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Investigation and study on the cognition and treatment of tea quality and
safety risk of urban residents

CHEN Fu-Qiao, HU Lin-Ying, JANG Ai-Qin’, JANG Ren-Hua
(Tea Research Institute, Chinese Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Hangzhou 310008, China)

ABSTRACT: Objective To investigate the accurate guidance strategies of consumers’ food safety risk cognition, in
order to effectively reduce or even eliminate consumers’ panic in food consumption, and ensure the sustainable
development of tea consumption market. Methods The investigation was conducted in the form of questionnaire
survey. 2500consumers in 5 regions were questioned, including Hangzhou, Fuzhou, Shenzhen, Jinan and Xi'an. The
guestionnaire was about concerns of tea quality safety, attentions to quality and safety of consumers when they were
buying tea, also about perceptions of the sources of quality and safety risk. Results Consumers were sensitive to tea
quality and safety problems, and their perception of quality and safety risk had an important influence on their
behaviors. Moreover, the use of exogenous substances represented by pesticides was the most important quality and

safety risk, and consumers' tolerance for pesticide residue was very low. Conclusion In order to guide consumers,
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relevant departments should firstly make public opinion monitoring and actively communicate with consumers, to

minimize the negative impact of the crisis of tea quality safety, secondly vigorously popularize knowledge of

pesticide residues and food safety, to reduce the potential consumer panic, and thirdly promote and standardize the

third party certification system, encourage enterprises to carry out the brand management, to reduce consumers

perception of quality and safety risk level.
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Tablel Characteristicsof the survey samples of risk response
mechanism of tea quality safety of urban residents
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Fig.1 Consumers' concern level about tea quality and safety
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Fig. 2 Consumers’ attention level to quality and safety when buying
tea
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Fig. 3 Reasons of consumers’ worry about tea quality and safety
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Fig. 4 Consumers’ acceptance of pesticide residuesin tea
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Fig.5 Teaquality and safety risk aversion behavior of urban residents
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Fig. 6 Consumers’ response to tea quality and safety risk
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Fig. 7 Distribution of consumers’ acceptable response measures in quality and saf ety incidents
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