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Technical report
Methods
This research project combined a qualitative phase consisting of deliberative,
reconvened workshops and an online community, and a quantitative nationally
representative survey (England, Wales, Northern Ireland).

Qualitative phase
The qualitative phase consisted of four cohorts of 20 participants (80 people in total) who
each attended two deliberative workshops. Between these workshops, they were invited
to participate in an online community.
Workshop 1: January 11th – 16th 2021
A three-hour online session that focused on participant learning and started to explore
how the participants felt about the concept of genome edited foods (see appendix 3 for
discussion guide and slides). A pre-workshop paper questionnaire was conducted at the
beginning of the workshop to capture participants starting levels of awareness and
attitudes. There were also experts in attendance, who were able to answer participants
questions as they arose, and also conducted a Q&A session during the workshop. Case
studies were used to prompt participants to think about different factors affecting the
acceptability of both genome editing and GM.
Online community: January 21st – February 4th 2021
The online community offered participants a reflection period and a chance to put some
of their learning into practice. It aimed to test how well participants had understood and
remembered the differences between genome editing and GM using a quiz. It also aimed
to identify and correct any misunderstandings and provide answers to participants’
questions as they considered the issues further. A summary of the activities can be found
in appendix 4.
Workshop 2: February 6th – 11th 2021
This was another three-hour online session, that explored the key policy questions and
delved into consumer views of genome edited food, particularly their concerns and views
on potential public acceptability (see appendix 5 for discussion guide and slides). FSA
colleagues presented information about food regulation and the possible directions for
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regulation and labelling of genome edited foods in the UK. Discussing hypothetical
situations, such as future labelling scenarios, can often be difficult for participants to
engage with. For this reason, Ipsos MORI worked with Liminal Space to design a series
of food, drinks and menus with mocked-up genome edited labelling. Each participant
received a box containing a mix of these items, which they then looked at and discussed
in small discussion groups. This aimed to bring labelling scenarios to life and stimulate
discussion about participants priorities and concerns for labelling of genome edited
products.
Sampling and recruitment
The core qualitative sample was 80 participants, divided between four regional cohorts
(Midlands, Manchester/Leeds, Wales & Northern Ireland). A trusted recruitment partner
used a screening questionnaire to select participants in each region (see appendix 2).
Quotas were set for age, gender, ethnicity, socio-economic group (SEG), education level,
rural or urban residence, food label literacy, and household make-up. The full set of
quotas and the final sample achieved can be found in appendix 1.
Participants were incentivised with £75 per workshop and £50 for the online community.
The online community incentive was paid to participants who completed at least three
activities, including the two activities that were conditional for receiving the incentive.

Quantitative stage
The aim of the quantitative survey was to test the prevalence of the findings from the
qualitative phase, for example, awareness of genome editing in food.
The online survey was carried out among adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and
Northern Ireland. The survey sample was weighted by age, gender, region and working
status to ensure that it was broadly representative of those online aged 16-75 in England,
Wales and Northern Ireland. The fieldwork was carried out between 26th February and
2nd March 2021 and 2,066 responses were achieved. It is important to note that
significant associations, and not causal effects, are reported.
As genome editing is a scientific technique that the general population may not be
familiar with, respondents were shown the definitions (see page 5 of these appendices)
of genome editing, as well as of GM and conventional breeding, to help them answer the
questions. For the first set of questions respondents had not been given these definitions
to allow us to measure their initial level of knowledge and perceptions of genome editing.
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Questions asked before respondents had been given this information are marked
throughout the report with “No definition given” in the base text. The full questionnaire
can be found in appendix 6.

How to read this report
Interpreting quantitative and qualitative findings
This report draws together qualitative and quantitative findings, and so it is important to
bear in mind that these findings should be interpreted in different ways:

Qualitative (deliberative workshops, the online community, the pre and
post-workshop tracking questionnaire)
Qualitative research is illustrative, detailed, and exploratory. It offers insight into the
perceptions, feelings, and behaviours of people. Owing to the often small sample size
and purposive nature with which it is drawn, findings from this research are not generally
considered to be representative of a wider population. Evidence in this report is based on
participants’ perceptions. It is important to remember that even though some perceptions
may not be factually accurate, they represent “the truth” to the participants and, as such,
are vital in understanding their attitudes and views.
In summary, qualitative research:
•

Explores the range of attitudes and opinions of participants in detail.

•

Provides insight into the key reasons underlying participants’ views.

•

Often leads to findings that are not statistically representative.

•

Explores contradictory views and ambivalence.

Quantitative (survey)
Because the quantitative sample is representative of the England, Wales and Northern
Ireland population, findings from the quantitative survey can be considered as
representative of views of the wider population. The legislation surrounding the definition
of a GMO that may be changed following the Defra consultation would apply in England
only. However, as the FSA represents the three nations, consumer views in Wales and
Northern Ireland are also valuable in case there are future developments in genome
editing legislation there.
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Quantitative survey results are presented as percentages. Where figures do not add up
to 100%, this is the result of computer rounding or multiple responses. Where differences
between percentages are reported, these are significant unless otherwise stated in the
report.
Survey questions sometimes used a Likert scale. This is when the response options
provide a scale to gauge strength of feeling; for example, ‘very concerned’, ‘fairly
concerned’, ‘not very concerned’ and ‘not at all concerned’.
When this has been the case, the report will sometimes refer to combined figures for
each end of that scale. For example, those who answered ‘very concerned’ and those
who answered ‘fairly concerned’ may be referred to as “those who were ‘very’ or ‘fairly’
concerned”, and the findings grouped into one total percentage. It is important to note
that due to computer rounding these total percentages may vary by one percentage point
from the two individual group percentages added together. These percentages are still
accurate.

Definitions used for this study
We refer to ‘genome editing’ or ‘genome edited’ throughout this report. Outside of this
report, this is sometimes also referred to as ‘gene editing’ and sometimes abbreviated to
‘GE’. This should not be confused with ‘genetic engineering’ which is a term some people
use, often in the United States of America, to refer to the range of technologies that make
changes to DNA.
We refer to ‘GM’ and ‘GMO’ in this report, which are abbreviations for ‘genetic
modification’ or a ‘genetically modified organism’, respectively.
There is no one definition of genome editing used in the UK, either in legislation nor one
that has been agreed by the UK government, and the FSA recognises that genome
editing uses a spectrum of tools and can result in a range of modifications. The definition
used for this project covers a specific sub-set of genome editing outcomes and was
agreed between internal and external experts for the purpose of the consumer
workshops in order to align with the parallel Defra consultation definition. The definition of
genome editing used for this study therefore focuses specifically on genome editing in
plants and animals that could also be achieved using traditional breeding (referred to as
conventional breeding throughout this report).
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It is important to note that the definitions used may have framed research participants’
views during the research, especially where previous awareness was low and these
definitions were the only ones that participants had encountered. This is particularly true
where participants noted that genome editing usually produced changes that could have
happened through natural mutations or conventional breeding methods.

Definitions used
•

“Conventional Breeding” is a term that describes the range of techniques used for
many years to genetically improve animals and plants. In animals it includes
selective breeding and artificial insemination. In plant seeds, x-rays or chemicals
are sometimes used to increase both the range and number of random mutations
in the DNA.

•

“Genome Editing” is a scientific technique used to create small specific changes to
part of a living thing’s DNA to improve its existing characteristics. These changes
could also be achieved by Conventional Breeding.

•

“Genetic Modification” is a scientific technique used to artificially insert DNA from
one living thing into the DNA of another living thing, introducing a new or different
characteristic. These changes could not be achieved by Conventional Breeding.

Under the definitions described above, genome editing differs from genetic modification
(GM) in some key ways:
•

GM introduces foreign genetic material from different organisms, whereas genome
editing involves altering the original DNA of an organism, with no introduction of
foreign genetic material.

•

Genome edited foods are foods that contain, consist of, or are produced by
organisms (such as crop plants or farmed livestock) in which the genetic material
(DNA) has been altered in a way that could also have occurred naturally by
mating, natural recombination, or traditional breeding methods such as selective
breeding and chemical mutation.
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•

Changes introduced by genome editing are not easily traceable or detectable
(without any foreign DNA introduction) and cannot be technically distinguished
from those which have been bred by conventional farming practices.

Terminology used
Throughout this report we have referred to those who took part in the qualitative
workshops and the online community as ‘participants’ or ‘workshop participants’. Those
who completed the quantitative survey are referred to as ‘respondents’ or ‘survey
respondents’.

Recruitment screener
Introduction:
Hello, my name is [Recruiter]. I am currently arranging a research project and would like
to ask you some questions and, if you are eligible, invite you to participate.
I need to let you know some information before we go any further. I am working on behalf
of Criteria Fieldwork, a research agency. They have been commissioned by Ipsos MORI
to organise some research on their behalf. The research is about food purchasing.
The answers that you give to me to today will be shared with Criteria Fieldwork and Ipsos
MORI.
This exercise is purely a research project to help our clients develop their products and
services, so anything you say during the research exercise itself or during this interview
will remain confidential. You can access Criteria’s privacy notice on their website:
www.criteria.co.uk.
You have the right to withdraw your consent to process the information you provide or
object to our processing of your information. The research activity and this interview will
be conducted in accordance with the Market Research Society Code of Conduct, and the
information you provide will be treated in accordance with data protection law.
This interview is just to establish eligibility for the research project and will take around 510 minutes. The research project itself will comprise of X2 online workshops with some
online tasks to be completed in between. Each workshop will last 3-hours and the online
tasks will take a maximum of 2-hours to complete in total. Eligible participants will receive
£200.00 for completing all of the tasks (£75.00 per workshop plus £50.00 for the online
tasks).
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During this interview I will need to ask specific questions about your ethnic background.
This information will only be collected with your explicit consent and is being collected to
ensure that the research is representative.
Q1.

Are you happy to continue on this basis?

Single code only.
Yes

1

Continue

No

X

Thank and close

Q2. Do you or any members of your immediate family work in any of the
following areas, either in a paid or unpaid capacity? Single code only
Journalism/ the media

X

Thank and close

Public relations (PR)

X

Thank and close

Market Research

X

Thank and close

Central or local government

X

Thank and close

Public health

X

Thank and close

Chef, dietician or nutritionist

X

Thank and close

No, none of these
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Continue

Don’t know

8

Continue

Q3a. How long ago did you last attend a market research group discussion/depth
interview? Single code only
In the last 6 months

X

Thank and close

6 Months-3 years ago

2

Ask q3b

More than 3 years ago

3

Ask q3b

Never

4

Continue to q4

Q3B. What was each of those market research studies about?
8

If on a similar subject as this
one (i.e. about genetic
modification or genome
editing), close interview

Write in:

Q4.

How would you describe your gender? Single code only
1

At least x8 male

Female

2

At least x8 female

Other (write in):

3

Prefer not to say

4

Male

Q5a. How old were you on your last birthday? Write in code and exact age.
Exact age:
Under 18

X

Thank and close

18-30

2

Per workshop: at least x4

31-40

3

Per workshop: at least x4

41-50

4

Per workshop: at least x4

51-60

5

Per workshop: at least x4

61-64

6

Per workshop: at least x4

65+

7

Per workshop: at least x4

Q5b. How would you describe your ethnicity? Single code only
Workshops 1-2: at least x7 of minority ethnicities (code 2-13). Ensure a good mix of asian
(code 6-10) and black (code 11-13) ethnicities.
Workshop 3 (wales): ideally at least x4 of minority ethnicities (code 2-13)
Workshop 4 (northern ireland): ideally at least x2 of minority ethnicities (code 2-13)
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White British (English, Welsh, Scottish, Northern Irish, British)

1

White and Black Caribbean

2

White and Black African

3

White and Asian

4

Other Mixed / Multiple ethnic background. Please
specify:_______________

5

Indian

6

Pakistani

7

Bangladeshi

8

Chinese

9

Other Asian background. Please
specify:_____________________________

10

Black African

11

Black Caribbean

12

Other Black / African / Caribbean background. Please
specify:_______________

13

Non-British European. Please
specify:_____________________________

14

Other. Please specify:______________________
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Q6a. What is your current employment status? Single code only

10

In full-time employment

1

In part-time employment

2

Currently not in paid employment

3

In full-time education/studying

4

Look after the home / children

5

Carer

6

Retired

7

Q6b. And could you tell me what it is you do for a living?
Position/rank/grade
Industry/type of
company

Q6c. And could you tell me what the chief income earner does for a living (if not
yourself)?
Position/rank/grade

Per workshop: at least x6 c2de

Industry/type of
company

Per workshop: at least x6 c2de

Number in charge of

Per workshop: at least x6 c2de

Social Grade

Per workshop: at least x6 c2de

Q6d. What is the highest level of education you have achieved? Single code only
Per workshop:
At least x6 educated to below degree level (code 1-4)
At least x6 educated to undergraduate degree level or above (code 5-6)
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Not finished high school

1

GCSE/ O-Level or equivalent

2

A-Level or equivalent

3

Trade or specialist school

4

Undergraduate degree

5

Postgraduate degree

6

Other (write in):

7

Q7a. Where do you currently live?
Workshop 1: all based in midlands
Workshop 2: all based in manchester/leeds
Workshop 3: all based in wales
Workshop 4: all based in northern ireland
Write in:

Q7b. How would you describe the area you live in? Single code only
Workshops 1-2: majority to live in an urban/ suburban area. At least x10 urban and at
least x5 suburban
Workshops 3-4: majority to live in a rural area (code 3). At least x10 rural and at least x5
suburban.
Urban

1

Suburban

2

Rural

3

Q7c. Which of the following best describes the composition of your household?
Single code only
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Per workshop:
At least x4 single households (codes 1-2)
At least x4 couple households (code 3)
At least x4 family households (codes 4-6)
I live by myself

1

I live with flatmates/ friends

2

I live with my partner/ spouse (no children)

3

I live with my partner/ spouse with children

4

I live with my child/children

5

I live with my parents

6

Other (write in):

7

Q8a. How would you describe your responsibility for the grocery shopping in your
household? Single code only
I am solely/ mainly responsible

1

Continue

I am jointly responsible

2

Continue

Someone else is responsible

X

Thank and close

Q8b. When shopping for food, how much attention do you tend to pay to labelling
and lists of ingredients etc.? Single code only
Per workshop: ensure a good mix of codes 1-3
I pay a lot of attention

1

I pay some attention

2

I pay very little attention

3

Q9a. Which of the following devices, if any, do you own & use regularly?
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Smartphone

1

Continue

Laptop

2

Continue

Desktop PC

3

Continue

Tablet

4

Continue

None of the above

5

Refer to office

Recruiter note: if participant does not own a laptop, desktop pc or tablet, ipsos can
arrange delivery of a tablet to their home (along with a wifi dongle if they need it).
Please prioritise those who already own x1 of these devices where possible

Ask those who own a laptop/desktop pc only:
Q9b. Does your laptop/ desktop PC have a working microphone and camera (or
webcam and headset you can plug in)?
Yes

1

Continue

No

X

Close

ASK ALL:
Q9c. Are you confident accessing a link which will be emailed to you and taking
part in a video call using your laptop/ desktop/ tablet?
Yes

1

Continue

No

X

Close

Q10. We will audio or video record the interviews as part of the research. The
recordings will be used only for internal analysis purposes. Are you happy for the
audio / video recording to be used in such a way?
Yes

1

Continue

No

2

Refer to office
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Q11. It may be necessary for Ipsos MORI to contact you by email or telephone after
the research has taken place to follow up on ideas generated during the discussion.
You would only be contacted if strictly necessary and only in connection with this
research. Are you happy to agree to be re-contacted on this basis?
Yes

1

Continue

No

2

Refer to office
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Qualitative sample
Gender:
Gender
Male

Cohort 1
10

Cohort 2
9

Cohort 3
9

Cohort 4
10

Total
44

Quota
Min. 32

Female

11

11

11

11

49

Min. 32

Age

Cohort 1

Cohort 2

Cohort 3

Cohort 4

Total

Quota

18-34

7

4

8

8

33

Min. 16

35-54

7

8

4

7

28

Min. 16

55+

7

8

8

6

32

Min. 16

Ethnicity

Cohort 1

Cohort 2

Cohort 3

Cohort 4

Total

Quota

BAME

11

9

5

1

27

Min. 20

Age:

Ethnicity:

Living area:
Living area

Cohort 1

Cohort 2

Cohort 3

Cohort 4

Total

Quota

Urban

10

9

0

0

23

A good
mix

Suburban

11

10

7

8

39

A good
mix

Rural

0

1

14

13

31

A good
mix

SEG grade:
SEG
grade

Cohort 1

Cohort 2

Cohort 3

Cohort 4

Total

Quota

AB ,C1

12

10

10

11

50

Min. 24

16

C2, DE

9

10

10

43

10

Min. 24

Level of Education:
Level of
Education

Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 3 Cohort 4 Total

Undergraduate
degree or
higher

10

9

7

9

43

Min. 24

No degree

11

11

13

12

50

Min. 24

Quota

Household makeup:
Household
makeup

Cohort 1

Cohort 2

Cohort 3

Cohort 4

Total

Quota

Single
household

6

4

5

4

22

Min. 16

Couple
household

5

7

6

10

34

Min. 16

Family
household

10

9

9

7

37

Min. 16

Attention to labelling and food choices:
Attention to
labelling and Cohort 1
food choices

Cohort 2

Cohort 3

Cohort 4

Total

Quota

Pay a lot of
attention

7

7

7

7

30

A good
mix

Pay some
attention

9

11

7

8

42

A good
mix

Pay very little
attention

5

3

6

6

22

A good
mix
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Workshop 1 Materials
Discussion guide
Discussion guide for Workshop 1 (3hr evening event)
Objectives:
•
•
•
•

Explore the extent to which consumers are already aware of genome edited and genetically modified food and the
differences between these
Explore the differences between genome edited and genetically modified food when these are explained
Identify the boundaries of acceptability around genome edited and genetically modified food, and whether consumers find
one more acceptable and why
Identify initial areas of concern and the reasons for these concerns.

This is a guide to the discussion including the exercises we will use and the discussion’s broad flow. Questions are prompts rather
than specific questions to administer – each facilitator is likely to ask slightly different questions to follow and probe into the
comments of participants. Specialists will also join in the general discussion where asked by participants or facilitator to come in.
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Timing

Session

Question areas and materials

6pm

Arrival

Participants enter the ‘zoom room’ and any that have not already done so are asked to change their
screen name to first name and initial of their surname.

6.056.15pm

Plenary 1:

Welcome and introduction

Overall
introduction
to the project

Lead Moderator show slides 2-5
Slide 2: Study overview: study sponsors i.e. Food Standards Agency and overarching aim: your
views of and questions around genome edited food. Introduce project delivery team, client,
experts/ observer and note takers.
Slide 3: The ground rules. These lay out some of our expectations of you.
Slide 4: What else is going on – talk through the entire research process, including the fact that
we have x4 cohorts each doing two workshops, and everyone invited to participate in the online
community in-between. We will say more about that at the end of the workshop.
Slide 5: Housekeeping.

19

6.156.30pm

6.306.40pm

Breakout 1:
Intros,
baseline
knowledge
and attitudes
and
discussion

Plenary 2:
Introduction
to genome
edited food

Moderator to introduce self and one fact about themselves. Also introduce note taker and
indicate whether there is an expert/observer in the room. Remind participants that experts
are here to answer any Qs they might have.
Warm-up (5 mins) – Moderator to ask each person in the group to introduce themselves and
to say one fact about themselves.
Knowledge questionnaire (5 mins): Facilitator to ask participants to complete the paper
questionnaire in their packs. Once they have completed these, can they email them back to
Imogen.Drew@ipsos.com take a photo of them and send them back. Ask them to keep the
paper copy safe until the next workshop.
Moderator: “I have a few questions to ask before we go back into the plenary”
• When you hear the term genetically modified or GM food, what do you think of?
• How much have you heard about the differences between genetically modified/GM food and
genome edited food?
Lead moderator show slides 7-12
Slides 7-10: Talk through basic biological concepts (What is DNA, a cell and a gene and the
timeline), also talk through who is involved (slide 10).
Slide 11: An expert talks through the difference between genome editing and genetic modification,
referencing traditional breeding methods in this.
Slide 12: Video about genome editing and CRISPR.
Link to video.
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6.40pm- Breakout 2:
7.05pm
Plenary
reflection
(15mins)
Concerns and
Questions
(10mins)

Plenary reflection (15 mins)
Welcome back to the breakout room! There was quite a lot of information shared in that last
presentation, so to begin with, we will discuss what we have just heard.
How much of that information felt familiar to you?
• What had you heard about before?
• Where had you heard about that? (School, news, friends, reading?)
Was there anything that particularly surprised anyone?
• Why was that surprising?
• Did anybody hear something that contradicted what they had assumed, or thought they
already knew?
What was the most interesting thing that you heard?
• Why was that interesting to you?
• What else do you want to know about that?
Who was confused by any of that information?
• What is confusing?
• Anybody else confused by this? If needed, see if an expert can help.
Concerns and Questions: (10 mins)
Moderator show slide 14 and type concerns and questions into the relevant columns as they come
up
Thinking back to all of the information shared in the presentation and video, what are the
main things that concern you?
• Why does that concern you? What do you think might happen? Who may be affected?
• Does anybody feel differently?
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7.05pm- Break
7.20pm
(15 mins)
7.20pm- Plenary
7.50pm
Big questions
(15mins)

Case Studies
(15 mins)

Thinking back to all of the information shared in the presentation and video, what are you
curious to know more about?
• What makes you curious about this/want to know more?
• Does anybody feel differently?
Moderators send the concerns and questions slide to lead moderator BEFORE TAKING
THEIR OWN BREAK. Lead moderator consult with experts around which questions they will
answer in the Big Questions Q&A after the break.
Big questions Q&A: (18 mins)
Lead Moderator: The experts (recap names/experience), have had a chance to look over some
of the key concerns and big questions that you all raised in your groups before the break. We
may not be able to cover all questions that have been raised, but we have kept a record of
them, and they may be answered at a later date on the online community or in the next
workshop.
Moderator reads each question and agreed expert responds.
Case studies (12 mins total – 2 mins per slide)
Lead Moderator: Now we are going to talk you through some examples of genome editing in
practice as well as examples of genetic modification in practice. Feel free to note down any
thoughts you have, as we will discuss these in the breakout rooms afterwards.
Lead moderator presents slides 17-22
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7.50pm- Breakout 3
8.45pm
Case study
clarifications
(5mins)

Case study clarifications (5mins)

Case Study A:
• Background: Artificial
You will find in your pack that you have all of the case
insemination is a common
studies presented on some cards. Please take them out and
breeding method in dairy farms.
have a look over them.
Sperm is collected from male
cows and manually introduced
In a moment you are going to do a short individual activity
to females by the farmer.
about your own opinions on these case studies, so for the
Acceptability time being please hold your opinions about them to yourself. Collected semen is sometimes
stored and transported/shipped
(30mins)
However, we will spend a few minutes now making sure you
to other farms.
all feel that you understand the case studies.
• Are any of these case studies unclear or confusing?
• Q: Any thoughts on issues
• If they ask if it’s genome editing or genetic modification,
Differentiating
around animal welfare and
inform
them
that
we’ll
come
to
that
later.
between
selective breeding? For
GE/GM
example, extremely high
Acceptability
ranking
(25
mins)
(20mins)
production of milk leading to
painful conditions, according to
I’d like you to take 5 minutes to place them in a line in order
some reports (Click here to see
from the MOST acceptable to the LEAST acceptable in your
a report). For example,
own opinion. This may be on the basis of the type of change
producing so much milk can
that was made, the reason why it was made, the type of
use up nutrition they need
benefits that it aimed to achieve or something completely
themselves, leading to hunger,
different!
exhaustion and metabolism
issues, they may lose strength,
Wait 5 mins and try to pause any discussion about their thought
are susceptible to infections
process until after they have done this, so that they don’t
and mastitis which is a very
influence each other too much. (If they want to change their mind
painful inflammation of the
during the discussion or place two cards in the same place that is
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fine, but also a good probing opportunity! Ask them why they
made the original decision and then why they changed their
mind.)
Great, now can each person tell me which card they placed
at the LEAST acceptable end of your scale?
• Ask in each participant in turn
• Why did you put it there? What makes it the least
acceptable to you?
• Did anybody put this case study in the MORE acceptable
end of their scale? Why?
What other cards were not very acceptable?
• Can just ask the group rather than each participant
• How far down the scale did you place it and why?
• Anybody feel differently? Why?
• Is there anything else you’d want to know about this case
study in order to assess its acceptability to you?
Now, can each person tell me which card they put at the
MOST acceptable end of their scale?
• Ask in each participant in turn
• Why did you put it there? What makes it the most
acceptable to you?
• Did anybody put this case study in the least acceptable
end of their scale? Why?
What other cards were more acceptable than others?
• Can just ask the group
• How far up the scale did you place it and why?
24

udders. Similar issues with
farmed chickens, bred too large
to stand up, and pugs who are
prone to breathing problems.
Case Study B:
• PRRSV financial impact: In
2013 the total cost of the
disease in Europe was
1.5billion Euros.
• PRRSV animal welfare
impact: Impacts pigs
differently depending on age.
In older pigs it can cause
fever, vomiting, stillbirths and
resulting distress for the pigs.
In young pigs it can cause
fever, pneumonia & increased
mortality.
• Q: What do you think about
the significance of these
impacts vs the idea of
interfering with ‘natural’ pig
DNA?
Case Study C:

•
•

Anybody feel differently? Why?
Is there anything else you’d want to know about this case
study in order to assess its acceptability to you?

•

Differentiating between genome editing and genetic
modification (20 mins)
Thinking back to the presentation earlier, can you tell me if
you think any of these case studies are genome editing, and
if any are genetic modification? I’ll go through them in turn
now:
• Ask for each case study letter
• Does this case study involve either genome editing or
genetic modification, or neither?
• Why do you say that?
• Does everyone agree?
Show slide 11 (summary of the difference between genome
editing and modification)

•

•

•

Background: The producer
Del Monte have large
laboratories for research and
development, with specific
farms and testing sites. This
is how they have developed
this new pineapple.
Enzymes are proteins that
cause necessary chemical
reactions within the cells of
organisms.
Q: What do you think about
the relationship between
‘designer food’ and food
waste of wonky fruit and
veg?
Q: Such foods are likely to
be more expensive than the
alternatives (traditional
pineapples), hence may
only be accessible to those
who can afford them.
Thoughts?

Great, so the case studies that are genetic modification are:
C, and D. This is because genes from another organism were
added by scientists to their own DNA, as you can see in the
description of the process on the card.
• Discuss any particular case studies where participants got
it wrong.
Case Study D:
• Is it clear now why this is genetic modification, and not
• Background: The fish are
genome editing? If not – what is unclear?
raised in land based farms
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The case studies that are genome edited are B, E and F. This
is because their existing DNA has been changed in some
way, but no new genes taken from another organism have
been introduced. In fact, while the change was made by
humans, this could have happened over time through natural
mutations or breeding.
•
• Discuss any particular case studies where participants got
it wrong.
• Is it clear now why this is genome editing, and not genetic
modification? If not – what is unclear?
Case study A was neither. Whilst the genes of two different
organisms have been intentionally combined in order to
•
create a breed of cow with specific traits, this has been done
over time by having these animals reproduce together.
Now that you understand the difference between genome
editing and genetic modification, do you find one more
acceptable than the other and why? (5 mins)

•
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rather than sea-cages. The
land based farms are tightly
controlled so no need for
antibiotics, require less feed,
and physically distanced from
wild fish populations.
Benefits: Cheaper access to
health benefits of salmon. If
consumer demand is there
salmon can be produced
faster and reduce pressure to
overfish.
Impact on ecosystem:
Although unlikely, if these fish
got into the wild they could
have a significant impact on
ecosystem (increased
competition). They are sterile
(cannot breed), so cannot
pass their modified DNA on.
Hormones: There is some
consumer concern about
consuming fish with increased
growth hormones, (for
example, possible link to

cancer) although this has
been deemed safe by the
United States Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) and
these concerns are not shown
in evidence.
•

•

Q: Would you feel any
differently about eating this
salmon compared to the
current salmon available in
the supermarket? What if it
was much cheaper than
current salmon?
Q: Any views on the
potential positive impact on
overfishing?

Case Study E:
• Background: 1 in 100 people
have coeliac disease and has
a big impact on quality of life.
There is no cure, only
managed by following a
gluten free diet for life – which
can be very challenging.
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•

•

Baking differences: Due to
the complexity of the wheat
genome, wheat that is gluten
free does not result in the
same baking quality. So
precise methods where
needed to keep the gluten but
remove the part of gluten that
triggers the autoimmune
reaction.
Q: What do you think about
the significance of these
impacts vs the idea of
interfering with ‘natural’
wheat DNA?

Case Study F :
• Background: Estimated 30%
of all cocoa produced in West
Africa is destroyed by
disease. Climate change is
exacerbating disease
problems, so this is expected
to keep increasing – big
impact on farmers.
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8.45pm- Plenary
9pm
Wrap up

Lead moderator thanks participants.
Breakout room moderators each reflect back the key
discussion points from their group (2 mins max per group):
• How accurate were we when distinguishing genome
editing from genetic modification?
• Were there any particularly confusing things, or common
misunderstandings?
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•

Scientists predict that cocoa
could go extinct across the
world in less than 40 years

•

Q: What do you think about
the possibility of chocolate,
coffee and bananas
becoming much
harder/expensive to by due
to the impact of climate
change/ disease?

•

Q: If this is successful,
what do you think about the
idea that most or all
chocolate available to you
is made with this altered
cocoa?

•
•
•

Which case studies were most and least acceptable?
Why?
And was genome editing or genetic modification seen as
any more acceptable than the other? Why?
Lead moderator introduces the online community and
informs them that they will be send log in details and
instructions via email (5 mins)
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Online community
Quiz questions
1. Which genetic technology, if any, is the following text describing?
Genes from one organism have been added to the DNA of another organism to
achieve a new trait
a. Genome editing
b. Genetic modification
c. Selective breeding
d. None of these
e. Don’t know
2. Which genetic technology, if any, is the following text describing?
Scientists have changed a specific part of an organism’s own genetic code to make an
existing trait stronger, but they have not added any new genes to the DNA.
a. Genome editing
b. Genetic modification
c. Selective breeding
d. None of these
e. Don’t know
3. Which genetic technology, if any, is the following text describing?
Scientists have removed a part of the organism’s genetic code, so that an existing trait
of the organism no longer works.
a. Genome editing
b. Genetic modification
c. Selective breeding
d. None of these
e. Don’t know
4. Which genetic technology, if any, is the following text describing?
Farmers have bred two similar plants for their specific genetic characteristics, to create
a new type of plant.
a. Genome editing
b. Genetic modification
c. Selective breeding

d. None of these
e. Don’t know
5. Is the following statement true, or false?
Some genome editing can achieve changes that could have happened through natural
mutation or breeding over a longer time.
a. True
b. False
c. Don’t know
6. Is the following statement true, or false?
There are currently genome edited foods available in the UK.
a. True
b. False
c. Don’t know
7. Is the following statement true, or false?
There are currently genetically modified foods available in the UK.
a. True
b. False
c. Don’t know
8. To what extent are you concerned or unconcerned about genome edited food?
a. Not at all concerned
b. Not very concerned
c. Fairly concerned
d. Very concerned
e. Don’t know
9. To what extent are you concerned or unconcerned about genetically modified food?
a. Not at all concerned
b. Not very concerned
c. Fairly concerned
d. Very concerned
e. Don’t know

37

News articles
Please have a look at this news article.
Please click ‘Add Markerboard Reply’ below, and then click on the picture of a pin. Then
you can then place green and red pins on the article by dragging the pin icon to the part
of the article you wish to comment on.
Please use the green pins to highlight parts of the article that you agree with the
most in the article. Please add a comment to each pin to explain why.
•
Please use red pins to mark parts of the article that you disagree with. Please
add a comment to each pin to explain why.
Click the article below to zoom in and place the pins.
•

Link: Gene editing of crops and livestock may soon be permitted in England
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Link: Are you ready for Frankenstein food? Government consults public on future of gene
editing to improve crops and livestock

Link: Consultation launched over gene edited food in England

What’s in your cupboard
This is a summary of the key questions within the activity that have been referred to in
the body of the report.
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How much attention do you pay to the labelling?
a)
b)
c)

I pay a lot of attention
I pay some attention
I pay very little attention

What in particular do you pay attention to when you look at a product label?
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)
h)
i)
j)
k)
l)
m)
n)
o)

Allergy information
Country of origin
Nice label design
Use by date
Convenience (for example, short cooking time)
Ingredients
Nutrition info (for example, calories, fibre, protein)
Vegan/vegetarian info
Animal welfare assurances (for example, free range)
Environmental impact assurances (for example, sustainably grown)
Organic info
Information for restricted diets (i.e. Kosher, Halal)
Price
A familiar or trusted brand
Other (please specify)

Now please go and have a look in your food cupboard or your fridge, for
something that you brought home in the last couple of weeks.
Please take a photo of the label and click ‘add image’ below to upload it here.
•
•
•

Is there anything on the label that you hadn’t noticed before?
Is there anything that you think is be missing, that you would like to be included on
this label?
Is there any information on this label that you don’t fully understand?

Finding genome editing information online
This is a summary of the key questions within the activity that have been referred to in
the body of the report.
Before we start, how interested are you in finding out new information about
genome editing?
a)
b)
c)
d)

Very interested
Fairly interested
Not very interested
Not at all interested

Please select the specific things that you find interesting about the subject of
genome editing (select all that apply):
a)
b)
c)

The science of how genome editing works
UK genome edited food regulation, and how that may change
Political debates about genome editing
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d)
e)
f)
g)
h)
i)
UK
j)

Genome edited food regulation in other countries
Potential benefits and risks for consumers
Potential benefits and risks for the UK economy
Potential benefits and risks for crops and livestock
Potential benefits and risks to the environment
When and where genome edited foods may become available to consumers in the
Something else (please specify)

How confident do you feel in finding accurate and unbiased information about
genome editing and food online?
Accurate = all of the facts included are correct and truthful.
Unbiased = the information is written from a neutral point of view and is not trying to
convince you of either a negative or positive opinion on the topic.
a)
b)
c)
d)

Very confident
Fairly confident
Not very confident
Not at all confident

OK, now please take 5-10 minutes to search for some information that you find
interesting or useful about genome edited food. When you find an article that you
find interesting or useful, you can paste the web page’s URL in the text box below.
•
•
•
•

What words did you search for when looking for this information?
How easy or difficult was it to find this information?
Thinking about the reliability of this information, how much do you trust that it is
not biased?
Do you feel that this article includes all of the important points about the topic?
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Workshop 2 Materials
Discussion guide
Discussion guide for Workshop 2 (3 hour event)
Objectives:
• Explore what consumer concerns are regarding genome edited food, now that they understand what it is, and why they hold
these concerns
• Explore consumers reactions to a policy change that would separate genome edited food from GM food (i.e. the de-regulation of
genome edited food which would mean it would not have to be labelled so)
• Explore how willing consumers would be to purchase and consume genome edited food if this were the case
• Explore consumer expectations regarding the regulation of genome edited food, as well as which policy approaches would be
most likely to improve consumer acceptability of genome edited food and under which circumstances might consumers trust that
it is safe.
This is a guide to the discussion including the exercises we will use and the discussion’s broad flow. Questions are prompts rather than
specific questions to administer – each facilitator is likely to ask slightly different questions to follow and probe into the comments of
participants. Specialists will also join in the general discussion where asked by participants or facilitator to come in.
NB: Participants will be put into different groups to those they were in for workshop 1 for the break-out room discussions.
Timing

Session

Question areas and materials

6pm

Arrival

Participants enter the ‘zoom room’ and any that have not already done so are asked to
change their screen name to first name and initial of their surname.

(5 mins)
As participants
arrive in the
waiting room, they
will be allocated
into break-out
rooms
6.056.10pm

Plenary 1:

Welcome and Introduction

Quick introduction
and reminder of
what we have
done so far.

Lead Moderator show slides

(5 mins)

“You should all have the box of workshop materials with you. This contains some
exciting products which you’ll discuss later on. However, it’s really important that you
do not eat or drink anything in there yet. Please listen to your moderator, who will
discuss some important information about these products with you before you eat or
drink them”
Slide 2: Reminder of why we are here (FSA’s big question) and who is in the workshop
Slide 3: The ground rules. These lay out some of our expectations of you.
Slide 4: Housekeeping.
Slide 5: A reminder of what we learnt about in workshop 1 (the difference between genome
editing and GM and conventional breeding methods), as well as reviewing some case studies
looking at different methods in different situations.

6.106.25pm

Breakout 1:
Reflections on

Moderator to introduce themselves and do a quick round of introductions (as we will
have new groups)
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workshop 1 and
the online
community

•
•

•
(15 mins)
•
Check that you
have 5 participants
and continue to
monitor this
throughout.
6.256.45pm

Breakout 2: Key
concerns
regarding genome
editing

(20 mins)

What was the most interesting thing you learnt in the first workshop and why?
How did you find the online community activities?
• Did any of them make you feel differently about genome editing? (If so which
one(s) and why?)
Has anything (else) since the first workshop made you feel differently about
genome edited food?
• If yes, what and why?
Have you spoken to people you know about genome editing since the first
workshop?
• What did you/they say about it?

Moderator: “We’re going to move on now and discuss how you feel about genome
edited food.”
•

To what extent do you agree or disagree that genome editing is comparable to
conventional breeding? Why/Why not?
If needed as challenge:
Arguments for:
1) Small or single points edits, or changes, introduced by genome editing can be
identical to those occurring naturally or achieved through conventional breeding but
can be made more quickly and precisely.
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2) Changes made by GE can only be identified by computer analysis if the person looking
for this change had been told that the change had been made by GE. Otherwise it is not
easily distinguishable from conventional methods.
Arguments against:
3) However, just because these changes COULD have happened naturally, it does not
mean they would have, and some people argue that it is not natural and is unnecessary
human intervention.
4) Crops developed using precise techniques like genome editing may have less natural
variation, due to the way they are produced, compared to some conventional breeding
methods.
•

What concerns, if any, do you have about genome edited food now that you know
more?
• What reassurances would you need to make you less concerned?
• Social impact prompts: If genome edited products became common place and
therefore cheaper than non -genome-edited alternatives – it may mean that it costs
more to avoid genome edited products. At the same time, genome editing could be
used to create a luxury or very beneficial food that is expensive and therefore only
affordable to those with higher incomes. What do you think about this potential
impact on inequality?
• Political impact prompts: Do you have any concern about political influences on
the regulation or public acceptance of genome edited foods in the UK?
• Economic impact prompts: There are also potential economic impacts of genome
editing, for example who will make more or less profits due to changes in food
production in the UK?
• Environmental impact prompts: If some genome -edited crops become more
profitable it might lead to more monocultures (growing one type of crop at a time in
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•

•

•
•
•

6.456.55pm

Plenary 2: An
introduction to
food regulation
and labelling

a specific field, which can be associated with destroying soil nutrients which also
means that farmers have to use harmful chemicals to protect the crops from further
damage). However, crops may also be edited to be less reliant on harmful
chemicals… - How do you feel about this?
Safety impact prompts: Because this technology is still fairly new, some people
argue that there unknown risks and also could be unintended consequences - How
do you feel about this?
If participants mention risks associated with using the technology : Have you
thought about how similar risks apply to conventional breeding techniques?
(Moderator to refer to lists above).

Concerning animals, what assurances would you need to make you less
concerned?
Concerning plants, what assurances would you need to make you less concerned?
Modertaor to establish whether concerns are more about animal welfare than they are
about genome editing per se.

Presentation from Sabrina Roberts (FSA) on regulation and labelling of GM food
Slide 7: Genetically modified food regulation and labelling
Slide 8: Genome edited food regulation and labelling

(10 mins)
BREAK

6.55-7.05pm
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7.057.30pm

Break-out 3:
Reflections on
regulation and
labelling of
genome edited
food

Moderators: “Welcome back, we’re going to reflect on the information in the
presentation we had just before the break”.
•
•

(25 mins)

First of all, does anyone have any questions about any of the information in that
presentation?
How concerned or unconcerned would you be about the more relaxed regulation of
genome edited food, compared to genetically modified foods?

Break-out 4:

If genome edited food is regulated in a different way (to genetically modified food),
this could mean that it is not labelled as genome edited or containing genome
edited ingredients. How do you feel about this?
• How concerned or unconcerned would you be if genome edited food was not
labelled?
Labelling warm up (5 mins only)

Labelling

Moderator: “Now we are going to discuss food labelling.”

•

7.307.55pm

MODERATOR: quickly reflect on ‘What’s in your cupboard’ findings:
(25 mins)

•

Some of you may have taken part in the activity online called ‘What’s in your cupboard’. In
that activity many people said they noticed something on the label of a product from their
cupboard that they hadn’t before – for some the country of origin wasn’t what they had
assumed, or some surprising ingredients such as sweet potato in a yogurt. There were
also some things on the labels that people said they didn’t really understand, such as
terms like ‘homogenised’ E numbers, or vague stickers such as ‘FAD free’ or ‘British Lion
quality’.
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•

How much attention do you think you generally pay to the labelling of food and
drink products that you buy?
• How likely are you to spot that a product is labelled as genetically modified?

Show slide 12: GM products on sale in the UK.
How many of the items on the screen have each of you eaten? All of them are available
in the UK.
•
•
•

Did you know that all of these contain genetically modified ingredients?
Did you notice this information on the label?
Is anyone surprised by this? Why/why not?

Box opening! (20 mins)
In a minute we are going to have a look at what everyone received in their box!
Before we do, I have some important points to clarify:
•

Do not eat or drink these just yet.
First we will discuss them and the labelling. After that, I will need to confirm some
important information about the ingredients with you.

•

The items in the box include different approaches to labelling, which we have created
for this workshop. It’s very important that we are transparent here: not all the labelling
options we will look at today are examples of what might happen in the UK. However,
we want to reflect on what matters most to you, and therefore have included a range
of labelling types.
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•

Labelling of food is split across various government departments. The FSA look at food
safety labelling. Defra look at Food standards- labelling, composition, warnings and
organic food. DHSC look at nutrition, health claims and supplement labelling. Any
labelling proposals would involve cross government working

Moderator to refer to their own list of products (to generate from the product matrix). Take a
minute to check you are clear on what you are doing next.
Show slide 13: Please take 3 minutes to look at the products and menus in your box
alone, but do not eat or drink them yet.
•

Have a think about what the packaging and labelling tells you about this product, and
how useful, user friendly and important it is. What would you think if you were looking
at this and considering buying/ordering it?

If participants ask whether these products contain genome edited ingredients: “For the
purpose of this exercise, let’s assume that all of the food and drink products and
menus contain some ingredients that are genome edited.”
WAIT 3 MINS.
OK now I’ll go through each product and see who received it and what they thought.
For the purpose of this exercise, let’s assume that all the food and drink products and
menus contain some ingredients that are genome edited.
Prompt for each UNIQUE item: (1 min per item as only one person received it)
• Who received this?
• What was your first impression?
• What did the labelling tell you?

49

•
•

How appropriate is this labelling for a genome edited product?
Would you buy this?

Prompt for the other 6 items: (2 mins each – as lots of people received them)
• Who received this?
• What was your first impression?
• What did the labelling tell you?
• How appropriate is this labelling for a genome edited product?
• Would you buy this?
“We are going for a break now, but please do not eat or drink your items yet. When we
come back there is still some important stuff to discuss about the ingredients of these
items before you do.”
Break:
7.558.05pm
8.058.30pm

Break-out 5:

Broader labelling discussion (15 mins)

Labelling cont.…

Moderator: “Now I want you to think about the products in your own box as well as the
ones other people have just shown the group”.

25 mins

Ask each of these to the room, rather than from each particpant in turn.
Are any of these labels worrying or unacceptable to you?
•
•

What are you worried about / what don’t you like?
How worried are you? PROBE FOR STRENGHTH OF FEELING.
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•

•

Can you think of types of people who might be worried about any of these labels?
(PROMPT: people who have allergies; people who prioritise consumer choice over
anything else).
What would you change on this label?

Which labelling did you think was most acceptable?
•
•
•

What is it that you like about this label?
Does everyone else agree, or not?
Would this be equally as practical/appropriate for different types of food
product/customer?

Willingness to eat the products (10 mins) (ensure time for this)
Moderator: “OK, hands up if you fancy trying the food/drink that you have received in
your box – you can do so in a minute, but please don’t eat it just yet, just show your
hand”.
•
•

Which item are you most interested in trying?
What’s appealing about it?

Is anybody not planning to eat theirs?
•
•

Why not? What is off-putting?
IF because it contains genome edited ingredients: What are your concerns?

Moderator: “OK, the consumable items that you have received do not actually contain
genome edited ingredients. The envelop in your box has the actual ingredients listed,
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so it’s important that you read that before eating the products in your box - especially
if you have any allergies or dietary requirements.”
•
•

Can each of you show me that envelope so that I know you have found it?
Please do now all confirm that you understand that the accurate ingredients for the
products you have received are in that envelope: ENSURE EACH HAS CONFIRMED
THAT THIS IS CLEAR.

Moderator: “Great, you may now dig in if you do indeed wish to!”
In a moment we will be going back to the main room where you won’t need to talk for
10 minutes in case you want to snack then!
Plenary: Reflections on regulation and labelling
•

8.308.40pm

Plenary 3: Breakout room feedback

(10 mins)

Each moderator to spend 2 minutes summarising what their group felt in relation to the
following:
•

How concerned people would be if genome edited food was regulated in a
different way to genetically modified food, or wasn’t labelled as so

•

How willing people would be to buy and eat genome edited food under these
circumstances

•

What mattered most to people throughout the labelling activity

Lead moderator: “We are about to go into the final breakout session of the workshop.
We’ll end on time, but before we send you off to breakout rooms, we want to say a
huge thank you for your time and tremendous contributions!”

52

8.409.00pm

Break-out 5:
Trustworthy
regulation and
labelling

Moderator: “Our final discussion now, following everything that we have talked about
in this session, is about the regulation and labelling of genome edited food going
forward” (15 mins)
•

What might encourage you/other people to buy and consume genome edited
food in the future?

•

And what would need to be in place for you/other people to trust that genome
edited food and drink is safe to consume?
o What are your expectations around the regulation of these products?
o What are your expectations around the labelling of these products?

Given it has responsibility for protecting public health and ensuring that food is
safe, what are the key messages that you would want the FSA to feed back on
your behalf?
Moderator: Participants to complete their knowledge quizzes for final time and to
capture this and send it back to us, as before.
•
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Safety precautions for boxes
This is a summary note of the steps in place to minimise the risk of participants
eating or drinking a product without being aware of the key allergy information.
Measures taken before sending the items:
•

All participants have been contacted by the recruiter to ask them to let us
know of any allergies, and also to let us know if they would not be comfortable
receiving alcoholic items.

•

In this email they are warned ahead of time that when they receive this
package, they should not consume anything in it before the workshop.

•

Responses to this are being logged and will be prioritised when allocating
items to specific participants. If a participant flags that they have a severe
allergy, we will call them to find out whether it would be safer to not send them
any food/drink products.

•

All moderators will have been briefed effectively and provided with a copy of
this document.

Measures taken in the package itself:
•

The top of the box will feature a sticker that says ‘please do not consume
anything in this box until the workshop’.

•

When they open the box, the first item they see placed on top of everything
else will be a sheet of paper making clear that they should not consume
anything in the box until the workshop, as there is important information that
their moderator will share with them about the products during the workshop.

•

The actual ingredients lists will be included in an envelope in the box ready for
them to refer to at the appropriate time.

Measures taken during the workshop:
•

Lead moderators, and breakout room moderators will be clearly briefed to
follow the specific wording in relevant stages of the discussion guide.
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•

Lead moderators will acknowledge the parcel at the very beginning of the
workshop, and verbally remind participants that they should not consume
anything in the box yet, that they should listen to their moderator who will give
them important information about these products before they do.

•

In breakout rooms, moderators will repeat the reminder to not consume the
items at the key points as detailed in the discussion guide (for example, take a
look in the box now, but do not eat or drink anything in there yet).

•

Once the activity has taken place, the breakout room moderators will request
verbal confirmation from all 5 participants that they understand that the full
ingredients list is in the envelope in the box, and that they should check that
before consuming the products especially if they have any allergies.

•

This verbal communication will be captured by notetakers, as a record that
participants had heard and acknowledged this information.
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Pre and post-workshop survey
Survey: Answer sheet
At the end of the workshop we will ask everyone to answer some questions. The
moderator will show the questions on screen and read them out. Please use this
answer sheet to record your answers.
Why are we asking these questions?
We want to understand your awareness and views of different food production
processes having taken part in the research project.
It will take only a few minutes to complete, and your moderator will guide you
through it.
FULL NAME:

Q1. Have you heard of genome edited food before now?
No

Yes, but I don’t know what it
means

Yes, and I know
what it means*

*If you are aware of what genome editing means, please complete the below
sentence:
“Genome editing means…..”
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Q2. How much, if anything, do you know about genome edited food?
A great
deal

A fair
amount

Not very
much

Nothing

Don’t know

Q3. How concerned or unconcerned are you about genome edited food?
Not at all
concern
ed

Not very
concern
ed

Fairly
concern
ed

Very
concern
ed

Don’t know

Q4. To what extent (if at all) would you be concerned if genome edited food
was not labelled as being genome edited? [Asked in workshop 2 only]
Not at all
concern
ed

Not very
concern
ed

Fairly
concern
ed

Very
concern
ed

Don’t know

Q5. To what extent do you think genome edited food is safe to eat? [Asked in
workshop 2 only]
I’m sure it
is safe

I think it’s
probably
safe

I’m not sure
that it’s
safe

I’m sure it’s
unsafe

Don’t know

Q6. How willing would you be to eat genome edited food compared to
conventionally bred food?
Not at all
willing

Not very
willing

Fairly
willing
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Very willing

Don’t know

Q7. How willing would you be to eat genome edited food if it was labelled as
genome edited? [Asked in workshop 2 only]
Not at all
willing

Not very
willing

Fairly
willing

Very willing

Don’t know

Q8. How much, if anything, do you know about genetically modified food?
A great
deal

A fair
amount

Not very
much

Nothing

Don’t know

Q9. How willing would you be to eat genome edited food compared to
genetically modified food?
Not at all
willing

Not very
willing

Fairly
willing

Very willing

Don’t know

Please indicate whether you think that the following statements are true or
false:
Q10. There are approved genetically modified foods on sale in UK food shops
Q11. There are approved genome edited foods on sale in UK food shops
Q12. Traditional breeding does not intentionally interfere with the genes of
crops or animals
Question True
number

False

Q10.
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Don’t know

Q11.
Q12.

Please email a photo of both sides of this survey to Imogen.Drew@Ipsos.com, but
keep this paper copy safe!
If you have trouble emailing it now, just let your moderator know or get in touch with
Imogen after the workshop and she will help find an easy solution.
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Quantitative questionnaire
Q. KNGE1
Ask all: Single Code
Before today, how well informed did you feel, if at all, about the scientific technique
called “Genome Editing” (also known as “Gene Editing”)?
1. Very well informed
2. Fairly well informed
3. Not very well informed
4. Not at all well informed
5. Have never heard of it
6. Don’t know

Q: KNGE2
Ask all: Single Code
Before today, how much, if anything, did you know about Genome Edited food
products?
1. A great deal
2. A fair amount
3. Just a little
4. Heard of it but know nothing about it
5. Never heard of it
6. Don’t know
Q: KNGM1
Ask all: Single Code
Before today, how well informed did you feel, if at all, about the scientific technique
called “Genetic Modification” (also known as “GM” or “Genetic Engineering”)?
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1. Very well informed
2. Fairly well informed
3. Not very well informed
4. Not at all well informed
5. Have never heard of it
6. Don’t know

Q: KNGM2
Ask all: Single Code
Before today, how much, if anything, did you know about Genetically Modified food
products?
1. A great deal
2. A fair amount
3. Just a little
4. Heard of it but know nothing about it
5. Never heard of it
6. Don’t know

Q: GESALE
Ask all: Single Code. Forward/Reverse scale.
Do you think that Genome Edited food products should, or should not, be available
for sale in the UK in the future?
1. Yes – Definitely should be available for sale in the UK in the future
2. Yes – Probably should be available for sale in the UK in the future
3. No - Probably should not be available for sale in the UK in the future
4. No – Definitely should not be available for sale in the UK in the future
5. Don’t know
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Q: KNGEM1
Ask all who answered the previous question ‘how well informed did you feel, if at all,
about the scientific technique called “Genome Editing”’ as either very, fairly, or not
very informed.
Rotate codes 1 and 2, fix codes 3,4,5. Single Code.
Please tell us whether you think the following statement describes “Genome Editing”
or “Genetic Modification”, both “Genome Editing” and “Genetic Modification”, or
neither. If you are unsure you can indicate this by selecting don’t know.
Statement: A scientific technique used to create small specific changes to part of a
living thing’s DNA to improve its existing characteristics.
This describes…
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Genome Editing
Genetic Modification
Both Genome Editing and Genetic Modification
Neither Genome Editing nor Genetic Modification
Don’t know

Q: KNGEM2
Ask all who answered the previous question ‘how well informed did you feel, if at all,
about the scientific technique called “Genome Editing”’ as either very, fairly or not
very informed. Rotate codes 1 and 2, fix codes 3,4,5. Single code.
Please tell us whether you think the following statement describes “Genome Editing”
or “Genetic Modification”, both “Genome Editing” and “Genetic Modification”, or
neither. If you are unsure you can indicate this by selecting don’t know.
STATEMENT: A scientific technique used to artificially insert DNA from one living
thing into the DNA of another living thing, introducing a new or different
characteristic.
This describes…
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Genome Editing
Genetic Modification
Both Genome Editing and Genetic Modification
Neither Genome Editing nor Genetic Modification
Don’t know
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Show all.
For the purposes of this research we would like you to use the following definitions of
“Conventional Breeding”, “Genetic Modification” and “Genome Editing”.
“Conventional Breeding” is a term that describes the range of techniques used for
many years to genetically improve animals and plants. In animals it includes
selective breeding and artificial insemination. In plant seeds, x-rays or chemicals are
sometimes used to increase both the range and number of random mutations in the
DNA.
“Genome Editing” is a scientific technique used to create small specific changes to
part of a living thing’s DNA to improve its existing characteristics. These changes
could also be achieved by Conventional Breeding.
“Genetic Modification” is a scientific technique used to artificially insert DNA from
one living thing into the DNA of another living thing, introducing a new or different
characteristic. These changes could not be achieved by Conventional Breeding.
Throughout the rest of this survey we are only focusing on the use of Genome
Editing and Genetic Modification in food production.
You will see the (i) symbol throughout the survey, you can touch or click on this to
see the definition of Genome Editing again.
Q: ACCGM
Forward/Reverse scale. Ask all, Single code for each row.
“Genetic Modification” is a scientific technique used to artificially insert DNA from one
living thing into the DNA of another living thing, introducing a new or different
characteristic. These changes could not be achieved by Conventional Breeding.
In food production, how acceptable or unacceptable, do you think it is to use Genetic
Modification in…
Rows
1. Animals
2. Plants
Columns
1. Very acceptable
2. Fairly acceptable
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3.
4.
5.
6.

Neither acceptable nor unacceptable
Fairly unacceptable
Very unacceptable
Don’t know Fix

Q: ACCGE
Forward/Reverse scale. Ask all, Single code for each row.
“Genome Editing” is a scientific technique used to create small specific changes to
part of a living thing’s DNA to improve its existing characteristics. These changes
could also have occurred by Conventional Breeding.
In food production, how acceptable or unacceptable, do you think it is to use
Genome Editing techniques in…
Rows
1. Animals
2. Plants
Columns
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Very acceptable
Fairly acceptable
Neither acceptable nor unacceptable
Fairly unacceptable
Very unacceptable
Don’t know Fix

Q: ACCGE2
Ask all, Rotate statements. Single code for each row, forward/reverse scale.
Thinking about IF Genome Edited food products became available for sale in the UK,
how concerned, if at all, would you be about each of the following?
Rows
1.
2.
3.
4.

The impact on animals bred using Genome Editing techniques
The impact on humans from eating Genome Edited food products
The impact of introducing Genome Edited crops on the environment
The impact on small-scale farmers if they cannot access Genome Editing
technology
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5. The taste of Genome Edited food products
6. The nutritional value of Genome Edited food products
7. Some Genome Edited food products being higher cost and therefore
unaffordable for some people
8. Some Genome Edited food products being lower cost and therefore the only
affordable option for some people
Columns
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Very concerned
Fairly concerned
Not very concerned
Not at all concerned
Don’t know Fix

Q: GESAF
Forward/Reverse scale. Ask all, Single code for each row.
To what extent do you think that Genome Edited food products are safe, or not safe,
to eat?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very safe to eat
Fairly safe to eat
Fairly unsafe to eat
Very unsafe to eat
Don't know Fix

Regulation and labelling
Currently there are no Genome Edited foods for sale in the UK market.
Genome Edited foods would only be allowed to be sold in the UK after being
independently scientifically assessed by the Food Standards Agency (FSA) and
other UK government bodies to ensure these foods do not to present a risk to public
health.
Q: CONC2
Forward/Reverse scale. Ask all, Single code for each row.
The UK government is running a consultation, to hear what the public think about the
use of newer genetic technologies in agriculture, including Genome Editing.
Depending on the outcome of that consultation, if Genome Edited food products
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were not considered to present a risk to public health and were to be available for
sale in the UK these could be labelled differently from Genetically Modified food, or
possibly not labelled at all.
IF Genome Edited food products became available for sale in the UK, how important,
if at all, would it be for these products to be labelled as “Genome Edited”?
6. Very important
7. Fairly important
8. Not very important
9. Not at all important
10. Don’t know Fix
Q: NLAB1
Ask all. Single Code.
Which, if any, of the following statements comes closest to your view on how
Genome Edited food products should be labelled IF they became available for sale
in the UK?
1. The label should state that the food product has been “Genome Edited” and
specify which ingredients have been Genome Edited
2. The label should state that the food product has been “Genome Edited” but
does not need to specify which ingredients have been Genome Edited
3. A Genome Edited food product does not need to be labelled as “Genome
Edited”
4. A Genome Edited food product should be labelled in another way (please
specify) [Open text]
5. None of these
6. Don’t know
Q: NLAB2
Ask All. Rotate statements. Single code for each statement.
Forward/Reverse scale.
To what extent do you support or oppose each of the following options for the
labelling of Genome Edited food products IF they became available for sale in the
UK?
Rows
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1. The product label to include a link that consumers can use to find out further
2.
3.
4.
5.

information about the product
The product label to include a symbol representing that the product is
Genome Edited
The product label to include the words “Genome Edited”
The place of purchase to include information that the product is “Genome
Edited” (for example, on the shop shelf or restaurant menu)
The product label to include the reasons why the product had been Genome
Edited (for example, to benefit human health, reduce production costs, etc.)

Columns
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Strongly support
Tend to support
Neither support nor oppose
Tend to oppose
Strongly oppose
Don’t know FIX

Q: EATP
Ask all. Randomise rows. Single code for each row.
Forward/Reverse scale 1 to 4.
IF Genome Edited food products became available for sale in the UK, would you or
would you not be willing to eat a product if…?
Rows
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

It contained Genome Edited meat
It contained Genome Edited dairy products
It contained Genome Edited crops (for example, cereal or flour)
It was a processed food product containing Genome Edited ingredients (for
example, bread or chocolate)
It was fresh produce that had been Genome Edited (for example, fresh fruit or
vegetables)
It had been Genome Edited to be allergen safe (for example, nut allergy or
coeliac safe)
You had heard it tasted better to than food that had not been Genome Edited
It was more affordable than food that had not been Genome Edited
It was better for the environment than food that had not been Genome Edited
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10. It had been Genome Edited to be more resilient and adaptable to changing
climates
11. It had been Genome Edited to improve animal welfare
Columns
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Yes – Definitely willing to eat that food product
Yes – Probably willing to eat that food product
No - Probably not willing to eat that food product
No - Definitely not willing to eat that food product
Don’t know Fix

Q: INTGE
Forward/Reverse scale 1 to 4. Ask all, Single code for each row.
How interested, if at all, do you think people like you would be in finding out more
information about Genome Editing in food production?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very interested
Fairly interested
Not very interested
Not all interested
Don’t know Fix
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Tables from the quantitative survey
The following tables display the key figures that are referred to within the body of the
report. The full data tables are available on the FSA website where this report is
published. Where the proportion of a specific subgroup who gave a particular
answer is higher than the proportion of the total sample that gave that answer to a
statistically significant degree, this figure will be indicated with an asterisks (*).
Table 1: Before today, how much, if anything, did you know about Genetically
Modified food products?
Knowledge of genetically modified food
products

Proportion of respondents

A great deal

4%

A fair amount

20%

Just a little

39%

Heard of it but know nothing about

27%

Never heard of it

9%

Don’t know

1%

Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland (no definition
given).
Table 2: Before today, how well informed did you feel, if at all, about the
scientific technique called “Genome Editing” (also known as “Gene Editing”)?
Knowledge of genome editing

Proportion of respondents

Very well informed

3%

Fairly well informed

17%

Not very well informed

27%

Not at all well informed

22%

Have never heard of it

28%

Don’t know

2%

Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland (no definition
given).
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Table 3: Before today, how much, if anything, did you know about Genome
Edited food products?
Knowledge of genome edited food
products

Proportion of respondents

A great deal

3%

A fair amount

9%

Just a little

24%

Heard of it but know nothing about

21%

Never heard of it

42%

Don’t know

2%

Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland (no definition
given).
Table 4: Demographic breakdown: Before today, how much, if anything, did
you know about Genome Edited food products?
Demographic break

Proportion who see themselves as very or
fairly informed about genome editing

Total

20%

Male

26%*

Female

15%

16-24

35%*

25-34

29%*

25-44

17%

45-54

15%

55-75

14%

Degree level or above

27%*

A Level or equivalent

21%

GCSE or equivalent

13%

No formal qualifications

12%
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Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland (no definition
given).
Table 5: Do you think that Genome Edited food products should, or should
not, be available for sale in the UK in the future?
Sale of genome edited food products in the UK

Proportion of
respondents

Yes – Definitely should be available for sale in the UK in the
future

6%

Yes – Probably should be available for sale in the UK in the
future

26%

No – Probably should not be available for sale in the UK in the
future

22%

No – Definitely should not be available for sale in the UK in the
future

16%

Don’t know

31%

Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland (no definition
given)
Table 6: Demographic breakdown: Do you think that Genome Edited food
products should, or should not, be available for sale in the UK in the future?
Demographic break

Yes – definitely / probably should be available
for sale in the UK in the future

Total

32%

Male

38%*

Female

25%

16-24

50%*

25-34

41%*

35-44

29%

45-54

24%

55-75

24%

Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland (no definition
given).
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Table 7: Please tell us whether you think the following statement describes
“Genome Editing” or “Genetic Modification”, both “Genome Editing” and
“Genetic Modification”, or neither. If you are unsure you can indicate this by
selecting don’t know.
Identifying definitions

Genome editing
definition

Genetic modification
definition

Definition correctly identified

28%

36%

Definition incorrectly identified

26%

22%

Selected both genome editing
and genetic modification

33%

28%

Selected neither genome
3%
editing nor genetic modification

3%

Don’t know

11%

10%

Base: 991 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland who felt at
least not very well informed about Genome Editing (no definition given).
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Table 8: Thinking about If Genome Edited food products became available for
sale in the UK, how concerned, if at all, would you be about each of the
following?
Concern about impact of genome

Very / fairly

edited food products

concerned

The impact on animals bred using
genome editing techniques
The impact on humans from eating
genome edited food products
The impact of introducing genome
edited crops on the environment

Not very / not
at all
concerned

Don’t
know

71%

19%

11%

65%

25%

11%

61%

27%

11%

62%

22%

16%

51%

34%

15%

57%

30%

13%

59%

27%

14%

54%

31%

15%

The impact on small-scale farmers if
they cannot access genome editing
technology
The taste of genome edited food
products
The nutritional value of genome edited
food products
Some genome edited food products
being higher cost and therefore
unaffordable for some people
Some genome edited food products
being lower cost and therefore the only
affordable option for some people
Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland
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Table 9: Gender differences: Thinking about If Genome Edited food products
became available for sale in the UK, how concerned, if at all, would you be
about each of the following?
Proportion who are very / fairly concerned
The impact on animals bred using genome
editing techniques
The impact on humans from eating genome
edited food products
The impact of introducing genome edited
crops on the environment
The impact on small-scale farmers if they
cannot access genome editing technology
The taste of genome edited food products
The nutritional value of genome edited food
products

Total

Male

Female

71%

66%

75%*

65%

60%

69%*

61%

57%

66%*

62%

59%

65%*

51%

47%

55%*

57%

52%

63%*

59%

57%

61%

54%

51%

58%*

Some genome edited food products being
higher cost and therefore unaffordable for
some people
Some genome edited food products being
lower cost and therefore the only affordable
option for some people
Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland
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Table 10: Age differences: Thinking about If Genome Edited food products
became available for sale in the UK, how concerned, if at all, would you be
about each of the following?
Proportion who are
very / fairly concerned

16-24

25-34

35-44

45-54

55-75

year

year

year

year

year

olds

olds

olds

olds

olds

71%

60%

68%

68%

71%

77%*

65%

60%

62%

60%

67%

70%*

61%

50%

60%

59%

63%

68%*

62%

57%

62%

58%

63%

66%

51%

48%

51%

46%

50%

54%

57%

55%

58%

54%

58%

60%

59%

59%

51%

57%

60%

64%*

Total

The impact on animals
bred using genome
editing techniques
The impact on humans
from eating genome
edited food products
The impact of introducing
genome edited crops on
the environment
The impact on smallscale farmers if they
cannot access genome
editing technology
The taste of genome
edited food products

The nutritional value of
genome edited food
products
Some genome edited
food products being
higher cost and therefore
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unaffordable for some
people

Some genome edited
food products being lower
cost and therefore the

54%

51%

48%

51%

56%

only affordable option for
some people
Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland

Table 11: To what extent do you think that Genome Edited food products are
safe, or not safe, to eat?
Safety of eating genome edited food

Proportion of respondents

products
Very safe to eat

7%

Fairly safe to eat

32%

Fairly unsafe to eat

18%

Very unsafe to eat

12%

Don’t know

31%

Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland
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60%*

Table 12: Demographic breakdown: To what extent do you think that Genome
Edited food products are safe, or not safe, to eat?
Demographic break

Very / fairly safe to eat

Total

39%

Male

44%*

Female

35%

16-24

53%*

25-34

42%

35-44

36%

45-54

34%

55-75

36%

AB

46%*

C1

40%

C2

38%

DE

33%

Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland

Table 13: In food production, how acceptable or unacceptable, do you think it
is to use Genetic Modification/Genome Editing in plants/animals?
Very /
Neither
fairly
acceptable nor
Changes in food production
acceptabl unacceptable
e

Very /
Don’t
fairly
know
unaccept
able

Genome editing in plants

49%

18%

27%

6%

Genome editing in animals

27%

19%

47%

8%

Genetic Modification in plants

44%

17%

32%

6%

Genetic Modification in
animals

19%

17%

57%

7%

Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland
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Table 14: Demographic breakdown: In food production, how acceptable or
unacceptable, do you think it is to use Genome Editing techniques in
plants/animals?
Demographic or
level of self-reported Acceptability in plants
knowledge

Acceptability in animals

Total

49%

27%

Male

52%*

31%*

Female

45%

23%

16-24

54%*

32%*

25-34

58%*

26%

35-44

47%

25%

45-54

49%

27%

55-75

42%

25%

Very / fairly well
informed about
genome editing

64%*

42%*

Not very / not at all
well informed about
genome editing

52%*

27%

Never heard of
genome editing

35%

16%

Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland
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Table 15: If Genome Edited food products became available for sale in the UK,
how important, if at all, would it be for these products to be labelled as
“Genome Edited”?
Importance of labelling genome edited
food products

Proportion of respondents

Very important

63%

Fairly important

21%

Not very important

6%

Not at all important

2%

Don’t know

8%

Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland
Table 16: Demographic breakdown: If Genome Edited food products became
available for sale in the UK, how important, if at all, would it be for these
products to be labelled as “Genome Edited”?
Demographic break

Proportion of respondents who say ‘very’ or
‘fairly’ important

Total

84%

16-24

76%

25-34

80%

35-44

82%

45-54

86%

55-75

90%*

Degree level or above

87%*

A Level or equivalent

85%

GCSE or equivalent

82%

No formal qualifications

77%

Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland
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Table 17: Which, if any, of the following statements comes closest to your view
on how Genome Edited food products should be labelled IF they became
available for sale in the UK?
Information on the label

Proportion of respondents

The label should state that the food product

70%

has been “genome edited” and specify which
ingredients have been genome edited
The label should state that the food product

14%

has been “genome edited” but does not need
to specify which ingredients have been
genome edited
A genome edited food product does not need 3%
to be labelled as “genome edited”
A genome edited food product should be

1%

labelled in another way
None of these

3%

Don’t know

8%

Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland
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Table 18: Demographic breakdown: Which, if any, of the following statements
comes closest to your view on how Genome Edited food products should be
labelled IF they became available for sale in the UK?
Demographic break

Product should be labelled and specify which
ingredients are genome edited

Total

70%

Male

66%

Female

74%*

16-24

58%

25-34

63%

35-44

74%

45-54

73%

55-75

76%*

Degree level or above

72%

A Level or equivalent

71%

GCSE or equivalent

69%

No formal qualifications

57%

Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland
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Table 19: To what extent do you support or oppose each of the following
options for the labelling of Genome Edited food products IF they became
available for sale in the UK?

Support for labelling options
for genome edited food
products
The product label to include the
words “genome edited”

Strongly /
tend to
support

Neither
Strongly /
support
tend to
nor oppose oppose

Don’t
know

77%

12%

5%

7%

76%

12%

6%

6%

73%

14%

6%

7%

71%

16%

6%

7%

66%

20%

8%

7%

The product label to include a
symbol representing that the
product is “genome edited”
The product label to include a
link that consumers can use to
find out further information about
the product
The place of purchase to include
information that the product is
“genome edited” (for example,
on the shop shelf or restaurant
menu)
The product label to include the
reasons why the product had
been “genome edited” (for
example, to benefit human
health, reduce production costs,
etc.)
Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland
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Table 20: Split between levels of self-reported awareness: To what extent do
you support or oppose each of the following options for the labelling of
Genome Edited food products IF they became available for sale in the UK?
Proportion who strongly / tend
to support labelling options

Total

Very / fairly
informed

Not very /
not at all
informed

Have never
heard of it

The product label to include a
symbol representing that the

77%

71%

75%

73%

76%

72%

78%

77%

73%

71%

80%*

78%

71%

67%

73%*

72%

66%

62%

68%

67%

product is “genome edited”
The product label to include the
words “genome edited”
The place of purchase to include
information that the product is
“genome edited” (for example, on
the shop shelf or restaurant menu)
The product label to include the
reasons why the product had been
“genome edited” (for example, to
benefit human health, reduce
production costs, etc.)
The product label to include a link
that consumers can use to find out
further information about the
product
Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland
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Table 21: If Genome Edited food products became available for sale in the UK,
would you or would you not be willing to eat a product if…?
Yes (definitely No (definitely
Willingness to eat a food product
It contained genome edited meat
It contained genome edited dairy
products
It contained genome edited crops (for
example, cereal or flour)

Don’t

or probably

or probably

willing to)

not willing to)

28%

54%

18%

34%

47%

19%

45%

39%

17%

40%

44%

17%

43%

41%

15%

46%

38%

17%

40%

40%

19%

41%

41%

18%

48%

34%

19%

44%

39%

17%

45%

35%

20%

know

It was a processed food product
containing genome edited ingredients
(for example, bread or chocolate)
It was fresh produce that had been
genome edited (for example, fresh fruit
or vegetables)
It had been genome edited to be
allergen safe (for example, nut allergy
or coeliac safe)
You had heard it tasted better than food
that had not been genome edited
It was more affordable than food that
had not been genome edited
It was better for the environment than
food that had not been genome edited
It had been genome edited to be more
resilient and adaptable to changing
climates
It had been genome edited to improve
animal welfare

Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland
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Table 22: Gender differences: If Genome Edited food products became
available for sale in the UK, would you or would you not be willing to eat a
product if…?
Proportion who are definitely or

Total

Male

Female

It contained genome edited meat

28%

35%*

21%

It contained genome edited dairy products

34%

40%*

28%

45%

49%*

40%

40%

46%*

33%

43%

48%*

38%

46%

48%

43%

40%

46%*

35%

41%

46%*

37%

48%

50%

46%

44%

48%*

39%

45%

48%*

42%

probably willing to eat a product

It contained genome edited crops (for
example, cereal or flour)
It was a processed food product containing
genome edited ingredients (for example,
bread or chocolate)
It was fresh produce that had been
genome edited (for example, fresh fruit or
vegetables)
It had been genome edited to be allergen
safe (for example, nut allergy or coeliac
safe)
You had heard it tasted better than food
that had not been genome edited
It was more affordable than food that had
not been genome edited
It was better for the environment than food
that had not been genome edited
It had been genome edited to be more
resilient and adaptable to changing
climates
It had been genome edited to improve
animal welfare

Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland
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Table 23: Age differences: If Genome Edited food products became available
for sale in the UK, would you or would you not be willing to eat a product if…?
Proportion who are
definitely or probably

16-24

25-34

35-44

45-54

55-75

year

year

year

year

year

olds

olds

olds

olds

olds

28%

40%*

34%*

26%

24%

22%

34%

47%*

39%*

33%

31%

28%

45%

53%*

47%

45%

40%

41%

40%

48%*

48%*

37%

36%

34%

43%

52%*

48%*

44%

41%

38%

46%

57%*

54%*

44%

42%

38%

40%

54%*

47%*

40%

35%

33%

41%

54%*

48%*

41%

37%

34%

Total

willing to eat a product
It contained genome edited
meat
It contained genome edited
dairy products
It contained genome edited
crops (for example, cereal
or flour)
It was a processed food
product containing genome
edited ingredients (for
example, bread or
chocolate)
It was fresh produce that
had been genome edited
(for example, fresh fruit or
vegetables)
It had been genome edited
to be allergen safe (for
example, nut allergy or
coeliac safe)
You had heard it tasted
better than food that had
not been genome edited
It was more affordable
than food that had not
been genome edited
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It was better for the
environment than food that
had not been genome

48%

57%*

55%*

48%

45%

40%

44%

52%*

47%

41%

41%

40%

45%

55%*

51%*

44%

42%

39%

edited
It had been genome edited
to be more resilient and
adaptable to changing
climates
It had been genome edited
to improve animal welfare

Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland

Table 24: Self-reported knowledge differences: If Genome Edited food
products became available for sale in the UK, would you or would you not be
willing to eat a product if…?
Proportion who are
definitely or probably willing

Very / fairly
Total

well

to eat a product
It contained genome edited
meat
It contained genome edited
dairy products

informed

Not very /
not at all

Have never

well

heard of it

informed

28%

48%*

28%

15%

34%

51%*

35%

22%

45%

63%*

47%

30%

40%

58%*

41%

26%

It contained genome edited
crops (for example, cereal or
flour)
It was a processed food
product containing genome
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edited ingredients (for
example, bread or chocolate)
It was fresh produce that had
been genome edited (for
example, fresh fruit or

43%

60%*

45%

30%

46%

62%*

49%*

30%

40%

57%*

42%

27%

41%

58%*

43%

27%

48%

65%*

51%*

33%

44%

59%*

46%*

30%

45%

62%*

48%*

30%

vegetables)
It had been genome edited to
be allergen safe (for example,
nut allergy or coeliac safe)
You had heard it tasted better
than food that had not been
genome edited
It was more affordable than
food that had not been
genome edited
It was better for the
environment than food that
had not been genome edited
It had been genome edited to
be more resilient and
adaptable to changing
climates
It had been genome edited to
improve animal welfare

Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland
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Table 25: How interested, if at all, do you think people like you would be in
finding out more information about Genome Editing in food production?
Interest in finding out more

Proportion of respondents

Very interested

25%

Fairly interested

46%

Not very interested

14%

Not at all interested

8%

Don’t know

7%

Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland
Table 27: Demographic breakdown: How interested, if at all, do you think
people like you would be in finding out more information about Genome
Editing in food production?
Demographic break

Proportion very or fairly interested in finding
out more information

Total

71%

Degree level or above

77%*

A Level or equivalent

74%

GCSE or equivalent

64%

No formal qualifications

59%

Base: 2066 adults aged 16-75 in England, Wales and Northern Ireland
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