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ABSTRACT: Objective To investigate consumers’ cognition and attitude towards genetically modified food and
their willingness to pay premium under different labeling methods. Methods Through the measurement method of
decision tree, the factors those affecting consumers' willingness to pay premium for non-genetically modified food
under different labeling methods and the characteristics of high willing groups were studied. Results Consumers’
willingness to pay premium under non-genetically modified labeling was higher than that under genetically modified
labeling. The more consumers knew about genetically modified, the less willing they were to pay high premium for
non-genetically modified products. Middle-aged and elderly people’s willingness to pay premium was generally
higher than that of young people. Conclusion The different premiums under different labeling methods indicate that
some consumers still have misunderstandings about genetically modified food. It is necessary to pay attention to
rectifying the names of genetically modified food and promote the development of non- genetically modified
organism food certification methods as soon as possible.
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Table 1 Overview of different labeling types of genetically modified food
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Fig.1 Comparison of payment premium between genetically
modified organism labeling and non- genetically modified organism
labeling under different attitudes
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Fig.2 Comparison of payment premium between genetically
modified organism labeling and non- genetically modified organism
labeling under different cognition
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Table 2 Importance of paying premium influenced by non- genetically modified organism labeling
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Fig.3 Comparison of average payment premium of different
household consumption levels of non-genetically modified organism
labeling method
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Table 3 Importance of premium payment influenced by genetically modified organism labeling
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Table 4 Group characteristics of consumers with high willingness to pay premium for non- genetically modified organism labeling
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