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This study constructs the network diffusion model of food safety scare behavior under the effect of information transparency
and examines the network topology and evolution characteristics of food safety scare behavior in a numerical simulation. The
main conclusions of this study are as follows. (1) Under the effect of information transparency, the network degree distribution of
food safety scare behavior diffusion demonstrates the decreasing characteristics of diminishing margins. (2) Food safety scare
behavior diffusion increases with the information dissemination rate and consumer concern about food safety incidents and
shows the characteristics of monotone increasing. And with the increasing of the government food safety supervision information
transparency and media food safety supervision information transparency, the whole is declining characteristic of diminishing
marginal. In addition, the extinction of food safety scare behavior cannot be achieved gradually given a single regulation of
government food safety supervision information transparency and media food safety supervision information transparency. (3)
The interaction effects between improving government food safety supervision information transparency or media food safety
supervision information transparency and declining consumer concerns about food safety incidents or information transmission
rate can engender the suppression of food safety scare behavior diffusion.

1. Introduction
Food safety problem is given attention by governments and
academics worldwide [1]. The losses caused by social panic
are more than the direct losses of food safety incidents [2,
3] and have a serious impact on social stability and the
development of the food industry [4].
Food safety scare behavior refers to the anxiety of
consumers in a situation of information asymmetry. The
combining research on food safety and consumer behavior
mainly focuses on consumer concerns about food safety [5–
7], purchase intention for safe food [8–12], and the risk
perception of food safety [13–17]. The idea that food safety
information transparency eases food safety issues has been
given increasing attention by scholars globally with the
further development of food safety management. The analysis
of the food safety management system and the appropriate
information disclosure system can effectively control food
safety [18]. Relying only on the market economy mechanism

hardly guarantees food safety owing to the public nature
of food safety and food risk information asymmetry [19].
Therefore, in order to overcome the deficiency of adjusting
food safety problem only depending on market economy
mechanism, the government food safety supervision department, which is the main provider of food safety supervision
information and the most important subject of food safety
supervise, should unite media and other subjects of social
supervision to achieve food safety supervision information
transparency [20, 21]. However, the research on the diffusion
mechanisms and the evolution characteristics of food safety
scare behavior are rare and not conducive to control and
reduce the losses caused by food safety scare behavior
diffusion. The present study, hence, attempts to introduce
information transparency into the study of food safety scare
behavior diffusion and analyze the evolution characteristics
of food safety scare behavior diffusion under the effect of food
safety supervision information transparency.

2
At present, the epidemic model was proposed based
on the complex network theory, which has been widely
used in various fields [12, 20–23]. Studies on the epidemic
model have been extensively used in biological and ecological applications [24–26]. The epidemic model is being
gradually extended to the field of Social Science, such as in
technology and innovation diffusion (Sven & Johannes, 2013)
[27], financial risk contagion [28–30], and rumor spreading
[31, 32]. These studies provide the necessary technological
means for solving social problems. Developing the epidemic
model can provide insight into the diffusion mechanism of
infectious diseases and provide theoretical basis for devising
a coupling strategy. Food safety scare behavior caused by
food safety incidents can spread through a certain medium to
healthy consumers [12]. Therefore, food safety scare behavior
is a typical diffusion problem, and similar mechanisms exist
with the spread of infectious diseases. Moreover, the existing
empirical study results confirm that improving food safety
supervision information transparency can reduce the adverse
effects caused by food safety incidents [20, 21]. The present
study, thus, uses the epidemic model for constructing the
network diffusion model of food safety scare behavior under
the effect of the information transparency, analyzes the
diffusion mechanisms of different information transparency
of food safety scare behavior, and provides a reference for
the control of the adverse social impact of food safety scare
behavior diffusion.
The structure of this study is organized as follows. Section 2 analyzes the epidemic mechanisms of food safety scare
behavior under the effect of information transparency. Section 3 constructs the network diffusion model of food safety
scare behavior under different information transparency.
Section 4 theoretically analyzes the network topology characteristics of the food safety scare behavior under the effect
of information transparency. Section 5 discusses the network topology characteristics and evolution characteristics
of food safety scare behavior under different information
transparency and provides strategies for controlling food
safety scare behavior diffusion. Section 6 concludes this
paper.

2. Epidemic Mechanisms of Food Safety
Scare Behavior Diffusion under the Effect of
Information Transparency
2.1. Adaptability Analysis of Epidemic Model of Food Safety
Scare Behavior Diffusion. Epidemic model is a classic virus
propagation model and has been widely used in the study of
social behavior diffusion [33–36]. The essence of an infectious
disease is a virus carrier, a pathogen, which infects its own
virus to contacts through a certain medium [37]. Food safety
scare behavior diffusion means that consumers’ food safety
scare behavior spreads to contacts through various diffusion
media. Food safety scare behavior is a virus that affects the
population, and similar mechanisms exist in the process of
spreading. The principal representations are as follows.
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(1) Pathogen–Diffusion Source. Food safety scare behavior
diffusion is mainly due to the public’s concern about food
safety issues [38]. Diffusion source means that consumers’
food safety scare behavior can spread among consumers
through diffusion media, which results in a significant herd
effect.
(2) Infectious Medium–Diffusion Medium. A diffusion
medium is a carrier of the diffusion source, such as the
Internet, mobile phones, TVs, and face-to-face communication between consumers. Food safety information spread
by diffusion media is related to the health and life safety of
consumers, and the transparency of food safety information
affects consumers’ confidence in food safety [20, 21].
(3) Infectiousness. Consumers affected by food safety scare
transfer the information of their cognitive psychology and
behavioral deviations to healthy consumers through diffusion
media under the effect of information transparency. This
transfer of information shows consumers’ concern degree
and cognitive psychology deviation that engender scare
behavior. Therefore, food safety scare behavior is contagious.
Under information transparency, consumers who are affected
by food safety scare spread their own mental state, behavioral
deviation, and other information through kinship and work
relationships to influence consumers in their healthy state,
thereby engendering food safety scare behavior (Figure 1).
(4) Immunity. Consumers can obtain adequate information
on food safety after the outbreak of food safety incidents
when food safety information transparency is high [5, 39]
and, thus, have a clear understanding of the food safety
incidents. Consequently, food safety scare behavior hardly
affects such consumers. This type of consumers shows an
immune response to food safety scare behavior. However,
consumers have difficulty in obtaining adequate food safety
information to identify rumors about food safety incidents
when food safety information transparency is low. Therefore,
food safety scare behavior easily affects such consumers.
The spread of food safety scare behavior diffusion has a
similar epidemic mechanism under the effect of information
transparency. However, the subjects of food safety supervision information are complex and diverse, and many interests
in the process of transparency are driven. Accordingly, food
safety scare behavior in the diffusion process is more complex
compared with the spread of the virus. Therefore, using
the epidemic model to analyze the diffusion mechanisms
and the evolution characteristics of different information
transparency of food safety scare behavior is scientific and
feasible. Using this model can provide a reference for the
control of food safety scare behavior diffusion. Table 1 shows
that the key concepts in the epidemic model are transferred
to food safety scare behavior diffusion.
2.2. Diffusion Mechanism of Food Safety Scare Behavior. Market information is distorted after the outbreak of food safety
incidents. When information transparency is low, consumers
who have a low cognitive level, weak psychological quality,
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Figure 1: Diffusion medium and diffusion path of food safety scare behavior.
Table 1: Corresponding concept of food safety scare behavior diffusion.
Food safety scare behavior diffusion Meaning
Diffusion source
Healthy consumers
Infected consumers
Immune consumers
Diffusion rate
Immunization rate

Consumers’ food safety scare behavior
Consumers are not affected by food safety scare behavior
Consumers influenced by diffusion source are affected by food safety scare behavior
Consumers who are not affected or have been affected by food safety scare behavior get rid of this
behavior through adjustment
Consumers affected food safety scare behavior in the proportion of healthy consumers
Consumers who are not affected by food safety scare behavior or those who have been affected and
then got rid of this behavior through adjustment in the proportion of healthy consumers

and poor information search ability cannot fully perceive
and discriminate the real effect of food safety incidents and
have an objective understanding of the food safety incidents,
which lead to cognitive psychology and behavioral deviations
[20, 21, 40, 41]. Then, this can make consumers confuse major
food safety accidents with ordinary food events and make
it easy to initiate consumers’ general panic to food safety.
Some consumers have food safety scare behavior, whereas
others are in a state of potential panic. Consumers who have
food safety scare behavior spread their own mental state and
behavioral deviation and other information to the outside
environment through kinship and work relationships and
influence healthy consumers. Furthermore, food safety scare

behavior may also be transferred to consumers who have
poor psychological quality and lack food safety information
[42]. Consumers with food safety scare behavior can get rid
of food safety scare because of the improvement of food safety
knowledge and the increase of market objective information.
Therefore, consumers are divided into three states after the
outbreak of food safety incidents. 𝑆 represents the number
of consumers who do not have food safety scare behavior:
the health state. 𝐼 represents the number of consumers with
food safety scare behavior: the infection state. 𝑅 represents
the number of consumers who are not affected by food safety
scare behavior or those who have been affected and then got
rid of this behavior through adjustment: the immune state.
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probability that the healthy consumers are connected with the
infected consumers is Θ(𝑡).
Market information has a certain impact on individual
behavior; thus, Gilpin and Ayala [43] define the information
diffusion model.
𝑓 (𝑄 (𝑡)) = 𝜆𝑄 [1 − (
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Figure 2: Diffusion model of food safety scare behavior under the
effect of information transparency.

The transition of consumers in the health state 𝑆, infection
state 𝐼, and immune state 𝑅 follows the following diffusion
rules (Figure 2).
(1) After the outbreak of food safety incidents, if the
supervision information transparency issued by the government supervision department is low, then consumers’ food
safety scare behavior diffuses to healthy consumers at the rate
of 𝛼 (0 ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 1). Moreover, if the food safety supervision
information transparency reported by the media is low, then
consumers’ food safety scare behavior further diffuses to
healthy consumers at the rate of 𝜀 (0 ≤ 𝜀 ≤ 1).
(2) Some consumers have strong psychological qualities
and knowledge of food safety; hence, they are free of food
safety scare behavior and are in the immune state 𝑅 with
the probability of 𝛽 (0 ≤ 𝛽 ≤ 1). The media have a high
transparency of the information on food safety supervision,
which prompted some health consumers to be directed into
the immune state 𝑅 with the probability of 𝛿 (0 ≤ 𝛿 ≤ 1).
(3) If the government supervision department on food
safety supervision information is transparent, then consumers with food safety scare behavior can get rid of food
safety scare behavior and be directed into the immune state
with the probability of 𝜇 (0 ≤ 𝜇 ≤ 1). Furthermore, if the
food safety supervision information transparency reported
by media is high, then consumers with food safety scare
behavior can get rid of food safety scare behavior and be
directed into the immune state with the probability of 𝛿.
(4) In each period, the rate of entry for consumers is 𝑙 (0 ≤
𝑙 ≤ 1) and the exit rate is 𝜑 (0 ≤ 𝜑 ≤ 1).

3. Network Diffusion Model of Food
Safety Scare Behavior under Different
Information Transparency
3.1. Constructing Model. To construct the network diffusion
model of food safety scare behavior, we assume 𝑁 as the total
number of consumers in food safety incidents. 𝑠, 𝑖, 𝑟 represent
the proportion of healthy, infected, and immune consumers,
respectively: 𝑠 = 𝑆/𝑁, 𝑖 = 𝐼/𝑁, 𝑟 = 𝑅/𝑁, and 𝑠 + 𝑖 + 𝑟 =
1 (0 ≤ 𝑠, 𝑖, 𝑟 ≤ 1). The density of the infected consumers,
whose degree of 𝑘 is 𝑖𝑘 (𝑡) at the moment 𝑡, is assumed. The

𝑄 𝛾
) ],
𝑀

(1)

where 𝑄 represents the number of individuals with information in the process of information diffusion, 𝜆 is the rate
of information dissemination, which represents the ability
of each individual with information to transmit information
(0 < 𝜆 ≤ 1), 𝑀 represents the total number of individuals in
a population and is a constant, and 𝛾 represents the public’s
sensitivity to events (0 < 𝛾 ≤ 1).
The Gilpin–Ayala information diffusion model states that
if factors that affect the information transparency of food
safety scare behavior diffusion, which includes government
food safety supervision information transparency [20, 21] and
consumer concerns about food safety incidents [5–7], are
combined, then 𝛼 is defined as follows:
𝛼 = 𝜆 (1 − 𝑒−𝜃/𝑤 ) ,

(2)

where 𝜆 represents the rate of information dissemination (0 <
𝜆 ≤ 1), 𝑤 represents government food safety supervision
information transparency (0 < 𝑤 ≤ 1), and 𝜃 represents
consumer concerns about food safety incidents (0 < 𝜃 ≤ 1).
The Gilpin–Ayala information diffusion model is used
with the effect of food safety scare behavior information
transparency factors, which include media food safety supervision information transparency [20, 21] and consumer concerns about food safety incidents [5–7]; 𝜀 is defined as follows:
𝜀 = 𝜆 (1 − 𝑒−𝜃/ℎ ) ,

(3)

where 𝜆 and 𝜃 have the same definitions of the diffusion rate
𝛼 and ℎ represents media food safety supervision information
transparency (0 < ℎ ≤ 1).
Based on mean field theory [44–47] and the abovementioned hypothesis, the differential equations of the network
diffusion model of food safety scare behavior under the effect
of information transparency are
𝑑𝑠𝑘 (𝑡)
= 𝑙 − 𝑘 (𝛼 + 𝜀) 𝑠𝑘 (𝑡) Θ (𝑡) − (𝛽 + 𝛿) 𝑠𝑘 (𝑡) ,
𝑑𝑡
𝑑𝑖𝑘 (𝑡)
= 𝑘 (𝛼 + 𝜀) 𝑠𝑘 (𝑡) Θ (𝑡) − (𝜇 + 𝛿) 𝑖𝑘 (𝑡) ,
𝑑𝑡

(4)

𝑑𝑟𝑘 (𝑡)
= (𝜇 + 𝛿) 𝑖𝑘 (𝑡) + (𝛽 + 𝛿) 𝑠𝑘 (𝑡) − 𝜑𝑟𝑘 (𝑡) .
𝑑𝑡
3.2. Analyzing Model. According to (4), for the steady-state
condition 𝑑𝑖𝑘 (𝑡)/𝑑𝑡 = 0, the steady-state value becomes 𝑖𝑘 (𝑡).
𝑖𝑘 (𝑡) =

𝑘 (𝛼 + 𝜀) 𝑠𝑘 (𝑡) Θ (𝑡)
𝜇+𝛿

𝑘𝑙 (𝛼 + 𝜀) Θ (𝑡)
.
=
(𝛽 + 𝛿) (𝜇 + 𝛿) + 𝑘 (𝛼 + 𝜀) (𝜇 + 𝛿) Θ (𝑡)

(5)
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The average infected consumer density becomes 𝑖 =
∑𝑘 𝑃(𝑘)𝑖𝑘 (𝑡). Based on formula (5), Θ(𝑡) becomes
Θ (𝑡) = ∑
𝑘

𝑘𝑃 (𝑘) 𝑖𝑘 (𝑡)
1
=
∑ 𝑘𝑃 (𝑘) 𝑖𝑘 (𝑡) ,
∑𝑠 𝑠𝑃 (𝑠)
⟨𝑘⟩ 𝑘

(6)

where ⟨𝑘⟩ represents the average degree of food safety scare
behavior diffusion.
Given that ⟨𝑘⟩ = ∑𝑘 𝑘𝑃(𝑘) and ⟨𝑘2 ⟩ = ∑𝑘 𝑘2 𝑃(𝑘), (5) and
(6) can be combined as follows:
Θ (𝑡) =

1
∑ 𝑘𝑃 (𝑘)
⟨𝑘⟩ 𝑘

𝑘𝑙 (𝛼 + 𝜀) Θ (𝑡)
.
⋅
(𝛽 + 𝛿) (𝜇 + 𝛿) + 𝑘 (𝛼 + 𝜀) (𝜇 + 𝛿) Θ (𝑡)

(7)

1/2

𝑝∗ = 𝑝𝑤ℎ/(𝜆𝜃) .

Given that Θ = Θ(𝑡), (7) has a trivial solution: Θ = 0. If (7)
has a nontrivial solution, Θ ≠ 0, then the necessary condition
becomes
𝑑
1
(
∑ 𝑘𝑃 (𝑘)
𝑑Θ ⟨𝑘⟩ 𝑘

(8)
≥ 1.

Θ=0

Therefore,
1
𝑘𝑙 (𝛼 + 𝜀)
≥ 1.
∑ 𝑘𝑃 (𝑘)
⟨𝑘⟩ 𝑘
(𝛽 + 𝛿) (𝜇 + 𝛿)

(9)

Thus, the basic reproduction number of food safety scare
behavior diffusion under different information transparency
is 𝑅0 (the basic reproduction number indicates that the average number of individuals who are susceptible to infection
before infection is recovered [48]. 𝑅0 = 1 corresponds to
the threshold of the extinction of the diffusion. The diffusion
becomes extinct gradually when 𝑅0 < 1. The diffusion occurs
with nonzero probability when 𝑅0 > 1. The greater the value
of 𝑅0 is, the greater the probability of diffusion becomes).

=

𝑙 ∑𝑘 𝑘2 𝑃 (𝑘) (𝛼 + 𝜀)
(𝛽 + 𝛿) (𝜇 + 𝛿) ∑𝑘 𝑘𝑃 (𝑘)
𝜆𝑙 (2 − 𝑒−𝜃/𝑤 − 𝑒−𝜃/ℎ ) ∑𝑘 𝑘2 𝑃 (𝑘)
(𝛽 + 𝛿) (𝜇 + 𝛿) ∑𝑘 𝑘𝑃 (𝑘)

.

Equation (10) shows that the basic reproduction number
is obtained by acquiring the degree distribution function 𝑃(𝑘)
of food safety scare behavior under the effect of information
transparency.

4. Network Topology Characteristics of
Food Safety Scare Behavior under Different
Information Transparency
The node in the food safety scare behavior diffusion network
represents the consumer in the food safety scare behavior

𝑘𝑖
,
∑𝑗 𝑘𝑗

(12)

where 𝑘𝑖 represents the degree of existing consumer 𝑖.
The above algorithm shows that the change rate of degree
𝑘𝑖 of consumer 𝑖 can be expressed as follows:
𝑚𝜂𝑝∗
𝜕𝑘𝑖
=
+ (1 − 𝑝∗ ) 𝑚𝜂Π𝑖
𝜕𝑡
𝑚0 + 𝑚𝑡

(13)

𝑚𝜂𝑝∗
𝑘
=
+ (1 − 𝑝∗ ) 𝑚𝜂 𝑖 .
𝑚0 + 𝑚𝑡
∑𝑗 𝑘𝑗

Given that ∑𝑗 𝑘𝑗 = 2(𝑚𝜂𝑡+𝑛0 ), (13) can be translated into
the following:
𝑚𝜂𝑝∗
𝜕𝑘𝑖
𝑘𝑖
,
=
+ (1 − 𝑝∗ ) 𝑚𝜂
𝜕𝑡
𝑚0 + 𝑚𝑡
2 (𝑚𝜂𝑡 + 𝑛0 )

(14)

where 𝑡 → ∞, 𝑚𝑡 + 𝑚0 ≈ 𝑚𝑡, and 𝑚𝜂𝑡 + 𝑛0 ≈ 𝑚𝜂𝑡. The initial
condition can obtain 𝑘𝑗 (𝑡𝑗 ) = 𝑚𝜂. Therefore, the solution of
(14) is
𝑘𝑖 = (𝑚𝜂 +

(10)

(11)

(4) The probability that any existing consumer 𝑖 is selected
in random linking is 1/(𝑚0 + 𝑚𝑡). The probability that
any existing consumer 𝑖 is selected in preferential linking is
Π𝑖 (0 ≤ Π𝑖 ≤ 1).
Π𝑖 =



𝑘𝑙 (𝛼 + 𝜀) Θ
)
⋅
(𝛽 + 𝛿) (𝜇 + 𝛿) + 𝑘 (𝛼 + 𝜀) (𝜇 + 𝛿) Θ 

𝑅0 =

diffusion. Two consumers are connected to the side. The
algorithm is described as follows.
(1) 𝑚0 consumers with food safety scare behavior and 𝑛0
sides (𝑚0 > 0, 𝑛 > 0) exist at 𝑡0 .
(2) At each period 𝑡𝑖 (𝑖 = 1, 2, 3, . . .), 𝑚 consumers with
food safety scare behavior are increased in the network, and
every new consumer has 𝜂 sides (𝑚 > 0, 𝜂 > 0).
(3) Without considering the factors of information transparency, the new consumers connect the consumer with
food safety scare behavior randomly in the proportion of
𝑝 or connect the consumer with food safety scare behavior
preferentially in the proportion of (1 − 𝑝) (0 ≤ 𝑝 ≤ 1). When
information transparency is introduced, the probability of
random connection is

2𝜂𝑝∗
𝑡 (1−𝑝
)
(
)
1 − 𝑝∗
𝑡𝑖

∗

)/2

−

2𝜂𝑝∗
.
1 − 𝑝∗

(15)

When consumers enter the network at every similar
period, the probability density of the selected time node 𝑡𝑖 is
𝑃𝑖 =

1
.
𝑚𝑡 + 𝑚0

(16)

When 𝑘𝑖 < 𝑘, 𝑃(𝑘𝑖 (𝑡) < 𝑘) is
𝑃 (𝑘𝑖 (𝑡) < 𝑘)
𝑘 (1 − 𝑝∗ ) + 2𝜂𝑝∗
= 𝑃 (𝑡𝑖 > 𝑡 [
]
𝑚𝜂 (1 − 𝑝∗ ) + 2𝜂𝑝∗
= 1 − 𝑃 (𝑡𝑖 ≤ 𝑡 [

−2/(1−𝑝∗ )

𝑘 (1 − 𝑝∗ ) + 2𝜂𝑝∗
]
𝑚𝜂 (1 − 𝑝∗ ) + 2𝜂𝑝∗

)

(17)
∗

−2/(1−𝑝 )

).
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Equations (16) and (17) are combined to obtain

Based on (19), the degree distribution function of food
safety scare behavior diffusion network is

𝑃 (𝑘𝑖 (𝑡) < 𝑘)
𝑘 (1 − 𝑝∗ ) + 2𝜂𝑝∗
𝑡
]
=1−
[
𝑚0 + 𝑚𝑡 𝑚𝜂 (1 − 𝑝∗ ) + 2𝜂𝑝∗

−2/(1−𝑝∗ )

,

(18)

𝑃 (𝑘) =

𝑘 (1 − 𝑝∗ ) + 2𝜂𝑝∗
2
]
[
=
𝑚 [𝑚𝜂 (1 − 𝑝∗ ) + 2𝜂𝑝∗ ] 𝑚𝜂 (1 − 𝑝∗ ) + 2𝜂𝑝∗

lim 𝑃 (𝑘𝑖 (𝑡) < 𝑘)

𝑡→∞

≈1−

𝑅0 =

∗

∗

𝑘 (1 − 𝑝 ) + 2𝜂𝑝
1
]
[
𝑚 𝑚𝜂 (1 − 𝑝∗ ) + 2𝜂𝑝∗

𝜆𝑙 (2 − 𝑒−𝜃/𝑤 − 𝑒−𝜃/ℎ ) ∑𝑘 𝑘2 𝑃 (𝑘)
(𝛽 + 𝛿) (𝜇 + 𝛿) ∑𝑘 𝑘𝑃 (𝑘)

−2/(1−𝑝∗ )

(19)

.

𝜕𝑃 (𝑘𝑖 (𝑡) < 𝑘)
𝜕𝑘
.

Equation (20) is integrated with (10); hence,
∞

≈

(20)

(𝑝∗ −3)/(1−𝑝∗ )

𝜆𝑙 (2 − 𝑒−𝜃/𝑤 − 𝑒−𝜃/ℎ ) ∫𝑚𝜂 𝑘2 [𝑘 (1 − 𝑝∗ ) + 2𝜂𝑝∗ ]
∞

𝑝∗ )

(𝛽 + 𝛿) (𝜇 + 𝛿) ∫𝑚𝜂 𝑘 [𝑘 (1 −

+

(𝑝∗ −3)/(1−𝑝∗ )

(𝑝∗ −3)/(1−𝑝∗ )
2𝜂𝑝∗ ]

𝑑𝑘

𝑑𝑘

(21)
−𝜃/𝑤

≈

𝜆𝑙𝜂 (2 − 𝑒

−𝜃/ℎ

−𝑒

2

2

𝑤ℎ/(𝜆𝜃)1/2
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Equation (21) shows that the effect on the rate of information dissemination 𝜆, consumer concerns about food safety
incidents 𝜃, government food safety supervision information
transparency 𝑤, and media food safety supervision information transparency ℎ on the basic reproductive number 𝑅0 can
be analyzed.

5. Analogue Simulation
Numerical simulation analysis is the most effective way for
testing without a large number of empirical validations of
real-time dynamic data [49]. Therefore, we can assume 𝑚 =
𝜂 = 5 and 𝑘 = 1000 given the different parameters.
We can simulate the network topology characteristics and
evolution characteristics of food safety scare behavior under
the effect of information transparency using the MATLAB
R2012b software.
5.1. Analysis of Network Topology Characteristics of Food
Safety Scare Behavior under Different Information Transparency. To describe the network topology characteristics of
food safety scare behavior under the effect of information
transparency with the different rates of information dissemination 𝜆, consumers concern about food safety incidents
𝜃, government food safety supervision information transparency 𝑤, and media food safety supervision information
transparency ℎ, the impact of network topology on the food
safety scare behavior diffusion is simulated (Figure 3). The
initial values are 𝜃 = 0.2, 𝑝 = 𝜆 = ℎ = 0.3, and 𝑤 = 0.4.
Figure 3 shows that the network degree distribution
of food safety scare behavior diffusion under the effect of
information transparency shows the decreasing characteristic
of diminishing margins. The comparative analysis of Figures 3(a), 3(b), 3(c), and 3(d) shows that the information
transmission rate 𝜆, consumer concerns about food safety
incidents 𝜃, government food safety supervision information

+ (𝑚 −

3𝑤ℎ/(𝜆𝜃)1/2

2

+ (𝑚 + 4𝑚 − 8) 𝑝

1/2
2) 𝑝3𝑤ℎ/(𝜆𝜃)

+

1/2
𝑝4𝑤ℎ/(𝜆𝜃) ]

4𝑤ℎ/(𝜆𝜃)1/2

+ 4𝑝

]

.

transparency 𝑤, and media food safety supervision information transparency ℎ have different effects on the network
degree distribution of food safety scare diffusion behavior,
whose prominence is as follows: government food safety
supervision information transparency 𝑤 on the network
distribution of food safety scare diffusion behavior, consumer
concerns about food safety incidents 𝜃 on the network
degree distribution of food safety scare behavior diffusion,
the rate of information dissemination 𝜆 on the network
degree distribution of food safety scare behavior diffusion,
and media food safety supervision information transparency
ℎ on the network degree distribution of food safety scare
behavior diffusion. Moreover, Figure 3 shows that the sensitivity of network degree distribution of food safety scare
behavior diffusion is enhanced along with the increase of the
rate of information dissemination 𝜆 or consumer concerns
about food safety incidents 𝜃. The sensitivity of the network
degree distribution of food safety scare behavior diffusion
reduces along with the increase of government food safety
supervision information transparency 𝑤 or media food safety
supervision information transparency ℎ.
In order to better describe the influence of the speed
of information dissemination, consumers’ attention to food
safety accidents, the government food safety supervision
information transparency, and media food safety supervision
information transparency on network topology characteristics of food safety panic behavior diffusion, under the
circumstance of 𝑚 = 𝜂 = 5, 𝑘 = 600, and 𝑝 = 0.3, we
conduct sensitivity analysis on 𝜃, 𝜆, 𝑤, and ℎ, as shown in
Tables 2 and 3.
Through the sensitivity analysis of Tables 2 and 3, the
conclusions obtained in Figure 3 are further verified. And we
find that the government food safety supervision information
transparency and media food safety supervision information transparency have the “scatter effect” on the network
degree distribution of food safety scares behavior diffusion;
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Figure 3: Effect of information transparency on the network topology characteristics of food safety scare behavior diffusion: (a) the network
topology characteristics of food safety scare behavior diffusion when the rates of information dissemination are 𝜆 = 0.2, 𝜆 = 0.4, 𝜆 = 0.6, and
𝜆 = 0.8; (b) the network topology characteristics of food safety scare behavior diffusion when consumer concerns about food safety incidents
are 𝜃 = 0.2, 𝜃 = 0.4, 𝜃 = 0.6, and 𝜃 = 0.8; (c) the network topology characteristics of food safety scare behavior diffusion when government
food safety supervision information transparency is 𝑤 = 0.2, 𝑤 = 0.4, 𝑤 = 0.6, and 𝑤 = 0.8; and (d) the network topology characteristics of
food safety scare behavior diffusion when media food safety supervision information transparency is ℎ = 0.2, ℎ = 0.4, ℎ = 0.6, and ℎ = 0.8.

namely, the greater the government food safety supervision
information transparency and media food safety supervision
information transparency are, the smaller the food safety
scare behavior forms. The speed of information dissemination and consumers’ attention to food safety accidents
have “cluster effect” on the network degree distribution of
food safety scares behavior diffusion; namely, the greater the
information transmission rate is and the higher the number
of consumers on food safety accidents is, the more the
probability of formation of food safety scares behavior of
groups is. Moreover, “cluster effect” is more marked than
“scatter effect.”

5.2. Analysis of Evolution Characteristics of Food Safety Scare
Behavior Diffusion under Different Information Transparency.
The impact of evolution characteristics on food safety scare
behavior diffusion is simulated (Figures 4 and 5) to describe
the evolution characteristics of food safety scare behavior
under the effect of information transparency with the different values of the rate of information dissemination 𝜆,
consumer concerns about food safety incidents 𝜃, government food safety supervision information transparency 𝑤,
and media food safety supervision information transparency
ℎ. The initial values are 𝜃 = 𝑙 = 𝛽 = 𝜇 = 𝛿 = 0.2, 𝑝 = 𝜆 =
ℎ = 0.3, and 𝑤 = 0.4.
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Expectation

3.285𝐸 − 34
4.261𝐸 − 25
2.774𝐸 − 21
3.493𝐸 − 19
7.336𝐸 − 18
5.861𝐸 − 17
2.620𝐸 − 16
8.041𝐸 − 16
1.909𝐸 − 15

9.668𝐸 − 31
9.289𝐸 − 23
1.561𝐸 − 19
8.488𝐸 − 18
1.003𝐸 − 16
5.263𝐸 − 16
1.705𝐸 − 15
4.052𝐸 − 15
7.810𝐸 − 15

2.056𝐸 − 27
1.296𝐸 − 20
5.686𝐸 − 18
1.376𝐸 − 16
9.416𝐸 − 16
3.328𝐸 − 15
7.977𝐸 − 15
1.494𝐸 − 14
2.367𝐸 − 14

4.793𝐸 − 25
3.929𝐸 − 19
6.594𝐸 − 17
9.046𝐸 − 16
4.244𝐸 − 15
1.143𝐸 − 14
2.225𝐸 − 14
3.528𝐸 − 14
4.869𝐸 − 14

Variance

Table 2: The sensitivity analysis about the influence of the speed of information dissemination, consumers’ attention to food safety accidents, and media food safety supervision information
transparency on network topology characteristics of food safety panic behavior diffusion.
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6.479𝐸 − 08

5.769𝐸 − 17
2.079𝐸 − 12
1.681𝐸 − 10
1.892𝐸 − 09
8.699𝐸 − 09
2.467𝐸 − 08
5.231𝐸 − 08
9.188𝐸 − 08
1.419𝐸 − 07

0.4

3.089𝐸 − 24
7.423𝐸 − 18
7.937𝐸 − 15
4.988𝐸 − 13
7.868𝐸 − 12
5.659𝐸 − 11
2.490𝐸 − 10
7.886𝐸 − 10
1.982𝐸 − 09

6.281𝐸 − 22
4.968𝐸 − 16
2.456𝐸 − 13
9.012𝐸 − 12
9.567𝐸 − 11
5.075𝐸 − 10
1.753𝐸 − 09
4.559𝐸 − 09
9.722𝐸 − 09

1.403𝐸 − 19
2.890𝐸 − 14
6.212𝐸 − 12
1.307𝐸 − 10
9.310𝐸 − 10
3.654𝐸 − 09
9.968𝐸 − 09
2.141𝐸 − 08
3.900𝐸 − 08

7.423𝐸 − 18
4.988𝐸 − 13
5.659𝐸 − 11
7.886𝐸 − 10
4.206𝐸 − 09
1.331𝐸 − 08
3.071𝐸 − 08
5.770𝐸 − 08
9.414𝐸 − 08

𝜆
0.5
0.6
𝜃 = 0.2, ℎ = 0.3
1.294𝐸 − 18
1.444𝐸 − 13
2.176𝐸 − 11
3.636𝐸 − 10
2.202𝐸 − 09
7.656𝐸 − 09
1.900𝐸 − 08
3.785𝐸 − 08
6.479𝐸 − 08
𝜃 = 0.3, ℎ = 0.3
2.138𝐸 − 20
7.204𝐸 − 15
2.079𝐸 − 12
5.312𝐸 − 11
4.345𝐸 − 10
1.892𝐸 − 09
5.597𝐸 − 09
1.283𝐸 − 08
2.467𝐸 − 08
𝜃 = 0.5, ℎ = 0.3
8.268𝐸 − 23
1.025𝐸 − 16
6.841𝐸 − 14
3.086𝐸 − 12
3.808𝐸 − 11
2.267𝐸 − 10
8.578𝐸 − 10
2.402𝐸 − 09
5.447𝐸 − 09
𝜃 = 0.8, ℎ = 0.3
3.667𝐸 − 25
1.294𝐸 − 18
1.857𝐸 − 15
1.444𝐸 − 13
2.671𝐸 − 12
2.176𝐸 − 11
1.058𝐸 − 10
3.636𝐸 − 10
9.787𝐸 − 10
5.909𝐸 − 26
2.816𝐸 − 19
5.159𝐸 − 16
4.804𝐸 − 14
1.019𝐸 − 12
9.244𝐸 − 12
4.901𝐸 − 11
1.810𝐸 − 10
5.172𝐸 − 10

1.438𝐸 − 23
2.562𝐸 − 17
2.203𝐸 − 14
1.186𝐸 − 12
1.667𝐸 − 11
1.097𝐸 − 10
4.497𝐸 − 10
1.344𝐸 − 09
3.217𝐸 − 09

4.172𝐸 − 21
2.111𝐸 − 15
7.837𝐸 − 13
2.369𝐸 − 11
2.185𝐸 − 10
1.042𝐸 − 09
3.311𝐸 − 09
8.045𝐸 − 09
1.622𝐸 − 08

2.816𝐸 − 19
4.804𝐸 − 14
9.244𝐸 − 12
1.810𝐸 − 10
1.225𝐸 − 09
4.628𝐸 − 09
1.225𝐸 − 08
2.571𝐸 − 08
4.591𝐸 − 08

0.7

1.198𝐸 − 26
7.255𝐸 − 20
1.636𝐸 − 16
1.781𝐸 − 14
4.261𝐸 − 13
4.248𝐸 − 12
2.431𝐸 − 11
9.567𝐸 − 11
2.885𝐸 − 10

3.089𝐸 − 24
7.423𝐸 − 18
7.937𝐸 − 15
4.988𝐸 − 13
7.868𝐸 − 12
5.659𝐸 − 11
2.490𝐸 − 10
7.886𝐸 − 10
1.982𝐸 − 09

9.825𝐸 − 22
7.010𝐸 − 16
3.241𝐸 − 13
1.136𝐸 − 11
1.166𝐸 − 10
6.033𝐸 − 10
2.043𝐸 − 09
5.228𝐸 − 09
1.100𝐸 − 08

7.255𝐸 − 20
1.781𝐸 − 14
4.248𝐸 − 12
9.567𝐸 − 11
7.152𝐸 − 10
2.911𝐸 − 09
8.169𝐸 − 09
1.795𝐸 − 08
3.332𝐸 − 08

0.8

2.905𝐸 − 27
2.138𝐸 − 20
5.769𝐸 − 17
7.204𝐸 − 15
1.917𝐸 − 13
2.079𝐸 − 12
1.275𝐸 − 11
5.312𝐸 − 11
1.681𝐸 − 10

7.826𝐸 − 25
2.419𝐸 − 18
3.130𝐸 − 15
2.256𝐸 − 13
3.944𝐸 − 12
3.073𝐸 − 11
1.442𝐸 − 10
4.812𝐸 − 10
1.264𝐸 − 09

2.684𝐸 − 22
2.573𝐸 − 16
1.444𝐸 − 13
5.777𝐸 − 12
6.532𝐸 − 11
3.636𝐸 − 10
1.305𝐸 − 09
3.499𝐸 − 09
7.656𝐸 − 09

2.138𝐸 − 20
7.204𝐸 − 15
2.079𝐸 − 12
5.312𝐸 − 11
4.345𝐸 − 10
1.892𝐸 − 09
5.597𝐸 − 09
1.283𝐸 − 08
2.467𝐸 − 08

0.09

6.418𝐸 − 18
2.331𝐸 − 13
1.919𝐸 − 11
2.224𝐸 − 10
1.063𝐸 − 09
3.161𝐸 − 09
7.069𝐸 − 09
1.316𝐸 − 08
2.161𝐸 − 08

3.486𝐸 − 16
3.473𝐸 − 12
1.476𝐸 − 10
1.147𝐸 − 09
4.208𝐸 − 09
1.038𝐸 − 08
2.023𝐸 − 08
3.391𝐸 − 08
5.129𝐸 − 08

1.612𝐸 − 14
4.179𝐸 − 11
9.318𝐸 − 10
4.986𝐸 − 09
1.439𝐸 − 08
3.008𝐸 − 08
5.200𝐸 − 08
7.958𝐸 − 08
1.120𝐸 − 07

2.331𝐸 − 13
2.224𝐸 − 10
3.161𝐸 − 09
1.316𝐸 − 08
3.246𝐸 − 08
6.101𝐸 − 08
9.764𝐸 − 08
1.408𝐸 − 07
1.889𝐸 − 07

Expectation

3.285𝐸 − 34
4.261𝐸 − 25
2.774𝐸 − 21
3.493𝐸 − 19
7.336𝐸 − 18
5.861𝐸 − 17
2.620𝐸 − 16
8.041𝐸 − 16
1.909𝐸 − 15

9.668𝐸 − 31
9.289𝐸 − 23
1.561𝐸 − 19
8.488𝐸 − 18
1.003𝐸 − 16
5.263𝐸 − 16
1.705𝐸 − 15
4.052𝐸 − 15
7.810𝐸 − 15

2.056𝐸 − 27
1.296𝐸 − 20
5.686𝐸 − 18
1.376𝐸 − 16
9.416𝐸 − 16
3.328𝐸 − 15
7.977𝐸 − 15
1.494𝐸 − 14
2.367𝐸 − 14

4.793𝐸 − 25
3.929𝐸 − 19
6.594𝐸 − 17
9.046𝐸 − 16
4.244𝐸 − 15
1.143𝐸 − 14
2.225𝐸 − 14
3.528𝐸 − 14
4.869𝐸 − 14

Variance

Table 3: The sensitivity analysis about the influence of the speed of information dissemination, consumers’ attention to food safety accidents, and the government food safety supervision
information transparency on network topology characteristics of food safety panic behavior diffusion.
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Figure 4: Effect of information transparency on the evolution characteristics of food safety scare behavior diffusion: (a) the effect of the rate
of information dissemination 𝜆 on the evolution characteristics of food safety scare behavior diffusion; (b) the effect of consumer concerns
about food safety incidents 𝜃 on the evolution characteristics of food safety scare behavior diffusion; (c) the effect of government food safety
supervision information transparency 𝑤 on the evolution characteristics of food safety scare behavior diffusion; and (d) the effect of media
food safety supervision information transparency ℎ on the evolution characteristics of food safety scare behavior diffusion.

The diffusion probability of food safety scare behavior
is shown in Figures 4(a) and 4(b). The rate of information
dissemination 𝜆 increases as consumer concerns about food
safety incidents 𝜃 increase. The increase of diminishing
margins is shown. Figures 4(a) and 4(b) show that when the
rate of information dissemination 𝜆 and consumer concerns
about food safety incidents 𝜃 are less than 0.1, the basic
reproduction number 𝑅0 is less than 1, and food safety scare
behavior gradually disappears. When the rate of information
dissemination 𝜆 and consumer concerns about food safety
incidents 𝜃 are greater than 0.1, the basic reproduction number 𝑅0 is more than 1, and food safety scare behavior diffusion
occurs with a nonzero probability. The diffusion probability
of food safety scare behavior is high with the increasing
rate of information dissemination 𝜆 and consumer concerns
about food safety incidents 𝜃. The diffusion probability of
food safety scare behavior shows the declining characteristic
of diminishing margins based on Figures 4(c) and 4(d)
with increasing government food safety supervision information transparency 𝑤 and media food safety supervision

information transparency ℎ. Improving government food
safety supervision information transparency 𝑤 and media
food safety supervision information transparency ℎ can
reduce the value of the basic reproduction number 𝑅0 . Such
improvement can reduce the diffusion probability of food
safety scare behavior and play a certain inhibition effect
of food safety scare behavior diffusion. However, given a
single adjustment of government food safety supervision
information transparency 𝑤 and media food safety supervision information transparency ℎ, the value of the basic
reproduction number 𝑅0 remains more than 1. Therefore, the
gradual disappearance of food safety scare behavior cannot
be achieved.
Figure 5(a) shows that the diffusion probability of food
safety scare behavior is characterized by the increase of
diminishing margins with the increase of consumer concerns about food safety incidents 𝜃 and government food
safety supervision information transparency 𝑤. Therefore,
the spread of food safety scare behavior is suppressed, and the
basic reproduction number 𝑅0 of less than 1 can be achieved
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Figure 5: Effect of the interaction of information transparency factors on the evolution characteristics of food safety scare behavior: (a)
the effect of the interaction between consumer concerns about food safety incidents 𝜃 and government food safety supervision information
transparency 𝑤 on the evolution characteristics of food safety scare behavior diffusion; (b) the effect of the interaction between consumer
concerns about food safety incidents 𝜃 and media food safety supervision information transparency ℎ on the evolution characteristics of food
safety scare behavior diffusion; (c) the effect of the interaction between government food safety supervision information transparency 𝑤 and
media food safety supervision information transparency ℎ on the evolution characteristics of food safety scare behavior diffusion; (d) the effect
of the interaction between the rate of information dissemination 𝜆 and consumer concerns about food safety incidents 𝜃 on the evolution
characteristics of food safety scare behavior diffusion; (e) the effect of the interaction between the rate of information dissemination 𝜆 and
government food safety supervision information transparency 𝑤 on the evolution characteristics of food safety scare behavior diffusion; and
(f) the effect of the interaction between the rate of information dissemination 𝜆 and media food safety supervision information transparency
ℎ on the evolution characteristics of food safety scare behavior diffusion.

by increasing government food safety supervision information transparency 𝑤 and decreasing consumer concerns
about food safety incidents 𝜃. Figure 5(b) shows that the diffusion probability of food safety scare behavior is characterized

by the increase of diminishing margins with the increase
of consumer concerns about food safety incidents 𝜃 and
media food safety supervision information transparency ℎ.
Therefore, the purpose of inhibiting the spread of food safety
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scare behavior can be achieved by increasing media food
safety supervision information transparency ℎ and reducing
consumer concerns about food safety incidents 𝜃. Figure 5(c)
shows that, with the increase of government food safety
supervision information transparency 𝑤 and media food
safety supervision information transparency ℎ, the diffusion
probability of food safety scare behavior shows the decreasing
characteristic of diminishing margins. Therefore, curbing the
spread of food safety scare behavior can be achieved by
improving media food safety supervision information transparency ℎ and government food safety supervision information transparency 𝑤. Figure 5(d) shows that the diffusion
probability of food safety scare behavior is characterized by
the increase of diminishing margins with the increase of the
rate of information dissemination 𝜆 and consumer concerns
about food safety incidents 𝜃. Therefore, reducing the rate of
information dissemination 𝜆 and consumer concerns about
food safety incidents 𝜃 can inhibit the spread of food safety
scare behavior. Figure 5(e) shows that, with the increase of
the rate of information dissemination 𝜆 and government food
safety supervision information transparency 𝑤, the diffusion
probability of food safety scare behavior is characterized by
the increase of diminishing margins. Therefore, reducing the
rate of information dissemination 𝜆 and government food
safety supervision information transparency 𝑤 can inhibit the
spread of food safety scare behavior. Figure 5(f) shows that,
with the increase of the rate of information dissemination 𝜆
and media food safety supervision information transparency
ℎ, the diffusion probability of food safety scare behavior
shows an increasing diminishing margin. Therefore, curbing
the spread of food safety scare behavior can be achieved by
reducing the rate of information dissemination 𝜆 and increasing media food safety supervision information transparency
ℎ.
In order to better describe the influence of the speed
of information dissemination, consumers’ attention to food
safety accidents, the government food safety supervision
information transparency, and media food safety supervision
information transparency on evolution characteristics of
food safety panic behavior diffusion, under the circumstance
of 𝑙 = 𝛽 = 𝜇 = 𝛿 = 0.2, 𝑚 = 𝜂 = 5, 𝑘 = 600, and 𝑝 = 0.3,
we conduct sensitivity analysis on 𝜃, 𝜆, 𝑤, and ℎ, as shown in
Tables 4 and 5.
The sensitivity analysis of Tables 4 and 5 further verified
the conclusions obtained in Figures 4 and 5. And we find
that the government food safety supervision information
transparency and media food safety supervision information
transparency have the “depression effect” on evolutionary
existence of the food safety scares behavior diffusion; namely,
the greater the government food safety supervision information transparency and media food safety supervision information transparency are, the smaller the diffusion probability
of the food safety scare behavior is. The speed of information dissemination and consumers’ attention to food safety
accidents have “strengthening effect” on the evolutionary
existence of the food safety scares behavior diffusion; namely,
the greater the information transmission rate is and the
higher the number of consumers on food safety accidents
is, the more the diffusion probability of food safety scares

Complexity
behavior is. Moreover, “strengthening effect” is more marked
than “depression effect.” Therefore, in the formulation of the
control strategy of food safety scares behavior diffusion, we
should focus on the control of transmission rate and reduce
the strong attention of consumers on food safety accidents,
while improving the government food safety supervision
information transparency and media food safety supervision
information transparency.

6. Conclusion
We construct the network diffusion model of food safety
scare behavior, analyze the network topology characteristics
of food safety scare behavior diffusion under the effect of
information transparency in theory, and analyze the network
topology characteristics and evolution characteristics of food
safety scare behavior in numerical simulation under different
information transparency by introducing information transparency. The theoretical deduction and numerical simulation
reveal the following.
(1) Under the effect of consumer concerns about food
safety incidents, the rate of information dissemination, media
food safety supervision information transparency, and government food safety supervision information transparency,
the network degree distribution of food safety scare behavior
diffusion shows the declining characteristic of diminishing
margins. The significant effects have the following order: government food safety supervision information transparency,
consumer concerns about food safety incidents, the rate of
information dissemination, and media food safety supervision information transparency. In addition, the sensitivity of
the change of the network degree distribution about food
safety scare behavior diffusion is enhanced with the increase
of information transmission rate and consumer concerns
about food safety incidents. The sensitivity of the change
of the network degree distribution about food safety scare
behavior diffusion reduces with the increase of government
food safety supervision information transparency.
(2) The diffusion probability of food safety scare behavior
shows the characteristics of monotone increasing, along with
the increasing information dissemination rate and consumer
concerns about food safety incidents. The increase of government food safety supervision information transparency
and media food safety supervision information transparency
shows the declining characteristics of diminishing margins.
Moreover, the extinction of food safety scare behavior cannot
be achieved gradually given a single regulation of government
food safety supervision information transparency and media
food safety supervision information transparency.
(3) Food safety scare behavior diffusion probability
increases, along with the increasing consumer concerns
about food safety incidents which show the increasing
characteristics of diminishing margins. The increase of government food safety supervision information transparency
and media food safety supervision information transparency
shows the declining characteristics of diminishing margins.
The purpose of inhibiting the spread of food safety scare
behavior can be achieved by reducing consumer concerns
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1.039𝐸 + 01
9.979𝐸 + 00
9.640𝐸 + 00
9.354𝐸 + 00
𝜃 = 0.8, 𝑤 = 0.3
1.453𝐸 + 01
1.440𝐸 + 01
1.402𝐸 + 01
1.353𝐸 + 01
1.303𝐸 + 01
1.257𝐸 + 01
1.216𝐸 + 01
1.179𝐸 + 01
1.147𝐸 + 01
1.695𝐸 + 01
1.680𝐸 + 01
1.635𝐸 + 01
1.578𝐸 + 01
1.520𝐸 + 01
1.466𝐸 + 01
1.418𝐸 + 01
1.376𝐸 + 01
1.338𝐸 + 01

1.585𝐸 + 01
1.519𝐸 + 01
1.426𝐸 + 01
1.340𝐸 + 01
1.270𝐸 + 01
1.212𝐸 + 01
1.164𝐸 + 01
1.124𝐸 + 01
1.091𝐸 + 01

1.390𝐸 + 01
1.238𝐸 + 01
1.111𝐸 + 01
1.020𝐸 + 01
9.537𝐸 + 00
9.035𝐸 + 00
8.646𝐸 + 00
8.335𝐸 + 00
8.078𝐸 + 00

1.187𝐸 + 01
9.832𝐸 + 00
8.559𝐸 + 00
7.747𝐸 + 00
7.192𝐸 + 00
6.791𝐸 + 00
6.486𝐸 + 00
6.243𝐸 + 00
6.039𝐸 + 00

0.7

1.937𝐸 + 01
1.919𝐸 + 01
1.869𝐸 + 01
1.803𝐸 + 01
1.737𝐸 + 01
1.675𝐸 + 01
1.620𝐸 + 01
1.572𝐸 + 01
1.529𝐸 + 01

1.811𝐸 + 01
1.736𝐸 + 01
1.629𝐸 + 01
1.532𝐸 + 01
1.451𝐸 + 01
1.384𝐸 + 01
1.330𝐸 + 01
1.284𝐸 + 01
1.246𝐸 + 01

1.588𝐸 + 01
1.415𝐸 + 01
1.270𝐸 + 01
1.166𝐸 + 01
1.090𝐸 + 01
1.032𝐸 + 01
9.878𝐸 + 00
9.523𝐸 + 00
9.232𝐸 + 00

1.356𝐸 + 01
1.124𝐸 + 01
9.781𝐸 + 00
8.852𝐸 + 00
8.217𝐸 + 00
7.758𝐸 + 00
7.411𝐸 + 00
7.136𝐸 + 00
6.910𝐸 + 00

0.8

2.179𝐸 + 01
2.159𝐸 + 01
2.102𝐸 + 01
2.028𝐸 + 01
1.954𝐸 + 01
1.885𝐸 + 01
1.823𝐸 + 01
1.768𝐸 + 01
1.720𝐸 + 01

2.037𝐸 + 01
1.953𝐸 + 01
1.833𝐸 + 01
1.723𝐸 + 01
1.632𝐸 + 01
1.557𝐸 + 01
1.496𝐸 + 01
1.445𝐸 + 01
1.402𝐸 + 01

1.787𝐸 + 01
1.592𝐸 + 01
1.429𝐸 + 01
1.311𝐸 + 01
1.226𝐸 + 01
1.161𝐸 + 01
1.111𝐸 + 01
1.071𝐸 + 01
1.038𝐸 + 01

1.526𝐸 + 01
1.264𝐸 + 01
1.100𝐸 + 01
9.956𝐸 + 00
9.242𝐸 + 00
8.726𝐸 + 00
8.336𝐸 + 00
8.029𝐸 + 00
7.778𝐸 + 00

0.09

1.211𝐸 + 01
1.200𝐸 + 01
1.168𝐸 + 01
1.127𝐸 + 01
1.086𝐸 + 01
1.048𝐸 + 01
1.013𝐸 + 01
9.827𝐸 + 00
9.557𝐸 + 00

1.132𝐸 + 01
1.085𝐸 + 01
1.019𝐸 + 01
9.578𝐸 + 00
9.071𝐸 + 00
8.656𝐸 + 00
8.313𝐸 + 00
8.025𝐸 + 00
7.779𝐸 + 00

9.927𝐸 + 00
8.845𝐸 + 00
7.941𝐸 + 00
7.290𝐸 + 00
6.813𝐸 + 00
6.451𝐸 + 00
6.165𝐸 + 00
5.932𝐸 + 00
5.733𝐸 + 00

8.479𝐸 + 00
7.025𝐸 + 00
6.116𝐸 + 00
5.535𝐸 + 00
5.134𝐸 + 00
4.839𝐸 + 00
4.609𝐸 + 00
4.419𝐸 + 00
4.255𝐸 + 00

Expectation

4.396𝐸 + 01
4.316𝐸 + 01
4.089𝐸 + 01
3.806𝐸 + 01
3.530𝐸 + 01
3.285𝐸 + 01
3.073𝐸 + 01
2.894𝐸 + 01
2.742𝐸 + 01

3.842𝐸 + 01
3.529𝐸 + 01
3.108𝐸 + 01
2.746𝐸 + 01
2.463𝐸 + 01
2.244𝐸 + 01
2.074𝐸 + 01
1.941𝐸 + 01
1.837𝐸 + 01

2.955𝐸 + 01
2.344𝐸 + 01
1.888𝐸 + 01
1.591𝐸 + 01
1.391𝐸 + 01
1.253𝐸 + 01
1.154𝐸 + 01
1.082𝐸 + 01
1.029𝐸 + 01

2.155𝐸 + 01
1.478𝐸 + 01
1.120𝐸 + 01
9.179𝐸 + 00
7.942𝐸 + 00
7.139𝐸 + 00
6.596𝐸 + 00
6.215𝐸 + 00
5.935𝐸 + 00

Variance

Table 4: The sensitivity analysis about the influence of the speed of information dissemination, consumers’ attention to food safety accidents, and media food safety supervision information
transparency on evolution characteristics of food safety panic behavior diffusion.
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0.2

3.393𝐸 + 00
2.813𝐸 + 00
2.451𝐸 + 00
2.218𝐸 + 00
2.052𝐸 + 00
1.917𝐸 + 00
1.797𝐸 + 00
1.684𝐸 + 00
1.573𝐸 + 00

3.972𝐸 + 00
3.541𝐸 + 00
3.181𝐸 + 00
2.922𝐸 + 00
2.731𝐸 + 00
2.579𝐸 + 00
2.450𝐸 + 00
2.332𝐸 + 00
2.219𝐸 + 00

4.529𝐸 + 00
4.343𝐸 + 00
4.078𝐸 + 00
3.837𝐸 + 00
3.636𝐸 + 00
3.470𝐸 + 00
3.329𝐸 + 00
3.206𝐸 + 00
3.092𝐸 + 00

4.844𝐸 + 00
4.801𝐸 + 00
4.676𝐸 + 00
4.514𝐸 + 00
4.350𝐸 + 00
4.199𝐸 + 00
4.062𝐸 + 00
3.939𝐸 + 00
3.827𝐸 + 00

0.1

1.697𝐸 + 00
1.408𝐸 + 00
1.226𝐸 + 00
1.100𝐸 + 00
9.961𝐸 − 01
9.008𝐸 − 01
8.111𝐸 − 01
7.278𝐸 − 01
6.528𝐸 − 01

1.987𝐸 + 00
1.772𝐸 + 00
1.593𝐸 + 00
1.460𝐸 + 00
1.352𝐸 + 00
1.256𝐸 + 00
1.163𝐸 + 00
1.073𝐸 + 00
9.868𝐸 − 01

2.265𝐸 + 00
2.173𝐸 + 00
2.042𝐸 + 00
1.921𝐸 + 00
1.818𝐸 + 00
1.725𝐸 + 00
1.639𝐸 + 00
1.554𝐸 + 00
1.469𝐸 + 00

2.422𝐸 + 00
2.402𝐸 + 00
2.340𝐸 + 00
2.260𝐸 + 00
2.178𝐸 + 00
2.100𝐸 + 00
2.026𝐸 + 00
1.953𝐸 + 00
1.881𝐸 + 00

0.1
0.2
0.3
0.4
0.5
0.6
0.7
0.8
0.9

0.1
0.2
0.3
0.4
0.5
0.6
0.7
0.8
0.9

0.1
0.2
0.3
0.4
0.5
0.6
0.7
0.8
0.9

0.1
0.2
0.3
0.4
0.5
0.6
0.7
0.8
0.9

𝑤

7.265𝐸 + 00
7.201𝐸 + 00
7.011𝐸 + 00
6.767𝐸 + 00
6.520𝐸 + 00
6.292𝐸 + 00
6.088𝐸 + 00
5.906𝐸 + 00
5.745𝐸 + 00

6.792𝐸 + 00
6.513𝐸 + 00
6.115𝐸 + 00
5.751𝐸 + 00
5.449𝐸 + 00
5.202𝐸 + 00
4.997𝐸 + 00
4.824𝐸 + 00
4.673𝐸 + 00

5.957𝐸 + 00
5.309𝐸 + 00
4.768𝐸 + 00
4.379𝐸 + 00
4.095𝐸 + 00
3.878𝐸 + 00
3.703𝐸 + 00
3.554𝐸 + 00
3.419𝐸 + 00

5.088𝐸 + 00
4.217𝐸 + 00
3.673𝐸 + 00
3.326𝐸 + 00
3.086𝐸 + 00
2.905𝐸 + 00
2.755𝐸 + 00
2.621𝐸 + 00
2.494𝐸 + 00

0.3

9.686𝐸 + 00
9.600𝐸 + 00
9.347𝐸 + 00
9.020𝐸 + 00
8.690𝐸 + 00
8.385𝐸 + 00
8.111𝐸 + 00
7.870𝐸 + 00
7.656𝐸 + 00

9.056𝐸 + 00
8.682𝐸 + 00
8.150𝐸 + 00
7.665𝐸 + 00
7.261𝐸 + 00
6.931𝐸 + 00
6.659𝐸 + 00
6.432𝐸 + 00
6.238𝐸 + 00

7.943𝐸 + 00
7.077𝐸 + 00
6.355𝐸 + 00
5.835𝐸 + 00
5.456𝐸 + 00
5.170𝐸 + 00
4.944𝐸 + 00
4.758𝐸 + 00
4.597𝐸 + 00

6.784𝐸 + 00
5.621𝐸 + 00
4.895𝐸 + 00
4.432𝐸 + 00
4.115𝐸 + 00
3.881𝐸 + 00
3.696𝐸 + 00
3.539𝐸 + 00
3.396𝐸 + 00

0.4

1.211𝐸 + 01
1.200𝐸 + 01
1.168𝐸 + 01
1.127𝐸 + 01
1.086𝐸 + 01
1.048𝐸 + 01
1.013𝐸 + 01
9.832𝐸 + 00
9.565𝐸 + 00

1.132𝐸 + 01
1.085𝐸 + 01
1.019𝐸 + 01
9.578𝐸 + 00
9.073𝐸 + 00
8.659𝐸 + 00
8.319𝐸 + 00
8.036𝐸 + 00
7.797𝐸 + 00

9.927𝐸 + 00
8.845𝐸 + 00
7.942𝐸 + 00
7.291𝐸 + 00
6.817𝐸 + 00
6.459𝐸 + 00
6.180𝐸 + 00
5.954𝐸 + 00
5.763𝐸 + 00

8.479𝐸 + 00
7.025𝐸 + 00
6.117𝐸 + 00
5.537𝐸 + 00
5.141𝐸 + 00
4.853𝐸 + 00
4.630𝐸 + 00
4.446𝐸 + 00
4.285𝐸 + 00

𝜆
0.5
0.6
𝜃 = 0.2, ℎ = 0.3
1.017𝐸 + 01
8.429𝐸 + 00
7.338𝐸 + 00
6.642𝐸 + 00
6.167𝐸 + 00
5.822𝐸 + 00
5.559𝐸 + 00
5.346𝐸 + 00
5.165𝐸 + 00
𝜃 = 0.3, ℎ = 0.3
1.191𝐸 + 01
1.061𝐸 + 01
9.528𝐸 + 00
8.747𝐸 + 00
8.177𝐸 + 00
7.747𝐸 + 00
7.414𝐸 + 00
7.145𝐸 + 00
6.922𝐸 + 00
𝜃 = 0.5, ℎ = 0.3
1.358𝐸 + 01
1.302𝐸 + 01
1.222𝐸 + 01
1.149𝐸 + 01
1.088𝐸 + 01
1.039𝐸 + 01
9.979𝐸 + 00
9.640𝐸 + 00
9.354𝐸 + 00
𝜃 = 0.8, ℎ = 0.3
1.453𝐸 + 01
1.440𝐸 + 01
1.402𝐸 + 01
1.353𝐸 + 01
1.303𝐸 + 01
1.257𝐸 + 01
1.216𝐸 + 01
1.179𝐸 + 01
1.147𝐸 + 01
1.695𝐸 + 01
1.680𝐸 + 01
1.635𝐸 + 01
1.578𝐸 + 01
1.520𝐸 + 01
1.466𝐸 + 01
1.418𝐸 + 01
1.376𝐸 + 01
1.338𝐸 + 01

1.585𝐸 + 01
1.519𝐸 + 01
1.426𝐸 + 01
1.340𝐸 + 01
1.270𝐸 + 01
1.212𝐸 + 01
1.164𝐸 + 01
1.124𝐸 + 01
1.091𝐸 + 01

1.390𝐸 + 01
1.238𝐸 + 01
1.111𝐸 + 01
1.020𝐸 + 01
9.537𝐸 + 00
9.035𝐸 + 00
8.646𝐸 + 00
8.335𝐸 + 00
8.078𝐸 + 00

1.187𝐸 + 01
9.832𝐸 + 00
8.559𝐸 + 00
7.747𝐸 + 00
7.192𝐸 + 00
6.791𝐸 + 00
6.486𝐸 + 00
6.243𝐸 + 00
6.039𝐸 + 00

0.7

1.937𝐸 + 01
1.919𝐸 + 01
1.869𝐸 + 01
1.803𝐸 + 01
1.737𝐸 + 01
1.675𝐸 + 01
1.620𝐸 + 01
1.572𝐸 + 01
1.529𝐸 + 01

1.811𝐸 + 01
1.736𝐸 + 01
1.629𝐸 + 01
1.532𝐸 + 01
1.451𝐸 + 01
1.384𝐸 + 01
1.330𝐸 + 01
1.284𝐸 + 01
1.246𝐸 + 01

1.588𝐸 + 01
1.415𝐸 + 01
1.270𝐸 + 01
1.166𝐸 + 01
1.090𝐸 + 01
1.032𝐸 + 01
9.878𝐸 + 00
9.523𝐸 + 00
9.232𝐸 + 00

1.356𝐸 + 01
1.124𝐸 + 01
9.781𝐸 + 00
8.852𝐸 + 00
8.217𝐸 + 00
7.758𝐸 + 00
7.411𝐸 + 00
7.136𝐸 + 00
6.910𝐸 + 00

0.8

2.179𝐸 + 01
2.159𝐸 + 01
2.102𝐸 + 01
2.028𝐸 + 01
1.954𝐸 + 01
1.885𝐸 + 01
1.823𝐸 + 01
1.768𝐸 + 01
1.720𝐸 + 01

2.037𝐸 + 01
1.953𝐸 + 01
1.833𝐸 + 01
1.723𝐸 + 01
1.632𝐸 + 01
1.557𝐸 + 01
1.496𝐸 + 01
1.445𝐸 + 01
1.402𝐸 + 01

1.787𝐸 + 01
1.592𝐸 + 01
1.429𝐸 + 01
1.311𝐸 + 01
1.226𝐸 + 01
1.161𝐸 + 01
1.111𝐸 + 01
1.071𝐸 + 01
1.038𝐸 + 01

1.526𝐸 + 01
1.264𝐸 + 01
1.100𝐸 + 01
9.956𝐸 + 00
9.242𝐸 + 00
8.726𝐸 + 00
8.336𝐸 + 00
8.029𝐸 + 00
7.778𝐸 + 00

0.09

1.211𝐸 + 01
1.200𝐸 + 01
1.168𝐸 + 01
1.127𝐸 + 01
1.086𝐸 + 01
1.048𝐸 + 01
1.013𝐸 + 01
9.827𝐸 + 00
9.557𝐸 + 00

1.132𝐸 + 01
1.085𝐸 + 01
1.019𝐸 + 01
9.578𝐸 + 00
9.071𝐸 + 00
8.656𝐸 + 00
8.313𝐸 + 00
8.025𝐸 + 00
7.779𝐸 + 00

9.927𝐸 + 00
8.845𝐸 + 00
7.941𝐸 + 00
7.290𝐸 + 00
6.813𝐸 + 00
6.451𝐸 + 00
6.165𝐸 + 00
5.932𝐸 + 00
5.733𝐸 + 00

8.479𝐸 + 00
7.025𝐸 + 00
6.116𝐸 + 00
5.535𝐸 + 00
5.134𝐸 + 00
4.839𝐸 + 00
4.609𝐸 + 00
4.419𝐸 + 00
4.255𝐸 + 00

Expectation

4.396𝐸 + 01
4.316𝐸 + 01
4.089𝐸 + 01
3.806𝐸 + 01
3.530𝐸 + 01
3.285𝐸 + 01
3.073𝐸 + 01
2.894𝐸 + 01
2.742𝐸 + 01

3.842𝐸 + 01
3.529𝐸 + 01
3.108𝐸 + 01
2.746𝐸 + 01
2.463𝐸 + 01
2.244𝐸 + 01
2.074𝐸 + 01
1.941𝐸 + 01
1.837𝐸 + 01

2.955𝐸 + 01
2.344𝐸 + 01
1.888𝐸 + 01
1.591𝐸 + 01
1.391𝐸 + 01
1.253𝐸 + 01
1.154𝐸 + 01
1.082𝐸 + 01
1.029𝐸 + 01

2.155𝐸 + 01
1.478𝐸 + 01
1.120𝐸 + 01
9.179𝐸 + 00
7.942𝐸 + 00
7.139𝐸 + 00
6.596𝐸 + 00
6.215𝐸 + 00
5.935𝐸 + 00

Variance

Table 5: The sensitivity analysis about the influence of the speed of information dissemination, consumers’ attention to food safety accidents, and the government food safety supervision
information transparency on evolution characteristics of food safety panic behavior diffusion.
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about food safety incidents and improving government food
safety supervision information transparency or media food
safety supervision information transparency.
(4) Food safety scare behavior diffusion probability
increases with government food safety supervision information transparency and media food safety supervision
information transparency, which show the declining characteristics of diminishing margins and the increased information dissemination and consumer concerns about food
safety incidents, which show the increasing characteristics
of diminishing margins. Increasing government food safety
supervision information transparency or media food safety
supervision information transparency and reducing the rate
of information dissemination and consumer concerns about
food safety incidents can inhibit food safety scare behavior
diffusion.
(5) The diffusion probability of food safety scare behavior presents the increasing characteristics of diminishing
margins with the increase of the information transmission
rate and government food safety supervision information
transparency or media food safety supervision information
transparency. The purpose of inhibiting the spread of food
safety scare behavior diffusion can be achieved by reducing
the rate of information dissemination and improving government food safety supervision information transparency or
media food safety supervision information transparency.
(6) The government food safety supervision information
transparency and media food safety supervision information
transparency have the “scatter effect” on the network degree
distribution of food safety scares behavior diffusion. The
speed of information dissemination and consumers’ attention to food safety accidents have “cluster effect” on the
network degree distribution of food safety scares behavior
diffusion. And “cluster effect” is more marked than “scatter
effect.” The government food safety supervision information
transparency and media food safety supervision information
transparency have the “depression effect” on evolutionary
existence of the food safety scares behavior diffusion. The
speed of information dissemination and consumers’ attention
to food safety accidents have “strengthening effect” on the
evolutionary existence of the food safety scares behavior
diffusion. And “strengthening effect” is more marked than
“depression effect.”
The present study analyzes the diffusion mechanisms, the
network topology characteristics, and the evolution characteristics of the food safety scare behavior from the perspective of information transparency and enriches the research
on food safety scare behavior diffusion. Furthermore, the
conclusions of this study can provide a powerful theoretical
reference for the government to control food safety scare
behavior and maintain social stability. However, this study on
consumers’ food safety scare behavior is from the individual
perspectives, rather than from the community, which will be
the focus of a follow-up study.
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