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Trends and general factors contributing to consumer
risk perception and risk-related behaviour

Overview
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The complex architecture of
food-borne diseases
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No pesticide residues

No hormon residues

Testing for microbiological safety

No additives

Preservatives below recommended level
Additives below recommended level
Appropriate preservation methods

No preservatives

Justified restrictions on pesticides or hormones
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Prioritisation of food safety measures by EU consumers
(Data source: INRA Europe, 1998)



From perception to behaviour

Target behaviour
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Pre-purchase risk perception and risk-related behaviour

Store choice and product choice

< mepp



ness
of store

ss of
goods

i

range

M,
g

Mmapp

_Store
choice

Risk perception and store choice
(Mitchell, 1998)
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é>. m app Risk perception and emerging food technologies
<7 (Scholderer, Bredahl & Frewer, 2000)
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Perceived rllisk in different product categories
(Data source: INRA Europe, 1998)



Post-purchase risk perception and risk-related
behaviour

Transport, storage and meal preparation
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V.

Change under crisis conditions

Food scares
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Looking back...

John Gummer, UK Minister of Agriculture,
Fisheries and Food, 1989



20 March 1996:
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Do you still trust German beef?

No, | have stopped eating beef

W 56.24 altogether since the first cases
have shown up in Germany
m27.02 | am waiting for the government
measures to take effect before
| buy beef again
11.36 Yes, | think BSE is under control
now after the infected cows
have been killed off
m5.38
No, | am against eating
beef anyway
0 20 40 60
rQ mapp Immediate coping: Reactions of
"{7[5 German consumers to the November 2000 BSE cases

K (Lebensmittelpraxis 23/2000)



Private demand for beef (% change as compared to previous year)
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”I trust the following sources of information in terms of
the advice they give about the safety of meat/BSE”:

m Before 20 March

Doctor

1996

Familiy and friends m After 20 March

1996
Government
MLC pamphlets and ads
Newspapers
Scientists
Television

1 2 3 4 5

Q Generalized loss of trust: Reactions of British consumers to
Semapp

D[B the March 1996 announcement of a BSE/CJD link
(Smith, Young & Gibson, 1999)



Beef up

Animal friendly

Price

Free of harmful
substances

Free of hormones

Poultry down

Animal friendly

Free of harmful
substances

Agenda-setting and halo effects: Changes in quality
perception after the 1999 dioxin scare in Belgium

(Verbeke, 2001)



What we need to know

Dynamics of risk perception and behaviour
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é}' ITlapp The social amplification of risk: A heuristic framework
QD (Kasperson et al., 1988)



Fe mapp New research paradigms:

From consumer information to behaviour change
(Example: Schwarzer & Renner, 2001)
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