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Executive summary  

Between March 2014 and September 2014, the NanoDiode project conducted an online survey on 

European citizens’ views on nanotechnologies. The aim of this survey was to investigate public 

perceptions of nanotechnologies with the aim of providing foundations for NanoDiode’s own 

‘upstream’ public engagement activities.  

Over 1.500 Europeans provided their views on future impacts of nanotechnologies through the 

NanoDiode website, describing both their preferred areas of innovation and the types of 

communication and information they desire. Overall respondents felt that nanotechnologies will 

have a positive effect on both “our overall way of life”, and on European economies. Impacts of 

nanotechnologies on the environment and the safety of European society were, overall, viewed with 

less confidence. Regarding the different applications or product areas, respondents were less 

enthusiastic towards products that are used close to one’s body, such as food, cosmetics or textiles. 

On the other hand, respondents almost unanimously welcomed application areas that could be 

directly linked to societal challenges, such as health or climate change.   

While surveys can offer a baseline of quantitative information on public perceptions that could be 

considered in research and policy, this information should be deepened and complemented with 

qualitative methods, in order to support effective research and policy-making. This is because single 

preferences and negative views expressed in surveys can result from a number of different 

conceptions, hopes and fears. Quantitative perceptions should encourage policy-makers, companies 

and scientists to probe further. 

Additional in-depth stakeholder interviews carried out in six NanoDiode partner countries suggest 

that citizens should have a right to participate in decisions that affect their daily lives. As 

nanotechnologies are expected to shape our society, involving the public in their development is 

therefore unquestionably called for.  

The nanotechnology community is therefore called upon to be responsive to the hopes and concerns 

of citizens, and to take these into account in research- and policy-making. Capacity-building and 

information provision count only as a start; ultimately, the outcomes of public involvement should 

feed into innovation and policy processes. Ensuring this responsiveness is, however, not always 

straightforward: as such the last part of this report gives recommendations for building up 

responsiveness to stakeholders.   
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1. Introduction  

NanoDiode – “Developing innovative outreach and dialogue on responsible nanotechnologies in EU 

civil society” – is a Coordination and Support Action funded by the European Union under the NMP 

Cooperation Work Programme of the 7th Framework Programme. During its three year period (2013-

2016), it will establish a coordinated programme for dialogue and outreach in Europe and support 

the effective governance of nanotechnologies: NanoDiode tests, develops and assesses methods for 

public engagement, and contributes to responsible research and innovation in the area of 

nanotechnologies.  

The essential contribution of NanoDiode is in the way it combines ‘upstream’ public engagement 

(dialogues and initiatives that feed public preferences, hopes, concerns and ideas into policy-making 

processes) with ‘midstream’ actions (citizen deliberations and user committees at the level of 

research and development) and ‘downstream’ engagement (communication, outreach, education 

and training).  

As information on public attitudes is a prerequisite for responsive research and policy processes, 

NanoDiode’s Work Package 2 – “INSPIRE: Engagement and dialogue at the policy level” – lays 

foundations for the ‘upstream’ dialogue activities. WP2 has three key tasks:  

 To determine Europeans’ views on priorities for the desired fields of nano-innovation by 

means of an internet survey and national in-depth interviews (Task 2.1); 

 organise a competition on innovative ideas for school kids and students (2.2); and 

 hold a series of national multi-stakeholder dialogues (2.3).  

WP2 thus gathers and deepens public perceptions on how nanotechnologies can address societal 

challenges, as well as views on the possible risks associated with them. After creating a database of 

attitudes and preferences, WP2 will bring stakeholders together to discuss how desired innovations 

could be fostered, and ethical, social and environmental concerns addressed. Furthermore WP2 

explores ways for enhancing the responsiveness of policy and research; drawing on the concept of 

Responsible Research and Innovation, it asks how public perceptions could be fed into research and 

policy processes. The rationale behind this is discussed at length in the Action Plan for WP21.   

                                                      
1
 Schuurbiers, D. & Rissanen, M. (2014): Developing Innovative Outreach and Dialogue on nanotechnologies in EU civil society 

(NanoDiode). Action plan for WP2 – INSPIRE: Engagement and dialogue at the policy level. http://www.nanodiode.eu/wp-

content/uploads/2014/04/NanoDiode_WP2_Action_Plan.pdf   
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This report of Task 2.1 of NanoDiode, “Survey and In-Depth Interviews”, summarises the insights 

gathered both in the NanoDiode online survey, and in the subsequent national in-depth interviews. 

The successiveness of these two activities allows Task 2.1 to be both exploratory and explanatory.  

As discussed in the WP2 Action Plan, the efforts of assessing public opinion by means of quantitative 

and qualitative studies are not new. In its recent overview, the German project Nanoview identified 

88 international studies on public perceptions of nanotechnologies published after 20002. The 

aspects covered most often included the public knowledge on, and the general attitudes towards, 

nanotechnologies, valuation of different risks and benefits, as well as the use of information media. 

Most studies that address nanotechnologies as a whole ask respondents to discuss them on a general 

level; these views are then compared to those on other emerging technologies. 

According to the Nanoview synthesis, the public perception of nanotechnologies is generally more 

positive than that of many other emerging technologies, such as genetic engineering. Notably, if 

citizens are not provided with initial information on risks and benefits before their opinions are 

asked, they remain positive. Once questions are framed and risk aspects introduced, the citizens 

become more wary. In general, they also ask for more consumer-oriented information. Considering 

the different application areas, Nanoview concludes that food and food packaging count as the areas 

where the acceptance of products has most often been individually observed: whereas the exact 

applications of the food sector are viewed with scepticism, products that are not used close to the 

human body are generally seen more positively. Although such general conclusions can be drawn, 

the data comparing the acceptance of different products, or product areas, is not very recent3, and 

the Eurobarometer “Europeans and Biotechnology in 2010. Winds of Change?”4 still constitutes the 

last large-scale European quantitative study on the public perceptions of nanotechnologies.  

Due to the relative lack of recent comparative data, NanoDiode set out to close this knowledge gap. 

Although the aims and methods of NanoDiode differed from those of the Eurobarometer, the 

NanoDiode survey provided information on attitudes present in European societies, especially in the 

six NanoDiode partner countries: Austria, France, Germany, Italy, Poland and The Netherlands. 

                                                      
2
 Correia Carreira, G. et al. (2013). Nanoview – Einflussfaktoren auf die Wahrnehmung der Nanotechnologien und 

zielgruppenspezifische Risikokommunikationsstrategien. Berlin: Bundesinstitut für Risikobewertung.  - 
3
 Most of such studies identified by Nanoview were conducted between 2007 and 2010 (ibid., 21-25). 

4
 Gaskell, G. et al. (2010): Europeans and biotechnology in 2010. Winds of change? European Commission, Directorate-

General for Research. http://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/document_library/pdf_06/europeans-biotechnology-in-

2010_en.pdf   

http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs_341_en.pdf
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Despite building on the existing data, NanoDiode did not aim to replicate or mirror the previous 

attempts of measuring public attitudes. The survey distinguished between the possible effects of 

nanotechnologies to different areas of society, as well as between the different application areas. 

The participants were asked to express their views on the use of nanotechnologies in medicine, 

mobility, housing, food and agriculture, food packaging, electronics, and environmental technologies. 

As these applications mirror the EU research and innovation agenda, as well as the different national 

research agendas, the results provide information on how current European nano-innovation is 

viewed by European citizens. Furthermore, the respondents assessed different methods that could 

be used for advancing Responsible Research and Innovation in the nanotechnology sector. Lastly, the 

participants were asked how they themselves would like to be informed about nanotechnologies.  

Simultaneously occurring during the last weeks of the survey, 10 guided in-depth interviews were 

carried out in the same six NanoDiode partner countries in order to deepen, explain and reflect upon 

the survey results. These interviews provided valuable insights into the national public perceptions, 

and the communication patterns that governed these. The interviews additionally addressed the 

question of if, and how, these kinds of public opinions should be taken into account in research and 

policy. Together the survey and the interviews provide a foundation for NanoDiode’s own upcoming 

dialogue and outreach activities. Beyond that, as these initiatives have not only focused on public 

preferences but also on arguments and valuations behind these, the insights may serve as broader 

inspiration for dialogue and communication approaches outside the NanoDiode project.  

The NanoDiode partners involved with the realisation of Task 2.1 included De Proeffabriek (DPF, the 

Netherlands), CEA – French Alternative Energies and Atomic Energy Commission (France), 

AIRI/Nanotec IT (Italy), BioNanoNet (BNN, Austria), Polish Foundation of Nanotechnology and 

Nanoscience Support – Nanonet (NN, Poland) as well as the University of Stuttgart (USTUTT, 

Germany), the task leader for all NanoDiode Work Package 2 tasks. As the survey and the interviews 

were to support the whole NanoDiode project, they were conceptualised and planned in close 

cooperation with the entire consortium. Furthermore, all project partners provided valuable support 

in the dissemination of the online survey. Special thanks go to Studio HB (the Netherlands) for 

enabling the survey on the NanoDiode website.  
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2. Research methods 

2.1 NanoDiode online survey 

NanoDiode establishes a coordinated programme for dialogue and outreach throughout Europe and 

supports the effective governance of nanotechnologies. For this, and for providing a basis for 

NanoDiode’s own dialogue and outreach activities, a consideration of empirical data on public 

perceptions of nanotechnologies was important.  

For strengthening the database, NanoDiode chose for its Task 2.1 an “explorative” (=hypothesis 

generating) approach5, involving both quantitative and qualitative elements in a mixed-method 

design6. This has to be distinguished clearly from the Eurobarometer, as the latter is “confirmatory” 

(=hypothesis testing). Confirmatory studies require randomized sampling on multiple levels and 

states and normal-distributed items so that their representativeness is ensured.  

A quantitative online survey constituted the first step of this NanoDiode study. The aims of the 

survey were twofold. On the one hand it was designed to build on the existing (Eurobarometer) data; 

on the other, to complement the observation of general attitudes with that of application-specific 

preferences and to map the views of the respondents regarding the inclusion of the public. Prior to 

designing single questions, some decisions regarding the level of the survey were taken: first, the 

difficulty level of the questions was set as easy as possible to ensure a broad participation and to 

make up with the limitations of an online survey7. Furthermore, contrary to the Eurobarometer, the 

respondents were not provided with any pre-information on nanotechnologies before filling in the 

survey. The rationale behind this is discussed in Chapter 5.1, “The “problem” of the uninformed 

respondent”.  

Regarding the final questionnaire8, all questions were formulated as closed questions with discrete 

answer categories, allowing additionally “don’t know”- and, in the questions related to the personal 

background of the participants, “don’t want to answer”-choices. Where reasonable, the category 

“other” was made possible with an additional field for specifications. Where feasible, the answers 

                                                      
5
 Shields, P.M. & Rangarajan, N. (2013): A Playbook for Research Methods. Integrating Conceptual Frameworks and Project 

Management. New Forums Press, Stilwater. 
6
 Mingers, J. & Brocklesby, J. (1997): Multimethodology: for Mixing Towards a Framework Methodologies. In: Omega, Int. J.  

Mgmt Sci. Vol. 25, No. 5, pp. 489-509. 
7
 As an online survey is unguided, questions as simple as possible should be posed.  

8
 See Annex I: Survey Questionnaire.  
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where specified with a 5-point rating scale. The questionnaire was first developed in English and 

after consolidation with all NanoDiode consortium partners and the Steering Committee translated 

into Dutch, French, German, Italian, Norwegian, Polish and Spanish. 

Technically, the NanoDiode survey was realised on the online platform surveymonkey.com, which is 

broadly used for scientific and commercial surveys. The platform was integrated on the NanoDiode 

website, where the survey was open for participation from March 13thuntil September 15th, 2014. 

During this period the survey was open for everyone willing to participate. In addition, all NanoDiode 

partners actively disseminated the survey with announcements on known nanotech internet portals 

and with invitations to multipliers such as schools, polytechnics, universities, science museums, CSOs 

and other organisations and persons involved in the nano-debate. Invitations were sent out by mail, 

e-mail, Facebook and Twitter. Beyond that personal contacts of the partners were asked to spread 

the survey in their own networks. The consortium emphasised approaching citizens without strong 

links to the European nanotechnology community and strived for a balanced distribution regarding 

age, gender and education, too. 

As an anonymous online survey lacks every kind of social pressure, every participant in the end him- 

or herself actively chose to fill in the survey. This so called auto-selectivity makes the final selection 

of participants impossible: only those people with interest in the survey and in its subject participate. 

For an open online survey it is thus impossible to impose the criteria for statistical representativity 

(randomized sampling), like e.g. the Eurobarometer does. For this, the NanoDiode survey results 

cannot be used to make generalizations for the entire populations of the respective countries or that 

of the EU; they should rather be interpreted as opinions of interested people. Although a balanced 

selection of participants was actively sought, it is likely that the survey attracted more of those 

people with some previous knowledge and interest on nanotechnologies. 

Last, the survey may be regarded as a form of dialogue itself. Open to everyone, it asked people to 

take part in the societal discussion on nanotechnologies. In the overall frame of NanoDiode it 

contributed to making nanotechnologies known to the public and encouraged the participants and 

website visitors to develop their own thoughts. As the testing of public engagement methods is one 

of the key aims of NanoDiode, the survey needs to be assessed as an act of dialogue as well. 
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2.2 Guided in-depth interviews 

Simultaneously with the last months the survey was running, guided in-depth interviews were 

conducted in six NanoDiode partner countries (Austria, France, Germany, Italy, Poland and in The 

Netherlands) for deepening the survey results9. One of the aims of Task 2.1 is to collect stakeholder-

specific ideas on how to involve citizens in innovation processes; in-depth interviews were chosen as 

a method explicitly for this purpose and for complementing the scope of the survey.  

The interview partners were independently recruited by the national organisations responsible for 

the interviews. A balanced selection of different stakeholder groups and positions was strived for: in 

addition to representatives of the industry, public institutions, CSOs and of science, lay consumers, 

artists and philosophers were interviewed. A total of ten interviews were conducted in each country. 

The interviews themselves were composed of two main issue areas and followed a guideline 

developed by the consortium partners. First, the interview partners were asked to discuss, assess 

and elaborate on the NanoDiode survey results and the general perception of nanotechnologies in 

their countries. Second, in terms of Responsible Research and Innovation10, the interview partners’ 

views and ideas on the information and communication needs of the public as well as on possibilities 

for involving citizens in innovation and policy processes were asked.  

In this report we first present the final results of the quantitative survey in detail. Subsequently, six 

country reports combining survey and interview results discuss the perception of nanotechnologies 

and possibilities for public involvement in the partner countries. Suggestions for improving public 

involvement and enhancing responsiveness of research and policy processes round up this report of 

Task 2.1 of NanoDiode. The conclusions and suggestions may serve as inspiration for the next steps 

of the project as well as for research- and policy-makers and all interested people outside the 

consortium. 

  

                                                      
9
 For this, partners conducting the interviews were provided with intermediate results. After the survey had ran its course, the 

intermediate and final results were compared to see if any major shifts in the responses had taken place that would have need 

to be mirrored in the interviews – this was not the case.   
10

 See e.g. Von Schomberg (2011): Prospects for Technology Assessment in a framework of responsible research and 

innovation. In: M. Dusseldorp and R. Beecroft (eds.). Technikfolgen abschätzen lehren: Bildungspotenziale transdisziplinärer 

Methoden. VS Verlag, Wiesbaden: https://app.box.com/s/f9quor8jo1bi3ham8lfc 
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3. Survey results  

3.1 Knowledge about nanotechnologies 

Q1: How much do you know about nanotechnologies?  

Very much – Much – Something – A little – Very little – Don’t know  

In the first question of the NanoDiode survey, respondents were asked to assess their knowledge on 

nanotechnologies. The assessment of public knowledge is part and parcel of most nanotechnology 

surveys and can be done in two ways: either by posing respondents nanotechnology-related 

questions (e.g. what is the nano-scale?) and extrapolating “the public knowledge” from the right and 

wrong answers given, or, by means of subjective assessments, as here is the case. For the aims of this 

survey, this first question is to be seen mainly as a control variable. As discussed before, due to the 

non-representativity of the survey participants, the results cannot be used to make generalizations 

for the populations of the respective countries or that of the EU. Rather than making claims about 

whether the public nanotechnology knowledge is rising or declining, the responses to this question 

are used to determine what kind of people filled in the survey. As the socio-demographical variables 

discussed below, this provides information on the groups an open online survey reaches.   

 

Figure 1: Respondents’ knowledge on nanotechnologies (self-estimation), all countries. 

Regarding their subjective assessments of nanotechnology knowledge, the survey participants split 

between the different categories in a balanced way. The opinions of those actively following the 

development of nanotechnologies are complemented with the hopes and concerns of those with 

little or no previous knowledge: 13,4 % of all participants stated that they know very much about 
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nanotechnologies, 22,5 % much, 30,6 % something, 15,8 % a little and 15 % very little. Compared 

between countries, the height of the estimated knowledge varies slightly. While most of the 

countries reach a median level in the category “Something”, the Germans claim to know “Much” and 

Norwegian respondents “Little” in average. Germany is followed by France, Italy and United 

Kingdom, where the respondents estimate their knowledge higher than the respondents in the other 

countries, too. 

 

Table 1: Respondents' knowledge on nanotechnologies (self-estimation), differentiation between countries. 

Most important however is the observation that compared to representative European surveys, the 

knowledge of the respondents is remarkably high. According to Eurobarometer, four years ago only 

45 % of Europeans (EU27) had heard of nanotechnology11. It can hardly be argued that the 

knowledge on nanotechnologies had risen in such a significant way in the last years. Rather it can be 

concluded that despite the broad dissemination, the survey still attracted more such people who 

already possessed some nanotechnology knowledge than people with no previous knowledge at all. 

The reasons for this may be manifold and will be discussed at length later: For instance, those with 

some knowledge on nanotechnologies may perceive their use and development as an important 

issue and are thus more ready to invest their time and take part. Furthermore, the nanotechnology 

knowledge of the respondents implies that there may well be a bias in the sample towards more 

educated parts of the European population.  

  

                                                      
11

 Gaskell, G. et al. (2010): Europeans and biotechnology in 2010. Winds of change? European Commission, Directorate-

General for Research, 22.  

http://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/document_library/pdf_06/europeans-biotechnology-in-2010_en.pdf   

Country Very much Much Something A little Very little Don't know n

Austria 9,3% 17,3% 34,7% 20,0% 17,3% 1,3% 75

Belgium 14,3% 42,9% 32,1% 7,1% 3,6% 0,0% 28

France 18,1% 23,7% 25,8% 15,0% 13,6% 3,8% 200

Germany 18,0% 33,0% 31,0% 11,0% 6,5% 0,5% 287

Italy 15,0% 25,9% 24,5% 20,8% 13,1% 0,7% 274

The Netherlands 7,8% 13,0% 41,7% 15,7% 20,0% 1,7% 115

Norway 2,2% 5,6% 20,2% 38,2% 33,7% 0,0% 89

Poland 8,3% 19,2% 36,5% 12,4% 17,3% 6,4% 266

Spain 3,3% 14,4% 36,7% 16,7% 23,3% 5,6% 90

United Kingdom 25,4% 27,0% 31,7% 4,8% 7,9% 3,2% 126

All countries 13,4% 22,5% 30,6% 15,8% 15,0% 2,8% 1550

How much do you know about nanotechnologies? (in %) - countries differentiated

http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs_341_en.pdf
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3.2 Views on nanotechnologies’ impact on different areas of life  

Q2: In the future, what do you think the effect of nanotechnologies will be on  

 Our overall way of life? 

 The economy of your home country? 

 The environment?  

 Your health and your family’s health? 

 The safety of our society? 

 Future generations? 

Very negative – Negative – Neither positive nor negative – Positive – Very positive – Don’t know 

The second question constitutes the starting point of NanoDiode’s mapping of the public preferences 

related to use and development of nanotechnologies. The respondents were asked to reflect on the 

impact of nanotechnologies on different areas of life: on future generations, the safety of our 

society, one’s and one’s family’s health, the environment, the economy of one’s home country and 

on our overall way of life. Allowing the respondents to differentiate between impact areas results in 

a more diversified view on the hopes and fears the participants associate with nanotechnologies: in 

which areas of life where do people see the possible benefits or risks of nanotechnologies? 

Keeping in mind the methodological differences between the two surveys discussed above, the 

question provides comparisons with the Eurobarometer as well. In the 2010 Eurobarometer the 

participants were asked to agree or to disagree to a number of statements highlighting possible risks 

and benefits of nanotechnologies. For instance, 45 % of Europeans (EU27) agreed that 

nanotechnology would be good for the economy of their home country whereas only 25-30% 

concluded nanotechnology to be safe for future generations, for the environment or for one’s and 

one’s family’s health12. Even when direct comparisons are not possible, the survey allows for a 

review of the expectations people have on the role of nanotechnologies: are they still seen as mainly 

boosting national economies or given a role in tackling e.g. environmental challenges too? Where are 

negative effects anticipated? 

                                                      
12

 Gaskell, G. et al. (2010): Europeans and biotechnology in 2010. Winds of change? European Commission, Directorate-

General for Research.  

http://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/document_library/pdf_06/europeans-biotechnology-in-2010_en.pdf   

http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs_341_en.pdf
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Figure 2: Respondents' views on nanotechnologies' impact on different areas of life, all countries. 

In total, respondents anticipate a positive effect on the different areas of life. While impacts on “our 

overall way of life” and on the national economies are almost unanimously considered positive13, the 

effects on the environment and on societal safety are viewed more controversially. Most concerns 

are associated with negative effects on the environment (17%) and on the safety of society (11%), 

although positive views are the majority here too14. Perhaps controversially, impacts on future 

generations are considered more positive. One possible explanation could be that participants 

associate health, safety and environmental issues with scientific and technological progress, the 

development and maturing of the technologies – if such questions could be solved later, the long-

term impacts could be considered positive. Whether or not this kind of line of thinking actually is 

followed in the public, needs to be discussed in qualitative settings.  

Considering the fact that people with previous nanotechnology knowledge (and thus an interest of 

some sort) prevailed in the sample, a generally positive image is not surprising. However, given the 

                                                      
13

 Nanotechnologies’ future effects on “our overall way of life” are considered positive by 71,2 % and on the national economies 

by 71,9 % of the respondents. 
14

 Future impacts on the environment are considered positive by 44,7 % and on the safety of our society by 47,1 % of the 

respondents.  
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fact that depending on the societal area, 15-30% of the participants chose the “neither positive nor 

negative” category and a further 9-15% the “don’t know” one, it may be argued that to many 

citizens, future effects of nanotechnologies and their role in the society remain unambiguous.  

In order to analyse possible differences between countries, age groups or genders, crosstabs were 

calculated (see tables in the Annex). Within the sample, the result was however clear: no significant 

differences between the partner countries, genders or age groups could be established.    

 

3.3 Views on the use of nanotechnologies in selected innovation areas   

Q3: What do you think about the use of nanotechnologies in the following areas of innovation? 

 Medicine 

 Food and agriculture 

 Food packaging and conservation  

 Construction 

 Mobility and transport  

 Cosmetics  

 Textiles  

 Paints 

 Electronics 

 Environmental and energy technologies  

Very negatively – Negatively – Neither positively nor negatively – Positively – Very positively – 

Don’t know 

In the third question participants were asked in which application areas they would like 

nanotechnologies to be used. Moving beyond the level of general statements, the question allows 

the creation of hypotheses about publicly preferred innovation areas for nanotechnologies. As 

presented below in more detail, the different ratings given to the different application or product 

categories illustrate the fact that respondents as well do view the development and use of 

nanotechnologies in a context-specific way. Instead of embracing or rejecting all applications 

altogether, the survey participants view different areas of use in a different way.  



 

  NanoDiode - Grant Agreement no: 608891 – 28-11-2014 / WP2 / T2.1  17 

 

Figure 3: Respondents' views on the use of nanotechnologies in different areas of innovation, all countries. 

In general the perception of the different areas of innovation can be described as positive. Survey 

respondents favour the use of nanotechnologies in electronics (84,6% positive or very positive), 

environmental and energy technologies (75,5%), construction (69,1%) and paints (67,7%). Confirming 

the results of previous studies15, the participants associate concerns with applications near to the 

body: cosmetics as well as food and agriculture. The fact that the use in food and agriculture (40,6% 

positive or very positive) is seen more critically than food packaging & conservation applications 

(52,9%) highlights the fears associated with a “direct” personal consumption of nano-products. The 

only exception of near-to-body application areas is medicine, where the use of nanotechnologies is 

considered positive by an overwhelming 88,4% of the participants.  

                                                      
15

 See e.g. Throne-Holst, H & Stø, E. (2008) Who should be precautionary? Governance of nanotechnology in the Risk Society. 

Technology Analysis & Strategic Management, 20 (1), pp 99–112. 
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In addition to electronics, where the term “nano” has long been used in advertisement and linked to 

lightweight devices and better usability, respondents see areas directly associated with societal 

challenges are seen in a positive light. This is the case with medicine; e.g. curing diseases or providing 

new forms of treatment seem to count as strong arguments for nanotechnologies. Environmental 

and energy technologies could be easily linked to climate change mitigation and to the improvement 

of energy efficiency. The fact that cosmetics, textiles or the food sector do not gain this kind of 

support from the respondents could imply that the communication of societal benefits has not been 

here that successful.  

The question remains to what extent the innovation preferences expressed by the participants are 

essentially nano-specific. As public knowledge on nanotechnologies is not as broad as it could be, it 

can be argued that many citizens think about technological developments in general when 

nanotechnologies are discussed. It is clear that nanotechnologies are not developed in a vacuum: the 

previous experiences citizens have had with technological developments shape their perceptions of 

new innovations.  

Furthermore, although the survey distinguishes between application areas, the responses to each 

field potentially cover a large number of individual applications. In the area of cosmetics, for 

instance, nanotechnologies are used in a number of products: in addition to products such as anti-

aging crèmes, which essentially serve purposes of beauty and individual desires, the field includes 

e.g. sunscreens as well, used for medical purposes (avoiding dermal cancer). If possible benefits can 

be manifold, the same counts for negative aspects too: one could worry about nanoparticles 

permeating the skin, disapprove the beauty ideals of today leading to the use of cosmetics at all or 

just have made negative experiences with specific products. For researchers, companies or 

regulators the results below thus in a sense pose more questions than deliver answers.  

Addressing all possible reasons for preferring one innovation area to another – as well as the 

question whether the preferences expressed are actually nano-specific – is virtually impossible within 

a quantitative survey such as this one. The in-depth interviews conducted simultaneously with the 

survey thus tried to deepen and explain the results, essentially with a national focus: The insights of 

the international interview partners are presented below in the Country Reports. The results 

hopefully inspire stakeholders working in the different application areas to take part in the discussion 

too: both in a sense of further analysing what lies beneath as well as pondering what, if anything, 

should be altered or communicated considering research or policy in the areas. 
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3.4 Views on ensuring responsible research and innovation 

Q4: How important do you think the following is for ensuring Responsible Research and Innovation 

(RRI)*? 

 Inclusion of environmental and consumer organisations in innovation processes 

 Inclusion of non-expert consumers in innovation processes 

 Communication of consumer preferences to political decision-makers 

 Increasing the amount of government funding made available for research  

 Development of public regulatory mechanisms 

 Labelling of products made with nanomaterials 

 Establishment of public registers for products made with nanomaterials 

 Establishment of labels for products made according to the RRI principles  

 Fostering corporate social responsibility  

Not at all important – Not important – Neither important nor unimportant – Important – Very 

important – Don’t know 

* Responsible Research and Innovation is an approach aimed to ensure that innovations and their 

marketable products are ethically acceptable, sustainable and societally desirable.  

The concept of Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI) seeks to enhance the responsiveness of 

innovation and regulation to public opinion. As the concept and its operationalization are central to 

NanoDiode, respondents were asked to evaluate the importance of different instruments, which 

could be associated with ensuring RRI, such as methods of public involvement and consumer 

communication, public registers and product labelling or corporate social responsibility.  

As RRI as a concept is unknown to most laypeople, a short definition (similar to the one by von 

Schomberg16) was provided in the question. Yet it can be validly questioned to what extent the 

respondents really grasped the term and how their understanding (or the lack thereof) might have 

influenced their responses. We can however argue that the concept of responsibility – as a generally 

positive and relatively easily understood concept – directed their answering: Prior understandings of 

the concept direct the valuation of the different measures. 

                                                      
16

 Von Schomberg (2011): Prospects for Technology Assessment in a framework of responsible research and innovation. In: M. 

Dusseldorp and R. Beecroft (eds.). Technikfolgen abschätzen lehren: Bildungspotenziale transdisziplinärer Methoden. VS 

Verlag, Wiesbaden: https://app.box.com/s/f9quor8jo1bi3ham8lfc 
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Figure 4: Respondents views' on possible approaches for ensuring Responsible Research and Innovation, all countries. 

The suggested approaches for fostering Responsible Research and Innovation are all seen positively. 

The most favoured option, increasing government funding for research was considered important or 

very important by 81,9% of the respondents; and, the one with the least support, “Establishing of 

public registers […]”, was voted important or very important by 61,4%. The little variation between 

the different answer categories and the broad support of all measures named here is indeed striking.   

For many respondents the concept of RRI is certainly a difficult one and the differentiation between 

the different approaches and possibilities for ensuring it even more difficult. As some of NanoDiode’s 

interview partners pointed out, it cannot be assumed that all respondents even understood what 

they read here. The high level of support given to all different approaches however suggests that 

fostering responsibility in research and innovation is seen to be something important. In part, this is 
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due to the vague and all-embracing nature of the concept – who could really object to a responsible 

development of technologies? But, given the concerns many citizens associate with the spread of 

new technologies, communication and development of responsibility can be considered important: 

citizens may not be aware of regulatory mechanisms already at place. The high level of support given 

to all possibilities and the little variation between them suggest that approaches for fostering RRI 

would better be discussed in qualitative settings. Workshops with interplay between experts and lay 

consumers allow for a thorough explanation of the different concepts and better elaboration of 

public preferences.  

One aspect that can be highlighted and discussed in future workshops and dialogues of NanoDiode is 

the relatively low importance given to the measures that involve citizens directly. The survey 

respondents consider involvement of CSOs more important than the involvement of citizens 

themselves. Furthermore, two communicative approaches vividly discussed in the European nano-

communities, registers and labelling, were not considered priority. Around one third of the 

respondents did not find public registers or labelling of products made with nanomaterials 

important. As the limited availability of consumer-oriented information has often been criticised in 

the public nanotechnology discussions, this can be seen as somewhat surprising. One explanation 

could be that lay citizens do not trust in their own abilities to judge complex technologies or their use 

in consumer products and would rather resort to expert assessments and public regulation – RRI 

would thus need to be essentially expert-driven. The lines of thought behind the valuations however 

need further elaboration.  
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3.5 Views on nanotechnology information and communication  

Q5: What kind of information would you like to receive about nanotechnologies? 

 Company-provided information about new products and innovations  

 Information about scientific research areas provided by public institutions and scientific 

organisations 

 Information provided by consumer and environmental organisations  

 Consumer-oriented information events, fairs, etc.  

 Articles in print media (newspapers and magazines)  

 TV or radio programmes  

 Smartphone applications and social media  

 Blogs or discussion forums on the internet  

 Labels and product registers  

After focusing on the future impacts of nanotechnologies, the preferences of the participants 

towards innovation areas and for ensuring Responsible Research and Innovation, the survey 

enquired for information and communication needs. Respondents were asked to pick the kinds of 

information they would like to receive about nanotechnologies. The answer categories offered 

provided a mixture of what needs to be communicated and who exactly should communicate this. 

The participants were able to choose one or more of the options, or leave all boxes un-ticked. One 

respondent could thus pick several types of information he or she considered important without 

having to prioritise between the different possibilities.  

As illustrated below, “Information […] provided by public authorities” was chosen most often from 

the different possibilities, by 73,2% of the respondents. It seems that the respondents appraise 

public institutions as nanotechnology communicators most, although companies and CSOs are valued 

too, by 58,2% and 49,3% respectively. In sum, these three stakeholder groups are all seen as very 

important communicators. It must be noted though that the question does not distinguish between 

the different aspects that count when information sources are valued, e.g. how interesting or trustful 

one finds the information or its source. Whether citizens desire the same kind of information from all 

three groups or differentiate between them as communicators is an interesting question to follow 

up.   
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Figure 5: Respondents' preferred sources of information (mentioned, %), all countries. 

The different media considered, articles in print media are desired most often (by 54,4%), followed 

by TV or radio programmes (46,7%). New media, smartphone applications and social media (20,4%) 

as well as blogs and discussion forums (19,6%) rank relatively low. Although the results do seem to 

highlight the role of traditional media, the importance of internet communication cannot be 

forgotten: we can assume that when stressing the importance of public institutions, companies or 

CSOs, the respondents did not exclude internet-based communication of these stakeholders from 

their valuation. Rather, the relatively low importance given to fairs and information events suggests 

that respondents prefer information channels that are available when they themselves wish to use 

them.   
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Table 2: Respondents' preferred sources of information (mentioned, %), all countries; according to age groups. 

Since media consumption changes according to age, a differentiation between age groups is justified. 

Although the general preferences are quite homogenous, some significant differences between the 

different age groups can be observed. Not surprisingly, the most important role for smartphone apps 

and social media is given by the youngest groups (41,6% of the 18-24 old respondents favour them) 

whereas the oldest respondents prefer print (72,2%), TV and radio (56,7%). Gender or one’s country 

of living, on the other hand, do not affect the information preferences of the respondents (see 

Annex).    

  

-17 years 18-24 years 25-34 years 35-44 years 45-54 years 55-64 years 65+ years

Company-provided information 

about new products and 

innovations

50,0% 62,3% 62,7% 57,3% 55,5% 62,7% 63,3%

Information about scientific 

research areas provided by public 

authorities

50,0% 80,5% 74,6% 73,7% 72,2% 74,5% 80,0%

Information provided by 

consumer and environmental 

organisations

50,0% 37,7% 46,7% 50,7% 59,5% 42,9% 56,7%

Consumer-oriented information 

events, fairs, etc.
100,0% 35,1% 33,1% 25,9% 26,0% 29,8% 33,3%

Articles in print media 

(newspapers and magazines)
100,0% 45,5% 57,1% 50,7% 55,5% 52,2% 72,2%

TV or radio programmes 100,0% 49,4% 46,7% 43,1% 44,9% 51,6% 56,7%

Smartphone applications and 

social media
50,0% 41,6% 23,0% 23,0% 17,6% 13,7% 14,4%

Blogs or discussion forums on 

the internet
100,0% 29,9% 22,3% 17,9% 14,5% 18,0% 26,7%

Labels and product registers 50,0% 33,8% 46,0% 47,1% 41,9% 36,6% 40,0%

max. n= 2 77 287 274 227 161 90

% of respondents who said "Yes" to Information Source
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Q6: Would you like to take part in dialogue and workshop events that will be organised by the 

project NanoDiode? 

 Yes 

 No 

In a short follow-up question to the different information and communication preferences, 

participants were asked if they themselves would like to take part in NanoDiode’s upcoming 

dialogues and workshops. The question was on the one hand chosen to highlight the possible gap 

between one’s general preferences for public involvement and one’s own readiness to actively take 

part; on the other, it allowed for the project to address potentially interested citizens. After having 

completed the survey, participants could leave their contact information for future invitations17. 

 
Figure 6: Respondents' willingness to participate in NanoDiode dialogue and workshop events, all countries. 

51% of the respondents answered the question positively and indicated their willingness to 

participate in further NanoDiode dialogues and workshops. It must be remembered though that a 

loose commitment in the internet is always easier than actually taking the trouble of participating in 

an event. Nonetheless, the response is encouraging and those respondents who provided their 

contact information will be addressed in the forefront of NanoDiode’s workshops and dialogues.  

  

                                                      
17

 The submission form, through which the contact data could be submitted, was opened outside the survey (on a new browser 

tab). This way the survey and the participants’ contact information were kept separate and the anonymity of the respondents 

guaranteed. 
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3.6 Sample description – who could be reached with the survey? 

From March to September 2014, a total of 1.550 persons filled in the survey. The dissemination was 

most active in those six NanoDiode partner countries, where the largest number of respondents 

came from: France, Italy, Poland, Germany, the Netherlands and Austria. Thanks to activities by other 

NanoDiode partners, citizens were reached in United Kingdom, Spain, Norway and in Belgium too.   

 

Table 3: Number of respondents by country 

The dropout of respondents – people leaving before finishing the survey – is a common phenomenon 

in every online survey18 and visible in the NanoDiode sample too. A rather constant dropout can be 

observed: Whereas the first question has 1550 answers, the last one was answered by 1192 persons, 

meaning that a total of 76,9% finished the entire survey. As there are no striking decreases from one 

question to the next, the dropout cannot be associated to any single question of the survey19. As the 

dropout rate remained moderate, it does not affect the discussion of the survey results as each 

question is elaborated and viewed on its own.20 Considering individual questions, persons who chose 

“don’t know” or “don’t want to answer” are not counted into the sample dropout, as these 

categories also count as answers and results of their own.  

The previous analyses discussed the cumulative sum of all respondents. The description of the overall 

results is followed by differentiated views on the six WP 2 partner countries (Austria, France, 

Germany, Italy, The Netherlands and Poland). In these country reports, the overall results are 

compared with the national ones and further explained. Due to the explorative nature of the study, 

the “All countries” sample is not weighed by country size or socio-demographic factors. Instead, all 

respondents have equal weight in the analysis. The sum of 1550 should thus be treated as a view of a 

“generalized” European citizen interested to discuss his or her views on nanotechnologies. 

                                                      
18

 cf. van Selm, Martine/ Jankowski, Nicholas 2006: Conducting Online Surveys. In: DOI 10.1007/s11135-005-8081-8 Quality & 

Quantity (2006) 40: pp. 435–456. 
19

 As the submission of personal data is often viewed critically, the dropout is likely to increase when questions about 

respondents’ background, age, gender, etc. are posed. To avoid high dropout rates on the more important, nanotechnology-

specific questions of the survey, the background questions were placed at the end of the questionnaire. 
20

 If regressions or other multivariate methods were used, complete cases or pairwise deletion would be required. Analysis 

based on frequencies and cumulated frequencies are however not biased by missing values. The missing values can be 

counted and discussed in a content-related, systematic way, too.  

Number of respondents 

n 75 28 200 287 274 115 89 266 90 126 1550

Country Austria Belgium Germany France Italy The Netherlands Norway Poland Spain United Kingdom All (cumulated)
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As discussed above, the survey can be considered an act of dialogue itself, an invitation to discussion. 

For this, it is important to consider the socio-demographical characteristics of the sample and note 

who could be reached with the survey. Biases within the sample provide information on some of the 

“hard-to-reach-groups”, not only for NanoDiode’s activities but for other stakeholders too.  

 

Figure 7: Gender of the respondents, all countries. 

Considering the gender of the participants, the sample was dominated by male respondents (59,2%), 

whereas female respondents accounted for only 37,1%. 3,3% of the respondents did not want to 

state their gender and 0,3% chose “other”. As the latter groups do not explain the large gap between 

the male and female respondents, systematic differences in the participation need to be discussed. 

As the survey was open to all respondents of all genders on a freely accessible website, access was 

not limited. As the multipliers approached for disseminating the survey – institutions such as schools, 

universities, CSOs, professional and personal networks of the NanoDiode partners – include 

representatives of all genders, a gender bias caused by the survey dissemination seems unlikely.  

Within the scope of this report, the reasons for the unbalanced representation of genders could only 

be speculated. Some answers can be sought in the nature of the networks of the different partners 

and the exact multipliers approached. Furthermore, one of the German interviewees argued that the 

traditional gender roles would still largely be reality: New technologies would still attract more male 

interest. According to the interviewee, women could have been more interested to participate had 

the survey and the survey invitation highlighted the use of nanomaterials in consumer products. A 

product-centred approach might lead to a more balanced participation than the technology frame. 

The possible explanations notwithstanding, the result counts as one of the issues to be discussed in 

NanoDiode’s upcoming dialogue activities: Should addressing women be emphasised if citizens are to 

be involved in the discussions on the use and development of nanotechnologies? 
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Figure 8: Age of the respondents, all countries. 

The distribution according to age is shown in the figure above. Most respondents of the survey were 

between 25-34 years old (25,7%); the groups of 35-44-year-olds and 45-54-year-olds were well 

represented too. Only 0,2 % of the respondents were younger than 18 years. Reasons for youngsters’ 

lack of participation can be estimated as follows: As most of them attend school, they cannot fill out 

the survey during their “working hours”. They would have to do so in their free time, where 

answering such a survey might not be their first priority. Paper questionnaires handed out in schools 

and cooperation with teachers could thus be a more suitable way for reaching the under-18-year-

olds. Even more beneficial might be to motivate the youngsters to get familiar with nanotechnologies 

in a more direct way: their preferences could be elaborated on during MINT-days, fairs for students, 

special projects or exhibitions. In the sense of best practice, such engagement activities are 

evaluated and carried out within the WP4 – EDUCATE of NanoDiode21.  

Considering the older age groups, the 55-64-year-olds as well persons with 65 years and above, the 

“digital divide” needs to be discussed. Even though the gap on computer and internet use is closing22, 

the older population groups are still less likely to participate in internet-based dialogues, such as an 

online survey. If the older citizens are to be involved in a more representative way, telephone 

interviews, printed questionnaires or “live dialogues” could complement online approaches.  

                                                      
21

 See Schuurbiers, D. et al (2014): Developing Innovative Outreach and Dialogue on responsible nanotechnologies in EU civil 

society (NanoDiode). Action Plan for WP4 – EDUCATE: Professionalise Education and Training. http://www.nanodiode.eu/wp-

content/uploads/2014/04/NanoDiode_WP4_Action_Plan.pdf 
22

 In Germany, for instance, persons above 65 years are far less likely (41 %) to use internet than the younger age groups are 

(in average 69 %). (Statista 2014: Deutsches Bundesamt für Statistik. 

http://de.statista.com/statistik/daten/studie/4374/umfrage/internetnutzung-nach-altersgruppen/) 
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Table 4: Age of the respondents according to countries, all countries; countries differentiated.  

When comparing the age groups in the partner countries, no significant differences can be observed. 

Most countries follow the structure of the main sample. Only Austria and Poland show different 

distributions: In both countries, the younger age groups (18-25- and 25-34-year olds) are represented 

stronger than in the other countries23. Accordingly, the samples of both countries included less of the 

older participants (of 65+ years), of which France and Italy had the highest shares24. Again, this may 

be due to the differences in the national survey distributions. The numbers might however highlight 

differences in public involvement that could be elaborated on later: Does the engagement of older 

population groups need to be emphasised in countries such as Austria and Poland?  

The question “how old were you when you stopped full-time education” was used for assessing the 

background education of the respondents. This form of education measurement was first developed 

by the Eurobarometer for dealing with the huge variety of the European educational systems. As the 

age of leaving educational institution is measured, no specific degrees are identified. Instead, 

education levels are compared through mathematical values. Even though some respondents 

criticised the question as being difficult to understand, it does provide a better comparability than 

asking schools or grades would have. The question thus improves comparability with the trade-off of 

complexity. 

 
Table 5: Age when finished education, all countries; countries differentiated. 

 

                                                      
23

 Austria 18-24 years: 9,4%; 25-34 years: 39,6%; Poland 18-24 years: 19,3%; 25-34 years: 41,7%. 
24

 Again, as the study and the sample are not designed to make representative claims of the countries’ populations, no 

weighting is employed; instead a differentiation between the age groups is used. 

Country -17 years 18-24 years 25-34 years 35-44 years 45-54 years 55-64 years 65+ years Sum

Austria 0,0% 9,4% 39,6% 32,1% 13,2% 3,8% 1,9% 53                

France ,5% 6,6% 23,5% 19,7% 22,4% 12,0% 15,3% 183              

Germany ,7% 5,2% 25,5% 22,9% 20,3% 21,6% 3,9% 153              

Italy 0,0% 3,0% 19,6% 22,6% 22,6% 17,1% 15,1% 199              

The Netherlands 0,0% 1,0% 15,6% 32,3% 25,0% 17,7% 8,3% 96                

Poland 0,0% 19,3% 41,7% 19,3% 9,4% 8,3% 2,1% 192              

All countries ,2% 6,9% 25,7% 24,5% 20,3% 14,4% 8,1% 1.118           

Age

Austria France Germany Italy
The 

Netherlands
Poland Spain All

25 % 23 22 25 24 23 24 23 23

26 24 28 25 24 25 25 25

30 25 30 27 26 28 27 28

n 53 175 151 187 96 169 68 1069

Age when finished education in years (Median and percentiles)

Median = 50 %

75 %
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The overall view in the Table 5 shows that most of the respondents finished their education in the 

mid-20es. This implies that most of the survey participants have either studied or attended more 

than one professional education. Although the median age when finishing education varies slightly 

between the countries, the level of education within the sample is too high and does not represent 

the general education levels of the respective countries. As the sample does not need to match the 

criteria of representativeness, the implications to this study are limited. It does however need to be 

discussed why people with higher education were more likely to participate in the survey. 

It can again be stated that nanotechnologies are a complex socio-technological issue, from which 

many citizens do not know that much about. It can be assumed that the nanotechnology knowledge 

is higher among those with higher education (at least because of the fact that in most schools 

nanotechnologies have not been part of the curricula, whereas people studying in polytechnics and 

universities are more prone to be confronted with the subject). It could be thus argued that the 

educated parts of the population are more prone to take part; e.g. either because they hold more 

views on nanotechnologies they wish to express and/or consider the use of technologies as an 

important issue that needs to be publicly discussed. For achieving a balanced participation it is 

central that dialogues succeed in including the population groups with lower education as well. A 

possibility could be to approach different kinds of workplaces or community centres.    

The last aspect to be discussed in the context of the overall sample is the “survey fatigue” many 

NanoDiode partners were confronted with when disseminating the survey. Compared to the efforts 

made in the dissemination and the numbers of citizens approached, the response rates remained 

quite low. As the opinions of citizens are today continuously polled by the media, by different 

websites and projects and as answering always requires investing time and energy, it is easy to 

understand if one becomes tired to the opinion measurement. Considering the importance however 

attached to public dialogue in the nanotechnology field, it is thus imperative to establish clarity on 

where the different survey and dialogue results do feed in to and communicate this in an 

understandable way. If the public is to be motivated to engage themselves into a discussion, the 

citizens need to know why they should participate.   
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4. Taking a closer look: Country reports 

During the last months of the NanoDiode online survey, 10 guided in-depth interviews were carried 

out in six NanoDiode partner countries: in The Netherlands (by De Proeffabriek), in Germany 

(University of Stuttgart), Austria (BioNanoNet), Italy (AIRI/Nanotec IT), France (CEA) and Poland 

(Nanoscience Support - Nanonet) for deepening the survey results. In order to fully tap their 

explanatory potential, the interview partners included not only familiar members of the national 

nano-communities – representatives of the industry, science, public organisations and CSOs – but 

also lay consumers, journalists, artists and philosophers. The average interview time lay between 45 

and 60 minutes. 

The aim of these interviews was to explain and reason arguments, expectations and concerns 

brought forward by the survey participants: what kind of patterns of thought lie behind these public 

perceptions? Furthermore, the interview partners provided insights into the overall public 

perception of nanotechnologies in their home countries as well as on the important question of 

responsiveness, common to all surveys and other dialogue and outreach activities.  

According to the concept of Responsible Research and Innovation technology research and public 

regulation of technologies should be responsive to public opinion. It thus imperative to develop 

understanding on the role public opinions should have in research and policy-making and on how 

exactly the different opinions should feed into these processes. This is what citizens, who invest their 

time in surveys or dialogues, expect, too.  

The following “Country reports”, written by the respective NanoDiode partners, discuss the survey 

results essentially from a national perspective. In discussing the national public perceptions they 

highlight the differences between the national and European opinions as well as the current state of 

the nano-debates in the country. In doing so, they contain views and insights that might not be at 

one with the views of the entire consortium or with the overall aims of the NanoDiode project.  
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4.1 Country report: Austria / BioNanoNet (BNN)  

 

PUBLIC PERCEPTION OF NANOTECHNOLOGIES IN AUSTRIA  

The general public perception of nanotechnologies in Austria can be considered rather neutral. As 

mirrored in the survey responses, the Austrian society contains both positive and negative extremes 

but many “don’t knows” too. One of the interviewees concluded that the “’Don’t know’ answers 

illustrate the honesty of Austrians: they really respond what they think, but are now facing a new, 

critical topic”. The results show that technologies and applications near the human body (cosmetics, 

food) are seen more critically than technologies that do not intervene with our bodies in the same 

way (e.g. electronics). Beyond one’s own body, fear for negative environmental effects of 

nanotechnologies is remarkably common among the Austrian respondents. One interviewee 

described the general attitudes of many Austrians towards new technologies: “There is a certain 

amount of technophobia in Austria. People do wish new solutions in different fields of society, but do 

not see the role of new technologies in developing these solutions - the connection is missing.” 

The general perceptions of those who took part in the interviews were positive. Most of the 

interview partners told that they know something about nanotechnology. Questions related to one’s 

source of knowledge arise: it is interesting to ask whether the positive assessments are due to the 

fact that one works in the area of nanotechnologies or because of the better access to information. 

One of the interview partners admitted that “...it is surprising for me that a relatively high proportion 

of the respondents chose ‘don’t know’. Is this because they really have no opinion on the subject or 

because of the difficulty of answering such a question?”  Some interview partners brought forward 

the notion that depending on one’s readiness to invest time for such a survey, questions could be 

answered in seconds or after long consideration. The results of the survey were therefore viewed 

with criticism.  

Last, the interview partners addressed the difficulty of motivating Austrian citizens to take part. 

Despite several initiatives and the dissemination of the survey through various networks, the 

response rate in Austria remained low. This was explained by a lack of interest both in technology 

assessment and in public surveys.  

 



 

  NanoDiode - Grant Agreement no: 608891 – 28-11-2014 / WP2 / T2.1  33 

DISCUSSION OF THE SURVEY RESULTS: AUSTRIA  

 
Figure 9: Respondents' views on nanotechnologies' impact on different areas of life, all countries / Austria.  

In the survey the Austrian respondents saw impacts to health and environment in a far more critical 

light than effects on economy. According to the interviewees, this did not come as a surprise: the 

Austrian national research agenda (EHS programme) focused from the beginning on environment, 

health and safety. Compared to other Europeans, the Austrians might therefore be more aware on 

such issues. Especially when it comes to environmental aspects, the Austrians stand out: over 35% of 

the Austrian respondents fear that negative effects on the environment. The interview partners 

identified a number of possible, non-nanotechnology-specific reasons for this. Not only do Austrians 
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value their region and environment, the environment is very much protected too. Austria is also to a 

large extent dependant on tourism: skiing, hiking and thermal spas are all in fashion and allow many 

people to enjoy nature and appreciate clean air and fresh water. Furthermore, the popularity of 

regional and organic products has made Austrians more conscious of the environment.  

In other sectors such as economy, health, safety and future generations the impacts anticipated by 

the Austrian respondents are similar to those of the overall EU sample. The interview partners 

concluded that the views expressed here were not that surprising. According to the interviewees, the 

relatively high amount of “don’t know” -answers would be due to the fact that nanotechnologies 

count as emerging technologies. Little information has been communicated to the greater public yet. 

Some interviewees commented however that the responses and associations of the respondents are 

probably not that nano-specific and rather common for all technological developments: “the results 

of questionnaires on any other technologies would look the same”. 

The interviewees agreed that public perceptions such as the survey results should indeed be reacted 

on. Neutral, independent bodies (e.g. councils of experts) were suggested for evaluating the available 

data and for making nanotechnology information available and easily understandable for the public. 

The general aim should be that the society is informed about nanotechnologies, their benefits, risks 

and different fields of application. For this reason, data should be provided both by scientists and the 

industry. Considering the different aspects that should be communicated, some interviewees stated 

that the fact that nanotechnologies are not necessarily new and that nanomaterials are present both 

in nature as well as in consumer products already on the market (e.g. sunscreens) should be 

highlighted. Furthermore, some interviewees concluded that the advantages of nanotechnologies 

have not been discussed enough yet.  
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Figure 10: Respondents' views on the use of nanotechnologies in different areas of innovation, all countries / Austria. 

When it comes to the different areas of innovation, the preferences of both the overall sample and 

of the Austrian respondents match the expectations of the Austrian interview partners. The 

acceptance of technologies is greater in sectors which are seen to bring clear benefits for the public. 
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For instance, the use of nanotechnologies in medicine was seen positively by 88% of the Austrian 

participants and in electronics by 85%. Mobility on the other hand gained only 51% clearly positive 

votes but as good as no critical ones. The areas where products are used close to the human body as 

well as areas that are not clearly associated with tangible benefits for the greater public were viewed 

more critically. The use of nanotechnologies in the food sector was seen negatively by 48% of the 

Austrian respondents, cosmetics applications by 32%. The both sectors considered, the Austrian 

respondents were here more critical than the overall sample.   

Regarding cosmetics, the interview partners pointed out that the negative views could result from 

male respondents being overrepresented in the sample. Some interviewees pointed out that the fact 

that nanotechnologies have already long been used in cosmetics (e.g. in sunscreens) was not in the 

past communicated openly enough. As the information came out, many consumers could have felt 

betrayed. Because of such examples the interviewees saw it important that communication and 

education activities of all stakeholders are enhanced. One interviewee concluded that generally 

“technology education is minimal; this leads to large differences between the needs of the industry 

and the knowledge of the population”.  

According to the interviewees, the communication should include views on benefits, risks and 

uncertainties. The aim should be to provide unbiased information for interested citizens, who then 

would be able to inform themselves: “to a certain extent it is in the interest of the people to inform 

themselves – they have a Holschuld [German: the act of actively searching for information] too“.  

Another point raised by the interviewees is the correct communication of scientific results or product 

information. Media tends to use catchy headlines that are either very positive or very negative. The 

different stakeholders should thus be trained to inform the public on their research and products. 

First, information has to be provided in a transparent way and especially the industry has the 

responsibility to inform the public about the use of technologies. For building trust in companies and 

innovations, the communication of safety research and safety programs of companies is important. 

Such communication needs however to be backed up with clear data.  

The fact that public regulation is often either unclear or only developing was seen to hinder 

communication: many companies are reluctant to position themselves as technology pioneers in the 

public. In order to support transparency, politicians and public authorities should provide clear sets 

of rules that could be followed by producers, users and down-stream users. 
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Figure 11: Respondents views' on possible approaches for ensuring Responsible Research and Innovation, all countries / 

Austria.  

Drawing on the discussion of information and communication above, the Austrian interview partners 

concluded that the concept of Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI) is promising and should be 

pursued in the nanotechnology communities. This positive view was shared by the survey 

respondents too. More specifically, the interviewees considered “black and white discussions” on 

nanotechnologies unrewarding. Balanced information is rather needed building informed societies.  
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As discussed above, the interview partners suggested neutral, independent bodies for evaluating 

publicly accessible information and for making this information more easily understandable. This 

view is reflected in the survey results, which show a preference for the inclusion of environmental 

and consumer organizations, non-expert consumers and politicians: The majority of the Austrian 

respondents considered the involvement of CSOs and consumers as well as the communication of 

consumer preferences to politicians important.  

Furthermore, the interviewees agreed that research in general (including nanotechnologies) should 

be conducted for the people and not just for the sake of research itself. One interviewee stated that 

“Performing research just for getting research results does not make any sense; we must address the 

social needs of the public. As research often is a political debate, the outreach activities need to be 

strengthened and political support secured. The best way for involving the public might be the 

integration of “innovation” in the curricula of schools and universities”. The importance given to 

public funding of research (86%) and development of public regulation (74%) should as well motivate 

public authorities, politicians, research and industry to work together on nanotech-outreach. 

The interviewees discussed here the results of the EU project “NanoEIS”. The project conducted a 

survey on the industry’s needs of scientific expertise and found out that especially health and safety 

experts are searched for. Nanotechnology information and education would not cover these aspects 

well enough. The interviewees stressed therefore the need for adjusting the communication and for 

providing trainings, where public authorities would be central. Considering RRI, it could be assumed 

too that the market needs and the current nanotechnology education do not meet each other yet.  

When discussing the activities of the industry, the interviewees concluded that for securing market 

entrances and for working safely, the industry to a large extent already follows RRI. In Austria this is a 

must because the public is already sensitized on issues of sustainability and responsibility. In order to 

operate in a sustainable way, companies need to pursue life cycle assessment (LCA) and 

sustainability checks. Not following these principles would lead to a loss of profits. Communicating 

what is already being done is a good start: the industry should highlight the benefits its products 

bring for the society. It was seen important that the public becomes informed about research and 

development, both about highlights and uncertainties. Communication of product testing following 

national and international guidelines (codes of conduct, CE numbers, regulations, labelling: tested by 

dermatologists, clinical tested, organic, fair trade, etc.) would provide more information to the 

consumer. 
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Product registers and labelling count as controversial topics both in Austria and larger in Europe. The 

survey results showed a positive response to the labelling of products made with nanomaterials, to a 

nanomaterial product register as well as to the labelling of products made according to the principles 

of RRI. The interviewees were divided here between two contrasting points of view: 

Austria should follow the examples developed in the EU (France, Belgium, and Denmark): 

 “Food, cosmetics and environmental products (agriculture) might benefit from labelling and 

registration as long as information is provided in a responsible way (open access, 

transparent, unbiased). Since these applications are seen rather negatively in Austria, 

ensuring and communicating safety and RRI is important.  

 “An Austrian register for nanomaterials might be good a way for the industry to show what 

kind of materials they use and to be transparent. It should be highlighted that uncertainties 

exist – but how do we communicate that “All I know is that I know nothing?” 

 “Implementation of product registers and labelling needs ways for a transparent presentation 

of data for lay people. Consistent, standardized information systems (NM quantity / 

concentration / properties / Tox / exposure / risks) might work here. They cannot however 

risk assessment; this has to take place additionally. 

A product register and labelling of nanomaterials is not reasonable for Austria: 

 “As long as no mandatory product registration, labelling and guidance from the European 

Union exist, national systems are not reasonable”. 

 “As long as there is no uniform definition for nanomaterials, we cannot demand industry to 

register their products. Without a clear framework many companies do not even know if they 

are working with nanomaterials in terms of size and shape and would be left alone.  

  “We don’t label each light switch with “electricity”. Only if we use nanomaterials (according 

to a definition), should we label the product.” 

 “Who would have the time to go through the registers as a consumer? We all buy cosmetics, 

food, etc. without looking into the exact compositions or even understand them. Rather, 

reliable information should be presented by independent bodies acting on neutral basis.” 

 “How could an Austrian product register look like? How would it help consumers to 

understand nanomaterials? How many consumers would really use such registers? Answers 

to these kinds of questions must predate the introduction of product registers or labelling.” 
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Figure 12: Respondents' preferred sources of information (mentioned, %), all countries / Austria.  

Last, the Austrian responses to the question of information and communication provision show clear 

preferences to communication by independent public institutions. “Reporting must come from a 

competent authority, this way the information already has a label on its own”, one interviewee 

concluded. As TV and radio as well as social media were considered rather unimportant 

communication channels, the interview partners concluded that citizens require clear information 

about the source of the information before being able to trust it. One interviewee however stressed 

the need to “Adapt to next generation: social media will be more and more important. We have to 

think about a sustainable concept for integrating technology communication into these channels”.  

According to the interviewees, the information needs to be clear and to refer to concrete examples. 

Information on uncertainties and risks is as important as that on benefits and advantages of science. 

The interviewees associated challenges with mass media communication. Short clips on television 

and radio are often biased and print media not interested in scientific topics, they concluded. New 
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tools would thus need to be developed. Public events such as Lange Nacht der Forschung [German: 

Night of Science] reach only certain target groups as well. It could thus be the best alternative to 

integrate technology communication into schools. As discussed by one of the interviewees, “The 

‘enlightenment’, would first start with basic training in schools – solid knowledge base is required for 

assessing technologies and working with scientific information”. Another interview partner 

highlighted the fact that “The term “nano” is as such neutral and only refers to size – it should be used 

neutrally”. For reaching common understanding on societally desired innovation, information needs 

to be provided in a transparent, easily understandable and target-group-oriented way.  

 

The interview partners:  

 Christoph Baumann – bionic surface technologies GmbH 

 Univ Prof Dr Albert Duschl – Paris Lodron University Salzburg 

 Prof Dr Eleonore Fröhlich – Medical University Graz 

 Dr Maximilian Kinzl – Environment Agency Austria 

 Dr Andreas Kornherr  - Mondi Uncoated Fine & Kraft Paper GmbH 

 Mag Ilse Marschalek – Centre for Social Innovation 

 Mag Alexander Pogany - Austrian Ministry for Transport, Innovation and Technology 

 Dipl-Ing Dr Marko Susnik - Austrian Economic Chambers 

 Dr Hansjörg Titscher – General Practitioner, Homoeopath 

 Dipl-Ing Christian Wögerer, MSc - PROFACTOR GmbH, International Networks 

 

Contact:  

Sonja Hartl, MSc 

BioNanoNet Forschungsgesellschaft mbH 

Elisabethstraße 11a/1. Stock, 8010 Graz, Austria 
E-Mail: sonja.hartl@bionanonet.at  
Tel.: +43 316 / 84 1 266 3  
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4.2 Country report: France / CEA 

 

PUBLIC PERCEPTION OF NANOTECHNOLOGIES IN FRANCE 

In France as well the general public perception of nanotechnologies can be considered fairly neutral. 

Although some people believe strongly in nanotechnologies and some others are concerned about 

possible health and environmental risks, most lay consumers do not possess strong opinions or know 

much about the technologies. This is visible in the survey sample too. A large amount of the 

respondents viewed future impacts of nanotechnologies positively. A significant number did not 

however bring strong views forward: They either weighed between neither positive nor negative 

effects or did not feel themselves knowledgeable enough to make such predictions.   

France was one of the first European countries where public debates on nanotechnologies were 

organised. In 2009-2010 a separate commission of the Commission Nationale du Débat Public (CNDP) 

carried out public nano-dialogues in several French cities. The events were however to a large extent 

blocked or disturbed by a loud minority of nanotechnology critics or anti-technology activists, 

damaging the opportunities for constructive dialogues in France in a very concrete sense. Since the 

initiative, no large-scale official public dialogues have taken place. The French Government as well as 

initiatives such as “VeilleNanos” aim to inform consumers through internet platforms.   

Nanomaterial registries are another area of nanotechnology information and communication, where 

the French have been in forefront. In January 2013 France became the first European country to 

require nanomaterial manufacturers to register “substances with nanoparticle status” they produce, 

import, distribute, or formulate. The registration is made on the portal run by the governmental 

agency ANSES, where synthesis reports of the registrations can also be viewed by the public. The 

registry can be seen as an approach of the French Government to foster transparency in the research 

and development of nanotechnologies. Beyond that, ANSES plans a constant engagement in dialogue 

on nanomaterials involving CSOs and other stakeholders. Until now, the effects of the registry on the 

public perception of nanotechnologies can be considered limited. The public discussion or the press 

coverage of nanotechnologies has hardly increased. As seen below, the attitudes and opinions of the 

French respondents also follow closely those of the overall sample. Hopes for information and 

communication have neither been fulfilled as most respondents wish more information about 

nanotechnologies through a multitude of different channels.   
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DISCUSSION OF THE SURVEY RESULTS: FRANCE 

 
 

Figure 13: Respondents' views on nanotechnologies' impact on different areas of life, all countries / France.  

When comparing the future impacts the French respondents associate with nanotechnologies to the 

overall survey results, similarities are evident. Also in France, the economic impacts are viewed most 

positively (over 80% of the respondents conclude that nanotechnologies would boost the French 

economy) whereas the environmental aspects are seen in a more critical light. Around 22 % of the 

French respondents fear negative environmental effects; 27 % trust that nanotechnologies would 

have a positive impact on the environment. Slight differences between the French respondents and 
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the overall sample can be observed when health and safety effects of nanotechnologies are 

discussed. Regarding the both issue areas, the French respondents are a bit more sceptic than the 

respondents from other countries: Around 17 % of the French participants anticipate negative health 

(10 % in the overall sample) and 16 % adverse effects to societal safety (11 % in the overall sample).  

The anticipation of generally positive effects however implies that the French respondents hold a 

positive view of nanotechnologies. The development and use of nanotechnologies are especially 

associated with positive economic impacts and as something generally positive for the French 

society; the main concerns are on the other hand associated with the safety of individual applications 

and products, more specifically with the migration of nanoparticles and the pollution of air and water 

resulting from this (aspects brought especially forward by the CSOs). Further concerns discussed by 

especially the non-expert interview partners included increased pressure on privacy (private safety). 

In general, the French interviewees too confirmed the notion that the different fears often result 

from experiences made with other technological incidents, risks or disasters, such as asbestos or 

even nuclear disasters.    

Regarding the different innovation areas and the respondents’ preferences where nano-innovation 

should or should not take place (see figure below), the opinions of the French participants follow 

closely those of the overall European ones. With the exception of medicine, the applications and 

products close to one’s body – food, cosmetics and textiles too – are viewed more negatively. It is 

the fear that nanoparticles might permeate and affect one’s own body that plays a part here, the 

interviewees concluded. Furthermore, as the quality of food in general counts as one of the most 

prominent issues in French public debates, this discussion can be expected to significantly influence 

the way in which the use of nanotechnology in the food sector is viewed in France.  

Application areas such as construction, mobility and transport, paints, electronics as well as 

environmental and energy technologies, which essentially promise benefits to the society at large 

and not only to the private consumer, are on the other hand seen in a positive light. Developments in 

the areas of renewable energies were especially highlighted by the French interviewees contributing 

to the positive perceptions here. As the French consumers as well appreciate high-tech and mobile 

products, the use of nanotechnologies applications in the area of electronics is greeted positively and 

associated with higher performance and user comfort.   
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Figure 14: Respondents' views on the use of nanotechnologies in different areas of innovation, all countries / France. 

When discussing measures for advancing Responsible Research and Innovation, the opinions of the 

French respondents correspond again closely with those of the overall sample. In France too, all 

possible measures presented are greeted positively: all answer categories are considered important 

by more than 50 % of the French respondents. Despite the broad support to all alternatives, actions 

by public institutions – public funding of research and public regulation – are given greatest 
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importance. This suggests that the trust in the capability of public institutions to ensure that research 

and innovation are conducted in a responsible way is strong among the French respondents too.  

 
Figure 15: Respondents views' on possible approaches for ensuring Responsible Research and Innovation, all countries / 
France.  

What might be surprising is that French respondents do not consider product registers – despite the 

fact that France has been one of the first countries to implement a register for nanomaterials –any 

more or less important than their European counterparts: In both samples, around 60% of the 

respondents see the registers as important; one third remains indifferent or negative. One could ask 
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here if the experiences the French society has made with its register have affected the perceptions of 

the respondents in any way whatsoever: For assessing if and what kind of an impact the French 

register and the debate have had, time-scale measurements would be needed.  

From their individual points of view, all French interview partners representing different stakeholder 

groups considered the participation in open dialogues important. The CSO representatives (Frapna; 

Dal) stressed their willingness to organise discussions and workshops especially on the use, reliability 

and recycling of nanotechnologies with research, industry and policy-makers. The dialogue and 

outreach initiatives of NanoDiode were received well too. The interview partners from 

standardisation, trade unions, industry and press were all interested in participating in NanoDiode 

dialogues and workshops themselves. The interviewees however stressed that the discussion on 

Responsible Research and Innovation needs to be initiated without implying that researchers would 

not already be aware of their responsibilities – what should be discussed is how exactly RRI as a 

concept could be realised.  

Considering the information and communication needs of the respondents, the trust in French public 

authorities can be observed again. As within the overall sample too, the French participants attach 

most value to science-based information provided by public authorities. With regard to the other 

alternatives too, the picture of the nanotechnology information consumption in France is 

comparable to the overall one. Companies and CSOs are valued as information sources by around 60 

% of the French respondents too. The interview partners interpreted the results as on the one hand 

showing trust in nanotechnology developers – no information needs jump out – and on the other 

hand stressing the need for balanced consumer information disseminated in different ways. 

According to the interviewees, the interest of the consumers lies especially in product-specific 

discussions, not in the interaction with innovation programs or research labs.  

When it comes to the different media, the role of print is considered even more important. Whereas 

print articles on nanotechnologies are wished for by over 60% of the French respondents, TV and 

radio programmes are viewed important by only around 40%, making the gap between these 

different media larger than in other European countries. Furthermore, the willingness to use new 

media, apps, social media, blogs and forums, is lower among the French participants. And, when 

discussed as information sources, the interest in labels and registers is even lower than within the 

overall sample. It could thus be concluded that the French respondents remain quite traditional in 

their media consumption, at least when it comes to issues such as nanotechnologies.   
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Figure 16: Respondents' preferred sources of information (mentioned, %), all countries / France. 

The interview partners:  

 Martha Mast, Grenoble Institute of Technology (English Teacher) 

 Annie Zylberberg, PRESENCE Magazine (Journalist) 

 Alain Le Roy, CEA Prospective  

 Henri Biron, FRAPNA Isère (CSO) 

 Christian Lebrun, Dal (CSO) 

 Matthieu Delastre, Groupe BRUNET  

 Daniel Bernard, AFNOR standn commission  

 Jacques Borrel, UFSN 

 Tatiana Samoilova, Painter  

 Adriane, Student 

Contact:  

Dr Alain Farchi  

Univ. Grenoble Alpes, INAC, F-38000 Grenoble, France  

CEA, INAC, F-38000 Grenoble, France  
E-Mail: alain.farchi@cea.fr  
Tel.: +33 43 878 0762   
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4.3 Country report: Germany / ZIRIUS University of Stuttgart  

PUBLIC PERCEPTION OF NANOTECHNOLOGIES IN GERMANY 

The interview partners described the public perception of nanotechnologies in Germany generally 

neutral or fairly positive. According to most interviewees, few critical media accounts had affected 

but not permanently damaged the public perception in the past years. Some saw the situation more 

critically though. One interviewee described how product boycotts and preference towards “natural” 

products illustrate the several issues citizens have with nanotechnologies. Furthermore, he said, the 

media discussion would focus on the negative aspects of nanotechnologies. One concluded on the 

other hand that the citizens couldn’t really see or hear much about the issue: They could be even a 

bit disappointed as the “Nano” was hyped in the late 2000es but had no big impact in the daily life. 

The interview partners agreed that one would need to differentiate between the general public’s 

(mass media and citizens) perception of nanotechnologies and that of the German “nano-

community”. Even when the latter would observe criticism and steps back from a beneficial climate, 

the customers do not necessarily notice such developments. How visible nanotechnologies and the 

public debates really are for the citizens could well be questioned. As one interviewee argued, a large 

share of the views consumers hold on nanotechnologies is based on product advertisement, which 

often lacks any connection to their “true” development. “Nano” is often used without any 

nanomaterials being employed or substituted with other concepts (e.g. “smart materials”). This was 

illustrated in the statements of the both non-expert interview partners: Despite having heard of the 

term and being able to name some applications, they couldn’t really define nanotechnologies.  

The German interviewees pointed out as well that media discourse is mostly based on events, not on 

long-term developments. New regulation or scandals tend to re-activate the nanotechnology debate. 

Some success could be attributed to consumer-oriented information platforms: The concerns and 

questions submitted by citizens have changed from fundamental fears to product- or material-

specific questions, an interviewee told. Popular science programmes like “Galileo” or “Welt der 

Wunder” cater as well for interesting (but not always that elaborated) consumer information.  

In the context of the public perception the survey sample was discussed too. Many interviewees 

were not surprised of the fact that the survey received more male than female attention: Traditional 

gender roles are in Germany largely intact, with men being more likely than women to be reached 

with technical questions. As this is common not only for nanotechnologies, an educational approach 
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was suggested, including e.g. nanotechnologies in science days of schools and events especially for 

girls. Even the “technology” frame might lead to a lower willingness to participate. More gender-

neutral wording and the use of frames such as “consumer”, “ethical” or “future questions” were 

suggested for future surveys and dialogues. Several interviewees discussed the importance of 

approaching the younger generations: “If you want to get people familiar with a technology, start at 

school. As most of tomorrows customers sit in school, today, we have to begin there”.  

 
DISCUSSION OF THE SURVEY RESULTS: GERMANY  

 

 
Figure 17: Respondents' views on nanotechnologies' impact on different areas of life, all countries / Germany 
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Most of the German interviewees were not surprised when the possible future impacts of 

nanotechnologies were discussed. As economic values prevail in Germany, the positive economic 

effects are easily linked with a positive impact on the overall way of life, the interviewees concluded. 

The fact that the Germans are more critical when it comes to the environmental impacts of 

nanotechnologies highlights the strength of the German environmental movement. Here the focus 

would be on both nano-specific issues (such as on migrated nanoparticles and their effects) but also 

on more general environmental concerns. Health concerns would result from same kind of attitudes 

and highlight the perceived risk of nanotechnologies in near-to-body applications. One interviewee 

argued here that considering the different applications that do promise exactly environmental 

benefits – filtration systems, more effective use of scarce materials – and the negative ratings given 

by the respondents, it could be concluded that technology communication would not have reached 

the public. Rather, the hopes and fears would result from general attitudes or media accounts.  

When it comes to the different application areas, the responses generally matched the expectations. 

Corresponding to the results of other surveys, applications in near-to-body areas (cosmetics, textiles, 

nutrition and agriculture) are viewed far more negatively than applications in construction and 

electronics, for example. The interviewees concluded that the concerns about negative health and 

environmental effects should not be only associated with nanotechnologies. They would echo a more 

general scepticism towards all technological developments. The positive rating of medicinal 

applications was considered obvious too. Where clear societal problems such as diseases exist, the 

potential risks of new technologies are outweighed by the potential benefits (contribution to public 

or private health). One interviewee highlighted here the inconsistency between public risk 

perceptions and current developments in the nanotechnology area: “The fears are currently fully 

decoupled from regulation and technology development. Nobody is sceptical about nanotechnology 

in electronics even when we don’t have any regulation there comparable with the area of cosmetics. 

But nobody would argue that regulating nano in electronics is necessary.” 

Last, one interviewee pondered whether scepticism towards new technologies and developments 

could count as particular characteristics of the German society: All application areas, even the area of 

“food and agriculture”, are seen more critically by the German respondents than by their European 

counterparts. It could be further discussed if the negative and positive associations result rather from 

culture than from communication.  
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Figure 18: Respondents' views on the use of nanotechnologies in different areas of innovation, all countries / Germany. 
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Figure 19: Respondents views' on possible approaches for ensuring Responsible Research and Innovation, all countries / 
Germany. 

When asked about how RRI could be fostered, the views of German respondents towards different 

approaches are generally positive. They preferred above all the “involvement of environmental and 

consumer organizations” (79% voting important or very important), “fostering corporate social 

responsibility” (78%) and “communication of consumer preferences to the regulators” (76%). 
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Labelling of nano-products (31% not important) and public inventories (37%) on the other hand 

gained the most negative votes. This relatively low importance given to labels and registers, despite 

them being hot topics in European nano-debates, was seen to result from a general trust in German 

institutions. Some interviewees argued further that German customers would trust the testing of 

products and risk assessment to the extent that they view products in the market as generally safe – 

the institutions would not allow unsafe products being sold. One further explanation might be that 

the technologically interested respondents are more familiar with the different safety regulations at 

place: If the whole population was asked, the demand for labels and registers might be higher. 

Others did not however agree with this explanation and argued that the figures should rather be 

interpreted as a demand for higher engagement of all stakeholders. The inclusion of both CSOs and 

citizens was supported by the respondents. Some interviewees were however surprised that 

involvement of environmental and customer-organizations was considered more important than that 

of citizens. This could reflect the traditionally high trust many Germans place in CSOs and the fact 

that nanotechnologies count as a difficult issue to grasp. Citizens would rather trust the traditional 

players than their own abilities to assess the scientific data and weigh the different aspects.  

 
Figure 20: Respondents' preferred sources of information (mentioned, %), all countries / Germany. 
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Most German respondents desire more information from the industry, public institutions and CSOs. 

The aforementioned trust traditionally enjoyed by German CSOs is visible here too. Often effective in 

gaining visibility in the media, the CSOs work as important multipliers and are thus central in 

influencing public perceptions. Drawing on the survey results, some interviewees argued that the 

government and other public institutions should communicate more than they are already doing: 

Not only would active communication by the governmental institutions improve public risk 

awareness but also convey the fact that the public institutions are proactive in their regulation and 

care for the citizens (and do not only react on catastrophes as many consumers might think).  

Scientific information provided by public authorities was seen most important by the respondents. 

The interviewees saw this demand for science-based information conveying general trust in the 

independent sciences rather than interest in really scientific information. The interviewees agreed 

that most research-related information is too complicated to understand and needs to be adapted 

for purposes of consumer communication. New developments should be communicated by means of 

concrete applications and their utility for consumers or for the society at large. Scientific 

explanations would not be necessary: “When information is too complex, we have to translate it.” 

Different media that popularise scientific insights, from print magazines (“P.M.”, “Geo”, “National 

Geographic”) to TV shows (“Galileo”; “n24”), are were considered important. On the other hand 

cooperation between scientists and the media could improve the quality of the media coverage as 

short media items are often not able to cover all different views in a balanced way.  

Regarding which communication channels should be exactly used, the answer is clearly “it depends”. 

Generational, gender and consumer group differences in media use and information needs should be 

taken as a fact; for this reason, the information and communication channels should be chosen for 

each context separately. For the digital generation smartphone apps, games and websites should not 

be surpassed; the older citizens on the other hand prefer booklets, fairs and information events.  

The need for context-specific information provision applies for the depth of the provided knowledge 

too. For reaching larger population groups, information that is easily accessible and understandable 

is necessary. A tiered approach and a provision of links to further information are recommended for 

serving those with more specific questions and interests. Keeping these diverse needs in mind, the 

German interviewees concluded that public institutions and CSOs still have a central role in 

nanotechnology capacity building. As both of these instances are in Germany generally trusted, they 

have the largest potential in structuring the public nanotechnology discussions in a balanced way.   
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The interview partners:  

 Dr Jan Beringer, Hohenstein Institut für Textilinnovation gGmbH 

 Dr Ralf Greiner, Max Rubner Institute, Federal Research for Nutrition and Food  

 Laura Gross, die VERBRAUCHER INITIATIVE e.V. (Bundesverband) 

 Thomas Huttenlocher, Ministry of Rural Areas and Consumer Protection Baden-

Wuerttemberg  

 Dr Sabine Lindner, PlasticsEurope Deutschland e.V.  

 Dr Ralph Nonninger, Deutscher Verband Nanotechnologie e. V. 

 Rolf Rheinschmidt, Rhine-Waal University of Applied Sciences 

 Rüdiger Stegemann, BUND e.V. (Friends of the Earth Germany) 

 Consumer, not to be mentioned by name. (Profession: Theologian and social worker) 

 Consumer, not to be mentioned by name. (Profession: Architect) 

 

Contact:  

Mikko Rissanen  

ZIRIUS University of Stuttgart / DIALOG BASIS 

Breitwasenring 15, 72135 Dettenhausen, Germany 
E-Mail: mikko.rissanen@dialogbasis.de  
Tel.: + 49 7157 721 3310 
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4.4 Country report: Italy / AIRI/Nanotec IT 

PUBLIC PERCEPTION OF NANOTECHNOLOGIES IN ITALY  

 

In the last years the public discussion on nanotechnology has increased in Italy, leading probably to 

an increase in the public knowledge of nanotechnology too25. Science communication initiatives by 

different organizations often include nanotechnologies and media discuss them sometimes as well. 

Articles on nanotechnology are not abundant, but are however published in newspapers and media 

that enjoy large circulation. However, the awareness of the meaning, use and perspectives of these 

technologies among the general public remains quite limited. Nanotechnologies cannot yet be 

compared with those new technologies (e.g. solar technology and GMOs) that are highly debated by 

lay citizens too.  

All Italian interviewees confirmed this general appraisal of the situation. Considering the public 

perception of nanotechnologies in Italy, they further commented that: 

 Research activity on nanotechnologies in Italy is quite widespread as major research 

institutions and large industries have been active in the field since many years. However, 

most of the ongoing activities address industrial applications that have not yet been 

translated into products on the market and/or are only partially relevant for consumers. 

 Outreach activities in nanotechnologies are limited. Education in the nanotechnology field is 

limited to some master, PhD and post graduate courses too. 

 More generally, communication and public dialogue on science and technologies in Italy is 

still limited compared to other EU countries. Lately the situation has been changing, thanks 

not only to the contribution of EU programs (such as Science in Society). Therefore, a trend 

towards an increase of nanotechnology awareness can be envisaged for the coming years. 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
25

 The Special Eurobarometer 2010 on biotechnology included a question on awareness on nanotechnology. 

Only 37% of the Italian respondents had heard about nanotechnologies (against an EU average of 45%) 
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DISCUSSION OF THE SURVEY RESULTS: ITALY  

 
Figure 21: Respondents' views on nanotechnologies' impact on different areas of life, all countries / Italy 

The survey shows that the majority of respondents have a positive/very positive opinion about the 

effect of nanotechnologies. Amongst the different areas named, the effect of nanotechnologies on 

the environment and the safety of our society gain more controversial votes. A relevant part of the 

sample selected the answers “neither positive nor negative” and “Don’t know”. As seen above, the 

Italians respondents gave answers in line with the full EU sample. The only relevant difference was 
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related to the economic impact of nanotechnologies: The Italian respondents were more doubtful (or 

uncertain) about the potential effects nanotechnologies could have on the national economy. 

Generally, the Italian interviewees agreed to the survey results. Some reasons were put forward for 

rationalizing the results: 

 Nanotechnologies are considered a novel and promising area of research. Though public 

knowledge of nanotechnologies is limited, there are no relevant (public) reasons against 

conducting research here. As one of the interviewees commented: “Science has to go ahead, 

no reasons not to trust in nanotechnologies”. 

 Nanotechnologies are perceived as technologies improving known applications and products 

in a variety of areas (incremental innovation), instead of a technology enabling completely 

new and unknown applications (disruptive innovation). People tend to trust to “known” 

more than “unknown” areas and applications (for the latter case, the example of OGM has 

been cited). 

 The respondents aware of nanotechnologies were overrepresented in the sample. They are 

more likely to share an interest and a generally positive attitude towards science and 

technology – a balanced representation of all population groups needs to be strived for.  

 Environment, health and safety remain areas of concern and debate for nanotechnologies. 

The interviewees concluded that the public discussion of these issues is visible in the survey 

results and thus affects the public perception of nanotechnologies.   

On a general level, several Italian interviewees argued that even though the public awareness of 

nanotechnologies is limited, the public perceptions are generally positive. It must remembered too 

that these perceptions are more positive than those on other new technologies, such as 

biotechnologies. The fact that a large number of respondents of the survey do not have an opinion 

on nanotechnologies (the fields “neither positive nor negative”;”Don’t know”) can either be 

observed as a lack of knowledge or as a “wait and see” position. In both cases, it is not easy for 

citizens to evaluate and discuss the possible impacts. 
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Figure 22: Respondents' views on the use of nanotechnologies in different areas of innovation, all countries / Italy. 
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The survey shows an almost unanimous support for the use of nanotechnologies in medicine, 

electronics, environmental and energy technologies. A large part of respondents have a positive/very 

positive opinion also to the most of the other sectors listed in the survey. Only in the case of food 

and agriculture and cosmetics opinions are more controversial, although people explicitly against the 

use of nanotechologies in these areas remain a limited part of the sample. Compared to the overall 

results, the Italian respondents are more confident towards the use of nanotechnologies in different 

areas, particularly in food and agriculture, food packaging and conservation and construction. It can 

be noted here that the latter are priority industrial sectors in Italy – a positive attitude towards 

developments in these sectors could therefore be expected. 

Interviewees found the Italian results here reasonable, considering that the sample of respondents is 

mainly composed of people with a positive attitude on nanotechnologies (as from the results of the 

previous question). An interviewee (communication expert), noted that young people are generally 

aware of the use of nanotechnologies in electronics, whilst they do not know much about other 

types of use (healthcare, nanomaterials, nanoparticles, etc.). The interviewees agreed that food and 

agriculture as well as cosmetics are sensible areas for people. Aspects such as risk-benefit balances, 

safety and transparency need thus to be considered priorities for public acceptance in these sectors. 

Some interviewees noted that these aspects are relevant for any kinds of technologies used in near-

to-body products and are not only related to nanotechnologies. Last, many consumers might 

perceive the agrifood sector as a traditional, low tech sector, where the potential impacts of new 

technologies are limited. 

Considering Responsible Research and Innovation and the possibilities for fostering it, all approaches 

were considered important/very important by the most respondents in Italy. Few received almost 

unanimous support, in particular the increasing of government funding of research, labelling of 

products made with nanomaterials, establishment of labels for RRI, supporting corporate social 

responsibility and the development of public regulatory mechanisms. All these options were given 

more importance by the Italian respondents than the EU ones. Interviewees commented that the 

question was well defined and focused on key issues for consumers. It is interesting that Italy is one 

of the countries where the demand of labels and public inventories (among the sample) is greatest. 

The interviewees confirmed a general demand for information, transparency, safety and precaution 

in the development of new products and processes; this implicitly confirms the relevance of the RRI 

concept, they concluded, but stressed that this demand is relevant for other technologies too.  
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Figure 23: Respondents’ views on possible approaches for ensuring Responsible Research and Innovation, all countries / Italy. 

Beyond the general observations, the interview partners commented here on few specific issues:  

 The need for increasing public research funding is a long debated issue in Italy and is 

considered a priority by many people active in research and innovation (also a part of the 

sample). Strengthening the public funding of research in Italy is seen as an important 

possibility for supporting responsible research and innovation.  
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 Public research (and individual researchers) is seen as the most important stakeholder 

group for dialogue, outreach and communication in research and innovation (see also 

the results on the information and communication preferences of the respondents). 

 On the national level, the issue of labelling is gathering an increasing attention in a large 

variety of different sectors of consumer goods. Italian consumers are thus aware of 

different labels and of their importance and use these when making purchasing 

decisions. This more general discussion of labelling could explain the positive resonance 

on RRI and nanomaterial labelling too.  

 According to the interviewees, corporate social responsibility is as well a prevailing issue 

in Italy with many large companies making efforts in the area. The survey results would 

in their part confirm that people are aware of these tools and consider them valuable for 

sustaining responsible practices. 

 The positive ratings of “the development of public regulatory mechanisms” and of “the 

public registers for products made with nanomaterials” might be related to the EU-level 

and national discussions on the regulation of nanomaterials. Many professionals and 

citizens active in the nanotechnology discussions are aware of these debates, too.  

Considering the information preferences of the (Italian) respondents it can be observed that public 

research institutions and organizations (and individual researchers) are largely trusted as a valuable 

source of information on nanotechnologies, and on R&I in general. Moreover, they are associated 

with a responsibility of inform people about new technologies, the interviewees concluded. On the 

other hand, companies too are asked to provide information on new products and innovations, as is 

also underlined by the importance given to corporate social responsibility (see above). 

The different information channels considered, media are seen fundamental in informing people, in 

particular in supporting awareness and in providing basic knowledge on nanotechnologies to the 

general public. The role of media is perceived to be introductory: It initiates discussions and makes 

the consumers familiar with terminology and key questions. Also in Italy, traditional media, 

newspapers, TV and radio are preferred to the new ones, web and social networks. As a distinct 

channel of communication, the Italian respondents again stress the importance of labels and product 

registers (58% would like to receive such information compared to the 42% of the overall sample). 

This is in line with the discussion above.   
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Figure 24: Respondents' preferred sources of information (mentioned, %), all countries / Italy. 

The interviews put forward some interesting additional comments regarding the information theme: 

 Most interviewees underlined the need for a more diffused/widespread understanding and 

culture of science and technology (S&T) in the (Italian) society. In order to support outreach 

and engagement activities, awareness and interest need to be increased and capacity for 

understanding and appreciating S&T developments built. Nanotechnologies could count as a 

prime example here: Being novel and fascinating, they could easily attract the attention and 

interest of people. 

 Accordingly, science communication activities should be strengthened at all levels. Education 

and curricula in schools are considered fundamental; another key role is attributed to science 

initiatives in a position to reach the general public (e.g. science museums). 
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 The survey results also underline the importance of information provided by “independent” 

bodies (superpartes, organizations without conflicts of interest or commercial purposes). This 

role is expected to be fulfilled by public authorities, institutions and research organizations. 

For specific controversial cases, expert committees were suggested by some interviewees. 

Here the concrete implementation of the research integrity principle is seen fundamental. 

 Media on the other hand was criticized in their ways of science communication. As data 

provided by researchers have been misinterpreted (e.g. statistical data cited) and single 

articles often contain misleading or incorrect information, many journalists do not seem to 

be up to the task of communicating scientific information. For this reason, research 

organizations should improve their communication with the media. They should prepare 

their results in a suitable format for journalists and for a larger audience and provide easy 

access to the researchers responsible of a given project or study.  

 For being easily understandable, the consumer-oriented communication of nanotechnologies 

should be related to specific applications and products (e.g. nanotech for constructions). This 

communication of applications and products should be focused on concrete cases, on real 

uses. It should underline both benefits and risks and include information on the regulatory 

frameworks related to the application considered (whether/how safety is guaranteed). 

 For making the communication effective and for empowering consumers, some interviewees 

concluded that the citizens should be educated first: Their competence in interpreting 

different information need to be fostered. Information and communication on existing safety 

and regulatory processes for products entering the market could then be increased. This 

would give consumers the possibility to choose among nano- or non-nano products.  
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CONCLUSIONS 

A number of highlights can be summarised as the results of the survey and the Italian interviews:  

Public perception 

● Public understanding of scientific and technological issues, in particular of nanotechnologies, 

is rather limited. 

● There is a general demand for information, transparency, safety and precaution when it 

comes to the development of new products and processes.  

Pre-requisite for an effective dialogue process 

● Information and education are pivotal in making citizens aware of technologies like 

nanotechologies and of their effects. Only via education can the citizens be provided with the 

capacity to evaluate and judge technology developments: Increasing awareness is necessary 

for fostering constructive dialogues. 

● The focus of the dialogue should be on the impacts of the respective applications and on the 

use of new technologies, as well as on moral and ethical principles and values for R&I (not so 

much on scientific and technical choices). 

● Citizens need to be informed and educated on existing safety and regulatory processes, as 

well as on how the information available (or not available) can be interpreted. Informing the 

consumers on applications and products entering the market would give them tools to make 

informed choices.  

Barriers / improving responsiveness of R&I processes towards the public opinion 

 Communication of science should deserve more attention (by all stakeholders). 

 Media and journalists should be educated for dealing with scientific data and information 

and researchers should develop skills related to communication of scientific results. 

Industries should strengthen their role in communication and outreach on R&I.  

 The cooperation among the different stakeholders – industry, policy makers, CSOs, public 

research, media and science communication – should be improved. Professional ethics of all 

stakeholders must be a priority.  

 Social and professional recognition of research and researchers should be enhanced.  
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The interview partners:  

 Researcher and Professor in nanotechnologies, University  

 Senior Researcher in nanotechnologies, Health Research Institute 

 Senior Researcher in economic studies, University  

 Occupational Health and Safety expert, Public authority 

 Manager, Private Company (defence sector) 

 Manager, Private Company (furniture sector) 

 Manager, Science Museum 1 

 Project Leader, Science Museum 2 

 Senior Advisor, Consumer Association 

 Retired neurosurgery doctor 

 
 
Contact:  

Andrea Porcari 

AIRI - Associazione Italiana per la Ricerca Industriale 
Viale Gorizia, 25/c, I - 00198 Roma, Italy 
E-Mail: porcari@nanotec.it  
Tel.: +39 068848831 
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4.5 Country report: The Netherlands / De Proeffabriek 

 

PUBLIC PERCEPTION OF NANOTECHNOLOGIES IN THE NETHERLANDS 

 

According to interviewees, the majority of the Dutch population is largely unfamiliar with 

nanotechnologies and have not formed an established opinion. Their overall attitude might be 

characterized as cautiously receptive. They do not have very negative views, and those who acquaint 

themselves with the technology are genuinely interested in the opportunities. But there are also 

those who are concerned about possible risks such as long term effects on human and environmental 

health, as well as broader societal issues like job displacement or shifting power relations.   

Despite these general observations, respondents warned that there is no such thing as the public 

perception of technologies. Perceptions vary according to age, personal preferences, political views, 

education and so on. Three different levels of understanding and involvement were identified:  

1. The majority of the Dutch population with limited or no science education, characterized as 

gewone burgers (ordinary citizens), is thought to have no idea what nanotechnology means. 

While the term ‘nano’ is slowly trickling through as a marketing term for consumer products 

(several interviewees mentioned NanoPro shoe spray as an example), most gewone burgers 

have probably never even heard of the term. “I never hear anything about it. Which is odd,” 

noted one respondent, “given the claim that this silent revolution will change the entire 

fabric of our society.” Gewone burgers unlikely have well-established opinions but they have 

concerns nonetheless, based on their recollection of the introduction of earlier technologies. 

2. Highly educated parts of the population are thought to have some knowledge about 

nanotechnologies. They may have read articles in newspapers and magazines or have seen a 

science programme26. According to the interviewees, these sources of information have 

mostly focused on the scientific dimensions of nanotechnologies, inviting a ‘gee whiz’ 

response. As one respondent noted: “Nanotechnology is like alchemy; it is surrounded by an 

air of magic.” Information about the role of nanotechnologies in industrial production and its 

predicted economic and societal impacts receive less attention in the media. 

                                                      
26

 The Dutch media occasionally report on nanotechnologies, for instance in TV programmes such as Labyrint, Galileo, 

Noorderlicht and Radar. Magazines such as Quest or Vrij Nederland, and the science sections of quality newspapers such as 

de Volkskrant, NRC and Trouw, also occasionally feature articles on nanotechnologies. 
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3. Interviewees also identified a group of well-informed citizens who are organised in civil 

society organisations (CSOs) to voice their concerns about the potential adverse impacts of 

nanotechnologies of human and environmental health. Due to time constraints however, 

very few consumer and environmental organisations in the Netherlands focus on 

nanotechnologies. Workers’ unions are considered to be most active, which interviewees 

consider logical given the current state of development of nanotechnologies, as it is currently 

moving from the research laboratory to the production floor.  

Public acceptance of nanotechnologies was thought to be determined by citizen’s own risk-benefit 

analyses: if nanotechnologies offer tangible benefits to consumers, they may welcome it. Yet it was 

considered vital that the products are seen to be safe for humans and the environment. As one 

respondent remarked: “If it offers benefits, I’d be happy to buy it. But if it’s still uncertain whether it 

harms my health or the environment, then I’m not so sure I want this.” Several respondents 

underlined the importance of incorporating safety considerations in technological development: “I 

see great opportunities for nanotechnologies, but you have to address the risks. There are warning 

signals from risk research. We have to develop technology safely. If we do that right, then it will be a 

success story; if we forget about it, there may well be a public backlash.”    

 

DISCUSSION OF THE SURVEY RESULTS: THE NETHERLANDS 

As for the second question of the survey, the interviewees were not surprised by its overall outcomes 

(for instance, that survey respondents think the effect of nanotechnologies will be mostly positive for 

the Dutch economy, and negative for the environment). Comparing the views expressed by the 

Dutch participants with those of the overall sample, strong analogies can be noted: The Dutch 

respondents are only slightly more cautious when it comes to the possible positive effects 

nanotechnologies might have on the environment, health, and the safety of the Dutch society as well 

as on future generations. Moreover, the interview partners noted that these findings can only be 

understood as a response to technological innovation in general: citizens who don’t know what 

nanotechnology means cannot be expected to give a meaningful response on the effect it will have: 

“If you would have asked respondents in a follow-up question to give you a concrete example of how 

a specific nanotechnology would benefit the economy or harm the environment, they probably would 

not be able to give you an answer.”  
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Figure 25: Respondents' views on nanotechnologies' impact on different areas of life, all countries / The Netherlands 

As opinions are arguably formed on the basis of analogous experiences, like the introduction of 

biotechnologies, that have solidified opinions with respect to technological and economic growth 

(“Politicians invest in technology because they expect economic growth and job creation”) and 

adverse environmental and health impacts, the Dutch interview partners noted again that the 

questions were too abstract to draw firm conclusions. For instance when discussing the responses to 

the effect on the safety of our society (in Dutch: veiligheid), they concluded that there is no way of 

estimating whether respondents thought of personal safety (as in e.g. foodstuffs that are safe for 
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consumption, new materials that protect against human harm, etc.), or of security (as in crime 

prevention, enhanced combat performance by soldiers, loss of privacy by the use of RIFD chips or 

nano-sized cameras), or any other consideration having to do with safety. Or perhaps they didn’t 

think of anything in particular and simply ticked a box just to be done with it, as one of the 

interviewees did. So the question is how meaningful a statement of the sort: “40% of the Dutch 

population think nanotechnologies will have a negative effect on the safety of our society” really is, 

because there is no way to determine what respondents understood by the term ‘safety’.   

Also when analysing the participants’ preferences regarding the use of nanotechnologies in different 

innovation areas (see below), the Dutch interviewees did not consider the results surprising. The 

survey for instance documents negative views on the use of nanotechnologies in food, food 

packaging and cosmetics. This confirms earlier findings (like those of the Eurobarometer). On 

interviewee suggested:  “Nanotechnology in food and cosmetics - literally - comes very close to your 

body. People don’t want that. You shouldn’t mess with their food.” Similarly, public attitudes towards 

technologies are generally known to be more positive for healthcare applications:  “People are ready 

to accept higher levels of risk if they are already ill”. As described before, the interviewees wondered 

however too what the responses might exactly mean, given that the question identifies only certain 

areas of innovation and not specific applications themselves. For instance: “In textile, are they 

thinking of RFID chips, or the materials themselves?”  

Considering the questions in what way Responsible Research and Innovation could be ensured, the 

interviewees did remark that survey respondents apparently do not see involvement of non-expert 

consumers as an important activity here. It is however difficult to estimate what this means with 

respect to involving ‘outsiders’ more generally: is it that respondents do not want to involve 

consumers at all, or are they put off by the term ‘non-expert’? “The term ‘non-expert consumers’ 

already suggests that you wouldn’t want that person to be involved. But they might still want to 

involve consumers. ... I’d say involving consumers with their own expertise, that sounds more 

meaningful.” Interviewees were undecided: “It’s quite possible that they would want to involve those 

who do know something about the technology. People probably want those who are involved to 

already know something about the technology.” 
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Figure 26: Respondents' views on the use of nanotechnologies in different areas of innovation, all countries / The Netherlands. 
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Figure 27: Respondents’ views on possible approaches for ensuring Responsible Research and Innovation, all countries / The 

Netherlands.  

Another surprising finding was that the respondents apparently did not consider information or 

awareness raising activities such as labelling to be important for ensuring RRI. But again, this could 

mean several things: that they don’t considering labelling important at all, or that they do consider it 

important, but not for ensuring RRI. At any rate, interviewees understood that citizens showed little 
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interest in labelling. One interviewee saw that disinterest in labelling as a typical Dutch phenomenon 

as the Dutch have a remarkably high level of trust in the appropriateness of public control 

mechanisms: “We simply trust that our products are OK.” Citizens do not want to have to decide for 

themselves what the risks of a product are, it should be self-evident: “If I buy something, I want to be 

able to trust that it is safe for me and that it doesn’t harm my health.” Responsible Research and 

Innovation thus starts with the inherent safety of consumer products: “What is ‘responsible’? For the 

average citizen it simply means: not harmful for me, my family or the environment.”   

 

 

Figure 28: Respondents' preferred sources of information (mentioned, %), all countries / The Netherlands.  

The outcomes of the question on forms of information confirm findings of other studies, for instance 

that information from public institutions is generally more trusted than information provided by 

industry. That said, the respondents pointed out the limitations of the question again since it only 

asks what kind of information on nanotechnologies respondents would like to receive. Respondents 

are then obliged to choose one or more of the options. The survey does not ask whether 

respondents would like to receive information about nanotechnologies at all, or whether they would 
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like to receive more or less information. Further elaboration of the results would thus be needed in 

order to provide guidance for the different stakeholders and their communication. Intentionally, the 

question introduces several variables at once: it asks whether respondents prefer information 1) by 

companies on 2) products and innovations, or information 1) by public authorities 2) about scientific 

research areas. Respondents however only have the binary option to tick the box or not. It is thus be 

the task of further dialogues to try to find out whether they have ticked the box because they prefer 

information by public authorities over companies, or whether they prefer information on products 

over information on scientific research areas. The citizens might prefer objective information from 

industry over a sales pitch from scientists - but the survey cannot answer that question.  

 

Coming back to the question of labelling, one interviewee noted that survey respondents indicate 

here that they would like to receive information through product registers and labelling, whereas 

they did not consider it an important measure to ensure RRI in the preceding question. It is unclear 

what might explain this apparent contradiction.   

 

The interview partners: 

 Marije Blomjous, independent science communication consultant.   

 Janneke Hoedemaekers, Mesa+ Institute for Nanotechnology, University of Twente. 

 Natasja van den Berg, debate leader and sustainability expert, Tertium. 

 Marie Kranendonk, Women in Europe for a Common Future. 

 Maud Radstake, secretary, patient advisory council, Radboud University Medical Centre. 

 Rens Vandeberg, senior program officer, NanoNextNL. 

 Lotte van den Berg, project leader, Foundation Imagine Life Sciences. 

 Menno van der Veen, citizen participation specialist, Tertium. 

 Terry Vrijenhoek, Centre for Genome Diagnostics, University Medical Centre Utrecht. 

 Ellie Walraven, retired social worker. 

 

Contact:  

Daan Schuurbiers 

De Proeffabriek  
Lookwatering 36, 2614 KA Delft, The Netherlands  
E-Mail: daan.schuurbiers@proeffabriek.nl  
Tel.: +31 6 143 652 16 
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4.6 Country report: Poland / Nanoscience Support – Nanonet 

 

PUBLIC PERCEPTION OF NANOTECHNOLOGIES IN POLAND TODAY  

 

When discussing the public perception of nanotechnologies in Poland today, the Polish interviewees 

agreed that the perceptions of ordinary consumers are very favourable: On one hand through the 

promotion of nanotechnology as a marketing catchword on ubiquitous everyday items, and on the 

other, thanks to the well-documented success single companies, such as that of the Nano Carbon 

company, Warsaw with its “Polish graphene”. The interviewees however reminded that a lot of 

people are still unrelated to the subject – those population groups, who are generally not that 

interested in science and new technologies – and hardly familiar with the concept of nanotechnology 

or the extent of its applications. Some consumers even consider it as a mysterious technology that 

could “magically” help people in the future. It follows from this that the nanotechnology issues are 

not widely discussed in Poland among those groups not directly connected with the development of 

the technologies.  

As for the business world, the Polish interview partners directly connected with the industry noted a 

number of difficulties shaping the situation for the development of nanotechnologies in Poland 

today. According to them, many companies are cautious due to the lack of legal regulations 

concerning production and trade, which makes the market introduction of nanomaterials and 

nanoproducts uncertain and insecure. They are afraid of possible production and trade blockades or 

the introduction of new regulations. The lack of regulations regarding secure work with 

nanomaterials was also seen as an obstacle. Third, the interviewees stressed the lack of awareness 

and prevailing distrust of public institutions regarding the use and marketing of nanomaterials as a 

key obstacle. According to them, the cooperation between different stakeholders, scientists, industry 

and public institutions is limited; the situation affects the development of nanotechnologies in 

Poland negatively.  
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DISCUSSION OF THE SURVEY RESULTS: POLAND  

 

 
Figure 29: Respondents' views on nanotechnologies' impact on different areas of life, all countries / Poland 

When considering the expectations people have on nanotechnologies future effects, some general 

similarities can be observed between the Polish respondents and those of the full sample. As in other 

countries too, fears of negative effects are most often related to the environment whereas the 

economic impacts as well as those “to our overall way of life” are seen clearly positive. In general, 

the Polish respondents are however more optimistically inclined: All possible effects – overall way of 



 

  NanoDiode - Grant Agreement no: 608891 – 28-11-2014 / WP2 / T2.1  78 

life, economy, environment, health, safety and future generations – considered, the fears for 

negative impacts are lower and the positive expectations higher than in the rest of Europe. Here the 

interview partners highlighted especially the anticipated impact of nanotechnologies on societal 

safety: For the interviewees, such a positive resonance especially when safety issues are discussed 

suggests social acceptance and a generally optimistic attitude towards nanotechnology. However, 

the results should be further deepened and the views discussed as most of the ordinary citizens 

certainly have trouble in making qualified judgements, due to the low knowledge among the Polish 

population.  

As for different application areas of nanotechnology (see below), the Polish interviewees noted that 

the Polish and European opinions follow each other closely here as well. The positive views 

expressed towards the use of nanotechnologies in medicine and electronics show that the 

respondents hold greatest hopes hear: Medicinal applications are associated with easing different 

health risks whereas nano in electronics promises better usability and comfort. As elsewhere in 

Europe too, food production and agriculture rank lowest, highlighting fear and uncertainty about the 

introduction of new technologies where “directly consumed”.  

What however is striking is the fact that the application of nanotechnology in cosmetics industry is 

also seen positively among the Polish respondents. The concerns and negative views measured in 

other European countries are absent in Poland, suggesting that the prefix “nano” is perceived as 

something good, hi-tech, innovative and harmless – even when it comes to cosmetic products. It will 

be interesting to follow whether the Polish opinions will converge here with the European ones or 

whether the Polish consumers remain as optimistic towards nano-cosmetics.  

From both questions – the perceived future impacts of nanotechnologies and preferences towards 

different application areas – the Polish interviewees drew the same conclusion. Considering the 

public need for balanced information, different communication channels should be developed in a 

way making information more broadly accessible to different population groups. This applies both 

for mass media and governmental organisations: As consumers trust public and scientific authorities, 

their role is central. As a large part of the negative views and uncertainties may be due to the lack of 

knowledge, the awareness of the general public should be increased, the interviewees concluded.  
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Figure 30: Respondents' views on the use of nanotechnologies in different areas of innovation, all countries / Poland. 
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Figure 31: Respondents views' on possible approaches for ensuring Responsible Research and Innovation, all countries / 
Poland.  

Regarding the possible approaches for advancing Responsible Research and Innovation, the Polish 

interview partners noted the similarity of the Polish responses with those of the other countries. 

Some interviewees brought forward the notion that the lack of knowledge among the respondents 

might lie between the similar support the different measures attained: In Poland as well as within the 

overall sample all measures from inclusion of different groups to labelling and product registers 
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gained same levels of support, implying that the respondents had difficulties in differentiating 

between them. Some interview partners also raised concerns considering the inclusion of non-

experts consumers: Valuable projects could be harmed since they are not adequately appreciated by 

laymen. Legal regulations of the access to nano-knowledge introduced by authorities are essential to 

promote information, increase awareness of all aspects of nanotechnology and nanomaterials 

among society, and explain the meaning of the prefix “nano” on everyday items. The representatives 

of the industry further advised to pay attention to the danger of administrative restrictions resulting 

from overinterpretation of negative aspects and ignorance: "we don't know that for sure, therefore it 

would be the best to let us forbid this until to explain". The introduction of a simplified and factually 

unfounded codification, subordinated to the principle which is formulated this way, will reduce the 

development and implementations of the new solutions based on the nanotechnology. 

 

 
 

Figure 32: Respondents' preferred sources of information (mentioned, %), all countries / Poland.  
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Regarding information and communication of nanotechnologies, the interviewees were not surprised 

by the survey results. As elsewhere in Europe too, science-based information provided by public 

authorities is preferred to the communication by companies and CSOs. What is interesting however, 

is the fact that consumer and environmental organisations receive relatively low levels of interest 

from the Polish respondents: Whereas around 50% of the respondents in the overall sample do 

favour information provided by the CSOs, in Poland only 38%. This might imply that in Poland the 

nanotechnology development is seen essentially as state- and company-driven, where CSOs only 

given a smaller role to play. Considering the different communication channels, in Poland TV has the 

role of the leading media compared to the print ones. The interviewees concluded that the role of 

mass media and TV may even be strengthened in the next years as youngsters’ interest in reading 

would be fading. According to the interviewees it is not only academic institutions that should 

popularise their information but also the legislators: Transfer of information and its translation into 

an understandable form would support the public knowledge and opinion on nanotechnologies.  

 

The interview partners: 

 Prof Wojciech Sadowski, PhD, Eng., Gdańsk University of Technology 

 Full Prof PG, Prof Alicja Ratuszna, University of Silesia 

 PhD and Assistant Prof Jerzy Goraus, University of Silesia  

 Jacek Koczwara, Mastermodel (Private company)  

 Maciej Strumiński, ITP System (Private company)  

 Magdalena Luboińska, biotechnology lab assistant 

 Tadeusz Hankiewicz, School of Acting J.Cimrman (theatre director) 

 Father Karol Macura, Lutheran priest 

 Jerzy Doskocz, Foundation For The Development Of Science And Business In The 

Area Of Medical Sciences And Science (CSO) 

 Andrzej Mejer, journalist 

 
Contact:  

Adam Szatkowski 

Fundacja Wspierania Nanonauk i Nanotechnologii NANONET 
ul. Stabłowicka 147/149, 54-066 Wrocław, Poland 
E-Mail: adam.szatkowski@nanonet.pl  
Tel.: +48 883 777 709 
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5. Towards more responsive research and policy processes – the 

role of public perceptions  

In addition to explaining and deepening the NanoDiode survey results, the in-depth interviews set 

out to probe the important, yet difficult question of responsiveness: What kind of role should public 

perceptions and opinions have for the use and development of nanotechnologies? Where should the 

attitudes, hopes and fears present in the general public exactly flow into? Who should take them into 

account and how?  

This report and the whole NanoDiode Work Package 2 share the assumption that knowledge about 

public perceptions is the first prerequisite for responsive research and policy processes. As argued in 

the Action Plan for this WP27, the measurement of public opinions has long established its position in 

the international nanotechnology discussions. Despite the fact that the initiatives and methods have 

been manifold here, it can be said that the different stakeholders have not been able to explicitly 

show where and how the opinions expressed would count. Most often, quantitative and qualitative 

studies lack links to concrete research or policy initiatives and vice versa. The action plan thus argues 

that we have to move beyond the “passive” registration of public perceptions towards the active 

integration of public views and concerns into research and policy decisions. 

This perception was backed by the interview partners too: the importance of improving interaction 

of research and innovation with the public in its diversity was stressed by stakeholders and lay 

citizens across Europe. The interviews however also confirmed the difficulty of this task: the 

discussions on how research and policy could better take into account the public opinion were less 

straightforward and more controversial. Although a general consensus on the aims and goals of 

Responsible Research and Innovation is emerging, there are different views on how this could be 

ensured in practice. WP2 takes further steps in linking public preferences, decision-makers and 

researchers in its INSPIRE-Workshops (Task 2.3), which bring together lay citizens, regulators, 

researchers and companies. The workshops draw on the survey results and allow for a direct 

discussion of innovation preferences, ethical, societal and environmental challenges between lay 

citizens and the national nano-communities.  

                                                      
27

 Schuurbiers, D. & Rissanen, M. (2014): Developing Innovative Outreach and Dialogue on nanotechnologies in EU civil society 

(NanoDiode). Action plan for WP2 – INSPIRE: Engagement and dialogue at the policy level. http://www.nanodiode.eu/wp-

content/uploads/2014/04/NanoDiode_WP2_Action_Plan.pdf   
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5.1 The “problem” of the uninformed respondent 

It needs to be noted that forming and expressing opinions to issues such as nanotechnologies is not 

an easy task for lay citizens. Considering that many people have never even heard of the term 

nanotechnology, it is certainly not easy for them to discuss what kinds of effects it will have on 

society, even if they were educated on the subject. As one Dutch interviewee commented: “If you 

have no idea what nanotechnologies are about, answering these types of questions is just a wild 

guess.”  It can indeed be argued that people’s judgment often reflects their more general attitudes 

towards the presence of technologies in the society. Another Dutch respondent concluded further 

that: “I felt I had to fill in ‘don’t know’ everywhere. In the end I started to tick different boxes, not 

because I thought that it was the right answer but simply to get some variation in my response form.”  

The quotes above reflect two trade-offs common for public opinion measurement on complex issues 

such as new technologies. The first one has to do with the provision of information; the second with 

the specificity of questions and the scope of opinion measurement. First, as nanotechnologies count 

as a diversified technological and societal issue, many surveys (e.g. the Eurobarometer) have opted 

for informing respondents on them before asking their views. The line of thought behind this is seen 

in the comment of the Dutch interviewee: for being able to express an opinion on nanotechnologies, 

or on anything else for that matter, one should first know what they are exactly about.  

Despite being relatively straightforward at first glance, this position raises a number of issues too. 

Before providing participants with information, the researchers behind a survey should themselves 

first agree on what nanotechnologies exactly are and what information the participants would need 

and – as the information that can be provided in the scope of a survey is most often limited to few 

sentences – what can be excluded. As nanotechnologies are not only a technical but also a highly 

political issue, the difficulty of defining the limits of such pre-information is apparent: Would a 

general reference to the nano-scale suffice? What possible benefits and risks should be introduced? 

From whose point of view? Beyond these difficulties in determining what information would be 

provided it needs to be reminded that such information can easily influence opinions and attitudes. 

The framing of issues highly influences the way they are perceived by the public28. 

                                                      
28

 See e.g. Entman, R. M. (1993). Framing: Toward Clarification of a Fractured Paradigm. In: Journal of Communication 43(4): 

51-58.  http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1460-

2466.1993.tb01304.x/abstract;jsessionid=3213117C9521FFB51CBE99B65D9E1FBF.f03t03  
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It must be noted that to some extent, such framing is inevitable. For instance, in asking people to 

express their attitudes the NanoDiode survey assumed that they already have a position or invited 

them to establish one on a topic they might never have thought of before. This was confirmed by 

those interviewees who commented that the interview made them realize how little they effectively 

knew about nanotechnologies. It made them want to find out more, but it also made them more 

concerned. In a very real sense, then, the survey itself creates and frames attitudes. 

Considering the “problem” that the uninformed citizen faces in trying to discuss his or her attitudes 

towards technological issues, it must be remembered that in their everyday lives most people do not 

have access to supporting information: when e.g. deciding whether or not to buy a product where a 

specific form of nanotechnologies comes to use, the consumer most often needs to draw on the 

information he or she already possesses. As the fate of a technology will in a society be co-decided by 

“uninformed respondents”, researchers measuring public perceptions need address them too29.  

Remembering the low public knowledge on nanotechnologies, it can be argued that statements of 

many respondents do not result from thorough reflection. Rather, they often amount to mere “gut 

feelings”. It can thus be questioned how much weight should be given on the views of survey 

respondents – or on those of laypeople in general, when complex technological issues are discussed. 

For many stakeholders these gut feelings do already provide valuable input. Knowledge on the 

attitudes present in society is important, when for instance the focus of future information activities 

is set. If public perceptions are however to be taken into account in research and policy beyond 

information and communication, they need to be deepened and elaborated in qualitative settings.   

 

5.2 Complementing wide-range surveys with application-specific dialogues 

In order to provide robust input for research and policy, researchers should be able to illustrate 

where and under which circumstances different groups of citizens would like to see nano-innovation 

take place. For quantitative surveys this is not an easy task. The NanoDiode survey too – in spite of its 

differentiation between innovation areas – provides in a sense more questions than answers. For 

instance, it is impossible to know what the respondents had in mind when they were asked to assess 

the effect of nanotechnologies on personal health. Did they think of new medicines or therapies that 

might cure disease (possibly evoking a positive response), or of the possibly adverse health effects of 

                                                      
29

 For this reason, despite the fact that nanotechnologies’ impacts are hard to assess even for the so-called experts, no 

threshold for the participants’ knowledge was set in the NanoDiode survey. 
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nanoparticles (evoking a negative response) or of something completely different? The views on 

different application areas thus pile up very different considerations on a range of topics, often 

impossible to address in the scope of a quantitative survey. This (lack of) specificity of different 

questions counts as the second dilemma or trade-off of public opinion measurement.   

Surveys can offer a baseline of quantitative information on public attitudes and perceptions and 

inform policy and research. For instance, surveys may measure the effectiveness of public education 

on the longer term by gauging knowledge levels across the population at different points in history. 

Furthermore, explorative or hypothesis generating surveys such as the NanoDiode one may provide 

hints on opinions and attitudes present in the society. If the participants of a survey rejected, for 

instance, the use of nanotechnologies in medicine, the result would be important for researchers, 

companies and public institutions active in this field. As such it would not be enough for altering the 

direction of policy or research; the stakeholders would however need to know why.  

It is thus important that the attitudes and opinions expressed in surveys are weighed and deepened. 

Qualitative interviews, delphis, citizens’ conferences, and other workshop settings30 are only some 

examples of the methods that can be used. A common denominator of the methodological diversity 

should however be a focused discussion of specific innovations or applications of nanotechnologies, 

where “developers and designers learn more about the acceptance of their products.” This context-

specificity would not only serve applied research and the market entrance of innovations but also 

respond to the interests of many consumers. As pointed out by a French interviewee, laypeople 

often prefer to discuss concrete applications rather than longer developments. Communicating 

processes and possibilities is often difficult for researchers too: “Technology is like a puzzle, you never 

know when you will find a piece and you will never know the end picture until it is finished.”  

Another key advantage of interactive, live dialogues is that they better allow for a multitude of inputs 

and opinions. The “expert” contributions should form a balanced whole, include different viewpoints 

and discuss both benefits and risks. In addition to ensuring just treatment of different positions and 

openness, balanced provision of information contributes to the results of the dialogues too: Including 

a number of different perspectives the problem of framing can be constrained and lay participants 

enabled to bring their own views forward. Efforts towards neutrality are appraised by citizens too. As 

one of the Austrian interviewees put it: “Otherwise the people might feel brainwashed”.  

                                                      
30

 One of the Austrian interview partners for instance brought forward the “publifocus” method, an approach allowing laypeople 

to engage in public events with certain topics and start discussions themselves too.  
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On the question who exactly should be involved, the opinions of the interview partners diverged. 

They however agreed that the dialogue participants should include the breadth of opinions present 

in the society: the organisers must guarantee that both enthusiasts and critics see their own 

participation as valuable. Regarding specific groups of participants, many interviewees pointed out 

that dialogues between interest groups such as environmental and consumer organisations, trade 

unions and industry constitute nothing new. The unique role of citizens was emphasized: they might 

offer surprising and fresh perspectives to entrenched debates. Beyond that, some interview partners 

concluded that the CSOs’ positions are as much cast in stone as those of the industry. Ordinary 

citizens might be able to develop something new, precisely because they do not have a well-defined 

interest except for the overall health and safety of the society in which they live.    

Other respondents however prioritised established civil society organisations. CSOs possess more 

information than laypeople and considered opinions. Thus, they could offer more to the debate. 

When discussing the survey, one interviewee stated that “The survey fails because it poses complex 

questions to your next-door neighbour who doesn’t know anything about nanotechnology. You 

shouldn’t involve the general public, people have to organise themselves first, so that they can gain 

in-depth knowledge. That type of involvement is relevant and useful.” Accordingly, some saw CSOs as 

legitimate dialogue partners as their claims would result from the interpretation of scientific results, 

not only from general attitudes. This position mirrors the view that public opinions should not equal 

to the opinions of any member of the public. Rather, “the public opinion” should be formed by those 

affected by new developments, those who have a stake: “Involving people from the streets in public 

engagement processes inevitably leads to one-sided indoctrination and superficial responses.”   

Yet others considered that politicians might be best suited to represent public opinion: they should 

be both knowledgeable about technologies and their roles in the society and have a vested concern 

for the views of their voters. Others however reminded that it is exactly because of the previous 

inability of politicians and the industry to take public preferences into account (see, for example, the 

debates on genetic engineering) that we need to discuss the concept of responsiveness at all.  

Who in the end needs to participate, is of course dependent on the scope and goals of the dialogue 

and on the questions addressed. For determining who has a stake, thorough issue and actor analyses 

should be carried out. When e.g. workplace safety is considered, participation of expert stakeholders 

(trade unions) cannot be surpassed. If however more consumer-oriented questions of product 

development or information provision are at focus, the ordinary citizen should not be forgotten.       



 

  NanoDiode - Grant Agreement no: 608891 – 28-11-2014 / WP2 / T2.1  88 

It must be remembered that the form, in which public decisions are made and the public involved, 

has always been dependent on the technologies of the day. One should thus not write off further 

possibilities of public involvement: advances in communication technologies and the ubiquity of 

internet have already made real-time communication between citizens and institutions possible. 

Today these possibilities are mainly used one-dimensionally: as communication channels (chats or 

hotlines), where consumers ask and the institutions answer. Several interviewees however pointed 

out that new media offers alternatives to map public perceptions in real time, for instance by 

continuous polling, analysis of online responses to #nanotech twitter feeds or by monitoring online 

discussions. As the fads in online communication change extremely quickly, the stakeholders should 

be flexible and adapt to new developments of the web. A lot can be learned from successful websites 

or smartphone apps from completely other areas of the society, many interviewees concluded.   

 

5.3 Nanotechnologies and capacity building  

In addition to public involvement, the NanoDiode interview partners across Europe stressed the need 

for capacity building. Citizens need to be made aware both of the technologies itself as well as of 

their role in influencing research and policy. Education, learning and participation on questions 

involving the public were seen as human rights that must be at the citizens’ disposal. As one of the 

interview partners put it: “If you introduce an impactful technology that has significant social 

consequences, you have a moral obligation to inform the public and to engage in a meaningful 

dialogue with citizens on the potential implications.”  As nanotechnologies are expected to have 

these impacts on our society, guaranteeing consumers the possibility to make informed choices 

themselves can be derived from the democratic ideals of  Europe: “Consumers need to be trained and 

given the opportunity to inform themselves, to make a personal decision is a fundamental 

prerequisite of free thinking.”, an Austrian interviewee noted. 

Many interviewees noted that a feeling of a limited supply of information prevails in the society. 

Despite the efforts by many public institutions, CSOs and companies in providing consumer-oriented 

information, a ‘lay’ interviewee commented: “I have the idea that that information simply isn’t there. 

You never hear anything about nanotechnology.” Transparency in information and communication 

was requested especially: “Good, clear, transparent public information has to be developed. Not by 

industry who are not trusted, not by governments. It needs to come from societal organisations which 

emerged from public concerns.”  
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A cornerstone of the desired capacity building is thus the provision of information and the 

development of educational activities. Making it possible for citizens to inform themselves supports 

balanced opinion-building. When societal developments are discussed, the both extremes, zealots 

and critics, wake up earliest: Sensitising broader population groups to current debates and providing 

them access may lead to more fruitful societal discussions. As the information and communication 

needs of different groups and generations diverge, a differentiated communication portfolio is 

required: Integration of nanotechnologies in the curricula of biology, physics, chemistry and ethics, 

cooperation with popular magazines and TV programmes as well as further development of citizen-

oriented web platforms or smartphone applications were brought forward as key approaches.  

Regardless of the channels used, a translation of complex scientific information into a language 

understood by normal citizens is central here. Almost needless to say, in order to be non-exclusive, 

the information needs to be provided not only in English but in the national languages, calling often 

for country-specific communication. As with the dialogues discussed above, it remains important to 

ask the citizens themselves: collect expectations, fears and questions and provide answers to these.  

Finally, many interviewees stressed the importance of establishing a clear connection between the 

developing technologies and the grand problems our societies are facing: climate change and energy 

transition, the ageing population and questions related to health and nutrition, to name but a few. 

Should nanotechnologies be able to offer solutions to these kinds of problems, the need to 

strengthen broad societal discussion on their benefits, risks and use becomes even more important. 

The question becomes not one of safe consumer products only but one directly related to the future 

of our societies. In addition, it adds concretion to the discussion. As one Dutch respondent working in 

the nanotechnology field put it: “There have to be surveys, there has to be involvement, but there 

also have to be NEMOs [Science museum in Amsterdam, the Netherlands] to make matters tangible. 

You have to get away from abstractions. Let’s talk about what we [as a society] do and do not want.” 

 

5.4 Responsiveness – a moral obligation for the nano-community 

It has been discussed above that allowing participation on the development of technologies can be 

seen as a moral obligation the nanotechnology developers need to fulfil towards the public. Capacity 

building, education and communication of nanotechnologies are only prerequisites for this true 

public involvement. Involvement and mutual responsiveness, as discussed in the context of 
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Responsible Research and Innovation too, means moving beyond one-sided information provision. 

Rather, the much more difficult question on how policy and research can better take into account 

public views, preferences and concerns needs to be addressed – this can be seen as the ultimate 

moral obligation of the nanotechnology community.  

Two central consequences can be derived from this valuation: First, the attitudes that are addressed 

need to justifiably represent “the public opinion” or the opinion of those having a stake. Second, 

regardless of the exact form of public involvement, it is imperative that the outcomes of surveys and 

dialogues do feed into policy and research. For policy-making and regulation this is almost self-

evident: as public institutions in the end serve the public, they should address public preferences in 

their work. For industries bringing products on the market responsiveness on the other hand is a key 

to their success: “Societal responsiveness should ideally be integrated in scientific developments. If 

you listen to societal concerns, you still have a chance to accommodate developments in response. If 

you don’t take societal expectations and concerns into account, you run the risk of losing your 

investment as soon as it reaches the market,” a Dutch representative said.  

As discussed in the country reports too, ensuring this responsiveness of policy and research is not an 

easy task for the different stakeholders. Ways for this will be further discussed in the upcoming 

“INSPIRE” citizen and multi-stakeholder dialogues of NanoDiode WP2. Some general principles can 

however be already drawn from the discussions above. First, the initiatives for mapping and 

including public attitudes need to enjoy support from the top of the respective organisation. Second, 

the questions to be worked on need to be context- or application-specific enough. Discussion of 

general nanotechnology hopes or fears seldom provides real input for researchers or companies; co-

working on their concrete projects might well do. Third, the involvement of the public needs to take 

place early enough as soon as the research and development process becomes clearly object-

oriented. In latter stages of innovation chain much time and resources have been invested already, 

making it difficult for the project or organisation to alter its course.  

On a general level, one must remember that the inclusion of the public raises expectations too: if 

citizens are invited to participate, they expect to truly have a say. As the participants are asked for 

their contribution and as they invest time and energy in their efforts to do so, neglecting to 

implement or at least seriously consider the dialogue recommendations leads quickly to 

disappointment. Furthermore, such a disappointment is easily converted into a general distrust 

towards not only nanotechnologies but towards all public participation, politics and industry, too.   
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6. Conclusions and recommendations  

As a method for measuring public perceptions on a given issue, public surveys can offer a baseline of 

quantitative information on attitudes, hopes and concerns that are present in society. Whereas full-

blown, resource-intensive representative surveys can be used to confirm hypotheses on the public 

perceptions, non-responsive, hypothesis generating surveys such as the one used by NanoDiode may 

be used to probe and to generate hints or clues on opinions and tendencies important to the work of 

different stakeholders. “Surveys are good for removing the dogma about consumer conceptions”, 

concluded one of the German interviewees: if the public is not asked, the perceptions are in danger 

of being estimated wrong.  

The word ‘perception’ has been deliberately used in plural in the above paragraph; many 

contradicting perceptions can be observed in European societies. As surveys are able to explore only 

a limited number of variables and aspects at one time, and are prone to “reducing customers to a set 

of numbers”, they raise further questions when providing answers to previous ones. 

It is exactly in this sense that the NanoDiode survey results may be presented. First of all, the survey 

respondents hold a generally positive view on nanotechnologies: they expect nanotechnologies to 

have a positive impact on “our overall way of life” in future. Although the respondents highlight the 

economic potential of nanotechnologies, it is innovations in areas connected to the great societal 

challenges of our time that are viewed positively: nanotechnologies in construction, transport and 

mobility, or in environmental and energy technologies, are favoured by the survey participants. At 

the same time applications that are close to one’s body – for example, in food, cosmetics and textiles 

– where the societal benefits are not that apparent, are eyed with some scepticism. It is, however, 

the task of future (representative) surveys to determine if these preferences also prevail in entire 

European populations. What lies beneath these lines of thought needs to be deepened as well.   

As discussed in this report, a single tick of a box may contain a number of different reasons for 

appraising or rejecting a particular application area of nanotechnologies. NanoDiode thus hopes that 

its survey results function as an invitation to stakeholders working in the field, as encouragement to 

dig deeper into the findings, and to engage the public on their preferences and needs, in order to 

determine how such views could be taken into account when forming research and policy.   

At the same time the lessons learned from this survey are hopefully useful as an initiative for 

dialogue. Involving the public is not always as easy as it sounds, and, in the context of new 
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technologies, open invitations to dialogue seem to be prone to imbalanced responses. In order to 

conduct inclusive dialogues and to reach all population groups, special attention needs to be given to 

at least addressing women, the young and the old, as well as those with a lower level of education. 

Although not measured in the scope of this survey, it is not hard to guess that migrant groups, for 

example, do not easily find access to the nanotechnology discussions either. If the responsiveness of 

research and policy is to be improved in the way that Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI) 

advises, the participation of hard-to-reach groups needs to be ensured.  

In the context of RRI, the NanoDiode survey participants gave a high level of support to a range of 

different approaches and initiatives in which the responsibility of research and innovation could be 

ensured. Both the inclusion of the public, and the provision of nanotechnology information, were 

seen as important by the interviewed stakeholders. No single solution can be, however, brought 

forward regarding who should be involved and how: the approaches need to be essentially context-

specific. Issue- and actor-analyses conducted at the forefront of dialogues may be used for 

determining who should take part. Instead of involving “the usual stakeholders”, dialogue organisers 

should actively involve all those groups that might have a stake, even if the groups themselves may 

not be aware of the relevance of their participation.     

As developments in citizens’ everyday lives are both important and easy to grasp for lay-citizens too, 

a product-centred approach was favoured by a number of NanoDiode interview partners as a way of 

engaging the public. Instead of discussing technologies on a general level, asking questions and 

mutually exchanging views on concrete problems or applications will make it easier for citizens to 

develop and bring forward their own views. This would profit the developers of the technologies too.  

Finally, as nanotechnologies in the end have the potential to substantially change our societies, the 

interviewees argued that citizens have a democratic right to participate in the discussions 

considering the use and development of nanotechnologies. Capacity-building – as in, providing easily 

accessible information to citizens and searching for ways for involving them in different parts of the 

nanotechnology value chain – is only the starting point. The ultimate moral obligation for the 

nanotechnology community is to be responsive to the hopes and fears of citizens, and to really take 

these into account in research- and policy-making processes. A number of recommendations for this 

task could be extrapolated from both the survey results and the insights gathered in the in-depth 

interviews. These are presented below in a shortened form. 
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6.1 Recommendations for stakeholders  

 

 NanoDiode and its interview partners see the education and involvement of the public as an 

obligation that the nanotechnology community should fulfil towards the public.   

 Quantitative surveys can offer a baseline of public perceptions, attitudes, hopes and 

concerns, and so inform research and policy. One needs to differentiate between 

representative and non-representative surveys: whereas the former are confirmatory and 

offer data on the views of entire populations, the latter are exploratory and can be used to 

map and probe attitudes present in society.  

 Surveys can, however, hardly identify different lines of thought behind the expressed 

attitudes. For this reason, quantitative results should be deepened with qualitative methods: 

interviews, dialogues and workshops may be used to gather both context- or application-

specific views and preferences that are important for both companies and researchers.    

 A product-centred approach was favoured by NanoDiode interviewees as a way of engaging 

the public: it would not only profit the technology developers, but suit the citizens’ interests 

as well.   

 Responsiveness – a real accommodation of public preferences – is the central criterion for 

meaningful public involvement. For improving the chances for responsiveness, the 

involvement of the public needs to be supported by the respective organisations’ head and 

take place early enough. In the latter stages of the innovation chain, the resources that have 

already been invested make true consideration of public preferences more difficult.  

 Actor- and issue-analyses can be used for determining the groups and individuals who should 

be involved in a discussion. In order to be non-exclusive, the initiatives should involve all 

those “who have a stake”, including the hard-to-reach groups of the society.  

 The methods for dialogue and discussion need to be chosen according to the target group. 

New media offer interesting possibilities for engaging European youth. 

 Regardless of the methods used, the results and possible recommendations from public 

involvement should be documented in a transparent way, and seriously considered.  

 It is the responsibility of the respective organisations carrying out dialogues to clearly 

communicate whether the results have been taken into account, and where and how this has 

occurred. Should the results not have been implemented, the requirement for 

communication is even higher.  



 

  NanoDiode - Grant Agreement no: 608891 – 28-11-2014 / WP2 / T2.1  94 

6.2 Recommendations for NanoDiode  

 

In addition to these stakeholder recommendations, the insights from the survey and the interviews 

allow reflection on the frame of the whole NanoDiode project. NanoDiode establishes a coordinated 

programme for dialogue and outreach in Europe and supports the effective governance of 

nanotechnologies. Its further activities may thus profit from the experiences made within Task 2.1.  

NanoDiode WP 2 continues to discuss societally-desired innovation in its Citizen & Multi-Stakeholder 

Dialogues. The 3rd Generation Deliberative Processes and User Committees of Work Package 3 focus 

on public involvement in concrete R&D processes. This fits well with the product-centred approach of 

public involvement favoured by the interviewees. WPs 4 and 5 focus on nanotechnology education, 

training and communication, and address schoolchildren, workers and their representatives, among 

others. Despite this diversity, some conclusions can be drawn from the survey and the interviews:  

 The involvement of citizens with lower education as well as women, the young, the old, and 

other hard-to-reach groups, such as migrants, needs to be emphasised in the forefront of 

upcoming events. In the survey sample these groups remained under-represented.  

 Especially in internet-based forms of dialogue, ensuring balanced representation can be 

difficult. Despite the various efforts in disseminating the survey, the response rate remained 

relatively low. Best practices for more direct involvement (e.g. MINT-days, fairs and “live” 

dialogues) of the European youth are identified in WP 4 of NanoDiode.  

 When discussing nanotechnologies with lay consumers the danger of framing is imminent. 

The introductions provided, e.g. in the Citizen & Multi-Stakeholder Dialogues, need to form a 

balanced whole and leave enough room for the participants to form their own standpoints.  

 The task of deepening quantitative data remains central for all NanoDiode initiatives. Asking 

what lies beneath public preferences – why e.g. one innovation area is preferred to another – 

is important for understanding the expectations citizens have for research and policy.  

 With Responsible Research and Innovation being in focus for NanoDiode, the project needs 

to find ways to involve citizens in the assessment of possibilities for operationalizing RRI. The 

survey participants could, for example, hardly differentiate between different approaches.  

 The surprisingly low support given to the direct involvement of citizens (as a form of 

enhancing RRI) should be addressed in the upcoming NanoDiode dialogues. To what extent 

citizens really feel that RRI should be expert-driven is an interesting question for the project.   
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Annex 

Annex I: Survey questionnaire 

 
Q1: How much do you know about nanotechnologies? 

 Very much / Much / Something / A little / Very little / Don’t know  

Q2: In the future, what do you think the effect of nanotechnologies will be on: 

 Our overall way of life?  

 The economy of your home country?  

 The environment?  

 Your health and your family’s health?  

 The safety of our society?  

 Future generations?  

 Very negative / Negative / Neither positive nor negative / Positive / Very positive / Don’t 

know  

 
Q3: What do you think about the use of nanotechnologies in the following areas of innovation?  

 Medicine  

 Food and agriculture  

 Food packaging and conservation  

 Construction 

 Mobility and transport  

 Cosmetics 

 Textiles  

 Paints  

 Electronics  

 Environmental and energy technologies  

 Very negatively / Negatively / Neither positively nor negatively / Positively / Very positively / 

Don’t know  

 
Q4: How important do you think the following is for ensuring Responsible Research and Innovation 
(RRI)?* 

 Inclusion of environmental and consumer organisations in innovation processes 

 Inclusion of non-expert consumers in innovation processes  

 Communication of consumer preferences to political decision-makers  

 Increasing  the amount of government funding made available for research  

 Development of public regulatory mechanisms  

 Labelling of products made with nanomaterials  

 Establishment of public registers for products made with nanomaterials  

 Establishment of labels for products made according to the RRI principles  
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 Fostering corporate social responsibility  

 Not at all important / Not important  / Neither important nor unimportant / Important / Very 

important / Don’t know  

 

* Responsible Research and Innovation is an approach aimed to ensure that innovations and their 
marketable products are ethically acceptable, sustainable and societally desirable.  

 
Q5: What kind of information would you like to receive about nanotechnologies? 

 Company-provided information about new products and innovations  

 Information about scientific research areas provided by public institutions and scientific 

organisations 

 Information provided by consumer and environmental organisations  

 Consumer-oriented information events, fairs, etc.  

 Articles in print media (newspapers and magazines)  

 TV or radio programmes  

 Smartphone applications and social media  

 Blogs or discussion forums on the internet  

 Labels and product registers  

 

Q6: Would you like to take part in dialogue and workshop events that will be organised by the 
project NanoDiode?  

 Yes 

 No 

 
These questions are strictly for statistical purposes:  
 
Q7: Which country do you live in?  

 Austria / Belgium / The Netherlands / Germany / France / Italy / Norway / Poland / Great 

Britain / Other (please specify) 

Q8: What year were you born in?  

 Open field / Don’t want to answer 

Q9: How old were you when you last finished full-time education?  

 Open field / Don’t want to answer  

Q10: What is your gender?  

 Female / Male / Other / Don’t want to answer  

Continuation to a Thank you –page: On behalf of all NanoDiode partners, we would like to thank 
you for the time you have taken to complete this survey. If you would like to receive more 
information about the NanoDiode project and the survey results, or register for further 
participation, please click here31. 

                                                      
31

 Continuation to a form external to the survey, where the contact information may be submitted.  
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Annex II: Interview guideline 

Lead questions for the in-depth interviews 

1. How would you describe the current public perception of nanotechnologies in [country]? 

 

2. [Discussion of the survey results point by point] 

a) How do you see the results of [country] in the NanoDiode survey questions?  

(Please refer to the following sub-data per country)? 

b) Do you find some results particularly interesting or surprising?  

(Please refer also to the “don´t know” answers (grey), or the “indifferent” answers (yellow), if 

significant) 

c) What is the message that should be heard by the different stakeholders?  

d) Who (policy-makers, researchers, industry,…) should react to these kinds of public 

opinions? And how? 

 

3. According to the concept of Responsible Research and Innovation, research and regulation 

should be responsive to the public opinion. How can this be ensured?  

 

4. We are talking here about the result of a survey.  

a) What kind of effects will or should these kinds of tools have for public involvement?  

b) What other ways do you see for including ethical, legal and social aspects to innovation 

processes? 

c) In the NanoDiode Project WP 2 we will work with the following formats: 

 Inspire Workshops to identify needs and desires as well as societal concerns for 

different fields of innovation with nanomaterials and to collect inspiring ideas.  

 Workshops with citizens and experts about benefits and risks of innovative fields 

of applications (3rd Generation Deliberation  

 User Committees for integrating customer’ s ideas into the process of innovation 

/ Other ways 

What do you think about these approaches? Do you have other ideas how to involve societal 
issues into the process of innovation?  

  

5. It is often a challenge to motivate laypeople to participate in surveys, workshops or 

dialogues. How could the representation of laypeople in innovation processes be secured?  

 

6. How could policy-makers, researchers and industry (if applicable, you and your organization) 

profit more from the public opinion? 
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Annex III: Differentiation between age groups and genders 

Gender of the respondents – differentiated by countries 

 

Age groups of the respondents – differentiated by countries 

 
 

 

Country -17 years 18-24 years 25-34 years 35-44 years 45-54 years 55-64 years 65+ years Sum

Austria 0,0% 9,4% 39,6% 32,1% 13,2% 3,8% 1,9% 53                

Belgium 0,0% 0,0% 12,5% 31,3% 31,3% 18,8% 6,3% 16                

France ,5% 6,6% 23,5% 19,7% 22,4% 12,0% 15,3% 183              

Germany ,7% 5,2% 25,5% 22,9% 20,3% 21,6% 3,9% 153              

Italy 0,0% 3,0% 19,6% 22,6% 22,6% 17,1% 15,1% 199              

The Netherlands 0,0% 1,0% 15,6% 32,3% 25,0% 17,7% 8,3% 96                

Norway 0,0% 2,7% 12,2% 31,1% 29,7% 20,3% 4,1% 74                

Poland 0,0% 19,3% 41,7% 19,3% 9,4% 8,3% 2,1% 192              

Spain 0,0% 5,9% 33,8% 42,6% 8,8% 7,4% 1,5% 68                

United Kingdom 0,0% 2,4% 19,0% 19,0% 33,3% 16,7% 9,5% 84                

All countries ,2% 6,9% 25,7% 24,5% 20,3% 14,4% 8,1% 1.118           

Age
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Educational level of the respondents – differentiated by countries  

 
 

Knowledge about nanotechnologies – differentiated by countries 

 
 

Impact on areas of life – differentiated by countries 

 

Austria Belgium Germany France Italy
The 

Netherlands
Norway Poland Spain

United 

Kingdom
All

25 % 23 21 25 22 24 23 25 24 23 23 23

26 23 28 24 25 24 27 25 25 25 25

30 24 30 25 27 26 30 28 27 30 28

n 53 16 151 175 187 96 70 169 68 84 1069

Median = 50 %

75 %

Age when finished education in years (Median and percentiles)

Country Very much Much Something A little Very little Don't know n

Austria 9,3% 17,3% 34,7% 20,0% 17,3% 1,3% 75

Belgium 14,3% 42,9% 32,1% 7,1% 3,6% 0,0% 28

France 18,1% 23,7% 25,8% 15,0% 13,6% 3,8% 200

Germany 18,0% 33,0% 31,0% 11,0% 6,5% 0,5% 287

Italy 15,0% 25,9% 24,5% 20,8% 13,1% 0,7% 274

The Netherlands 7,8% 13,0% 41,7% 15,7% 20,0% 1,7% 115

Norway 2,2% 5,6% 20,2% 38,2% 33,7% 0,0% 89

Poland 8,3% 19,2% 36,5% 12,4% 17,3% 6,4% 266

Spain 3,3% 14,4% 36,7% 16,7% 23,3% 5,6% 90

United Kingdom 25,4% 27,0% 31,7% 4,8% 7,9% 3,2% 126

All countries 13,4% 22,5% 30,6% 15,8% 15,0% 2,8% 1550

How much do you know about nanotechnologies? (in %) - countries differentiated

Very negative Negative

Neither positive nor 

negative Positive Very positive Don't know

Austria 0,0% 3,3% 21,3% 50,8% 6,6% 18,0% 61

Belgium 0,0% 4,0% 16,0% 44,0% 28,0% 8,0% 25

France 1,1% 8,0% 32,8% 58,6% 20,7% 16,1% 239

Germany 0,0% 3,8% 10,9% 40,2% 8,8% 9,2% 174

Italy 1,3% 3,0% 18,7% 65,1% 11,5% 0,4% 235

The Netherlands 0,9% 3,7% 19,4% 52,8% 11,1% 12,0% 108

Norway 1,2% 4,8% 10,8% 57,8% 12,0% 13,3% 83

Poland 0,4% 1,2% 10,8% 50,8% 31,2% 5,6% 250

Spain 0,0% 4,9% 6,1% 43,9% 37,8% 7,3% 82

United Kingdom 1,8% 3,6% 5,4% 44,6% 33,9% 10,7% 112

All Countries 0,7% 3,8% 15,5% 51,9% 19,3% 8,8% 1369

nCountry

Our overall way of life?
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Very negative Negative

Neither positive nor 

negative Positive Very positive Don't know

Austria 0,0% 0,0% 14,8% 54,1% 16,4% 14,8% 61

Belgium 4,0% 4,0% 12,0% 40,0% 24,0% 16,0% 25

France 1,1% 2,3% 19,0% 64,9% 32,2% 17,8% 239

Germany 0,8% 0,4% 5,0% 36,8% 22,2% 7,5% 174

Italy 1,7% 2,1% 26,4% 51,5% 17,4% 0,9% 235

The Netherlands 0,9% 0,0% 12,0% 63,9% 12,0% 11,1% 108

Norway 1,2% 1,2% 24,1% 45,8% 6,0% 21,7% 83

Poland 0,4% 0,0% 14,4% 40,8% 34,4% 10,0% 250

Spain 0,0% 1,2% 19,5% 35,4% 34,1% 9,8% 82

United Kingdom 0,0% 1,8% 10,7% 57,1% 17,9% 12,5% 112

All Countries 0,9% 1,1% 15,8% 48,7% 23,2% 10,3% 1369

Country n

The economy of your home country?

Very negative Negative

Neither positive nor 

negative Positive Very positive Don't know

Austria 1,6% 34,4% 18,0% 21,3% 4,9% 19,7% 61

Belgium 0,0% 4,0% 36,0% 36,0% 4,0% 20,0% 25

France 6,9% 24,1% 41,4% 26,4% 9,2% 29,3% 239

Germany 2,1% 16,7% 22,6% 18,0% 4,2% 9,2% 174

Italy 3,0% 8,9% 25,5% 42,6% 18,7% 1,3% 235

The Netherlands 2,8% 14,8% 28,7% 27,8% 5,6% 20,4% 108

Norway 7,2% 16,9% 19,3% 34,9% 4,8% 16,9% 83

Poland 1,2% 8,0% 18,4% 38,8% 22,4% 11,2% 250

Spain 1,2% 11,0% 12,2% 32,9% 26,8% 15,9% 82

United Kingdom 3,6% 7,1% 23,2% 30,4% 19,6% 16,1% 112

All Countries 3,1% 14,0% 24,5% 31,3% 13,4% 13,7% 1369

Country n

The environment?

Very negative Negative

Neither positive nor 

negative Positive Very positive Don't know

Austria 1,6% 13,1% 29,5% 32,8% 6,6% 16,4% 61

Belgium 0,0% 0,0% 36,0% 24,0% 20,0% 20,0% 25

France 3,4% 19,5% 30,5% 35,6% 23,0% 25,3% 239

Germany 0,8% 10,0% 23,0% 21,8% 6,7% 10,5% 174

Italy 3,0% 5,1% 23,8% 53,6% 13,2% 1,3% 235

The Netherlands 1,9% 7,4% 20,4% 37,0% 14,8% 18,5% 108

Norway 2,4% 7,2% 22,9% 33,7% 13,3% 20,5% 83

Poland 0,4% 4,0% 12,4% 42,0% 33,2% 8,0% 250

Spain 1,2% 6,1% 8,5% 34,1% 39,0% 11,0% 82

United Kingdom 1,8% 7,1% 8,9% 33,9% 33,9% 14,3% 112

All Countries 1,8% 8,4% 20,5% 36,9% 20,2% 12,3% 1369

Country n

Your health and your family’s health?
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Impact on areas of life – differentiated by genders 

 

Very negative Negative

Neither positive nor 

negative Positive Very positive Don't know

Austria 0,0% 14,8% 34,4% 23,0% 3,3% 24,6% 61

Belgium 0,0% 12,0% 20,0% 36,0% 12,0% 20,0% 25

France 3,4% 17,2% 44,3% 33,9% 12,1% 26,4% 239

Germany 1,3% 4,2% 30,5% 20,5% 3,8% 12,6% 174

Italy 3,4% 6,8% 31,1% 37,4% 20,4% 0,9% 235

The Netherlands 1,9% 10,2% 33,3% 29,6% 3,7% 21,3% 108

Norway 2,4% 18,1% 22,9% 31,3% 3,6% 21,7% 83

Poland 1,2% 5,2% 30,4% 28,4% 21,2% 13,6% 250

Spain 2,4% 11,0% 15,9% 30,5% 28,0% 12,2% 82

United Kingdom 0,0% 10,7% 23,2% 41,1% 8,9% 16,1% 112

All Countries 1,9% 9,3% 30,6% 30,6% 12,9% 14,7% 1369

Country n

The safety of our society?

Very negative Negative

Neither positive nor 

negative Positive Very positive Don't know

Austria 0,0% 14,8% 11,5% 37,7% 13,1% 23,0% 61

Belgium 4,0% 4,0% 16,0% 40,0% 16,0% 20,0% 25

France 4,0% 12,6% 29,9% 44,8% 17,8% 28,2% 239

Germany 1,7% 4,6% 14,2% 31,0% 7,5% 13,8% 174

Italy 2,6% 3,4% 14,9% 60,0% 17,9% 1,3% 235

The Netherlands 1,9% 5,6% 20,4% 48,1% 10,2% 13,9% 108

Norway 2,4% 4,8% 18,1% 39,8% 14,5% 20,5% 83

Poland 0,4% 1,6% 7,6% 41,2% 36,8% 12,4% 250

Spain 1,2% 3,7% 4,9% 35,4% 42,7% 12,2% 82

United Kingdom 1,8% 7,1% 7,1% 41,1% 26,8% 16,1% 112

All Countries 1,9% 5,6% 14,6% 43,0% 20,7% 14,2% 1369

Country n

Future generations?

Very negative Negative

Neither 

positive nor 

negative Positive Very positive Don't know

Female 0,2% 3,1% 16,4% 50,2% 18,8% 11,3% 426

Male 0,4% 3,1% 13,7% 55,3% 20,9% 6,6% 680

Other 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 25,0% 25,0% 4

Dont't want to 

answer
0,0% 7,9% 23,7% 47,4% 10,5% 10,5% 38

All 0,5% 3,2% 15,0% 53,0% 19,8% 8,5% 1148

Our overall way of life?

nGender
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Very negative Negative

Neither 

positive nor 

negative Positive Very positive Don't know

Female 0,0% 0,7% 12,7% 52,1% 21,6% 12,9% 426

Male 0,9% 0,6% 16,2% 49,9% 24,9% 7,6% 680

Other 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 25,0% 0,0% 25,0% 4

Dont't want to 

answer
2,6% 7,9% 21,1% 31,6% 26,3% 10,5% 38

All 0,8% 0,9% 15,0% 50,0% 23,6% 9,8% 1148

Gender

The economy of your home country?

n

Very negative Negative

Neither 

positive nor 

negative Positive Very positive Don't know

Female 4,2% 15,7% 18,8% 30,8% 14,6% 16,0% 426

Male 1,8% 11,6% 27,4% 34,4% 12,9% 11,9% 680

Other 50,0% 25,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 25,0% 4

Dont't want to 

answer
2,6% 23,7% 23,7% 18,4% 15,8% 15,8% 38

All 2,9% 13,6% 24,0% 32,4% 13,6% 13,6% 1148

Gender

The environment?

n

Very negative Negative

Neither 

positive nor 

negative Positive Very positive Don't know

Female 1,6% 9,2% 15,3% 35,9% 22,8% 15,3% 426

Male 1,2% 7,2% 22,6% 40,0% 19,3% 9,7% 680

Other 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 25,0% 0,0% 25,0% 4

Dont't want to 

answer
2,6% 13,2% 28,9% 21,1% 21,1% 13,2% 38

All 1,6% 8,1% 20,0% 37,8% 20,6% 11,9% 1148

Gender

Your health and your family’s health?

n

Very negative Negative

Neither 

positive nor 

negative Positive Very positive Don't know

Female 1,6% 10,6% 22,3% 32,2% 14,3% 19,0% 426

Male 1,2% 8,4% 34,7% 31,9% 12,1% 11,8% 680

Other 50,0% 0,0% 25,0% 0,0% 0,0% 25,0% 4

Dont't want to 

answer
2,6% 15,8% 42,1% 13,2% 10,5% 15,8% 38

All 1,6% 9,4% 30,3% 31,3% 12,8% 14,6% 1148

Gender

The safety of our society?

n

Very negative Negative

Neither 

positive nor 

negative Positive Very positive Don't know

Female 1,4% 7,5% 12,2% 41,1% 22,1% 15,7% 426

Male 1,2% 4,0% 13,4% 47,4% 21,3% 12,8% 680

Other 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 25,0% 0,0% 25,0% 4

Dont't want to 

answer
2,6% 13,2% 28,9% 31,6% 10,5% 13,2% 38

All 1,5% 5,6% 13,4% 44,4% 21,2% 13,9% 1148

Gender

Future generations?

n
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Impact on areas of life – differentiated by age groups 

 

 

 

Very negative Negative

Neither 

positive nor 

negative Positive Very positive Don't know

-17 years 0,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 50,0% 2

18-24 years 0,0% 2,6% 13,0% 49,4% 33,8% 1,3% 77

25-34 years 0,3% 1,4% 17,1% 55,4% 18,8% 7,0% 287

35-44 years 0,7% 4,4% 13,1% 49,3% 22,3% 10,2% 274

45-54 years 0,4% 2,6% 15,4% 56,4% 17,6% 7,5% 227

55-64 years 1,2% 3,7% 13,7% 55,9% 16,1% 9,3% 161

65+ years 0,0% 6,7% 14,4% 51,1% 16,7% 11,1% 90

All 0,5% 3,2% 14,8% 53,3% 19,9% 8,2% 1118

Agegroup

Our overall way of life?

n

Very negative Negative

Neither 

positive nor 

negative

Positive Very positive Don't know

-17 years 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 2

18-24 years 0,0% 0,0% 11,7% 42,9% 37,7% 7,8% 77

25-34 years 0,3% 0,0% 15,0% 48,4% 26,5% 9,8% 287

35-44 years 0,7% 1,1% 16,4% 50,7% 21,5% 9,5% 274

45-54 years 0,4% 1,3% 14,5% 55,5% 20,3% 7,9% 227

55-64 years 1,2% 0,0% 14,9% 48,4% 23,6% 11,8% 161

65+ years 3,3% 2,2% 15,6% 50,0% 18,9% 10,0% 90

All 0,8% 0,7% 15,0% 50,1% 23,7% 9,7% 1118

Agegroup

The economy of your home country?

n

Very negative Negative

Neither 

positive nor 

negative

Positive Very positive Don't know

-17 years 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 2

18-24 years 1,3% 15,6% 16,9% 33,8% 18,2% 14,3% 77

25-34 years 2,4% 14,3% 25,8% 32,4% 11,8% 13,2% 287

35-44 years 4,4% 14,6% 20,8% 33,2% 13,9% 13,1% 274

45-54 years 2,6% 14,1% 24,7% 33,0% 15,0% 10,6% 227

55-64 years 3,7% 10,6% 29,2% 29,2% 13,0% 14,3% 161

65+ years 1,1% 11,1% 23,3% 35,6% 10,0% 18,9% 90

All 3,0% 13,6% 24,0% 32,6% 13,4% 13,5% 1118

Agegroup

The environment?

n
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Very negative Negative

Neither 

positive nor 

negative

Positive Very positive Don't know

-17 years 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 2

18-24 years 0,0% 5,2% 23,4% 24,7% 35,1% 11,7% 77

25-34 years 0,7% 6,6% 20,9% 39,7% 20,9% 11,1% 287

35-44 years 1,8% 12,4% 16,4% 35,8% 22,6% 10,9% 274

45-54 years 1,8% 7,5% 22,9% 39,2% 17,2% 11,5% 227

55-64 years 3,7% 4,3% 17,4% 42,2% 19,3% 13,0% 161

65+ years 1,1% 8,9% 25,6% 38,9% 12,2% 13,3% 90

All 1,6% 8,0% 20,2% 37,8% 20,6% 11,8% 1118

Agegroup

Your health and your family’s health?

n

Very negative Negative

Neither 

positive nor 

negative

Positive Very positive Don't know

-17 years 0,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 50,0% 2

18-24 years 2,6% 13,0% 26,0% 36,4% 11,7% 10,4% 77

25-34 years 1,7% 6,3% 36,2% 29,3% 11,5% 15,0% 287

35-44 years 1,1% 12,8% 25,9% 29,2% 14,6% 16,4% 274

45-54 years 1,3% 10,1% 31,3% 31,3% 13,7% 12,3% 227

55-64 years 2,5% 6,2% 24,2% 40,4% 13,7% 13,0% 161

65+ years 1,1% 10,0% 34,4% 25,6% 10,0% 18,9% 90

All 1,6% 9,4% 30,1% 31,4% 12,9% 14,6% 1118

Agegroup

The safety of our society?

n

Very negative Negative

Neither 

positive nor 

negative

Positive Very positive Don't know

-17 years 0,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 50,0% 2

18-24 years 0,0% 6,5% 6,5% 45,5% 33,8% 7,8% 77

25-34 years 1,0% 3,1% 13,9% 42,5% 24,7% 14,6% 287

35-44 years 1,1% 8,4% 12,8% 44,9% 20,8% 12,0% 274

45-54 years 2,2% 4,8% 15,4% 49,8% 15,4% 12,3% 227

55-64 years 3,1% 4,3% 11,8% 47,2% 17,4% 16,1% 161

65+ years 2,2% 4,4% 10,0% 37,8% 24,4% 21,1% 90

All 1,6% 5,3% 12,9% 45,0% 21,4% 13,9% 1118

Future generations?

nAgegroup
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Areas of innovations – differentiated by countries 

 

 

 

Very negatively Negatively

Neither positively nor 

negatively Positively Very positively Don't know

Austria 0,0% 3,4% 1,7% 39,0% 50,8% 5,1% 59

Belgium 0,0% 0,0% 14,3% 42,9% 38,1% 4,8% 21

France 0,9% 1,8% 5,4% 37,4% 47,3% 7,2% 222

Germany 0,6% 1,2% 6,0% 36,5% 52,1% 3,6% 167

Italy 0,4% 0,9% 5,4% 38,8% 52,2% 2,2% 224

The Netherlands 1,0% 0,0% 2,9% 51,5% 33,0% 11,7% 103

Norway 0,0% 1,3% 3,8% 45,0% 37,5% 12,5% 80

Poland 0,4% 0,0% 2,9% 26,7% 64,6% 5,4% 240

Spain 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 26,3% 71,1% 2,6% 76

United Kingdom 0,0% 1,8% 3,6% 32,7% 52,7% 9,1% 110

All Countries 0,5% 1,0% 4,2% 36,3% 52,1% 6,0% 1302

Country

Medicine

n

Very negatively Negatively

Neither positively nor 

negatively Positively Very positively Don't know

Austria 13,6% 33,9% 20,3% 16,9% 5,1% 10,2% 59

Belgium 9,5% 9,5% 23,8% 42,9% 0,0% 14,3% 21

France 8,1% 24,8% 24,8% 12,6% 6,8% 23,0% 222

Germany 13,2% 19,2% 27,5% 28,7% 4,2% 7,2% 167

Italy 5,4% 13,4% 17,9% 36,6% 17,0% 9,8% 224

The Netherlands 7,8% 14,6% 23,3% 33,0% 8,7% 12,6% 103

Norway 7,5% 18,8% 16,3% 28,8% 6,3% 22,5% 80

Poland 2,9% 17,5% 21,7% 27,1% 19,2% 11,7% 240

Spain 3,9% 2,6% 25,0% 36,8% 18,4% 13,2% 76

United Kingdom 7,3% 5,5% 20,0% 40,0% 18,2% 9,1% 110

All Countries 7,2% 16,8% 22,1% 28,5% 12,1% 13,3% 1302

Country

Food and agriculture

n

Very negatively Negatively

Neither positively nor 

negatively Positively Very positively Don't know

Austria 10,2% 22,0% 22,0% 32,2% 6,8% 6,8% 59

Belgium 4,8% 0,0% 28,6% 57,1% 0,0% 9,5% 21

France 5,9% 17,6% 23,0% 22,5% 9,9% 21,2% 222

Germany 9,6% 13,8% 24,6% 32,3% 10,8% 9,0% 167

Italy 1,8% 4,9% 12,1% 41,5% 32,1% 7,6% 224

The Netherlands 7,8% 11,7% 11,7% 38,8% 14,6% 15,5% 103

Norway 7,5% 6,3% 8,8% 36,3% 16,3% 25,0% 80

Poland 3,8% 12,5% 18,3% 30,0% 22,1% 13,3% 240

Spain 1,3% 5,3% 11,8% 39,5% 28,9% 13,2% 76

United Kingdom 5,5% 9,1% 16,4% 41,8% 21,8% 5,5% 110

All Countries 5,4% 11,3% 17,5% 34,2% 18,7% 13,0% 1302

Country

Food packaging and conservation

n
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Very negatively Negatively

Neither positively nor 

negatively Positively Very positively Don't know

Austria 1,7% 1,7% 16,9% 50,8% 18,6% 10,2% 59

Belgium 0,0% 4,8% 23,8% 33,3% 23,8% 14,3% 21

France 2,7% 5,9% 16,2% 41,4% 16,2% 17,6% 222

Germany 1,2% 2,4% 16,8% 46,7% 26,3% 6,6% 167

Italy 0,0% 2,7% 13,4% 40,2% 34,4% 9,4% 224

The Netherlands 1,0% 2,9% 16,5% 40,8% 15,5% 23,3% 103

Norway 1,3% 2,5% 13,8% 36,3% 21,3% 25,0% 80

Poland 0,0% 0,8% 12,5% 37,9% 39,6% 9,2% 240

Spain 0,0% 2,6% 15,8% 35,5% 38,2% 7,9% 76

United Kingdom 0,0% 1,8% 16,4% 34,5% 41,8% 5,5% 110

All Countries 0,8% 2,8% 15,1% 40,2% 28,9% 12,1% 1302

Country

Construction

n

Very negatively Negatively

Neither positively nor 

negatively Positively Very positively Don't know

Austria 0,0% 0,0% 35,6% 35,6% 15,3% 13,6% 59

Belgium 4,8% 0,0% 28,6% 28,6% 23,8% 14,3% 21

France 1,8% 1,8% 22,5% 35,6% 18,9% 19,4% 222

Germany 0,6% 0,6% 25,7% 35,3% 24,0% 13,8% 167

Italy 0,9% 2,7% 19,6% 35,7% 27,7% 13,4% 224

The Netherlands 1,9% 1,9% 23,3% 35,0% 12,6% 25,2% 103

Norway 0,0% 0,0% 25,0% 33,8% 12,5% 28,8% 80

Poland 0,0% 1,3% 25,4% 32,1% 25,0% 16,3% 240

Spain 0,0% 1,3% 11,8% 36,8% 39,5% 10,5% 76

United Kingdom 0,0% 0,0% 16,4% 38,2% 34,5% 10,9% 110

All Countries 0,8% 1,3% 22,7% 34,9% 23,7% 16,5% 1302

Country

Mobility and transport

n

Very negatively Negatively

Neither positively nor 

negatively Positively Very positively Don't know

Austria 8,5% 23,7% 25,4% 23,7% 10,2% 8,5% 59

Belgium 4,8% 4,8% 33,3% 47,6% 0,0% 9,5% 21

France 9,0% 20,3% 21,2% 22,1% 8,1% 19,4% 222

Germany 9,0% 21,6% 21,0% 32,9% 9,6% 6,0% 167

Italy 2,2% 10,7% 21,0% 34,4% 19,6% 12,1% 224

The Netherlands 5,8% 19,4% 18,4% 29,1% 9,7% 17,5% 103

Norway 10,0% 22,5% 16,3% 27,5% 5,0% 18,8% 80

Poland 0,8% 4,2% 9,2% 40,4% 35,8% 9,6% 240

Spain 2,6% 6,6% 19,7% 34,2% 22,4% 14,5% 76

United Kingdom 7,3% 5,5% 30,9% 25,5% 20,0% 10,9% 110

All Countries 5,5% 13,7% 19,5% 31,3% 17,1% 12,7% 1302

Country

Cosmetics

n
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Very negatively Negatively

Neither positively nor 

negatively Positively Very positively Don't know

Austria 6,8% 13,6% 27,1% 33,9% 16,9% 1,7% 59

Belgium 4,8% 0,0% 23,8% 61,9% 0,0% 9,5% 21

France 4,5% 12,6% 17,6% 32,4% 16,7% 16,2% 222

Germany 7,2% 13,2% 21,0% 39,5% 13,8% 5,4% 167

Italy 0,9% 3,1% 12,5% 43,8% 32,6% 7,1% 224

The Netherlands 3,9% 7,8% 13,6% 43,7% 15,5% 15,5% 103

Norway 8,8% 10,0% 12,5% 42,5% 13,8% 12,5% 80

Poland 1,3% 1,7% 20,8% 33,8% 28,8% 13,8% 240

Spain 1,3% 2,6% 7,9% 36,8% 42,1% 9,2% 76

United Kingdom 5,5% 5,5% 9,1% 47,3% 29,1% 3,6% 110

All Countries 3,8% 7,1% 16,4% 39,1% 23,3% 10,3% 1302

Country

Textiles

n

Very negatively Negatively

Neither positively nor 

negatively Positively Very positively Don't know

Austria 3,4% 8,5% 22,0% 44,1% 15,3% 6,8% 59

Belgium 4,8% 0,0% 14,3% 66,7% 9,5% 4,8% 21

France 4,5% 10,4% 19,4% 31,5% 16,7% 17,6% 222

Germany 3,6% 7,2% 13,2% 47,3% 22,8% 6,0% 167

Italy 1,8% 4,5% 6,7% 41,1% 34,8% 11,2% 224

The Netherlands 2,9% 5,8% 9,7% 46,6% 22,3% 12,6% 103

Norway 5,0% 8,8% 11,3% 37,5% 16,3% 21,3% 80

Poland 0,8% 0,4% 11,7% 39,2% 37,5% 10,4% 240

Spain 1,3% 2,6% 14,5% 38,2% 35,5% 7,9% 76

United Kingdom 1,8% 10,9% 9,1% 43,6% 30,9% 3,6% 110

All Countries 2,7% 6,0% 12,6% 40,7% 27,0% 11,1% 1302

Country

Paints

n

Very negatively Negatively

Neither positively nor 

negatively Positively Very positively Don't know

Austria 1,7% 0,0% 10,2% 25,4% 59,3% 3,4% 59

Belgium 4,8% 4,8% 4,8% 47,6% 33,3% 4,8% 21

France 0,9% 3,6% 6,8% 20,3% 59,0% 9,5% 222

Germany 0,6% 2,4% 6,6% 27,5% 56,3% 6,6% 167

Italy 0,4% 0,4% 4,5% 30,4% 61,6% 2,7% 224

The Netherlands 1,0% 1,9% 5,8% 36,9% 39,8% 14,6% 103

Norway 1,3% 1,3% 11,3% 45,0% 26,3% 15,0% 80

Poland 0,4% 0,4% 4,6% 17,1% 70,8% 6,7% 240

Spain 0,0% 1,3% 0,0% 25,0% 71,1% 2,6% 76

United Kingdom 0,0% 1,8% 9,1% 21,8% 61,8% 5,5% 110

All Countries 0,7% 1,6% 6,1% 26,3% 58,3% 7,1% 1302

Country

Electronics

n
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Methods for ensuring Responsible Research and Innovation – differentiated by countries 

 

Very negatively Negatively

Neither positively nor 

negatively Positively Very positively Don't know

Austria 0,0% 3,4% 15,3% 40,7% 23,7% 16,9% 59

Belgium 9,5% 0,0% 4,8% 52,4% 23,8% 9,5% 21

France 2,3% 4,5% 9,0% 31,1% 39,2% 14,0% 222

Germany 0,6% 2,4% 9,6% 37,7% 43,7% 6,0% 167

Italy 1,3% 1,3% 5,4% 33,9% 53,1% 4,9% 224

The Netherlands 1,9% 2,9% 6,8% 44,7% 25,2% 18,4% 103

Norway 1,3% 2,5% 8,8% 46,3% 18,8% 22,5% 80

Poland 0,8% 3,3% 12,9% 30,8% 39,2% 12,9% 240

Spain 1,3% 1,3% 3,9% 25,0% 60,5% 7,9% 76

United Kingdom 0,0% 0,0% 10,9% 29,1% 49,1% 10,9% 110

All Countries 1,3% 2,5% 9,1% 34,6% 40,9% 11,5% 1302

Country

Environmental and energy technologies

n

Not at all important Not important

Neither important 

nor unimportant Important Very important Don't know

Austria 5,5% 3,6% 3,6% 34,5% 45,5% 7,3% 55

Belgium 10,0% 15,0% 20,0% 25,0% 30,0% 0,0% 20

France 6,4% 6,4% 14,7% 37,7% 30,4% 4,4% 204

Germany 2,5% 8,2% 9,5% 38,6% 39,9% 1,3% 158

Italy 6,6% 9,4% 9,0% 41,0% 31,6% 2,4% 212

The Netherlands 1,0% 4,1% 9,2% 38,8% 44,9% 2,0% 98

Norway 0,0% 5,3% 1,3% 34,7% 56,0% 2,7% 75

Poland 1,4% 4,3% 22,7% 51,2% 13,3% 7,1% 211

Spain 1,4% 7,1% 17,1% 37,1% 30,0% 7,1% 70

United Kingdom 0,0% 2,0% 8,2% 46,9% 38,8% 4,1% 98

All Countries 3,4% 6,2% 12,3% 41,0% 33,0% 4,0% 1201

Country

Inclusion of environmental and consumer organisations in innovation processes

n
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Not at all important Not important

Neither important 

nor unimportant Important Very important Don't know

Austria 1,8% 18,2% 21,8% 40,0% 10,9% 7,3% 55

Belgium 15,0% 20,0% 30,0% 25,0% 10,0% 0,0% 20

France 5,9% 9,8% 21,1% 41,7% 17,2% 4,4% 204

Germany 4,4% 15,8% 22,2% 36,7% 19,6% 1,3% 158

Italy 4,7% 11,3% 19,8% 36,3% 25,9% 1,9% 212

The Netherlands 3,1% 19,4% 18,4% 41,8% 12,2% 5,1% 98

Norway 1,3% 14,7% 12,0% 48,0% 21,3% 2,7% 75

Poland 2,4% 10,0% 30,8% 41,7% 8,1% 7,1% 211

Spain 2,9% 12,9% 24,3% 31,4% 21,4% 7,1% 70

United Kingdom 0,0% 8,2% 26,5% 44,9% 16,3% 4,1% 98

All Countries 3,7% 12,6% 22,7% 39,8% 17,1% 4,2% 1201

Country

Inclusion of non-expert consumers in innovation processes

n

Not at all important Not important

Neither important 

nor unimportant Important Very important Don't know

Austria 3,6% 7,3% 5,5% 41,8% 34,5% 7,3% 55

Belgium 5,0% 15,0% 20,0% 35,0% 25,0% 0,0% 20

France 3,4% 8,8% 17,2% 38,2% 25,5% 6,9% 204

Germany 3,2% 4,4% 13,9% 44,9% 31,0% 2,5% 158

Italy 4,7% 7,5% 17,9% 36,3% 31,1% 2,4% 212

The Netherlands 3,1% 9,2% 9,2% 57,1% 19,4% 2,0% 98

Norway 0,0% 4,0% 10,7% 46,7% 34,7% 4,0% 75

Poland 2,4% 6,2% 18,0% 46,0% 22,7% 4,7% 211

Spain 0,0% 4,3% 20,0% 41,4% 27,1% 7,1% 70

United Kingdom 0,0% 0,0% 12,2% 49,0% 34,7% 4,1% 98

All Countries 2,7% 6,3% 15,2% 43,4% 28,1% 4,2% 1201

Country

Communication of consumer preferences to political decision-makers

n

Not at all important Not important

Neither important 

nor unimportant Important Very important Don't know

Austria 0,0% 3,6% 3,6% 38,2% 47,3% 7,3% 55

Belgium 0,0% 0,0% 15,0% 35,0% 50,0% 0,0% 20

France 1,5% 1,5% 9,3% 33,8% 47,5% 6,4% 204

Germany 1,3% 8,9% 17,7% 44,3% 24,1% 3,8% 158

Italy 1,9% 1,4% 4,7% 24,1% 66,5% 1,4% 212

The Netherlands 1,0% 5,1% 13,3% 46,9% 28,6% 5,1% 98

Norway 0,0% 1,3% 4,0% 36,0% 50,7% 8,0% 75

Poland 1,4% 1,4% 7,6% 28,0% 57,8% 3,8% 211

Spain 0,0% 1,4% 5,7% 27,1% 61,4% 4,3% 70

United Kingdom 0,0% 2,0% 18,4% 32,7% 40,8% 6,1% 98

All Countries 1,1% 2,8% 9,7% 33,4% 48,5% 4,5% 1201

Country

Increasing  the amount of government funding made available for research

n
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Not at all important Not important

Neither important 

nor unimportant Important Very important Don't know

Austria 0,0% 1,8% 10,9% 49,1% 25,5% 12,7% 55

Belgium 5,0% 5,0% 10,0% 45,0% 35,0% 0,0% 20

France 2,0% 3,4% 8,3% 40,2% 37,7% 8,3% 204

Germany 1,9% 12,7% 20,3% 40,5% 21,5% 3,2% 158

Italy 4,2% 3,8% 10,8% 35,8% 39,6% 5,7% 212

The Netherlands 1,0% 6,1% 11,2% 56,1% 11,2% 14,3% 98

Norway 0,0% 1,3% 12,0% 44,0% 30,7% 12,0% 75

Poland 1,4% 2,8% 16,1% 47,4% 24,2% 8,1% 211

Spain 0,0% 2,9% 12,9% 28,6% 48,6% 7,1% 70

United Kingdom 0,0% 0,0% 12,2% 46,9% 38,8% 2,0% 98

All Countries 1,7% 4,3% 12,9% 42,6% 31,1% 7,3% 1201

Country

Development of public regulatory mechanisms

n

Not at all important Not important

Neither important 

nor unimportant Important Very important Don't know

Austria 7,3% 3,6% 9,1% 25,5% 41,8% 12,7% 55

Belgium 10,0% 20,0% 40,0% 15,0% 10,0% 5,0% 20

France 7,8% 3,4% 14,7% 38,7% 26,0% 9,3% 204

Germany 11,4% 19,6% 12,7% 21,5% 32,9% 1,9% 158

Italy 1,4% 3,8% 12,7% 39,2% 40,6% 2,4% 212

The Netherlands 7,1% 10,2% 25,5% 38,8% 14,3% 4,1% 98

Norway 2,7% 6,7% 12,0% 25,3% 42,7% 10,7% 75

Poland 1,4% 6,2% 18,0% 35,5% 34,6% 4,3% 211

Spain 0,0% 1,4% 8,6% 34,3% 50,0% 5,7% 70

United Kingdom 4,1% 12,2% 14,3% 36,7% 30,6% 2,0% 98

All Countries 4,9% 7,7% 15,2% 33,7% 33,3% 5,2% 1201

Country

Labeling of products made with nanomaterials

n

Not at all important Not important

Neither important 

nor unimportant Important Very important Don't know

Austria 7,3% 1,8% 12,7% 27,3% 41,8% 9,1% 55

Belgium 25,0% 25,0% 15,0% 15,0% 15,0% 5,0% 20

France 5,9% 4,9% 17,6% 32,8% 27,0% 11,8% 204

Germany 19,0% 18,4% 12,0% 21,5% 26,6% 2,5% 158

Italy 3,8% 7,1% 21,7% 28,3% 34,0% 5,2% 212

The Netherlands 8,2% 10,2% 22,4% 38,8% 16,3% 4,1% 98

Norway 2,7% 6,7% 14,7% 28,0% 34,7% 13,3% 75

Poland 1,4% 3,8% 13,7% 36,5% 37,0% 7,6% 211

Spain 0,0% 5,7% 18,6% 28,6% 40,0% 7,1% 70

United Kingdom 4,1% 16,3% 14,3% 34,7% 26,5% 4,1% 98

All Countries 6,3% 8,6% 16,7% 30,7% 30,7% 7,0% 1201

Country

Establishment of public registers for products made with nanomaterials

n
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Not at all important Not important

Neither important 

nor unimportant Important Very important Don't know

Austria 3,6% 1,8% 14,5% 25,5% 43,6% 10,9% 55

Belgium 10,0% 10,0% 25,0% 30,0% 25,0% 0,0% 20

France 4,9% 2,5% 16,2% 33,8% 31,9% 10,8% 204

Germany 7,0% 10,8% 24,1% 32,3% 22,8% 3,2% 158

Italy 0,9% 2,8% 10,8% 39,2% 42,0% 4,2% 212

The Netherlands 4,1% 10,2% 15,3% 44,9% 22,4% 3,1% 98

Norway 1,3% 0,0% 9,3% 32,0% 24,0% 33,3% 75

Poland 0,5% 2,4% 17,5% 32,7% 23,2% 23,7% 211

Spain 0,0% 2,9% 17,1% 35,7% 35,7% 8,6% 70

United Kingdom 2,0% 6,1% 26,5% 34,7% 22,4% 8,2% 98

All Countries 2,9% 4,5% 17,0% 34,9% 29,6% 11,2% 1201

Country

Establishment of labels for products made according to the RRI principles

n

Not at all important Not important

Neither important 

nor unimportant Important Very important Don't know

Austria 0,0% 0,0% 5,5% 38,2% 45,5% 10,9% 55

Belgium 0,0% 0,0% 5,0% 50,0% 45,0% 0,0% 20

France 2,9% 2,5% 14,2% 32,8% 31,4% 16,2% 204

Germany 1,3% 2,5% 14,6% 44,9% 32,9% 3,8% 158

Italy 1,9% 2,8% 9,0% 38,2% 41,0% 7,1% 212

The Netherlands 2,0% 2,0% 3,1% 32,7% 59,2% 1,0% 98

Norway 1,3% 1,3% 2,7% 25,3% 65,3% 4,0% 75

Poland 0,5% 3,8% 18,5% 39,8% 28,9% 8,5% 211

Spain 0,0% 5,7% 11,4% 28,6% 44,3% 10,0% 70

United Kingdom 0,0% 2,0% 10,2% 44,9% 38,8% 4,1% 98

All Countries 1,3% 2,7% 11,4% 37,4% 39,5% 7,7% 1201

Country

Fostering corporate social responsibility

n
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Preferred ways of information – differentiated by countries 

 

Preferred ways of information – differentiated by genders 

 

Female Male Other Don't want to say

Company-provided information about new products and 

innovations
54,5% 63,4% 50,0% 36,8%

Information about scientific research areas provided by 

public authorities
73,7% 75,7% 25,0% 57,9%

Information provided by consumer and environmental 

organisations
54,0% 47,6% 0,0% 34,2%

Consumer-oriented information events, fairs, etc. 30,5% 30,0% 0,0% 13,2%

Articles in print media (newspapers and magazines) 57,0% 54,6% 25,0% 39,5%

TV or radio programmes 49,1% 46,5% 50,0% 44,7%

Smartphone applications and social media 24,6% 19,6% 25,0% 5,3%

Blogs or discussion forums on the internet 19,7% 20,3% 25,0% 15,8%

Labels and product registers 46,7% 39,9% 50,0% 36,8%

max. n= 426 680 4 38

Gender


