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1. Executive Summary 
Background 
 
As part of Natural Resources Canada’s ongoing requirement to understand public 
perceptions and attitudes towards nuclear energy, Ipsos Reid was commissioned to 
conduct a two-phased public opinion research project including a series of focus groups 
and a telephone survey.  
 
The focus groups were designed to explore the views among members of the general 
public towards a range of issues in nuclear energy, including: awareness of and familiarity 
with nuclear energy; views on the roles and responsibilities of the private and public 
sectors in managing nuclear issues; awareness of Atomic Energy of Canada Limited 
(AECL); and, views on whether AECL should remain a public Crown Corporation or 
become a wholly or partially private corporation.  
 
The telephone survey was designed to ask a representative sample of Canadians about 
many of the same issues. Several questions in the telephone survey also track the results 
of questions that were asked in February 2007.  
 
This report presents the findings of both phases of research.  
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Methodology 
Qualitative Research 

Ipsos Reid conducted a series of 10 focus groups with two groups in each of five 
locations: Edmonton, Toronto, London, Montreal, and Saint John. Montreal focus groups 
were conducted in French.  
 
Participants were recruited to reflect a mix of gender, age, income and education levels. 
Furthermore, focus groups were segmented into “socially engaged” Canadians and other 
members of the general public. Engaged participants were identified as individuals who 
have participated in two or more of the following activities:  
 

• Have purchased stocks and or mutual funds, 

• Currently read a daily newspaper more than twice a week 

• Have acted as a volunteer in your community, 

• Have written a letter to the editor of your community newspaper, 

• Have written a letter to a municipally, provincially or federally elected official, 

• Have called a local talk show to voice your opinion about an issue you were particularly 
concerned about. 

 
The locations, dates and composition of the groups were as follows:  
 

Location Date Target Audience  

Edmonton 
 

March 9 Engaged Canadians 
General population 

Montreal (French) 
 

March 10 Engaged Canadians 
General population 

London 
 

March 11 Engaged Canadians 
General population 

Saint John 
 

March 11 Engaged Canadians 
General population 

Toronto 
 

March 12 Engaged Canadians 
General population 

 
Each focus group lasted approximately two hours in duration and each was conducted in 
professional focus group facilities. Participants were offered a $75 incentive for their 
participation.  
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Quantitative Research 
Ipsos Reid conducted a telephone survey between between March 2-13, 2009, among 
n=2,000 Canadian adults, obtaining a ±2.2 percentage point margin of error (calculated at 
a 95% confidence interval). Individual survey respondents were identified through random 
digit dialing within a regionally stratified sample frame. The results were weighted to align 
with Census 2006 data by region, age and gender.  
 

Province Sample Size Margin of Error 
British Columbia n=250 ±6.2 
Alberta n=250 ±6.2 
Saskatchewan n=250 ±6.2 
Manitoba n=200 ±6.9 
Ontario n=400 ±4.9 
Quebec n=250 ±6.2 
Atlantic Provinces 
(excluding New 
Brunswick) 

n=150 ±8.0 

New Brunswick n=250 ±6.2 
Total n=2,000 ±2.2 

 

Response Rate Calculation 
The following response rate calculation is based on the Market Research and Intelligence 
Association’s formula for empirical response rate calculation.  
 

Total Numbers Attempted    29,879 
Invalid (NIS, fax/modem, business/non-res.) 11,438 
Unresolved (U) (Busy, no answer, answering machine) 9,088 
In-scope - non-responding (IS) 7,331 
Language problem 347 
Illness, incapable, deaf 69 
Household refusal 4,919 
Respondent refusal 1,397 
Qualified respondent break-off 599 
In-scope - Responding units (R) 2,022 
No one 18+ 22 
Completed interviews 2,000 
Response Rate = R/(U+IS+R)     11% 
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Key Findings 
This summary represents the key findings following from both the quantitative and 
qualitative phases of research.  
 
Knowledge of and Support for Nuclear Energy 

• Few focus group participants claimed to know much about nuclear energy.  

• Safety, environmental impact and questions around national security are among the 
top-of-mind associations with nuclear energy.  

• Some participants recognize that nuclear can be a clean and efficient source of energy, 
though this was a minority view.  

• The quantitative results find the public divided between those who support (48%) and 
those who oppose (49%) the use of nuclear energy.  

 
Public vs. Private Responsibilities 

• During the focus groups, participants tended to say government should be most 
responsible for nuclear activities, particularly those dealing with the safety of nuclear 
technology, overseeing waste management and setting regulations.  

• Those urging more public responsibility tended to say: 
o The slow, deliberate nature of government and its orientation towards public 

benefits, not profits, is an appropriate check against the inherent risks of 
nuclear power; and,  

o That nuclear energy is simply too important an element of public 
infrastructure and too expensive with too long term a pay-off to expect the 
private sector to adequately support it, ensure its safety or consider the 
national security implications of its proliferation. 

• Participants did identify a shared role between the private and public sectors.  

• Particularly with respect to safety and waste management, participants felt that if a 
private sector corporation generates a profit from nuclear technology it should also 
share responsibilities for it rather than leaving the public sector with the burden.  

• Several participants also saw an expanded role for the private sector in R&D (taking 
the view that the private sector is better able to fund research), researching commercial 
applications and producing medical isotopes. 

 
Awareness of the AECL 

• Very few focus group participants had heard of AECL.  
o Quantitatively, nearly seven in ten (68%) say they are either not very (29%) 

or not at all familiar (39%) with AECL, while just five percent of the public say 
they are very familiar with AECL.  

• The few focus group participants who knew something about AECL typically 
recognized it as the organization that developed the CANDU line of nuclear reactors.  
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Views on Whether AECL Should Remain a Crown Corporation or Become Either 
Wholly or Partially Private 

• On the question of whether AECL should remain a Crown Corporation or should 
become either a partially or wholly private corporation, our quantitative research found 
that:  

o Nearly three in four Canadians agree (72%) that since AECL has been a 
Crown Corporation for over 50 years it should not now become a private 
corporation;  

o Seven in ten Canadians (70%) say that AECL would benefit Canadians more 
as a Crown corporation than as a private corporation;  

o Seven in ten Canadians (70%) say they would worry about the safety of 
Canada’s nuclear technology if AECL became a fully private corporation; 
and,  

o A minority of respondents believe that a private AECL would result in more 
jobs for Canadians (36%), would help Canada’s economy (34%), or would be 
able to better sell nuclear technology around the world (33%).  

• The focus group findings were largely consistent with these results. Most participants 
expressed discomfort with the notion of AECL becoming private.  

• Their concerns revolved in large measure around safety and national security, with 
many doubting that a private corporation could adequately ensure either when it comes 
to Canada’s nuclear technology.  

• For these participants, a private AECL (even a partially private AECL for those most 
opposed) would entail an unacceptable loss of control over our nuclear technology.  

• While many participants did identify areas (such as research and development) where 
the private sector could play a role within AECL, they felt any private sector role should 
be limited and that the government should retain control over the fundamental business 
decisions.  

• Economic nationalism was also a significant theme among focus group participants, 
particularly those worried that a private AECL would inevitably become an AECL 
owned and controlled abroad. This theme is reflected in the quantitative research, 
finding wide majorities who believe that:  

o The nuclear technology used in Canada be retained in companies owned and 
controlled by Canadians (84%);  and, 

o New nuclear plants should be based on Canadian-developed technology 
(73%).  
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Expectations if AECL Becomes Partially Private 

• Focus group participants were asked what safeguards they would expect to see if 
AECL were to become at least partially privately owned. What assurances would they 
need? Three major areas of comment emerged:  

o Transparency: The public should be able to know what AECL does and how 
it does it. The private sector is seen as just that, private, and therefore less 
open to public scrutiny or oversight.  

o Accountability: There should be clear areas of responsibility and 
accountability. If something goes wrong who takes responsibility? Who pays 
the bills? Can the private partner simply walk away? In the current 
environment of government bail-outs of private industry, this was a 
particularly salient concern.   

o Control: The Government of Canada must remain the controlling force 
behind AECL. The greatest concern over private sector involvement is the 
loss of control. Several see this as an inevitable result of any degree of 
privatization. Who will the private partner be? Will the private stake change 
into foreign hands? Who will we sell our technology to? Will the government 
be able to effectively oversee AECL, or will it operate at an arms length, out 
of sight? 
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2. Qualitative Research Findings 
Below are the results of the series of 10 focus groups conducted among socially engaged 
Canadians and less engaged members of the general public.1 During each focus group 
participants were asked to offer their views in several key areas:  

• Knowledge of and associations with nuclear energy;  

• Views on public versus private responsibilities in managing nuclear issues; and,  

• Their knowledge of the AECL and their views on whether the AECL should remain a 
public Crown Corporation or should become either partially or wholly a private 
corporation.  

 
This report details our findings with respect to each of these areas of inquiry.  

Knowledge of and Associations with Nuclear Energy 
Participants’ immediate associations with nuclear energy often focussed on the threat of 
catastrophe. Words like “Chernobyl” and “danger” were often mentioned. Questions 
around where nuclear waste goes were also top-of-mind, as were general questions 
around the environmental impact of nuclear technology.  National security, in the sense of 
securing nuclear technology from hostile forces and securing the physical plants, was also 
commonly raised. A few wondered about the process of locating nuclear facilities and 
what quality of life residents in communities close to nuclear facilities had.  
 
On the positive side, a few participants recognized nuclear energy as an efficient source 
of energy and a clean source of energy (many recognize it as a low-to-no emissions 
energy source), and as a source of energy that seems to have worked well for Ontario 
(mentioned by participants in Edmonton and a few participants in Montreal). While safety 
concerns were clearly at issue, some participants said that since there have been only 
two catastrophic incidents they could recall (Three Mile Island and Chernobyl), perhaps 
nuclear is being safely managed.  
 
No participants claimed / (professed)  to know much about nuclear energy – even those 
who appeared to be more knowledgeable about it.  
 
When asked to guess what percentage of Canada’s electricity supply was derived from 
nuclear power, the estimates varied widely: anywhere from 10% up to 70%. Perhaps not 
surprisingly the estimates seemed to be higher among Ontario participants, where three 
of Canada’s five nuclear power plants are located.  
 
In terms of who owns and builds Canada’s nuclear infrastructure, participants tended to 
guess that provincial governments are responsible. Some guessed the federal 

                                            
 
 
 
 
1 See methodology above for the dates, locations and description of the audiences included in this 
research.  
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government. A few mentioned electricity utilities. Only two or three participants in the 
groups mentioned something close to AECL (and rarely gave the whole or correct name).  
 

Public versus Private Responsibilities for Nuclear 
Participants were given a hand-out questionnaire and asked for each of seven areas of 
responsibility whether they felt the Government of Canada or a private corporation should 
have the most responsibility for each area – or if the responsibility should be shared 
equally. They were not provided any information on the nature of the role that either the 
Government or the private sector currently plays in any of the seven areas of 
responsibility.  
 
Each of the tested areas of nuclear responsibility are indicated below followed by an 
analysis of the prevailing views among the participants in terms of the responsibilities of 
the public versus private sectors.  
 
Developing and selling nuclear reactors both in Canada and abroad 
• Most participants thought the Government of Canada should be primarily responsible 

for developing and selling nuclear reactors in Canada and abroad. Many reasoned that 
the technology is too fraught with danger, both in terms of its operation and in terms of 
the national security implications of selling the technology to foreign buyers, for a 
private sector corporation to be in charge.2  

• Others said that the Government of Canada should remain primarily responsible since 
it would have greater credibility in such a sensitive area – particularly in dealing with 
the global marketplace – than a relatively less known private entity, and would 
therefore be more successful at selling the technology.  

• However, a significant minority of participants thought this should be an area of shared 
responsibility, and particularly felt that governments should not “be in the business of 
business,” in the words of one participant, and should therefore leave the aspects of 
selling or marketing the technology to the private sector.  

 
Investing in research and development of the next generation of nuclear 
technology 
• Many participants thought that the private sector could play a significant role in the 

research and development of the next generation of nuclear technology. Why? For 
many, research and development is an area of activity they associate with the private 
sector. It also seems – to them – to be less directly connected with questions of 
operational safety or national security. This was considered an area where the private 
sector could pursue commercially viable applications for nuclear technology within a 
government sponsored and overseen framework. A number of participants, particularly 

                                            
 
 
 
 
2 One participant mentioned Canada’s involvement in developing India and Pakistan’s nuclear technology 
as an example of how dangerous the international proliferation of nuclear technology could be.  
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in Montreal, felt that the private, not public, sector, would have the capital to spend on 
research and development. However, few in Montreal or elsewhere felt that research 
and development should be left entirely to the private sector; rather, government 
should remain an active participant.  

• Others took the opposite view, that research and development of next generation 
technology was simply too long-term and too expensive for private sector to realize a 
profit and adequately fund (whether from a lack of business interest or a lack of 
sufficient funds).  

 
Overseeing the management and storage of nuclear waste 
• This is an area where most – if not all – participants thought the Government of 

Canada should remain actively involved in and responsible for managing nuclear 
waste.  

• A number of participants did see nuclear waste management as a shared 
responsibility, but not because government should play any less of a role. Rather, the 
sense was that if private sector entities (such as utility companies) profit from nuclear, 
they should take responsibility for managing the waste that results.  

 
Researching commercial applications for nuclear technologies that are intended to 
make a profit 
• A number of participants saw this as more of a private, than public sector area of 

responsibility due to the explicit profit-making goal.  

• However, most felt government should retain responsibility to ensure that the 
technology is developed in safe and responsible ways.  

• Some felt government should have a share of the profits that result from commercial 
applications for nuclear technology (since government is seen as the prime investor in 
nuclear technology to date, why shouldn’t the taxpayers benefit from profitable 
applications?). 

 
Ensuring the safety of nuclear energy 
• Participants first and foremost look to Government when it comes to ensuring the 

safety of nuclear energy. Indeed, few, if any participants, felt the government should 
not be most responsible for ensuring the safety of nuclear energy. That said, several 
participants did believe there should be a shared responsibility; again, in the sense that 
if private sector is taking advantage of nuclear technology they should naturally play a 
role in ensuring that it remains safe.  

  
Setting the regulations that govern the use of nuclear energy in Canada  
• Most participants did not identify a significant role for the private sector in setting 

regulations governing the use of nuclear energy in Canada; some, particularly in 
Montreal, were very concerned about allowing the private sector any say in this area. 

• Some, however, felt that private sector ought to be at least consulted to ensure that 
regulations from government correspond to the realities they face at an operational 
level.  
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Producing nuclear isotopes for use in medical diagnosis and treatment 
• Many participants saw this as an area where the private sector could play a significant 

role (although, few think government should back out entirely). For many the 
association with medical diagnosis and treatment seemed more like an area of 
responsibility that a pharmaceutical company would play.  

• A few participants recalled hearing something about Chalk River in association with a 
shortage of nuclear medicine (in Montreal a few mentioned hearing something about 
pressure from the government to continue producing the isotopes despite possible 
safety concerns). For these and a few other participants, it seemed that the supply of 
nuclear medicine was too important to leave in the hands of the private sector.  

 
In general, participants took the view that government should have a central role in the 
management of Canada’s nuclear energy and nuclear technology. Concerns for public 
safety and national security are too great to be outsourced entirely. On the other hand, 
participants did identify areas where the private sector should take responsibilities. Often 
the areas where they felt private sector should take responsibility lie in areas where they 
assume the private sector is already active. As such, it seemed natural that they should 
share responsibility with the public sector if they are profiting from nuclear.  
 
That said, many participants did mention that government tends to work inefficiently and 
could be slower to recognize opportunities and adapt than the private sector could. For 
this reason, participants saw a greater role for the private sector in research and 
development, particularly towards commercially viable technologies and also in producing 
nuclear medicine. In addition, some expressed unease with the idea of government 
monopolies and governments pursuing profit-making activities better left to the private 
sector. That said, few participants thought government should hand off nuclear 
responsibilities to the private sector wholesale; rather, the government should remain 
actively and intimately involved to ensure safe and responsible management.  
 
Indeed, the fact that government operates more slowly than the private sector, works 
redundantly (applying many people to do the job of one) and is motivated to generate 
public goods, not profits, is seen by many as an appropriate check on the motives of the 
private sector when dealing in an area as inherently risky as nuclear power.  

Awareness of AECL 
 

Very few participants had heard of an organization called Atomic Energy of Canada 
Limited, or AECL. The few who had recognized AECL as the organization that developed 
the CANDU line of nuclear reactors. But, beyond this very basic understanding, no 
participants offered a detailed description of what AECL does.  
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Views on Whether AECL Should Remain a Crown Corporation or Become 
Wholly or Partially Private 

 
Participants were given a printed version and read the following description of AECL:  
 
Atomic Energy of Canada Limited, or AECL, is a Crown Corporation fully owned by the 
Government of Canada. AECL develops and sells nuclear reactors, undertakes nuclear 
research, manages nuclear waste and contributes to the production of medical isotopes in 
Canada and around the world. 
 
After reading this description, participants were told that some people think AECL should 
become either a wholly or partially private corporation, while others think AECL should 
remain a wholly private corporation. Participants were asked for their view: should AECL 
become a wholly private corporation, a partially private corporation or should it remain a 
wholly public Crown Corporation?  
 
The lack of information and familiarity with AECL led several participants to say, initially, 
that they could not say what should become of AECL. When asked which option they 
would choose if they had to do so, most tended to think that AECL should remain a Crown 
Corporation. Some conceded that perhaps the private sector could become involved in 
certain parts of what AECL does, in particular, supporting research and development or 
the production of nuclear medicine, but the control over AECL’s ownership and activities 
should remain wholly public.   
 
Those who thought AECL should become a partially private corporation felt, in similar 
terms, that the private sector could be brought in to make AECL more efficient, nimble 
and responsive to opportunities in the market. However, even these participants were of 
the view that government should retain control over most operations and activities for 
reasons of safety.   
 
Few participants felt AECL should become a wholly private corporation in which 
government has no ownership stake.  
 
Thoughts around whether AECL should remain a Crown Corporation generally fell into 
one of two camps, either pro-public (in favour of a wholly public AECL) or pro-private (in 
favour of private sector involvement and/or partial ownership of AECL). The views of the 
two camps are summarized below.  
 
Pro-Public Views 
• For pro-public participants, nuclear technology is too important and potentially too 

dangerous to trust in private hands completely.  

• For some, even partial privatization would result in an uncomfortable loss of public 
control – both control over safety standards in Canada and control over the 
proliferation of nuclear technology outside of Canada.  

• These participants also said that the Government of Canada has credibility as a stable 
nation and that AECL would probably be more viable commercially as a part of the 
government than as an unknown private corporation.  
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• Furthermore, since the public spent 50 years investing in AECL, why sell out now? 
Would selling out benefit taxpayers in the long run as the country’s energy demands 
increase and the need for nuclear becomes more important than it is today? Won’t we 
want to maintain AECL as a public entity to serve the common good?  

• The economic arguments, that AECL would do more for the Canadian economy as a 
private corporation, fell flat for these participants. After all, “Government is great at 
hiring a lot of people to do the same thing,” so the argument that private sector delivers 
more jobs isn’t very credible (particularly not for London participants keenly familiar 
with private sector layoffs).  

• The sale of nuclear technology abroad is fraught with safety concerns, plus, once sold 
few saw economic benefits flowing back to Canada – a private corporation doing 
business abroad would also outsource most jobs to low wage earners in other 
countries.  

• Would the privatization of AECL lead to lower energy costs for consumers? Doubtful – 
many of these participants look to the experience of other private utilities and cite 
higher, not lower, prices. One participant cited Petro-Canada as an example of 
privatization that, he felt, led consumers to pay higher, not lower, prices for gas.  

 
Pro-Private Views 
• For several pro-private participants, “Government shouldn’t be in the business of doing 

business.” Governments tend to be wasteful and inefficient and unable to recognize 
opportunity or effectively steer products to a market in need of them.  

• Furthermore, several felt that nuclear technology should be developed based on 
competition, not a national public monopoly. These participants believed that Canada 
should acquire the best nuclear technology in the world, even if it wasn’t developed by 
Canadians.  

• The resulting quality and efficiency of a free market approach would lead to safer, more 
cost effective results.  

• Many pro-private participants abhorred the notion that tax payers should subsidize 
nuclear technology, seeing it as but one of several technologies to generate electricity. 
If nuclear is economically viable, the private sector should pursue it. If not, the private 
sector will pursue other technologies.  

• The economic benefits argument – that a private AECL would bring jobs to Canada – 
wasn’t a major benefit in the view of pro-private participants. Of course, more jobs are 
a positive, but for most pro-private participants, as with pro-public participants, it did not 
seem clear that a private entity would provide substantially more jobs than a public 
entity.  

• Rather, fiscal responsibility was a key motivation for pro-private participants, who felt 
that tax payers should not subsidize nuclear technology and felt that private-sector 
involvement in AECL could likely result in lower prices to consumers.  

• While more supportive of a private sector role, most pro-private participants reiterated 
the pro-public participants concern that government ensure the safety of nuclear 
technology. As such, few pro-public participants advocated a wholly private AECL.  
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Expectations if AECL Goes Private 
Participants were asked what safeguards they would expect to see if AECL were to 
become at least partially privately owned. What assurances would they need? Three 
major areas of comment emerged:  

• Transparency: The public should be able to know what AECL does and how it does it. 
The private sector is seen as just that, private, and therefore less open to public 
scrutiny or oversight.  

• Accountability: There should be clear areas of responsibility and accountability. If 
something goes wrong who takes responsibility? Who pays the bills? Can the private 
partner simply walk away? In the current environment of government bail-outs of 
private industry, this was a particularly salient concern.   

• Control: The Government of Canada must remain the controlling force behind AECL. 
The greatest concern over private sector involvement is the loss of control. Several see 
this as an inevitable result of any degree of privatization. Who will the private partner 
be? Will the private stake change into foreign hands? Who will we sell our technology 
to? Will the government be able to effectively oversee AECL, or will it operate at an 
arms length, out of sight? 

 
If AECL becomes partially private, participants want to know that private sector 
involvement in AECL would be transparent (open to public scrutiny) and limited to areas 
where the private sector is seen to excel (i.e. research and development leading to 
marketable outcomes) while the government would retain accountability and – most of all 
– control over the operation and direction of the organization as a whole, and particularly 
in areas that touch on public safety and national security.  
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3. Quantitative Research Findings 
 
Below are the results of the quantitative phase of research. This research was conducted 
among a random sample of 2,000 Canadian adults interviewed by telephone.3 The survey 
included questions around: 

• Support for nuclear energy among other sources of electricity;  

• The importance of Canada’s nuclear supply; and,  

• Attitudes towards the use of nuclear energy in Canada.  
 
A series of questions were also asked to test respondents’ awareness of Atomic Energy 
of Canada Limited (AECL), and their attitudes towards issues related to the possible 
privatization of AECL.  
 

                                            
 
 
 
 
3 See methodology for details. 
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Support for Nuclear Energy 
About half of Canadians (48%) either strongly (16%) or somewhat support (32%) the use 
of nuclear energy as a way of producing nuclear energy in Canada. An equal proportion 
(49%) opposes nuclear energy, including 29% who strongly oppose it.  
 
Alternative energy sources (such as solar or wind power) garner the highest level of 
support among those tested, with 96% who support alternative energy sources (including 
79% strong support). Coal earns the lowest levels of support (24%, including 5% who 
strongly support).  
 

2
© 2009 Ipsos

Alternative Sources Such as Solar and Wind, as well as Hydroelectric Power, Are 
the Most Strongly Supported; Nuclear Receives Less Support than Natural Gas, But 
More Than Coal

Q1. I will read you a list of several ways to produce electricity for Canada. Please tell me whether you strongly support, somewhat support, 
somewhat oppose, or strongly oppose each way of producing electricity. How about…? Base all respondents n=2,000

18%

34%

51%

32%

19%

2%

4%

14%

20%

28%

7%

29%

46%5%

16%

27%

59%

79%

2%

1%Alternative sources such as
solar or wind power

Hydroelectric power

Natural gas

Nuclear energy 

Coal 

Strongly support Somewhat support Somewhat oppose Strongly oppose

 
 
Support for nuclear energy varies widely by region, ranging from a low of 27% in Quebec 
to a high of 61% in Ontario (including those who strongly or somewhat support).  
Elsewhere, support for nuclear energy is higher in New Brunswick (56%), Alberta (54%) 
and Saskatchewan (53%), while it is lower in British Columbia (42%) and Atlantic Canada 
outside of New Brunswick (44%).  
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Support for Nuclear Energy by Region

Q1. I will read you a list of several ways to produce electricity for Canada. Please tell me whether you strongly support, somewhat support, 
somewhat oppose, or strongly oppose each way of producing electricity. How about Nuclear Energy Base all respondents n=2,000

10%

32%

29%

34%

32%

33%

39%

20%

39%

34%

48%

42%

54%

53%

47%

61%

27%

56%

44%

17%

7%

22%

13%

21%

20%

13%

16%Canada

BC

AB

SK

MB

ON

QC

NB

ATL (excl. N.B.)

Strongly support Somewhat support

 
Among the demographic and attitudinal subgroups, support for nuclear energy is higher 
among:  

• Men (53%) compared to women (44%);  

• Those with a university degree (52%) versus those with a high school education or less 
(42%); and,  

• Those with a household income of $60,000 or more (55%) compared to those with a 
household income of less than $30,000 (38%).   
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Views on the Importance of Nuclear Energy as a Component of Canada’s 
Energy Supply 
Seven in ten Canadians (70%) consider nuclear energy to be either a very important 
(25%) or somewhat important (45%) component of Canada’s electricity supply. This 
proportion is unchanged from February 2007 (71%), although the proportion who consider 
nuclear energy a very important component has declined (from 30% in 2007 to 25% this 
year).  
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7 in 10 Consider Nuclear Energy a Very or Somewhat Important Component of 
Canada’s Current Energy Supply – Little Change Since 2007, Though Intensity is Down

25%

45%

20%

6%

30%

41%

17%

7%

Very important

Somewhat important

Not very important

Not at all important

2009 2007

Q2.  To the best of your knowledge is nuclear energy a very important, somewhat important, not very important or not at all an important 
component of Canada’s current energy supply? Base all respondents n=2,000

2009: 70%
2007: 71%

2009: 26%
2007: 24%
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Regionally, the view the nuclear energy is an important component of Canada’s energy 
supply ranges from a low of 46% in Quebec to a high of 84% in Ontario and New 
Brunswick, closely followed by the rest of Atlantic Canada (82%).    
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Importance of Nuclear Energy as Components of Canada’s Electricity 
Supply by Region

Q2.  To the best of your knowledge is nuclear energy a very important, somewhat important, not very important or not at all  an important 
component of Canada’s current energy supply? Base all respondents n=2,000

13%

45%

51%

49%

51%

50%

43%

37%

54%

69%

70%

67%

67%

70%

64%

84%

46%

84%

82%

29%

9%

41%

14%

20%

17%

16%

25%Canada

BC

AB

SK

MB

ON

QC

NB

ATL (excl. N.B.)

Very important Somewhat important

 
Among the demographic and attitudinal subgroups, those more likely to believe that 
nuclear energy is an important component of Canada’s energy supply include:  

• Those with a university degree (75%) compared to those with a high school education 
or less (65%); and, 

• Those with a household income of $60,000 or more (74%) compared to those earning 
less than $60,000 (66%).  
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Nuclear Energy and Economic Nationalism 
A solid majority of Canadians say it is important that the nuclear technology used in 
Canada be retained in companies owned and controlled by Canadians (84% strongly or 
somewhat agree), little change from 2007 (85%). Nearly three in four say that if new 
nuclear plants are built, they should be based on Canadian-developed technology (73%), 
a slight increase from 2007 (69%). The proportion who strongly agrees that new nuclear 
plants should be based on Canadian-developed technology has increased six points (from 
39% in 2007 to 44% in 2009).  
 
Canadians are more divided as to whether foreign technology should be chosen for new 
nuclear plants if it is the best available, even if that results in fewer jobs for Canadians. 
Nearly half agree (strongly or somewhat) that better foreign technology should be 
favoured, even if fewer jobs result (46%), while 44% disagree with this idea. It is worth 
noting that the proportion who strongly disagrees (27%) that better foreign technology 
should be chosen at the expense of Canadian jobs significantly outweighs the proportion 
who strongly agrees (17%). In addition, the proportion who says that better foreign 
technology should be favored over Canadian jobs has declined (from 51% in 2007 to 46% 
in 2009).  
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Economic Nationalism an Increasingly Important Consideration – Though Nearly 
Half Say We Should Choose Foreign Technology If It’s the Best Available

Q3.  I am going to read a series of statements. For each, I would like you to indicate whether you strongly agree, somewhat agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree.  How about…? Base all respondents n=2,000

39%

17%

19%

28%

28%

28%

31%

29%

32%

5%

6%

10%

11%

9%

9%

4%

9%

11%

17%

18%

5%

3%

7%

6%

27%

21%

44%

57%

55% 5%

Strongly agree Somewhat agree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree

It is important that the nuclear technology developed to generate electricity in Canada be retained in companies which are owned and controlled by 
Canadians. 

If new nuclear plants are built in Canada, they should be based on Canadian-developed technology. 

We should choose foreign technology for new nuclear plants if they are the best available, even if this means fewer jobs for Canadians. 

2009

2007

2009

2007

2009

2007

84%

73%

46%

85%

69%

51%

10%

7%

16%

17%

44%

39%

 
Regionally, residents of British Columbia (65%) and Alberta (68%) are less likely to say 
that new nuclear plants should be based on Canadian-developed technology. British 
Columbians (53%) and Albertans (52%) are somewhat more apt to say that better foreign 
technology should be selected for new nuclear plants, even if it costs Canadian jobs.  
 
Among the demographic subgroups, older Canadians (55 years and older: 78%), those 
with a high school education or less (79%) and those earning less than $30,000 a year 
(79%) are more likely than average to say that new nuclear plants should be based on 
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Canadian technology. Men (51%), those with a university degree (55%) and those earning 
$60,000 a year or more (55%) are more likely to say that better foreign technology should 
be selected for new nuclear plants, even if it costs Canadian jobs.  

 

Nuclear Power, Reduced Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Clean Air 
Fewer than half of Canadians agree that in order to reduce greenhouse gasses (44%) or 
have cleaner air (43%) Canada must increase the use of nuclear power. These 
proportions have declined since 2007, when slightly more than half said reduced 
greenhouse gasses (51%) and cleaner air (52%) required the use of nuclear power.  
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The Proportion Who Say Nuclear Should Be Increased in Order to Reduce GhGs
and Have Cleaner Air Has Declined Since 2007

Q3.  I am going to read a series of statements. For each, I would like you to indicate whether you strongly agree, somewhat agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree.  How about…? Base all respondents n=2,000

20%

28%

31%

27%

32%

14%

14%

14%

11%

15%

19%

15%

20%

17%

22%

18%

15%

20%

16% 18%

Strongly agree Somewhat agree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree

If we are to have reduced greenhouse gasses, we must increase the use of nuclear power in Canada.

If we are to have cleaner air, we must increase the use of nuclear power in Canada. 

2009

2007

2009

2007

44%

43%

52%

51%

38%

32%

41%

33%

 
Those more likely to say that reduced greenhouse gasses necessitate the increased use 
of nuclear power include:  

• Residents of Alberta (52%), Saskatchewan (50%) and Ontario (51%) compared to 
Quebec (31%);  

• Older respondents (55 years and older: 51%) compared to younger respondents (18-
34 years: 41%, and those 35 to 54 years: 42%); and,  

• Men (51%) compared to women (38%).  
 
A very similar pattern of differences applies to views that cleaner air requires the 
increased use of nuclear power.  
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Views on Nuclear Waste Management 
Over four in five Canadians (83%) agree that new nuclear power plants should not be 
constructed until the problem of dealing with nuclear waste is solved (about the same 
proportion as in 2007, 81%). Meanwhile fewer than two in five (37%) believe that nuclear 
waste is currently well-managed and that solutions to manage it long-term are well in 
hand (about the same proportion as in 2007, 39%).  
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Over Four in Five Agree that New Nuclear Plants Should Wait Until Problem of Nuclear Waste 
Has Been Resolved; Canadians Remain Unsure Whether Nuclear Waste is Being Well Managed

Q3.  I am going to read a series of statements. For each, I would like you to indicate whether you strongly agree, somewhat agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree.  How about…? Base all respondents n=2,000

10%

20%

22%

27%

29%

4%

5%

20%

19%

7%

7%

21%

19%

5%

6%

16%

16%

10%

59%

63%

Strongly agree Somewhat agree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree

New nuclear power plants should not be constructed until we solve the problem of dealing with radioactive waste. 

Nuclear fuel waste is being well-managed now by the industry and solutions for managing it in the long term are well in 
hand. 

2009

2007

2009

2007

83%

81%

37%

39%

13%

13%

37%

35%

 
Those more likely to say that new nuclear power plants should not be constructed until the 
problem of dealing with nuclear waste is solved include:  

• Residents of Quebec (89%), British Columbia (89%), Atlantic Canada outside New 
Brunswick (88%) and Manitoba (87%) compared to Ontario (79%), Saskatchewan 
(80%) and Alberta (77%); and,  

• Women (89%) compared to men (77%). 
 
Those more likely to think that nuclear waste is being well managed include:  

• Residents of Saskatchewan (42%) compared to British Columbians (29%);  

• Older respondents (55 years and older: 42%) compared to those 18-35 years (32%);  

• Men (43%) compared to women (32%); and,  

• Those with a high school education or less (47%) compared to those with a university 
degree (29%).  
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Canadians Expect Both Rigorous Environmental and Regulatory Controls as 
Well as Strict Timelines for New Nuclear Plants 
Over four in five Canadians (86%) say that new nuclear plants should only come on 
stream after a rigorous environmental and regulatory assessment, even if that takes 
several years. A similarly large majority (82%) says that while new nuclear plants should 
be strictly regulated, there should also be strict timelines established in order to avoid 
shortages in electricity. These results are slightly higher than in 2007.  
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Canadians Expect Both Rigorous Environmental and Regulatory Assessments and 
Strict Timelines for New Nuclear Plants to Avoid Shortages

Q3.  I am going to read a series of statements. For each, I would like you to indicate whether you strongly agree, somewhat agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree.  How about…? Base all respondents n=2,000

47%

25%

27%

30%

33%

3%

3%

6%

7%

5%

6%

6%

5%

5%

6%

5%

6%

52%

55%

61%

Strongly agree Somewhat agree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree

New nuclear power plants should only be brought on stream after a rigorous environmental and regulatory assessment, even if this takes many 
years to complete. 

New nuclear power plants should be strictly regulated, but there should be strict timelines established for the process so we do not experience 
shortages of electricity. 

2009

2007

2009

2007

86%

82%

82%

80%

10%

12%

11%

11%

 
There were few significant differences among the regional or demographic subgroups with 
respect to these questions.  
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The Economic Benefits of Selling Canada’s Nuclear Technology Abroad 
Seven in ten Canadians (69%) agree that the sale of Canada’s nuclear technology abroad 
would benefit the economy.  
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Seven in Ten Say Sale of Canada’s Nuclear Technology Abroad Would Benefit 
Canada’s Economy

Q3.  I am going to read a series of statements. For each, I would like you to indicate whether you strongly agree, somewhat agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree.  How about…? Base all respondents n=2,000

38% 12% 8% 9%31%

Strongly agree Somewhat agree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree

The sale of Canada’s nuclear technology abroad would benefit Canada’s economy

2009

69% 17%

 
Those more likely to agree that the sale of Canada’s nuclear technology abroad would 
benefit the economy include:  

• Residents of Ontario (75%) and Saskatchewan (74%) compared to residents of British 
Columbia (64%) or Quebec (58%); 

• Men (72%) compared to women (66%); and,  

• Those earning $60,000 or more annually (73%) compared to those earning less than 
$30,000 (64%). 
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Support for Use of Nuclear Power to Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
from Oil Sands Activities 
Over three in five Canadians (63%) approve of using nuclear power to reduce the 
greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the extraction of oil from the oil sands. This 
proportion is unchanged from 2007 (62%).  
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Over 3 in 5 Strongly or Somewhat Approve of Using Nuclear Power to Reduce 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions that Result from the Extraction of Oil Sands

Q4. The extraction of oil from Canada’s oil sands requires a significant expenditure of energy that releases greenhouse gasses.  Would you approve 
or disapprove of using nuclear power to reduce the greenhouse gas emissions that result from the extraction of oil in the oil sands? Is that 
strongly or somewhat approve/ disapprove? Base all respondents n=2,000

25%

41%

15%

14%

20%

43%

17%

15%

Strongly approve

Somewhat approve

Somewhat disapprove

Strongly disapprove

2009 2007

2009: 63%
2007: 62%

 
Regionally, residents from Alberta (26%) and Saskatchewan (26%) are more likely than 
average (20%) to strongly support the use of nuclear power to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions resulting from the extraction of oil from the oil sands. Quebec residents, 
meanwhile, are more likely to disapprove (47%, including 26% who strongly disapprove). 
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Familiarity with AECL 
Nearly seven in ten Canadians (68%) say they are either not very (29%) or not at all 
familiar (39%) with AECL. Over one in four Canadians say they are somewhat familiar 
with AECL (27%), while 5% say they are very familiar.  
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2 in 3 Are Not Very or Not at All Familiar with AECL

Q5. Would you say that you are very familiar, somewhat familiar, not very familiar or not at all familiar with Atomic Energy of Canada Limited
or AECL? Base all respondents n=2,000

5%

27%

29%

39%

Very familiar

Somewhat familiar

Not very familiar

Not at all familiar

68%

 
Those more familiar with AECL include:  

• Residents of New Brunswick (43%), Manitoba (39%) and Ontario (38%) compared to 
Quebec (17%);  

• Older respondents (55 years and older: 39%) compared to those 18-34 years (20%);  

• Men (42%) compared to women (22%); and,  

• Those with a university degree (42%) compared to those with lower levels of 
educational attainment (25%). 
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Views on the Public/Private Debate  
Respondents were read a statement describing AECL and indicating that there is a 
debate over whether AECL should remain a Crown Corporation or should become either 
a wholly or partially private corporation. The statement they were read is as follows:  
 

For your information, Atomic Energy of Canada Limited, or AECL, is a Crown 
Corporation fully owned by the Government of Canada. AECL develops and sells 
nuclear reactors, undertakes nuclear research, manages nuclear waste and 
contributes to the production of medical isotopes in Canada and around the world. 
Some have suggested that AECL should become either a wholly or partially private 
corporation; others say AECL should remain fully owned by the Government of 
Canada. 

 
On the basis of this information, respondents were asked whether they agree or disagree 
with several statements about the impacts of AECL either remaining a public corporation 
or becoming wholly or partially private.  
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Majority Support the Status Quo 
Nearly three in four Canadians agree (72% strongly or somewhat) that since AECL has 
been a Crown Corporation for over 50 years it should not now become a private 
corporation.  
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Majority Support the Status Quo

Q6.  I am going to read a series of statements. For each, I would like you to indicate whether you strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither 
agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree. Base all respondents n=2,000

26% 11% 9% 7%46%

Since the AECL has been a
public Crown Corporation
for over 50 years, I don’t
think it should become a
private corporation now

Strongly agree Somewhat agree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree

72% 16%

 
There were few significant differences in opinion among the regional and demographic 
subgroups on this question.  
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The Safety of a Private AECL is a Significant Concern 
Seven in ten Canadians (70%) say they would worry about the safety of Canada’s nuclear 
technology if AECL became a fully private corporation. A smaller majority (56%) express 
confidence that if AECL became a private sector corporation, the Government of Canada 
would continue to ensure that our nuclear technology is safe.  
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The Safety of a Private AECL is a Significant Concern

Q6.  I am going to read a series of statements. For each, I would like you to indicate whether you strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither 
agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree. Base all respondents n=2,000

28%

34%

9%

8%

12%

19%

9%

16%22%

42%

I would worry about the
safety of Canada’s nuclear

technology if Atomic Energy
of Canada Limited (AECL)

became a fully private
corporation

If Atomic Energy of Canada
Limited (AECL) were to
become a private sector

corporation, I am confident
that the Government of

Canada would continue to
ensure that our nuclear

technology is safe

Strongly agree Somewhat agree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree

70% 21%

56% 35%

 
Those more likely to say they would worry about the safety of Canada’s nuclear 
technology if AECL became a fully private corporation include:  

• Residents of British Columbia (77%) and New Brunswick (75%) compared to residents 
of Saskatchewan (63%) and Quebec (63%); and,  

• Older respondents (55 years and older: 73%) compared to those 18-34 years (65%).  
 
Those more likely to express confidence that the Government of Canada would continue 
to ensure that our nuclear technology is safe if AECL became a private corporation 
include:  

• Residents of Saskatchewan (61%) compared to British Columbians (50%); and,  

• Those with high school or less (66%) compared to those with a university education 
(49%).  
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AECL Seen to Benefit Canadians More as a Crown Corporation than as a 
Private Corporation; Economic Benefits Less Apparent 

Seven in ten Canadians (70%) say that AECL would benefit Canadians more as a Crown 
corporation than as a private corporation. Meanwhile four in five Canadians (80%) say 
that AECL can remain a Crown Corporation and still be an economic success.  
 
Fewer than two in five believe that a private AECL would result in more jobs for 
Canadians (36%), would help Canada’s economy (34%), or would be able to better sell 
nuclear technology around the world (33%). 
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Most Think AECL Would Benefit Canadians More as Crown Corporation than as 
Private Corporation; Fewer than Two in Five See Economic Benefits

Q6.  I am going to read a series of statements. For each, I would like you to indicate whether you strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither 
agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree. Base all respondents n=2,000

10%

31%

43%

24%

24%

24%

13%

21%

16%

17%

9%

6%

23%

23%

26%

6%

3%

18%

25%

22%

9%

12%

38%

39%

9%

Strongly agree Somewhat agree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree

80% 9%

70% 15%

36% 41%

33%

49%34%

48%

Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL) would 
benefit Canadians more as a public Crown 
Corporation than as a private corporation

I think Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL) 
can stay a public Crown Corporation and still be 

an economic success

I think Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL) 
becoming a private corporation would result in 

more jobs for Canadians

I think Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL) 
becoming a private corporation would help 

Canada’s economy

Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL) would 
be better able to sell nuclear technology around 

the world if it became a private corporation

 
Those more likely to say that AECL would benefit Canadians more as a Crown 
Corporation than as a private corporation include:  

• Residents of Quebec (82%); and, 

• Men (74%) compared to women (67%). 
 
On questions around the economic benefits of a private AECL it is worth noting that  those 
with lower levels of education and lower income earners are significantly more likely than 
others to think that a private AECL would benefit the economy, result in more jobs and 
better enable AECL to sell nuclear technology around the world.  
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Canadians Divided as to Whether AECL Should Be Allowed to Succeed or Fail 
as a Private Corporation 

Nearly half of Canadians (48%) agree that AECL should be allowed to succeed or fail as a 
private corporation and not be funded by taxpayer dollars. Two in five (40%) disagree.  
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Canadians Divided as to Whether AECL Should Be Allowed to Succeed or Fail as 
Private Corporation

Q6.  I am going to read a series of statements. For each, I would like you to indicate whether you strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither 
agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree. Base all respondents n=2,000

25% 10% 21% 19%23%

Atomic Energy of Canada
Limited (AECL) should be

allowed to succeed or fail as
a private sector corporation,

and not be funded by
taxpayer dollars

Strongly agree Somewhat agree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree

48% 40%

 
There were few significant differences among the regional or demographic subgroups on 
this question.  
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Majority of Canadians Say AECL Should Focus on Developing and Selling 
Nuclear Technology Both in Canada and Around the World 
A majority of Canadians (57%) say that AECL should focus on developing and selling 
nuclear technology both in Canada and around the world, while just over one in three 
(35%) say that AECL should focus on developing and selling nuclear technology in 
Canada to benefit Canadians.  
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Over Half Think that AECL Should Focus on Developing and Selling Nuclear 
Technology Both in Canada and Around the World, Compared to Just Over One 
Third Who Say Canada Only

Q7. Which of the following statements comes closest to your opinion:? Base all respondents n=2,000

57%

35%

3%

4%

1%

Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL) should focus
on developing and selling nuclear technology both in

Canada and around the world.

Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL) should focus
on developing and selling nuclear technology in Canada

to benefit Canadians

Both

Neither 

DK/NS 

 
Those with lower levels of education (high school or less: 40%) and income (less than 
$30,000: 44%) are more likely than others to believe that AECL should focus on 
developing and selling nuclear technology in Canada to benefit Canadians. 
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4. Appendix A: Qualitative Research Instruments 
Screener 

Good morning/afternoon/evening, my name is __________________________ and I 
am calling from the Ipsos-Reid Corporation, a national marketing research organization.  
We are a professional public opinion research firm that gathers opinions from people.  
From time to time, we solicit opinions by sitting down and talking with people. We are 
preparing to conduct a series of these discussions on behalf of the Government of 
Canada and are calling to see if you would be willing to participate. The discussion will 
take about two hours and those who qualify and attend will receive $75.00 as a token of 
our appreciation.  
 
Would you be interested in participating in this discussion which will be held at a 
location in ____________ on ______________? 
 

Yes  CONTINUE 
No  THANK AND TERMINATE 

 
Now, I would like to ask you a few questions to see if you qualify to attend.   

(INTERVIEWER RECORD GENDER, DO NOT ASK)  

Male (Continue for possible recruit) 
Female (Continue for possible recruit) 
Ensure good mix 

 
1. Do you or does anyone in your household work in any of the following areas? 

(READ LIST) IF "YES" TO ANY - THANK AND TERMINATE 
• An advertising agency   
• A market research company 
• The media, that is for TV, Radio or a newspaper 
• The Government of Canada 
• An energy utility or an energy company 

2. Have you attended a discussion group like this or a market research focus group in 
the past year? IF "YES" - THANK AND TERMINATE 

3. I am going to read you a series of age categories, please stop me when I get to the 
one that applies to you. (Ensure a good mix) 

• 25 to 35 years 
• 36 TO 39 years 
• 40 to 50 years 
• 51 to 59 
• 60 years and older 
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4. Could you please tell me what is the highest level of education you have achieved, is 

it?  
• Some post secondary (university/community college) or less (ensure at least 

two or three recruits per ENGAGED CANADIANS group; ensure at least 
three or four for GENERAL POPULATION groups)  

• Graduated post secondary (university or community college) or more  
 
5. Please tell me if you… 
 

• Have purchased stocks and or mutual funds, 
• Currently read a daily newspaper more than twice a week 
• Have acted as a volunteer in your community, 
• Have written a letter to the editor of your community newspaper, 
• Have written a letter to a municipally, provincially or federally elected official, 
• Have called a local talk show to voice your opinion about an issue you were 

particularly concerned about. 
 
(If yes to any two of the previous, continue for possible recruit to ENGAGED 
CANADIANS GROUP, if yes to only one or less continue for possible recruit to 
GENERAL POPULATION groups) 
 
6. Please tell me whether you agree or disagree with the following statement. Please 

use a 7-point scale, where 7 means you strongly agree, 1, means you strongly 
disagree and 4 means you neither agree nor disagree? 

 
• I am very interested in learning about public issues in Canada, such as the 

environment and the economy. 
• I am very interested in learning about what the Federal Government is doing. 

 
(If scores of 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 to both statements continue for possible recruit, if 1or 2 
to either statement thank and terminate, ensure a good mix of interest) 

 

7. Do you support or oppose the use of nuclear energy as a source of electricity in 
Canada. Please respond using a 7-point scale, where 7 means you strongly support 
the use of nuclear energy in Canada, 1, means you strongly oppose it and 4 means 
you neither support nor oppose the use of nuclear energy in Canada? 

 
(If recruit answers 2, 3, 4, 5 or 6 on the scale continue for possible recruit. If the 
answer is 1or 7 on the scale thank and terminate. Ensure a range of answers from 
2 to 6 on the scale.) 
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****(IN EACH LOCATION, PLEASE ENSURE 10 PARTICIPANTS ARE RECRUITED 
for 8 to show) 

 
Wonderful, you qualify to participate in one of our discussion sessions. The session will 
be held on …. 
 
The session will last between 1 ½ and 2 hours. We are reserving this discussion time 
for you. So if for any reason you cannot attend, please call: XXX-XXXX. We may be 
reviewing certain print materials so if need be please bring along your glasses. 
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Moderator’s Guide 
Introduction (5 minutes) 

 
• Welcome and thanks 
• Introduce self and Ipsos Reid 
• Explain focus group - informal chat, like sitting around your kitchen table 
• Role of moderator – come up with the topics of conversation, here to learn what you 

have to say, traffic cop 
• Role of participants - honest opinions, no right/wrong answers, no need to come to a 

consensus, one at a time 
• Explain taping, people in back room 
• Everything strictly confidential - no names 
• Moderator has no stake in the research (other than to make sure it is objective and 

provides client with the best feedback possible) 
• Introductions 
 
 
Warm up (5 minutes) 
 
• How important an issue of public concern is the energy supply? What do you think 

are some of the most important issues associated with the energy supply facing the 
country today? 

 
� PROBE IF NOT MENTIONED: Supply, demand, shortage, conservation, 

environment, cost, etc. 
 
• What, if anything, do you think the Government of Canada should do to address 

challenges facing Canada’s energy supply? 
 
 
Knowledge of Nuclear Energy (10 minutes) 
 
• What are some of the first things that come to mind when you think about nuclear 

energy? USE FLIP CHART 
 

� PROBE: Why would you say that? 
 
• How knowledgeable would you say that you are about the use of nuclear energy to 

generate electricity? 
 

� PROBE: What do you know about nuclear energy? Probe for: percentage of 
Canada’s electricity supply, who builds/owns Canada’s nuclear infrastructure, 
how is electricity produced, etc. 
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• Is there anything about nuclear energy that you are unclear about or would like to 

learn more about? 
 
Impressions of Nuclear Energy (20 minutes) 
 
• How if at all have your perceptions regarding nuclear changed over the past 5 

years?  
� Why have they changed/not changed 
 

� Currently, what are the benefits you would associate with nuclear energy? (USE 
FLIP CHART) 

� And what are the drawbacks you would associate with nuclear energy? (USE FLIP 
CHART) 

 
� FOR BENEFITS AND DRAWBACKS PROBE: the environment, the economy, 

job creation, safety concerns, security concerns, ensuring adequate electricity 
supply, etc… 

 
• Let’s focus on the environment for a moment; to what extent do you see nuclear 

energy as an environmentally friendly source of electricity? 
 

� As far as you are aware do nuclear power plants generate a high or a low 
amount of greenhouse gasses? 

 
• Let’s focus on the economy for a moment. What are possible economic benefits 

associated with nuclear energy? Is nuclear energy a good or a bad thing for 
Canada’s economy? Why?  

 
� What about for your community? 

 
 
Public vs. Private Responsibilities (20 minutes) 
 
• I’m going to pass out a brief questionnaire. Please take a few minutes to respond. 

When you’re done, we’ll discuss.  
 
Who do you think should be most responsible for each of the following activities, the 
Government of Canada or a private sector corporation? Please mark your response with a check 
in the appropriate column. If you think a given area of responsibility should be shared equally 
between the Government of Canada and a private corporation, you may check both columns. 
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Who should be most responsible for…? Government 
of Canada 

Private 
corporation 

Developing and selling nuclear reactors both in Canada 
and abroad 

  

Investing in research and development of the next 
generation of nuclear technology 

  

Overseeing the management and storage of nuclear waste   
Researching commercial applications for nuclear 
technologies that are intended to make a profit 

  

Ensuring the safety of nuclear energy   
Setting the regulations that govern the use of nuclear 
energy in Canada  

  

Producing nuclear isotopes for use in medical diagnosis 
and treatment 

  

 
• Which of these responsibilities did you think that a private sector corporation should 

be most responsible for? Probe:  areas that you think should be shared between the 
Government and the Private Sector.  

 
� FOR EACH ITEM MENTIONED: Why should a private sector corporation be 

most responsible for this area and not the Government of Canada? 
 
� IF A PARTICIPANT SAYS THERE ARE NO AREAS WHERE A PRIVATE 

SECTOR CORPORATION SHOULD BE MOST RESPONSIBLE: Why not? 
Are there any areas here where you think a private sector corporation could 
play a significant role?  

 
• And which responsibilities do you think the Government of Canada should be most 

responsible for? Are there areas where the Government of Canada should play less 
of a role? Why?  

 
AECL (35 minutes) 
 
• Has any one ever heard of Atomic Energy of Canada Limited, or AECL?  

� IF ANY SAY YES: What have you heard about AECL?  
 
• (HAND OUT AND READ DESCRIPTION): Atomic Energy of Canada Limited, or 

AECL, is a Crown Corporation fully owned by the Government of Canada. AECL 
develops and sells nuclear reactors, undertakes nuclear research, manages nuclear 
waste and contributes to the production of medical isotopes in Canada and around 
the world.  
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• Some have suggested that AECL should become either a wholly or partially owned 
private corporation; others say AECL should remain fully owned by the Government 
of Canada. What do you think? Explain.  

 
� FOR RESPONDENTS WHO THINK AECL SHOULD REMAIN A CROWN 

CORPORATION: Why? What, if anything, would change your mind and 
cause you to support AECL becoming a private corporation?  

� FOR RESPONDENTS WHO THINK AECL SHOULD BECOME PRIVATE: 
Why? What, if anything, would change your mind and cause you to think 
AECL should stay a publicly owned Crown Corporation? 

� FOR RESPONDENTS WHO CAN’T SAY EITHER WAY: What information do 
you need to know before you can answer this question?  

� And what if AECL were to become a public-private partnership? In other 
words, a corporation in which the government retains partial ownership in 
partnership with private investors? Would this be more or less palatable than 
if the AECL were either to remain a public Crown Corporation or become an 
entirely privately owned corporation? 

 
• Why do you think people are talking about making the AECL into a private sector 

corporation? 
 

� What are the benefits of doing so? 
� What are the drawbacks? 

 
• I am now going to pass out a list of arguments and ideas related to making AECL a 

private corporation. Take a moment to read the list carefully. Please circle parts of 
each idea that make sense to you or that you agree with and cross out those parts 
that don’t make sense or which you do not agree.   

 
1. AECL would be better able to sell nuclear technology around the world if it 

became a private corporation and would have more access to private sector 
funding 

2. AECL should be allowed to succeed or fail as a private sector corporation, 
and not be funded by taxpayer dollars 

3. I think AECL becoming a private corporation would help Canada’s economy 
by enabling it to more easily pursue and generate business outside Canada  

4. I think AECL becoming a private corporation would result in more jobs for 
Canadians 

5. I would worry about the safety of Canada’s nuclear technology if AECL 
became a fully private corporation 

6. If AECL were to become a private sector corporation, I am confident that the 
Government of Canada would continue to ensure that our nuclear technology 
is safe 

7. I think AECL can stay a public Crown Corporation and still be an economic 
success  
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8. Since AECL has been a public Crown Corporation for over 50 years, I don’t 
think it should become a private corporation now 

9. As a private corporation, AECL would be run more efficiently, meaning that 
consumers may spend less on nuclear energy. 

10. AECL should remain a crown corporation to make sure Canada’s nuclear 
technology continues to be made in Canada. 

 
[COVER STATEMENTS 1, 2, 4, 6, 9, 10 FIRST; OTHERS AS TIME ALLOWS]  
 
• What did you circle? Why?  
 
• What did you cross out? Why?  
 
• Now that we’ve talked a bit more about AECL, What do you think?  Should AECL 

remain a public Crown Corporation or should it become either a fully or partially 
private corporation? If no, capture the #1 top reasons for this opinion; If yes, capture 
the #1 top reason for this opinion?  

 
Wrap up (5 minutes) 
 
• If you could give the Government of Canada one piece of advice on communicating 

with the public on nuclear energy issues what would it be? (ASK PARTICIPANTS 
TO WRITE RESPONSE) 

 
• Thank you.  
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5. Appendix B: Quantitative Survey Instrument 
 

Hello, this is                     calling from Ipsos-Reid on behalf of the Government of Canada. We're 
a professional public opinion research company. I’d like to assure you that we’re not trying to 
sell you anything. Today we're talking to a random sample of Canadians about some important 
issues. Your participation is voluntary and all your answers will remain confidential. I'd like to 
speak to the person in your household who is 18 years of age or older, and who had their 
birthday last. Is that you? (IF YES, CONTINUE. IF NO, ASK:) May I speak with the person in 
your household who is 18 years of age or older? (REREAD INTRO IF NECESSARY) 
 
Bonjour, ici                                    d’Ipsos-Reid pour le compte du gouvernement du Canada. 
Nous sommes une firme professionnelle de sondage d'opinion publique et je tiens à vous 
assurer que nous n’avons rien à vendre. Aujourd'hui, nous communiquons avec des Canadiens 
choisis au hasard pour discuter de quelques questions importantes. Votre participation est 
volontaire et toutes vos réponses seront tenues confidentielles. J'aimerais parler à la personne 
de votre foyer âgée de 18 ans ou plus qui est la dernière à avoir célébré son anniversaire. Est-
ce vous? (SI OUI, CONTINUER. SI NON, DEMANDER :) Puis-je parler à une personne de 
votre foyer âgée de 18 ans ou plus? (RELIRE L'INTRODUCTION AU BESOIN) 
 
1. I will read you a list of several ways to produce electricity for Canada. Please tell me 
whether you strongly support, somewhat support, somewhat oppose, or strongly oppose each 
way of producing electricity. How about…? [Randomize] 
 
1. Je vais vous lire une liste de divers modes de production d'électricité utilisés au Canada. 
Veuillez me dire si vous êtes fortement pour, plutôt pour, plutôt contre ou fortement contre 
chacun de ces modes de production d'électricité. En ce qui concerne…? [Randomize] 
 
(RE-READ SCALE IF NECESSARY) 
(RELIRE L'ÉCHELLE AU BESOIN) 
 
Nuclear energy  
Énergie nucléaire  
Hydroelectric power 
Énergie hydroélectrique 
Coal  
Charbon  
Natural gas 
Gaz naturel 
Alternative sources such as solar or wind power 
Sources d'énergie de substitution, comme l'énergie solaire ou l'énergie éolienne 
 
Strongly support 
Fortement pour 
Somewhat support 
Plutôt pour 
Somewhat oppose 
Plutôt contre 
Strongly oppose 
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Fortement contre 
 
2. To the best of your knowledge is nuclear energy a very important, somewhat important, not 
very important or not at all an important component of Canada’s current energy supply?  (READ 
LIST IF NECESSARY.  ENTER SINGLE RESPONSE ONLY.  IF UNSURE, ENCOURAGE 
BEST GUESS) 
 
2. À votre connaissance, l'énergie nucléaire est-elle une source très importante, assez 
importante, peu importante ou pas du tout importante de l'approvisionnement actuel en énergie 
du Canada? (LIRE LA LISTE AU BESOIN. INSCRIRE UNE SEULE RÉPONSE. SI INCERTAIN, 
DEMANDER DE DONNER LA MEILLEURE APPROXIMATION.) 
 
Very important 
Très important 
Somewhat important 
Plutôt important 
Not very important 
Pas très important 
Not at all important 
Pas du tout important 
 
3. I am going to read a series of statements. For each, I would like you to indicate whether you 
strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree or strongly 
disagree.  [RANDOMIZE] How about…?  
 
3. Je vais maintenant vous lire une série d'énoncés. Pour chacun, j'aimerais savoir si vous êtes 
fortement d'accord, plutôt d'accord, ni d'accord ni en désaccord, plutôt en désaccord ou 
fortement en désaccord. [RANDOMIZE] Pour ce qui est de l'énoncé...?  
 
[ALWAYS KEEP STATEMENT ONE AND STATEMENT TWO SEPARATE] 
If we are to have reduced greenhouse gasses, we must increase the use of nuclear power in 
Canada.   
Si nous souhaitons réduire la production de gaz à effet de serre, nous devons augmenter 
l'utilisation d'énergie nucléaire au Canada. 
If we are to have cleaner air, we must increase the use of nuclear power in Canada.   
Si nous souhaitons améliorer la qualité de l'air, nous devons utiliser davantage l'énergie 
nucléaire au Canada.   
New nuclear power plants should not be constructed until we solve the problem of dealing with 
radioactive waste.   
Aucune nouvelle centrale nucléaire ne devrait être construite tant que le problème de gestion 
des déchets radioactifs n'est pas résolu. 
Nuclear fuel waste is being well-managed now by the industry and solutions for managing it in 
the long term are well in hand.   
L'industrie a bien pris en charge la gestion des déchets de combustible nucléaire et s'occupe 
des solutions de gestion à long terme.   
If new nuclear plants are built in Canada, they should be based on Canadian-developed 
technology.   
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Si de nouvelles centrales nucléaires sont construites au Canada, elles devraient fonctionner à 
l'aide d'une technologie canadienne.   
We should choose foreign technology for new nuclear plants if they are the best available, even 
if this means fewer jobs for Canadians.   
Si des technologies étrangères sont les meilleures de l'industrie, nous devrions privilégier leur 
utilisation dans les nouvelles centrales nucléaires, même si cela signifie qu'il y aura moins 
d'emplois pour des Canadiens.   
It is important that the nuclear technology developed to generate electricity in Canada be 
retained in companies which are owned and controlled by Canadians.   
Il importe que la technologie nucléaire développée pour produire de l'électricité au Canada 
demeure la propriété d'entreprises possédées et exploitées par des Canadiens.   
New nuclear power plants should only be brought on stream after a rigorous environmental and 
regulatory assessment, even if this takes many years to complete.   
Les nouvelles centrales nucléaires devraient être mises en service seulement après de 
rigoureuses évaluations en matière d'environnement et de réglementation, même si la 
réalisation de ces évaluations prend plusieurs années.   
New nuclear power plants should be strictly regulated, but there should be strict timelines 
established for the process so we do not experience shortages of electricity.  
Les nouvelles centrales nucléaires devraient faire l'objet d'une réglementation sévère, mais ce 
processus devrait être encadré par des échéances strictes afin d'éviter les pénuries d'électricité.  
The sale of Canada’s nuclear technology abroad would benefit Canada’s economy 
La vente de la technologie nucléaire canadienne à l'étranger aurait un effet bénéfique sur 
l'économie canadienne. 
 
Strongly agree 
Fortement d'accord 
Somewhat agree 
Plutôt d'accord 
Neither agree nor disagree 
Ni d'accord ni en désaccord 
Somewhat disagree 
Plutôt en désaccord 
Strongly disagree 
Fortement en désaccord 
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4. The extraction of oil from Canada’s oil sands requires a significant expenditure of energy 
that releases greenhouse gasses.  Would you approve or disapprove of using nuclear power to 
reduce the greenhouse gas emissions that result from the extraction of oil in the oil sands? Is 
that strongly or somewhat approve/ disapprove?  
 
4. L'extraction du pétrole des sables bitumineux du Canada demande de grandes dépenses 
énergétiques qui entraînent l'émission de gaz à effet de serre. Dans quelle mesure approuvez-
vous ou désapprouvez-vous l'utilisation de l'énergie nucléaire pour réduire les émissions de gaz 
à effet de serre produites lors de l'exploitation des sables bitumineux? Est-ce fortement ou 
modérément pour/contre?  
 
Strongly approve 
Approuve fortement 
Somewhat approve 
Approuve modérément 
Somewhat disapprove 
Désapprouve modérément 
Strongly disapprove 
Désapprouve fortement 
 
5. Would you say that you are very familiar, somewhat familiar, not very familiar or not at all 
familiar with Atomic Energy of Canada Limited or AECL? 
 
5. Dans quelle mesure connaissez-vous Énergie atomique du Canada limitée ou EACL? Très 
bien, plutôt bien, pas très bien ou pas du tout? 

 
Very familiar 
Très bien 
Somewhat familiar 
Plutôt bien 
Not very familiar 
Pas très bien 
Not at all familiar 
Pas du tout 
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For your information, Atomic Energy of Canada Limited, or AECL, is a Crown Corporation fully 
owned by the Government of Canada. AECL develops and sells nuclear reactors, undertakes 
nuclear research, manages nuclear waste and contributes to the production of medical isotopes 
(PRONOUNCED I-SO-TOPE-S) in Canada and around the world. Some have suggested that 
AECL should become either a wholly or partially private corporation; others say AECL should 
remain fully owned by the Government of Canada. 
 
Pour votre information, Énergie atomique du Canada limitée, ou EACL, est une société d'État 
entièrement détenue par le gouvernement du Canada. EACL conçoit et vend des réacteurs 
nucléaires, effectue la gestion de déchets radioactifs et des travaux de recherche sur l'énergie 
nucléaire, en plus de participer à la production de radio-isotopes utilisés à des fins médicales au 
Canada et partout dans le monde. Certains ont proposé que l'EACL devienne une société mixte 
issue d’un partenariat public-privé ou une corporation privée; d'autres disent que l'EACL devrait 
demeurer une société d'État détenue de plein droit par le gouvernement du Canada. 

 
6. I am going to read a series of statements. For each, I would like you to indicate whether you 
strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree or strongly 
disagree. [RANDOMIZE] 
 
6. Je vais maintenant vous lire une série d'énoncés. Pour chacun, j'aimerais savoir si vous êtes 
fortement d'accord, plutôt d'accord, ni d'accord ni en désaccord, plutôt en désaccord ou 
fortement en désaccord. [RANDOMIZE] 
 
(SAY “AECL” IF RESPONDENT HAS UNDERSTOOD WHAT THIS REFERS TO) 
(UTILISEZ L'ACRONYME « EACL » SI LE RÉPONDANT EN A COMPRIS LA SIGNIFICATION) 

 
Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL) would be better able to sell nuclear technology 
around the world if it became a private corporation 
Si elle devenait une corporation privée, la société Énergie atomique du Canada limitée (EACL) 
serait en meilleure position pour vendre la technologie nucléaire sur la scène internationale. 
Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL) should be allowed to succeed or fail as a private 
sector corporation, and not be funded by taxpayer dollars 
Énergie atomique du Canada limitée (EACL) devrait pouvoir assumer ses risques et ses gains 
comme toutes les entreprises privées et ne devrait pas être financée par les fonds publics. 
Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL) would benefit Canadians more as a public Crown 
Corporation than as a private corporation 
Il serait plus avantageux pour les Canadiens qu'Énergie atomique du Canada limitée (EACL) 
demeure une société d'État et ne devienne pas une corporation privée. 
I think Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL) becoming a private corporation would help 
Canada’s economy 
Je crois que la privatisation d'Énergie atomique du Canada limitée (EACL) serait bénéfique pour 
l'économie canadienne. 
I think Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL) becoming a private corporation would result in 
more jobs for Canadians 
Je crois que la privatisation d'Énergie atomique du Canada limitée (EACL) entraînerait la 
création d'emplois pour les Canadiens. 
I would worry about the safety of Canada’s nuclear technology if Atomic Energy of Canada 
Limited (AECL) became a fully private corporation 
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Je serais préoccupé de la sécurité entourant la technologie nucléaire canadienne si Énergie 
atomique du Canada limitée (EACL) devenait une corporation privée. 
If Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL) were to become a private sector corporation, I am 
confident that the Government of Canada would continue to ensure that our nuclear technology 
is safe 
Si Énergie atomique du Canada limitée (EACL) devenait une corporation privée, je suis 
convaincu que le gouvernement du Canada continuerait d'assurer que notre technologie 
nucléaire demeure sécuritaire. 
I think Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL) can stay a public Crown Corporation and still 
be an economic success 
Je crois qu'Énergie atomique du Canada limitée (EACL) peut conserver le statut de société 
d'État tout en étant très rentable. 
Since the AECL has been a public Crown Corporation for over 50 years, I don’t think it should 
become a private corporation now 
EACL est une société d'État depuis plus de 50 ans, alors je ne crois pas qu'elle devrait être 
privatisée maintenant. 
 
Strongly agree 
Fortement d'accord 
Somewhat agree 
Plutôt d'accord 
Neither agree nor disagree 
Ni d'accord ni en désaccord 
Somewhat disagree 
Plutôt en désaccord 
Strongly disagree 
Fortement en désaccord 

 
7. Which of the following statements comes closest to your opinion: 
 
7. Lequel des énoncés suivants se rapproche le plus de votre opinion? 
 
(ACCEPT ONLY ONE RESPONSE) 
(ACCEPTER UNE SEULE RÉPONSE) 
 
(SAY “AECL” IF RESPONDENT HAS UNDERSTOOD WHAT THIS REFERS TO) 
(UTILISER L'ACRONYME « EACL » SI LE RÉPONDANT EN A COMPRIS LA 
SIGNIFICATION) 
 
[ROTATE STATEMENTS] 
[ROTATE STATEMENTS] 

 
Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL) should focus on developing and selling nuclear 
technology in Canada to benefit Canadians 
Énergie atomique du Canada limitée (EACL) devrait concentrer ses efforts sur le 
développement et la vente de la technologie nucléaire au Canada pour en faire bénéficier les 
Canadiens 
Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL) should focus on developing and selling nuclear 
technology both in Canada and around the world. 
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Énergie atomique du Canada limitée (EACL) devrait concentrer ses efforts sur le 
développement et la vente de la technologie nucléaire au Canada et partout à travers le monde. 
 
Both (DO NOT READ) 
Neither (DOT NOT READ) 
Ni l’un ni l’autre (NE PAS LIRE) 
DK/NS (DO NOT READ) 
NSP/NI (NE PAS LIRE) 
 
DEMOGRAPHICS: 
DONNÉES DÉMOGRAPHIQUES : 
 
Now I have just a few final questions for statistical purposes only. 
Pour terminer, il me reste quelques questions à vous poser à des fins statistiques seulement. 

 
8. In what year were you born? (RECORD YEAR; ACCEPT 1900-1991) 
 
8. En quelle année êtes-vous né? (INSCRIRE L'ANNÉE; ACCEPTER 1900-1991) 
 
9. What is the highest level of schooling that you have completed? (READ LIST) 
 
9. Quel est le niveau de scolarité le plus élevé que vous avez terminé? (LIRE LA LISTE) 

 
Primary/elementary school 
École primaire/élémentaire 
Some high school 
Études secondaires en partie 
Graduated high school 
Diplôme d’études secondaires 
Vocational/technical college/Cegep 
École de formation professionnelle/technique/cégep 
Some university 
Études universitaires en partie 
Graduated university 
Diplôme d'études universitaires de 1er cycle 
Graduate degree 
Diplôme d'études universitaires de 2e ou de 3e cycle 
 
10. Is the total annual household income for everyone in your household less than $60,000, or 
is it $60,000 or more? 
 
10. Veuillez me dire si le revenu annuel total de tous les membres de votre foyer est inférieur, 
égal ou supérieur à 60 000 $. 
 
Less than $60,000 
Inférieur à 60 000 $ 
$60,000 or more 
Égal ou supérieur à 60 000 $ 
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11. Can you please tell me the total annual household income for everyone in your household? 
Please stop me when I reach your category. (READ LIST) 
 
11. Quel est le revenu annuel total de tous les membres de votre foyer? Veuillez m’arrêter 
lorsque je lirai votre catégorie. (LIRE LA LISTE) 
 
[IF “Less than $60,000” AT Q10, DISPLAY INCOMES UP TO JUST UNDER $60,000; 
IF “$60,000 or more” AT Q10, DISPLAY INCOMES $60,000 and higher] 
[IF “Less than $60 000” AT Q10, DISPLAY INCOMES UP TO JUST UNDER $60 000; 
IF “$60 000 or more” AT Q10, DISPLAY INCOMES $60 000 and higher] 

 
Less than $20,000 
Moins de 20 000 $ 
$20,000 to just under $25,000 
20 000 $ à un peu moins de 25 000 $ 
$25,000 to just under $30,000 
25 000 $ à un peu moins de 30 000 $ 
$30,000 to just under $35, 000 
30 000 $ à un peu moins de 35 000 $ 
$35,000 to just under $40,000 
35 000 $ à un peu moins de 40 000 $ 
$40,000 to just under $45,000 
40 000 $ à un peu moins de 45 000 $ 
$45,000 to just under $50,000 
45 000 $ à un peu moins de 50 000 $ 
$50,000 to just under $55,000 
50 000 $ à un peu moins de 55 000 $ 
$55,000 to just under $60,000 
55 000 $ à un peu moins de 60 000 $ 
$60,000 to just under $65,000 
60 000 $ à un peu moins de 65 000 $ 
$65,000 to just under $70,000 
65 000 $ à un peu moins de 70 000 $ 
$70,000 to just under $75,000 
70 000 $ à un peu moins de 75 000 $ 
$75,000 to just under $100,000 
75 000 $ à un peu moins de 100 000 $ 
$100,000 to just under $125,000 
100 000 $ à un peu moins de 125 000 $ 
$125,000 to just under $150,000 
125 000 $ à un peu moins de 150 000 $ 
$150,000 to just under $175,000 
150 000 $ à un peu moins de 175 000 $ 
$175,000 to just under $200,000 
175 000 $ à un peu moins de 200 000 $ 
$200,000 or over 
200 000 $ ou plus 
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11. For each of the following please answer yes or no. [RANDOMIZE] 
 
11. Veuillez répondre oui ou non à chacun des énoncés suivants : [RANDOMIZE] 

 
Do you have any children under the age of 18 years old? 
Avez-vous des enfants de moins de 18 ans? 
Do you own any stocks? 
Possédez-vous des actions? 
Do you own any mutual funds? 
Possédez-vous des fonds communs de placement? 
Have you in the last year spoken at a public meeting? 
Avez-vous pris la parole à une réunion publique au cours de la dernière année? 
Have you in the last year written a letter to a newspaper editor? 
Avez-vous écrit une lettre à la rédaction d’un journal au cours de la dernière année? 
Have you in the last year called a television or radio talk show? 
Avez-vous appelé à une tribune téléphonique à la radio ou à la télévision au cours de la 
dernière année? 
Have you in the last year written an article for publication? 
Avez-vous écrit un article pour publication au cours de la dernière année? 
Have you in the last year been a member of a community service organization? 
Avez-vous fait partie d’un organisme de services communautaires au cours de la dernière 
année? 
Have you in the last year served as an officer of a non-governmental organization? 
Avez-vous été agent d’une organisation non gouvernementale au cours de la dernière année? 
Have you in the last year written to an elected representative? 
Avez-vous écrit à un élu au cours de la dernière année? 
Have you in the last year worked for a political party? 
Avez-vous travaillé pour un parti politique au cours de la dernière année? 
 
Yes 
Oui 
No 
Non 


