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Project Context 

 

 

 

 

http://eagle.sckcen.be 

 

Institutions, media and the general public throughout Europe exchange information about 

ionising radiation (IR) and associated risks. The Fukushima accident in 2011 has demonstrated once 

again the need for further improving this communication. EAGLE is a coordination project under 

FP7-EURATOM aiming at clarifying the information and communication strategies enableing 

informed societal decision-making.   

 

Education, training and information to the public are key factors in the governance of ionising 

radiation risks; they are also opportunities for dialogue and stakeholder involvement in decision-

making. EAGLE will engage stakeholders in assessing the current practices for the dissemination of 

information on ionising radiation to the public. It will provide practical guidance for good 

practicesupporting the ideal of a participative, citizen-centred communication.  

 

To achieve these objectives, EAGLE brings together representatives of nuclear actors, users of 

ionising radiation, authorities, mass and social media, and informed civil society, from a range of 

European countries employing nuclear power or not. 

 

EAGLE Work Package 3analyses the education, training and information (ETI) from the point of view 

of the final recipients of information – EU citizens.  Existing desk research for all EU Member states 

will be analyzed based on opinion polls, interviews and the outcome of workshops conducted 

inselected countries. In addition, the ‘mental model’ approach will be employed to investigate 

potential differences between professionals and the public regarding social and cognitive 

representations of ionising radiation risks. This will identify means to better support informed 

public decision-making. 

The present reportcontains the results for Belgium connected to Deliverable 3.1, preparing and 

supporting these activities.  

http://eagle.sckcen.be/
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I. Introduction 

The results for Belgium originate from a larger survey, the institutional survey of the Belgian 

Nuclear Research Centre (Turcanu and Perko, 2014). This addressedtopics such as risk perception, 

confidence in authorities, opinion about nuclear energy, trust in nuclear actors, knowledge about 

the nuclear domain and communication in nuclear emergencies. The survey was conducted in 

Dutch and French language. 

The sample consisted of N=1002 Belgian adults and is representative for the (18+) Belgian 

population with respect to gender, age category (3 categories), province, education and habitat. 

The field work was carried out between 15/08/2013 and 13/09/2013 by a company specialised in 

opinion research (IPSOS Belgium) with professional interviewers. The method employed was CAPI 

("Computer Assisted Personal Interviewing"), the answers being directly recoded and stored on a 

computer hard disk. The average duration of the interviews was 35 minutes. 

 

II. Method 

II.1 Sample 

The sample consisted of N=1002 Belgian adults and is representative for the (18+) Belgian 

population with respect to gender, age category (four categories), province, education and habitat. 

The professionally active status was also checked in order to ensure that professionally active 

people are well represented.  

A stratified quota sampling enriched by random systematic sampling of respondents was applied. 

The sampling frame (a list of all communes and their size) was stratified according to regions (11 

strata) and level of urbanisation (4 strata). Using the explicit stratification the sampling frame was 

divided into 44 strata (from which 7 are empty).The number of sampling points to be selected in 

each stratum was determined based on: 

• the regional structure of the population; 

• the total of number of sampling points  (circa 100); 

• the assumption of constant response rate across the clusters and equal number of visited 

addresses. 

Random systematic sampling was performed within each stratum to randomly select the required 

number of sampling points. For each sampling point, one address was then drawn at random. From 
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this starting address, a cluster of households was formed by selecting every n-th household by 

standard random route procedure. 

The next table summarises the socio-demographic characteristics of the sample.  

 

Table 1 Socio-demographic characteristics of the sample  

Variable   Belgian population 18+ 

(N=8783000) 

(%) 

Survey sample 

(N=1002) 

(%) 

Sex 

  

Men 

Women 

48.5 

51.5 

50.6 

49.4 

Age 

  

  

18-34 

35-54 

55+64 

65+ 

27 

35.6 

15.5 

21.9 

24.5 

37.2 

18.8 

19.6 

Education Lower (primary and lower secondary) 

Intermediate (higher secondary) 

Higher  

29.1 

40.5 

30.4 

26.9 

43.5 

29.7 

Region Flanders 

Brussels 

Wallonia.  

58.2 

10.1 

31.7 

56.2 

9.7 

35.2 

Habitat 5 biggest cities 

43 main municipalities 

Small locations 

Rural municipalities 

29.3 

21.7 

23.5 

25.5 

30.4 

24.2 

21.2 

24.3 

 

II.2 Formulation of questionnaire items 

Most items in the survey were formulated as questions or statements, related to which the 

respondent could answer using a five points Likert-scale. The answering category was adjusted to 

the context of the statement or question. Agreement with a statement was typically measured on a 

scale ranging from strongly disagree, through to disagree, undecided, agree, to strongly agree. The 

option of "no answer" or "I don't know" was allowed but not encouraged (interviewers were 

specifically instructed for this purpose).  

To avoid question-order effects, randomisation or rotation of questionnaire items was applied 

whenever deemed appropriate (e.g. for the itemsmeasuring risk perception). 
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II.3 Pilot study 

A pilot study was carried out as a pre-test of the survey with a paper version of the questionnaire. 

Respondents were asked to fill in the questionnaire and to write comments next to the questions, if 

appropriate. Individual discussions with the interviewer were held with each respondent. This 

helped identifying any problems people might have, e.g. with regard to terms or phrases that are 

confusing or questions that are too difficult to answer, and verifying that the questions were 

interpreted in the same way by different respondents. Prior to respondents starting to fill in the 

questionnaire, the interviewers made an introduction that briefly explained the purpose of the 

study and also included messages that are known to encourage people to respond: (a) assure the 

respondents that data will remain anonymous; (b)  explain the purpose of the pilot study; (c) 

explain the selection of the respondents (if requested); (d) communicate the estimated time 

needed to fill in the questionnaire (initial estimation: 30 min); (e) emphasize that all the 

respondents' comments will be analysed together with the interviewer in individual discussions. 

The interviews were conducted among researchers from the University of Liège and newly 

employed personnel of SCK•CEN. In total, 22 surveys were realized, among which three in French, 

five in English and 14 in Dutch. The average duration of the interview was 32 minutes (ranging from 

21 minutes to 55 minutes). Great attention was given to the translation of the questionnaire in 

French and Dutch language, in order to assure the equal understanding of statements and 

questions investigated. For this, native speakers were asked to compare the translations from 

Dutch to French and from French to Dutch languages.  

A qualitative analysis of the results obtained was used to produce an improved version of the 

questionnaire. 

 

III. Results 

III.1 Risk perception and confidence in authorities 

Risk perception was measured for eight different radiological risks with the following question: 

“What are the risks for your own health in the next 20 years from each of the domains: a nuclear 

accident, a terrorist attack with radioactive source, radioactive waste, residues of radioactivity in 

food, food sterilisation by irradiation, radiation from GSM's, medical X-rays and natural radiation 

(radon or cosmic)?έ 

From the results presented in Figure 1 we can infer that nuclear accidents and radioactive waste 

were evaluated as the most risky among the domainsevaluated. Medical X-rays and natural 
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radiation, which are radiation sources contributing significantly to the annual dose for an ordinary 

citizen, but are more familiar, generate less concerns.  

 

 
Figure 1 Perception of  radiation -related risks (personal risks)  (N=1002)  
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Confidence in authorities for the actions taken to protect the population was measured for the 

same risks domains as before. Despite their high risk perception, nuclear accidents are on top of the 

confidence scale as regards the high confidence in the authorities for the actions they take to 

protect the population against risks from each of the topics investigated previously for risk 

perception (seeFigure 2). 

 

 

Figure 2 Confidencein authorities (N=1002)  
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Almost half of the respondents expressed high of very high confidence in the actions taken by 

authorities to protect the population against risks from nuclear accidents.  

The lowest confidence in authorities is expressed for the actions taken to protect the population 

against risks from the radiation from mobile phones and natural radiation (radon or from space). 

Concerning food sterilisation by irradiation, one third of the respondents (35%) has a high or very 

high confidence in authorities. A similar percentage of respondents (36%) have high or very high 

confidence in authorities for the actions taken to protect the population against risks from residues 

of radioactivity in food.  

 

III.2 The competence and trustworthiness of nuclear actors 

 

To investigate the perceived competence and trustworthiness of nuclear actors, the respondents 

were first asked to indicate if they knew a number of actors in the nuclear field. For the actors they 

knew, they were asked to state their opinion whether the actor “is telling the truth about risks and 

benefits of nuclear technologies” and how they evaluated the actor as “technically competent in this 

domain". 

It can be seen that apart from the environmental organisations and the journalists, technical 

competence is evaluated higher than the trustworthiness for all the other actors. 

Both trustworthiness and technical competence in what concerns risks and benefits of nuclear 

technologies is evaluated higher for national agencies (FANC-AFCN for nuclear control and NIRAS-

ONDRAF for radioactive waste management), the IAEA and the Belgian Nuclear Research Centre 

than for the nuclear industry (GdF-SUEZ). 
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of 

Figure 3 Trustworthiness and technical competence nuclear actors 
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The figure below illustrates the average scores (on the 5-point scale) of the trustworthiness and 

competenceof nuclear actors as regards risks and benefits of nuclear technology, as evaluated by 

the respondents who knew the different actors. In Figure 4, the red rectangle includes the actors 

for which both trustworthiness as and competence score below the middle point of the scale, the 

yellow rectangles the actyors for which only one score is above the middle point, and the green 

rectangle the actors for which both trustworthiness and competence are evaluated higher than 

average.  

 

 

Figure 4Trustworthiness vs. competence of nuclear actors 
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III.3 Use of sources of information about the Fukushima accident 

Two years after the nuclear accident in Fukushima, the accident is still strongly remembered in 

Belgian population. 94% of the respondents knew about the nuclear accident at the power plants in 

Fukushima. These respondents were asked a series of questions concerning the use of media 

sources. 

The 984 respondents who knew about the Fukushima accident were asked about the information 

sources they used to inform themselves about it.  

The results show (see Figure5) that almost all respondents (93%) used the TV and about half 

resorted to radio or printed newspapers to inform themselves about the Fukushima accident. TV 

was followed by radio and printed newspapers as the next main sources of information.  

 

 

Figure 5 Use of information sources for the Fukushima accident (non -exclusive options) (N=943)  



   

   

 14 

 

Subsequently, we investigated in more detail what type of internet sources was used to acquire 

information about the Fukushima accident (see Figure6). We found out that also in this case the 

traditional media on internet come forward as the main source.  In their large majority, the 

respondents who used on-line information sources chose the web pages of traditional, media: 

newspapers, TV and radio channels to get informed about the Fukushima accident. However, one in 

three respondents using internet has also used internet pages from various organisations and/or 

Facebook. 

 

 

Figure6 Use of internet information sources in the case of the Fukushima accident  

(non-exclusive options ) (N=284) 

 

It is remarkable that although the survey was carried out more than two years after the accident, 

27% of the respondents who knew about the Fukushima accident said they were still following the 

news about it. About half of the respondents followed the news for only few days or weeks.  

N = 284 
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Figure 7 Attentiveness to news about the Fukushima accident (N=943)  

 

Next question inquired about general satisfaction with the information received about the accident 

in Fukushima.  

 

 

Figure 8 Satisfaction with the information about the Fukushima accident (N=943)  
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As illustrated in Figure8, one in two respondents who knew about the accident were satisfied or 

very satisfied with the information received and one in three had a neutral opinion. 

 

III.4 Use of information sources in case of a nuclear accident in Belgium 

Another group of questions asked the respondents which information sources they would use in 

case of an accident in a nuclear installation in Belgium. Almost every respondent (nine out of every 

ten) said they would use TV and half of them would use radio and/or printed newspapers (Figure9).  

It can be noticed that almost half say they would (also) use information sources on the internet.  

 

 

Figure 9 Information sources used in case of an accident in a nuclear installation in Belgium (N=943)  

 

 



   

   

 17 

 

From the 427 respondents who said they would use internet, similar to previously, we can notice 

(Figure10) that a large majority (77%) would consult the web pages of newspapers. 

 

 

Figure 10 Use of information sources on the internet in case of an accident in a nuclear installation in 

Belgium (N=427)  

  

N = 427 
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III.5 Knowledge about the nuclear domain 

 

A series of questions assessed the knowledge of the general public about the nuclear domain and 

the applications of radioactivity. The questions were selected and adapted from: i) the 

EUROBAROMETER studies – special surveys related to nuclear and radiological topics conducted in 

all European countries (e.g. Eurobarometer 271 of 2006 and Eurobarometers 324 and 297 of 2008; 

ii) other surveys used for research on nuclear issues (e.g. Železnik, 2010; Perko et al, 2010) and iii) 

discussions with experts.  

The table below summarises the questions asked and the results obtained.  

 
Table 2 Items assessing knowledge about the nuclear domain  

  Answering categories % correct answers 

& (Correct answer) 

% in-correct 

answers 

What do you think about the following issues:  

AW  1  Will exposure to radiation always 

lead to radioactive contamination? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

9. Don't know / no 

answer 

26% (No) 64% 

AW  2  Is radioactive waste produced only 

by nuclear power plants? 

65% (No) 26% 

Which of the following sectors makes use of nuclear technology? 

AW  3  production of electricity 1. Yes 
2. No 
9. Don't know / no 

answer 

95% (Yes) 3% 

AW  4  medical sector 92% (Yes) 4% 

AW  5  food industry 50% (Yes) 36% 

In your opinion, how is radioactive waste managed?  

AW  6  Radioactive waste is collected and 

treated 

1.   Separately from  

      other wastes 

2.   Together with the 

       other waste 

9.   Don't know/no 

      answer 

87% ("Separately 

from other waste") 

7% 

AW  7  Radioactivity can be directly 

measured:  

1.   With special 

      equipment 

2.   It cannot be 

      measured   

9.  Don't know/no 

answer 

88% ("With special 

equipment") 

4% 
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  Answering categories % correct answers 

& (Correct answer) 

% in-correct 

answers 

AW  8  The measurement unit for 

radioactivity is:   

 

1. Becquerel 

2. Hertz 

3. Metres/second 

9. Don't know/ no 

answer 

52% (Bq) 5% 

AW  9  Vegetables grown near a nuclear 

power plant are not good for 

consumption because of radioactivity 

1. Yes 

2. No 

9. Don't know/no 

answer 

33% (No) 58% 

AW  10  Natural radioactivity is never 

dangerous  because we are used and 

adapted to it 

51% (No) 35% 

AW  11  The human body is naturally 

radioactive 

37% (Yes) 39% 

AW  12  With time, every radioactive substance 

becomes more and more radioactive 

47% (No) 27% 

 

Almost two out of every three respondents think, mistakenly, that exposure to radiation will always 

lead to radioactive contamination and every forth respondent thinks that radioactive waste is 

produced only by nuclear power plants. 

The use of nuclear technologies for the production of electricity and in the medical sector is well 

known, whereas the knowledge about its use in the food sector has significantly increased since 

2011: 50% knew the correct answer in 2013, but only 30% in 2011.  

A great number of respondents knew that radioactivity can be measured with special equipment, 

but only half of them knew the correct measurement unit.  

The general knowledge about radioactivity in the environment is quite low. More than one in two 

respondents thinks that vegetables grown near a nuclear power plant cannot be safely consumed 

because of radioactivity and one in three respondents thinks that natural radioactivity is never 

dangerous. At the same time, one in four respondents thinks that every radioactive substance 

becomes with time more and more radioactive.  
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III.6 Communication about ionising radiation 

 

The survey included questions concerning satisfaction with information sources, as well as the need 

for and the accessibility of information about ionising radiation.  

 

 

Figure 11 Satisfaction with information sources as regards information about ionising radiation  

 

As illustrated in Figure11, the respondents were least satisfied with the information provided by 

mass media and the nuclear industry (less than one in three is satisfied or very satisfied) and most 

satisfied with the information provided by scientists from universities (53% satisfied or very 

satisfied). For the other actors, the level of satisfaction is somewhat lower (about 45% are satisfied 

or very satisfied). 

Next, we enquired about the need for and the accessibility of information concerning ionising 

radiation provided by the industry.It is interesting to note that a large majority of respondents 

(84%) think that the industry should provide more information about ionising radiation. For 
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instance, 88% agree or strongly agree that when food is sterilised using ionising radiation, this 

should be stated on the product's label. 

 

 

Figure 12 Need for and accessibility of information concerning the ioni sing radiation and its use 

(N=1002)  

 

Concerning the accessibility of information, 42% of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed that 

information about the use of ionising radiation by the industry is available (source of information 

not specified), while 26% (strongly) disagreed. 
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III.7 Experience with the nuclear 

 

A last set of questions aimed at assessing the respondents' experience with the nuclear domain. It 

can be noticed that few respondents have acknowledged experiences with the nuclear domain. 

 

 

Figure 13 Experiences with nuclear  (N=1002)  

 

The percentage of respondents that have visited a nuclear power plant or nuclear research facility 

was 17%, whereas this was 15% in 2011 and 12% in 2009. Almost one in five (19%) had a family 

member or close friend having (had) a job that involved the use of radioactivity in 2013. About 8% 

had themselves a job involving the use of radioactivity. 

20% of the respondents acknowledged that they lived in an area close to a nuclear installation. 
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IV. Conclusions 

This public opinion research conducted among a representative sample of the Belgian adult 

population provides insights into the attitudes, opinions, feelings, experiences and knowledge 

related to the field of ionising radiation in Belgium. These results, alongside others,may provide a 

basis for discussion with the stakeholders of the EAGLE project (representatives of information 

sources, mass media and the general population), as planned in three work packages (WP) of 

EAGLE. Together with the dialogue groups, this will further explore the needs for improved and 

coordinated communication about ionising radiation.   

These results highlight some interesting points to be addressed in the communication with the 

EAGLE stakeholders. The following paragraphs summarise the main findings. 

 Although people perceive radiological risks rather high, they express confidence in the 

authorities for the actions taken to protect the population against these risks. For instance, 

every second citizen perceives the risks from of radioactive waste as high or very high; 

however, four out of ten have high or very high confidence in the authorities as regards the 

actions taken to protect them against risks from radioactive waste. Among the ionising 

radiation risks, radiation due to X-rays is evaluated among the lowest risks; confidence in 

authorities also in this case is rather high. 

 

 Trustworthiness and competences are among the most important influencing factors in 

communication. In Belgium,scientists from universities are appreciated the most as regards 

trustworthiness and competence as regards risks and benefits of nuclear technologies, 

followed by IAEA and the nuclear research institute SCK•CEN. The least appreciated are the 

journalists and the government. 

 

 Almost one third of the Belgian respondents are still following the information related to the 

Fukushima accident. Traditional media (TV, newspapers and radio) have been and remain 

the principal information sources used by people to inform themselves about the accident in 

Fukushima. Internet was also used by one out of three people. However, 85% of the 

respondents using internet sources of information about the Fukushima accident have done 

so in order to read on-line newspapers; 51% of the internet users followed web pages of TV 

and radio channels. We can thus conclude that the large majority of the internet users have 

consulted traditional media. Social media was used by fewer respondents; for instance 

Twitter was used by 4% of population and Facebook by 26% of population.  
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 Traditional media were revealed as the most important information source also in the case 

of a potential nuclear accident in Belgium. Almost every respondent (nine out of every ten) 

said they would use TV and half of them would use radio and/or printed newspapers. It can 

be noticed that a greater number of respondents (almost half) say they would (also) use 

information sources on the internet. However, from the 427 respondents who said they 

would use internet, we can notice, similar to previously, that a large majority would consult 

the web pages of newspapers. In the case of a nuclear accident in Belgium, web pages of 

governmental and non-governmental organisations would also be an important information 

sourcefor the Belgian citizens using internet sources. 

 

 There is still much room for improvement in what concerns communication related to 

ionising radiation. Most respondents were of the opinion that the industry should provide 

more information about this domain. They also tended to agree that the use of ionising 

radiation in the food industry should be mentioned on the products' label. Once again, 

Belgians are most satisfied with the information provided by scientists from universities and 

the least with the information provided by mass media and the nuclear industry. 

 

 The general knowledge about ionising radiation is quite low among the Belgian population. 

More than one in two respondents thinks that vegetables grown near a nuclear power plant 

cannot be safely consumed because of radioactivity and one in three respondents thinks 

that natural radioactivity is never dangerous.  

 

 Belgian nuclear installations are rather open to the public: 17% of the respondents have 

visited a nuclear power plant or a nuclear research facility. However, experiences with the 

nuclear field (having had a job involving the use of ionising radiation or a family member or friend 

with such a job) are rather low in the general public. 

The same research will be conducted also in Slovenia and France. This will allow the EAGLE project 

to carry out a cross-country and cross-cultural comparison, in both new and old Member States. 
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Annex 1 Questionnaire used for EAGLE 

 

S1.  Gender of the respondent 1. Male 

2. Female 

S2.  Place of residence  …. *zip code+ 

S3.  Year of birth .... [year] 

S4.  What is the highest diploma obtained? 1. Primary school or no education 

2. Lower secondary-general  

3. Higher secondary – general 

4. Lower secondary – technical or arts 

5. Higher secondary –technical or arts  

6. Lower secondary- vocational 

7. Higher secondary – vocational  

8. Higher non-university 

9. University 

 

Risk perception and confidence in authorities 

How do you perceive the potential riskto your health from each of the following sources within the next 20 

years?  

RANDOMIZE 

RPP1.  Radioactive waste 1. No risk at all 

2. Very low  

3. Low 

4. Average 

5. High 

6. Very high 

9. Don't know / no 

answer 

RPP2.  An accident in a nuclear installation 

RPP3.  Radiation from mobile phones (cell phones) 

RPP4.  Natural radiation (e.g. radon or radiation from space) 

RPP5.  Medical X-rays 

RPP6.  A terrorist attack with a radioactive source  

RPP7.  Residues of radioactivity in food 

RPP8.  Food sterilisation by irradiation 
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How much confidence you have in the authorities for the actions they undertake to protect the population 

against risks from each of the following sources: 

 

RANDOMIZE 

RC1.  Radioactive waste 1. Very little 

2. Little 

3. Average 

4. Quite a lot 

5. Very much 

9. Don't know / no 

answer 

RC2.  An accident in a nuclear installation 

RC3.  Radiation from mobile phones (cell phones) 

RC4.  Natural radiation (e.g. radon or radiation from space) 

RC5.  Medical X-rays 

RC6.  A terrorist attack with a radioactive source  

RC7.  Residues of radioactivity in food 

RC8.  Food sterilisation by irradiation 

 

Actors in the nuclear field 

QNST If we consider the nuclear energy sector and its technologies, can you tell me if you know the 

following actors? 

RANDOMIZE 

1. Environmental organisations 1. Yes 

2. No 

 

2. Nuclear industry (in BE: GdF-SUEZ) 

3. Journalists 

4. The National Agency for Nuclear Control (in BE: FANC/AFCN, in 

FR: ASN, in SLO: SNSA) 

5. The national agency for radioactive waste (in BE: NIRAS/ONDRAF, 

in SLO: ARAO) 

6. IAEA (International Atomic Energy Agency) in Vienna 

7. Nuclear Research Institutes (in BE SCK•CEN, in SLO: Institut "Jozef 

Stefan", in FR: IRSN?) 

8. Scientists from universities 

 

Not knowing an Actor is a filter for "telling truth" and "technically competent" 

 

NSC1 To what extent to you agree or disagree that these actors are telling the truth about risks and 

benefits of nuclear technologies?(RANDOMIZE) 
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1. Environmental organisations  

ASK IF Environmental organisations in QNST CODE 1: Yes 

1. Strongly disagree   

2. Disagree   

3. Neither agree, nor 
disagree   

4. Agree   

5. Strongly agree 

9.    Don't know / no answer 

2. Nuclear industry (in BE: GdF-SUEZ) 

ASK IF Nuclear industry (in BE: GdF-SUEZ) in QNST CODE 1: Yes 

3. The journalists 

4. The National Agency for Nuclear Control (in BE: FANC/AFCN, in 
FR: ASN, in SLO: SNSA) 

ASK IF National Agency for Nuclear Control in QNST CODE 1: Yes 

5. The national agency for radioactive waste (in BE: NIRAS/ONDRAF, 
in SLO: ARAO) 

ASK IF national agency for radioactive waste in QNST CODE 1: Yes 

6. IAEA (International Atomic Energy Agency) in Vienna 

ASK IF International Atomic Energy Agency in QNST CODE 1: Yes 

7. Nuclear research Institutes (in BE SCK•CEN, in SLO: Institut "Jozef 
Stefan", in FR: IRSN?) 

ASK IF Nuclear research Institutes in QNST CODE 1: Yes 

8. Scientists from universities 

 

NSC2 And to what extent to you agree or disagree that these actors are technically competent in 
the nuclear domain? (RANDOMIZE) 
 

1. Environmental organisations  

ASK IF Environmental organisations in QNST CODE 1: Yes 

1. Strongly disagree   

2. Disagree   

3. Neither agree, nor 
disagree   

4. Agree   

5. Strongly agree 

9.    Don't know / no answer 

2. Nuclear industry (in BE: GdF-SUEZ) 

ASK IF Nuclear industry (in BE: GdF-SUEZ) in QNST CODE 1: Yes 

3. The journalists 

4. The National Agency for Nuclear Control (in BE: FANC/AFCN, in 
FR: ASN, in SLO: SNSA) 

ASK IF National Agency for Nuclear Control in QNST CODE 1: Yes 

5. The national agency for radioactive waste (in BE: NIRAS/ONDRAF, 
in SLO: ARAO) 

ASK IF national agency for radioactive waste in QNST CODE 1: Yes 

6. IAEA (International Atomic Energy Agency) in Vienna 

ASK IF International Atomic Energy Agency in QNST CODE 1: Yes 

7. Nuclear research Institutes (in BE SCK•CEN, in SLO: Institut "Jozef 
Stefan", in FR: IRSN?) 

ASK IF Nuclear research Institutes in QNST CODE 1: Yes 
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Fukushima 

 

FU  1  Have you heard about the accident in the nuclear 

power plantsin Fukushima,Japan, in 2011? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

 

Next questions in this section are Filtered with FU1=Yes 

 

Media use during Fukushima 

 

IS1 Do you remember which were your main 

sources of information about the 

accident? 

 

 

Multiple answers possible 

1. TV 

2. Radio 

3. Newspaper (printed version) 

4. Internet sources (see IS2) 

5. Information and rumors on the street 

or local shops or pubs 

6. Personal communication (discussion 

with friends, neighbours, relatives) 

7. Other sources 

9. I don't remember / Don't know 

IS2 If internet sources selected in IS1, then 

which of the following: 

Multiple answers possible 

1. Newspaper (online version) 

2. Internet news pages from TV and 

radio channels 

3. Internet pages from different 

(governmental  or non-governmental) 

organisations  

4. Twitter 

5. Facebook  

6. Blogs 

7. Other internet sources (e.g. You-

tube) 

IS3 In general, how satisfied are you with the 

information received about the accident in 

Fukuhima? 

 

1. Not at all satisfied  

2. Rather not satisfied 

3. Neither satisfied, nor unsatisfied 

4. Rather satisfied 
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5. Very satisfied 

9. Don't know / no answer 

IS4 In case of a nuclear accident in Belgium 

(your country: France, Slovenia), which 

sources of information would you use?  

 

Multiple answers possible 

1. TV 

2. Radio 

3. Newspaper (printed version) 

4. Internet sources (see IS5) 

5. Information and rumors on the street 

or local shops 

6. Personal communication (discussion 

with friends, neighbours, relatives) 

7. Other information sources 

 

9.  Don't know/no answer 

IS5 If internet selected in IS4, then which of 

the following? 

Multiple answers possible 

1. Newspaper (online version) 

2. Internet news pages from TV and 

radio channels 

3. Internet pages from different 

(governmental  or non-governmental) 

organisations  

4. Twitter 

5. Facebook  

6. Blogs 

7. Other internet sources (e.g. you-

tube) 

9. Don't know/no answer 

IS5 How long did you follow the news related 

to the Fukushima accident? 

1. Not at all 

2. Few days 

3. Few weeks 

4. Few months 

5. First year 

6. Still following 

9. Don't know/no answer 
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Knowledge about the nuclear domain 

What do you think about the following issues:  

AW  13  Does exposure to radiation always lead to radioactive 

contamination? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

9. Don't know / no answer AW  14  Is radioactive waste produced only by nuclear power 

plants? 

 

Which of the following sectors make use of nuclear technology? 

RANDOMIZE 

AW  15  production of electricity 3. Yes 

4. No 

10. Don't know / NA 
AW  16  medical sector 

AW  17  food industry 

 

According to you : 

AW  18  How is radioactive waste managed? 1. Separately from other wastes 

2. Together with the other waste 

9. Don't know/NA 

AW  19  Can radioactivity be directly measured? 

 

 

1. No, it cannot be measured   

2. Yes, with special equipment 

9. Don't know/NA 

AW  20  The measurement unit for radioactivity is:   

 

1. Watt 

2. Becquerel 

3. Metres/second 

9. Don't know/ NA 

AW  21  Vegetables grown near a nuclear power plant are 

not good for consumption because of radioactivity 

1. Agree 

2. Disagree 

9. Don't know/NA AW  22  Natural radioactivity is never dangerous  because 

we are used and adapted to it 

AW  23  The human body is naturally radioactive  

AW  24  With time, every radioactive substance becomes 

more and more radioactive 
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Communication about ionising radiation 

Now, we would like to know your opinion related to ionising radiation in general, not only radiation 

due to accidents, but also radiation that is used in medical or other sectors. 

In general, are you satisfied with the public information related to ionising radiation provided by the 

following actors? 

 

C 1.  The National Agency for Nuclear Control  

(FILTER: only people who know it) 

1. Definitely no  

2. No 

3. Neutral 

4. Yes  

5. Definitely yes 

9. Don't know / NA 

C 2.  Medical personnel in hospitals 

C 3.  Family doctors or dentists  

C 4.  Mass-media 

C 5.  Scientists from universities 

C 6.  Research centres 

C 7.  The nuclear industry 

C 8.  The radioactive waste agency  

(FILTER only those who know it) 

 

How much do you agree with the following statements related to ionising radiation: 

C 9.  The industry should provide more information 

related to ionising radiation  

1. Completely disagree  

2. Disagree 

3. Neither agree, nor disagree 

4. Agree  

5. Completely agree 

       9. Don't know / NA 

C 10.  If I want to, I can get enough information related 

to the use of ionising radiation in the industry 

C 11.  If a food product (e.g. garlic, tea, potatoes…) 

were sterilised using ionizing radiation, this 

should be clearly stated on the product label 
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Experiences with "nuclear" 

Have you ever: 

 

AW  25  Visited a nuclear power plant or nuclear research facility? 1. Yes 

2. No 

 

AW  26  Lived in an area close (within a 20 km radius) to a nuclear 

installation (power plant, nuclear research institute …)  

AW  27  Had a job that involved the use of radioactivity (nuclear power 

plant, industry or hospital using radioactive sources, natural 

radioactivity in ores and other materials  …)   

AW  28  Had a family member or close friend with a job that involved 

the use of radioactivity? 

 

 


