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As new media developed, food scandals exposed by Internet cause consumers’ concern and

influence consumers’ behaviors and emotional reactions. Therefore, the study of consumers’ risk perception is instructive to

improve the risk communication efficiency. Methods

of six cities, and showed the result of statistical and econometric analysis. Results

This paper was based on the survey data from 1 083 questionnaires

According to the ranking of consumers’

concern, diet hazard followed subsequently environment pollution, which was considered to be the greatest risk. In general,

consumers’ risk perceptions were above the average level. The information from network got high attention from consumers,

and nearly 80% consumers thought such information was believable. Government and its portals, as the main information

dissemination, got highest trust from consumers. Based on the structure model analysis, four latent variables had significant

correlation with the route of risk perception. By the regression analysis, it was demonstrated that age, education level, and

family income per month had significantly negative impact to consumers’ risk perception.

Conclusion It is important to

utilize big data for exploring consumers’ food safety risk perception at the national level, along with establishing interactive

risk communication among consumers and government. Such researches are able to promote the positive role of network

media in food safety co-regulation.

Key words: Food safety information from network; risk perception; authenticity of information; attention rate; trust;

risk communication
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Figure 1  Family monthly income of informants
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Figure 2 Approaches of concerning network information
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Figure 3 Information transmission media consumers
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Figure 4 Mean values comparison of trust status

about information transmission approaches
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Figure 6  Effects of network media exposure to

consuming behavior

) IHF NG L RN T o 3 352 R B
J& B SOV R W L TE R RN X L A e B 1 i
T E O TH 9% 3518 26 By 9 28044, i 78 AR |2
TFH SRR, REZHOH 95 8 &4 A S R, Wi,
16 L8547 R SN BEA LR T R I T IR o
(4) XF = MM v AR BN . T AR
TH 93 2 M AL R B m e 2R K, — B AR
B b A A i B B, 98. 719% (1 069/1 083) 19 A
YA E A, H T 15.05% (163/1 083) 9 AIA
RS .36, 29% (393/1 083 ) 19 AN o B i g
R TN R S B/ N 5 14.04% (152/1 083) , 42k
JE FEAME 2 A A X L DR B A

Figure 7 Costumers’ response to the incidents
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Figure 8 Food safety risk perception of SEM
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Table 5 Estimation results of exogenous latent variable interaction
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Table 6  Effects of individual endowment to risk perception
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