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ABSTRACT

Governments have taken different approaches to assess and manage the risks associated with

he use of genetic engineering technology and the development and release of genetically

modified organisms (GMO), including genetically modified crops and genetically modified fish. There are
differencesin theregulation of GM Osbetween countries, with some of the most marked differencesoccurring
between the USA and Europe. Thispaper makesan analysisof regulation of genetically modified organisms.
It outlines the consumers rating on level of government intervention in regulation of genetically modified
organismsin India. This paper makes a special note on government intervention strategiesin regulation of
genetically modified organisms on the basis of consumers’ point of view. This paper concludes with some

interesting findings.
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INTRODUCTION

Environmental protection imperativesalso
arguefor agenetically modified crop revolutionin
India. The current practices of India’s poor dryland
crop farmers are damaging to rural ecosystems. If
genetically modified cropscould produceyield gains
for thesefarmers, therewould beless need to clear
new lands in rural India, plow fragile sopes, or
destroy still more habitat. If farmershad insecticidal
genetically modified cropsthey also might escape
having to risk their own health, pollute the
environment, and kill so many non-target species

asthey do now with conventional chemical sprays.
Farm chemical useisalso arura economic welfare
issuein India, where cotton farmers currently spend
16 billion rupees annually on insecticide sprays.
Padmanabhan (2000) reported that vegetable
producers in India currently suffer a $2.5 hillion
lossannually toinsect damage, even while spending
on tomatoes, for example $100-$200 per hectare
oninsecticides.

It could be noted that GM crops could
eventually help address some of India’s severe
nutritional problemsaswell. Roughly 50,000 children
in Indiago blind every year from vitamin A
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deficiency, whileiron deficiency isamajor threat
to the health of women. The possibility of
engineering iron-richrice or vitamin A-rich rapeseed
oil would becomeinteresting in this context.
Political leaders as well as scientists and
technocrats in India have noticed these
opportunities, and they now routinely endorse the
potential contributionsthat biotechnology - including
transgenic crops - might make to agricultural
productivity growth and poverty reduction in the

years ahead.
Many top leaders in India have endorsed

thevalue of agribiotechnology in general, andwhile
scarce treasury resources have even been allocated
to promote genetically modified crop research
within India’s national agricultural research system,
India’s policies toward genetically modified crops
have hardly been promotional across the board. It
was the original intent of biotechnology policy
leadersin Indiato pursue an essentially permissive
approach toward genetically modified crops, yet this
intent has recently been frustrated. Critics of
genetically modified cropswereabletowork within
India’s open and democratic political system to
push for a precautious or even a preventive
approach toward genetically modified cropsinstead,
especially in the area of biosafety policy. Indian
biosafety authorities, somewhat like their
counterpartsin Brazil, ran up against forceful public
criticism when they attempted to pursue a
permissive approach toward the testing and release
of genetically modified crops. Asof 2000 thismeant
that farmersinIndia, identical to their counterparts
inBrazil and Kenya, had not yet been given officia
permission to plant any genetically modified crops.

Theissue of genetically modified cropsonly
adds new complication to this already intense
internal debatein Indiaover plant variety IPRs. In
1998, when the Monsanto Company of the United
States purchased a 26 percent share of India’s own
Maharashtra Hybrid Seeds Company Limited
(Mahyco), a Monsanto executive was quoted in
the Indian press saying. As per the report of The
Economic Times, New Delhi, April 26, (1998)”"We
propose to penetrate the Indian agriculture sector
in a big way. Mahyco is a good vehicle.” Opponents

Dr. I. Sundar
of transnational corporationswithin Indiatook this

as a direct challenge, and began directing harsh
criticism at all of Monsanto’s genetically modified
crop technologies, especially the “terminator gene”
patent it had recently acquired, which was
presented as adirect threat to the tradition of seed
savinginIndia

Gene userestrictions technol ogies had not
yet been inserted into genetically modified crops
anywhere let alone the Bt cotton being tried out in
India, but this issue made Monsanto and Mahyco
easy targetsfor NGO and opposition party criticism.
The mere existence of a terminator gene patent
seemed to confirm suspicionsthat international seed
companies were seeking to take away from India’s
farmerstheir traditional right to replicate seed on
their own farms. In India, 92 percent of all wheat
seed planted is home grown, and 88 percent of
paddy rice seed. NGOs and globalization critics
feared that India’s small farmers would be
pressured by Monsanto or Mahyco into purchasing
expensive GURT seeds, only to discover too late
that they had to keep purchasing them year after
year.
IPR Policy in India

ThisGovernment decision to movetoward
aconventional plant variety protection law in the
context of TRIPStriggered asurprisingly emotional
debate in India’s Parliament. The first draft of the
PV PA was criticized by the private seed industry
for being too weak, but NGOs claiming to represent
farmers groups warned it was far too strong and
would lead to a private expropriation of farmers’
rights. Revised draftswere producedin 1996-97 in
order to address the farmers rights issue, and
Cabinet approval for arevised draft was secured
in October 1997, but under still more NGO criticism
Parliament continued to stall, and still more
redrafting was initiated. The version of the PV PA
that wasworkingitsway through Parliament in 2000
was a version produced in December 1999.

Some of India’s most respected leaders in
the area of agricultural research have shared the
concern that patent protectionsfor plants, or even
a national move toward a conventional PBR
system, might leave the nation’s poor farmers at a
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disadvantage. Rural communitiesin Indiahavefor
thousands of years employed their own on-farm
seed selection practices to breed a highly diverse
stock of plant varieties nicely attuned to local
conditions. Under a PBR system, why should IPR
protection go only to the professional breeders
working either within international companies or
national institutes who routinely use these already
improved local varieties as the basis for their
breeding programs? Dr. M.S. Swaminathan, India’s
most acclaimed agricultural scientist and the first
winner of the World Food Prize, has helped
popularize the notion that communities of farmers
are as entitled to IPR protections for their efforts
as professional breeders. Largely in response to
his leadership, and as early as 1989, the FAO
Conference in Rome adopted his concept of
Farmers Rights.
METHODS AND MATERIALS

This paper examinesthe consumersrating
on government intervention in regulation of
genetically modified organisms. In this study
samples are selected from the six occupational
groups of respondents. They are government
employees, private empl oyees, professional
business, farmers and wage labour. From each
occupational group 50 respondents are selected
sample under simple random sampling method. In
total 200 respondents are selected sample under
simplerandom sampling method. Therelevant data
collected from the teacher respondents with the
help of interview scheduled method. The questions
relating to government intervention in regulation of
genetically modified organisms are collected from
therespondentswith thehelp of 5 point rating scale.
The data interpretation is done with the help of
average analysis, ANOVA two way method and t
test.

GOVERNMENT INTERVENTION IN
REGULATION OF GENETICALLY
MODIFIED ORGANISMS

This section deals with respondents’ rating
on government intervention towards genetically
modified organisms. It can be assessed with the
help of 15 factorson a5 point rating scale. These
include the government listens to what ordinary
people think about GM food, the government
providesall relevant information about GM food to
the public, the government withdraws its support
to GM food cultivation by respecting the sentiments
and feelings of thefarmers, the government distorts
facts in its favour regarding GM food, the
government does not impose the farmers in
cultivation of GM food, the government follows
biosafety regulations in conducting research on
genetically modified organisms, the government is
too influenced by the biotechnology industry
regarding GM food, the government isdoing agood
job with GM food, the government influenced by
multinational companies towards introduction of
genetically modified organisms, the government
respects the feelings and sentiments of farmersin
introduction of genetically modified plants, the
government changes policies regarding GM food
as per the desire of the consumers, the government
listens to concerns about GM food raised by the
public, the government has withdrawn some of the
GMO policies consequent upon severe opposition
from the farmers and the general public, the
government takes fair decision on GM food and
the government is competent enough to deal with
GM food
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Table 1 Occupation Wise Respondents’ Rating on Government Intervention in Regulation
of Genetically Modified Organisms
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;lz)lgedgovernment is competent enough to deal with GM 223 210 200 1.92 1.88 181 1.99
The government is doing a good job with GM food 3.35 3.22 3.08 2.94 2.80 2.67 3.01
The government distorts facts in its favour regarding 411 398 384 370 356 343 377
GM food
The government change policies regarding GM food as 293 280 266 252 238 295 259
per the desire of the consumers
The.govlernment does not impose the farmers in 3.84 371 357 343 329 316 350
cultivation of GM food
The government withdraws its support to GM food
cultivation by respecting the sentiments and feelings of | 4.15 4.10 3.96 3.82 3.70 3.61 3.89
the farmers
'_Fhe government_ls too influenced by the biotechnology 355 3.42 328 3.14 3.00 287 321
industry regarding GM food
The government 11.stens to concerns about GM food 282 269 255 241 227 214 248
raised by the public
The government listens to what ordinary people think 421 413 410 406 400 3.98 412
about GM food
Government takes fair decision on GM food 2.52 2.39 2.20 2.11 2.03 1.94 2.18
The government provides all relevant information
about GM food to the public 4.16 4.13 4.09 4.00 3.86 3.88 4.02
The government respects the feelings and sentiments
of farmers in introduction of genetically modified 3.06 293 2.79 2.65 2.51 2.38 2.72
plants
The gov.ernment follows blosallfety regulétllons in 368 355 341 397 313 3.00 334
conducting research on genetically modified organisms
The government influenced by multinational
companies towards introduction of genetically 3.21 3.08 2.94 2.80 2.66 2.53 2.87
modified organisms
The government has withdrawn some of the GMOI
policies consequent upon severe opposition from the 2.69 2.56 2.42 2.28 2.14 2.01 2.35
farmers and the generally public
Average 3.37 3.25 3.13 3.00 2.88 2.78 3.07
Source: Computed from the primary data
ANOVA
Source of Variation SS df MS F F crit
Variation due to government
intervention in regulation of
GMO 39.30922 14 2.807801 796.8587 1.835683
Variation due to occupational
status 3.762432 5 0.752486 213.5569 2.345586
Error 0.246651 70 0.003524
Total 43.3183 89

Data presented in table 1 indicate the
occupation wise respondents’ rating on government
intervention in regulation of genetically modified
organisms. It could be noted that out of the 15
government interventions on genetically modified
organisms, the respondents rate the government
listenstowhat ordinary peoplethink about GM food
astheir first level ranking and it is evident from

their secured a mean score of 4.12 on a 5 point
rating scale. The government providesall relevant
information about GM food to thepublicisrated at
second level government intervention on genetically
modified organisms and it is estimated from the
respondents’ secured a mean score of 4.02 ona 5
point rating scale. The respondents cite the
government intervention on genetically modified
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organismin theform of withdrawing its support to
GM food cultivation by respecting the sentiments
and feelings of the farmers as their third level
observed event. It is evident from their secured a
mean score of 3.89 on a5 point rating scale. The
respondents rank the fourth level government
intervention on genetically modified organisms by
citing thefact that government distortsfactsinits
favour regarding GM food and it is observed from
the respondents’ secured a mean score of 3.77 on
a 5 point rating scale. The government does not
impose the farmers in cultivation of GM food is
rated at fifth level government intervention in
propagation of genetically modified organismsand
it could be known from the respondents’ secured a
mean score of 3.50 on a5 point rating scale.

The respondents’ rate the government
followsbiosafety regul ationsin conducting research
on genetically modified organismsastheir rated sixth
level government intervention on genetically
modified organisms and it is revealed from their
secured a mean score of 3.34 on a5 point rating
scale. The government is too influenced by the
biotechnology industry regarding GM foodisrated
at seventh level government role in developing
genetically modified organismsand it observed from
the respondents’ secured a mean score of 3.21 on
a 5 point rating scale. The respondents rate the
government intervention on genetically modified
organisms by citing the event that the government
is doing a good job with GM food and it is their
eighthlevel ranking. It isevident fromtheir secured
amean score of 3.01 on a5 point rating scale. The
respondents hold the ninth level government
intervention on genetically modified organisms by
citing the fact that government is influenced by
multinational companies towards introduction of
genetically modified organismsas per their secured
amean score of 2.87 on a5 point rating scale. The
government respects the feelings and sentiments
of farmersin introduction of genetically modified
plantsisrated at tenth level government intervention
inregulation of genetically modified organismsand
it is evident from the respondents’ secured a mean
score of 2.72 on a5 point rating scale.

The respondents’ rate the government
changes policies regarding GM food as per the
desireof the consumersastheir eleventh level rated
government interventionin regul ation of geneticaly
modified organisms and it could be known from
their secured a mean score of 2.59 on a 5 point
rating scale. The government listens to concerns
about GM food raised by the public is rated at
twelfth level government interventioninregulation
of genetically modified organismsand it isreflected
from the respondents’ secured a mean score of
2.48 on a5 point rating scale. Therespondentsrank
the thirteenth level government intervention on
genetically modified organisms by citing the fact
that the government has withdrawn some of the
GMO policies consequent upon severe opposition
fromthefarmersandthe genera public. It isevident
from their secured a mean score of 2.350n a5
point rating scale.

Government takesfair decisionon GM food
israted at fourteenth level government intervention
on genetically modified organismsandit isreflected
from the respondents’ secured a mean score of
2.18 onab point rating scale. Therespondentsrank
the fifteenth level government intervention on
genetically modified organisms by citing the fact
that the government is competent enough to deal
with GM food. It is evident from their secured a
mean score of 1.99 on a5 point rating scale.

The government employee respondents’
rank the first positions in their overall rated
government interventionsin regulation of genetically
modified organisms as per their secured a mean
score of 3.37 on a5 point rating scale. The private
employee respondents’ record the second position
in their overal rated government intervention in
regulation of genetically modified organismsand it
is known from their secured a mean score of 3.25
on a 5 point rating scale. The professional
respondents’ register the third position in their
overall rated government intervention towards
regulating the genetically modified organismsand
it is computed from their secured a mean score of
3.13 on a5 point rating scale. The business group
respondents’ record the fourth position in their
overall rated government interventioninregulation

EBRALZWIROM

54

Vol -5 June- May 2017-18



Consumers’ Perceptions on Government Regulations of Genetically Modified Organisms

Dr. I. Sundar

of genetically modified organismsand it isknown
from their secured a mean score of 3.00 on a5
point rating scale. Thefarm household respondents’
register the fifth position in their overal rated
government intervention in regul ation of genetically
modified organisms and it is computed from their
secured a mean score of 2.88 on a 5 point rating
scale. The wage labour respondents’ come down
tothelast positionintheir overall rated government
intervention in regulation of genetically modified
organisms and it is estimated from their secured a
mean score of 2.78 on a5 point rating scale.

Table 2 Education Wise Respondents’ Rating

The anova two way model is applied for
further discussion. The computed anova value
796.85 is greater than its tabulated value at 5
percent level significance. Hence, the variation
among the overall rated government intervention
towards regulation of genetically modified
organismsis statistically identified as significant.
In another point, the computed anovavalue 213.55
isgreater thanitstabulated valueat 5 percent level
significance. Hence, the variation among the
occupational groups is statistically identified as
significant as per the respondents rating on
government intervention towards genetically
modified organisms.

on Government Intervention in Regulation of

Genetically Modified Organisms
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fTo}z)edgovernment is competent enough to deal with GM 1.74 176 1.97 212 236 1.99
The government is doing a good job with GM food 246 2.68 2.79 3.34 3.78 3.01
The government distorts facts in its favour regarding 333 354 3.75 410 414 3.77
GM food
The government change policies regarding GM food as 2.04 2.26 237 292 336 259
per the desire of the consumers
The government does not impose the farmers in
cultivation of GM food 3.12 3.20 3.35 3.83 4.00 3.50
The government withdraws its support to GM food
cultivation by respecting the sentiments and feelings 3.54 3.67 3.97 4.12 4.16 3.89
of the farmers
The government is too influenced by the
biotechnology industry regarding GM food 2.66 2.88 2.99 3.54 3.98 3.21
The government 11_stens to concerns about GM food 1.93 215 226 281 3.25 248
raised by the public
The government listens to what ordinary people think 3.98 4.06 419 418 420 412
about GM food
Government takes fair decision on GM food 1.93 1.95 2.14 2.36 2.50 2.18
The government provides all relevant information
about GM food to the public 3.87 3.89 4.10 4.14 4.19 4.02
The government respects the feelings and sentiments
of farmers in introduction of genetically modified 2.17 2.39 2.50 3.05 3.49 2.72
plants
The government follows biosafety regulations in
conducting research on genetically modified 2.79 3.01 3.12 3.67 411 3.34
organisms
The government influenced by multinational
companies towards introduction of genetically 2.32 2.54 2.65 3.20 3.64 2.87
modified organisms
The government has withdrawn some of the GMOI
policies consequent upon severe opposition from the 191 2.02 2.13 2.68 3.01 2.35
farmers and the generally public
Average 2.65 2.80 2.95 3.34 3.61 3.07

Source: Computed from the primary data
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ANOVA

Source of Variation SS df MS F F crit
Variation due to government
intervention in regulation of
GMO 33.59123 14 2.399373 78.91872 1.872588
Variation due to education 9.382467 4 2.345617 77.15059 2.536579
Error 1.702573 56 0.030403
Total 44.67627 74

Table 2 presentsdataon the education wise
respondents’ rating on government intervention in
regul ation of genetically modified organisms. The
post graduate degree level educated respondents
rank the first position in their overall rated
government rolein regul ation of genetically modified
organisms and it is evident from their secured a
mean score of 3.61 on a5 point rating scale. The
under graduate degree level educated respondents
record the second position in their overall ranked
government intervention in regul ation of genetically
modified organisms and it is revealed from their
secured a mean score of 3.34 on a5 point rating
scale. The higher secondary level educated
respondentsregister thethird positionin their overall
observed government intervention in regul ation of
genetically modified organisms and it is reflected
from their secured a mean score of 295 on a5
point rating scale. The secondary level educated
respondents occupy the fourth position in their
overall experienced government intervention
towardsregulating the genetically modified

organisms and it is reflected from their secured a
mean score of 2.80 on a5 point rating scale. The
primary level educated respondents come down to
the last position in their overall rated government
intervention in regulation of genetically modified
organismsand it is estimated from their secured a
mean score of 2.65 on a5 point rating scale.

The anova two way model is applied for
further discussion. The computed anovavalue 78.91
isgreater than itstabulated value at 5 percent level
significance. Hence, thevariation among theoverall
rated government interventions in regulation of
genetically modified organisms is statistically
identified as significant. In another point, the
computed anova value 77.15 is greater than its
tabulated value at 5 percent level significance.
Hence, the variation among the educational groups
is statistically identified as significant as per the
respondents rating on government intervention in
regulation of genetically modified organisms.
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Table 3 Caste Wise Respondents’ Rating on Government Intervention in Regulation of
Genetically Modified Organisms

Bo| By |52l 2
5o o |+ gl B 98
Variables g [ E [ é E [ e % | Mean
o © S © SO =9
- & S &
The government is competent enough to deal with 222 207 1.84 181 1.99
GM food
The government is doing a good job with GM food 3.74 2.89 2.71 2.49 3.01
The goyernment distorts facts in its favour 410 385 357 336 377
regarding GM food
The governmgnt change policies regarding GM food 3.32 2 47 299 207 259
as per the desire of the consumers
The government does not impose the farmers in
cultivation of GM food 3.96 3.45 3.23 3.15 3.50
The government withdraws its support to GM food
cultivation by respecting the sentiments and 4.12 4.07 3.70 3.57 3.89
feelings of the farmers
The government is too influenced by the
biotechnology industry regarding GM food 3.94 3.09 291 2.69 3.21
Thg government ll-stens to concerns about GM food 321 236 218 1.96 248
raised by the public
The government listens to what ordinary people
think about GM food 4.16 4.29 4.09 4.01 412
Government takes fair decision on GM food 2.36 2.24 2.03 1.99 2.18
The government provides all relevant information
about GM food to the public 415 4.20 3.92 3.90 4.02
The government respects the feelings and
sentiments of farmers in introduction of genetically | 3.45 2.60 2.42 2.20 2.72
modified plants
The government follows biosafety regulations in
conducting research on genetically modified 4.07 3.22 3.04 2.82 3.34
organisms
The government influenced by multinational
companies towards introduction of genetically 3.60 2.75 2.57 2.35 2.87
modified organisms
The government has withdrawn some of the GMOI
policies consequent upon severe opposition from 2.48 2.33 2.24 2.14 2.35
the farmers and the generally public
Average 3.53 3.06 2.85 2.70 3.07
Source: Computed from the primary data
ANOVA
Source of Variation SS df MS F Fcrit
Variation due to government
intervention in regulation of GMO 27.45324 14 1.960946 46.16335 1.935009
Variation due to caste status 5.808432 3 1936144  45.57948 2.827049
Error 1.784093 42 0.042478
Total 35.04577 59

Table 3 presents data on the caste wise
respondents’ rating government intervention in
regulation of genetically modified organisms. The
forward caste respondentsrank thefirst positionin

their overall revealed government intervention
towards regulating the genetically modified
organisms and it is evident from their secured a
mean score of 3.53 on a5 point rating scale. The
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backward caste respondents’ record the second
position in their overall rated government
intervention in regulation of genetically modified
organismsand it islearnt fromtheir secured amean
score of 3.06 on a5 point rating scale. The most
backward caste respondents register the third
position in their overall reflected government
intervention in regulation of genetically modified
organisms and it is revealed from their secured a
mean score of 2.85 on a5 point rating scale. The
schedul e caste respondents come down to the last
position in their overall observed government
intervention in regulation of genetically modified

organisms as per thelr secured a mean score of
2.70 on a5 point rating scale.

The anova two ways model is applied for
further discussion. The computed anovava ue 46.16
isgreater than itstabulated valueat 5 percent level
significance. Hence, thevariation among theoverall
government intervention in regul ation of genetically
modified organisms is statistically identified as
significant. In another point, the computed anova
value 45.57 is greater than itstabulated value at 5
percent level significance. Hence, the variation
among the caste groupsisstatistically identified as
significant as per the respondents rating on
government attitudestowards genetically modified
organisms.

Table 4 Age Wise Respondents’ Rating on Government Intervention in Regulation of
Genetically Modified Organisms

] (%] (]
2 5 S s
A
Variables 28 o o o Mean
55| 3 |2 °
/M =) =) =
2] < ")
The government is competent enough to deal with 218 205 203 1.80 1.99
GM food
The government is doing a good job with GM food 3.50 3.17 2.85 2.52 3.01
The government distorts facts in its favour regarding 402 393 365 348 377
GM food
The governme_nt change policies regarding GM food 3.08 275 243 210 2.59
as per the desire of the consumers
The government does not impose the farmers in
cultivation of GM food 3.99 3.66 3.34 3.01 3.50
The government withdraws its support to GM food
cultivation by respecting the sentiments and feelings 4.18 4.05 3.73 3.60 3.89
of the farmers
The government is too influenced by the
biotechnology industry regarding GM food 3.70 3.37 3.05 2.72 3.21
The government lllstens to concerns about GM food 287 2 64 232 2.09 248
raised by the public
The government listens to what ordinary people
think about GM food 421 4.20 4.16 3.91 412
Government takes fair decision on GM food 2.47 2.34 2.02 1.89 2.18
The government provides all relevant information
about GM food to the public 411 418 4.06 3.73 4.02
The government respects the feelings and
sentiments of farmers in introduction of genetically 3.21 2.88 2.56 2.23 2.72
modified plants
The government follows biosafety regulations in
conducting research on genetically modified 3.83 3.50 3.18 2.85 3.34
organisms
The government influenced by multinational
companies towards introduction of genetically 3.36 3.03 2.71 2.38 2.87
modified organisms
The government has withdrawn some of the GMOI
policies consequent upon severe opposition from the 2.74 2.51 2.19 1.96 2.35
farmers and the generally public
Average 3.43 3.22 2.95 2.68 3.07
Source: Computed from the primary data
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ANOVA
Source of Variation Ss df MS F F crit

Variation due to government
intervention in regulation of
GMO 26.45164 14 1.889403 131.1941 1.935009
Variation due to age structure 4.705633 3 1.568544 108.9147 2.827049
Error 0.604867 42 0.014402
Total 31.76214 59

Table 4 presents data on the age wise
respondents’ rating on government intervention in
regulation of genetically modified organisms. The
respondentsbelong to the age group below 30 years
rank the first position in their overall revealed
government intervention towards regulating the
genetically modified organismsandit isevident from
their secured a mean score of 3.43 on a 5 point
rating scale. Therespondents put in the 30-40 years
group register the second position in their overall
rated intervention in regulation of towards
genetically modified organismsanditislearnt from
their secured a mean score of 3.22 on a 5 point
rating scale. The respondents belong to the age
group of 40-50 yearsregister the third position in
their overall reported government intervention in
regulation of genetically modified organismsand it
isrevealed from their secured amean score of 2.95

on a5 point rating scale. The respondents come
under the age group in the range of 50-60 years
come to the last position in their overall observed
government intervention in regul ation of genetically
modified organisms as per their secured a mean
score of 2.68 on a5 point rating scale.

The anova two ways model is applied for
further discussion. The computed anova value
131.19 is greater than its tabulated value at 5
percent level significance. Hence, the variation
among the overall government intervention in
regulation of genetically modified organisms is
statisticaly identified assignificant. In another point,
the computed anova value 108.91 is greater than
itstabulated value at 5 percent level significance.
Hence, the variation among the age groups is
statistically identified as significant as per the
respondents rating on government intervention in
regulation of genetically modified organisms.
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Table 5 Sex Wise Respondents’ Rating on Government Intervention in Regulation of
Genetically Modified Organisms

Variables Male Female Mean

The government is competent enough to deal with GM food 2.13 1.85 1.99
The government is doing a good job with GM food 3.25 2.77 3.01
The government distorts facts in its favour regarding GM food 4.01 3.53 3.77
The. government change policies regarding GM food as per the 283 235 259
desire of the consumers
;l;lz)edgovernment does not impose the farmers in cultivation of GM 374 396 350
The government withdraws its support to GM food cultivation by

: . : 4.13 3.65 3.89
respecting the sentiments and feelings of the farmers
The goyernment is too influenced by the biotechnology industry 345 297 391
regarding GM food
The government listens to concerns about GM food raised by the 279 294 2 48
public
g;)};(ijgovernment listens to what ordinary people think about GM 416 404 412
Government takes fair decision on GM food 2.32 2.04 2.18
The govgrnment provides all relevant information about GM food to 416 3.88 402
the public
The government respects the feelings and sentiments of farmers in
. . . i 2.96 2.48 2.72
introduction of genetically modified plants
The government follows biosafety regulations in conducting

. e . 3.58 3.10 3.34

research on genetically modified organisms
The government influenced by multinational companies towards
. . . o . 3.11 2.63 2.87
introduction of genetically modified organisms
The government has withdrawn some of the GMOI policies
consequent upon severe opposition from the farmers and the 2.59 211 2.35
generally public
Average 3.28 2.86 3.07

Source: Computed from the primary data

T Statistical Value 13.89, df 14, T Critical Value 1.76

Data presented in table 5 indicate the sex
wise respondents’ rating on government
intervention in regulation of genetically modified
organisms. The male respondents’ ranks the first
position in their overall rated government
intervention in regulation of genetically modified
organisms as per their secured a mean score of
3.28 on a 5 point rating scale. The female
respondents hold the second positionin their overall
rated government intervention in regulation of
genetically modified organismsas per their secured
amean score of 2.86 on a5 point rating scale.

TheT testisappliedfor further discussion.
The computed t value 13.89 is greater than its
tabulated value at 5 per cent level significance.
Hence there is a significant difference between
mal e respondents and femal e respondentsin their
overall rated government intervention in regulation
of genetically modified organisms.

CONCLUSION

It could be seen clearly from the above
discussion that the respondents’ rate the high level
government intervention towards regulating the
genetically modified organisms by citing the facts
that the government listenstowhat ordinary people
think about GM food, the government providesall
relevant information about GM food to the public,
the government withdrawsits support to GM food
cultivation by respecting the sentiments and feglings
of the farmers, the government distortsfactsinits
favour regarding GM food and the government does
not impose the farmersin cultivation of GM food
as per their secured a mean score above 3.50 on a
5 point rating scale. The respondents’ rate the
moderatelevel government interventioninregulaion
of genetically modified organismsby stating thefacts
that the government follows biosafety regul ations
in conducting research on genetically modified
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organisms, the government istoo influenced by the
biotechnology industry regarding GM food, the
government is doing agood job with GM food, the
government is influenced by multinational
companies towards introduction of genetically
modified organisms, the government respectsthe
fedingsand sentimentsof thefarmersinintroduction
of genetically modified plantsand the government
changes policies regarding GM food as per the
desireof the consumersas per their secured amean
scoreintherangeof 2.50to 3.50 on a5 point rating
scale. The respondents’ rate the low level
government interventionin regul ation of genetically
modified organisms by indicating the factsthat the
government listens to concerns about GM food
raised by the public, the government haswithdrawn
some of the GM Ol policies consequent upon severe
opposition from thefarmersand the genera public,
government takes fair decision on GM food and
the government is competent enough to deal with
GM food as per their secured a mean score bel ow
2.50 ona5 point rating scale. It could be observed
that the government employee respondents’ rank
thefirst positionin their rated overall government
intervention in regulation of genetically modified
organisms, private employee respondents’ the
second, professional respondents’ thethird, business
doing respondents’ the fourth, farm household
respondents’ the fifth and wage labour respondents’
thelast. Theresult of educationwiseanaysisreveas
that the post graduate degree level educated
respondentsrank thefirst position in their overall
rated government intervention in regulation of
genetically modified organisms, under graduate
degree level educated respondents’ the second,
higher secondary level educated respondents’ the
third, secondary level educated respondents’ the
fourth and primary level educated respondents’ the
last. Theresult of caste wiseanalysisindicatesthat
theforward casterespondentsrank thefirst position
intheir overall revealed government interventionin
regulation of genetically modified organisms,
backward caste respondents’ the second, most
backward caste respondents’ the third and
scheduled caste respondents’ the last. The result
of age wise analysis shows that the respondents

belong to the age group below 30 years rank the
first position in their overall revealed government
intervention in regulation of genetically modified
organisms, respondents of 30-40 years group the
second, respondents of 40-50 yearsgroup thethird
and respondents of 50-60 yearsgroup thelast. The
result of gender wise analysis reveals that the
femal erespondents|ag behind the mal e respondents
in their overall rated government intervention in
regulation of genetically modified organisms.
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