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A. INTRODUCTION

Pollara Research and Earnscliffe Research and Communications are pleased to
present this report on a public opinion research program conducted in late
January and early February 2000 for the Biotechnology Assistant Deputy Minister
Coordinating Committee, Government of Canada. The research was comprised
of two separate instruments: a telephone survey and a set of focus groups. This
report presents the findings of both.

The research was designed to establish whether there had been significant
changes in public opinion towards biotechnology since the previous research
phase in the fall of 1999.

Using some elements from the benchmark survey questionnaire from the fall of
1999, Earnscliffe designed and conducted a national telephone survey of 1000
people between January 31 and February 4, 2000. That was followed up with
focus groups in the third week of February, using much of the focus group
agenda from the fall as well.

The research probed four areas of investigation in order to track current opinion
on biotechnology and compare the results with the fall survey. The areas
included:

. overall awareness and familiarity;

« perceived risks, benefits and drawbacks;

. assessments of government performance in biotechnology, preferred roles for
government and future priorities; and

. the acceptability of various products and processes.

The final results report on the views of a random sample of 1000 Canadians and
carry a margin of error for the national sample of +/- 3.0%, nineteen times out of
twenty. Margins of error for sub-samples range up to +/- 3.9% for smaller
regional samples. Precise margins of error can be provided for the variety of
aggregated sub-samples.
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Three nights of focus groups (six groups in all) were conducted in Montreal,
Toronto and Vancouver between February 9, and February 10, 2000. The
research followed a consistent agenda for discussion and was designed to probe
in more detail opinion underlying the results of the telephone survey. Each night
of the focus group wave comprised a group of approximately ten participants
drawn from the general population and a group of similar size of Involved
Canadians, our proprietary population segmentation of Canadians who are
significantly more interested and involved in public policy issues.

This report is divided into two main sections: results of the survey, followed by a
summary of the learnings from the focus groups.

For ease of communications, further information can be obtained from Earnscliffe
Research and Communications. Please contact either of the following at our
offices, (613) 233-8080, or via e-mail:

Elly Alboim elly@earnscliffe.ca
Jeff Walker jwalker@earnscliffe.ca
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B. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Overall the survey indicates that awareness of biotechnology is growing, though
that is having no real impact on self-reported familiarity and interest. As a result,
the depth of knowledge of the field remains relatively low. Nevertheless, growing
awareness is translating into increased levels of concern on all fronts, particularly
health. It also appears to be fuelling somewhat more interest in the ideas of more
regulation and more research into the impacts of biotech applications. Federal
government performance ratings are consistent with these growing concerns,
eroding somewhat on all indicators. However, the generalized presumption
among Canadians that their food is safe appears to be relatively insulated from
these trends.

The message from this updated survey is a bit mixed. On the one hand, these
results do not signal a major absolute shift in opinion despite months of intense
media coverage and debate. Most Canadians remain disengaged and
disinterested and there has been no galvanizing or catalytic event to change that.

On the other hand, the public opinion numbers continue to move in a consistent
direction, towards higher overall concern. Though the movement is comparatively
small, it is quite marked given the relatively short space of time between surveys.
Significantly as well, the movement is larger among /nvolved Canadians, that
30% segment of the population that Earnscliffe has identified as more activist in
its behaviour and more influential than other cohorts. If the current pace and
direction of change continues, the result over time might be an undermining of
confidence in the biotechnology sector and in the federal government'’s ability to
address the issues that biotech raises.

The highlights of the findings include:

Awareness of biotechnology-related issues has risen substantially. There
has been a 15% increase in the number of Canadians who say they have heard
something about biotech in the past three months, now 53%.

Familiarity and interest in biotech have not grown significantly. The number
of those who say they are very or somewhat familiar with biotechnology has
grown by three percentage points since October, though only 6% are very
familiar now. Interest levels — quite low -- are unchanged since October.

s N e e e e S e e e e )
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There has been a downward trend in the assessment of benefits vs. drawbacks,
especially in health and food.

Since October, 13% fewer people believe that there are major or modest benefits
to health from biotechnology. The number is almost precisely the same (12%)
when it comes to benefits in the quality of food, while those perceiving drawbacks
in those areas have gone up 8% and 9%, respectively.

Assessments of federal government performance are down slightly in all
areas. While there is no change in excellent and good overall performance
ratings, they still hover under 20%. However, poor overall performance ratings
have risen from 26% to 29%, with health performance down five percentage
points (22% say good or excellent) and ensuring interests of Canadians taken
into account down 4% (14% say good or excellent).

The desired priority list for government remains largely unchanged from
October. Health, environment, the ethical use of biotech and informing
Canadians are the main issues, while economic benefits are waning as a priority.

Health remains the most effective benefits case for communications
messaging. The same percentage as last time see it as the strongest argument
(36%). Biotechnology’s potential to help solve world hunger is the second
strongest argument (29%), increasing by 4% since October.

Long-term risk is by far the most effective negative argument. In fact, 5%
more see it as the strongest negative argument (now 44%).

Experts and science remain the preferred decision-making drivers. There
was no change in how most people wanted decisions made: they continue to
believe that experts should be more influential than members of the public and
they want science to trump ethics when the two come into conflict.

« 59% would rather rely on experts over the public
« Two-thirds would rather rely on science over ethics

T R S T T B A e S ST
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The demand for regulation and caution is growing. For instance, 7% more
disagree with the proposition that “government should encourage biotech
although there may be unknown risks” (37% now disagree.) Other results in this
area include:

= A 4% increase in agreement with the idea of “government regulating biotech
more than other sectors” (73% now agree)

« A 4% increase in agreement with the idea of “conducting further research into
long-term health and environmental impacts before allowing any further use
of biotech” (87% now agree)

= A 5% increase in agreement with the idea of “slowing use of biotechnology
until more is known” (72% now agree)

» 10% more disagree with the idea that “enough is known about safety of
products made through biotechnology to allow them to be used” (54% now
disagree)

The presumption of the safety of food remains insulated from growing concerns
overall. Though within the margin of error, there has been a 2% increase in the
assumption that food on store shelves is safe (now 71%), with a similar increase
of 4% in the assumption that food has been tested for safety by government (now
77%.) At the very least, given the margin of error, there has been no substantial
deterioration in this assessment despite the intensified debate about GM foods.

The focus groups were consistent with the telephone survey. Participants were
somewhat more aware of biotechnology and its applications than they had been
in the fall but were no more engaged, interested or knowledgeable. Consistent
with previous focus group findings, few are prepared to fully endorse or fully
oppose biotechnology writ large. Instead, most Canadians make distinctions
between biotech applications that are acceptable and not acceptable. Health and
medical applications are consistently met with positive sentiment. GM food
applications continue to be met with resistance by most, although this resistance
has yet to catalyze determined behaviour to oppose the production of these
foods or to avoid eating them. The safety of food continues to be an issue most
people separate from their concerns about GM food, as most Canadians believe
the food they purchase is safe and is tested for safety. In addition, these results
indicate that few have any sense of what the federal government is doing in this
field and confidence is eroding about the federal government’s ability to address
key issues (particularly in terms of health and environmental risks) that biotech
raises.
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A final word about the demand for information about biotechnology. Though the
survey did not ask the full battery of questions posed in October, it did probe
respondents’ views about the role of government in providing information. An
overwhelming number of people wanted government to provide them with
information and then let them decide for themselves whether to use
biotechnology products. In focus groups, most people advocated an “informed
choice” approach to GM foods, leading them to support some form of labelling.
Many said they would accept a voluntary process but indicated they would
expect a mandatory solution if the voluntary process did not produce results.
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C. THE SURVEY = DETAILED FINDINGS

Awareness, Familiarity and Interest Levels

Once again, the survey tested top-of-mind reactions to biotechnology in the way
it had in the fall survey — asking three consecutive questions about biology,
technology and biotechnology. Again, there are far more positive associations
with technology, an even split between positive reaction and neutrality towards
biology and a decidedly neutral tilt towards biotechnology. However, despite the
differences the words create, entrenched negative opinion towards biotechnology
is still quite low and has not changed at all between surveys.

Focus groups revealed that public opinion towards high technology continues to
evolve in Canada, as more and more people invest their hope for the future
success of the Canadian economy in high technology. Correspondingly, the
concept has become much less threatening, no longer automatically conveying
job loss and plant closures. There is a bit of a positive “halo” that the word
technology casts over any phrase or description that uses it.

ol ’ Initial Reactions - Biotechnology
 February 52 gl
0 = 20 : 40 60 80 100

M Positive [1Neutral [ Negative

B e i G P i i s s i
Final Report to the BACC 10

Second Wave - The Survey - Detailed Findings



POLLARA
AND

EARN SCLIFFE

As further evidence of the positive halo generated for most people, a strong
majority of Canadians still want Canada to lead the world in the development of
biotechnology. That number has dropped somewhat from October but is still
quite significant.

e Canada to Lead?

IRy

“I'd like to see Canada lead the world in
B the development of biotechnology.”

44 inlimoin il 7 8

February

0 20 40 8000 80 100

H Strongly agree []Agree [ Disagree []1Strongly disagree [[IDK/NR
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In examining those who expressed negative reactions to biotechnology, there are
easily discernible clusters of people who are more concerned than the average.
They include Involved Canadians, older people, and those who report having
heard some of the recent debate about biotechnology. The following graph
shows the various demographic subgroups and the percentage of Canadians
within each subgroup who report a negative reaction to biotechnology.

| oA Negative Reaction to "Biotechnology”

i it T i R T

Total Total 14
‘, Involved Heard about recently 17
Gen Pop Not heard about recently 1
Univ 14
<35
G College 10
36-54 ‘
HS orless 17
55+
65k+ 12
Pt 35-65k 12
Quebec 35k 16l
Ontario
- Prairies Male 13
BC Female 15
P 50 100 0 20 40 60 80 | 100
B Negative M Negative
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Awareness of biotechnology-related issues has risen dramatically between
surveys. There can be little doubt that the substantially increased volume of
media coverage over the past few months has brought the issue to more
significant levels of public awareness and recognition. There is a remarkable
15% increase in the number of people who say they have heard about stories or
issues involving biotechnology over the past three months. That brings to a
majority the number of people saying that, and a significantly higher proportion of
Involved Canadians.

POLLARA

a0 Recently Heard About Biotech
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Nevertheless, heightened awareness has not translated into much deeper
familiarity or expressed interest. Those levels — quite low in October — have
barely shifted in February. The reasons for that, at least according to focus group
participants, involve a mix of factors. Some find the issues quite complex and
esoteric, a debate about a branch of science that they find hard to follow. Others
find it hard to directly link benefits, or risks, to what they know of the actual
practice of genetic modification. And many believe the issue has become
politicized, somewhat inappropriately, and have lost interest in the rhetoric and
conflict. As a result, only an extremely consistent 5-6% of the population is willing
to claim that they are very familiar with biotechnology.

e ’ Familiarity with Biotechnology

[ O O 1 A R IS L T e

2000 Survey 50 29 15
1999 Survey 48 33 14
1998 Survey ! 39 33 22
L T T T o 19
: 0 20 40 60 80 100
HVery familiar [ISomewhat familiar

[INot very familiar  [INot at all familiar

'Environics Research Group, Renewal of the Canadian Biotechnology Strategy: Public Opinion Research
(1998). The Executive Summary of this report is available at: http://strategis.ic.gc.ca/cbs.
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The proportion of the general population expressing a high level of interest in
biotechnology is comparatively low as well and hasn’t increased despite the
months of intense media coverage. Where it has moved somewhat more
significantly is among Involved Canadians, where interest was somewhat higher
to start with. Aimost one quarter of these people now say they are very interested
in the subject.

POLLARA

o Interest in Biotechnology
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As further evidence of the apparent lack of interest in biotechnology, three of five
Canadians say they have never talked about biotechnology with anyone. That
number has changed only slightly from the fall.

i , - Talking Biotech

I

“Before today, had you ever talked about
- ! biotechnology with someone?”

February 62

_ October 65

40 60 80 100

B Yes [INo

Assessments of Benefits and Drawbacks

On the whole, most people continue to see substantially more benefits than
drawbacks to biotechnology, though the gap has narrowed since October, quite
substantially in several key areas like health and food quality. In many ways, this
overall positive assessment expresses the biotechnology conundrum quite well.
As a general proposition, biotechnology is greeted neutrally to positively, with an
underlying assessment that it promises more benefits than drawbacks. However,
once the question becomes much more specific — e.g., the assessment of actual
applications of the technology — attitudes begin to polarize as people begin to
assess each on a case-by-case basis. Focus group discussions show clearly that
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most people want to use a case-by-case frame for their own decision making,
because they want to apply a risk-to-benefit equation to test the potential
marginal personal benefit for themselves of each application.

The following graph shows the assessed benefits and drawbacks along nine
variables. The availability of food and health care applications seem to many to
promise the largest benefits. The potential moral and ethical conundrums pose
the largest drawbacks. '

POLLARA

T Benefits and Drawbacks
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The following graphs show the degree of change in perceptions since the fall.
The erosion in the number of Canadians saying they expect major benefits has
been quite significant. Similarly, the increase in those seeing major or modest
drawbacks has been quite consistent.

I

October 1999 February 2000
4y ‘ 36

~ Amountof food

Down 8

Health - future 42 Down 7
Quality of food Down 12
Environment - future Down 10
Health -today Down 4

Economy - future Down 8
Environment - today Down 1

Economy -today Up3
Mqral and ethical values " Down 2

T T TN 5 ¢ ; T 1 4 N A /i e
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The Question of Risk

As indicated just above, the question of risk is central to attitudes about
biotechnology and its applications. Most people understand that many things in
life carry risk and they tend to believe that you can’t move forward without taking
some risk. Biotechnology is no exception to that and Canadians generally do not
impose a zero-risk frame on the technology. Nevertheless, they believe there are
risks particular to biotechnology and, as a result, they tend to employ a personal
sense of the risk/benefit ratio to decide whether, on balance, a particular
application is worth proceeding with in spite of the risk involved. The larger the
perceived benefit — for example, health benefits are highly prized — the larger the
willingness to take risk. There is a clear logic chain. Most people believe that not
enough will ever be known about the safety of biotechnology. It seems to follow
then that almost two-thirds of Canadians agree that “we have to accept some risk
to achieve health benefits from biotechnology research.” However, in what is a
commonsense approach, most Canadians very much want further research into
the risks of biotechnology so that they can understand the long-term implications.

G i ’ Not Enough Will Ever Be Known

“Not enough will ever be known about
o the safety of biotechnology.”

al T:February 41

October 45 i g 3

T T T 1

0 20 40 60 80 100

B Strongly agree [1Agree [IDisagree []Strongly disagree
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Attitudes: Risk

AN A A

“We have to accept some risk to achieve health
benefits from biotechnology research.”
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SR Further Research
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“The government should conduct further research into the long-
term health and environmental impacts of biotechnology.”

October

42 4lh
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There clearly is some mixed emotion about all this. Though in the previous
response Canadians were willing to accept some risk, they increasingly are not
sure that enough is known about the safety of products made through
biotechnology to allow them to be used. Again, the generic question generates
one kind of response, the specific trade-off question, another.

Attitudes: Risk

ST

“Enough is known about the safety of products made
through biotechnology to allow them to be used.”

February 34 { -

October 42 ' .
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Attitudes: Risk
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“Some people are confident that enough is being done to study and monitor
the risks associated with biotechnology. Others are worried that not enough
priority is being attached. Which view is closest to your own?”

Febniary 73
October 74
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Ultimately, when people are given a bit of middle ground — i.e., that government
should slow the use of biotechnology until more is known about the risks — they
agree in increasingly larger numbers.

“Until more is known about the risks, government
should slow the use of biotechnology.”

T

49

48

October

T T T 1

0 20 40 60 80 100
- M Strongly agree [1Agree [1Disagree []1Strongly disagree

The Role of Government

Over the past few months, performance ratings of the federal government in
relation to biotechnology have eroded slightly, both on its overall performance as
well as its work on specific issues. The number of Canadians who say the
government is doing a poor job has grown by three percentage points among the
general population, and higher among /nvolved Canadians.

It is fair to say that the ratings probably reflect more the rise in concern about
biotechnology than a precise knowledge of what government does in the area. In
fact, focus groups show that people have trouble identifying the various
government roles. For instance, Canadians know very little about current
regulations or the workings of the regulatory system. Few describe themselves
as familiar with the system and most seem willing to assume the best, that
someone’s in charge and doing the proper job. When it comes to food, the
overwhelming majority believes that food on grocery shelves is safe and that it
has been tested for safety.

e B L i M S i i N i G e e i i
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But the apparent low levels of knowledge and modest levels of concern are only
a part of the picture. Most people would support a greater level of regulation on a
going-forward basis because they believe the risks are real.

Ultimately, they want government to carry out two roles quite vigorously. They
want it to facilitate the technology in order to gain the benefits they think
important but they also want aggressive regulation and intensive research so that
the risks can be managed and minimized.

Clearly, the demand for aggressive regulation is based almost entirely on the
perceived long-term risk, and not on any criticism of the current regulatory
system. In fact, virtually no Canadian, including /nvolved Canadians, is willing to
say that they are very familiar with the regulatory system.

T , Familiarity with Regulatory System
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Attitudes: Government Role
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“The government should regulate the biotechnology
sector more than others, because of its unique nature.”

L
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By a margin of about three to two, Canadians reject the proposition that too much
regulation will render the sector less successful.
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Though concern is rising about some aspects of biotechnology and fuelling
demand for increased regulation, perhaps counter-intuitively it is not
apprehension about food safety that is driving that increase. In fact, the current
debate seems to have convinced more Canadians about the safety of their food.
In February, more people felt strongly that their food was safe and had been
tested for safety by government.

o iis , Attitudes: Safety
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xmibire Attitudes: Safety

T T A1 0 D Y R Lt T80 T P O 5 S B P SO T VG T N £ T D M

“When | see a product on a store shelf, | assume it must
have been tested for safety by government.”
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Comparing data from the three years’ worth of Canadian Biotechnology Strategy
polling shows a steady increase in the number of people dissatisfied with
government performance on biotechnology. However, the much larger number
of people who are still willing to say government has done a fair job or better is
further evidence that there is an overall comfort level with biotechnology.

Federal Government Performance
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However, Involved Canadians — the people who show much higher levels of
knowledge and familiarity with biotechnology — also show higher levels of
dissatisfaction with government performance.

POLLARA

e Federal Government Performance
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The declines in positive rating for government performance are reflected
consistently throughout the list of specific biotechnology issues. Comparing the
data from the fall and winter shows a fairly uniform decline in the number of
people volunteering that the government has done a good or excellent job.
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And, as in October 1999, there is a mismatch between what people express as
their desired priorities for government and how they perceive the government'’s
performance on those priorities. In the following graph, it is clear that government
gets its highest marks for its performance on the two priorities Canadians rank
least in importance. Conversely, it receives only middling ratings for the two
highest priorities of Canadians — protecting health and environment against risks.

A Priorities versus Performance
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The ambivalence and inner tension felt by Canadians are well illustrated by their
apparently contradictory responses to two separate questions in the survey.
Majorities believe both that government should encourage the development of
biotechnology despite unknown risks and that government should not allow the
future use of biotechnology until it conducts further research into long-term health
and environmental impacts.

Attitudes:
suire Government Encourage Biotech

IMREH RO SAS0 SRE) S S TR RS IRY B B R4 U ERLY SN A R L3 I3 RES 3 DA RS 1

POLLARA

“The government should encourage the development of
biotechnology although there may be some unknown risks.”

February 49

October 56 24 - 6
T T T T T 1
0 20 40 60 80 100

M Strongly agree []Agree [IDisagree [JStrongly disagree

Attitudes: Government Research

YT SIS M P CI T T LSS T I AR ST STV ST T Y T YV LAk T TP U K E TG

“The government should conduct further research into the
long-term health and environmental impacts of biotechnology
before allowing any future use of biotechnology.”

February 48 39 ' 10 H
October 40 43 ' 13 H
T T T T T 1
0 20 40 60 80 100

B Strongly agree CIAgree [ODisagree []Strongly disagree

S e
Final Report to the BACC 3

Second Wave - The Survey - Detailed Findings



POLLARA
AND

EARNSCLIFFE

Focus group discussions show that ambivalence quite clearly, and the way
people resolve it is to demand of government the dual-track roles of facilitating
the benefits while understanding and minimizing the risks.

Decision Making in Biotechnology

There has been little change over the past few months in Canadians’ attitudes
towards decision making in allowing biotechnology products. They continue to
believe strongly that experts should make those decisions and that they should
use scientific evidence of safety as their guide. Though the public wants to be
informed about those decisions and to have access to studies about risk, it does
not want to lead in decision making.
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Most people believe that science should be the guide to decision making. They
see ethical issues as important but as a secondary driver. In fact, if the “best
available evidence” says a product is safe, most people see that as a reasonable
standard for approval; that is true even if the standard is “most available

evidence.”

"D Decisions: Science vs. Moral Issues
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There are mixed views about whether government should simply make the
decisions on behalf of consumers or provide information to consumers so they
can decide by themselves. In part, the mixed results are a function of a normal
and strong desire by people to decide things for themselves, leavened by an
acknowledgement that decision making in this area is complex and is better left
to experts.

POA Informing the People
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Argumentation

This survey, as did the last, tested a variety of arguments dealing with
biotechnology, pro and con. This exercise helps to clarify underlying drivers of
opinion and suggests ways to frame communications messaging. On the whole,
the results were quite consistent directionally, though there was a decline in the
number of people who found some of the pro arguments very persuasive.

The more important learnings centre around the fact that while most people hold
several positive views of biotech, many of them share several negative views as
well. It is reasonable to infer that most people harbour a level of internal tension
about biotechnology. There is support for development of the technology to gain
its benefits mixed with varying degrees of apprehension about its risks. This is
clearly evident in the arguments they find most persuasive — pro and con. The
most favourable argument is one that promises cures or treatments for illnesses
— the most valued potential benefit of biotechnology. The most negative
argument is the one that indicates that biotechnology may create long-term risks
to health and the environment.
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There has been a decline in the number of people who strongly share the view
expressed by arguments in favour of biotechnology. In each of the four
arguments, there has been significant slippage, about half of it going to a slightly
less assertively positive view, half of it going to a negative view. To fully
understand the context, however, it is important to indicate that fewer than one in
five take negative views on any argument.
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While a majority of people see merit in each of the four arguments, there is no
doubt which ones most people find most persuasive. When asked to select the
strongest argument, they immediately support the two they believe produce the
most important benefits.
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As evidence of the internal tension on biotechnology, most people find it possible
to agree as well with the arguments posited against biotechnology. That is true of
three of the arguments, as shown in the graph below. There is determined
resistance to the argument that there should be discomfort with changing what
God or nature created.
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However, when asked what the strongest argument against biotechnology might
be, there was little doubt. As shown in the graph below, people went to the direct
argument about risk by a margin of better than two to one over the next

argument, which posed another version of the risk scenario.
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The weakness of the philosophical argument is further underscored when people
are asked directly whether they agree with the proposition that “Scientists have
no business meddling with nature.” Overwhelmingly, they disagree.

LR ’ Meddling with Nature?
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GM Food

Finally, the survey re-tested some of the questions asked in the fall of 1999 about
genetically modified (GM) foods. Given the current public environment and the
complexity of this issue, it is important to understand that these few questions
just begin to test the full dimensions of public attitudes towards GM foods. A
comprehensive examination of the issue area was beyond the scope of the
mandate of the previous survey (which was to establish baseline data along a
broad front of biotech issues) and the update in February (which was to test
whether the fall data were still reliable).

The focus groups delved much more deeply into GM foods and those results are
outlined in the section below.
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As indicated earlier in this report, most Canadians believe the food they eat is
safe and has been tested. That finding indicates that the current debate about
GM food has not affected the view of most people about the safety of the food
they eat. However, focus groups indicate that Canadians continue to be
surprised at the degree to which GM ingredients are present in their food.
Awareness is growing slowly but only 30% of Canadians believe they have
consumed GM food in the last month, a statistic that probably belies the reality
that anywhere from 60 to 75 percent of all processed foods contain ingredients or
come from plants that have been genetically modified.

R Sy , Awareness: GM Food
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There are findings in the survey that suggest that the resistance to biotech-
produced food is less entrenched and more strategic than might otherwise have
been assumed. Though resistance has grown since October, a majority of
Canadians (59%) say they would buy biotech-produced food if it were more
nutritious than other food. Only a small minority (9%) strongly disagrees.
However, as is consistent with the findings elsewhere, as the benefit seems less
important, the resistance increases. A majority say they will not buy these foods if
the identified advantage is restricted to lower price.

e Attitudes: GM Food
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T Attitudes: GM Food

1 0 O O 10 3 G A P gl e

“I would buy biotech-produced food if it
cost less than other food.”

February 31 16 -
October n 37 11
T I‘ “ " ol e T 3 T 1
0 20 40 60 80 100

B Strongly agree [1Agree []Disagree [IStrongly disagree

e B e ) e B o ot ¥ 5 o A 3 T e LT i B S i e e e |
Final Report to the BACC 43

Second Wave - The Survey - Detailed Findings



POLLARA
AND

EARNSCLIFFE

D. THE FOCUS GROUPS = MAIN FINDINGS

Top-of-mind awareness about biotechnology has grown since last fall, but
familiarity and interest remain relatively low. Consistent with the quantitative
survey results, there has been a notable rise in the number of Canadians that
have noticed the subject of biotechnology over the past three months. However,
this rise has not translated into engagement. The February focus groups signal
no notable change in the level of interest or concern that Canadians had about
biotechnology in the groups conducted last October.

While people have heard more in recent months, they are as likely to have
heard positive news as negative news. Most focus group participants
associate biotechnology with leading-edge health and medical technology.
A sizeable minority of participants initially associate biotechnology with the
controversy surrounding GM food.

Most people are initially neutral to positive about biotechnology, with a
small minority showing relatively entrenched negative opinion. These initial
sentiments are usually linked to their primary association. A positive view tends
to be tied to awareness of health or medical applications, whereas a negative
view tends to be tied to awareness of GM food. After initial discussion, however,
it becomes evident that most people carry both positive and negative views
toward biotechnology. Many who have not directly confronted the subject
previously are torn by the issues involved.

Focus group participants expressed mixed views about biotechnology
product applications. Consistent with the fall focus group findings, people
clearly differentiate between medical or health research applications and other
applications. They feel positively towards and strongly support biotechnology
applications that can help cure people or prevent diseases, but show little
support for what they consider more ‘frivolous’ uses such as making vegetables
more attractive. Applications that promise environmental benefits (e.g. forestry,
toxic cleanups) were generally mixed. In several groups, respondents
questioned the impact of these applications on biodiversity, and this had a
negative impact on overall support for the application.
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Participants understood that all biotechnology applications (like most other
things) carry risk, and were prepared to accept those risks in cases where
the potential benefit outweighed the risks. If the application was thought to
produce a substantial health or medical benefit, participants were prepared to
accept a higher level of risk.

Participants’ acceptance of biotechnology applications was most often
based on a risk/benefit analysis, evaluated on a case-by-case basis. This
analysis employed a system of measurement that was heavily influenced
(positively or negatively) by certain common factors. Respondents tended to be
more supportive of applications and products that seem to have the potential to
positively affect them personally, and provide a significant health or
environmental benefit. Conversely, if the potential benefits were viewed as
accruing to a subset of society only, this substantially reduced their value. If the
biotechnology application were to entail the manipulation of the genetic structure
of higher order organisms, or if the application entailed the insertion of genes
across plant/animal/human boundaries, the risk was viewed as being much
higher.

With a few exceptions, the majority of participants believe that science
should be the primary guide to decision making about biotechnology
applications. They do not see biotechnology as an overarching moral or ethical
dilemma though they acknowledge it has some of those dimensions. Health and
environmental risks are the key drivers. Ultimately, if an application is deemed
safe by the “best available” scientific research, most say that their concerns
would be reduced. This is not to say that the “best available” scientific evidence
would make all biotech products acceptable; rather that science is the most
effective means to abate perceived drawbacks. Individuals who tend not to be
driven by science tend to be small in number, but also tend to be among
the most hardened in their opposition to biotechnology.

The GM food debate has not penetrated very deeply as yet in most of the
centres, although Vancouver is an exception. Where it has registered
(Vancouver), it is evolving into a significant debate about safety and science. In
the other centres, it is viewed largely as a complicated and somewnhat ideological
conflict led by interest groups.

Most people believe the food on grocery shelves must be safe and has
been tested by government. However, there is widespread confusion about
the nature of the testing system. Most believe the testing of food involves spot
inspection, largely of meat and fresh produce. Few have thought through the
testing or inspection of processed foods.
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There is virtually no understanding or awareness of the actual regulatory
system for approval of foods. Indeed, in the context of discussing GM food,
participants tended to probe for more information about the food-testing system
in Canada and, on the whole, became more concerned as the subject was
discussed. Their expectations are that GM food has undergone more rigorous
testing than organic food in order for it to have been allowed on store shelves.

Most people advocated an “informed choice” approach to GM foods, and
that leads to some form of labelling. Many accept voluntary labelling as a
reasonable step but will expect a mandatory system if a voluntary one does not
produce results. Involved Canadians are more likely to want a mandatory
labelling system. However, some, mostly those who are less engaged, are not
sure that level of compulsion is necessary and they are unsure precisely what a
label would say or how it would advance their consumer needs.

Most had no idea what government’s role is in the area of biotechnology,
and once raised, a number of participants became uneasy about what
government was doing (or not doing) in this field. As such, the majority felt
that the federal government had not performed well on biotechnology-
related issues, because they had not heard anything about what
government had done or the components of the regulatory system. Similar
to food inspection, most assumed that some type of regulatory framework was in
place. However, many expressed concern that government cutbacks had eroded
the effectiveness of the regulatory system.

There was broad support for a two-track government policy approach,
including a strong regulatory and scientific oversight system in addition to
fostering the development of the industry. Participants had no problem with
government playing dual roles, as long as the regulatory system could be
insulated from economic pressures.

The first priority for the federal government is a comprehensive regulatory
testing system before biotech products get to market, along with long-term
study of potential health and environmental impacts. Economic support to
industry was deemed important, but much less important than health and safety
regulations and research.
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Messaging or arguments that focus on health or environmental benefits
tended to be much stronger than those that promise to expand the food
supply or convey economic benefits to individual producers or the
economy as a whole. Indeed, arguments about “solving world hunger”
were initially met with tepid support but quickly moved to uncertainty once
discussion about the subject took place and questions were raised about
whether there is already enough food to feed the world. It should be noted
that, as presented, the statements left many participants, especially Involved
Canadians, wanting for more specifics.

On the negative side, it is the argumentation about long-term, unknown or
unknowable risk that is most effective. There is little support for arguments
that changing things God or nature created should mean ending biotechnology
efforts. While some people express discomfort with changing the natural order of
things, they have become resigned to it on a broad front of activity and believe it
part of modern science.

On the whole, negative messaging is stronger than positive messaging.
Even in the absence of detail about what the risks are or might be, the negative
messages about long-term risks are disconcerting to most. Any communications
effort will have to respond directly to those fears.

There is virtually no way to create positive messaging around GM food.
There is only the prospect of trying to convince people they are safe or at
least benign. Largely, participants don’'t understand why there are GM
ingredients in food, and the linkage to agricultural crops is only hazily
understood. It is reasonable to infer that people would prefer, all things being
equal, not to have to confront the issue. Functional foods might provide an
acceptable rationale over time but as of now there remain questions about what
the marginal benefit of these products would be.?

* A functional food is similar in appearance to, or may be, a conventional food; is consumed as part of a
usual diet; and is demonstrated to have physiological benefits and/or reduce the risk of chronic disease
beyond basic nutritional functions.
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Consistent with results last fall, there is a widespread distrust of a variety
of institutions and potential spokespeople on all sides of the debate. There
are few voices people would believe to be completely trustworthy in providing
information about biotechnology.

= On a government level, there was widespread mistrust of politicians and
senior civil servants. In addition, there was concern about the basic
competence of government officials to fully understand and manage risk. The
only people in government that were deemed to be relatively
trustworthy were officials involved in research and/or regulatory
processes.

= Business was widely perceived to be in a conflict and would be expected to
extol products out of self-interest.

= Scientists in general were regarded with some suspicion because most
believed they were too heavily influenced by potential funders of research.
Curiously perhaps, participants tended to differentiate between scientists and
university academics, whom they felt were the most independent in the
scientific community.

= Interest groups continue to be a source of deep suspicion among Canadians.
They tend to be regarded as uni-dimensional and, in some cases, radical.
People tended to believe that interest groups always represented one side of
a debate and were not to be trusted to provide dispassionate or even credible
views.

The most trustworthy spokespeople were those identified as having
independent status and no obvious benefit to gain. That was the basis of
appeal for university academics. Others that fall into that category are doctors
and hospital researchers.

Most people were willing to accept the word of expert panels or advisory
boards as long as they were clearly at arm’s length from government and
industry, and had representation from “all sides” of the issue. Participants
felt that independent advisory boards (like the Canadian Biotechnology Advisory
Committee) carry credibility as information sources on biotech.
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On many questions, there were substantial differences between
participants from the general population and those from the Involved
Canadians groups. Though initial attitudes were roughly similar, the Involved
had a higher awareness and knowledge base. Starker differences emerged
during discussion as participants were exposed to more detail.

The Involved participants tended to become more concerned and to differentiate
clearly between acceptable and less acceptable applications. As is consistent
with survey results, concern increased as higher life forms were involved and as
boundaries were crossed between plants, animals and humans. Their desire for
further information sharpened. They also tended to display increased scepticism
about the ability of governments and scientists to fully understand and manage
the potential risks. Interestingly, heightened concern did not alter their initial
assessments of the technology; rather it seemed to make them determined to be
more watchful. On the whole, they were attracted to the potential benefits (largely
the ones involving health and medicine) and accepted the current risk/benefit
equation but were insistent on more research into and understanding of the long-
term health impacts.

The general population participants tended to have more difficulty understanding
applications and differentiating among them. They tended to be more accepting
after detailed discussion and tended to extrapolate their basic position forward
without differentiation. However, in many cases, that basic position was one of
uncertainty. Many members of the general public find the idea of these sorts of
applications unsettling, and that leaves them torn about whether they are
acceptable or not. In general, they tended to fall back on a basic assumption that
experts in government and scientists would know more than they do and would
tend to operate in the public interest. Their level of interest, moderate at best, did
not seem to increase substantially. For instance, they, unlike the Involved,
displayed little interest in being consulted about biotechnology issues or in
participating in events like town halls.
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While awareness has grown, the public continues to be disengaged on
biotechnology, and in the absence of a catalyzing event are unlikely to
become engaged. Current voices of opposition to biotechnology and GM foods
have thus far not been sufficiently credible and/or widely enough heard to
engage the public.

It seems clear that heightened awareness leads some people, particularly
those who are more active and involved, to become more uncertain about
biotechnology. After discussion of specific applications, concern rises and
determination to seek more information seems to get firmer. In the absence of
available information (research studies, etc.) that satisfies these concerns,
uncertainty can lead to opposition among this segment of the population.

For others, particularly members of the general public who display little
initial awareness and interest, further information on biotechnology is
difficult to cope with, and they can become confused by the issues. This
segment of the population tends to believe the issue is quite complicated, an
argument between competing factions and, as a result, a debate they are not
sure is worth following closely. These people are more likely to rely on experts
(including advisory bodies to government) to represent them.

There are some applications that are clearly a step too far for a majority of
participants. Applications that provide potential health or environmental benefits,
and are of benefit to all, are most likely to be acceptable. Applications which are
deemed to be cosmetic or are not seen as fulfilling a societal need tend to be met
with resistance. As the issues begin to involve higher and higher life forms or
more and more crossing of plant, animal and human boundaries, many begin to
dig in and their opposition becomes quite determined. They can only be swayed
by the clearest of potential medical benefits.

As awareness grows, people tend to reject a comprehensive view of
biotechnology. Rather, they seek to segment applications (or categories of
applications) and evaluate the marginal benefits of each on a case-by-case
basis. This case-by-case evaluation approach leads to the rejection of broadly
stated messages about biotechnology. It also reflects the fact people tend to
possess a discrete conception of the acceptability of individual
applications, and as such, views toward one application tend not to
influence views toward another.
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Participants understand and accept that risk management is a fact of life,
though they still tend to be risk averse. Some are resigned to the fact that
their food supply may contain GM ingredients, although a majority questions
whether the benefits of these foods outweigh their potential risks. They are
uncomfortable about much of this but presume that someone’s in charge and that
somewhere the appropriate decisions are being made. It will be difficult to shake
this general posture because they aren’t sure whom to trust in any debate about
these issues and do not see tangible potential benefits. By and large, most
people see biotechnology as a technical scientific issue to be resolved on
those grounds.

It was clear in the focus groups that the way ahead for government
includes a visible two-track process — most want to reap the significant
benefits of biotechnology but only within a rigorous framework of strong
regulatory oversight and determined, directed research to settle the long-
term health and safety issues. While participants were content with
government playing multiple roles, they did not want one-sided information. They
reject any notion of an advocacy effort by government. They want government to
present information about biotech in as neutral a form as possible, including both
risks and benefits. Government credibility rests on its ability to be seen as a
player that can realize the benefits of biotech but is prepared to reject any
applications that threaten the health or safety of Canadians.

People are divided when asked whether government should slow the use of
biotechnology until more is known about the risks, or whether we have to
accept some risk. Mostly, they feel they don’'t have enough information to make
that decision. They tend towards the latter, however. They suggest going
forward with health-related applications and slowing down with cloning and food.

GM food is generally viewed as the least beneficial aspect of
biotechnology, and is therefore the most likely launching point for
opposition.
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F. APPENDIX

1. Moderator’'s Guide

2. Questionnaire
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Moderator’s Guide

Probing on general level impressions

\ = When you hear the word biotechnology, what are the first thoughts which come to mind
) right away? Please write them down on a piece of paper.

) & Overall, do you have a positive reaction or a negative reaction to the term

T biotechnology?, Please tell us what you wrote down, and where you developed these
impressions. O ) ’ 1o

‘A

7 = Overthe past couple of months, would you say you have heard more, less, or no more or

A7 less than in previous months?” Do you think that this will subside or that you will be— n

hearing more and more in the future? Thinking about what you have been hearing lately,
is it more and more positive, or more and more negative about the impact and potential
impact of biotechnology?—;

“7 = Have your views changed over the past year or two on this subject, and why?

7 Biotechnology has applications in a number of fields. Please write down examples of
i biotechnology-related products or applications that you have heard about.

, \{& Definition: Biotechnology applies science and engineering to living things like plants and
=y 4_ animals to create new products and processes. It includes numerous applications, everything
from cross-breeding plants to genetic testing to screen for /nher/ted diseases.

A-Ig l‘ (é, [/_j Are you interested in this subject? Why does it interest you’? Those of you who feel that it
- is not interesting, can you talk about why it is not all that interesting to you? —/

b
—-2 = From what you know about biotechnology, in general, do the potential benefits outweigh
the potential risks, or vice versa?

Biotechnology as industry

Compared to other countries, does Canada have a substantial biotechnology industry?/u’ ao
Why or why not? ‘Should we be trying to be leaders, followers, or in the middle of the

)

\/
~ g
<_>/

pack? Why?
e "\gd
_* Compared to other Canadian industries, would you say that biotechnology is very
/Y9 important, moderately important, or not very important to the future of the Canadian

economy? Why do you say that?

4

53



>

POLLARA
AND

EARNSCLIFFE

COMMUNICATIONS TESTING

16 1o
‘ ( ) What have you heard about aspects of biotechnology, and from what source? Do you hearffo\6
Q= 4 more about this from government, from the industry, or from interest groups? Is what you

~hear more negative than positive or more positive than negative? —/0A
- ta

\ When it comes to learning about the potential benefits of biotechnology, who are you more
1.7 likely to trust to have the most reliable information?” Probe biotech industry, federal— |-
government, provincial government, ENGOs, university researchers. In addition, do you trust
them to give it to you in an honest and clear fashion?

- How about when it comes to the potential drawbacks associated with biotechnology?
'Q»—-
I'm going to read a series of arguments that people make when they advocit?:‘(mchnology

Thinking about each of the following arguments, whlch respnate with youZ>Probe: Which-——

- stakeholders of those listed above would you be mostar anxious to hear m likely

) to trust? (In each case, agpecifi EEro% will be made of the roIe of the federal qovernment if it

is not explicitly raised by the participants.) y r'\ '

\1" '?j Biotechnology has the potential to help solve world hunger.
(TR £ Biotechnology has the potential to help solve serious environmental problems.

a"f e Biotechnology has the potential to help cure or treat serious ilinesses.

= Biotechnology has the potential to strengthen our economy and improve our standard of
v -7Y living.

= Biotechnology is one of the modern technologies that will drive the future economy of the
-7 world.

zi'

I'm going to read a series of arguments that people make when they outline the drawbacks of
biotechnology. Thinking about each of the following arguments, WhICh resonate with you"r“

H = Biotechnology involves changing things that God or nature created, and that makes me
i uncomfortable.

'& {1 = Biotechnology may be creating unknown, long-term risks to health or the environment.
.. * Biotechnology involves experiments which could go wrong and cause serious harm.

\ " Blotechnology can lead to ethical decisions which are troubling and ImpOSSIble to resolve

to everyone’s satisfaction. ;
1

Where would you like to get it, in what form;and from what stakeholders? What would be the
most effective way of getting it to you’? o

oy

7/ (3 With respect to the precedm/g/lssues imagin hat you wanted to g? mformatlon about them.
A\ 75 d
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How likely would you be to consume information from the federal government if it were
delivered in the following ways:

)% © = Ata special biotechnology web site, which was advertised and promoted.
, » = Via e-mail o all those who indicated they wanted regular updates.
-~ = Through newspaper and magazine advertisements or inserts.

25¢c « Through a documentary video which was available to everyone who wanted a copy for a
dollar or two.

= Through a publication or a brochure which you could send away for.
</ = Through an extended five-minute televised segment, bought as advertising.
"/7 / How much and in what ways should the government attempt to involve people like you in
i

decisions about biotechnology policy?

r Would you be interested in participating in a consultative process like a town-hall meeting on
J ) biotechnology?

//2 (fWould you be interested in attending a two-day conference to explore biotechnology issues in
/detail with a group of other Canadians?

BIOTECHNOLOGY APPLICATIONS

People seem to be more comfortable with some applications of biotechnology than with

(J=>C others. For each of the following, please tell me if you feel positively or-negatively |

toward them. In each case, tell me if you feel that there are no or feV%)gks or if you think
that the benefits outweigh whatever risks there may be s

/ = Implanting plant genes in other plants (hke corn that has a gene from another plant
/[/ / 0=)¢ inserted into it to resist certain kinds of insects) to help improve the quality and quantity of
~ food.

- = Using genes from one organism to change another organism in order to help clean up
/ ’( 650 environmental problems.

) = Changing the genetic makeup of trees to make them resistant to diseases and insect
1 p—, attack.

= Creating a potato that insects will not eat or destroy.
= Modifying genes in a human embryo to eliminate an inherited disease.

= Creating genetically modified fish that will be healthier and more disease resistant.
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Vale

25 .
i G/ i

Breeding genetically engineered livestock animals to have less fat.

> ¢ Implanting animal genes in plants to help improve the nutritional value or appearance of

-

food products.
. Breeding genetically engineered animals for use in medical research.

Let’s try to clear up what elements are more likely to create acceptance or rejection. | would
also like to know whether your views on the applications should be interpreted gs_hard
directions to government, or impressions which.you would like taken into-account. Are there

any -exceptions to that?=; 2 b e

RISK MEASUREMENT AND MANAGEMENT

As mentioned earlier, the field of biotechnology raises issues of risk and benefit to society. I'm
going to ask a few questions that attempt to get at how you feel about what the risks and
benefits are, and how you think decision makers should approach decisions regarding
biotechnology.

e . From what you know now about biotechnology, do the potential benefits outweigh the
potential risks, or vice versa?

= Some people are confident that enough is being done to study and monitor the risks
~~ associated with biotechnology. Others are worried that not enough priority is being

attached to this. Which of these points of view is closest to your own’? Why? Ungr

= Some people say until more is known about the risks, governments should slow the use
of biotechnology. Others say we have to accept some risk to achieve health benefits
from biotechnology research What do you think is the best approach'? Please explain
your point of view? #7 i d

= |f most scientific evidence says that a particular use of biotechnology is safe and should—
be allowed, should that be the approach we use? OR should we use a precautlonary
principle, where we ban a product if there is any potential of future risk (knowing that no="
one can rule out the risk of virtually anything). Why?_-

Y

4\( = Should scientists be the primary decision-makers about biotechnology, or should it be

ordinary Canadians, or some combination of the two?
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GM FOODS

A~ * Fromwhatyou know, s all the food that gets to the grocery store tested for safety? How,
“14 JL:? when, by whom?

: = If you had to guess, what percentage of the processed food we eat on a daily basis do
you think is genetically modified or comes from plants that have been genetically
modified?

* The amount is anywhere between 60% and 75%. What impact does that have on your
views of genetically modified foods?

.~ = Do you feel that the authorities are doing enough to ensure your safety when it comes to
o GM foods?j What would reassure you?

A = Is having GM food a good thing, a bad thing, or not much of an issue to you at all?
7 = What do you need to know about the GM aspects of food that you buy at a grocery store?-|",

A A% How would you feel about the following approach? (test likely scenarios)

* Government communications campaign <71,
= Information at the grocery store <"

= Voluntary labelling “* /<
= Mandatory labelling4 7+

FINAL QUESTIONS
I'd like to go back for a minute to the beginning of this discussion.

) Could you consider how your view evolved over this discussion. Would you say that the
/‘/’ / (fp—?é information during the discussion influenced your view, and if so did the discussion tend to
increase or decrease your concern about this issue? Did it inspire you to follow this subject

more closely, or not? o

4"‘
g

ZW Do you think that)/o'u’r/(/iews on biotechnology could change, and if so, what would make
dp

them change? Are there some people or organizations who would be more likely to cause a
change in your opinions? | | b

IF TIME PERMITS Most new inventions are protected by what are called patents. Patents

ensure that inventors are rewarded by making sure that their inventions cannot be copied for

a period of time. However, it also means that until the patent expires, the inventor controls
Z the availability and price of the invention.
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Some people feel that the idea of patent protection is necessary in the field of biotechnology,
because we need to encourage inventions in this area for all the benefits which they can
bring. Others are uncomfortable with the idea of patents in the field of biotechnology, because
there is something wrong with the idea of patenting a life form such as an animal or a plant.
Which of these two points of view is closer to your own? Let's discuss your views.
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Questionnaire

PERCENT PERCENT

1. _When you hear the word biology, do you have a positive reaction, a neutral reaction, or a negative
qfeaction?
October 1999  February 2000

R S T T L O —— 44
[N 10 (= | TR 50 i 47
NEGALVE ... s L S 6
B R e e P 2

1b. When you hear the word technology, do you have a positive reaction, a neutral reaction, or a
negative reaction?
October 1999  February 2000

POSIHIVE.......oeeee e 58 ., 65
[ | e A A 33...oeconerrssnasmsrans 28
NegatiVe ..o ummisnssaimsammss B sucssvamamnsssni 5
DIINR ...t ee e T 2

2. When you hear the word biotechnology, do you have a positive reaction, a neutral reaction, or a
negative reaction?
October 1999  February 2000

POSHIVE s5vmsrmsmisnsmsesiors s s b TS a e i3 msisS o nansnsstassass 28, 30
NEURAL. .:sisesuseimsisismsonsmmsmmsm s s s sEses L 52
NEGALIVE ... 1 14
DIK/NR ..ottt B, ccnsnsnsssmsasssnasmnes 4

3. Over the last three months, have you heard anything about stories or issues involving
biotechnology?
October 1999  February 2000

Y S et ] 53
N O e et ettt ettt eas 59 . 45
DIINR commsissmmmismsmsss it st s5issiis i it ifosssssstinessioasisnsensats B et s e 2

4. Before today, had you ever talked about biotechnology with someone?
October 1999  February 2000

LY S SR PSS S e 38
N O e B5 . . 62
DIINR ..ot 1 R 0

Biotechnology applies science to living things such as plants and animals in order to develop
new products and processes.
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S.b Would you say you are very familiar, somewhat familiar, not very familiar, or not at all familiar with

biotechnology?
October 1999  February 2000
VY TAMINET & cimssrvmsmsmsimsetiimssismmmim i oot soganiseshanssssensmnsesensonanssn L 6
Somewhat familiar..............ccoooviiiiieceee e L P — 50
Not very familiar...........ccoooooeiiiiiccceee e, 63 S—— 29
Not at all familiar.............coooveioiieiieeerec e, 14 . 15
DEINR cssssssssssvmsmsssmmsomimrssmreson s s s iasisiams s O s e 0

6. Is biotechnology a subject you are very interested in, fairly interested in, not too interested in, or not
at all interested in?
October 1999  February 2000

Very interested iN.........ccoooeeiiiiiiiecceee e 121 P —— 15
Fairly interested in ..o e 49
NOt o0 INtEreStEA IN ... 28 e, 25
Not at all interested iN..........c..oeooieice e R 10
DKINR ..ot T e 1

In your opinion, does biotechnology bring major benefits, modest benefits, modest drawbacks,
or major drawbacks in each of the following areas. How about: (ROTATE)

7. The health of Canadians today
October 1999  February 2000

MaJor DENEFIS ... 35 s 3
Modest DENEILS ..o 38 e 29
Modest drawbacks ....q.iumimawasmmmssmmsmaraismmasamisio 10 sassmmsmmaninss 13
Major drawbacks ............cceeiieiieiieiceccceeeee e ([ 12
DKINR ...ttt 9 14

8. The health of Canadians over the longer term

Major DENEMtS  vcsvimsmammnmma mmsmmiimimsianmmisiiiisiiiannssonssasnassesses 42 e 35
Modest DENeMS:..coummrammmmmem s s 289 o 30
Modest drawbacks ............ccocueiiieeiieiiecceeeeeeeee e 10 i 12
Major draWbacks .........c.cccoreuiiiiriiieeeee s L 11
DIINR oo ssssssssssmsnmmmssss et e s s 10 s 12

9. Canada’s economy today

Major BENEFIS ......c.cuoviiieiiiieee e v 27
MOdESt DENETIES ......viveiiviiiiicceec e 49 i, 42
Modest AraWbaCKS «.:.uiisissssssisimisisnsinmmiermismimmsmssesmssisssssessssessases i 0 11
MaJOor draWbacks ............ccccveeieuieiieiiieeiececeeeeee e Olvssismensasssssanssionn 7
DIKINR ..o e e 13 e, 13
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10. Canada’s economy over the long term
October 1999  February 2000

Major BENEFItS .......c.cuiviiiiiiei s 34 27
Modest benefilS)....coummmmmmmanmumonnanmmmmsmim i 40 ..., 41
Modest Arawbacks ............ccoviiiiiiiie e e e 12
Major drawbacks ............cccoeeuiiieiieieecceeeee e (S JTN 7
DIINR csiisgisnsisrissmsinssinsssimsssins soiossssios snsisiisesonssnionsinnnssassnasssspmonasssssssnn < - 13

11. The amount of food we produce

MajJor DENEALS ....ovvmiiasnammmmammensisinmmsamamssmg R 36
Modest DENefits........co..simimesmmmsnsioss ssors sesesvesssssesssmssverssesssysesss o T B 34
Modest drawbacks ...........ccocoeiiiiiiiiiiir e R S 11
MBJOFAraWbatks «....uisrrmsasmmmmnmmmassaiss st nse S 8
B 9 oo 11

12. The quality of food we produce

Major BENEFILS ... 61 AN 24
ModeSst DENEFIES ...........eeeeeeeceeeeee e, 34 .. 36
ModestdrawbackSe. oottt s o T o rsisrimstimsmnnsiones 15
Major drawbackss ............ccoeuiiiiieciieceece e O 15
DIINR ... e et 8 e, 10

13. Canada’s environment today

MajJor BENEFItS .........oviieecc s 26 . 25
Modest BENEFIS .........cooieieeeece e, 3V i 35
Modest drawbacks .............cc.ooviiiiieieieeeeee e 15 e, 17
MajJor drawbacks ...........ccoccvvrrieieee e 8 e 1"
D R e N i L 12

14. Canada’s environment over the long term

Major BENEFILS .......c.oiiieiiicciiec e ] O 26
Modest Denefits ..ot P T 38
Modest drawbacks ..t 12 13
Major drawbacCks ............cooooveuiiieieieieeiceeeee e 10lissssnssmsmmmsmmmns 12
DKINR ..o 11 e, 12

15. Moral and ethical values

MaJor BENEFItS ........cooviiiiicceccc 14 s 12
¥y {076 [=15] f o= 0= | O O U P SR 32 et 28
Modest Arawbacks ............ooviviiiiee e 23 26
Major drawbacks .............cccvuerriineiieee s 15 16
BDIINRS =i st s e et e o 16 iineronssamnons 18
END OF ROTATION
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In each of the following areas, would you say that the federal government is doing an excellent,
good, fair or a poor job. How about (ROTATE)

16. Ensuring that the interests of the average Canadian are taken into account as policies are
. developed for the use of biotechnology.
October 1999  February 2000

EXCEIIBNL........eeee et e 2 e, 1
L€ 0T o [ S U e ST N6 .o siinsmrininin 13
O e o e e e o e S e L 38
PoOOT . e KL 38
DIINR ..ottt < S 8

17. Ensuring that Canada benefits from the economic opportunities which biotechnology offers.
' October 1999  February 2000

EXCRIBNL.......ooeeeee e et Bieeiiviivnionsesareonsans 6
GOOM x5 555 5w wvwnas smvansss 5555 d3%s 7608 £330 4000 EF o300 40 5633 $ TG SURE RS o R e SIS R B 0SS 2T ciivmmsiisnsiin 22
e O S | — 42
oo RO 16 e 19
DIKINR i ciisvcssvmmeasmmmmmaness s s i mms it 1 1

18. Ensuring that the health of Canadians is protected against risks associated with biotechnology.
October 1999  February 2000

X el e —— T 4
[€ToToTo [N PP URPRTRTO 23 18
B e e 38 38
0 N Y T — 32
8] 7 o O R S (T 8

19. Ensuring that the environment in Canada is protected against risks associated with biotechnology.
October 1999  February 2000

EXCEIBNL.......eeeiceee et K T 4
GOOM ...t n e 19 e, 17
F Al s e e R s T 40
PoOOT ... 29 i, 31
DIINR ..ottt 8 o 9

20. Ensuring that Canada benefits from the new products and processes which biotechnology offers.
October 1999  February 2000

EXCEIENL.........eeeee e e e 4o 3
(S 00l RSSO O P 23
BT et 43 ... 44
PO .. 1Y ST 19
B NI S SO SN L e 10

21. Ensuring that Canadians are informed about the role of government in biotechnology.
October 1999  February 2000

EXCERIENT........eeeeeee e | —— 2
GOOM ..ttt 10 e, 10
e e e e e e e L e 0 32
PO .o 49 . 52
DIKINR ..ottt ettt en s S S 5

62



EARNSCLIFFE
RESEARCH &

COMMUNICATIONS

22. Ensuring that biotechnology is being used in ethical ways.
October 1999  February 2000

e e T b 3
[€ToTo o RSO 21 o, 16
= T TSR 41 40
BOOT .. sisssesssmmmsmstsmuissnis e ms s o oo s sasms ianasins sorsvsansscss G T 27
DIINR ..ottt et er e g P — 13

23. Overall, do you think the federal government is doing an excellent, good, fair or a poor job of
handling its responsibilities in the area of biotechnology?
October 1999  February 2000

EXCEIIENL........eooeeeeeee e s 2 e, 2
(e o o T o 17
= 1| TR 7.7 A — 46
oo ] R 26 .. 29
DIKIINR oo smicms s ssns i et S e 055 it s s T 5 s s el s S o (C 6

How much priority do you feel the federal government should attach to each of the following
roles...the highest priority, high priority, moderate priority or low priority? (ROTATE)

24. Ensuring that the interests of the average Canadian are taken into account as policies are
developed for the use of biotechnology.
October 1999  February 2000

HIGhEeSt PrIOTIY ......cvoviieeiceiieeececee e 28 30
HIGN PrIOTIY ..o 42 e 45
Moderate PO s rssmmssissmisimiissoisinimiiimmsismmsmsasasssnsss 23 e 17
o o] o] ] R —— 5
DKINR ..ottt 2 e, 3

25. Ensuring that Canada benefits from the economic opportunities which biotechnology offers.
October 1999  February 2000

HIgGhest PriOritY .......cccuiiiiieec e v 19
HIGRDTOTY . s s it miisnivsasminonssiissansifosnsss siss mnsssassasnssssonsasnsnsnspensess wess e 44 44
MOAETate PrIOMIY s uemssinesssssmssssmsmusns ovsssrsmsvsnssimmm s es sy LS R ——— 29
LOW PHIOTIY ... D 6
DKINR ..o 7 R S 3

26. Ensuring that the health of Canadians is protected against risks associated with biotechnology.
October 1999  February 2000

HIGNESt PO .ccvssossssmsnmivanmmismmsnsn s nammnmes AT oot 47
HIgh PriOIY ... O Oy 37
Moderate Priority...........ccceririeiirieeece e 12 e, 10
LOWIBHOMY: o vmmisssssussvsmsvasversismmsommmvamess s s i Brswmmmmmsmmamin 3
R R et e e e e 2
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27. Ensuring that the environment in Canada is protected against risks associated with biotechnology.
October 1999  February 2000

HIGNESE PIIONLY... .. <senvensrnnessisnnesnnssnsmons snabons hamsisssnacs disssdiaassn s avasiessasesss A2 v 39
G PO s vssvssmmsmsremmss s s s s 4.0) S———— 43
Moderate Priority...........cveiiierieieeee e 14 e, 13
LOW PIIOTILY ...t B mnssnmsiiesiais i 4
DKINR s ssnsamescuns fovsmsmssesusasssssns i onss sssnssssess nss s siss savassmanss 2 o 2

28. Ensuring that Canada benefits from the new products and processes which biotechnology offers.
October 1999  February 2000

HIGhESt PROMEY.::sumnsmssssssimsssmsarrsmisssmersssssmsssa st D TR — 20
e Rl e e e e e e e e o 7. [T (PR 43
Moderate Priority.........cooeieeieiieeeeee e 24 .o, 29
LOW PROMItY acssssmvesmmsnmmsmmmmimsrarsmsmms s oo B s 5
I e Ty e — . 3

29. Ensuring that Canadians are informed about the role of government in biotechnology.
October 1999  February 2000

HIghest Priority ... 25 28
HIGN PrIOTILY ... s 44 .o 45
Moderate PHOMY ...qccomivmmmsmmmnusmmmsasmmism i 23 e 20
L I L e L 6
DKINR ..ottt 2 1

30. Ensuring that biotechnology is being used in ethical ways.
October 1999  February 2000

HIgheSt PriOFity ......oovoieieieeecee e 39 36
High BrORtY.c.csimsmmmmsimmmmmsnnsms nonmnmmsaiammamemms 39 s 41
7 (076 [=16=1 (=T 1 To] | Y0NS L 7 S 16
LOW PHIOMIEY .....vcvviiiieicieeiei ettt 3 4
DIINR s nssmsis s sims s s s 2 o 2
END OF ROTATION

31. Would you say you are very familiar, somewhat familiar, not very familiar, or not at all familiar with
ways in which biotechnology is regulated in Canada?
October 1999  February 2000

VeEry TAMINAT.  cmsmmmnsim e e e e 2
Somewhat familiar............c.oooviiiiiiiececee e 23 e, 24
Not very familiar...........cccooeiiiiiiiieie e 43 40
Not at all Familiar s i P —— 33
DIINR ..o ettt ettt e e e 1 e 1

I would like to read you some statements which various people have made who are comfortable
with the development of biotechnology. In each case, please tell me if you strongly share this
view, share it somewhat, or don’t share this view. The first one is: (ROTATE)
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32. Biotechnology has the potential to help solve world hunger.
October 1999  February 2000

Strongly Share VIEW ...........coccvriiiiiieeeeeeee e B9 isitrinagensyesan 32
Snare tSOMEeWNaE T e e s e Bt 42 oo, 47
Don't Share thiS VIEW .........c.oeeeeeeieeeeeeeeeee e i [ ————— 18
DIINR ...t n e o, 3

33. Biotechnology has the potential to help solve serious environmental problems.
October 1999  February 2000

Strongly Share VIEW ............ccoviiiieiiieeceeee e, 38, vt 29
Share it SOMEWNAL............cooeiiieeeeeeeeeeee e, 45 .. 49
Don't share thisS VIEW .............ooiviiiieceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e, 14 .cocvnsvinninsn 17
DIINR ..ottt <. YO - 5

34. Biotechnology has the potential to help cure or treat serious illnesses.
October 1999  February 2000

Strongly Share VIEW ............coveviveiiieieieeeeeeeee e (YA e SN o 41
Share it SOMEWNatis s i e s s i ses S o A Y 43
Don't share thisS VIEW .............couoviieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e L ——— 11
DIINR ... ettt et e s 7 S | 5

35. Biotechnology has the potential to strengthen our economy and improve our standard of living.
October 1999  February 2000

Strongly Share VIEW ..............ccooiiiiiuiiiieeeeceeeeeeeeeeee e EC 1 LS 28
Shareitisomewnat. .0 o d o st e e cente s e s S Bissssimsssiniaisenionss 53

Don't share this VIEW ...........ccccviiieiieeeeeeceee e 12 sk 15
DKINR ..ottt - S 3

END OF ROTATION

36. Which of the statements above is the strongest argument in favour of the development of

biotechnology?
October 1999  February 2000

Potential to help solve world hunger................cccooovoveveveeeeceeec 25 ..ecicrrvrinsoneres 29
Potential to solve serious environmental problems............................ [ T 13
Potential to help cure serious illNess .............ccccoevevcveecveeeciee 3 (TR ——— 36
Potential to strengthen our economy............ccccoevvnviviiiiccccen j|:D 16
DIONR cicmssnsisnmvssmmmmsimsiassmmmsmmmms s e s B e 6

Now, | would like to read you some statements which various people have made who are
uncomfortable with the development of biotechnology. In each case, please tell me if you
strongly share this view, share it somewhat, or don’t share this view. The first one is (ROTATE)

37. Biotechnology involves changing things which God or nature created, and that makes me

uncomfortable.
October 1999  February 2000
Strongly Share VIEW ...........cccceuiiiueiiiiieeecee e 20 i, 22
Share it SOMEWaAL............cooiiiiieee e e 35
Don't Share thiS VIEW .........c.veieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e - 42
DIKINR iciimissiissssns oo smerimmmsessenssssasnssns sesnssssms e nssnsnassssenssusomsnmsssnn 2 o erse e ebnses 1
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38. Biotechnology may be creating unknown, long-term risks to health or the environment.
October 1999  February 2000

SHrONGNY SHATE VIEW.coucunsssmsvusssssmsssssmeismnssstisnasisss s s minisii 32 samssaseira 37
Share it SOMEWNAL.............ccooovieieieeee e - ¥ 45
Don't Share thiS VIEW ...........c.oiouiiieeeeeeeeeeee e 18 e 14
g | U o 3

39. Biotechnology involves experiments which could go wrong and cause serious harm.
October 1999  February 2000

Strongly Share VIEW .........cccccvrrrirnre et essensnens £ & R 33
Share it SOMEWNAL.............cviiieeeee e 6 E e — 44
Don't Shar€ thiS VIEW ...........ccuooiiieeeeeeeeeee e 27 e, 21
DK/INR...c.covveveeen. B e r e < omten et ere I s e o e 2 e, 2

40. Biotechnology can lead to ethical decisions which are troubling and impossible to resolve to
everyone’s satisfaction.
October 1999  February 2000

Strongly Share VIEW ..ot 35 s 37
Share it SOmewhat..........c.ccceuiiiiiiiiccecee e 45 43
Don't share thisS VIEW ...t 18 e 17,
DIINR czisp s cvmiissmmmmmsssnsnmsssssmmessss s e ssesss sasasiss e ssoiss st sins A s 2
END OF ROTATION
41. In your opinion, which of these is the strongest argument against the development of

biotechnology?

October 1999  February 2000

Changing things God/nature created .............c...ccccooveveiiveevececeee T 13
Create unknown long-term risks to health and environment.............. T 44
Experiment going wrong, causing serious harm .............c.cccceveeunnee. 20 e, 20
Leadto ethical deCiSionS.....xu s imssemsmmsmmmssmunmi 22 i 18
N [ e e L T 5

42. Which of the following views is closest to your own? (ROTATE)

October 1999  February 2000
Decisions about biotechnology should be based
mainly on the views and advice of experts about
the risks and benefits. ... 6 2 T 59

Decisions about biotechnology should be based

primarily on the average Canadian’s views of
risks and BENEfitS............o.oieieueeiiiceecee e 33 34

66



EARNSCLIFFE
RESEARCH &

COMMUNICATIONS

43. And which of these two views is closest to your own? (ROTATE)

October 1999  February 2000
Decisions about biotechnology should be based
mainly on the moral and ethical issues involved..................cccc.......... 2955 s s s 30

Decisions about biotechnology should be based
mainly on the scientific evidence of risk and benefit........................... [<1C T 65

Please tell me whether you strongly agree, agree, disagree or strongly disagree with each of the
following statements which have to do with the role of government. (ROTATE)

44. Government should try not to regulate the biotechnology sector too much; otherwise, it will be less

successful.
October 1999  February 2000
SHONGIY @GIEE ... O P ——— 9
T T o O 3T e, 31
DISAQIEE........cocviieiiieieieitieee et 38 ssnsnvas 39
Strongly diSAGree.........c.coooviimireieieieeee e 2 p—— 19
DIINR . osmassmsmsssimssismmmiisamsmsms st enssasonsossss - S 2

45. Government should regulate the biotechnology sector more than other sectors, because of its
unique nature.
October 1999  February 2000

SHrONGIY OIEE ..o 24T 31
AOIEE wxovsvnsvnssvsmmvnssississionsiviopmapassass snsssnsnonsasalyseas sonssenrasesmmssensensofosonsns 45 i 42
e L e T R P e 20
Strongly diSAGrEE. ........oveveieiiieieeeee e T —— 5
DIIINR c:53ccv2mvzismmmm5m s s srom sosnsusavarasassasasspmssasmosmesassss st sasssssssonssensesbosne 2 2

46. Government should inform people about biotechnology, and let them decide for themselves
whether they want to use biotech products.
October 1999  February 2000

£} (0] s | V= To (== NNONRE R S DSOS O S R 47
AGIEE......oiiiieee e e 45
DISAGIEE sxcvsssssamssssnmmsmimesisiin s ssmssinmssarssssssssnsenssessonsrrsnsaesamsasesas smrss (O ———— ]
Strongly dISAGrEE.......c.cuvviiieieeieeeeeeee et e 2
DKINR ..ottt 1 semenmsasenmnn 1

47. Government should use its expertise to make decisions about which products should be available,
on behalf of consumers.
October 1999  February 2000

SUONGIY AOTEE . csssesssssvsusmssvsssomsississsissinsssssssins siisimiommoresmnnssmansasassss 271 e, 23
A e e L e e ) A48 csemssisises 45
DISAIEE........iiieeeeeee e 22 corvronsiiin 20
Strongly dISAGIEE....c.mmimimmmmmsisiinmmmmnmmrssessesssensnerssensans 7 R W 9
DKINR ...ttt 2 s 3
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48. Government should encourage the development of biotechnology although there may be some
unknown risks.
October 1999  February 2000

SHONGIY @QIEE ...t T 13
PUBEL.... . escunonenonssissmsnansnsassesessassessasssmmsnensmssssmns sasooaisass snososnas FiFoAEAEES 30 BB 1 ramsrmmeams 49
D ISEIGTEE v smasvvesumsnnessvssus v s ossss 1oy F SR SNSRI SR BB T Y 25
Strongly dISAGIEE.......c.ooviieeieieiieeee e B e 12
DKINR ..ottt e 2
END OF ROTATION

Please tell me whether you strongly agree, agree, disagree or strongly disagree with each of the
following statements about biotechnology. (ROTATE)

49. I'd like to see Canada lead the world in the development of biotechnology.
October 1999  February 2000

SErONGIY @OIEE ... 24 ... 23
AAIBE.... e et 48 oo 44
B L Lo = 19 s 22
SrenglyidiISAGIER . rammmmramrm s s s L 7
DKINR ..ot e S 4

SErONGIY @QIEE ... 9 e 12
AGTEE ., cxisuns o mems s bs iosms vy AR PO IS TS AT T S TS T 20
L= o = T ) o]0 S 45
Strongly diSAGIEE. .......cuiiiiieiiei e 18 o 21
DIKINR cciisssivnss s svonsi e ssss s s s i s o o sy e s 2 ciiisnssmsisvisivesy 3

51. The government should conduct further research into the long-term health and environmental
impacts of biotechnology.
October 1999  February 2000

SrONGIY @QMEE ... s 52 i 54
AAGIEE ...t 42 oo, 41
DNSAGNEE sisiss:vusiwssssensnsmnermsenseuminsssssssns s w5380 3398 3 Sd RS EH ST R s8TEOS S 40 B csmvsnomensipssnsiies 3
Strongly diSAIEE. .........ooviuieieiiiicee e T o 1
DKINR ... I o 1

52. The government should conduct further research into the long-term health and environmental
impacts of biotechnology before allowing any further use of biotechnology.
October 1999  February 2000

(314¢0] AT |\ VA= (o] (=<t U O SO () F——— 48
AGIBR....cciirsicrce it sra e isuessss st st s s tsserstsssssmsseiessressssssas e 43 e, 39
DISAGIEE......ceeeceeieeeee e 13 vssnmsssass 10
SrONglY AISAGTEE. ..cswrissmmammsmssssamsesiomssemmsnsspesseisinssmmsssnsp s osgens e 3
B | e s e e e D e e o e 3 e 1
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53. When | see a product on a store shelf, | assume that it must be safe.
October 1999  February 2000

SHrONGIY @GIEE ..o 18 27
NGTEE ssvsusvimssesvimes ssmsmavcess ssss o 3343538 948083 5550t sa5 L nsme sometsanemsmenessasnns L5 44
Disagreelm e n b e ot i R ek R 28 i s 21
Strongly diSArEe...........cvviieeieiieceee e L 7
IDIINR sssttcsrecisssssinsisnsamsammsassassessnasannsnssssasassssssantarsessensearessnsssonsssnssassons O O 1

54. When | see a product on a store shelf, | assume that it must have been tested for safety by the

government.
October 1999  February 2000

e o = 24 o 32
AGIEE.......iii ettt e 45
DISAUIEE «isrissmssmmrismmsn i fimmamsrsnsspomsssssensrsessassaosaressessess b SN 14
Strongly dISAArEE. .ixmvssim st s = 7
DKINR ...ttt 1 snsssssssmsmssssarens 1

55. | would buy biotech-produced food if it were more nutritious than other food.
October 1999  February 2000

Strongly @gree ........c.oveveeeiiceee e T comsmonis 15
PNITEE ccvxccvsvsrssssssoss iossrnssrinsass isns ammssntinsessas ssoaseoms semssemesomsnmementisserantssssren 53 44
DISAGIE v cvsmimsssssuims samomsmssssss sov s v TS AT ST o e S s 28 ... ceenetiannsssnsnans 28
Strongly diSAGree. ........ceeuiurieieiiieeeeieeee e [ T —— 9
DKINR it o crnmemesmmsmsrmssessssssenisasamesamsfonvensdvremnsavosestinseensrssnssemsseriossesss S 4

56. | would buy biotech-produced food if it cost less than other food.
October 1999  February 2000

SUONGIVIAGIEE .s:ivviismssecsmsssrmssssismssisisisssmasmsnonssboronsrersaosseansssssassanss 10 ..oiceericecnsanns 7
[ e L S o I S e ssmmsvessvns 31
DISAGIEE........ccvrerererrrereeretsirinresetesesesesesesennssssesssssesssssessassssesessnenseses L PO N 42
SHTONGlY DISAGIEE.u:iuiivsscissmsmissaimmsisiomiimommmrsssssassonsasssssssstsess T 16
BN R ey B iz rnnssnnnenes 4

57. Enough is known about the safety of products made through biotechnology to allow them to be
used.
October 1999  February 2000

SErONGIY @GrEE ... A e e 6
NI . cove ssuminees sssanssh s oemes smsi s T s s8R s S S SR ST SR . 7 34
DISBGIEE........cceiureeeirereerrsrsrsoresssssssssrsarsssssemssssssesssssssassssnsessassisssnsinssss e 4
Strongly diSAGree............ccvvieiinieieee e [l OB 13
DIRINR ss:i51csvssussmssnsnissspussmssssssmssmmssssssmsmsmsiass s oosssniisioesesionsnssnmessennn L2 R Ml M or 6

58. Not enough will ever be known about the safety of biotechnology.
October 1999  February 2000

SUONGIYIAGIEE.. s i hlssmmeierisen Mirsensmsssrenr st oo 1O i 22
AGIBE.......e ettt 4D cisisvvssismvini 41
DISAGTBE  ixcszisizsssssussvnsivsissssnissssesassamsertsenrsssasassssonsasantrensanasrsneasrnsrarasss [0 ks S 28
SroNgIYIAISAANEE . v i o s s EC T 6
DISINER......contevcensessuis o cimesssstogssusssssesm ses s buas vosssi b es o s 57555 4 i 3
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59. Until more is known about the risks, government should slow the use of biotechnology.
October 1999  February 2000

SETONGIY AQMEE ... e 23
AGIEE.....oeeee ettt bt r e 48 . 49
Disagree...........c........ o 28 i 23
S OGN DISBOTOR v sussemmssss sommsnans ssssmsmmsurans a3 RS SRR AR 2 vavsmissaaies 3
DKINR ..o e S AR 2

60. We have to accept some risk to achieve health benefits from biotechnology research.
October 1999  February 2000

SErONGIY @GIEE ... 1 13
AGIEE....coee ettt 51 49
DISAGTEE o ror i st esin i s s e o S Fone S a e e e e 26 ...crorneiTeomienemin 26
33 (0]l |\ e [1=7= o] {1 SR SR T svsassvsorssssamsensns 10
DKINR ..ottt (P 1

61. If most scientific evidence says that a particular use of biotechnology is safe, it should be allowed.
October 1999  February 2000

SHONGIY @QMEE ... 12 e 17
PNAE s cwssmininsos fositis e s s um iR S eI T i s 3 A s e e i B8 iivien s drom ansinnss 63
L (o= 19 s ssssssmmpsinnina 13
Strongly dISAQrEE.......c.ooiiiiiiieieeece s - TR 4
DIINR. - e eis stmmsisanionsnmaseranenssnsnsas sasssfosiasiontasnamssassmsamansnassnsassmassss 7O 3

62. If the best available scientific evidence says that a particular use of biotechnology is safe, it should
be allowed.
October 1999  February 2000

SHrONGIY @QIEE ... i [ N ——— 19
AIBE.....eeeteeite ettt st st ae sttt st st et a et sa st e nare b eneane B8 .o 60
Disagree................ = AT . T ST N -N— | 2 P —— 14
Strongly diSAQIEE. ......c.cvveviiiieieeieeeeeee e P ——— 2
DKINR ..ottt B croderitt it ensanaens 5
END OF ROTATION

63. Some people are confident that enough is being done to study and monitor the risks associated
with biotechnology. Others are worried that not enough priority is being attached to this. Which of
these points of view is closest to your own?

October 1999  February 2000

Enough being done to study/monitor risks...............ccccoeeieiiiivierencnnee. 2 s 22
Not enough priority attached toit.............cccoeiiiiiiieiece T 73
DKINR ...ttt - R 5

64. To the best of your knowledge, in the last month have you eaten any food products which have
been genetically modified?
October 1999  February 2000

e e e s o 30
INO s ervencremestoss smstbismmmesmssressos s wasmass sovsoassosmanmssswessiasevs shigsonssensdbesssberson 57 e 48
DIINR ..ot ee et e et eeaeeaeeeaea 20 e, 22
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