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Abstract

Driven by the implementation of the “Healthy China 2030” blueprint and broader socioeconomic
development, the demand for healthy puffed snacks has been steadily rising, ushering in a new
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phase of market growth. However, while consumers express strong expectations for improved nu-
tritional profiles in current puffed snack products, their attention to nutrition labels remains rela-
tively low. Against this backdrop, this study focuses on health-conscious individuals in Beijing as
the primary survey population. Employing CBC (Choice-Based Conjoint) analysis, structural equa-
tion modeling, and other methods, it delves into consumers’ nutritional health needs, the decision-
making mechanisms through which nutrition labels influence purchase intention, and optimization
strategies for nutrition education, thereby exploring the market development direction for healthy
puffed snacks.
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LR, RN AT TR R IRE . WS RAEE o, M 2010 SEF) 2022 Frp
PR d AT T I IR R S0, FiE 2027 SR [EAR IR & AT ML i S USRS 34 12,378 A4Tc[1]. [,
FEZ MR RILFERT, AR ety IEAE A A EORA AL B € “f@RErp E 20307 BRI sk
Hti[2], 2 A R & IEAE FL B X BAR AT . BRI S B AR ThRE s B SR MM RS B, Rt
S EEE D FIREE, —uli U W& HEn R, KRR H a8 Oy AR B A MRS 51540
EMIEAR[3]. (ERERGAIL . S SRR AN BP0 RO AR PR £ i SIS A O SRR A RO R 0 SE S 18 42

BMEFRERMEERRPNAEEREE, BAANMTERAT LMUERERFEEH DER
7 BB A B KA (4] SR TN T4 25 M e SR AR IR A RRVGIE, T 9 0k B T 3E T A A
BRI, W LS AT HRT A, TR AU SE A £ i A B FR K5 BT 25 B 5 75 22
B E 2o RIS T B 06 A B il 0 A B RARAR A ], 2z DR s AU 1) B il 2 4 S 0T o PR B
FRPREE M S TES], M LUAHAE AL & wh RSO E TR

1.2. MHEkEGRE

Tt KB R, 2T o [ B S DU RO R B R O AR AR SR, XA RE L T
THPEAE R IR P R R E SR INE . AL SR R TR AR R IUIR[6] o i a0 75 4 38 e R\ B A
TP E AR T N Z AT R, AERRS AR T I EZAL[6]. BEAH 228 xR R AL,
WHXHRSEN . B Sy Dl AR B R RS el E . R aardE. 4iA KD RerE R ok H
BT, “SRuR SRR WA R T A EEHAL[7] [8]. T RAEH AR AR, DRI
SR EG G, e TR T REAN T RATRHL SR I RORBUIR, RIS 2 #r 1 IE R 2R 4
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IEHIE FE A B, A TR 1 7 R 0 T 2 o B 2 0 B 2 [11] e R SR RIRE FE R B BHR T AR s 97
FFANTRE FHABRE SR E AN E FRRBR N E, HIUTE TR\ PET R AW 3 rb 8
ok — 5 FIMEE[12]

SOR HiB (il - BHUE - [ AR & AT AR R SR A & R R I ER o FLUAAE SN 3I )
ZAMR, ARG ENEINT, MAIN[13]. ASCELHBEICHELE, BF 770258 R 35 10 1 25 3115
(S)~ FIEREE(0). M (O)AIY LR (R)ZIAI IR 2R R, [H1SIR S B3 5 AR S 1 o v FE A L
BEE T eSS HESE,

2. AR SHIERLE
2.1, PHATTR

FERS PR BT 00— N A, TR EERMAE W I Tt A e A, WK R AR G
N 18~45 B EERAE. BN, HTFEREEA SRS REEARERN, BIREX R4
NALE AT 18~45 B HAFE R,

2.2, WAt

TEARRB IERIFEF, ARIESE RS EAE R, @i N AR HREFEAE:

21275 p(1-p)

rd?

1E 5% EEE T, Z BUE N 1.96; SALLH] P B2 0.5, FAMGES /7 25 K R IRRZ d B
0.05, AF r e N 0.8, BLiFHE H kB EREA RN 480,

TERBIRI L, Wik BRINE, TR EAERML TREAZERK, NRIEAEARRTRME, BEA
FEY K2 £, THRIEL 961 frin 5. AR 54 967, ik, A4 865 1, A RRA
89.45%.

2.3 BEHLE

n=

Table 1. Reliability analysis
F= 1 EES

Cronbach’s a 1 T
0.865 18

{5 BE RN BB AT S A — B MO VF DA, JBIL SPSS A T B ECRIEAT (5 R S, e 1 T
R, fEEERACH 0.865, WIS L R

SRR A MR B Y PO PR VP S b . AR 2 B, 1% KMO 9 0.883, 3 i1 %%
BERLUF .
3. {RMG T B
31 HAEARER

U2 3 P, FEATERIAA] SCAC A WS NAHXT 9107 47 LR R AN, Rt A B s L
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Table 2. Validity analysis
Fz2. WESH

R Ao 56
KMO 18 0.883
EALRTT 1831.240
Bartlett BRI B4 5 df 171.000
p 0.000™
Table 3. Basic characteristics of respondents
2 3. FIHEEREHE
Bl I B
% 48.38%
PE5
£'8 51.62%
19~25 39.98%
26~30 27.39%
Gt 31-35 13.99%
36~40 11.07%
41~45 7.58%
Eh &R 1.04%
PN 4.75%
=]
REFAF 52.43%
A Bl b 41.78%
BURSHLIRIFNV AN 7 12.04%
TERZ A 28.24%
SCHEHE T 3.94%
A/ EAAERR 5.32%
Bl
FhATE A T 43.63%
R S5k sz sl 3.01%
(RN 1.74%
HoAth 2.08%
1000 BAF 2.08%
1000~2000 10.88%
2000~5000 22.22%
CIEa.EECON
5000~8000 20.95%
8000~12,000 22.8%
12,000 LA | 21.06%

DOI: 10.12677/5a.2026.158195 256 Gt 58


https://doi.org/10.12677/sa.2026.158195

K F

Table 4. The highest acceptable unit price
T4 BETEZREN

I e AT HE S A (6 30 oE) Bt
4 LAWY 26.5%

5~6 JG 36.69%

7~9 7C 20.72%

10~12 7¢ 12.5%

13 e Ll E 3.59%

a2 4, BT 30 Wb i, HHRE BRI AT Z 0% XN 5~6 76, (5 EIA 36.7%; 1 4
JELAN AT 7~9 TEI 3 LA 26.5%F1 20.72% S5 s, =35 BRI 80%, FHiH e RS2 A
£ 30 L S e A BT 9 JT.

33 EFRNEME

Table 5. Expectation for nutrient improvement

#=5 BERRUEHE

ERRUGE Y di bk
TP iE 23.03%
EAR5E L 51.97%

Elac g ile 25%

Wk 5 Pion, EEFRRERE L, 2 25%HE A E R B NEE R, 52%M)7H 2 & L e
MBS SRR, WESIHEE 75%, HxRBi@EFEEAE N TgEERR LEEBE RS,
3.4. EFREXRTE

Table 6. Attention to nutrition labels

=6 BERNEXIE

FLAR (AL 30 3) ad
AN TE 6.94%
IR TE 50.46%
BRI 32.1%
BRI 10.42%

WN5E 6 o, T AE H DN E R MERARRE I I A R, £ 500N 2 AR /R RTE, AR
TERE ALY 32.18%, HIREUA MBI AL JEIE
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Table 7. Reasons for low attention level

#®7. RXEIERE

J5 DA e d
WA TR K 45.86%
WAFR R N B W] SEEUR R 54.73%
B AN G NIA ZIR 73.08%
B SURNIEMR LM A 88.46%

W 7 B, W98 R AL A8 FR AR e B AR 1 e B B R AR ARG & UARNIEI . K&, &
ANERB BN A, 45505 L 88.46%F1 73.08%, 74 B 72 b5 25 B AR BE A DG VE R 2 vl
LI UR ) 100 fE T B 285 P 28 AN ] 5 B R BURT A i B 7 SR U143 J31) o5 Bl 54.73%F1 45.86%, S 3 A /KT &
TR,

4. BEFBERUESR

CBC Bt & /T — Pl ik B4 T 3 FU S TP i Bk H6 7 T 9 38 N O BT I i b RER . AT I il
PeszuG s Ak bE, BILECA T, AT RAIE 3R s T 9 R R AL 1 o O R R O R A AN R

BHEE 8, BT 442 A, C. D MEHr 10%~30%4h, HoAth ko 2038 8 J& MK 34 7E 0.05 /KF i
&, AR T .

Table 8. CBC conjoint analysis results
7z 8. CBC R #h4ER

Ja J& K EX4 ROAE BEIKT
E AN 100% -0.829 -0.829 0.000*
. - & E N 30% -0.61 -0.61 0.000"*
EARERAT 14958 300) & H 50 50% -0.181  -0.181 0.069"
B H IR K 0 1.621
i 4T 45 0 100% 0.807 0.807 0.000"*
. - i 4T 433 1 30% 0.822 0.822 0.000"
BRARERAT 0398 00) FE & 4T 48 I 50% 0.307 0.307 0.000"*
i £ 47 4 1 /KF 0 -1.936
BmYEER A 0.008 0.008 0.93
B4R B -1.002 -1.002 0.000*
YA 7 HhngEEER C 0.009 0.009 0.934
B4 %= D -0.04 -0.04 0.651
B4R E 0 1.024 -
B A -0.453 -0.453 0.000*
‘ S I ek -0574  -0.574 0.000""
VR Lyl -0.267 -0.267 0.003™
By T B 0 1.294
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R
BN 10%~30% 0.026 0.026 0.786
R RN 5%~10% 0.621 0.621 0.000™**
ﬁé’fjl\ \a2 *k
W 5% LA 0.216 0.216 0.031
wEAE T 30% 0 -0.863
T T - -0.896 0.000™**

i BT LT A B BB, OB RE 2 SR IR SR AT, 0 B 9% 3 L A D J £ R 3 A B o —
o35 s T A AT S R SO BB 9 A A TR R AT AR et iE G RS D RE A T
X BT B (R R 2T 4 B R AN, IR B .

HEAFRE O S RE L 4a i, IEWACH 2 ME— IR, ARFACE BN sk OO, i
R AN 90 T R TR A

e T, AAYAER E MR E NI, w0yt RO RENIE. il 84t
RAT R RIEARA “ER7 LR, W s R B EED “WIERY” o HEER E R
S RBPUE BRGE TR BERA SCEREIR. BUAMEZMER, XMk A R, 5
R i E IR AL RS 25 I AL a5 SR — B

5%-~10% {113 1 R0 £ =1 (0.621) , A3 B 2 i WA mT P9 B TH4 X 18] 7, 1T 5% LA A FR) 4 417 26 (0.216)
BEARTHIE, Sl 0 B B2 A Vi R A W 2 A BAARFAIE, 5%~10% fie R A X 18] o
5. EHIREH M
5.1, EHRBIERAEIS A
511 HFRUEETFHH

N T IR R G MAEA FIREA T HRIRES E HLBCH WA [14], A FORAEABENLF 270 B 2 4, — 1
T IREAER T 2307, 55—t FI T30 E PR R 7 23 R 46 44 O RE AR AL AL e

P R FEBGEIR I 4 NIRRT 1IN A R, TS @SOS ok e, SeR A
RIS T LA 2 WL S WAL 8] (1098 AE 45, SRIUNTIRBE 45 R A 9 B

Table 9. Total variance explanation

® 9. BHEMRRE

o WIS PR 7 A T e BT A a
Bt TEdESH K% ik JiEEat RBR% Bt
1 5477 32.218 32.218 5.477 32.218 32.218 3.891
2 1949 11.468 43.686 1.949 11.468 43.686 3.579
3 1517 8.923 52.609 1517 8.923 52.609 3.563
4 1438 8.459 61.069 1.438 8.459 61.069 3.264

TE: QURTREFERR > 1 B 3RO R ER s T WERS B HRT,  WJEIas ik -5 A LA3REK
SIS

YT RS ESTR A IR YE(IE . (REEIE L) 7 B, BTRAAT DLELERAS R A .
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REMER T 8 RE R R BA RIS RIEEL 9, IR 4 DMART R ZleER
64.093%, =T 60% I S ARiE, IR Ko R A6 AR B B A B AR RE ). IR 10, KEy
AL [ AL 0.6 UL, 2T REMEREIFUG AR B R ER A8 5 AR BT &mr BT 0.5 oK =
T 0.7, FINZXEAML/NT 0.4, RYIEFREA RIFHIHETERMX UL

Table 10. Factor load coefficient table after rotation

= 10. e ERTHERRER

- JiekE Je A s 2R 4 .
A1 A5 2 ¥ 3 HT 4

PS1 0.024 —0.017 —-0.07 0.729 0.534
PS2 —0.004 0.027 0.027 0.815 0.645
PS3 —0.051 —0.105 0.068 0.717 0.617
PS4 0.067 0.087 —0.087 0.688 0.429
AO1 —0.014 —0.012 —0.747 0.069 0.647
AO2 -0.071 —0.05 —0.817 —0.052 0.8

AO3 0.063 0.025 —0.775 0.005 0.662
AO4 0.064 —0.036 —0.757 0.037 0.799
uo1 0.701 —0.03 —0.034 —0.006 0.619
uo2 0.72 —-0.05 —0.008 0.024 0.543
uo3 0.821 —0.016 0.035 —-0.021 0.708
uo4 0.782 —0.013 0.1 0.035 0.614
uo5 0.727 0.065 —0.129 —0.01 0.592
PR1 —0.024 —0.809 —0.072 —0.037 0.682
PR2 —0.017 —0.822 —0.032 0.002 0.658
PR3 0.055 -0.791 —0.013 0.007 0.621
PR4 0.033 —0.811 0.057 0.046 0.638

5.1.2. BHFEETF o
N YIRS, AR H BEAT T R A A4 AR Ry, R P A5 R W 11 foR .

Table 11. Observation variable naming and structure
=11 WML E 6B REH

i TR L H
PS1 At fr i B B AR TR
PS2 gtk fr i B B BN BRI FY)
PS3 et e EA RS
PS4 A B i LR HT A 58 =TT MIE

(I
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g3k
AO1 I H e B A b 1S IR B 5
AO2 EFAR BRI LR e E R —
e FEAR S R TRAT I M ) f YR 1

AO3 %5 FIRE FRARRE R L Z T TR LR
AO4 HtERZ G BT R EEEEFRIFE
uo1 RHEARFEFRITIEE
uo2 PRENEAR FE TR R WA FARUE

B IR TR uo3 RIRAFE TR R AL ST
uo4 KIRE FRRSHEENRV)IIE X
uos5 FRAE AT E FEAR RS B IR RIVE TR R
PR1 TR 0 A B AL B
PR2 TR FR S0 A AL £
PR3 RIS i s, A i R ) S e R R AL B
PR4 TR ) Al N AT N M B REAL £

b 4R AR R AR

Hlo: ELRHION ST AL A 2 1 7 1

H20: 5 I AHO0T TR 88 P2 A Rl o 25 1T [ 1

H30: Sy JEENS HRLAR AL A2 2 1 17 1

Hao: S BEXT I S LR A A 2 11 17 1

HSo: P 0T I St A B 25 1T [ 1

N T RAEAR S AR BERRAL, 8L 5 — BRI E N Y, B E T AR IR 45 R Ak 12 P

Table 12. Model adaptation test
12, BEERERE

AR R RHHBEELR GFI RMSEA RMR CFI NFI NNFI
WAz <3 >0.9 <0.10 <0.05 >0.9 >0.9 >0.9
& 2.537 0.919 0.061 0.087 0.934 0.896 0.921
ghip R 75 R A% 75 CIE 4 75

WG 13, PraRTIRHASERME 0.7 L, SFEREBERERT 0.5, RWUERAAEL BN E—
BUE A SO o v, BRI ) 2% TUAR s SRR IR T AR ZE R, (BADAL T RIE 2V N . 3 14,
H BT AVE B P I IRE T H 5 HAd PR (] (R 6 R 8, RTINS B AR5 1 X 20 28

Table 13. Convergent validity and composite reliability
= 13 WHEMEARERE

Factor P77 ZREH AVE B HAEEE CRE
A2 )i 0.342 0.652
B IR IS 0.642 0.877
BRI 0.508 0.835
) S PR 5K 0.523 0.813
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Table 14. Pearson correlation and AVE root value
F< 14. R/REMBZFN AVE R1E

.25 ) % B IR =R s iy e V) S e 5
A0 i 0.585
B IR I 0.248 (0.000™) 0.801
BRI 0.271 (0.000™) 0.476 (0.000) 0.713
) S PR 5K 0.34 (0.000™) 0.372 (0.000") 0.335 (0.000™) 0.723

5.1.3. K5 TEEE
e B R T AR RN 1) 1 BT

62 PSTw 04, o0 <

X PSZre <05
) Gy

6) P33k ‘-. «TF

& PS4 0y

Figure 1. Path coefficient diagram of structural equation model
1. G EERRERNE

WAL 15, P BARIIAE 0.05 KPR 3 o SGUE BEA FR i B 0s T SE e JE KA AE AL R 42 SR 0.315
AN10.222, $E7R FRIE JEE A Z AR P2 08 Wy K T B A FO 2 9 I PR Y L DR PR o g S et B 4 P o T B R
SRUE PR PR FEE thAE) RS 2 IR 1A 1 (B = 0.496), WS 7R3 i T 98 X E R AR 8 S0 E E Fo AR R . T
PO TR AR R I JEE A B S50 55 ) IR ) 4 FH (8 = 0.274) - LB 1 TH 28 X 8 TR AR B8 ) G B L

BB

Table 15. Model path coefficient table
= 15, RBREZEREE

Factor (BZH) —  ZHBi(EAE) FEFREAL R AL E RSB AR Z P
TR - R 0.35 0.274 0.085  4.09  0.000™
TR - PR RE 0.191 0.196 0.061 3.118  0.002""

RS — TR P 0.378 0.496 0.051 7401  0.000™
KFE - ) ST 75 M 0.281 0.315 0.062 4528  0.000™
R - ) ST 75 M 0.26 0.222 0.082 3.155  0.002™

DOI: 10.12677/5a.2026.158195 262 Gt 58


https://doi.org/10.12677/sa.2026.158195

K F

5.2. EFFEIRREES T
Fof - B PR A B SRS T R I HE R s AR TE, BAR AR R
Z|1 i~

S=

Ho, f ONZEITERE —HER MR BRI E o AR, SRR Mo R0, anHE S —RUE N 5, HER
TREN 4 n NEBOREERE(TER AN . mEG SR W 16 k.

MERATE, 199 BA RS ZRE R R UHRA BB RS 2 B, R BT 28 0 A BARAL
FAUNE S FOE BRIP4 (15 B AL 18 77 sC UM S BOE A 285G P & VR RIS SR S5 0 IRk 2, RIAARHEAL
TS B 2RI, (AERARBCRA BT TR 12 1A AR A B AR S A9 2 R AR, 32
7 o 5 1 15 1) B Ml A IR At B S A DA 9 A AR AR A AL

Table 16. Score summary
#* 16. BMLRA

Fng (E¥

HLR S B /4 N 1M el B bR 3.663
JoH s SRS HAEAL R 4.212
PR3 BRI B SRR R 2.358
LT BB U 4.135

(ORIt E B AT 5 3.145

S G S A b7 2% 3.483

53 BRBURRBEZENESH

e I FETE R A BN B A R A S B ], OWAZ RS AR T A R R, R R R i
T 26 B VB T S AR rh s LS R B B A8, T BB ] R AR X B2 UGIAR P . ATl
PRt — 20 W10 RS TR R 102 52 8 eI A & b RER I 5

MRAEL 17 A, “SBRamna” o “HIPEEEEARXT L A1 C RS & 7 8 R 50%, ‘9
FALSEIR” AN BARERE” I AL 40%, HRRSEPREE . Byt & TRANAARY) SRR RPN
H) S e PR R CHIEE B EARXTEE . AL 19%, IR I GRAR R, 5
S = TR R B, M 10%, (e ez R EEIEH .

Table 17. Multivariate response analysis about acceptance strategy

F 1. ERESERNSH

LI MR (%)  WFE%) X P
S i 2 R RS A G I 19.278%  65.509%
W E FRIM 5 JE AL R R R R A & i K B Rz ik 6.267% 21.296%
HEE REER, BT U@ B fr i S50 RIE SRy 2% 19.278%  65.509%  424.681 0.0007
TER AR R, 407 i B AT B IR Ry BRI v AL fE 2 7.834% 26.62%

B IR B e, LIERE TR R SRIER R AL 14.952% 50.81%
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s

J AR R AL £ i Rl AN [F) A 5 3 5 12.534% 42.593%
RERMKED, A HE FEEERCH RN R 12.057% 40.972%
Wihor EE ST AR A R S, B X 7.8% 26.505%

Bt 100% 339.815%

6. BESRE
6.1. &Eip

T 2l 2 TR O IR £ T4 (v I Th BE (OB 0.807). 443K E IS BB AL ThBEUTAE 1.024) 15
JREE I B R FEORA Th RECRHIE 1.294) 0 WA 252 1 S 3L 5% LA (R HI B 0.216)F11 5%~10% (%4 HIE 0.621) 1)
WX TR HLAR 2.

T B B W TR A M TR (B = 0.32) FIERARFE (B = 0.22)%H 4 L pe s A B B /ER, 1 e
Xof TR i 52 O ) 1 A 3 1R TR 1)/ (B = 0.49).

TES RN LGy BRRE TR ARSI R, AR T ™ 5 180 9% 55 R g B 50 0808, £ 58% 13 9%
BRI E TR LA TR EEMA RS . FEIRIENS )G, &AL 88%)FAE S AL
Lt 73%) 2 R BRI &R, SRRt 5 —E AL (15 b 54%).

6.2. EiY

fEE R E R b, UGN e 45 100% (DL 0.3 s 30 wiohFEdE), HE & B IR AL (L
1.4 i6F 30 e NHEAE), [RINIE L INAEAE K E AW Bk A 2 V8 28 3 O 2 A e R . fEZhmg it L,
B0 R 2T 4, SR HE 28 2 RS ISR RO ik — P R T S B AR R B YRR EL W
Yok, SRiHBIIR. MiBhSR A X T Hrds 5k, AREEL(30 7E) 5~6 JCARRAEIX A, B E 5%LAA i
AT 5%~10%3a 0y AP RS, ATXF4ELEZR B M4 58k 14 9l A 1 5 AN [R] 8 1 8 52 AT A2 22 5 AL B A

BEXT PR EAN L I RE,  DAEA S AR B AT R R 5 ELR ORI Y Y, R SRS 7 S ()
ZLFB S 1 AR AP S8 TR 4, BT S HIWTE JR R T R R A E A IR
S ER AR AR

WAL S EARGR M, W 2 2 RS AR AR R

PRI SR AEER G oL “A R f 7, S5 A IR MR ? TR . LR
T TE R IR BRI RRH iRk, SR E S

FRIELL CEFR AR RS, IR IR XL, Rl R E R R AV T E
IR F, EIOARMELE,

YRRl CEFRRMALTE ST N BRI M E TS, R E T
Ja BB RME . IRBOR IR R, R S E A B SRR R SR, S A S .

W =ZEHE, LI RE N WEhiER” B RN RS, SIS .

6.3. RE
M TS AT BRI PEARIE, AW TR BRI TR T 2026 4 4 A 5ER, I ES R 5%
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