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Abstract. The aim of the paper is to study Latvian inhabitants’ confidence in politicians and decision makers,
competent supervisory and control authorities, mass media, enterprises responsible for GMO elaboration, scientists
responsible for the risk assessment of GMO, organisations that protect consumer rights, food producers and traders
and environmental activists and environmental protection organisations towards GMO. The study is based on the
results of Latvian inhabitants’ survey performed in 2014 and 2015.
Methods applied in the paper: analysis of scientific publications, analysis of the survey data. For survey data analysis descriptive statistical analysis, cross tabulation, Mann-Whitney U test were applied.
The obtained results show that Latvian inhabitants’ confidence in politicians and decision makers, competent
supervisory and control authorities, mass media, enterprises responsible for GMO elaboration, scientists responsible
for the risk assessment of GMO, organisations that protect consumer rights, food producers and traders and
environmental activists and environmental protection organisations towards GMO was low. From all sources of
information on GMO, most trustful source of all Latvia inhabitants was scientists responsible for the risk assessment of
GMO and environmental activists and environmental protection organisations.
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1
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5.6

6

5

2,5

1

10

use of GMO in pharmacy, about 50 % for

Competent
supervisory and
control
authorities

improving the properties of crops, about 74 % for

Mass media

4.1

4

5

2.2

1

10

Enterprises
responsible for
GMO elaboration

3.9

4

1

2.7

1

10

Scientists
responsible for
the risk
assessment of
GMO

6.3

7

8

2.6

1

10

Organisations
protected
consumer rights

5.6
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statistically significant, proved by the result of

traders;

Mann-Whitney U test, p≤0.002.

significant (Mann-Whitney U test, p<0.05), but
Table 2
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1
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1
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6.5**

7

8
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6
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2) From all sources of information on GMO, most
of all Latvian inhabitants trusted to scientists

The
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protected
consumer rights

5.7*

6

5

5.2*

5

5
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3

1

3.1

3
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and
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3) Young people (aged 18 to 39) had a bit higher
evaluated trust in sources of information on
6.4**

7

7

5.8**

6

7

GMO such as politicians and decision makers,
enterprises responsible for GMO elaboration,

*p=0.002; **p<0.001
Source: authors’ calculations based on Latvia
inhabitants’ survey conducted by Inese Aleksejeva, 2014
– 2015, n=1184, evaluation scale 1 – 10, where 1 – do
not trust at all; 10 – fully trust

evaluations on trust in information source in

For all evaluated sources of information on

scope of all evaluated sources of information

GMO, scores given by female respondents were

towards GMO, female respondents had given

higher. The females’ evaluations and males’

higher scores that male respondents had. The

evaluations

were

heterogeneous

(standard

deviation values greater than 2.10 points).
Young people (aged 18 to 39) bit higher have
evaluated confidence in politicians and decision
makers, as well as enterprises responsible for

food producers and traders.
Analysing the females’ evaluations and males’

evaluations by both gender respondents were
heterogeneous.
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