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Abstract

Ideal food safety communication provides timely evidence-based information for con-
sumers to protect themselves from foodborne illnesses. We investigated if information
sources (experts providing factual information vs. social media influencers (SMls) pro-
viding misinformation), cognitive, affective, and sociodemographic factors influenced
participants’ intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken, a high-risk food.
In a quasi-experimental, cross-sectional survey, 727 U.S. adults watched videos about raw
chicken food safety from an expert, SMI, or a control. Structural model A explained 56.6%
of the variance in intentions. Compared to the control, expert and SMI sources had direct,
negative effects on intentions. Experts were associated with greater perceived threat for
consuming raw chicken compared to SMI and control videos. Perceived threat and efficacy
had significant indirect effects on intentions. Structural model B explained 47.6% of the vari-
ance in intentions. Knowledge, trust in science, trust in information source, counterarguing,
and sociodemographic factors were insignificant moderators. Food safety communica-
tors should provide clear information about the risks of consuming raw or undercooked
chicken and actionable guidance for consumers to avoid foodborne illnesses. Audience
segmentation analysis may be an important next step to identify consumer groups and
tailor food safety messages to specific consumer needs.

Keywords: communication; experts; foodborne illness; misinformation; social media
influencers

1. Introduction

Foodborne illness remains a significant public health issue in the U.S., affecting an
estimated 48 million people each year [1]. Between 2014 and 2022, the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention outbreak investigations estimated that 16.5% of foodborne illnesses
occurred in home settings [2], highlighting the need for effective food safety communication
that reaches everyday consumers.

Poultry is a high-risk food often associated with foodborne illness. The U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture’s Food Safety and Inspection Service has taken regulatory actions
to control Salmonella in poultry, including improved pathogen reduction standards and
proposing classifying Salmonella as an adulterant [3]. The Centers for Disease Control and
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Prevention estimated that about one in every 25 packages of chicken are contaminated
with Salmonella enterica, a major cause of foodborne illness in the U.S. [4]. Hence, experts
recommend cooking chicken to an internal temperature of 165 °F, using separate cutting
boards for raw and ready-to-eat foods, and avoiding washing chicken before cooking to
prevent cross-contamination [5].

Despite recommendations for safe poultry cooking, social media influencers promote
the consumption of raw chicken, claiming it contains more health benefits than fully
cooked chicken [6-8]. Some individuals expressed that consuming raw chicken helps with
dizziness, back pain, and cystic acne, and compared eating raw chicken to eating raw fish,
along with other persuasive, unsupported claims [6-8]. This situation underscores that
anyone can share inaccurate information online and encourage unsafe food practices that
increase the risks of foodborne illness.

Consumers are often influenced by food safety information delivered through a variety
of communication channels, though they generally seek and trust traditional mass media
(e.g., television, radio, newspapers, magazines) more than social media [9,10]. Traditional
media offer science-based food safety information from expert sources [11]. Simultaneously,
other communication channels, including digital and online media (e.g., news websites,
social media, streaming services), have become widely accepted sources of food safety
information [12].

Regarding information sources, expert sources are individuals with specialized knowl-
edge in a particular field, gained through academic or scientific research [13]. Experts
in government agencies, such as the Center for Disease Control and Prevention, inform
consumers about food safety threats, risks, and practices [11]. Social media influencers are
individuals who, through popularity online, have potential to influence viewers’ beliefs
and attitudes [14]. For example, young adults (aged 18-24) represent the largest current
consumer base and spend more time on social media than other generations [15,16], in-
creasing their susceptibility to misinformation. It remains unclear whether consumers
are influenced by food safety information disseminated by experts or by social media
influencers, suggesting a gap that should be explored.

Although research about food safety communication is growing [17-19], the literature
on the potential effects of information sources within the context of food safety is limited.
Few studies in both national and international contexts have examined how expert versus
social media influencer source-message conditions could interact with perceived threat
and efficacy in the specific context of food safety practices for raw chicken, and most recent
work has focused on pandemic-related rather everyday food safety handling. This study
addresses that gap by investigating if information source-message (experts sharing factual
information and SMlIs sharing misinformation), cognitive, affective, and sociodemographic
factors influenced consumers’ intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Information Source

An information source could be a person or organization transmitting information
about a certain subject or topic [20]. Evidence suggests that source credibility and topic
understanding influences consumers’ intentions to protect themselves from food safety
risks [21]. Expert sources remain the most trusted when it comes to health-related infor-
mation [17,21-23], and consumers often trust scientists who are specialized in the topic
they communicate about [17]. Rembischevski and Caldas [24] emphasized that scien-
tists/universities, medical doctors/health professionals, and nongovernmental organiza-
tions were the most reliable sources, with social media influencers being among the least
trusted sources. However, this may not always be the case. Settle et al. [25] observed
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that, when consumers lack trust in the available experts, they turn to trusted social media
influencers for health-related information.

Regarding food safety information, Thomas and Feng [22] noted that consumers’
increasing habits of seeking information online make them vulnerable to misinformation
that might lead to unsafe practices when handling food. Based on the literature, consumers
still rely on expert sources for health-related information. At the same time, emerging
literature revealed that social media influencers are becoming popular information sources
for health-related information. Hence, the first research question was “Does information
source-message affect consumers’ intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw
chicken?” The hypothesis to answer this research question is stated below.

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Participants who watch a food safety video about raw chicken from an
expert source providing factual information will report more intentions to adhere to food safety
practices for raw chicken than will participants who watch a social media influencer video providing
misinformation.

2.2. Perceived Threat and Perceived Efficacy

The extended parallel processing model (EPPM) explains how fear is used as a com-
munication strategy to promote protective behavior. In this study, protective behaviors
were conceptualized as intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken (i.e.,
using a thermometer, avoiding eating raw or undercooked chicken, and eating fully cooked
chicken). The EPPM was used to assess how perceived threat and perceived efficacy
might influence consumers’ intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken,
depending on the information source.

Witte [26] described threat as an external stimulus variable embedded in a message.
There are two appraisals described in the EPPM. The first refers to threat, represented by
perceived severity and perceived susceptibility (risk). If perceived risk is high, individuals
will perceive a high degree of severity (i.e., an individual’s notion of threat seriousness)
and susceptibility (i.e., an individual’s notion of risk) to the threat. The second appraisal
is perceived efficacy, comprising perceived response efficacy (i.e., an individual’s efficacy
notion of actions taken to avoid the threat) and self-efficacy (i.e., an individual’s notion
about his or her ability to avoid the threat) [26].

According to EPPM, messages containing fear-based information will lead to protec-
tive behaviors if high perceived threat and high perceived efficacy are present [27]. If threat
perception is low, the message will be rejected. If individuals perceive a high threat but
have a low efficacy perception, they will reject the message or respond with maladaptive
behavior out of fear [26].

Liao et al. [28] found consumers with more serious perceptions of foodborne illness
threats sought more information and took more protective actions than those with less seri-
ous foodborne illness threat perceptions. Thomas and Feng [22] found fear of contracting
a disease increased perceived threat, which consequently motivated consumers to take
measures to prevent disease. Zhu et al. [29] observed that perceived efficacy significantly
contributed to behavior, noting that individuals protected themselves more from threats
if they were confident in their abilities to do so. Other researchers [30-32] studied this
interaction and suggested further investigations to better understand the interplay between
variables. Although scholars [29,33,34] studied fear appeals in food safety and crisis com-
munication during the COVID-19 pandemic, limited studies were found for recent and
relevant food safety messaging.

In the context of food safety practices for raw chicken, Shumaker et al. [35] observed
that consumers who had a serious perceived threat of pathogens in chicken adopted specific
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food safety practices for raw chicken. Shumaker et al. [35] also reported that participants
claimed their cooking behavior was influenced by instructional messages about chicken
preparation, highlighting the importance of perceived efficacy appraisal. Rui et al. [36]
separately explored the effects of perceived threat, perceived efficacy, and information
source (experts vs. social media influencers) on protective behaviors during the COVID-19
pandemic (i.e., staying at home, wearing a face mask, and washing hands). Rui et al. [36]
found both perceived threat and perceived efficacy motivated protective behaviors, but
expert sources did not encourage protective actions as expected.

Similar to Rui et al. [36], we investigated if perceived threat and perceived efficacy con-
tributed to an indirect pathway between information source-message effect on intentions
to adhere to proper food safety practices for raw chicken. The second research question
was “Do participants’ intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken differ
when applying perceived threat or perceived efficacy as contributors of an indirect pathway
from information source-message?” To answer the second research question, four scenarios
were hypothesized.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Participants who watch a food safety video about raw chicken from an expert
source providing factual information will report stronger perceived threat than those who watch a
social media influencer video providing misinformation.

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Perceived threat will contribute to an indirect pathway from information
source—message and intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken.

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Participants who watch a food safety video about raw chicken from an expert
source providing factual information will report stronger perceived efficacy than those who watch a
social media influencer video providing misinformation.

Hypothesis 5 (H5). Perceived efficacy will contribute to an indirect pathway from information
source—message and intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken.

2.3. Trust in Science

Scholars identified trust in science as an influential factor on consumers” health-related
behavior [37-41]. Man et al. [37] found that, during the COVID-19 pandemic, individuals
who trusted science followed expert advice and perceived the virus as more severe. On
the contrary, Byrd et al. [38] found consumers who distrusted science were more likely to
ignore science-based messages. These same consumers [38] were also more willing to dine
out despite expert recommendations and risks during the COVID-19 pandemic. Among
consumers who distrusted science, a serious perceived threat was associated with fewer
intentions to dine out [38]. These findings align with Entradas [39], who observed that trust
in science is strongly associated with perceived threat.

The relationship between trust in science and perceived threat might be more complex,
though. From a food safety standpoint, experts claim trust in science signifies trust between
stakeholders (e.g., consumers, industries, regulators, and nations) and argue it plays a
pivotal role on consumers’ adherence to food safety practices [42]. Consistent with these
claims, Kito [41] found consumers’ intentions to go against food safety recommendations
by consuming raw chicken were highly associated with their perceived threat and with
their trust in those responsible for assessing poultry risks.

Conversely, Wingen et al. [40] found trust in science did not motivate COVID-19
protective behavior (physical distancing, hand hygiene, mask-wearing, and vaccination).
In this study, we investigated the interplay between trust in science, perceived risk, and
intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken. The third research question

https://doi.org/10.3390/foods15183170


https://doi.org/10.3390/foods15183170

Foods 2026, 15,3170

5 of 30

was “Do participants’ intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken differ
when examined by trust in science as a moderator of perceived threat?” These hypotheses
answered research question three.

Hypothesis 6 (H6). When participants with more trust in science watch a factual expert source
food safety video about raw chicken, they will report a stronger perceived threat than participants
who watch a social media influencer video providing misinformation.

Hypothesis 7 (H7). Trust in science will moderate the effect of information source—message on
intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken through perceived threat.

2.4. Food Safety Knowledge, Trust in Information Source, Counterarguing, and
Sociodemographic Factors

A lack of knowledge about food safety can make consumers vulnerable to misin-
formation from misleading sources [43,44]. Soon-Sinclair et al. [45] and Katiyo et al. [46]
identified a substantial knowledge gap in consumers’ ability to determine when chicken is
safe, often linked to risky food practices. Ballout et al. [47] found a significant association
between knowledge and intentions to practice food safety, suggesting that better-informed
consumers are more likely to follow recommended food safety practices.

In contrast, Kito [41] found that knowledge was essential for informed decision-
making, but it did not influence intentions related to raw chicken food safety practices.
Ishra et al. [48] did not observe a direct influence of knowledge on food safety behavior
and suggested the possibility of an indirect influence of other factors. These mixed findings
indicate a need to continue investigating the role of knowledge on adherence to food safety
practices. Food safety knowledge could influence if consumers’ trust in a source influences
their intentions, especially on social media where misinformation can be disguised as
science-based information [44].

Research has found that trust in information source plays a role in message acceptance
and behavioral change [49,50]. According to source credibility theory, the effectiveness of
a message varies depending on the extent to which information sources are perceived as
experts and trustworthy [51]. For food safety communication, experts are ideal information
sources [23,52]. According to Lee et al. [53] and Zhang and Lu [23], individuals often
trusted expert sources more than their friends or social media influencers.

On the contrary, Liu and Zheng [54] found that social media influencers perceived
as authentic and trustworthy could change consumers’ behaviors. The degree of trust
in information sources can influence behavior, especially for those who did not check
their source’s accuracy [55]. Scholars studied trust in information sources for food safety
information and other health-related topics extensively, often concluding that consumers
trusted expert sources [17,21-23,40]. However, contrasting studies exist, suggesting there
is value in investigating how trust in an information source might influence intentions
associated with food safety behavior.

There are cases where consumers resist persuasive messages by counterarguing—
mentally creating arguments that rebut information contradicting their beliefs [56]. Walter
and Cohen [57] found that persuasive messages with science-based information reduced
counterarguing because it was difficult for consumers to contradict expert statements.
Building on the elaboration likelihood model, Feng et al. [58] found that the message
deliverer might influence message resistance and processing. Consequently, the extent
to which consumers counterargue with health information may be associated with how
information is presented [59]. For example, presenting messages as stories, whether
science-based or not, was associated with less counterarguing [59]. Given that social media
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influencer sources often use storytelling strategies to share information [60], these findings
highlight an opportunity to study counterarguing further.

Previous research has demonstrated that sociodemographic characteristics (e.g., age,
gender, education, income, and cultural background /race) may play a role in consumers’
adherence to food safety practices [61-66]. For example, in the U.S., racial minority groups
bear the highest rate of diet-related chronic diseases and often lack access to food safety
education, which might influence their adherence to food safety practices [66]. In a study
conducted in Houston, Texas, low-income consumers from Hispanic, Latino, or Mexican
American households were less likely to use a food thermometer at home [62].

Similarly, in the retail industry, ethnic-operated restaurants (Hispanic, Asian, or Italian)
received more violations related to improper holding temperatures or inadequate cooking
than non-ethnic-operated restaurants [61]. Concerning raw chicken, unsafe practices,
including using a thermometer, varied by race, income, and education [62,67,68]. Scholars
also suggested that Hispanic and Black individuals were more likely than White individuals
to base health decisions on social media influencer content [69], and Hispanic individuals
tended to interact with visual misinformation more than other races [70].

Gender and education level played a role on intentions to follow recommended food
safety practice [64,68]. Individuals with higher than high school education were expected to
adhere to food safety practices more often than those with less education [64]. According to
Miftari et al. [64], highly educated females were more concerned about food safety risks and
adherence to food safety practices than males. Gender was also related to preferred sources
of information, as females were more likely than males to obtain food safety information
from social media [64].

Regarding age, evidence is more mixed. Sezer [71] found individuals aged 18-24
were more likely to handle and prepare safe food than those aged 25-30. Yi and Choi [65]
reported contrasting results that indicated adults in their 40-60s reported higher intentions
to practice food safety than did younger adults in their 20s [65]. Older adults took more pre-
cautions to protect themselves from foodborne illness than did younger adults [65]. Older
adults’ preferred traditional media, government, or health professionals as information
sources, while younger adults often relied on the internet and social media for food safety
information [65]. Taken together, these findings suggest value in continuing to explore the
role of sociodemographic factors on intentions to adhere to food safety practices.

Based on our literature review, the fourth research question was “Do participants’
intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken differ when examined with
food safety knowledge, trust in information source, counterarguing, and selected so-
ciodemographic factors as moderators?” The following hypotheses answered the fourth
research question.

Hypothesis 8 (H8). Food safety knowledge will moderate the effect of information source—message
on intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken.

Hypothesis 9 (H9). Trust in information source will moderate the effect of information source—
message on intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken.

Hypothesis 10 (H10). Participants who watch a food safety video about raw chicken from a social
media influencer source providing misinformation will report more counterarguing than participants
who watch an expert video providing factual information.

Hypothesis 11 (H11). Counterarguing will moderate the effect of information source—message on
intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken.
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Hypothesis 12 (H12). Sociodemographic factors (i.e., age, gender, education, income, and race) will
moderate the effect of information source—message on intentions to adhere to food safety practices for
raw chicken.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Study Design

This study is part of a larger project where similar methods were described in the raw
milk and collard greens contexts [72]. A posttest-only, between-subject, quasi-experimental
cross-sectional survey [73] was used to study potential influencing effects of information
source on consumers’ intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken. An
advantage of between-subject designs is that participants only view one condition, which
helps reduce the threat of a carry-over effect [74]. This study design was quasi-experimental
because assignment to experimental conditions was preference-based (self-selection based
on topic of interest), preventing random assignment as an experimental condition [75].

3.2. Experimental Conditions

Food safety messages were presented to consumers through short videos (1-2 min)
because short videos are more effective in retaining consumers’ attention to science-based
messages [76-78]. Participants who self-selected into the raw poultry topic were randomly
assigned, using a computer-generated randomization procedure with equal allocation,
to one of two conditions: (1) expert source video, or (2) social media influencer video.
Participants who selected “no preference” were assigned to view the control video only.
After video assignments, n = 215 participants were assigned to a food safety video from an
expert, n = 205 watched a social media influencer video, and n = 307 were assigned to an
exploratory handwashing control video. After watching the food safety video, participants
answered questions about food safety knowledge, trust in science, trust in information
source, counterarguing, perceived threat, efficacy, and sociodemographic information.

Food safety videos were created with HeyGen [79], a generative artificial intelligence
(GAI) tool, which was based on researcher-developed scripts. According to Leiker et al. [80],
Netland et al. [81], and Shu et al. [82], videos generated by Al have the same learning
outcomes as videos recorded traditionally. Using HeyGen (2025) allowed the creation
of more cost-effective and static experimental stimuli to maintain consistency in video
message delivery and style.

Two source personas were developed, an expert and a social media influencer, for
treatment videos. Costello and Rutherford’s [83] definition of an expert represented ex-
pert sources. Experts were individuals with demonstrated food safety knowledge and
experience, including food safety extension agents, food scientists with a food safety spe-
cialization, and food safety public health officials. Social media influencers were defined as
individuals with a social media presence who may influence others’ actions through their
content [84]. Social media influencers had no credentials in food safety and used personal
beliefs and experiences to communicate their messages. Each persona’s role was reflected
in a brief introduction before information was presented.

To maintain consistency, reduce potential gender and racial biases, and to reflect the
U.S. population’s diversity [85], generated personas were male and female of Hispanic,
White, and Black races (the three most prevalent racial groups in the U.S.) [86-90]. Each
persona was an avatar selected from the HeyGen stock library.

We adjusted voices for each avatar to ensure personas sounded natural and realistic.
For the influencer personas to sound authentic, we extracted audio from publicly available
videos using Restream [91] and cloned voices in HeyGen. We wrote video scripts based on
the literature about consuming raw chicken [4,6-8]. Video scripts were developed without
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the use of Al For expert and exploratory control videos, content was aligned with food
safety standards recognized by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention and Food
and Drug Administration, which are U.S. institutions that oversee food safety. For the
social media influencer source, video content was derived from misinformation based on
personal beliefs and experiences and did not align with food safety standards [92].

3.3. Instrumentation

We developed a cross-sectional survey instrument to present consenting participants
with food safety videos about raw chicken. The Marketing Systems Group distributed
the online instrument to consumers in the U.S. First, the instrument required participants’
consent before entering the study. If they agreed to the study conditions, participants
were directed to the next section. If they did not agree, they left the instrument. The first
section contained a qualifying question about age, using categories from the U.S. Census
Bureau [86] (i.e., 18-24, 25-34, 35-44, 45-54, 55-64, and 65+). Those who were not above
18 could not participate and were excused from the study. An attention check question
was used to identify inattentive respondents. We asked participants about their frequency
of poultry consumption (six-point scale for most days (6) to never (1)), internet use for
health-related information, and social media influencer content (seven-point scale for most
days (7) to never (1)).

We measured food safety knowledge with 12 multiple-choice items adapted from
Byrd-Bredbenner et al.’s [93] validated food safety knowledge scale. After conducting a
confirmatory factor analysis that determined poor factor loadings, we removed six items
and retained the remaining six for our analysis. The number of items used to measure
knowledge are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Selected food safety knowledge items [93].

Food Safety Domain Items Adapted Items Retained
Cross-contamination prevention/disinfection procedures 3 1
Safe times/temperatures for cooking/storing food 3 3
Foods that increase the risk of foodborne illness 2 0
Common food sources of foodborne disease pathogens 3 1
Groups at greatest risk for foodborne disease 1 1

We asked participants about their trust in science with seven items adapted from
Rumble et al. [94], based on the National Science Board’s Science and Engineering Indicators
Report [95]. The seven items to measure trust in science were (1) development in science
makes society better; (2) scientists contribute to the well-being of society; (3) scientific
research should be supported by the federal government; (4) scientific research is essential
for improving the quality of human lives; (5) new technology used in medicine allows
people to live longer; (6) new technology used in medicine allows people to live better
lives; and (7) overall, modern science does more harm than good (seven-point scale of
strongly agree (7) to strongly disagree (1)). After conducting a confirmatory factor analysis
to evaluate the scale, item 7 was removed from data analysis.

We asked a ranking question to assign participants to a food safety video: “If you
search the internet for food safety videos for these food groups, which group would rank
first and which one last in your searches?” Participants ordered the four options (poultry,
leafy greens, dairy, and no preference) from most to least preferred. Participants who
ranked poultry first were assigned to food safety videos about raw chicken. Participants
who selected “no preference” were assigned to the control video.
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Before watching the video, participants were prompted: “You will now watch short
videos about food safety. Some content might be Al-generated.” After watching food safety
videos, participants answered questions about perceived threat, perceived efficacy, trust
in information source, counterarguing, intentions to adhere to food safety practices, an
attention check, and sociodemographic information.

We evaluated perceived threat and perceived efficacy with items originally developed
by Witte [96] and adapted by Shi and Smith [97]. The items used to measure perceived
threat and perceived efficacy are listed in Tables 2 and 3 (seven-point scale of strongly agree

(7) to strongly disagree (1)).

Table 2. Items used to measure perceived threat.

Context Items Threat Component
Raw Chicken Iam at risk of getting sick if I eat raw chicken (1) Susceptibility
Raw Chicken I am susceptible to getting sick if I eat raw chicken (2) Susceptibility
Raw Chicken I can get sick from eating raw chicken (3) Susceptibility
Raw Chicken Eating raw chicken poses a serious threat of foodborne illness (4) Severity
Raw Chicken Eating raw chicken can be harmful to my health (5) Severity
. Foodborne illness caused by eating raw chicken can have severe health .
Raw Chicken Severity
consequences (6)
Handwashing I am at risk of getting sick if I don’t wash my hands (1) Susceptibility
Handwashing I am susceptible to getting sick if I don’t wash my hands (2) Susceptibility
Handwashing I can get sick from not washing my hands (3) Susceptibility
Handwashing Not washing my hands poses a serious threat of foodborne illness (4) Severity
Handwashing Not washing my hands can be harmful to my health (5) Severity
. Foodborne illness caused by not washing my hands can have severe health .
Handwashing Severity
consequences (6)
Table 3. Items used to measure perceived efficacy.
Items Efficacy
Raw Chicken I can follow the correct steps to cook chicken thoroughly (1) Self-
Raw Chicken It is easy for me to follow safe cooking practices when preparing chicken (2) Self-
Raw Chicken I can properly cook chicken to protect myself from getting sick (3) Self-
Raw Chicken Cooking chicken thoroughly protects me from getting sick (4) Response
Raw Chicken Cooking chicken thoroughly helps protect me from getting sick (5) Response
Raw Chicken Coo'kmg.chlcken thoroughly is an effective practice that protects me from Response
getting sick (6)
Handwashing I can wash my hands (1) Self-
Handwashing It is easy for me to wash my hands (2) Self-
Handwashing I can wash my hands to protect myself from getting sick (3) Self-
Handwashing Choosing to wash my hands protects me from getting sick (4) Response
Handwashing Choosing to wash my hands helps protect me from getting sick (5) Response
Handwashing Washing my hands is an effective practice that protects me from getting sick (6) Response

Participants were asked to evaluate their trust in information source with five items:
(1) trustworthiness; (2) reliability; (3) dependability; (4) honesty; and (5) sincerity (seven-
point differential scale based on their perceptions of the speaker in the video (e.g., un-
trustworthy/negative (1) to trustworthy/positive (7)). These items were adapted from
Chambers [17], originally developed by Ohanian [98].

We assessed counterarguing using Yan's [99] validated scale, originally adapted from
Silvia [100]: (1) while watching the video, I was criticizing what the speaker was saying;
(2) while watching the video, I was thinking of points that went against the speaker’s
argument; and (3) while watching the video, I was feeling skeptical of the speaker’s
arguments (seven-point scale for strongly agree (7) to strongly disagree (1)).
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We measured intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken with three
items: (1) based on the video you watched, how often would you avoid eating raw or
undercooked chicken in the future?; (2) based on the video you watched, how often
would you use a thermometer to check if your chicken has reached the recommended
safe temperature?; and (3) based on the video you watched, how often would you eat
fully cooked chicken in the future? (five-point scale for always (5) to never (1)). For the
exploratory control condition on handwashing, we measured intentions with the following
items: (1) based on the video you watched, indicate how often would you wash your hands
before preparing food in the future?; (2) based on the video you watched, how often would
you wash your hands before eating in the future?; and (3) based on the video you watched,
how often would you wash your hands after touching an animal? (five-point scale for
always (5) to never (1)). These items were adapted from Madjdian et al. [101], originally
developed by Witte [96].

To ensure participants were answering intentionally, we asked participants to select
their answer from the following options: YouTube, Instagram Reels, X (formerly Twitter),
Facebook, or Other (please specify). The survey continued only for participants who passed
the attention check.

The final section included multiple-choice demographic questions [102]. Partici-
pants reported their gender identity (male, female, other, prefer not to respond); edu-
cational level completed (some high school, high school graduate, some college, associate’s
degree, bachelor’s degree, master’s degree, doctoral degree, professional degree, and
trade/technical/vocational training); average annual household income (less than $10,000,
$10,000 to $24,999, $25,000 to $34,999, $35,000 to $74,999, $75,000 to $99,999, $100,000 to
$149,999, $150,000 to $249,999, $250,000 or more, prefer not to respond); and cultural back-
ground/ethnicity (White or Caucasian, Black or African American, Hispanic or Latino,
Asian, some other race, ethnicity, or origin, or prefer not to respond). We asked participants
if they were the primary grocery shoppers in their household and if they had children or
dependents under the age of 18 living at home.

3.4. Validity and Reliability

For face and content validity, a panel of subject matter experts in food safety and
social science evaluated the instrument [103]. We conducted a pilot study at [Blinded]
University with a sample of undergraduate and graduate students to establish instrument
reliability [104]. We conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and calculated a
McDonald’s omega to measure construct reliability (CR) [105] on the final data set.

We assessed factor loadings, convergent and discriminant validity, and overall model
fit [106]. The food safety knowledge scale’s reliability was assessed using the Kuder—
Richardson Formula 20 (KR-20) [107]. All scale reliability coefficients were above the accept-
able threshold (>0.70), except for food safety knowledge, which was below the acceptable
thresholds of 0.50 for KR-20 and 0.70 for CR. These low values could be attributed to content
heterogeneity, given that questions measured different food safety domains [108-110]. The
low food safety knowledge scale’s reliability is noted as a limitation.

3.5. Data Collection and Sample

The target population was U.S. consumers over 18 years old. The accessible population
consisted of consumers who participated in surveys for Marketing Systems Group. The
population of interest was adults between the ages of 18 to 24 residing in the U.S. in 2025.
Gen Z individuals often trust social media influencers for food choices and cooking advice,
which may increase their susceptibility to misinformation. Understanding young adults’
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food safety practices is important, given that most young adults tend to use social media
for food safety information [111].

We conducted a Monte Carlo simulation with Mplus version 9 software to estimate
sample size. The results indicated that a statistical power of 0.8, the typical adequate power
in behavioral sciences [112,113], could be detected with a total sample of N = 200. A sample
size of N =200 also aligned with the recommendation of sample size for SEM [114-116].

We collected data from 15 to 18 December 2025, yielding more than 700 respondents
(Table 4). The panel of participants, a non-probability, opt-in sample, may have received
incentives from the survey distribution partner, although the exact incentive amount or
type is unknown. Participants’ sociodemographic characteristics are described in Table 4.
The largest group (44.4%) was adults aged 65 and over. Among participants who reported
gender (n = 653), ~60% identified as female. Overall, 31.4% of participants reported never
using the internet to search for food safety information, and 29.8% never interacted with
content from social media influencers. More than one-half (51%) indicated consuming
poultry several times a week. Among participants who reported education level (1 = 653)
and income (1 = 652), the largest group had at least a bachelor’s degree (26.8%), with a
reported (34%) income of $35,000 to $74,999 a year. Most (78.5%, n = 652) identified as
White, were the primary grocery shoppers in their households (89%, n = 653), and did not
have children under the age of 18 living at home (79.5%, n = 652). Among those who had
children under the age of 18 living at home, 65.4% (n = 133) indicated having one child
at home.

Table 4. Sociodemographic characteristics of participants (N = 727).

Characteristics n f %
Age? 727

65 and over 323 44.40
55-64 141 19.40
35-44 93 12.80
45-54 88 12.10
18-34 82 12.80
Gender 653

Female 390 59.70
Male 262 40.10
Prefer not to respond 1 0.10
Food Safety Information Online Searches 727

Never 228 31.40
Once every few months 184 25.30
Once a month 81 11.10
Several times a week 66 9.10
Most days 63 8.70
Once every two weeks 55 7.60
Once a week 50 6.90
Interaction with Content from Social Media Influencers 727

Never 217 29.80
Most days 166 22.80
Several times a week 147 20.20
Once every few months 75 10.30
Once a week 64 8.80
Once a month 30 4.10
Once every two weeks 28 3.90
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Table 4. Cont.

Characteristics n f %
Consumption of Poultry Products 727

Several times a week 371 51.00
Most days 166 22.80
Once a week 122 16.80
Once every two weeks 37 5.10
Once a month 15 2.10
Never 10 1.40
Once every few months 6 0.80
Education 653

Bachelor’s Degree 175 26.80
High School Graduate 145 22.20
Some College 145 22.20
Associate’s Degree 70 10.70
Master’s Degree 61 9.30
Trade/Technical/Vocational Training 25 3.80
Professional Degree 14 2.10
Some High School 11 1.70
Doctoral Degree 7 1.10
Income 652

$35,000-$74,999 222 34.00
$25,000-$34,999 102 15.60
$10,000-$24,999 95 14.50
$75,000-$99,999 82 12.60
$100,000-$149,999 72 11.00
$150,000-$249,999 33 5.10
Less than $10,000 27 4.10
$250,000 or more 10 1.50
Prefer not to respond 10 1.50
Race 652

White 512 78.50
Black or African American 69 10.60
Hispanic or Latino 36 5.50
Asian 17 2.60
Some other race, ethnicity, or origin 15 2.30
Prefer not to respond 4 0.60
Primary Grocery Shopper 653

Yes 582 89.10
No 71 10.90
Children Under 18 Living in Home 652

No 519 79.50
Yes 134 20.50
Number of Children 133

1 87 65.40
2 33 24.80
3 9 6.80
4 4 3.00

Note: @ Age groups 18-24 and 25-34 were combined because of low representation of each group.

3.6. Data Analysis

We analyzed data using SPSS version 31 for descriptive statistics, assumption checks,
and multiple regression analyses. We used Mplus version 9 for structural equation model-
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ing. The dependent variable of interest was intentions to adhere to food safety practices for
handling and preparing raw chicken. The independent variable was information source—
message. Perceived threat and perceived efficacy were modeled as contributors to an
indirect pathway from information source-message and intentions to adhere to food safety
practices for raw chicken. Food safety knowledge, trust in science, trust in information
source, counterarguing, and sociodemographic characteristics were modeled as moderators.
Missing data in the regression analyses were handled through listwise deletion; cases with
missing data on any variable included in a model were excluded from that model. For the
analyses in Mplus, missing values were coded as —99. A Shapiro-Wilk test indicated that
normality of residuals was violated (p < 0.01). High kurtosis (>7) and skewness values
(>2) also indicated a non-normal distribution [117]. A scatterplot of standardized residuals
versus standardized predicted plots indicated that homoscedasticity assumptions were not
met [118].

Descriptive statistics were used to describe variable means, standard deviations, and
correlations. We conducted one-sample Wilcoxon signed rank tests to compare each variable
mean to its respective scale midpoint. We cross-tabulated the ratings from information
source trust scale to better describe the distribution of trust ratings across participants. We
tested hypotheses 1-11 (H1-H11), except H10, using structural equation modeling (SEM).
We conducted a confirmatory factor analysis for the measurement model to assess model
fit and evaluate indicators of convergent and discriminant validity using the WLSMV
estimator because the food safety knowledge indicators were categorical. Structural models
A and B were estimated using MLR due to the non-normality of data. For H10, we
conducted an independent-sample t-test using SPSS version 31. Among the model fit
indices, the root mean square of error approximation indicated how far a hypothesized
model is from a perfect model. The standardized root mean square residuals assessed
how well the hypothesized model represents the associations between variables. The
comparative fit index (CFI) and Tucker-Lewis index compare the hypothesized model with
a baseline model [119,120].

To test hypothesis 12 (H12), we conducted a multiple linear regression including
interaction terms to examine moderation effects. Age was dummy-coded (1 = 35 and older,
referent; 0 = all others); education (1 = associate’s, bachelor’s, trade/vocational training,
referent; 0 = all others); income (1 = $35,000-$74,999, referent; 0 = all others); and race
(1 = White or Caucasian, referent; 0 = all others). In Model 1, we tested the main effects of
each sociodemographic variable. In Model 2, we included interaction effects between the
source and sociodemographic variables to test for moderation effects, and we evaluated
the change in explained variance between models.

3.7. Limitations

Some limitations include threats to internal validity such as selection bias, history, and
maturation [121]. To control selection bias, we collected baseline traits before assignment.
Participants were unaware of their assignment, and there was randomization within prefer-
ence [122-124]. Another limitation was our handwashing control condition comparisons,
which could not be interpreted as isolated source-message effects because the control
differed in selection pathway, video topic, message content, and outcome context. We also
note that because heteroscedasticity was present in our data, results from our regression
models must be interpreted with caution.

Reliance on self-reported data is a limitation of cross-sectional surveys because it may
not represent participants’ true answers, as well as participants’ responses being reflective
of those in the MSG participant pool [121].
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Another uncontrolled limitation was the use of Al videos, because there could be
potential bias if participants perceived Al-generated videos differed from traditional videos
with real people. Because most participants were 65 and older with only ~13% aged 18 to
34, the findings should not be generalized to young adults. This study addressed intentions
to adhere to food safety practices for handling and preparing raw chicken, which reduces
generalizability to other contexts.

4. Results
4.1. Descriptive Statistics for Study Variables

To describe our data before testing the hypotheses, we conducted descriptive analyses.
To compare participants’ scores to the scale’s midpoint (neutral), we conducted one-sample
Wilcoxon signed-rank tests. Participants’ intentions to adhere to food safety practices for
handling and preparing raw chicken were significantly above neutral across all food safety
video conditions, Z =15.87, p <0.001, r = 0.86 to r = 0.89. Participants reported elevated trust
in science (M = 5.97, SD = 1.03), relative to the midpoint, Z = 23.10, p < 0.001, r = 0.86. Food
safety knowledge scores were above the scale’s midpoint (M = 3.80, SD = 1.44), Z = 12.80,
p <0.001, r = 0.47.

After watching their assigned food safety video, participants perceived threat was
significantly above the neutral midpoint; the greatest observed mean was experts’ food
safety videos (M = 6.64, SD =0.71), Z = 13.09, p < 0.001, r = 0.89. Participants perceived effi-
cacy was significantly greater than the neutral midpoint, with the greatest identical means
observed for food safety videos from experts (M = 6.63, SD = 0.57), Z = 12.96, p < 0.001,
r = 0.88 and control (M =6.63, SD =0.71), Z =15.67, p < 0.001, = 0.89. Participants indicated
elevated trust in all information sources when compared to the neutral midpoint, with the
greatest mean observed for trust in expert sources (M = 6.25, SD = 1.06), Z = 12.74, p = 0.000,
r = 0.87. Participants counterargued statements from social media influencers’ food safety
videos the most (M = 4.03, SD = 2.15), significantly above the neutral perspectives, Z = 3.21,
p <0.005, r = 0.23 (Table 5).

Table 5. Descriptive statistics for intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken and
cognitive and affective variables (N = 727).

Variable Video Condition M SD Z y r
. Control (n = 307) 4.75 0.51 15.87 <0.001 0.91
Eﬁi‘;ﬁ;" /;i}t‘irczlt; Food Safety Expert (n = 215) 459 0.57 12.88 <0.001 0.88
p SMI (n = 205) 433 0.82 12.25 <0.001 0.86
Trust in Science (7-point scale) N/A (pre-video) 597 1.03 23.10 <0.001 0.86
Food Safety Knowledge * N/A (pre-video) 3.80 1.44 12.80 <0.001 0.47
Expert (n = 215) 6.64 0.71 13.09 <0.001 0.89
Perceived Threat (7-point scale) Control (n = 307) 6.33 0.99 15.18 <0.001 0.87
SMI (n = 205) 6.29 1.26 12.33 <0.001 0.86
Expert (n = 215) 6.63 0.57 12.96 <0.001 0.88
Perceived Efficacy (7-point scale) Control (n = 307) 6.63 0.71 15.67 <0.001 0.89
SMI (n = 205) 6.35 1.02 1247 <0.001 0.87
Expert (n = 215) 6.25 1.06 12.74 <0.001 0.87
Trust in Information Source (7-point scale)  Control (n = 307) 5.97 1.28 14.91 <0.001 0.85
SMI (n = 205) 5.00 2.01 8.71 <0.001 0.61
SMI (n = 205) 4.03 2.15 3.29 0.001 0.23
Counterarguing (7-point scale) Control (n = 307) 2.28 1.45 —11.10 <0.001 —0.64
Expert (n = 215) 2.15 1.39 —10.00 <0.001 —0.68

Note: * Indicates the variable mean was obtained by summing the number of correct answers from
six questions total. SMI = social media influencer.
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Participants assigned to expert food safety videos were more likely to perceive the
speaker as dependable, honest, reliable, sincere, and trustworthy (7 = positive endpoint),
and less likely to perceive the speaker as undependable, dishonest, unreliable, insincere,
and untrustworthy (1 = negative endpoint). Participants who watched food safety videos
from influencers showed the opposite pattern. We cross-tabulated the ratings from the
scale measuring trust in information source. We assessed the negative (1) and positive (7)
endpoints to describe any differences in column proportions across video conditions using
pairwise z-tests with Bonferroni-adjusted p values at a 0.05 significance level.

Among participants who watched food safety videos from experts (n = 215), they
indicated the speaker was dependable (57.67%), honest (60.47%), reliable (58.14%), sincere
(56.74%), and trustworthy (60%). Those who watched food safety videos from influencers
(n = 205) perceived the speaker as dependable (33.17%), honest (35.61%), reliable (34.63%),
sincere (39.02%), and trustworthy (34.63%). The proportion of extreme positive and extreme
negative trust ratings did not differ significantly between expert and control conditions
(p > 0.05). In contrast, the proportion of extreme positive and negative trust ratings in the
social media influencer condition differed significantly from expert and control conditions
(p < 0.05) (Table 6).

Table 6. Endpoint rating distribution of trust in information source across food safety video conditions
(N =727).

Food Safety Video Condition

Adjectives—Trust Endpoint Ratings Expert % Control % SMI %
(n =215) (n =307) (n =205)
Dependable 7 (dependable) 57.67 4 47.88 4 33.17
1 (undependable) 093, 2,61, 19.02 4,
Honest 7 (honest) 60.47 , 53.09 , 35.614,
1 (dishonest) 1.86 , 1.30 , 14.63
Reliable 7 (reliable) 58.14 , 50.81 4 34.63
1 (unreliable) 1.40 , 1.95, 19.51,
Sincere 7 (sincere) 56.74 4 50.81 4 39.02,
1 (insincere) 233, 2.28 4 10.24
Trustworthy 7 (trustworthy) 60.00 , 49.51 , 34.63 1,
1 (untrustworthy) 1.40 , 293, 18.52

Note: Values are column percentages within each condition. Within rows, values sharing a subscript
letter do not differ significantly in their column proportions at o« = 0.05 confidence level (Bonferroni-
adjusted pairwise z tests). SMI = social media influencer.

In exploratory comparisons involving the handwashing control condition, participants
in the control group were more likely than participants in the social media influencer con-
dition to rate the speaker as dependable, honest, reliable, sincere, and trustworthy, and less
likely to rate the speaker as undependable, dishonest, unreliable, insincere, and untrustwor-
thy. Ratings in the handwashing control and expert conditions did not significantly differ.

Positive significant correlations existed between intentions to adhere to raw chicken
food safety practices and food safety knowledge (r = 0.204, p < 0.001), trust in science
(r =0.134, p = 0.001), perceived risk (r = 0.459, p < 0.001), perceived efficacy (r = 0.496,
p < 0.001), and trust in information source (r = 0.282, p < 0.001). A negative significant
correlation existed between intentions to adhere to raw chicken food safety practices and
counterarguing (r = —0.307, p < 0.001) (Table 7).
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Table 7. Pearson correlations between perceived threat, perceived efficacy, and potential moderator
variables with intentions to adhere to food safety practices for handling and preparing raw chicken
(N =727).

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Intentions (1) 1

Food Safety Knowledge (2) 0.204 ** 1

Trust in Science (3) 0.134 ** 0.195 ** 1

Perceived Risk (4) 0.459 ** 0.188 ** 0.287 ** 1

Perceived Efficacy (5) 0.496 ** 0.157 ** 0.262 ** 0.588 ** 1

Trust in Information Source (6) 0.282 ** 0.048 ** 0.195 ** 0.218 ** 0.277 ** 1
Counterarguing (7) —0.307 ** —0.220 ** —0.158 ** —0.344 ** —0.358 **  —0.358 ** 1

Note: Intentions = Intentions to adhere to food safety practices for handling and preparing raw
chicken. ** Correlation is significant at oc = 0.01 confidence level.

Positive correlations existed between intentions to adhere to raw chicken food safety
practices and age (r = 0.459, p < 0.001). Negative significant correlations existed between
intentions to adhere to raw chicken food safety practices and income (r = —0.109, p < 0.001).
No statistically significant relationships existed between intentions and gender, education,
or race (Table 8).

Table 8. Pearson correlations between intentions to adhere to food safety practices for handling and
preparing raw chicken and selected sociodemographic characteristics (1 = 653).

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6
Intentions (1) 1

Age (2) 0.459 ** 1

Gender (3) 0.061 —0.039 1

Education (4) 0.002 —0.061 —0.065 1

Income (5) —0.109 ** —0.074 —0.073 0.274 1

Race (6) 0.038 0.151 ** 0.089 —0.005 —0.057 1

Note: Intentions = Intentions to adhere to food safety practices for handling and preparing raw
chicken. ** Correlation is significant at o« = 0.01 confidence level.

To test hypothesis 10 (H10), we conducted an independent-sample ¢-test comparing
counterarguing between the SMI-misinformation and expert—factual conditions. Partic-
ipants in the SMI-misinformation condition reported significantly more counterarguing
(M =4.03, SD = 2.15, n = 205) than participants in the expert—factual condition (M = 2.15,
SD =1.39, n = 215), mean difference = 1.88, 95% CI [1.53, 2.23], #(346.83) = 10.59, p < 0.001,
Cohen’s d = 1.04, 95% CI [0.84, 1.25].

4.2. Measurement Model

Before conducting SEM to answer all our research questions, we first conducted a CFA
to assess the measurement model fit as well as validity and reliability indicators. To assess
convergent validity, we evaluated average variance extracted (AVE) and CR. Convergent
validity can be affected by factor loadings below 0.50, which indicates items may not have
measured the construct appropriately [125,126]. However, if the sample is at least N = 350,
items with factor loadings of 0.3 can be retained [125,127]. We excluded seven items with
factors below 0.3 (one item from trust in science and six from food safety knowledge) [128].
The food safety knowledge scale’s AVE was below the threshold of 0.5, but because the CR
was over 0.6, the construct’s convergent validity was adequate [129]. The items measuring
perceived threat, perceived efficacy, trust in science, trust in information source, and
counterarguing significantly loaded on their constructs (p < 0.001), and met AVE and CR
thresholds of >0.50 and >0.70, respectively [119,120,130,131]. Intentions to adhere to food
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safety practices significantly loaded on their construct (p < 0.001) and met CR thresholds
but not AVE. This low AVE is noted as a limitation (Table 9).

Table 9. Confirmatory factor analysis results for respecified measurement model (N = 727).

Constructs and Items Factor Loading KR-20 CR AVE
Food Safety Knowledge 0.488 0.624 0.223
Cutting Board Cleaning 0.506
Risky Turkey Stuffing 0.441
Thawed Meat Handling 0.602
Safe Chicken Temp 0.513
Lowest-Risk Food 0.391
High-Risk Groups 0.329
Perceived Threat 0.956 0.783
Item 1 0.860
Item 2 0.825
Item 3 0.889
Item 4 0.916
Item 5 0.893
Item 6 0.923
Perceived Efficacy 0.952 0.768
Item 1 0.846
Item 2 0.837
Item 3 0.914
Item 4 0.847
Item 5 0.908
Item 6 0.902
Trust in Science 0.911 0.631
Item 1 0.802
Item 2 0.848
Item 3 0.717
Item 4 0.883
Item 5 0.722
Item 6 0.782
Trust in Information Source 0.958 0.819
Item 1 0.894
Item 2 0.912
Item 3 0.935
Item 4 0.861
Item 5 0.921
Counterarguing 0.951 0.867
Item 1 0.948
Item 2 0.920
Item 3 0.925
Intentions to Adhere to Food Safety Practices 0.595 0.334
Item 1 0.447
Item 2 0.615
Item 3 0.651

The measurement model was respecified before testing the structural model. The
root mean square error of approximation = 0.031, standardized root mean square
residual = 0.036, CFI = 0.950, and TLI = 0.945. Hence, the model fit for the respecified
model was acceptable [119,120,130,131] (Table 10).
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Table 10. Fit indices of respecified measurement model.
Criteria Threshold for Acceptable Model Fit Measurement Model
RMSEA <0.05-0.08 0.031
SRMR <0.08 0.036
CFH >0.90 0.950
TLI >0.90 0.945

4.3. Structural Models
4.3.1. Structural Model A

Hypotheses 1-5 (H1-H5) were tested with structural model A. We evaluated if in-
formation source-message had a direct and indirect effect on intentions to adhere to raw
chicken food safety practices in structural model A. The model fit indices indicated a
good model fit for structural model A: RMSEA = 0.045, SRMR = 0.031, CFI = 0.955, and
TLI = 0.945. Although the chi-square statistic was significant (x2 (111) = 273.849, p < 0.001),
the literature states that the chi-square test often rejects the null hypothesis, especially with
large sample sizes. We reported additional information from the model fit indices, which
suggested the hypothesized structural model A was acceptable and feasible [129] (Table 11).

Table 11. Model fit of structural model A: effects of information source-message, perceived threat,
and perceived efficacy on intentions to adhere to food safety practices.

Criteria Threshold for Acceptable Model Fit Measurement Model
RMSEA <0.05-0.08 0.045
SRMR <0.08 0.031
CFHI >0.90 0.955
TLI >0.90 0.945

Structural model A accounted for 56.6% of the variance in participants’ inten-
tions to adhere to food safety practices when handling and preparing raw chicken
(Figure S1), R? = 0.566. Exploratory comparisons with the handwashing control reveal
that the expert—factual (3 = —0.211, p < 0.001) and social media influencer-misinformation
conditions (3 = —0.300, p < 0.001) had significant, negative direct effects on intentions. How-
ever, it is important to note that these control contrasts should not be interpreted as isolated
source-message effects. The total effects from the social media influencer-misinformation
condition were 3 = —0.374, 95% CI [-0.497, —0.251] and from the expert—factual infor-
mation condition were 3 = —0.160, 95% CI [-0.262, —0.058]. Participants who watched
a food safety video from an expert source reported stronger perceived threat (3 = 0.344,
p = 0.001) and stronger perceived efficacy (3 = 0.265, p < 0.001) than those in the influencer
and control conditions. Perceived threat (3 = 0.047, p = 0.033) and perceived efficacy
(B =0.068, p = 0.007) contributed to an indirect pathway from information source-message
on intentions to adhere to food safety practices for handling and preparing raw chicken
(Table 12).

4.3.2. Structural Model B

Hypotheses 6-11 (H6-H11) were tested in structural model B. We evaluated if food
safety knowledge, trust in science, trust in information source, and counterarguing mod-
erated the effects of information source on intentions to adhere to raw chicken food
safety practices (Table 13). Model fit indices indicated a good fit for structural model
B, RMSEA = 0.038, SRMR = 0.069, CFI = 0.955, and TLI = 0.946. The chi-square statistic was
significant, (x2 (135) = 274.697, p < 0.001).

https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/foods15183170


https://doi.org/10.3390/foods15183170

Foods 2026, 15,3170

19 of 30

Table 12. Structural model A results: effects of information source-message, perceived threat, and
perceived efficacy on intentions to adhere to food safety practices (N = 727).

Variable Source Comparison Effect Type Outcome B CIL
Expert vs. SMI Direct * Perceived threat 0.344 [0.148, 0.540]
Expert vs. SMI Direct * Perceived efficacy 0.265 [0.122, 0.408]
Information source-message Expert vs. SMI Direct Intentions 0.084 [—0.013, 0.182]
Expert vs. control Direct * Intentions —0.211 [—0.408, —0.192]
SMI vs. control Direct * Intentions —0.300 [0.006, 0.081]
Expert vs. SMI Indirect * Intentions 0.047 [0.004, 0.090]
Perceived threat Expert vs. control Indirect * Intentions 0.048 [0.006, 0.081]
SMI vs. control Indirect * Intentions —0.004 [—0.032, 0.024]
Expert vs. SMI Indirect * Intentions 0.068 [0.018, 0.117]
Perceived efficacy Expert vs. control Indirect Intentions 0.004 [—0.022, 0.029]
SMI vs. control Indirect * Intentions —0.070 [—0.110, —0.018]

Note: SMI = social media influencer. Intentions = intentions to adhere to food safety practices for
handling and preparing raw chicken. * Indicates significant effects at & = 0.05 confidence level.

Table 13. Model fit of structural model B: effects of information source-message, perceived threat,
trust in science, food safety knowledge, trust in information source, and counterarguing on intentions
to adhere to food safety practices.

Criteria Threshold for Acceptable Model Fit Measurement Model
RMSEA <0.05-0.08 0.038
SRMR <0.08 0.069
CFI >0.90 0.955
TLI >0.90 0.946

Structural model B accounted for 47.6% of the variance in participants’ intentions to
adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken (Figures S1 and S2), R? = 0.476. Trust in
science had a positive, significant direct effect on perceived threat (3 = 0.364, p < 0.001)
across all video conditions, but it did not moderate the effect of information source-message
on intentions through perceived threat. Food safety knowledge and trust in information
source had significant, positive direct effects on intentions, but no significant moderation
effects of information source-message were found. Likewise, we found no significant direct
or moderation effects of counterarguing on intentions to adhere to food safety practices for
raw chicken (Table 14).

4.4. Multiple Regression Analyses

The main effects of sociodemographic variables on participants’ intentions to adhere
to food safety practices for handling and preparing raw chicken are described in Table 15.
Information source-message conditions were our central independent variables. Model
1 accounted for approximately 8% of the variance in intentions, R? = 0.08, Adj. R? = 0.06,
F (12, 571) = 4.134, p < 0.001. Relative to the exploratory control source, which does not
represent isolated source-message effects, the social media influencer source (3 = —0.277,
p = 0.000), and expert source (3 = —0.095, p = 0.037) were associated with fewer intentions
to adhere to food safety practices for handling and preparing raw chicken. Participants
who identified as Hispanic or Latino reported fewer intentions to adhere to food safety
practices (3 = —0.087, p = 0.041) compared to those who identified as White. The remaining
socio-demographic variables had no significant effects.
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Table 14. Structural model B results: effects of information source-message, trust in science, food

safety knowledge, trust in information source, and counterarguing on intentions to adhere to food

safety practices for handling and preparing raw chicken (N = 727).

Variable Source Comparison Effect Type Outcome B
Expert vs. SMI Direct Intentions 0.064
Information source-message Expert vs. SMI Direct * Perceived threat 0.307
Expert vs. control Direct * Intentions —0.244
SMI vs. control Direct * Intentions —0.308
N/A Direct * Perceived threat 0.364
Expert vs. SMI Moderation Perceived threat 0.030
Trust in science Expert vs. SMI Moderation Intentions 0.055
Expert vs. control Moderation Intentions 0.022
SMI vs. control Moderation Intentions —0.032
N/A Direct * Intentions 0.178
Food safety knowledge Expert vs. SMI Moderation Intentions —0.042
Expert vs. control Moderation Intentions 0.031
SMI vs. control Moderation Intentions —0.044
N/A Direct * Intentions 0.293
L . Expert vs. SMI Moderation Intentions 0.029
Trust in information source Expert vs. control Moderation Intentions —0.019
SMI vs. control Moderation Intentions —0.115
N/A Direct Intentions 0.046
Counterarguing Expert vs. SMI Moderation Intentions —0.047
Expert vs. control Moderation Intentions 0.019
SMI vs. control Moderation Intentions —0.109
Note: SMI = social media influencer. Intentions = intentions to adhere to food safety practices for
handling and preparing raw chicken. * Indicates significant effects at & = 0.05 confidence level.
Table 15. Model 1: Main effects of sociodemographic variables on intentions to adhere to food safety
practices for handling and preparing raw chicken (1 = 653).
Main Effects B SE t p 95% C.L
Information Source-Message - - - - -
SMI * —0.277 0.064 —6.218 0.000 [—0.525, —0.273]
Expert * —0.095 0.064 —2.094 0.037 [—0.262, —0.008]
Age - - - - -
18-35 0.023 0.087 0.528 0.598 [—0.126, 0.218]
Gender - - - - -
Male 0.055 0.055 1.324 0.186 [—0.035, 0.180]
Race - - - - -
Black or African American —0.022 0.093 —0.536 0.592 [—0.232, 0.133]
Hispanic or Latino * —0.087 0.125 —2.047 0.041 [—0.501, —0.010]
Asian and Other 0.018 0.124 0.431 0.666 [—0.191, 0.298]
Income - - - - -
$24,999 or less —0.008 0.076 -0.171 0.864 [—0.161, 0.135]
$25,000-$34,999 0.014 0.040 0.301 0.764 [—0.066, 0.090]
$75,000 or more —0.069 0.017 —1.381 0.168 [—0.058, 0.010]
Education - - - - -
High School or Less —0.037 0.063 —0.879 0.380 [—0.178, 0.068]
Masters, Doctoral, and 0.018 0.088 0.404 0.686 [—0.138, 0.209]

Professional Degree

Note: R? = 0.080. Adjusted R? = 0.061. SMI = social media influencer. * Indicate significant effects at
o = 0.05 confidence level.

In Model 2, interaction effects of sociodemographic variables on intentions to adhere

to food safety practices for handling and preparing raw chicken were added to the main
effects. The results are presented in Table 16. Compared to Model 1, this model increased the
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variance explained in intentions by approximately 4%. Model 2 accounted for about 12%,

=0.116, Adj. R? = 0.065, F (32, 551) = 2.259, p <0.001. Adding interaction effects changed
the main effect from social media influencer sources (3 = —0.292, p = 0.008) on intentions,
compared to the exploratory control source, and the expert source did not significantly
affect intentions. In Model 2, males reported more intentions to adhere to food safety
practices for handling and preparing raw chicken (3 = 0.168, p = 0.011) when compared to
females. There were no significant interaction effects, indicating that no sociodemographic
factors moderated the effect of information source-message on participants’ intentions to
adhere to food safety practices for handling and preparing raw chicken.

Table 16. Model 2: Main effects and interaction effects of sociodemographic variables on intentions
to adhere to food safety practices for handling and preparing raw chicken (1 = 653).

[§) SE t p 95% C.I.

Main Effects
Information Source-Message - - - - -

SMI * —0.292 0.158 —2.659 0.008 [—0.731, —0.110]

Expert 0.022 0.149 0.205 0.837 [—0.262, 0.323]
Age - - - - -

18-35 0.053 0.114 0.943 0.346 [—0.116, 0.331]
Gender - - - - -

Male * 0.168 0.087 2.545 0.011 [0.050, 0.391]
Race - - - - -

Black or African American 0.052 0.153 0.761 0.447 [—0.184, 0.418]

Hispanic or Latino * —0.066 0.177 —1.084 0.279 [—0.540, 0.156]

Asian and Other 0.055 0.153 1.085 0.279 [—0.135, 0.468]
Income - - - - -

$24,999 or less —0.076 0.115 —1.073 0.284 [—0.349, 0.102]

$25,000-$34,999 —0.026 0.061 —0.367 0.714 [—0.143, 0.098]

$75,000 or more —0.114 0.027 —1.462 0.144 [—0.093, 0.014]
Education - - - - -

High School or Less —0.072 0.098 —1.092 0.275 [—0.301, 0.086]

Masters, Doctoral, and Professional Degree —0.028 0.146 —0.384 0.701 [—0.343, 0.231]
Interaction Effects
Information Source-Message x Age - - - - -

Expert x Age 18-35 —0.004 0.497 —0.089 0.929 [—1.020, 0.932]

SMI x Age 18-35 —0.051 0.216 —0.807 0.420 [—0.597, 0.249]
Information Source-Message x Gender - - - - -

Expert x Male —0.147 0.134 —1.899 0.058 [—0.519, 0.009]

SMI x Male —0.144 0.136 —1.796 0.073 [—0.510, 0.023]
Information Source-Message x Race - - - - -

Expert x Black or African American —0.001 0.227 —0.018 0.986 [—0.450, 0.442]

Expert x Hispanic or Latino 0.000 0.277 0.006 0.995 [—0.543, 0.547]

Expert x Asian and Other 0.002 0.348 0.039 0.969 [—0.671, 0.698]

SMI x Black or African American —0.108 0.244 —1.744 0.082 [—0.905, 0.054]

SMI x Hispanic or Latino 0.016 0.493 0.368 0.713 [—0.787, 1.150]

SMI x Asian and Other —0.070 0.412 —1.546 0.123 [—1.445, 0.172]
Information Source-Message x Income - - - - -

Expert x $24,999 or Less 0.013 0.194 0.223 0.824 [—0.338, 0.424]

Expert x $25,000-$34,999 —0.008 0.096 —0.125 0.900 [—0.200, 0.176]

Expert x $75,000 or More —0.068 0.043 —0.822 0.412 [—0.121, 0.050]

SMI x $24,999 or Less 0.116 0.181 1.637 0.102 [—0.059, 0.652]

SMI x $25,000-$34,999 0.086 0.102 1.281 0.201 [—0.070, 0.331]

SMI x $75,000 or More 0.144 0.045 1.880 0.061 [—0.004, 0.172]
Information Source-Message x Education - - - - -

Expert x High School or Less 0.020 0.153 0.320 0.749 [—0.252, 0.350]

Expert x Masters, Doctoral, and 0.061 0.216 0.917 0.359 [-0.226,0.622]
Professional Degree

SMI x High School or Less 0.026 0.154 0.425 0.671 [—0.237, 0.369]
De%gl;/gex Masters, Doctoral, and Professional 0.056 0.221 0.945 0.345 [-0.225, 0.643]

Note: Change in R? = 0.116. Adjusted R? = 0.065. SMI = social media influencer. * Indicates significant
effects at oc = 0.05 confidence level.

Table 17 provides conclusions for each hypothesis, either rejection or failure to reject
the null hypothesis.
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Table 17. Conclusions for hypotheses.

RQ

Hypothesis Supported

H1

Participants who watched a food safety video about raw chicken

from an expert source who provided factual information reported

more intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken No
than those who watched a social media influencer video who

provided misinformation.

H2

Participants who watched a food safety video about raw chicken

from an expert source who provided factual information reported
stronger perceived threat than those who watched a social media

influencer who provided misinformation.

Yes

H3

Perceived threat contributed to an indirect pathway from
information source-message and intentions to adhere to food safety Yes
practices for raw chicken.

H4

Participants who watched a food safety video about raw chicken
from an expert source who provided factual information reported
stronger perceived efficacy than those who watched a social media
influencer video who provided misinformation.

Yes

H5

Perceived efficacy contributed to an indirect pathway from
information source-message and intentions to adhere to food safety Yes
practices for raw chicken.

H6

When participants with more trust in science watched an expert

source food safety video about raw chicken who provided factual
information, they reported stronger perceived threat than No
participants who watched a social media influencer video who

provided misinformation.

H7

Trust in science moderated the effect of information
source-message on intentions to adhere to food safety practices for No
raw chicken through perceived threat.

HS8

Food safety knowledge moderated the effect of information
source-message on intentions to adhere to food safety practices for No
raw chicken.

H9

Trust in information source moderated the effect of information
source-message on intentions to adhere to food safety practices for No
raw chicken.

H10

Participants who watched a food safety video about raw chicken
from a social media influencer source who provided

misinformation reported more counterarguing than participants
who watched an expert video who provided factual information.

Yes

H11

Counterarguing moderated the effect of information
source—message on intentions to adhere to food safety practices for No
raw chicken.

Hi12

Sociodemographic factors (i.e., age, gender, education, income, and
race) moderated the effect of information source-message on No
intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken.

5. Discussion

We investigated if information source (i.e., experts providing factual information, social
media influencers providing misinformation) and cognitive and affective factors influenced
consumers’ intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken. Participants
reported strong intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken. Participants
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who watched food safety videos about raw chicken from an expert source reported stronger
perceived threat and perceived efficacy than those who watched an influencer video. These
findings are consistent with Rui et al. [36] who found that expert sources were often
associated with more perceived threat and perceived efficacy.

Perceived threat and perceived efficacy directly and indirectly influenced intentions
to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken. These findings support Thomas and
Feng [22] who observed that when consumers perceived strong food safety risks and
efficacy, they were more likely to take action to protect themselves from these risks. In
the context of raw chicken food safety, our findings aligned with Shumaker et al. [35]
who found that instructional videos encouraged adherence to food safety practices due
to perceived efficacy. The modeled path between perceived threat, perceived efficacy,
and information source-message explained more than half of the variance in consumers’
intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken. These findings suggest that
perceived threat and perceived efficacy play essential roles in thought processing of food
safety messages.

Participants with more trust in science reported more perceived threat, confirming
the findings of Byrd et al. [38] and Entradas [39] who found trust in science is generally
associated with a stronger risk perception. However, trust in science did not indirectly
moderate the effect of information on intentions via perceived threat. In support of Wingen
et al. [40], the association between trust in science and perceived threat may not always be
related to stronger intentions. Most recent research [24,37—40] on trust in science and food
safety has focused on pandemic-related contexts, which might possibly explain why trust
in science might be less connected to everyday food safety decisions.

Food safety knowledge directly affected intentions to adhere to food safety practices
for raw chicken, but it did not moderate the effect of information source-message on
intentions. These findings support Ballout et al.’s [47] findings that highlighted knowl-
edgeable consumers were more likely to practice food safety while contradicting those
of Kito [41] who found no association between food safety knowledge and intentions to
consume raw chicken. We speculate that because Kito’s [41] study was set in Japan, cultural
components might have influenced those findings. A possible explanation for the lack of
a moderating effect of knowledge could be attributed to intentions; knowledge may be
an insufficient contributor to moderate the effect of information source-message. These
findings support Ishra et al.’s [48] stance that knowledge can be a significant mediator of
factors (i.e., attitude), but knowledge alone might not be sufficient to moderate the effects
of other factors.

Trust in information source directly affected intentions to adhere to food safety prac-
tices for raw chicken, which is congruent with prior work [17,21-23]. However, trust in
information source did not moderate the effect of information source-message on inten-
tions. Like knowledge, a potential explanation for the insignificant moderation effect of
trust in information source could be that trust in source alone is not strong enough to
moderate the effect of information source-message on intentions [48].

The multiple regression model indicated that participants who identified as Hispanic
or Latino reported less intention to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken than
those who identified as White. These findings align with Carstens [62] and Boutros and
Roberts [61] who found that Hispanic or Latino individuals were less likely to practice food
safety than White individuals. However, when we added interaction terms to the regression
model, no sociodemographic variables moderated the effect of information source-message
on intentions. One possible explanation is attributed to a homogenic sample unable to
detect these effects. Therefore, sample characteristics are a study limitation. These findings
underscore the complexity of isolating the effects of sociodemographic factors because they

https://doi.org/10.3390/foods15183170


https://doi.org/10.3390/foods15183170

Foods 2026, 15,3170

24 of 30

may be interrelated. Hence, it is challenging to conclude that one single factor made a
unique contribution to explain participants” intentions to adhere to raw chicken food safety
practices. Scholars should address the role of sociodemographic factors with larger and
more diverse participant groups.

Counterarguing was significantly greater for the social media influencer—misinformation
condition than the expert—factual condition, supporting Cohen [57], who found that per-
suasive messages with science-based information reduced counterarguing because it was
difficult for consumers to contradict expert statements. We found no significant direct or
indirect effects of counterarguing on intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw
chicken. A possible explanation, beyond the scope of this study, could be that message
framing helped shape participants’ resistance to the message, as observed by Feng et al. [58]
and Dudley et al. [59].

The findings from this study contribute to the growing food safety communication
literature by showing that perceived threat and perceived efficacy help explain how in-
formation source-message could influence intentions to adhere to food safety practices
for raw chicken. In the future, scholars should investigate actual behavior rather than
intentions by conducting observational studies with observable food safety behaviors.
Observational studies could track thermometer use, cross-contamination, handwashing,
and other recommended food safety practices.

The use of Al-generated videos was an efficient way to test information source—
message effects, but more research is needed to test if audiences respond differently to
Al-generated vs. human speakers. With Al, the speaker’s characteristics can be modified
easily. This ability offers an opportunity to study factors such as the speaker’s individual
characteristics or homophilic characteristics influencing message acceptance and intentions
to follow the speaker’s advice.

We recommend food safety messages be designed in accordance with Witte’s [26]
extended parallel processing model, which is to provide clear explanations of food safety
risks and achievable steps to avoid foodborne illnesses. We recommend conducting an
audience segmentation to identify which populations are more at risk of contracting food-
borne illness, particularly for those who handle and consume chicken frequently. Audience
segmentation could help identify susceptible consumers, guide the design of food safety
communication about raw chicken, and allow replication within other high-risk food con-
texts. A strategy to combat misinformation on social media could be to foster collaboration
between credible social media influencers and experts/public health organizations to de-
sign and deliver evidence-based food safety education messages. Social media sources
should include disclosures about health claims, especially claims that contradict expert
food safety recommendations.

This study could be replicated while including questions about participants” prior
experiences with foodborne illnesses, which might affect how they respond to messages
that increase foodborne illness risks. Other message conditions could also be tested (i.e.,
social media influencers sharing factual information vs. experts spreading misinformation)
to evaluate differences between source and message effects. In addition, as Al fatigue
continues, studying differences in message effectiveness between conventional and Al-
generated videos is valuable.

6. Conclusions

Hypotheses 2, 3, 4, 5, and 10 were supported. Participants who watched a food
safety video about raw chicken from an expert source who provided factual information
reported stronger perceived threat and perceived efficacy than those who watched a social
media influencer who provided misinformation. Perceived threat and perceived efficacy
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contributed to an indirect pathway from information source-message and intentions to
adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken. Counterarguing was greater for social
media influencer-misinformation than for expert—factual information.

Our findings should be interpreted with caution. We note that we measured self-
reported intentions to adhere to food safety practices for raw chicken rather than observed
behavior. Effects from the source and message were combined and individual effects were
not isolated. In addition, the handwashing control group was exploratory because it was
self-selected and used different contexts than raw chicken. Because we measured our main
constructs at the same post-exposure time point, our sample was not representative of
young adults, and included a non-probability, opt-in panel, caution must be warranted
against generalizing our findings.
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