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Supplementary results
Country differences in using nutrition information and opinions on FOPNL
We used between-subjects ANOVAs to compare opinions on FOPNL between countries (see Table S15 for means, standard deviations and test statistics). The three countries did not differ regarding whether participants pay attention to nutrition information on food packaging, indicating that they, on average, neither agreed nor disagreed with the statement. Countries differed regarding whether participants based their purchasing decision on nutrition information on food packaging. Although they, on average, signaled agreement, participants from Türkiye indicated to base their decision less frequently on this information than participants from Mexico (p = .010). Countries also differed regarding whether participants thought that FOPNL were an important source of information. However, agreement was generally high, and none of the Bonferroni-corrected post hoc tests reached statistical significance (ps ≥ .080). Participants from the three countries differed in whether they thought that FOPNL should be compulsory. Although agreement was generally high, participants from Indonesia supported FOPNL being compulsory the least, while support was even stronger in Mexico (p = .010) and Türkiye (p < .001). Mexico and Türkiye, however, did not differ significantly (p = .062). Similarly, support for food companies being able to choose whether they apply FOPNL differed significantly between countries. Although participants generally neither agreed nor disagreed with this statement on average, support for this statement was strongest in Indonesia compared to both Mexico (p = .001) and Türkiye (p < .001). Türkiye and Mexico again did not differ in support for this statement (p = 1.000).
Country differences in acceptability of Nutri-Score and warning labels
Acceptance of both warning labels and the Nutri-Score were high across countries (see Table S15 for means and standard deviations). In a mixed ANOVA, there was no significant main effect for the within-subjects factor label (F[1, 636] = 1.57, p = .210, partial η² < .01), which means that neither label was pre se preferred. However, the between-subjects factor country reached statistical significance (F[2, 636] = 9.10, p < .001, partial η² = .03), indicating differences between the three countries. Specifically, participants from Mexico rated labels more positively than participants from Indonesia (p < .001) or Türkiye (p = .003). The interaction did not reach statistical significance (F[2, 636] = 0.30, p = .739, partial η² < .01).
Participants from all countries rather agreed that they would stop buying products carrying Nutri-Score D or E or warning labels (see Table S15 for means and standard deviations). In a mixed ANOVA, there was no significant main effect for the within-subjects factor label (F[1, 633] = 0.439, p = .508, partial η² < .01), but a significant main effect for the between-subjects factor country (F[2, 633] = 10.76, p < .001, partial η² = .03) as well as a significant label x country interaction (F[2, 633] = 4.69, p = .010, partial η² = .02). The significant interaction was followed up by between-subjects ANOVA per label. For the Nutri-Score, there was a significant main effect of country (F[2, 635] = 3.89, p = .021, partial η² = .01); Bonferroni-corrected post-hoc tests revealed that this was due to participants from Türkiye agreeing to the statement somewhat more strongly than participants from Indonesia (p = .045). There also was a significant main effect of country for the warning labels (F[2, 635] = 14.04, p < .001, partial η² = .04) which was due to significant differences between all countries (all ps ≤ .034).
Finally, countries also differed in their preference for labelling schemes (χ²[df = 4] = 15.70, p = .003, Cramer V = .11). In both Indonesia and Mexico, the majority preferred the Nutri-Score, while in Türkiye, the majority preferred the warning labels (see Table S16 for the proportions per country).

Table S15. Opinions about FOPNL in general and acceptability ratings of the Nutri-Score and warning labels by country. All cells present means and standard deviations.
	
	Total
	Indonesia
	Mexico
	Türkiye
	Comparison between countries

	Pay attention to nutrition information on food packaging
	2.82, 1.83
	3.02, 1.70
	2.67, 1.95
	2.75, 1.84
	F[2, 635] = 2.13, p = .120, partial η² = .01

	Base purchasing decisions on nutrition information on food packaging
	4.15, 1.73
	4.22, 1.57
	4.38, 1.83
	3.88, 1.75
	F[2, 636] = 4.62, p = .010, partial η² = .01

	FOPNL are an important source of information
	5.33, 1.19
	5.25, 1.11
	5.50, 1.11
	5.25, 1.31
	F[2, 635] = 3.18, p = .042, partial η² = .01

	FOPNL should be compulsory
	5.52, 1.06
	5.24, 1.14
	5.54, 1.16
	5.77, 0.77
	F[2, 635] = 14.46, p < .001, partial η² = .04

	Food companies should be able to choose whether they apply FOPNL
	2.69, 2.06
	3.22, 1.90
	2.52, 2.12
	2.35, 2.04
	F[2, 636] = 11.17, p < .001, partial η² = .03

	Acceptability of Nutri-Score
	5.00, 1.28
	4.87, 1.00
	5.24, 1.67
	4.90, 1.07
	

	Acceptability of warning label
	5.07, 1.28
	4.88, 1.05
	5.34, 1.60
	5.00, 1.11
	

	Would stop buying product with Nutri-Score D or E 
	4.43, 1.91
	4.13, 1.67
	4.58, 2.37
	4.58, 1.60
	

	Would stop buying product with warning label
	4.47, 1.99
	3.97, 1.67
	4.98, 2.37
	4.50, 1.76
	



Table S16. Preferences for the Nutri-Score, the warning label, or neither label by country.
	
	Indonesia
	Mexico
	Türkiye

	Preference for Nutri-Score
	58.3%
	51.7%
	39.7%

	Preference for warning labels
	40.3%
	46.3%
	58.5%

	Preference for neither
	1.4%
	2.0%
	1.8%



Interpretation and discussion
[bookmark: _Hlk173424345]Compared to other policy measures that have been shown to improve dietary healthiness, such as altering the availability of food products, labels are relatively accepted [1]. The present study suggests that this is also the case in upper-middle-income countries. Across all three countries studied here, participants considered FOPNL as an important source of information and strongly and consistently supported the notion that FOPNL should be mandatory. While survey responses in general might be subject to social desirability [2], the results are in line with other studies indicating high acceptability of labelling, also in comparison to other policies [1]. Beyond the graphic details of the different labelling schemes, this is in line with the Latin American regulatory approach of introducing FOPNL on a mandatory basis rather than the European voluntary approach [3]. This finding suggests that the absence of FOPNL regulation in Indonesia [4] and Türkiye [5] as well as the difficulty of introducing FOPNL in Mexico [6] has more to do with food industry opposition than with a lack of popular support. 
Regarding the acceptability of the two specific FOPNL systems we have investigated, both the Nutri-Score and the warning label system were broadly accepted by participants in all three countries. This acceptance (of both labelling systems) was highest in Mexico, potentially reflecting the fact that the Mexican participants have already been exposed to mandatory FOPNL since 2020 (see also Hammond et al., for similar findings in both Mexico and Chile [7]), suggesting that there has been no popular backlash to FOPNL. When explicitly asked, 58% of Indonesian participants preferred the Nutri-Score, while 59% of Turkish participants preferred nutrition warning labels. This suggests that neither system is the dominantly preferred system in upper-middle-income countries and that consumers are open to both. Interestingly, 52% of Mexican participants preferred the Nutri-Score rather than warning labels (which are already in use in Mexico). Label system preferences are thus unlikely to be based primarily on mere exposure [8]. Furthermore, this result suggests that consumers are open to changes of FOPNL systems once in place. 
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