A Study on Genome Editing

Population sees clear
benefits of Genome Editing

Fewer pesticides and more regional products
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1.1

1.2

Introduction

Mandate

gfs.bern conducted the GENOME EDITING study on behalf of swiss-food.ch. The main focus of the
study is on the question of to what extent will this technology be accepted by the Swiss population.

The study centers on the new genome editing technology, with questions having been posed on
the application, use and acceptance of this technology in comparison with other technologies. The
study is based on a previous study with a similar focus that was carried out in 2021.

Survey Concept and Method

The results of this study are based on a representative survey of the population of a final number
of 1060 persons who are entitled to vote and can speak one of the three national languages. The
survey was carried out via the proprietary “Polittrends” online panel. Following the review of the
data, nine online interviews that were unsatisfactory in terms of quality were excluded to increase
the data quality (original number=1069). The three language regions were represented slightly
disproportionally in the sample to ensure that the French and Italian-speaking regions of
Switzerland could also be guaranteed a solid data base. For the analysis, the answers were
weighted according to age/gender by language region, canton, settlement type, level of education,
political party and voting behavior in connection with the pesticide initiative. This ensured that the
actual structure of the Swiss voting population was reflected in the evaluations.

The survey was held between 26 August and 6 September 2024. With a reported value of 50%, the
sampling error is +3.0 percentage points.
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Table |: Methodological details

Client swiss-food.ch

Universe Universe of the Swiss voting population who speak one of the three
national languages

Data-collection Online via the “Polittrends” online panel

Type of sampling online: stratified sample according to age x gender x language region

Weighting Age/gender by language region, canton, settlement type, level of
education, political party, voting behavior in connection with the pesticide
initiative

Survey period From August 26 to September 6, 2024

Sample size Total number of people surveyed = 1060 (no. from DCH = 745, n. from FCH

=252, no. from ICH = 63)
Prior to quality control = 1069 (no. from DCH = 750, no. from FCH= 253,
no. from ICH = 66)

Sampling error +3.0 percentage points with 50/50 and 95% probability

©gfs.bern

In a sample, two factors have a huge influence on the quality of the statements subsequently
obtained: First, the data quality is defined by the size of the SAMPLING ERROR. This identifies the
probability of an error and the magnitude of the error for a statistical statement. The sampling error
is dependent on the size of the sample and the distribution of the variable in the population,
whereby the smaller the error is, the larger the sample is. Second, a confidence level of 95% or a
probability of error of 5% is usually set in survey research. This means that the proven statistical
correlation is present in the population with a probability of 95%.

Table 2: Sampling error

Selected statistical sampling error by sample size and distribution

Distribution of error rate

Sample size
50% to 50% 20% to 80%

N = 1000 +3.1 percentage points +2.5 percentage
points

N = 600 +4.1 percentage points +3.3 percentage
points

N = 100 +10.0 percentage points +8.1 percentage
points

N = 50 +14.0 percentage points +11.5 percentage
points

Example: In approximately 1000 persons surveyed and a reported value of 50%, the actual value is in the
range of 50% (+3.2 percentage points), while with a basic value of 20% it lies in the range of 20% (+2.5
percentage points). In survey research, a confidence level of 95% is usually set, i.e. a probability of
error of 5% is accepted that the proven statistical correlation does not exist in the population.

©gfs.bern
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Background

The Swiss population has always enjoyed a close relationship with agriculture, as it is a
characteristic feature of the Swiss landscape and a huge part of the country’s identity, for example.
In this respect, it does not come as much of a surprise that almost every Swiss voter is generally
satisfied with Swiss agriculture.

The general level of satisfaction with Swiss agriculture among the voters also remains high in 2024
(78%). Some 17% are very satisfied and approximately 60% declare themselves to be rather
satisfied. Three years ago, the proportion of voters who said they were rather/very satisfied also
stood at 78%.

One very small difference in the figures recorded in 2021 was that slightly fewer people declared
themselves to be “very satisfied” (-5 percentage points [pp]) and slightly more were “rather
satisfied” (+5 pp). Only 1 percentage point fewer people are “rather unsatisfied”, but this difference
lies in the error band and is therefore negligible.

Figure |

Trend Satisfaction with Swiss Agriculture

Overall: How satisfied are you with Swiss agriculture?

In % of eligible voters

Wl very satisfied [l rather satisfied don't know / no answer [ rather dissatisfied [l very dissatisfied
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© gfs.bern, genome editing, August/September 2024 (N = approx. 1040 each)
Created with Datawrapper
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The high level of satisfaction also remains in place in almost all subgroups when the question is
broken down by political party.

In this regard, there are two groups that stand out in particular: Some 37% of people who
sympathize with the Swiss People’s Party (SVP) are “very satisfied” with Swiss agriculture and
59% are “rather satisfied.” At the other end of the satisfaction scale and the political spectrum are
sympathizers of the Green party, with only 37% of these voters being “very satisfied” or “rather
satisfied.” Approximately 61% of these voters are “very unsatisfied” or “rather unsatisfied.”

While sympathizers of the Green party are the only subgroup in which the majority of people are
unsatisfied, sympathizers of all of the other parties are for the most part satisfied: 72% of
sympathizers of the Social Democratic Party of Switzerland (SP), 63% of sympathizers of the Green
Liberal Party of Switzerland (GLP), 88% of sympathizers of The Center party and 87% of
sympathizers of The Liberals (FDP) are satisfied with Swiss agriculture. Even among people who
are not closely aligned with any of the six major parties or do not support any of the parties, the
majority are satisfied with Swiss agriculture. In comparison to 2021, the proportion of people who
are dissatisfied among supporters of the Green party has risen significantly (+10 pp). SP supporters
on the other hand are exhibiting greater levels of satisfaction than they were three years ago (+12

pp)-

Figure 2

Satisfaction with Swiss Agriculture by Party Affiliation

Overall: How satisfied are you with Swiss agriculture?

In % of eligible voters

W very satisfied [lrather satisfied ~ don't know / no answer [ rather dissatisfied [l very dissatisfied
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© gfs.bern, Genome Editing, August/September 2024 (N=1060) sig., Cramér's V = 0.21
Created with Datawrapper



GENOME EDITING
When asked which three aspects are the most important when purchasing agricultural products,
regional produce, freshness and taste all scored highest (with taste almost dead level with price).

When seen in terms of figures, regional produce and freshness are clearly the most important
aspects: 72% of voters say that regional produce is one of the most important criteria. 66% also
believe freshness to be one of the three most important aspects.

47% chose taste and 45% price. These two criteria therefore share third place, as there is not much
difference between them.

Organic production methods only come in fifth place (32%). The survey respondents state that the
shelf life of the products (17%) and their appearance (7%) are lowest on their list of priorities.

Figure 3

Important Aspects When Buying Agricultural Products

What are the maximum three things that are most important to you when purchasing agricultural products?

In % of eligible voters

Regionality
Freshness
Taste 7
The price 45
Organic production (organic label) k)

Shelf life

Appearance
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© gfs.bern, genome editing, August/September 2024 (N = 1060)
Created with Datawrapper
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Much like the whole of society, Swiss agriculture is undergoing constant technological change. In

this area, new technologies that could prove beneficial for farming operations are constantly being
developed. Voters are for the most part amenable to new technologies being used in Swiss

agriculture. Most of the technologies were rated similarly back in 2021 (Figure 4 shows the figures

from 2024, while Figure 5 draws a comparison between 2021 and 2024):

Once again, the use of drones to localize and combat seats of disease received the greatest
approval this year (86% very much in agreement/tend to agree, +0 percentage points [pp]).

Ranked in second place once again was the targeted breeding of resistant plants (74%),
although the acceptance rate in 2021 was slightly higher (79%).

Around two-thirds of voters supported data-based crop management (67 %), the targeted use of
plant protection products (likewise 67%), vertical farming (66%) and the use of the 5G mobile
network for robots to combat weeds (67%). The level of acceptance recorded for data-based crop
management was slightly below the figure recorded three years ago (-6 pp), while more people
stated that they agree with the agricultural use of 5G technologies (+4 pp). This is mainly due
to the fact that fewer survey respondents stated that they were not familiar with the technology
(-3 pp)-

Some 62% of voters are in agreement with the use of autonomous agricultural machines (+1
Pp)-

However, there was little spontaneous approval for genetically modified plants (20%, -4 pp)
and genome-edited plants (18%, -4 pp). The big difference between the two is that most people
are familiar with genetic engineering, but very few people are aware of what genome editing is
(44%, -1 pp, not familiar with the technology). The proportion of “people that have negative
views of the technology is at a similarly high level as for other technologies that enjoy greater
public acceptance (e.g. “autonomous machines”).

Figure 4

Technologies in Agriculture

Swiss agriculture is undergoing a continuous technological transformation. How much do you agree with the application
of the following technologies in Swiss agriculture? If you are unable to assess a technology, please indicate "not familiar
with the technology." an.

In % of eligible voters

W strongly agree [l rather agree do not know technology rather disagree [l do not agree at all

Drones with cameras to localize and combat

disease outbreaks pest infestations or weeds s W
Targeted breeding of resistant plants 26 48 6 15 5 |
5G mobile communications for transmitting image _

data to robots that combat weeds 2 &0 J i m
Plant protection products that have a highly

targeted effect © HE “ i
Data-based cultivation management to provide

information about the entire plant production 12 1%
process right through to the consumer

Vertical farming (agricultural production in _

buildings and greenhouses) 25 2 2
Autonomous agricultural machinery and tractors _

controlled by computers 20 o 5 &
Genetically modified plants n
Plants bred with genome editing (e.g. using the m 44 2 _

CRISPR/Cas method)

© gfs.bern, genome editing, August/September 2024 (N = 1060)
Created with Datawrapper
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Figure 5

. _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
Trend technologies in agriculture

Agriculture in Switzerland is subject to constant technological change. To what extent do you agree with the following
technologies being used in Swiss agriculture? If you are unable to assess a technology, please answer ‘don't know the
technology'

in % of voters, share of ‘somewhat/very agree’

— Drones with cameras to localize and control disease outbreaks, pest infestations or weeds. — Targeted breeding of resistant
plants. — Plant protection products that have a highly targeted effect. — 5G mobile communications for transmitting image
data to robots that combat weeds. — Data-based cultivation management to provide information about the entire plant
production process right through to the consumer. — Vertical Farming — Autonomous agricultural machinery and tractors
controlled by computers. — Genetically modified plants. Plants bred with genome editing.

100
20 86
80 73
66
70 67
67
60 66
61
50
40
30
20 20
18
10
0
July 2021 August/September 2024
© gfs.bern, genome editing, August/September 2024 (N = approx. 1040 each)
Created with Datawrapper
/) Unknown genome editing: Similar to three years

ago, many people are not familiar with the principle of genome editing. Accordingly,
the spontaneous acceptance of this technology is also low.

All in all, the Swiss population is open to a wide range of technological innovations in agriculture
- the number of people that are outright skeptical is small. Nevertheless, voters continue to be
clearly and singularly opposed to genetically modified plants.
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Gene editing

After receiving a brief explanation about what genome editing entails, voters were clearly in favor
of this technology, with a majority of voters (64%, -1 pp) of the opinion that genome editing is very
or rather useful.

People under 40 years of age are more likely to consider this technology as being useful (71%) than
people aged between 40 and 64 years old (63%) or voters aged 65 and above (59%). Voters with a
high level of education are much more in favor of this technology (73%) than those with a moderate
(59%) or low (57%) educational level. Furthermore, men (72%) deem this technology as being more
useful than women do (57%).

Fans of all of the political parties mostly consider genome editing to be useful. The lowest
acceptance figures can, however, be found at the two opposing ends of the political spectrum, with
just 55% of sympathizers of the Green Party and 58% of SVP-sympathizers being in favor of this
technology. The greatest level of acceptance was recorded among GLP (81%) and FDP supporters
(77%).

Figure 6

Trend Spontaneous Assessment of Genome Editing

Now, let's take a closer look at genome editing. This newer, scientifically recognized technology facilitates the breeding of
plants that, for example, are resistant to certain diseases. Genome-edited plants are hardly distinguishable from
conventionally bred plants, but unlike traditional breeding methods, they do not require radioactive irradiation or
chemical treatments. One application is the gene scissors, also partially known as CRISPR/Cas. The gene scissors allow
for a precise and much faster modification of the genome compared to conventional breeding methods. Genetic changes
(mutations) also occur constantly in nature, but not in a targeted manner. How do you spontaneously assess genome
editing?

In % of eligible voters

M very useful [l rather useful not assessable rather not useful [l not useful at all
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EC—

9 n

60

40

20

July 2021 August/September 2024

© gfs.bern, Genome Editing, August/September 2024 (N = approx. 1040 each)
Created with Datawrapper

After being provided with an explanation of what
OOO genome editing involves, the spontaneous assessment given by survey respondents was
M generally positive. With an approval rate of approximately two-thirds, it has similar
acceptances levels to most other technologies, such as data-based crop management, the
targeted use of plant protection products, vertical farming and use of the 5G mobile

network for robots to combat weeds.
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There are many different ways of breeding plants. The different methods include mutations with
genome editing, random mutations, mutations with chemical treatment or with radioactive
treatment.

The opinions on the different types of plant breeding are clear: Three-fifths of the voting population
believe that using genome editing to deliberately cause mutations is very effective or rather
effective. Only 25% feel that we should wait for random mutations to occur naturally. Even fewer
voters are of the opinion that causing random mutations through exposure to chemicals (14 %) or
radiation (11%) is an effective method.

Compared to other breeding methods, genome editing is therefore considered to be much more
useful. This assessment proves interesting, as voters seem to be against the breeding methods that
are commonly used today (including in the organic sector). The level of skepticism shown toward
genome editing is lower, despite this breeding method still not being permitted in Switzerland.

Figure 7

Assessment of Breeding Methods

Plant breeding involves inducing genetic mutations and utilizing them for the breeding of new plants. Both conventional
and organic plant breeding rely on assistance. How do you assess the following breeding methods?

In % eligible voters

M very effective M rather effective = not assessable [ rather not effective [l not effective at all

Induce mutations purposefully with genome _

editing 19 4 21 10 |
Wait for random mutations 20 3 s
Induce random mutations with chemical treatment 23 30 EN
Induce random mutations with radioactive _
irradiation “ 2% 22 62

© gfs.bern, Genome Editing, August/September 2024 (n=1059)
Created with Datawrapper

In addition to the spontaneous positive sentiment toward genome editing and the healthy levels
of acceptance of breeding using genome editing in comparison with other breeding methods, the
voting population also recognize the benefits of genome editing in cultivation farming as well as
in the use of genome-edited agricultural crops.

The large majority of voters recognize the benefits
of genome-edited agricultural crops, if as a result fewer plant protection products
need to be used and indigenous plant varieties are protected.

In comparison to 2021, the various statements on the benefits of genome editing in cultivation
farming as well as in the use of genome-edited agricultural crops were judged very similarly.



GENOME EDITING

e Some 86% believe that genome-edited plants are beneficial, if this would result in a significant
reduction in the use of plant protection products being able to be achieved (+6 pp). This is the
case, for example, in the breeding of wheat that is less susceptible to mildew (82%, +1 pp),
potatoes that are more resistant to late blight (82%) and in the reduced use of pesticides by small
scale farmers in developing nations (79%, -1 pp).

e Approximately 85% were in support of using genome editing to preserve traditional apple
varieties (+3 pp) and 82% (+3 pp) believed it should be used to provide better protection to
regional fruit and vegetables.

e The use of genome-edited plants that can adapt quicker to climate change was likewise
considered as being beneficial by the lion’s share of the survey respondents (78%, -2 pp). For
example, breeding crops with more robust stalks that won't be destroyed in storms was
considered as being useful by 71% of voters (-4 pp). The proportion of people who were unable
to say whether the use of genome editing to create more robust crops is useful or not did
increase, however (11%, +5 Pp.).

e For 74% of voters, lower prices for regional products would be a good reason to use genome
editing (+5 pp).
e Around 70% look favorably on the use of genome editing to fortify staple foods with essential

vitamins in developing nations (-3 pp),

e while 69% see genome editing as way to extend the shelf life of products and thus reduce food
waste (-1 pp).

e Some 60% of the survey respondents support the production of ingredients for medicinal
products with the help of genome editing.

e Meanwhile, the cultivation of wheat with lower gluten content for people with allergies or
intolerances is considered as being beneficial by 55% of the voting population.

e Lastly, 54% of voters believe that genome editing is more cost-effective than conventional
genetic engineering and is thus also viable for SMEs (-3 pp).
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Figure 8

Benefits of Cultivating/Using Genome-edited Crops (1/2)

We have collected some applications of genome-edited plants here. How useful is the cultivation or use of genome-
edited crops in the following examples?

In % eligible voters

M very useful Mrather useful = not assessable [ rather not useful [ not useful at all

Significant reduction in the use of plant protection 56 30 6 &4
products.

padiptrivietoiviataiod i @

resistant to fire blight, a plant disease. e 2 / 2 .
Better protection for regional fruits and vegetables _

in cultivation. 39 43 8 6
o ating the néed o mertice srayine” T

mildew, reducing the need for pesticide spraying. = e 2 2
Potatoes that are more resistant to late blight. 36 46 10 4
Smallholder farmers in developing countries need _

to use fewer plant protection products. =8 = 0 i
Faster adaptation of crops to climate change. 8 7
More affordable regional fruits and vegetables. 32 42 9 n 6 |

© gfs.bern, Genome Editing, August/September 2024 (N=1060)
Created with Datawrapper

Figure 9

Benefits of Cultivating/Using Genome-edited Crops (2/2)

We have collected some applications of genome-edited plants here. How useful is the cultivation or use of genome-
edited crops in the following examples?

In % eligible voters

M rather useful not assessable rather not useful M not useful at all

Breeding cereals with shorter, more stable stalks

to prevent them from falling over and being 1 12 6 |

destroyed in rain or storms.

Fortifying staple foods in developing countries,

such as rice, cassava, or potatoes, with essential _

vitamins and micronutrients to combat = L= 2 m

malnutrition and blindness.

Extension of the shelf life of agricultural products _

to reduce food waste. £ 2 7

Crops that have been modified for the production _

of ingredients for medications. b L L
Breeding wheat with less gluten, making it more _

tolerable for allergic individuals. e & Z-
Unlike conventional genetic engineering 31 30 Ell

© gfs.bern, Genome Editing, August/September 2024 (N=1060)
Created with Datawrapper
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Most of the arguments in favor of the use of genome editing were met with widespread approval.
Arguments concerning the FUNDAMENTAL LEGAL FRAMEWORK FOR THE USE OF GENOME EDITING were
particularly well received,

e with 75% of the voting population agreeing that the risks posed by the technology should be
assessed on a case-by-case basis — and not with a general ban (+3 pp).

e Only around one-third of voters continued to hold the opposite view that human intervention
in the genetic material of plants should generally be banned (35%, -7 pp).

e For 68% of respondents, Swiss agriculture would be at a disadvantage if it is unable to benefit
from the advantages provided by the technology and EU countries could.

e Some 60% of the voting population believe that it will be difficult to correctly evaluate the
advantages and disadvantages of genome editing until it is no longer banned.

ENVIRONMENTAL ARGUMENTS were met with a great deal of approval:

e A total of 73% of voters see genome editing as beneficial, because more-resistant plants result
in fewer imports from outside of the country.

e Meanwhile, 68% are of the opinion that genome editing can reduce the use of pesticides (+4
Pp)-

e Almost as many people think that more-resistant agricultural crops could reduce food waste
in the field (67%).

e A majority of the respondents also believe that the ban that is currently in place prevents
Swiss agriculture from being able to adapt to climate change (55%, +0 pp).

e Voters also are of the opinion that genome editing would promote biodiversity by reducing
the area of land used for farming (53%).

In two rather PRAGMATIC ARGUMENTS, there was only a slim majority:

e Some 58% think that genome-edited products should be permitted in Switzerland, provided
that they do not differ from conventional products (-3 pp).

e For 56% of the voting population, trans-splicing genes is no different than using modern
targeted breeding methods (-2 pp).

However, voters are divided when it comes to the MEDICAL APPLICATIONS of genome editing, for
example in combating AIDS. Half of them agree that it should be able to be utilized for these
purposes. Three years ago, this figure stood at 56%, with the difference being that more people
confessed at the time that they weren’t familiar with the technology (+6 pp). In terms of using the
technology on human beings, the population is more cautious.
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A minority of people (44%) agree that the ban on REGIONAL PRODUCTS
is raising prices for the middle classes.

Lastly, only 37% agree with the statement that if a genome-edited plant has NOT HAD ANY GENES
THAT ARE FOREIGN TO THE SPECIES inserted in its DNA, this should not be considered genetic
engineering. However, 41% do not agree with this. This technical detail may be difficult to
understand and therefore causes increased levels of uncertainty.

Figure 10

Statements on Genome Editing (1/2)

We have compiled some statements related to genome editing. How do you assess these?

In % eligible voters

Wl strongly agree [l rather agree  do not know technology | | rather disagree [l do not agree at all

e o s e meeeseet o1 E R

case-by-case basis and not with a general ban. > - i U
More resistant crops ensure higher yields for Swiss _

farmers, reducing the need for food imports. 2/ 0 i 2 E
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disadvantage if it cannot benefit from the 21 - il 14 m
advantages of targeted breeding.

More re§|stant crops reduce food waste in the field, 25 42 n 16 m
conserving resources.
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conventionally bred plant, it should be approved in |2 34 13 17
Switzerland.
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© gfs.bern, Genome Editing, August/September 2024 (N=1060)
Created with Datawrapper
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Figure ||

Statements on Genome Editing (2/2)

We have compiled some statements related to genome editing. How do you assess these?

In % eligible voters

[ strongly agree [l rather agree  do not know technology | rather disagree [l do not agree at all

The use of gene scissors is nothing more than _

modern and targeted breeding. (& ot i 5 m
Banninga promising technology harms the _

adaptation of Swiss agriculture to climate change. Z & e 5
If agriculture increases its yields with genome-

edited plants, less land will be needed for _

cultivation, reducing the overall pressure on (S = i =
biodiversity.

Genome editing is also of interest for medical

applications, for example, for the treatment of 31 13 6 |
genetic diseases or AIDS.

A ban on genome-edited breeding makes regional

Swiss products more expensive for lower-income  [{B 32 19 24
groups and the middle class.

If no foreign genes were introduced into a

genome-edited plant (no so-called "transgenic _

material"), it should not be considered genetic 2 2 2 2 _
engineering.

Human intervention in the genetic material of _ _
plants should generally be banned. L A i el 2z

© gfs.bern, Genome Editing, August/September 2024 (N=1060)
Created with Datawrapper

The statement that genome-edited products should be permitted in Switzerland if they do not
differ from conventional products is supported by a majority in almost all subgroups when broken
down by political party (50% or more). One exception to this is from the supporters of the Green
party, whereby “only” 49% of this group of people agreed that the products should be permitted.

Among SP sympathizers, 64% agree the such products being permitted, with 69% of GLP
sympathizers and 74% of FDP sympathizers also holding the same view. A majority of the
supporters of The Center party are also behind genome-edited products being permitted (62%),
while 50% of SVP sympathizers think likewise.

A majority of the supporters of “other parties” (50%) and “No party” (53%) agree to the products
being permitted.

Figure 12
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We have compiled some statements related to genome editing. How do you assess
these?

If a genome-edited plant does not differ from a conventionally bred plant, it should be approved in Switzerland.

In % of eligible voters
M strongly agree [l rather agree  do not know technology | rather disagree [l do not agree at all

B kel L.
& 19
3 2
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Griine SP GLP Die Mitte FDP SVP other party no party

© gfs.bern, Genome Editing, August/September 2024 (N=1060) sig., Cramér's v = 0.14
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A multi-variant regression analysis can show which of the statements on genome editing are most
strongly associated with a positive assessment of the technology. The statements that do not touch
zero on the vertical line are significant:

e People who think that the use of pesticides can be reduced thanks to genome editing feel that
the technology is beneficial significantly more frequently. There is a strong correlation here.

e Also, voters who consider the trans-splicing of genes to be a modern method of breeding plants
have a more positive view of genome editing.

e On the other side, voters who generally disapprove of human intervention in the genetic
material of plants are much less likely to find genome editing beneficial.
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Figure 13

Influence of statements on the assessment of genome
editing

Influence strength of various statements on the spontaneous assessment of
genome editing

Example: People who believe that the use of genome editing reduces the use of
pesticides have, on average, a 34 percentage point higher likelihood of
assessing genome editing as rather/very useful.

The use of genome editing helps
reduce the use of pesticides. ® 0,34

The use of gene scissors is
nothing more than modern and 015
targeted breeding. 1
Due to its advantages, the EU
intends to allow genome editing.
Swiss agriculture will be at a
disadvantage if it cannot benefit ® 0,14
from the advantages of targeted

breeding.

As long as genome editing is

banned, it is difficult for

consumers to assess its ® 0,1
advantages and disadvantages.

Genome editing is also of interest

for medical applications, for

example, for the treatment of ® 0,07
genetic diseases or AIDS.

Human intervention in the
genetic material of plants should

generally be banned. ® -0,13

-0,2 0 0,2 0,4 0,6

? ’ ?

© gfs.bern, Genome editing, August/September 2024 (N = 592). Additional control variables:
Gender, age, language regions, type of settlement. The gray area represents the 95% confidence
interval / adjusted R? = 48%.

Erstellt mit Datawrapper

The two arguments that genome editing helps to

% reduce the use of pesticides and that the the trans-splicing of genes is nothing more

than a modern breeding method yield a spontaneous positive assessment of genome

editing. On the other hand, the survey respondents who think that human

intervention in the genetic material of plants should be fundamentally banned also
spontaneously believe that genome editing is not a good idea.
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Synthesis

In the form of a thesis, we would summarize the findings from this study as follows:

Voters remain very satisfied with Swiss agriculture. With respect to
agricultural products, they appreciate regional produce and freshness.
However, organic production is less of a priority for them. The voting
population is open to a wide range of technologies being used in the
manufacture of high-quality products, with the proportion of outright
skeptics being relatively small. Genetic engineering is the only technology that
is massively disapproved of. Many people, however, are not familiar with
genome editing, with 44% of the population not having heard of the
technology.

After a short explanation on what genome editing entails, a clear majority of
the population considers the technology to be beneficial. This statement
holds particularly true among younger male voters with a high level of
education. The benefits were recognized by a majority of voters, regardless
of the political party they support. In comparison with other technologies
used in the breeding of plants, the voting population clearly prefers genome
editing, despite the fact that other breeding methods are more commonplace
at present. In addition, the argument that the technology could reduce the
use of pesticides brought about a more positive perception of genome editing
in the voting population.

The reduced use of plant protection products and the protection of
traditional and regional products were the most popular reasons for using
genome editing among the statements presented to the survey respondents.
Other areas of application also proved important to voters, including adapting
to climate change, the reduction of food waste in the field and the fortification
of staple foods with essential vitamins in developing nations. The sentiment
among the population is that the benefits of the various applications outweigh
the disadvantages.
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A large majority think that it would be expedient to assess the opportunities
and risks presented by the use of the technology on a case-by-case basis
instead of applying a general ban. The proportion of the population that
generally disapproves of human intervention in the general material of plants
has decreased in comparison with 2021. The fact that EU countries will
authorize genome editing in the future also plays a role for many voters, as
they believe that Switzerland should equally be able to benefit from the
advantages provided by this technology. In addition, genome editing is seen
as a way of increasing the country’s level of self-sufficiency. Most respondents
are in favor of a gradual movement toward adopting the technology and do
not want Switzerland to be left behind by other countries.
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5 Attachment

5.1 The gfs.bern Team

LUKAS GOLDER

Co-Director and Chair of the Board of Directors of gfs.bern, political and
media scientist , MAS FH in Communication Management, NDS HF Chief
Digital Officer, lecturer at Lucerne University of Applied Sciences and Arts
and KPM University of Bern

04 lukas.golder@gfsbern.ch

Focus areas:

Integrated communication and campaign analyses, image and

reputation analyses, media analyses /

Media impact analyses, youth research and social change, reconcilements,
elections, modernization of the state, reforms in health policy

Publications in anthologies, professional magazines, the daily press and on
the internet

TOBIAS KELLER

Project manager and Team Lead Data Analytics, holds a PhD in
Communication Sciences (Dr. phil)

>4 tobias.keller@gfsbern.ch

Focus areas:

Political communication, elections, reconciliations, (digital) campaigns,
issue monitoring, image and reputation analyses, media analyses,
digitalization, social media, computer-based methods, quantitative
analyses

Publications in international and national professional magazines, the
daily press and on the internet




GENOME EDITING

JENNY ROBERTS

Junior data scientist

>4 jenny.roberts@gfsbern.ch

Focus areas:
Data analysis, programming, visualizations, research, quantitative and
qualitative methods

LUCA KEISER

Junior data scientist

24 luca. keiser@gfsbern.ch

Focus areas:
Data analysis, programming, visualizations, research, quantitative and
qualitative methods

ROLAND REY

Project associate / Administration

< roland.rey@gfsbern.ch

Focus areas:
Desktop publishing, visualizations, project administration, lecture
administration
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The gfs.bern research institute is a member of the Swiss
Society of Market Research Specialists (Verband Schweizer
Markt- und Sozialforschung) and guarantees that no interviews
are conducted with open or concealed promotional, sales or
purchase intentions.

For further information, visit www.schweizermarktforschung.ch
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