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Genetically Modified Food, Consumers Purchasing
Behavior and Market Shares: A Study of Urban

Residents’ Vegetable Oil Purchases

in Supermarkets

Funing ZuonGg X1 CHEN

(Nanjing Agricultural University)

Abstract This paper adopts micro survey data collected from urban residents to analyze
the effects of consumers’ characteristics on their purchasing decisions. We analyze how indi-
viduals’ purchasing behaviors affect genetically modified (GM) oils’ market share. It is found
that consumers’ purchasing decisions are influenced by their risk consciousness, socioeconom-
ic factors of families and so on. Besides, the changes of GM oil market share are negatively
influenced by the structural effects caused by the rich, while there is no significant gross con-

sumption effect of the poor.
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