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ABSTRACT

The advent of in vitro cultured meat represents a groundbreaking advancement in 
food technology and sustainable agriculture. This chapter delves into the intricacies 
of lab-​grown meat, exploring its potential to revolutionize the meat industry by 
offering a viable alternative to traditional livestock farming. In vitro cultured meat 
is produced by culturing animal cells in a controlled environment, allowing for the 
creation of muscle tissue that mirrors conventional meat without the need for animal 
slaughter. This method addresses a myriad of concerns related to environmental 
sustainability, animal welfare, and food security. In conclusion, in vitro cultured 
meat has the potential to transform the meat industry by offering a sustainable, eth-
ical, and safe alternative to traditional meat. As research and technology continue 
to advance, cultured meat could play a pivotal role in addressing some of the most 
pressing issues facing global food systems today.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In vitro cultured meat, also known as lab-​grown meat, clean meat, or cultured 
meat, represents a novel approach to meat production by utilizing animal cells to grow 
meat in a controlled environment (Jin, 2024). This novel approach seeks to address a 
number of issues related to conventional meat production, including environmental 
effects and animal welfare concerns (Anomaly, 2023). In vitro meat production 
provides a sustainable and ethical substitute for traditional meat production by using 
cell cultures to produce meat (Padilha et al., 2021). The process entails separating 
live animal cells and promoting their development into connective tissue, muscular 
tissue, and fat (Jin, 2024). Through tissue engineering techniques, cultured meat can 
replicate the sensory and nutritional characteristics of traditional meat while mini-
mizing the need for animal slaughter (Jin, 2024). In vitro meat production research 
seeks to control composition, lower production costs, and closely imitate traditional 
meat through the application of scientific discoveries and technical achievements. 
The primary objective of in vitro meat production research has been to sustain the 
viability and functionality of muscle stem cells by improving culture conditions 
(Choi et al., 2020). Other research has investigated the application of diverse culture 
media and methodologies to facilitate the expansion and differentiation of muscle 
cells for the purpose of producing cultured meat (Dutta et al., 2022). Decellularized 
tissues have also been studied as prospective scaffolds for cultured meat production, 
providing a conducive environment for cell proliferation and tissue growth (Singh, 
2023). Additionally, decellularized plant-​derived cell carriers have been suggested 
as a viable means of promoting cell proliferation in the manufacture of lab-​grown 
meat (Thyden et al., 2022). Two benefits of producing meat in vitro are lowering 
greenhouse gas emissions and global warming associated with conventional meat 
production. The environmental impact of cultured meat has been a subject of study, 
with life cycle assessments comparing different meat substitutes, including lab-​grown 
meat, insect-​based alternatives, and plant-​based substitutes (Smetana et al., 2015). 
These assessments have highlighted the potential of cultured meat to reduce the 
environmental footprint of meat production compared to traditional methods. In the 
context of reducing emissions and environmental consequences, microalgae were 
employed in the manufacture of lab-​grown meat for a variety of advantageous and 
sustainable reasons. This included controlling composition, supplying the necessary 
nutrients, and bringing down the price of in vitro cell development (Rojas-​Tavara, 
2023). Regarding the challenges, consumer perceptions and acceptance of lab-​grown 
meat play a crucial role in the adoption of this innovative technology. Studies have 
investigated the willingness of consumers to pay for in vitro meat and the factors 
influencing their food choices (Asioli et al., 2021). Factors such as ethical consid-
erations, environmental sustainability, and health concerns have been identified 
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as primary motivators for consumers interested in cultured meat (Rehman, 2024). 
Effective communication strategies and information nudges have been suggested 
to influence consumer preferences towards meat alternatives, including lab-​grown 
meat (Segovia et al., 2022). In vitro cultured meat represents a revolutionary ad-
vancement in food technology with significant potential to address pressing global 
challenges. Therefore, this chapter has explored the scientific foundations, benefits, 
and challenges associated with cultured meat production.

2. HISTORY

The evolution of in vitro produced meat was evaluated using both theoretical 
and practical considerations. An early concept of growing a piece of chicken heart 
muscle in a Petri dish in a living environment for up to 34 years was pioneered 
by Alexis Carrel in 1912. In 1932, Winston Churchill wrote an essay titled “Fifty 
Years Hence,” which was later included in the book Thoughts and Adventures. In 
that essay, he addressed the idea of invitro meat. The improvement of meat produc-
tion through tissue engineering techniques was proposed in 1953 by Willem Van 
Eelen, a Dutchman. In 1971, a researcher grew immature aortal cells from guinea 
pigs for eight weeks to obtain myofibrils, starting in vitro muscle fiber growth re-
search (Bartholet,2011). In 1999, Symbiotic A, the world-​renowned lab, produced 
modified in vitro cells by harvesting frog muscle biopsy (Catts and Zurr, 2002). 
In 2001, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) undertook 
research on food production, which might potentially be used in space flight, and 
successfully manufactured meat from common goldfish (Carassius auratus). The 
muscle tissue was then provided to astronauts as food in space. Early in the new 
millennium, Jason Matheny promoted the idea of produced meat, co-​authored a 
paper on cell-​cultured meat, and established New Harvest, a company devoted 
to studying in vitro meat (Edelman et al.,2005). In August 2013, Mark Post from 
Maastrich University, Netherlands, launched a cell-​cultured meat burger for sensory 
evaluation in a press conference in London after growing bovine skeletal muscle 
cells (Stephens et al.,2018). In 2014, the US-​based nonprofit organization People 
for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA) expressed their endorsement of CM 
by offering a reward of 1 million dollars to anybody capable of producing lab-​grown 
meat using chicken cells (Kantono et al., 2022). In 2015, Upside Foods Company 
brought cultured chicken to the US market. On November 18, 2019, China's first 
product additionally had its public appearance. Zhou Guanghong, a professor at 
Nanjing Agricultural University, successfully cultured the sixth generation of pig 
muscle stem cells in a nutritional solution for 20 days, yielding a 5 g meat product. 
The emergence of new restaurants where it is possible to try cell meat products is 
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mainly in Asian countries, and the USA. In December 2020, Singaporean regula-
tors granted approval for the commercialization of lab-​grown chicken nuggets in 
restaurants (Waltz, 2021). In late 2020, Eat Just, an American company, made its 
first commercial sale of CM at the “1880 restaurant” in Singapore. In 2020, the 
Singapore Food Agency authorized Eat Just's chicken bites for commercial sale, 
making them the first CM product to pass a food regulator's safety review (Car-
rington, 2020). In 2022, Aleph Farms received a food sustainability award from 
Academia for a Better World, a collaboration between Better World Fund and the 
University of Paris-​Saclay. In 2023, two cultured meat enterprises (Good Meat and 
Upside Foods) have received approval from the USDA's Food Safety and Inspec-
tion Service for their cultured meat labels. Furthermore, Ivy Farm Technologies, 
a company backed by Oxford University, anticipates receiving authorization and 
commencing the commercialization of lab-​grown pork in the United Kingdom by 
2023. The company's objective is to achieve an annual production of 12,000 tonnes 
of pork, which is equivalent to the meat gained from the slaughter of 170,000 pigs 
(Mridul,2023). Moreover in 2024, in Alephs Farm has been granted approval to 
commercialize its cultured meat. Nevertheless, twelve European countries, including 
Italy, France, and Australia, as well as certain American states, including Alabama 
and Florida, have prohibited the consumption of cultured meat in 2024. Figure 1 
presents a concise overview of the progression flow diagram for cultivated meat.

Figure 1. Historical aspect of cultured meat
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3. FUNDAMENTAL

Myogenesis, the process by which muscle tissue is formed, is the first step in the 
production of tissue cultured meat (CM). Multipotent myoblasts from the mesoderm 
layer undergo a number of processes during embryonic development, including fu-
sion, proliferation, and differentiation, to form myotubes, which eventually unite to 
become muscle fibers (Kantono et al., 2022). Making CM is therefore very similar 
to growing skeletal muscles.

4. PROCESSING AND TECHNOLOGY

4.1 Cellular Tissue Origin (Cell Sourcing)

Cultured meat processes rely on the extensive proliferation of cells to generate 
sufficient biomass. Primary cell sources for CM biomanufacturing, including adult 
stem cells (ASCs), are obtained via biopsy or postmortem tissue from the desig-
nated location of the animal species of interest. The second alternative is to use 
pluripotent stem cells. ASCs have a limited replicative capacity of 50–60 divisions. 
The ASCs can be categorised into three types of satellite stem cells: myosatellite 
cells (MCs), adipose-​derived stem cells (ADSCs), and mesenchymal stem cells 
(MSCs). Myosatellite cells have the capacity for self-​renewal and proliferation, but 
their differentiation potential is limited to muscle cells. The second one is adipose 
tissue-​derived stem cells, which develop from subcutaneous fat in adipose tissues 
and may develop into adipogenic, myogenic, chondrogenic, or osteogenic. The last 
one of ASCs, namely mesenchymal stem cells (MSC), are multipotent cells, which 
can be derived from non-​muscle tissues such as bone marrow, adipose tissues, and 
placental tissues (Jervis et al., 2019), which can differentiate into different kinds of 
cells such as myocytes, adipocytes, and fibroblasts (Okamura et al., 2018). However, 
the regenerative properties of MSCs declined over time. Additionally, the myogenic 
differentiation of MSCs alone is inadequate. Therefore, MSCs are employed for 
co-​cultivation with myoblasts, which secrete many growth factors that play a role 
in muscle regeneration and stimulate myoblast migration, proliferation, and differ-
entiation. Pluripotent stem cells are categorised into embryonic stem cells (ESCs) 
and induced pluripotent stem cells (iPSCs). ESCs are obtained from the inner mass 
of blastocysts in the early stages of embryonic development. They possess pluripo-
tent characteristics (Williams et al., 2012), meaning they can differentiate into the 
three primary germ layers: ectoderm, mesoderm, and endoderm. These ESCs are 
the best source since they can differentiate and proliferate into any cell type without 
restriction (Reiss et al., 2021). The challenges are somewhat determined by the cell 
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type selected, including primary stem cells, which invariably lose proliferation and 
differentiation capacity during long-​term culture (loss of stemness), whereas the 
stable maintenance of pluripotent cells can necessitate complex, expensive medium 
formulations (Bar-​Nur et al., 2018). Invariably, primary cells undergo a senescent state 
during long-​term culture, which is defined by permanent cell-​cycle exit, widespread 
gene expression changes, and remarkable cellular flattening and enlargement (Di 
Micco et al., 2021). Decreases in proliferation are observed even before complete 
senescence. Proliferation rates in bovine SCs decrease to approximately 0.6–0.8 
population doublings (PDs) per day until cells enter senescence at 20 to 30 PDs 
(Stout et al., 2022). To produce industrially cultured meat, the proliferative capacity 
must be significantly increased beyond these constraints (Melzener et al., 2021). 
Understanding and overcoming this obstacle require an understanding of the causal 
link between cellular senescence or death and decreased proliferation. The aging 
process involves a variety of cellular changes, including the accumulation of muta-
tions at the genetic and epigenetic levels, changes in metabolism and morphology, 
and changed signaling system activity (Ogrodnik, 2021).

Table 1. Different cell types from different animal species for cultured meat production
1 Types of cells Characters of 

cells
Disadvantages Site of cells References

Cattle 1. Adult stem cells (AS) 
(progenitor cells)

These cells may 
develop into 
adipogenic, 
myogenic, 

chondrogenic, or 
osteogenic.

Okamura 
et al., 
2018 

Witt et 
al.,2017

a. Adipose tissue-​derived stem 
cells

Have ability to 
self-​renew and 

proliferate.

they can only 
differentiate into 

muscle cells.

subcutaneous 
fat in adipose 

tissues

b. Satellite stem cells 
(Myosatellite cells, myoblast 

cells)

Multipotent 
cells, have 

the ability to 
differentiate into 
different kinds 
of cells such 
as myocytes, 
adipocytes, 

fibroblasts and 
chondrocytes.

Skeletal 
muscle cells

continued on following page
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1 Types of cells Characters of 
cells

Disadvantages Site of cells References

c. mesenchymal stem cells 
(MSCs)

The myogenic 
differentiation 
of MSCs alone 
is inadequate. 

Therefore, MSCs 
are employed for 

co-​cultivation with 
myoblasts, which 

secrete many growth 
factors that play 
a role in muscle 

regeneration, 
stimulate myoblast 

migration, 
proliferation and 
differentiation.

Bone marrow, 
adipose tissue 
and placental 

tissues

2. Pluripotent stem cells It is the best 
origin because 

they can 
differentiate 

and proliferate 
to all cell kinds 
without limits.

Reiss et 
al., 

2021

a. Embryonic stem cells (ES) Inner cell 
mass of the 
blastocyst 
stage of 
embryo

b. Induced pluripotent stem 
cells (iPSCs)

iPSCs are 
obtained by 

inducing adult 
somatic cells 
using a set 

of identified 
pluripotency 

factors

Chicken Chicken muscle satellite cell Siddiqui 
et al., 
2022

1-​Satellite cells from the slow 
muscle

differentiate into 
slow and fast 
muscle fibers.

2-​-​​Satellite cells from the fast 
muscle

only 
differentiate 

into fast muscle 
fibers.

Fish 1. Continuous fish cell lines 
(CAM) derived from Carassius 

auratus and cromileptes 
altivelis

Li, Guo, 
& Guo, 
2021;

Table 1. Continued

continued on following page
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1 Types of cells Characters of 
cells

Disadvantages Site of cells References

2. Fathead minnow (FHM) 
cell line from pimephales 

promelaus

Chen et 
al., 2020

3. Cell lines developed from 
muscle cells of: 
a) Danio rerio 

b) Paralichthys olivaceus 
c) Lates calcarifer

Vishnolia 
et al.,2020 

Peng et 
al., 2016 
Lai et al., 

2008

4.2 Seeding of Cells on Scaffold (Scaffolding 
of Cells, Cell Adsorption on Scaffold)

Stem cells (progenitor cells) are seeds on a scaffold; a biomaterial substrate used 
in the preparation of cultured meat. Scaffolding biomaterials, complex frameworks, 
are added to the culture media to provide structural support to the cells, enhance 
nutrient transfer, and facilitate cellular respiration (Schätzlein & Blaeser, 2022). 
Furthermore, scaffolding is required to replicate traditional meat tissue's 3D con-
figuration by forming dense, integrated saturated meat with medium perfusion 
and a vascular system (Seah et al., 2022). Furthermore, scaffolding can promote 
cell cultivation without the use of serum, which can be achieved by incorporating 
bioactive chemicals into an edible scaffold rather than introducing them into the 
culture medium (Chen et al., 2024). Bioactive, flexible, having a large surface area, 
allowing growth media diffusion, and being edible, non-​toxic, and allergen free are 
the fundamental features of scaffolding employed in cultured meat technology (Alam 
et al., 2024). The natural extracellular matrix (ECM) is composed of proteoglycans, 
collagen, and glycoproteins. Consequently, proteins and polysaccharides are expect-
ed to be the primary components of scaffold biomaterials (Bomkamp et al., 2022). 
For CM production, the ideal porosity range for scaffolds is 30% to 90%, with hole 
sizes ranging from 50 to 150 μm or larger. The scaffold thickness typically relies 
on processing methods (Bomkamp et al., 2022b). These scaffold biomaterials are 
animal-​ and plant-​derived, as well as synthetic polymer biomaterials. ECM-​enriched 
biomaterials such as elastin, gelatin, collagen, and fibronectin are all animal-​derived 
biomaterials (Reddy et al., 2021), which are distinguished by their high extracel-
lular matrix (ECM) content, ability to enhance cellular proliferation, and complete 
absorption by the human body. The second type of animal derived biomaterial, 
decellularized animal tissues, is mainly used in the biomedical field. Contrarily, 
plant-​derived biomaterials are the best choice for developing meat biomaterials 
due to their nutritional content, low cost, good cellular compatibility, and perfect 

Table 1. Continued
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consumer acceptance (Ben-​Arye, and Levenberg, 2019). For CM production, plant 
proteins, including soy, pea, zein, and glutenin, are abundant, competitive, and capable 
of being converted into scaffolding films with appropriate mechanical properties 
(Dong et al., 2004). Scaffold films, mainly produced from zein and glutenin, are 
used to stimulate the proliferation of stem cells and facilitate their differentiation 
into myotubes (Xiang et al., 2022). For the production of fibrous scaffolds, texture 
vegetable proteins (TVP) can be used (Bakhsh et al., 2022). Alginate, on the other 
hand, can be utilized to make self-​assembling hydrogels with good mechanical 
characteristics, that disintegrate as cells move and secrete their own ECM (Sahoo 
and Biswal, 2021). For biomaterials that do not readily allow cell attachment, func-
tionalization with short peptide sequences is a promising alternative. RGD-​alginate 
is a well-​studied tissue engineering system (Sandvig et al., 2015), and it could be 
a potential technique for cultured meat, however, additional peptide sequences that 
more closely approximate native ECM may be useful for attachment, migration, 
and maturation.

4.2.1 Scaffolding Types

1. 	 Microcarriers

Microcarrier (MC) scaffolds are used for large-​scale cell proliferation and are 
composed mainly of polystyrene, cross-​linked dextran, cellulose, gelatin, or poly-
galacturonic acid (PGA) and coated with collagen, peptides containing adhesion 
motifs, or positive charges to promote cell adhesion. Their diameters are typically 
between 100 and 200 μm (Bodiou et al., 2020). According to Norris et al. (2022), 
larger MC enhances cell adhesion, while smaller MC results in higher growth rates 
because of increased shear stress. According to Bomkamp et al. (2022b), there are 
three possible scenarios for the use of microcarriers in cultured meat processing: 
first, cells are temporarily transported to MC to promote cell growth, and then 
they are withdrawn and processed. Second, a temporary carrier that dissolves or 
decomposes into free cells. Finally, the MC is an edible carrier that is incorporated 
into the finished product, which eliminates the costly cell harvesting steps and their 
corresponding yield losses, thereby reducing the cost of cultured meat. Hence, 
edible MC is a promising approach for cultured meat scaffolding that generates 
industry-​scale cell mass while maintaining reduced costs (Levi et al., 2022). Edible 
biopolymers, including chitosan and alginate (Chui et al., 2019), starch (Zhang et 
al., 2017), zein (Li et al., 2016), and gelatin (Radaei et al., 2017), have been used to 
create MCs for various biomedical purposes. These MCs have the potential to be 
utilized in cultured meat production. For MC production, various technologies have 
been employed, primarily electrospray, spray drying, air jet milling, micro-​grinding, 
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dispersion polymerization, emulsion polymerization, photopolymerization, solvent 
evaporation, microfluidics, spherulitic crystallization, and air spraying (Morais et 
al., 2020). The production of microcarriers for cultured meat production is hampered 
by two challenges. The first is compliance with safety regulations regarding the use 
of food-​grade and non-​toxic crosslinkers, solvents, and surfactants in the formation 
of edible MC polymers. For instance, chitosan can be crosslinked using sodium 
tripolyphosphate (TPP) or genipin instead of toxic glutaraldehyde, and alginate can 
be crosslinked using CaCl2 instead of BaCl2. The final one is inadequate cell adhe-
sion. To improve adherence, biopolymers can be modified with functional domains 
like RGD or integrin-​recognized sequences (Yang et al., 2014), bioactive polymers 
(Chui et al., 2019), or crosslinked (Chui et al., 2019; Radaei et al., 2017; Zhang et 
al., 2017). Pig skeletal muscle, mouse muscle, and mouse adipose cells were grown 
on a 3D porous gelatin microcarrier (PoGelat-​MC). Using 3D-​printed molds and 
glutamine transaminase, minced pig muscle tissue was formed into centimetre-​scale 
meatballs with excellent mechanical qualities and protein content (Liu et al., 2022). 
Additionally, MCs can be implemented in the production of cultivated flesh by facil-
itating cell proliferation or incorporating them into the final product. Matrix Meats 
(Brennan et al., 2021) and OMeat are two examples of commercial enterprises that 
have recently begun to develop edible MCs for use in cultivated meat.

2. 	 Porous Scaffolds

Scaffolds with apertures that encompass a range of 10-​100 µm (Zeltinger et al., 
2001) are sponge-​like structures that offer the mechanical stability necessary for 
seeded cells to establish tissues and deposit extracellular matrix. Moreover, porous 
scaffolds are particularly appealing due to their low cost and simple construction 
procedures. The scaffolds provide a three-​dimensional platform for cell survival, 
proliferation, and maturation (Zhou et al., 2021). The size and distribution of scaffold 
pores play a vital role in cell culture during CM production. Larger pores are desirable 
for media perfusion as they facilitate the efficient transfer of nutrients and oxygen, 
mimicking the function of blood vessels (pseudo-​vascularization) in CM (Singh et 
al., 2023). Additionally, a high surface-​area-​to-​volume ratio and appropriate pore 
size contribute to achieving high cell density and help regulate cellular behavior 
(Carletti et al. 2011). However, the present porous scaffolds for cell-​grown meat have 
challenges in matching food-​grade material requirements with cell adhesion and 
proliferation capacities. Their cell differentiation efficiencies are also limited, which 
results in poor retention of typical meat properties like texture and nutrients (Chen 
et al., 2024). The selection of components and nutritional value is crucial for this 
scaffold, as it is designed to remain within the final product. Plant proteins, including 
soy (Ben-​Arye et al., 2020), and plant polysaccharides, including cellulose (Abitbol 
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et al., 2016), are frequently employed as scaffolding materials. The extrusion of soy 
protein powder results in the production of textured vegetable protein (TVP), a veg-
etable protein that is used as scaffolds for cultured bovine skeletal muscle. Coating 
the extruded TVP with fibrinogen enables effective adherence of bovine satellite 
cells, resulting in a cell seeding efficiency exceeding 80% (Ben-​Arye et al., 2020). 
Moreover, the rapid freezing of a solution of hyaluronic acid and gelatin results in 
the formation of ice crystals concurrently with the formation of cross-​links, which 
in turn leads to the formation of a porous scaffold that exhibited more than 90% 
porosity and was able to support the attachment, proliferation, and differentiation 
of porcine adipose-​derived stem cells (Chang et al., 2013).

3. 	 Hydrogel Scaffolds

Hydrogels are 3-​D crosslinked hydrophilic polymer matrixes characterized by high 
water-​absorption capacity. In this network, water is the dispersion phase and makes 
up at least 70% of the gel weight (Tan and Joyner, 2020). Hydrogels are created by 
the process of physically or chemically crosslinking synthetic, natural, or copoly-
mers. Cell proliferation, motility, and differentiation are significantly influenced by 
hydrogel stiffness and diffusion kinetics. This is because an optimal rate of diffusion 
of micronutrients and signaling molecules is necessary to penetrate the hydrogel's 
thickness and reach the growing cells, which supports cell proliferation and growth. 
Conversely, high hydrogel stiffness restricts cell proliferation and migration (Freeman 
and Kelly, 2017). These hydrogels possess impressive mechanical capabilities, but 
they lack biocompatibility and adaptability. Additionally, they exhibit some level 
of cytotoxicity and may pose a risk to food safety (Ye et al., 2023). As a result, the 
focus of current research has shifted to natural polymer hydrogel. Natural polymer 
materials are typically derived from polysaccharides or proteins to form hydrogels 
(Ghanbari et al., 2021a). Proteins possess inherent advantages over polysaccharides 
in the development of hydrogels (Ghanbari et al., 2022). Proteins are composed of 
numerous amino acids, and numerous reactive groups can be employed as locations 
for chemical modification and crosslinking to generate polymer structures (Cuadri 
et al., 2016). Protein-​based hydrogels have been widely developed and studied by 
researchers due to their excellent properties, which include high nutritional value, 
biocompatibility, biodegradability, adjustable mechanical properties, and low toxicity 
when compared to synthetic polymers (Farwa et al., 2022). Collagen, silk fibroin, 
and gelatin are among the most used protein hydrogel materials. However, most of 
these proteins are animal proteins with large application costs, and because of their 
complicated structure, structural alterations are frequently limited (Ghanbari et al., 
2021b). Furthermore, plant-​derived proteins may be safer than animal-​derived proteins 
since they are less likely to transmit zoonotic infections (Surya et al., 2023). Soybean 
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protein, being one of the most prevalent plant protein sources, is high in nutritional 
content, environmentally friendly, and available from a variety of sources, making it 
widely employed in the food business (Liu et al., 2023). Additionally, carrageenan, 
extracted from seaweed, can be utilized to produce food-​grade hydrogels, which are 
extensively employed in meat processing (Yegappan et al. 2018).

4. 	 Fibrous Scaffolds

Nanofibers are produced using spinning techniques such as electrospinning and 
have features that promote cell functions, including adhesion, penetrability, and a 
three-​dimensional structure. Spinning processes can be utilized on various materials, 
such as soy (Phelan et al., 2020), gelatin (MacQueen et al., 2019), and polystyrene 
(Lerman et al., 2018). The fibres that are produced through spinning techniques are 
analogous to natural substances. The fibrous structure's advantage is its resemblance 
to the texture of a piece of meat, which can be advantageous for the 3D assembly 
of the meat and its flavor (Kolodkin-​Gal et al., 2023).

4.2.2. Scaffolding Biomaterials

The structure and properties of scaffolds are influenced by the biomaterials used 
for scaffolding. Typically, scaffolding biomaterials have great porosity, biocompat-
ibility, and ECM mimicking, as well as mechanical strength to direct cell adhesion, 
proliferation, and morphological changes (Sharma et al., 2015). Polysaccharides 
and proteins are two of the most frequent biopolymers with extracellular matrix-​
like properties. Edible biomaterials, derived from natural sources, have garnered 
considerable attention and are widely utilized in the field of cultured meat. This is 
mainly due to their abundant availability and the fact that they closely mimic real 
tissue in terms of chemical and biological properties (Su et al., 2021). Proteins and 
polysaccharides, which are polymers, are considered the fundamental components 
of scaffold biomaterials. These polymers may originate from natural or synthetic 
sources. Thus, polymer-​based biomaterials are regarded as a promising option for 
scaffold fabrication (Khan and Tanaka, 2018). The FDA has certified many polymers 
for food use, confirming their safety. The edible polymers that have been approved 
by the FDA include pectin, chitosan (CS), gluten, gellan gum (GG), cellulose, gelatin 
(GL), collagen (COL), soy protein isolate (SPI), starch, glucomannan, and alginate 
(Alg) (Ali & Ahmed, 2018).

1. 	 Natural Polymer (Biopolymer)
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Natural polymers are materials derived from natural sources. They are divided 
into protein-​based and polysaccharide-​based biomaterials. Both types are naturally 
occurring polymers of animal and plant origin. Natural polymers are biocompatible, 
toxic-​free, cell-​adherent, and promote proliferation and differentiation. Despite this, 
their mechanical strength is low, and they are vulnerable to high temperatures (Del 
Bakhshayesh et al., 2018).

a. 	 Protein-​Based Biopolymer (Animal or Plant-​Derived Protein Biopolymer)

Animal protein, plant protein, and fungal protein are the sources of protein-​
based scaffold biomaterials. Soy, pea, zein, and glutenin are plant proteins that are 
abundant, competitive, and capable of being converted into films with the necessary 
mechanical properties for the development of CMs (Dong et al., 2004). The growth 
of aligned cells and the subsequent development of aligned myotubes were effec-
tively stimulated by the protein films composed of zein and glutenin (Xiang et al., 
2022). So zein and glutenin may be promising candidates for future research in the 
production of CM. Textured vegetable proteins (TVP) are currently in high demand 
in a variety of culinary goods, including frozen dumplings, ham, sausages, and 
fish balls (Zhang et al. 2017). This suggests that global acceptance and satisfaction 
with TVP products are gradually increasing (Jones, 2016). Moreover, TVP may be 
implemented to generate fibrous scaffolds (Bakhsh et al., 2022). The absence of the 
arginine-​glycine-​aspartic acid (RGD) sequence in the plant protein scaffold hinders 
its ability to adhere to cells. To address this, Lee et al. (2022) applied a coating of 
fish gelatin/agar matrix onto textured vegetable protein, creating a more favorable 
environment for cell adhesion. Despite its high biodegradability and low cost, plant 
material has the potential to induce allergic reactions (Post, 2014). Hence, decellu-
larized plants have lately been the focus of researchers interested in an alternative 
plant source (Thyden et al., 2022). Decellularizing tissues create an extracellular 
matrix with a vascular network that transports nutrients and oxygen (Contessi et al., 
2020). Decellularized plant-​based tissues show a natural fluidic transport system 
with plant arteries diverging from big, major veins into small capillaries. This system 
resembles mammalian tissue's branching vascular network (Harris et al., 2021). As a 
result, the unique structural properties of decellularized plant tissues were identified 
as promising scaffolding for cultured meat. To circumvent biopolymer-​based edible 
scaffold problems, researchers have produced edible scaffolds from decellularized 
apple hypanthium and spinach leaves (Modulevsky et al., 2016; Jones et al., 2021). 
For cultured meat production, decellularized plant tissue scaffolds are a good choice 
because they do not contain any animal components, are cost-​effective, ecologically 
friendly, easily scalable, and provide the necessary morphological and biochemical 
microenvironment for growing muscle cells (Jones et al., 2021). Broccoli, sweet pep-
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per, spinach leaves, and green onion were among the plant tissues that were used for 
decellularization. Decellularized amenity grass was employed by Allan et al., 2021 
for in vitro myoblast culture. The grass scaffold's striated topography facilitated the 
alignment and differentiation of myoblasts, which were preserved by their natural 
long, narrow structure and parallel vasculature system. Moreover, broccoli florets 
were chosen to serve as decellularized microcarriers in bioreactors to facilitate the 
scalability of cell proliferation (Thyden et al., 2022). Another protein biopolymer 
source is of animal origin. Animal-​derived biomaterials, including elastin, gelatin, 
collagen, and fibronectin, have a high ECM content and promote cellular develop-
ment. They are also fully absorbed by the human body. Nevertheless, scaffolds of a 
single material have inferior mechanical properties and certain collagen, produced 
from fish skin, and gelatin, derived from pigs and cowhide, components have 
challenges in terms of sustainability because of their high cost and vulnerability to 
ethical and environmental problems (Li et al., 2022b). A collagen gel-​based meat 
model including smooth muscle cells (SMCs) was recently published by Zheng 
et al., 2021. In this model, SMCs reduced pressure loss, increased collagen, and 
made meat firmer, springier, and chewier than controls. These findings show that 
SMCs improve cultured meat texture by generating ECM proteins. Thus, another 
scaffolding biomaterial, such as a polysaccharide biomaterial, including alginate, 
is employed in conjunction with natural animal protein scaffolding, like Enrione et 
al., 2017 constructed an edible porosity scaffold utilizing freeze-​drying technology 
that incorporated salmon gelatin, agar, and sodium alginate. This scaffold allowed 
muscle stem cells to adhere and grow, resulting in the necessary myogenic respons-
es. Furthermore, by employing electrospinning, porcine gelatin, TG enzyme, and 
chemical crosslinking, the resulting microgelatin fibres facilitated the growth and 
alignment of muscle cells in a single orientation (Mendes et al., 2017). Moreover, 
Park et al. have recently devised a technique for producing enhanced cultured meat 
by utilizing fish gelatin's MAGIC powder and myoblast sheets. The powder, char-
acterized by its edible gelatin microsphere (GMS) structure, displayed changes in 
shape and connection depending on the process of crosslinking. The researchers 
discovered that GMSs greatly improved the cultivation of myoblast sheets, resulting 
in more efficient cell sheets with meat-​like properties compared to conventional 
methods. Due to the varied surface qualities resulting from crosslinking, the produc-
tion of GMSs on a large scale was simply achieved. This research also determined 
that the quality of lab-​grown meat, improved using GMS cell sheets, is similar in 
tissue characteristics to both soy-​based meat and chicken breast (Park et al., 2021).

b. 	 Polysaccharide-​Based Scaffold Biomaterial (Animal or Plant-​Derived 
Polysaccharide Biopolymer)
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Certain plant polysaccharides, including alginate, pectin, konjac gum, and cellu-
lose, possess the potential to serve as valuable biomaterials due to their physiolog-
ical roles and excellent cellular adherence. In addition to plants, specific types of 
bacteria and algae also synthesize cellulose. Cass Materials, an Australian start-​up 
company, is now investigating the application of fermented bacterial nanocellulose 
as scaffolding for CM. Initial studies have shown promising results, suggesting that 
muscle cells can attach to the very porous scaffolds and develop fibres (Le, 2020). 
Nevertheless, most of the cellulose-​based scaffolds exhibited a porous structure, 
except for the green algae Cladophora, which was predominantly fibrous (Bar-​Shai 
et al., 2021). Another potential scaffolding material for CM is alginate, a polymer 
made from brown algae. Pluripotent stem cells can be cultured in alginate-​derived 
tubes, which are compatible with differentiation techniques and enable high cell 
densities and growth rates (Li et al., 2018). An edible three-​dimensional scaffold 
(CS-​SA-​Col/Gel) composed of chitosan, sodium alginate, collagen, and gelatin were 
created by Li et al., 2022a. A robust cultured cell meat (CCM) model with strong 
adhesion sites was constructed utilizing a 3D 2-​CS-​SA-​Col1-​Gel scaffold that was 
created via freeze-​drying and electrostatic interactions. This scaffold successfully 
promotes the growth of pig muscle cells. Not only that, but the look and texture 
qualities (such as chewiness and resilience) of this structured CCM model were 
quite like those of fresh pork.

2. 	 Synthetic Polymers

Polyglycolic acid (PGA), polylactic acid (PLA), poly DL-​lactic co-​glycolic acid 
(PLGA), polycaprolactone (PCL), and polyethylene glycol (PEG) are synthetic 
polymers (Biswal, 2021). In contrast to natural polymers, synthetic polymers provide 
exceptional mechanical strength, which is essential for supporting tissue growth. 
However, these materials inhibit cell growth, generate hazardous chemicals after 
degradation, and have poor cell adherence (Tessmar and Gopferich, 2007). Fur-
thermore, the hydrophobic nature and lack of cell recognition sites limit synthetic 
biopolymers, such as the arginyl glycyl aspartic acid (RGD) peptide motif (Tallawi 
et al., 2015), which is not yet approved for human consumption, limiting its use in 
in vitro meat production (Singh et al., 2023). Biomaterials in the food sector are 
limited because of their non-​edible nature and susceptibility to deterioration, po-
tentially toxic to tissue (Bomkamp et al., 2022b). The General Standard for Food 
Additives allows for a maximum amount of 1-​70 g/kg of polyethylene glycol to be 
added (Codex Alimentarius Commission, 2021). Moreover, FDA-​approved edible 
scaffolds include gelatin, chitosan, pectin, cellulose, starch, gluten, alginate, and 
glucomannan, all of which are natural biopolymers (Singh et al., 2023).
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3. 	 Self-​Assembling Peptides (SAPs)

Self-​assembling peptides (SAPs) have been investigated and utilized for tissue 
engineering scaffolds and 3D bioprinting materials due to their versatility and 
ECM-​mimicking properties (Grey et al., 2022). SAPs are made up of monomers that 
can conform into structures according to the environmental features around them, 
allowing for use in a variety of functions (Lee et al., 2019). Self-​assembly can be 
tailored for specific applications by changing the nature of peptide sequences, while 
more robust and complex materials with advanced design features are feasible by 
simple crosslinking with biological macromolecules (Hao et al., 2022). Amino acid 
side chains offer sites for chemical alterations, producing diverse supramolecular 
structures and adaptable hydrogels. These hydrogels can gain properties like shear-​
thinning, bioactivity, self-​healing, and shape memory, expanding self-​assembling 
peptide material applications. Supramolecular peptides can structurally assemble into 
nanofiber hydrogels based on distinctive building blocks. These hydrogels serve as 
nanomorphology-​mimetic scaffolds for tissue engineering. Biochemically, peptide 
nanofiber hydrogels can have bioactive motifs and factors either covalently tethered 
or physically absorbed into them, providing various functions based on physiological 
and pharmacological needs (Hao et al., 2022). Self-​assembling peptides known as 
CH-​01 and CH-​02 have been used to produce hydrogels that can act as scaffolds. 
The hydrogel was found to successfully mimic ECM and display a nanofibrous 
structure like that of collagen in natural meat. The hydrogels were able to support 
the adherence and proliferation of muscle myoblasts (Arab et al., 2018), suggesting 
a viable option in cultivated meat scaffolding. The utilization of SAPs in cultivated 
meat remains unexplored in the existing literature, despite their use in tissue engi-
neering. This may be attributed to the high cost of conventional peptide synthesis, 
which could restrict the conduct of further research. Potential strategies to reduce 
the cost of SAP production for cultivated meat scaffolding include the optimization 
of current approaches by recombinant organisms. Additionally, cell-​free systems 
(Zhao & Wang, 2022), which eliminate the necessity for microbial hosts, present 
another potential method for SAP production.

4.2.3. Scaffold Fabrication Methods

During the design and fabrication of the scaffolds, the practicality and require-
ments of the mechanical, biological, and physicochemical features are considered. 
Pore interconnectivity, form, pore size, porosity, strength, and degradation rate are 
critical factors that influence the manufacturing of scaffolds. The top-​down and 
bottom-​up approaches are the two main techniques employed in the production of 
scaffolds. The top-​down technique involves the initial construction of scaffolds, 
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followed by the subsequent embedding of cells within their microstructure. The 
top-​down strategy for fabricating three-​dimensional (3D) bio-​scaffolds involves 
many processes, including electrospinning (Lannutti et al., 2007), phase separation 
(Liu and Ma, 2009), lyophilization (Eltomet et al., 2019), and self-​assembly (Nie 
et al., 2017). Conversely, the bottom-​up method emphasizes the creation of small-​
scale tissue components with precise micro-​architecture, which are then combined 
to produce larger tissue structures (Lu et al., 2013). These building blocks can be 
created utilizing many methods, such as generating cell sheets (Lee et al., 2018), 
self-​assembling cell aggregates (Napolitano et al., 2007), encapsulating cells in 
hydrogels (Wodarczyk-​Biegun et al., 2016), and bio-​printing cells (Park et al., 2017).

1. 	 Solvent Casting

The simplest and most common method for scaffold synthesis is solvent casting, 
in which biopolymers are dissolved in an organic solvent, poured into a mould, and 
allowed to evaporate to form a thin, sheet-​like scaffold (Deb et al. 2018). In the 
food sector, food-​grade alcohol is the organic solvent of choice (Mancuso 2021).

2. 	 Electrospinning

The electrospinning (ESP) technique creates a fibrous structure with fibre di-
ameters ranging from 10 nm to microns, which could be exploited to build edible 
scaffolds for in vitro meat production (Seah et al., 2022). Nanofiber scaffolds in this 
approach are highly porous, have a large surface area, and mimic natural extracellular 
matrix properties. In addition to forming aligned fibres that may facilitate muscle 
fibre development, these nanofibers have the capacity to facilitate cell adhesion and 
oxygen and nutrient diffusion (via the spaces between fibers). Here, an electrically 
charged jet applies force to the tip of the needle, causing the polymeric droplet to 
form. The spinneret droplets burst and are stretched when they travel through the 
grounded collector from the spinneret tip when the charging solvent is subjected 
to high voltage, where an interplay between electrostatic repulsion and surface 
tension takes over. As the solvent began to evaporate, the jet finally hardened into 
nanofibers (Gañán-​Calvo et al., 1997). A variety of scaffold biomaterials, such as 
polylactic acid (PLA), poly (lactic-​co-​glycolic acid) (PLGA), polycaprolactone 
(PCL), gelatin methacryloyl (GelMA), fibronectin, albumin, and gelatin, can be 
processed using spinning techniques (Bomkamp et al. 2022b). However, collagen, 
gelatin, whey protein, chitosan, cellulose, and starch are edible materials that can 
be considered in the food industry (Levi et al., 2022). Using immersion rotation jet 
spinning technology, MacQueen et al., 2019 cultured rabbit skeletal muscle cells and 
bovine aortic smooth muscle cells on a fibre scaffold composed of porcine gelatin, 
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TG enzyme, and the chemical crosslinking agent EDC/NHS to produce meat-​like 
products. The mature alignment of both types of muscle cells within anisotropic 
3D muscle structure was confirmed by their adhesion to the gelatin fibers. This 
introduces a novel concept for the large-​scale production of cultured meat.

3. 	 Three-​Dimensional Bioprinting (3D Bioprinting)

3D bioprinting is distinctive because it generates intricate and customizable 
structures in layers using 3D digital models created with computer-​aided design 
(CAD) software. 3D bioprinting technology could be useful for both small-​scale 
and large-​scale production of customised cultured meat (Stephens et al., 2019). 
Additionally, light-​assisted printing, inkjet printing, and extrusion printing are prev-
alent bioprinting techniques (Kacarevic et al., 2018). The majority of bioprinting 
processes use extrusion printing, which dispenses bioink as continuous filaments 
(fibres) instead of droplets using pneumatic pressure or a mechanical screw plunger. 
Bioink, a combination of various scaffold biomaterials, plays an essential role in 3D 
printing by creating the scaffolding necessary for the differentiation of stem cells 
into meat (Sun et al., 2018). Moreover, the printed scaffold offers a micro-​milieu and 
a habitat for the developed muscle cells, which are usually cultivated in bioreactors 
that enable the transportation of nutrients on a large scale (Bishop et al., 2017). Vat 
photopolymerization-​based, extrusion-​based, and jetting-​based bioprinting are the 
primary methods in 3D bioprinting. The bioink is deposited with high precision in 
extrusion-​based bioprinting, resulting in customized 3D structures with excellent 
structural integrity. This is achieved through the continuous deposition of filaments. 
In extrusion-​based bioprinting, the bioink is deposited with high precision, obtain-
ing customized 3D structures with good structural integrity due to the continuous 
deposition of filaments. The entire process of bioprinting is carried out under the 
control of a computer (Ozbolat and Hospodiuk, 2016). Jetting-​based bioprinting 
can produce ink droplets with a controllable size and low volume, depositing the 
ink in specific locations with high precision and without contact. Employing this 
technique, it is possible to use a variety of biomaterials as well as the incorporation 
of living cells (Li et al., 2020). Finally, Vat polymerization-​based bioprinting is an 
emerging technology in the biofabrication of scaffolds applied in tissue engineering, 
used for its high resolution compared to other bioprinting technologies. Ink parti-
cles with a controlled size and low volume can be generated through jetting-​based 
bioprinting, which deposits the ink in particular locations with high precision and 
without contact. This method enables the incorporation of living cells and a diverse 
array of biomaterials (Li et al., 2020). Lastly, vat polymerization-​based bioprinting 
is a new technology that is being used in the biofabrication of scaffolds for tissue 
engineering. This technology is valued for its superior resolution in comparison to 
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other bioprinting technologies. A cereal prolamin ink for 3D printing was generated 
using zein, a protein derived from barley and rye, and utilized to produce a fibrous 
framework that enables the attachment and growth of C2C12 and pig skeletal mus-
cle satellite cells (Su et al., 2023). Moreover, Dutta et al. (2022 developed a bioink 
from alginate and gelatine-​based hydrogel scaffolds with plant-​ or insect-​derived 
hydrolysates for bovine myosatellite cells and produced cell-​based pepperoni meat 
prototypes 20 × 20 × 5 mm in size. Also, Liu et al. (2021b) created a 15 × 15 
mm 3D-​printed structure for porcine skeletal muscle satellite cells using sodium 
alginate-​gelatine and gelatine-​methacrylate (GelMA)-​silk fibroin. In a gelatine-​based 
gel, Xu et al. (2023) produced a cell-​based fish fillet measuring 20 × 12 × 4 mm 
utilizing piscine adipocytes and satellite cells. Prior studies highlight the benefits 
of integrating 3D bioprinting with biomimetic scaffolds derived from authentic 
tissue architectures to produce cell-​based meat products. Recently, companies have 
used 3D bioprocessing technology for the biofabrication of cultured meat. 3D Bi-
oprinting Solutions, in collaboration with KFC (Kentucky Fried Chicken), intends 
to manufacture and promote lab-​grown nuggets. 3D Bio-​Tissues Ltd. (3DBT) has 
formed partnerships with CPI (Independent Centre for Technological Innovation) 
and the United Kingdom government’s High-​Value Manufacturing Catapult to 
enhance cell culture media for the cultured meat business. Nissin Food Holdings, a 
Japanese company, is collaborating with the University of Tokyo to create printed 
meat cubes (State of the Industry Report, 2022). 3D printing technology has been 
used to successfully make several food varieties, such as chocolate, cakes, and 
breads, in addition to cultured meat (Li et al., 2022).

4. 	 Freeze-​Drying (Lyophilization)

Freeze drying is a method of drying polymeric solutions in which a substance is 
frozen to an extremely low temperature and then the surrounding pressure is lowered, 
allowing the frozen water to sublime (Deb et al., 2018). The process is distinguished 
by three distinct steps: the initial step involves the preparation of the polymer 
solution; the second step involves the casting or molding of the polymer solution; 
and the final step involves the freezing and drying of the polymer solution at low 
pressure. Sublimation and desorption are employed to extract the ice and unfrozen 
water, respectively, during the third phase. Freeze drying can generate scaffolds 
with pore sizes ranging from 20 to 200 µm and a porosity of approximately 90%. 
Temperature, polymer concentration, and freeze rate regulate the size of pores (Deb 
et al., 2018; Seah et al., 2022). So far, the freeze-​drying technique has been used 
for preparing the scaffold using synthetic non-​edible and edible polymers, which 
should be further investigated and replaced with plant-​ and biopolymer-​derived 
edible scaffolds (Shit et al., 2014; Bomkamp et al., 2022).
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4.3. Cells Scaling Up

Massive cellular proliferation is essential to producing cultured meat. There are 
two types of scaling up cells: the first is scaling up based on scaffolding material 
and the second is a scaffold-​free approach.

a. 	 Cells Scaling Up Based on Scaffold Material

Bioreactors, a fundamental cell expansion technology, are responsible for the 
provision of the requisite stimuli and capacity to achieve the scale-​up of cell sources 
for cultivated meat production. They are a controlled environment that contains a 
nutrient-​dense medium containing essential amino acids, carbohydrates, and growth 
factors. It can also facilitate nutrient diffusion and cell development by stimulating 
or agitating the cells to promote their maturation and proliferation. In the initial 
phases of cultivated meat production, when cell proliferation is a top priority, a 
bioreactor is indispensable for the facilitation of large-​scale cell culture as well as the 
simplification of medium recycling and replacement during the proliferation stage. 
Optimal culture conditions can be ensured by managing the biological conditions. 
To guarantee that the media is saturated with dissolved oxygen, oxygen can be in-
troduced through sparges or upstream aeration. The pH is maintained at 7.2–7.4 by 
monitoring the carbon dioxide concentration as detected by sensors (Santos et al., 
2023). Currently, the three primary bioreactor varieties are classified according to 
the method of medium introduction into the main vessel of the bioreactor: batch, 
fed batch, fed batch, and continuous (Spier et al., 2011). Also, the bioreactors can 
be classified according to how they mix their contents. Adding mixing to the bio-
reactor system promotes cell growth and development. Mechanical bioreactors mix 
with agitators or impellers. Currently, stirred tank bioreactors are the most common 
bioprocess scale-​up bioreactors (Martin et al., 2004). Stirred tank systems are a 
viable bioreactor type for scaling up cultured meat production due to their proven 
reliability and scalability. The fundamental challenge in these societies is to ensure 
efficient delivery of nutrients and the elimination of waste at high cell concentra-
tions. Bioreactor yield and operating cost are both affected by cell density, making 
it an important operational aim. Consequently, developing media formulations that 
sustain fast growth while reducing the formation of growth-​inhibitory compounds 
such as ammonia is a significant biological problem (Kolkmann et al., 2022). 
Interventions to metabolically remodel cells for improved bioprocess adaptability 
can be better designed with an understanding of the mechanisms involved in nutri-
tion and waste metabolite sensing (Shyh-​Chang and Ng, 2017). While glucose is 
essential for anabolic activity, too much of it might inhibit cell growth (Furuichi et 
al., 2021). When glucose is present, it activates mTORC1, which in turn increases 
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cellular anabolic responses (Leprivier and Rotblat, 2020). To keep growth rates con-
stant, amino acid supplementation is essential, as it converges on mTOR signaling 
as well. Bioprocess optimization could be achieved by tinkering with the mTOR 
signaling network, which regulates cell size, proliferation rate, and glucose intake 
rate, among other cellular responses (Dreesen and ussenegger, 2011). Therapeutic 
options to target abnormally growing cells have emerged via inhibitor screening 
methods (Brüggenthies et al., 2022). Improving mTOR signalling in cultured meat 
through genetic or pharmacological means is an uncharted territory that could lead 
to fruitful discoveries in the long run, since cell proliferation is the end goal.

b. 	 Scaffold-​Free Approach (Cell Layering and Self-​Assembly)

Layer-​by-​layer (LbL) assembly is a versatile and straightforward method for 
creating multilayer structures by self-​assembly. It is feasible to create multilayer 
coatings with a precise structure and composition using a wide range of materials that 
are readily accessible. These coatings have various uses in the field of biomedicine 
(Zhang et al., 2018). This production process is rapid and easily expandable, and 
it has the capability to fabricate densely packed, multicellular, and textured tissues 
using standard culture plates without the need for a bioreactor. The three fundamental 
techniques for cell layering are stacking cell sheets, rolling a cohesive tissue sheet, 
and in situ deposition of cell-​laden biomaterials. The initial method involves the 
utilization of a culture dish coated with a temperature-​responsive polymer to create a 
tissue with many layers. The second approach involves enveloping an entire section 
of a slender tissue sheet around a cylindrical support and cultivating it until tissue 
fusion occurs. The third strategy involves the utilization of a handheld device to 
apply cell-​laden biomaterials (Jo et al., 2021). Biomaterials are employed to enhance 
or inhibit cell adhesion, regulate cellular phenotypes, and offer three-​dimensional 
structures for cell culture or co-​culture. The biomaterials used for LbL assembly 
encompass a variety of substances, such as biomolecules, polyelectrolytes, parti-
cles, and colloids (Zhang et al., 2018). The successful co-​culture of myoblasts and 
preadipocytes has already proven the possibility of using this method to construct 
meat-​like tissues of varying dimensions and thicknesses. Scaffolds are unnecessary 
as the cells generate their own extracellular matrix (ECM), which remains intact 
and forms strong layers (Shahin-​Shamsabadi and Selvaganapathy, 2022).
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Figure 2. Steps of processing and technology of cultured meat

MSCs: myosatallite stem cells, ESCs: Embryonic stem cells, IPSCs: induced pluripotent stem cells.

5. ALTERNATIVES TO CULTURED MEAT

There are several alternatives to existing animal products in terms of food protein 
and energy sources:

5.1 Insects

In terms of converting biomass into protein or calories, edible insects can be pro-
duced more efficiently than conventional animals and potentially become a significant 
source of nourishment for humans (Tabassum-​Abbasi et al., 2016). They include a 
lot of vitamins, protein, and fat (Nowak et al., 2016). Insects are more efficient at 
converting feed into consumable food than conventional meat, which only consumes 
40% of the live animal weight. The fact that insects consume up to 100% of their 
feed partially explains this. As they are poikilothermic, insects consume less energy 
because they do not use their metabolism to heat or cool themselves. Compared with 
traditional cattle, they often have increased fertility, potentially yielding thousands 
of offspring (Premalatha et al., 2011). Rapid development rates and the fact that 
insects can achieve maturity in days, as opposed to months or years also contribute 
to efficiency (Alexander et al., 2017). A bone isotope study showed that insects have 
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been a staple of human evolution (de Magistris et al., 2015), and a variety of species 
are currently consumed (> 2000 species) (Rumpold and Schlüter, 2013). However, 
the problem of limited consumer acceptance is widespread, especially in Western 
countries. The countries where a shift from eating animal products to eating insects 
would have the biggest effects are also the ones with high rates of animal product 
consumption per person. There are already indications that consumer perceptions 
may be beginning to shift in developed nations like the United States and the United 
Kingdom (Alexander et al., 2017). For instance, in the European Union, laws about 
novel foods and the permissible status of foods derived from insects dictate that 
insects cannot be processed and must instead be sold whole (de-​Magistris et al., 
2015). Insects are parasites or scavengers that primarily feed on grains. Their ability 
to scavenge indicates that they probably carry a variety of pathogens. Therefore, in 
addition to the standard food safety regulations for the development of insect-​based 
foods, perceived pathogen risk overshadows the nutritional benefits of insects. The 
pathogens that could emerge in colonies that have been raised are not well under-
stood. A recent study found that industrially raised mealworm and cricket samples, 
primarily composed of members of the Bacillus cereus group, contained a bacterial 
endospore fraction. Additionally, results indicated that norovirus genogroup II, 
hepatitis A virus, and hepatitis E virus were not found in the sample collection, 
suggesting a low risk of these viral pathogens affecting food safety (Vandeweyer et 
al., 2020). Inadequate handling, inappropriate culinary treatment, and eating insects 
at the wrong developmental stages are additional risks associated with eating edible 
insects (Kouřimská & Adámková, 2016). The EFSA states that the type of insect, the 
substrates utilised, the feed added to the rearing colonies, the production process, and 
the stage of harvesting of the insects all have a significant impact on the frequency 
and degree of contamination in insects and insect-​based food products. Foods de-
rived from insects and edible insects collected in the wild are also concerned about 
pesticide residues. Because the kinds of organic materials that wild insects eat are 
not regulated, they may eat pesticide-​treated vegetation or crops, which could cause 
the pesticides to bioaccumulate in their tissues (FESA, 2015).

5.2 Microalgae

With an estimated 200,000 to 800,000 species, microalgae are a varied group 
that may grow quickly in a variety of settings when photoautotrophic conditions 
are met (Koyande et al., 2019) and can be cultivated in both warm and cold areas 
because of their remarkable resilience to harsh climatic conditions. Microalgae have 
demonstrated superior yields compared to those of conventional crops. By consuming 
nutrients found in wastewater, microalgae lessen their reliance on chemicals and 
freshwater (Brennan & Owende, 2010). Another significant feature that improves 
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the use of microalgae as a continuous source of protein is their broad resistance to 
high pH and salt concentrations. Moreover, microalgae exhibit a remarkable capacity 
to concentrate vital nutrients and useful chemicals necessary for human well-​being 
(Wells et al., 2017). These qualities have identified microalgae as one of the most 
reliable sources of protein. These were the subjects of studies conducted in the lat-
ter part of the 20th century that dealt with alternative agriculture and food. Up to 
50–70% of the dry weight of microalgae is protein; this contrasts with 17.4% of beef, 
19.2–20.6% of fish, 19–24% of chicken, 27% of wheat germ, 36% of soybean flour, 
and 47% of eggs (Koyande et al., 2019). The protein content of some high-​protein 
microalgae (as % dry mass) has been reported as 60–71% (Spirulina maxima); 63% 
(Synechoccus sp.): 42–63% (Spirulina platensis), 53% (Chlorella pyrenoidosa), 
57% (Dunaliella salina), 49% (Dunaliella bioculata), 52% (Tetraselmis maculata), 
50–56% (Scenedesmus obliquus), 43–56% (Anabaena cylindrica), and 48% (Chlam-
ydomonas rheinhardii) (Wang et al. 2021). Challenges: Lack of knowledge about 
the health benefits of microalgae and limited incentives for producers are major 
barriers to the successful use of this alternative protein source. Microalgae produc-
tion has a minimal carbon footprint; if these challenges are successfully overcome, 
the use of microalgae in the food and nutraceutical industries could help meet the 
dietary protein needs of the growing world population and address climate change 
(Koyande et al., 2019). The unappealing taste, smell, and colour of microalgae alter 
the organoleptic qualities of processed foods, which presents a challenge for food 
scientists attempting to use them as food or as a source of ingredients (Verni et al., 
2023). Another problem that needs to be solved to maximize the nutrient content 
of algae is the extraction of nutrients from microalgae. Bioactivity, bioavailability, 
and bioaccessibility are crucial factors to consider. The extracellular matrix (ECM), 
which is made up of pectin, cellulose, alginic, fibrillary peptidoglycan layers, and 
some polysaccharides (i.e., cellulose, hemicelluloses such as xyloglucan, mannans, 
glucuronan, beta-​glucan, and lignin), is a multilayered, highly complex cell wall 
found in microalgae (Quesada-​Salas et al., 2021). Sorting out the species that can 
react to cell wall disruption techniques is important because different microalgal 
species have varying degrees of cell wall complexity. Consequently, when selecting 
the microalgae species to be used as protein extraction subjects, it is essential to 
delve into the parameters that represent ease of cell disruption and protein recovery 
(Fatima et al., 2023).

5.3 Imitation Meat

Without utilizing meat products, imitation meat or meat analogues aim to 
replicate particular types of meat, including nutrients and aesthetic characteristics 
(such as texture, flavour, and appearance). The most popular fake meats, such as 
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tempeh or tofu, are probably those made from soy (Malav et al., 2015), which has 
been producing and consuming tofu or soybean curd from coagulated soy milk 
for centuries. It can be further cooked to more closely resemble meat products in 
terms of flavor and texture. For example, flavoring can be added to make it taste 
like gammon, sausage, chicken, beef, or lamb (Malav et al., 2015). Soy and tofu 
contain high levels of protein while being low in fat (Sahirman & Ardiansyah, 2014). 
The Protein Digestibility-​Corrected Amino Acid Score (PDCAAS) of soy and beef 
is similar, suggesting that their protein values in human nutrition are comparable 
(Reeds et al., 2000).

5.4 Aquaculture

Salmon and other carnivorous fish can eat up to five times as much fish as they 
eventually produce as feed (Ma et al., 2009), which poses a challenge to the growth of 
farmed carnivorous fish (Diana, 2009), thereby lowering the likelihood of significant 
replacement with current animal products. Because herbivorous and omnivorous 
species have much lower “fish-​to-​fish” conversion ratios—carp, for example, cur-
rently has a ratio of 0.1, and further reductions are predicted, this problem is less 
severe for these species (Tacon & Metian, 2008) because consuming feed derived 
from fish is not necessary for their nutrition—two-​thirds of aquaculture's total output 
comes from freshwater systems, which dominate production. The primary species 
are either herbivorous or omnivorous, with carp producing the most, though more 
recently, tilapia and catfish have also become more popular (Bostock et al., 2010).

6. OPPORTUNITIES AND CHALLENGES

6.1. Opportunities for Cultured Meat

With the introduction of enriched and functional foods, consumers are more 
open to trying goods modified to have specific nutritional qualities (Burdock et al., 
2006). There are numerous methods available for producing designer meat in vitro. 
It is possible to modify the culture medium's composition to affect the flavor of 
cultured meat and fatty acid makeup (Bhat et al., 2013), and the health benefits of 
meat can be increased by incorporating elements such as specific vitamins into the 
culture medium, which may have a positive impact on health, and co-​culturing with 
different cell types may improve the quality of the meat. Supplementing with fats 
after production allows for better control over the ratio of saturated to polyunsatu-
rated fatty acids and overall fat content (Bhat et al., 2013), and in vitro production 
systems have significant environmental potential. Because the circumstances in an 
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in vitro meat production system are controlled and manipulable, it will not only 
significantly lessen ecological hazards but also ensure sustainable production of 
designer, chemical-​safe, and disease-​free meat (Bhat & Fayaz, 2011). In vitro, meat 
has the potential to significantly lessen animal suffering and eliminate the need for 
animal consumption (Hopkins & Dacey, 2008). Since a product from a bioreactor 
is not subject to the same environmental fluctuations as animal products and is not 
location-​ or soil-​specific, it presents opportunities for new production locations or 
alternate land uses. This makes it a more dependable alternative. Moreover, animals 
are notoriously unreliable as a raw material to produce meat from a commercial 
standpoint due to illness, stress, and uneven growth (Bhat & Bhat, 2011). In the 
current meat production systems, it takes several weeks rather than months (for 
chickens) or years (for pigs and cows) before the meat can be harvested. The growth 
of meat in in vitro systems requires much less time than traditional meat production 
methods. This implies that less time will be needed to maintain the tissue, which 
will result in less feed and labor being needed per kilogramme of in vitro cultured 
meat (Bhat et al., 2013).

6.2. Challenges of Cultured Meat

While many people support in vitro meat because of its potential benefits to the 
environment and climate, as well as because animal activists support it, there are 
also concerns and criticisms surrounding it (Welin, 2013).

1. 	 Sensorial Characteristics

The color and appearance of in vitro meat might be challenging to compete 
with those of conventional meat. In 2013, a sensory panel at London's Riverside 
Studios reported that the cultured meat produced and tasted was colorless. A small 
amount of red beetroot juice and saffron were added to the meat to improve its 
color (Bhat et al., 2015). Therefore, it is necessary to develop new meat process-
ing technologies to improve the flavor and appearance of in vitro meat products. 
Initially, scaffold-​derived tissue monolayers and yolk-​like blobs of self-​assembling 
muscle fibres were used to produce in vitro meat, which was subsequently used to 
prepare communal meat products. Nonetheless, numerous attempts have been made 
to employ tissue engineering techniques to create more enticing meat products by 
seeding scaffolds with muscle cells to produce the final product. Additionally, there 
have been attempts and proposals to develop scaffolds that enable 3-​D tissue culture 
and complex meat structuring using edible and natural biomaterials like collagen 
(Hopkins & Dacey, 2008).



175

2. 	 Alienation to Nature

The fact that the in vitro meat production system might make us more aloof from 
animals and the natural world and contribute to our urbanization is another issue. 
Cultured meat is compatible with our growing reliance on technology, which raises 
concerns about our growing alienation from nature (Welin, 2013). Less land will be 
impacted by human activity if livestock farming is abandoned, which is beneficial 
for the environment but may also drive humans away from it (Bhat et al., 2015).

3. 	 Cost of Production and Economic Disturbances

The primary potential barrier is the extraordinarily high cost of cultured meat, 
although market penetration and large-​scale production are typically linked to sharp 
price reductions. Industrial-​scale in vitro meat production is only possible if a rea-
sonably affordable method for producing a product that is qualitatively comparable to 
already available meat products is developed and given government support similar 
to that given to other agribusinesses (Bhat & Fayaz, 2011), and the economies of 
these countries that depend on the export of meat to other countries and engage 
in large-​scale conventional meat production will undoubtedly be impacted by the 
production of meat in vitro. Employment in the agricultural sector will be affected 
by this technology in nations where cultured meat production has been widely ad-
opted. These production centers will lessen environmental pollution because they 
are close to cities, which will save transportation costs, but perhaps this will not be 
so good for the countryside (Bhat et al., 2015).

4. 	 Social Acceptance

One of the biggest obstacles to the public's acceptance of cultured meat is its 
unnaturalness (Welin, 2013). In vitro meat's unnatural nature worries some potential 
customers, but as Hopkins and Dacey point out, just because something is natural 
does not mean it is good for you (Hopkins & Dacey, 2008). Furthermore, consumers 
may view in vitro meat as fake meat rather than the real thing, which would make 
them devalue it similarly to how they would artificially flowers or synthetic dia-
monds (Hopkins & Dacey, 2008). Many opponents of the idea of producing meat in 
vitro are concerned that because this technology can culture human muscle tissue, 
it may lead to cannibalism with fewer victims (Hopkins & Dacey, 2008). Another 
argument is that original cells obtained from an animal in a morally dubious manner 
must be used to create in vitro meat and that doing so will morally contaminate all 
subsequent generations of tissue (Hopkins & Dacey, 2008).
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7. LEGISLATIVE CONSIDERATION

7.1. Regulations Consideration

In numerous countries, the production and sale of cultured meat (CM) lacks 
clearly defined rules. So, food regulatory agencies should develop rules to promote 
the acceptance and commercialization of cell-​based meat. In November 2018, the 
FDA, USDA, and Good Food Institute released a joint statement on CM rules (Bry-
ant, 2020), indicating that a collaborative agreement might alleviate consumer trust 
concerns and promote future confidence. In 2019, the USDA and FDA announced 
a formal agreement to regulate cell-​cultured meat products from livestock and 
poultry cell lines, adding clarity to the US regulatory approach. According to the 
agreement, the FDA will have regulatory authority over components of the manu-
facturing process that occur prior to cell harvest and product development. These 
stages include cell line isolation, selection, and banking, as well as cell proliferation 
and differentiation into specific tissue types. The USDA will oversee processing 
items downstream from harvest, including product testing, inspections, labelling, 
and safety evaluations (Fish et al., 2020). Regulatory approval has been granted to 
new products, including poultry breasts, one year later (Kantono et al., 2022). How-
ever, CM-​producing countries have implemented thorough legislative measures to 
ensure consumer safety. The Singapore Food Agency (SFA) has released guidance 
on its safety assessment requirements for novel foods, outlining specific information 
submission requirements for the approval of cultured meat products. The sale of 
cultured chicken meat from Eat Just Inc. was authorized by the SFA on December 1, 
2020, marking the first-​ever approval of cultivated meat worldwide (Barbosa et al., 
2023). In Europe, the EU Novel Food Regulation (EUNFR) specifically covers food 
products that are created using tissue culture techniques. Consequently, CM must 
obtain formal clearance from the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) before it 
can be available for sale. Nevertheless, the precise details regarding the required tests 
and certifications for this product, such as food safety, disclosed components, and 
nutritional value, are still uncertain (Chodkowska et al., 2022). Moreover, Regulation 
(EC) No. 178/2002, General Food Law (GFL), outlines the process for awarding 
food permits in the European Union. The Novel Food Regulation (Regulation (EU) 
No. 2015/2283) governs the pre-​marketing authorizations for foods derived from 
animal cells or tissue culture. Genetic engineering in the production of cultured beef 
may trigger the application of the Regulation on Genetically Modified Food and 
Feed (Regulation (EC) No. 1829/2003). Nevertheless, the United Kingdom (UK) 
has ceased to participate in the EU's common food authorization procedures. To 
sell its products in the United Kingdom, any cultured meat company must apply 
for authorization from the UK Food Standards Agency (FSA) starting in May 2021 
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(Barbosa et al., 2023). Food Standards Australia New Zealand (FSANZ), a legislative 
authority responsible for developing food standards in Australia and New Zealand, has 
recently suggested the inclusion of cell-​based meat in their current Food Standards 
Code. Nevertheless, it is imperative to obtain specialized premarket certification 
(Tingwei et al., 2019). To sell their products in any country, cultured meat manu-
facturers must submit for inclusion in the approved new foods list, as per FSANZ 
regulations regarding novel foods. This necessitates an evaluation of the safety of 
the production process by FSANZ, which is anticipated to last for a minimum of 
14 months. The purpose of the safety assessment is to verify and establish that the 
product does not pose a health risk (Barbosa et al., 2023). In Canada, the submission 
of comprehensive information in a pre-​market approval application is required for 
cultured meats, which are classified as novel foods. This information must include 
molecular characterization, nutritional composition, toxicology, allergenicity, and 
the types and levels of chemical contaminants, all of which serve as evidence that 
the food is safe for consumption. However, in Japan, cultured meat has an existing 
regulatory structure and may not require pre-​market approval, depending on the 
production procedure. The Japanese government is building a regulatory framework 
to ensure food safety and customer acceptance.

7.2. Religious Consideration

Religion may influence how people perceive CM. In Judaism, some rabbis 
would consider CM Kosher if the cells came from a Kosher slaughtered animal 
(Kenigsberg and Zivotofsky, 2020). According to Islamic views, the use of CM is 
permitted (halal) if the cells are obtained from an animal slaughtered in accordance 
with Islamic dietary laws, and the growth medium used to produce the cells is also 
halal (Verbeke et al., 2015). Contemporary jurists believe that cultured meat is 
Halal only if the stem cells are sourced from a Halal animal and no blood or serum 
is used (da Silva & Conte-​Junior, 2024). However, Jews, Muslims, and Buddhists 
showed less preference for CM compared to traditional meat. Moreover, Hindus are 
likely to consider cultured meat as a way of avoiding harming animals, and some 
may decide it is permissible to consume as long as it is not beef, as cows are con-
sidered sacred animals (Kenigsberg and Zivotofsky, 2020). According to religious 
standards, Christian people can consume any type of meat because it is considered 
clean. Consequently, cultured meat may be consumed if it is available on the market 
(Jagadeesan & Salem, 2020).
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8. CULTURED MEAT MARKET

8.1. Customer Preference

The major obstacle to the development of CM is the lack of customer preference. 
Furthermore, consumer demographics, including gender, age, country of origin, 
eating patterns, and other social parameters, also influence meat consumption (Liu 
et al., 2023a). Cultural attitudes towards CM will exhibit substantial variation, as 
indicated by certain studies. Nevertheless, CM effectively reduces greenhouse gas 
emissions (GHG), ensuring that consumers recognize CM as an environmentally 
sustainable option (Bryant et al. 2019). Moreover, as the occurrence of zoonotic 
infections such as salmonella and E. coli, which are linked to conventionally produced 
meat (Bryant et al., 2019), has decreased in the CM, certain customers consider 
the CM a safe choice. Furthermore, with a lower fat level in CM (Bouvard et al., 
2015) than traditionally farmed meat, approximately 28.6% of consumers in Europe 
judged CM to be healthy (Kantono et al., 2022). Also, consumer attitudes towards 
the prospect of cell-​cultured meat differ greatly among regions. In Europe, more 
attention is being paid to meat production's environmental, sustainability, and animal 
welfare issues, but it is uncertain how much of this attention will change consumer 
behaviours or receptivity to meat alternatives (Santeramo et al., 2018). In 2013, a 
questionnaire poll was conducted on the first cultured beef burger manufactured in 
the United Kingdom. About two-​thirds of consumers expressed an interest in con-
suming it (Guardian, 2013). Surveys done in the United States and Italy revealed 
that two-​thirds and 54% of respondents, respectively, were willing to try (WTT) 
cultured meat (Mancini and Antonioli, 2019). In a study conducted to assess con-
sumer attitudes towards cultured beef in Germany (n = 1000) and France (n = 1000), 
most consumers expressed a willingness to purchase cultured meat as an alternative 
to traditional meat when it became available (Bryant & Barnett, 2020). A global 
sample of customers (n = 3,091) from numerous countries, including China, the 
United States, the United Kingdom, France, Spain, the Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Brazil, and the Dominican Republic, were surveyed to determine their tendency to 
try and purchase cultured meat. Food curiosity, the importance of meat in a diet, 
and consumers' realistic perception of cultured meat as a viable option all had a 
positive impact on their willingness to test, buy, and pay more for it (Rombach et al., 
2022). In South Africa, Tsvakirai and Nalley (2023) examined how psychological 
motivators and deterrents affect customers' desire to sample cultured meat. The 
study found that implicit views influence neophobic and neophilic attitudes, while 
concerns about social, cultural, and economic disturbances may prevent adoption. 
Additionally, several customers studied expressed reluctance to support sustainable 
lifestyles due to associated costs. However, they argue that the government should 
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coordinate these efforts. Despite this, Morais-​da-​Silva et al. (2022) found that 58.8% 
of respondents preferred plant-​based protein over cultured meat. Furthermore, based 
on their perception of cultured meat as being unnatural compared to traditional meat, 
204 customers showed limited acceptance of it (Siegrist et al., 2018). In general, the 
willingness to try, eat, or pay is regulated by the respondents' age, gender, degree of 
education, and countries of origin. However, we found several interactions between 
these factors. African respondents from the richest and most educated countries were 
more WTT cultured meat (Kombolo Ngah et al., 2023). In terms of health, taste, 
and naturalness, according to Francekovi'c et al. (2021), the term cultured meat 
elicits curiosity but can also cause emotional resistance, particularly in Croatia, 
Greece, and Spain, where the proportion is lower. Surveys conducted in the United 
States and Italy showed that 2/3rds and 54% of respondents, respectively, were 
willing to try cultured meat. Additionally, vegetarians believe that cultured meat 
is morally justifiable and could serve as a healthy substitute for meat. Vegetarians 
feel cultured meat is morally acceptable and a healthy meat substitute. In addition, 
research by Chuah et al. (2024) suggests that customers' preferences and willingness 
to pay (WTP) can be greatly influenced by education on the benefits of cell-​based 
seafood. This, in turn, could increase the marketability of these products. Several 
factors influence customer preferences, including the following:

1. 	 Gender

In comparison to women, men exhibit a higher level of interest, a willingness to 
try (WTT) (Bryant et al., 2020), and a WTP (Kantor & Kantor, 2021) for cultured 
meat. Nevertheless, in Germany and, particularly, in France, women exhibit a lower 
level of willingness to consume cultured meat than males (Bryant et al., 2020). On 
the other hand, gender did not influence the willingness to eat and willingness to 
try (WTE and WTT) of cultured meat among African respondents (Kombolo Ngah 
et al., 2023).

2. 	 Country of Origin

The likelihood of purchasing cultured meat is higher among Chinese citizens 
(59%), followed by Indians (56%), than among Americans (30%), which implies 
that government incentives for investment are in place (Bryant et al., 2019). Most 
French consumers believed that cultured meat lacked health benefits, taste, and 
natural features (Hocquette et al., 2022). Cattle are considered sacred animals in 
India, where cultured meat is widely consumed. While countries with large Muslim 
populations, including Malaysia, Qatar, and Indonesia, consider cultured beef to be 
Halal (Hocquette et al., 2024). Moreover, approximately 54% of respondents expressed 
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an interest in trying cultured meat in a study conducted for Italian consumers (n = 
525) (Mancini and Antonioli, 2019).

3. 	 Age

Younger respondents exhibit higher WTT, WTE, and WTP than older respondents 
(>31 years of age) in Brazil (Chriki et al., 2021). However, in Europe (Grasso et al., 
2019) as well as France and Germany (Bryant et al., 2020), elder respondents (65 
years of age or older) show a low acceptability of cultured meat.

4. 	 Income

In Brazil, respondents with the lowest monthly income (<3000 BRL) showed 
higher acceptability (WTT, WTE, and WTP) of cultured meat compared to those 
with the highest income (>15,000 BRL) (Chriki et al., 2021). Moreover, the initial 
cost of “artificial meat” will be higher, making it unaffordable for many consumers, 
particularly those in Africa (McKinsey, 2022).

5. 	 Education

Cultured meat, a novel technique, will necessitate more trained and competent 
personnel. Education will thus play a critical role in ensuring that cultured meat is 
produced globally. Additionally, education had an interaction effect with income 
on WTP and WTE. This is since education is more readily available to individuals 
with higher incomes, particularly in certain developing countries (Kombolo Ngah et 
al., 2023). Food neophobia is more prevalent among respondents with lower levels 
of education (van den Heuvel et al., 2019).

8.2. Market Capacity

The cultured meat market is gaining traction as a sustainable, long-​term alternative 
to food production. The expansion of this sector is indicative of the pursuit of more 
ethical solutions as well as the potential economic impact on countries that integrate 
this technology into their production models in the short and long term (da Silva & 
Conte-​Junior, 2024). Animal cell-​based meat, poultry, and seafood products that are 
analogous to traditional products are ready to be introduced into the market (Dolgin, 
2020). Currently, over 150 organizations globally are engaged in the development 
of technology, either by contributing resources or manufacturing final products. 
The total amount of committed capital in this endeavor is projected to reach $2.8 
billion by 2022 (Good Food institute, 2022). The initial cultured chicken nugget 
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product has obtained regulatory permission for commercialization in Singapore 
(Singapore Food Agency, 2020), and the development of regulatory procedures 
for these goods is underway in numerous other regions. The United States Food 
and Drug Administration (FDA) and the United States Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) Food Safety and Inspection Service (USDA-​FSIS) have officially agreed 
to collaborate in the regulation of cell-​cultured beef and poultry products. The FDA 
will have exclusive jurisdiction over the regulation of seafood products (Post et 
al., 2020). Sustainable alternatives to traditional beef meet the increasing demand 
for ethical and environmentally sustainable diets. To date, there are 32 emerging 
start-​up companies in the cultured meat production sector. Out of these, 25% are 
dedicated to producing cultured cattle, 22% to cultured chicken, 19% to cultured pigs 
and shellfish, and 15% to cultured exotic meat. North America accounts for 40% 
of the companies, followed by Asia (31%), and Europe 25% (Kumar et al., 2021). 
Startup companies and research groups worldwide are exploring cultured meat tech-
nologies to make them more accessible to customers, with the majority of groups 
based in the United States and Europe (Rubio et al., 2020). Mumbai, the first city 
in the world, hosted the first laboratory-​grown meat research Centre, the Centre for 
Excellence in Cellular Agriculture, which cultured animal cells extracted painlessly. 
Their research focuses on developing and optimizing the most important cell lines 
to improve this sector (Porto and Berti, 2022). Australia, on the other hand, is the 
most recent nation to have entered the emerging laboratory-​cultured meat industry, 
with two producers. Vow Food, a biotechnology start-​up headquartered in Sydney, 
is one such producer that has secured approximately USD 20 million in venture 
funding. Vow Food's objective is to replicate meats that are currently produced and 
marketed on a large scale in Australia, with an emphasis on premium quality (Young 
et al., 2022). Glen Neal, the general manager of risk management and intelligence 
at FSANZ (Food Standards Australia and New Zealand), has indicated that cultured 
meat may be available for purchase in 2023 (Bowling, 2022). Singapore stands out 
in the global cultural meat landscape due to its limited production and export of 
traditional meat. Moreover, in 2023, cultured meat will become an essential part 
of the U.S. food chain. Brazil, a major meat producer and exporter, is currently 
engaged in innovative research on the production of cultured poultry meat, with 
sensory and nutritional analyses anticipated to be fulfilled by 2024 (EMBRAPA, 
2023a). UPSIDE Foods, founded in 2015, was the inaugural CM startup. Since that 
time, there has been a rapid and significant expansion, resulting in the establishment 
of numerous enterprises in over 20 countries. In 2021, at least 21 new companies 
debuted, representing tremendous growth, as there had previously only been 86 
CM enterprises (Santos et al., 2023). In Europe, the Netherlands, the origin of CM, 
committed EUR 60 million in financing in April 2022 to promote the construction of 
a national cellular agriculture ecosystem through the National Growth Fund. Spain 
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made a large investment of EUR 5.2 million in a CM project managed by BioTech 
Foods in 2021 (Vegaconomist,2022). The Good Food Institute cites an increase 
in investment in cultured meat enterprises, demonstrating the production sector's 
confidence in this emerging market. In 2022, governments around the world offered 
significant funding and grants to cultured meat businesses, primarily for research and 
development initiatives. Global investments in cultured beef totaled $896 million. 
Several countries spearheaded the investment push, including Australia, China, 
the European Union, India, Japan, New Zealand, Qatar, Singapore, South Korea, 
Spain, the United Kingdom, and the United States (Bomkamp et al., 2022a). In 
2021, invested capital increased by approximately 336% from 2020, reaching USD 
410 million (GFI, 2021). The global cultured meat industry is anticipated to grow 
to $0.20 and $0.39 billion by 2023 and 2027, respectively, up from $0.16 billion 
in 2022 (da Silva and Conte-​Junior, 2024). Moreover, the United States has made 
substantial investments in the production of cultured meat, with 43 companies 
currently engaged in the research of this technology, as indicated by data from the 
Good Food Institute (GFI) (Bomkamp et al., 2022a). Scaling remains a prominent 
obstacle in the industry, as it is crucial for lowering prices in the commercialization 
of cultured meat. In 2022, multiple collaborations were established with the aim of 
enhancing cultured meat production by facilitating the exchange of technologies, 
infrastructure, and resources among enterprises. Industries assure that they will be 
able to provide a restricted level of demand soon once cultured meat is globally 
regulated (Bomkamp et al., 2022a). Nevertheless, with the continuous growth of 
the cultured meat industry, there is an anticipated rise in the global production 
and distribution of cultured meat alongside traditional meat. Future Meat recently 
inaugurated its inaugural factory, which is dedicated to the production of meat that 
is derived from poultry, pork, and lamb cells (Porto and Berti, 2022). This achieve-
ment is a significant milestone in the technological advancement of the cultivated 
meat market because it serves as a catalyst for product industrialization. “MeaTech 
3D Ltd.” has successfully printed a 104 g cultured steak using its proprietary 3D 
bioprinting technology. They derived the steak from adipose and muscle cells. It is 
reputed to be one of the largest cultivated steaks to have been produced in recent 
years (Dadhania, 2022). Since 2015, various private cultured meat enterprises 
have formed in many countries, including the United States (Memphis Meats, now 
known as Upside Foods) and the Netherlands (Mosa Meat) (Chriki et al., 2020), 
encouraging cultured meat production within the next five years (Zhang et al., 
2021). In 2016, the Good Food Institute, a nonprofit organization, was founded to 
promote new meat alternatives, such as cultured meat. As of early 2022, 60 of the 
112 global enterprises were working in cultured meat processing. In October 2023, 
Cell MEAT submitted a request for certification from the Ministry of Food and Drug 
Safety (MFDS) of the Republic of Korea for the provisional use of Dokdo prawns 
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(Lebbeus groenlandicus) cell culture as a food ingredient (Cell MEAT, 2023). New 
amendments to an application received from Vow seeking approval of cultured quail 
were announced by Food Standards Australia New Zealand (FSANZ) in December 
2023 (FSANZ, 2023). Cell-​based chicken, beef, and seafood mixed products like 
burgers and nuggets cost $66.4/kg to $2200.5/kg (Guan et al., 2021). These costs 
are significantly higher than the retail price of conventional seafood products, such 
as salmon, tuna, and shrimp, which are priced at approximately $10.17/lb, $10.29/
lb, and $9.05/lb, respectively (USDA, 2022).

Poultry Meat Products

Memphis Meats, a food technology company, effectively manufactured and 
launched cultured meat products in 2016 (Newman, 2020). In 2019, a cell-​cultured 
poultry nugget manufactured by JUST was priced at $50 USD (Van Loo et al., 2020). 
In late 2020, the Singapore Food Agency (SFA) approved Eat Just Inc.'s sale of cul-
tured chicken meat, making it the first government to approve the commercialization 
of cultured meat. A restaurant sold the product for approximately US$23. In 2013, 
Mosa Meat, a Dutch startup company, produced its first beef burger, which cost 
roughly $330,000 (Luiz Morais-​da-​Silva et al., 2022). Eat Just's cultivated chicken 
(GOOD MeatTM) was authorised for sale by the Singapore Food Agency (SFA) 
in December 2020. Moreover, Memphis Meats, a California-​based startup, created 
cultured duck meat (Hocquette et al., 2022). Gourmey, a French startup company, 
used duck egg cells and adjusted nutrients to produce artificial foie gras (ethical 
foie gras) (Guan et al., 2021). In 2020, JUST used cultured duck cells to produce 
duck pate and chorizo (Profeta et al., 2021).

Beef Meat Products

Mosa Meat, a Dutch startup company, generated cultured beef from cow stem 
cells in a medium without bovine serum, resulting in cost-​effective CM (Bryant 
and Barnett, 2020). In 2016, Memphis Meats, a California-​based startup, created 
the first cultured meatballs with cell-​cultured beef (Stephens, 2022).

Pork Meat Products

In 2018, Meatable, a Dutch startup company, utilized stem cell technology to 
readily extract particular cells and create cell-​cultured pork meat. New Age Meats, a 
San Francisco startup company, has produced prototype pork sausages using muscle 
and fat cells from live pigs (Profeta et al., 2021).
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Table 2. Start-​up companies for cultured meat production (beef products, pork 
products, poultry products and fish and shellfish products)

Species Name of Company Country Name of Product

Cattle Mosa meat Netherland Beef burger

Modern meadow USA Meat steak

Memphis meat USA Meat ball

Aleph farms Israel Cultured steaks using proprietary 3-​D technology

Pork New age meat USA Pork sausage

Higher steaks UK Pork belly and bacon

Poultry Memphis meat USA Chicken tender

JUST USA Chicken nuggets

SuperMeat Israel chicken

Memphis meats USA Duck meat nuggets

Peace of meat Belgium Chicken meat

JUST USA Duck pâté & chorizo

Fish and shellfish Finless Food USA Bluefin tuna

Bluefin Foods USA Bluefin tuna

Blue Nalu USA Tuna, mahi mahi, red snapper

Memphis Meats USA Coho salmon

Wildtype USA Salmon

Cultured 
Decadence

USA Lobster

Sound Eats USA Whitefish, zebrafish

Shiok Meats Singapore Crab, lobster, shrimp

Umami Meats Singapore Japanese eel, red snapper, grouper, 
yellowfin tuna

Magic Caviar Netherland Caviar

Bluu Biosciences Germany Salmon, trout, carp

Cell Ag Tech Canada Whitefish

Another Fish Canda Whitefish

Avant Meats China Fish maw, sea cucumber, whitefish
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9. CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, in vitro-​cultured meat represents a promising solution to the 
challenges faced by traditional meat production systems. Through advancements 
in tissue engineering, cell culture techniques, and sustainable practices, lab-​grown 
meat offers a sustainable, ethical, and environmentally friendly alternative to 
conventional meat. The promise of cultured meat lies in its ability to provide a 
sustainable and ethical alternative to conventional animal agriculture. It offers 
solutions to critical issues such as environmental degradation, animal welfare con-
cerns, and the increasing demand for protein from a growing global population. 
Cultured meat production requires significantly less land, water, and energy, and 
it has the potential to dramatically reduce greenhouse gas emissions, making it a 
key player in the fight against climate change. Moreover, in vitro meat can enhance 
food security by reducing dependency on traditional livestock and mitigating the 
risks of foodborne pathogens. The controlled environment in which cultured meat 
is produced minimizes contamination risks, ensuring a safer and more consistent 
product. However, the path to widespread adoption of cultured meat is not without 
obstacles. Technical challenges remain, including the need to improve the efficiency 
and scalability of production processes and to develop cost-​effective culture media. 
Additionally, consumer acceptance and regulatory frameworks will play crucial 
roles in the successful commercialization of cultured meat. Public perception and 
education are vital to overcoming skepticism and fostering acceptance. Efforts to 
communicate the benefits and address misconceptions about cultured meat will be 
essential. Moreover, regulatory bodies must establish clear guidelines to ensure the 
safety, labelling, and marketing of cultured meat products. While challenges remain, 
continued research, innovation, and collaboration among scientists, policymakers, 
and industry stakeholders will be key to realizing its full potential. As we move 
forward, the development and adoption of cultured meat could lead to a more sus-
tainable, ethical, and resilient food system for future generations.



186

REFERENCES

Abitbol, T., Rivkin, A., Cao, Y., Nevo, Y., Abraham, E., Ben-​Shalom, T., & Shoseyov, 
O. (2016). Nanocellulose, a tiny fiber with huge applications. Current Opinion in 
Biotechnology, 39, 76–88. 10.1016/j.copbio.2016.01.00226930621

Alexander, P., Brown, C., Arneth, A., Dias, C., Finnigan, J., Moran, D., & Rounsevell, 
M. D. A. (2017). Could consumption of insects, cultured meat or imitation meat 
reduce global agricultural land use? In Global Food Security (Vol. 15, pp. 22–32). 
Elsevier B.V. 10.1016/j.gfs.2017.04.001

Ali, A., & Ahmed, S. (2018). Recent advances in edible polymer-​based hydrogels 
as a sustainable alternative to conventional polymers. Journal of Agricultural and 
Food Chemistry, 2018(66), 6940–6967. 10.1021/acs.jafc.8b0105229878765

Allan, S. J., Ellis, M. J., & De Bank, P. A. (2021). Decellularized grass as a sus-
tainable scaffold for skeletal muscle tissue engineering. Journal of Biomedical 
Materials Research. Part A, 109(12), 2471–2482. 10.1002/jbm.a.3724134057281

Anomaly, J., Browning, H., Fleischman, D., & Veit, W. (2023). Flesh without blood: 
The public health benefits of lab‐grown meat. Journal of Bioethical Inquiry, 21(1), 
167–175. 10.1007/s11673-​023-​10254-​737656382

Arab, W., Rauf, S., Al-​Harbi, O., & Hauser, C. A. (2018). Novel ultrashort self-​
assembling peptide bioinks for 3D culture of muscle myoblast cells. International Jour-
nal of Bioprinting, 4(2). Advance online publication. 10.18063/ijb.v4i1.12933102913

Asioli, D., Bazzani, C., & Nayga, R.Jr. (2021). Are consumers willing to pay for 
in‐vitro meat? an investigation of naming effects. Journal of Agricultural Economics, 
73(2), 356–375. 10.1111/1477-​9552.12467

Bakhsh, A., Lee, E.-​Y., Ncho, C. M., Kim, C.-​J., Son, Y.-​M., Hwang, Y.-​H., & Joo, 
S.-​T. (2022). Quality characteristics of meat analogs through the incorporation 
of textured vegetable protein: A systematic review. Foods, 11(9), 1242. 10.3390/
foods1109124235563965

Bar-​Nur, O., Gerli, M. F., Di Stefano, B., Almada, A. E., Galvin, A., Coffey, A., 
Huebner, A. J., Feige, P., Verheul, C., Cheung, P., Payzin-​Dogru, D., Paisant, S., 
Anselmo, A., Sadreyev, R. I., Ott, H. C., Tajbakhsh, S., Rudnicki, M. A., Wagers, 
A. J., & Hochedlinger, K. (2018). Direct reprogramming of mouse fibroblasts 
into functional skeletal muscle progenitors. Stem Cell Reports, 10(5), 1505–1521. 
10.1016/j.stemcr.2018.04.00929742392



187

Bar-​Shai, N., Sharabani-​Yosef, O., Zollmann, M., Lesman, A., & Golberg, A. (2021). 
Seaweed cellulose scaffolds derived from green macroalgae for tissue engineering. 
Scientific Reports, 11(1), 11843. 10.1038/s41598-​021-​90903-​234088909

Barbosa, W., Correia, P., Vieira, J., Leal, I., Rodrigues, L., Nery, T., Barbosa, J., 
& Soares, M. (2023). Trends and Technological Challenges of 3D Bioprinting in 
Cultured Meat: Technological Prospection. Applied Sciences (Basel, Switzerland), 
13(22), 12158. 10.3390/app132212158

Bartholet, J. (2011). Inside the meat lab. Scientific American, 304(6), 64–69. 10.1038/
scientificamerican0611-​6421608405

Ben-​Arye, T., & Levenberg, S. (2019). Tissue engineering for clean meat production. 
Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems, 3, 46. 10.3389/fsufs.2019.00046

Ben-​Arye, T., Shandalov, Y., Ben-​Shaul, S., Landau, S., Zagury, Y., Ianovici, I., 
Lavon, N., & Levenberg, S. (2020). Textured soy protein scaffolds enable the 
generation of three-​dimensional bovine skeletal muscle tissue for cell-​based meat. 
Nature Food, 1(4), 210–220. 10.1038/s43016-​020-​0046-​5

Bhat, Z. F., & Bhat, H. (2011). Animal-​free meat biofabrication. American Journal 
of Food Technology, 6(6), 441–459. 10.3923/ajft.2011.441.459

Bhat, Z. F., Bhat, H., & Pathak, V. (2013). Prospects for In Vitro Cultured Meat -​ A 
Future Harvest. In Principles of Tissue Engineering: Fourth Edition (pp. 1663–1683). 
Elsevier Inc. 10.1016/B978-​0-​12-​398358-​9.00079-​3

Bhat, Z. F., & Fayaz, H. (2011). Prospectus of cultured meat -​ Advancing meat 
alternatives. In Journal of Food Science and Technology (Vol. 48, Issue 2, pp. 
125–140). 10.1007/s13197-​010-​0198-​7

Bhat, Z. F., Kumar, S., & Fayaz, H. (2015). In vitro meat production: Challenges 
and benefits over conventional meat production. In Journal of Integrative Agricul-
ture (Vol. 14, Issue 2, pp. 241–248). Editorial Department of Scientia Agricultura 
Sinica. 10.1016/S2095-​3119(14)60887-​X

Bishop, Mostafa, Pakvasa, Luu, Lee, Wolf, Ameer, He, & Reid. (2017). 3-​D bio-
printing technologies in tissue engineering and regenerative medicine: current and 
future trends. Genes Dis 4:185–195. https://​doi​.org/​.2017​.10​.00210​.1016/​j​.gendis

Biswal, T. (2021). Biopolymers for tissue engineering applications: A review. Ma-
terials Today: Proceedings, 41, 397–402. 10.1016/j.matpr.2020.09.628

Bodiou, V., Moutsatsou, P., & Post, M. J. (2020). Microcarriers for upscaling cultured 
meat production. Frontiers in Nutrition, 7, 10. 10.3389/fnut.2020.0001032154261



188

Bomkamp, C., Carter, M., Cohen, M., Gertner, D., Ignaszewski, E., Murray, S., 
O’Donnell, M., Pierce, B., Swartz, E., & Voss, S. (2022a). Cultivated meat state of 
the industry report. https://​gfi​.org/​resource/​cultivated​-​​meat​-​​eggs​-​​and​-​​dairy​-​​state​
-​​of​-​​the​-​​industry​-​​report/​

Bomkamp, C., Skaalure, S. C., Fernando, G. F., Ben‐Arye, T., Swartz, E. W., & Specht, 
E. A. (2022b). Scaffolding biomaterials for 3D cultivated meat: Prospects and chal-
lenges. Advancement of Science, 9(3), 2102908. 10.1002/advs.20210290834786874

Bostock, J., McAndrew, B., Richards, R., Jauncey, K., Telfer, T., Lorenzen, K., 
Little, D., Ross, L., Handisyde, N., Gatward, I., & Corner, R. (2010). Aquaculture: 
Global status and trends. In Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: Bi-
ological Sciences (Vol. 365, Issue 1554, pp. 2897–2912). Royal Society. 10.1098/
rstb.2010.0170

Bouvard, V., Loomis, D., Guyton, K. Z., Grosse, Y., El Ghissassi, F., Benbrahim-​
Tallaa, L., Guha, N., Mattock, H., & Straif, K. (2015): Carcinogenicity of consumption 
of red and processed meat. Lancet Oncol., 16, 1599.

Brennan, L., & Owende, P. (2010). Biofuels from microalgae-​A review of technol-
ogies for production, processing, and extractions of biofuels and co-​products. In 
Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews (Vol. 14, Issue 2, pp. 557–577). https://​
doi​.org/​10​.1016/​j​.rser​.2009​.10​.009

Brennan, T., Katz, J., Quint, Y., & Spencer, B. (2021). Cultivated meat: Out of the 
lab, into the frying pan. McKinsey & Company.‏

Brüggenthies, J. B., Fiore, A., Russier, M., Bitsina, C., Brötzmann, J., Kordes, S., 
Menninger, S., Wolf, A., Conti, E., Eickhoff, J. E., & Murray, P. J. (2022). A cell-​
based chemical-​genetic screen for amino acid stress response inhibitors reveals 
torins reverse stress kinase GCN2 signaling. The Journal of Biological Chemistry, 
298(12), 102629. 10.1016/j.jbc.2022.10262936273589

Bryant, C. (2020). Exploring the Nature of Consumer Preferences between Con-
ventional and Cultured Meat. University of Bath.

Bryant, C., & Barnett, J. (2020). Consumer Acceptance of Cultured Meat: An Up-
dated Review (2018–2020). Applied Sciences (Basel, Switzerland), 10(15), 5201. 
10.3390/app10155201

Bryant, C., Szejda, K., Parekh, N., Desphande, V., & Tse, B. (2019). A survey of 
consumer perceptions of plant-​based and clean meat in the USA, India, and China. 
Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems, 3, 11. Advance online publication. 10.3389/
fsufs.2019.00011



189

Bryant, C., van Nek, L., & Rolland, N. C. M. (2020). European Markets for Cul-
tured Meat: A Comparison of Germany and France. Foods, 2020(9), 1152. 10.3390/
foods909115232825592

Burdock, G. A., Carabin, I. G., & Griffiths, J. C. (2006). The importance of GRAS 
to the functional food and nutraceutical industries. Toxicology, 221(1), 17–27. 
10.1016/j.tox.2006.01.01216483705

Carletti, E., Motta, A., & Migliaresi, C. (2011). Scaffolds for tissue engineering and 
3D cell culture. Methods Mol Bio. 10.1007/978-​1-​60761-​984-​0_2

Carrington, D. (2020). No-​kill, lab-​grown meat to go on sale for first time. Retrieved 
on September 18, 2021 from The Guardian. website: https://​ www​.theguardian​
.com/​environment/​2020/​dec/​02/​nokill​-​​lab​-​​grown​-​​meat​-​​to​-​​go​-​​on​-​​sale​-​​for​-​​first​-​​time

Catts, O., & Zurr, I. (2002). Growing semi-​living sculptures: The tissue culture 
project. Leonardo, 35(4), 365–370. 10.1162/002409402760181123

CellMEAT. (2023). Cell MEAT begins approval process for cell-​cultured meat 
from the Ministry of Food and Drug Safety of Korea. Available from: https://​www​
.thecellmeat​.com/​bbs/​board​.php​?bo​_table​=​gallery​&​wr​_id​=​44

Chang, K. H., Liao, H. T., & Chen, J. P. (2013). Preparation and characterization of gel-
atin/hyaluronic acid cryogels for adipose tissue engineering: In vitro and in vivo stud-
ies. Acta Biomaterialia, 9(11), 9012–9026. 10.1016/j.actbio.2013.06.04623851171

Chen, Y., Zhang, W., Ding, X., Ding, S., Tang, C., Zeng, X., Wang, J., & Zhou, G. 
(2024). Programmable scaffolds with aligned porous structures for cell cultured 
meat. Food Chemistry, 430, 137098. Advance online publication. 10.1016/j.food-
chem.2023.13709837562260

Chodkowska, K. A., Wódz, K., & Wojciechowski, J. (2022). Sustainable future pro-
tein foods: The challenges and the future of cultivated meat. Foods, 11(24), 4008. 
10.3390/foods1124400836553750

Choi, K., Yoon, J., Kim, M., Jeong, J., Ryu, M., Park, S., & Lee, C. (2020). Opti-
mization of culture conditions for maintaining pig muscle stem cells in vitro. Food 
Science of Animal Resources, 40(4), 659–667. 10.5851/kosfa.2020.e3932734272

Chriki, S., Ellies-​Oury, M.-​P., Fournier, D., Liu, J., & Hocquette, J.-​F. (2020). Analysis 
of scientific and press articles related to cultured meat for a better understanding of its 
perception. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 1845. 10.3389/fpsyg.2020.0184532982823



190

Chriki, S., Payet, V., Pflanzer, S. B., Ellies-​Oury, M. P., Liu, J., Hocquette, É., Rezende-​
de-​Souza, J. H., & Hocquette, J. F. (2021). Brazilian consumers’ attitudes towards 
so-​called “cell-​based meat”. Foods, 10(11), 2588. 10.3390/foods1011258834828869

Chuah, S. X. Y., Gao, Z., Arnold, N. L., & Farzad, R. (2024). Cell-​Based Sea-
food Marketability: What Influences United States Consumers’ Preferences and 
Willingness-​To-​Pay? Food Quality and Preference, 113, 105064. 10.1016/j.food-
qual.2023.105064

Chui, C. Y., Odeleye, A., Nguyen, L., Kasoju, N., Soliman, E., & Ye, H. (2019). 
Electrosprayed genipin cross‐linked alginate–chitosan microcarriers for ex vivo 
expansion of mesenchymal stem cells. Journal of Biomedical Materials Research. 
Part A, 107(1), 122–133. 10.1002/jbm.a.3653930256517

Codex Alimentarius Commission (CAC). (2021). General Standard for Food Ad-
ditives. CAC.

Contessi Negrini, N., Tofoletto, N., Farè, S., & Altomare, L. (2020). Plant tissues as 
3D natural scafolds for adipose, bone and tendon tissue regeneration. Frontiers in 
Bioengineering and Biotechnology, 723, 723. Advance online publication. 10.3389/
fbioe.2020.0072332714912

Cuadri, A. A., Bengoechea, C., Romero, A., & Guerreroet, A. (2016). A natural 
based polymeric hydrogel based on functionalized soy protein. European Polymer 
Journal, 85, 164–174. 10.1016/j.eurpolymj.2016.10.026

da Silva, B. D., & Conte-​Junior, C. A. (2024). Perspectives on cultured meat in 
countries with economies dependent on animal production: A review of potential 
challenges and opportunities. Trends in Food Science & Technology, 149, 104551. 
10.1016/j.tifs.2024.104551

Dadhania, S. (2022). 3D Printing Meets Meat in the Largest Cultured Steak Ever 
Made. Available online: https://​www​.idtechex​.com/​ en/research-​article/3d-​printing-​
meets-​meat-​in-​the-​largest-​cultured-​steak-​ever-​made/25517

de-​Magistris, T., Pascucci, S., & Mitsopoulos, D. (2015). Paying to see a bug on my 
food: How regulations and information can hamper radical innovations in the Euro-
pean Union. British Food Journal, 117(6), 1777–1792. 10.1108/BFJ-​06-​2014-​0222

Deb, P., Deoghare, A. B., Borah, A., Barua, E., & Lala, S. D. (2018). Scaffold 
development using biomaterials: A review. Materials Today: Proceedings, 5(5), 
12909–12919. 10.1016/j.matpr.2018.02.276



191

Del Bakhshayesh, A. R., Mostafavi, E., Alizadeh, E., Asadi, N., Akbarzadeh, A., & 
Davaran, S. (2018). Fabrication of Three-​Dimensional Scaffolds Based on Nano-​
biomimetic Collagen Hybrid Constructs for Skin Tissue Engineering. ACS Omega, 
3(8), 8605–8611. 10.1021/acsomega.8b0121931458990

Di Micco, R., Krizhanovsky, V., Baker, D., & d’Adda di Fagagna, F. (2021). Cellular 
senescence in ageing: From mechanisms to therapeutic opportunities. Nature Reviews. 
Molecular Cell Biology, 22(2), 75–95. 10.1038/s41580-​020-​00314-​w33328614

Diana, J. S. (2009). Aquaculture production and biodiversity conservation. Biosci-
ence, 59(1), 27–38. 10.1525/bio.2009.59.1.7

Dolgin, E. (2020). Will cell-​based meat ever be a dinner staple? Nature, 588, S64–S64.

Dong, J., Sun, Q., & Wang, J.-​Y. (2004). Basic study of corn protein, zein, as a 
biomaterial in tissue engineering, surface morphology and biocompatibility. Bio-
materials, 25(19), 4691–4697. 10.1016/j.biomaterials.2003.10.08415120515

Dreesen, I. A. J., & Fussenegger, M. (2011). Ectopic expression of human mTOR 
increases viability, robustness, cell size, proliferation, and antibody production of 
Chinese hamster ovary cells. Biotechnology and Bioengineering, 108(4), 853–866. 
10.1002/bit.2299021404259

Dutta, S. D., Ganguly, K., Jeong, M. S., Patel, D. K., Patil, T. V., Cho, S. J., & Lim, 
K. T. (2022). Bioengineered lab-​grown meat-​like constructs through 3D bioprinting 
of antioxidative protein hydrolysates. ACS Applied Materials & Interfaces, 14(30), 
34513–34526. 10.1021/acsami.2c1062035849726

Edelman, P., McFarland, D., Mironov, V., & Matheny, J. (2005). Commentary: In 
Vitro-​Cultured Meat Production. Tissue Engineering, 11(5-​6), 659–662. 10.1089/
ten.2005.11.65915998207

Eltom, A., Zhong, G., & Muhammad, A. (2019). Scaffold techniques and designs in 
tissue engineering functions and purposes: A review. Advances in Materials Science 
and Engineering, 2019(1), 3429527. 10.1155/2019/3429527

Enrione, J., Blaker, J. J., Brown, D. I., Weinstein-​Oppenheimer, C. R., Pepczynska, 
M., Olguin, Y., Sanchez, E., & Acevedo, C. A. (2017). Edible Scaffolds Based on 
Non-​Mammalian Biopolymers for Myoblast Growth. Materials (Basel), 10(12), 
1404. 10.3390/ma1012140429292759

Farms, A. (2024). Aleph Farms granted world’s first regulatoryapproval for cultivated 
beef. Available from: https://​alephfarms​.com/​journals/​aleph​-​​farms​-​​granted​-​​worlds​
-​​first​-​​regulatory​-​​approval​-​​for​-​​cultivated​-​​beef/​



192

Farwa, M., Zulfiqar, A. R., Syeda, R. B., Muhammad, Z., Ozgun, C. O., & Ammara, R. 
(2022). Preparation, properties, and applications of gelatin-​based hydrogels (GHs) in 
the environmental, technological, and biomedical sectors. International Journal of Bi-
ological Macromolecules, 218, 601–633. 10.1016/j.ijbiomac.2022.07.16835902015

Fatima, N., Emambux, M. N., Olaimat, A. N., Stratakos, A. C., Nawaz, A., Wahyo-
no, A., Gul, K., Park, J., & Shahbaz, H. M. (2023). Recent advances in microalgae, 
insects, and cultured meat as sustainable alternative protein sources. Food and 
Humanity, 1, 731–741. 10.1016/j.foohum.2023.07.009

FESA. (2015). Risk profile related to production and consumption of insects as 
food and feed. EFSA Journal, 13(10), 4257. Advance online publication. 10.2903/j.
efsa.2015.4257

Fish, K. D., Rubio, N. R., Stout, A. J., Yuen, J. S., & Kaplan, D. L. (2020). Pros-
pects and challenges for cell-​cultured fat as a novel food ingredient. Trends in Food 
Science & Technology, 98, 53–67. 10.1016/j.tifs.2020.02.00532123465

Flycatcher. (2013). Kweekvlees Cultured Meat. Netherlands. Available online: http://​
www​.flycatcherpanel​.nl/​news/​item/​nwsA1697/​media/​images/​Resultaten​_onderzoek​
_kweekvlees​.pdf (accessed on 8 August 2020)

Food Standards Australia New Zealand. (2023). A1269: Cultured quail as a novel 
food. Available from: https://​www​.foodstandards​.gov​.au/​food​-​​standards​-​​code/​
applications/​A1269​-​​Cultured​-​​Quail​-​​as​-​​a​-​​Novel​-​​Food

Freeman, F. E., & Kelly, D. J. (2017). Tuning alginate bioink stiffness and composi-
tion for controlled growth factor delivery and to spatially direct MSC fate within bio 
printed tissues. Scientific Reports, 7(1), 1–2. 10.1038/s41598-​017-​17286-​129213126

Furuichi, Y., Kawabata, Y., Aoki, M., Mita, Y., Fujii, N. L., & Manabe, Y. (2021). 
Excess glucose impedes the proliferation of skeletal muscle satellite cells under ad-
herent culture conditions. Frontiers in Cell and Developmental Biology, 9, 640399. 
10.3389/fcell.2021.64039933732705

Gañán-​Calvo, A. M., Dávila, J., & Barrero, A. (1997). Current and droplet size in 
the electro spraying of liquids. Scaling laws. Journal of Aerosol Science, 28(2), 
249–275. 10.1016/S0021-​8502(96)00433-​8

GFI (Good Food Institute). (2021). State of the Industry Report. Cultivated Meat 
and Seafood. Available online: https://​gfi​.org/​resource/​cultivatedmeat​-​​eggs​-​​and​
-​​dairy​-​​state​-​​of​-​​the​-​​industry​-​​report/​



193

Ghanbari, M., Sadjadinia, A., Zahmatkesh, N., Mohandes, F., Dolatyar, B., Zeynali, 
B., & Salavati-​Niasari, M. (2022). Synthesis and investigation of physicochemical 
properties of alginate dialdehyde/gelatin/ZnO nanocomposites as injectable hydro-
gels. Polymer Testing, 110, 107562. 10.1016/j.polymertesting.2022.107562

Ghanbari, M., Salavati-​Niasari, M., & Mohandes, F. (2021a). Thermosensitive 
alginate-​gelatin-​nitrogen-​doped carbon dots scaffolds as potential injectable hydrogels 
for cartilage tissue engineering applications. RSC Advances, 11(30), 18423–18431. 
10.1039/D1RA01496J35480940

Ghanbari, M., Salavati-​Niasari, M., Mohandes, F., Dolatyarb, B., & Zeynalib, B. 
(2021b). In vitro study of alginate–gelatin scaffolds incorporated with silica NPs as 
injectable, biodegradable hydrogels. RSC Advances, 11(27), 16688–16697. 10.1039/
D1RA02744A35479165

Good Food Institute. (2022). state of the industry report: Cultivated meat and Older 
Consumers’ Readiness to Accept Alternative, More Sustainable Protein Sources in 
the European Union. Nutrients, 11, 1904.

Gray, V. P., Amelung, C. D., Duti, I. J., Laudermilch, E. G., Letteri, R. A., & 
Lampe, K. J. (2022). Biomaterials via peptide assembly: Design, characterization, 
and application in tissue engineering. Acta Biomaterialia, 140, 43–75. 10.1016/j.
actbio.2021.10.03034710626

Guan, X., Lei, Q., Yan, Q., Li, X., Zhou, J., Du, G., & Chen, J. (2021). Trends and 
Ideas in Technology, Regulation and Public Acceptance of Cultured Meat. Future 
Foods : a Dedicated Journal for Sustainability in Food Science, 3, 100032. 10.1016/j.
fufo.2021.100032

Guardian. (2013). Would you eat a synthetic beefburger? https://​www​.theguardian​
.com/​commentisfree/​poll/​2013/​aug/​0 5/eat-​synthetic-​beefburger-​poll

Guardian. (2022). All sizzle, no steak: how Singapore became the center of the plant-​ 
based meat industry. https://​www​.theguardian​.com/​e nvironment/2022/nov/06/all-​
sizzle-​no-​steak-​how-​singapore-​became-​the-​centre-​of-​the-​plant-​based-​meat-​industry

Hao, Z., Li, H., Wang, Y., Hu, Y., Chen, T., Zhang, S., Guo, X., Cai, L., & Li, J. 
(2022). Supramolecular peptide nanofiber hydrogels for bone tissue engineering: 
From multi hierarchical fabrications to comprehensive applications. Advancement 
of Science, 9(11), 2103820. 10.1002/advs.20210382035128831

Harris, A. F., Lacombe, J., & Zenhausern, F. (2021). The emerging role of decellular-
ized plant-​based scafolds as a new biomaterial. International Journal of Molecular 
Sciences, 22(22), 12347. 10.3390/ijms22221234734830229



194

Hocquette, É., Liu, J., Ellies-​Oury, M.-​P., Chriki, S., & Hocquette, J.-​F. (2022). 
Does the Future of Meat in France Depend on Cultured Muscle Cells? Answers 
from Different Consumer Segments. Meat Science, 188, 108776. 10.1016/j.meats-
ci.2022.10877635245709

Hocquette, J. F., Chriki, S., Fournier, D., & Ellies-​Oury, M. P. (2024). Will “cultured 
meat” transform our food system towards more sustainability? Animal, 101145.‏

Hopkins, P. D., & Dacey, A. (2008). Vegetarian meat: Could technology save animals 
and satisfy meat eaters? Journal of Agricultural & Environmental Ethics, 21(6), 
579–596. 10.1007/s10806-​008-​9110-​0

Jagadeesan, P., & Salem, S. (2020). Religious and Regulatory concerns of animal free 
meat and milk. Science Open Preprints, 10.14293/S2199-​1006.1.SOR-​.PP7B21S.v1

Jin, G., & Bao, X. (2024). Tailoring the taste of cultured meat. eLife, 13, e98918. 
Advance online publication. 10.7554/eLife.9891838813866

Jo, B., Nie, M., & Takeuchi, S. (2021). Manufacturing of animal products by the 
assembly of microfabricated tissues. Essays in Biochemistry, 65(3), 611–623. 
10.1042/EBC2020009234156065

Jones, J. D., Rebello, A. S., & Gaudette, G. R. (2021). Decellularized spinach: 
An edible scaffold for laboratory-​grown meat. Food Bioscience, 41,1100986 12. 
10.1016/j.cofs.2015.08.002

Kačarević, Ž. P., Rider, P. M., Alkildani, S., Retnasingh, S., Smeets, R., Jung, O., 
Ivanišević, Z., & Barbeck, M. (2018). An introduction to 3D bioprinting: Possi-
bilities, challenges and future aspects. Materials (Basel), 11(11), 2199. 10.3390/
ma1111219930404222

Kantono, K., Hamid, N., Malavalli, M. M., Liu, Y., Liu, T., & Seyfoddin, A. (2022). 
Consumer acceptance and production of in vitro meat: A review. Sustainability 
(Basel), 14(9), 4910. 10.3390/su14094910

Kantor, B. N., & Kantor, J. (2021). Public attitudes and willingness to pay for cul-
tured meat: A cross-​sectional experimental study. Frontiers in Sustainable Food 
Systems, 5, 1–7. 10.3389/fsufs.2021.594650

Kenigsberg, J. A., & Zivotofsky, A. Z. (2020). A Jewish religious perspective on 
cellular agriculture. Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems, 128, 128. 10.3389/
fsufs.2019.00128



195

Khan, F., & Tanaka, M. (2018). Designing Smart Biomaterials for Tissue En-
gineering. International Journal of Molecular Sciences, 19(1), 17. 10.3390/
ijms1901001729267207

Kolkmann, A. M., van Essen, A., Post, M. J., & Moutsatsou, P. (2022). Develop-
ment of a chemically defined medium for in vitro expansion of primary bovine 
satellite cells. Frontiers in Bioengineering and Biotechnology, 10, 895289. 10.3389/
fbioe.2022.89528935992337

Kolodkin-​Gal, I., Dash, O., & Rak, R. (2023). Probiotic cultivated meat: Bacterial-​
based scaffolds and products to improve cultivated meat. Trends in Biotechnolo-
gy.37805297

Kombolo Ngah, M., Chriki, S., Ellies-​Oury, M. P., Liu, J., & Hocquette, J. F. (2023). 
Consumer perception of “artificial meat” in the educated young and urban population 
of Africa. Frontiers in Nutrition, 10, 1127655. 10.3389/fnut.2023.112765537125051

Kouřimská, L., & Adámková, A. (2016). Nutritional and sensory quality of edible 
insects. Elsevier GmbH., 10.1016/j.nfs.2016.07.001

Koyande, A. K., Chew, K. W., Rambabu, K., Tao, Y., Chu, D. T., & Show, P. L. 
(2019). Microalgae: A potential alternative to health supplementation for humans. 
In Food Science and Human Wellness (Vol. 8, Issue 1, pp. 16–24). Elsevier B.V. 
10.1016/j.fshw.2019.03.001

Kumar, P., Sharma, N., Sharma, S., Mehta, N., Verma, A. K., Chemmalar, S., 
& Sazili, A. Q. (2021). In-​vitro meat: A promising solution for sustainability of 
meat sector. Journal of Animal Science and Technology, 63(4), 693–724. 10.5187/
jast.2021.e8534447949

Lannutti, J., Reneker, D., Ma, T., Tomasko, D., & Farson, D. (2007). Electrospin-
ning for tissue engineering scaffolds. Materials Science and Engineering C, 27(3), 
504–509. 10.1016/j.msec.2006.05.019

Le, B. (2020). Australian Startup Develops Novel Edible Scaffold to Modernize 
Meat Production, https://​www​.proteinreport​.org/​australian​-​​startup​-​​develops​-​​novel​
-​​edible​-​​scaffold​-​​modernize​-​​meat​-​​production

Lee, J. D., Shin, D., & Roh, J.-​L. (2018). Development of an in vitro cell-​sheet 
cancer model for chemotherapeutic screening. Theranostics, 8(14), 3964–3973. 
10.7150/thno.2643930083273



196

Lee, M., Park, S., Choi, B., Kim, J., Choi, W., Jeong, I., Han, D., Koh, W.-​G., & 
Hong, J. (2022). Tailoring a gelatin/agar matrix for the synergistic effect with cells 
to produce high-​quality cultured meat. ACS Applied Materials & Interfaces, 14(33), 
38235–38245. 10.1021/acsami.2c1098835968689

Lee, S., Trinh, T. H., Yoo, M., Shin, J., Lee, H., Kim, J., Hwang, E., Lim, Y., & 
Ryou, C. (2019). Self-​assembling peptides and their application in the treatment 
of diseases. International Journal of Molecular Sciences, 20(23), 5850. 10.3390/
ijms2023585031766475

Lei, Z. L., Li MingSheng, L. M., Ma ZhongRen, M. Z., & Feng YuPing, F. Y. 
(2017). Preparation of DEAE-​soybean starch microspheres for anchorage-​dependent 
mammal cell culture.‏

Leprivier, G., & Rotblat, B. (2020). How does mTOR sense glucose starvation? 
AMPK is the usual suspect. Cell Death Discovery, 6(1), 27. 10.1038/s41420-​020-​
0260-​932351714

Lerman, M. J., Lembong, J., Muramoto, S., Gillen, G., & Fisher, J. P. (2018). The 
evolution of polystyrene as a cell culture material. Tissue Engineering. Part B, 
Reviews, 24(5), 359–372. 10.1089/ten.teb.2018.005629631491

Levi, S., Yen, F. C., Baruch, L., & Machluf, M. (2022). Scaffolding technologies for 
the engineering of cultured meat: Towards a safe, sustainable, and scalable produc-
tion. Trends in Food Science & Technology, 126, 13–25. 10.1016/j.tifs.2022.05.011

Li, G., Hu, L., Liu, J., Huang, J., Yuan, C., Takaki, K., & Hu, Y. (2022a). A Review 
on 3D Printable Food Materials: Types and Development Trends. International 
Journal of Food Science & Technology, 2022(57), 164–172. 10.1111/ijfs.15391

Li, L., Chen, L., Chen, X., Chen, Y., Ding, S., Fan, X., Liu, Y., Xu, X., Zhou, G., 
Zhu, B., Ullah, N., & Feng, X. (2022Chitosan-​sodium alginate-​collagen/gelatin 
three-​dimensional edible scaffolds for building a structured model for cell cultured 
meat. International Journal of Biological Macromolecules, 209, 668–679. 10.1016/j.
ijbiomac.2022.04.05235413327

Li, Q., Lin, H., Du, Q., Liu, K., Wang, O., Evans, C., Christian, H., Zhang, C., & 
Lei, Y. (2018). Scalable and physiologically relevant microenvironments for human 
pluripotent stem cell expansion and differentiation. Biofabrication, 10(2), 025006. 
10.1088/1758-​5090/aaa6b529319535

Li, W., Han, Y., Yang, H., Wang, G., Lan, R., & Wang, J. Y. (2016). Preparation of 
microcarriers based on zein and their application in cell culture. Materials Science 
and Engineering C, 58, 863–869. 10.1016/j.msec.2015.09.04526478381



197

Li, X., Liu, B., Pei, B., Chen, J., Zhou, D., Peng, J., Zhang, X., Jia, W., & Xu, T. 
(2020). Inkjet Bioprinting of Biomaterials. Chemical Reviews, 120(19), 10793–10833. 
10.1021/acs.chemrev.0c0000832902959

Li, Y., Liu, W., Li, S., Zhang, M., Yang, F., & Wang, S. (2021). Porcine skeletal 
muscle tissue fabrication for cultured meat production using three-​dimensional 
bioprinting technology. J Future Foods., 1(1), 88–97. 10.1016/j.jfutfo.2021.09.005

Liu, F., Zhang, S. Y., Chen, K. X., & Zhang, Y. (2023). Fabrication, in-​vitro 
digestion and pH-​responsive release behavior of soy protein isolate glycation 
conjugates-​based hydrogels. Food Research International, 169, 112884. 10.1016/j.
foodres.2023.11288437254332

Liu, J., Chriki, S., Kombolo, M., Santinello, M., Pflanzer, S. B., Hocquette, É., 
Ellies-​Oury, M.-​P., & Hocquette, J.-​F. (2023). Consumer perception of the challeng-
es facing livestock production and meat consumption. Meat Science, 200, 109144. 
10.1016/j.meatsci.2023.10914436863253

Liu, X., & Ma, P. X. (2009). Phase separation, pore structure, and properties of 
nanofibrous gelatin scaffolds. Biomaterials, 30(25), 4094–4103. 10.1016/j.bioma-
terials.2009.04.02419481080

Liu, Y., Wang, R., Ding, S., Deng, L., Zhang, Y., Li, J., Shi, Z., Wu, Z., Liang, K., 
Yan, X., Liu, W., & Du, Y. (2022). Engineered meatballs via scalable skeletal mus-
cle cell expansion and modular micro-​tissue assembly using porous gelatin micro-​
carriers. Biomaterials, 287, 121615. 10.1016/j.biomaterials.2022.12161535679644

Lu, T. Y., Li, Y., & Chen, T. (2013). Techniques for fabrication and construction of 
threedimensional scaffolds for tissue engineering. International Journal of Nano-
medicine, 337, 337. Advance online publication. 10.2147/IJN.S3863523345979

Luiz Morais-​da-​Silva, R., Glufke Reis, G., Sanctorum, H., & Forte Maiolino Mo-
lento, C. (2022). The social impacts of a transition from conventional to cultivated 
and plant-​ based meats: Evidence from Brazil. Food Policy, 111, 102337. 10.1016/j.
foodpol.2022.102337

Ma, L., Seager, M., Wittmann, M., Jacobson, M., Bickel, D., Burno, M., Jones, K., 
Graufelds, V. K., Xu, G., Pearson, M., McCampbell, A., Gaspar, R., Shughrue, P., 
Danziger, A., Regan, C., Flick, R., Pascarella, D., Garson, S., Doran, S., & Ray, W. J. 
(2009). Selective activation of the M1 muscarinic acetylcholine receptor achieved by 
allosteric potentiation. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the Unit-
ed States of America, 106(37), 15950–15955. 10.1073/pnas.090090310619717450



198

MacQueen, L. A., Alver, C. G., Chantre, C. O., Ahn, S., Cera, L., Gonzalez, G. M., 
... Parker, K. K. (2019). Muscle tissue engineering in fibrous gelatin: implications 
for meat analogs. NPJ Science of Food, 3(1), 20.‏

Malav, O. P., Talukder, S., Gokulakrishnan, P., & Chand, S. (2015). Meat Analog: 
A Review. Critical Reviews in Food Science and Nutrition, 55(9), 1241–1245. 10.
1080/10408398.2012.68938124915320

Mancini, M. C., & Antonioli, F. (2019). Exploring consumers’ attitude towards 
cultured meat in Italy. Meat Science, 150, 101–110. https://​doi​.org/​.Meatscience​
,12​.01410​.1016/​J

Mancuso, J. (2021). What are food grade solvents. Accessed: https://​ ecolink​.com/​
info/​what​-​​are​-​​food​-​​grade​-​​solvents/​

Martin, I., Wendt, D., & Heberer, M. (2004). The role of bioreactors in tissue engineer-
ing. Trends in Biotechnology, 22(2), 80–86. 10.1016/j.tibtech.2003.12.00114757042

MBRAPA. (2023). Brasil est´ a na vanguarda no desenvolvimento de carne cultivada 
-​ Portal Embrapa. https://​www​.embrapa​.br/​busca​-​​de​-​​noticias/​-​​/​noticia/​77704192/​
brasil​-​​esta​-​​na​-​​vanguarda​-​​no​-​​desenvolvimento​-​​de​-​​carne​-​​cultivada

Melzener, L., Verzijden, K. E., Buijs, A. J., Post, M. J., & Flack, J. E. (2021). Cultured 
beef: From small biopsy to substantial quantity. Journal of the Science of Food and 
Agriculture, 101(1), 7–14. 10.1002/jsfa.1066332662148

Mendes, A. C., Stephansen, K., & Chronakis, I. S. (2017). Electrospinning of food 
proteins and polysaccharides. Food Hydrocolloids, 68, 53–68. 10.1016/j.food-
hyd.2016.10.022

Modulevsky, D. J., Cuerrier, C. M., & Pelling, A. E. (2016). Biocompatibility of 
subcutaneously implanted plant-​derived cellulose biomaterials. PLoS One, 11(6), 
e0157894. 10.1371/journal.pone.015789427328066

Morais, A. Í., Vieira, E. G., Afewerki, S., Sousa, R. B., Honorio, L. M., Cambrussi, 
A. N., Santos, J. A., Bezerra, R. D. S., Furtini, J. A. O., Silva-​Filho, E. C., Webster, 
T. J., & Lobo, A. O. (2020). Fabrication of polymeric microparticles by electrospray: 
The impact of experimental parameters. Journal of Functional Biomaterials, 11(1), 
4. 10.3390/jfb1101000431952157

Morais-​da-​Silva, R. L., Villar, E. G., Reis, G. G., Sanctorum, H., & Molento, C. F. 
M. (2022). The expected impact of cultivated and plant-​based meats on jobs: The 
views of experts from Brazil, the United States and europe. Humanities and Social 
Sciences Communications, 9(1), 1–14. 10.1057/s41599-​022-​01316-​z



199

Mridul, A. (2021). Cultured meat to hit UK menus by 2023, says cell-​based startup 
Ivy Farm. The Vegan Review. https://​theveganreview​.com/​cultured​-​​meat​-​​ukmenus​
-​​2023​-​​cell​-​​based​-​​startup​-​​ivy​-​​farm/​

Napolitano, A. P., Chai, P., Dean, D. M., & Morgan, J. R. (2007). Dynamics of 
the self-​assembly of complex cellular aggregates on micromolded nonadhesive 
hydrogels. Tissue Engineering, 13(8), 2087–2094. 10.1089/ten.2006.019017518713

Newman, L. (2020). The Promise and Peril of “Cultured Meat”; McGill-​Queen’s 
Uuniversity Press. QU, Canada.

Nie, W., Peng, C., Zhou, X., Chen, L., Wang, W., Zhang, Y., Ma, P. X., & He, C. 
(2017). Three dimensional porous scaffold by self-​assembly of reduced graphene 
oxide and nano-​hydroxyapatite composites for bone tissue engineering. Carbon, 
116, 325–337. 10.1016/j.carbon.2017.02.013

Nowak, V., Persijn, D., Rittenschober, D., & Charrondiere, U. R. (2016). Review of 
food composition data for edible insects. Food Chemistry, 193, 39–46. 10.1016/j.
foodchem.2014.10.11426433285

Ogrodnik, M. (2021). Cellular aging beyond cellular senescence: Markers of se-
nescence prior to cell cycle arrest in vitro and in vivo. Aging Cell, 20(4), e13338. 
10.1111/acel.1333833711211

Ozbolat, I. T., & Hospodiuk, M. (2016). Current Advances and Future Perspectives 
in Extrusion-​Based Bioprinting. Biomaterials, 76, 321–343. 10.1016/j.biomateri-
als.2015.10.07626561931

Padilha, L., Malek, L., & Umberger, W. (2021). Food choice drivers of potential 
lab-​grown meat consumers in australia. British Food Journal, 123(9), 3014–3031. 
10.1108/BFJ-​03-​2021-​0214

Park, J. A., Yoon, S., Kwon, J., Kim, Y. K., Kim, W. J., Yoo, J. Y., & Jung, S. (2017). 
Freeform micropatterning of living cells into cell culture medium using direct inkjet 
printing. Scientific Reports, 7(1), 14610. 10.1038/s41598-​017-​14726-​w29097768

Park, S., Jung, S., Choi, M., Lee, M., Choi, B., Koh, W. G., Lee, S., & Hong, J. 
(2021). Gelatin MAGIC powder as nutrient-​delivering 3D spacer for growing cell 
sheets into cost-​effective cultured meat. Biomaterials, 278, 121155. 10.1016/j.
biomaterials.2021.12115534607049



200

Phelan, M. A., Kruczek, K., Wilson, J. H., Brooks, M. J., Drinnan, C. T., Regent, F., 
Gerstenhaber, J. A., Swaroop, A., Lelkes, P. I., & Li, T. (2020). Soy protein nanofiber 
scaffolds for uniform maturation of human induced pluripotent stem cell-​derived 
retinal pigment epithelium. Tissue Engineering. Part C, Methods, 26(8), 433–446. 
10.1089/ten.tec.2020.007232635833

Porto, L., & Berti, F. (2022). Carne Cultivada: Perspectivas e Oportunidades Para o 
Brasil. Available online: https://​gfi​.org​.br/​wp​-​​content/​ uploads/2022/06/WP-​Carne-​
Cultivada-​no-​Brasil-​GFI-​Brasil-​05_2022_.pdf

Post, M. J. (2014). Cultured beef: Medical technology to produce food. Journal of 
the Science of Food and Agriculture, 94(6), 1039–1041. 10.1002/jsfa.647424214798

Post, M. J., Levenberg, S., Kaplan, D. L., Genovese, N., Fu, J., Bryant, C. J., Ne-
gowetti, N., Verzijden, K., & Moutsatsou, P. (2020). Scientific, sustainability and 
regulatory challenges of cultured meat. Nature Food, 1(7), 403–415. 10.1038/
s43016-​020-​0112-​z

Premalatha, M., Abbasi, T., Abbasi, T., & Abbasi, S. A. (2011). Energy-​efficient food 
production to reduce global warming and ecodegradation: The use of edible insects. 
In Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews (Vol. 15, Issue 9, pp. 4357–4360). 
10.1016/j.rser.2011.07.115

Profeta, A., Siddiqui, S. A., Smetana, S., Hossaini, S. M., Heinz, V., & Kircher, C. 
(2021). The Impact of Corona Pandemic on Consumer’s Food Consumption. Jour-
nal für Verbraucherschutz und Lebensmittelsicherheit, 16(4), 305–314. 10.1007/
s00003-​021-​01341-​134421498

Quesada-​Salas, M. C., Delfau-​Bonnet, G., Willig, G., Préat, N., Allais, F., & Ioannou, 
I. (2021). Article optimization and comparison of three cell disruption processes 
on lipid extraction from microalgae. Processes (Basel, Switzerland), 9(2), 1–20. 
10.3390/pr9020369

Radaei, P., Mashayekhan, S., & Vakilian, S. (2017). Modeling and optimization 
of gelatin-​ chitosan micro-​carriers preparation for soft tissue engineering: Using 
Response Surface Methodology. 10.1016/j.msec.2017.02.108

Reddy, M. S. B., Ponnamma, D., Choudhary, R., & Sadasivuni, K. K. (2021). A 
comparative review of natural and synthetic biopolymer composite scaffolds. Poly-
mers, 13(7), 1105. 10.3390/polym1307110533808492

Reeds, P., Schaafsma, G., Tomé, D., & Young, V. (2000). Criteria and Significance 
of Dietary Protein Sources in Humans Summary of the Workshop with Recom-
mendations 1.



201

Rehman, N., Edkins, V., & Ogrinc, N. (2024). Is sustainable consumption a suffi-
cient motivator for consumers to adopt meat alternatives? a consumer perspective 
on plant-​based, cell-​culture-​derived, and insect-​based alternatives. Foods, 13(11), 
1627. 10.3390/foods1311162738890856

Rojas-​Tavara, A. (2023). Microalgae in lab-​grown meat production. Czech Journal 
of Food Sciences, 41(6), 406–418. 10.17221/69/2023-​CJFS

Rombach, M., Dean, D., Vriesekoop, F., de Koning, W., Aguiar, L. K., Anderson, 
M., Mongondry, P., Oppong-​Gyamfi, M., Urbano, B., Gómez Luciano, C. A., Hao, 
W., Eastwick, E., Jiang, Z. V., & Boereboom, A. (2022). Is cultured meat a promising 
consumer alternative? Exploring key factors determining consumer’s willingness 
to try, buy and pay a premium for cultured meat. Appetite, 179, 106307. 10.1016/j.
appet.2022.10630736089124

Rubio, N. R., Xiang, N., & Kaplan, D. L. (2020). Plant-​based and cell-​based 
approaches to meat production. Nature Communications, 11(1), 1–11. 10.1038/
s41467-​020-​20061-​y

Rumpold, B. A., & Schlüter, O. K. (2013). Potential and challenges of insects as 
an innovative source for food and feed production. In Innovative Food Science and 
Emerging Technologies (Vol. 17, pp. 1–11). Elsevier Ltd., 10.1016/j.ifset.2012.11.005

Sahirman, S., & Ardiansyah. (2014). Assessment Of Tofu Carbon Footprint In Banyu-
mas, Indonesia -​ Towards ‘Greener’ Tofu. Proceeding of International Conference 
on Research, Implementation And Education Of Mathematics And Sciences, 18–20.

Sahoo, D. R., & Biswal, T. (2021). Alginate and its application to tissue engineering. 
SN Applied Sciences, 3(1), 30–90. 10.1007/s42452-​020-​04096-​w

Sandvig, I., Karstensen, K., Rokstad, A. M., Aachmann, F. L., Formo, K., Sandvig, 
A., Skjåk-​Bræk, G., & Strand, B. L. (2015). RGD-​peptide modified alginate by a 
chemoenzymatic strategy for tissue engineering applications. Journal of Biomedi-
cal Materials Research. Part A, 103(3), 896–906. 10.1002/jbm.a.3523024826938

Santeramo, F. G., Carlucci, D., De Devitiis, B., Seccia, A., Stasi, A., Viscecchia, R., 
& Nardone, G. (2018). Emerging trends in European food, diets and food industry. 
Food Research International, 104, 39–47. 10.1016/j.foodres.2017.10.03929433781

Santos, A. C. A., Camarena, D. E. M., Roncoli Reigado, G., Chambergo, F. S., Nunes, 
V. A., Trindade, M. A., & Stuchi Maria-​Engler, S. (2023). Tissue engineering chal-
lenges for cultivated meat to meet the real demand of a global market. International 
Journal of Molecular Sciences, 24(7), 6033.‏ https://​gfi​.org/​wp​-​​content/​uploads/​
2023/​01/​2022​-​​Cultivated​-​​MeatState​-​​of​-​​the​-​​Industry​-​​Report​.pdf(2023)



202

Segovia, M., Yu, N., & Loo, E. (2022). The effect of information nudges on online 
purchases of meat alternatives. Applied Economic Perspectives and Policy, 45(1), 
106–127. 10.1002/aepp.13305

Shahin-​Shamsabadi, A., & Selvaganapathy, P. R. (2022). Engineering Murine Ad-
ipocytes and Skeletal Muscle Cells in Meat-​like Constructs Using Self-​Assembled 
Layer-​by-​Layer Biofabrication: A Platform for Development of Cultivated Meat. 
Cells, Tissues, Organs, 2022(211), 304–312. 10.1159/00051176433440375

Sharma, S., Thind, S. S., & Kaur, A. (2015). In vitro meat production system: Why 
and how? Journal of Food Science and Technology, 2015(52), 7599–7607. 10.1007/
s13197-​015-​1972-​326604337

Shen, C. R., Chen, Y. U. S., Yang, C. J., Chen, J. K., & Liu, C. L. (2010). Colloid 
chitin azure is a dispersible, low-​cost substrate for chitinase measurements in a sen-
sitive, fast, reproducible assay. Journal of Biomolecular Screening, 15(2), 213–217. 
10.1177/108705710935505720042532

Shi, Z., Zhang, Y., Phillips, G. O., & Yang, G. (2014). Utilization of bacterial cel-
lulose in food. Food Hydrocolloids, 35, 539–545. 10.1016/j.foodhyd.2013.07.012

Shyh-​Chang, N., & Ng, H. H. (2017). The metabolic programming of stem cells. 
Genes & Development, 31(4), 336–346. 10.1101/gad.293167.11628314766

Siegrist, M., Sütterlin, B., & Hartmann, C. (2018). Perceived naturalness and 
evoked disgust influence acceptance of cultured meat. Meat Science, 139, 213–219. 
10.1016/j.meatsci.2018.02.00729459297

Singapore Food Agency (SFA). (2020). How are alternative proteins regulated in 
Singapore? https://​www​.sfa​.gov​.sg/​food​-​​information/​risk​-​​at​-​​a​-​​glance/​safety​-​​of​-​​alte​
rnativeprotein(2020)

Singh, A., Kumar, V., Singh, S. K., Gupta, J., Kumar, M., Sarma, D. K., & Verma, 
V. (2023). Recent advances in bioengineered scaffold for in vitro meat production. 
Cell and Tissue Research, 391(2), 235–247. 10.1007/s00441-​022-​03718-​636526810

Singh, A., Singh, S. K., Kumar, V., Gupta, J., Kumar, M., Sarma, D. K., Singh, S., 
Kumawat, M., & Verma, V. (2023). Derivation and characterization of novel cyto-
compatible decellularized tissue scaffold for myoblast growth and differentiation. 
Cells, 13(1), 41. 10.3390/cells1301004138201245

Smetana, S., Mathys, A., Knoch, A., & Heinz, V. (2015). Meat alternatives: Life 
cycle assessment of most known meat substitutes. The International Journal of Life 
Cycle Assessment, 20(9), 1254–1267. 10.1007/s11367-​015-​0931-​6



203

Spier, M., Vandenberghe, L., Medeiros, A., & Soccol, C. (2011). Application of 
different types of bioreactors in bioprocesses. In Bioreactors: Design, Properties, 
and Applications (Vol. 1, pp. 53–87). Nova Science Publishers, Inc.

State of the Industry Report—Cultivated Meat. (2022). Available online: https://​
gfi​.org/​wp​-​​content/​uploads/​2021/​04/​COR​-​​SOTIRCultivated​-​​Meat​-​​2021​-​​0429​.pdf

Stephens, N. (2022). Join Our Team, Change the World: Edibility, Producibility 
and Food Futures in Cultured Meat Company Recruitment Videos. Food, Culture, 
& Society, 25(1), 32–48. 10.1080/15528014.2021.188478735177960

Stephens, N., Di Silvio, L., Dunsford, I., Ellis, M., Glencross, A., & Sexton, A. 
(2018). Bringing cultured meat to market: Technical, socio-​political, and regula-
tory challenges in cellular agriculture. Trends in Food Science & Technology, 78, 
155–166. 10.1016/j.tifs.2018.04.01030100674

Stephens, N., Sexton, A. E., & Driessen, C. (2019). Making sense of making meat: 
Key moments in the first 20 years of tissue engineering muscle to make food. Fron-
tiers in Sustainable Food Systems, 45, 45. Advance online publication. 10.3389/
fsufs.2019.0004534250447

Stout, A. J., Mirliani, A. B., Rittenberg, M. L., Shub, M., White, E. C., Yuen, J. 
S.Jr, & Kaplan, D. L. (2022). Simple and effective serum-​free medium for sustained 
expansion of bovine satellite cells for cell cultured meat. Communications Biology, 
5(1), 466. 10.1038/s42003-​022-​03423-​835654948

Su, L., Jing, L., Zeng, X., Chen, T., Liu, H., Kong, Y., Wang, X., Yang, X., Fu, C., 
Sun, J., & Huang, D. (2023). 3D‐Printed prolamin scaffolds for cell‐based meat 
culture. Advanced Materials, 35(2), 2207397. 10.1002/adma.20220739736271729

Su, X., Xian, C., Gao, M., Liu, G., & Wu, J. (2021). Edible materials in tis-
sue regeneration. Macromolecular Bioscience, 21(8), 2100114. 10.1002/
mabi.20210011434117831

Sun, J., Zhou, W., Yan, L., Huang, D., & Lin, L. Y. (2018). Extrusion-​based food 
printing for digitalized food design and nutrition control. Journal of Food Engi-
neering, 220, 1–1. 10.1016/j.jfoodeng.2017.02.028

Surya, S., Smarak, B., & Bhat, R. (2023). Sustainable polysaccharide and pro-
tein hydrogel-​based packaging materials for food products: A review. Interna-
tional Journal of Biological Macromolecules, 248, 125845. 10.1016/j.ijbio-
mac.2023.12584537473880



204

Tabassum-​Abbasi & Abbasi, S. A. (2016). Reducing the global environmental impact 
of livestock production: The minilivestock option. In Journal of Cleaner Production 
(Vol. 112, pp. 1754–1766). Elsevier Ltd. 10.1016/j.jclepro.2015.02.094

Tacon, A. G. J., & Metian, M. (2008). Global overview on the use of fish meal and fish 
oil in industrially compounded aquafeeds: Trends and future prospects. Aquaculture 
(Amsterdam, Netherlands), 285(1–4), 146–158. 10.1016/j.aquaculture.2008.08.015

Tan, J., & Joyner, H. S. (2020). Characterizing wear behaviors of edible hydro-
gels by kernel-​based statistical modeling. J. Food Eng. 275, 109850. doi:.jfood-
eng.2019.10985010.1016/j

Tessmar, J. K. A. M., & Göpferich, A. M. (2007). Customized PEG-​derived copo-
lymers for tissue-​ € engineering applications. Macromolecular Bioscience, 7(1), 
23–39. 10.1002/mabi.20060009617195277

Thyden, R., Perreault, L. R., Jones, J. D., Notman, H., Varieur, B. M., Patmanidis, 
A. A., Dominko, T., & Gaudette, G. R. (2022). An edible, decellularized plant de-
rived cell carrier for lab grown meat. Applied Sciences (Basel, Switzerland), 12(10), 
5155. 10.3390/app12105155

TingWei, JingWen, XinRui, GuoQiang, XueLiang, GuoCheng, Jian, & XiuLan. 
(2019). Research progress on lab-​grown meat risk prevention and safety management 
norms. Shipin Yu Fajiao Gongye, 45, 254–258.

Tsvakirai, C. Z., & Nalley, L. L. (2023). The coexistence of psychological drivers 
and deterrents of consumers’ willingness to try cultured meat hamburger patties: 
Evidence from South Africa. Agricultural and Food Economics, 11(1), 1–17. 
10.1186/s40100-​023-​00293-​4

USDA. (2022). ERS -​ Meat Price Spreads.

van den Heuvel, E., Newbury, A., & Appleton, K. M. (2019). The psychology of 
nutrition with advancing age: Focus on food Neophobia. Nutrients, 11(1), 151. 
10.3390/nu1101015130642027

Van Loo, E. J., Caputo, V., & Lusk, J. L. (2020). Consumer Preferences for Farm-​
Raised Meat, Lab-​Grown Meat, and Plant-​Based Meat alternatives: Does Information 
or Brand Matter? Food Policy, 95, 101931. 10.1016/j.foodpol.2020.101931

Vandeweyer, D., Lievens, B., & Van Campenhout, L. (2020). Identification of bac-
terial endospores and targeted detection of foodborne viruses in industrially reared 
insects for food. Nature Food, 1(8), 511–516. 10.1038/s43016-​020-​0120-​z37128070



205

Vegaconomist. (2022). Cultured Meat in Europe: Which Country Is Leading the 
Race? 2022. Available online: https://​vegconomist. com/cultivated-​cell-​cultured-​
biotechnology/cultured-​meat-​in-​europe-​which-​country-​is-​leading-​the-​race/

Verbeke, W., Sans, P., & Van Loo, E. J. (2015). Challenges and prospects for 
consumer acceptance of cultured meat. Journal of Integrative Agriculture, 14(2), 
285–294. 10.1016/S2095-​3119(14)60884-​4

Verni, M., Demarinis, C., Rizzello, C. G., & Pontonio, E. (2023). Bioprocessing 
to Preserve and Improve Microalgae Nutritional and Functional Potential: Novel 
Insight and Perspectives. In Foods (Vol. 12, Issue 5). MDPI. 10.3390/foods12050983

Waltz, E. (2021). Club-​goers take first bites of lab-​made chicken. Nature Biotech-
nology, 39(3), 257–258. 10.1038/s41587-​021-​00855-​133692516

Wang, Y., Tibbetts, S. M., & McGinn, P. J. (2021). Microalgae as sources of high-​
quality protein for human food and protein supplements. In Foods (Vol. 10, Issue 
12). MDPI. 10.3390/foods10123002

Welin, S. (2013). Introducing the new meat. Problems and prospects. Etikk i Praksis, 
7(1), 24–37. 10.5324/eip.v7i1.1788

Wells, M. L., Potin, P., Craigie, J. S., Raven, J. A., Merchant, S. S., Helliwell, K. 
E., Smith, A. G., Camire, M. E., & Brawley, S. H. (2017). Algae as nutritional and 
functional food sources: revisiting our understanding. In Journal of Applied Phycology 
(Vol. 29, Issue 2, pp. 949–982). Springer Netherlands. 10.1007/s10811-​016-​0974-​5

Wilks, M., & Phillips, C. J. C. (2017). Attitudes to in Vitro Meat: A Survey of Po-
tential Consumers in the United States. PLoS One, 2017(12), e0171904. 10.1371/
journal.pone.017190428207878

Williams, L. A., Davis-​Dusenbery, B. N., & Eggan, K. C. (2012). Snapshot: Di-
rected differentiation of pluripotent stem cells. Cell, 149(5), 1174–1174. 10.1016/j.
cell.2012.05.01522632979

Włodarczyk-​Biegun, M. K., Farbod, K., Werten, M. W., Slingerland, C. J., De 
Wolf, F. A., Van Den Beucken, J. J., Leeuwenburgh, S. C. G., Cohen Stuart, M. 
A., & Kamperman, M. (2016). Fibrous hydrogels for cell encapsulation: A mod-
ular and supramolecular approach. PLoS One, 11(5), e0155625. 10.1371/journal.
pone.015562527223105

Xiang, N., Yuen, J. S.Jr, Stout, A. J., Rubio, N. R., Chen, Y., & Kaplan, D. L. 
(2022). 3D porous scaffolds from wheat glutenin for cultured meat applications. 
Biomaterials, 285, 121543. Advance online publication. 10.1016/j.biomateri-
als.2022.12154335533444



206

Xu, E., Niu, R., Lao, J., Zhang, S., Li, J., Zhu, Y., ... Liu, D. (2023). Tissue-​like 
cultured fish fillets through a synthetic food pipeline. NPJ Science of Food, 7(1), 17.‏

Yang, Z., Yuan, S., Liang, B., Liu, Y., Choong, C., & Pehkonen, S. O. (2014). Chi-
tosan Microsphere Scaffold Tethered with RGD‐Conjugated Poly (methacrylic acid) 
Brushes as Effective Carriers for the Endothelial Cells. Macromolecular Bioscience, 
14(9), 1299–1311. 10.1002/mabi.20140013624895289

Ye, L., Yao, F., & Li, J. (2023). Chapter 6 -​ peptide and protein-​based hydrogels. 
In Sustainable hydrogels. Elsevier.

Yegappan, R., Selvaprithiviraj, V., Amirthalingam, S., & Jayakumar, R. (2018). Car-
rageenan based hydrogels for drug delivery, tissue engineering and wound healing. 
Carbohydrate Polymers, 198, 385–400. 10.1016/j.carbpol.2018.06.08630093014

Young, S. (2022). Celling Meat—Is Cultivated Meat Really Here to Stay? Available 
online: https://​thefarmermagazine​.com​.au/​cellingmeat​-​​is​-​​cultivated​-​​meat​-​​here​-​​to​
-​​stay/​

Zeltinger, J., Sherwood, J. K., Graham, D. A., Müeller, R., & Griffith, L. G. (2001). 
Effect of pore size and void fraction on cellular adhesion, proliferation, and matrix 
deposition. Tissue Engineering, 7(5), 557–572. 10.1089/10763270175321318311
694190

Zhang, J., Liu, L., Liu, H., Shi, A., Hu, H., & Wang, Q. (2017). Research advances 
on food extrusion equipment, technology and its mechanism. Nongye Gongcheng 
Xuebao (Beijing), 2017(33), 275–283.

Zhang, L., Hu, Y., Badar, I. H., Xia, X., Kong, B., & Chen, Q. (2021). Prospects of 
artificial meat: Opportunities and challenges around consumer acceptance. Trends 
in Food Science & Technology, 116, 434–444. 10.1016/j.tifs.2021.07.010

Zhang, S., Xing, M., & Li, B. (2018). Biomimetic Layer-​by-​Layer Self-​Assembly of 
Nanofilms, Nanocoatings, and 3D Scaffolds for Tissue Engineering. International 
Journal of Molecular Sciences, 2018(19), 1641. 10.3390/ijms1906164129865178

Zhao, Y., & Wang, S. (2022). Experimental and biophysical modeling of transcription 
and translation dynamics in bacterial-​and mammalian-​based cell-​free expression 
systems. SLAS Technology.35231628

Zheng, Y.-​Y., Zhu, H.-​Z., Wu, Z.-​Y., Song, W.-​J., Tang, C.-​B., Li, C.-​B., Ding, S.-​
J., & Zhou, G.-​H. (2021). Evaluation of the effect of smooth muscle cells on the 
quality of cultured meat in a model for cultured meat. Food Research International, 
150, 110786. 10.1016/j.foodres.2021.11078634865801



207

Zhou, X. H., Yin, L., Yang, B. S., Chen, C. Y., Chen, W. H., Xie, Y., Yang, X., Pham, 
J. T., Liu, S., & Xue, L. J. (2021). Programmable local orientation of micropores 
by mold-​assisted ice templating. Small Methods, 5(2), 2000963. Advance online 
publication. 10.1002/smtd.20200096334927890


