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BACKGROUND

Food plays a fundamental role in shaping both individual identities and culture. As Brillat-Savarin fa-
mously noted, “Tell me what you eat, and I will tell you who you are’, while Feuerbach later reported a similar
idea with his declaration, ‘Man is what he eats’. These statements effectively summarize the deep connec-
tion between food and personal identity. Indeed, food serves not only as a source of sustenance, provid-
ing the body with the necessary energy to face everyday activities, but it can also be a powerful medium
for expressing traditions, values and social norms. For instance, how food is prepared, shared and con-
sumed often reflects the historical, geographical and social aspects of a community and a country, and
all these habits, which are generally learned within the core of the family, contribute to the preservation
of cultural heritage. Thus, food transcends its biological function, becoming a key element in defining
who we are both as individuals and as members of a cultural group.

So far, research on the influence of food on identity has primarily taken anthropological and socio-
logical approaches, exploring how dietary practices reflect cultural values, shape social identities and
promote group belonging. Key findings have emphasized the symbolic role of food in connecting indi-
vidual and collective identity, the impact of ideals and social roles on food choices across ethnic groups,
the way shared eating habits reinforce community bonds and the cultural differences in food meanings
and their implications for well-being (see, e.g. Devine et al., 1999; Fischler, 1988; Rozin, 2005; Sobal &
Nelson, 2003). While most of these studies have relied on descriptive and observational methodologies,
controlled experimental research aimed to elucidate the cognitive mechanisms underpinning the rela-
tionship between food and the construct broadly referred to as the se/fis still lacking,

The concept of self is multifaceted and, of course, comprises many different elements beyond food.
For instance, it includes the body and bodily signals (e.g. our voice), the face, the physical objects we
associate with (e.g. our favourite clothes), and less tangible elements such as political ideals or moral
principles. These possible elements work together to shape how individuals define and understand
themselves and others. Experimental evidence also reported that the self can be easily associated with
entirely arbitrary stimuli, such as geometrical shapes, as documented by Sui et al. (2012). In that work,
participants were first asked to associate their identity, the identity of a friend and that of a stranger,
with three different geometrical shapes (e.g. circle-self, triangle-friend, and square-stranger). Then, a be-
havioural task was administered, consisting of providing a key press to decide whether one of the three
shapes appearing alongside one of three labels (i.e. ‘you’, ‘friend” or ‘stranger’) matched or not with the
previously learned information. The main results showed that participants were much faster and more
accurate when the shape and the label were associated with the self (in this example, the couple ‘circle-
you’) compared to all other possible combinations. This is consistent with a self-prioritization effect,
according to which self-related stimuli would be particularly salient and lead individuals to react to
them promptly (see also Humphreys & Sui, 2016). In recent years, the work of Sui et al. (2012) has been
widely replicated and extended, showing that the self can be associated with different types of stimuli,
such as Gabor patches, pictures of real objects, sounds or unknown faces (e.g. Dalmaso et al., 2024;
Schifer et al., 2015, 2016; Stein et al., 2016; Wozniak et al., 2018) and exploring the impact of arbitrary
self-related stimuli on different mechanisms related to perception, attention and memory (e.g. Dalmaso
et al., 2019; Martinez-Pérez et al., 2024; Siebold et al., 2015; Stein et al., 2016; Vicovaro et al., 2024).

Of interest to the current work, a recent study (Sel et al., 2019) explored the self-prioritization ef-
fects for food stimuli belonging to three different categories. In more detail, participants were asked to
associate themselves, a friend, and a stranger with pictures of natural food (e.g. a banana), transformed
food (e.g. a candy) and rotten food. Then, a matching task similar to that developed by Sui et al. (2012)
was delivered, consisting of the presentation of a label (e.g. ‘you’) followed by the presentation of a
food picture. The main results showed that self-association boosted response latencies and improved
accuracy, particularly for natural food items, demonstrating a more robust self-prioritization effect for
these stimuli than for transformed or rotten foods. Sel et al. (2019) proposed that food stimuli may have
influenced the self-prioritization effect by acting on attentional mechanisms, altering the allocation of
attentional resources depending on the food category. The study by Sel et al. (2019) shows that the self
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can be linked to food stimuli, highlighting the interesting connection between identity and food and
opening new avenues for research on how personal and cultural factors can shape food perception and
preferences.

In this study, we explored the deep connection between food, identity and culture. Adopting a
cross-cultural perspective, we examined the self-prioritization effect for food stimuli from two distinct
cultures (Italian and Japanese) using images of typical foods from each culture as stimuli. Italian par-
ticipants were tested in Experiment 1, while Japanese participants were tested in Experiment 2. Italy
and Japan share key aspects of food culture, such as a focus on fresh, seasonal ingredients, balanced
and nutritious meals, and the social and cultural importance of shared dining experiences. Despite the
impact of globalization, individuals in both cultures continue to prefer foods rooted in their traditions
(e.g. Dinu et al., 2020; Tsugane, 2021). For these reasons, the comparison between Italy and Japan
provided a meaningful model to test the malleability of the self in relation to food stimuli from one's
own and another culture. Consistent with the idea that food strongly influences personal and collec-
tive identity, we hypothesized a stronger association between the self and food from one's own culture
compared to food from a different culture. Additionally, we explored whether individual differences in
openness to unfamiliar foods could influence the strength of this association. To this end, we used the
Food Neophobia Scale (FNS; Pliner & Hobden, 1992), which provides a measure of willingness to try
novel or foreign foods. By integrating this measure, we aimed to investigate how food identity might
be shaped by personal attitudes towards food exploration, offering new insights into the relationship
between cultural identity and food selection.

EXPERIMENT 1: ITALIAN PARTICIPANTS
Participants

The sample size was determined a priori following guidelines for linear mixed-effects models (Brysbaert
& Stevens, 2018; see Results section), which recommend collecting at least 1,600 data points per experi-
mental cell. Based on these guidelines, the minimum required sample size was 36 participants. However,
to account for potential data exclusion, we recruited N=50 (Mean age=30years, SD=5.10, 29 males).
All participants provided a written informed consent form, and the study was approved by the Ethics
Committee for Psychological Research at the University of Padova. Participants also reported their
height and weight to calculate Body Mass Index (BMI) using the formula: BMI = Weight (kg)/(Height
(m))”. The mean BMI was 22.92 (SE = 0.47; range: 17.42—37.04). According to World Health Organization
(WHO; https://www.who.int/) criteria, 39 participants wete classified as normal weight, two as undet-
weight, eight as overweight and one as obese. All participants were White Italians, recruited online via
Prolific (https://www.prolific.com/).

Stimuli, apparatus and procedure

To enhance ecological validity, we aimed to present participants with a diverse set of stimuli. Hence,
we employed ten images of traditional Italian foods (bruschetta, gnocchi, grana cheese, lasagna, moz-
zarella, pizza, risotto, spaghetti, tiramisu and tortellini) and ten images of traditional Japanese foods
(katsu curry, dorayaki, oden, okonomiyaki, onigiri, ramen, sashimi, sushi, tempura, unagi don). These
images were downloaded from a generalist image database (https://www.shutterstock.com/) because,
at the time of testing, no standardized databases contained both traditional Italian and Japanese foods.
All images were presented at the same resolution of 400 X 267 pixels, appeared on a white background
and were equalized for luminance using the SHINE_color Matlab toolbox (Dal Ben, 2023). The screen
background was white and all text stimuli (font type: Hiragino Kaku Gothic Pro W3) appeared in
black and were presented in Italian. Manual responses were recorded via keyboard. The experiment was
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1. Whole experimental sequence
SELF-FOOD | |SELF-PRIORITISATION| | SELF-FOOD | |SELF-PRIORITISATION| | QUESTIONS

ASSOCIATION[~ TASK —{ASSOCIATION— TASK  &FNS
Condition 1 Block 1 Condition 2 Block 2
2. Self-prioritisation task
(a) + YOU oK
Y iRy m
(b) + OTHER TR
FIXATION LABEL FOOD FEEDBACK
FRAME FRAME FRAME FRAME
500 ms 150 ms Time out: 1500 ms 500 ms

TIME

FIGURE 1 The upper section illustrates the phases of the experiment, while the lower section provides examples of
trials from the perceptual matching task. In Panel a, the label “YOU” is followed by an image of Italian food (in this example,
pizza), with feedback indicating a correct response ‘OK’). In Panel b, the label ‘OTHER’ is followed by an image of Japanese
food (in this example, sushi), with feedback indicating an incorrect response ‘!I’). In Experiment 1, the labels “YOU” and
‘OTHER’ were displayed in Italian, whereas in Experiment 2, they were presented in Japanese.

programmed with PsychoPy and administered online through Pavlovia (Bridges et al., 2020). Mobile
devices (i.e. smartphones and tablets) were not permitted to complete the task.

The self-prioritization task (see Figure 1 for more details) comprised two main blocks: in one
block, participants identified themselves with Italian food and another person with Japanese food; in
the other block, the association was reversed. The block order was randomized across participants.
The experimental procedure was similar to that used by Sel et al. (2019), who also employed food
stimuli. Each block began with an initial association phase, where the participant read the following
sentence, displayed centrally for 40 seconds: ‘In this experiment, you are a typical Italian food, and
another person is a typical Japanese food.” Following this, the main task began. The task started
with a central black fixation cross (font-size: 0.08 normalized units) displayed for 500 ms. Then, the
word YOU’ or ‘OTHER’ (font-size: 0.08 normalized units) appeared centrally for 150 ms, followed
by a centrally placed picture of a food stimulus. Participants were instructed to press a designated
key (either ‘A’ or ‘I, randomized across participants) to decide whether the word and food picture
matched the previously learned identity-food association. The picture remained visible until the par-
ticipant responded or for a maximum of 1500 ms. Afterwards, central visual feedback appeared for
500 ms (the word ‘OK for correct responses and ‘I’ for incorrect or missed responses; font-size: 0.08
normalized units).

For each condition (self-Italian/other-Japanese food or vice versa), participants completed a prac-
tice block of 20 trials followed by an experimental block of 180 trials, with a brief break after 90 trials.
Each participant thus completed 360 experimental trials in total. The study employed a 2 (condition:
self-Italian/othet-Japanese food vs. self-Japanese/other-Italian food) X 2 (identity: self-related vs. othet-
related food picture) X 2 (matching judgement: matched vs. nonmatching) factorial design. The match-
ing judgement factor referred to the pairing between the label and the food picture. For instance, when
the self was associated with Italian food, matched trials included the “YOU?’ label paired with the pizza
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picture or the ‘OTHER’ label paired with the sushi picture. In contrast, the reversed pairs constituted
nonmatching trials. Hence, the nature of the trial (i.e. matched or nonmatching) became evident only
when the food item appeared. Each experimental block (180 trials) included 45 trials per identity X
matching judgement condition, with each food item appearing nine times per block. Both practice and
experimental trials were presented in a random order.

Following the self-prioritization task, participants answered several food-related questions (see
Table 1 for details). Three questions gathered information on familiarity, frequency of consumption
and perceived valence for each food stimulus used in the main experiment. Each question appeared
at the top of the screen 20 times, paired with one of the food stimuli presented at the centre. A re-
sponse scale was displayed at the bottom of the screen, and participants provided responses at their
own pace by pressing the corresponding number on the keyboard. Additionally, three questions
assessed hunger levels, dietary habits and predisposition towards national food (hereafter referred to
as ‘food bias’). These questions appeared once each at the centre of the screen, with a response scale
below. Finally, the FNS, validated for the Italian context (Guidetti et al., 2018), was administered.
The FNS included six items with a response range from 1 to 5, yielding a minimum score of 6 and a
maximum of 30, with higher scores indicating greater food neophobia (see Table 1). Each FNS item
appeared once at the centre of the screen with a response scale below. The whole task lasted about
30 minutes.

Results and discussion
Self-prioritization effect

Participants who achieved less than 55% correct responses (IN = 6) were classified as random responders
and excluded from further analyses. Trials with a missing response were rare (2.82% of trials); they were
discarded and not further analysed. Trials with an incorrect response (11.07% of trials) were discarded
and analysed separately. Trials with a correct response and a latency smaller than 100 ms (0.10% of tri-
als) were discarded. We considered the following factors: identity (2: you vs. other), matching judgement
(2: matched vs. nonmatching) and condition (2: self_Italian_food vs. self_Japanese_food). Note that
here the identity factor referred to the food picture; namely, regardless of the label shown at the start of
the trial, ‘you’ trials involved a self-related food picture, whereas ‘other’ trials involved an other-related
food picture.

Latencies of correctly responded trials were analysed using generalized linear mixed models (glwer
function, R package /we4; Bates et al., 2015), specifying a Gamma distribution for the response variable
(latency) and a Gaussian link function (Lo & Andrews, 2015). In all analyses, the fixed effects structure
was held constant across models and included all main effects and interactions among the predictors
(identity, matching judgement and condition). Models varied only in their random effects structure, and
we selected the model with the most complete random structure among those that successfully con-
verged (Barr et al., 2013). When multiple converging models were equally complex, model selection was
based on the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC; R package MuMIn; Barton, 2023). In this specific
analysis, the best-fitting and most complex converging model included by-subject random intercepts
and slopes for the three predictors and the identity X matching judgement interaction, as well as by-
item random intercepts and slopes for matching judgement and condition. A Type 3 Wald chi-square
test was then applied to the model (R package car; Fox & Weisberg, 2019). The mean predicted values
are graphically reported in Figure 2 (Panel a). The main effects of identity, ){2(1) =31.80, p<.001,
matching judgement, 7 (1)=68.81, »<.001 and condition, Y= 51.05, p<.001, were all significant.
The interaction between identity and matching judgement was also significant, )(2(1) =219.69, p<.001,
as well as the interaction between identity and condition, ){2(1) =11.91, p<.001. The interaction be-
tween matching judgement and condition was non-significant, )(2(1) =3.07, p=.080. The three-way in-
teraction was significant, Y (1)=4.73, »=.030, and this was further explored by analysing the data
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FIGURE 2 The main results of Experiment 1 (Italian participants). Panel a shows the mean latencies predicted by the
best-fitting model for latencies, while Panel b shows the proportion of correct responses predicted by the best-fitting model
for error rates, both as a function of identity and condition for matched and non-matching trials. Error bars indicate standard
errors of the mean. Panel ¢ shows the correlation between ASPEi and FNS scores with a linear regression model. The
represented model is based on data after the removal of three outliers with extreme ASPEi values.

separately for matching judgement. For the matched trials, the most complete converging model had
by-subject random intercepts and slopes for identity, condition and the interaction, as well as by-item
random intercepts and slopes for condition. Both main effects were significant (ps <.001), as well as the
interaction, y*(1) = 15.02, p<.001, revealing a stronger effect of identity when participants were associ-
ated with Italian food than with Japanese food. Specifically, pairwise comparisons (R package emmeans;
Lenth, 2024) revealed that the difference between ‘you’ and ‘other’ trials was significant in both condi-
tions (ps <.001), but its magnitude was greater when participants were associated with Italian food
(106 ms) than Japanese food (55 ms). For nonmatching trials, the most complete converging model had
by-subject random intercepts and slopes for condition, as well as by-item random intercepts and slopes
for identity. The main effects of identity and condition were both significant (ps<.001), whereas the
interaction was non-significant (p = .120).1

Errors (coded as 1 for incorrect responses and 0 for correct responses) were analysed using the same
approach as for latencies, except that the response variable was modelled using a binomial distribution
with a logit link function. The best-fitting and most complex converging model included by-subject ran-
dom intercepts and slopes for the three predictors, the identity X matching judgement interaction, the
matching judgement X condition interaction, as well as by-item random intercepts and slopes for match-
ing judgement. The mean predicted proportions of errors are graphically reported in Figure 2 (Panel b).
The main effects of identity, (1) = 36.18, p<.001, matching judgement, r(h= 4.78, p=.029 and condi-
tion, )(2 (1)=9.56, p=.002, were all significant. The interaction between identity and matching judgement
was significant, ;(2(1) =46.08, p<.001, as well as the interactions between identity and condition,
)(2(1) =9.76, p=.002, and matching judgement and condition, ){2(1) =718, p=.007. The three-way inter-
action was significant, 2 (1)=15.28, »<.001, and this was further explored by analysing the data sepa-
rately for matching judgement. For the matched trials, the most complete converging model had
by-subject random intercepts and slopes for identity, condition and the interaction, as well as by-item
random intercepts and slopes for condition. Main effects were significant (ps <.001), as well as the inter-
action, »*(1)=9.46, »=.002, revealing a stronger effect of identity when participants were associated

'As shown in Figure 2, in nonmatching trials, participants showed shorter latencies for ‘other’ trials than for ‘you’ trials. Recall that ‘you’ and
‘other” refer to the food pictures, not the labels. Thus, ‘other” trials were those where the “YOU?” label was paired with an other-related food
picture. Since the label and the food picture were presented sequentially, the “YOU” label may have facilitated pre-activation of the correct food
association, making participants more prepared to detect an incorrect pairing. This pre-activation may have been weaker with the ‘OTHER’
label.
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with Italian food than with Japanese food. Specifically, pairwise comparisons revealed that the differ-
ence between ‘you’ and ‘other’ trials was significant in both conditions, but its magnitude was greater
when participants were associated with Italian (M=0.098, p<.001) than Japanese (M=0.040, p=.001)
food. For nonmatching trials, the most complete converging model had by-subject random intercepts
and slopes for identity and condition, as well as by-item random intercepts and slopes for identity. No
significant results emerged (ps = .558).2

Question items

Data from questions 1-3 (food stimuli) were analysed using linear mixed-effects models, with food type
(Italian food vs. Japanese food) as a fixed effect and by-subject intercepts, by-subject slopes and by-item
intercepts as random effects. The results revealed that Italian food, compared to Japanese food, was rated
as more familiar, declared to be consumed more frequently and liked more (all ps <.001; see Table 1). Mean
values observed for questions 4-6 (dietary behaviour) and the FNS are also presented in Table 1.

Correlation between the self-prioritization effect and FNS

To explore the possible relationship between the FNS and the self-prioritization effect, we calculated
an index of the individual magnitude of the self-prioritization effect (hereafter named ‘SPE,), inspired
by Sui et al. (2013). Specifically, for each participant, we computed the ratio of median RTs to the
proportion of correct responses for ‘other’ trials on matching trials and the same ratio for ‘you’ tri-
als on matching trials. The SPEi was defined as the difference between these two ratios, providing a
measure directly proportional to the strength of the self-prioritization effect. We calculated two sepa-
rate SPEis for each participant: one for the self-Italian/other-Japanese food condition and one for the
self-Japanese/other-Italian food condition. The difference between these two SPEis, termed ASPE],
represents the strength of the difference in the self-prioritization effect when the participant's self was
associated with Italian versus Japanese food. A positive ASPEI] indicates a stronger self-prioritization
effect when associated with Italian food, whereas a negative ASPEI indicates a stronger effect when
associated with Japanese food.

The ASPEI values were then correlated (Spearman's rank correlation test) with FNS scores, and
a non-significant result emerged; 7 =.092, p=.552. The results were non-significant even after re-
moving the data of three participants with extremely large ASPEi values; r =.144, p=.369 (see
Figure 2, Panel c).

Discussion

The main findings from Experiment 1 revealed a stronger self-prioritization effect for Italian food
stimuli compared to Japanese food stimuli. This indicates that Italian individuals associate their identi-
ties more strongly with food from their own culture, regardless of their FINS scores. In the subsequent
experiment, the focus shifted to Japanese participants.

As suggested by two reviewers, we also conducted exploratory analyses including participant's sex and block order as factors. Sex did not
modulate the three-way interaction between identity, matching judgement and condition for either latencies or errors. Block order significantly
modulated the three-way interaction only for latencies, suggesting that the stronger self-prioritization effect for Italian food was more
pronounced when participants associated themselves with Ttalian food first (a similar pattern also emerged for errors). The R scripts for these
analyses are available on OSF.
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EXPERIMENT 2: JAPANESE PARTICIPANTS
Participants

The sample size was identical to Experiment 1. Hence, 50 participants were tested (Mean age=35years,
SD=4.63, 29 males). All participants provided a written informed consent form, and the study was ap-
proved by the Institutional Review Board of Waseda University. The mean BMI was 22.75 (SE=0.54;
range=15.92-36.73). According to the WHO, 29 participants were categorized as normal weight, eight as
underweight, 11 as overweight and two as obese. All participants were Asian Japanese living in Japan and
wete recruited online via “Yahoo! Crowdsourcing’ (https://crowdsoutcing.yahoo.co.jp/).

Stimuli, apparatus and procedure

All procedures were identical to those in Experiment 1, with the following exceptions: all text was
presented in Japanese, and the validated Japanese version of the FNS (Kamei et al., 2024) was used.
This scale included 8 items with a response range from 1 to 7, resulting in a minimum score of 8 and a
maximum of 56, with higher scores indicating greater food neophobia (see Table 1).

Results and discussion
Self-prioritization effect

Data were handled and analysed as in Experiment 1. Participants who achieved less than 55% of correct
responses (IN=4) were classified as random responders and excluded from further analyses. Trials with
a missing response were rare (0.87% of trials); they were discarded and not further analysed. Trials with
an incorrect response (12.72% of trials) were discarded and analysed separately. Trials with a correct
response and a latency smaller than 100ms (0.37% of trials) were discarded.

As for latencies, the best-fitting and most complex converging model included by-subject ran-
dom intercepts and slopes for the three predictors and the matching judgement X condition inter-
action, as well as by-item random intercepts. The mean predicted values are graphically reported in
Figure 3 (Panel a). The main effects of identity, )(2(1) =28.32, p<.001, matching judgement,
2'(1)=81.65, »<.001 and condition, (1) =10.26, p=.001, were all significant. The interaction
between identity and matching judgement was also significant, ;(2(1) =1216.40, p<.001, as well as
the interaction between matching judgement and condition, )(2(1) =4.24, p=.040. However, the
interaction between identity and condition was non-significant, ){2(1) =0.92, p=.338. The three-
way interaction was significant, )(2(1) =12.20, p<.001, and this was further explored by analysing
the data separately for matching judgement. For matched trials, the most complete converging
model had by-subject random intercepts and slopes for identity and by-item random intercepts.
Both main effects were significant (ps <.001). Despite the fact that the interaction did not reach the
canonical level of significance, ya= 3.27, p=.071, pairwise comparisons revealed that the differ-
ence between ‘you’ and ‘other’ trials was significant in both conditions (ps <.001), but the magni-
tude appeared to be greater when participants were associated with Japanese food (109 ms) than
Italian food (83 ms). For nonmatching trials, the most complete converging model had by-subject
random intercepts and slopes for identity and by-item random intercepts and slopes for condition.
The main effects of identity and condition were both significant (ps <.001), whereas the interaction
was non-significant (p=.204). As shown in Figure 3, in nonmatching trials, ‘other’ trials showed
shorter latencies than ‘you’ trials, an effect also observed in Experiment 1 (see Footnote 1 for a
tentative explanation). As for errors, the best-fitting and most complex converging model included
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FIGURE 3 The main results of Experiment 2 (Japanese participants). Panel a shows the mean latencies predicted by the
best-fitting model for latencies, while Panel b shows the proportion of correct responses predicted by the best-fitting model
for error rates, both as a function of identity and condition for matched and nonmatching trials. Error bars indicate standard
errors of the mean. Panel ¢ shows the correlation between ASPEi and FNS scores with a linear regression model. The
represented model is based on data after the removal of three outliers with extreme ASPEi values.

by-subject random intercepts and slopes for the three predictors and their interactions, as well as
by-item random intercepts and slopes for matching judgement. The mean predicted proportions of
errors are graphically reported in Figure 3 (Panel b). The main effects of identity, 2 1)=6.22,
p=.013 and condition, )(2(1) =4.04, p=.045, were significant, whereas the main effect of matching
judgement was not significant, y= 1.25, p=.264. The interaction between identity and matching
judgement was significant, y= 71.0, p<.001. The interactions between identity and condition,
2 (1)=3.29, p=.070 and between matching judgement and condition, ¥(1)=0.05, p=.821, were
non-significant. Although the three-way interaction did not reach the canonical level of statistical
significance, y= 3.04, p=.081, we further explored the error data by analysing them separately
for each level of matching judgement. To a greater extent than the statistical significance of the
three-way interaction, this approach provides a direct test of the hypothesis that the self-prioritization
effect is greater for Japanese than for Italian food. For the matched trials, the most complete con-
verging model had by-subject random intercepts and slopes for identity, condition and the interac-
tion, as well as by-item random intercepts. The main effect of identity was significant, (1) =48.17,
p<.001, whereas the main effect of condition was non-significant, ry= 2.90, p=.088. The inter-
action was significant, ){2(1) =06.95, p=.008, revealing a stronger effect of identity when participants
were associated with Japanese than Italian food. Specifically, pairwise comparisons revealed that
the difference between ‘you’ and ‘other’ trials was significant in both conditions, but its magnitude
was greater when participants were associated with Japanese (M =0.122, p<.001) than Italian
(M=0.041, p=.002) food. For nonmatching trials, the most complete converging model had by-
subject random intercepts and slopes for identity, condition and the interaction, as well as by-item
random intercepts. The main effect of identity was significant, )(2(1) =26.31, p<.001, whereas the
main effect of condition was non-significant, )(2(1) =249, p=.114. The interaction was non-
significant, y*(1)=0.04, p=.841.°

Please note that, in nonmatching trials, the lower error rate observed for ‘other” trials aligns with the latency data (see Footnote 1 for a
tentative explanation).

As in Experiment 1, exploratory analyses showed that participant's sex did not modulate the three-way interaction between identity, matching
judgement and condition for either latencies or errors. Block order also did not significantly affect the three-way interaction, although, as in
Experiment 1, a trend was observed whereby the difference between the self-prioritization effect for own-culture food and the self-
prioritization effect for other-culture food was stronger when participants were first associated with own-culture food. The R scripts for these
analyses are available on OSF.
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Question items

Data were handled and analysed as in Experiment 1. Data from questions 1-3 (food stimuli) were
analysed using linear mixed-effects models, with food type (Italian food vs. Japanese food) as a
fixed effect, and by-subject intercepts, by-subject slopes and by-item intercepts as random effects.
As expected, and in contrast to Experiment 1, the results revealed that Japanese food, compared to
Italian food, was rated as more familiar, reported to be consumed more frequently and liked more
(all ps <.001; see Table 1). Mean values observed for questions 4—6 (dietary behaviour) and the FNS
are also reported in Table 1.

Correlation between the self-prioritization effect and FNS

Data were handled and analysed as in Experiment 1, with the following exception. To ensure consist-
ency in interpreting a positive ASPEI as indicating a stronger self-prioritization effect for own-culture
food, the index was calculated as the difference between the SPEI in the self-Japanese/other-Italian
food condition and the SPEi in the self-Italian/other-Japanese food condition. Also in this case, a non-
significant correlation emerged, 7, =.230, p=.128. The results were non-significant even after removing
the data of three participants with extreme ASPEi values, ,=.234, p=.135 (see Figure 3, Panel c).

Discussion

The main findings from Experiment 2 align with those of Experiment 1. Specifically, Japanese par-
ticipants also exhibited a stronger self-prioritization effect for food stimuli from their own culture.
Furthermore, as in Experiment 1, the magnitude of this association was not related to FNS scores.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

In this study, we investigated the self-prioritization effect (see Sui et al., 2012) in the context of food
stimuli from Italian and Japanese cultures. To this end, we conducted two separate experiments involv-
ing Italian (Experiment 1) and Japanese (Experiment 2) participants. In each experiment, participants
associated themselves and a stranger with images of foods typical of the two cultures. The identity-food
association was inverted across two blocks. The main results of both experiments revealed a stronger
self-prioritization effect for foods typical of participants' own culture compared to foods from the
foreign culture, regardless of their disposition towards unfamiliar foods, as assessed through the FNS.

On the one hand, the results of this study align with a broad body of evidence suggesting that the
self can be associated with a wide variety of arbitrary stimuli. This malleability of the self has been
demonstrated across numerous works (see, e.g. Macrae et al., 2017; Schifer et al., 2015, 2016; Wozniak
et al., 2018), which also indicated that self-related processing can penetrate many aspects of perception
and cognition. However, research in the context of food remains scarce, with only one prior study (Sel
et al., 2019) directly investigating the self-prioritization effect for different types of food stimuli (i.e.
natural, transformed and rotten). The present study builds on Sel et al. (2019), confirming that the self-
prioritization effect for food is robust and generalizable to different cultures.

On the other hand, this study highlights that the strength with which individuals associate them-
selves with a particular stimulus can vary depending on the nature of the stimulus. In other words, our
findings provide novel evidence supporting the mouldability of the magnitude of the self-prioritization
effect, as previously documented in the literature. For instance, Golubickis et al. (2021) demonstrated
that the self-prioritization effect emerged when the self was associated with preferred objects (e.g. a de-
sirable poster) but disappeared when associated with non-preferred objects (e.g. an undesirable poster).
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Similar patterns have been observed when the self was associated with faces expressing positive emo-
tions compared to faces expressing negative emotions (Constable et al., 2021), and for symmetrical vi-
sual stimuli than asymmetrical ones (symmetry is often associated with aesthetic appeal and perceptual
harmony; Vicovaro et al., 2022). Further evidence was provided by Moradi et al. (2015), who asked foot-
ball fans to associate themselves with football team badges, including their preferred and rival teams.
An enhanced self-prioritization effect was observed when participants were correctly associated with
the badge of their favourite team, and the strength of this effect correlated with their satisfaction with
their group. Crucially, Moradi et al. (2015) also showed that this enhanced self-prioritization effect was
unlikely to be driven by stimulus familiarity. Indeed, in a control experiment, participants were asked
to associate themselves with images of animals varying in familiarity (e.g. cow as highly familiar; camel
as less familiar), revealing that familiarity alone did not influence matching performance. Although
participants in our study reported greater familiarity with their own-culture foods, Moradi et al.'s (2015)
findings suggest that familiarity alone is unlikely to explain our results.

In general, the aforementioned studies indicate that valence would play a primary role in shaping the
self-prioritization effect. This interpretation is further supported by studies showing that the magnitude
of this effect can be modulated by participants' affective state. For instance, Sui et al. (2016) reported
a reduced self-prioritization effect when participants were in a negative mood, while Hu et al. (2020)
showed that associating the self with morally positive features led to stronger prioritization effects
compared to associations with morally negative features. Notably, food is, by definition, a category
rich in affective content and eating habits are strongly connected to emotional responses. It is there-
fore plausible that the enhanced self-prioritization effect observed for own-culture food was driven by
the inherently positive valence carried by such stimuli. In addition to valence, and consistent with Sel
et al. (2019), attentional processes may also have contributed to this enhancement, which also aligns
with numerous studies linking this cognitive mechanism to food stimuli and individual differences,
including cultural background (e.g. Sato et al., 2020). Considering the strong connection between food
and survival, these results can also be viewed from an evolutionary perspective. It is plausible that the
association between the self and food played a crucial role in human adaptation, closely linked to the
functioning of the so-called Behavioural Immune System (BIS; Schaller, 2011). The BIS involves psy-
chological mechanisms designed to detect and avoid environmental pathogens, including the rejection
of unfamiliar or potentially unsafe foods. Associating the self with culturally specific food items may
have enhanced the ability to identify safe and nutritious options while minimizing the risk of con-
suming harmful or contaminated substances. This evolutionary mechanism could explain why foods
of one's own culture evoke stronger self-prioritization effects, as they are often petrceived as safer and
more trustworthy. Although reluctance to try unfamiliar foods, as measured by the FNS, is often con-
sidered a key component of the BIS, our findings did not reveal a significant correlation between FNS
scores and the magnitude of the self-prioritization effect. This suggests that the relationship between
self-prioritization for foods and the BIS remains unclear, at least in the present context and warrants
further investigation. For instance, future studies could benefit from incorporating alternative measures
that capture other dimensions of the BIS, such as scales specifically assessing sensitivity to disgust (e.g.
the Disgust Scale; Haidt et al., 1994; Olatuniji et al., 2007). Disgust, as a key mechanism of the BIS,
may provide a complementary perspective for understanding how pathogen avoidance mechanisms
influence self-prioritization for food. In addition, the self-prioritization effect for specific foreign foods
perceived as risky or potentially unsafe could be explored. Examining how individuals associate the self
with foods that differ in perceived safety or hygiene standards could provide further insights into the
adaptive role of the BIS in shaping the self-food connection.

From an anthropometric perspective, it is noteworthy that several studies have reported an influ-
ence of BMI on how individuals pay attention to and respond to food stimuli (see, e.g. Hendrikse
et al., 2015, for a review). To minimize potential biases in sample selection, we decided not to recruit
participants based on their BMI, assuming that BMI would reasonably fall within the normal range for
most individuals, a premise supported by the descriptive statistics in both groups. Nevertheless, we con-
ducted exploratory analyses examining the correlation between BMI and the ASPEi to evaluate whether
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BMI might have influenced our main findings. Once again, no significant results emerged (r, = —.048,
p=.654). Despite these findings, additional research could benefit from including more diverse BMI
ranges and larger sample sizes, offering a more comprehensive understanding of how body-related fac-
tors interact with self-prioritization effects in the context of food stimuli.

This study deliberately compared two cultures with strong culinary traditions and identities, namely
Italy and Japan. As already discussed, these cultures were selected because traditional culinary practices
remain highly valued and persist despite globalization and increasing migration, which naturally expose
people to a greater variety of food choices from different parts of the world. Future research should
explore the self-prioritization for food across a broader range of countries and cultures, including those
where culinary traditions are less established or heavily influenced by dominant global cultures. For
example, in cultures where local cuisines have been shaped by external influences, such as colonial his-
tory, it would be interesting to investigate whether the self-prioritization effect is stronger for traditional
foods or ‘hybrid’ options. Similarly, exploring cultures with evolving culinary identities, where tradi-
tional practices combine with modern or international influences, could shed light on how self-related
processing adapts to dynamic food contexts.

To conclude, by contributing to a growing body of research exploring the relationship between
the self and culture across multiple perspectives (e.g. Golubickis et al., 2019; Jiang et al., 2019; Sparks
et al., 2016; see also Markus & Kitayama, 2010), this study highlights the strong connection between
self and food, showing that individuals associate more strongly with food stimuli from their own culture
than those from a foreign culture. Consistently observed among Italian and Japanese participants, this
finding underscores the role of food as a cultural marker and a symbolic extension of the self, shaping
both personal and collective identities. These insights may have practical implications for understand-
ing food preferences in cross-cultural contexts, which are becoming increasingly relevant in modern
societies.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

Mario Dalmaso: Conceptualization; investigation; funding acquisition; writing — original draft;
methodology; validation; visualization; writing — review and editing; software; formal analysis; project
administration; data curation; supervision; resources. Michele Vicovaro: Writing — review and edit-
ing; conceptualization; methodology; validation; visualization; formal analysis; data curation. Toshiki
Saito: Writing — review and editing; project administration; supervision; investigation; validation; soft-
ware. Katsumi Watanabe: Funding acquisition; writing — review and editing; project administration;
resources.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This research was supported by the Italian Ministry of University and Research PRIN 2022 PNRR
[P2022TPX8E] and by the Japan Society for Promotion of Science KAKENHI [22H00090, 24K21505].
Open access publishing facilitated by Universita degli Studi di Padova, as part of the Wiley - CRUI-
CARE agreement.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
All data, materials and analysis scripts are available at https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.I0/KMPX3.

ORCID
Mario Dalmaso ‘@ https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0199-7861

REFERENCES

Barr, D. ., Levy, R., Scheepers, C., & Tily, H. J. (2013). Random effects structure for confirmatory hypothesis testing: Keep it
maximal. Journal of Memory and Langnage, 68(3), 255-278. https://doi.org/10.1016/.jm1.2012.11.001

Barton, K. (2023). MuMIn: Multi-Model Inference (Version 1-.41.1) [R package]. https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=MuMIn

a ‘T ‘9202 'S6287702

woyy

0 PUe SWIB | 841 38S *[9202/T0/62] U0 ARiqiTauliuo AB|IM ' 1a JeIusD eAoped JO AisieAlun - osewleq oLl Aq 8100/ dola/TTTT 0T/10pwWoo,

o

35U8017 SUOWILOD dA SO 3|gealdde ay) Aq peusenob ae ssp e O '8sn Jo Sajni 10y Arigi] auluQ A3|1IMm uo


https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/KMPX3
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0199-7861
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0199-7861
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2012.11.001
https://cran.r-project.org/package=MuMIn

190 | DALMASO £ AL

Bates, D., Michler, M., Bolker, B., & Walker, S. (2015). Fitting linear mixed-effects models using lme4. Journal of Statistical
Software, 67(1), 1-48. https://doi.org/10.18637/iss.v067.i01

Bridges, D., Pitiot, A., MacAskill, M. R., & Peirce, J. W. (2020). The timing mega-study: Comparing a range of experiment
generators, both lab-based and online. Peer], 8, ¢9414. https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.9414

Brysbaert, M., & Stevens, M. (2018). Power analysis and effect size in mixed effects models: A tutorial. Journal of Cognition, 1(1),
1-20. https://doi.org/10.5334/joc.10

Constable, M. D., Becker, M. L., Oh, Y. 1., & Knoblich, G. (2021). Affective compatibility with the self modulates the self-
prioritisation effect. Cognition and Emotion, 35(2), 291-304. https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2020.1839383

Dal Ben, R. (2023). SHINE_color: Controlling low-level properties of colorful images. MezhodsX, 11, 102377. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.mex.2023.102377

Dalmaso, M., Castelli, L., & Galfano, G. (2019). Self-related shapes can hold the eyes. Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology,
72(9), 2249-2260. https://doi.org/10.1177/1747021819839668

Dalmaso, M., Vicovaro, M., Sarodo, A., & Watanabe, K. (2024). The self can be associated with novel faces of in-group and
out-group members: A cross-cultural study. Conscionsness and Cognition, 125, 103764. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2024.
103764

Devine, C. M., Sobal, J., Bisogni, C. A., & Connors, M. (1999). Food choices in three ethnic groups: Interactions of ideals,
identities, and roles. Journal of Nutrition Education and Bebavior, 31(2), 86-93. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0022-3182(99)70400-0

Dinu, M., Pagliai, G., Giangrandi, I., Colombini, B., Toniolo, L., Gensini, G., & Sofi, F. (2020). Adherence to the Mediterranean
diet among Italian adults: Results from the web-based Medi-lite questionnaire. International Jonrnal of Food Sciences and
Nutrition, 72, 1-9. https://doi.org/10.1080/09637486.2020.1793306

Fischler, C. (1988). Food, self and identity. Social Science Information, 27(2), 275—292. https://doi.org/10.1177/053901888027002005

Fox, J., & Weisberg, S. (2019). An R companion to applied regression (3rd ed.). Sage.

Golubickis, M., Ho, N. S. P, Falbén, J. K., Mackenzie, K. M., Boschetti, A., Cunningham, W. A., & Neil Macrae, C. (2019).
Mine or mother's? Exploring the self-ownership effect across cultures. Culture and Brain, 7,1-25. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s40167-018-0068-0

Golubickis, M., Ho, N. S. P., Falbén, J. K., Schwertel, C. L., Maiuri, A., Dublas, D., Cunningham, W. A., & Macrae, C. N. (2021).
Valence and ownership: Object desirability influences self-prioritisation. Psychological Research, 85(1), 91-100. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s00426-019-01235-w

Guidetti, M., Carraro, L., Cavazza, N., & Roccato, M. (2018). Validation of the revised food Neophobia scale (FNS-R) in the
Italian context. Appetite, 128(2017), 95-99. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2018.06.004

Haidt, J., McCauley, C., & Rozin, P. (1994). Individual differences in sensitivity to disgust: A scale sampling seven domains of
disgust elicitors. Personality and Individual Differences, 16(5), 701-713. https://doi.org/10.1016/0191-8869(94)90212-7

Hendrikse, J. J., Cachia, R. L., Kothe, E. J., McPhie, S., Skouteris, H., & Hayden, M. J. (2015). Attentional biases for food cues
in overweight and individuals with obesity: A systematic review of the literature. Obesity Reviews, 16(5), 424—432. https://
doi.org/10.1111/0br.12265

Hu, C.-P,, Lan, Y., Macrae, N., & Sui, J. (2020). Good me bad me: Prioritization of the good-self during perceptual decision-
making. Collabra Psychology, 6(1), 20. https://doi.org/10.1525/collabra.301

Humphreys, G. W., & Sui, J. (2016). Attentional control and the self: The self-attention network (SAN). Cognitive Neuroscience,
7(1-4), 5-17. https://doi.org/10.1080/17588928.2015.1044427

Jiang, M., Wong, S. K., Chung, H. K., Sun, Y., Hsiao, J. H., Sui, ]., & Humphreys, G. W. (2019). Cultural orientation of self-bias
in perceptual matching. Frontiers in Psychology, 10, 1469. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01469

Kamei, M., Nishibe, M., Horie, F., & Kusakabe, Y. (2024). Development and validation of Japanese version of alternative food
neophobia scale (J-FNS-A): Association with willingness to eat alternative protein foods. Frontiers in Nutrition, 11, 1-11.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnut.2024.1356210

Lenth, R. (2024). emmeans: Estimated Marginal Means, aka Least-Squares Means (Version 1.10.2) [R package]. https://CRAN.R-proje
ct.org/package=emmeans

Lo, S., & Andrews, S. (2015). To transform or not to transform: Using generalized linear mixed models to analyse reaction time
data. Frontiers in Psychology, 6, 1171. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01171

Macrae, C. N., Visokomogilski, A., Golubickis, M., Cunningham, W. A., & Sahraie, A. (2017). Self-relevance prioritizes access
to visual awareness. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 43, 438—443. https://doi.org/10.1037/
xhp0000361

Markus, H. R., & Kitayama, S. (2010). Cultures and selves: A cycle of mutual constitution. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 5(4),
420-430. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610375557

Martinez-Pérez, V., Sandoval-Lentisco, A., Tortajada, M., Palmero, L. B., Campoy, G., & Fuentes, L. J. (2024). Self-prioritization
effect in the attentional blink paradigm: Attention-based or familiarity-based effect? Consciousness and Cognition, 117,103607.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2023.103607

Moradi, Z., Sui, J., Hewstone, M., & Humphreys, G. W. (2015). In-group modulation of perceptual matching. Psychononsic Bulletin
and Review, 22(5), 1255—1277. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-014-0798-8

Olatunji, B. O., Williams, N. L., Tolin, D. F., Sawchuk, C. N., Abramowitz, ]. S., Lohr, ]. M., & Elwood, L.. S. (2007). The disgust
scale: Ttem analysis, factor structure, and suggestions for refinement. Psychological Assessment, 19(3), 281-297. https://doi.
org/10.1037/1040-3590.19.3.281

a ‘T ‘9202 'S6287702

woyy

0 PUe SWIB | 841 38S *[9202/T0/62] U0 ARiqiTauliuo AB|IM ' 1a JeIusD eAoped JO AisieAlun - osewleq oLl Aq 8100/ dola/TTTT 0T/10pwWoo,

o

35U8017 SUOWILOD dA SO 3|gealdde ay) Aq peusenob ae ssp e O '8sn Jo Sajni 10y Arigi] auluQ A3|1IMm uo


https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01
https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.9414
https://doi.org/10.5334/joc.10
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2020.1839383
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mex.2023.102377
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mex.2023.102377
https://doi.org/10.1177/1747021819839668
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2024.103764
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2024.103764
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0022-3182(99)70400-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/09637486.2020.1793306
https://doi.org/10.1177/053901888027002005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40167-018-0068-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40167-018-0068-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00426-019-01235-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00426-019-01235-w
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2018.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/0191-8869(94)90212-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/obr.12265
https://doi.org/10.1111/obr.12265
https://doi.org/10.1525/collabra.301
https://doi.org/10.1080/17588928.2015.1044427
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01469
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnut.2024.1356210
https://cran.r-project.org/package=emmeans
https://cran.r-project.org/package=emmeans
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01171
https://doi.org/10.1037/xhp0000361
https://doi.org/10.1037/xhp0000361
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610375557
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2023.103607
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-014-0798-8
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.19.3.281
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.19.3.281

SELF-PRIORITIZATION FOR FOOD | 191

Pliner, P., & Hobden, K. (1992). Development of a scale to measure the trait of food neophobia in humans. Appetite, 19(2),
105-120. https://doi.org/10.1016/0195-6663(92)90014-W

Rozin, P. (2005). The meaning of food in our lives: A cross-cultural perspective on eating and well-being. Journal of Nutrition
Education and Behavior, 37, S107-S112. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1499-4046(06)60209-1

Sato, W., Rymarczyk, K., Minemoto, K., & Hyniewska, S. (2020). Cultural differences in food detection. Scientific Reports, 10(1),
17285. https://doi.org/10.1038/541598-020-74388 -z

Schifer, S., Wentura, D., & Frings, C. (2015). Self-prioritization beyond perception. Experimental Psychology, 62(6), 415—425.
https://doi.org/10.1027/1618-3169/2000307

Schifer, S., Wesslein, A.-K. K., Spence, C., Wentura, D., & Frings, C. (2016). Self-prioritization in vision, audition, and touch.
Excperimental Brain Research, 234(8), 2141-2150. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-016-4616-6

Schaller, M. (2011). The behavioural immune system and the psychology of human sociality. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal
Society, B: Biological Sciences, 366(1583), 3418—3426. https://doi.org/10.1098 /rstb.2011.0029

Sel, A., Sui, J., Shepherd, J., & Humphreys, G. (2019). Self-association and attentional processing regarding perceptually salient
items. Review of Philosophy and Psychology, 10(4), 735-746. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13164-018-0430-3

Siebold, A., Weaver, M. D., Donk, M., & van Zoest, W. (2015). Social salience does not transfer to oculomotor visual search.
Visual Cognition, 23(8), 989-1019. https://doi.org/10.1080/13506285.2015.1121946

Sobal, J., & Nelson, M. K. (2003). Commensal eating patterns: A community study. Appetite, 41(2), 181-190. https://doi.org/10.
1016/S0195-6663(03)00078-3

Sparks, S., Cunningham, S. J., & Kiritikos, A. (2016). Culture modulates implicit ownership-induced self-bias in memory.
Cognition, 153, 89-98. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2016.05.003

Stein, T., Siebold, A., & Van Zoest, W. (2016). Testing the idea of privileged awareness of self-relevant information. Journal of
Excperimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 42(3), 303—307. https://doi.org/10.1037/xhp0000197

Sui, J., He, X., & Humphreys, G. W. (2012). Perceptual effects of social salience: Evidence from self-prioritization effects on
perceptual matching. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 38(5), 1105—1117. https://doi.org/
10.1037/20029792

Sui, J., Ohrling, E., & Humphreys, G. W. (2016). Negative mood disrupts self- and reward-biases in perceptual matching.
Qunarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 69(T), 1438—1448. https://doi.org/10.1080/17470218.2015.1122069

Sui, J., Rotshtein, P., & Humphreys, G. W. (2013). Coupling social attention to the self forms a network for personal significance.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 110(19), 7607-7612. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1221862110

Tsugane, S. (2021). Why has Japan become the world's most long-lived country: Insights from a food and nutrition perspective.
European Journal of Clinical Nutrition, 75(6), 921-928. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41430-020-0677-5

Vicovaro, M., Dalmaso, M., & Bertamini, M. (2022). Towards the boundaries of self-prioritization: Associating the self with
asymmetric shapes disrupts the self-prioritization effect. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance,
48(9), 972-986. https://doi.org/10.1037/xhp0001036

Vicovaro, M., Squadrelli Saraceno, F., & Dalmaso, M. (2024). Exploring the influence of self-identification on perceptual judg-
ments of physical and social causality. Peer], 12(5), 1-35. https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.17449

Wozniak, M., Kourtis, D., & Knoblich, G. (2018). Prioritization of arbitrary faces associated to self: An EEG study. PLoS Ore,
13(1), €0190679. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0190679

How to cite this article: Dalmaso, M., Vicovaro, M., Saito, T., & Watanabe, K. (2026). We are
what we eat: Cross-cultural self-prioritization effects for food stimuli. British Journal of Psychology,
117, 177-191. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.70018

a ‘T ‘9202 'S6287702

woyy

0 PUe SWIB | 841 38S *[9202/T0/62] U0 ARiqiTauliuo AB|IM ' 1a JeIusD eAoped JO AisieAlun - osewleq oLl Aq 8100/ dola/TTTT 0T/10pwWoo,

o

35U8017 SUOWILOD dA SO 3|gealdde ay) Aq peusenob ae ssp e O '8sn Jo Sajni 10y Arigi] auluQ A3|1IMm uo


https://doi.org/10.1016/0195-6663(92)90014-W
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1499-4046(06)60209-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-74388-z
https://doi.org/10.1027/1618-3169/a000307
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-016-4616-6
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2011.0029
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13164-018-0430-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/13506285.2015.1121946
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0195-6663(03)00078-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0195-6663(03)00078-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2016.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1037/xhp0000197
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029792
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029792
https://doi.org/10.1080/17470218.2015.1122069
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1221862110
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41430-020-0677-5
https://doi.org/10.1037/xhp0001036
https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.17449
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0190679
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.70018

	We are what we eat: Cross-cultural self-prioritization effects for food stimuli
	Abstract
	BACKGROUND
	EXPERIMENT 1: ITALIAN PARTICIPANTS
	Participants
	Stimuli, apparatus and procedure
	Results and discussion
	Self-prioritization effect
	Question items
	Correlation between the self-prioritization effect and FNS

	Discussion

	EXPERIMENT 2: JAPANESE PARTICIPANTS
	Participants
	Stimuli, apparatus and procedure
	Results and discussion
	Self-prioritization effect
	Question items
	Correlation between the self-prioritization effect and FNS

	Discussion

	GENERAL DISCUSSION
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
	ORCID
	REFERENCES


