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Consumer perceptions of risk, benefit,
uncertainty and cost

Contextualizing consumer attitudes towards food
safety issues
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Emerging societal issues in the Agri-food
sector

Consumer Health

Food Safety

Food Quality

Sustainability
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The key questions that need to be asked

® \What is driving consumer perceptions of risk and benefit?
® \Who trusts whom to inform and regulate?

® How does this relate to consumer confidence in the food chain
and associated science base?

® Are there cross-cultural, inter- and intra- individual differences
in perceptions and information needs?

@ How do other consumer attitudes (ethics, wider value
systems) relate to perceptions of risk and benefit?

® How do the public react to information about risk/benefit
uncertainty?

® How do we understand risk/benefit variability across different
population groups

What does this mean for consumer decision-making
about health, wellbeing, and choice?
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The psychology of risk perception drives
public risk attitudes

® Aninvoluntary risk over which people have no
control is more threatening than one people
choose to take
® Dioxin contamination of the food chain
* Potentially catastrophic risks concern people
most
® Major food poisoning outbreak
* Unnatural (technological) risks are more
threatening than natural ones
* Gene technology, nanotechnology,
® Organic production, ecological foods
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Building societal trust in food risk
management:

What needs to be communicated?
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What determines good food risk management?
The constructs (derived from lay-expert focus groups)

» Proactive consumer protection
Opaqgue and reactive risk management

Scepticism regarding risk assessment and risk
communication practices

* Trust in expertise of food risk managers
» Trust in honesty of food risk managers
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Survey: Quantitative Results
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results

» Factors of universal importance

e Pro-active consumer protection
< Opaque and reactive risk management
e Trust in the expertise of food risk managers (except Greece)

» Factors of local importance related to food risk
management quality evaluations:

e Scepticism in risk assessment and communication practices
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The influence of communication about risk
management practices on consumer confidence

Regulatory enforcement

Consumers perceive risks to be well managed when they perceive
« Measures for controlling risks are in place
« Risks are perceived to be managed proactively

Trust

Consumers trust the authorities when they communicate
e Uncertainty
 Variability

Dependent on hazard type (trust higher for natural hazards versus
technological hazards)

Houghton et al., 2006
van Kleef et al., 2006
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Information experiments

» Representative sample of consumers (gender, age and
educational level)

e Germany (n=1,796)
* Greece (n=1,604)
* Norway (n=2,273)

e United Kingdom (n=2,279)

WABENINGE N [T zL

Wi

ST

o HEFEORKRYUTIL (M5, Eis RU HELAIL)
. Rqy (n=1,796)
« Xy (n=1,604)
« /)L — (n=2,273)
« EE (n=2,279)

N
N

WAGENINGE N [IE]

Wi




Controversies in Risk Analysis

Who does what?
[[] Risk Assessors
[] Risk Managers
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Risk ManWm e
Decision-making S
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+Choice of action
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Acceptability of
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Experimental design

* Repeated measures mixed linear model

* Independent variables

Hazard type (Mycotoxins, GM potato, Pesticide residues)

Proactive risk management implemented (Yes/No)

Regulatory enforcement (Yes/No)

Uncertainty acknowledged (Yes/ No)

Population level variability acknowledged (Yes/No)
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Impact of information about regulatory enforcement
on risk management efficacy by hazard type:
aggregated cross-national data
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Van Dijk et al, in press, Appetite
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Impact of information about regulatory
enforcement by country

—o— Norway —&— UK —— Greece —O— Germany

45 4
Norwegians trust
authorities
o * §\i Germany — low trust in
i authorities which is
;nz improved if information
351 about risk uncertainty
is provided
3 T
Low High
Scientific uncertainty
Van Dijk et al, in press, Appetite
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Conclusions

Impact of communication about risks and associated
FRM practices depends on cultural context and
hazard characteristics

Cultural differences in how people perceive FRMQ
» Germany: Uncertainty information improves perception
of FRMQ efficacy
* UK and Norway: Uncertainty information reduces
perception of FRMQ efficacy
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Food Risk Management Policy Implications
Risk communication messages should address...

e Ongoing risk management and research activities

» Preventative programs and proactive risk management efforts to detect
and mitigate emerging risks

« Selection of food risk managers according to expertise and value
similarities

— health protection versus economic interests

e Transparency regarding Process to develop regulatory priorities

e Scientific uncertainty and variability

e Information on the performance of enforcement of systems
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Food Risk Management Policy Implications

Risk Communication Messages

Based on an expert understanding of consumer preferences, requirements,
and concerns

Transparent and consistent across institutions
— Especially in terms of scientific uncertainty

Targeted to those at-risk or interested individuals to avoid “information
overload”

Risk and Benefit communication have differential effects on perceptions
of risks and benefit
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Pan-European Risk Communication?

» Customize messages to
— consumer preferences
— cultural environments
— experiences with previous incidents
— past performance of local institutions

* Examine whether an isolated number of
approaches can be identified to coordinate risk
communication for the EU
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Problem of gaining expert opinion

* Framework is intended for widespread applicability
across many countries, many types of scientists,
policymakers and other stakeholders

* How possible to feasibly and validly consult them in
order to assess their opinions (opinions are crucial for
the acceptance of the framework)
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The Delphi technique as a solution

Procedure to

“obtain the most reliable consensus of  opinion
of a group of experts... by a series of intensive
guestionnaires interspersed with controlled opinion
feedback”

Dalkey & Helmer, 1963, p458
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The Delphi technique: features

. Structured process
. Iteration: multiple rounds
—  Possibility to change opinion
. Anonymity: questionnaire
— Undue social pressure
. Feedback
—  Opinion of anonymous participants
—  Simple statistical summary of group response
. Allows inclusion of many geographically dispersed experts
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Should the existing system be
improved?

78 % agreement EU
94 % agreement INT

“Need to take account of factors other than health [environment,
economic, ethical, social]”

“Benefit assessment is important”
“Better framing is needed”
“Crisis management is inadequate”

“It is good and | see no simple change that will improve it”
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Who should be involved..?

(70% majority cut-off)

Stakeholders should have input I Framing Igsl.::g?nneiftn I Evaluation ani::agemem
(%) EU Int EU Int EU Int EU Int
Regulator, institutions 61

Scientist scientific institutions 68 64 53 69
Consumer associations 46 68 50 50
Environmental organisations 63 54 44 57 56
Industry 57 44 64 50 50

Farmers (organisation) 68 50 50 43
Retailers, trade organisation 63 43 64 44 43

Other NGO 64 56 43 69
General public 56 46
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Challenges

¢ New assessment methodologies needed

— Flexible methods are required to incorporate stakeholder feedback
and to determine the extent and nature of participation

— New strategies to measure and integrate risks and benefits
related to health economics, social impact, economic impact and
ethical concerns

e Internationalization

— Framing should begin with scientific data on human health or
environment to fulfill international obligations and connect to
broader policy context
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Challenges

Implementation

— How would the framework align with international activities
(e.g. Codex, trading partners, developing countries)

— Can the framework operate within an acceptable timeframe
— What about if there is a food safety crises
— Case-by-case application required according to hazard

characteristics
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Policy Implications of the Delphi

Stakeholder involvement
¢ Role of stakeholders should be increased

e Additional stakeholders could participate at a less expert level by
collecting or delivering assessment data.

* Industry could also contribute in terms of social research or background
supply chain information.

Communication

« Emphasize that factors related to health remain a priority in the risk
analysis process.

* Scientific activities directed towards the reduction of uncertainties
need to be communicated
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Conclusions

Some evidence of cultural similarities in risk management
preferences

* Transparency
® Trust in regulatory authorities
* Regulatory enforcement

Future research

* More extensive comparative research on consumer risk
perceptions required

* Research into risk-benefit communication required, given
changes in impact assessment in governance practices

Risk-benefit analysis and consumer perceptions
® Health impact
* Environmental impact
® Social impact
* Economic impact
* Ethical impact
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Thank you!

Any Questions?
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