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Background 

• Consumers value and want to eat natural and 
authentic food (See for example Gilmore & Pine 2007; 

Korzen et al. 2011; Rozin 2005; Rozin et al. 2004; Sagoff 2001; 
Saher 2006; Stiles et al. 2011) 

• These values may to some extent drive, not 
only individual food choices, but also national 
and international food policies. 

 

 



Aim and the research question 

• Aim: To understand the appeal of naturalness and 
authenticity in food context 

• Two research questions: 
– (a) What different meanings ‘authentic’ and ‘natural’ 

have in the context of food? 

– (b) Which, if any, of the identified meanings offer 
good justifications for individual food choices and for 
food policies? 

• Method: Philosophical clarification of the 
concepts 



Different meanings of naturalness 

• Ambiguous term: various meanings, some of which are 
logically independent 
– A food offer may be natural in one sense and fail to be natural in 

another sense of the term 

 
(a) Natural vs. supernatural (Mill 1969) 

(b) Naturalness as lack of human influence (Kaplan 2012; Rozin 2005) 

– Non- naturalness associated to certain type of human activities 
(e.g. industrial processing, use of modern biotechnologies, 
heating) 

– Common in food related health education 
– What is crucial to food choice, is not minimal amount of human 

influence, but right amount of right kind of human influence. 

 



Different meanings of naturalness 
(cont.) 

(c) Naturalness as nutritive suitability 
– For example: “Hay is natural food for horses but not 

for human beings”.  
• Means: Hay satisfies some central nutritional needs of 

horses, but does not sufficiently contribute to the 
satisfaction of human needs.   

– Good justification for food choice’s and policies 

(d) Naturalness as familiarity (Madsen et al. 2003) 

– Familiar and customary often seen as natural, odd and 
foreign as unnatural 

– Not good justification as such 
– Relevant to risk assessment 



Different meanings of authenticity 

(a) Authentic as original (Gilmore & Pine 2007; Gunn 1991) 

– Contrast to copies and fakes 
– Fakes carry with them an intention to deceive.  
– There are strong reasons against promoting fake food 

products. 

(b) Authentic vs. artificial (Gilmore & Pine) 

– For example: Authentic vanilla vs. artificial vanillin 
– Connection to naturalness as lack of human influence 
– Not good justification as such 
– Intentions associated with the use of artificial ingredients 

may make unwillingness to consume them 
understandable. 



Different meanings of authenticity 
(cont.) 

(c) Authentic being true to one’s essence (Bergin 
2009) 

– Food is essentially normal when it does not 
containing material not belonging to it, and when 
it does not lack materials belonging to it. 

– Connection to naturalness as familiarity 

– For example: Egg in meringue 

– Sometimes a good justification for a food choice  



Conclusion 

• Some senses of ‘naturalness’ and ‘authenticity’ 
do not offer good justifications for food choices 
and policies 

• The following senses of ‘naturalness’ and 
‘authenticity’ may offer good justification for food 
choices and policies 
– Naturalness as nutritive suitability 

– Naturalness as familiarity (eases risk assessment) 

– Authentic as a contrast to fake 

– Authentic as being true to one’s essence  

 



 
Thank you! 
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