


LET’S START WITH 
THE GOOD NEWS

The majority is convinced biotechnology is something 
positive, and that it can support a sustainable future
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BUT THERE ARE DEFINITELY 
SOME TRUST BARRIERS

KEY DRIVERS
‘Unnatural’
‘Unnecessary’
‘Anti-social’
‘Unethical’
‘Unknown’
‘Unhealthy’
'Uncontrollable'



SCIENTISTS AND EXPERTS (IN BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES)

Biotechnology 

=

a very broad scientific field

CONSUMERS AND ENVIRONMENTALIST GROUPS

Biotechnology 

= 

genetic modification and unnatural (laboratory) 
interference

“Messing 
with our 

food”

“Playing 
God”

CONSUMERS’ DEFINITION OF BIOTECHNOLOGY IS LINKED WITH 
OVERPROCESSING AND UNNATURALNESS



OFTEN PERCEIVED AS 
OVERPROCESSED AND NOT QUITE NATURAL
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ACCEPTANCE IS LINKED TO HOW IT COMPARES TO WHAT 
PEOPLE KNOW ABOUT THE CURRENT PRACTICE
 It is best accepted in cases where the current practice (current 

standard) is also seen as very unnatural (chemical) and/or 
unsavoury (e.g. flavour and vitamin production), or cruel and unsustainable 
(intensive livestock farming).

 The technology is more acceptable when the result is no different 
than what we currently have or find in nature 
(NGT1 plants, products made by cell factories, eating micro-organisms)

 On top of that, many people realise
it is already all around us

“If you cannot 
detect the 

difference, it 
can’t be that 
bad, right?”. 

“Biotechnology is all around us”
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AN UNREALISTIC VIEW ON AGRICULTURE

They often see a romanticized version of how 
agriculture works and they underestimate the 
role of human interference in food production 
throughout history



THE PERCEPTION OF NECESSITY IS IMPORTANT

There needs to be a clear “why?”
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BIOTECHNOLOGY VERSUS CURRENT SITUATION
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Remark: 
• Shades of blue: 

biotech solution is 
preferred

• Shades of purple: 
current solution / 
situation is 
preferred



THE APPLICATION FIELD MATTERS
BIOTECHNOLOGY FOR FOOD BIOTECHNOLOGY FOR MATERIALS



MAIN CONCERNS ARE HEALTH RISKS AND LONG TERM RISKS 
BUT THEY FEAR REGULATION DOES NOT ANTICIPATE ENOUGH ON THESE RISKS

 People tend to have good confidence in the EU authorities, but

• Not aware of how strict the EU is

• Think producers can use whatever ingredient and additive they like

• Not realising most of their concerns are already addressed

The risks of biotechnology application are 
sufficiently tackled in legislation
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DON’T OVERDO IT • Overproduction will always be polluting, 
and overuse will lead to new problems; 
In the long run it might just be as 
harmful as the practice(s) it replaces

• It should be implemented when and 
where the benefits outweigh the 
negative consequences

• Should be complemented with other 
solutions to avoid being too reliant on 
one technology (balanced system)

 Implement a systemic approach



“WILL IT BE USED FOR THE WRONG REASONS?”

People fear this technology will be used for pure financial gain (by biotech companies) at the 
cost of the environment, farmers and in extension the consumer

The idea of having biotech companies holding the power and control over our food chain is a 
very scary one 

People link patents with monopolies

Hope that strict measures and legislation will be installed to prevent patents from being taken, 
monopolies from being installed, etc. 

Came up in 
every 

session!



PEOPLE SHOULD ALWAYS BE ABLE TO OPT OUT
Many consumers do not really care about where their food comes from, 

how it is produced, and how long the ingredient list is: they just want 
cheap and tasty food products.

 But those who care 
• want to find the right information, and
• have the options available 

to make the choices that align with their values, beliefs and priorities. 

 Transparency and correct information is essential 

Make sure the different options are available to choose from.



FARMER/INDUSTRY SPECIFIC BARRIERS

 Farmers view some biotech innovations as competition, associating 
them more with industry than with traditional agriculture. 

 They firmly believe that consumers will continue to prefer authentic, 
high-quality meat and milk. In their eyes, terms like ‘cultured meat’ 
and ‘cultured milk’ are misleading, as they see these products as 
artificial and unworthy alternatives to the real thing.

 They also question the scalability and feasibility of biotech solutions, 
considering them unrealistic. The slow pace of European regulation 
further reinforces their scepticisms, making them confident that the 
broad adoption of such technologies is still far off.



1. FEEDBACK FROM R&D 
BIOTECH COMPANIES

1. Timing determines readiness

Companies in early R&D see consumer engagement as a future priority. B-Trust finds most 
traction at MVP, scale-up and market entry.
Consumer insights also serve as investor-facing evidence.

2. Cost & resources are key barriers

Limited budgets and small teams make a full co-creation trajectory inaccessible without 
subsidised frameworks or cluster facilitation models.

3. Frame the 'why' before the science

Framing relevance before evidence is more effective than leading with scientific validation.

4. A clear problem statement is a prerequisite

A well-defined company problem statement is essential. One-on-one coaching with 
companies that had this outperformed group sessions without it.

5. The programme must be modular

Companies need a step-by-step outline explaining what, why, and how. Collective 
trajectories only work when participants share a common problem and aligned outcomes.

6. Stakeholder mapping is underserved

Structured guidance for identifying and prioritising distinct subgroups is needed in a B-
Trust toolkit.



2. FEEDBACK FROM CBW-
STAKEHOLDERS
1. Social services are systematically underused

Bioeconomy companies remain focused on science, business, and regulation. Social 
aspects — including consumer acceptance — are consistently deprioritised. B-Trust is well-
positioned to address this gap.

2. Greater standardisation & plug-and-play accessibility needed

The programme requires too much customisation to be easily transferable. For 
organisations with limited budgets or those accustomed to large-scale quantitative 
methods, more modular, self-contained formats are needed.

3. B-Trust as a qualitative first step

B-Trust is positioned as a barrier-identification tool, complementary to quantitative 
validation. 

4. Language, narrative & framing are critical levers

Poor or outdated framing — e.g. referring to residual streams as 'waste' — can undermine 
acceptance before trust conversations even begin. This aligns with B-Trust's work on 
communication interventions.

5. Pioneer profiles deserve further attention

Pioneers play a key role in driving acceptance in value chains. B-Trust's ambassador 
concept resonates, but materials lack sufficient guidance on how to identify or support 
pioneer profiles in practice.



3. FEEDBACK FROM EU PROJECTS
1. Timing is the dominant constraint

By the time B-Trust deliverables were available in usable form, some projects had already 
passed their milestone. Standalone, quick-to-adopt resources are essential.

2. The manual alone is insufficient

Most projects needed additional support beyond the manual — calls, presentations, or 
workshops. Step-by-step tools for each stage of the process are the primary need.

3. Full adoption is not the norm

Projects select relevant components rather than implementing the full programme. A 
modular guide indicating which steps are optional vs. interdependent is needed.

4. The feedback loop gap

B-Trust did not sufficiently bring stakeholder groups back together or demonstrate how 
their input was used — a gap relevant for future co-creation design.

5. Network effects drive uptake

The strongest ambassador relationships emerged through warm introductions via project 
partners, capacity building workshops, and mutual contacts.

6. Stakeholder mapping & recruitment are universal pain points

How to identify the right stakeholders and get them to attend workshops are the two most 
recurring operational challenges. Dedicated how-to guides are needed.



RESULTING ACTIONS

Make the methodology more replicable and easy-in-use:

 Improved e-learning course

Stakeholder specific manuals

Practical tools, tips & tricks



1-1 FEEDBACK FROM INVESTORS & FUNDERS

What they agree on - commonalities

Where they differ - differences

 Impact funding & financing scheme
• TRL 1–4 (Early Research)
• TRL 5–8 (Applied Research)
• Startups & SMEs (Investment stage)



1. COMMONALITIES

Strong alignment across investors despite differences in context

Co-creation
Broadly supported — debate is 
on how & when, not whether

Timing
Most valuable around proof-of-
concept with a minimum viable 
proposition

Public acceptance
Real market risk.

Resource constraints
Universal for SMEs — need for 
light, accessible programmes

Quality of evidence
Small, contextualised insights 
outperform large but weak 
datasets

Price competitiveness
Sustainability alone not enough 
— competitiveness + 
willingness-to-pay evidence 
required

Process Risk & resources

Evidence & market



2. DIFFERENCES

Co-creation in funding/deal flow
Some public funders make it mandatory or 
scored in criteria. 

Timing & TRL
Startups: early-stage (POC). 
Research: more relevant at higher TRL due to IP 
& concreteness.

Acceptance risk perception
Varies across funder type, sector, and geography 
(agri vs. food, agri-food vs. bio-based).

Responsibility for public trust
Split between government-led vs. shared 
responsibility models

Evidence expectations
Private investors → quantitative, metrics-driven. 
Public funders → flexible, qualitative accepted.

Geographic nuance
Ecosystem gaps (scaling, capital access) influence 
feasibility — regional customization difficult

Divergence driven by funder type, stage, and context



3. IMPACT FUNDING & 
FINANCING SCHEME

1 TRL 1–4
Early Research

Co-creation
Limited — begin mapping, not engaging

Key evidence
Market awareness, stakeholder landscape, advisory 
contacts

Watch out
Avoid premature co-creation — IP exposure risk at low 
TRL

2 TRL 5–8
Applied Research

Co-creation
High — sometimes mandatory or scored in public 
funding instruments

Key evidence
Letters of intent, early field trials, focus groups 

Watch out
Collect feedback and show it shaped the research 
direction

3 Startups & SMEs
Investment stage

Focus Product–market fit & scalability

Co-creation Baseline expectation

Evidence – e.g. food

B2B → supply chain fit, pilot validation

B2C → consumer validation, WTP, repeat 
usage

Increasing need for quantitative metrics

Watch out
Quality over quantity — few relevant commitments 
beat broad positive reactions.

btrust



CAPACITY BUILDING



INTERNATIONAL AND SECTOR LEARNINGS 
AND FEEDBACK

Clusters, Knowledge 
Institutions and 

Private Enterprises 
from Asia, North 
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International 
Mutual 

Learning

• Academia and 
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• Regulatory 
stakeholders and 
governments

• Funding bodies 
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• Industry and 
retail

Capacity 
Building 

Workshops 
in the EU



WHAT WE LEARNED ABOUT BUILDING TRUST IN BIOTECHNOLOGY

Trust is built through 
openness, not persuasion

Transparency was clearly seen as the most 
important principle: being open about both 
benefits and risks, and how risks are managed.
Trust grows when uncertainty is acknowledged –
not hidden. 

Involving the right people 
matters

Engaging affected stakeholders (consumers, 
farmers, industry, policymakers) early improves 
legitimacy and acceptance.
Co-creation helps ensure technologies respond to 
real societal needs, not only technical feasibility.

Trust is not static
Continuous monitoring and adaptation is essential: 
impacts must be followed over time, and rules 
adjusted if risks outweigh benefits.
Participants stressed that ethical decisions should 
consider risks of action and inaction. 



WHAT WORKS BEST IN PRACTICE 
(ACCORDING TO PARTICIPANTS)

•Public, open research on health, environmental and societal impacts is seen 
as the strongest trust driver.

• Independent evidence supports regulation and public confidence.

Strong public 
knowledge base

•Holistic, science-based regulation that evolves with new knowledge builds 
long-term trust.

•Strict safety monitoring works best as part of a wider governance system.

Clear and fair 
governance

•A common vocabulary and narrative on biotechnology reduces 
misunderstanding.

•Showing real examples with proven positive impact makes innovation 
tangible and credible.

Shared language 
and visibility



CO-CREATION: VALUE, LIMITS, AND KEY FEEDBACK

Why co-creation helps
Builds trust by creating two-way dialogue, early 
involvement, and a sense of ownership.
Helps surface concerns that technical experts 
often miss.

What to be careful about
The outcome depends heavily on who is 
involved and how the process is facilitated.
Risk of dominant voices, bias, or unclear 
framing if not well designed.

Key takeaway
Co-creation is powerful – but not a silver bullet.
It works best when combined with transparent 
evidence, good governance, and clear 
communication. 



INTERNATIONAL AND SECTOR LEARNINGS 
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WHAT ACADEMIA SAYS LIMITS 
TRUST & UPTAKE

• Economic & regulatory hurdles dominate
Cost, investment risk, scale-up gaps and slow, complex EU regulation were ranked as the biggest blockers.

• Public acceptance is a real concern
Even when science is clear, lack of trust is seen as a major obstacle.

The main barriers lie beyond the science

• Unclear long-term health effects (top concern)
• Misinformation & confusion about risks and regulation
• Fear of corporate control, monopolies and loss of choice

→ Many citizens underestimate how strict EU safeguards already are.

Where trust breaks down

• Valuable for early validation, risk–benefit discussions and societal relevance
• Not suitable everywhere (e.g. fundamental research, IP-sensitive topics)
• Strong demand for clear guidelines, boundaries and practical “how-to” support

How academia sees co-creation

• From academia’s perspective, trust-building is a systemic challenge — rooted in economics, regulation and perception, 
not in scientific uncertainty.

Key takeaway (footer / spoken line):



REGULATORY STAKEHOLDERS & 
GOVERNMENTS

• Seen as a major barrier for biotech uptake
• Influences political decisions and regulatory outcomes
• Concerns are about values (ethics, fairness, naturalness), not just knowledge

Public acceptance strongly affects regulation

• Approval processes are long and complex
• Innovators lack early guidance
• Different rules across EU countries create confusion

Regulation itself is part of the challenge

• EU rules and safety checks are very strict
• But most citizens don’t know this
• Biotechnology feels abstract and distant to the public

Big gap between reality and perception

• Useful to understand concerns early
• Helps inform better regulation
• Needs to be neutral, practical and low-resource

How regulators see co-creation



INDUSTRY AND RETAIL

• Seen as a major barrier for biotech uptake
• Influences political decisions and regulatory outcomes
• Concerns are about values (ethics, fairness, naturalness), not just knowledge

Public acceptance strongly affects regulation

• Consumers do not judge “biotechnology” as a category
• Acceptance depends on: 

• What it is used for (food vs. materials)
• What it replaces (chemicals, plastics, current practices)

Perception is context- and use-case driven

• Fear, associations and values shape reactions
• Facts alone rarely change opinions once fear is triggered
• Language, framing and narratives strongly influence trust

Emotion outweighs information



INDUSTRY AND RETAIL

• Industry buyers want proof of consistency and quality
• Consumers want: 

• Clear purpose (what problem is solved)
• Balanced transparency
• Ability to opt out

Trust needs proof, clarity and choice

• Seen as a way to reduce market uncertainty early
• Useful for testing use cases, language and acceptance barriers
• Hard to scale – SMEs need support from clusters and 

intermediaries

Role of co-creation for industry & retail
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