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Table A. Survey questions included for analysis
	Constructs
	Statements
	References 

	Perceived environmental risk of 
non-traced foods
	
I am concerned about the negative environmental impacts caused by apple/milk/beef production.
	(Grunert et al., 2014; Michaelidou & Hassan, 2008)
	Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements about the information which should be traced.
	The country in which the food is produced
The town in which the food is produced or more detailed location information
Veterinary treatments of farm animals
Animal welfare standards of farm animals
The pesticide used in vegetable and fruit production
The fertilizer used in vegetable and fruit production
Environmental impacts caused by producing foods
The amount of energy used to process food
The distance food has travelled from farm to the retailer
Environmental impacts caused by transporting the food.
Fair trade certification in food traceability systems
	(Jin et al., 2017; Jin & Zhou, 2014; van Rijswijk et al., 2008).

	Perceived benefits of traced food
	Tracing apples/milk/beef through the supply chain will improve food safety.
Tracing apples/milk/beef through the supply chain will improve food quality.
Tracing apples/milk/beef through the supply chain will reduce the negative environmental impacts.
	(Magnusson et al., 2003; Wang & Tsai, 2019)
	Purchase intention
	I intend to buy apples/milk/beef which have been traced if they are available. 
I intend to buy traced apples/milk/beef regularly if they are available.
I prefer buying traced apples/milk/beef to untraced apples/milk/beef if traced apples/milk/beef are available.
	(Bansal, 2005; Curvelo et al., 2019)
	Environmental attitudes
	I really like going on trips into the countryside, for example to forests or fields.
I think spending time in nature is boring.
Governments should control the rate at which raw materials are used to ensure that they last as long as possible.
I am opposed to governments controlling and regulating the way raw materials are used in order to try and make them last longer.
I would like to join and actively participate in an environmentalist group.
I would NOT get involved in an environmentalist organization. 
One of the most important reasons to keep lakes and rivers clean is so that people have a place to enjoy water sports.
We need to keep rivers and lakes clean in order to protect the environment, and NOT as places for people to enjoy water sports.
Modern science will NOT be able to solve our environmental problems. 
Modern science will solve our environmental problems.
Humans are severely abusing the environment.
I do NOT believe that the environment has been severely abused by humans.
I'd prefer a garden that is wild and natural to a well-groomed and ordered one.
I'd much prefer a garden that is well groomed and ordered to a wild and natural one.
I am NOT the kind of person who makes efforts to conserve natural resources.
Whenever possible, I try to save natural resources.
Human beings were created or evolved to dominate the rest of nature.
I do NOT believe humans were created or evolved to dominate the rest of nature.
Protecting peoples' jobs is more important than protecting the environment.
Protecting the environment t is more important than protecting peoples' jobs. 
It makes me sad to see forests cleared for agriculture.
It does NOT make me sad to see natural environments destroyed.
Families should be encouraged to limit themselves to two children or less considering the global population growth.
A married couple should have as many children as they wish, as long as they can adequately provide for them. 
	(Milfont & Duckitt, 2010)
	Sex
	① Man ② Woman ③ Prefer not to say
	

	Age
	How old are you?
	

	Educational level
	① Upper-secondary education or less ② Undergraduate degree or diploma ③ Postgraduate
	

	Annual household income
	For UK participants (GBP): ① Less than 25,000 ② 25,000-34,999 ③ 35,000–44,999 
④ 45,000–54,999 ⑤ 55,000–64,999  ⑥ Over 64,999
For Chinese participants (CNY): ① Less than 65,000 ② 65,000-74,999 ③ 75,000–84,999 
④ 85,000–94,999 ⑤ Over 94,999  
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Table B. Comparisons between Chinese and UK respondents’ responses to traced food using independent t-tests
	Constructs
	Traced apples
	Traced milk
	Traced beef

	PET
	Chinese respondents’ perceived environmental threat linked to apple production was significantly higher compared to UK respondents’, t (3,169) = -17.554, p < 0.001.
	Chinese respondents’ perceived environmental threat linked to milk production was significantly higher compared to UK respondents’, t (3,169) = -12.445, p < 0.001.
	Chinese respondents’ perceived environmental threats linked to beef production were significantly higher compared to UK respondents, t (3,169) = -7.797, p < 0.001.

	PEB
	Chinese respondents’ perceived environmental benefits of traced apples were significantly higher compared to UK respondents’, t (3,169) = -18.164, p < 0.001.
	Chinese respondents’ perceived environmental t benefits of traced milk were significantly higher compared to UK respondents’, t (3,169) = -18.897, p < 0.001.
	Chinese respondents’ perceived environmental t benefits of traced beef were significantly higher compared to UK respondents’, t (3,169) = -18.044, p < 0.001.

	PIS
	Chinese respondents’ perceived improved food safety of traced apples was significantly higher compared to UK respondents’, t (3,169) = -16.151, p < 0.001.
	Chinese respondents’ perceived improved food safety of traced milk was significantly higher compared to UK respondents’, t (3,169) = -15.366, p < 0.001.
	Chinese respondents’ perceived improved food safety of traced beef was significantly higher compared to UK respondents’, t (3,169) = -11.866, p < 0.001.

	PIQ
	Chinese respondents’ perceived improved quality of traced apples was significantly higher compared to UK respondents’, t ( 3,169) = -11.751,  p < 0.001.
	Chinese respondents’ perceived quality of traced milk was significantly higher compared to UK respondents’, t (3,169) = -12.357, p < 0.001.
	Chinese respondents’ perceived quality of traced beef was significantly higher compared to UK respondents’, t (3,169) = -9.501, p < 0.001.

	PI
	Chinese respondents’ purchase intentions of traced apples were significantly higher compared to UK respondents’, t (3,169) = -27.208, p < 0.001.
	Chinese respondents’ purchase intentions of traced milk were significantly higher compared to UK respondents’, t (3,169) = -26.914, p < 0.001.
	Chinese respondents’ purchase intentions of traced beef were significantly higher compared to UK respondents, t (3,169) = -24.996, p < 0.001.


Note: PET refers to perceived environmental threats linked to food supply chains; PEB refers to perceived environmental benefits of tracing sustainability information in a specific food supply chain; PIS refers to perceived improved food safety of traced foods; PIQ refers to perceived improved quality of traced foods; PI refers to purchase intentions of traced foods.

Table C. Comparisons between responses to different traced food categories within each country using the repeated measures ANOVA and pairwise comparisons
	Constructs
	Chinese respondents’ responses to three traced foods 
	UK respondents’ responses to three traced foods

	PET
	A repeated measures ANOVA with a Greenhouse-Geisser correction determined that perceived environmental threats linked to producing different foods varied (F (1.943, 2941.492) = 39.183, p < 0.01). Post hoc analysis with a Bonferroni adjustment revealed that the perceived environmental benefit of traced apples was significantly lower than that of traced milk (-0.13928, p = 0.002) and traced beef (-0.22310, p < 0.01).
	A repeated measures ANOVA with a Greenhouse-Geisser correction determined that perceived threats linked to producing different foods varied (F (1.897, 3140.065) = 266.904, p < 0.01). Post hoc analysis with a Bonferroni adjustment revealed that the perceived environmental benefit of traced apples was significantly lower than that of traced milk (-0.36775, p < 0.001) and traced beef (-0.64078, p < 0.001).

	PEB
	A repeated measures ANOVA with a Greenhouse-Geisser correction determined that perceived environmental benefits of traced food differed significantly (F (1.982, 3000.528) = 5.957, p < 0.01). Post hoc analysis with a Bonferroni adjustment revealed that the perceived environmental benefit of traced apples was significantly lower than that of traced beef (-0.074, p = 0.038), but not traced milk (-0.058, p = 0.151). 
	A repeated measures ANOVA with a Greenhouse-Geisser correction determined that perceived environmental benefits of traced food did not differ significantly (F (1.958, 3239.948) = 1.307, p = 0.270). Post hoc analysis with a Bonferroni adjustment revealed that the perceived environmental benefit of traced apples was not differ significantly between that of traced milk (0.0423, p = 1.000) and traced beef (-0.3019, p = 1.000).

	PIS
	A repeated measures ANOVA with a Greenhouse-Geisser correction determined that perceived improved food safety of traced foods did not differ significantly (F (1.971, 2983.889) = 2.016, p = 0.134). Post hoc analysis with a Bonferroni adjustment revealed that the perceived environmental benefit of traced apples was not differ significantly between that of traced milk (-0.02524, p = 0.881) and traced beef (-0.0324, p = 0.561).
	A repeated measures ANOVA with a Greenhouse-Geisser correction determined that perceived improved food safety of traced foods differed significantly (F (1.949, 3225.176) = 36.113, p < 0.01). Post hoc analysis with a Bonferroni adjustment revealed that the perceived environmental benefit of traced apples was significantly lower than that of traced beef (-0.16848, p < 0.001), but not traced milk (-06039, p =0.145). 

	PIQ
	A repeated measures ANOVA with a Greenhouse-Geisser correction determined that perceived environmental benefits of traced food differed significantly (F (1.991, 3014.061) = 3.414, p = 0.033). Post hoc analysis with a Bonferroni adjustment revealed that the perceived environmental benefit of traced apples was not differ significantly between that of traced milk (-0,2970, p = 0.949) and traced beef (-0.05743, p = 0.158).
	A repeated measures ANOVA with a Greenhouse-Geisser correction determined that perceived environmental benefits of traced food differed significantly (F (1.967, 3255.502) = 21.944, p < 0.01). Post hoc analysis with a Bonferroni adjustment revealed that the perceived environmental benefit of traced apples was significantly lower than that of traced beef (-0.12742, p < 0.001), but not traced milk (-0.0664, p = 1.000).

	PI
	A repeated measures ANOVA with a Greenhouse-Geisser correction determined that purchase intentions of traced foods differed significantly (F (1.978, 2995.119) = 6.734, p = 0.01). Post hoc analysis with a Bonferroni adjustment revealed that the perceived environmental benefit of traced apples was not differ significantly between that of traced milk (-0.03696 p = 0.214) and traced beef (-0.03432, p = 0.282).
	A repeated measures ANOVA with a Greenhouse-Geisser correction determined that purchase intentions of traced foods differed significantly (F (1.941, 3212.209) = 11.602, p < 0.01). Post hoc analysis with a Bonferroni adjustment revealed that the perceived environmental benefit of traced apples was significantly lower than that of traced beef (-0.08092, p = 0.020), but not traced milk (-0.02818, p = 1.000).


[bookmark: _GoBack]Table D. Comparisons between three types of perceived benefits of each traced food across countries using the repeated measures ANOVA and pairwise comparisons
	Constructs
	China
	UK

	Traced apples
	A repeated measures ANOVA with a Greenhouse-Geisser correction determined that three types of perceived benefits of traced apples differed significantly (F(1.952, 2955.427) = 48.993, p < 0.001). Post hoc analysis with a Bonferroni adjustment revealed that perceived benefits of improved food safety were significantly higher than perceived improved quality (0.158, p < 0.001) and environmental benefits (0.234, p < 0.001), and perceived benefits of improved food quality were significantly higher than perceived environmental benefits (0.077, p < 0.001).
	A repeated measures ANOVA with a Greenhouse-Geisser correction determined that three types of perceived benefits of traced apples differed significantly (F(1.791, 2964.907) = 137.404, p < 0.001). Post hoc analysis with a Bonferroni adjustment revealed that perceived benefits of improved food safety were significantly higher than perceived improved quality (0.057, p < 0.05) and environmental benefits (0.316, p < 0.001), and perceived benefits of improved food quality were significantly higher than perceived environmental benefits (0.259, p < 0.001).

	Traced milk
	A repeated measures ANOVA with a Greenhouse-Geisser correction determined that three types of perceived benefits of traced apples differed significantly (F(1.937, 2932.013) = 38.706, p < 0.001). Post hoc analysis with a Bonferroni adjustment revealed that perceived benefits of improved food safety were significantly higher than perceived improved quality (0.154, p < 0.001) and environmental benefits (0.202, p < 0.001).
	A repeated measures ANOVA with a Greenhouse-Geisser correction determined that three types of perceived benefits of traced apples differed significantly (F(1.708, 2826.161) = 179.874, p < 0.001). Post hoc analysis with a Bonferroni adjustment revealed that perceived benefits of improved food safety were significantly higher than perceived improved quality (0.111, p < 0.001) and environmental benefits (0.380, p < 0.001), and perceived benefits of improved food quality were significantly higher than perceived environmental benefits (0.270, p < 0.001).

	Traced beef
	A repeated measures ANOVA with a Greenhouse-Geisser correction determined that three types of perceived benefits of traced apples differed significantly (F(1.965, 2975.610) = 33.84, p < 0.001). Post hoc analysis with a Bonferroni adjustment revealed that perceived benefits of improved food safety were significantly higher than perceived improved quality (0.133, p < 0.001) and environmental benefits (0.193, p < 0.001).
	A repeated measures ANOVA with a Greenhouse-Geisser correction determined that three types of perceived benefits of traced apples differed significantly (F(1.663, 2752.374) = 254.516, p < 0.001). Post hoc analysis with a Bonferroni adjustment revealed that perceived benefits of improved food safety were significantly higher than perceived improved quality (0.098, p < 0.001) and environmental benefits (0.454, p < 0.001), and perceived benefits of improved food quality were significantly higher than perceived environmental benefits (0.356, p < 0.001).






Table E. Influence of gender on responses
(China)
	Construct
	Group
	Mean
	Standard Error
	t
	P

	
	
	Online
	4.096
	0.787
	
	

	Gender
	EA
	Male
	3.699
	0.437
	4.628
	0.000

	
	
	Female
	3.594
	0.452
	
	

	
	Apple-PI
	Male
	4.204
	0.566
	3.350
	0.001

	
	
	Female
	4.107
	0.559
	
	

	
	Apple-PET
	Male
	3.51
	1.238
	0.561
	0.575

	
	
	Female
	3.475
	1.147
	
	

	
	Apple-PEB
	Male
	3.966
	0.817
	1.685
	0.092

	
	
	Female
	3.896
	0.799
	
	

	
	Apple-PIS
	Male
	4.208
	0.687
	2.378
	0.018

	
	
	Female
	4.122
	0.723
	
	

	
	Apple-PIQ
	Male
	4.017
	0.83
	0.382
	0.703

	
	
	Female
	4.001
	0.805
	
	

	
	Milk-PI
	Male
	4.227
	0.541
	2.318
	0.021

	
	
	Female
	4.159
	0.581
	
	

	
	Milk-PET
	Male
	3.599
	1.172
	-1.260
	0.208

	
	
	Female
	3.672
	1.081
	
	

	
	Milk-PEB
	Male
	4.057
	0.811
	3.303
	0.001

	
	
	Female
	3.917
	0.838
	
	

	
	Milk-PIS
	Male
	4.242
	0.653
	3.016
	0.003

	
	
	Female
	4.139
	0.674
	
	

	
	Milk-PIQ
	Male
	4.019
	0.814
	-1.060
	0.289

	
	
	Female
	4.063
	0.814
	
	

	
	Beef-PI
	Male
	4.234
	0.535
	3.032
	0.002

	
	
	Female
	4.145
	0.595
	
	

	
	Beef-PET
	Male
	3.682
	1.142
	-1.302
	0.193

	
	
	Female
	3.756
	1.057
	
	

	
	Beef-PEB
	Male
	4.091
	0.771
	4.243
	0.000

	
	
	Female
	3.913
	0.852
	
	

	
	Beef-PIS
	Male
	4.242
	0.647
	2.654
	0.008

	
	
	Female
	4.153
	0.656
	
	

	
	Beef-PIQ
	Male
	4.095
	0.814
	1.389
	0.165

	
	
	Female
	4.036
	0.817
	
	





(UK)
	Construct
	Group
	Mean
	Standard Error
	t
	P

	
	
	Online
	3.824
	0.890
	
	

	Gender
	EA
	Male
	3.438
	0.510
	0.861
	0.389

	
	
	Female
	3.417
	0.443
	
	

	
	Apple-PI
	Male
	3.472
	0.848
	0.681
	0.496

	
	
	Female
	3.444
	0.840
	
	

	
	Apple-PET
	Male
	2.700
	1.066
	-2.508
	0.012

	
	
	Female
	2.830
	1.049
	
	

	
	Apple-PEB
	Male
	3.365
	0.959
	-1.040
	0.298

	
	
	Female
	3.412
	0.895
	
	

	
	Apple-PIS
	Male
	3.726
	0.913
	0.934
	0.350

	
	
	Female
	3.685
	0.865
	
	

	
	Apple-PIQ
	Male
	3.630
	0.927
	-0.768
	0.443

	
	
	Female
	3.665
	0.890
	
	

	
	Milk-PI
	Male
	3.478
	0.886
	-0.381
	0.704

	
	
	Female
	3.494
	0.863
	
	

	
	Milk-PET
	Male
	3.011
	1.157
	-4.368

	0.000

	
	
	Female
	3.251
	1.083
	
	

	
	Milk-PEB
	Male
	3.329
	1.010
	-2.294
	0.022

	
	
	Female
	3.438
	0.923
	
	

	
	Milk-PIS
	Male
	3.742
	0.891
	-1.060
	0.289

	
	
	Female
	3.787
	0.868
	
	

	
	Milk-PIQ
	Male
	3.591
	0.946
	-2.729
	0.006

	
	
	Female
	3.715
	0.91
	
	

	
	Beef-PI
	Male
	3.561
	0.858
	1.021
	0.307

	
	
	Female
	3.518
	0.866
	
	

	
	Beef-PET
	Male
	3.253
	1.173
	-5.436
	0.000

	
	
	Female
	3.554
	1.070
	
	

	
	Beef-PEB
	Male
	3.362
	1.030
	-2.263
	0.024

	
	
	Female
	3.473
	0.971
	
	

	
	Beef-PIS
	Male
	3.868
	0.879
	-0.249
	0.804

	
	
	Female
	3.878
	0.865
	
	

	
	Beef-PIQ
	Male
	3.754
	0.927
	-0.936
	0.349

	
	
	Female
	3.796
	0.887
	
	




Table F. Influence of socio-demographics on responses
(China)
	Characteristics
	Apple
	Milk

	
	PET
	PEB
	PIS
	PIQ
	PI
	PET
	PEB
	PIS
	PIQ
	PI

	Age 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18-24 years
	3.312(1.195)b
	3.721(0.869)b
	4.097(0.715)b
	3.923(0.864)b,c
	4.09(0.621)b,c
	3.453(1.128)b
	3.785(0.958)b
	4.097(0.748)bc
	3.883(0.905)c
	4.147(0.611)b,c

	25-34 years
	3.373(1.224)b
	3.969(0.861)a
	4.256(0.771)a
	4.228(0.761)a
	4.243(0.648)a
	3.639(1.133)a,b
	4.077(0.831)a
	4.395(0.680)a
	4.253(0.737)a
	4.343(0.599)a

	35-44 years
	3.712(1.074)a
	4.058(0.787)a
	4.162(0.734)a,b
	4.065(0.807)a,b
	4.205(0.573)a,b
	3.835(0.994)a
	4.071(0.757)a
	4.210(0.682)b
	4.191(0.742)a,b
	4.249(0.573)a,b

	45-54 years
	3.534(1.284)a,b
	3.951(0.736)a
	4.201(0.665)a,b
	4.038(0.845)b
	4.199(0.466)a,b
	3.670(1.215)a,b
	4.053(0.793)a
	4.223(0.591)b
	4.068(0.829)b
	4.162(0.52)b,c

	Over 54 years
	3.509(1.177)a,b
	3.927(0.762)a
	4.119(0.634)a,b
	3.811(0.773)c
	4.06(0.4820)c
	3.553(1.150)b
	3.943(0.785)a,b
	4.046(0.575)c
	3.811(0.786)c
	4.076(0.471)c

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Education level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Upper-secondary education or less 
	3.586(1.191)a
	3.943(0.795)a
	4.172(0.690)a
	3.980(0.828)a
	4.148(0.549)a
	3.679(1.139)a
	4.000(0.822)a
	4.175(0.651)b
	3.989(0.825)b
	4.178(0.534)b

	Undergraduate degree or diploma
	3.118(1.135)a,b
	3.882(0.859)a
	4.137(0.759)a
	4.129(0.751)a
	4.190(0.615)a
	3.452(1.065)a,b
	3.939(0.845)a
	4.259(0.722)a,b
	4.243(0.732)a,b
	4.255(0.654)a

	Postgraduate 
	2.588(0.939)b
	4.000(1.000)a
	4.294(0.920)a
	4.353(0.862)a
	4.373(0.798)a
	3.059(1.088)b
	4.176(0.883)a
	4.529(0.624)a
	4.529(0.624)a
	4.510(0.765)a

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Employment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Employed 
	3.495(1.199)a
	4.023(0.798)a
	4.230(0.701)a,b
	4.151(0.800)a
	4.227(0.547)a
	3.655(1.141)a
	4.085(0.784)a
	4.247(0.655)a,b
	4.198(0.777)a
	4.271(0.548)a

	Self-employed
	3.576(1.277)a
	3.876(0.793)a
	4.265(0.710)a
	3.900(0.797)a,b
	4.202(0.601)a
	3.694(1.172)a
	3.994(0.853)a
	4.341(0.680)a
	3.924(0.836)a,b,c
	4.190(0.558)a.b

	Student
	3.461(1.139)a
	3.539(0.813)b
	4.045(0.722)a,b,c
	3.640(0.815)b
	3.951(0.621)b,c
	3.494(1.035)a
	3.607(0.900)b,c
	4.011(0.791)b
	3.663(0.839)c
	4.105(0.652)a,b

	Unemployed
	3.366(1.284)a
	3.796(0.828)a,b
	3.957(0.706)b,c
	3.742(0.806)b
	4.068(0.574)a,b
	3.624(1.242)a
	3.796(0.973)a,b,c
	4.097(0.591)a,b
	3.839(0.838)b,c
	4.143(0.553)a,b

	Retired
	3.556(1.110)a
	3.911(0.758)a
	4.051(0.638)a,b,c
	3.833(0.800)a,b
	4.043(0.499)a.b
	3.588(1.072)a
	3.942(0.810)a,b
	4.031(0.599)b
	3.786(0.774)b,c
	4.032(0.483)b,c

	Others
	3.000(1.146)b
	3.485(0.972)b
	3.848(0.906)c
	3.970(0.770)a,b
	3.808(0.717)c
	3.485(1.004)a
	3.485(0.712)c
	4.030(0.770)b
	4.000(0.829)a,b
	3.848(0.782)c

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Annual household income (CNY)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	less than 65,000 
	3.220(1.077)b
	3.660(0.96)b
	3.824(0.883)b
	3.780(0.898)c
	3.872(0.718)b
	3.478(1.096)c
	3.686(0.962)b
	3.994(0.831)b
	3.761(0.882)b
	3.935(0.670)b

	6,5000–74,999 
	3.787(1.122)a
	3.836(0.827)a,b
	4.262(0.640)a
	3.672(0.755)c
	4.142(0.463)a
	3.861(1.086)a
	3.943(0.775)a
	4.016(0.603)b
	3.689(0.772)b
	4.210(0.478)a

	7,5000–84,999 
	3.491(1.285)a,b
	3.889(0.77)a
	4.205(0.668)a
	3.877(0.842)b,c
	4.129(0.593)a
	3.573(1.288)a,b,c
	4.082(0.836)a
	4.140(0.671)a,b
	3.982(0.844)a
	4.207(0.530)a

	8,5000–94,999 
	3.736(1.063)a
	3.932(0.733)a
	4.276(0.659)a
	4.085(0.758)a,b
	4.211(0.491)a
	3.813(0.975)a,b
	4.011(0.732)a
	4.295(0.661)a
	4.088(0.763)a
	4.233(0.522)a

	Over 94,999
	3.385(1.245)b
	4.023(0.799)a
	4.166(0.680)a
	4.114(0.805)a
	4.205(0.55)a
	3.554(1.163)b,c
	4.037(0.832)a
	4.231(0.617)a
	4.152(0.792)a
	4.229(0.559)a

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Whole sample
	3.494(1.196)
	3.933(0.809)
	4.168(0.705)
	4.01(0.818)
	4.158(0.565)
	3.633(1.130)
	3.991(0.827)
	4.193(0.664)
	4.040(0.814)
	4.195(0.561)


Note: a–d Values with the same letter as superscript indicate not significantly different means, and different superscripts indicate significantly different means between the segments, following ANOVA post hoc Tukey tests at p < 0.05.


	Characteristics
	EA
	Beef

	
	
	PET
	PEB
	PIS
	PIQ
	PI

	Age 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18-24 years
	3.584(0.387)b,c
	3.547(1.114)b
	3.858(0.911)c
	4.162(0.691)b
	3.935(0.876)c,d
	4.162(0.634)b,c

	25-34 years
	3.797(0.431)a
	3.799(1.073)a
	4.062(0.800)a,b
	4.389(0.665)a
	4.318(0.700)a
	4.315(0.598)a

	35-44 years
	3.733(0.490)a
	3.945(0.964)a
	4.061(0.760)a,b
	4.204(0.665)b
	4.207(0.791)a,b
	4.220(0.561)a,b

	45-54 years
	3.627(0.455)b
	3.750(1.179)a,b
	4.170(0.788)a
	4.182(0.614)b
	4.091(0.831)b,c
	4.208(0.508)a,b

	Over 54 years
	3.510(0.400)c
	3.544(1.134)b
	3.898(0.795)b,c
	4.070(0.593)b
	3.803(0.786)d
	4.071(0.505)c

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Education level
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Upper-secondary education or less 
	3.653(0.452)a
	3.719(1.117)a
	4.011(0.817)a
	4.183(0.651)b
	4.021(0.836)a
	4.178(0.546)a

	Undergraduate degree or diploma
	3.634(0.421)a
	3.726(1.023)a
	4.000(0.801)a
	4.259(0.655)a,b
	4.262(0.685)a
	4.247(0.632)a

	Postgraduate 
	3.615(0.463)a
	3.412(1.278)a
	3.882(0.928)a
	4.529(0.624)a
	4.412(0.712)a
	4.392(0.818)a

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Employment
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Employed
	3.758(0.451)a
	3.789(1.114)a
	4.105(0.759)a
	4.265(0.628)a
	4.219(0.758)a
	4.259(0.531)a

	Self-employed 
	3.587(0.429)a,b
	3.741(1.188)a
	4.118(0.776)a
	4.212(0.739)a
	4.018(0.788)a,b
	4.224(0.610)a

	Student
	3.642(0.351)a,b
	3.708(0.92)a
	3.640(0.908)b
	4.146(0.747)a,b
	3.742(0.886)b
	4.191(0.619)a

	Unemployed
	3.540(0.489)b,c
	3.527(1.194)a
	3.742(0.931)b
	4.097(0.677)a,b
	3.796(0.927)b
	4.100(0.611)a

	Retired
	3.383(0.312)c
	3.556(1.03)a
	3.872(0.859)a,b
	4.066(0.579)a,b
	3.817(0.830)b
	4.029(0.526)a,b

	Others
	3.505(0.376)b,c
	3.485(0.94)a
	3.636(0.822)b
	3.909(0.765)a,b
	3.909(0.843)a,b
	3.808(0.804)b

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Annual household income (CNY)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	less than 65,000 
	3.5(0.378)b,c
	3.522(0.986)c
	3.811(0.922)b
	4.000(0.788)c
	3.925(0.883)b
	3.901(0.739)b

	6,5000–74,999 
	3.449(0.331)c
	3.918(1.095)a
	3.943(0.836)a,b
	4.041(0.673)b,c
	3.689(0.739)c
	4.202(0.506)a

	7,5000–84,999 
	3.569(0.416)b
	3.608(1.190)b,c
	4.006(0.851)a,b
	4.228(0.633)a
	3.971(0.850)a,b
	4.222(0.555)a

	8,5000–94,999 
	3.729(0.452)a
	3.881(1.006)a,b
	4.020(0.760)a,b
	4.310(0.648)a
	4.108(0.747)a,b
	4.242(0.504)a

	Over 94,999
	3.697(0.462)a
	3.671(1.140)a,b,c
	4.056(0.798)a
	4.211(0.608)a,b
	4.167(0.813)a
	4.224(0.545)a

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Whole sample
	3.649(0.447)
	3.717(1.103)
	4.007(0.815)
	4.200(0.652)
	4.067(0.816)
	4.192(0.566)


Note: a–d Values with the same letter as superscript indicate not significantly different means, and different superscripts indicate significantly different means between the segments, following ANOVA post hoc Tukey tests at p < 0.05.


(UK)
	Characteristics
	Apple
	Milk

	
	PET
	PEB
	PIS
	PIQ
	PI
	PET
	PEB
	PIS
	PIQ
	PI

	Age 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18-24 years
	2.995(1.105)a
	3.324(0.928)a
	3.538(0.908)b
	3.462(0.914)b
	3.302(0.704)b
	3.324(1.067)a
	3.319(0.968)b
	3.725(0.855)a
	3.599(0.885)a
	3.308(0.752)b

	25-34 years
	2.863(1.088)a,b
	3.401(1.005)a
	3.664(0.940)a
	3.693(0.907)a
	3.468(0.879)a,b
	3.419(1.112)a
	3.278(1.038)b
	3.711(0.965)a
	3.632(1.040)a
	3.475(0.888)a,b

	35-44 years
	2.952(1.023)a
	3.471(0.886)a
	3.741(0.794)a
	3.679(0.844)a
	3.585(0.735)a
	3.328(0.984)a
	3.546(0.837)a
	3.775(0.743)a
	3.696(0.823)a
	3.615(0.774)a

	45-54 years
	2.657(1.072)b,c
	3.448(0.946)a
	3.779(0.895)a
	3.701(0.883)a
	3.455(0.853)a,b
	3.036(1.131)b
	3.442(0.961)a,b
	3.857(0.839)a
	3.770(0.860)a
	3.511(0.864)a

	Over 54 years
	2.614(1.012)c
	3.327(0.894)a
	3.715(0.895)a
	3.636(0.948)a,b
	3.438(0.906)a,b
	2.893(1.160)b
	3.342(0.990)a,b
	3.745(0.930)a
	3.592(0.972)a
	3.466(0.947)a,b

	Whole
	2.766(1.059)
	3.389(0.927)
	3.705(0.889)
	3.647(0.908)
	3.458(0.844)
	3.134(1.126)
	3.385(0.968)
	3.765(0.88)
	3.654(0.929)
	3.486(0.874)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Education level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Upper-secondary education or less 
	2.829(1.048)a
	3.343(0.848)a
	3.567(0.800)b
	3.517(0.829)b
	3.295(0.754)c
	2.997(1.044)b
	3.380(0.901)b
	3.642(0.825)b
	3.579(0.859)b
	3.307(0.795)c

	Undergraduate degree or diploma
	2.750(1.057)a
	3.395(0.930)a
	3.708(0.908)b
	3.659(0.923)b
	3.471(0.857)b
	3.145(1.143)a,b
	3.359(0.972)b
	3.771(0.886)b
	3.642(0.942)b
	3.505(0.885)b

	Postgraduate 
	2.765(1.099)a
	3.443(1.055)a
	3.973(0.854)a
	3.846(0.921)a
	3.700(0.854)a
	3.342(1.120)a
	3.597(1.052)a
	3.987(0.900)a
	3.913(0.937)a
	3.718(0.883)a

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Employment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Employed
	2.829(1.067)a,b
	3.440(0.939)a
	3.736(0.890)a
	3.675(0.902)a
	3.501(0.837)a
	3.246(1.092)a
	3.445(0.959)a
	3.823(0.841)a
	3.717(0.894)a
	3.540(0.852)a

	Self-employed 
	2.815(1.180)a,b
	3.470(1.063)a
	3.669(0.964)a
	3.649(0.995)a
	3.499(0.816)a
	3.212(1.164)a
	3.424(1.042)a
	3.702(0.999)a
	3.642(1.022)a
	3.492(0.905)a

	Student
	2.960(1.068)a
	3.160(0.866)a
	3.560(0.951)a
	3.460(0.930)a
	3.293(0.827)a
	3.360(1.025)a
	3.180(0.873)a
	3.680(0.768)a
	3.540(0.813)a
	3.260(0.760)a

	Unemployed 
	2.695(0.957)a,b
	3.400(0.868)a
	3.680(0.837)a
	3.620(0.877)a
	3.377(0.813)a
	2.995(1.049)a,b
	3.335(0.953)a
	3.785(0.850)a
	3.685(0.911)a
	3.432(0.832)a

	Retired 
	2.504(0.983)b
	3.217(0.864)a
	3.678(0.896)a
	3.612(0.907)a
	3.393(0.884)a
	2.736(1.140)b
	3.213(0.977)a
	3.620(0.935)a
	3.450(0.970)a
	3.376(0.959)a

	Others
	2.853(1.082)a,b
	3.353(0.857)a
	3.681(0.819)a
	3.647(0.897)a
	3.431(0.884)a
	3.207(1.248)a
	3.431(0.935)a
	3.733(0.936)a
	3.647(1.007)a
	3.503(0.892)a

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Annual household income
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Less than 25,000 
	2.733(1.031)b
	3.318(0.898)b
	3.645(0.877)a
	3.608(0.905)a
	3.331(0.824)b
	2.984(1.093)b
	3.316(0.922)a
	3.712(0.870)a
	3.612(0.934)a
	3.365(0.851)b

	 25,000-34,999
	2.830(1.073)a,b
	3.453(0.897)a,b
	3.720(0.909)a
	3.638(0.915)a
	3.472(0.846)a,b
	3.176(1.089)a,b
	3.318(0.994)a
	3.764(0.883)a
	3.623(0.951)a
	3.431(0.891)b

	 35,000–44,999 
	2.641(1.008)b
	3.281(0.931)b
	3.701(0.876)a
	3.630(0.885)a
	3.452(0.887)a,b
	3.149(1.095)a,b
	3.388(0.972)a
	3.754(0.895)a
	3.619(0.934)a
	3.511(0.851)a.b

	 45,000–54,999 
	2.981(1.116)a
	3.543(0.972)a
	3.755(0.944)a
	3.692(0.939)a
	3.614(0.810)a
	3.322(1.128)a
	3.529(0.963)a
	3.788(0.892)a
	3.774(0.858)a
	3.550(0.860)a,b

	Over 54,999 
	2.730(1.074)b
	3.423(0.948)a,b
	3.747(0.862)a
	3.699(0.909)a
	3.532(0.832)a,b
	3.181(1.202)a,b
	3.451(0.996)a
	3.833(0.868)a
	3.699(0.939)a
	3.643(0.892)a


Note: a–d Values with the same letter as superscript indicate not significantly different means, and different superscripts indicate significantly different means between the segments, following ANOVA post hoc Tukey tests at p < 0.05.

	Characteristics
	EA
	Beef

	
	
	PET
	PEB
	PIS
	PIQ
	PI

	Age 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18-24 years
	3.229(0.406)d
	3.538(1.111)a
	3.192(0.981)c
	3.731(0.910)b
	3.582(0.899)c
	3.394(0.778)b

	25-34 years
	3.332(0.434)c,d
	3.516(1.118)a
	3.43(1.087)a,b
	3.783(0.946)b
	3.668(0.992)b,c
	3.576(0.855)a,b

	35-44 years
	3.381(0.42)b,c
	3.56(0.973)a
	3.577(0.898)a
	3.867(0.798)a,b
	3.833(0.817)a,b
	3.612(0.782)a

	45-54 years
	3.449(0.451)a,b
	3.457(1.154)a
	3.54(0.993)a,b
	4.000(0.819)a
	3.907(0.862)a
	3.543(0.855)a,b

	Over 54 years
	3.548(0.526)a
	3.201(1.178)b
	3.335(1.001)b,c
	3.889(0.879)a,b
	3.780(0.922)a,b,c
	3.526(0.93)a,b

	Whole
	3.427(0.477)
	3.406(1.131)
	3.419(1.002)
	3.873(0.871)
	3.775(0.906)
	3.539(0.862)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Education level
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Upper-secondary education or less 
	3.335(0.439)c
	3.271(1.117)b
	3.436(0.893)a,b
	3.785(0.814)b
	3.639(0.863)b
	3.364(0.800)b

	Undergraduate degree or diploma
	3.439(0.478)b
	3.418(1.122)a,b
	3.390(1.018)b
	3.872(0.885)b
	3.793(0.907)a,b
	3.567(0.865)a

	Postgraduate 
	3.537(0.520)a
	3.611(1.201)a
	3.611(1.070)a
	4.074(0.855)a
	3.926(0.966)a
	3.685(0.919)a

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Employment
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Employed 
	3.409(0.456)a,b
	3.507(1.097)a
	3.511(1.000)a
	3.911(0.868)a
	3.826(0.897)a
	3.600(0.838)a

	Self-employed 
	3.459(0.517)a,b
	3.424(1.235)a,b
	3.384(1.076)a
	3.868(0.929)a
	3.709(0.942)a
	3.587(0.888)a

	Student 
	3.300(0.467)b
	3.460(1.164)a,b
	3.180(0.897)a
	3.720(0.904)a
	3.580(0.883)a
	3.267(0.716)b

	Unemployed 
	3.390(0.472)a,b
	3.360(1.008)a,b
	3.360(0.977)a
	3.835(0.831)a
	3.765(0.902)a
	3.430(0.848)a,b

	Retired 
	3.539(0.520)a
	3.081(1.192)b
	3.209(0.996)a
	3.779(0.892)a
	3.667(0.945)a
	3.478(0.915)a,b

	Others 
	3.393(0.459)a,b
	3.405(1.179)a,b
	3.440(0.926)a
	3.931(0.821)a
	3.819(0.840)a
	3.448(0.924)a,b

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Annual household income 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 25,000 
	3.405(0.478)a
	3.296(1.119)b
	3.302(0.948)b
	3.782(0.877)a
	3.657(0.925)b
	3.350(0.840)b

	25,000-34,999
	3.454(0.495)a
	3.362(1.117)a,b
	3.412(1.055)a,b
	3.884(0.864)a
	3.780(0.914)a,b
	3.539(0.894)a

	35,000–44,999 
	3.402(0.412)a
	3.381(1.093)a,b
	3.413(1.004)a.b
	3.847(0.883)a
	3.822(0.868)a,b
	3.590(0.861)a

	45,000–54,999 
	3.436(0.544)a
	3.587(1.143)a
	3.572(1.019)a
	3.947(0.835)a
	3.880(0.879)a
	3.591(0.857)a

	Over 54,999 
	3.449(0.466)a
	3.515(1.167)a,b
	3.501(0.997)a,b
	3.967(0.874)a
	3.836(0.908)a,b
	3.726(0.820)a


Note: a–d Values with the same letter as superscript indicate not significantly different means, and different superscripts indicate significantly different means between the segments, following ANOVA post hoc Tukey tests at p < 0.05.
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