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Research on consumers’ perception of safety risk of genetically modified
food——Taking some consumer groups in Chengdu as samples
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ABSTRACT: Objective To explore the risk perception of consumers on genetically modified food and the
influencing factors of purchasing behavior. Methods Taking Chengdu consumers as the research object, the risk
perception model was constructed to study the risk perception factors of genetically modified food safety with
different demographic characteristics, cognitive level and participation level, and explore the influence of
genetically modified risk perception factors on purchase intention. Results Different demographic characteristics
had different effects on risk perception factors. There was a significant negative correlation between cognitive
level and functional risk. The more information channels were available, the less they think that genetically
modified food had health risk and functional risk. The higher the degree of concern and worry, the more significant
the impact on risk perception factors. The stronger the risk perception factor, the less willing to buy genetically
modified food. Conclusion Demographic characteristics, cognitive level and participation level all have certain
influence on the perceived factors of safety risk, and the perceived factors have a negative impact on consumers'
purchase of genetically modified products.
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Table 1 Variable selection set assignment description
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Table 2 Variable selection, assignment description and expected direction
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Table 3 T test of gender and risk perception

Ak P NE T E FRifEE F1i Sig.(AUf)
AT RS 5 96 2.12 1.038
0.034 0.153
& 113 2.34 1.007
ke e XSS 3 96 2.18 1.222
0.616 0.001%*
& 113 2.77 1.061
e AR 5 96 2.73 0.898
0.678 0.017%*
i@ 113 2.15 1.071
20 5 96 231 1.103
0.567 0.757
& 113 2.37 1.175
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Table 4 T-test of risk perception of transgenic in different 60 % LA I 0.210 0.000
age groups
. 30~39 40~49 0.302 1.000
At M BEmE ¥ F{E Sig.(RUI)
WX 24.868 4 6217 6735  0.000%%* 50~59 0.352 1.000
TR 35.466 4 8.866  7.470  0.000%** 60 %Ll I 0.236 0.007
THE XU 4.029 4 1.007 0.988 0.416 40~49 50~59 0.392 1.000
243 5
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Table 5 Multivariate analysis of risk perception of genetically
modified organisms in different age groups 60 %L I 0.258 0.000
Fa=2 A A — .
AR G0 IR FRifE Sig. 30~39 40~49 0.279 0.933
E78 ) 5 18~29 30~39 0.195 0.986
50~59 0.308 0.882
40~49 0.220 0.229
60 %Ll I 0.262 0.136
50~59 0.254 1.000
30~39 40~49 0.248 0.993 60 % A I 0.305 0.228
50~59 0.279 1.000 50~59 60 &L I 0.332 0.188
60 % Ll I 0.250 0.009
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Table 6 Significance test of different income levels on
risk perception

Ak VAR BEE ¥ FfH Sig.OBUl)
WEERE: 5813 4 1453 1.396  0.283
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Uire X 1.583 4 0.396  0.383  0.821
ZURE 10261 4 2.565  2.024  0.093*
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Table 7 Mean value of consumers' risk perception of genetically
modified food under different education levels

X, X, X; X,
mR R 2.570 2.860 2.793 2.290
KEFIAF 2.330 2.640 1.830 2.290
i+ & L F 2.000 2.130 1.790 2.420
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Table 8 Variance of different education levels and
risk perception

75 EamM AME ¥y FME O Sig Ul
B2 %N 4.290 3 1.430 1370 0.254
B R 9.678 3 3.226 2411 0.069*
Tire KUk 9.282 3 3.094  3.155  0.026%*
25 AU 0.513 3 0.171  0.130 0.942
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Table 9 Correlation analysis between cognition and risk
perception of genetically modified food

X X> X; X,

Pearson #H 1 0.029 -0.023 -0.202  0.079
Sig. XUl 0.705 0.766  0.009***  0.31
FEARREN 209 209 209 209

IR 1 %K B G,

WHEER 10 B, HHEWUELEERMeN THE
5 H I RE X IR AR Pearson AH2¢ R EE-0.16, ULEHT
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Table 10 Analysis of the relationship between the degree of
dispute understanding and risk perception

Xl X2 X3 X4
Pearson A5 0.016 —-0.043 -0.16 0.056
Sig XM 0.832 0.581 0.039%*  0.472

FEA BB N 209 209 209 209
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Table 11 Correlation analysis of information access channels and
risk perception

X X X X,

Pearson AH Pk -0.114  -0.164 -0.18 -0.118

Sig. XUl 0.144  0.034**  0.020%*  0.130
FEARR N 209 209 209 209
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Table 12 Significance of food safety concerns on risk perception

X X X X,
Pearson A 0.426 0.518 0.343 0.380

Sig XUl 0.000%**  0.000%**  0.000%**  (.000%**
FEAR R N 209 209 209 209
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Table 13  Significance of food safety concern and risk perception

X, X, X; X,
Pearson #3&H: 0.576 0.639 0.233 0.354
Sig. XUl 0.000%**  0.000%**  0.000%** 0.000%**
FEARR N 209 209 209 209
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Table 14 Results of correlation analysis

X X> X; X,
Pearson #6H: —0.576 -0.639 -0.317 -0.457
Sig. XUl 0.000%**  0.000%**  0.000%**  0.000%**
FEARREN 209 209 209 209
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Table 15 Regression results of binary logistic model

fl A B BRI P22 FUrd 3 R A
Xi —1.581 0.559 7.991 0.005*** 0.206
X, -1.915 0.469 16.654 0.000*** 0.147
X; —0.350 0.435 0.646 0.422 0.705
X4 —0.899 0.327 7.575 0.006%** 0.407
%%j{ﬁk SHE SX, DENG QY, CHEN Y, et al. Risk perception, attitude and
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