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1 Introduction 

Ensuring food safety is a responsibility for all actors, as it can be compromised in every step1; including 

the level of consumption 2. While food safety requirements are controlled in the first half of the food chain 

by legislation, consumers cannot be regulated through official actions. Risk communication is a unique 

tool of authorities for mitigation of food safety related health and economic burden through influencing 

consumer behaviour. 

Throughout the last decades, preventive risk communication has been playing an increasingly important 

role in the work of food safety authorities. While crisis communication focuses on an event that has 

already occurred (for example, a foodborne incident or outbreak), which poses a risk to a specific 

population, preventive risk communication aims at the preparation for possible risks3, avoiding the 

exposition to hazards and mitigation of the consequences. The scope of risk communication has also 

expanded. First, from minimizing the devastating effect of a food safety crisis to raising general 

awareness, and later to observing daily routines and understanding the psychological aspects of 

individual food risk situations, as well. At the same time, the target groups of the various risk 

communication activities have also become more specific. In addition to simple demographic 

parameters (e.g., gender, age, place of residence), target groups based on consumer knowledge, 

habits4 and behaviour are also differentiated. Besides consumers, other stakeholders along the whole 

food safety chain are targeted by tailored materials. Nowadays we also refer communication as a tool 

of transparency and building trust towards the authority. 

1.1 Background 

Risk communication is ‘the interactive exchange of information and opinions throughout the risk analysis 

process as regards hazards and risks, risk-related factors and risk perceptions, among risk assessors, 

risk managers, consumers, feed and food businesses, the academic community and other interested 

parties, including the explanation of risk assessment findings and the basis of risk management 

decisions’ 3,5. In an ideal case, risk communication explains the risk and its uncertainty in clear and 

concise messages, ensures that the message reaches the group potentially exposed to risk, and induces 

less risky behaviours from its members6. In reality, however, the path from the message to the receiver's 

behavioural change is not so straightforward since processing risk communication is very complex. 

Comprehension and understanding of food-related risks and information about food safety are based on 

primarily unconscious cognitive reactions that mobilize information processing strategies and are 

influenced by motivational and emotional factors3. Risk perception should be considered during the 

implementation of risk communication. The risk evaluation of risk assessors and lay people develop 

along completely different approaches: risk assessment is a statistically established method based on 

scientific foundations, while consumer risk perception is a subjective reaction based on experiences and 

emotions6,7. Another significant difference is that consumers find the interpretation of statistical data and 

 
1 FAO (2003). FAO’s Strategy for a Food Chain Approach to Food Safety and Quality: A framework document for 
the development of future strategic direction. Item 5 of the Provisional Agenda. on Agriculture Committee (COAG), 
Rome. Available: http://www.fao.org/DOCREP/ MEETING/005/Y8274e.HTM  
2 Redmond, E. C., Griffith, C. J. (2003). Consumer food handling in the home: a review of food safety studies. J. 
Food Prot., 66(1), 130-161. 
3 European Food Safety Authority (EFSA), Laura Maxim, Mario Mazzocchi, Stephan Van den Broucke, Fabiana 
Zollo, Tobin Robinson, Claire Rogers, Domagoj Vrbos, Giorgia Zamariola, and Anthony Smith (2021). Technical 
assistance in the field of risk communication. EFSA Journal 19, no. 4 e06574. 
4 Kasza, G., Csenki, E., Szakos, D., & Izsó, T. (2022). The evolution of food safety risk communication: Models and 
trends in the past and the future. Food Control, 138, 109025. 
5 Piscoi, P., Monea, A. (2008). Communication on food safety risks assuring public health and consumer protection. 
EFSA presentation. Available: https://www.efsa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/event/documentset/Paul_Piscoi.pdf. 
6 Ueland, Ø. (2019). How to make risk communication influence behavior change. Trends in Food Science & 
Technology, 84, 71-73. 
7 Süth, M. (2018). Authority risk communication in the food chain. (Hatósági kockázatkommunikáció az 

élelmiszerláncban). PhD Thesis, University of Kaposvár, Kaposvár. 



   

 
 
     Grant Agreement number: 727580 — SafeConsume — H2020-SFS-2016-2017/H2020-SFS-2016-2 6 

the concepts of ’acceptable level of risk’ and uncertainty challenging8,9,10. As a result, some risks are 

usually overestimated (e.g., pesticide residues, food additives, irradiation, GMOs), while others are 

underrated by the lay people. Microbiological risks, which are in the focus of the SafeConsume project, 

are typically underestimated by consumers, even though households play a significant role in reducing 

exposure. 

According to previous research, factors influencing the risk perception of consumers can be 

differentiated into nine categories7,9,11,12,13. 

1. Voluntariness or possibility of avoidance: whether the exposure is voluntary or not. 

Among the previously identified risky behaviours14, the consumption of raw or undercooked 

eggs and shellfish, also improper heat treatment of poultry meat can be linked to this factor. The 

problem with the aforementioned risky behaviours in terms of risk communication is that they 

are based on the individual preferences of consumers. Influencing them can be very 

challenging. 

2. Knowledge about the risk: a higher level of knowledge can be related to a decrease in over- or 

underestimation of the risks. 

Awareness-raising communication campaigns might include intentions to increase food safety 

knowledge, but it must be considered that knowledge, awareness, and behaviour are often not 

consistent15. It is more worthwhile to target behaviours for maximizing effectiveness. 

3. Controllability: whether it is possible for the consumers to control the level of risk or not. 

It is essential to emphasize in the communication that in the case of microbiological hazards16, 

the consumers themselves can effectively reduce the risks in their own homes with proper 

hygiene and kitchen practices. However, at the same time, it is a complicating factor that 

precisely because of perceived controllability, laypeople believe that foodborne illnesses can be 

traced back to causes outside the household solely (e.g., catering, industry). 

4. Fear of a specific hazard: subjective element, which makes low-level risks overestimated if 

those are associated with incurable or fatal diseases with terrifying symptoms and vice versa. 

Since most microbiological risks do not pose a lethal threat to the majority of people (in most 

cases vomiting, diarrhoea, or fever can be expected that passes away in a few days), therefore 

their importance is often underestimated. However, everyday food safety risks can also lead to 

severe consequences (e.g., dehydration due to vomiting or diarrhoea caused by Salmonella 

and Norovirus, paralysis due to complications of Campylobacter infection, miscarriage and 

congenital disabilities due to Listeria monocytogenes and Toxoplasma gondii), yet consumers 

are not aware of the risks even when they are in a more vulnerable state of their lives 

(pregnancy, aging, illness).  

5. Risk-benefit evaluation: the acceptability of perceived risk is roughly proportional to the third 

power of the perceived benefits19. 

 
8 Slovic, P. (1987). Perception of risk. Science, 236(4799), 280-285. 
9 Wohl, J. B. (1998). Consumers’ decision-making and risk perceptions regarding foods produced with 
biotechnology. In B. M. Knoppers, A. D. Mathios (Eds.) Biotechnology and the Consumer, A research project 
sponsored by the Office of Consumer Affairs of Industry Canada (pp. 29-46). Springer. Boston. 
10 Verbeke, W., Sioen, I., Pieniak, Z., Van Camp, J., De Henauw, S. (2005). Consumer perception versus scientific 
evidence about health benefits and safety risks from fish consumption. Public Health Nutr., 8(4), 422-429. 
11 Starr, C. (1969). Social benefits versus technological risks. Science, 165(3899), 1232–1238. 
12 Fischhoff, B., Slovic, P., Lichtenstein, S., Read, S., Combs, B. (1978). How safe is safe enough? A psychometric 
study of attitudes towards technological risks and benefits. Policy Sci., 9(2), 127-152. 
13 Fischhoff, B., Bostrom, A., Quadrel. M. J. (1993). Risk perception and communication. Annu. Rev. Health, 14, 
183-203. 
14 Skuland, S. E. (2020). European food safety: Mapping critical food practices and cultural differences in France, 
Norway, Portugal, Romania and the UK. Available: https://oda.oslomet.no/oda-xmlui/handle/20.500.12199/3112 
15 Süth, M., Mikulka, P., Izsó, T., Kasza, G. (2018). Possibilities of targeting in food chain safety risk communication. 
Acta Aliment., 47(3), 307-314 
16 EFSA (2015). European Food Safety Authority Summary Report on zoonoses agents and food-borne outbreaks. 
EFSA Journal, 13, 3991. 
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The consumption of expired food is a typical example of this15: consumers do not consider the 

consumption of expired ready-to-eat products or leftovers to be risky at all, and they believe that 

avoiding food waste has much greater importance (benefit). 

6. Prolonged or immediate effects of the risk: the more time that passes between the exposure 

and the harm to health, the lower the perceived risk. 

Due to this factor, it is difficult to demonstrate the significance and the outcomes of food safety 

risks, such as the carcinogenic effect of mycotoxin consumption when eating spoiled food from 

which the moulds have been removed – which is a common risky behaviour in several 

countries15. 

7. Novelty and familiarity of the risk: novel risks are expected to be overrated due to neophobia, 

while risks around us from childhood seem less harmful. 

A general problem concerning risk perception is the kind of scepticism and rejection. If 

consumers have not had a negative experience before, they will never have it in the future, or 

they will avoid food safety risks compared to others. 

8. The number of deaths associated with the risk and its trend over time: this factor includes the 

number of deaths per year, trends of the cases during the years, and the outliers. 

This factor is the closest to scientific risk assessment in terms of consumers' risk perception, 

although laypeople may react extremely to outliers (e.g., epidemics with many fatal cases). 

Consumers are rarely aware of the number of foodborne illnesses per year - 23 million cases of 

illness and 5,000 deaths in Europe17 - therefore, highlighting these data in risk communication 

is advised. 

9. Demographic parameters: sex and age of the consumers affect the risk evaluation. For instance, 

women tend to have more concerns towards food safety risks than men, and consumers under 

25 years old tend to be less sensitive. 

Understanding the effect of these parameters and taking them into account helps in choosing 

the appropriate communication tools for the target groups. Typically, women and older age 

groups are more open to the topic, while reaching younger men is very challenging, as also 

determined by SafeConsume. 

To conclude, due to the biases applied during the processing of risk information, risk perception is 

inherently subjective, and risks might mean various things to different consumers. It cannot be measured 

independently of the mind and culture. Therefore, the concept of "real" or "objective" food safety risk is 

not easily applicable in risk communication. As was already mentioned, being aware of the cognitive 

and decision-making processes underlying food safety risk behaviour is critical for the development of 

an appropriately targeted and effective risk communication3. These differences in risk perception can 

easily lead to the selection of inappropriate communication platforms, as well as misunderstandings and 

misinterpreted messages6. For the most part, population-based studies on risk responses are rarely 

supported by theoretical work, and especially consumer behavioural modelling; moreover, only a few 

food safety controlling authorities have the capacity to put them into practice3. 

1.2 Objectives 

Analysis of the effects of risk communication on consumers or behavioural research in a broader sense 

can be considered a separate discipline, of which results are often difficult to interpret even for 

researchers experienced in the field. It is not even expected that the food safety experts who primarily 

deal with the maintenance, control, and assurance of food safety are at the same time proficient in 

sociology and behavioural research. All at once, implementing communication activities that approach 

consumers from a new direction and cover all interested parties also requires changes in the operation 

and functions of the institutions. However, based on the previous research conducted within 

 
17 World Health Organization (WHO). Food Safety 2015. Available online at: http://www.euro.who.int/en/health-
topics/disease-prevention/food-safety/news/news/2015/12/more-than-23-million-people-in-the-who-european-
region-fall-ill-from-unsafe-food-every-year  

http://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/disease-prevention/food-safety/news/news/2015/12/more-than-23-million-people-in-the-who-european-region-fall-ill-from-unsafe-food-every-year
http://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/disease-prevention/food-safety/news/news/2015/12/more-than-23-million-people-in-the-who-european-region-fall-ill-from-unsafe-food-every-year
http://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/disease-prevention/food-safety/news/news/2015/12/more-than-23-million-people-in-the-who-european-region-fall-ill-from-unsafe-food-every-year
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SafeConsume18, the European institutions dealing with food safety risk communication are on various 

readiness levels regarding their approaches and practices towards consumers and their cooperation 

with other organisations.  

Consequently, the objectives of this guideline are two-fold: 

- To deliver scientifically proven risk communication strategy advice that can be applied by all 

stakeholders promoting food safety in the households. The guidance includes different 

mitigation strategies assigned to several types of risks, and covers aspects from timing, 

recommended communicators, communication and feedback channels, communication tools, 

and messages for specific situations. 

- To provide a tool for self-evaluating the current stage of consumer risk communication practices 

and functions within an organisation and help to define opportunities for progression. The self-

evaluation tool also aims to support the benchmarking of the risk communication activities. 

 

2 Risk mitigation strategies 

In SafeConsume, an important outcome is providing new risk communication advice for better food 

safety behaviours among consumers. To achieve a high risk-reduction potential, two important 

conditions apply: focus on particularly vulnerable groups, and on the microbes causing most severe 

food-related illnesses in Europe. 

Food risk behaviour among target consumers, microbial activity and risk probability ratings related to 

consumer perceptions and behaviours are investigated in consumer studies of SafeConsume (work 

packages 1-3). The context is the same for all the investigations so that the prevention of foodborne 

infections can be addressed from different angles. 

• Target consumer groups are: pregnant women, families with young children, elderly, and young 

men. 

• Target microbes are: Salmonella, Campylobacter, Toxoplasma, Norovirus, and Listeria. 

• Target contexts are: poultry and vegetables, eggs, shellfish and ready-to-eat foods. 

Outcomes that in different ways can contribute to reducing foodborne infections are addressed in 

progression-focused research groups of SafeConsume (work packages 4-7): 

• Development of an opportunity map for risk reducing innovations in industry based on 

identification and evaluation of critical consumer handlings (CCHs) 

• Development of relevant food safety communication strategies for risk mitigation for consumers 

• Development of educational programs that provide an avenue for food safety information 

distribution 

• Development of effective policy strategies between different types of stakeholders 

In this section a summary of risk communication practices and messages giving the most promising 

opportunities for development of new communication strategies for consumers is presented. 

 

 
18 Kasza, G. & Scholderer, J. (2020). Food safety risk communication practices and networks across Europe. 
EFFoST conference 
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2.1 SafeConsume report on existing food safety advice in 

Europe 

A prioritising of general risk communication messages to consumers is based on critical consumer 

handling (CCH) defined from the Risk Behaviour Map described in WP1 (D1.3) and correspond to the 

flowchart as identified in the Opportunity Map developed in WP4 (D4.1)19. The information about risk 

communication advice that was collected from a selection of European countries, targets which 

consumer behaviours should be addressed and how risk communication should be conducted (D5.1). 

In table 1 is a presentation of the risk communication advice most frequently provided, put in the context 

of the most important risk reducing effect (D5.1).  

Table 1: Risk communication advice most relevant for critical consumer handlings (CCH). 

Handling: CCH: risk reducing effect Advice 

Storing (also leftovers): CCH2: Inhibit growth • Keep food at safe temperatures 

• Store foods in the fridge below (4) 5 oC 

Personal hygiene: CCH5 Personal hygiene • Wash your hands 

• Wash your hands before you start 
cooking, before you eat, between 
handling different raw foods and after 
using the bathroom. You should not 
cook for other people when you have 
diarrhoea, a sore throat, or infected 
wounds  

 

Kitchen hygiene: CCH6: Hygiene • Use clean equipment and cloths. Clean 
knives and carving boards frequently 
and keep the kitchen counter clean  

• Wash used utensils 

 

Handling raw and cooked foods: CCH6: Hygiene • Separate raw foods from cooked foods  

• Do not use the same knife and cutting 
board to raw meat and salads or other 
foods that will not be cooked  

 

Preparation: CCH3: wash/remove • Wash the vegetables thoroughly - the 
soil on the vegetables can carry 
contagions 

 

Cooking: CCH4: kill/heat • Cook food thoroughly (many detailed 

advices, also reheating) 

 

Cooling: CCH2: Inhibit growth • Cool leftovers quickly (many detailed 

advices) 

 

Results from the meta-analysis of risk mitigation strategies on which strategies work, for whom and on 

what, an overall summary showed that:  

• Knowledge of the target group, who they are and how they get information, is extremely 

important  

• Information channels used are also important, particularly given the variety and variability in 

channels that are now available  

• Interactive measures are important.   

 
19 Structure of the project: https://safeconsume.eu/about/timeline  

https://safeconsume.eu/about/timeline
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Risk mitigation strategies and advice currently employed in Europe vary some depending on local 

conditions and priorities between different European countries. Apart from that, the WHO “five keys to 

safer foods” are the core of the risk communication and risk messages provided by risk communicators 

(https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789241594639). There was also a remarkable consistency 

across countries with respect to what they did, which responsibilities and roles they had and challenges 

to overcome. 

• Mainly, the official entities represented by the Food Safety Authorities were considered by all to 

have the formal and final role in communicating risks. The entities themselves saw this 

responsibility and had an active and ongoing risk communication strategy. 

• Other actors that had specific responsibilities were food chain actors, as it is their products that 

are the hub of food safety incidents. They were concerned that communication should be quick 

and transparent, as their credibility is at stake. They often combined forces with the official 

entities about what to say, as well as communicating what they did to counter the risk. 

• The most frequent challenges listed by the actors were what to say, to whom and through which 

channels. Both good and bad examples of behaviour were communicated.  

• Media involvement was extremely important, and while actors needing to communicate were 

worried with the presentation of the messages, media, on the other hand, complained about 

lack of information.  

• Visualisation is extremely important when using social media. 

• For future risk communication all the actors thought use of data and internet-based 

communication was the way to go. More information about the individual opens for personalised 

communication and messages. 

 

2.2 SafeConsume refinement of food safety messages 

Further refinement of messages specifically targeting the focus areas of SafeConsume has been 

developed in SafeConsume using an iterative process involving food scientists, microbiologists, social 

scientists, food industry and designers. A process was initiated to identify which practices are most 

important to change to reduce risk and select practices that are most likely to be affected by food safety 

messages. To evaluate potential uptake of food safety messages, a model from implementation science 

was used and experts from the consortium scored Capability, Motivation and Opportunity of consumers 

to change behaviour. Furthermore, the experts discussed barriers for behavioural change. The following 

messages, covering the high-risk areas investigated in the project, got highest scores from the expert 

opinion. 

 

Risk mitigation messages covering high-risk areas: 

1. Store ready-to-eat foods (e.g., cold smoked fish, cooked meat, cut fruit, soft cheese, and raw 

egg dishes) in the refrigerator (below 5 ºC). 

2. Purchase and eat ready-to-eat foods (e.g., cold smoked fish, cooked meat, cut fruit, soft 

cheeses, or raw egg dishes) before the due-by-date. 

3. Cook ready-to-heat foods (e.g., frozen fruit/berries/vegetables, dinner sausages and 

hamburgers) according to label. 

4. Cook pan-fried chicken on all sides and cook dishes with minced meat to 70 ºC in the centre. 

5. Mix well and cook clams and mussels 3-5 min after shells are open. 

6. Separate raw chicken from ready-to-eat foods, such as cooked chicken, salad vegetables 

and bread. 

7. Use a clean knife and cutting board when cutting fruit and vegetables for consumption. 

8. Wash fruits and vegetables, especially if eaten raw. 

https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789241594639
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2.3 Selected general guidelines 

In addition to the summaries risk mitigation messages identified through SafeConsume investigations, 

a selection of overarching guidelines is listed below. 

 

1. WHO “five keys to safer foods”: the five main food safety good practice in food handling.  

Link: https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789241594639. 

 

 
 

2. WHO risk communication training: the module gives information on the core ideas and 

principles for risk communication and the different strategies and approaches may be used 

(Figure 2). Link: https://www.who.int/risk-communication/training/Module-B3.pdf 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Main approaches in risk communication based on the hazard’s characteristics (X 

axis) and the emotional response of consumers (Y axis) 

Figure 1. WHO’s Five keys to safer food 

https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789241594639
https://www.who.int/risk-communication/training/Module-B3.pdf
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3. EFSA risk communication guideline: Besides risk communication principles (Table 2), this 

guideline present case studies of food safety accidents in the past. Link: 

https://www.efsa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/corporate_publications/files/riskcommguidelines

170524.pdf 

 

Table 2. Principles of risk communication according to EFSA 

Principles  Principles in practice 

Openness 

Transparency 

Independence 

Responsiveness/timeliness 

Publishing all key documents 

Understandable and usable communications 

Timely communications 

Dialogue between risk assessors and managers 

Dialogue with stakeholders, understanding audiences 

Acknowledging and communicating uncertainty 

 

 

 

4. EFSA literature review: this report is a comprehensive literature review on risk communication 

related scientific publications. Link: 

https://www.efsa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/consultation/consultation/Technical-assistance-

risk-communication_DRAFT.pdf 

 

 
 

Figure 3. Level and type of stakeholder involvement according to EFSA 

 

5. FAO risk communication handbook: The handbook provides examples of risk communication 

covering a large variety of hazards and risk events throughout the world. Link: 

https://www.fao.org/3/i5863e/i5863e.pdf   

https://www.efsa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/corporate_publications/files/riskcommguidelines170524.pdf
https://www.efsa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/corporate_publications/files/riskcommguidelines170524.pdf
https://www.efsa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/consultation/consultation/Technical-assistance-risk-communication_DRAFT.pdf
https://www.efsa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/consultation/consultation/Technical-assistance-risk-communication_DRAFT.pdf
https://www.fao.org/3/i5863e/i5863e.pdf
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2.3 Risk mitigation strategies – type of risk 

Based on the above-listed guidelines and handbooks, the needed type of communication can be chosen 

for most food safety risk situations. For the aspects of predictability and urgency, the familiarity with the 

risk, and the level of potential harm, pieces of risk communication advice are presented in Tables 3, 4, 

and 5. 

Table 3. Recommendations based on the predictability and urgency of the food safety situation  

Attributes of risk 

communication 

Predictability, urgency of the situation 

Crisis communication Preventive risk communication 

Timing Immediately Continuous 

Actors of 

communication 

Governmental agencies 

(Ministries; Food safety 

authorities; Public health 

institutions) 

Other relevant stakeholders 

depending on the risk 

Educators; Risk 

managers/communicators; 

Governmental agencies; NGOs 

(including academia/scientists);  

Other relevant stakeholders 

depending on the risk  

Communication 

channels 

Traditional news media; Social 

media; Official web-sites; Web-

sites of relevant stakeholders 

depending on the risk 

Official web-sites; Social media; 

Podcasts; Web-sites of relevant 

actors; Traditional media; Health 

personnel  

Risk communication 

tools 

News bulletins; Articles; Contact 

information (Who and where to 

call for information) 

Pamphlets; Teaching materials; 

Articles (in all media); TV- and radio 

programmes 

Types of messages What is the risk/hazard? 

Who is at risk? 

What to do? 

Where to find information? 

Who is responsible for risk 

communication? 

What is the risk/hazard? 

Who is at risk? 

What to do? 

Where to find information? 

 

 

Table 4. Recommendations based on the familiarity to the food safety risks 

Attributes of risk 

communication 

Familiarity to the risk 

Novel or emerging risks Traditional risks 

Timing Ad hoc and continuous Continuous 

Actors of 

communication 

Governmental agencies; NGOs; 

Risk managers/ communicators; 

Other relevant stakeholders 

depending on the risk  

Educators; Risk 

managers/communicators; 

Governmental agencies; NGOs;  

Other relevant stakeholders 

depending on the risk  

Communication 

channels 

Official web-sites; Traditional 

news media; Social media; Web-

sites of relevant stakeholders 

depending on the risk  

Social media; Podcasts; Web-sites; 

Traditional media; Health personnel  

Risk communication 

tools 

News bulletins; Articles; Contact 

information (Who and where to 

call for information) 

Pamphlets; Teaching materials; 

Articles (in all media); TV- and radio 

programmes 

Types of messages What is the risk/hazard? 

Where to find information? 

Who may be risk? 

What to do? 

What is the risk/hazard? 

Who is at risk? 

What to do? 

Where to find information? 
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Table 5. Recommendations based on the level of potential harm 

Attributes of risk 

communication 

Level of potential harm 

Only economic loss Adverse health effects 

Timing Ad hoc Continuous 

Actors of 

communication 

Risk managers/communicators; 

relevant stakeholders depending 

on the risk event 

Governmental agencies (Ministries; 

Food safety authorities; Public 

health institutions); Health 

personnel; Risk communicators 

Communication 

channels 

Traditional and social media; Web-

sites of relevant stakeholders 

depending on the risk 

Official web-sites; Traditional news 

media; Social media; Web-sites of 

relevant stakeholders depending on 

the risk 

Risk communication 

tools 

News bulletins; Articles; News bulletins; Articles; Contact 

information (Who and where to call 

for information) 

Types of messages What is the risk/hazard? 

What are the consequences of the 

risk for the individual, society? 

What mitigating measures are 

initiated? 

What is the risk/hazard? 

Who is at risk? 

What to do? 

Where to find information? 

Who is responsible for risk 

communication? 

 

 

2.4 Risk mitigation strategies – consumer characteristics 

Central in SafeConsume is consideration of the different needs and characteristics of consumer 

depending on demographics, life situation etc. From this, segmentation is obviously a key to 

understanding the characteristics of different target audiences and tailoring communication messages 

to them.  

 

For the population as a whole, depending on the specific type of risks in question, one or more of the 

following factors should be considered in segmentation according to EFSA20: 

• food safety knowledge  

• personal risk perception  

• use of food safety information and information sources  

• trust in information coming from different actors from farm to fork. 

Sociodemographic characteristics (age, sex, residence) and cultural factors are essential in gathering 

insights into the identified consumer segments, but these are not recommended as a clustering criterion 

per se. 

The next two risk mitigation strategy contain recommendations in terms of the size of the audience 

(small, specific target groups and large groups or whole populations) (Table 6), and for the specific target 

groups which are in the focus of SafeConsume project (1. pregnant women and young families, 2. elderly 

people, 3. young, single men, and 4. children) (Table 7).  

 

 

 
20 https://www.efsa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/consultation/consultation/Technical-assistance-risk-

communication_DRAFT.pdf 

 

https://www.efsa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/consultation/consultation/Technical-assistance-risk-communication_DRAFT.pdf
https://www.efsa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/consultation/consultation/Technical-assistance-risk-communication_DRAFT.pdf
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Table 6. Recommendations based on the size of the audience 

Attributes of risk 

communication 

Size of the audience 

Small, specific target groups Large target groups, whole 

populations 

Timing Ad hoc and continuous 

depending on the risk 

Ad hoc and continuous depending 

on the risk 

Actors of communication Risk communicators; Health 

personnel 

Governmental agencies (Ministries; 

Food safety authorities; Public 

health institutions); NGOs; 

Communication 

channels 

Personal communication; 

Courses; Social media (i.e. 

Facebook groups) 

Official web-sites; Traditional news 

media; Social media; Web-sites of 

relevant stakeholders depending on 

the risk 

Risk communication 

tools 

Pamphlets; Courses; Personal 

communication; 

News bulletins; Articles; Contact 

information (Who and where to call 

for information) 

Types of messages What is the risk/hazard? 

Who is at risk? 

What to do? 

Where to find information? 

What is the risk/hazard? 

Who is at risk? 

What to do? 

Where to find information? 

 

 

 

Table 7. Recommendations for specific target groups 

 

Attributes of risk 

communication 

Specific consumer groups 

Pregnant women 

and young 

families 

Elderly people Young, single 

men 

Children 

Timing Contextual Contextual Contextual Contextual 

Actors of 

communication 

Health personnel; 

Governmental 

agencies; 

“Family and 

friends” 

Health & welfare 

institutions and 

personnel; 

“Family” 

Peers;  

Role models 

Healthcare 

workers; 

Kindergarten & 

school 

personnel; 

Governmental 

agencies; 

“Family” 

Communication 

channels 

Social media; 

Personal 

communication; 

Courses 

Personal 

communication; 

Traditional 

media 

Social media 

Web-sites; 

Sports& fitness 

facilities etc. 

Web-sites 

Social media; 

Personal 

communication; 

Courses 

Risk communication 

tools 

Pamphlets; 

Courses; 

Personal 

communication; 

Personal 

communication; 

Articles; 

TV-Radio 

programmes 

Social media 

posts/groups; 

“Word-of-

mouth” 

 

Pamphlets; 

Articles; 

Courses; 

Personal 

communication 

Types of messages What is the 

risk/hazard? 

Who is at risk? 

What to do? 

Where to find 

information? 

What is the 

risk/hazard? 

What to do? 

 

What is the 

risk/hazard? 

Who is at risk? 

What to do? 

 

What is the 

risk/hazard? 

Who is at risk? 

What to do? 

Where to find 

information? 
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3 Organisational requirements for implementation   

Functions of risk communication are diverse (as was discussed in the Introduction): besides the 

paradigmatic roles of prevention of foodborne illnesses, managing crisis situations and the reduction of 

economic burden due to food scares, recently the organization-focused aspects are becoming more and 

more important. On the one hand, the dialogue with stakeholders and fostering public participation are 

ensuring the information flow. While on the other, risk communication may target political decision 

makers for earning appreciation and substantial for securing existence and finance. 

Risk communication as part of risk analysis belongs to the tasks of national level authorities, but unlike 

the exact methods of risk assessment, risk communication works based on different approaches 

depending on the perspectives and capabilities of the organizations.  

Actors of the European risk communication scheme follow various approaches and are in different 

evolutionary stages both regarding their practices towards consumers and their cooperation activities 

with other organisations based on the surveys conducted within SafeConsume21. Of the participating 

food safety-related organisations’ 25% has a dedicated risk communication group only, but it is more 

common to have staff dealing with risk communication besides other tasks. The diverse composition of 

consumer risk communication groups (Figure 4) consists of 4 full-time equivalents (FTE) staff on 

average. Hence, based on the FTE, the European authorities have few human resources in the field of 

consumer risk communication. Still, where they have a team/department designed for this purpose, 

several areas of expertise are represented, which is beneficial for using relevant and well-aimed 

methods and messages. 

  
 

Figure 4. Composition of risk communication groups regarding the members’ professional background 

 

In their risk communication targeted at consumers, most organisations mainly relied on “passive” 

communication channels that require interest, own initiative and active information search from 

consumers, for example, their own websites and social media posts, without paying for exposure. 

Traditional print channels were also regularly used, such as the production of posters and flyers; 

however, only half of the participants spread these actively to relevant contacts. The predominant use 

of passive channels is reflected in the paradigmatic orientation of the participants’ risk communication 

activities as the goal-directed approaches were less frequent (e.g., hygiene education in schools, 

influencing attitudes and preferences, and planned behaviour modification based on consumer insight – 

Figure 5). 

The use of passive methods may be sufficient if the population is basically interested in food safety 

topics, their food handling practices are primarily adequate, and their risk perception is also in place. 

 
21 Online surveys on Europen risk communication models (one for public agencies, and one for NGOs) 
https://safeconsume.eu/about/work-progress  

https://safeconsume.eu/about/work-progress


   

 
 
     Grant Agreement number: 727580 — SafeConsume — H2020-SFS-2016-2017/H2020-SFS-2016-2 17 

However, this is only true for tiny segments of consumers22; moreover, food safety and hygiene are not 

as attractive as other aspects (e.g., nutrition, sustainability). Thus, active risk communication methods 

are necessary to influence consumers. Behaviourally tested methods and approaches are more 

effective, and risk communication should be based on behavioural insights to reduce foodborne 

illnesses. These principles are followed currently by a small number of European authorities only. 

  
 

Figure 5. Risk communication approaches followed by participants of the SafeConsume survey 

To sum up, according to the responses in the survey, traditional forms of risk communication continue 

to dominate - one-way methods are usual (Deficit model) in consumer-directed communications, and 

two-way (Dialogue and/or Partnership models) practices are prevalent in stakeholder communications. 

Conducting risk communication following more advanced models may require changes in the 

organisational structure of the food safety authority if no external help (such as scientifically proven 

communication tools and evidence-based strategies) is used for moving forward. 

The theoretical background of the organisational risk communication models is detailed in the work of 

Kasza et al. 202223 and in the ’Good food safety risk communication framework‘ published by 

SafeConsume. A short summary of the models is shown in Figure 6. 

 

Figure 6. The evolution of food safety risk communication models (Kasza et al., 2022) 

 
22 Süth, M., Mikulka, P., Izsó, T., & Kasza, G. (2018). Possibilities of targeting in food chain safety risk 
communication. Acta Alimentaria, 47(3), 307-314. 
23 Kasza, G., Csenki, E., Szakos, D., & Izsó, T. (2022). The evolution of food safety risk communication: Models 

and trends in the past and the future. Food Control, 138, 109025. 
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3.1 Benchmarking risk communication:      

The Self-evaluation tool 

Among the different risk communication routines and policies, which are present across Europe 

simultaneously, the best practices can be identified based on SafeConsume’s field studies and the 

existing literature. Comparison of the actual methods of a particular food safety authority to the currently 

available and most effective possibilities helps the development. This procedure is called benchmarking, 

which is: 

„A systematic process to search for and introduce international best practice into your own 

organisation, conducted in such a way that all parts of your organisation understand and achieve 

their full potential. The search may be of products, services or business practices and processes, 

of competitors or those organisations recognized as leaders, or specific business processes that 

you have chosen.”24.  

Authorities are (usually) not academic organisations, therefore they need a practical and quick solution 

for benchmarking. The results of benchmarking should be also easy to comprehend and convincing for 

decision makers.  

To help the public food safety bodies, we present an online scoring system called the Self-evaluation 

tool (SET) for assessing and developing risk communication practices, developed by risk communication 

experts in the SafeConsume project. Via the SET, the users, especially leaders and risk communicators 

of national authorities, can explore their readiness level and risk communication preparedness 

compared to international best practices in different aspects of risk communication by answering simple, 

closed-type questions. The options also provide hints for the logical development steps. SET is designed 

for practical utilization and for delivering immediate results with good accuracy and reasonable relevancy 

as a decision-supporting tool. The results are easy-to-understand and easy-to-interpret. 

3.1.1 Segments and components of SET 
The SET identifies three areas of organisational risk communication: 

• Organisational management, 

• Human capacities and 

• Risk communication activities.  

Several variables are identified within these three main areas, reflecting the most important components 

of risk communication practices. The self-evaluation is based on the scoring of the actual performance 

of the elements from 0 to 3. 0 refers to the lack of existence or a missing practice. 1 means that the 

component exists in the organisation, but it operates below the required and desired level. 2 represents 

an acceptable level, while 3 indicates a perfectly functioning component. 

1. Human capacities  

The lack of human resources can be a bottleneck in risk communication, which was confirmed by 

previous surveys conducted by SafeConsume. Preventive risk communication is usually just one of the 

many tasks for a food safety authority – its importance in mitigating health burdens is often not recognized 

by the officers. The human capacities behind communication should be evaluated by scoring the next 

seven elements. 

 

• Dedicated persons for general communication 

Most public bodies carry out some kind of external communication activity, which ensures the 

transparency of their operation and shapes the organisation's image. In lack of dedicated risk 

 
24 Gardner, D., & Winder, C. (1999). Using benchmarking to improve organizational communication. Quality 

Assurance, 6(4), 201-211. 
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communicators, general communication experts could cover important tasks. Even in the 

presence of dedicated risk communication experts, general communication specialists may 

contribute to the efficiency of risk communication significantly. 

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Does your organisation have responsible 

staff (at least part-time) for general communication? Is the number of staff adequate for the 

tasks? 

• Dedicated persons for preventive risk communication 

Implementing preventive risk communication requires understanding the risk perception of the 

population, the nature, and the scientific background of the risk to provide the translation of risk 

assessment results for lay people. 

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Does your organisation have responsible 

staff (at least part-time) for day-to-day preventive communication? Is the number of staff 

adequate for the tasks? 

• Dedicated persons for crisis communication 

Communication in crisis situations needs completely different skills, methods and approaches 

than preventive risk communication. Therefore, it is beneficial to designate some persons who 

prepare to take timely and firm actions to reduce the effects of a crisis event.   

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Does your organisation have a crisis 

communication team (people in charge to communicate during crisis situations)? Is the 

present capacity sufficient for proper operation? 

• Press office, communication or public relations department 

Contact with the media is crucial for mediating reliable and authentic information and preventing 

the spread of fake news. Maintaining a unit of communication and press experts is advisable to 

ensure a quick response to inquiries and effective publication of press releases. 

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Does your organisation have one or all 

of the following: press office, communication department, public relations department with 

full-time employees? How would you evaluate their efficiency? 

• Dedicated unit/department for risk communication 

Defining a specific, multi-disciplinary unit composed of experts in food safety, human and animal 

medicine, sociology and consumer behaviour, communication and journalism is the best practice 

for fulfilling all the necessities of different types of risk communication. 

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Does your organisation have a dedicated 

unit or a department for risk communication with full-time employees? Do the members of 

the team have varied expertise? How would you evaluate their efficiency? 

• Technical staff (photographer/videographer, editor, graphic artist, etc.)  

Support from own technical staff for implementing various risk communication methods is 

probably one of the least present elements at authorities. Still, it can have a considerable impact, 

as photos, videos and infographics make it easier to understand the risk communication initiated 

by the authority, by offering a unique experience for readers and viewers. External technical 

employees are also suitable for providing support, if they are always available when needed. 

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Does your organisation have technical 

staff supporting risk communication (e.g., for making infographics, illustrations, photos, 

videos, animations etc.)? If not, could you outsource these tasks easily? 

• Dedicated persons for organising and participating in events (e.g., conferences, round tables) 

Keeping personal contact with stakeholders such as national and international NGOs, universities 

and research institutions, industry, and other food business operators is the most effective way to 

maintain a continuous, uninterrupted information exchange about risks. Stakeholders also expand 

the influence of official risk communication by reaching consumer groups who might be difficult to 
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be targeted by governmental bodies. This aim requires the capacity and competence to organise 

and participate in conferences and professional round tables. 

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Does your organisation have the 

capacity to organise events such as conferences, round tables etc.? Is this capacity 

sufficient for proper operation? 

2. Risk communication activities 

Effectiveness of risk communication also depends on the existence of activities, the quality of their 

implementation, and the use of appropriate methods and channels, just as the availability of resources 

or the provision of other organizational conditions. This area of questions concentrates on the 

quantification of twelve different types of risk communication activities. 

• Answering questions and responding to issues raised by stakeholders 

The importance of stakeholder connections in the food safety risk communication scheme is 

already discussed above. According to the survey and interviews made in the framework of 

SafeConsume (D7.2-D7.3), stakeholders such as non-governmental organisations would need 

regular interaction with authorities and are open to collaborations in the field of food safety. The 

results pointed out that a stronger focus on producing ready-to-use communication materials for 

the NGOs would be appreciated, allowing them to propagate authority messages and campaigns 

better. 

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Does your organisation maintain a 

continuous relationship with stakeholders? Are there any ready-to-use risk communication 

materials (e.g., flyers, presentations, templates, report summaries) made for stakeholder 

exploitation? 

• Proactive communication 

Proactive communication refers to risk communication aiming to prevent foodborne illnesses 

(e.g., how to handle raw poultry meat safely), not solving the existing issues (e.g., what to do if 

the consumer got salmonellosis due to some chicken dish). Topics are raised by the authority 

mainly, and the conversation is initiated without/before any outbreaks or actual crisis situations 

are happened but beneficial to choose topics based on risk ranking. However, the targeted food 

safety issues may be originated from the interest of other stakeholders, including consumers. 

Proactive communication is planned, flexible, and delivers on objectives. Thematic 

communication campaigns, such as those related to holidays (Easter, Christmas), seasons, 

specific products etc. might be listed as examples. 

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Does your organisation implement 

proactive communication? Does it consider risk ranking in terms of theme selection? Would 

you describe this activity as efficient? 

• Publishing risk-related press releases 

Press releases give the opportunity for the authorities to provide accurate information to the 

media, which decreases the chance of distorting the news, the appearance of fake news, or even 

the spread of myths. Through the activity, it is easy to communicate about topics deemed relevant 

by the organization, present the work carried out, and shape the image formed about the authority. 

Questions to be considered during the evaluation:  Does your organisation issue press 

releases? Is it a regular activity? Are the press releases used by journalists? Do they reach 

the audience? 

• Webpage with risk communication information 

Nowadays, operating its own webpage for a food safety authority is essential not only for 

preventive risk communication and crisis communication but for sharing general information also. 

Using the organisation’s website for risk communication is an easy and convenient (e.g., in terms 

of updating the data) way of mediating risk-related information in a controlled form. The webpage 
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should be edited to be suitable for reaching via mobile phones and tablets, which increases the 

effectiveness s of the communication activity. 

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Does your organisation have a webpage 

with risk communication-related section(s)? Is the information on the page regularly 

updated? Is it mobile-friendly? Does it have a satisfactory consumer reach? 

• Printed and digital materials, games (informative, educational)  

Own materials such as leaflets, newsletters, magazines, educational materials (for example 

lesson plans, presentations), games (in the forms of online video games, mobile applications, 

board games), reports and templates (for further usage by NGOs) etc. all can be suitable for 

different target groups both in printed or digital form if they are shared through the right channel. 

Development of video games of course may need the assignment of an external company or 

software developer and can be a costly task. However, in terms of effectiveness in changing 

consumer behaviour, online food safety games can influence consumers positively in most age 

groups as the study on the SafeConsume online game confirmed25. 

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Does your organisation publish printed 

and/or digital materials with informative or educational purposes, such as leaflets, 

newsletter, magazine and games? Is it regular? Do they reach the target audience? 

• Social media activities 

Social media activities (via Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, TikTok, YouTube etc.) may complement 

the communication through traditional media since many consumers, especially those below the 

age of 25, use social platforms as a reliable source of news26. Direct communication can be used 

to balance the loss of information which might occur if the food safety knowledge is shared via a 

mediator or an influencer, besides that social media offers the opportunity for consumers to 

comment, react to the posts and ask questions from the authority. Social media activities may act 

also as an excellent tool for increasing popularity and trust in the organization. Another advantage 

of having this type of communication among the risk communication practices is that the success 

of the activities can be easily monitored, as data on the number of people reached is immediately 

available, but we also can receive information on the characteristics of consumer groups 

interested in the organization (sex, age, etc.). 

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Does your organisation conduct social 

media activities? Do you have sufficient capacity to manage online discussions and 

requests? Do you have a satisfactory consumer reach with these platforms? 

• Conferences, fairs, exhibitions, public events 

The importance of participating in/organising conferences, fairs, exhibitions, public events etc., 

was already discussed in the segment of Human capacities. This kind of activity also ensures 

direct and personal contact with professionals and consumers. On the other hand, being present 

at conferences is significant regarding scientific considerations (e.g., gathering information on 

emerging risks, learning from other institutions' experiences etc.) as well. 

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Does your organisation participate 

actively at or organise conferences, fairs and public events? Is it efficient? 

• Mass communication (e.g., advertisements) 

Mass communication and mass media disseminate information to a large audience and various 

messages in a one-way format through commercials on television, billboards, movies, radio, 

magazines and newspapers etc. Although the size of the available audience is an advantage, the 

target group is thus heterogeneous, and for this reason the message communicated in this way 

 
25 Koch, A. K., Mønster, D., Nafziger, J., & Veflen, N. (2022). Fostering safe food handling among consumers: 
Causal evidence on game-and video-based online interventions. Food Control, 135, 108825. 
26 Borda, D., Mihalache, O. A., Dumitraşcu, L., Gafițianu, D., & Nicolau, A. I. (2021). Romanian consumers’ food 
safety knowledge, awareness on certified labelled food and trust in information sources. Food Control, 120, 107544. 
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cannot be overly specific. There is no feedback from the audience, however, it is suitable for 

awareness-raising purposes and for building the organization's brand. 

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Does your organisation perform mass 

media communications such as paid advertisements? Is it efficient? 

• Educational and awareness-raising programmes 

The education of children is the most effective way of influencing behaviour, since young age 

children are still open to embracing new approaches in addition to not having incorrectly ingrained 

habits. By teaching the correct food safety messages and setting up good examples of practices, 

these children will more likely act accordingly in their adult lives (including parenting), and besides 

that, they also may affect their own parents’ habits. School education on food safety (even if only 

related to other subjects) facilitates a future population to be conscious consumers and less 

vulnerable to fake news regarding food safety, which fosters the reduction of foodborne 

diseases27. This also ensures they will be better equipped for jobs, e.g., health care, catering, 

retailing, working in a kindergarten, in the food industry, etc. Compiling and implementing a food 

safety education program is a task that requires a lot of time and resources. Therefore, playful 

materials for 11-18-year-olds were developed in the framework of the SafeConsume project and 

the related teacher training package for helping those authorities who want to extend their risk 

communication activities28. Awareness-raising programmes for adults are suitable for knowledge 

development and attitude shifting but we have to note that these activities are more likely to reach 

those segments of the population, who have already been more aware of a particular topic29. 

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Does your organisation implement food 

safety educational programmes for children? Do you have awareness raising programmes 

for adults? Are they efficient?  

• Using two-way, interactive communication tools (phone number, e-mail, webform) 

Bilateral communication activities form the basis of public engagement techniques (an approach 

followed in Dialog and Partnership models of risk communication), which concentrates on 

consultation with consumers. Usage of interactive communication channels and tools enables 

authorities to gather information from the society30: risk perception of consumers, topics that 

concern the public, food safety problems recognised by consumers, e.g., with stores and products 

can be identified, while the needs of NGOs and professional issues with food business operators 

can be discussed. Two-way communicational practices are beneficial for both sides; therefore, it 

is worth investing the energy and time to use them properly - paying attention to respond to 

inquiries and questions from all stakeholders in the shortest possible time, to take seriously the 

problems they raise, etc. 

Question to be considered during the evaluation: Does your organisation use one or all of 

the following tools for direct communication with consumers: phone number, email, web 

form?  How efficiently these channels are managed?  

• Defining and monitoring of communication indicators  

Performance of the risk communication activities is crucial for the improvement of future 

procedures, efforts, policies, and budget planning from the aspects of the organisation, while the 

achieved behavioural changes related to food handling are vital for public health. Effectiveness 

can be evaluated by the definition and monitoring of communication indicators, which might 

include many factors depending on what the organisations are interested in. Such indicators can 

 
27 Syeda, R., Touboul Lundgren, P., Kasza, G., Truninger, M., Brown, C., Lacroix-Hugues, V., ... & McNulty, C. A. 
M. (2021). Young People’s Views on Food Hygiene and Food Safety: A Multicentre Qualitative Study. Education 
Sciences, 11(6), 261. 
28 https://www.e-bug.eu/food-hygiene-training-safeconsume  
29 Verbeke, W., Frewer, L. J., Scholderer, J., & De Brabander, H. F. (2007). Why consumers behave as they do with 
respect to food safety and risk information. Analytica Chimica Acta, 586(1–2), 14. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aca.2006.07.065. 
30 Kasza, G., Csenki, E., Szakos, D., & Izsó, T. (2022). The evolution of food safety risk communication: Models 
and trends in the past and the future. Food Control, 138, 109025. 

https://www.e-bug.eu/food-hygiene-training-safeconsume
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aca.2006.07.065
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cover the number of reached consumers, the number of clicks, amounts of distributed materials, 

number and type of feedback (reactions, comments and shares online), reduction of the numbers 

of foodborne illnesses, increase in the food safety knowledge and awareness etc. Methods for 

measurements also can vary in a wide range based on the data needed. 

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Has your organisation defined indicators 

for risk communication? Do these indicators get regularly measured? Does the feedback 

of the monitoring have an impact on activities? 

• Consumer research 

Conducting consumer research (surveys, focus groups, observations etc.) supports 

understanding the backgrounds and motives of consumer behaviours, knowledge, attitudes, 

misconceptions, risk perception, determinants of trust, etc., in connection with food safety. 

Consumer studies also explore environmental factors such as access to running water, the 

possibility of measuring fridge temperature, time restrictions, etc. As a part of two-way and 

innovative risk communication methods, authorities need to consider the assistance of social 

science for monitoring the population’s concerns, opinions, and interests and defining how to 

address these issues satisfactorily with proactive, transparent, and engaging communication 

strategies. It is possible to use the benefits of consumer research even if the organisation does 

not have the human or financial capacity to organise its own consumer studies and analyse the 

results. Fortunately, multi-disciplinary and international projects or research groups such as 

SafeConsume deliver many outcomes31,32,33 that aim to help public agencies' work.   

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Does your organisation conduct 

consumer research? Is it an annual activity? Does the organisation use the research results 

for planning? 

 

3. Organisational management 

The third criterion of well-established risk communication practices is to has supportive organisational 

management. Management may have to be convinced about the advantages of risk communication 

programs; and if it is not an existing process, the conditions must be created. To achieve that, the 

management must be willing to devote resources such as personnel and financial side, incentives, and 

training34. The following ten aspects help measure the organisational conditions' adequacy and quality.  

• Communication protocol 

Communication protocol sets up the framework for the activities and lays down the rules: it 

specifies the procedures to be followed in different situations, and who does “what”, “when” and 

“how”. There should be divided protocols for preventive risk communication and crisis 

communication. Each protocol should define the tasks and responsibilities of the staff members 

(e.g., who has the expertise in various food safety topics, who writes the press release, who 

manages social media posts, who makes contact with media, who will supervise and validate the 

processes etc.), the departments that should be involved, the primary contacts for different topics, 

colleagues willing to give interviews and go to media appearances etc.   

 
31 Møretrø, T., Nguyen-The, C., Didier, P., Maître, I., Izsó, T., Kasza, G., ... & Langsrud, S. (2021). Consumer 
practices and prevalence of Campylobacter, Salmonella and norovirus in kitchens from six European countries. 
International Journal of Food Microbiology, 347, 109172. 
32 Mihalache, O. A., Møretrø, T., Borda, D., Dumitraşcu, L., Neagu, C., Nguyen-The, C., ... & Nicolau, A. I. (2022). 
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Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Does your organisation have any 

communication protocol? Do both general communication and crisis communication 

protocols exist? Are they followed? Are they regularly updated? 

• Communication strategy 

While the protocol sets the route to follow, the strategy defines the direction, goals and 

achievements that the organisation would like to reach via the risk communication activities. Risk 

communication strategies cover the organisation's overall aims, for example, increasing the 

consumers' food safety knowledge and awareness, accomplishing education programmes, 

establishing better contact with stakeholders, improving the organisation's reputation, etc. 

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Does your organisation have a 

communication strategy? Is it implemented? Is it regularly updated? 

• Communication plans, programmes, projects 

Risk communication plans contain that how the goals defined in the strategy will be achieved, as 

it can be considered as a roadmap of the actions should be taken to implement the particular 

strategy. Communication programmes and projects narrow down the topics (for example, how to 

avoid cross-contamination by Campylobacter, how to prevent food waste etc.) which will be 

addressed by the communication activities and define the exact communication methods, 

channels, messages, and specified target groups. 

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Do you elaborate plans for risk 

communication programmes and projects? Are these implemented efficiently? 

• Defining and addressing target groups 

In addition to the goals in the communication strategies, it is essential to determine which parts of 

the population we want to target with the activities. It requires different methods if we are going to 

prepare an educational program for primary school children or further training for university 

students, workers in the food industry, or advanced studies for experts. After that, it is necessary 

to define the additional characteristics of the selected target groups (e.g., 'pregnant mothers' 

within the group of 'adult women') as part of the specific projects for tailored risk communication. 

When choosing the more specific consumer segment, it is necessary to rely on research data 

about the relevant risks and exposure of the group, as well as their food safety behavioural and 

attitudinal characteristics. 

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Do you define target groups for risk 

communication? Is it based on research data? 

• Stakeholder engagement and cooperation 

As part of organisational management, planning and leading processes for maintaining 

cooperation with all kinds of stakeholders and providing resources for ensuring their engagement 

is essential in modern risk communication policies. On the one hand, keeping contact with them, 

gathering and sharing information, searching for new contacts and identifying potential partners 

is a continuous task. Such collaborations are effective and beneficial and can help achieve the 

authority’s risk communication goals. The surveys and interviews conducted within SafeConsume 

highlighted the need for more frequent and closer contact, quick availability and provision of 

materials, e.g., newsletters, reports, and templates, in addition to the necessary dialogue (D7.2-

D7.3). 

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Does your organisation pay attention to 

stakeholder engagement and cooperation in risk communication? Is it efficient? 

• Communication training for the staff 

Generally, the staff in public food safety agencies are not communication experts primarily, 

especially if a separate functioning risk communication group is not present in the organisation. 

However, the colleagues involved in risk communication programs have to be trained in risk 

communication principles, negotiation and the basics of consumer communication 
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methodologies. Those risk communicators, who will be responsible for media appearances, giving 

speeches in front of the public, making statements and giving interviews, especially have to be 

trained for such situations to be ready to answer surprising, confusing questions concerning 

sensitive topics or how to react when subjects raised by reporters outside their food safety 

expertise, how to translate their knowledge to more understandable language for lay people etc. 

Besides their own experiences, skills may be built by observing successful risk communicators in 

action and collecting communication panels about examples of risks and good practices. 

However, the management has to consider that staff members may have limitations, and many 

persons may not have all the attributes needed to be effective, likeable, reliable and confident risk 

communicators.  

Questions to be considered during evaluation: Do you organise regular communication 

training for the staff? Is it efficient? 

• International networking (connected to international risk communication related networks such 

as EFSA CEN, RASFF, INFOSAN etc.) 

Participation in international networks related to food safety risks, such as EFSA’s 

Communications Experts Network, RASFF and INFOSAN, is usually a mandatory duty of national 

food safety authorities. However, it is also advantageous for preventive risk communication 

(besides crisis communication if necessary). These networks provide information about emerging 

risks, hot topics in food safety, reports on hazards, experiences from other countries, and risk 

communication good practices can also be shared. Due to the above, organisational management 

should pay attention to creating the conditions for international networking. The information from 

these networks should be made available and distributed within the organization as well. On the 

one hand, so that all employees are up-to-date on the risks, and on the other hand, because 

employees who do not deal closely with food safety (e.g., those dealing with finance, human 

resources, office operations) should be informed first-hand about topics affecting the organization. 

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Does your organisation take part in 

networking with international risk analysis networks such as WHO/FAO, INFOSAN, Codex 

Alimentarius, EFSA, RASFF? Is it efficient? 

• Organizational support for risk communication (risk communication is part of the 

organizational culture) 

Concerning risk communication, management must be committed to informing and involving the 

public as a justified activity, which needs to be a continuous responsibility of the authority, e.g., 

for ensuring transparency. To some extent, communication with the public is included in 

everyone's tasks and not only dedicated to the risk communicators since every staff member 

represents the authority, even in their private life. An organization must have a motivating internal 

environment that encourages dialogue with the public, informal interaction, and creative problem-

solving. 

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Do the organisation consider risk 

communication as an important task? Is it part of the organisational culture? Does this 

area receive ethical support from the leaders? 

• Internal workshops about risk communication (or other direct connection between risk 

communicators, risk managers and risk assessors) 

In addition to risk communication training, the organisational management is also responsible for 

linking risk assessors, risk managers and communicators to create a common ground. 

Considering everyone’s viewpoints gives the basis of accurate but understandable messages and 

feasible methods (in terms of real-life situations) for risk management. These workshops or events 

help solve the possible controversies between the three fields and decide on a balanced path to 

follow in external communication. 

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Does your organisation implement 

internal workshops about risk communication or maintain other direct connections between 

risk communicators, risk managers and risk assessors? Is this efficient? 
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• Existence of a designated budget for risk communication 

For the proper execution of the elements presented so far, a budget expressly set aside for this 

purpose is also needed. (This is also why it is essential that the management is committed to risk 

communication and that they support prevention beyond crisis communication.) It is 

understandable, of course, that public agencies are usually non-profit organizations with a budget 

determined and supervised by the government. Hence, they often have few resources allocated 

to contact consumers since this is not necessarily an authority's top priority. The communication 

materials and guidelines, as well as the freely usable tools developed by projects and research 

groups such as SafeConsume, all serve to make the most influential risk communication possible 

using the least possible budget. 

Questions to be considered during the evaluation: Does your organisation allocate a budget 

for risk communication? Is it satisfactory to implement proper risk communication? 

3.1.2 Graphical interpretation of the results 
After evaluating all the elements detailed above between 0-3 scores, SET summarises the results for 

each segment. The tool provides a quick overview of risk communication practices based on the scores. 

This can be used to make risk managers think about the development of communication methods and 

resources as it indicates the logical options for progression. In addition to the recommended 

development path, the authority’s risk communication should be tailored to the organisation’s 

possibilities in terms of financial and human resources, the particular cultural and social environment 

and the particular risks present. Reaching 100% in the evaluation is not a realistic goal; even the most 

progressive risk communication policies can be improved. 

The following figures show a possible interpretation of SET, presenting the segments, the elements and 

the questions raised during the evaluation. 
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4 Conclusions 

Knowledge generated in the SafeConsume project – conclusions about consumer behaviours, exact 

messages for identified risky behaviours, experiences of surveys on European risk communication 

practices - were synthesised into a risk communication guideline containing risk mitigation strategies for 

different types of food safety risks and situations. In addition to risk communication advice, a self-

evaluation tool was developed to help food safety authorities assess their readiness level in risk 

communication practices. Over and above, all risk communication strategies and their implementation 

in practice depend on the financial possibilities and human capacities, as well as the cultural, social and 

political environment, and finally on the particular risk. 

Besides supporting public organisations to improve their strategies, this guideline also serves as a 

supplementary document for the ‘Good food safety risk communication framework’ composed by the 

experts of the multi-disciplinary SafeConsume project. 
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Appendix – Report on interviews with European risk 

communicators 

WP5, Task 5.1. Report on in-depth interviews 

Background 

In SafeConsume WP5, Task 5.1 the aim is to identify good risk mitigation communication practices 

and uncover barriers to successful risk communication management.  

To provide relevant knowledge, Task 5.1 will collect information about existing risk communication 

advice, communicators and communication strategies, and research-based knowledge about what 

works using three approaches: 1) Explore current food safety advice and strategies provided in 

Europe.  2) A meta-analysis of existing research investigating antecedents and consequences of 

different risk communication strategies. 3) Collecting in-depth information about successes and 

barriers for risk communication based on current practices and research. 

In this report, results from an explorative study based on in-depth interview with relevant risk 

communicators (both authorities, researchers and market actors) across Europe will be presented.  

Methods 

Participants 

The target sample was risk communicators representing different actors with risk communication 

responsibilities. Criteria for selection of respondents were as follows:  

• risk communicator (authorities, researchers or market actors),  

• risk communication tasks are part of his/her work,  

• organisation is (also) active in the field of food safety,  

• risk communication is (also) directed at the consumer,  

• other criteria that may be relevant   

The risk communicators were chosen arbitrarily by the partners in Denmark, Germany, Hungary, 

Norway and Portugal (Table 1). No directives were given to who should be selected from each country, 

as different responsibilities as well as availability of the subjects may apply across countries. The 

selection procedure was further deemed acceptable as the study was of an exploratory and qualitative 

nature. The study aimed at 20 participants, achieving a total of 18 respondents across all countries.  

Table 1: List of participants per country and institution. N=18. 

Communication 
actor 

Denmark 
n=3 

Germany 
n=3 

Hungary 
n=5 

Norway 
n=4 

Portugal 
n=3 

Official entity 2 1 1  1 

Academic 
institution 

1  1   

Consumer 
organisation 

 1 1 1  

Private actor   1   

Retailer    1 1 

Food industry  1 1 1  

Media    1 1 
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Interview guide 

A semi-structured interview guide was developed based on the results from the meta-analysis and 

used to structure all the in-depth interviews.  

From the meta-analysis the main findings were that: 

• knowledge of the target group, who they are and how they get information, is extremely 

important, 

• information channels used are also important, particularly given the variety and variability in 

channels that are now available, 

• interactive measures are important.   

From the current food safety advice targeted at consumers in Europe, important points to include were:  

• good risk mitigation communication practices (Examples from successful communication 

would be good),  

• barriers to successful risk communication (What went wrong stories).  

The structure of the in-depth interview guide was based on these results.  

General outline: 

1. Introduction: How do you perceive risk communication in the field of food safety in your 

country?  

2. Thematic priority: What types of food risks do you communicate?  

3. Risk communication strategy in general in your organisation  

4. Risk communication in crisis events  

5. Successes: What are the successes in the area of risk communication? 

6. Challenges/ barriers: What are the challenges or barriers to good risk communication? 

7. Evaluation, suggestions for improvement 

For personal data protection purposes, a Participation agreement was drafted in English based on 

approval from the Norwegian Data Protection services for the Norwegian study. 

The information from the interviews was transcribed, coded and a summary of the findings was 

translated to English and used for this report.  

Results 

The results from the interviews will be structured and discussed in line with the structure of the 

interview guide. 

 

1) Introduction: Risk communication in the field of food 

safety 

In all the countries except Portugal, the risk communicators thought the current risk communication 

practices in their countries functioned well. In Portugal, they thought practices were underdeveloped, 

and should be more focused, targeted and prioritised, also when comparing to other countries.  

One aspect that was brought up by many of the respondents was the role of media. Media was 

attributed a lot of impact and the risk communicators worried that important risk messages was 

communicated in an exaggerated way that overshadowed the educational/information aspect. Another 
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challenge was that the media was ahead of communication from official entities which could cause 

speculation and confusion. 

Responsibility for risk communication was credited in different ways between the countries. For 

instance, in Hungary, NFSCO had a formal responsibility for general risk communication, which was 

approved by all the respondents. In Norway, trust and openness were mentioned as important 

attributes that opened for good risk communication. Industrial actors pointed out that the most 

important risk management was conducted internally, thus, avoiding unnecessary risk communication 

to the consumers. In Germany, some expressed a worry about risk communication in the future as 

technological developments break barriers and may cause new challenges. 

Summary:  

• Risk communication in most countries functions well, but risk communication in the future is 

uncertain. 

• Media is an important but uncontrollable actor. 

• Factors that are positive for good risk communication are; a nationally accepted and approved 

source, openness and trust in the population. 

 

 

2) Thematic priority: What types of food risks do you 

communicate? 

Types of risks communicated and to whom vary along the organisation/entity responsible. As not all 

the countries had respondents from the same type of actors, a general summary of the information 

with respect to actor is provided, rather than a country-wise summary. 

Respondents from the official entities say they have a wide span of areas they are responsible for. 

Ranging from food risk and safety in general, food in relation to outbreaks, and general information 

about risks and hygiene in crisis situations. Typically, information is targeted at consumers in general, 

to specific groups, or actors that are relevant for the case. Media and press releases are mentioned as 

one target. In many cases, communication is also a response to questions. In Portugal communication 

is somewhat restricted due to lack of resources. 

Academic institutions do generally not see it as their responsibility to communicate risk directly to the 

public. Their main objectives are research and teaching, which provide a spread of knowledge through 

more indirect means such as presentations at conferences, participation in media discussions and 

teaching of students.  

Consumer organisations see their responsibility to serve the best interest of consumers. They are 

concerned with specific topics which may vary, and do not, as a rule, cover all aspects of food risk 

communication. They answer questions from consumers as well as looking into and presenting cases 

where they feel consumers’ best interest is not being taken care of by other actors. Consumer 

organisations are quite active towards media. 

One private actor performing laboratory analyses in the food safety domain was interviewed and did 

not see it as a main responsibility to communicate to the public. They provide background analyses 

but refer to official or other relevant actors to communicate. However, they accept a social 

responsibility and try to be open in presenting results both scientifically and through websites. 

The retailers were mainly concerned with safety of the food they sell. They aimed at acting at early 

stages in the food chain before the products reached the stores and the consumers, or in response to 

complaints or discovered faults, through recalls and withdrawals of products. 
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The food producers had the main responsibility for the safety of their products. Food safety might be 

bad quality of product attributes, microbiological food safety as well as contaminants and foreign 

objects in their products. Main communication activities are not proactive but through storage and 

usage information. In case of incidents, they do press releases and recalls as consumer trust is 

important to them. 

Media see it as their responsibility to front cases that may have public interest. They publish both fact-

based information as well as more critical stories. Food is a topic that consumers are interested in, but 

generally diet-related articles are most published. 

Summary: 

• The official entities had the widest responsibility for risk communication covering most areas of 

food safety. 

• Academic institutions and private actors focused on topics that were within their interest and 

did not see it as a main responsibility to communicate to the public but to be knowledge 

providers for others. 

• Retailers and food producers focused on products they had responsibility for and aimed at 

stopping food safety incidents before they reached the consumers. 

• Consumer organisations and media promoted food safety cases only when they deemed the 

cases to be of public interest. 

3) Risk communication strategy in general in your 

organisation  

In Denmark, it is particularly the Food Safety Authority who has a general risk communication 

responsibility while other actors supply knowledge and information to them. 

In Germany, the risk communication particularly targets decision makers in politics, and also here the 

Authorities are the main risk communicators. 

In Hungary, the respondents were active towards the general public, although the academic 

respondent highlighted the educational aspect to students. All respondents claimed that risk 

communication was a continuous process and that they used information from credible sources such 

as EFSA.  

In Norway, the respondents generally didn’t target any specific group and general risk communication 

was seen as the responsibility of the Food Safety Authorities. Risk communication was mostly case-

based. In the case of food producer and retailer, risk communication was always a topic. 

In Portugal as well communication was not targeted to specific groups. Mostly communication was 

incidence based except for the official entity who worked on a communication plan. All the 

respondents preferred to use both good and bad examples of food behaviour.  

All food authorities in the different countries saw risk communication as their responsibility and as an 

ongoing task. Denmark, Germany and Hungary mention special cases and target groups that they 

focus on. The entities are very concerned with using objective and knowledge-based information and 

collaborate with academic institutions. Mostly information is one-way, but Hungary for instance, 

promotes two-way interaction. Since information is factual, both good and bad safety behaviours 

(What to do/not to do) are communicated. 

Academic institutions do generally not have a policy for risk communication. They see themselves as 

knowledge providers for the Food Authorities when this is required. Their responsibility to 
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communicating is in an educational setting to students. The communication is basically one-way and 

covers both good and bad behaviour. 

Consumer organisations aim at influencing political decisionmakers and professionals on behalf of the 

consumers. They also provide information to aid consumers, but risk communication is for most not a 

main task. Communication is usually one-way, with providing facts and advice.  

The private actor did not see it as their role to provide risk communication, although information about 

risk and safety was readily provided through different channels. 

Retailers and food producers were very conscious about risk communication. They had continuous 

meetings and strategies for handling situations, as food safety is central to their work and credibility. 

They preferred to avoid incidents but had clear plans for incidents that could involve consumers. 

Communication was usually one-way through press releases and various media. 

Media’s targets were everyone, but they did not have a risk communication strategy as this is not a 

main objective. They were also not concerned with effects of their communication in terms of 

behaviour change, but rather with providing information that consumers may or may not react upon. 

Communication was not continuous, but incidence based. 

Summary 

• The official entities were considered the main responsible for factual risk communication. 

• Risk communication was usually for the general population, although specific groups and 

areas were targeted in certain instances. 

• For most actors, risk communication was a one-way activity, and both good and bad 

behaviours were communicated. 

4) Risk communication in crisis events  

In a food safety crisis, the official entities or Food Safety Authorities are the main responsible actors for 

communication. They see crisis communication as one of their main tasks and have crisis 

management and communication plans fully integrated in all they do. They meet regularly with other 

official entities to evaluate the situation. They use their own experts to communicate and collect 

information from others when necessary. The official entities report to and inform Ministries, 

government and relevant stakeholders. Immediate response to reduce information vacuum among 

consumers was seen as important. It is important that the risk communication and responsibility is 

clearly associated with the entity. In Portugal, communication is handled by the Ministry. 

Academic institutions did not have a risk communication plan for crisis situations, and they did not see 

it as their role. 

Consumer organisations also did not have a specific plan for communication in crisis situations. 

Retailers, food producers and private actors are required to act quickly in a food crisis. They have 

crisis management teams that come together quickly in response to a situation. They must evaluate 

which steps to take as well as what to communicate. One actor stated that they followed social media 

to see the direction of the crisis and evaluate the communication strategy. Providing proper and 

correct information as quickly as possible to the consumers are important. 

The media on all platforms have an outreach that no other actor has, and thus a responsibility to 

present a food risk crisis in an informative manner. In addition, they can, depending on the case, 

provide their own takes on an incident. Cases are easier to profile if there is a good visual element. 
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Summary 

• The Food Safety Authorities have the most important role in a food crisis, coordinating and 

communicating information. They have a crisis management plan. 

• Actors in the food chain have strategies for communication in a crisis. 

• Immediate communication to inform and advise was most important. 

5) Successes: What are the successes in the area of risk 

communication? 

The official entities use several indications for successful communication. For instance, if they have 

identified and gotten a product removed from the market, or if behavioural advice has led to reduction 

in number of people falling ill. They also think communication has been successful if it has penetrated 

consumers awareness, and they have been called upon to participate on TV etc. If somebody says 

that the information provided was just what they needed. If you can find the material you have provided 

in material from others. Communication is successful if you have good collaboration with other actors. 

Contact with the press is important and that they communicate objectively. In Hungary they noted a 

marked difference between two avian influenza cases as: consumption decreased less, and the 

society was calmer due to the appropriate communication. In Portugal they produced a book of myths 

which had been needed. 

The academic institutions did not directly communicate risk or measure successes, but they 

emphasized that providing correct information about a risk and how to remove it could reduce harm 

potential. If they had presentations on the topic and was asked to repeat it in other for a, this was seen 

as a measure of success. 

The consumer organisations had some practical solutions, establishing a web-site (Germany), making 

a White Book for decision makers (Hungary), or working with bloggers and social media to promote 

cases (Norway). 

The private actor use Google Analytics and track media appearances, clicks etc. to get an impression 

of impact. At least 1-2 TVs and radio stations, or the biggest news portals and economic portals should 

deal with the topic.  

Retailers state that a successful communication is when everything works flawlessly. In Portugal, if 

they have recalls, the withdraw lots are counted and the quality team audits the stores. Sanctions for 

stores exist if they fail to comply with withdrawals. 

Media measure successes in clicks and how much time persons use when reading an article on the 

net. 

Summary 

Tip for best practice in communication:  

• Transparency and openness.  

• Telling what we know and telling the right one and telling it in an orderly manner, and making it 

understandable to those who receive the message.  

• Take up the phone and call or arrange a meeting if you need to understand what kind of 

information is needed.  

• The communication must overcome the stimulus threshold of the media. 
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6) Challenges/barriers: What are the challenges or 

barriers to good risk communication? 

Challenges or barriers to risk communication differ somewhat between the types of actors. For several 

of the official entities, lack of resources, time and money set limitations on what and how well they 

could communicate. Furthermore, bureaucratic systems sometimes caused delays in communication. 

Upholding transparency and professionalism were most important to be credible. Communicating in 

the right way to the right group using the right channel was a challenge. Political and ethical 

considerations were factors influencing communication, as well as accounting for how the media might 

frame the message. 

In the academic institutions, they thought that consumers weren’t willing to listen if the communication 

mean that they have to change behaviour. Furthermore, if the message weren’t lacked political 

backing, nobody would listen. Messages needed to be tailored to target groups, else 

misunderstandings could arise, and the persons at risk would not listen or understand the message. 

Mixed target groups were a challenge.  

Consumer organisations were concerned with different communication responsibilities and 

competencies in a country, which might lead to contradictory communication messages. An example 

might be what to communicate if there are both risks and benefits involved. Interests in what is 

communicated might differ between industry and government. Using the right terminology to make 

sure the messages are understood is a challenge, as is the dissemination channel. Official web-sites 

are often little visited by consumers.  

For private actors a barrier towards communication might be protection of their customers.  

A challenge for retailers and industry is that risk communication not framed correctly by media or 

misunderstood by consumers might be the cause of panic or wrong actions. Risk is always 

communicated, but quality issues are often not. 

A challenge mentioned by the media is the amount of information already available, and how to reach 

through. Also, myths or popular beliefs might be a stronger influencer than objective and professional 

communication. Availability of experts and difficulties to get access to all information from authorities 

are barriers to fully communicate risks. Often privacy considerations make it difficult to get enough 

information. 

Summary 

• Challenges are how to reach the right consumers using the right language and information 

channel. 

• A challenge is to weigh what to communicate or not when there are both risks and benefits.  

• Another challenge is privacy concerns or political considerations. 

• Barriers for communication might be bureaucracy and not enough resources; time, money or 

people. 

• Barriers are getting access to all relevant information. 

 

7) Evaluation, suggestions for improvement 

Some of the official actors mentioned concrete communication evaluation, doing studies and having 

external audits. Although yearly reports and summaries of activities were also mentioned. Counselling 

and training in communication were performed by some. 
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One of the consumer organisations specifically said they used learning from previous experience. 

Retailers and food industry have frequent evaluation meetings dealing with various problems and 

issues, also including risk communication. 

Media also have frequent meetings where reception of and feedback from published stories were 

evaluated. 

Practically all actors thought that the future of risk communication would involve data; machine 

learning, big data, interactive ways, data communication, technical progress, websites, personalised 

communication.  

Channel is important, but not the content, which will be the same as it is today. To use new 

communication channels will represent the largest progress towards communicating food safety. 

Summary 

• Evaluation of effect of risk communication was not a general feature. 

• Future scenarios in risk communication all involved data in some way, enabling compiling and 

better understanding of data, and personalised communication.  

• The content would be the same, although the channel would differ. 

 

Conclusions 

Understanding what works or not in risk communication is essential to provide advice to risk 

communicators about good practices. In the interviews conducted across Europe with a variety of risk 

communicators, there was a remarkable consistency across countries with respect to what they did, 

which responsibilities and roles they had and challenges to overcome. 

Mainly, the official entities represented by the Food Safety Authorities were considered by all to have 

the formal and final role in communicating risks. The entities themselves saw this responsibility and 

had an active and ongoing risk communication strategy. 

Other actors that had specific responsibilities were food chain actors, as it is their products that are the 

hub of food safety incidents. They were concerned that communication should be quick and 

transparent, as their credibility is at stake. They often combined forces with the official entities about 

what to say, as well as communicating what they did to counter the risk. 

The most frequent challenges listed by the actors were what to say, to whom and through which 

channels. Both good and bad examples of behaviour were communicated. 

Media involvement was extremely important, and while actors needing to communicate were worried 

with the presentation of the messages, media, on the other hand, complained about lack of 

information. 

For future risk communication all the actors thought use of data and internet-based communication 

was the way to go. More information about the individual opens for personalised communication and 

messages. 

 


