMI) and alcoholic beverage drinkers were the ones who consumed the most amount of bitter foods. The authors suppose that this effect can be mediated by the taster’s status. Other differences among genders can be in the link highlighted by Amman et al. [86], who found that, only in men, supertasters tended also to have a high food disgust sensitivity.



Some further links between the sensitivity to tastes of the individuals and BMI or diet have been found. Specifically, some studies were directed at profiling the taste sensitivity of individuals belonging to different BMI categories. In detail, they found that individuals with a higher BMI are more likely to be super-tasters and, thus, sensitivity to tastes can influence diet and also health as a result [87,88]. In fact, with vegetables less sweet and more bitter, super-tasters tend to have diets lower in vegetables, and; thus, lower in healthy substances content [89]. Nevertheless, there is no wide consensus on this direct link, as in Beckett, et al. [90] this connection seems to be rejected in favor of social and cultural influences. Additionally, in Bajec and Pickering [91], no association was found between the two elements and the authors supposed that the reason lay in the absence of dietary restraints in their consumer sample. These scholars also suggest that an enhanced intake of vegetables by non-tasters can be driven by the texture of foods, over taste.



Another source of variance in consumers’ taste preferences can be represented by individuals’ general habits, traits, and demographics. In this context, a study performed by Hemmerling and Spiller [92], through a cluster analysis, has identified a group of consumers liking bitter above other tastes being, on average, adult and regular organic food buyers.



Despite a genetic variation in humans, there are also effects played by exposure on Western consumers’ tastes, as confirmed by Sorokowska et al. [93], who compared tastes preferences among different societies, and found no aversion toward the bitter taste by traditional societies from Africa and South America. Suggesting that Western consumers lost contact with this sensory property and, subsequently, increased their aversion to it.



Several studies have disclosed the relation between specific foods and each basic taste. For example, a study by Cornelis et al. [94] investigated the most bitter tasting foods, being grapefruit and grapefruit juice, liquor, beer, mustard, coffee, kale, chard, red wine, Brussels sprouts, and lemonade. Underlining that vegetables from the Brassicaceae family are recognized as extremely bitter-tasting by consumers [95]; and that mislabeling of sour or astringent foods as bitter can commonly occur in consumers [96]. Moreover, the disliking toward bitterness can lower the intake of such foods [97].




5. Single Product Perception and Preference


Since food choices and consumption motives can be different, this section reveals how bitter taste is considered at the narrow level of the single food product.



The first salient element is that, in several food products, the goods perceived as more bitter by consumers are also the ones who contain chemical substances that appear to be particularly healthy [71]. This is the case of: EVOO [5], cruciferous vegetables [85], saffron [98], whole wheat bread [99], and tea [100]. This allows one to state that, from a healthiness point of view, the presence of bitterness in food is a scientifically-proven desirable element, except for, of course, non-edible plants.



This contrasts with the fact that, generally, bitterness is a driver of disliking, as previously described. This concept has been reinforced by studies aimed at evaluating the sensory profiles of single food products [101,102,103,104,105]. For example, in [99] whole bread has been described as more bitter compared to white bread, and white bread was preferred only by medium- and super-tasters. Furthermore, Lee and Lee [106] categorized consumers in clusters according to their preferences for rice wine: All three clusters showed aversion toward bitter taste. Nevertheless, some elements that are able to lower this tendency have been found in exposure to bitterness in food [36,106,107] and related to the information about the quality characteristics of bitter foods [100]. While no effect has been found regarding the level of familiarity of the consumer with the investigated product [108].



Some exceptions leading to general liking are represented by a peculiar group of foods; the ones that have psychoactive effects. This is the case of foods as chocolate (often used as a reward), coffee (used to stay awake and active), and alcoholic beverages (often used to relax or to have fun). In detail, those effects can mediate the acceptance of the bitter taste and unfamiliar food [109,110,111,112,113,114,115,116,117].



While, other exceptions to general disliking of bitter food can rely on the characteristics and traits of consumers. Actually, through segmentation analysis it has been demonstrated that, in the case of instant coffee, consumers that are more likely to buy higher priced products are considered as being “coffee lovers” and appear to be more likely to be lovers of the bitter taste of coffee [110]. In Harwood et al. [111,118] it has been found that a proxy for the taster status can be consumers’ most liked chocolate (milk vs. dark); that is, consumers who liked dark chocolate were more tolerant to bitterness in food.



We will discuss in detail the case of two vegetable foods widely diffused in the Mediterranean food culture—EVOO and vegetables from the Brassicaceae family—both characterized by specific phytochemicals having strong healthy properties and bitter-pungent taste. These two products are considered by consumers as healthy, and they are also considered as pillars of Mediterranean diet [119,120,121]. Therefore, they represent two effective case studies needing further attention by researchers. Indeed, while these products have been investigated deeply and there are wide evidences about reactions and preferences of consumers toward their taste [122], specific strategies supporting a development of their taste in line with healthy characteristics are still lacking [123].



5.1. Extra-Virgin Olive Oil (EVOO)


The main biophenolic compounds of olive (Olea europaea) drupe and virgin olive oil are specific of the family of Oleaceae and related to the class of secoiridoid glycosides (oleuropein, ligstroside). When fruit tissues are damaged, beta-glycosidase endogenous enzyme activity releases from these glycosides the glucose moiety and bitter-pungent aglycones [5]. These bitter compounds can be furtherly hydrolyzed by esterase (Figure 3).



The esterase action may occur during olive ripening, oil extraction, or oil storage without filtration, releasing phenyl alcohols (tyrosol, hydroxytyrosol) and elenolic acid from secoiridoid aglycones, with a natural loss of oil bitterness [5]. If this last hydrolytic reaction occurs in olives during over-ripening or post-harvesting storage, a very low amount of phenolic compounds will be partitioned into the oil phase during extraction, being phenyl-alcohols tyrosol and hydroxy-tyrosol, characterized by a partition coefficient favorable to the water phase [124], and then lost in olive-mill waste water. In contrast, if unripe or normal ripe olives are correctly processed, higher amounts of lipophilic aglycones are partitioned into the oily-phase ensuring a powerful antioxidant content to virgin olive oil and corresponding bitterness intensity [5]. Aglycones hydrolysis also occurs during cooking of virgin olive oil in the presence of water, as verified in different food systems (tomato sauce, canned tuna, etc.), with a consequent reduction of the bitter taste intensity in cooked food and, at the same time, preserving antioxidant and hypotensive actions of these phytochemicals [125,126].



European Regulation EU 1227/2016 normed the possibility of using sensory claims on labels, that is, taste being a possible indicator of the health content in EVOO [127]. Supporting the evolution of quality EVOO (i.e., being identified by precise sensory features). Indeed, PGI and PDO products must compel, among others, to sensory conditions to be identified as such (Regulation EU 1151/2012 updated on June 24, 2016). This tendency to backup bitterness in quality products was supported by experts’ judgements, linking positive characteristics to the presence of bitterness [128]. A problem arises considering consumers’ preferences: They do not reflect at all the view endorsed by European Regulations, with a widespread preference toward EVOO with a flat and neutral taste, as appearing from a meta-analysis that reviewed the main studies on EVOO consumers’ preferences [129].



However, the sensory properties of EVOO are addressed as being the most important element driving consumers’ preferences and purchases [130,131]. In this scenario, already studies from several years ago have proven consumers’ negative response to bitterness [132]. A recent hedonic price study of the EVOO market confirmed that a higher grade assigned by experts to the sensory profile of EVOO has a negative effect on the price structure of this product, so that the demand for a better taste by consumers does not reflect the opinion of experts [133]. Furthermore, consumers’ aversion is directed toward EVOO with a strong taste, characterized also by pungency [134], besides bitterness. On the other hand, a further sensory element used by European Regulations to describe EVOO taste (i.e., Regulation (EEC) No. 2568/91 and following ones) is the “olive fruity” flavor. This flavor is, indeed, positively perceived both by consumers [135] and by experts [133].



However, in the case of preferences toward bitterness in EVOO, exposure plays a pivotal role: In fact, the aversion toward bitter taste seems to be strictly linked with consumers’ familiarity and knowledge about the product [120,128]. Similar findings are also revealed for expert tasters [34,136].



Indeed, exceptions to the general aversion toward bitterness have been found in consumers with high familiarity with bitter EVOO, mainly in traditional producing and consuming areas, such as Italy and Tunisia [129,137]. This concept is reinforced by studies that analyzed consumers’ preferences for EVOO in non-traditional producing countries. For example, Japanese consumers showed low preference for products with a sensory profile characterized by bitterness [138], and the same was found in US by Delgado, Gómez-Rico, and Guinard [34]. While, in Argentina, different traditions in EVOO production were addressed as the reason for heterogeneity of preferences between the cities of Buenos Aires and Mendoza [139]. Furthermore, Recchia, Monteleone, and Tuorila [35] found that in a non-traditional EVOO producing country, such as Finland, even consumers with a strong commitment to the product are reluctant to accept a sensory profile characterized by bitterness.



Considering the complete sensory profile of EVOO in a broader way, other elements that are believed to influence preferences toward the taste of EVOOs are feature-linked to the basic taste preferences present in consumers from birth [48,140,141,142], or learned through life with education or culture [143]. While, among the non-intrinsic characteristics of the product, brand is the one that most powerfully shapes the perceptions of other attributes [129,141]. A peculiar result has been obtained in Santosa et al. [144], where consumers from US, unfamiliar with olive oil as a product, evaluated EVOO with the same attributes of wine, in the end, they showed to be not capable enough of detecting taste differences from one product to another.



Within this context, information can also play an important role. A study performed in Italy [126] has demonstrated that when the nutritional benefits of bitter compounds of EVOOs are shown to consumers, the preferences toward bitter EVOOs change very rapidly. The reasons for the effect of health information on consumers’ preferences can be linked to the tendency of consumers to accept a less pleasant taste in food when health goals are made salient [145].




5.2. Vegetables from the Brassicaceae Family


Bitterness is a salient characteristic of the Brassicaceae family [68,94,95]. The main bitter and pungent compounds of Brassicaceae are typical sulfur-containing phytochemicals like glucosinolates present in cell vacuoles and their hydrolysis compounds (isothiocyanates, thiocyanates, and nitriles) formed by the action of the enzyme myrosinase (or thioglucoside glycopyrrolate) when plant tissue is damaged and the cytoplasmatic enzyme can be in contact with glucosinolates [146] (Figure 4).



The hydrolysis products have many different biological activities (e.g., as plant defense compounds and attractants). For humans, these compounds function as cancer-preventing agents and flavor compounds. The effects of cooking and thermal processing on their content and influence on sensory and nutritional properties of these vegetable products (broccoli, Brussel sprouts, cauliflower, cabbages) have been reviewed [17]. In this work, it was observed that steaming, in contrast to boiling, of Brassica vegetables ensures better preservation of glucosinolates, which are also influenced by the cooking times. In general, raw/frozen use and the way of cooking can largely influence the healthy substances content in Brassica vegetables [17,147] and also the final taste of the product.



A study on consumers’ preferences on broccoli-based food, found that preferences of consumers can be strongly affected by the familiarity with the specific product and with bitter food in general [36]. This appears to be true for all vegetables in general, according to a recent meta-analysis [148]. However, peculiar is the case of rocket within the context of Brassicaceae, as its characteristic hot taste leads to different preferences of consumers. In fact, a study proved that preference for rocket is not dependent on the taster status of the individuals [149], the reason why lies in the preferences toward hot taste that follow a different pattern compared to bitter taste [60]. In general, we found that physical factors and individual traits, such as habits and ethnicity [95,150], lead to very different preferences among consumers. Nevertheless, preference for these vegetables is the most powerful predictor of intake [151,152].



At this point, the study of these products appears to be essential for the current knowledge, since they are also targeted by de-bittering or strong cooking, that is responsible for a lowered health content [153], along with the diminishing tendency of consuming vegetables from wild species that tend to be more bitter [31]. The large variability in glucosinolate content in different Brassica vegetables, the cooking effect, and food habits, are, in fact, factors which complicate consumer preferences’ analysis [154] and a deeper knowledge is needed to complete the picture.





6. Conclusions and Future Projections


In order to have a comprehensive view about consumers’ preferences for bitter tasting vegetable foods, this review collected records from different disciplines domains, to provide a multifaceted view of the topic and to form a basis for further research developments. The collected insights, as represented in Figure 5, address three main key points raised in the review, concerning: (1) Biochemical and physiological background, (2) preferences toward bitter-tasting food, and (3) elements that have a two-way influence with preferences (dynamic factors influence preferences and that are also influenced by preferences).



The perception of bitter vegetable foods is founded on an evolutionary mechanism and; thus, it is basically avoided. The lack of exposure has led consumers to misidentify this sensory property with sour or astringent tastes. Furthermore, the perception of bitterness in food depends on individuals’ prior expectations and on their capacity of identifying tastes; this capacity, in turn, can be dependent on personality traits, such as alexithymia. The sensitivity to bitter taste (and to tastes in general) is genetically determined and can be measured with a proper laboratory solution and, sometimes, it is able to shape the preferences and thus the diet of individuals.



Analyzing consumer preferences for bitter foods; however, we found essentially an avoidance toward all the bitter-tasting foods. Food with psychoactive effects, such as chocolate, coffee, and some alcoholic beverages, diverge, as in this case their bitterness is overwhelmed especially in the presence of particular motivational states (e.g., stress). Typically, consumers that are quite open to new foods are adventurous enough to contradict the evolutionary tendency and tend to like bitterness in food. Moreover, a malevolent personality is more likely to be found in consumers who like bitter-tasting foods. In addition, from a semiology point of view, consumers use the word “bitter” with a negative sense, while when aiming for a positive meaning they prefer to use synonyms.



Analyzing the dynamic elements that can alter the bitterness perception and preference, several elements should be underlined.



The most important one appears to be exposure. Indeed, consumers who try bitter-tasting foods are the ones that are more likely to consume it in the future too. That is why niches of consumers that appreciate this sensory note are found among people that have bitter food consumption in their habits, tradition, or are expert tasters. While, another important driver is the information related to the products. This can be the reason why other niches are found among organic food shoppers and among “coffee lovers.” Other external elements can also influence the perception of bitterness in food, such as the shape of the coffee mug (the shorter, the more bitter) and the music in the environment acting as a distraction element and lowering bitterness perception.



Although several features characterizing the topic have been already underlined and investigated by other scholars, the present study highlights that consumer perceptions and preferences for bitter taste are still not fully identified and understood. In particular, the wealth of researches conducted on EVOO, aimed at supporting quality products, can represent a model for the future development of similar studies on vegetables such as Brassicaceae that, currently, have been quite neglected by researchers. This review, to the best of our knowledge, is the first attempt to summarize and discuss the available knowledge on Brassica vegetables.



The core limit of this review is represented by the dispersion of knowledge, which is disaggregated in several discipline domains. Thus, it would be desirable that future researches should be directed toward providing a complete picture of consumers’ behavior toward bitterness, beyond the single-product circumstances. Moreover, while extensively treated in the scientific literature, the current review does not provide an in-depth discussion about all bitter compounds in food (e.g., peptides) and their nature.



Furthermore, we acknowledge that the present paper offers insights on both consumers’ perceptions and preferences for bitterness, which are two different concepts (as preferences are related to the purchase decision and willingness to pay and thus to the choice of a product in a shopping setting). In addition, many studies are especially focused on the hedonic evaluation of product liking; therefore, limiting their scope mostly to product acceptability. Therefore, further reviews should concentrate their efforts on the purchase decision or on the food consumption dimension. Relatedly, it would be desirable that studies concentrated on consumers’ perceptions provide detailed thresholds of perceived and accepted bitterness by consumers in food products, in order to have a clearer understanding of the levels of attribute intensity. Thus, ensuring the acceptability of foods and the ideal sensory profile preferred by the majority—or by niches—of consumers (suggesting tailored product–market strategies).



From a practical perspective, the interaction among bitterness perception and preference, gender and age, has to be taken into account. Consumers age and gender groups represent strategic market segments characterized by different communication needs. Specific marketing/communication campaigns need to be developed to promote bitterness acceptability. Marketing strategies based on the connection between bitterness and healthiness could be successful in targeting elder consumers and women, increasing the effectiveness of communication interventions. For instance, elderly consumers have specific needs linked to their awareness of the importance of preventing non-communicable diseases. While, women, who are more likely to be super-tasters, and more prone to consume vegetables with less appealing sensory properties, could overcome their aversion with specific messages linked to health. In this context, young consumers represent the most difficult market segment to target, due to their low health interest and their stronger rejection to bitter tastes. Therefore, tailored communication strategies should be characterized by a long-run approach and should focus on food consumption habits starting from very early age, especially in school settings, in order to leverage the effect of social norms played by their peers [155,156,157].



In addition, an economic view of consumers’ preferences for bitter food products is completely lacking in current literature. Accordingly, future studies could include the estimation of monetary values assigned by consumers to bitter sensory properties (and exploring the relations of these values with individual characteristics), providing valuable information for scholars and practitioners.



Moreover, the health benefits of bitter foods, underlined by some of the studies included in this review, reveal the need for specific strategies aimed at valorizing the key role of these products in a healthier diet. Indeed, these strategies represent an important opportunity, as bitterness perception and preference insights can be used to develop specific campaigns aimed at promoting bitter food consumption to improve populations’ well-being.



Among all the possible products that could be targeted by promotional campaigns, we recognized Brassica vegetables and EVOO as needing particular attention. In fact, the breeding and food industry are driving their taste evolution towards the majority of consumers’ preferences reducing their health content, causing both a negative impact on the society as a whole and enhancing the gap between the value perceived by producers and consumers on “high sensory and nutritional quality products”. Whereas, effectively communicating the positive relation between bitter and health benefits could be a straightforward strategy to increase the intake and valorization of these products.



A last consideration should be made about the role of a deeper knowledge in consumers for the traditional and local uses of vegetables, recipes, cooking methods, and food pairing (Brassicaceae and EVOO are not consumed as whole single products but normally in combination with other ingredients in different dishes). The bitter sensory perception of these whole or cooked bitter ingredients, in fact, due to the chemical interactions of bitter molecules with other ingredients, can be dramatically modified by cooking and/or mixing with ingredients able to form chemical complexes with bitter molecules with an evident masking effect on our tongue [158,159]. As an example, the molecular understanding on EVOO bitter compounds interactions with other food ingredients (e.g., milk proteins in dairy products, tomato, etc.) [160] should contribute to increase the acceptability of healthy, bitter VOOs and vegetables. The molecular interactions between EVOO bitter biophenols and dairy ingredients, as well as the preparation/cooking systems, in fact, can contribute to increase sensory harmony of dishes by reducing the bitter taste without altering the nutritional properties and bioavailability of bitter phytochemicals [125].







Author Contributions


Conceptualization, C.C., G.C., T.D.G., R.S., and R.V.; writing—original draft preparation, C.C., G.C., T.D.G., R.S., and R.V.; writing—review and editing, C.C., G.C., T.D.G., R.S., and R.V.; supervision G.C., T.D.G., R.S., and R.V.




Funding


This research was carried out in the frame of Program STAR, financially supported by University of Naples Federico II and Compagnia di San Paolo.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflicts of interest.




References


	



Martinez-Gonzalez, M.A.; Martin-Calvo, N. Mediterranean diet and life expectancy; beyond olive oil, fruits, and vegetables. Curr. Opin. Clin. Nutr. Metab. Care 2016, 19, 401–407. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Williamson, G.; Manach, C. Bioavailability and bioefficacy of polyphenols in humans. Ii. Review of 93 intervention studies. Am. J. Clin. Nutr. 2005, 81, 243S–255S. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Bravo, L. Polyphenols: Chemistry, dietary sources, metabolism, and nutritional significance. Nutr. Rev. 1998, 56, 317–333. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Podsędek, A. Natural antioxidants and antioxidant capacity of brassica vegetables: A review. LWT-FOOD. SCI. TECHNOL. 2007, 40, 1–11. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Vitaglione, P.; Savarese, M.; Paduano, A.; Scalfi, L.; Fogliano, V.; Sacchi, R. Healthy virgin olive oil: A matter of bitterness. Crit. Rev. Food Sci. Nutr. 2013, 55, 1808–1818. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Satija, A.; Bhupathiraju, S.N.; Spiegelman, D.; Chiuve, S.E.; Manson, J.E.; Willett, W.; Rexrode, K.M.; Rimm, E.B.; Hu, F.B. Healthful and unhealthful plant-based diets and the risk of coronary heart disease in u.S. Adults. J. Am. Coll. Cardiol. 2017, 70, 411–422. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dewanto, V.; Wu, X.; Adom, K.K.; Liu, R.H. Thermal processing enhances the nutritional value of tomatoes by increasing total antioxidant activity. J. Agric. Food Chem. 2002, 50, 3010–3014. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rock, C.L.; Lovalvo, J.L.; Emenhiser, C.; Ruffin, M.T.; Flatt, S.W.; Schwartz, S.J. Bioavailability of β-carotene is lower in raw than in processed carrots and spinach in women. J. Nutr. 1998, 128, 913–916. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Miller, V.; Mente, A.; Dehghan, M.; Rangarajan, S.; Zhang, X.; Swaminathan, S.; Dagenais, G.; Gupta, R.; Mohan, V.; Lear, S.; et al. Fruit, vegetable, and legume intake, and cardiovascular disease and deaths in 18 countries (pure): A prospective cohort study. Lancet 2017, 390, 2037–2049. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fernqvist, F.; Ekelund, L. Credence and the effect on consumer liking of food—A review. Food Qual. Prefer. 2014, 32, 340–353. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Drewnowski, A.; Monsivais, P. Taste and food choices. Know. Nutr. 2012, 1027–1042. [Google Scholar]

	



Clark, J.E. Taste and flavour: Their importance in food choice and acceptance. Proc. Nutr. Soc. 1998, 57, 639–643. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lunceford, B.E.; Kubanek, J. Reception of aversive taste. Integr. Comp. Biol. 2015, 55, 507–517. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cartea, M.E.; Velasco, P. Glucosinolates in brassica foods: Bioavailability in food and significance for human health. Phytochem. Rev. 2008, 7, 213–229. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Caporaso, N.; Savarese, M.; Paduano, A.; Guidone, G.; De Marco, E.; Sacchi, R. Nutritional quality assessment of extra virgin olive oil from the italian retail market: Do natural antioxidants satisfy efsa health claims? J. Food Composit. Anal. 2015, 40, 154–162. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pernice, R.; Vitaglione, P.; Sacchi, R.; Fogliano, V. Phytochemicals in mediterranean diet: The interaction between tomato and olive oil bioactive compounds. Handb. Food Prod. Manuf. Health Meat Milk Poult. Seafood Veg. 2007, 2, 55. [Google Scholar]

	



Palermo, M.; Pellegrini, N.; Fogliano, V. The effect of cooking on the phytochemical content of vegetables. J. Sci. Food Agric. 2014, 94, 1057–1070. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kumar, S.; Andy, A. Health promoting bioactive phytochemicals from brassica. Int. Food Res. J. 2012, 19, 141–152. [Google Scholar]

	



Bongoni, R.; Verkerk, R.; Dekker, M.; Steenbekkers, L. Consumer behaviour towards vegetables: A study on domestic processing of broccoli and carrots by dutch households. J. Hum. Nutr. Diet 2015, 28, 219–225. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



D’Antuono, L.F.; Elementi, S.; Neri, R. Exploring new potential health-promoting vegetables: Glucosinolates and sensory attributes of rocket salads and related diplotaxis and eruca species. J. Sci. Food Agric. 2009, 89, 713–722. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sharafi, M.; Hayes, J.E.; Duffy, V.B. Masking vegetable bitterness to improve palatability depends on vegetable type and taste phenotype. Chemosens. Percept. 2013, 6, 8–19. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pliner, P. The effects of mere exposure on liking for edible substances. Appetite 1982, 3, 283–290. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Drewnowski, A.; Gomez-Carneros, C. Bitter taste, phytonutrients, and the consumer: A review. Am. J. Clin. Nutr. 2000, 72, 1424–1435. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Lancaster, K.J. A new approach to consumer theory. J. Polit. Econ. 1966, 74, 132–157. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Grunert, K.G.; Bech-Larsen, T.; Bredahl, L. Three issues in consumer quality perception and acceptance of dairy products. Int. Dairy J. 2000, 10, 575–584. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ares, G.; Varela, P. Trained vs. Consumer panels for analytical testing: Fueling a long lasting debate in the field. Food Qual. Prefer. 2017, 61, 79–86. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dijksterhuis, G. New product failure: Five potential sources discussed. Trends Food Sci. Tech. 2016, 50, 243–248. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Köster, E.P. Diversity in the determinants of food choice: A psychological perspective. Food Qual. Prefer. 2009, 20, 70–82. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rice, R. Mediterranean diet. Lancet 1994, 344, 893. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Erdrich, S.; Bishop, K.S.; Karunasinghe, N.; Han, D.Y.; Ferguson, L.R. A pilot study to investigate if new zealand men with prostate cancer benefit from a mediterranean-style diet. PeerJ 2015, 3, e1080. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Hadjichambis, A.C.; Paraskeva-Hadjichambi, D.; Della, A.; Elena Giusti, M.; De Pasquale, C.; Lenzarini, C.; Censorii, E.; Reyes Gonzales-Tejero, M.; Patricia Sanchez-Rojas, C.; Ramiro-Gutierrez, J.M. Wild and semi-domesticated food plant consumption in seven circum-mediterranean areas. Int. J. Food Sci. Nutr. 2008, 59, 383–414. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Renna, M.; Rinaldi, V.A.; Gonnella, M. The mediterranean diet between traditional foods and human health: The culinary example of puglia (southern italy). Int. J. Gastronomy Food Sci. 2015, 2, 63–71. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



García, J.M.; Yousfi, K.; Mateos, R.; Olmo, M.; Cert, A. Reduction of oil bitterness by heating of olive (olea europaea) fruits. J. Agric. Food Chem. 2001, 49, 4231–4235. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Delgado, C.; Gómez-Rico, A.; Guinard, J.-X. Evaluating bottles and labels versus tasting the oils blind: Effects of packaging and labeling on consumer preferences, purchase intentions and expectations for extra virgin olive oil. Food Res. Int. 2013, 54, 2112–2121. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Recchia, A.; Monteleone, E.; Tuorila, H. Responses to extra virgin olive oils in consumers with varying commitment to oils. Food Qual. Prefer. 2012, 24, 153–161. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Vecchio, R.; Cavallo, C.; Cicia, G.; Del Giudice, T. Are (all) consumers averse to bitter taste? Nutrients 2019, 11, 323. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Bachmanov, A.A.; Beauchamp, G.K. Taste receptor genes. Annu. Rev. Nutr. 2007, 27, 389–414. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Maehashi, K.; Matano, M.; Wang, H.; Vo, L.A.; Yamamoto, Y.; Huang, L. Bitter peptides activate htas2rs, the human bitter receptors. Biochem. Biophys. Res. Commun. 2008, 365, 851–855. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Brockhoff, A.; Batram, C.; Chudoba, E.; Behrens, M.; Meyerhof, W.; Kuhn, C.; Bufe, B.; Appendino, G. The molecular receptive ranges of human tas2r bitter taste receptors. Chem. Senses 2009, 35, 157–170. [Google Scholar]

	



Nabhan, G.P. Why Some Like It Hot: Food, Genes, and Cultural Diversity; Island Press: Washington, DC, USA, 2004. [Google Scholar]

	



Behrens, M.; Meyerhof, W. Gustatory and extragustatory functions of mammalian taste receptors. Physiol. Behav. 2011, 105, 4–13. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Margolskee, R.F.; Dyer, J.; Kokrashvili, Z.; Salmon, K.S.H.; Ilegems, E.; Daly, K.; Maillet, E.L.; Ninomiya, Y.; Mosinger, B.; Shirazi-Beechey, S.P. T1r3 and gustducin in gut sense sugars to regulate expression of na+-glucose cotransporter 1. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2007, 104, 15075–15080. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sclafani, A. Sweet taste signaling in the gut. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2007, 104, 14887–14888. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bartshuk, L.M.; Weiffenbach, J.M. Chemical Senses and Aging. In Handbook of the Biology of Aging; Schneider, E., Ed.; Academic Press: San Diego, CA, USA, 1994. [Google Scholar]

	



Glendinning, J.I. Is the bitter rejection response always adaptive? Physiol. Behav. 1994, 56, 1217–1227. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Krebs, J.R. The gourmet ape: Evolution and human food preferences. Am. J. Clin. Nutr. 2009, 90, 707S–711S. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cowart, B.J.; Beauchamp, G.K.; Mennella, J.A. Development of Taste and Smell in the Neonate. In Fetal and Neonatal Physiology; Saunders: Philadelphia, PA, USA, 2004. [Google Scholar]

	



Forestell, C.A.; Mennella, J.A.J.P. Early determinants of fruit and vegetable acceptance. Pediatrics 2007, 120, 1247. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mennella, J.A.; Forestell, C.A.; Beauchamp, G.K.; Morgan, L.K.; Mennella, J.A. Early milk feeding influences taste acceptance and liking during infancy. Am. J. Clin. Nutr. 2009, 90, 780S–788S. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gibbins, H.L.; Carpenter, G.H. Alternative mechanisms of astringency—what is the role of saliva? J. Texture Stud. 2013, 44, 364–375. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Baxter, N.J.; Lilley, T.H.; Haslam, E.; Williamson, M.P. Multiple interactions between polyphenols and a salivary proline-rich protein repeat result in complexation and precipitation. Biochemistry 1997, 36, 5566–5577. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Charlton, A.J.; Baxter, N.J.; Khan, M.L.; Moir, A.J.G.; Haslam, E.; Davies, A.P.; Williamson, M.P. Polyphenol/peptide binding and precipitation. J. Agric. Food Chem. 2002, 50, 1593–1601. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Narukawa, M.; Noga, C.; Ueno, Y.; Sato, T.; Misaka, T.; Watanabe, T. Evaluation of the bitterness of green tea catechins by a cell-based assay with the human bitter taste receptor htas2r39. Biochem. Biophys. Res. Commun. 2011, 405, 620–625. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kurogi, M.; Miyashita, M.; Saitoh, O.; Emoto, Y.; Kubo, Y. Green tea polyphenol epigallocatechin gallate activates trpa1 in an intestinal enteroendocrine cell line, stc-1. Chem. Senses 2011, 37, 167–177. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Piqueras-Fiszman, B.; Spence, C. Sensory expectations based on product-extrinsic food cues: An interdisciplinary review of the empirical evidence and theoretical accounts. Food Qual. Prefer. 2015, 40, 165–179. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Robino, A.; Mezzavilla, M.; Pirastu, N.; La Bianca, M.; Gasparini, P.; Carlino, D.; Tepper, B.J. Understanding the role of personality and alexithymia in food preferences and prop taste perception. Physiol. Behav. 2016, 157, 72–78. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Garcia-Burgos, D.; Zamora, M.C. Exploring the hedonic and incentive properties in preferences for bitter foods via self-reports, facial expressions and instrumental behaviours. Food Qual. Prefer. 2015, 39, 73–81. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mizuma, K.; Nakagawa, M.; Inui, T. Changes in taste perception following mental or physical stress. Chem. Senses 1996, 21, 195–200. [Google Scholar]

	



Pehlivanoglu, B.; Ileri-Gurel, E.; Dogan, M. Effect of acute stress on taste perception: In relation with baseline anxiety level and body weight. Chem. Senses 2012, 38, 27–34. [Google Scholar]

	



Spinelli, S.; De Toffoli, A.; Dinnella, C.; Laureati, M.; Pagliarini, E.; Bendini, A.; Braghieri, A.; Gallina Toschi, T.; Sinesio, F.; Torri, L.; et al. Personality traits and gender influence liking and choice of food pungency. Food Qual. Prefer. 2018, 66, 113–126. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bartkiene, E.; Steibliene, V.; Adomaitiene, V.; Juodeikiene, G.; Cernauskas, D.; Lele, V.; Klupsaite, D.; Zadeike, D.; Jarutiene, L.; Guiné, R.P. Factors affecting consumer food preferences: Food taste and depression-based evoked emotional expressions with the use of face reading technology. BioMed Res. Int. 2019, 2019. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ashton, M.C.; Pilkington, A.C.; Lee, K. Do prosocial people prefer sweet-tasting foods? An attempted replication of meier, moeller, riemer-peltz, and robinson (2012). J. Res. Pers. 2014, 52, 42–46. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Keller, C.; Siegrist, M. Does personality influence eating styles and food choices? Direct and indirect effects. Appetite 2015, 84, 128–138. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rozin, P. Psychobiological and Cultural Determinants of Food Choice; Silverstone, T., Ed.; Abakon Verlagsgesellschaft: Oxford, UK, 1976. [Google Scholar]

	



Siegrist, M.; Stampfli, N.; Kastenholz, H.; Keller, C. Perceived risks and perceived benefits of different nanotechnology foods and nanotechnology food packaging. Appetite 2008, 51, 283–290. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jaeger, S.R.; Rasmussen, M.A.; Prescott, J. Relationships between food neophobia and food intake and preferences: Findings from a sample of new zealand adults. Appetite 2017, 116, 410–422. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kallas, Z.; Vitale, M.; Gil, J.M. Health innovation in patty products. The role of food neophobia in consumers’ non-hypothetical willingness to pay, purchase intention and hedonic evaluation. Nutrients 2019, 11, 444. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Appleton, K.; Dinnella, C.; Spinelli, S.; Morizet, D.; Saulais, L.; Hemingway, A.; Monteleone, E.; Depezay, L.; Perez-Cueto, F.; Hartwell, H. Liking and consumption of vegetables with more appealing and less appealing sensory properties: Associations with attitudes, food neophobia and food choice motivations in european adolescents. Food Qual. Prefer. 2019, 75, 179–186. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sagioglou, C.; Greitemeyer, T. Individual differences in bitter taste preferences are associated with antisocial personality traits. Appetite 2016, 96, 299–308. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sagioglou, C.; Greitemeyer, T. Bitter taste causes hostility. Pers. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 2014, 40, 1589–1597. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lesschaeve, I.; Noble, A.C. Polyphenols: Factors influencing their sensory properties and their effects on food and beverage preferences. Am. J. Clin. Nutr. 2005, 81, 330S–335S. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Carvalho, F.R.; Wang, Q.J.; Van Ee, R.; Spence, C. The influence of soundscapes on the perception and evaluation of beers. Food Qual. Prefer. 2016, 52, 32–41. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Crisinel, A.-S.; Cosser, S.; King, S.; Jones, R.; Petrie, J.; Spence, C. A bittersweet symphony: Systematically modulating the taste of food by changing the sonic properties of the soundtrack playing in the background. Food Qual. Prefer. 2012, 24, 201–204. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Van Doorn, G.; Woods, A.; Levitan, C.A.; Wan, X.; Velasco, C.; Bernal-Torres, C.; Spence, C. Does the shape of a cup influence coffee taste expectations? A cross-cultural, online study. Food Qual. Prefer. 2017, 56, 201–211. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Marques da Rosa, V.; Spence, C.; Miletto Tonetto, L. Influences of visual attributes of food packaging on consumer preference and associations with taste and healthiness. Int. J. Consum. Stud. 2019, 43, 210–217. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Stafford, L.D.; Tucker, M.; Gerstner, N. A bitter sweet asynchrony. The relation between eating attitudes, dietary restraint on smell and taste function. Appetite 2013, 70, 31–36. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Callaway, E. The lost appetites. Nature 2012, 486, S16. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Verbeke, W. Functional foods: Consumer willingness to compromise on taste for health? Food Qual. Pref. 2006, 17, 126–131. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Turner, A.; Veysey, M.; Keely, S.; Scarlett, C.; Lucock, M.; Beckett, E. Interactions between bitter taste, diet and dysbiosis: Consequences for appetite and obesity. Nutrients 2018, 10, 1336. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Michon, C.; O’Sullivan, M.; Delahunty, C.; Kerry, J. The investigation of gender-related sensitivity differences in food perceptions. J. Sens. Stud. 2009, 24, 922–937. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chadwick, M.; Gawthrop, F.; Michelmore, R.W.; Wagstaff, C.; Methven, L. Perception of bitterness, sweetness and liking of different genotypes of lettuce. Food Chem. 2016, 197, 66–74. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Baranowski, T.; Baranowski, J.C.; Watson, K.B.; Jago, R.; Islam, N.; Beltran, A.; Martin, S.J.; Nguyen, N.; Tepper, B.J.J.N.R. 6-n-propylthiouracil taster status not related to reported cruciferous vegetable intake among ethnically diverse children. Nutr. Res. 2011, 31, 594–600. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cordelle, S.; Piper, D.; Schlich, P. On the consistency of liking scores: A validation study run in france and germany. Food Qual. Prefer. 2005, 16, 493–503. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pasquet, P.; Oberti, B.; El Ati, J.; Hladik, C.M. Relationships between threshold-based prop sensitivity and food preferences of tunisians. Appetite 2002, 39, 167–173. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Andreeva, V.A.; Martin, C.; Issanchou, S.; Hercberg, S.; Kesse-Guyot, E.; Méjean, C. Sociodemographic profiles regarding bitter food consumption. Cross-sectional evidence from a general french population. Appetite 2013, 67, 53–60. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Ammann, J.; Hartmann, C.; Siegrist, M. A bitter taste in the mouth: The role of 6-n-propylthiouracil taster status and sex in food disgust sensitivity. Physiol. Behav. 2019. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cox, D.N.; Hendrie, G.A.; Carty, D. Sensitivity, hedonics and preferences for basic tastes and fat amongst adults and children of differing weight status: A comprehensive review. Food Qual. Prefer. 2016, 48, 359–367. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Garcia-Burgos, D.; Zamora, M. Facial affective reactions to bitter-tasting foods and body mass index in adults. Appetite 2013, 71, 178–186. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hardikar, S.; Höchenberger, R.; Villringer, A.; Ohla, K. Higher sensitivity to sweet and salty taste in obese compared to lean individuals. Appetite 2017, 111, 158–165. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Beckett, E.L.; Martin, C.; Yates, Z.; Veysey, M.; Duesing, K.; Lucock, M. Bitter taste genetics–the relationship to tasting, liking, consumption and health. Food Funct. 2014, 5, 3040–3054. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bajec, M.R.; Pickering, G.J. Association of thermal taste and prop responsiveness with food liking, neophobia, body mass index, and waist circumference. Food Qual. Prefer. 2010, 21, 589–601. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hemmerling, S.; Spiller, A. Cross-national sensory segments in the organic market based on stated preferences for the five basic tastes. J. Food Prod. Market. 2016, 22, 767–791. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sorokowska, A.; Pellegrino, R.; Butovskaya, M.; Marczak, M.; Niemczyk, A.; Huanca, T.; Sorokowski, P. Dietary customs and food availability shape the preferences for basic tastes: A cross-cultural study among polish, tsimane’and hadza societies. Appetite 2017, 116, 291–296. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cornelis, M.C.; Tordoff, M.G.; El-Sohemy, A.; van Dam, R.M. Recalled taste intensity, liking and habitual intake of commonly consumed foods. Appetite 2017, 109, 182–189. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Shen, Y.; Kennedy, O.B.; Methven, L. Exploring the effects of genotypical and phenotypical variations in bitter taste sensitivity on perception, liking and intake of brassica vegetables in the uk. Food Qual. Prefer. 2016, 50, 71–81. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Vidal, L.; Giménez, A.; Medina, K.; Boido, E.; Ares, G. How do consumers describe wine astringency? Food Res. Int. 2015, 78, 321–326. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Vabø, M.; Hansen, H. The relationship between food preferences and food choice: A theoretical discussion. Int. J. Bus. Soc. Sci. 2014, 5, 145–157. [Google Scholar]

	



Shahi, T.; Assadpour, E.; Jafari, S.M. Main chemical compounds and pharmacological activities of stigmas and tepals of ‘red gold’; saffron. Trends Food Sci. Tech. 2016, 58, 69–78. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bakke, A.; Vickers, Z. Consumer liking of refined and whole wheat breads. J. Food Sci. 2007, 72. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cho, H.Y.; Chung, S.J.; Kim, H.S.; Kim, K.O. Effect of sensory characteristics and non-sensory factors on consumer liking of various canned tea products. J. Food Sci. 2005, 70, s532–s538. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Majchrzak, D.; Lahm, B.; Duerrschmid, K. Conventional and probiotic yogurts differ in sensory properties but not in consumers’ preferences. J. Sens. Stud. 2010, 25, 431–446. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gámbaro, A.; Maceiras, L.; Erramouspe, F.; Nógues, L.; Callejas, N.; Vieitez, I. Sensory profile of sheep cheeses during a six-month storage period as evaluated by consumers. Food Sci. Technol. Int. 2017, 23, 699–707. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Laaksonen, O.; Knaapila, A.; Niva, T.; Deegan, K.C.; Sandell, M. Sensory properties and consumer characteristics contributing to liking of berries. Food Qual. Prefer. 2016, 53, 117–126. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Miyagi, A. Influence of japanese consumer gender and age on sensory attributes and preference (a case study on deep-fried peanuts). J. Sci. Food Agric. 2017, 97, 4009–4015. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gosine, L.; McSweeney, M.B. Consumers’ attitudes towards alternative grains: A conjoint analysis study. Int. J. Food Sci. Technol. 2019. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lee, S.J.; Lee, K.G. Understanding consumer preferences for rice wines using sensory data. J. Sci. Food Agric. 2008, 88, 690–698. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Stein, L.J.; Nagai, H.; Nakagawa, M.; Beauchamp, G.K. Effects of repeated exposure and health-related information on hedonic evaluation and acceptance of a bitter beverage. Appetite 2003, 40, 119–129. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



de-la-Fuente-Blanco, A.; Fernández-Zurbano, P.; Valentin, D.; Ferreira, V.; Sáenz-Navajas, M.-P. Cross-modal interactions and effects of the level of expertise on the perception of bitterness and astringency of red wines. Food Qual. Prefer. 2017, 62, 155–161. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Masi, C.; Dinnella, C.; Pirastu, N.; Prescott, J.; Monteleone, E. Caffeine metabolism rate influences coffee perception, preferences and intake. Food Qual. Prefer. 2016, 53, 97–104. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Geel, L.; Kinnear, M.; De Kock, H. Relating consumer preferences to sensory attributes of instant coffee. Food Qual. Prefer. 2005, 16, 237–244. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Harwood, M.L.; Ziegler, G.R.; Hayes, J.E. Rejection thresholds in chocolate milk: Evidence for segmentation. Food Qual. Prefer. 2012, 26, 128–133. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Varela, P.; Beltrán, J.; Fiszman, S. An alternative way to uncover drivers of coffee liking: Preference mapping based on consumers’ preference ranking and open comments. Food Qual. Prefer. 2014, 32, 152–159. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Donadini, G.; Fumi, M.D.; Lambri, M. The hedonic response to chocolate and beverage pairing: A preliminary study. Food Res. Int. 2012, 48, 703–711. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Li, B.; Hayes, J.E.; Ziegler, G.R. Interpreting consumer preferences: Physicohedonic and psychohedonic models yield different information in a coffee-flavored dairy beverage. Food Qual. Prefer. 2014, 36, 27–32. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cavallo, C.; Materia, V.C. Insects or not insects? Dilemmas or attraction for young generations: A case in italy. Int. J. Food Syst. Dyn. 2018, 9, 226–239. [Google Scholar]

	



Fu, D.; Riordan, S.; Kieran, S.; Andrews, R.A.; Ring, H.Z.; Ring, B.Z. Complex relationship between tas2 receptor variations, bitterness perception, and alcohol consumption observed in a population of wine consumers. Food Funct. 2019, 10, 1643–1652. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Masi, C.; Dinnella, C.; Monteleone, E.; Prescott, J. The impact of individual variations in taste sensitivity on coffee perceptions and preferences. Physiol. Behav. 2015, 138, 219–226. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Harwood, M.L.; Loquasto, J.R.; Roberts, R.F.; Ziegler, G.R.; Hayes, J.E. Explaining tolerance for bitterness in chocolate ice cream using solid chocolate preferences. J. Dairy Sci. 2013, 96, 4938–4944. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Ragaert, P.; Verbeke, W.; Devlieghere, F.; Debevere, J. Consumer perception and choice of minimally processed vegetables and packaged fruits. Food Qual. Prefer. 2004, 15, 259–270. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cavallo, C.; Piqueras-Fiszman, B. Visual elements of packaging shaping healthiness evaluations of consumers: The case of olive oil. J. Sens. Stud. 2017, 32, e12246. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Trichopoulou, A.; Kyrozis, A.; Rossi, M.; Katsoulis, M.; Trichopoulos, D.; La Vecchia, C.; Lagiou, P. Mediterranean diet and cognitive decline over time in an elderly mediterranean population. Eur. J. Nutr. 2015, 54, 1311–1321. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



McEwan, J.A. Consumer attitudes and olive oil acceptance: The potential consumer. GRASAS ACEITES 1994, 45, 9–15. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Del Giudice, T.; Cavallo, C.; Vecchio, R. Credence attributes, consumers trust and sensory expectations in modern food market: Is there a need to redefine their role? Int. J. Food Syst. Dyn. 2018, 9, 307–313. [Google Scholar]

	



Fogliano, V.; Ritieni, A.; Monti, S.M.; Gallo, M.; Della Medaglia, D.; Ambrosino, M.L.; Sacchi, R. Antioxidant activity of virgin olive oil phenolic compounds in a micellar system. J. Sci. Food Agric. 1999, 79, 1803–1808. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sacchi, R.; Paduano, A.; Savarese, M.; Vitaglione, P.; Fogliano, V. Extra Virgin Olive Oil: From Composition to “Molecular Gastronomy”. In Advances in Experimental Medicine and Biology; Springer: Berlin, Germany, 2014; pp. 325–338. [Google Scholar]

	



Sacchi, R.; Stile, G.; Paduano, A.; Ambrosino, M.; Pomarici, E. Perception of the Sensory Quality of Extra Virgin Olive oils. In Third National Congress of Sensory Science; Cavella, S., di Monaco, R., Eds.; CUES: Fisciano (SA), Italy, 2011; pp. 147–153. [Google Scholar]

	



Commission, E. Commission implementing regulation (eu) 2016/1227. Off. J. Eur. Union 2016, 59, 7–13. [Google Scholar]

	



Delgado, C.; Guinard, J.-X. How do consumer hedonic ratings for extra virgin olive oil relate to quality ratings by experts and descriptive analysis ratings? Food Qual. Prefer. 2011, 22, 213–225. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Del Giudice, T.; Cavallo, C.; Caracciolo, F.; Cicia, G. What attributes of extra virgin olive oil are really important for consumers: A meta-analysis of consumers’ stated preferences. Agric. Food Econ. 2015, 3, 1–15. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ward, R.W.; Briz, J.; Felipe, I. Competing supplies of olive oil in the german market: An application of multinomial logit models. Agribusiness 2003, 19. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dekhili, S.; Sirieix, L.; Cohen, E. How consumers choose olive oil: The importance of origin cues. Food Qual. Prefer. 2011, 22, 757–762. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pagliarini, E.; Bertuccioli, M.; Abba, S. Consumer attitudes and olive oil acceptance: The traditional consumer. GRASAS ACEITES 1994, 45, 16–19. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cavallo, C.; Caracciolo, F.; Cicia, G.; Del Giudice, T. Extra-virgin olive oil: Are consumers provided with the sensory quality they want? A hedonic price model with sensory attributes. J. Sci. Food Agric. 2018, 98, 1591–1598. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Di Vita, G.; D’Amico, M.; La Via, G.; Caniglia, E. Quality perception of pdo extra-virgin olive oil: Which attributes most influence italian consumer. Agric. Econ. Rev. 2013, 14, 46–58. [Google Scholar]

	



Roselli, L.; Cicia, G.; Cavallo, C.; Del Giudice, T.; Carlucci, D.; Clodoveo, M.L.; De Gennaro, B.C. Consumers’ willingness to buy innovative traditional food products: The case of extra-virgin olive oil extracted by ultrasound. Food Res. Int. 2018, 108, 482–490. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Predieri, S.; Medoro, C.; Magli, M.; Gatti, E.; Rotondi, A. Virgin olive oil sensory properties: Comparing trained panel evaluation and consumer preferences. Food Res. Int. 2013, 54, 2091–2094. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mtimet, N.; Zaibet, L.; Zairi, C.; Hzami, H. Marketing olive oil products in the tunisian local market: The importance of quality attributes and consumers’ behavior. J. Int. Food Agribusiness Market. 2013, 25, 134–145. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mtimet, N.; Kashiwagi, A.K.; Zaibet, L.; Masakazu, N. Exploring Japanese Olive Oil Consumer Behavior. In Proceedings of the 12th EAAE Congress ‘People, Food and Environments: Global Trends and European Strategies’, Ghent, Belgium, 26–29 August 2008; pp. 26–29. [Google Scholar]

	



Pardo, J.; Alvarez-Orti, M.; Araniti, V.; Bauza, M.; Rubio, M.; Zied, D.; Silvestre, A. Argentinian consumers’ extra virgin olive oil preference. Riv. Ital. Sostanze Gr. 2018, 95, 105–110. [Google Scholar]

	



Shepherd, R. Determinants of food choice and dietary change: Implications for nutrition education. In Nutrition Education: Linking Research, Theory and Practice; Jones and Bartlett Publishers: Sudbury, MA, USA, 2011; pp. 30–58. [Google Scholar]

	



Steenkamp, J.-B.E.M. Dynamics in consumer behavior with respect to agricultural and food products. In Agricultural Marketing and Consumer Behavior in a Changing World; Wierenga, B., van Tilburg, A., Grunert, K., Steenkamp, J.-B.E.M., Wedel, M., Eds.; Springer: Boston, MA, USA, 1997; pp. 143–188. [Google Scholar]

	



Mennella, J.A.; Nolden, A.A.; Bobowski, N. Measuring sweet and bitter taste in children: Individual variation due to age and taste genetics. In Pediatric Food Preferences and Eating Behaviors; Elsevier: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2018; pp. 1–34. [Google Scholar]

	



Salazar-Ordóñez, M.; Schuberth, F.; Cabrera, E.R.; Arriaza, M.; Rodríguez-Entrena, M. The effects of person-related and environmental factors on consumers’ decision-making in agri-food markets: The case of olive oils. Food Res. Int. 2018, 112, 412–424. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Santosa, M.; Abdi, H.; Guinard, J.-X. A modified sorting task to investigate consumer perceptions of extra virgin olive oils. Food Qual. Prefer. 2010, 21, 881–892. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Raghunathan, R.; Naylor, R.W.; Hoyer, W.D. The unhealthy = tasty intuition and its effects on taste inferences, enjoyment, and choice of food products. J. Mark. 2006, 70, 170–184. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Halkier, B.A.; Gershenzon, J. Biology and biochemistry of glucosinolates. Annu. Rev. Plant. Biol. 2006, 57, 303–333. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pellegrini, N.; Chiavaro, E.; Gardana, C.; Mazzeo, T.; Contino, D.; Gallo, M.; Riso, P.; Fogliano, V.; Porrini, M. Effect of different cooking methods on color, phytochemical concentration, and antioxidant capacity of raw and frozen brassica vegetables. J. Agric. Food Chem. 2010, 58, 4310–4321. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Appleton, K.M.; Hemingway, A.; Rajska, J.; Hartwell, H. Repeated exposure and conditioning strategies for increasing vegetable liking and intake: Systematic review and meta-analyses of the published literature. Am. J. Clin. Nutr. 2018, 108, 842–856. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bell, L.; Methven, L.; Wagstaff, C. The influence of phytochemical composition and resulting sensory attributes on preference for salad rocket (eruca sativa) accessions by consumers of varying tas2r38 diplotype. Food Chem. 2017, 222, 6–17. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Schueller, R.A.; Albrecht, J.A.; Young, L. Taste perceptions and dietary intakes of smokeless tobacco users and nontobacco users. J. Sens. Stud. 2005, 20, 200–216. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dinehart, M.; Hayes, J.; Bartoshuk, L.; Lanier, S.; Duffy, V. Bitter taste markers explain variability in vegetable sweetness, bitterness, and intake. Physiol. Behav. 2006, 87, 304–313. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Beck, T.K.; Nicklaus, S.; Bennedbæk-Jensen, S.; Issanchou, S.; Kidmose, U. Comparisons of individual bitterness perception and vegetable liking and consumption among danish consumers: A pilot study for a cross-cultural sensory study between denmark and france. Menu. J. Food Hosp. Res. 2013, 2, 7–14. [Google Scholar]

	



Barratt-Fornell, A.; Drewnowski, A. The taste of health: Nature’s bitter gifts. Nutr. Today 2002, 37, 144–150. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bongoni, R.; Verkerk, R.; Steenbekkers, B.; Dekker, M.; Stieger, M. Evaluation of different cooking conditions on broccoli (brassica oleracea var. Italica) to improve the nutritional value and consumer acceptance. Plant. Food Hum. Nutr. 2014, 69, 228–234. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Carfora, V.; Caso, D.; Conner, M. Randomized controlled trial of a messaging intervention to increase fruit and vegetable intake in adolescents: Affective versus instrumental messages. Br. J. Health Psychol. 2016, 21, 937–955. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pedersen, S.; Grønhøj, A.; Thøgersen, J. Following family or friends. Social norms in adolescent healthy eating. Appetite 2015, 86, 54–60. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Carfora, V.; Cavallo, C.; Caso, D.; Del Giudice, T.; De Devitiis, B.; Viscecchia, R.; Nardone, G.; Cicia, G. Explaining consumer purchase behavior for organic milk: Including trust and green self-identity within the theory of planned behavior. Food Qual. Prefer. 2019. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pripp, A.H.; Busch, J.; Vreeker, R. Effect of viscosity, sodium caseinate and oil on bitterness perception of olive oil phenolics. Food Qual. Prefer. 2004, 15, 375–382. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dinnella, C.; Masi, C.; Zoboli, G.; Monteleone, E. Sensory functionality of extra-virgin olive oil in vegetable foods assessed by temporal dominance of sensations and descriptive analysis. Food Qual. Prefer. 2012, 26, 141–150. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pripp, A.H.; Vreeker, R.; van Duynhoven, J. Binding of olive oil phenolics to food proteins. J. Sci. Food Agric. 2005, 85, 354–362. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]








[image: Nutrients 11 01164 g001 550]





Figure 1. Schematic picture of the tongue with indication of the “V area” (green) in which bitterness is particularly perceived. 
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Figure 2. Numbers of articles per year (2000–2019). 
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Figure 3. Schematic mechanism of enzyme actions (beta-glucosidase, esterase) on olive bitter secoiridoids (i.e., oleuropein). In bold chemical substances with a sensory characteristic. 
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Figure 4. Simplified mechanism of myrosinase enzyme action in Brassicaceae on bitter glucosinolates with release of pungent isothiocyanate. In bold chemical substances with a sensory characteristic. 
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Figure 5. Key literature insights. 
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