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Abstract

As the economy in our country develops rapidly, people’s awareness of food safety has been con-
tinuously strengthened along with the upgrading of consumer attitudes. Food safety issues have
become a focal point of concern for the whole society, and consumers’ emphasis on various as-
pects of food production, sales, and other processes is increasing. Based on this background, we
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conducted a survey and research on the factors influencing consumer trust in food safety, using
consumers from various cities in Shandong Province as an example. The researchers validated
and tested the data obtained for validity and reliability, and then proceeded with data analysis.
Through descriptive statistics, we explored consumers’ reasons for purchasing a certain type of
food, their ways of obtaining food information, their concerns about food safety, and their sources
of knowledge about food safety. We also examined their attitudes towards handling food safety
issues when they encounter them. Independent and correlational tests were conducted using
gender, education level, monthly income, and other factors to analyze their relationship with the
frequency of encountering food safety problems, attention to food packaging information, and
knowledge of food safety. By constructing a structural equation model, we investigated the in-
fluencing factors on consumer trust in food safety. The results indicated that food regulators, food
producers, and food sellers significantly influence consumer trust in food safety. Finally, the find-
ings were compiled based on their value and relevance to the research topic. Suggestions for im-
proving the existing food market were proposed, aiming to assist relevant departments in timely
and accurate adjustments to their plans and provide effective help in purifying the food market.
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SR R 2 K 11 T B AR A R B E « 0TS SB35 £ L 13 B AR R 7 T AE
2 R[ANEE T Logistic HUE IS, 9/ AL £ fh e 25 (LRI A W) 2 o
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Table 1. Research method
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Table 2. Sample population distribution table
2 mERGESmE

A ISYNBE(WEPN) FEAR%L NE 5
G T (B3 e 1) 924 39 0.09
Him 1011 43 0.10
T 471 20 0.05
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RET 386 16 0.04
RET 219 9 0.02
& T 710 30 0.07
YT 939 40 0.09
vyl 836 35 0.08
R 548 23 0.05
BT 291 12 0.03
BN 297 13 0.03
[panitt 1103 47 0.11
PN T 561 24 0.06
L) 595 25 0.06
TEMITT 393 17 0.04
HET 880 37 0.09
Table 3. Sampling scheme results table
F 3 MR RERE
S EISEIN L ZR A8 5 Hb T 0 N T 4
il EEPIRES Pag=ciiled
R 430
ELE e 409
A REA 385

Figure 1. Classification of population by city
1. EWAOFRXS

DOI: 10.12677/5a.2023.124109

1069

it 5N


https://doi.org/10.12677/sa.2023.124109

EFHY

3. BI\EAHEHIEBER
31 WREEEARER
S AN 4 TR R 8 B A BFRAID T MRSV 25 B A1 50 A

Table 4. Basic information table

4 BAEER

B RE S| BREL(N) 43 (%) iR ML
5 184 47.79 250 - .
4 3] i@ 201 52.21 200 —7.-5%
&t 385 100.00 150 | .
18 LR 16 4.16
18~28 88 22.86 “'
28~38 100 25.97
RS 38~48 107 27.79
48~58 61 15.84 A | 4
=185 AT "18-28
58 % L) I 13 3.38 208,35 248
it 385 100.00 "48-58 *S8FL
P AL 55 14.29
PN 106 27.53 ~ I
SCALFESE KFAF 120 31.17 ) K%
. R =RFAR
B A R L 104 27.01 \, L
it 385 100.00
B 65 16.8
80
A 55 14.29
70 - H0B
ENN 64 16.62 60 "
RELEE 53 13.77 50 KR
. 40
TA 53 13.77 20 HEEEE
N5 iR 68 17.66 20 ™
NER
HoAth 27 7.01 10
0 - Hth
it 385 100.00
IR 182 47.27 %+ [
S L HL RS 203 52.73 o — .
s R
it 385 100.00
160 180 200 220
3000 JGBAF 115 29.87 200
*30007TIA T
3000~5000 183 4753 e )
%Ziéjﬂ l{& )\ B 100 3000-50007%
5000 EU\J: 87 22.6 o I “50007E bl £
it 385 100.00 ,
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Table 5. Gender and frequency of food safety problems encountered
= 5. 45 5B | MR MNERHER

wn n%%if% 2% 5 R85 MREA
Bk 34 127 23
a3 43 138 20

Table 6. Gender and frequency of food safety problems encountered independence test results table
= 6. MAMBE R MR O BMINEM I ERE

Pearson’s Chi-squared test
data: new_table

X-squared = 0.96909 df=2 P-value = 0.616

MWL 6, RS R EMEKT 0 =0.05, Pearson MSZPEAL [ P {E4 0.616 > 0.05, #Hsz A
168 3 B i 22 4 ) BB FLST S, BN A 55 P A0 L 1k 008 ) 6 o 22 4 ) R A B R 2

2) EEIBE g A ] R

WO B 152 P 5B BB 2 4 R SN 7 R

Table 7. Educational background and frequency of food safety problems encountered
%= 7. 2 5B ARR O ENER#E

ey et i okt
B R AR 13 37 5
PN 24 56 26
REEAF) 34 65 21
WA L ULk 30 62 12

Table 8. Educational background and frequency of food safety problems encountered independence test results table
F 8. FHMBERMREEIINERINT MW EERR

Pearson’s Chi-squared test
data: new_table

X-squared = 52.487 df=9 P-value = 3.656e—08

WL 8, PR R EMEKF =005, KI/RE-RATRRN P EA 0.0033 > 0.05, &E FIELA4 )
I B it 22 A 1] U S (R SRR R, RIS D A B 6 i 22 4 1) A2 2 [ A A GG &R

7 9 MIEE 10 55T Kendall A1 Spearman s, FA1E 240 Rk % 8 & MKV o =0.05, Kendall
AHSPERE G/ P (N 1.312e—07, Spearman FHISHEALIR Y P {H N 2.61e—08, /N FREM/K Va, HIEL

DOI: 10.12677/sa.2023.124109 1071 gt FE 5N


https://doi.org/10.12677/sa.2023.124109

3

WM RECON R ER G, 58 B 522 4 i AR 2 R B APAE— € AR C R o TR
BAINFE 9 F2 10 FEF], Kendall 7 #H3<ZR %N 0.2399781 F1 Spearman  p #H5< R %M 0.2789173, IX
Wi B 27 177 5 38 38 6 b 22 4 ) L AR 2 (AIAFAE IEAH ORI DR 2R, Y ol 3 TR0 25 73 vy 368 38 8l 2 4 Il fa (1 4
AW

Table 9. Kendall correlation test between educational background and frequency of food safety problems encountered
9. FH5BERMAREEIMINERN Kendall HHX1056

Kendall’s rank correlation z
data: la_data$gradeNum and la_data$freqNum
z=55134 P-value = 1.312e—07
alternative hypothesis: true 7 is not equal to 0

sample estimates z = 0.2399781

Table 10. Spearman correlation test between educational background and frequency of food safety problems
% 10. ¥H5BFRRRLEFIRFA Spearman X MR

Spearman’s rank correlation p
data:la_data$ gradeNum and la_data$freqNum
S = 6858246 P-value = 2.61e—08
alternative hypothesis: true 7 is not equal to 0

sample estimates: p = 0.2789173

3) P SR AN SGE R A A EE R

Table 11. Pay attention to the information independence test results table on food packaging when purchasing food

F 1. FhEMERERNCIEMEE LHERMIMHREERE

Pearson’s Chi-squared test
data: new_table

X-squared = 12.2 df=18 P-value = 0.8367

M 11, R FER E MK« =0.05, Pearson MSZIEA K P 464 0.8367 > 0.05, #2115
AN S Fr it 22 4 o) BB B TR e, RO 33 (022 P SISk e i i i Bk RIS B B
BHRFEESR.

4) HFHUNS T £ dh 2 A RE R

Table 12. Average monthly income and independence test results of ways to understand food safety

F12. AFHRAS TRERREHNEERIHREERSE

Pearson’s Chi-squared test
data: new_table
X-squared = 6.2232 df=8 P-value = 0.6222

Wi 12, REFEREMEAKT a=0.05, Pearson JiSZIEAM P {H 4 0.6222 > 0.05, #iHsz HF
BN T i 2 A AR ST IR, R PN S T £ 22 42 10 1845 2 IR B ARG
PER AR
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331 EEST

TR 45 5 A 3 38— B AR s 1 AT DB S 3R AT I & . JE T SPSS X A R R . K mRHEAT
SR HT, 53Rk 13 Fros:

Table 13.Scale reliability analysis
#* 13 BEREESN

At JBI AR o 14 BERK o i
T35 M5B (Mar) 5 0.803
A= 4k (Com) 5 0.840
0.889
B 48 (Man) 5 0.854
W ## (Con) 4 0.865

HERN o H750.889, HUARMER 0.7 i, UiHIEREAT NSk, [FRWHER. Lh8LEN o
T 07, FoRIGHIAER S A B R .
3.3.2. MEST

RO — RN R« B B PS5 T HEATHR T o

AL TT T, BEAT KMO $RFRAI Bartlett FOBRIEIEATLS, WAL 14,

Table 14. KMO and Bartlett values for the total table
5 14. BEBFRH KMO F1 Bartlett {&

KMO Il & RIS 2 1 25 0.888
EARTT 3410.886
Bartlett [ ERIEAG 1 df 406
BE M 0.000

H < 14 a3, KMO 53611145 5k 0.888, 7E 0.7~0.9 Z[f], WM P {H 4 0.000, 3& &K H KT brike

Table 15. KMO and Bartlett values for each factor
% 15. £ETH KMO #0 Bartlett {&
SN bR KMO bl (Ve i BRIEATER Sig
Marl
Mar2
WA Mar3 0.840 492.579 10 0.000
Mar4
Mar5
Coml
Com2
A=Al Com3 0.819 378.470 10 0.000
Com4
Comb
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Manl
Man2
BMEEE Man3 0.670 201.073 10 0.000
Man4
Man5
Conl
Con2
Mok Con3 0.846 524.506 6 0.000
Con4
Con5

HI7¢ 15 W LAAE H, KMO 48R Wm T 0.7, JF HERBA IS R B2, EEE T, RiHiERE
SrEON 63%, 75 AR AR A5 A RS B -

34. GEHHTERENE

3.4.1. {REA9AL

258 AR (K15 SRR IR, SR AMOS B X 85 AR B AU A% B 7 454 AR AR AR . 130
ERBIIE 4 MR R . T R, Ak, BaRAEE, HE: 19 DU E. M
(IR G5 K 7 RERE R A 4] 2 s

1
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1
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Nz S E
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Figure 2. Research model of factors influencing consumers’ trust in food safety
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34.2. BFEPNAERY
o X AR TR 3 AT AL R 6 o AR B A R AR T B R S B R A LG .
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AMOS 24.0 AT EEAL 51T, 13BN 16 BTz (A5 AL IS e B 45

(1) CMID/DF = 1. 974, /NT 5, fF&IERCEARTE;

(2) GFI $fH /R~ N 0.817, & RECAE AT LA A2 5

(3) RMSA &}y 0.066, /)T 0.08, &ML R 4F:

(4) WOMIERDE = KB EIebrd: TGS IEE NFI 4 0.800, HGMEMLATEE IFI 4 0.89, Lbiils
a4 CFI v 0.875, #KT 0.70, FFE @GR AR,

Table 16. Model fit test
%< 16. {HANEERIE

B PPN bR
WAL Fabs — SERRT KR gE R
ekt R4
K75 A HE L CMID/DF <5 <3 2.235 B2
B EHCEFE%L GFI [0.70, 0.90] >0.90 0.890 %
LG IRIE o X B
IEAB 22 35 77 FSF 77 AR RMSEA <0.10 <0.08 0.045 Wz
FRTEF A F5 20 NFI [0.70, 0.90] >0.90 0.800 Bz
B H(EI AT EL IR [0.70, 0.90] >0.90 0.886 %
HEI G R FR N . B
IS e 5 CFI [0.70, 0.90] >0.90 0.902 Bz

343 BENEEHRIE

SR SR B (0L A5 PR AR R VT A2 (13 T B (TR AT B 12 B S MEAG 00 B2 R M B A
HELX J6] P, I FLF FC B A% R BB & AR H A 0 B0 o 385 AMOS 24.0 5t 3 208t 2E AT 45 # 7 R B ALIE 5,
BEIEARIPE 3 Fias. 2 17 NREH 5 (145

68

S @
P A
® « JbinnES
€2 5 o @ -
D [Mars] o S:
' 10 Jc £1)
= il
60 2 g
O—tonly, @
€9 ComZng: =<
— 76 /
€8—Lomd=;
€)—{Comg”
€—om BRgEE
70 F2 s 68

il & .
[Man1#Man2] [Man3 [Man4]“\Mang]

& o

Figure 3. Structural equation model path coefficient diagram
B 3. Sl EiRER R R NE
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Table 17. Path significance test
=17 BEEEMHRE

Estimate S.E. C.R. P

W< I 2.447 2.670 0.882
T B <A Ak 1.255 1.483 0.816
HWRE<--—-EMEE 0.192 1.592 0.115
Mard<---T 37 Wi B & 0.851 0.047 22211
Mar3<---T 37 i B & 0.816 0.045 20.741
Mar2<---T 37 Wi B & 0.808 0.045 20.414
Marl<---1i 3 8 3% 0.824 0.047 21.070
Comd<---AE 7= 4k 0.856 0.048 22.159
Com3<---A: 7=k 0.843 0.048 21.615
Com2<---A4 7=l 0.847 0.046 21.779
Coml<---A4 7=k 0.856 0.047 22.149
Mand<---£r W4 8 0.846 0.046 21.551
Man3<---f fh &8 0.851 0.047 21.737
Man2<---f & E # 0.850 0.048 21.715
Manl<---£ & E # 0.840 0.047 21.304
Con2<---j§ & 0.804 0.050 19.677
Con3<---j{ & 0.826 0.051 20.495
Cond<-—-3H 0.828 0.049 20.568

T B & <-->A 2 Al 1.061 0.090 11.845
A pl<-->mEE 1.065 0.091 11.759
TR EE<->BMEEE 1.073 0.091 11.813

A 17 e A5 R AT AR, R ST BEE 5% T REMAH B B e AR R, A
ol Wi EHE . BMEER RN LEmAES T EREER, P EE/NT 0.01. X TR0
RHEGEE=ARRIEZES, T EE, Sk, ghaEd, Ko Tiz8sEnpnn p
AT 0,01, FTLLANHSBME #, A, B 5 EE & XHE % R B35 1. JATER R
TR ERAR RN T AR A 25 R R T4, AR R AR R TR AR R A B R R A R
TR

MRIE AR BB AR, Wi B, Ak, s F N T R (SR R B A 1R
MR A, RIAT DA T I I sm st £ dh 2 e B, AR b PRUEXT B b AR 7 i) 2 4, R e H )
AL T 37 2 2 AU 45 20 DR SR ANV 98 0 T £ i 2 5 AR B A I 1] RIS

3.4.4. REHIWER
FHRL B A 56 25 R U 18 I
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Table 18. Hypothesis test result
7 18, RIHKINLEER

{474 R R R 46 R
H1 17 37 7B 3 AN AR 7 il 2 )2 A LR R B
H2 B2 AN A lb 2 [ R A L B
H3 T 37 M B 228 3 2 ) R AR EL R i 1 B
H4 17 3% M B 0 Bl BT IE 2 W
H5 A AL 2 BAT IE [ R W
H6 B L2 T e B IR B

BRI SRAT TIN5 77 37 M B 2 A M i o) £t 2 4 1 B A AN A 7 Al e 5 S £ 1) 22 4 A 7 Fe A L
SOME s B RN E R T T 3 22 A R 5 A 7 A lb ot 5 PRAIE £ B0 22 4 R A EL RS R A s T3 B
AN FRRT B A T R S R A R TR T 1 A U R A LR s T T I
FREN TR TSRREE, AV ERE G Zed T, SheEFUET N, AT U ST
WEXN TR ZENEERL.

4, it 5N
4.1. &ip

I3 X U A ) AR AR AT 08T, B TR T RUR LR R AT R R A B AT AT AR
RIS BT HARRIE TR R 244 TR fal; BURY il 2 e e RS
RERS A B B P . BARLR I

1) BN RESR T S IS AR

AT AE BUR N 58 087 1) AR 15 AN DA B il il i SRAS (K R 2 0/ T s A0 41 S B I, BURF
ARSI I BOR, RS R E TR ENE S ' M2 e ST R, AR
PR 2 HE AT

2) B Al 3 W M 9% 3 (KB A
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