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A Study on Risk Perception Characteristics for Food Risk Elements of
University Students in Yeungnam Region
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Dept. of Food Science & Nutrition, Kyungpook National University, Daegu 41566, Korea

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to investigate the levels of risk perception characteristics for food risk elements using a
psychometric paradigm from 298 university students in Yeungnam region, Korea, by a self-administered questionnaire. The
respondents showed the highest level of risk concern about radioactive contaminated foods and the lowest level about GM
(genetically modified) foods. In the risk perception characteristics for food risk elements, they perceived radioactive contaminated
foods as a catastrophic, worried, new, and uncontrollable risk. In addition, they regarded food additives and foodborne illness
as a chronic, controllable, old, and scientifically and individually known risk. According to the results of the factor analysis
for risk perception characteristics, dread and unknown were categorized. In the risk perception map, mad cow disease, heavy
metal contaminated foods, and radioactive contaminated foods were considered as a dreaded and unknown risk, whereas
pesticide residues and GM foods were perceived as a less dreaded and unknown risk. Additionally, food additives and foodborne
illness were regarded as a less dreaded and known risk and endocrine disruptors and avian influenza as a dreaded and known
risk. These results imply that risk perception characteristics of consumers should be considered to establish strategies for risk

communication in food science.

Key words: Risk perception, food risk elements, psychometric paradigm
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Table 1. Measurement scale of risk perception characte-
ristics for food risk elements

Risk perception characteristic Measurement scale

Seriousness of results I=chronic, 7=catastrophic

Dread I=never, 7=highly
Non-control over risk 1=controllable, 7=uncontrollable
Newness 1=old, 7=new

Scientifically unknown to risk 1=known precisely, 7=not known

Individually unknown to risk 1=known precisely, 7=not known
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Table 2. General characteristics of the respondents
(N=298)
Variable Category N %
Male 89 29.9
Gender
Female 209 70.1
18~19 113 37.9
Age 20~21 106 35.6
(in full
years) 22~27 79 26.5
M+S.D." 20.39+1.84
Food science or nutrition 136 45.6
Major
Others 162 54.4
Living with family 169 56.7
Dwelling
status Others (dormitory or

boarding house) 129 43.3

D Value is a meantstandard deviation.
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Table 3. Level of concerns about food risk elements

Rank Food risk element MzSD.D 2
1 Radioactive contaminated foods 5.94+1.49
2 Endocrine disruptors 5.77£1.13
3 Heavy metal contaminated foods 5.75£1.31
4 Pesticide residues 5.40+1.21
5 Mad cow disease 5.31£1.66
6 Foodborne illness 5.24+1.30
7 Avian influenza 5.12+1.54
8 Food additives 4.77+1.19
9 GM foods 4.68+1.34

Y Measured by 7 Likert scale: 1=never, 7=highly.
? Each value is a meantstandard deviation.
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AT AFM = b5, 535, 398, X75=E0 & Ebsti=], Heo SY & Yoon SW(2013)] Aol = WAls
Arp 2, AFH7HE, Aes o= o] Aol o o thgk S| B7Fs/dell that H7F 7 =7 vehd, o
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Table 4. Levels of risk perception characteristics for food risk elements (M=£S.D.)Y
Food risk Heavy Radioactive
Risk element Foodborne Pesticide Food metal Endocrine  contami- GM Mad cow  Avian Total
perception illness residues  additives  contami-  disruptors nated foods disease  influenza
characteristic nated foods foods
S:F‘f’::&‘zs 2604164 453145 3412140 4795137 4355151 566148 446+143 5.14:151 4475156 4.39:0.87

Dread 4.03£1.63 4.70+1.50 4.10+1.51 4.96+1.58 4.94+1.51 5.62+1.60 4.51£1.51 5.07+1.61 4.72+1.58 4.74+1.15

Non-control

over risk 2.78+1.62 3.30+1.53 2.73+1.42 3.29£1.53 3.56+£1.60 4.36+1.78 3.25+1.63 4.14+1.60 3.90+1.66 3.48+0.99

Newness 2.83+1.76 4.11+1.74 3.26+1.76 4.55£1.63 3.49+1.76 4.65t1.74 4.28+1.68 4.22+1.86 3.85+1.82 3.92+1.23

Scientifically

. 2.06£1.49 3.31+1.54 2.72+1.47 3.15£1.63 2.81+£1.50 3.33+1.75 3.84+1.75 3.23+1.66 2.84+1.67 3.03+1.13
unknown to risk

Individually

. 2.38+1.44 3.50+1.53 3.17+1.54 3.51+1.58 3.23+1.55 3.48+1.70 4.14+1.64 3.53+1.56 3.54+1.56 3.39+1.08
unknown to risk

D Each value is a meantstandard deviation.
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Table 5. Result of Pearson’s correlation coefficient analysis among the levels of risk perception characteristics for food

risk elements

Risk perception Seriousness Dread Non-control Newness Scientifically Individually
characteristic of results over risk unknown to risk unknown to risk
Seriousness of results 1.00
Dread 0.22" 1.00
Non-control over risk 0.24” 0.18" 1.00
Newness 0.24" 0.06 0.14° 1.00

Scientifically unknown to risk 0.19” 0.03 0.26" 0.29” 1.00
Individually unknown to risk 0.10 0.07 0.11 0.12° 036" 1.00
* p<0.05, ™ p<0.01.
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Table 6. Result of factor analysis for risk perception cha-
racteristics for food risk elements

Factor Risk perception characteristic 1 2
Seriousness of results 0.75 0.22
Dread  Dread 0.76 0.12
Non-control over risk 0.61 0.19
Newness 0.29 0.56
Unknown  Scientifically unknown to risk 0.16 0.77
Individually unknown to risk 0.08 0.75
Eigen value 2.05 1.15
Percent of variance (%) 34.21 19.15
Cumulative percent of variance (%) 3421 5336
Cronbach’s a 0.64 0.61
5. ¢1ed Xzt &4 /ol WE AME *lsielol that
OI_|AI

01 % <=(factor score)E ¢
perception map)oﬂ g A3E Fig. 1o AASHAH. Fig. 1
AN AFA QBHoE A4S ] et FHE A=
7L AR A oIS R0 453 Y o
A LRAA e B 2 e el ebd 9

FHIA EAA F2 99, 99 25 FEA ¥ ‘?:_}E%XW

at
)
13
g
2]
2



456 AEA - vt
Unknown

Sector 2

Sector 1

GM foods % &

Heavy metal

03

ontaminated foods

Radioactive

contaminated fo

pds

Pesticide residues +

*
*

Mad cow diseas

*

=]

L J
D Avian 0 o4

influenza

o

Dread
]

* -

Food additives

=]
+

-
Endocrine disruptors

Foodborne illness
.

Sector 3

Sector 4

E=ij

Fig. 1. Risk perception map of food risk elements.
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