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The empirical analysis of the effects of numeracy on food risk perceptions and
choice behavior
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Numeracy is the ability to understand the operations of probabilistic and
statistical computation, such as comparing probabilities and proportions. The purpose of this study was
to explore the effects of the numeracy levels on food risk perceptions and food choice behavior. An
internet survey was conducted with Japanese citizens in Tokyo metropolitan area whose numeracy score were
measured and analyzed. There was a positive correlation between numeracy and graph literacy - the ability
to understand information presented graphically. There were no significant differences by the difference
in numeracy levels for food risk perception. The results of choice experiments showed that people with
low numeracy skills stated higher willingness to pay for beef than those with high numeracy skills. This

evidence suggests that the size and direction of hypothetical bias in stated choice experiment might
depend on participants’ numeracy level.
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