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Mental Representation of Food Safety Incidents: An Exploration
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Abstract The authors explored the mental representations of food safety incidents. This study conducted exploratory and
confirmatory factor analysis by collecting data (598) through internet. The results indicate that the public’s mental
representations of food safety incidents can be divided into cognitive and affective representations four cognitive
representation dimensions (industry trust risk estimation negative impact and responsibility attribution) and one
emotional representation dimension(negative emotion) is found to constitute the public’s mental representation structure.
Current findings are discussed in relation to previous results theoretical approaches and practical implications.
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Table 4 EFA results of mental representations of food safety incidents
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Fig. 1 Public’s mental representation of food safety incidents
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Table 6 CFA results of public’s mental representations of food safety incidents
¥ DF p X’ IDF RMR GFI NNFI CFI RMSEA (90% )
— — >0.05 <5 — >0.9 >0.9 >0.9 0.08
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7

Table 7 The regression of public’s mental representations of food safety incidents on the demographic variables
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