Tables
Table 1. Summary of studies of destination food image
	Author  (year)
	Purpose of the study
	Method and sample
	Measures of destination food image (DFI)
	Data analysis method
	Contributions/limitations

	
	
	
	Cognitive image (CI)
	Affective image (AI)
	
	

	Seo et al., (2017)
	To examine how destination food image affects tourists' preference of destination cuisine and intention to eat local food.
	An on-site survey was conducted in the Incheon International Airport. Respondents include Japanese, Chinese and Americans (N=357).
	Multi-dimension with 28 indicators. 
5 dimensions: 
-Quality & safety
-Food attractiveness
-Health benefits
-Food culture
-Cooking methods
	Uni-dimension with 5 indicators: 
-Contentment
-Fulfillment
-Pleasantness
-Enjoyment
-Excitement
	Structural Equation Modeling (SEM)
	Contributions:
-Propose the determinants of DFI and its measures.
-Model CI as a multi-dimensional construct.
-Include AI in the conceptual model and test its effect on intention.
-Identify the effect of culture difference on DFI.
Limitations:
-Only Korean food is investigated. Results might not be generalizable.
-Lacks investigation on the change of DFI at the post-visit stage. 

	Lai et al., (2020)
	1) To model CI as a formatively measured construct.
2) To test the cognitive-affective-conative model in the context of destination food research.
3) To examine the effect of food personality traits.
	Phase 1: 
Conduct a survey among food tourism industry stakeholders to identify food destination attributes. 
Phase 2:
Conduct a survey among Chinese tourists (N=520).
	Multi-dimension with 40 indicators.
6 dimensions:
-Destination environment
-Food culture
-Food & People
-Food quality
-Dining places
-Food activities
	Uni-dimension with 8 indicators:
-Excitement
-Satisfaction
-Arousal
-Enjoyment
-Fun
-Pleasantness
-Relaxation
-Good
	Partial least square-structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM).
	Contributions:
-Propose and test the cognitive-affective-conative model in the context of destination food research.
-Identify the moderating effect of food personality traits.
-Model CI using formative measures.
Limitations:
-Only Chinese tourists are involved in the survey.
-Lack theoretical justification on the use of conative food image. 


Table 1. (Continued)
	Author  (year)
	Purpose of the study
	Method and sample
	Measures of destination food image (DFI)
	Data analysis method
	Contributions/limitations

	
	
	
	Cognitive image (CI)
	Affective image (AI)
	
	

	Fam et al., (2019)
	1) To examine how destination food image affect tourists’ expectation, satisfaction and behavioral intention in the U.S. 
2) To investigate the behavioral patterns of local food consumption among tourists and excursionists. 
	An on-site survey was conducted in the U.S. among international tourists (N=518). 
	Multi-dimension with 11 indicators. 
4 dimensions: 
-Food quality
-Product quality
-Food value
-Food diversity
	Not tested
	PLS-SEM
	Contributions:
-Fill in the gap of research of destination food image and behavioral responses to local food.
-Model CI as a multi-dimensional construct using hierarchical component method.
-Identify different perceptions of food image based on tourists’ profile (i.e. tourists and excursionists).
Limitations:
-Lack investigation on culinary culture dimension in CI.
-Affective image was not investigated in the study. 

	Choe & Kim (2018)
	To investigate the relationship among food consumption values, tourists’ attitude toward local food, destination food image and tourists’ behavioral intention.
	-Interviews with 10 experts in the food tourism industry
-An on-site survey was conducted among tourists in Hong Kong International airport (N=875). 
	Uni-dimension with 5 indicators which include:
-Rich food culture
-Food diversity
-Food quality
-Traditional food culture 
-Food uniqueness

	Not tested
	SEM
	Contributions:
-Model food consumption values as the antecedents of destination food image.
-Identify the culture difference among Asians and Westerners in terms of food consumption values.
Limitations:
-Scales developed to measure food consumption values have not been tested in different contexts.
-Lack theoretical support on food consumption values-food image relationship.






Table 1. (Continued)
	Author  (year)
	Purpose of the study
	Method and sample
	Measures of destination food image (DFI)
	Data analysis method
	Contributions/limitations

	
	
	
	Cognitive image (CI)
	Affective image (AI)
	
	

	Soltani et al., (2020)
	To examine how tourists’ food consumption values and experiential values affect destination food image and tourists’ behavioral intention.
	An on-site survey was conducted among foreign tourists in a traditional restaurant in Iran (N=379).
	Uni-dimension with 5 indicators which include:
-Food culture
-Food activities
-Food quality
-Food diversity
-Food uniqueness
	Not tested
	PLS-SEM
	Contributions:
-Propose the determinants (i.e. food consumption values, experiential values and the image of the destination on social media platform) of DFI. 
-Test how food consumption values affect tourists’ behavioral intention through DFI and tourists’ attitude toward local food.
Limitations:
- Only Iranian food is investigated. Results might not be generalizable.
-The possible effect of culture difference of tourists has not been investigated. 

	Li et al., (2021)
	To understand how local food experience (i.e. food authenticity and nostalgia) affect tourists’ behavioral intention through tourists’ attitude toward local food and destination food image.
	An on-site survey was conducted in a night market in Macau. Target respondents are tourists visiting the night market (N=399).
	Uni-dimension with 5 indicators which include:
-Food diversity
-Traditional food culture
-Food quality
-Rich food culture
-Food uniqueness

	Not tested
	SEM
	Contributions:
-Test the effect of food emotional experience on tourists’ attitude toward local food and destination food image. 
-Identify the moderating effect of past experience on food emotional experience.
Limitations:
-Only Macanese food in the night market is investigated. Results might not be generalizable.
-Lack theoretical justification on the link between food experience and food image. 



Table 1. (Continued)
	Author  (year)
	Purpose of the study
	Method and sample
	Measures of destination food image (DFI)
	Data analysis method
	Contributions/limitations

	
	
	
	Cognitive image (CI)
	Affective image (AI)
	
	

	Rousta
 & Jamshidi (2020) 
	To examine the effect of tourists’ food consumption on destination food image and tourists’ attitude toward local food and investigate how tourists’ revisiting intention is affected by food image and tourists’ attitude toward local food.
	An on-site survey was conducted among tourists in major tourists attractions in Shiraz, Iran (N=891).
	Uni-dimension with 4 indicators which include:
-Food diversity
-Food uniqueness
-Food culture
-Food quality
	Not tested
	PLS-SEM
	Contributions:
-Test the consumption values model in the context of Iran.
-Test how food consumption values affect tourists’ behavioral intention through DFI and tourists’ attitude toward local food.
Limitations:
- Only Iranian food is investigated. Results might not be generalizable.
-The possible confounding variable such as culture difference has not been incorporated in the model.
-Affective food image is not investigated

	Tsai &Wang (2017)
	To understand the role of experiential values on the formation of destination food image and tourists’ behavioral intention.
	An on-site survey was conducted in four tourism cities in Taiwan (N=360).
	Uni-dimension with 5 indicators which include:
-Food culture
-Food diversity
-Food uniqueness
-Food offerings
-Dining environment

	Not tested
	SEM
	Contributions:
-Test the effect of food experiential values on tourists’ formation of destination food image. 
-In addition to restaurant food, street food can also be one of the most attractive food offerings. 
Limitations:
-Affective food image is not investigated.
-Majority of respondents are students. Results might not be generalizable. 






Table 2. Summary of studies of tourists’ attitude toward local food
	Author  (year)
	Purpose of the study
	Method and sample
	Theoretical underpinning
	Data analysis method
	Contributions/limitations

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ryu & Jang (2006) 
	To predict tourists’ behavioral intention toward consuming destination food and test the validity of the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA).
	A survey was conducted among undergraduate and postgraduate students at the Midwestern University in the U.S (N=366).
	TRA
	SEM
	Contributions:
-Empirically test the TRA in the context tourists’ food-related behavioral intention.
-Provide evidence that supports the relationship between tourists’ attitude toward destination food and behavioral intention on local food.
Limitations:
- Respondents are all university students. Results might not be generalizable.
-The study does not validate the model by respondents with different cultural background.

	Ting et al.,  (2016)
	To investigate the determinants of tourists’ local food consumption behavior and test the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB).
	A survey was conducted among college and university students who are not from Malaysia (N=211).
	TPB
	PLS-SEM
	Contributions:
- Empirically test the TPB in the context tourists’ food-related behavioral intention. 
-Identify the moderating effect of food-related personality on the attitude-intention relationship. 
Limitations:
- Respondents are college and university students. Results might not be generalizable.
-Respondents’ belief of Malaysia ethnic food which can be the antecedent of behavioral intention is not investigated. 




Table 2. (Continued)
	Author  (year)
	Purpose of the study
	Method and sample
	Theoretical underpinning
	Data analysis method
	Contributions/limitations

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Jeaheng & Han (2020)
	-To identify the food attributes that contribute to the formation of tourists’ attitude toward local food. 
-To investigate the moderating effect of tourists’ perceived risk of food consumption on the attitude-intention relationship
	An on-site survey was conducted among international tourists who have tasted Thai street food (N=475).
	Not specified
	SEM
	Contributions:
-Identify a set of food attributes that contribute to the formation of tourists’ attitude toward local food.
-Support the moderating effect of perceived risks of street food consumption on the attitude-intention relationship.
Limitations:
- Effect of cofounding variable such as cultural difference among respondents is not included in the model.
-Theoretical underpinning of the study is not specified.

	Wu et al.,  (2016)
	To investigate the determinants of Chinese tourists’ local food consumption behavior in the U.S. and test the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB).
	Snowball sampling method was employed to collect data from friends and relatives of the authors (N=278).
	TPB
	PLS-SEM
	Contributions:
- Empirically test the TPB in the context tourists’ food-related behavioral intention and identify the antecedents of tourists’ attitude toward local food. 
-Incorporate the moderating effect of food-related personality in the TPB. 
Limitations:
- The study only investigates Chinese tourists’ local food consumption intention. Results might not be generalizable.
-Sample of the study is collected using a nonrandomized data collection technique, which might affect the credibility of the results. 
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Table 3. Heterogeneity tests results
	Variables
	Behavioral outcomes
	Q-values
	DF (Q)
	P-values
	I2

	Cognitive image of destination food
	Behavioral intention
	97.848
	4
	0.000
	95.912

	
	Intention to consume destination food
	54.553
	6
	0.000
	90.835

	
	Intention to visit the destination
	348.567
	12
	0.000
	96.557

	
	Intention to recommend destination food
	235.365
	6
	0.000
	98.301

	
	Intention to revisit the destination
	120.094
	9
	0.000
	95.004

	Attitude toward destination food
	Behavioral intention
	106.735
	5
	0.000
	94.379

	
	Intention to consume destination food
	266.741
	18
	0.000
	93.252

	
	Intention to visit the destination
	143.931
	5
	0.000
	97.221

	
	Intention to recommend destination food
	42.168
	3
	0.000
	92.886


 Note: DF stands for the degree of freedom. The column of p-values shows the statistical significance of the Q statistics at the 5% significance level.

Table 4. Effect sizes of cognitive food image and tourists’ attitude toward destination food on intention
	Independent variables
	Behavioral outcomes
	Number of effects
	Sample size
	Combined effect size () 
	Lower limit
	Upper limit
	Z-values
	P-values

	Cognitive image of destination food
	Behavioral intention
	5
	1848
	0.330
	0.114
	0.516
	2.947
	0.003

	
	Intention to consume destination food
	7
	1877
	0.286
	0.067
	0.410
	2.667
	0.008

	
	Intention to visit the destination for food tourism
	13
	6634
	0.301
	0.157
	0.397
	4.323
	0.000

	
	Intention to recommend destination food to friends and/or relatives
	7
	3118
	0.514
	0.246
	0.709
	3.507
	0.000

	
	Intention to revisit the destination for local food
	10
	3262
	0.281
	0.131
	0.419
	3.596
	0.000

	Attitude toward destination food
	Behavioral intention
	6
	3765
	0.289
	0.135
	0.426
	3.612
	0.000

	
	Intention to consume destination food
	19
	6461
	0.342
	0.311
	0.472
	8.525
	0.000

	
	Intention to visit the destination for food tourism
	6
	2874
	0.234
	0.043
	0.458
	2.235
	0.020

	
	Intention to recommend destination food to friends and/or relatives
	4
	2543
	0.245
	0.021
	0.312
	2.236
	0.025


Note: Some studies include both cognitive food image and attitude as independent variables and two behavioral outcomes in a single study. In addition, several studies use different independent subsamples to estimate the correlations of a paired construct in a single study. Since the correlations of the paired constructs in these studies are different, they will be treated as separate effects. Therefore, the sum of the number of effects column is more than 56 (the number of selected studies in the meta-analysis). Past literature has not investigated the attitude-revisit intention relationship.
Table 5. Publication bias test results
	Variables
	Behavioral outcomes
	Number of effects
	Egger’s regression intercept
	P-values
	FSN

	Cognitive image of destination food
	Behavioral intention
	5
	1.315
	0.285
	298

	
	Intention to consume destination food
	7
	1.077
	0.342
	251

	
	Intention to visit the destination
	13
	0.734
	0.478
	1723

	
	Intention to recommend destination food
	7
	0.687
	0.541
	1221

	
	Intention to revisit the destination
	10
	0.310
	0.769
	560

	Attitude toward local food
	Behavioral intention
	6
	0.854
	0.427
	652

	
	Intention to consume destination food
	19
	0.968
	0.347
	5007

	
	Intention to visit the destination
	6
	1.550
	0.219
	197

	
	Intention to recommend destination food
	4
	0.570
	0.626
	63



Appendices
Appendix 1. Classification of studies on destination food image and tourists’ attitude toward local food
	Destination food image
	Studies

	Cognitive image of destination food
	2, 4, 6, 7, 9, 10, 15, 19, 21, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 30, 31, 33, 34, 37, 38, 40, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 51, 53, 54, 55

	Affective image of destination food
	23, 26, 31, 33, 37, 38, 49

	Tourists’ attitude toward destination food
	1, 3, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 17, 18, 20, 22, 28, 29, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 50, 52, 56, 57



Note:
[bookmark: _GoBack]1. Ahmad et al., (2019); 2. Aydin et al., (2021); 3. Badu-Baiden et al., (2022); 4. Chatterjee and Suklabaidya (2020); 5. Chi et al., (2013); 6. Chi et al., (2019); 7. Choe and Kim (2018); 8. Choi et al., (2013); 9. Ding et al., (2022); 10. Fam et al., (2019); 11. Gakobo and Jere (2016); 12. Gupta and Sajnani (2019); 13. Gupta et al., (2018); 14. Hanafiah and Hamdan (2021); 15. Hashemi et al., (2023); 16. Horng et al., (2013); 17. Hsu (2014); 18. Hsu et al., (2018); 19. Issariyakulkarn (2020); 20. Jeaheng and Han (2020); 21. Karim and Chi (2010); 22. Khanna et al., (2021); 23. Kim et al., (2011); 24. Kim et al., (2012); 25. Kim et al., (2014); 26. Lai et al., (2020); 27. Lertputtarak (2012); 28. Li et al., (2021); 29. Lin and Chen (2014); 30. Ling et al., (2010); 31. Peštek and Činjarević (2014); 32. Phillips et al., (2013); 33. Pratt and Sparks (2014); 34. Rousta and Jamshidi (2020); 35. Ryu and Han (2010); 36. Ryu and Jang (2006); 37. Sanchez-Cañizares and Castillo-Canalejo (2015); 38. Seo et al., (2017); 39. Shin and Hancer (2016); 40. Soltani et al., (2020); 41. Su (2018); 42. Su et al., (2020); 43. Ting et al., (2016); 44. Ting et al., (2019); 45. Toudert and Bringas-Rábago (2019); 46. Tsai and Wang (2017); 47. Tu et al., (2017); 48. Wang (2015); 49. Wu and Liang (2020); 50. Wu et al., (2016); 51. Yasami et al., (2020); 52. Zhang et al., (2018); 53. Zhang et al., (2022); 54.  Zhu et al., (2024); 55. Laohaviraphap and Wetchasart (2021); 56. Hussain et al., (2023)；57. Bui et al., (2025)






Appendix 2. Dimensionality of the cognitive image of destination food
	Cognitive food image dimensionality
	Studies

	Uni-dimension
	5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 16, 17, 19, 22, 24, 27

	Multi-dimension
	1, 2, 3, 4, 9, 10, 14, 15, 18, 20, 21, 23, 25, 26, 28, 29, 30, 31



Note: 
1. Aydin et al., (2021); 2. Chatterjee and Suklabaidya (2020); 3. Chi et al., (2013); 4. Chi et al., (2019); 5. Choe and Kim (2018); 6. Ding et al., (2022); 7. Fam et al., (2019); 8. Hashemi et al., (2021); 9. Issariyakulkarn (2020); 10. Karim and Chi (2010); 11. Kim et al., (2011); 12. Kim et al., (2012); 13. Kim et al., (2014); 14. Lai et al., (2020); 15. Lertputtarak (2012); 16. Li et al., (2021); 17. Ling et al., (2010); 18. Peštek and Činjarević (2014); 19. Pratt and Sparks (2014); 20. Sanchez-Cañizares and Castillo-Canalejo (2015); 21. Seo et al., (2017); 22. Soltani et al., (2020); 23. Toudert and Bringas-Rábago (2019); 24. Tsai and Wang (2017); 25. Tu et al., (2017); 26. Wang (2015); 27. Wu and Liang (2020); 28. Yasami et al., (2020); 29. Zhang et al., (2022); 30. Zhu et al., (2024); 31. Laohaviraphap and Wetchasart (2021)


