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Abstract

Is eating “Frankenstein food” like opening Pandora’s box? Genetically modified (GM) food is often perceived to have dangerous consequences on the long term. Even after decades of research, there is still a considerable amount of uncertainty about the health risks of the fusion of food and biotechnology, both among consumers and scientists.
This study, based on Witte’s EPPM (1992), investigates the impact of a threat appeal versus a reassuring appeal on consumers’ attitude and responses towards GM food. A between subject factorial experiment, in which three types of information with respect to GM food were manipulated, was designed: a fear arousing message, a reassuring message, and a two-sided message combining both a fear arousing and a reassuring message. 
The experimental conditions appear to have a significant influence on people’s perceived threat as well as on their attitude towards GM food. The ethical value ‘moral equity’ moderates this main effect, in such way that the fear arousing message has an opposite effect on highly moral people compared to less moral people. The level of perceived efficacy varied unsignificantly among all four conditions. 
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Introduction

“Genetic engineering is described as a science that involves deliberate modification and transformation of certain genetic materials of plants or animals to create new variations of products” (Chen, 2008, p.559).
Food has been genetically modified for ages (Fuller, 2001). Agriculturists have been changing the genetic makeup of plants through breeding for several millennia (Goodyear-Smith, 2001). The difference with genetic engineering of the past is that today’s techniques are less complex. Changes in genetic material were accomplished by the ‘natural’ detour of crossing and breeding. Today the detour of crossing and breeding of genetic material is an unnecessary intermediate step, because DNA can be modified directly. In general, this revolution is referred to as ‘recombinant DNA technology’ and forms the basis of the actual biotech industry. Not only did the technology take a leap forward, also the field of applications became much more diverse. The recombinant DNA method has several (well accepted) applications in the medical sector (Fuller, 2001). However, research has shown that the willingness to accept gene technology depends severely on the type of application. Public approval for applying genetic modification for research or medical purposes has been shown to be higher than support for applications in the food domain (European Commission, 1997; Magnusson & Hursti, 2002; Arvanitoyannis & Krystallis, 2005). 
The genetic modification and enhancement of food has become a highly politicized issue in many developed nations (Pope, Voges, Brown & Forrest, 2004). Experts in the United States have welcomed GM foods as ‘the food of the future’ and as a way to reduce hunger in development countries (Laros & Steenkamp, 2004). Today, American farmers produce 75% of the world’s GM crops, and 70% of processed foods in the United States have some genetically manipulated content (Special report, 2003). However, not everyone is in full support of these practices. Many consumers have serious doubts about GM food, also called ‘Frankenstein food’. Surveys in Europe show that even if a GM product would provide a clear consumer benefit, between 48% and 66% of the European consumers would still reject it (European Commission, 2003). 
During the 1990s, Europe was struck by a succession of food crises, resulting in consumer anxiety and an outcry about food safety. According to the European Commission, “the public debate on genetically modified organisms is part of a more general discussion on the safety of foods produced in Europe, fuelled by the BSE and dioxin crises, which have resulted in low public trust in food safety assessment and management practices in Europe” (European Commission, 2004). Furthermore, EU Trade Commissioner Peter Mandelson states that “biotech can arouse strong emotions. There is something in human nature that can make us afraid of science, nervous of new technologies” (Knight, Holdsworth, & Mather, 2008, p. 740). Laros and Steenkamp (2004) argue that, due to the intense fear aroused by GM food, the market for these food products seems small.

Several determinants, such as socio-demographics, have been investigated concerning their influence on consumers’ willingness to accept GM food (e.g., Laros & Steenkamp, 2006). No significant effect of socio-demographics on the attitude towards GM food has been found. Prior research in this domain also focused on ethical values (e.g., Dreezens et al., 2005), and cognitive dimensions such as perceived risk/benefit ratio or knowledge on biotechnology (House et al., 2004). Although it is often argued that consumer education -resulting in increased consumer knowledge- will improve the acceptance of biotechnology (McInerney, Bird, Nucci, 2004), whether and to what extent information dissemination might affect consumers’ attitudes toward GM food is still largely unknown (Lusk et al., 2004). Also, despite several papers investigating and mapping the determinants of consumers’ willingness to accept GM food, a thorough understanding of the mediating influence of these determinants on the main effect of information dissemination is missing. 
Therefore, the objective of this article is, first, to investigate the effectiveness of three types of information about GM food (i.e., reassuring information, fear arousing information, and two-sided information) on Flemish consumers’ attitudes towards GM food. Second, the present research aims at investigating the mediating role of determinants such as ethical values in the attitude formation process.
Threat Appeal Theories (EEPM, Witte, 1992) and Means-End Chain Theory are used as the theoretical frameworks to formulate the hypotheses which are tested by an experimental design in which the information type was manipulated.
Theoretical frameworks
The emotion of fear is enhanced by the use of numerous threat appeals concerning GM food that appear in the mass media. Many of these messages appeal directly to consumer fears by using terms like “Frankenfoods”, “unreliable”, “fears”, “disaster”, and “risk” (Laros & Steenkamp, 2004, p. 890). Hence the evoked emotion of fear may have a considerable influence on consumers’ attitudes and responses concerning GM foods (Laros & Steenkamp, 2004).
For this reason, Threat Appeal Theories are used as the main theoretical basis for this study. Before addressing Threat Appeal Theories, Means-End Chain Theory will be briefly discussed, as the intregation of Threat Appeal Theories with Means-End Chain Theory offers a more profound theoretical basis on which we formulate our hypotheses.
Means-End Chain Theory

The Means-End Chain Theory explains consumer attitudes and product preferences by mental links between perceptions of product attributes and the attainment of basic life values through self-relevant consequences (Gutman, 1998). In the case of food consumption in general, cognitive mental structures have mostly been explained by Means-End Chain Theory (e.g., Zanoli & Naspetti, 2002; Grunert, 1995). According to this theory, different cognitive categories are linked to each other in hierarchical structures with concrete attributes at the one extreme and end-values at the other end of the chains. These values are sometimes also referred to as “consumers’ abstract purchase motives” (Bredahl, 1999, p. 344).
In the case of GM food, ethical end- values are often suggested to have an impact on consumers’ overall attitude (Bredahl, 1999). This fits in the Means-End Chain Theory which states that applications or products that conflict with one’s personal beliefs, moral values, and further goals, are less likely to be accepted than applications that are consistent or even confirmative to one’s beliefs, values, and goals. Therefore, the Means-End Chain Theory is relevant in the case of GM food, because of the query whether ethical value chains have a moderating effect on the attitude formation process among consumers. Hence an ethical dimension, i.e. moral equity, was measured in this study.
Threat Appeal Theories

Threat appeals are “persuasive messages designed to scare people by describing the terrible things that can happen to them if they do not do what the message recommends” (Witte, 1992, p.329). A threat appeal consists of a fear inducing message combined with a relief aspect, i.e., a solution or recommended behaviour in order to deal with the threat. 
In general, Threat Appeal Theories state that fear motivates individuals to take action to reduce their apprehension about certain issues (e.g. health risks, financial risks, opportunity loss, social risks, etc.) (Witte, 1992). Although considerable laboratory research has shown that threat appeals (persuasive messages that arouse fear) positively motivate behaviour change across a variety of behaviours, public health researchers and practitioners continue to contend that threat appeals may also entail negative effects, also called ‘backfiring’ or maladaptive responses (Witte & Allen, 2000). 

The positive and negative effects of threat appeals actually correspond to the outcomes studied in threat appeals. These outcomes demonstrate indeed that behaviour change, caused by threat appeals, fall into two general classes: (1) outcomes related to acceptance of the message’s recommendations (i.e., attitudes, intentions, behaviours in line with the recommendations) and (2) outcomes related to rejection of the message (i.e., defensive avoidance, reactance, denial) (Witte & Allen, 2000). Moreover, ethical theory and practitioner codes of conduct suggest that there are even potential dangers in using threat appeals. Most significantly, there is evidence that threat messages may encourage maladaptive threat-avoidance behaviours that may, in themselves, be damaging to health (Hastings et al., 2004). Apparently threat appeals do not always have the intended effect.
Some theories elaborated the idea of the backfiring of threat appeals, namely the Drive Theories. The Drive Theories generally suggest a parabolic, U-shaped relation between the adoption of advised behaviour and the level of fear. In case of a too low or too high amount of fear evoked by a threat appeal, maladaptive coping reactions (such as denial of the threat or avoidance of the fear evoking message) are used as ways of avoiding the fear arousal (Boer & Seydel, 1996). The Drive Theories suggest that a moderate amount of fear arousal generates the highest level of attitude change (Boer & Seydel, 1996). 
However, empirical studies could not verify this U-inverted shape. Therefore, this class of theories was rejected during the early 1970s. Besides, by only emphasizing fear as an emotion, these theories lack a cognitive dimension. Only the emotional reaction of fear is considered the motivater or driver of human behaviour. (Witte & Allen, 2000; Dillard & Anderson, 2004; Witte, 1992).
As a reaction to the flaws of the Drive models, Leventhal proposed the ‘Parallel Processing Model’ in 1970. He suggests that threat appeals also evoke a cognitive reaction, besides the emotion of fear. According to Leventhal, threat appeals produce two separate and potentially interdependent processes: danger control processes (efforts to control the threat/danger itself) and fear control processes (efforts to control one’s fear about the threat/danger) (Witte & Allen, 2000).

The Protection Motivation Theory of Rogers (1975) was originally proposed to provide conceptual clarity to the understanding of threat appeals. The Protection Motivation Theory mainly focuses on the cognitive processes evoked by a threat appeal. It posits that two underlying processes –threat and coping appraisal- underpin people’s adoption of protective behaviours when faced with a threat or hazard (Neuwirth, K., et al., 1995). In other words: a health threat message (or any threat appeal) initiates two cognitive processes: threat appraisal and coping appraisal (Sturges & Rogers, 1996). The threat appraisal process evaluates the factors associated with the response that elicits the potential danger (in this case GM food), such as the perceived severity of the danger and one's vulnerability to it (also called perceived probability of occurrence). The coping appraisal process evaluates one's ability to cope with and avert the threatened danger. Two of the major variables in this process are the efficacy of the response and one's ability to perform it successfully (also called response efficacy and self efficacy) (Sturges & Rogers, 1996). The Protection Motivation Theory forms a cognitive model in which, interestingly, the emotion of fear plays no direct role but functions only indirectly in magnifying the perceived severity of the threat (Hastings, Stead & Webb, 2004, p. 962). Rogers (1983) went on to argue that his four variables -namely the perceived severity of the threat, the perceived probability of its occurrence, the perceived efficacy of the advocated protective response, and the perceived self efficacy-  interact and produce, in the individual, a level of “protection motivation” that determines the degree of change in the recommended behaviour (Hasting, Stead & Webb, 2004).
However, there are some important critiques to the PMT and earlier models. Witte claims that “the inconsistencies in the empirical literature indicate that the threat appeal puzzle has yet to be solved” (Witte,1992, p. 335). The overemphasis on cognitions in previous discussed theories, coupled with the relative neglect of emotions, gave rise to the development of the ‘Extended Parallel Processing Model’ (EPPM). The EPPM (Witte, 1992) is based on Leventhal's (1970) parallel processing model as an overall framework (hence, the extended parallel process model) by equally differentiating between two processes (danger control and fear control). The ‘danger control’ side of the model is explained by the PMT (Rogers, 1975). But the EPPM further elaborates those aspects left aside by the PMT. More specifically, the EPPM adopts the original PMT's explanation of danger control processes that lead to message acceptance (one side of the parallel processing model), and defines and expands the fear control processes which lead to message rejection (the other side of the parallel processing model) (Witte, 1992). 
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Figure 1.  The Extended Parallel Processing Model (EPPM) (Witte, 1992)

According to the EPPM, the perceived efficacy (composed of self efficacy and response efficacy) determines whether people will engage in danger control or fear control processes. If a message shows high efficacy (i.e., if it suggests how easy it is for individuals to overcome the threat by taking action) it will result in a danger control response among the individual, which means action will be taken to reduce the threat or danger itself. If, on the other hand, a low efficacy message is shown, the individual will respond in a fear controlling way, for example by ignoring, trivializing or reducing the inner feeling of fear. The perceived threat (composed of perceived severity of the threat and its perceived occurrence) only determines the extent of the response (i.e., how strong the danger or fear control responses are) (Witte, 1992).

Furthermore, Witte (1992) claims that as long as the perceived efficacy is higher than the perceived threat (e.g., "I know that GM food is a terrible threat, but I can protect myself by changing my diet"), danger control processes will dominate and the message will be accepted. However, at some critical point, where people perceive that they cannot prevent a severe threat from occurring, either because the response is perceived as ineffective (e.g., “eating organically grown food is no guarantee to eat GM-free food”) or they believe they are incapable of performing the recommendation (e.g., "GM food is terrible and difficult to avoid; I don't think I can do anything to prevent myself from eating it"), fear control responses will start to dominate and the message will be rejected.
Thus, the critical point occurs when perceived threat exceeds perceived efficacy, and this critical point is where message rejection dominates over message acceptance (Witte, 1992). For this reason, the ratio ‘perceived threat’/ ‘perceived efficacy’ is of crucial importance in distinguishing between message acceptance and message rejection. 
Hypotheses development

An effective fear appeal consists of a fear inducing message combined with an efficacy message (EPPM, Witte, 1992). It thus contains a threat aspect and an efficacy aspect.

The combination of these two aspects would lead to the most favourable situation for message acceptance, because the high efficacy aspect (in the aliquot of the ratio) would counterbalance for the threat aspect (in the aliquant of the ratio), resulting in a low perceived threat/perceived efficacy ratio. A low ratio leads to message acceptance (EPPM, Witte, 1992).
However, the case of GM food is different from many other perceived ‘threats’, because -objectively speaking- there is no effective way to avoid it. Eating more healthy does not necessarily equal eating GM-free. Even strictly eating biologically produced food does not offer an effective solution to avoid genetic manipulation, because since January 1st 2009,  the European Commission tolerates a level of 0.9 % of genetically manipulated content in all food, including organic or biological food (Testaankoop, 2009).
For this reason, offering a high efficacy message is not possible in a trustworthy, credible way. Because of the overall relatively low efficacy in the case of GM food, the most important factor that could influence the perceived threat/perceived efficacy ratio, is the perceived threat. Hence, in order to lower the ratio as a whole, the only way is to lower the perceived threat in the aliquant of the ratio. This would result in a lower ratio, which -in his turn- leads to message acceptance (EPPM, Witte, 1992).

In order to decrease the perceived threat, a reassuring message concerning the safety of GM food was offered. By lowering the perceived threat, this reassuring appeal serves to lower the ratio as a whole, resulting in message acceptance. In contrast, the fear appeal message serves to elevate the perceived threat, resulting in a higher ratio, and thus resulting in message rejection.

The experimental condition with the lowest level of perceived threat is the reassuring condition. Therefore, the reassuring group can be argued to score best in lowering the perceived threat/perceived efficacy ratio as a whole. So it can be expected that the reassuring group indicates a lower perceived threat than perceived efficacy, resulting in a ratio <1 (message acceptance). The fear group can be expected to have a higher perceived threat than perceived efficacy, resulting in a ratio >1 (message rejection). Equally, the combination group (receiving both the fear arousing and the reassuring stimulus) is expected to indicate a ratio > 1, because the threat appeal precedes the reassuring appeal in time, causing the reassuring appeal to fail in lowering the perceived threat (and thus lowering the ratio). The dominance of the fear appeal over the reassuring appeal is confirmed by Bruce (2002) stating that ‘acceptance increasingly depends on the context in which one first heard about the technology, and whether it has been given a positive or a negative image’ (Bruce, 2002, p. 283). Also the control group (receiving no stimulus) can be hypothesized to have a higher perceived threat than perceived efficacy, indicating a ratio > 1, because it can be assumed that the general public basically has a relatively high level of fear towards GM food (e.g., Laros & Steenkamp, 2004).
H. 1: The ratio outcome for the reassuring group will be <1, while the ratio outcome for the fear group, the combination group, and the control group will be >1.
These ratio’s practically imply either message acceptance or message rejection (Witte, 1992). Importantly, since three different messages (experimental stimuli) were used, message acceptance or rejection is to be defined according to the actual content of the message.
In the case of the reassuring condition, the message claims that GM food is harmless and safe. Hence, message acceptance would mean the adoption of the idea that GM food is harmless and that it should be eaten without fear. Message rejection in this condition would mean the opposite, namely to let fear of GM food overrule the appeasement of the message no matter what the message claims. Message acceptance or rejection behavior is measured by means of the attitude and purchase intention towards GM food. Thus, in the reassuring condition, a ratio <1 (message acceptance) can be hypothesized to result in a more favorable attitude towards GM food, and following the Hierarchy of Effects Models (Lavidge & Steiner, 1961) subsequently also in a higher purchase intention.
In the case of the fear arousing condition, the message claims that GM food is an unknown, possibly very dangerous threat that absolutely can not be avoided (cf. decision by the European Commission, January 1st 2009). Hence, message acceptance would stand for the adoption of the message’s idea that GM food is an absolutely unavoidable, dangerous threat. Message rejection would mean ignoring this very low efficacy message by panicky attempting to avoid the threat anyway (i.e., by indicating a lower purchase intention).
Hypothesis 1 states that the fear group, the combination group, and the control group will indicate a ratio > 1, hence message rejection can be expected from these groups. Because of the rejection of the message (claiming that the threat is unavoidable), these groups would be expected to actively seek to avoid the threat nonetheless, indicating a lower purchase intention. It can be hypothesized that the fear group, the combination group, and the control group will indicate a less favorable attitude towards GM food, and subsequently a lower purchase intention, compared to the reassuring group.
H. 2: The reassuring group indicates a higher attitude and purchasing intention towards GM food, compared to the fear group, the combination group, and the control group.
In the case of food consumption in general, Means-End Chain Theory has been used as a theoretical framework (e.g., Zanoli & Naspetti, 2002; Grunert, 1995). Previous studies have questioned the importance of end-values in the case of GM food (e.g., Grunert, 1995). 

In this study, moral equity, which can be described as one’s capability to judge ‘whether an act is morally right, fair or just’ (Becker & Lacktorin-Revier, 2008, p.3), will be assessed for its possible moderating influence in the formation of consumer attitudes towards GM food. GM food and ethics have been considered to be in severe conflict with each other (Fuller, 2001). Hence, ethical values such as ‘moral equity’ (Reidenbach & Robin, 1990) are expected to entail a negative effect on consumers’ attitudes towards GM food. 
The importance of ethical values on consumer acceptance of GM food has mostly been discussed within a context of fear (e.g., Bruce, 2002; Lassen et al., 2002). Thus, the effect of the fear arousing message on the attitude towards GM food can be expected to be moderated by moral equity. So especially in the fear arousing condition, moral equity can be hypothesized to have a moderating influence on consumers’ attitude towards GM food.
H. 3: Moral equity negatively influences the main effect of the fear arousing message on the attitude towards GM food.
Methods
Design
This study aims at investigating the effectiveness of reassuring versus fear arousing communication, and the combination of both fear arousing communication followed by reassuring communication on consumer attitudes towards GM food. Therefore, a between subject factorial experiment was developed, in which three conditions were manipulated (reassuring information, fear arousing information, and fear arousing information combined with reassuring information). Additionally, the results were compared with a control group. Experiments are considered the most adequate research method for providing insight in causal effects (Hair et al., 2006). The experiment was preceded by a qualitative exploratory focus group conversation and a pre test to examine the validity of the manipulation.
Stimuli
In order to enhance the external validity, existing stimuli were used in this study. For the reassuring condition, an information brochure of the VIB (Flanders Institute for Biotechnology) on food safety, dated from 2008, was used. It explains extensively what modern gen technology is, and why it is safe for human as well as for nature. The message contains reassuring arguments, such as the fact that GM food is subdued to strict safety tests, followed by approval by the European Authority for Food Safety. 

The fear appealing stimulus consists of a newspaper article of a Flemish Newspaper (De Standaard, January 28th 2009) with some minor adaptations. This article discusses the recent decision of the European Commission (January 1st 2009) to tolerate a level of 0.9 % of genetically manipulated content in all food, including organic or biological food. The message argues that consumers should be afraid to lose their liberty of choice and their ability to avoid the potential risks of GM food.
In the third experimental condition, the fear appealing stimulus and the reassuring stimulus were offered sequentially. The control group was offered no experimental stimulus, in order to serve as a benchmark for the three manipulated experimental groups.
Procedure and respondents
Data were collected in the main railway station and a public library in Ghent, Belgium, using a convenience sample. First, the respondents were asked whether they had time to participate in a small experiment. The respondents of the control group were given each a copy of the survey without having seen any stimulus. The reassuring group was offered the reassuring brochure of VIB. Reading time was metered between 5 and 10 minutes. Subsequently the survey was handed out to each respondent. The fear group was given the fear appeal stimulus, namely the newspaper article. Next, the survey was handed out to each respondent. Finally, the combination group was asked to read first the fear appeal article and subsequently the reassuring brochure. Afterwards, the survey was given to each respondent in this group.
The 200 participators comprised of 62 % women and 38 % men. The sample as a whole was relatively young, with an average age of 28.11 years old (SD = 13.82), ranging between 16 and 80 years. Concerning their highest achieved educational level, 27 % of the respondents had completed secondary school, 41 % completed higher education (college), 28 % completed university studies, and only 1 % completed PhD, MBA, or other. The respondents were equally divided over the three experimental groups and the control group. 
Measurements
Prior to the main analysis, the data was subjected to preliminary reliability analysis to assess the internal consistency of the scales. Scales of Witte (1992) were used to measure the EPPM variables. Perceived severity of the threat was measured by three items, including ‘I see genetically modified food as a threat’ (α = .84). Perceived occurrence or perceived vulnerability to the threat, was entailed by three items, e.g., ‘I risk eating genetically modified food’ (α = .66). Self efficacy was measured by three items, e.g., ‘I have the possibilities to avoid the risks of genetically modified food’ (α = .59). Response efficacy also comprised of three items, e.g., ‘I can eat healthier and in that way reduce the chances  of getting involved with genetically modified food’ (α = .75). The purchase intention towards GM food was measured by a four-item scale adopted from Bower (2001), e.g.,‘I intend to try this product’ (α = .81). The attitude towards GM food was measured by means of four items, e.g., “I am in favor of genetically modified food” (α = .89) (De Pelsmacker & Janssens, 2007). The moral equity scale comprised of four items (e.g., ‘The genetic manipulation of food is morally wrong’, α = .92) and was adopted from Reidenbach & Robin’s ‘Multidimensional Ethics Scale’ (1990). All items were anchored by a 5-point Likert scale, and scale response wording of ‘completely disagree’ to ‘completely agree’ was selected due to usage in similar food related consumer behavior studies (see: Bredahl, 2001).
Focus group
In the first phase of our study, an exploratory qualitative research was performed in order to examine consumer attitudes towards GM food in general. Six respondents (average age of 45 years, educational level varying from university degree to high school) participated in a focus group conversation. Arguments in favour as well as against the use of genetic modification in the food industry were expressed by the participants. The most important arguments in favour of GM food were increased yields, lower prices in the supermarket, and the fact that GM in the food industry could be used for a higher cause (e.g., serve as a way to reduce hunger in the world or make plants resistant to insect plagues). The most important arguments against the use of GM in food production were also expressed, e.g., the risk (and fear) of the unknown, the inexperience with the technology in particular, the idea that food should remain ‘natural’, and the fact that one can not visually distinguish between GM en GM-free food. This latter referred to the lack of liberty of choice and the overall low ability to avoid GM food (given the European Commission’s decision of January 1st 2009 to tolerate a level of 0.9 % of genetically manipulated content in all food, including organic or biological food).  
Pre test
To assure that our manipulation of the type of information would be accurate, a pretest was conducted. The pretest consisted of a survey with 5-point Likert scale items. Each stimulus was pre tested among 15 respondents of varying age and educational level.

The fear arousing message (M = 3.58) indicated a significantly higher score on perceived threat than the reassuring messsage (M = 2.82),  t(28) = 2.75, p < .05. The results also indicated the level of accredited credibility to be the same for the reassuring message (M = 3.98) as for the fear arousing message (M = 3.77), t(27) = -0.43, p = .67.
Results
Manipulation check
First, a manipulation check was performed by a series of one way ANOVA’s with the main variables of the EPPM as dependent variables. The level of ‘perceived threat’ (composed of perceived severity of the threat and perceived probability of occurrence) appeared to be significantly higher among the fear group (M = 3.54) and the combination group (M = 3.4) than among the control group (M = 3.20) and (mostly) the reassuring group (M = 3.01), F (3, 192) = 6.99, p < .001. The reassuring message indicated the lowest level of perceived threat. 

The level of ‘perceived efficacy’ (composed of perceived ‘self efficacy’ and ‘response efficacy’) appeared to be significantly lower among the fear group (M = 2.76) and the combination group (M = 2.83) than among the reassuring group (M = 3.04) and the control group (M = 3.09), F (3, 192) = 2.75, p < .05. 
Ratio perceived threat/ perceived efficacy
Hypothesis 1 was assessed by calculating the ‘perceived threat/perceived efficacy ratio’ for each experimental condition. The ratio of the fear group (M = 1.28) and the combination group (M = 1.21) were both > 1. Also the ratio of the control group (M = 1.05) was > 1. The ratio of the reassuring group (M = 0.98) was the only ratio < 1. These findings support hypothesis 1. 
Impact of information type on attitude and purchase intention towards GM food
Whether these ratio’s practically amount in the outcome expected by the EPPM, as stated in hypothesis 2, was assessed by means of a one way analysis of variance, which indicated a significant effect of the information type, F(3,195) = 4.95, p < .001.  
The EPPM predicts the reassuring group (ratio < 1, message acceptance) to indicate a higher score on attitude and purchase intention than the fear group, the combination group and the control group (ratio > 1, message rejection). The results reveal that the reassuring group (M = 2.86) indicates a significantly higher score on attitude compared to the fear group (M = 2.31), the combination group (M = 2.35) and the control group ( M = 2.39).
On the variable purchase intention however, no significant differences were found between the experimental conditions. The reassuring group (M = 2.76) scored slightly higher on purchase intention than the fear group (M = 2.37), the combination group (M = 2.35) and the control group (M = 2.42), F(3, 192) = 2.51, p = .06. These findings are in line with hypothesis 2, but the difference is not significant. Therefore, no conclusion concerning fear controlling or danger controlling responses can be made based on these data. Hypothesis 2 can only be partly supported (i.e. in terms of attitude towards GM food).
Moderating effect of moral equity
To test hypothesis 3, an analysis of variance was conducted in order to demonstrate possible interaction effects. The variable ‘moral equity’ has a significant moderating impact on the main effect of the experimental conditions on attitude, F (3,106) = 3.39, p < .05. Further t-tests revealed that this interaction effect of moral equity on attitude only counts for the fear group (t (26) = 2.73, p < .05), and the control group (t(28) = 3.67, p < .001).
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Figure 2.  The moderating effect of moral equity on the main effect from the experimental conditions on attitude towards GM food.
Discussion
For this study, a between subject factorial experiment composed of four groups was designed. Our aim was to test the effectiveness of two different types of communication about GM food on Flemish consumers’ attitude towards GM food.
First we addressed the perceived threat/perceived efficacy ratio, considered as the crucial factor in determining the outcome (i.e., message acceptance or rejection) by the EPPM (Witte, 1992). To calculate the ratio of each experimental group, the perceived threat (composed of perceived severity of the threat and perceived probability of occurrence) as well as the perceived efficacy (composed of perceived self efficacy and perceived response efficacy) were measured first. Following the EPPM, the fear group, the combination group and the control group indicated a higher level of perceived threat than the reassuring group. Hence, the perceived threat/perceived efficacy ratio was found to be > 1 for the fear group, the combination group and the control group, while the reassuring group indicated a ratio < 1. 
These findings assent the expectations of the EPPM, stating that the critical point occurs when perceived threat exceeds perceived efficacy (Witte, 1992). This critical point is where message rejection will dominate over message acceptance (Witte, 1992).
In terms of the effectiveness of fear arousing versus reassuring communication, these results indicate that the reassuring communication was effective in lowering the perceived threat. In the reassuring group, the outcome was effectively a ratio < 1 (message acceptance, leading to a more positive attitude) but this ratio was rather the result of a diminished perceived threat in the aliquant, instead of a high perceived efficacy in the aliquot. The other stimulus, namely the fear arousing communication, worked well to increase the  perceived threat, resulting in a ratio > 1 (message rejection, leading to a more negative attitude towards GM food). So in terms of attitude, hypothesis 2 is supported by these data. However, although the scores on purchase intention actually seem to follow the same trend as the scores on attitude, no significant differences were found between the experimental conditions in terms of purchase intention. Therefore hypothesis 2 can only partially be confirmed; namely in terms of attitude, but not in terms of purchase intention. This finding does not support the assumptions of the Hierarchy of Effects Model that purchase intention succeeds attitude (Lavidge & Steiner, 1961).
In order to scrutinize why the main effect of the experimental conditions is significant on attitude, but not on purchase intention, further analyses were conducted. We found that several variables influence the effect of the experimental conditions on purchase intention. Not only moral equity, but also one’s objective knowledge and one’s involvement with food in general appeared to have a significant interaction effect on the main effect (i.e., the conditions on purchase intention). This might declare the difference between attitude and  purchase intention.
Furthermore, the moderating impact of moral equity on the main effect of the fear arousing condition on the attitude towards GM food has been investigated. In general, respondents with a higher level of moral equity appeared to have a lower attitude towards GM food. However, when offered the fear arousing stimulus only, or no stimulus at all (i.e., control group) this effect reverses: the attitude of highly moral respondents elevates, while the attitude of less moral people lowers. 
The fact that this moderating effect of moral equity does not only count for the fear group (as hypothesized), but also for the control group, could be an indication that people are generally fearful towards GM food. Previous studies have found that moral values are especially important in fearful conditions (e.g., threat appeal situations) (Bruce, 2002). When no stimulus is offered (control group), the ‘neutral’ situation is measured. This might suggest that people in the neutral situation basically carry a relatively high level of fearfulness within themselves. This explanation can be affirmed by studies indicating the general fearfulness and anxiety of people towards GM food, even if no stimulus is offered at all (e.g., Laros & Steenkamp, 2004; Sjöberg, 2008).
Next to our hypotheses, we found that risk averseness (cf. risk/benefit ratio) had no significant moderating effect on the main effect of the experimental conditions on attitude or purchase intention. Also the interrelatedness of age, gender, educational level, and budget available for food on the one hand, and attitudes towards GM food on the other hand, was investigated. Confirm previous research (e.g., Laros & Steenkamp, 2004), no significant correlations were found. These findings suggest that attitudes towards GM food are formed irrespective of the socioeconomic layers of society (see also: Frewer, Howard, Hedderley, & Shepherd, 1997). 

Conclusions

The exposure to reassuring communication about GM food, fear arousing communication about GM food, a combination of both, or no communication at all, is highly effective on people’s level of perceived threat as well as on their overall attitude towards GM food. The reassuring message serves well in diminishing the level of perceived threat, and in that way, lowering the perceived threat/perceived efficacy ratio as a whole. However, when preceded by a fear arousing message, this reassuring message does not succeed in lowering the perceived threat among people. The fear arousing message was effective in raising the perceived threat, resulting in a higher perceived threat/perceived efficacy ratio. 
These main effects were moderated by moral equity. Generally, the higher people’s moral equity, the more negative their attitude towards GM food was found to be. However, when offered a fear arousing message or no message at all, people with a high moral equity indicated a more positive attitude towards GM food, while people with a low moral equity suddenly indicated a less positive attitude towards GM food.
The efficacy to avoid the potential threat is generally low in the case of GM food (cf. decision European Commission, January 1st 2009). Hence -in order to subside the public outcry- it becomes even more important to diminish the perceived threat in the aliquant as a counterbalance for the lack of efficacy in the aliquot of the perceived threat/perceived efficacy ratio. To decrease this perceived threat, there is a need for clear, reassuring communication on the safety of GM food. Such reassuring communication effectively leads to the adoption of the message, namely there is no need to obsessively avoid GM food.
Limitations & suggestions for further research
Consumer attitudes towards GM foods have mainly been investigated by case studies in different countries (e.g., Bredahl, 1999, Arvanitoyannis & Krystallis, 2005). Bredahl (1999) found that consumers evaluate GM food as an overall technology, rather than products on a case-by-case basis. Therefore it is legitimate for this study to focus on GM food in general, rather than on specific products. Besides, the overemphasis in literature on descriptive case studies gives rise to a higher need for experimental methods on this matter. 
Furthermore, in real world situations, consumers are confronted with different types of (often very contradictory and highly emotional) information. The study by Lusk et al. (2004) solely focuses on the effect of information on benefits of GM in food production. Classical threat appeal studies only emphasis the risks. This study, however, does not intend to offer information on benefits only, nor only on the risks. Therefore we securely selected not only one, but two stimuli, in order to attempt to give a two-sided representation of the actual GM debate.
One of the main flaws of this study is the omission of using real experience experiments. Hastings et al. (2004) state that “the research literature on fear appeals, which consists mainly of short-term studies with students in laboratory settings, leaves a number of important questions unanswered. How effective are fear messages in the real world?” (Hastings et al., 2004, p. 962). The issue of real world messages has been attempted to address in this study, by selecting actual real world stimuli for designing our four group experiment. Yet, this brought along the limitation that real world messages on GM food can never contain a (credible) high efficacy level, simply because there is no effective response to adopt in order to avoid this potential threat (cf. European Commission, January 1st 2009). Manipulating the real world stimulus in such way that it would contain a forced high efficacy message, would drastically diminish the credibility of the message, resulting in a rejection of it anyway. However, it should be noted that GM food is only one specific case. Further research should be conducted on the effectiveness of threat appeals in several different cases, aiming at verification of the EPPM.
Moreover, many studies -including this study- employ limited measures of effectiveness (Hastings et al., 2004). Self-reported effectiveness is problematic because it does not correlate well with actual behaviour (Austin, Pinkleton, & Fujioka, 1999). Respondents frequently state in research that strong fear appeals are highly motivating, and state their intentions to change, even when subsequent research shows that these appeals do not change their behaviour (DeJong & Wallack, 1999). This study fails in measuring actual (fear controlling or danger controlling) behaviour. Hence, it may be interesting for any further research to emphasis real behaviour and conduct real world experiments. 
A next limitation is the convenience sample. Data were collected among 200 respondents mainly in the train station and the public library of Ghent, Belgium. This might bias the results. Another procedural limitation was the sequential order of the stimuli in the combination group: first the fear arousing stimulus was offered, secondly the reassuring stimulus. This sequential order annihilated the effectiveness of the reassuring message. While the combination group could be considered ‘two-sided’, because two stimuli (representing two sides of the GM debate) were offered, real two-sidedness was not achieved due to this sequential order. Traditionally, a two-sided message offers both sides interwoven into one message (i.e., at the same time). 
Most previous research on two-sided communication has mainly been limited to two-sided advertising (e.g., Florack, Ineichen & Bieri, 2009). However, the use of a two-sided message strategy could also be interestingly applied to risk communication (e.g., communication on GM food, health risks, etc), and it’s effectiveness could be compared to the effectiveness of fear appeals in communicating health risks to consumers.
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Survey: 

consumentenattitudes t.a.v. genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding

Hallo!

Mijn naam is Erlinde Cornelis, en ik ben studente Master Communicatie Management aan de Universiteit Gent. Momenteel doe ik een onderzoek naar de houding en opvattingen van de Vlaamse bevolking tegenover een nieuwe voedingstrend, namelijk genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding. Dit onderzoek maakt deel uit van mijn Masterscriptie aan de Universiteit Gent. 

Voor dit onderzoek heb ik echter uw medewerking nodig. Op de volgende bladzijden vindt u enkele vraagjes. Ik zou het erg op prijs stellen indien u deze vragen zeer aandachtig leest en beantwoordt. Er zijn geen juiste of foute antwoorden, ik vraag alleen uw persoonlijke mening. Alle antwoorden worden anoniem verwerkt, en blijven ook na afloop van dit onderzoek strikt anoniem. De enquête zal ongeveer 10 minuten in beslag nemen.

Alvast héél hartelijk bedankt voor uw medewerking!

Erlinde 

Achtergrond
1. Weet u wat ‘genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding’ is?   Ja   /   neen

2. Hoeveel weet u over genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding?
1. Helemaal niets

2. erg weinig

3. weinig

4. matig

5. veel

6. Erg veel

7. Ik ben (bijna) een expert

3. Al sinds het begin van de landbouw is de mens bezig met het veredelen van verschillende plantensoorten. Dit werd ook gedaan bij de voorloper van de maïsplant en de maïsplant zelf. De voorloper van deze maïsplant was oorspronkelijk 50 cm. Deze stelling is:

O Waar

O Vals, de plant was oorspronkelijk groter dan 50 cm.

O Vals, de plant was een heel stuk kleiner dan de huidige maïsplant, en dus zeker geen 50 cm groot!

O Ik weet het niet

4. Een plant heeft evenveel genen als een mens. Deze stelling is:

O Waar

O Vals, een plant heeft immers een veel minder complex bouwplan dan de mens

O Hangt van plant tot plant af

O Vals, een plant bevat van nature geen genen. Hij bevat enkel genen, wanneer de plant door de mens werd gemodificeerd.

O Ik weet het niet

5. Een genetisch gemodificeerde plant is:

O een plant, die bespoten werd met bepaalde chemische stoffen

O een veredelde plant, verkregen uit de kruising van twee planten met een bruikbaar genetisch kenmerk, zoals bijvoorbeeld hoge zaadopbrengst

O een plant, waarvan het DNA door de mens werd veranderd

O een plant die veel betere kenmerken vertoont dan een andere plant. 

O Ik weet het niet

6. DNA staat voor:

O Desoxyribonucleïc Acid

O Daniel Niels Albertson, de Zweed die het als eerst ontdekte

O Derivative Nuclear Aspartate

O Desoxyribo Nucleic Aspartate
O Ik weet het niet

Hieronder vindt u een aantal stellingen. De vraag is om telkens aan te geven op de schaal van 1 t.e.m. 5 in hoeverre u akkoord gaat met deze stellingen. Indien u helemaal niet akkoord ben met de stelling, omcirkelt u nummer 1. Indien u helemaal wel akkoord gaat met de stelling, omcirkelt u nummer 5.
	
	Helemaal niet akkoord
	Eerder niet  akkoord
	Weet ik niet, neutraal
	Eerder wel akkoord
	Helemaal akkoord

	1. Ik weet zeer weinig over genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	2. Ik heb geen ervaring met genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	3. Ik ben niet goed geïnformeerd over genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	4. Ik moet informatie over genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding nog voor de eerste keer lezen.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	5. Ik hou van genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	6. Ik ben een liefhebber van genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	7.  Ik ben positief tegenover genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding. 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	8. Genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding is goed. 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	9. Ik zie genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding als een bedreiging.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	10. Ik ben er van overtuigd dat de risico’s van genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding ernstig zijn.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	11. Ik ben er van overtuigd dat genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding serieuze negatieve gevolgen heeft
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	12. Ik ben er van overtuigd dat genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding extreem schadelijk is.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	13. Het is mogelijk dat ik bij genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding  betrokken raak.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5


	
	Helemaal niet akkoord
	Eerder niet  akkoord
	Weet ik niet, neutraal
	Eerder wel akkoord
	Helemaal akkoord

	14. Ik loop het risico om genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding te eten.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	15. Het is waarschijnlijk dat bij de risico’s van genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding betrokken raak.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	16. Ik kan de risico’s van genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding helpen voorkomen.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	17. Ik heb de mogelijkheden om risico’s van genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding te vermijden.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	18. Het is gemakkelijk voor mij om gezonder te eten en zo de risico’s van genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding te voorkomen.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	19. Als ik let op wat ik eet, loop ik minder kans om betrokken te geraken met de risico’s van GM voeding.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	20. Ik kan gezonder eten om te vermijden dat ik betrokken raak bij de risico’s van genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	21. De etiquette op voedingswaren lezen is een effectief middel om de risico’s van genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding te vermijden.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	22. Ik hou er niet van om een risico te nemen.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	23. Vergeleken met de meeste mensen die ik ken, hou ik ervan om ‘op het randje’ te leven.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	24. Ik verlang er niet naar om onnodige risico’s te nemen.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	25. Vergeleken met de meeste mensen die ik ken, hou ik ervan om te gokken op dingen.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	26. Ik denk veel na over mijn gezondheid
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	
	Helemaal niet akkoord
	Eerder niet  akkoord
	Weet ik niet, neutraal
	Eerder wel akkoord
	Helemaal akkoord

	27. Ik onderzoek vaak mijn eigen gezondheid.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	28. Ik ben alert op veranderingen in mijn gezondheid.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	29. Ik ben erg betrokken bij mijn gezondheid.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	30. Ik ben vaak angstig
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	31. Ik ben vaak bang
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	32. Ik ben vaak paniekerig
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	33. Ik heb de intentie om genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding te proberen
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	34. Ik plan om genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding te kopen
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	35. Het is waarschijnlijk dat ik genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding zal kopen als het beschikbaar wordt gesteld.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	36. Ik zou overwegen om genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding te kopen
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	37. Over het algemeen heb ik een sterke interesse in voeding
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	38. Voeding is heel belangrijk voor mij
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	39. Voeding belangt mij sterk aan
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	40. Ik verveel me als mensen tegen mij praten over voeding
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	41. Voeding is erg relevant voor mij
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	42. Genetische manipulatie van voeding is onfair
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	43. Genetische manipulatie van voeding is onrechtvaardig
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	44. Genetische manipulatie van voeding is moreel verkeerd
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	45. Genetische manipulatie van voeding is onaanvaardbaar voor mijn familie
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	46. Genetische manipulatie van voeding is traditioneel onaanvaardbaar
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	47. Genetische manipulatie van voeding is cultureel onaanvaardbaar
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5


demografische kenmerken
1. Wat is uw leeftijd? …………jaar
2. Wat is uw geslacht?   m  /   v 

3. Wat is uw hoogst genoten opleiding tot nu toe? 
1. Secundair onderwijs (middelbare school)

2. Hogeschool

3. Universiteit

4. Postgraduaat, doctoraat, MBA

5. Andere: ……………………………………….

4. Wat is uw budget (per week, per persoon) beschikbaar voor voeding?

1. ongeveer € 10 - € 30 per persoon per week
2. ongeveer € 30 - € 50 per persoon per week
3. ongeveer € 50 - € 70 per persoon per week

4  ongeveer € 70 - € 100 per persoon per week
5. ongeveer € 100 - € 150 per persoon per week
6. ongeveer € 150 - € 200 per persoon per week
7. meer dan € 200 per persoon per week
Nogmaals hartelijk dank voor het invullen van deze vragenlijst!
Uw mening is van cruciaal belang voor dit onderzoek. Alvast bedankt voor uw medewerking!
Groetjes,

Erlinde
Appendix 2
Kwalitatief vooronderzoek: focusgroep

Topic list: Attitude t.a.v. genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding

Topic 1: voorkennis van (genetisch gemanipuleerde) voeding

Hoofdvraag:

· Weten jullie al iets over voeding, de productie van voeding, en de voedingsindustrie, en zo ja: wat?

Subvragen:

· Wat weten jullie al over genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding?

· Kunnen jullie voorbeelden geven van toepassingen van genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding?

· Hebben jullie al eens iets gelezen, of gehoord, over genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding, en zo ja, wie of wat is jouw voornaamste informatiebron hierover?

· Zouden jullie graag méér willen weten over genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding?

· Vindt u dat u hieromtrent meer informatie zou moeten krijgen van bijvoorbeeld de overheid?

· …

Topic 2: belang van voeding, nieuwe voedingstrends, …

Hoofdvraag:
· Hoeveel belang hechten jullie aan voeding?

Subvragen:
· Letten jullie bij jullie dagelijkse aankopen ook op de gezondheid van voeding?

· In hoeverre speelt gezondheid een rol bij jullie voedingskeuze en eetpatroon?

· Welke rol speelt de prijs van voeding voor jullie?

· Zouden jullie bereid zijn om meer te betalen voor gezondere alternatieven in voeding of niet?

· Hechten jullie veel belang aan voedselveiligheid?

· Op welke infobronnen baseren jullie zich om de kwaliteit of veiligheid van voedsel te beoordelen? Lezen jullie labels en etiketten op voedselverpakkingen?

· Wat vinden jullie van het uitproberen van nieuwe voedingstrends?

· In hoeverre staan jullie open voor nieuwe, ongewone voeding?

· Zouden jullie voeding uit andere culturen proeven, en waarom wel of waarom niet?

· …

Topic 3: attitudes ten aanzien van genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding

Hoofdvraag:
· Wat denken jullie over genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding?

Subvragen:
· Is genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding volgens jullie gezond of niet?

· Hoe denken jullie over voeding waarin extra gezondheidsvoordelen voor de consument zijn ingebouwd? (… bijvoorbeeld broccoli met een hogere beschermde factor tegen kanker, of rijst met vitamine A verrijkt, of melk met extra calcium, …)

· Eten jullie soms cornflakes met extra vitaminen, of drinken jullie soms bijvoorbeeld Actimel of Yakult?

· Denken jullie dat genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding schadelijk is voor het milieu of niet?

· Vinden jullie genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding natuurlijk of niet natuurlijk?

· Hoe staan jullie op ethisch vlak tegenover genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding?

· Wat denken jullie over eventuele lange termijn effecten van genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding? 

· Vinden jullie genetisch gemanipuleerde voeding een goede vooruitgang?

· …
Appendix 3

Output Reliability Analysis Scales

Scale: SUBJECTIVE KNOWLEDGE

	Case Processing Summary

	
	N
	%

	Cases
	Valid
	195
	97,0

	
	Excludeda
	6
	3,0

	
	Total
	201
	100,0

	a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.


	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	,723
	4


	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	ik weet zeer weinig over GMF
	10,7333
	6,351
	,662
	,572

	ik heb geen ervaring met GMF
	10,6256
	7,442
	,402
	,726

	ik ben niet goed geinformeerd over GMF
	10,4564
	7,239
	,566
	,638

	ik moet informatie over GMF nog voor de eerste keer lezen
	11,4923
	6,633
	,455
	,704


Scale: ATTITUDE TOWARDS GM FOOD

	Case Processing Summary

	
	N
	%

	Cases
	Valid
	199
	99,0

	
	Excludeda
	2
	1,0

	
	Total
	201
	100,0

	a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.


	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	,891
	4


	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	ik hou van GMF
	7,4623
	6,725
	,776
	,855

	ik ben een liefhebber van GMF
	7,6533
	6,844
	,748
	,865

	ik ben positief tegenover GMF
	7,2513
	6,169
	,745
	,870

	GMF is goed
	7,3769
	6,539
	,786
	,851


Scale: PERCEIVED THREAT

	Case Processing Summary

	
	N
	%

	Cases
	Valid
	197
	98,0

	
	Excludeda
	4
	2,0

	
	Total
	201
	100,0

	a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.


	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	,544
	4


	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	ik zie GMF als een bedreiging
	9,2030
	16,132
	,406
	,465

	ik ben ervan overtuigd dat de risico's van GMF ernstig zijn
	8,5838
	6,683
	,295
	,843

	ik ben ervan overtuigd dat GMF serieuze negatieve gevolgen heeft
	8,9340
	15,552
	,573
	,405

	ik ben ervan ovetuigd dat GMF extreem schadelijk is
	9,3401
	15,093
	,594
	,383


Scale: PERCEIVED OCCURENCE

	Case Processing Summary

	
	N
	%

	Cases
	Valid
	199
	99,0

	
	Excludeda
	2
	1,0

	
	Total
	201
	100,0

	a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.


	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	,659
	3


	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	het is mogelijk dat ik bij GMF betrokken raak
	7,5327
	2,351
	,432
	,617

	ik loop het risico om GMF te eten
	7,2965
	2,210
	,548
	,456

	het is waarschijnlijk dat ik bij GMF betrokken raak
	7,6332
	2,496
	,436
	,608


Scale: SELF EFFICACY

	Case Processing Summary

	
	N
	%

	Cases
	Valid
	197
	98,0

	
	Excludeda
	4
	2,0

	
	Total
	201
	100,0

	a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.


	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	,588
	3


	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	ik kan de risico's van GMF helpen voorkomen
	5,8020
	2,680
	,365
	,535

	ik heb de mogelijkheden om risico's van GMF te vermijden
	5,6041
	2,230
	,425
	,444

	het is gemakkelijk voor mij om gezonder te eten en zo de risico's van GMF te voorkomen
	5,4467
	2,146
	,408
	,474


Scale: RESPONSE EFFICACY

	Case Processing Summary

	
	N
	%

	Cases
	Valid
	199
	99,0

	
	Excludeda
	2
	1,0

	
	Total
	201
	100,0

	a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.


	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	,751
	3


	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	als ik let op wat ik eet, loop ik minder kans om betrokken te geraken bij de risico's van GMF
	6,0754
	3,222
	,653
	,583

	ik kan gezonder eten om te vermijden dat ik betrokken raak bij de risico's van GMF
	6,0553
	3,295
	,650
	,589

	de etiquette op voedingswaren lezen is een effectief middel om de risico's van GMF te vermijden
	6,1307
	3,559
	,452
	,818


Scale: RISK AVERSENESS

	Case Processing Summary

	
	N
	%

	Cases
	Valid
	194
	96,5

	
	Excludeda
	7
	3,5

	
	Total
	201
	100,0

	a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.


	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	,742
	4


	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	ik hou er niet van om een risico te nemen
	11,0619
	5,551
	,543
	,679

	ik verlang er niet naar om onnodige risico's te nemen
	10,6649
	5,799
	,549
	,675

	vergeleken met de meeste mensen die ik ken, hou ik er NIET van om op het randje te leven
	10,5773
	5,976
	,541
	,680

	vergeleken met de meeste mensen, hou ik er NIET van om te gokken op dingen
	10,6546
	5,947
	,509
	,698


Scale: HEALTH CONSCIOUSNESS SCALE

	Case Processing Summary

	
	N
	%

	Cases
	Valid
	199
	99,0

	
	Excludeda
	2
	1,0

	
	Total
	201
	100,0

	a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.


	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	,478
	4


	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	ik denk veel na over mijn gezondheid
	10,6683
	14,475
	,476
	,326

	ik onderzoek vaak mijn eigen gezondheid
	10,9648
	6,246
	,225
	,832

	ik ben alert op veranderingen in mijn gezondheid
	10,5377
	15,068
	,522
	,339

	ik ben erg betrokken bij mijn gezondheid
	10,6281
	15,396
	,407
	,379


Scale: FEAR AS A PERSONALITY TRAIT

	Case Processing Summary

	
	N
	%

	Cases
	Valid
	197
	98,0

	
	Excludeda
	4
	2,0

	
	Total
	201
	100,0

	a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.


	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	,765
	3


	                                                                      Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	ik ben vaak angstig
	4,4061
	3,885
	,526
	,909

	ik ben vaak bang
	4,5787
	6,102
	,730
	,612

	ik ben vaak paniekerig
	4,5178
	5,802
	,701
	,609


Scale: PURCHASE INTENTION

	Case Processing Summary

	
	N
	%

	Cases
	Valid
	196
	97,5

	
	Excludeda
	5
	2,5

	
	Total
	201
	100,0

	a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.


	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	,814
	4


	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	ik heb de intentie om GMF te proberen
	7,4388
	6,771
	,685
	,744

	ik plan om GMF te kopen
	7,6786
	7,173
	,690
	,749

	het is waarschijnlijk dat ik GMF zal kopen als het beschikbaar wordt gesteld
	7,2959
	6,722
	,734
	,725

	ik zou overwegen om GMF te kopen
	7,2194
	6,254
	,507
	,856


Scale: INVOLVEMENT WITH FOOD

	Case Processing Summary

	
	N
	%

	Cases
	Valid
	195
	97,0

	
	Excludeda
	6
	3,0

	
	Total
	201
	100,0

	a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.


	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	,807
	5


	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	over het algemeen heb ik een sterke interesse in voeding
	14,8872
	7,451
	,673
	,744

	voeding is heel belangrijk voor mij
	14,6000
	7,715
	,702
	,737

	voeding belangt mij sterk aan
	14,7026
	7,478
	,733
	,725

	voeding is erg relevant voor mij
	14,8154
	8,461
	,581
	,774

	ik verveel me NIET als mensen over voeding praten tegen mij
	14,8410
	9,052
	,326
	,853


Scale: MORAL EQUITY

	Case Processing Summary

	
	N
	%

	Cases
	Valid
	197
	98,0

	
	Excludeda
	4
	2,0

	
	Total
	201
	100,0

	a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.


	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	,922
	4


	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	GM van voeding is onfair
	8,6701
	7,069
	,840
	,891

	GM van voeding is onrechtvaardig
	8,7614
	7,101
	,872
	,881

	GM van voeding is moreel verkeerd
	8,6954
	6,805
	,823
	,898

	GM van voeding is onaanvaardbaar voor mijn familie
	8,8832
	7,430
	,748
	,922


Scale: RELATIVISM

	Case Processing Summary

	
	N
	%

	Cases
	Valid
	199
	99,0

	
	Excludeda
	2
	1,0

	
	Total
	201
	100,0

	a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.


	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	,867
	2


	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	GM van voeding is traditioneel onaanvaardbaar
	2,8744
	,969
	,765
	.a

	GM van voeding is cultureel onaanvaardbaar
	2,9246
	,999
	,765
	.a

	a. The value is negative due to a negative average covariance among items. This violates reliability model assumptions. You may want to check item codings.


Appendix 4

Output ANOVA manipulation check

	Descriptives

	THREATTOTAAL

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error

	controlegroep
	47
	3,2447
	,56770
	,08281

	reassuring groep
	50
	3,0167
	,69027
	,09762

	fear groep
	50
	3,5400
	,66117
	,09350

	combinatie groep
	49
	3,4014
	,44216
	,06317

	Total
	196
	3,3010
	,62642
	,04474


	Descriptives

	THREATTOTAAL

	
	95% Confidence Interval for Mean
	Minimum
	Maximum

	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	
	

	controlegroep
	3,0780
	3,4114
	2,33
	4,67

	reassuring groep
	2,8205
	3,2128
	1,50
	4,83

	fear groep
	3,3521
	3,7279
	2,50
	5,00

	combinatie groep
	3,2744
	3,5284
	2,50
	4,83

	Total
	3,2128
	3,3893
	1,50
	5,00


	ANOVA

	THREATTOTAAL

	
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	7,541
	3
	2,514
	6,997
	,000

	Within Groups
	68,977
	192
	,359
	
	

	Total
	76,518
	195
	
	
	


Post Hoc Tests
	Multiple Comparisons

	THREATTOTAAL

Scheffe

	(I) tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	(J) tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	controlegroep
	Reassuring groep
	,22801
	,12177
	,323
	-,1154
	,5715

	
	fear groep
	-,29532
	,12177
	,121
	-,6388
	,0481

	
	Combinatie groep
	-,15668
	,12237
	,651
	-,5018
	,1885

	reassuring groep
	Controlegroep
	-,22801
	,12177
	,323
	-,5715
	,1154

	
	fear groep
	-,52333*
	,11988
	,000
	-,8614
	-,1852

	
	Combinatie groep
	-,38469*
	,12049
	,019
	-,7245
	-,0449

	fear groep
	Controlegroep
	,29532
	,12177
	,121
	-,0481
	,6388

	
	Reassuring groep
	,52333*
	,11988
	,000
	,1852
	,8614

	
	Combinatie groep
	,13864
	,12049
	,724
	-,2012
	,4785

	combinatie groep
	Controlegroep
	,15668
	,12237
	,651
	-,1885
	,5018

	
	reassuring groep
	,38469*
	,12049
	,019
	,0449
	,7245

	
	fear groep
	-,13864
	,12049
	,724
	-,4785
	,2012

	*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.


Homogeneous Subsets
	THREATTOTAAL

	Scheffea,,b

	tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	N
	Subset for alpha = 0.05

	
	
	1
	2

	reassuring groep
	50
	3,0167
	

	controlegroep
	47
	3,2447
	3,2447

	combinatie groep
	49
	
	3,4014

	fear groep
	50
	
	3,5400

	Sig.
	
	,318
	,118

	Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.

	a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 48,969.

	b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not guaranteed.


	Descriptives

	EFFICACYTOTAAL

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error

	controlegroep
	49
	3,0918
	,67018
	,09574

	reassuring groep
	47
	3,0496
	,69497
	,10137

	fear groep
	50
	2,7600
	,77749
	,10995

	combinatie groep
	50
	2,8333
	,58418
	,08262

	Total
	196
	2,9311
	,69425
	,04959


	Descriptives

	EFFICACYTOTAAL

	
	95% Confidence Interval for Mean
	Minimum
	Maximum

	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	
	

	controlegroep
	2,8993
	3,2843
	1,33
	4,83

	reassuring groep
	2,8456
	3,2537
	1,00
	4,17

	fear groep
	2,5390
	2,9810
	1,00
	4,50

	combinatie groep
	2,6673
	2,9994
	1,83
	4,00

	Total
	2,8333
	3,0289
	1,00
	4,83


	ANOVA

	EFFICACYTOTAAL

	
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	3,868
	3
	1,289
	2,747
	,044

	Within Groups
	90,119
	192
	,469
	
	

	Total
	93,987
	195
	
	
	


Post Hoc Tests
	Multiple Comparisons

	EFFICACYTOTAAL

Scheffe

	(I) tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	(J) tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	controlegroep
	reassuring groep
	,04219
	,13988
	,993
	-,3523
	,4367

	
	fear groep
	,33184
	,13772
	,125
	-,0566
	,7203

	
	combinatie groep
	,25850
	,13772
	,321
	-,1299
	,6469

	reassuring groep
	Controlegroep
	-,04219
	,13988
	,993
	-,4367
	,3523

	
	fear groep
	,28965
	,13919
	,231
	-,1029
	,6822

	
	combinatie groep
	,21631
	,13919
	,492
	-,1763
	,6089

	fear groep
	Controlegroep
	-,33184
	,13772
	,125
	-,7203
	,0566

	
	reassuring groep
	-,28965
	,13919
	,231
	-,6822
	,1029

	
	combinatie groep
	-,07333
	,13702
	,962
	-,4598
	,3131

	combinatie groep
	Controlegroep
	-,25850
	,13772
	,321
	-,6469
	,1299

	
	reassuring groep
	-,21631
	,13919
	,492
	-,6089
	,1763

	
	fear groep
	,07333
	,13702
	,962
	-,3131
	,4598


Homogeneous Subsets
	EFFICACYTOTAAL

	Scheffea,,b

	tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	N
	Subset for alpha = 0.05

	
	
	1

	fear groep
	50
	2,7600

	combinatie groep
	50
	2,8333

	reassuring groep
	47
	3,0496

	controlegroep
	49
	3,0918

	Sig.
	
	,129

	Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.

	a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 48,969.

	b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not guaranteed.


Appendix 5

Output ANOVA main effect
	Descriptives

	COMPUTE ATTITUDEGMFOOD=(houvan + liefhebb + positief +goed) / 4

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error

	controlegroep
	49
	2,3878
	,69609
	,09944

	reassuring groep
	50
	2,8600
	,95853
	,13556

	fear groep
	50
	2,3100
	,81685
	,11552

	combinatie groep
	50
	2,3550
	,76447
	,10811

	Total
	199
	2,4786
	,83929
	,05950


	Descriptives

	COMPUTE ATTITUDEGMFOOD=(houvan + liefhebb + positief +goed) / 4

	
	95% Confidence Interval for Mean
	Minimum
	Maximum

	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	
	

	controlegroep
	2,1878
	2,5877
	1,00
	3,75

	reassuring groep
	2,5876
	3,1324
	1,00
	5,00

	fear groep
	2,0779
	2,5421
	1,00
	4,00

	combinatie groep
	2,1377
	2,5723
	1,00
	3,50

	Total
	2,3613
	2,5960
	1,00
	5,00


	ANOVA

	COMPUTE ATTITUDEGMFOOD=(houvan + liefhebb + positief +goed) / 4

	
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	9,863
	3
	3,288
	4,946
	,002

	Within Groups
	129,609
	195
	,665
	
	

	Total
	139,472
	198
	
	
	


Post Hoc Tests
	Multiple Comparisons

	COMPUTE ATTITUDEGMFOOD=(houvan + liefhebb + positief +goed) / 4

Scheffe

	(I) tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	(J) tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	controlegroep
	reassuring groep
	-,47224*
	,16388
	,043
	-,9344
	-,0101

	
	fear groep
	,07776
	,16388
	,973
	-,3844
	,5399

	
	combinatie groep
	,03276
	,16388
	,998
	-,4294
	,4949

	reassuring groep
	controlegroep
	,47224*
	,16388
	,043
	,0101
	,9344

	
	fear groep
	,55000*
	,16305
	,011
	,0902
	1,0098

	
	combinatie groep
	,50500*
	,16305
	,025
	,0452
	,9648

	fear groep
	controlegroep
	-,07776
	,16388
	,973
	-,5399
	,3844

	
	reassuring groep
	-,55000*
	,16305
	,011
	-1,0098
	-,0902

	
	combinatie groep
	-,04500
	,16305
	,995
	-,5048
	,4148

	combinatie groep
	controlegroep
	-,03276
	,16388
	,998
	-,4949
	,4294

	
	reassuring groep
	-,50500*
	,16305
	,025
	-,9648
	-,0452

	
	fear groep
	,04500
	,16305
	,995
	-,4148
	,5048

	*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.


Homogeneous Subsets
	COMPUTE ATTITUDEGMFOOD=(houvan + liefhebb + positief +goed) / 4

	Scheffea,,b

	tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	N
	Subset for alpha = 0.05

	
	
	1
	2

	fear groep
	50
	2,3100
	

	combinatie groep
	50
	2,3550
	

	controlegroep
	49
	2,3878
	

	reassuring groep
	50
	
	2,8600

	Sig.
	
	,973
	1,000

	Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.

	a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 49,746.

	b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not guaranteed.


	Descriptives

	COMPUTE PURCHASEINTENTION=(intentie+ plankopen + wsskopen + overwegkopen) / 4

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error

	controlegroep
	49
	2,4184
	,72058
	,10294

	reassuring groep
	47
	2,7553
	,92591
	,13506

	fear groep
	50
	2,3700
	,93301
	,13195

	combinatie groep
	50
	2,3500
	,71607
	,10127

	Total
	196
	2,4694
	,83916
	,05994


	Descriptives

	COMPUTE PURCHASEINTENTION=(intentie+ plankopen + wsskopen + overwegkopen) / 4

	
	95% Confidence Interval for Mean
	Minimum
	Maximum

	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	
	

	controlegroep
	2,2114
	2,6253
	1,00
	4,00

	reassuring groep
	2,4835
	3,0272
	1,00
	4,25

	fear groep
	2,1048
	2,6352
	1,00
	5,25

	combinatie groep
	2,1465
	2,5535
	1,00
	3,75

	Total
	2,3512
	2,5876
	1,00
	5,25


	ANOVA

	COMPUTE PURCHASEINTENTION=(intentie+ plankopen + wsskopen + overwegkopen) / 4

	
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	5,177
	3
	1,726
	2,507
	,060

	Within Groups
	132,140
	192
	,688
	
	

	Total
	137,316
	195
	
	
	


Post Hoc Tests
	Multiple Comparisons

	COMPUTE PURCHASEINTENTION=(intentie+ plankopen + wsskopen + overwegkopen) / 4

Scheffe

	(I) tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	(J) tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	controlegroep
	reassuring groep
	-,33695
	,16938
	,269
	-,8147
	,1408

	
	fear groep
	,04837
	,16676
	,994
	-,4220
	,5187

	
	combinatie groep
	,06837
	,16676
	,983
	-,4020
	,5387

	reassuring groep
	controlegroep
	,33695
	,16938
	,269
	-,1408
	,8147

	
	fear groep
	,38532
	,16855
	,160
	-,0901
	,8607

	
	combinatie groep
	,40532
	,16855
	,126
	-,0701
	,8807

	fear groep
	controlegroep
	-,04837
	,16676
	,994
	-,5187
	,4220

	
	reassuring groep
	-,38532
	,16855
	,160
	-,8607
	,0901

	
	combinatie groep
	,02000
	,16592
	1,000
	-,4480
	,4880

	combinatie groep
	controlegroep
	-,06837
	,16676
	,983
	-,5387
	,4020

	
	reassuring groep
	-,40532
	,16855
	,126
	-,8807
	,0701

	
	fear groep
	-,02000
	,16592
	1,000
	-,4880
	,4480


Homogeneous Subsets
	COMPUTE PURCHASEINTENTION=(intentie+ plankopen + wsskopen + overwegkopen) / 4

	Scheffea,,b

	tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	N
	Subset for alpha = 0.05

	
	
	1

	combinatie groep
	50
	2,3500

	fear groep
	50
	2,3700

	controlegroep
	49
	2,4184

	reassuring groep
	47
	2,7553

	Sig.
	
	,123

	Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.

	a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 48,969.

	b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not guaranteed.


Appendix 6

Output ANOVA interaction effect of moral equity on attitude

	Statistics

	COMPUTE MORALEQUITY=(onfair+ onrechtv+ moreelverk+ famonaanvaardb) / 4

	N
	Valid
	197

	
	Missing
	4

	Median
	3,0000


	COMPUTE MORALEQUITY=(onfair+ onrechtv+ moreelverk+ famonaanvaardb) / 4

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	1,00
	8
	4,0
	4,1
	4,1

	
	1,25
	1
	,5
	,5
	4,6

	
	1,50
	3
	1,5
	1,5
	6,1

	
	1,75
	5
	2,5
	2,5
	8,6

	
	2,00
	23
	11,4
	11,7
	20,3

	
	2,25
	13
	6,5
	6,6
	26,9

	
	2,50
	7
	3,5
	3,6
	30,5

	
	2,75
	20
	10,0
	10,2
	40,6

	
	3,00
	56
	27,9
	28,4
	69,0

	
	3,25
	18
	9,0
	9,1
	78,2

	
	3,50
	7
	3,5
	3,6
	81,7

	
	3,75
	10
	5,0
	5,1
	86,8

	
	4,00
	11
	5,5
	5,6
	92,4

	
	4,25
	1
	,5
	,5
	92,9

	
	4,50
	4
	2,0
	2,0
	94,9

	
	4,75
	1
	,5
	,5
	95,4

	
	5,00
	9
	4,5
	4,6
	100,0

	
	Total
	197
	98,0
	100,0
	

	Missing
	System
	4
	2,0
	
	

	Total
	201
	100,0
	
	


RECODE MORALEQUITY (1=0) (2=0) (3=0) (4=1) (5=1) INTO MORALEQUITYREC.

EXECUTE.

UNIANOVA ATTITUDEGMFOOD BY conditie MORALEQUITYREC

  /METHOD=SSTYPE(3)

  /INTERCEPT=INCLUDE

  /POSTHOC=conditie(SCHEFFE)

  /PLOT=PROFILE(conditie*MORALEQUITYREC)

  /CRITERIA=ALPHA(0.05)

  /DESIGN=conditie MORALEQUITYREC conditie*MORALEQUITYREC.

Univariate Analysis of Variance

	Between-Subjects Factors

	
	Value Label
	N

	tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	,00
	controlegroep
	29

	
	1,00
	reassuring groep
	26

	
	2,00
	fear groep
	27

	
	3,00
	combinatie groep
	25

	MORALEQUITYREC
	,00
	
	87

	
	1,00
	
	20


	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:COMPUTE ATTITUDEGMFOOD=(houvan + liefhebb + positief +goed) / 4

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Corrected Model
	31,934a
	7
	4,562
	9,991
	,000

	Intercept
	256,585
	1
	256,585
	561,958
	,000

	Conditie
	,431
	3
	,144
	,315
	,815

	MORALEQUITYREC
	22,402
	1
	22,402
	49,064
	,000

	conditie * MORALEQUITYREC
	4,644
	3
	1,548
	3,390
	,021

	Error
	45,203
	99
	,457
	
	

	Total
	780,063
	107
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	77,137
	106
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = ,414 (Adjusted R Squared = ,373)


Post Hoc Tests

tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent

	Multiple Comparisons

	COMPUTE ATTITUDEGMFOOD=(houvan + liefhebb + positief +goed) / 4

Scheffe

	(I) tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	(J) tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	controlegroep
	reassuring groep
	-,7318*
	,18250
	,002
	-1,2508
	-,2127

	
	fear groep
	-,3062
	,18071
	,416
	-,8202
	,2078

	
	combinatie groep
	-,2114
	,18441
	,726
	-,7359
	,3131

	reassuring groep
	controlegroep
	,7318*
	,18250
	,002
	,2127
	1,2508

	
	fear groep
	,4256
	,18567
	,161
	-,1025
	,9536

	
	combinatie groep
	,5204
	,18927
	,062
	-,0179
	1,0587

	fear groep
	controlegroep
	,3062
	,18071
	,416
	-,2078
	,8202

	
	reassuring groep
	-,4256
	,18567
	,161
	-,9536
	,1025

	
	combinatie groep
	,0948
	,18755
	,968
	-,4386
	,6282

	combinatie groep
	controlegroep
	,2114
	,18441
	,726
	-,3131
	,7359

	
	reassuring groep
	-,5204
	,18927
	,062
	-1,0587
	,0179

	
	fear groep
	-,0948
	,18755
	,968
	-,6282
	,4386

	Based on observed means.

 The error term is Mean Square(Error) = ,457.

	*. The mean difference is significant at the 0,05 level.


Homogeneous Subsets
	COMPUTE ATTITUDEGMFOOD=(houvan + liefhebb + positief +goed) / 4

	Scheffea,,b,,c

	tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	N
	Subset

	
	
	1
	2

	controlegroep
	29
	2,2586
	

	combinatie groep
	25
	2,4700
	2,4700

	fear groep
	27
	2,5648
	2,5648

	reassuring groep
	26
	
	2,9904

	Sig.
	
	,438
	,054

	Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.

 Based on observed means.

 The error term is Mean Square(Error) = ,457.

	a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 26,670.

	b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not guaranteed.

	c. Alpha = 0,05.


Profile Plots
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USE ALL.

COMPUTE filter_$=(conditie = 1).

VARIABLE LABEL filter_$ 'conditie = 1 (FILTER)'.

VALUE LABELS filter_$ 0 'Not Selected' 1 'Selected'.

FORMAT filter_$ (f1.0).

FILTER BY filter_$.

EXECUTE.

T-TEST

  /TESTVAL=0

  /MISSING=ANALYSIS

  /VARIABLES=conditie MORALEQUITYREC

  /CRITERIA=CI(.95).

T-Test
	One-Sample Statistics

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	50
	1,0000
	,00000a
	,00000

	MORALEQUITYREC
	26
	,1154
	,32581
	,06390

	a. t cannot be computed because the standard deviation is 0.


	One-Sample Test

	
	Test Value = 0                                       

	
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference

	MORALEQUITYREC
	1,806
	25
	,083
	,11538


	One-Sample Test

	
	Test Value = 0                                       

	
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	Lower
	Upper

	MORALEQUITYREC
	-,0162
	,2470


T-TEST

  /TESTVAL=0

  /MISSING=ANALYSIS

  /VARIABLES=MORALEQUITYREC conditie

  /CRITERIA=CI(.95).
	One-Sample Statistics

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	MORALEQUITYREC
	26
	,1154
	,32581
	,06390

	tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	50
	1,0000
	,00000a
	,00000

	a. t cannot be computed because the standard deviation is 0.


	One-Sample Test

	
	Test Value = 0                                       

	
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference

	MORALEQUITYREC
	1,806
	25
	,083
	,11538


	One-Sample Test

	
	Test Value = 0                                       

	
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	Lower
	Upper

	MORALEQUITYREC
	-,0162
	,2470


USE ALL.

COMPUTE filter_$=(conditie = 2).

VARIABLE LABEL filter_$ 'conditie = 2 (FILTER)'.

VALUE LABELS filter_$ 0 'Not Selected' 1 'Selected'.

FORMAT filter_$ (f1.0).

FILTER BY filter_$.

EXECUTE.

T-TEST

  /TESTVAL=0

  /MISSING=ANALYSIS

  /VARIABLES=MORALEQUITYREC conditie

  /CRITERIA=CI(.95).

	One-Sample Statistics

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	MORALEQUITYREC
	27
	,2222
	,42366
	,08153

	tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	50
	2,0000
	,00000a
	,00000

	a. t cannot be computed because the standard deviation is 0.


	One-Sample Test

	
	Test Value = 0                                       

	
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference

	MORALEQUITYREC
	2,726
	26
	,011
	,22222


	One-Sample Test

	
	Test Value = 0                                       

	
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	Lower
	Upper

	MORALEQUITYREC
	,0546
	,3898


GET

  FILE='H:\THESISONDERZOEKdataErlinde.sav'.

USE ALL.

COMPUTE filter_$=(conditie = 0).

VARIABLE LABEL filter_$ 'conditie = 0 (FILTER)'.

VALUE LABELS filter_$ 0 'Not Selected' 1 'Selected'.

FORMAT filter_$ (f1.0).

FILTER BY filter_$.

EXECUTE.

T-TEST

  /TESTVAL=0

  /MISSING=ANALYSIS

  /VARIABLES=conditie MORALEQUITYREC

  /CRITERIA=CI(.95).

	One-Sample Statistics

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	50
	,0000
	,00000a
	,00000

	MORALEQUITYREC
	29
	,2759
	,45486
	,08447

	a. t cannot be computed because the standard deviation is 0.


	One-Sample Test

	
	Test Value = 0                                       

	
	T
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference

	MORALEQUITYREC
	3,266
	28
	,003
	,27586


	One-Sample Test

	
	Test Value = 0                                       

	
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	Lower
	Upper

	MORALEQUITYREC
	,1028
	,4489


USE ALL.

COMPUTE filter_$=(conditie = 3).

VARIABLE LABEL filter_$ 'conditie = 3 (FILTER)'.

VALUE LABELS filter_$ 0 'Not Selected' 1 'Selected'.

FORMAT filter_$ (f1.0).

FILTER BY filter_$.

EXECUTE.

T-TEST

  /TESTVAL=0

  /MISSING=ANALYSIS

  /VARIABLES=MORALEQUITYREC conditie

  /CRITERIA=CI(.95).

	One-Sample Statistics

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	MORALEQUITYREC
	25
	,1200
	,33166
	,06633

	tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	50
	3,0000
	,00000a
	,00000

	a. t cannot be computed because the standard deviation is 0.


	One-Sample Test

	
	Test Value = 0                                       

	
	T
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference

	MORALEQUITYREC
	1,809
	24
	,083
	,12000


	One-Sample Test

	
	Test Value = 0                                       

	
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	Lower
	Upper

	MORALEQUITYREC
	-,0169
	,2569


Appendix 7

Output ANOVA interaction effect of involvement on purchase intention

	Between-Subjects Factors

	
	Value Label
	N

	tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	,00
	controlegroep
	17

	
	1,00
	reassuring groep
	17

	
	2,00
	fear groep
	14

	
	3,00
	combinatie groep
	24

	INVOLVEMENTREC
	,00
	
	17

	
	1,00
	
	55


	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable:COMPUTE PURCHASEINTENTION=(intentie+ plankopen + wsskopen + overwegkopen) / 4

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Corrected Model
	10,050a
	7
	1,436
	2,271
	,040

	Intercept
	263,993
	1
	263,993
	417,484
	,000

	Conditie
	,836
	3
	,279
	,441
	,725

	INVOLVEMENTREC
	,583
	1
	,583
	,922
	,341

	conditie * INVOLVEMENTREC
	5,618
	3
	1,873
	2,961
	,039

	Error
	40,470
	64
	,632
	
	

	Total
	443,688
	72
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	50,520
	71
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = ,199 (Adjusted R Squared = ,111)


Profile Plots
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USE ALL.

COMPUTE filter_$=(conditie = 1).

VARIABLE LABEL filter_$ 'conditie = 1 (FILTER)'.

VALUE LABELS filter_$ 0 'Not Selected' 1 'Selected'.

FORMAT filter_$ (f1.0).

FILTER BY filter_$.

EXECUTE.

T-TEST

  /TESTVAL=0

  /MISSING=ANALYSIS

  /VARIABLES=conditie INVOLVEMENTFOOD

  /CRITERIA=CI(.95).
T-Test
	One-Sample Statistics

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	50
	1,0000
	,00000a
	,00000

	COMPUTE INVOLVEMENTFOOD=(interesse+ belangrk+ belangt + relevant + verveel2) / 5
	49
	3,7143
	,73144
	,10449

	a. t cannot be computed because the standard deviation is 0.


	One-Sample Test

	
	Test Value = 0                                       

	
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference

	COMPUTE INVOLVEMENTFOOD=(interesse+ belangrk+ belangt + relevant + verveel2) / 5
	35,546
	48
	,000
	3,71429


	One-Sample Test

	
	Test Value = 0                                       

	
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	Lower
	Upper

	COMPUTE INVOLVEMENTFOOD=(interesse+ belangrk+ belangt + relevant + verveel2) / 5
	3,5042
	3,9244


USE ALL.

COMPUTE filter_$=(conditie = 2).

VARIABLE LABEL filter_$ 'conditie = 2 (FILTER)'.

VALUE LABELS filter_$ 0 'Not Selected' 1 'Selected'.

FORMAT filter_$ (f1.0).

FILTER BY filter_$.

EXECUTE.

T-TEST

  /TESTVAL=0

  /MISSING=ANALYSIS

  /VARIABLES=INVOLVEMENTFOOD conditie

  /CRITERIA=CI(.95).
T-Test
	One-Sample Statistics

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	COMPUTE INVOLVEMENTFOOD=(interesse+ belangrk+ belangt + relevant + verveel2) / 5
	50
	3,6160
	,73717
	,10425

	tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	50
	2,0000
	,00000a
	,00000

	a. t cannot be computed because the standard deviation is 0.


	One-Sample Test

	
	Test Value = 0                                       

	
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference

	COMPUTE INVOLVEMENTFOOD=(interesse+ belangrk+ belangt + relevant + verveel2) / 5
	34,686
	49
	,000
	3,61600


	One-Sample Test

	
	Test Value = 0                                       

	
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	Lower
	Upper

	COMPUTE INVOLVEMENTFOOD=(interesse+ belangrk+ belangt + relevant + verveel2) / 5
	3,4065
	3,8255


USE ALL.

COMPUTE filter_$=(conditie = 3).

VARIABLE LABEL filter_$ 'conditie = 3 (FILTER)'.

VALUE LABELS filter_$ 0 'Not Selected' 1 'Selected'.

FORMAT filter_$ (f1.0).

FILTER BY filter_$.

EXECUTE.

T-TEST

  /TESTVAL=0

  /MISSING=ANALYSIS

  /VARIABLES=INVOLVEMENTFOOD conditie

  /CRITERIA=CI(.95).

T-Test

	One-Sample Statistics

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	COMPUTE INVOLVEMENTFOOD=(interesse+ belangrk+ belangt + relevant + verveel2) / 5
	48
	3,6875
	,65999
	,09526

	tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	50
	3,0000
	,00000a
	,00000

	a. t cannot be computed because the standard deviation is 0.


	One-Sample Test

	
	Test Value = 0                                       

	
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference

	COMPUTE INVOLVEMENTFOOD=(interesse+ belangrk+ belangt + relevant + verveel2) / 5
	38,709
	47
	,000
	3,68750


	One-Sample Test

	
	Test Value = 0                                       

	
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	Lower
	Upper

	COMPUTE INVOLVEMENTFOOD=(interesse+ belangrk+ belangt + relevant + verveel2) / 5
	3,4959
	3,8791


USE ALL.

COMPUTE filter_$=(conditie = 0).

VARIABLE LABEL filter_$ 'conditie = 0 (FILTER)'.

VALUE LABELS filter_$ 0 'Not Selected' 1 'Selected'.

FORMAT filter_$ (f1.0).

FILTER BY filter_$.

EXECUTE.

T-TEST

  /TESTVAL=0

  /MISSING=ANALYSIS

  /VARIABLES=INVOLVEMENTFOOD conditie

  /CRITERIA=CI(.95).

T-Test
	One-Sample Statistics

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	COMPUTE INVOLVEMENTFOOD=(interesse+ belangrk+ belangt + relevant + verveel2) / 5
	48
	3,7542
	,64609
	,09325

	tot welke van de vier condities behoort de respondent
	50
	,0000
	,00000a
	,00000

	a. t cannot be computed because the standard deviation is 0.


	One-Sample Test

	
	Test Value = 0                                       

	
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference

	COMPUTE INVOLVEMENTFOOD=(interesse+ belangrk+ belangt + relevant + verveel2) / 5
	40,257
	47
	,000
	3,75417


	One-Sample Test

	
	Test Value = 0                                       

	
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	Lower
	Upper

	COMPUTE INVOLVEMENTFOOD=(interesse+ belangrk+ belangt + relevant + verveel2) / 5
	3,5666
	3,9418


Appendix 8

Pretest stimuli

GET

  FILE='H:\spss bestand pretests samengevoegd.sav'.

T-TEST GROUPS=groepsclassificatie(2 1)

  /MISSING=ANALYSIS

  /VARIABLES=FEARAROUSING

  /CRITERIA=CI(.95).

T-Test

	Group Statistics

	
	groepsclassificatie
	N
	Mean

	COMPUTE FEARAROUSING=(afschr + gerustst + veilig) / 3
	fear groep (artikel De Standaard)
	15
	3,5778

	
	reassuring groep (brochure VIB)
	15
	2,8222


	Group Statistics

	
	groepsclassificatie
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	COMPUTE FEARAROUSING=(afschr + gerustst + veilig) / 3
	fear groep (artikel De Standaard)
	,92981
	,24008

	
	reassuring groep (brochure VIB)
	,51742
	,13360


	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances

	
	F
	Sig.

	COMPUTE FEARAROUSING=(afschr + gerustst + veilig) / 3
	Equal variances assumed
	3,496
	,072

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	


	Independent Samples Test

	
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)

	COMPUTE FEARAROUSING=(afschr + gerustst + veilig) / 3
	Equal variances assumed
	2,750
	28
	,010

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	2,750
	21,912
	,012


	Independent Samples Test

	
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference

	COMPUTE FEARAROUSING=(afschr + gerustst + veilig) / 3
	Equal variances assumed
	,75556
	,27475

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	,75556
	,27475


	Independent Samples Test

	
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	Lower
	Upper

	COMPUTE FEARAROUSING=(afschr + gerustst + veilig) / 3
	Equal variances assumed
	,19277
	1,31835

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	,18564
	1,32548


T-TEST GROUPS=groepsclassificatie(2 1)

  /MISSING=ANALYSIS

  /VARIABLES=CREDIBILITY

  /CRITERIA=CI(.95).
T-Test

	Group Statistics

	
	groepsclassificatie
	N
	Mean

	COMPUTE CREDIBILITY=(geloofw + waarhd + wetcorr + vertrouw) / 4
	fear groep (artikel De Standaard)
	15
	3,7667

	
	reassuring groep (brochure VIB)
	14
	3,8929


	Group Statistics

	
	groepsclassificatie
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	COMPUTE CREDIBILITY=(geloofw + waarhd + wetcorr + vertrouw) / 4
	fear groep (artikel De Standaard)
	,98863
	,25526

	
	reassuring groep (brochure VIB)
	,51622
	,13797


	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances

	
	F
	Sig.

	COMPUTE CREDIBILITY=(geloofw + waarhd + wetcorr + vertrouw) / 4
	Equal variances assumed
	2,621
	,117

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	


	Independent Samples Test

	
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)

	COMPUTE CREDIBILITY=(geloofw + waarhd + wetcorr + vertrouw) / 4
	Equal variances assumed
	-,426
	27
	,673

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	-,435
	21,407
	,668


	Independent Samples Test

	
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference

	COMPUTE CREDIBILITY=(geloofw + waarhd + wetcorr + vertrouw) / 4
	Equal variances assumed
	-,12619
	,29615

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	-,12619
	,29016


	Independent Samples Test

	
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	Lower
	Upper

	COMPUTE CREDIBILITY=(geloofw + waarhd + wetcorr + vertrouw) / 4
	Equal variances assumed
	-,73384
	,48146

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	-,72892
	,47653
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