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Presenter
Presentation Notes
How do we connect with a public today that’s increasingly interested – and skeptical – when it comes to food and the technology behind it? GMOs, gene editing, antibiotics and chemicals in food are among the issues causing skepticism, confusion and angst in menus everywhere. Roxi Beck from The Center for Food Integrity (CFI) will dig into CFI’s trust model and latest trust research to show how to connect to earn trust when it comes to food issues on the minds of consumers and decision-makers. 

http://www.foodintegrity.org/


Today’s Objectives

• How did trust in ag and food become compromised?

• What we’ve learned about building trust 

• Now what? How do we start a new conversation?

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Provide research insights into how trust was compromised; Detail on consumer objections to technology (spoiler alert – it’s not about the technology per se)Research insights regarding sustainability, nutrition, technologyFeature a new technology you may hear more aboutRecommendations on best practices for building trust you can apply in your company



How did trust in ag and 
food 

become compromised?



Today’s Food System

Safer More available More affordable

Consumers are more skeptical and concerned.

How did that happen?

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Today food is generally:SaferMore availableMore affordableDespite the industry’s best intentions, consumers are skeptical about the decisions being made on their behalf, and the people making them.  How did that happen?University of Wisconsin-Extension



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Over the past 50 years, we have seen consumers dramatically change their attitudes about food. What started out as trust and respect for farmers has morphed into a growing hatred for “big food.”



50 Years of Violations of Public Trust

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Add to that, the fact that, over the past 50 years, we have seen major events really re-shape consumers’ psyches and cause them to trust mistrust in institutions.   Both Martin Luther King, Jr. and presidential candidate Bobby Kennedy Jr. were assassinated in ’68.Protestors at the Democratic National Convention in Chicago were attacked by police and troops. The Vietnam War was raging, as was opposition to the war on campuses across the country. First time war was broadcast into people’s homes, via TV (new communication media channel).Christmas Eve that year marked a milestone in the environmental movement as images of earth from outer space were seen for the first time, generating new awareness that resources on the Blue Planet were not limitless. (Sparked the Green/Environmental Movement)The wave of high profile incidents that eroded trust in institutions continued in 1970 with the Kent State shootings…On May 4, 1970, four Kent State University students were killed and nine injured when members of the Ohio National Guard opened fire during a demonstration protesting the Vietnam War.’72 with the Watergate break-in which led to the first resignation of an American President, shaking trust in our government to the core.Three Mile Island, Exxon Valdez, Jim Bakker, Jimmy Swaggert, Iran-Contra,  We started to trust mistrust – and trust in institutions continued to decrease. Clinton/Lewinsky, Arthur-Andersen, Enron, WorldCom, the sub-prime Mortgage Crisis, priest abuse cover-up, BP oil spill, John Edwards, Eliot Spitzer, Abu Ghraib, Penn State, Congressional gridlock and Government shutdowns are all on the list of events and individuals that contributed to the erosion of American’s trust in institutions.  High profile events that raise questions about whether we should trust institutions or people in influential positions. And there were events across sectors of influence:



50 Years of Violations of Public Trust

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The frequency and visibility of violations of public trust by government, military, business, educational and religious institutions has been consistent enough over the last four plus decades to breed broad public skepticism about whether or not institutions are worthy of trust. priest abuse cover-up, John Edwards, Eliot Spitzer, Abu Ghraib, the sub-prime Mortgage Crisis, BP oil spill, (disconnected comment from BP’s CEO) Penn State abuse, Congressional gridlock and Government shutdowns are all on the list of events and individuals that contributed to the dramatic and measurable erosion of American’s trust in institutions.  



The Decline of Trust
The frequency and visibility of 

violations of public trust                
have been consistent enough to breed  

public skepticism                             

about whether government, businesses and other institutions 
are 

worthy of trust. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The frequency and visibility of violations of public trust in the years that followed by government, military, business and religious institutions has been consistent enough over the last four-plus decades to breed broad public skepticism about whether or not institutions are worthy of trust. Violations of public trust unfortunately seem more commonplace today. This creates an environment which requires intentional outreach to build relationships that lead to trust.



Consolidation, Integration and 
Industrialization



Then vs. Now

--Authority is granted primarily by office

--Broad social consensus driven by 
white males

--Communication was formal, indirect 
(mass communication)

--Progress is inevitable

--“Big” is respected

THEN NOW
--Authority is granted primarily by relationship

--No single social consensus, great diversity,
many voices

--Communication is informal, direct 
(masses of communicators)

--Progress is possible

--“Big” is bad

Presenter
Presentation Notes
During the last 4 decades, society saw some fundamental shifts.Before that pivotal time in the late 60s – authority was granted by office. If you were a mayor, a governor, a CEO – you were automatically granted respect. Today, that’s not the case. Respect must be earned. It’s granted primarily by relationship – the public wants to know if you are someone they can trust. �Back then, broad social consensus was driven by White Anglo Saxon Protestant men – or WASP males. Today there is no single social consensus. There’s a great diversity of voices.In the 60s communication was very formal. Information was pushed to the masses by just a relatively few information sources. “Mass communication” they called it. Back then, there were only three television networks – and perhaps a newspaper on the doorstep each day. �Today, communication is very informal and instead of mass communication – there are masses of communicators – thanks in large part to the explosion of cable networks, the internet and digital communication – allowing everyone to have a voice. Back then – progress was inevitable. It was exciting. Yes, let’s put a man on the moon!  Today? Not so much. Yes progress is possible, but should we really go there? What are the risks? And who ultimately benefits from that progress? I’m just not sure about drones or GMOs, for example. Back then – “Big” was respected – institutions were respected. If your company was growing and prospering – that was celebrated. But today, there’s a perception that big is bad. Big government, big religion, big business. When you think about what happened the last 40 years, what happen in agriculture?



Traditional Communications are Less Effective Today

Consumer
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The “Mom Tribe” Consumer Panel
What information sources have you used to come to your 
conclusions that GMOs are dangerous?

Heidi: “I’m part of a moms group. 
When there is a big consensus, I 
think ‘there’s something here.’ 
You don’t need doctors or 
scientists confirming it when you 
have hundreds of moms.” 



Cycle of Continuous Influence

Your Company



Consumer Trust Research 
Highlights

What we’ve learned 
about building trust



Trust research was published in the 
December 2009 Journal of Rural Sociology

SOCIAL LICENSE

FREEDOM TO OPERATE

Trust Model (Sapp/Look East)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
CFI was the first to build a research-based consumer trust model in partnership with Iowa State University. Earning and maintaining social license, the privilege of operating with minimal formalized restrictions, depends largely on  building confidence based on shared values. Of the three primary elements that drive trust – confidence (shared values and ethics), competence (skills and ability) and influential others (family, friends and credentialed individuals), our peer-reviewed research shows that confidence, or shared values, is three-to-five times more important than competence in building trust. 



• The privilege of operating with minimal formal restrictions 
based on maintaining public trust.

• Public trust is based on a belief that your activities are 
consistent with social expectations and the values of your 
stakeholders.

Social License



Tipping 
Point

Flexible 
Responsive 
Lower Cost

Rigid 
Bureaucratic 
Higher Cost

Guided by…
• Ethics               
• Values 
• Expectations
• Self regulation

Guided by…
• Regulation 
• Legislation 
• Litigation 
• ComplianceSingle triggering event 

or cumulative impact

The Social License To Operate
Social License Social Control 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
According to a 2008 Securities and Exchange Commission survey of officers at publicly traded firms, Sarbanes-Oxley cost the average company $2.3 million a year in direct compliance costs (staff time, documentation and external audits),



Social License Challenge: Biotechnology



Social License Challenge: Public Health



Social License Challenge: Animal Welfare, Environment



INFLUENTIAL OTHERS

VALUE SIMILARITY

TRUST

Trust research was published in the 
December 2009 Journal of Rural Sociology

CONFIDENCE

COMPETENCE

SOCIAL LICENSE

FREEDOM TO OPERATE

Trust Model (Sapp/Look East)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
CFI was the first to build a research-based consumer trust model in partnership with Iowa State University. Earning and maintaining social license, the privilege of operating with minimal formalized restrictions, depends largely on  building confidence based on shared values. Of the three primary elements that drive trust – confidence (shared values and ethics), competence (skills and ability) and influential others (family, friends and credentialed individuals), our peer-reviewed research shows that confidence, or shared values, is three-to-five times more important than competence in building trust. 



Shared values are 3-5x more important to building trust than sharing 
facts or demonstrating technical skills/expertise

What Drives Consumer Trust?

Presenter
Presentation Notes
What we found is that confidence (shared values) are three to five times more important than facts. Stated differently, facts/SCIENCE are 3-5 times less important than values when building trust. That’s not to say that facts aren’t important. Actually, they’re imperative, but the way we use them, is extremely sensitive with consumers. To meet this consumer need, we have to start business decisions and conversations by grounding them in ethics. We don’t abandon science and economics – they are critical to verify what we’re doing is the correct action, but we use them to back up our values-based foundation for a message that will resonate with them and connect with them.But we have to remember that, with facts (science and economics data), these only provide information and increase our audiences’ knowledge. But remember the scale – facts doesn’t drive trust. Feelings and beliefs do. That’s why it’s so important to lead with values. 



“No one cares how much you know,

until they know how much you care.”

- Theodore Roosevelt



Sustainable Balance



Research/science proves 
it’s ok to do this...

Historical Approach: Science and Economics

It improves productivity, 
efficiency...

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We need to change our approach -- Society is asking us in agriculture –Should we use GMO?Should we house animals in confinement?Should we use antibiotics?Historically we in agriculture have answered with –science tells us we can; research tells us this is the way to do it; economics tells us we can –But Can and Should are different questions.  I am not discounting the importance of science and economics – but we need to be grounded in ethics and share our values.Same thinking, same results. That’s why we need to shift.  



Answering the Wrong Question

Science Question Ethical Question

CAN SHOULD

Presenter
Presentation Notes
So all along, the food industry has been answering the wrong question. Yes, the science says “we can!” – but that’s not what’s being asked, consumers aren’t asking if “we can.”They’re asking if we should. That’s an ethical question that can only be answered with values. But what values?



Don’t abandon 
science and facts

Lead with Shared Values 
to Build Trust

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We don’t abandon science and economics – they are critical to verify what we’re doing is the correct action, but we use them to back up our values-based foundation for a statement that will resonate with them and connect with them.But we have to remember that, with facts (science and economics data), these only provide information and increase our audiences’ knowledge. But remember the scale – facts doesn’t drive trust. Feelings and beliefs do. That’s why it’s so important to lead with values. 



A New Conversation About Technology

Apples that don’t brown and potatoes that 
don’t bruise reduce waste

Modifying plants to consume less water 
helps conserve natural resources

Canola oil with Omega-3 will be healthier, 
and alleviate pressure to harvest wild fish

Pigs that are resistant to one of the 
deadliest, incurable swine diseases, will suffer 
less and fewer will die

 Biotechnology helps increase yield, 
improving efficiency

 Disease-resistant GMO crops increase 
profitability for farmers

 Biotechnology helps U.S. farmers feed a 
growing world

 Biotechnology helps scientists keep pace 
with constantly evolving microbes

OLD NEW



Connecting with Consumers in a       
Post-Truth Tribal World?

Starting a New Conversation
Download Research Summary at FoodIntegrity.org

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Download Summary! 



Research Sponsors 

2017 Members

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Additional Support - Thank 2016 Corporate Sponsors



The Belief Spectrum 

On the left of the spectrum are people who understand 
truth as objective: a knowable fact that can be best 

observed through the scientific method.

RATIONAL SCIENTIFIC OBJECTIVITY 

PEOPLE’S ASSESSMENT OF NEWS CREDIBILITY IS SHAPED BY THEIR RELATIONSHIP TO THE TRUTH.

VALUE-BASED SUBJECTIVITY
15%

COMBINATION OF OBJECTIVITY AND SUBJECTIVITY

On the right of the spectrum are people for whom ‘truth’ is 
subjectively determined (regardless of whether they realize it). 
For them, what makes information credible is more about what 

“feels true for me” based on deeply held beliefs.

In the middle are people for whom truth is both objectively and subjectively 
determined. These consumers are often confused by the amount and the 

often contradictory nature of information, so they seek guidance from others 
to determine credibility.



Food news is symbolic of…

Complexity: 
They love it, 

because they 
know nothing is 
simple or black 

and white.

Ethical rationality: 
Seeing rational 

arguments in ethics, 
and what they consider 

being morally right –
their opinion positions 

them on the “right” 
side of morality. 

Confusion: It 
causes stress 

and anxiety and 
threatens one’s 
sense of being 

and self.

Underlying 
aspirations: It 
confirms their 

dreams and hopes, 
and makes an 

objective seem 
attainable – e.g. 

Ongoing happiness.

The ideological 
battlefield: It either 

prepares them 
when it confirms 

their ideas, 
or threatens them 
when it opposes.



What makes food information credible? 

Broadly held social and 
ethical opinions along with 

citations of scientific studies, 
discussion of environmental, 
social and/or political context 

of the study or findings, 
acknowledgment of bias or 

shortcomings, independence 
(from food/agriculture 

lobbies).

Simple and clear 
messages, authoritative 

and official looking, 
actionable 

recommendations, 
personal or personified 

(i.e.: they can connect to 
the person giving the 

information).

Big and promising 
claims and answers to 
problems,  personal 

testimony, connection 
to spirituality, 

challenges to the 
status quo. News that 
plays on their fear or 

worries is also 
effective.

Information that validates their existing 
preconceptions about food, health, as 

well as the broader social/ political 
landscape. News and information 

(often from niche sites) that is 
shared by their virtual communities of 

like-minded people.

Scientific evidence, 
reasoned argument, 
complex discussion, 
citation of scientific 

studies, tentative 
conclusions.
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Scientific Philosopher Follower Wishful Thinker Existentialist

Population Share of Voice

Scientifics are the technical 
information pioneers in food 
news. They drive the standard of 
scientific claims that others
evaluate. They are technical 
pioneers, but not the culture 
creators. Their lack of clarity and 
inability to simplify conversations 
limits their influence to 
Philosophers. 

Philosophers represent the 
culture creator in the 
category.

Influence



Ideology Vulnerability

S C I E N T I F I C P H I L O S O P H E R F O L L O W E R E X I S T E N T I A L I S TW I S H F U L T H I N K E R

How the culture of food news and information is changing.

The Scientific is the ideological one in the context 
of food news credibility. They take a dogmatic 
approach to deducing knowledge from 
information – outcomes are complicated, and 
often lie in grey zones. This isn’t relatable to 
mainstream consumers like the Followers, who 
are already feeling overwhelmed and anxious 
about the amount and complexity of information 
and news around food.  

Chasm Analysis

Ideology Vulnerability



C O N S C I E N T I O U SS C I E N T I F I C P H I L O S O P H E R F O L L O W E R E X I S T E N T I A L I S TW I S H F U L T H I N K E R

Philosophers assess evidence 
through a simple, clear ethical lens. 
This influences the Follower.  

Followers fear doing the wrong 
thing, and jeopardizing the health 
of their families. 
They look towards Philosophers, 
and other Followers, for advice 
that’s simple to understand, and 
that feels right – because it’s 
ethically or morally the right thing 
to do.

Credibility = The right 
thing to do

How the culture of food news and information is changing.

Ideology Vulnerability

Chasm Analysis



Strategic Opportunities
• Inputs: Guide Our Strategy

– Four factors that make our information relatable to the 
Follower.

1. Knowing that the source is knowledgeable yet “I can 
understand them.”

2. They clearly tell me what I should do, given my life’s 
situation.

3. They themselves have similar responsibilities (family, 
community, maybe the environment).

4. Their guidance just feels like the right thing to do – is 
ethically and/or morally sound advice.



Strategic Opportunities
• Inputs: Guide Our Strategy 

– Approach: Ethical rationality. 
– Opportunity to leverage other parents, farmers, wives and 

husbands to deliver ethically rational arguments.
(Academics who are relatable have the advantage of 
credible expertise – not a company or trade association –
and the ability to connect.)



Strategic Opportunities
• Outputs: What We Deliver

– Simple and easy to understand.
– Visualizable arguments.
– How-to or what-to-do. 

Most important: You’re giving Followers the comfort of 
knowing that they are doing the right thing.  

Permission to believe



Three-Step Formula for Evolving Beliefs  

1. The messenger needs to be an expert Followers trust. 

(Relatability = shared values + competency)

2. The message should be unambiguous and deliver a simple 
solution.

3. The message should address a specific vulnerability of the Follower. 
Followers fear they will miss something or do the wrong thing, 
thereby jeopardizing the health of their families or themselves.



Tools for a New Conversation
learnmore@foodintegrity.org

A Clear View of Transparency

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Our trust model, and research on trust and transparency are the foundation for two of our interactive training programs Engage and Transparency workshops  - contact CFI to learn more. Engage equips participants with specific communication skills and strategies to earn trust; A Clear View of Transparency touches on Engage principles but goes in-depth into CFI’s transparency research. Transparency is no longer optional – consumers expect it. This workshop details how to be more increase your transparency to earn trust. 



Shameless Self-Promotion
Despite food being safer, more affordable and more 
available than at any time in human history, consumers 
are increasingly skeptical and critical of today’s food 
system. In Size Matters, Charlie Arnot provides thought 
provoking insight into how the food system lost 
consumer trust, what can be done to restore it, and the 
remarkable changes taking place on farms and in food 
companies, supermarkets and restaurants every day as 
technology and consumer demand drive radical change.

Print and digital editions available later this spring 
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