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The effects of risk reducing strategies on consumer perceived risk and on 

purchase likelihood: a modelling approach 

 

 

 

 

Abstract 

 

Purpose -  

Consumer perception of risk and its impacts on purchasing behaviour are critical 

aspects of food safety.   Consumer risk management strategies influence, and respond 

to, the risk management strategies adopted by the food industry.  This research, using 

poultry product as the focus, attempts to identify the consumer risk reducing strategies 

and their impact on perception of food safety-related risk and then on purchase 

behaviour.   

 

Design/methodology/approach – 

By adopting a quantitative research paradigm with a quota sample of 200 respondents, 

A Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) model was built to assess the direct and 

indirect effects of strategies taken by consumers to reduce perceived risk and the 

consequences for purchase likelihood, utilising LISREL 8.30.   

 

Findings – 

The research reveals brand, information and quality assurance as influential risk 

reducing strategies to reduce consumer perception of food safety risk and 

subsequently to facilitate purchase likelihood during a period concern about 

microbiological contamination in chicken meat.   

 

Practical implications – 

The results provide guidance of both proactive and remedial actions that the food 

industry can follow and also help to evaluate the effectiveness of its marketing 

activities. 

 

Originality/value – 

The research provides an insight in assisting government agencies and the food 

industry to develop appropriate food related risk management strategies to serve both 

the interest of consumers and producers.   

 

Keywords – 

Risk reducing strategies, brand, information, quality assurance, food safety, purchase 

likelihood 

 

Paper type –  

Research paper 
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The effects of risk reducing strategies on consumer perceived risk and on 

purchase likelihood: a modelling approach 

 

 

Introduction 

 

Consumer risk perception and its impacts on purchasing behaviour are a critical 

component of the management of food safety.  Perception of consumers towards the 

safety of food products during periods of concern needs to be addressed since it 

affects the welfare of both consumer and producer, as evident during for example 

during UK BSE crisis (MAFF, 2000).  It is important, therefore for those risk 

regulators who are engaged in the operation and regulation of food supply chain, from 

farm to retail outlet, to take account of how and why consumers perceive food safety 

risk.  Otherwise, risk communication can become distorted and misunderstood 

(Anderson, 1999).  The food industry also needs to know how best to address these 

concerns in its risk management strategies.  

 

Researchers exploring factors influencing consumer risk perception (Huang, 1993; 

Eom, 1994; Sheppard, 1996; Wohl, 1998).  Fischhoff et al., (1978) argued that 

consumer risk perception is founded more on social and psychological properties than 

the objective measurement of risk.  A set of characteristics has been identified, for 

example the severity of consequences, common dread, or the chronic or catastrophic 

nature of the pending impact, potential immediacy of consequences, control over the 

degree of risk exposure, limited knowledge, newness or unfamiliarity with a risk (e.g. 
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Slovic, 1987; Sparks and Shepherd, 1994; Grobe and Douthitt, 1995; Miles and 

Frewer, 1999; Sjoberg, 2004; Yeung and Yee, 2005).  Most of the researches is 

focused their studies on consumer perception about risks of food safety.  Yet, Yeung 

and Morris (2006) proposed that risk perception can induce risk-reducing behaviour, 

such as information seeking or reduced consumption of an offending produce because 

the severity of the consequences to consumer are much greater in the case of food 

safety related risk than risk associate with product underperformance.  Such risk 

reducing behaviour can serve as a catalyst to reduce the perceived risk of loss and 

subsequently to facilitate the purchase (Roselius, 1971). It would be beneficial for the 

food industry to strategically focus on such risk reducing behaviour.  This will help 

guide the development and implementation of appropriate and cost-effective 

marketing strategies. Research on the efficacy of risk reduction strategies adopted by 

consumers is however limited.   

 

This research attempts to develop a model of consumer risk behaviour focusing on 

both psychometric and marketing research paradigms with respect to food safety. The 

purpose is to identify consumer risk reducing strategies and their impact on perception 

of food safety-related risk and in turn the effect on purchase behaviour. Poultry 

product was selected as the focus for this study due to the occurrence of 

contamination with Salmonella and the recent H5N1 avian flu. The results could have 

potential in assisting government agencies and the food industry to develop 

appropriate risk management strategies to serve both the interest of consumers and 

producers.   
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Risk Perception and Risk Reduction  

 

Bauer (1967) proposes that consumers are likely to develop strategies to reduce risk in 

order to ease a potentially averse situation once they perceive a risk with unanticipated 

outcomes.  The greater the perception of risk exceeding the minimum tolerable level, 

the greater the consumer would take action to reduce the risk. The consumer will draw 

on a range of risk reducing strategies such as purchasing branded or quality assured 

products, taking advice or seeking endorsements from trusted sources.  The strategies 

used will depend on the tolerance to the perceived risk of an individual consumer 

(Dowling, 1986).   

 

Previous studies have identified a total of 17 risk reducing strategies and have ranked 

them according to their usefulness relating to product category, risk type or purchase 

situation (Yeung and Yee, 2003).  Some of these risk reducing strategies, such as 

brand loyalty, product testing, store image, special offer, money-back guarantee, 

shopping around, expensive product, celebrity endorsement, and family/friends’ 

recommendation are frequently used in general purchases where products could 

possibly under-perform (e.g. Mitchell and McGoldrick, 1996; Mitra et al., 1999). It 

appears that some of them are likely to be applicable to food safety risk.   

 

Yeung and Yee (2003) show that well known, popular brands or retail outlets adopted 

by consumer in general purchase are found to be effective during periods of concern 

about food safety because these give consumers some reassurance in terms of quality. 

If brand image is associated with perceived product quality, it tends to indirectly 
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influence purchase intentions (Keiningham, Aksoy, Perkins-Munn and Vavra, 2005). 

As such, consumers are likely to be faithful to a brand if it has provided satisfaction in 

the past (Jacoby and Kyner, 1973; Yavas, Verhage and Green, 1992).  They are less 

inclined to change to that which they had never tried before, especially if the food 

product is not guaranteed for quality. Consumers also prefer those brands sold by 

producers with a favourable track record for quality (Curlo, 1999).  In this respect, 

product traceability also becomes a key issue.   The ability to identify and determine 

the credentials of the farm and the carcass from which a particular cut of meat came 

became an important element of food quality assurance after the outbreak of the BSE 

crisis (Whitworth and Simpson, 1997).  

 

Commodity price differentials often indicate properties of quality and integrity. 

Consumers are typically willing to pay higher prices where they perceive higher user 

value (Shapiro, 1973).  This may include a willingness to pay a price premium to 

address food safety concerns: more expensive food items signalling higher standards 

of food safety.  For instance, some consumers are willing to pay extra for organic food 

during BSE crisis (Latouche, Rainelli and Vermersch, 1998), and some ask for 

untreated milk by paying a premium (Grobe and Douthitt, 1995).  This indicates that 

product with a high price could reduce perceived risk in a product, especially during 

periods of food scare.  On the other hand, other research shows that consumers 

experience considerable disappointment when higher price products fail to meet 

quality expectations (Bettman, 1973b).  Sometimes, consumers may be willing to 

accept a degree of possible disappointment if prices are discounted (Hunt, 2005). 

Retailers use price discounting to maintain sales during periods when conditions 
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adversely affect consumer purchases, including consumer perception of higher than 

normal risk (Hunt, 2005). 

 

The acquisition of information by consumers is another way of reducing their 

perceived risk (Selnes, 1998), though the source and type of information needed may 

be different for different circumstances.  As information allows a comparison of 

several products or brands, the search helps consumers to evaluate the psychological 

and social consequences of purchasing a particular product (Cox, 1967b; Newton, 

1967; Lynch, Marmorstein and Weigold, 1988; Mitchell and Greatorex, 1989). Thus, 

risk information is seen to be influential in consumer purchase decisions (Viscusi and 

Evans, 1998). It removes the fear of uncertainty in food scares if the information can 

help showing how food hazard can be controlled (Slovic, 1986; Fischhoff, 1995; Yee 

and Yeung, 2002).  As such, consumers often use various sources of information in a 

high risk purchasing situation because information enhances confidence in product 

choice (KJaernes, 2006).  They seek recommendations from family and friends, 

salesman’s advice and scientific evidence (Arndt, 1967; Cunningham, 1967c). In some 

cases, in-store leaflets for product information and consumer guides for food storage 

and cooking instruction are perceived to be more useful than seeking advice from 

family or friends regarding food safety related risk (Yeung and Yee, 2003).  

Subsequent to seeking information prior to purchase, personal responsibility for 

keeping the food safe after purchase, combined with an ability to do this, can also 

reduce perceived food risk (Yeung and Morris, 2001). 
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On the whole, the link between information and perceived risk partly depends on the 

product category and the consequence of risk (Cox, 1967a; Taylor, 1974). The need 

for information will depend on the nature and magnitude of the risk that consumers 

perceive.  For instance, ingredients showing contents of sugar or saturated fat can 

assist consumers in evaluations of food choices for maintaining healthy diet (Burton, 

Garreston and Velliquette, 1999).  Recent collaborative initiatives on food labelling by 

Governments and the food industry in order to reduce diet related health risks are 

indicative of this (edComs, 2007).  Alternately, consumers would react to the 

information if manufacturers could provide effective information brochures and other 

promotional materials associated with health concerns (Agrawal, 1995).  Douthitt 

(1995) suggests that the information in form of labelling is important in reducing 

perceived risks of new technologies.   

 

In short, the way in which consumers commonly seek risk relief, and the way that food 

suppliers might facilitate this in terms of quality assurance, price, useful information 

with cooking instructions, brand, or product origin can be considered as variables for 

consumer risk reducing strategies.  

  

Risk Perception and Purchase likelihood  

 

In a general food purchasing situation, consumer purchase behaviour is driven by a 

number of personal factors, such as preferences, beliefs, social values, experiences, 

motivations, and more specifically whether consumers may have allergic conditions to 

a particular food which influence their attitudes and purchase behaviour (Conner, 
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1993; Kuznesof, Tregear and Moxey, 1997).  Mitchell and Greatorex (1988) however 

suggest that consumers purchase those goods with the least perceived risk, other 

factors being equal. With respect to food safety, concern about food risks is found to 

be a major factor in consumer purchase decision (MLC, 2001).  For instance, a 

consumer survey revealed that between two-thirds and three-quarters of the 

respondents who were concerned about a particular food risk had changed their eating 

habits (TNS, 2001).  This demonstrates perceived risk has impact on consumer 

behaviour.  

Conceptual Consumer Risk Reducing Behaviour Model Relating to Food Safety  

 

Drawing on the research literatures, a conceptual consumer food purchase model with 

respect to food safety risk has been constructed in order to assess the links between 

risk reducing strategies, consumer risk perception and purchase likelihood (Figure 1). 

 

Insert Figure 1  

Methodology 

 

Measurement instruments 

 

Following a review of relevant literature, a questionnaire was constructed to assess the 

impact of risk reducing strategies on consumer risk perception and purchase likelihood 

in the context of microbiological risk in chicken meat. Versions of the questionnaire 

were pilot tested and refined. Items to measure risk reducing strategies as exogenous 

(independent) variables, risk perception as mediating (intermediate) variables and 

purchase likelihood as the endogenous (dependent) variable were identified. Seventeen 

measurement items for risk reducing strategies were selected as shown in Appendix I. 
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Statements were compiled to communicate their meaning, with responses measured on 

a 7-point, Likert-like scale, anchored at the ends with the terms ‘strongly disagree’ and 

‘strongly agree’.  

 

Risk perception was measured by 5 items, namely, health loss, money loss, time loss, 

lifestyle loss and taste loss to capture the multidimensions of perceived consequent 

loss which were adopted from previous research (Yeung and Morris, 2006). 

Statements were assessed both in terms of perceived probability of occurrence and 

seriousness of consequences.  Responses were measured on a 7-point, Likert-like 

scale, anchored at the ends with the terms ‘very unlikely’ and ‘very likely’ for 

probability, and ‘not at all’ and ‘very much’ for severity. An additive model was 

adopted combining probability of occurrence and seriousness of consequence for each 

item (Cunningham, 1967a; Lanzetta and Driscoll, 1968; Bettman, 1973a).  

 

The responses for purchase intention were calculated in weighted average method as a 

single item was appropriate to measures of self-reported intentions to perform specific 

behaviour (Morgan and Hunt, 1994). That is ‘Continue to purchase’ is weighted eight 

times; ‘Purchase after 1 month’ is weighted four times; ‘Purchase after 3 months’ is 

weighted two times, and ‘Purchase after 6 months’ is simply the score. Responses 

were obtained on a 7-point, Likert-like scale, anchored at the ends with the terms 

‘very unlikely’ and ‘very likely’.  

 

Data collection and data analysis 
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A formal questionnaire-based survey was conducted with 200 respondents that 

consisted of 52% female and 48% male.  A quota sampling technique was used, 

divided into three adult age groups to represent the age composition of the national 

population. The percentage of each quota for the three age groups was: 16–34 years of 

age (38%), 35–54 years of age (40%) and 55–70 years of age (22%). The data was 

collected through an intercept survey technique during different daytime periods in 

towns, parks, and beaches in three regions of Britain in order to allow more interview 

time (Dillon, et al., 1994).  

 

The items were used in an exploratory Principle Components Analysis (PCA) that 

grouped together measurement items that are correlated.  Factors (comprising single or 

multiple items) that best explain the variation in the observed set of items were then 

developed. Following Kaiser Criterion, only factors with Eigen-values greater than 1 

were chosen to reflect as much as the equivalent of one original item (Iacobucci, 

1994). Varimax rotation of the factors was performed to maximize the extent to which 

the factors chosen could explain total variation in the observed items, and to improve 

the interpretability of the derived factors as shown in Table 1 (Kerlinger, 1986). Only 

items with loading greater than 0.71 and with low cross loading of less than 0.32 were 

selected for the model to guarantee the factor discriminant validity.  A multivariable 

approach was selected for the exogenous constructs and the mediating construct to 

increase the scale sensitivity (Churchill, 1979). After the process, 5 exogenous 

constructs of risk reducing strategies were identified from the PCA, namely, ‘quality 

assurance’, ‘brand’, ‘information’, ‘post purchase control’ and ‘price discount’ 

containing 11 observed items as shown in Table 2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
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(CFA) was then employed on the scale items which were confirmed being loaded onto 

the five constructs (Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) > 0.90 and Root Mean Squared Error 

of Approximation (RMSEA) < 0.10).  The model was tested using LISREL 8.30. 

 

Insert Table 1 and 2 

 

Results 

The risk reduction behaviour model was developed and finalized parameter 

estimations were obtained through applying the LISREL 8.30
a
. Table 1 shows the 

items included in each of the main constructs to be used in the modelling process and 

their derived coefficients significant at p<0.001. Analysis of test statistics showed that 

the constructs exhibited good reliability of estimation, with minimum Cronbach alpha 

of 0.73 for all factors.  Similarly, the value of lowest average variance was 0.57 for 

pose purchase control indicating good validity. In evaluating the validity of the 

relationship between constructs, the value of 0.32 for the total coefficient of 

determination suggested a joint relationship between factors and the model has an 

acceptable predictive power for purchase likelihood (Joreskog and Sorbom, 1998). 

The next step was to assess the overall fit of the model.  

 

Insert Fig. 2 

 

The model performed well against a number of goodness of fit criteria such as, 

Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) = 0.98, Comparative Fit Index (CFI) = 0.98. This model 

                                                 
a
 For constructs with one or two items, the error for the items was set to 0.0 since there was no 

difference in the results by setting it as 0.0, 0.1, 0.2 or 0.3. 
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identified ‘quality assurance’, ‘brand’, and ‘information’ as exogenous constructs that 

define risk reducing strategies which indirectly linked to purchase likelihood through 

risk perception, the mediating construct. The relationships between risk reducing 

strategies, risk perception and purchase likelihood are supported at the 0.05 

significance level. The estimated coefficients for the pathways through the adopted 

model are shown in Table 3. On the other hand, ‘post purchase control’ and ‘price 

discount’ do not appear to affect either risk perception or purchase likelihood with 

respect to food safety issues.  

Insert Table 3 

 

Discussion 

 

The analytical framework confirms the link between risk reduction, risk perception 

and purchase likelihood with respect to food safety related risk though the results 

require careful interpretation because of the nature and size of the sample. These 

findings are consistent with other research on perception of food risk (Yeung and Yee, 

2003) and on purchase behaviour (Bauer, 1967; Mitchell and Greatorex, 1989; Tse, 

1999). The fact that consumer perception of risk has a negative relationship with 

purchase likelihood is also in line with previous research (Huang, 1993; Eom, 1994, 

Yeung and Morris, 2006).  

 

Risk reducing strategies and risk perception 
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Risk reducing strategies identified in this study include ‘brand’, ‘information’ and 

‘quality assurance’.  Among other constructs with significant value, ‘brand’, with a 

coefficient of -0.34, has the highest causal effect on risk perception, followed by 

‘information’ (-0.25), and ‘quality assurance’ (-0.19).  On the other hand, ‘post 

purchase control’ and ‘price discount’ do not appear to affect either risk perception or 

purchase likelihood with respect to food safety issues. They are discussed in turn:  

 

Brand and Risk Perception 

 

Brand (causal effect of -0.34) in terms of well known brand and brand loyalty has the 

highest reducing effect on consumer risk perception.  As expected, brand is found to 

be the most effective risk reducing strategy adopted by consumers when a risk is 

perceived (e.g. Cunningham, 1967b; Sheth and Vekatesan, 1968; Roselius, 1971; 

Newman and Werbel, 1973; Hoover, Green and Saegert, 1978).  This reflects that 

brand provides unique emotional and functional benefits for consumers guaranteeing 

the food product has high quality and is safe to eat (Yeung and Yee, 2003). This 

explains why consumers often rely on brands to communicate quality.  

 

 

Information and Risk Perception 

 

Information (causal effect of -0.25) has the second highest reducing effect on 

consumer risk perception.  This is in line with other research that there is a 

relationship between unbiased information on the nature of risks and consumer 
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confidence. In other words, information can reduce consumer perception of food 

safety risk (Selnes, 1998; Yee, Yeung and Morris, 2005). In particular, clear 

information on how to control the food risk may remove the fear of uncertainty during 

periods of food scare. It is true that information such as cooking guidelines and in-

store information of the product is frequently sought when the consequence of 

purchase is uncertain (e.g. Pugh, 1990).   

 

Quality Assurance and Risk Perception 

 

Quality assurance (causal effect of -0.19) has a moderate reducing effect on consumer 

risk perception.  The model confirmed that chicken products tested by government or 

independent laboratories or traced to the original farm are forms of quality assurance. 

The testing systems identified by this study match with past research and show that 

government testing is one of the favoured risk reducing strategies for risk with 

hazardous loss (Roselius, 1971; Yeung and Yee, 2003).  The finding explains why 

traceability schemes introduced by the food industry after the outbreak of BSE crisis 

were well received by consumers as the quality scheme served as an extrinsic cue for 

quality attributes of the food product.  For instance, the source of food supply such as 

country of origin has been shown to be significant for quality perception (Thorelli, 

Lim and Ye, 1989).  A quality mark or logo on the meat pack helps to provide kind of 

quality assurance where research has shown a high proportion of food borne diseases 

in the product (Which?, 2001).     
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Post-Purchase Control and Risk Perception 

 

The relationship between ‘post-purchase control’ such as keeping chicken meat in a 

fridge or freezer after purchase and separating raw chicken meat from cooked meat, 

and risk perception is not supported in this study.  One explanation of this may be due 

to many people believe that home is the least likely source of food safety problems, 

though past research has estimated that 60 per cent of food poisoning incidents 

occurred in home (Miles, Braxton and Frewer, 1999).  It is likely that consumers 

underestimate the extent to which personal responsibility for the management of food 

after purchase can reduce exposure to food safety risk.  

 

Price Discount and Risk Perception 

 

‘Price’ does not appear to be a significant effect on consumer risk perception.  This 

might be due to the inconclusive result of price-quality relationship on purchase as 

found in past research (Monroe, 1973; Erevelles, 1993).  Some studies show that 

consumers are willing to pay a little extra for premium food such as free-range 

chicken.  Despite the facts, further research is recommended to test the effect of price 

on consumer food choice under a range of circumstances, including periods of food 

safety concern.     

               

Risk Perception and Purchase Likelihood 
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With the adoption of risk reducing strategies, consumer risk perception has a negative 

effect (causal effect of -0.46) on purchase likelihood. This shows the impact of 

adopting the risk reducing strategies on consumer risk perception and subsequently on 

the purchase likelihood. Purchase likelihood in this study was in the form of 

categories of behaviour, namely: continue to purchase, delayed purchase after one 

month, three months or six months weighted in order to reflect intentions of purchase.  

Risk perception in the risk reduction model comprised the components of health loss, 

money loss, time loss, lifestyle loss and taste loss. The factor loading of the first four 

components showed that these types of consequent loss are perceived to be very 

important to the consumer. The finding is consistent with a recent research that 

consumers rate higher on healthy issue than on taste (BrandSpark, 2008) and confirms 

that health-related loss seems very often being associated with consumer food choice 

(Tregear et al., 1994; Magnusson et al.,2001). As previously mentioned, three main 

types of risk reducing strategies were found relevant to reduce the perceived food risk 

that subsequently facilitates the food purchase with respect to microbiological hazards 

in chicken meat.  This finding focuses on the general public.  Further studies to 

investigate the purchase behaviour of those with associated vulnerable groups, such as 

young children or the elderly are recommended. 

 

Managerial implications 

 

The study identifies brand, information and quality assurance as potential strategies to 

reduce consumer perception of food safety risk and to facilitate informed purchase 

behaviour during period of hazardous microbiological concern in chicken meat.  
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Branding is found to be a good risk reliever; however, branding is rarely found in 

much of the primary meat sector (Euromonitor, 2000).  During periods of concern 

about food safety, brand such as Welsh lamb, and Aberdeen Angus steaks, can give a 

high quality image to consumers and allow them to have wider food choice.  For 

instance, poultry processing companies argue that their branded products create added 

value and maintain consumer confidence.  They have improved the product acceptance 

by designing small portions of pre-cooked chicken meat in order to overcome the fear 

of Salmonella in raw meat.  In this respect, fresh meat producers can position 

themselves by promoting a high standard of quality assurance.  It is appropriate to 

incorporate trade practice as part of consumer brand experience into marketing 

programmes (Fuhrman, 2007).   

 

Information provision is especially important to both consumers and food industry 

during periods of concern about food safety.  This will better inform consumer choice, 

reduce the burden of risk on both consumers and producers, reduce market 

inefficiency due to information deficit and serve the overall public interest. 

Information can be in form of labels for easy reference showing storage guidelines, 

methods of reheating, specific handling instructions and even health information or 

food safety tips, but the type and amount of information depends on the level of the 

perceived risk (Worsfold, 1995; Martin, 1997; Dulen, 1999; Thompson, 1999).  

Labels, such as quality marks are well received by consumers in particular if they are 

endorsed or recognised by an independent body, such as Food Standard Agency, or 

Meat and Livestock Commission in the UK with respect to the safety and 

wholesomeness of the food product (Beddall, 1997; Frost, Frank and Maibach, 1997; 
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Rundmo and Sjoberg, 1998; Lindsay, 2000).  The food industry should be aware that 

too many marks and symbols in a product package may confuse the consumer about 

the quality when each represents different standard. In this respect, research on the 

impact of a standardised quality mark under national “umbrella” scheme awaits 

further investigation (Walley et al., 1999). Apart from comprehensive labelling, the 

use of graphics or diagrams with little text which is clear and easy to understand can 

help to improve the comprehensibility of the risk information (Connelly and Knuth, 

1998). A point of sale poster to describe the symbols and video show to explain how 

the system works in relation with traceability could also help (Henkel, 1998).  In 

addition, interactive websites and carelines not only show benevolence to consumers, 

but also meet closely their needs and food safety concerns.  

 

Traceability and farm assurance schemes are found to be particularly relevant to 

maintain and restore consumer confidence provided that all parties of food supply 

chain follow the regulations (Watson, 2000a, 2000b). This requires the government 

and the food industry to demonstrate best practices along the food supply chain to 

reduce any food risk (Palmer, 1998).  Certainly, specific legislation to control the 

procedures of monitoring systems can help to support the industry’s claims for safe 

products (James, 1997).  The enforcement of regulations, such as vaccinating flocks to 

reduce actual risk would put rules into practice to meet food standards and give 

consumers confidence in the controllability of food hazard.   

 

The insignificant effect of post-purchase control from this study reflects that 

consumer probably have overconfidence with their perceived/subjective knowledge 
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(Viscusi, 1991; Ellen, Bone and Stuart, 1998; Alba and Hutchinson, 2000; House, et 

al., 2004).  As such, warning about food borne illnesses or serious consequences from 

food hazards if they do not follow good practices is required.  Leaflets with guidelines 

to reduce food poisoning printed and distributed by government and the food industry 

can also help to improve consumer food handling technique. For instance, food safety 

campaigns run by organisations, such as Food and Drink Federation in the USA, have 

successfully educated consumers the ways of good practices in the kitchen (Mintel, 

1997).   

 

Conclusion 

 

To conclude, by joining together psychometric and marketing research paradigms, a 

consumer risk reduction model was built to assess the direct and indirect effects of 

risk reducing strategies on risk perception and purchase likelihood respectively. The 

results provide guidance of both proactive and remedial action that government 

agencies and the food industry can follow before or during the outbreak of a food 

hazard in order to inform consumers risk reducing strategies.   The food industry can 

allocate its resources efficiently in particular areas such as brand building, trading 

standards promotion, quality assurance, all of which imply communication strategies 

to alleviate consumer perceptions of risk. . As the survey used a non-probability 

sampling method with small sample size, the findings should be interpreted with 

caution. A research with a larger random sample is needed to facilitate generalization, 

applied to a wide range of food products.  Given the current interest in healthy diets, 
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the approach adopted here also has potential to inform consumer perceptions of diet 

related risks, and appropriate risk reduction behaviour.   
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Table 1 Rotated factor matrix for risk reducing strategies 

 

 Factors 

 quality brand inform ppcon price 

LOYALTY 0.165 0.767 0.0434 0.210 -0.025 

BRAND 0.189 0.816 0.165 0.116 -0.110 

MON. BACK 0.302 0.442 0.409 -.035 0.258 

QUALITY 0.484 0.475 0.357 0.154 -0.023 

GOV.  LAB 0.768 0.244 0.268 -0.061 0.081 

PRIV. LAB 0.814 -0.003 0.196 -0.028 0.165 

TRACEABI 0.739 0.166 0.085 0.120 0.012 

P. REDUCE 0.058 0.100 0.006 -0.089 0.740 

ORGANIC 0.554 0.204 -0.035 0.181 -0.080 

SHOPPING 0.011 0.006 0.003 0.077 0.844 

AVAILABL 0.066 0.655 0.122 0.070 0.367 

ADVICE 0.195 0.453 0.012 0.046 0.359 

GUIDES 0.226 0.129 0.805 0.191 -0.124 

LEAFLET 0.119 0.121 0.850 0.0063 0.045 

SELFINSP 0.064 0.065 0.488 0.560 0.201 

KEEPCOLD 0.089 0.141 0.049 0.881 0.064 

SEPATATE 0.078 0.169 0.121 0.768 -0.144 

 

Note: items with factor loading greater than 0.710 and cross-loading smaller than 

0.320 are highlighted. 
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Table 2 Constructs of risk reducing strategies, consumer risk perception and purchase 

likelihood for chicken meat with measurement items 

Factors/Items  Item Loading S. D. t-value 

Risk Reduction    

brand [brand] 

purchase the same brand [LOYALTY] 

choose a well-known brand [W.BRAND] 

 

0.81 

0.85 

 

0.04 

0.04 

 

18.22 

19.46 

quality assurance [quality] 

tested by government laboratory 

[GOV.LAB] 

  tested by private laboratory 

[PRIV.LAB] 

traced to the original producer 

[TRACEABI] 

 

 

0.96 

 

0.75 

 

0.67 

 

 

0.03 

 

0.04 

 

0.05 

 

 

31.86 

 

19.69 

 

14.84 

price discount [price] 

price reduction [PRI.RED] 

 

1.00 

 

0.04 

 

28.21 

information [inform]  

  read consumer guide [GUIDE] 

read in-store leaflet [LEAFLET] 

 

0.91 

0.75 

 

0.04 

0.05 

 

21.28 

16.74 

post purchase control [ppcon] 

  keep meat in fridge/freeze after    

purchase [KEEPCOLD] 

  separate chicken meat from other 

product [SEPARATE] 

 

 

0.72 

 

0.79 

 

 

0.06 

 

0.06 

 

 

12.02 

 

12.97 

Risk Perception    

risk perception [riskper] 

  adverse effect on health [L.HEALTH] 

  money wasted [L.MONEY] 

  time lost [L.TIME] 

  adverse effect on lifestyle [L.LIFEST] 

  adverse effect on the taste [L.TASTE] 

 

0.88 

0.89 

0.92 

0.82 

0.69 

 

-- 

0.03 

0.03 

0.04 

0.05 

 

-- 

26.88 

29.15 

22.63 

14.98 

Purchase Likelihood    

purchase likelihood [purchli] 

  future purchase [PURCHASE] 

 

1.00 

 

-- 

-- 

 

Note: All t-value are significant at p = 0.00. 
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Table 3 Effects of risk reduction on consumer risk perception and purchase likelihood 

of chicken meat  

 

  

Effects on Risk Perception 

Effects on Purchase 

Likelihood 

Risk Reduction   

brand -0.34 (-3.39**) 0.16 (3.14**) 

information -0.25 (-2.42*) 0.12 (2.30*) 

quality assurance -0.19 (-2.11*) 0.09 (2.04*) 

post purchase 

control 

0.18 (1.82) -0.09 (-1.76) 

price discount 0.08 (1.29) -0.04 (-1.26) 

   

Risk Perception -- -0.46 (-8.07**) 

   

 

Notes: 

Figures indicated are path coefficient estimate and (t-value) 

Significance level: 

** p ≤ 0.01  

  * p ≤ 0.05 
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Appendix I  Items for measuring risk reducing strategies 

 

 

1. Purchasing the same brand/store that you purchased before. 
2. Choosing a well-known or popular brand. 
3. Ensuring they have some form of money back guarantee. 
4. Choosing those with quality assurance. 
5. Purchasing meat that has been tested by a government laboratory. 
6. Purchasing meat that has been tested by a private laboratory. 
7. Ensuring the meat has been traced to the original producer. 
8. Purchasing the product with price reduction. 
9. Purchasing organic/free range chicken. 
10. Shopping around to compare what is on offer. 
11. Purchasing a meat product that is available in all major supermarkets. 
12. Taking the advice of family and friends. 
13. Reading consumer guides for food storage and cooking instruction. 
14. Reading in-store leaflet for product information. 

15. Inspecting the meat product before purchase 

16. Keeping meat in fridge/freeze after purchase. 

17. Separating chicken meat from other products 

 

 

 



 

Figure 1  

 

A conceptual model linking risk reducing strategies, risk perception and purchase 

likelihood.  
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Figure 2 

An empirical model linking risk reducing strategies, consumer risk perception and 

purchase likelihood for chicken meat  
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The effects of risk reducing strategies on consumer perceived risk and on purchase 
likelihood: a modelling approach 
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