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For instance, animal welfare has been emphasized to promote
gene-edited cows [4], while highlighting the role of genetically
modified maize in combating global hunger has increased
consumer valuation of GM corn [5]. Additionally, the study shows
that improved texture and flavor can positively influence consumer
appeal for gene-edited grapes [6]. However, there is a lack of
research comparing these different types of benefits. It will help to Private benefit Societal benefit Neutral benefit

* Tailor communication to specific
demographic and psychological
profiles to maximize impact

determine the most effective methods for fostering acceptance of group group group
agrobiotechnology as a tool addressing agricultural challenges.
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