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The perception gap

® Public concern with safety of food often
regarded as excessive or irrational by experts

Known as the “expert-lay discrepancy”

Experts more concerned with the quantitative aspects of
frequency and severity of consequences of hazard
exposure

Lay people more concerned with broader, qualitative
aspects of risks

Can create problems in relation to the setting of priorities in
food risk management




EU “food scares”

® Food safety in European Union

Paradox of progress (Vos, 2004)

Increasingly strict standards, quality controls and monitoring
procedures

Increasing number of food safety alerts

Loss of consumer confidence in safety of European food
supply

Loss of trust in risk managers, policy makers and even
scientists

Vos, E (2004) Overcoming the crisis of confidence: Risk regulation in an enlarged European Union, Inaugural lecture,
University of Maastricht

(Vos, 2004)

Vos, E (2004) Overcoming the crisis of confidence: Risk regulation in an enlarged European Union, Inaugural lecture,
University of Maastricht




EU policy response

® Policy response in European Union

Reorganisation of institutional arrangements for risk
assessment and risk management

UK Food Standards Agency
European Food Safety Authority

Emphasis on open and transparent communication about
food risk management decisions and practices

Emphasis on public participation in risk management

Examination of process of food risk analysis

EU SAFE FOODS project

EU SAFE FOODS




SAFE FOODS

® EU 6" Framework Programme

Integrated project
Promoting Food Safety through a
New Integrated Risk Analysis
Approach for Foods
www.safefoods.nl

Aims of project:
To promote safety of food chain

To strengthen consumer
confidence in food safety

April 2004 — March 2008
Project participation

37 partners, 21 countries

SAFE FOODS
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SAFE FOODS Work package 4

® How do risk analysis practices affect consumer
confidence in food safety?

® Specific research questions:

How are current food risk management practices
perceived by various stakeholders?

Consumers

Experts

How well do the stakeholders understand one another’s
views in relation to food risk management?

What are the factors driving consumer confidence in food
risk management?

SAFE FOODS
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Study design

® Multi-phase 3 year research programme

® Participating countries
Denmark
Germany
Greece
Norway
Slovenia
UK
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Findings - Focus groups

® How do experts and consumers perceive food
risk management? (Van Kleef et al, 2006)

® Focus groups with:
Consumers

Experts

Food safety scientists

Food risk assessors

Food risk managers

Focus groups

Van Kleef, E et al (2006) Perceptions of food risk management among key stakeholders: Results from a cross-
European study. Appetite, 47, 46-63

(Van Kleef et al, 2006)

Focus groups

Van Kleef, E et al (2006) Perceptions of food risk management among key stakeholders: Results from a cross-
European study. Appetite, 47, 46-63

12



Findings — Focus groups

® Consumer & expert participants’ perceptions of
food risk management

® Five key themes:
Efforts
Responsibility
Priorities
Science

Media
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Findings — Focus groups

® Efforts made by the authorities to manage food
risks

Existence of established systems of control

“Systems in place”, “prompt action”, “rigorous enforcement”

" u

“Is there any?”, “knee jerk reaction”, “going too far”
Experts more positive in their evaluations

Instigation of preventive measures
‘The best kind of control would be preventive and not
afterwards when some twenty people have to be wheeled

into hospital out of an old people’s home’ (Consumer —
Germany)
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Findings — Focus groups

® Efforts made by the authorities to manage food
risks

Provision of information and education
Trade off between education & “information overload”
Importance of informed choice
“Media fog”, “huge confusion”, “what does it mean for us?”

‘... there’s no uniformity in all of this ... you're just getting
bombarded from all directions with no real facts and | don’t
think anybody can give you any facts’ (Consumer — UK)
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Findings — Focus groups

® Responsibility

Consumer views related to perceived level of control over
exposure to risk

‘I have no influence on GM food, but | have influence on
how many biscuits | eat’ (Consumer — Slovenia)

Experts emphasised the importance of everyone in the
food chain taking responsibility for their role in the
process of food risk management

‘... self responsibility is not only a task for consumers, it is a
task for all actors in the food markets’ (Food risk manager —
Germany)
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Findings — Focus groups

® Priorities - Is consumer health protection
prioritised in food risk management?

Experts, in general, believe it is

Consumers are not so sure — question the motives of food
risk managers

‘... when there are thoughts about interests and money,
none of these [food risks] will be managed’ (Consumer —
Greece)
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Findings — Focus groups

® Scientific progress and its implications for food
risk management

Consumer participants had concerns about what they termed
the “constant race” and “vicious circle”

‘... science gets better and better and every year they can find
more things. And that is confusing’ (Consumer — UK)

Expert participants had concerns about the complexity of food
risks, as well as “emerging” or “hidden risks”

‘Pesticides I think is quite a hidden problem ... | think there’s an
awful hidden thing there’ (Food risk assessor — UK)
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Findings — Focus groups

® Media - The impact of media attention of food
risk management

Positive associations
What's being done
Retailers wary of adverse publicity
‘Gunpoint journalistic features’

Negative associations

What's gone wrong

/ Experts blamed media for making consumers
unnecessarily worried about food safety

Y,
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Findings — Focus groups

® Trustworthiness of food risk managers

In the opinion of consumer participants, trustworthiness is
largely determined by:

Value similarity (having similar interests or values to those
of consumers)

Perceived competence of food risk managers
Power and ability to act

Accessibility
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Findings — Focus groups

Experts - more uniform in their views
Reflects shared professional background
Consumers - more diverse in their views

Evidence of national differences, for example

Greek consumers - more negative attitudes

Danish consumers - more positive attitudes

Consumer differences explored further in
national surveys

21



Findings - Follow-up interviews

® How well do consumers and experts understand
one another’s views about food risk
management? (Krystallis et al, in press)

Follow-up telephone interviews with focus group
participants

Consumers presented with series of expert statements on
food risk management and asked to:

Express their agreement/disagreement with the statement
Give their reasons for agreeing/disagreeing

Experts undertake a similar exercise with consumer
statements

Krystallis, A (in press) A perceptual divide? Consumer and expert attitudes to food risk management in Europe.
Health, Risk and Society

? (Krystallis et al,
In press)

Krystallis, A (in press) A perceptual divide? Consumer and expert attitudes to food risk management in Europe.
Health, Risk and Society
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Findings - Follow-up interviews

® Participants often express agreement with one

another’s views

The reasons for agreement different — for example:

CONSUMER VIEW

Due to quality of €—
information

More positive view <
of the role of the
media

EXPERT VIEW

Consumers lack
willingness to acquire
information

Negative view — media
create public anxiety
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Findings — Consumer survey

® Cross-national survey on consumers’ _
evaluations of food risk management quality
(Van Kleef et al, submitted)

Internet questionnaire (except Slovenia — telephone
survey)

Items in survey informed by results from qualitative work
2533 consumer respondents in five countries
Denmark, Germany, Greece, Slovenia, UK

Representative in terms of gender, age and educational
level

Van Kleef, E et al (submitted) Consumer evaluations of food risk management quality in Europe

(Van Kleef et al, submitted)
( - )

Van Kleef, E et al (submitted) Consumer evaluations of food risk management quality in Europe
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Findings — Consumer survey

CONSTRUCTS

Non-transparent and reactive
food risk management

Scepticism in risk assessment
and communication practices

Trust in honesty of food
risk managers

Trust in expertise of food
risk managers

SIGNIFICANCE

No country differences, negative impact
Local importance, negative impact,
especially UK, not significant in Denmark
No significant impact on perceptions
of food risk management quality
Universal importance, positive impact,
not significant in Greece
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Ongoing research

® Information experiments (Van Dijk et al, in
preparation)

How best to present information to improve perceptions of
food risk management quality

Different types of food risk management actions
Different types of food hazards
Different countries

Different communication strategies necessary?

Pan-European approach may not be appropriate

Van Dijk, H et al (in preparation) Consumer responses to communication about food risk management

(Van Dijk et al, in preparation)

Van Dijk, H et al (in preparation) Consumer responses to communication about food risk management
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Ongoing research

® Case studies

Validate findings of previous empirical work against past
and emerging food safety incidents

Incident well managed or poorly managed
Incident involves an emerging risk

Incident involves risk and benefit trade-offs
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Ongoing research

Germany

Greece

Mould in yoghurt/
Carcinogenic honey

Ecoli 0103 in meat

Nematodes in fish

Avian influenza

Contaminants in
Norwegian salmon

Contaminants in
Scottish salmon
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Ongoing research

® Some preliminary results — UK only

Media impact

The media tend to ‘sensationalise’, ‘scaremonger’, ‘blow out
of proportion’, ‘hype’

Sometimes the media can be useful if authorities do not
listen to consumer concerns?

‘| would rather see something in the newspaper even if it is
“this terrible thing”, than be told a lie, a cover up like
sometimes happens’ (Consumer — Female)

Food risk management actions can appear to be reactions
to media stories

‘| think the media get very concerned on our behalf and | think
}\r/llelg;)vernment respond to media concerns’ (Consumer —
ale
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Ongoing research
® Some preliminary results — UK only

Media impact

Consumers acknowledge that the media makes food
safety incidents difficult to manage

The authorities need to counteract media stories
‘| didn’t really hear the answer of the Food
Standards Agency in the media’ (Consumer —
Female)

No follow-up

‘I never did know what the conclusions were’
(Consumer — Female)
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Policy implications

® For effective risk communication we need to
understand

Differences in perceptions of food risk management
between consumers and experts

Country differences in perceptions of food risk
management

Differences within segments of the population
For example, challenge is to develop communication

strategies to overcome those who are sceptical about risk
assessment and risk communication practices
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Policy implications

® |t is essential to have ongoing communication
on:

How food safety laws are enforced
How potential hazards are monitored and reviewed

The expertise upon which food risk management systems
are based

For example, who decides and what is the basis of their
authority

® Need to establish relationship with media
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Further research

® Further research work is needed to:
Validate SAFE FOODS findings

Establish applicability in other countries

SAFE FOODS
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And finally ....

Thank you for your kind attention
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