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Research on the customer demands of agricultural products quality and safety
risk communication in Beijing
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ABSTRACT: Objective To comprehensively understand the consumers' satisfaction with the present situation of
agricultural product quality and safety risk communication, the basic demands of the main body of information
distribution and information distribution channels, and put forward effective risk communication strategies in a
targeted way. Methods Four hundred and fifty consumers were selected to answer the question investigation in
Beijing randomly, and descriptive statistical analysis, correlation analysis, and difference analysis were used in this
study. Results There were significant differences in consumer satisfaction and the most trusted body of information
distribution among different age, occupation, educational background and monthly income, except for sex. Popular

science knowledge of risk prevention and control, relevant circumstances of risk monitoring and evaluation, risk
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management policies and regulations, risk control measures of enterprise, domestic and international food safety

standards satisfaction were not significantly correlated with satisfaction. Hot issues of professional interpretation and

the influence of the risk to health had significant negative correlation with satisfaction. The government authorities

and popular science television program were the most trustworthy information release subject and communication

channels. Conclusion This paper puts forward two proposals to improve the effect of risk communication: refining

risk communication subjects, optimizing risk communication strategy; increasing risk communication intensity and

adjusting risk communication mode.
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Fig. 1 Satisfaction with the current risk communication status for
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Table1l Basicinformation of therespondents
(N) (%) N) (%)
204 49.6 / 6 15
207 50.4 36 8.8
30 165 40.1 237 57.7
30~40 198 48.2 132 32.1
40~50 39 9.5 3000 27 6.6
50 9 22 3000~5000 90 21.9
21 51 5000~8000 159 38.7
156 38.0 8000~10000 84 204
/ / 198 48.2 10000 51 12.4
24 5.8
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Table2 Relationship between individual situation and satisfaction
=
30 9(5.5%) 33(20.0%)  48(29.1%) 60(36.4%) 15(9.1%)
30~40 6(3.0%) 21(10.6%) 45(22.7%) 87(44.0%) 39(19.7%)
40~50 0(0%) 9(23.1%) 9(23.1%) 15(38.5%) 6(15.4%) 0.001
50 0(0%) 3(33.3%) 3(33.3%) 3(33.3%) 0(0%)
0(0%) 3(14.3%) 6(28.6%) 12(57.2%) 0(0%)
3(1.9%) 42(26.9%) 39(25.0%) 48(30.7%) 24(15.4%)
/A 12(6.1%) 21(10.6%) 45(22.7%) 90(45.4%) 30(15.1%) 0.001
0(0%) 0(0%) 9(37.5%) 12(50%) 3(12.5%)
0(0%) 0(0%) 6(50%) 3(25%) 3(25%)
/ 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 6(100%) 0(0%)
0(0%) 3(8.3%) 15(41.7%) 12(33.3%) 6(16.7%)
9(3.8%) 42(17.7%) 60(25.3%) 99(41.7%) 27(11.4%) 0.000
6(4.5%) 21(15.9%) 30(22.7%) 48(36.3%) 27(20.5%)
3000 0(0%) 0(0%) 9(33.3%) 15(55.5%) 3(11.1%)
3000~5000 3(3.3%) 15(16.7%) 27(30%) 39(43.4%) 6(6.7%)
5000~8000 3(1.9%) 18(11.3%) 51(32.1%) 57(35.9%) 30(18.9%) 0.004
8000~10000 6(7.1%) 18(21.4%) 12(14.3%) 33(39.3%) 15(17.9%)
10000 3(5.9%) 15(29.4%) 6(11.8%) 21(41.2%) 6(11.8%)
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Table3 Correlation analysis of the content of risk communication and satisfaction
Pearson -.100° .066 -.235" 120° .010 .043 .087 .048
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Fig. 2 Differences of the confidence with the risk communication
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information provider for different ages
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Fig. 3 Differences of the confidence with the risk communication
information provider for consumers of different education
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Table4 Differences of the most confident information provider for consumerswith different monthly salaries

bacgrounds

P
3000 9(33.3%) 15(55.6%) 3(11.1%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%)
3000~5000 33(36.7%) 30(33.3%) 12(13.3%) 6(6.7%) 9(10%) 0(0%)
5000~8000 81(50.9%) 42(26.4%) 15(9.4%) 0(0%) 6(3.8%) 15(9.4%)  0.000
8000~10000 36(42.9%) 33(39.3%) 6(7.1%) 0(0%) 6(7.1%) 3(3.6%)
10000 24(47.1%) 18(35.3%) 3(5.9%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 6(11.8%)
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y N
’ ' 372 1 12 2.52
369 1 11 2.85
(2.52), 294 1 12 450
, (2.85) (4.50) 288 1 13 5.89
(5.89) (6.19) (6.24)
279 1 12 6.19
(6.34) (6.69) (7.00) (7.08)
(7.16) (7.82) (1258)( 5) 216 1 13 624
) 246 1 12 6.34
' 234 1 12 6.69
, , 255 1 12 7.00
237 1 12 7.08
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261 1 13 7.16
279 2 13 7.82
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