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Do consumers really
want “zero risk” ?
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Worlds Apart? The Rece
Modified Foods in Eu

George Gaskell," Martin W, Bauer,

PLANT BIOTECHNOLOGY:

REVIEW

Recent controversies about genetically modifiad foods in the United

Kingdom and several other European
differences that exist in public opinion
Why are people in the United States

countries highlight the apparent
on this subject-across the Atlantic.
seemingly untroubled by a tech-

nology that causes Europeans so many difficulties? The results of sur-
vey research on public perceptions of biotechnology in Europe and the
United States during 1996-1997, together with an analysis of press
coverage and policy formation from 1984 to 1996, can help to answer this
question.

An 1 I study of biotech logy in
the public sphere {7) sheds some light on
Wwhy genetically modified (GM) foods are
50 much more controversial in Europe than
in the United States. Here, we compare
public p i of five applications of
modern biotechnology and look for expla-
nations for the diff Europe

*2 to -2, for all the applications.

People in Europe and the United States
showed varied levels of support across the
different applications. GM medicines and
Benetic testing received the most support,
GM crops and GM foods received inter-
mediate support, and Xenotransplantation

and the United States in terms of media
coverage, trust in the regulatory process,
and scientific literacy.

d the least support. There was not
always strong support for biotechnology
in the United States; for example, the av-
erage U.S. respondent was opposed to

In October 1996 a ive sample
survey (about 1000 respondents per coun-
ry) was conducted in all 15 member states
of the European Union, together with Nor-
way and Switzerland (henceforth “Eu-
rope”). The key questions were also used in
a U.S. survey in late 1997 (2). These sur-
veys were conducted 2 to 3 years ago and
over a period of roughly a year; hence, our
data provide a historical snapshot of public
Pperceptions in 1996-1997. Of course, with
the rapid advance of food biotechnologies
and other developments in the life sciences
(such as the cloning of Dolly the sheep), we
would not expect to find the same opinions
and attitudes in 1999, But the use of similar
questions in the surveys makes it possible
to look at comparative structural differenc-

enotransplantation. Moreover, 1J.S. re-
spondents were not always more supportive
than E dents; for ple,
Europeans were more supportive of genetic
testing, whereas people in the United States
were significantly more supportive of GM
c¢rops and GM foods than were peaple in
Europe,

When the surveys were conducted, bio-
technology was a relatively unfamiliar top-
ic. On the questions about the five applica-
tions, 19% of the U5, Tespondents and 27%
of the European respondents did not give a
complete set of responses. With this level
of unfamiliarity, we can assume that some
people responded to the questions with
“nonattitudes” (3). Suck responses would
be likely to be volatile if; for example, the

€s in the pattern of public p that
may hold clues to understanding the situa-
tion in 1999.

were asked whether they

issue by more ial. To this
extent we must be cautious in our interpre-
tations of and extrapg;:n'cns from the sur-
vey results. In the absence of a filter ques-

Respondents
thought each of five bioteg gies—genet.
ic testing, GM medicines, GM crops, GM
food, and Xenotransplantation (GM animals
for use in human transplantation)—was use-
ful, nisky, morally acceptable, and to be en-
couraged (2). Figure 1 shows the mean levels
of support (encouragement), on a scale from

2AE, UK. The Science Museum, Road, Lon-
don SW7 20D, UK.

*To whom should be addressed, E-
mail: G.Gaskell@lse ac.uk
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tion all Us to exclude those péople
with “no opinion™ (4), the following anal-

Fig. 1. Mean support
for five applications
of biotechnology. The
United States and Eu-
rope differ significant-
ly for each application
@ values from one-
way analyses of vari-
ance for each applica-
tion were all signifi-
cant at P < 0.05),

Foobp AND Feep

Ption of Genetically
rope and the U.S.

? John Durant,? Nicholas C. Allum’

¥sis uses only those who gave a full set of
responses, on the assumption that they were
more likely to have better formed opinions.
Judgments of use, risk, moral acceptability,
and cncouragement were each collapsed
into a dichotomy (useful/not useful, and so
forth) 5o as to model patterns of response
(henceforth “logics™) aver the four dimen-
sions of attitude, This produces 16 possible
combinatorial logics (Table 1), but empiri-
cally only three were widely used.

Logics 1 and 2 are similar in being
supportive, but they display different per-
ceptions of risk. For the “supporter,” risk is
not an issue. The “risk-tolerant supporter”
sees but then discounts the risk., Opponents
tzke a position exactly opposite to that of
supporers.

Table 2 shows the distribution of these
three prevalent logics for each application,
For GM medicines and genetic testing, sup-
porters constituted the single largest cate-
gory. Levels of risk-tolerant support were
aleo relativaly high, and leveit or Opposi-
tion were relatively low. Greater Opposition
1o genetic testing in the United States (P <
0.05) than in Europe may indicate a sensi-
tivity about genetic Privacy in the context
of work, credit, or insurance. In contrast,
for Xenotransplantation, supporters and
risk-tolerant supporters totaled only 36% in
Europe and 42% in the United States, with
about 33% in opposition.

Tumning to GM erops and GM foods, we
See a contrast n Europe and the United
States. Both GM crops and GM foods were
better supported in the United States than in
Europe (for both contrasts; P < 0,05). For
both applications, there were fewer support-
ers and more opponents in both the United
States and Europe. The contrast is greatest in
the case of GM foods, to which 30% of
Europeans were opposed.

A fourth possible logic—“moral appo-
nents” (in the context of Table 1, answers =

® Europe
mUSA -

Transplants
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and the United States in terms of media
coverage, trust in the regulatory process,
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tzke a position exactly opposite to that of
supporers.
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“In favor of GMOs in Food”

Germany 2

France
B Agree entirely

| Agree some
B Disagree some
J Disagree entirely

ltaly

Switz'd N=6023

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
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“In favor of GMO research in general”

B Agree entirely
' Agree some
B Disagree entirely

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
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GMOs: Cultural difference...

e |n extent...
— English speakers feel less strongly
— Are less negative
 ...but not In nature:
— A majority against GMOs
— Including in UK and US
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A difference...

* |n extent
— English speakers feel less strongly
— Less negative
 Not in Nature
— A majority against GMOs
— Including in UK and US
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“Average consumer” ?

“[...] this Regulation takes as a benchmark the average
consumer, who iIs reasonably well-informed and
reasonably observant and circumspect, taking into
account social, cultural and linguistic factors, as
interpreted by the Court of Justice, but makes
provision to prevent the exploitation of consumers
whose characteristics make them particularly
vulnerable to misleading claims”.

Regulation (EC) No 1924/2006 of the European Parliament
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Outline

o Similarities
— Apparently universal features
— Blas, heuristics
e Differences
— Surprisingly consistent over time
— Yet susceptible to changes
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1. Apparently universal features
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Universals

e Cognitive biases In risk perception

e Magical thinking: You are what you eat
 Natural is preferred (chemicals --)
 Animal vs Plant food
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Expert vs Lay Rating of Risks

W. Voters Students Club Experts

Nuclear 1 1 8 20
Automobile 2 5 3 1
Guns 3 2 1 4
Tobacco 4 3 4 2
Motorcycle 5 6 2 6
Alcohol 6 7 5 3
Private Av. 7 15 11 12
X Rays 22 17 24 7

Slovic, 1987
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Expert vs Lay Rating of Risks

Lay Experts

Nuclear Energy 1 20
X Rays 22 /
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Why? Identified Factors

* Risk Configuration
« Human Perception
— Specifici features of the human mind

e The very specific dimension of food risk
— Magical thinking
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Fear & Outrage Factors

Fear & Outrage ++

Proximity

Imposed risk

Benefit to others, not self
Impossible to control
Human cause

Novel Technology

Fear & Outrage -

Distance, abstraction

Deliberate risk

No benefit
Controllable
Natural cause

Familiar Technology
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Cognitive Factors

* Probabillistic thinking is counter-intuitive
e Risk Is a probabilistic notion

« Common way of thinking about risk is
non-probabilistic: A yes-no view of risk

e Statistics and experience are difficult to
reconcile
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Rationality

e Judgments do not follow the
probabllistic model

* Yet they are « neither foolish nor
capricious » (Kahneman)

e Partly predictable
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Mathematical vs psychological
probability

Preston & Baratta (1948)
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Psychology of Probability

A universal cognitive bias:

Small probabillities overestimated (p < 0.35)

Very small probabilities enormously

overestimated (1/10 000, 1/100 000 or
1/1000 000)

Larger probabilities underestimated (p > 0.4)
Probabilities above 0.7 vastly underestimated
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Food: A Highly Sensitive Area

e Specific fears

e Food iIs the most intimate form of
consumption

 Food & magical thinking

e (Meat and animal food are particularly
sensitive)



B BOTTI TR

o BRI ARL

s BEmIXRVEAGHETHS
 BmEEME
s (AfELEEFYHEERGITEIZTUS—MNEERE)




Magical Thinking

The laws of magical thinking:

Contagion : “Once In contact, always In
contact”

Similarity : “Image equals object”

« You are what you eat » : contagion +
similarity

Not just a « primitive » trait
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“You are what you eat”

« An apparently universal perception

 Example from New Guinea:
Young people should eat fast-growing
plants

* Not just in New Guinea: See advertising
for foods
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Nemeroff and Rozin, 1989
“You are what you eat”

e Asch impressions technique
U of Pennsylvania students
* Rate personalities of the people

e Description of South Pacific “Culture
— Eat boar and hunt turtles but do not eat
them

— Eat turtles and hunt boar but do not eat
them
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Population: As of 1974, there were approximately 1500 Hagi.

Diet and Habits:The Hagi are mainly agriculturalists, and their diet is
primarily vegetarian. Staples are bananas, taro and yams; they also gather
wild plants. In addition to agriculture, the Hagi are accomplished hunters,
especially of elephant. They use the hide for shelters, and sell the tusks to
white men. They eat the meat only if crops fail and famine threatens,
otherwise selling it to neighborhood tribes at local markets.

Diet and Habits: The Hagi are accomplished hunters, and their diet consists
mainly of meat. The elephant is their primary game animal since it supplies
the most meat. In addition to hunting, they raise various crops, mainly
bananas, taro and yams; they also gather wild plants. Banana fronds are
used for their shelters, while they sell their crops and wild plants to
neighboring tribes and white man at local markets. They eat vegetables and
fruits only when hunting is poor and hunger threatens.

Family Life: The Hagi live in small family units. They are monogamous.
Children are highly valued. Elders are revered for their age and knowledge,
and are offered the choicest foods when they can no longer hunt for
themselves.
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Peacefull 2 34 5 6 7 8 aggressive

Boar eaters are:

Hairier, darker, more aggressive,
poorer swimmers
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Naturalness

* The natural superiority of natural
 Instrumental and Ideational

e Adding vs subtracting

* Role of contagion

* Process more important than content

e Chemical more important than physical
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Percentage Reduction
in Naturalness

60 50 40 30 20 10 0

mix like naturals
physical transformation
domestication

grown commercially
mix unlike naturals
chemical transformation
unnatural contaminants
genetic engineering

Rozin, 2005
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“How likely to happen to you personally ?”
Eurobarometer (2005)

Terrorism [I200 N S N S -

Crime |G T G M 5

Goods damaging health __5
Food damaging health __3
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“Chemicals” in food

Q5. For each of the following issues, please tell me if you are very worried, fairly
worried, not very worried or not at all worried by it?
%EU

B Very worried O Fairly worried O Not very worried B Not at all worried ODK

Genetically modified products in food or drinks 37% 249%  INoEZ

Additives like colours, preservatives or

o (o) (o)
flavourings used in food or drinks 39% 27% 11%

Chemical substances that are formed during

Y (o)
heating, baking, barbecuing or frying foods SR 349%
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A thought experiment

Planche 1

Planche 2

1 2

(Based on Redi's 1668 experiment)
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How dangerous is it to consume the following foods after several days in the fridge ?
—-—:Notatall ++:very dangerous

0 + ++

Orange juice (opened bottle)
Bread

Jam, marmelade

Fresh tomato

Lettuce

Raw carrots (grated)
Carrot leftovers w. dressing
Cooked veg.

Beef (raw, from butcher)
Roastbeef leftovers
Chopped beef (butcher)
Whole fish (from shop)
Filetted fish (from shop)
Breaded fish (from shop)
Fish leftovers

Whole chicken, raw (from
butcher)

Chicken leftovers

Chicken breasts, raw
(butcher)

Offals, raw (liver, heart,
kidneys, etc.) from butcher
Pork chops, raw (butcher)
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ACP — Perceived danger (n=363 lay people, incl. 130 « at risk »)

Preserved or processed animal foods
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Echelle des risques pergus par

le profane
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The Problem With Processed...

 The natural superiority of « Natural »

 Most common complaint: « Who knows
what we're eating »
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The Consumer’s Dilemma

1.l am what | eat
e 2. | have no idea what | 'm eating...
e 3. What/who am 1?
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2. Cultural variability and the
“framing” of risk
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New York, 1930

“A New York, personne ne rentre chez soi au
milieu de la journée : on mange sur place, soit
dans les bureaux, tout en travaillant, soit dans
les clubs, soit dans les cafeterias (...) Dans les
bouillons populaires des milliers d’étres
alignés dévorent, chapeau sur la téte, sur un
seul rang, comme a |'étable, des nourritures
d’ailleurs fraiches et appétissantes, pour des
prix inférieurs aux notres. lls foncent sur leurs
assiettes pleines de boules de viande ;
derriere eux, on attend leur place.”

Paul Morand: New York (1930)



—a1—3—7, 1930

[—2—3—YTIERIZIZHEDIZELLLY, .f
S(IBEZTLEHIALEIFT. HAWVIHER
'Cﬁ)éb\lim@jj?:tT')?‘CEé (EJHR)
RREBETIEFLERLY . K*“b\x%)’(%%
/J\EO)JZDI fE—3 T . HFEE-TO., Bz
T HBEYEr—FIZL TS, JH'_"“li&/zd)
*ﬁfﬁéﬂ' L. AEZILZEYIZLE- —F
[CEEL\HIVIND, 125 ’:ld:ﬁ@""’(d)’éﬁ?
ANRDNS ],

R—ILESV (T ARADINRR) [Za—3—5] (19304F)

l 4

Hﬂ}




Paris, 1954

“Frenchmen tend to be rigid in all matters associated with
feeding. There is practically no variation in les heures de
repas of any region, whereas for many non-Frenchmen
feeding at precisely the same hour each day is associated
rather with the zoo. There is little deviation as to which
wine goes with which food, and few venture from
established rules in order to "try something different." Even
the conception of a well-composed meal (repas bien
compose) is a distinctly Gallic idea with certain fixed
features *“

Daniel Lerner : « Interviewing the French »
The American Journal of Sociology, 62:2, 1956
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France vs UK
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At 12.30, 54.1% of the French are eating; at 13.10, 17.6% of the British
(de Saint Pol, 2007. Source: Time use survey, ONS, 2000 and Enquéte emploi du
temps, INSEE, 1998-99).



T3R5 AF)R

60
50
40

% \ N

%

NSNS\ O QA QPN OISR QEPA OO AP AN OERNEREIENN
AT AT ST AT O ST GTG O DT P
— A4XYR — IS5V R

BD12BF307 &, TV RAADS4 1% BEEZL TS, FRIFFLI0Z X, 1 FIRAAD
17.6% D BEZL TS,

(de Saint Pol, 2007. Source: Time use survey, ONS, 2000 and Enquéte emploi du
temps, INSEE, 1998-99).
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Table 1 Mean sitreieles and sarlicipeton sefes allocaled fo all actizibies unthin the 24-bour day, five countries,
arigns dides, respostdends aged 20-55

Mean minubes for all l:'a.rti.-:ip-.-.'lti.-:':-:l'u rabes

Activity respondents {% of sample)

UE JIHKE 195 2LEH] 1475
'::LHJII:.i.I:I.g and w:ae-ll:'linE up 51 57 ot S 7
Eating at home 4 79 97 L
Eﬁ.‘l'.i.['lﬁ_ and |J.ri.1'||=.i.|:|.;g ouf 23 11 43 32

LUSA Tu5H 1975 149 1475
L"LH.'lI:.i.l:l.;g and w:ae-ll:'linE-l.l{_'l 34 45 3R (]
Eating at home 42+ 52 nfa O}
Eating and drinking out L 28 nfa 32

MNorway JIHKE 1971 2LEH] 14971
L"LH.'lI:.i.l:l.;g and w:ae-ll:'linE-l.l{_'l 47 mu a3 T
Eating at home = 80 93 98
Eating and drinking out 14 = 17 12

Methwerlands TS 195 IR 1475
L"LH.'lI:.i.l:l.;g and w:ae-ll:'linE-l.l{_'l 51 &1 K a7
Eating at home Fefy 76 QL LK
Eﬁ.‘l'.i.['lﬁ_ and |J.ri.1'||=.i.|:|.;g ouf 3 4 39 18

Framee TR 1974 1458 1474
L"LH.'lI:.i.l:l.;g and w:ae-ll:'linE-l.l{_'l S s a7 o
Eatirg at bome D) 45 s 1
Eﬁ.‘l'.i.['lﬁ_ and |J.ri.1'||=.i.|:|.;g ouf Al 15 a7 23

“In 1998, all eating was acoounbed bor undcer the singe beading 'Eating’, We therebare wuse an eslimate,



Acta Seciologica 541 Warde et al, in press

Tablel 24BFBLLINIZ, TRTOEHICE|Y B TON-FHRFR (5) & SmE
(5HE. BHiBIFEL-> TS, SN\ D FE20-59F)

. ESMED _
i 2 1B (43) B INE (%)

xE 20X} 1975 2000 1975
REEEREL =1 57 4k 72
RXTEBND > i 97 LK
NETS 25 11 43 32

KE 1994 1975 1995 1975
SRIEBEB IR o 18 ” &
RTEBRD 42+ 52 nfa )
NEBETD ki 25 nfa 32

Iz — 20X} 1971 2000 1471
RSB IEL 47 79 ]3 ar

FTERS 5l Hil uy LR
S o 14 = 17 12
55 149495 1975 1945 14975
FELEEIREND 51 £l a4 i
RTEBAND e 76 i L
NET3 5 4 39 18
TR 14998 1974 1945 1974

FELBIRREL 511 T &7 =T
RTEBRD ( :) 45 s L
NEBIT S &Y 15 27 23

"Inn 1995, all eating was acooumbed o under the sinple Beading 'Eabivg’. We therebare use an eslimade
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A Cross-Cultural Survey
Program

* Food, Health and the Body:
Perceptions, Attitudes and Beliefs
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6 Countries: France, Switzerland, Italy,
Germany, United Kingdom, United States

Three Phases :

1. Exploratory focus groups

2. Qualitative/quantitative: Predominantly Open-
Ended, CATI, 30-45 m

 N=180 per country (60 general population, 60 teachers,
60 general practitioners)

3. Quantitative (March-April, 2002) : Telephone
Questionnaire, 15 m, N=6000
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. Bi-EMRE: (REALEFIIR, CATI(EFERE;
Computer Assisted Telephone Interview) , 30-45 m

£E&EH N=180 (60 AD—fEHE, 60 ADZEM, 60AD
—FEEE)

. EMERE (3-4A,2002) : BEEICKSHERM, 15 m,
N=6000




USA : Food Is Nutrition

“You can't just look at food, you have to look at
the difference between protein and
carbohydrates (and so forth)...its not just food
as one lump” (Gail, white collar group)

“You [speaking to CF] are acting like food is just
one entity but our bodies don't just need food,
they need protein, they need carbohydrates,
they need water...you can't just look at your
food as “OK, my body needs food”, because
sometimes I'll have a protein craving...”
(Linda, white collar group)
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USA: Food Is An Individual
Matter

“I try to deal with my body, not nobody else’s...I ‘m
not gonna eat like you and you're not gonna eat
like me... It 's a question with the individual person
himself. | have a choice In life for what | wanna
eat, like she have a choice...everybody In this room
got a choice about what they wanna eat.” (Toni, bc

group)

“The choice is always mine; the choice Is mine to
have a nutritionally valuable meal as opposed to
one laden with additives...but often | trade it
off...the trade off is so easy...l also realize that it Is
my own choice, that | do this...” (Inga, wc group)
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France: Not All Eating Is
Eating

« Parfois quand j'al une course urgente a
faire, je ne mange pas a midi, mais
alors je m'achete un truc a la
boulangerie que je mange dans la rue,
sSinon je ne tiens pas » Eléonore/28 ans

(Masson, 2001)
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« To Eat Well »

to eat healthy / to make sure that you're not getting fat and cholesterol and sugar // to stay on a diet // also to
not be hungry, if you eat healthy things often you're not hungry //

egood health and a long life // delaying illness // if your'e on the right diet then you function better and live
longer // 1 think the downfall of the world is macdonalds / right diet - freshly prepared foods rather than deep
fried and fast foods /

enutritional / not very much meat / fish, salad, green beans, breakfast lunch and dinner, well balanced / well
balanced diet, not so much fried food //

seat what you like and how much you want // eat healthy / in moderation, fruits, vegetables, a good daily
balance //

it means you don't go to bed hungry and you share what you have with somebody else if they don't have it/
when you eat meat and fish and vegetables, ( that is high protein ) / cakes and pies, things like that.i think
that i would eat better at home

eeat nutritiously / eating all that is in the food triangle / a proper daily intake of starches, proteins, dairy
products and so on // cook the food properly, that is no frying, steaming or baking //

seating healthy / food that is good for you / such as vegetables //

*to have a balanced diet of fruit, vegetables, carbohydrates, and proteins, i think you need a balance of all of
those things // to have enough to satisfy your hunger and maintain your health without being gluttonous // i
think people drink to much pop//

eeat tasty foods / interesting spicy and fresh foods / that are healthy / fresh meats and vegetables // desserts
|/ cakes and ice creams and pies //

*it means to eat foods that are proven to make our bodies healthier and not to overeat //
eeating in a nice place / clean, friendly people, good service, nice atmosphere, and in good company //
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c'est convivial, se retrouver
en famille

«c'est quelque chose de fin et d'equilibré, de golteux, avec du plaisir a le déguster avoir le temps d'étre
a table

c'est les réunions de famille autour d'une bonne table

c'est manger de la qualité / c'est manger des produits frais et naturels

partager un moment de détente et de repos / moment de
convivialité

repas entre amis

eprendre le temps / de savoir ce qu'on mange / des produits de qualité
un bon repas entre amis c'est typiqguement francais

eaVvoir un certain plaisir

c'est se retrouver ensemble a table




« K BRACE »

emanger sainement // en gardant aux aliments leurs qualités primordiales /
/Il c'est godter a un tas de nouvelles choses //

«c'est de manger de facon variée et assez equilibrée et de temps en temps faire des extras / équilibrée
c'est savoir faire son menu //

*un repas complet / entrée, plat de résistance, legumes et dessert // une bonne décoration que ce soit
bien appétissant tant de I'odeur que du gout / bonne odeur et bon godt // la bonne quantité / qu'on n‘ait
plus faim apres //

«c'est manger ce dont on a besoin quand on en a besoin // ce n'est pas forcément manger des choses
tres cheéres, c'est pouvoir manger de la viande, des fruits, des féculents quand on en a envie //

/
, d'avoir un plat agréable a I'ceil, pour son godt et par sa qualité, quelque chose de sain //
c'est passer un bon moment // / c'est I'ambiance et
le fait de faire la féte // comme les

léegumes, la viande /

«il faut manger pour vivre et non vivre pour manger / jaime bien la bonne cuisine avec des ingrédients
frais / fraichement cueillis ou récoltés /
I

«c'est déja prendre son temps et apprécier ce qu'on mange, ne pas manger devant la télé par exemple //
manger ce gu'on aime, se faire plaisir // apporter au corps ce dont il a besoin, cela peut étre aussi
/l

/I ne plus avoir faim / bien cuisiné
// convivialité / Il

/ ca apporte plein de bonnes choses, de I'énergie, les enfants grandissent // ¢ca
apporte une bonne santé / manger équilibré, pas trop de graisse / fruits, léegumes, calcium //

«c'est manger des produits différents / essayer de tout manger, des produits du jardin, et ne pas se limiter
a la nourriture rapide et toute faite par exemple McDonald's, Quick // c'est apprécier ce qu'on mange,
c'est varier tous les godts //



« Gut essen »

*Es beruhigt korperlich // es enthalt die Vitamine //

ekein F/z/astfood [ frisch zubereiten Salat und Gemiuse aber auch Fleisch oder Fisch / ein Glas Wein / bewusst
essen

Sich satt essen // so dass der Geldbeutel reicht // achten auf gesundes Essen // ct
egesund erndhren //

swenig Fleisch und mehr Gemise und Obst essen / mit vielen Leuten essen / sich Zeit lassen beim Kochen /
Rohkost essen

*Gesund // Gbertrieben // nicht sparsam // /Il Magenbelastung

FUr mich heil3t es abwechslungsreich // nicht zu fett // frisch // am besten vom Bauern // selbstgemachtes //
Vergnigen und Unterhaltung //

/I genossen zu haben //
*Nicht Uberfressen / seinen Teller leer essen aber nicht reinstopfen //
egrof3e Auswahl // nicht norddeutsch fetter Geschmack // italienische Kiche ist sehr gut //
*bewusst essen / Il
/I reichlich Auswabhl // natlrliche Produkte zubereiten //
I/l in Ruhe essen // Auswahl // gut verdauen //
/ Salat / Kése / Fisch / Rotwein / Baguette /

_ / naturbelassen mediterran ohne
Schnickschnack //

swenn es schmeckt / es nicht zu kalorienreich ist / leicht bekémmlich //

sregelmanig essen // zu einer bestimmten Uhrzeit // nicht zu fettig // abwechslungsreich

o / in aller Ruhe essen / ganz egal was es
IS

«Kartoffelsuppe und Knopfle, guter Geschmack, muss satt machen //



« FBRACE »

*Es beruhigt kérperlich // es enthélt die Vitamine //

ekein F/?stfood / frisch zubereiten Salat und Gemuse aber auch Fleisch oder Fisch / ein Glas Wein / bewusst
essen
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sgesund erndhren //

swenig Fleisch und mehr Gemiise und Obst essen / mit vielen Leuten essen / sich Zeit lassen beim Kochen /
Rohkost essen

*Gesund // Gbertrieben // nicht sparsam // /Il Magenbelastung

FUr mich heil3t es abwechslungsreich // nicht zu fett // frisch // am besten vom Bauern // selbstgemachtes //
Vergnigen und Unterhaltung //

I/l genossen zu haben //
*Nicht Uberfressen / seinen Teller leer essen aber nicht reinstopfen //
egrof3e Auswahl // nicht norddeutsch fetter Geschmack // italienische Kiche ist sehr gut //
sbewusst essen / /l
Il reichlich Auswahl // natlrliche Produkte zubereiten //
I/l in Ruhe essen // Auswahl // gut verdauen //
/ Salat / Kéase / Fisch / Rotwein / Baguette /

_ / naturbelassen mediterran ohne
Schnickschnack //

swenn es schmeckt / es nicht zu kalorienreich ist / leicht bekommlich //

sregelmafiig essen // zu einer bestimmten Uhrzeit // nicht zu fettig // abwechslungsreich

i / in aller Ruhe essen / ganz egal was es
IS

«Kartoffelsuppe und Knépfle, guter Geschmack, muss satt machen //



Maximal choice?
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M 50 ice cream flavors
A selection of 10

You want to eat ice-cream. You have a choice between two ice-cream
parlors. One offers 50 flavors, the other a selection of ten. Which of the

two do you prefer (prices equal) ?
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Free Choice vs Communion

How do people in various cultures accept
individual dietary peculiarities ?

e Medical avoidances
 Ethical or religious avoidances
e Dislikes or distastes
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Invitations : perception de I'exception individuelle
0 Est-il normal de prévenir : qu’on est au régime sans sel
® qu’on est au régime végétarien
) 1I;lu’t:nn n'aime pas quelque chose, par gﬁemple le poulet
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Metaphors

Suppose you need to find a simple
metaphor to describe the relation

between the body and food ...
IS like:

e Atree

o A factory

« A Car

e A Temple

he body
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Les métaphores du corps

Muyenne

+ Moyenne
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Worlds Apart? The Rece
Modified Foods in Eu

George Gaskell," Martin W, Bauer,

PLANT BIOTECHNOLOGY:

REVIEW

Recent controversies about genetically modifiad foods in the United

Kingdom and several other European
differences that exist in public opinion
Why are people in the United States

countries highlight the apparent
on this subject-across the Atlantic.
seemingly untroubled by a tech-

nology that causes Europeans so many difficulties? The results of sur-
vey research on public perceptions of biotechnology in Europe and the
United States during 1996-1997, together with an analysis of press
coverage and policy formation from 1984 to 1996, can help to answer this
question.

An 1 I study of biotech logy in
the public sphere {7) sheds some light on
Wwhy genetically modified (GM) foods are
50 much more controversial in Europe than
in the United States. Here, we compare
public p i of five applications of
modern biotechnology and look for expla-
nations for the diff Europe

*2 to -2, for all the applications.

People in Europe and the United States
showed varied levels of support across the
different applications. GM medicines and
Benetic testing received the most support,
GM crops and GM foods received inter-
mediate support, and Xenotransplantation

and the United States in terms of media
coverage, trust in the regulatory process,
and scientific literacy.

d the least support. There was not
always strong support for biotechnology
in the United States; for example, the av-
erage U.S. respondent was opposed to

In October 1996 a ive sample
survey (about 1000 respondents per coun-
ry) was conducted in all 15 member states
of the European Union, together with Nor-
way and Switzerland (henceforth “Eu-
rope”). The key questions were also used in
a U.S. survey in late 1997 (2). These sur-
veys were conducted 2 to 3 years ago and
over a period of roughly a year; hence, our
data provide a historical snapshot of public
Pperceptions in 1996-1997. Of course, with
the rapid advance of food biotechnologies
and other developments in the life sciences
(such as the cloning of Dolly the sheep), we
would not expect to find the same opinions
and attitudes in 1999, But the use of similar
questions in the surveys makes it possible
to look at comparative structural differenc-

enotransplantation. Moreover, 1J.S. re-
spondents were not always more supportive
than E dents; for ple,
Europeans were more supportive of genetic
testing, whereas people in the United States
were significantly more supportive of GM
c¢rops and GM foods than were peaple in
Europe,

When the surveys were conducted, bio-
technology was a relatively unfamiliar top-
ic. On the questions about the five applica-
tions, 19% of the U5, Tespondents and 27%
of the European respondents did not give a
complete set of responses. With this level
of unfamiliarity, we can assume that some
people responded to the questions with
“nonattitudes” (3). Suck responses would
be likely to be volatile if; for example, the

€s in the pattern of public p that
may hold clues to understanding the situa-
tion in 1999.

were asked whether they

issue by more ial. To this
extent we must be cautious in our interpre-
tations of and extrapg;:n'cns from the sur-
vey results. In the absence of a filter ques-

Respondents
thought each of five bioteg gies—genet.
ic testing, GM medicines, GM crops, GM
food, and Xenotransplantation (GM animals
for use in human transplantation)—was use-
ful, nisky, morally acceptable, and to be en-
couraged (2). Figure 1 shows the mean levels
of support (encouragement), on a scale from

2AE, UK. The Science Museum, Road, Lon-
don SW7 20D, UK.

*To whom should be addressed, E-
mail: G.Gaskell@lse ac.uk

16 JULY 1999 VO 285 criener L.l R e

tion all Us to exclude those péople
with “no opinion™ (4), the following anal-

Fig. 1. Mean support
for five applications
of biotechnology. The
United States and Eu-
rope differ significant-
ly for each application
@ values from one-
way analyses of vari-
ance for each applica-
tion were all signifi-
cant at P < 0.05),

Foobp AND Feep

Ption of Genetically
rope and the U.S.

? John Durant,? Nicholas C. Allum’

¥sis uses only those who gave a full set of
responses, on the assumption that they were
more likely to have better formed opinions.
Judgments of use, risk, moral acceptability,
and cncouragement were each collapsed
into a dichotomy (useful/not useful, and so
forth) 5o as to model patterns of response
(henceforth “logics™) aver the four dimen-
sions of attitude, This produces 16 possible
combinatorial logics (Table 1), but empiri-
cally only three were widely used.

Logics 1 and 2 are similar in being
supportive, but they display different per-
ceptions of risk. For the “supporter,” risk is
not an issue. The “risk-tolerant supporter”
sees but then discounts the risk., Opponents
tzke a position exactly opposite to that of
supporers.

Table 2 shows the distribution of these
three prevalent logics for each application,
For GM medicines and genetic testing, sup-
porters constituted the single largest cate-
gory. Levels of risk-tolerant support were
aleo relativaly high, and leveit or Opposi-
tion were relatively low. Greater Opposition
1o genetic testing in the United States (P <
0.05) than in Europe may indicate a sensi-
tivity about genetic Privacy in the context
of work, credit, or insurance. In contrast,
for Xenotransplantation, supporters and
risk-tolerant supporters totaled only 36% in
Europe and 42% in the United States, with
about 33% in opposition.

Tumning to GM erops and GM foods, we
See a contrast n Europe and the United
States. Both GM crops and GM foods were
better supported in the United States than in
Europe (for both contrasts; P < 0,05). For
both applications, there were fewer support-
ers and more opponents in both the United
States and Europe. The contrast is greatest in
the case of GM foods, to which 30% of
Europeans were opposed.

A fourth possible logic—“moral appo-
nents” (in the context of Table 1, answers =

® Europe
mUSA -

Transplants
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Tahle 1. Mean rating of worry across 14 food risk by country.

Mean rating of worry across 14 food risks
(1 = mnot at all wormied to 4 = very wornied)

Mean S.D. Mean 5.1,
Sweden 23 0580 France 27 057
Netherlands 23 053 Slovena 2.7 0.55
Finland 2.4 (134 Luxembourg 2.7 10.61
Estomia 2.5 062 Portugal 2.7 0.67
Slovakia 2.5 057 Hungary 2.8 0.67
Ausina 2.6 056 Lithuania 2.8 .66
Spain 26 074 Latvia 2.8 0.69
Ireland (Rep) 26 D68 Poland 29 0.55
Belgmum 2.6 057 Malta 29 0.65
Denmark 2.6 0.6 Italy 340 057
Crech Rep 26 063  CGreece 30 0.62
Crreat Britain 2.6 06)  Cyprus 30 0.65
Germany 2.6 065  EU Total 2.7 064

Hohl & Gaskell, 2007
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Better taste In the past ?

Compared to 40 or 50 years ago, would you say that our
foods today...

% Germany USA  France UK ltaly Swzd Global
Taste worse 33.2 24.0 61.1 30.6 52.8 43.7 39.2
Taste the same 40.8 31.9 24.0 22.5 18.0 26.5 27.7
Taste better 26.0 44.1 14.9 46.9 29.2 29.8 33.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

N=6032 Khi2=583.5 ddl=10 p=0.001



EDIZS5HELLINT=H 7

A0~50FHIELERL T, BEDEBREESIFEI oM 7

% KA XKE TR EE AFI)F7 RAR 2K
BRAVES - 33.2 24.0 61.1 30.6 528 437 39.2
=l 40.8 31.9 240 225 180 265 277
BLILL T 26.0 44.1 149 469 292 298 331
&5t 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

N=6032 Khi2=583.5 ddI=10 p=0.001



Healthier In the past ?

Compared to 40 or 50 years ago, would you say that
our foods today are :

% Germany USA France UK ltaly  SwitzOd Global

Less healthy 60.1 51.0 56.0 45.0 70.7 57.9 56.2
As healthy 21.6 19.4 18.5 16.7 12.0 22.5 18.6
More healthy 18.3 29.6 25.5 38.3 17.3 19.6 25.3

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Khi2=220.3 ddlI=10 p=0.001
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A0~50FHIELERLT. BEDEBMEESFTEI oM ?

v 4y KB I50R EKE A44U7 RMR 2

BE T T- 60.1 51.0 56.0 45.0 70.7 57.9 56.2
GV 21.6 19.4 18.5 16.7 12.0 22.5 18.6
BEIZl-oT- 18.3 29.6 25.5 38.3 17.3 19.6 25.3
&5t 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Khi2=220.3 ddI=10 p=0.001



Framing of Worry & Outrage

 Different countries, different “framing”:

e US (UK, Northern Europe ?)

— Individual control
— Health and nutrition
e Europe
— Substantialist worries
— Percelived decline of taste and quality of foods
— Perceived decline of commensalism
— Environmental framing
— “politisation”: metaphor of general corruption
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