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2 R 1 FOP ExmrESHESMENEKS
R
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WF5E 1 B9 H AR5 FOP bR 5 MAH £
i J2 X e B B i A S R SR R A3k (IR 1) &
WEFE 1 RAMRHE R 2 KV (FOP & Fbr%s: KA
vs. VA ) A EEETT, JF FHAEA HEAE ARiE FOP
BIRENEMAEE . R G*Power 1, Wi o
A .05, power A 80, HUNE N 25, THEH 2 K
PR Z YA BT R ARTEAEAS 128 440 Pk, ABF
8 M Credamo $ 5 M AEF- 5 4055 1 300 #%i, HIFR
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Pk 178 N, SFIAER R 3135 %0 Hi, W
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BB BELA 2 2P AR I IS BE, I )
FrA DAL BRI 2O AR I B e (LI 2) Al
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HE T 22 ve bl SR e At S B Z I (Adler et
al., 2000; Yan et al., 2021 ) . #ER T —4> 10 Zekh
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A O HAT o A TR — B T 1T
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B PUIRZS e 7 4 i 352 i 1 WS R I ( o
=.919; Chen et al., 2018 ) . #% N2k, ALK T
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(x>=.247,p>.05) . HIk, FOP &EFEbr2M
IR
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95%Cl1 =[4.177,5.477] ) FiFt B2 R0 F3500 2 2% (B
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=- 873, SE = .057, 95%CI = [-.985, -.762] ) ., #F—4#
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(2) BEE F-M5 BAUHAERA RO i A VEHT (IR
W2) o KRAMKE 2 KF (FOP EFHprss: B
B vs, PEAE Y ) x 2 7K (#ESBY2E: & ovs AR 4
B3 31. KH G*Power #k 14, %&E a N .05, power
.80, R R 25, AR (2 7K x 27KF)
Yok E B R AR TR REA 128 £, HI, 200 44 ik
i3 Credamo FHEIIET- G0k 55, HIBRAE
BRI 7N, 193 ASER T R SR, Ho
7134 N, PR 3510 %, miE SR,
FAILL 48 N, mitb )2, PRARIA 48 A, K
THEBYE . BRI 49 A, RAESEYE . PR
48 Ao
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o, SO REYL o B R -4, A
552 Van Doesum %5 (2017 ) F1 Yan 5§ (2021 )
AT T THESBYZ RN (1 = (Reh 2B
2, 2=mttamz ), ibm (K SRR T
RS A AL TR TR T (S ) o R85,
RS — N E TS, Bk — T A
R THEFRZALE o R AT, NEERE.
FREWA . BORGL . A0 RS S /0 1A
FFo HETFR, BRI E S T2
PRI ) B

Bk, BATHSWSE L AR 7 X T
FOP ‘&b (1= %A, 2= PR ) | 5245,
AT TSI SE R (o = .810; Chen et al.,
2018) | EFEE BAUTH FOP & FRnas R K 56
(Newman et al., 2016 ) o Hirr, WaSE 2 & A &
FOP ‘E IR MR 55T 1 A1, EFRMER
SOOI 208 T Ma 25 (2014 ) [ =30 +—43 536,
BN “i% FOP & Fbnas Fr it iy 3705 B TR
57 (1 =4t T b pabBiasa], 6 = L TR
AR F s ], 11 = $R4E T 2RO B ] a=
900) , FF HAEBHRA IR “HARAb b FE2s fa]
(11 e Riyulisl ) widmidh 6 (Femfl) , “if
DI EEZS (] D ik Z A EEZS ) (11 iR
PP ) BEgmAs A 1 (R e ) o feda, AT
THaRM A OG-,
3.3 LIRSS

BYKER . R R BoR, TEEAVE SRR
S RN BT B FRAR A 40 B 92.71% i1 90.72%
IR E WL T B hnss, HE A &R x°
=250, p>.05) . Kk, FOP EFHraEISMIpHEgN

B B AE R S R G R T AR AR
(M =3.57,SD =1.534; M ;, = 7.48,SD = 1.504; F(1,
191) =318.299, p <.05, n* = .625 YA B EZDI M
£ =2.06,SD =1.039; M ,; =4.11,SD = .939; F(1, 191) =
207.246,p <.001, n°=.520) AF7Et & 225, M,
THPEA B RN

R, ASIILL FOP B Fibrss . ak)z
KA B QAR &, WL R AR, T —
MR MEA R BAAS B M, 45 R R, FOP B Iinss
I F(1,189) = .047, p > .05 W Pet At 2 )2 F(1,
189) = .030, p > .05 ) HYFRVAA L, {H FOP &
FEAREEARVTIY PB4 2B 2 2 A7 B 5 B H
YE I (F(1, 189) = 52.094, p < .001, = 216) . B
E—2, AT s (IE4) , @tk sB
JE B ARTE T R 5 T bR 5 e 22 42 1y A 312
B (M =448,SD=1.009) & THri 17 iP5
FARAE ML (M =335, 8D = 1.158; F(1, 189) =
24380, p < .001, n°=.114) . AH/Z, ¥FARFESBY
ZHRR, AT RS AR T VA RS SRR
FIFEAE (M =4.54,SD=1.190) , TidERE T %
AL E AR A B (M = 3.35, SD = 1.100; F(1,
189)=27.779, p< .001, n°=.128 ) . KHitt, &% 145
FNE,
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2013) , Lh FOP BEFpndSiifEhy FAshr, IHE
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95%CI = [-2.332,-1.215]) . FURT S, fEEiHPvd
FESBEEETS, BHRERAUHR AR
BFE(B=-907, SE =.197, 95%CI = [-1.295, -.520] )
MAEMRE S S ZER T, SR RS
ER A EH R E (B =866, SE =.197, 95%CI =
[.477,1.247]) . It H2 158 7 5%,

W5 2 UEH T B3R5 B AU AER A 200 i 2]
THAER, B TRt S 200, iR
WALE TR 2B T35 B, ik H
NHEERRE S R IASE s X At S 2T,
PRGBS SR s I8 305 BAUH , Hkim
PEPEHXHE R B MK, A, SCEGiRm T R
MMEM SRR, BIREIE TSRS 5
WY 2SR, a5 T RFFE a5 e AR e

4 TR 3 RmiREERNIETRE

41 gt
55 3 () B Rl PR B SRR B (S
e R vs. — Mt ) 19 07 20 TEH T I 2000 1Y 7
TAEH . W5 3 RH =R 2 KF (FOP & Fbn
. BAAL vs WAL L) x 2 K (FESBY)ZE: &
vs. fIK) x 2 KF (B AL RAREE . = R vs. —
M AERRE ) b it, (f A 42 e bRE S
BHERIRE S . R G*Power 814, BE a R .05,
power J .80, itk 25, IHEEZHE (2 KF
x 2 /K x 2 K ) B H AT A 128 4.
400 44 #1303 13 Credamo % ¥ W £E 7 &5 B # 5%, S
AR AT 1 R TR IR, B2 395 44
WkS 5k s, 4ot 216 A, SFIAER N
35.66 % . i BEMERELE | AL | PEANEUZE 47 A,
AL I SB)ZE . A 48 N, HAx 6
¥ 50 Ao
4.2 IR
woE, WAL = A\ —4, If
FHISHEE 2 MR B 248290 1T o3 itz
(1=f4E 2B )25 2= E4E 2B )25 Van Doesum et
al., 2017; Yan et al., 2021 ) , FfibE#%i R RE 0] 24 74
BXTAESY 28R Eim, #4E, RITH—
BCE M Fp RN T 9 FOP B b4 (1
= B, 2 = A5 AY; AREE, 2024; Newman et
al., 2016 ) FIE A ERRFERE (1 = mEE{dRE, 2= —
JEefd R ; Rramani et al., 2020 ) . #HiA#EoRAEZ H
CLIEFE M EW e a2z i, IF Hor31E B R Y 42

Z M ELRMSCEMR (WE S, 5815 1 AT
FE2 AL o XTFEMAVE TR B, 7Em
FEAERRE (—MfERE ) BRTESRE T, MiiTE 2 A
R (&), HERRESTERS (1K), Bk
BRESERES (K) WeZma. X rEass
TR R, 76 m B (— el ) &ahm
TEET, MiTE SRR S 2 (3E) 1
AL ZJE B T WK SR A & ( Hodges
& Chen, 2022) . $ Tk, FATHAT T FOP ¥ F¢
P 28 FI B i f B R B B B A K 56 ( Newman et al.,
2016 )o HoH B i (R AR ARG B0 A 75 PR L
PR & A DA, (1 = AR EIR
EEAMERE; 7 =AEEAEF  AEFEFRE) o &5,
AT T A O G

OIS =S A E T i

Cot SIS khE T i
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4.3 SLEERETTHE
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91.919% MIPHRFE WL T EFobnss, HMEERA BE
PEZES (x*=319, p>.05) . NIk, FOP % Fbx
BRI . B TE PRI 2B 25 5 T 1Y
B 2559 (M e = 3.53, SD = 1.539; M, = 7.56,
SD = 1.407; F(1, 393) = 738.562, p < .001, > = .653)
FHEEBEZEH] (M = 2.03, SD = .945; M, = 4.03,
SD = .976; F(1, 393) = 425.902, p < .001, p°=.520) I
FEAER 225 L, TS B2 R
1o BE AR A ) it L — A 4 A e oA B
(TR LB (M e = 4.59, SD=1.288; My
=342, 8D = 1.193; F(1,393)=87.517,p < .001, =
182) o Pk, iR R

W RN R . A T I £ i R R A A T
YEH, AW % T Bootstrap 4387 (Model 3,
K4 5000; Hayes, 2013; Zhao et al., 2010 ) , Z54 5
7~, FOP EF-IR% . #t M2 Fa i il B &
RONIIARNGE (1s<1.764,ps > .079) . FOP & 5ibx
SR 2B R RS H RN A FOP 8 SR bR FVE it g
FREFEPE 22 BN R 3 (15 < 1701, ps > .090 ) ,
{RFE 23 B 2 R Rl R R B 1 A8 BRIV i % (B
=2.208, SE = 1.027; t(387) = 2.149, p < .05; 95%CI =
(188, 4.227]) . M EHEMZ, FOP EFHIr& . +t
SMEMEMEREEN AL E R ED (B =
-1.707, SE = .650; t(387) = -2.625, p < .01; 95%CI =
[-2.985, -.428]) . fEREEFRERELZ NEMIESET,
#1222 H FOP 8 FRbRZ 128 BN AN 3% (B =
-740, F(1,387)=2.624,p> .05 ) , TifE—ffdtE4
MARER T, +H2BZHM FOP IR RIS AL
% (B=-2.447,F(1,387)=27.952,p<.001 ) .

2L AN A TR (DLET6) , TE—
AR 2 AN BE T, S5 SR ARIE T i ik
1 HEH T 2ZRIEs R S EE e T 2
B E FAR 2 24 A ML B (M =458,
SD=1.592) HEA AL RS SRPREE 4222 T AL 1K
HEEE (M=323,8D=1.535;F(1,387)=16.826,p
<.001, n*=.042) o HHIZ, #LEMEZEARAPHAE
JE R WASEARE T VAL R IR 5 O B SRR B 1 4 2
AU My = 4.58, 8D = 1.667; M 1.y = 3.48, SD=1.650;
F(1,387)=11378,p <.001, n>=.029) . 7F® {5
SAMENES T PSS 2RRa e 5,
AT BRI T VPR BB SRR 28 1 4 22 TR R ) 3K 2
JE (M=5.16,SD=1877) 2xhniE: T &AL E TR
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The Joint Effect of FOP Nutrition Labels and Social Class
on Consumers' Healthy Food Purchase Intention
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Abstract Chronic health problems have gradually replaced hunger as the main obstacle to China's sustainable high-speed development, causing
considerable economic and social losses. Therefore, the government has begun to adopt front of package (FOP) nutrition labels to promote healthy
eating among Chinese residents. However, there are two types of FOP nutrition labels: evaluative and objective nutrition labels. And in some cases,
consumers are more willing to purchase healthy foods labeled with evaluative nutrition labels, and in other cases, they prefer to purchase healthy
foods with objective nutrition labels. It can be seen that the impact of FOP nutrition labels on consumers' healthy foods purchase intention may vary in
different situations.

However, previous studies have not reached a consensus on how FOP nutrition labels affect consumers' purchases of healthy foods. Although
most studies have found that consumers prefer healthy foods with evaluative nutrition labels to objective nutrition labels, some studies have come
to the opposite conclusion, suggesting that objective nutrition labels are more effective in promoting consumers’ purchases of healthy foods. Some
studies have also suggested that the impact of FOP nutrition labels on consumers' purchase of healthy food depends on other factors (e.g., processing
context and relationship norm). However, the vast majority of these studies are based on the differences in the interpretability or ease of understanding
of nutrition information between two types of FOP nutrition labels. Whether consumers are given the space to process nutrition information according
to their own health needs is also an important difference between evaluative nutrition labels and objective nutrition labels. Yet, there are few studies
exploring this research question from this perspective. Therefore, according to the utility theory, the current research introduces individual social class,
explores the joint effect of FOP nutrition labels and social class on consumers' healthy food purchase intention, and reveals the underlying mechanism
and theoretical boundary of this joint effect.

This study tested the research hypothesis through three experiments. Experiment 1 verified the joint effect of FOP nutrition labels and social class
on the healthy food purchase intention by measuring social classes. That is, consumers from high (low) social classes are more willing to purchase
healthy food labeled with objective (evaluative) nutrition labels. Experiment 2 again verified the joint effect of FOP nutrition labels and social class by
manipulating individual social class, and examined the mediating role of nutrition information utility in this joint effect. Namely, the match between
FOP nutrition labels and social class (high social class — objective nutrition label and low social class — subjective nutrition label) can lead to a higher
nutrition information utility, which in turn will increase purchase intention of healthy food. Experiment 3 further examined the negative moderating
effect of food health level on this joint effect. That is, as the level of food health increases, the joint effect of FOP nutrition labeling and social class on
the healthy food purchase intention gradually weakens, suggesting that food health is also a boundary condition of the joint effect.

This study has several theoretical contributions and practical significance. First, this study introduces individual social class as a joint variable
and proposes for the first time the joint effect of FOP nutrition labels and social class on consumers' healthy food purchase intention. This enriches and
develops the literature on nutrition labels and health consumption. Second, this study further reveals the mediating and moderating effects of nutritional
information utility and food health level on this combined effect, expanding the application scope of the utility theory. In practice, this study provides
policy recommendations for the government to promote the development strategy of the Healthy China, as well as promotion strategies for health food
producers and operators to sell their products.

Key words front of package (FOP) nutrition labels, social class, healthy food, healthy consumption, nutrition information utility



