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Estimating the impact of information search, attitudes,
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Vermont was the first U.S. state to enact a law
mandating that all foods containing GM
ingredients be labeled. This measure was
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superseded by federal legislation less than one
month after it was implemented in June 2016.
Data were collected via a telephone survey of
1034 Vermont residents in November 2016 and
February 2017. This is the first survey of its kind
in America about consumer decision making in a
mandatory GE labeling policy environment.
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probabilities of identifying oneself as a
member of one of the four categories shown
above. Given a respondent saw the GE label
(37.0%) the model estimated a .38 prob. of
not using the label, a .37 prob. of using

abel information to reveal
oreexisting preferences, a .12
orobability of the label
influencing preferences and

inconsistent responses
dependent on product.

to GE were both significant

Note. N= 859 respondents. Standard errors in parentheses. ***, ** * indicates significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% level.

predictors of the likelihood of not using the GE label in choice decisions. Respondents who engaged in active
or passive search for GE information in general were more likely to have pre-existing preferences and used the
label to reveal those preferences. Respondents who opposed the use of GE in food production were less likely
to have the label create their preference for GE products. No predictors were significant for consumers who

saw labels, but could not identify one single way they used or did not use them when making a choice.

Conclusions

Results indicate that more respondents who saw a label reported they had preexisting preferences and the label
helped them to make a choice that revealed those preferences (Prefcatl), or they did not use the label to make
a choice (Prefcat0). Only respondents with neutral attitudes toward the use of GE in food production were more
likely to have a label influence their preferences and choice for GE products (Prefcat2). For more than 2/5 of

respondents, the label revealed pre-existing preferences. For more than 1/3, the label did not impact purchase

mamm(Z%Dw'Z%%i%&%?é&%&%ﬁ?j uwfﬁ“*g““‘éﬂ"a“&“m%g@; § choice, and a .14 probability of ~ decisions. For just over 10% of respondents, the label helped form preferences, with 2/3 of these choosing to

' - avoid GE products and 1/3 choosing to purchase them. Lack of significant results for respondents who did not
use labels in a consistent manner indicates wide variability in consumer characteristics. Overall, respondents’
behavioral reports in a mandatory labeling setting, show that for more than 92% of respondents who

saw the label and 2% of all respondents, GE labels did not influence preferences in a way that led to avoidance

of GE purchase decisions.
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