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CZEPRZFERABE, 221 7300000  CEBEBUA S ALE b, )L 430072)

WE R, WRE S, BRES A NOEH M, MR FE R EEN K. H
R 216 [R] 3 £ O 0 9 20 7 BRI O R AR T 2 R RN R SR AR IS T B SR 2 B ERE 5
Me) 2 SIAT BT 5000 7 il R SRS N PR 52 i DR 3R 5k = SRR ER 5 TE 0 028, A [RIZR R R AR A 1 IR A7
FE53 B0 72 i KSR PN (Perceived Product Naturalness, PPN 578 2 2% 3 7 i 2 75 R 4 N T ALHE
AEAERIR RS HE BT R AR T B 0 o AR 50K G o T &k 25 20 4RI P AR 6 55
UERFFE, HBUR R ANE RS RG NG RN SRR a8, 3 — DA 50 H o e
LR AR AR B A 2% At o BEIEIRGNNSCHR 59 Fa v 229 MBI . AR BN, RAL R L
T EERER: HREME P RAESR R SRR ERTER . A TR R
SREH LR R I B 51 S Yook 5] SR T SR R
SRERT PER KRR, TN, WARGHEIS, HRE RN, LRESEEIR
1515

JE NGRS, AN S R SR BE X R IR S L A AN [ 5 22 A (R OGI H as a0 RARF= )
5 3R 2 3 14 K (Molinillo et al., 2020). 1% [ BRAE & BRARARF= i i 7 I RB K . 2024 4E 5 2031
SERLEE T ER, SATRES (ngeEsR C iy SR MEBEmSE) M, SRR
Chn e g IR AN 4 VR RS T I AE RS 41 M 600 12,35 T3 K 21 £ 1150 124,35 Jt(Fairfield Market
Research, 2024). 2024 FABRKRRE M IZER] T 240 143€ 7, Tiil 2031 A48 %) 314.4 123% 7t
(QYResearch, 2025), RKIRF= il 37 IEE WAL N — N KA )

7= i R AR S G (Perceived Product Naturalness, PPN) &8 7H $ & 2 T2 2 S ARG N LA FE . A
B AR R AR Sy HE BV T KR 32 W0 F 7 (Siegrist & Hartmann, 2020; Roman et al., 2017; Evans et al.,
2010)0 PAMERTFEN IX — AT 1 — LEL3R B 7T 19140, Rozin 55 AQ012)4R F 1 WA 3 [E VA 2 0
FIRMVEVE, X[ 50 RIRF= M S RA RS, Hoo R AR 2 3 = 5[] . Roman
S5 NQO17)BF TR I AT IRIE A7 75 2 DA B dpe 26 7= i B AR P 2 S WA 28 280 7 i PO R AR R IR R
Sanchez-Siles 2 A\ (2019) &AL T € 5l R AR BN 5 G 15, il S 1 R AR & Wik 3% R ARG T %
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MRHE . PASOELEAE,  Siegrist F1 Hartmann(2020)¥R8 78 T £ St B B 51 k2 AR ECAR G 7 2% 2 7= b R 4R
PEIBCN I 5 o

R BRA BN 2 A FEAR T T 7= Bl R AR RIS T AL (AN [R] A [8 2 2R 1 AB A 80 vt A
TR —B 8. — NN, AR BEEAE — € R SR T RIRVEIR SN, (HIHAE 2 R
I FTEUAR . Marckhgott £ Kamleitner(2019) &3, 477 i BAf AR R IR 75 BN (r = 0.36),  HoAth 7148
S R0 RARME BN B 52 i AN P35 25 (- = 0.13) . {H Rybak %5 A (2021) (R8I FE 3 8 AH LE 403075 B (r =
0.0540), V4 93 B EEARIE I T 07 0. By Y e FL A SR TP BOR SR F T (- = 0.11) . Lunardo Al
Saintives(2013) &3, MIFEEAAELE RIRFE BIRS, V4 2 A AL T RARTE SR B b 1K= it (r = 0.74) EL
IF B PRI S kT AE B A RIR A IR (e = 0.501) R A RARME . BRIk, 4R AR WA IO RS SR e
POt AL B i AR PR AT, SE 203 i A FE 5 77 % % 75 ) (Schirmacher et al., 2023). 25
by BUE R FAEAN [F) 2 Y T R 2 2R 7= it R AR S (R A S 0 7 5 T T AR E AN — U g6 e, AR
A BN R R IE N5 BO1ET R G S5 L.

Etnf Bk oy, AWRTCRA TGN, RGURTOI 9 W SR AR 7= i 1 5 K] 2 S AR L
Hil, HHELEEEISHEAIM AR, B, W RS H 18 (Dual System Theory; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986)
W, I P E A O LA AR R N LR AR AR B BT IR, AT SO R 7 R AR
PEREI B R TR 2RI, RGBT RIIRF= M BRI Sk AT /R A il
Rk, FIETCHNITE, AP FCRE T A SHOER S8R, SR e BOZ 45 & B I ek i
BT RZIZWMEIG . AR SCIRIT TR0 R IR IR AN 5 i F 564, 7R T AF A NI 2 b i
Wi o ARSCMHT T R A 59 e SCE I 229 AN E, SRR R G AL R AE R LR LA ALt
TR = S R, H ARG NRR MR R T HRNERR. 7o HE S 2
R 35 % 7= i R AR e SR R ) 5 AL TR 1

WA = HER PR TTHR . B, 2T TORE R R SRR IR BT B R G v ikl oy Ty
BERLERGRENLRHNRLE, Mk THEAHRPRIHEEZE. A8, AEEMN
T AR BOHLEE 3 ™ 5 8 R A0 A 4 e SR IR AN OB A 1 B O B Rl . LI
Bt 6k DA W 98 R O T R AR 2R 2 I AH XA R 45 18 A — B 7] @ (Marckhgott & Kamleitner, 2019;
Lunardo & Saintives, 2013), B 7@ A 0T RGBT AFRBRIREBR IR, KMRFAL
AR LR R R A ERAMERE ). R CCRAT Y BEA RS 4510 1 40 8, By R A 2
BAE TGS N RRE B L7 U 7O B A . e, AN SCIEF L™ i R SR I IR AN
FUAARRT, BRI T IR KPR SR TS, R IUAE S PR UM K7 R 7= R AR R
S B RS R AR RSN, FE T R S R R T A R,
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AR SV S A 5 B S P 1 45 2 T
2 BB AR 5B AR

ST R 7 R ARTEIREN AT R AR 2, AHIE S U 4 B 18 X i) R AT 43 2% (Chaiken, 1980;
Kahneman, 2003). X{UZR GG IAJyTH 2% F I P25 BRARAC BEAE 2 . 700 RGEIN TR A= MR A0in T
%1% (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). AW 7O R E S E . R EERA . SN B kAU LTk, %
EPEERAFA RGN LRI . MBS TAER M ES, AR RIRER RAE T 75 A S0 55
FMLTERE EFERR . EERGHERZ VNS IHTHMENES, EX2RGAMLERE
N0 T 5 EEFRE(Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). 1577 i RIR MBI I FIWT o, R {5 BAFIE . RER A 1
DAR Y i PR BE R R R AR LR 2 BAT BV R R TN R o X SRR OB T T P S AT IR NSy
Wras S 2 HE BRI AT R AR AR, 028 5 AR IR VA AR 5 R 9 1 R ARV R, DRI e B0 38
L & AN T 42 (Pichierri & Pino, 2023; Szocs et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2024). Ftb2 F, =%
BB S O A DR TR 5 T R 0 7 EURMAS R D SRR R R A M AT R AR VA
YR E SRR ERE RS 500, MEATE &R EIN T H R XL R RS W A7y
Brl@ vk, AT RE I I AR G 2O T A SV B X 7 i R SR P IR A () 4 8 (Lahteenmiki et al., 2010;
Rozin, 2006; Scekic & Krishna, 2021). Kk, FETAFERRLRENFIN LT R ERZER, WRGH
W RE AT SR IR 3R 1 43 28 R A AL SR 4 T & BRI B AR . 3% 1 R AT B I R AR

AT E o
R RBEAEE X

Tg E X KRBT BEHRIATE ED)
B RANLE:
K DUIMEEREANIIE  Lundo & Santves, g ORI Tt
it AE R R ANR N B 2013; Esteky, 2021 A FEER S 2R

RRIA B

2 1] BUBHAVGERT, RFIZ=5K  Berry etal., 2017; Stoltze AR HCE vs. ) RIWINERRZ((CE
a SRIAIE A etal., 2021 vs. ). BARMEHRMRHEEAL vs &)
o ps o L R Szocs et al., 2022; AAEEEMARE . A% vs LA, T
Fg B ;;;;gﬁﬁgﬁ RIS PSR Marckhgott & Kamleitner, ~ FEAROEFR vs. AXTFR) 7= fb 55 22 AUME (R I
oy RN SF1E S 2019 ﬂ VS?}:E&-@)
RERRE:

TR TLTE SV /1 N [ R Y e

G 3 R N Scekic & Krishna, 2021; BB SRE R . ENIN vs. KRR BT
Ehs £ . Rl . ? ’ . “
% %ﬁQQZﬁWﬁﬁi FME Rozin, 2006 RFL vs HU) 220 vs sk
.
B SRR
A . . Fatemi & Wan, 2024; TN 18 AN 7 o e . /S TN 5 07, /S TN /51
i P AR Marozzoetal 2020 Bk, LSRR TR
.
L WM BIIAT HEIOR Sockic & Krishna, 2021 WAEE, HAERIE, M, G
%t)? Y855 BARAT B R R Wang et al., 2025 TR, RS R, WETH

TR EARRE, AU Al S E RN, ISR I X 2 7 A S 7 I
oAl (0= B, 1= E&FATNER , UMEALR—JolRIEHER T G IR b Iffe ge v R 2
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o IXAEALTEEEE T AR H e, X BEA SO RG B ERA TR I, R BRI R 4
FREE 5, a0 RS PE B A (Chen et al., 2023) i 7S ¥ (Margariti, 2021) 7= i {g@ 52 /3 51 (Berry et al.,
2017). 41 (Siegrist & Siitterlin, 2017)%5, {H F: 28 AR 57 25 1] U5 N6 72 il (RS AR TEA 55 00 0 4 1,
IR U 2RO 7= S &S BE s T I SE 2 17 (He et al., 2024) A7 & & (Marozzo et al., 2020). #7772 & (Yang et
al., 2023)%5 1 S5 Wi 9% 3 A3 B A0 B AT e, BRI DRI DO 7= e #3647 A/ I . AR B TR S
TX 8 i FEAH R AOR & AR T FT LR, 1 AR A E e Bt K Aoz g RAR & . ok, B oo b
o mRbE S G ESERESE ST N/AT N E IR 31T 13 28 (Pan et al, 2025; Eisend &
Tokburger-Sauer, 2013; Fan et al., 2022). % & A& 517 /R BB B>, 5 5r HI@EIF it — 0
AT TR, it D S AR e YE AT REAN R, DRI A TR PR RSB & B, Il i 2N
R AR SO LA DX o il o 7= A P T BEE I 2 T S R R R, Y 9 7 1 A
PR SIAEAIT ;7= S AT /R R R AR SR I A B8 1 98 bR sl vl S PR AT 948 47 (Ercan et al., 2025),
A B B T2 R AT Jyfbit ) ] & (Scekic & Krishna, 2021).
2.1 FUMRE B T SRR PN Y R AR

T 0o 77 i R AR (K TR — P AN AR R I AR, MA@ I TORAS . 4LsE B
A EE TS 545 22 Fh 2k BHE W 7 2 75 R SR (Rozin et al., 2004; Evans et al., 2010; Siegrist & Hartmann,
2020). [Ft, AHFFCETEIS RN S T ERAEEN, AR T AR T S R BAIE HL R BB T
A RIS B O R R AL P N TR 2 A 7 I TR () B A 5 (Bvans
et al., 2010); 15 5 2= 1T LU 2 35 $2 i B A4 DA BN K38 (Grunert et al., 2010; Siegrist & Hartmann, 2020);
15 2% R 2 S 2 2 10 VA R S5 A0 HE 22 (MLizerski et al., 1979); 7328 2 JU A 340 R ORI 5 4R
T2 1) 2 2% 35 (Roman et al., 2017; Scekic & Krishna, 2021). Kk, ASHE 7t firide B 28 & AT AL A
W ERBTZ SRR AW R . 25 LATR, AIFFRTMANREEER. RAFH. HHRTE
HR R IR ER B LS PR B R, 0 0o VY 2 o 72 AR I v f s O R I T2 R 5 B &R
TEEEZR R AN B R o IR B TR AE DU ™ i R AR P B AN A e e iz i, (HG R DLy B T 20
HEL, = RGEG . AT TEEE A RS RIRLRINIE —HEFAESE, B AR R B Foxs
INAIBUE S SU R

NATTxF RER 7 et BA BB 2 A0 F5 B A0 R 2 B R, 1T AE T AAE I (Rozin et al., 2004),
DR Sy HL S 2 2 0 AN R — R i BRI R IR S, T 2 SRR 7= b SRR (K5 R AT I . AT 9L
KATRA R AR R RERM ARG AL RZ M. W RE T REMIIN R mEEER, a0
AGSARIEIR, KD BIEMERE, ORAWFHRAEEER S RAELR. GRE RS
il R e AR R, ARG A, B b, R R AR B R (Marozzo et al., 2020;
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D’Astous & Labrecque, 2021; Wang et al., 2024). [ T EIZ, 6.3 144 5 Al (Pichierri & Pino, 2023)
LS FEI B S SRR . 8, B R S Sk S R B KSR AR, T
R R PR o v PR P €0 T 4 5 B0V 2 DR i R SR (Pichierri & Pino, 2023). AR AL ™
fh b B AR % B R SR (Szocs et al., 2022). B T RIZEAE B, SCTE BTSSR SRR AN
M AR B, R BRE A R A%, R AR PR B A (Dickson-Spillmann et al., 2011; Murley &
Chambers, 2019). X S84 5045 5 HAT — 80t BB (S B (7= S & kil $ o B R 8%, B
N SCHRE T B 3 % RART= it o (R i 2 B T A SR T I o 18 4t R 142 -

Hl: P RREEEME R (vs. B4 Sk s A ME 1 5 R R .

FEEN 3 — AN B R R R AR R, AT S ARG 9% 38 %o 7= it (¥ R AR TR IR . P AT
FERA RN, IRAFUE bR 5 [ B 3 7= L8 A P i R o 2 A T2 A () R AR, 2 Uik
N LA DR A X 243 B (Berry et al., 2017). {HIFAN A A IS A %80, MEH T A <R
R RIRIRA 7 s P SRR AR SR B A% A B R SR T (Stoltze et all,
2021). HEIELR A B ) AT B AN A TR 4R 4 JE 1 (Battacchi et al., 2020), 75 B gl 58 A\ T2y £ PRI %77
mi AT R SR PE(Murley & Chambers, 2019). Rt 75 B HAS [A) T 20t /2 VAL 7 b ORI ) — AN B
TSR, P BT PO RUBUE S BROR G I S (54T, — BEEERIR, thEA nl Ae 5 50 )
iR . WEutdE B

H2: f77E (vs. NAFLE) RIRFEHHIF= it 2 L 9038 A 50 o e i R AR PR A

NHE— BN A & SR AR WK IR IR I R 5, BRI SEPREE ) i T N M AR A7 1 B
fit((Besthorn & Saleebey, 2003). Vi 2 A5 X] 7™ {245 £ A i ¢ 4 e 77 1145 5% i (Roman et al., 2017; Du &
Wang, 2024), 7ESEBR{E izt H S qdam i B s Ja A TR AW = S oR SRV . BRI R
0 R AR L 3R AB I T 2 6 R AR5 AR A ORI RN 06, A TTTSE T J i e T 48 5 o 7=
FARE (I H1(Yang et al., 2023). Lunardo Al Saintives(2013) I 5t 5120 5 BA — 2, MEL T7E#
T, S R AR S T okt R 0 72 B AR MR B S R . DA T AR ENIE T 91 2R A B 0 e R
BN o H Bt AR A

H3: RARRFBER (vs. B 17 PIRBEI AL 2 LEH 93 e 0 7= R AR P I e«

7= AN R R LR R AN AL LA R AR VR, 9 9 AT 7 B AR P i Rk
ATTRBEVEA o T 2l 38 7= i F) DR R P 8 i T 2 S 167 0 B B S A N 2256 R U8 o R 2 T
FATE HOIN TR 0 LE 2R £ 5 58 32 A AT (Rozin et al., 2012); 8 % & A W RARGEAE RN T &

258

B (Rozin, 2004), FF¥ & 4% i 4 45 [A] T A\ L5 il (Bearth et al., 2014; Etale & Siegrist, 2021; Rozin,
2006); HPAE = R IR AL, B A 10 o R AT 25 51 I 2 38 5 R SR 14 1) 5 58 (D Astous &
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Labrecque, 2021). IXEEIEHRE W], T 9 2l A BEATA 7 SO R ARE, AP AR T . R
SyRRTE L, R AR R . IR R

H4: EF=Zglb (vs. ) (7= W bl 3 A b s 1 7= it R AR R A
2.2 75 i R ARV R X B 2 S N ) S

FARVE TSN 22 51 T 9 3 %6 77 i i 4 B (Du & Wang, 2024). %4:(Li & Cao, 2020; Li & Chapman,
2012) FALRFILE L (Amos et al., 2014; Ma et al., 2025) 5B AR, IX FSERAR BNV 2% 385560 7= dh I RO 1
18, TIRUAR AR I 1 0 23 LR 9 9 2 6 7 i P AR R AS P AN B8R WO R AT /R . Ak, RARTEIE N
TERN—Fh MG S, 7T LA CADRSE T = A 5 T, IR VSRR, DAL A A 0 7 ger 5 A
HEE, MR TGRS P i AT N/ S8 (Devia et al., 2021). A6 7524 4 % 2 80 2450 50 0 72 i
TRARVEI 545 55 T B E ) 25 52 - B4 I 647 0/ 2 R (Berry et al., 2017). #h4 HifR % :

H5: 72 RARTEIRH IE [ SN 2 3 [ SE, 4R TH XS TARF= it (¥ 25 FE R 3647 O S L
2.3 PR T

HNRG TR B IRIE S E B, L “ A-1%-3%” it (Consumer-Product-Context
Theory; Belk, 1975)18 BUMI 73 2887 it R IR BRI R WA 2l S S R A5 R R o 12 BRI, T 9
P2 TR T P Rl . 7= B M S S B = R R s, AR 2 R B A O R R
The 518 A BT (E 2% 5 (Grewal et al.,, 2009). [HIth, AWFFOE AT RIS N =2 HERE OF
B iR R RJEYEMSEAD 5 RERER (HEaRER , B XE 2. £
A HE A 7G4 M1 ¥ 30 (Bisend & Tarrahi, 2022; Leonidou et al., 2022; Nardi et al., 2020; Pan et al., 2025), A
SO T A AR FU IR AR T B AR IRV S B B, BRI . RIB ST AR
T RS AR A R B SRR . 1B Bt B B R OGO A B . RS T RBL, RIS R AR
SRR e ) 2 BEANAT 9 A B A S A B B sz e i 3L

2 %12 Wi £ FE 10 (Cue Diagnosticity Theory)f Hi, ¥ 9 3 1E USRI F- A 25 P F Bir e il 4945 .,
T A2 2210 S AR S 2 5 A 8l T YR30 O B M D B AR BT A M R 2R, M — R R 5 4l P B
PRERULED, HAZWr R e, X 2% SON R 0 B8 (Purohit & Srivastava, 2001; Ahluwalia &
Giirhan-Canli, 2000). #5t, A SCARTHUS = R AR E T3 — B e R A MR R,

HYE AR 5RSS, BORTIAEARF . MRS EST A2 W
2 2 WO NTAR I E L S RFAER 5L

& =58 REHBTT

S e TE SR HAOA N IRAN R, DL R DRt L, BAESESEPRESS  Batra & Ahtola, 1991;
PR SR T S USRI BRI ORI, AR R, B 5%, 4)  Dhar & Wertenbroch,

IR 2000; Voss et al., 2003
e i R HAUEER SRR TN 2, DUREEE FRBE RN Raghunathan et al., 2006;
o AEfr i RN L IR D7 OBl B A SN BB R B At 7= Rozin, 2006

6
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& 5& 3L REEHTR
IR Fa AR AR pOus (i RS 2 A SR R BT I A SR, SRS EE Cohen et al., 2017; Apte
KF- D] 20T N B B 5 2 0 o R i A etal, 2018

2.3.1 PR R

FERRISWITERESE T, RREHIR T HOR R BN TR0V Bos. A0 TR
M5, SYSEEIENG A, FUb 2 B R R I O e Bl 5 [ e e . WRIE AN 224 R IT
FARGE S AN TEA N AN L PA 2 B 42 42 145 5 (Rozin et al., 2009), 225 FEAR T SN KUK
Ak, BEMLLE R E A A, EHE AR T, HRE WS A A RASE RN &
S AT HE W (Lee et al,, 2013). BIL, TEAWAAIT, RIRMEERE S5VF0 B bR BEITAS, A
/1 (112 Wi ¥ (Feldman & Lynch, 1988). AHLLZ R, W FAEEAr= 5, TH 9% & B 2 IhAEtE . Maesk
SR FORVPAL P SN, T AR 5 I A o 4 3 2 TR (R SR TR 5 55, LAE T ()45 B T
BRAT PR, M2 WP F A (Scott et al., 2020) . 48 L H A B

H6: /SO (vs. AREYDD) W, S R IR BRI i 38 S N ) 520 B 9

SR S R LR S A TR R R AN R, B SR B RS AE T REE . LR I A
Mz b, JEEMEZ @SR JRE SN E 2 I (Batra & Ahtola, 1991). HE—25h, ¢
FE PR 2 S5 S WO B ) 22 A e I S TR IR H AR 3 s 170 5 SR P i B S %
fhr bt S5 L RE MR K (Chitturi et al.,, 2008). (RIM, MRRSWIMEMME, R —NRRERF HIH
A AN T R o R A R S R e A, SEAIN L. AR KR SR I Rk
XA AR B2 SR N5 2 A R GRS 2 (Meier et al., 2019; Berry et al., 2017;
Scott et al., 2020). [Euk, 47 8@ T-SE A i, RIRTEA D48 il 2 & FT oGO I 5E L 24 St A
SEROVEINLERE, S WA B s TSR SRS, KRR S BRI AR M 2
() AR 0S O% SAE R 85 55, JLZ2 WP A B 95 o H e R AR s

H7: 75O SEH Cvse 2R I, 7 i R SR BRI 9l 38 S 82 A L 7] 52 10 B 5

2.32 W oE H R

M RS IR R S . MECT B, 7B P8R b Lo MRy oo i o 5 AR AR
AR, 7RIk ST 38 G 5 MR B T BN SR AN ZF 4 BN (Wardle et al., 2004), 4[]
AR B SRR B e I, oSt iy 025k B RO B AR S5 5 XU (1 18 S 4
1% T B (van der Vossen-Wijmenga et al., 2022; Brough et al., 2016). XI5 E ], 7ERAKE X |,
PRV B T AR e L 224 5 KR BESR HEAT 7 S T . T RSN B I N A TC IR I
I L H 3 %2 421945 %5 (Rozin et al., 2009), REW(E— 72 FEIE 1 R AR 9 2 00 7 fit XU F9 ANl 2 UKo
R, 24V B Ve, 7= R SR IR R B AT B R T B = 2 Wk, SR — 8 S SR R LS
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JESAT R AR, TR g BAR R v B2 BIR R R i, (A7E P X b, HH
U 1o A A [ R SR 2 b B i R R B 5 KR RRE F T, R BE R AR R R 2 W AR 0 4595, L AE R
FHAB A Dok 55 o 4 b HH AR

H8: itk Cvs. VL) T 2 vh = b R ORI BRI VH 2 85 B 2 FR) I 1) 52 ) B 5t

A 2 R SR RAR R AL A . B FORIL, AFRS ORI 9 18 T 00 b fe e 4k
FHOCH ™ s 1%, o SE AR -t 8 7% (@ R ECR SR PR 25 1015 B (Anisimova & Vrontis, 2024; Szakos et al.,
2020; Yen et al., 2022). Ak, A W HEAACTE 44 b A3 A 2 I HH 0 AR 1 XIS i -5 B sy 110 XU R 3 A
I5](Nolte & Hanoch, 2024). UL, XF THEERERME R BT S, KIRTE 5B H0 W= 5o 75
JE e AFEAF IR EEARE, HOSW A B s AL N, FREBNE RS Z B RRE R
SO, AHS AR RS SRR BOR IR A . H LR R

HY: FRYECR (vs. BN IR, 7 0l R IR PRI IR 1 9% 35 5 L 11 LE v 500 B 5

2.3.3 1R =R

BRI KA 23 50 RARR R AR o MR BRI K P i, A1 g B8 25 5 51 3 Bl
A 22 A R G ARAE R, AT s A 224 . DRAPONTIXURS: RIL3kE (1) 57 (Campbell et al., 2020). fEIXFf
RN, T e 2 5 i o e 6 1388 22 4 78 U SIS JE.(Galoni et al., 2020). 7 9738 05 23 R SR 3k
M A R B A AR AR, I TR AR 1 PR 5 T SE AT (Berry et al., 2017; Scott et
al., 2020). R, = FREE B 5 SR TH RARFE 2 RAL I b (45 B A, 56 6 58 25 5 Wi M Ay 41 o =
R A WEERMEHERRIA BURYE, FISWE ARG, MR, ERAB RS,
T ek e A MR R AR 8255, RIRMIE W FH AR DRSS o 415 4t A 4t -
H10: FREBUMKT & Cvs. AR B, 77 S R ORI ANV 2% 28 s IV 1) T i) s M) B 54
2.3.4 =L &
SRR TR A S [ AR S SV TE R A, B TR HUA I e tERLgE . BT RFIRE . BB
BERAARTAREIHERRIENZHIZ R . X205 HAh 7o 5 57 78 2L (Neumann et al.,
2016). EFEAHE MR [ SO e R AR BB AR . J50k b, BRIz g e [
K THAH RGP 58 (Beugelsdijk & Welzel, 2018), [N NZAYERE 5 8Lt #g b, JERAIRA
PEJE T ARMIR A s 75 ISR LR R AL WO SR P, HL R R E e TV 9 o o A B A 52 1 5 R
B DRI R AR AT 55 %2 4 AR RS & A 2% (Scott et al., 2020). 171 AN 2 P4 JILI8E B4 21 1) X6} A5 059 5 X
B B 25, IFE XA ZE B R AE(Money & Crotts, 2003; Lee et al., 2007). KA NN AN &
R38R A HLAI AR S P B 49N 1) 77 2(Steenkamp et al., 1999; Rockstuhl et al., 2012), KA
P AR B E R T AR AR, FEUH 9 R S RIS E BEAR OB M (Y DG E R

=)
HH

=L
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i1k I F+(Aksoy et al.,2021; Fakhreddine et al., 2023), X 7] fg< i # K a3t T AR A 5 KR WAL
i A ZE . B, #EHRSERERAL PAERGEREX—FE, BREIRIA T ITE R

Phe ZRb, SRR LA 1.

RGERAE: i Bt S
7 i R AR P
it

P nIERRAT N/ B

sy

7 i DR 3 Y
P jatE ClEf s, £14)
PR (IR dvvs. S2H) AR

W A R
RG] (bt B fs)

i

FEAEENRIE

BRI

VE: Rl R AR E . BRRT . RERE. REEEAAL DA RS FIERE.
L3 i itk

3 WHRTiA
3.1 SCEREAR %

AR ARGHTE T 2005 4 8 JJ 2 2026 4 3 JJ A 57 il R IR AN SEIESCHR, 9 o 25T
WIS SC. SRS MR BRI . hSCCHkiE L ONKIL B AR A3, DL “ KRR “7=
A RARME” CORINRART C RARMEIR N OGRS 2R3 26 R A MOCHR . PSR RAKFE Web
of Science. Google Scholar 1 Science Direct %51 5, 4% ProQuest 1 Springer 4% i, f#H Product
naturalness, perceived naturalness, Natural products, natural ZEARIEY JEK 2R, ¥ IREL 1810 F5 SCiik .
BIF 52 IFI B SR 51 SCB B A DGR J S FE 1 225 SCERIEAT #h Fo ke R, DL e 38 SR 5 Y

I THatE (2016) RTEEARAE, SCHRTIE FEMAE D57 (RSB 2) o 1 SRR SEE A
FORAL s HREESRSCHR BRI 7= i R AR ME B 4R 598 S S B . P AT /BB R R &
=, NERAAAIRIUSNAE, WAHRK R r, BTN r 0 Fy t d55G0HER: RS IRFEA]
SEPE G AR BLEEARE ROUSAR I SCHR, RS I I R AR B R AR SRS B, AN T LI .
LN B O 59 T STk, BRI 229 AN AUNAE , 8 7 P E L 58 [ RED B A 17 A E X () 72286
MREAR
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JEE AR /T R
JECHAEE 18105, i SCHdE 245
l: HeBR SOk = SOk 22 AT Sk
IR G

T I B AR U B0 I
HECCHR193H, 30 SCHR14 5

k HERCRR: JESEITE. T 17 A5
A
R R

PECCHRL06%, 30 SCHRARR

[ HEBRSCHR . RIREACRONAE A= SR A
v AR R
[RNLPN
BRI CHREORS, RN 2294

B 2 ORI R R

3.2 AR E Yty 5 RNAE

52 ] Lipsey Al Wilson(2001) 4 FIE, RADAMIZ It iimirs, mbs# —2i )y 93%,
AT T 0 SCHR G B B E RER, X T4 BG4 WD BT IA LR GRS P 2 SR AR STRIRFE 5 2K
RNEAEE: . Fir. BERBKMERESEMER: ATERSEEER. RBFH. R
e A= RGN R AR TR, RS S5 7 A 5 P g AT N/ B B R R . R
ZHNGAT ( SCHRIE B S LB ARIEVE I (%) ARic i S SO S B 1o R0 B R A T8 b v AL e 46t
JFI, X e Fo d 25480 Borenstein % A (202 ) ARG — AL ML R ¥ r, Bk A

T
t F d Y, - ¥, SDZX+ SD?
¥ = JF = JF= . d= Isd SDW— ot ®
NEIN-2 F-N- N'TWE \/SD 2

AP TCER RS IR KT P R RIS S A NRFIE S TR B AT R . 49N SR
PAscisiionE, GiitE (vF/d 55D S bR iR AL BN A G 2 8 (LB 4RSE, 2018) » S
Joshi Fil Roh(2009) 77 ¥2:, 25 4k I 5 70 &SR FH 4 2 A MR IO B B AR W AR (5 FE K E AR &
SR FH SRR P27 Hh 3 0 R BT 3455 E (o = 0.844)HEA TR b (HIIRERSE, 20200
3.3 BUEtE B

JAE A S0 F 9 AT e R I B s 2 R TR A IR A e R dE , AWEAUCRA “H R
(Leave-one-out)iZ — 5| Bx 5T 50N & I BR iE 47 BEAL RN 76 43 #T (Dodell-Feder & Tamir, 2018). J5liH&
FERUN EA 0.26 (95% CI1[0.233,0.292]) , FKEIEZ ERGN; EF—H%E, SHEHN
EHWEEN X E Y 0.26~0.27, H GG I RN EEREGL . 280K MBS SRR N, R
1) o 552 S U A DR 0 BT — BR8N B T R AR o 4 B, BBUBRE A0 WT A SRR WA A HIE ST 0 4 AT

HARUFIRENE, 52355 AU AR I 0 B0
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3.4 HdE b SRR g

AHFFEEET CMA3.0 A AT B /0. 5 B BIFT N NI RRAERE AR 3. BB S5 TR
ST THAFAE 22 S, X STy 10 R o T T Rk AR R [ 50 SR A A T = A S, TR IR A AT 9 R FH B AL 80
FELAY AT KA 4 (Borenstein et al., 2021). il SFEI ATk . Begg FRAH AR 3015 2 % 45 REL(NSS)
ROV R R A o 45 R 7R, 2 E RN B BRI A TEA , Begg frn )R8 2.2 7KF(p > 0.05),
H Nfs (H358 B B B (W3R 3D, R SCHRE S To R R M BT 70K F BB AL SR A A Ak 2 4
WS e . B A IR IR AR 22, RS A8 1E 5 i A 5% R %00 S L 95% 78 15 [X ) A% i 8 9k {45
SRR IR F A SR T R, O, ST R IR T T AR B ) 2 R 22 S e RNk, 2020; Tl
1B5, 2018) .

R 3 PRRRERAETEERK T TSR

95%BfEX

72
WEZEE K N ) ] PR 0. p o Bugkh x%s
TR TRz P wErE 2
KERFR 40 10001 -0.282 0.215 0346 798  0.000  478.64™ 91.85 0.056 6452
=L 29 16990 0210 0.159 0259 801  0.000 25828 89.16 0.081 2325
WHHRHEIRA 23 8098 0299 0.169 0419 439  0.000  845.24"** 97.40 0.178 3349
HEFRELER 42 16970 -0.446 0346 0.536  7.90  0.000 233546  98.24 0.077 29291

GRTR
B R 95 19339 0310 0270 0.349 1431  0.000  855.75""  89.02 0.926 43459

ek ONBBEEE; AREARE; p HEIERBEHKEREG 95%ES XA TBIE M SR R 95% B E X H; MERKIRE T Z
A P At Ow NI R IG S B PR RS 0 N B B A R T G s Begg #6546 1 25 1k Al p 45 25 I 1R 25 22 4= RBUT R
VAl R R A ZE ™ AR (S k<2 B, ABEHHT Begg i), "Hn p<0.05; “"RARp<0.01; ™FRp<0.001; TRRp<0.10. FFE-

4 WrFT4s
4.1 SN = i R AR PR IR AN AT R 3 B

FOMR P2 S R AR R BT TR AT 485 SR R S0 3 Fits . FRER AT, JRE (5 2572 i K AR PRI 5%
REIRZ W FIAFE(p = -0.282, p<.001), 247~ A B LK 7= S0 255 2 00t 1) BB 1 2 e i
I, VA 2R P R SRR AN R 23 bk . HT A3 BIIGUE . B RIRF B 7= i 22 L&A AR B 7=
LT SR W1 KR (p = 0.210, p<.001), H2 fFRIIGIE. W 238 9 7= Sh i) BT 7E 1R PR 58 42 R i i
ATRE = S RSP IRSN o 247 PR BT AT & IR IRER RIS, X ELZ R 57 il (¥ R IR & 14 5 AH UL
Be, BTS00 2 8 06 77 i 1 R AR PE I (p = 0.293, p <.001), H3 BEIRAIE. 7 5k A6 T (115
BB FEMAY B P T A RARPE IR SN, U7 S TR AR, RS SR R, B AR R B R
DS P S R R AR BB R (p = —0.446, p < .001), H4 5351IE,
4.2 7RI 5 M4 R

P2 i RARVE IR AN G R 0 A 45 AN R SCER 3, 7= i R SR e S e it F88 o Vi of 3 e N HL A 3
EFTEEME o HARE TR R SRR AN 7= s i R ARG AN 7= i e 08 2 2 R HVE 9 8 RUBi(p = 0.310, p
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<.001)e IXFh kNI T30 B %ok i R RSP i T LR 23 AN NSk, BRI MR, 1
BIAHE . REMAIE. JRBHATRE . CREFFERE . BT 0 B R85 AU 58 22/ D S 24 P ) Y 35 1 i %
Bt Rt HS 15 215041 .
4.3 AN RO AT

N0 4 BRI T RN AT G R R GE . 7 R R AE P R AR IR 5 B e v
P B IE R AAE (B =0.108, p=.031). XK, MILTAES, H-RE MmN, JHE™
i RN LRI 23 S SL I IE 1) 52 R SE 5 . H6 53 345 . 7= i A (A 5 1 F R R R 035 1 I
AR =0.091, p=.036), BLEARHECT SR, /=it ES, KRR AN 45 AT = (¥ 1E
AR ST R . HT A3 B0 SCRE . ML R AR P IR et & SR AR 1 B ) eh R P S 3 K E TR AR (B =
0.004, p=.039). VLEALEZPE LIRS HIREA R, KRR PEB BN T 2 38 IOBE (1) A [F) 5 BE 58 . HS 43
FUBAE . FEUE I E AR B (B = 0.005, p=.140), BEHARATIER IH R IR B EHRRR
IR0 25 AR RN, HO R AT 3 SCRE o PR KT 0 R AR R S 45 SR I 5 e SR A 4 8. 1
LR TER B =0.004, p=.075), RYIERBGE KT IEEE T, RIREREIRH 2% S M
MIIE R R 5. H10 13 8ISCRF. thah, S5 RAIATHER BE N7 =-0.098, p=.023), K
TRARME SRR 25 B 28 45 AR B 10 1 o) 5200 2 35 9 T PR AT /R R AR

FEASHIAS R T, RAFDIRSFEAA R, SIS R BR B . A e P 2
DL E TR, BRI E AN 8 MR AP R AT B8 RIRE IR oS &5 SR A% & 14 IE 1] 52 )
Hae (EFAEREA S, RARMEREIN 25 BE B k. ERA M TSI KRR B
EREER, U5 ERA I A2 S F TR RN T, ZF TR KR T R AR

X £ SR A B F IE [ S A BT A 5
R 47 RRRERRAGE R AT AT

Al

TE g5R

p SE 95%lower  95%upper Z P VIF
FEmERERE:
P EYEO=3ERY), 1=0) 0.108" 0.050  0.010 0.205 2.16 0.031 136
PR RAY0=F R, =52 0.091* 0.043  0.006 0.175 2.10 0.036 143
HRHEEERF:
30 (L 1 L A3 0.004* 0.002  0.001 0.008 2.07 0.039 2.0l
iy 0.005 0.003  —0.002 0.011 1.48 0.140 1.70
EREERE:
B B K 0.0041 0.003  —0.001 0.009 1.78 0.075 1.64
ERRA0=FE, 1=EFTHEE) ~0.098" 0.043 —0.182 -0.014 227  0.023 136
PR
AT 1 F e 0.003" 0.002  0.001 0.006 2.07 0.039 1.96
BB AL (0= 24, = A40K) 0.109* 0.053  0.006 0.213 2.07 0.038  1.41
KEBEREO=REE, 1=CKFK) 0.017 0.086  —0.151 0.184 0.19 0.846  1.65
BARALTPAZLF M ERELO=F, 1=2) 0.108 0.054  0.002 0.213 2.00 0.045  2.09

T BRI LR SR R AR SR E ) PM2.5 2S5 R PR BRI (ROT/ALTK) #rt, Buf kiR T AT S e, X T
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A 2025 4E K DUERIBLE, FT OAFE0EEE R FORECAST HREHE T &M S AMERN 4 A e M BETS /3 BXE Hofstede Insights [

Country Comparison Tool(Hofstede, 2023).
5 WtRdieS5ihe
5.1 45k

AHFFEIHT T K 59 F SCF 229 NS B, RIVBEE (5 R B RIRFE WA 3 92 3R
B I R IR BB AL P B/, BRBE STV 2 107 S R ORI T B e PR R AR PR
Nt — DI 2 L. E— DI R ], X —ERTE R, SER . Lt
P A o DA R e PR U /K P IR T 858 SR, 7 TR AR e SRR R o 4 T 2 45 L) S ) B 5 T e SR R AT
BRIEIRN . AR R RFMZE, EERAIL DA LSRR IZPLH R, 7=k
SRIE IR I 2 2 I B B R E AR IR AR P SR, mTRBARER TR . 77k b, IR 2
(] FR) TS5 AR08 22 S AT R AL/, HLIGIR A R R A R T P P38 408 3 DA S 43 TR 3 J2 T ) 4
WS, L, BETSERRREENGE, FRERE NI REE 2R A RIAE. 35K
52 SCHEI I8 35 HE 5l (Kadié-Maglajli¢ et al., 2019), & U6 EAL = W R/ M, SbFER, &
LA SRR B AR 38 T RE AR TH A K T Rp VY 945 7] (Lee & Kim, 2024). Rl AFHSEW g — 4
27 A RRAE 55T B R L R B ) AR R R R
5.2 HILTTER

S, M FURS R R SR A SR (1 i

S|
m
=

PR BT T RUE, R N R KR

T — N RG. ZHERERESR . X it — 2 H HAR A 8RS 7 i R SR MR AT AR T34 7
R, 90 an AR AL 55 98 2 35 A0 4 B R A1 B HLAH 5% B 4% & (Cheng & Mukhopadhyay, 2024; Kushwah et al.,
2019)887 i 258 (Scekic & Krishna, 2021)% . B4 54 B2 M R0 C R, AFFFCNIIFRRN R T
ST S IR SR LT ) 1) R 4t 1 SR, U BT BRI A [R) M SE A 5 R A7 E 1 7 i R A IX 28 00 R
bW A4t — .

HU, DA TE X R AR 75 B W0 RO RO 7t 45 JAF1E 43 B(Lahteenmaki et al., 2010; Lunardo &
Saintives, 2013). ASHIF FEIH 0 AT i R SRR BN B FE EAT BE 5 o0 b (RIZLHE5%, 2024) , X
RRREBERAT T L, SRR RGN ER R R L0 7= i R AR AN S 5E K (O
£6) , JARNERT, KREER. HHRABHI KT RAFEY (K3 o XA AEE
SRR BTNV IR VEAT A RN S S o F, 9 2R B 3 BUB S IS L T fEHL(Nguyen et al., 2023).
TH Bl 2K it WAL 5 THI P SR 75 W 25 5 I B 2 S AL, R RS SRR SRR X P L B
HHIFE I A58 ] BE 23 LU AT A P Y SE 520V 2l 2 ) R AR AR B RT o
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BJa, BEA KT KRR SO &, (BT AR ROy R, R B
HRAE RS IR a S SRR YRS B — 28 & | (Scott et al., 2020; Schirmacher & Boztug, 2026). £ It 3L fitl
by ARSCFE S T RE SR EA B IR R R, BN T IR R K T 1 R T
P AR, R FTE s U B2 T S 0R, SR BSMIEAR R ) AT R Bk 9 AR R AR -
AR MANER T UME R E IR AN T A Z T R TT, K BARIR R R R 1 R

Ji 22 T HARIE 21458 2 (Xu & Ding, 2026).
6 PIFSRTPRIAS BN i T AR R i P 2

. 95% B 15 X [H] R
LE KN P TR LW z ? 2 P
Eﬁiﬁéﬁ% 92 35089 0.265 0.221 0.309 11.27 0.000 13.36 0.000
REAKER 42 16970 0.470 0.373 0.557 8.42 0.000 ’ ’

5.3 SEEER

KT AR R, A E R AR AL DS 2, 1 RO 16 DLP= i A A A%
O E . BT R/REARR WS KRR ERRTERAR MR, AR RN RORER . >
LB, B ERSRIR S TR G R . AR, S0ES 5 R RCE TGS MR,
TANE A S . EAR R IR W] 2ot AR R . A0/ n T i) Ji A R 5 Mg ey S vy, (H 247 28
F I S R AE DR AR B Z AR, AR B UGS, SHZ SRR PR A4 PR (Berry et al,
2017; Rybak et al., 2021; Eisend & Tarrahi, 2022). ik, KIRMEGIEAN BN IR, 1M
AT E Faf. M FEEMS S SRR, SR B R O E SR S 5, e L S
B An sy wigsa A A E N ARGE . AT T S B AL R IA o 0 5 IR R O RN SRR
FARFE SN A, 5K, DRI A S0, U R RIMEARH BUNTE % . BE,
THDOS i UM I B, V8 2 B 0 RARER R MO 1 — 2D 1G5, ARl 82 5 N S A e 7 i Wl SR U
e o AP I AR A B 2 A At ok [l IS 9 38 % {15 42 4% 1) G (Campbell et al., 2020; Scott
et al., 2020).
54 HIAAR SRS

RERFIBL T RGREE T E = RREBAN AT J5 R EICFEHLE], B 47
FE—EMRRYE. 5%, TEMHEAREZEM, SOOI T B SSIET T I 85 i AT S
— IS AR R RA . RAE X — A A B T ORIE e o A 45 IR g, (A e — e A2 RIRE| T
TR AR e e e . s 57 S R AR IR AIAR DI A A M5 & (Rozin et al, 2024). 154 (FhE, X1
HiidE, 2025) HM % (Choi et al., 2025)5 48 &, {EREA SCHR B = 2 AR W] LSO 7T, Rt
RAENAR T KRBT of IR AR B 2 B 22 SIUE RS, DA 7 J5 485 70 43 o B8 42 T M %)

7 i R AR R A TR 254 o LR, RS RAR BRI, W 70 3 EEORUE ™ dh R IR ORI 7 dh 2
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FERIP= IR PRAT R/ R R G R , TRIAH DG SIIERE 78 2 56 T — MR SR 858 o SRTAT,  RAAF= b v 2 Ak
RV A B bR AR A% AT L R A5 4F AR B (Taghikhah et al., 2021), e 85 75 AT B B i 7] i 4 2%
oo RKBIF TR HE— 20 X 73 W1 S5 5 BB W SEAR 8, 3RV 9 AN R BOS RIRME R Enshpl
R RAEREAS, DAS X PR AR T K VS AT . AN, BROSCICAEREZ AN, A E Hofh EE Y
) FEE PR AN P S T A% A 1 R AR B 0 A0 R 56 o 0, AN TR DA EAILAG) (R A P (SBderlund & Mattsson,
2020; Lang & Rodrigues, 2022)F17H %% # # & 7K “T-(Murley & Chambers, 2019)%%, 0] BRI 934 X
KRR LT, BTFEEHRE, W= R SR B AT L. AR
FORTERN IR BT RS 2 SRR, DUE LR JS S0 o A vk — 20 4 7 i R AR SRR R 1) 3 5
Ak
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Antecedents and consequences of consumers' perception of product naturalness:

A meta-analysis
LIU Wumei', LI Yue', LI Lingbo?, ZHANG Haitao'
(1School of Management, Lanzhou University, Lanzhou 730000, China)
(*School of Political Science and Public Administration, Wuhan University, Wuhan 430072, China)

Abstract: In the post-pandemic era, consumers have shown growing concerns for the environment, health,
and safety, driving a significant surge in demand for natural products. However, what factors prompt
consumers to perceive a product as natural? And how are consumers’ responses shaped after forming such
perceptions? Existing literature lacks a systematic synthesis and clear classification of the factors
influencing Perceived Product Naturalness (PPN), with inconsistent findings regarding the relative
effectiveness of different cues. PPN is defined as consumers’ subjective judgment of whether a product is
unprocessed by humans, free of non-natural ingredients, and directly derived from nature.Using a
meta-analytic approach, this study synthesizes domestic and international empirical studies conducted over
the past 20 years. We compare the relative effectiveness of heuristic cues versus systematic cues in shaping
PPN, and further examine their overall impacts on consumer responses as well as the boundary conditions
of these effects. A total of 59 articles and 229 effect sizes were included in the analysis. The results show
that systematic cues outperform heuristic cues overall; consumer individual characteristics, product
attributes, and situational factors all moderate the effectiveness of these cues. These findings provide
practical implications for the strategic configuration of natural marketing cues and the guidance of
consumer decision-making.

Keywords: perceived product naturalness, meta-analysis, dual-system theory, consumer responses, cue

diagnosticity theory
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1 Abouab (2015) 0.51 69 FP

2 Abouab (2015) 0.22 133 FP

3 Abouab (2015) 0.28 133 FP

4 Amos (2014) 0.67 109 Food UTP 62.00 32.20
5 Amos (2014) 0.39 132 Food UTP 41.70 32.20
6 Amos (2014) 0.28 100 Food HDP 31.00 32.20
7 Amos (2014) 0.22 100 Food HDP 31.00 32.20
8 Amos (2014) 0.23 100 Food HDP 31.00 32.20
9 Amos (2014) 0.28 100 Food HDP 31.00 32.20
10 Amos (2014) 0.29 100 Food HDP 31.00 32.20
11 Amos (2014) 0.25 100 Food HDP 31.00 32.20
12 Amos (2014) 0.19 100 Food HDP 31.00 32.20
13 Amos (2014) 0.25 100 Food HDP 31.00 32.20
14 Amos (2014) 0.20 100 Food HDP 31.00 32.20
15 Amos (2014) 0.22 100 Food HDP 31.00 32.20
16 Amos (2014) 0.27 100 Food HDP 31.00 32.20
17 Amos (2014) 0.18 100 Food HDP 31.00 32.20
18 Amos (2014) 0.18 100 Food HDP 31.00 32.20
19 Amos (2014) 0.18 100 Food HDP 31.00 32.20
20 Amos (2014) 0.18 100 Food HDP 31.00 32.20
21 Amos (2014) 0.18 100 Food HDP 31.00 32.20
22 Amos (2019) 0.23 126 Food UTP 42.00 32.20
23 Amos (2019) 0.21 123 Nfood UTP 43.00 32.20
24 Amos (2019) 0.16 125 Nfood UTP 39.00 32.20
25 Arnout & Fischer (2025) 0.08 449 FP

26 Arnout & Fischer (2025) 0.33 449 FP

27 Berry (2017) 0.54 140 ND

28 Berry (2017) 0.49 161 ND

29 Berry (2017) 0.19 161 Food UTP 58.00 38.40
30 Berry (2017) 0.26 161 Food UTP 58.00 38.40
31 Chen (2022) 0.89 144 FP

32 Chen (2022) 0.27 810 FP

33 Chen (2022) 0.23 209 FP

34 Chen (2022) 0.18 219 FP

35 Chen (2022) 0.19 224 FP

36 Chen (2022) 0.28 364 FP

37 Chen (2023) 0.11 401 FP

38 Chen (2023) 0.33 72 Nfood HDP 45.80 24.60
39 Chen (2023) 0.33 176 Nfood HDP 60.30 24.50
40 Chen (2023) 0.43 184 Nfood HDP 64.70 25.70
41 Chen (2023) 0.47 216 Nfood HDP 57.90 25.10
42 Chen (2025) 0.96 61 ST

43 Chen (2025) 0.44 448 SI

44 Cheng (2024) 0.74 398 TCE

45 d’Astous (2021) 0.12 120 SI

46 Du (2024) 0.36 119 Food UTP 53.80 33.25
47 Du (2024) 0.20 150 Food UTP 57.30 31.98
48 Du (2024) 0.60 150 Food HDP 57.30 31.98
49 Du (2024) 0.46 210 Food UTP 62.90 30.10
50 Du (2024) 0.03 210 Food UTP 62.90 30.10
51 Du (2024) 0.39 238 Food UTP 52.10 32.57
52 Du (2024) 0.10 238 Food UTP 52.10 32.57
53 Ercan et al.(2025) 0.02 150 Nfood HDP 41.30 34.13
54 Esteky (2021) 0.25 298 TCE

55 Esteky (2021) 0.18 298 TCE

56 Esteky (2021) 0.33 298 TCE

57 Esteky (2021) 0.19 298 TCE

58 Esteky (2021) 0.12 298 TCE

59 Esteky (2021) 0.25 298 TCE

60 Esteky (2021) 0.15 298 TCE

61 Esteky (2021) 0.35 222 TCE

62 Esteky (2021) 0.36 222 TCE

63 Esteky (2021) 0.39 222 TCE
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64 Etale (2021) 0.33 503 ND
65 Etale (2021) 0.43 503 FP
66 Evans (2010) 0.76 190 FP
67 Evans (2010) 0.81 190 FP
68 Evans (2010) 0.62 190 ST
69 Evans (2010) 0.34 190 FP
70 Evans (2010) 0.40 190 FP
71 Evans (2010) 0.43 190 ST
72 Evans (2010) 0.27 190 FP
73 Evans (2010) 0.38 190 FP
74 Fatemi (2024) 0.47 47 Food HDP 50.00 24.00
75 Fatemi (2024) 0.24 276 Nfood HDP 60.00 35.00
76 He & Lin (2024) -0.23 202 ST
77 He & Lin (2024) 0.39 202 Nfood UTP 46.00 35.86
78 Hooge (2025) 0.05 1099 Food UTP 45.00 41.63
79 Hu et al.(2025) 0.21 170 ST
80 Hu et al.(2025) 0.25 150 SI
81 Hu et al.(2025) 0.22 200 SI
82 Hu et al.(2025) 0.22 200 Food HDP 64.50 31.30
83 Hu et al.(2025) 0.06 230 SI
84 Hu et al.(2025) 0.23 230 ST
85 Huang et al.(2026) 0.56 120 Food HDP 50.80 30.54
86 Huang et al.(2026) 0.17 270 Food UTP 46.70 36.49
87 Huang et al.(2026) 0.15 270 Food HDP 46.70 36.49
88 Kumar (2021) 0.27 501 SI
89 Kumar (2021) 0.41 720 TCE
90 Léhteenmaki (2010) 0.03 4612 ND
91 Lahteenmaki (2010) 0.30 4612 FP
92 Léhteenmaki (2010) 0.04 4612 ND
93 Li (2012) 0.60 447 Nfood UTP 50.14 32.20
94 Li (2012) 0.61 499 Nfood UTP 50.14 46.42
95 Li (2020) 0.18 124 Nfood UTP 48.40 22.70
96 Li (2020) 0.18 230 Nfood UTP 47.40 27.60
97 Li (2020) 0.18 170 Nfood UTP 51.80 28.20
98 Li (2022) 0.69 113 SI
99 Li (2022) 0.40 307 SI
100 Li (2022) 0.46 113 SI
101 Li et al.(2025) 0.21 174 ST
102 Li et al.(2025) 0.00 188 ST
103 Li et al.(2025) 0.23 309 ST
104 Li et al.(2025) 0.06 309 ST
105 Lunardo (2013) 0.15 156 ND
106 Lunardo (2013) 0.18 156 TCE
107 Lunardo (2013) 0.48 169 TCE
108 Lunardo (2013) 0.45 169 ND
109 Ma et al.(2025) 0.51 177 Nfood UTP 50.00 21.70
110 Ma et al.(2025) 0.37 413 Nfood UTP 49.00 33.40
111 Ma et al.(2025) 0.32 1700 Nfood UTP 52.37 32.93
112 Ma et al.(2025) 0.51 177 Nfood UTP 50.00 21.70
113 Ma et al.(2025) 0.36 177 SI
114 Ma et al.(2025) 0.25 413 SI
115 Ma et al.(2025) 0.37 413 Nfood UTP 50.00 21.70
116 Ma et al.(2025) 0.20 1700 SI
117 Marckhgott (2019) 0.41 136 SI
118 Margariti (2021) 0.33 305 ND
119 Margariti (2021) 0.41 305 Food HDP 44.92 22.48
120 Margariti (2021) 0.50 305 Food HDP 44.92 22.48
121 Margariti (2021) 0.46 305 Food HDP 44.92 22.48
122 Margariti (2021) 0.45 305 Food HDP 44.92 22.48
123 Marozzo (2020) 0.23 101 Food UTP 53.50 33.18
124 Marozzo (2020) 0.18 101 Food UTP 53.50 33.18
125 Marozzo (2020) 0.23 104 Food HDP 62.50 30.98
126 Marozzo (2020) 0.18 104 Food HDP 62.50 30.98
127 Marozzo (2020) 0.21 198 Food UTP 38.90 34.78
128 Marozzo (2020) 0.25 198 Food UTP 39.90 34.78
129 Marozzo (2020) 0.04 198 Food HDP 62.50 30.98
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130 Marozzo (2020) 0.33 212 Food UTP 50.00 35.86
131 Marozzo (2020) 0.30 212 Food UTP 50.00 35.86
132 Meier et al.(2025) 0.30 118 Nfood HDP 80.00 21.92
133 Nitzko (2024) 0.39 222 TCE

134 Nitzko (2024) 0.31 559 FP

135 Nitzko (2024) 0.31 559 FP

136 Pichierri (2022) 0.36 104 ST

137 Pichierri (2022) 0.02 196 ST

138 Radaelli et al.(2025) 0.29 75 ND

139 Radaelli et al.(2025) 0.30 80 ND

140 Radaelli et al.(2025) 0.29 88 ND

141 Radaelli et al.(2025) 0.20 100 ND

142 Radaelli et al.(2025) 0.23 78 ND

143 Radaelli et al.(2025) 0.15 373 ND

144 Radaelli et al.(2025) 0.10 373 ND

145 Radaelli et al.(2025) 0.18 373 ND

146 Radaelli et al.(2025) 0.11 373 ND

147 Radaelli et al.(2025) 0.12 373 ND

148 Radaelli et al.(2025) 0.19 373 ND

149 Radaelli et al.(2025) 0.04 373 ND

150 Radaelli et al.(2025) 0.14 373 ND

151 Radaelli et al.(2025) 0.18 373 ND

152 Radaelli et al.(2025) 0.26 373 ND

153 Rozin (2023) 0.66 97 FP

154 Rozin (2023) 0.68 97 FP

155 Rozin (2023) 0.56 99 FP

156 Rozin (2023) 0.59 99 FP

157 Rozin (2023) 0.13 99 FP

158 Saint-Eve et al.(2025) 0.96 64 Food HDP 52.26 21.00
159 Scekic (2021) 0.30 182 FP

160 Scekic (2021) 0.06 285 Nfood UTP 45.96 20.13
161 Scekic (2021) 0.98 285 FP

162 Scekic (2021) 0.57 285 FP

163 Scekic (2021) 0.94 249 FP

164 Scott (2020) 0.12 720 TCE

165 Siegrist (2016) 0.64 588 FP

166 Siegrist (2016) 0.67 183 FP

167 Siegrist (2017) 0.19 244 FP

168 Siegrist (2017) 0.22 244 FP

169 Siegrist (2017) 0.69 253 FP

170 Siegrist (2017) 0.55 253 Food UTP 33.60 61.30
171 Staub (2020) -0.09 486 SI

172 Staub (2020) 0.14 486 FP

173 Staub (2020) 0.13 486 FP

174 Staub (2020) 0.12 486 FP

175 Staub (2020) 0.09 486 FP

176 Staub (2020) 0.59 486 FP

177 Steiner et al.(2026) 0.29 559 FP

178 Steiner et al.(2026) 0.13 261 ST

179 Stoltze (2021) 0.09 497 ND

180 Stoltze (2021) 0.35 497 ND

181 Stoltze (2021) 0.09 497 ND

182 Szocs (2022) 0.38 150 SI

183 Szocs (2022) 0.00 100 ST

184 Szocs (2022) 0.23 240 ST

185 Szocs (2022) 0.19 300 ST

186 Szocs (2022) 0.19 200 ST

187 Szocs (2022) 0.22 300 SI

188 Szocs (2022) 0.31 100 SI

189 Tenbiilt (2005) -0.31 1400 TCE

190 Tsai et al.(2025) 0.22 100 Nfood HDP 54.00 38.78
191 Wang (2022) 0.27 138 Food UTP 57.20 2991
192 Wang (2022) 0.53 137 Food UTP 52.60 29.52
193 Wang (2022) 0.38 113 Food UTP 66.40 28.01
194 Wang (2024) 0.43 162 ST

195 Wang (2024) 0.37 162 SI
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196 Wang (2024) 0.26 165 SI

197 Wang et al.(2025) 0.35 407 Food HDP 48.65 33.20
198 Xu (2026) 0.42 200 Food HDP 61.50 31.80
199 Yang (2023) 0.26 216 Food UTP 65.20 32.20
200 Yang (2023) 0.22 216 Food UTP 65.20 32.20
201 Yang (2023) 0.42 227 TCE

202 Zhang (2024) 0.17 142 SI

203 Zhang (2024) 0.03 153 SI

204 Zhang et al.(2026) 0.20 170 ND

205 Zhang et al.(2026) 0.57 170 Food UTP 74.70 32.08
206 Zhang et al.(2026) 0.38 170 Food UTP 74.70 32.08
207 Zhang et al.(2026) 0.07 260 ND

208 Zhang et al.(2026) 0.30 260 ND

209 Zhang et al.(2026) 0.19 260 Food UTP 64.60 31.93
210 Zhu & Jin (2025) 0.40 149 SI

211 MRisiE (2021) -0.42 216 Food HDP 57.90 25.10
212 MRimd= (2021) -0.32 216 Food HDP 57.90 25.10
213 FRig6E (2024) -0.33 72 Nfood HDP 45.80 24.60
214 MRS (2024) -0.34 86 Food UTP 53.50 24.80
215 PRiss (2024) -0.28 88 Food UTP 68.20 24.20
216 FRigas (2024) -0.44 184 Nfood UTP 64.70 25.70
217 FriEls (2024) -0.48 208 Nfood UTP 100.00 25.90
218 MRiss (2024) -0.41 264 Food HDP 60.20 24.20
219 MRS (2024) -0.14 206 Nfood HDP 61.70 24.20
220 HEIE (2023) 0.21 198 TCE

221 TRIE (2023) 0.19 238 TCE

222 TR (2023) 0.73 249 TCE

223 TRER (2023) 0.21 421 TCE

224 B (2023) 0.17 228 TCE

225 I (2023) -0.21 120 Nfood UTP 62.50 28.80
226 JeHE (2023) -0.22 170 Food HDP 65.90 28.54
227 G (2023) -0.16 160 Nfood HDP 74.40 30.20
228 I (2023) -0.15 270 Food HDP 68.90 30.20
229 R (2023) 0.37 100 Nfood HDP 66.00 25.60

VE: TCE FnjHWIABIRA,; FP RRAEFEZE,; ND R RAFY; SIFRIEEEE; Food #/WE T Nfood FRIERdh; UTP sl

fh; HDP TR R o
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