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Introduction 

Earnscliffe Research and Communications is pleased to present this report on a 
public opinion research program conducted in the fall of 2000 for the Assistant 
Deputy Minister Coordinating Committee (BACC), Health Canada, Environment 
Canada and the Canadian Food Inspection Agency. This was the third wave of a 
series begun in the fall of 1999. This wave was comprised of a variety of 
separate instruments: 

• two telephone surveys, one primarily an instrument to track opinion on 
biotechnology, one to focus on regulatory and science issues; 

• two sets of focus groups designed to support the surveys; and 
• a secondary analysis of other public domain public opinion research 

published in the year between fall 1999 and fall 2000. 

The research was split into two discrete surveys to ensure that questionnaires 
were of a manageable length and that discrete sections were rich enough to 
produce robust findings. To ensure comparability, the two instruments began in 
exactly the sa me way while some questions were repeated in both to see if 
attitudes remained consistent. To allow for easier synthesis and consumption, 
this report presents the findings of ail the various instruments. 

The research was designed to accomplish two major objectives: 

\' • to track sentiment on a range of biotechnology issues, using a baseline of 
data developed in previous waves of research; and 

'1, • to assess public opinion in discrete areas of concentration in aid of 
developing policy and communications strategies. 

The research probed a number of areas of investigation in order to develop a 
Lr· comprehensive analysis of current opinion on biotechnology. 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; 
• knowledge of and attitudes towards regulatory and science issues; 
• the acceptability of various products and processes; 
• the acceptability of patenting various products and processes; 

Final Report ta the BACC - Third Wave 4 



• attitudes on high-profile and emerging issues like genetically modified foods 
and genetic privacy; 

• public demand for information and consultation; and 
• the testing of communications issues like key messaging, intervenor 

credibility and appropriate spokesperson models. 

The telephone work began on September 15, 2000 for both survèys, ending on 
October 1 for the science/regulatory instrument and October 10, 2000 for the 
tracking survey. The tracking survey, commissioned by the BACC, reports on the 
views of a random sam pie of 1512 Canadians and carries a margin of error for 
the national sample of +/- 2.6%, nineteen times out of twenty. The survey 
measuring regulatory and scientific issues, commissioned by Health Canada, 
Environment Canada, the Canadian Food Inspection Agency and the BACC, 
reached a random sam pie of 1202 Canadians and carries a margin of error of +/- 
2.9%. Margins of error for sub-samples would be larger. Precise margins of error 
can be provided for the variety of aggregated sub-samples. 

Ten nights of focus groups (twenty groups in ail) were conducted in two waves 
because of a suspension of public opinion research during the fall federal 
election period. The first four nights were held in Montreal, Toronto, Vancouver 
and Halifax between October 15, 2000 and October 24, 2000. The second wave 
of groups was conducted in St. John's, Quebec, Toronto, Brandon, Calgary, and 
Victoria between December 10 and December 20, 2000. 

The research followed a set agenda for discussion and was designed to probe in 
more detail opinion underlying the results of the telephone surveys. Each night 
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. 

The secon~ry analysis involved a search of publicly available research reports 
in biotechnology and builds on our previous secondary analysis work for the 
BACC. It is designed to summarize the broad areas of consistency, and areas of 
divergence, among public domain research reports. 

This report consists of several sections, including an overview of ail segments of 
the research and detailed reports on each. The initial summary section and the 
following section outlining detailed findings integrate results from the telephone 
surveys and the focus groups. Following those sections are the report on the 
secondary research, the questionnaire for the telephone surveys with national 
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results expressed in percentages and the moderator's guides used in the focus 
groups. We have provided detailed cross tabulations of the questionnaire 
responses to the Canadian Biotechnology Secretariat but have not included them 
in this report because of space limitations. They are available upon request. 

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 
Jeff Walker 

(elly@earnscliffe.ca) 
(jwalker@earnscliffe.ca) 
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Executive Summary 

Awareness, Familiarity and Interest Levels 

Biotechnology is no longer an obscure subject for most Canadians. Increasing 
numbers report hearing and talking about biotechnology though there still are 
very low levels of familiarity, interest or intellectual engagement in the issue. 
Most find the area too complex and technical to follow closely. In addition, though 
most express concern about potential risk, they are both resigned to the 
inevitability of risk and confident that somewhere, someone is in charge of trying 
to mitigate that risk. In a world replete with threats and risks, biotech-related 
risks seem to many to be less urgent and commanding of immediate attention. In 
general, Canadians seem to have assumed a casually watchful and mostly 
neutral stance. 

Canadians have noticed increasing volumes of media coverage and that has 
broadened awareness levels - Involved Canadian respondents in most groups 
can cite specifie articles and news stories that they have recently read or viewed 
on this issue. However, most people have divorced their personal assessments 
of biotechnology from the perceived media analysis. 

Top-of-Mind Disposition - Support, Opposition and Semantics 

A significant majority of Canadians continues to remain neutral to positive about 
biotechnology. A majority expresses direct support but does so with little 
intensity. There is a bit of "polarization" of attitudes emerging at the extremes 
where a small, entrenched minority remains strongly negative and where there 
has been sorne growth in the number of respondents who hold strongly 
favourable views. On the whole, however, there are higher levels of uncertainty 
and mixed feelings towards biotechnology in the fall of 2000. A general summary 
would say that over the past year, views of the majority in the middle have 
become more moderate and more equivocal rather moving to outright support or 
opposition. 

Most people associate biotechnology with health and medical benefits, or with 
GM food. Some also associate biotechnology with the stock market, and its 
potential as a growth industry. There remains virtually no awareness of forestry 
applications or environmental applications like bio-remediation. 
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As Canadians become more aware of biotechnology, they are less willing to 
make blanket assessments (either positive or negative.) Views become more 
nuanced, and often come with qualifications. However, higher levels of 
awareness do not necessarily correlate with higher levels of concern or negativity 
toward biotechnology. In discussion, it frequently becomes evident that most 
people are torn in their views toward biotechnology. 

Different language evokes profoundly different attitudes. Genetic modification 
has an almost universally negative connotation. It tends to be viewed fairly 
narrowly, linked most directly to ideas of eugenics and the manipulation of 
human genes. In contrast, biotechnology is a term that is broader, more inclusive 
of a range of applications, and generally connotes positive attributes. 

Biotechnology Applications 

Canadians continue to resist offering systemic views on biotechnology 
applications. They evaluate each application on its merits, bringing a core 
analytical framework to bear on a case-by-case basis. That framework involves 
an implicit risk/benefit calculation with the net conclusion depending on the 
assessment of the marginal personal benefit conveyed by the application. In 
simple terms, the larger and more personal the anticipated benefit, the more 
acceptable the risk and the higher the level of support. 

As has been found in both previous waves, health and medical applications are 
the most positively received and the strongest positive drivers for biotechnology. 
Environmental applications come next. Conversely, the more intrusive the 
application, the higher the life form it involves and the larger the degree to which 
the application crosses boundaries separating plants, animais and humans, the 
larger the resistance. Human gene modification is the most difficult concept for 
most people and requires the largest set of expressed benefits to render it barely 
acceptable. 

Environmental applications are virtually unknown. It is clear people are receptive 
to the benefits case for environmental applications, particularly bio-remediation, 
but there is some concern about the risks of environmental biotechnology agents 
ending up in the water supply or food chain. The results suggest the need for 
comprehensive research into ecosystem impacts. 

Final Report to the BACC - Third Wave 8 



Ultimately, when it comes to applications, the purpose/outcome is the key 
positive driver, while the process is the key negative driver. 

Federal Government Performance, Priorities and Raies 

There has been a weakening in the public assessment of the federal 
government's performance in biotechnology. Fewer people are willing to give the 
government excellent or good ratings this fall and those numbers have been 
eroding steadily over the past year. However, the erosion in public assessment is 
linked to a general malaise with government and the uncertainty over 
biotechnology itself. There is virtually no understanding or knowledge of the 
government's biotechnology policy or regulations. Although few can say whether 
the federal government is doing an effective job, the first instinct of most is that it 
might not be. In part that is due to concerns that government cutbacks have 
eroded the effectiveness of the regulatory system. 

For the most part, top-of-mind impressions are that the federal government 
probably has some regulatory role in the field of biotechnology, but virtually no 
one has any detailed sense of what that role might be. However, there are much 
stronger views about what the government roles should be. Most believe that the 
government must regulate aggressively to ensure product safety and that it 
should find the appropriate balance among competing demands and interests so 
Canada can reap the benefits of biotechnology. As weil, Canadians emphasize 
health and environmental stewardship with a strong focus as weil on research 
into the long-term health and environmental impacts of biotechnology. These 
views are based on a prevailing view that these technologies are moving forward 
without any sense that the risks are being considered, let alone managed by the 
federal government. A fairly universal consensus has emerged that GM products 
are different than other products, and should be subject to higher standards and 
more comprehensive research and testing. Canadians also believe the federal 
government should make it a priority to collaborate with other countries on 
biotechnology, particularly in the areas of safety and regulation. 

Economie support to industry was deemed important, but much less important 
than health and safety regulations and research. 

Nevertheless, and in many cases despite ail of the foregoing, Canadians very 
much want government to ensure they reap the benefits of what they see as truly 
important scientific breakthroughs, particularly in health and medicine. 
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ln summary, there was continuing broad support for a two-track policy approach, 
including a strong regulatory and scientific oversight system in addition to 
fostering the development of the technology and the industry. Specifically, a 
majority of Canadians believes in both functions (stewardship and promotion) for 
government and that they can be carried out in an appropriate and balanced 
way. 

Managing Risk 

The evaluation of risk and the risk/benefit ratio is a fundamental issue in public 
attitudes towards biotechnology. It affects the acceptability of ail biotechnology 
applications. Underlying the demand for an increased emphasis on stewardship 
is the uncertainty people carry about biotechnology and its long-term risk. 

Because of its importance, each research wave has probed the risk issue in a 
number of different ways to ensure the phenomenon is thoroughly understood. In 
general, the results have been quite consistent. 

• The more significant the benefit (health/medicine being the most powerful), 
the more acceptable the risk. 

• ln virtually every formulation, there is a quite small percentage of people who 
strongly disagree (the best indicator of settled negative opinion) with 
proceeding to reap the benefits despite the risks. 

Hard-tine views on eliminating risk soften substantially when people have to trade 
off benefits and risks or are confronted with the potential loss of benefits. Most 
participants understand that the development and use of biotechnology 
applications carry risk, and are prepared to accept those risks in cases where the 
potential benefit merits taking a risk. They want biotechnology activity to proceed 
as long as government seems to be managing risk intelligently. Appropriate 
management of risk would appear to rest on putting into place strong regulation 
and long-term scientific inquiry. 

ln reality, most Canadians have resigned themselves to the fact that risk is 
pervasive in modern society and that managing risk is about as weil as anyone 
can do. This acceptance of taking risk is more prevalent than found in previous 
waves of research. It is bound to a strong sense that progress cannot be 
achieved without calculated risks being taken. 
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The vast majority believe that science should be the primary guide to decision 
making about biotechnology applications. Again, consistent with previous 
research, people do see biotechnology as having moral or ethical dimensions, 
but for the most part, health and environmental risks are the key drivers. 
Ultimately, if an application is deemed safe by the "best available" scientific 
research, most say that this is the best that we can expect. 

Among the general public, the dominant view is that they themselves do not have 
the knowledge or ability to make effective decisions, and that experts (scientists, 
university researchers, government researchers and policy makers) are much 
better placed to make these kinds of decisions. Among Involved Canadians, 
there was a much stronger sense that individual Canadians should be involved in 
decisions. Where there was agreement arnonq the two audiences was about the 
decision-making process - Canadians do not like the idea of decisions like this 
getting made "behind closed doors." Ultimately, for the majority of Involved 
Canadians, informed choice is the preferred option. That is, beyond safety, the 
government should make products available and allow individuals to make their 
own decisions about biotech products. 

Regulation of Biotechnology 

Canadians, by and large, are uncertain about Canada's biotechnology regulatory 
system but accept that the products it approves are safe. 

It is clear they know very little about the way it works. A negligible proportion of 
Canadians claims strong familiarity with the regulatory system as a whole or with 
the way research is conducted into the safety of biotechnology products. The 
lack of familiarity drives down assessments of the federal government's 
regulatory performance and drives up demands for more regulation . 

. Nevertheless, despite the lack of knowledge and uncertainty, Canadians 
continue to presume things are working the way they should. Most express some 
level of confidence that federally approved products are safe. Those confidence 
levels also extend to the view that the Canadian regulatory system compares 
favourably with that of other countries. 

Canadians feel confident in Health Canada's product safety approval processes. 
A majority also feel that food on grocery store shelves is safe. Virtually ail focus 
group participants believed that the regulatory agencies, and scientists at Health 
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Canada in particular, are doing as weil as can be expected given the current 
level of scientific knowledge of the risks, and the current level of resources 
dedicated to these purposes (which many feel is probably not adequate at this 
time). 

The comfort level increases dramatically when the actual approval process is 
described. Three separate departmental approval processes were tested and ail 
increased comfort levels substantially. When a brief overview of the regulatory 
approval processes for GM food and GM health products was provided to 
respondents, the majority were pleasantly surprised at the comprehensiveness of 
the actual regulatory approval processes, and were reassured by the information. 

For those who expressed skepticism, a very consistent view emerged on what 
would improve their confidence: the integration of independent verification of 
research by scientists outside government (at universities, possibly from other 
countries), contracted by government to provide a secondary "check" on 
company research. 

Most Canadians embrace international arrangements on biotech in the science 
and regulatory spheres and gain confidence once they know such arrangements 
are underway. Collaborative international arrangements convey a sense that the 
implied "pooled" resources are more capable of identifying risks. Canadians were 
willing to speed up approvals here to match quick approvals in the U.S. if that 
meant we could have access to products more quickly. However, as a matter of 
principle (and when the explicit benefit is removed from the question) most 
people say the approval process in other countries should have no bearing on 
the process or speed at which Canadian regulators work. 
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Science and Credibility 

To most Canadians, the acceptability and approval of biotechnology products 
and processes is largely a technical and scientific issue with relatively few 
significant moral or philosophical determinants. Ali three waves of research have 
produced the same results - for most, good science should be the main arbiter of 
regulatory approval. There are some important caveats: 

• The proposed uses or outcomes have to be within a range of acceptability. 
Good science will not trump highly contentious applications that seem to fail 
the risk/benefit test. 

• Biotechnology products have to meet higher scientific standards than non 
biotech products. 

• Long-term research into potential impacts is important to the credibility of the 
science. 

ln fact, the general willingness to move ahead in exploiting biotechnology 
increases substantially if people believe they have received scientîfic assurances 
of safety from credible sources. 

There remains widespread distrust of a variety of institutions and potential 
spokespeople on ail sides of the debate. There are few voices people would 
believe to be completely trustworthy in providing information about 
biotechnology. 

The survey results suggest that scientists are highly credible voices on 
biotechnology - virtually ail generate a reasonable level of credibility. 
Collaborative arrangements, international bodies and university-based science 
qenerate the most credibility. 

Focus group discussions reveal another level of analysis. Most people rest their 
assessment of credibility on the degree to which the person or institution is 
perceived to be at arm's length and independent of controlling and/or funding 
influencers. The source of funding seems to be the critical test. As a result, many 
people say university scientists are much more credible than other scientists 
because it is assumed they are free from funding pressures and therefore, more 
"independent. " 
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Similarly, government regulators maintain a relatively high degree of credibility 
because they have no financial stake in outcome and are presumed to be 
working in the public interest. Others that fall into that category are doctors and 
hospital researchers. Of note, participants felt that independent advisory boards 
(Iike the Canadian Biotechnology Advisory Committee) carry credibility as 
information sources on biotech. 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. 

Lastly, credibility varies significantly among NGOs (non-governmental 
organizations) and interest groups. In general thesis, the less "political" and the 
less "self-interested," the higher the credibility. 

Genetically Modified Food 

The debate over the past year about genetically modified (GM) food has 
increased awareness and left more people personally uncomfortable about 
buying GM food. Consistent with previous waves of public opinion research, the 
GM food debate has not catalyzed opinion very deeply in most of the centres, 
although it continues to be of substantial concern in the lower mainland of British 
Columbia. The debate has not convinced most Canadians that GM foods are 
fundamentally risky or unsafe. The lack of a health incident or the production of 
convincing evidence to the contrary has left most people believing the food safety 
issue is more political than personally relevant. Only a small minority reject GM 
food under any condition or circumstance. 

On a personal consumption level, however, there is a growing discomfort with 
GM food. About half of Canadians say they are uncomfortable buying GM foods 
and a significant number said they would stop purchasing for a while if they knew 
a food was GM. On the other hand, only a small percentage said they would 
never buy the food again. It is c1ear that opinions about GM foods remain in flux, 
partially because people tend to believe the food safety system is sound. 

Most people advocate an "informed choice" approach to GM foods. As long as 
the science is sound, most people feel that the purchase of GM food should be 
up to each individual. Many accept voluntary labeling as a reasonable step. 
Others, primarily Involved Canadians, tend to lean toward mandatory labeling as 
a preferred solution. 
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The survey suggests that Canadians are ambivalent about GM food exports and 
do not believe that Canada has the right to insist that its products be accepted. 
Most people do not believe that impediments put in placeby other counfries are 
driven by trade considerations. Most people believe those countries have the 
right to, and actually do, make decisions based on their assessment of the 
potential risk. 

There is little evidence that negative attitudes toward GM food inherently "spi Il 
over" and affect attitudes toward other types of GM applications. Most people 
conduct a case-by case assessment of each type of application, assessing them 
on their own individual merits. It should be noted, however, that among the core 
group' of strong opposers of the technology, the same types of risk 
considerations are cited as reasons why other applications are opposed. 

Patenting 

A strong majority of Canadians sees more benefits than drawbacks to mapping 
the human genetic code. The results of this wave of research indicate higher 
levels of support for the idea of patenting genes than previous research has 
shown. Most people see more benefits than risks in allowing the patenting of 
genes and gene sequences. Very few of those who are trou bled by patenting 
issues have moral or religious reservations - the objections are raised on the 
grounds of access and affordability. They tend to believe patenting drives up 
pricing and reduces accessibility. When it comes to health and medical products 
(the primary products people associate with genomic research and patenting), 
most tend to believe the overriding principle should be equality of access without 
financial obstacle. 

When it came to the Harvard oncomouse (genetically modified for use in cancer 
research) and discussions of the patenting of higher life forms (e.g. plants and 
animais per se), the discomfort levels rose. Half of the survey respondents said 
they were not very or not at ail comfortable with the Federal Court of Appeal 
decision granting the patent on the meuse.' 

1 The government sought leave to appeal the decision on October 2, 2000. The leave application 
is currently before the Supreme Court of Canada, with a decision expected in spring 2001. 
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For some, the concept of patenting a whole animal brings the issue into clearer 
perspective and offends at an emotionallevel. For others (significantly more), the 
issue puts the pricing of cancer cures squarely on the table. 

The result of these underlying opinions is that most people believed the 
government was right to appeal the lower court ruling and that it was appropriate 
to begin consultations on the issue in order to have Parliament resolve it. 

Genetic Privacy 

The research yielded firm views despite the fact that most people had not 
actively considered the issue before. In general, there is overwhelming support 
for strong safeguards on genetic privacy, with the intended use of the information. 
being the key determinant of any willingness to allow information to be sought 
and collected. 

Most people say genetic information is different from other health information. 
Canadians fear that genetic information conveys too much power to people who 
obtain it and there is a fair consensus that government has a key role to play in 
ensuring genetic privacy. If these focus groups are any indication, genetic privacy 
may be one of the catalysts that drive public engagement on biotechnology. 

There is very little patience for the proposition that employers or insurance 
companies have a right to genetic information to determine suitability for 
employment or insurability. That is seen as an unacceptable intrusion that 
exacerbates unbalanced power relationships. 

When it comes to insurance, the vast. majority of people believe that insurance 
pools and shares risk and provides a way to protect poor-risk individuals. As to 
the suggestion that non-disclosure would create a "moral hazard," most people 
grudgingly agreed that companies should be able to sue for fraud but only if the 
person had the actual disease/disorder when he/she applied for coverage not 
just the genetic predisposition. 

More altruistic uses of genetic information are generally acceptable as long as 
there are commonsense safeguards in place. Most people believe there are 
substantial benefits to be gained from population genetic studies and that such 
studies are impossible without access to scientific data. 
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Communications Issues 

Messaging 

Positive messaging around health and the environment is much stronger than 
positive messaging around economie benefits, food safety or regulatory strength. 
However,· views have polarized to the extent that those who oppose 
biotechnology or are deeply uncertain will not believe or accept the positive 
messaging. 

On the negative side, it is the argumentation about upsetting the ecosystem 
balance that is resonant, especially the ability of certain pests to grow stronger 
(or be eliminated altogether) as a result of pest resistance modified into trees and 
crops. 

The negative messaging tested (current argumentation used by anti 
biotechnology groups) is more powerful than previous negative arguments, which 
tended to be thin on specifies. However, the positive messaging surrounding 
health and environmental benefits is stronger. This kind of messaging taps into 
people's underlying sense that biotechnology may provide society with incredible 
medical breakthroughs. 

On GM food applications, there remains virtually no way to create positive 
messaging around them. There is only the prospect of trying to convince people 
that the safety system they have passed is stringent, and that ongoing research 
will continue to be done on these products. 

Involvement 

Most Canadians would not want to participate in decision making or consultation 
sessions about biotechnology but they want to know they are being conducted 
and that people of sufficient expertise are attending. Generally, they believe more 
expert people would participate and that was ail to the good. Most members of 
the general public are content to allow experts to sort through the issues as long 
as they can find out what happened and have access to information if they 
require it. 
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However, as indicated earlier, individual choice is still a powerful driver in the 
marketplace itself. That means most people do not want any superintending body 
or organization to make decisions on product availability based on social or 
ethical grounds. 

Information 

There is further confirmation in this wave that most people want neutral, 
accessible information on biotechnology to be available. The main factor 
contributing to consumer confidence is transparency about safety and the 
regulatory approval process. The fact that information is freely available seems 
sufficient to convince most that there is no hidden agenda; transparency seems 
to indicate that government is properly motivated and committed to informing 
citizens. However, as has been consistent, most people don't want the 
information sent to them (or "pushed") - they want to be able to access (or "pull") 
it when they feel the need. 

As such, most people would not endorse a government advertising initiative on 
biotechnology or GM foods. They see this as an unnecessary expenditure. Most 
people would like to see a biotechnology web site and/or a registry where they 
could sign up for updated material to be sent or e-mailed. There is also a 
willingness to see information brochures placed in supermarkets. 

Conclusion 

At this time, there is a widely held sense that biotechnology advances are 
inextricably linked to societal progress, that its development is bound to 
modernity, and that its expansion in Canada and worldwide is inevitable. Even 
among those who tend to be opposed to these technologies, this sense is clearly 
evident, and presents itself as resigned acceptance. Among the vast majority, 
there is clear trepidation about some of the more invasive technologies (cloning, 
using animal genes in humans), but for the most part, there is hope that these 
advances will improve people's lives. The issue now is about managing the risks, 
not eliminating them, and this role of managing the risks is what Canadians hope 
government can help with, although at this juncture they are not sure that 
government is willing, or able, to do so. 
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Awareness is not driving concern; it is driving the growth of more complex, 
nuanced views toward the technology. This evolution evidences itself as case-by 
case assessments of applications, and the inclusion of qualifications and caveats 
about how these products should be introduced. For most, the issue is not about 
whether the products will be available, but how it will be done to ensure risk is 
minimized. 
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Oetailed Findings 

A. AWARENESS, FAMILIARITY AND INTEREST LEVELS 

AWARENESS 

Biotechnology is no longer an obscure subject for most Canadians. Increasing 
numbers report hearing and talking about biotechnology though there still are 
very low levels of farniliarity, interest or intellectual engagement in the issue. In 
general, Canadians acknowledge the potential benefits and risks of the 
technology, reject polarizing. arguments of support and opposition and have 
assumed a casually watchful and mostly neutral stance. 

Over the past year, awareness levels have been growing moderately but steadily 
until, as of the fall of 2000, more thari half of Canadians reported seeing or 
hearing something about biotechnology in the previous three months. Among 
Involved Canadians - the segment of the population that is much more engaged 
in public policy issues and which displays much more aggressive information 
seeking behaviour - the percentage of people expressing reasonable levels of 
awareness reaches about three-quarters. In addition, growing numbers of 
Canadians say they have discussed biotechnology in some context recently, a 
finding that was reinforced in focus groups. 

Not surprisingly, these findings reflect what respondents in the groups have 
noticed: increasing volumes of media coverage. Acting out classic 
communications theory, most focus group participants had accepted that media 
was placing biotech on the public agenda and agreed that had precipitated 
higher levels of awareness and discussion, but most divorced their personal 
assessments from the perceived media analysis. In general, they tended to 
believe that media coverage was negative to neutral on an issue they thought 
was more technical than emotive. As they examined their own philosophical 
positions in discussion, most (with a relatively small minority of entrenched 
opposition) said unlike media, they tended to lean from neutral to mildly positive. 
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The following three sets of results illustrate the steadily increasing levels of 
awareness and discussion. It is quite noteworthy to see increases of 50% over 
the past year in the numbers of people who say they've heard or talked about 
biotechnology. 

Recently Heard About Biotech 

over the last three monlhs, have you heard anythlng about sto'n. 
or Issues Involvlng blotechnology? 

September, 2000 57 1 41 1 

53 1 45 
1 

February, 2000 

38 1 59 
1 

October,1999 

20 40 60 80 100 

OYes ONo 
_______ S_'U_"_"'_H_OO_Ir_h _and ënvtronment SlIrvey ~__' 

Recently Heard About Biotech Talked About Biotech 

Over the last th!" months, have yeu he.rd anythlng about storl_ 
or Issues Invelvlng blotechnology? 

aetcre lod_y, had yeu talked about blotechnology wtth someone? 

September, 2000 5.~~ 1 47 1 

February, 2000 38 1 62 1 

October, 1999 34 s 1 63 1 

20 40 60 80 100 

CYesO~ 

Source: Hotlllll and En v ironment Si/Ney 

Total sample 

Involved 
Canadlans' ~------------------~~-----" 

20 40 60 80 100 

OYes ONo 
Source: HIUiIJth and ënvtronment Survey 
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FAMILIARITY AND INTEREST 

Though there have been significant increases in awareness, there has been no 
movement at ail in levels of familiarity or interest. The number of Canadians who 
claim significant familiarity with biotechnology is very small and static, perhaps 
because so few people show significant levels of interest in the subject despite 
the mushrooming volume of media coverage. As indicated earlier, people are 
noting the media volume and the implied importance that would confer on 
biotechnology, but they express very little interest and are actively deciding not to 
engage in any substantive way. Focus group work suggests that most find the 
area too complex and technical. In addition, though most express concern about 
potential risk, they are both resigned to the inevitability of risk and confident that 
somewhere, someone is in charge of trying to mitigate that risk. In a world 
replete with threats and risks, to many these seem to be less urgent and 
commanding of immediate attention. To others, the risk/benefit equation seems, 
on balance, to tilt towards the benefit side meaning they can anticipate positive 
outcomes without having to expend much energy to learn a great deal. 

Familiarify wifh Biofechnology Inferesf in Biotechnology 

Would you say you are very famlllar, somewhat famillar, nol very 
'amBlar or not a' 1011 tamütar wlth biolechnology? 15 blolechriology 10 subJeet you are very'lnterested ln, somewhat 

Interested ln, nol very lnteresled ln or not at 1011 Interested ln 1 

7 1 4. 1 30 1 14 1 

61 50 1 2. 1 15 

61 48 1 33 1 14 1 

61 3. 1 33 1 22 1 

September 1 2000 
50 

February, 2000 

80 )00 

February, 2000 15 49 

October.1999 

October, 1999 14 48 
April. 1998 

20 40 60 20 40 60 80 100 

CVery familiar DSomewhat familiar ONat very familiar ONat at ail familjar CVery interested 0 Somewhat 0 Not very ONat al ail 
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B. Top-of-Mind Disposition - Support, Opposition and Semantics 

SUPPORT/OPPOSITION 

A significant majority of Canadians continues to remain neutral to positive about 
biotechnology. A majority expresses direct support but does so with little intensity 
while a small, entrenched minority remains negative and feels that sense of 
opposition quite strongly. On the whole, the combination of hard data and focus 
group discussion indicates that there are higher levels of uncertainty and mixed 
feelings towards biotechnology in the fall of 2000. For instance, the perceived 
ratio (current and future) of benefits to drawbacks has weakened in various areas 
of biotechnology - health, environment and food. A general summary would say 
that over the past year, views have become more moderate and more equivocal 
rather than moving to outright support or opposition .. 

Support or Oppose Biotechnology 

ln general, would you say you strongly support, somewhat support, 
somewhat oppose or strongly oppose the use of products and 

processes that involve biotechnology? 

Total sam pie 9 52 

Involved 
Canadians 

51 

o 20 40 60 80 

OStrongly support OSUPl1ort OOppose OStrongly oppose 

Source: cas Tracking Survey 
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Support or Oppose Biofechnology 

20 40 60 80 100 

CStrongly support C Support 

20 40 60 80 100 

o Strongly support 0 Support 
o Strongly oppose 0 Oppose 

Source: cas Tracking Surv_e""Y_~ , 
o Strongly oppose OOppose 

The following sets of graphs show the weakening over time of the benefit to 
drawback ratio. Over the three survey waves, there has been steady erosion in 
the number of people who see major benefits and a move towards more 
equivocal ground. That they are gravitating towards the middle is borne out by 
the observation that the proportion of respondents who see major drawbacks has 
ied relativel~ constant. 

Benefits and Drawbacks - Health 

ln your opinion, do •• blotechnofogy brin; major beneflts, moeest ben.f'ts, 
modest drawbacks, or major drawbacks ln the followlng areas (HEALTH) 

Health Today } 

.. p .. m,"'.2000~22 ~"2' ~" 1 ~" 1 
Fabru.,y.2000 : Si : 13 : 1; 1 
Octobu, un 31 38. '~ 1 7 1 

Heatth ln Future ] 

a.plamb.r, 2000 1 li "! 12 1 

F.b,,,uy, 2000 -1:: ;;;;;;;;':'~;;;;;I ~;;:':' ~::I 512~'i!J'5' ~IL~ 
Octab.r. "" .J= ;2 1 2.: 1 ia .' i 1 

DMaJOt ban.ms o Modut ban.m.OMod .. t drawback. DM'Jor drawbacks 
Source: Heaflh and Envlfonment survf'l:<,Y ...... 
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Benefits and Drawbacks - Environment 

ln your opinion, don blotechnology brlng major beneflts, modest beneflts, 
modesl drawbacks, or major drawbacks ln the followlng ar.as (ENVIRONMENn 

1 Envlronmenl Today ) 

S.plemb.f, %000 ~ 17 39 1 'l 11 

F.brulfy,2000 1:: =~1~=~=~~=::!:1 ~~l!:::!'~"~: 
Octob.r.1.".!:::~!!!:'i====!:!::===_~,:!:. ::::!:!:!:' ::!.' __ 

1 Envlr,onment ln Future) 

DM.jorb.lI.flts []Mod •• tb.".fIt, []Modestdrawb.c::lu OM.jordr.wbJic:k. 
Source: He;Jlth Dnd E:nvlronmellf 51/_'"',.;'Y _ 
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Benefifs and Drawbacks - Food 

ln your opinion, does biotechnology bring major benefits, modest benefrts, 
modest drawbacks, or major drawbacks in the following areas (FOOD) 

1 Qual;ty of Food Today 1 

September, 2000 1 " 1 1 22 1 " 
February, 2000 .. ! " 1 " , 

80 

1 Qual;ty of Food in Future 1 

Source: Heslth and Environment Survey 

SEMANTIC IMPACTS 

This survey expanded on the work of its predecessors into the impact of words 
and definitions. It established clearly that words matter because, absent 
significant levels of real knowledge about biotechnology and its products and 
processes, people have internalized a variety of impressions and definitions. 
That variability emerges in focus group discussions. In general terms, the 
findings are: 

• Technology has strong positive attributes and generates positive attitudes. 
Canadians invest in high technologies ail hope for the success of the 
Canadian economy and the personal occupational and financial success of 
their children. 

• Biotechnology benefits from that positive halo. It raises no significant negative 
reaction. However, its image has less to do with genetic modification and 
much more to do with laboratories, science and medical discovery. It is seen 
to be a very broad category that includes many things that would not actually 
involve biotechnology. 

• Genetic modification as a phrase drives negatives ûpwards. Focus group 
discussions show that it is defined very narrowly and its image connotes gene 
splicing, invasiveness and negative associations with human genetic 
manipulation, like eugenics. It does not, .at first blush, connote genetic 
modification of plants and animais. 
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As a communications exercise, some respondents were asked about genetic 
modification while others were not. The phrase raised large negative reaction 
and drove down expressed support levels for biotechnology. 

Reactions to Key Words Impact of Key Words on Support 

ln general, would vou say you strongly support, somewhat support, 
somewhat oppose or strongly oppose the USe of productl and 

prae.ue. that lnvotve blotechnology? 

When yeu hearthe were "bJologyttechnology/blotechnology/genetlc 
modification", do Vou have li positive reeeuen. a neutra! reacllon, or 

ane allvereactlon7 

62 1 2. 16 ~ 
'" ",,,1 43 1 4. ~ 61 

34 1 46 T 1417 

16 1 33 1 45 151 

Technology 

Biotechnology 

Biology 
No previous mention of genetic <9 

modification in survey j..C}"-'--- __ ---.J_--'--' 

Wlth previous mention of genetie 
modification in survey Genetic 

modification 

20 40 60 80 100 '0 lJJ «l 6D 00 100 

o Positive 0 NeutraI 0 Negative ODK 
'-- 50Ilr(0: Hoa/th and EnvlronmenJ Survey 

CStrongly support CSupport C Oppose C Strongly oppose 

c. Biotechnology Applications 

Canadians continue to resist offering systemic views on biotechnology 
applications. They evaluate each application on its merits, bringing a consistent 
analytical framework to bear on a case-by-case basis. That framework involves 
an implicit risk/benefit calculation that depends on the assessment of the 
marginal personal benefit conveyed by the application. In simple terms, the larger 
and more personal the anticipated benefit, the more acceptable the risk and the 
higher the level of support. 

As has been found in both previous waves, health and medical applications are 
the most positively received and the strongest positive drivers for biotechnology. 
Environmental applications come next. Conversely, the more intrusive the 
application, the higher the life form it involves and the larger the degree to which 
the application crosses boundaries separating plants, animais and humans, the 
larqer the resistance. Human gene modification is the most difficult concept for 
most people and requires the largest set of expressed benefits to render it 
acceptable. 
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Focus group discussions revealed that most people think only about medical and 
food applications. These include: 

• GM crops 
• Gene treatments and drugs 
• Medical therapies 
• Cloning 

Environmental applications are virtually unknown. It is clear people are receptive 
to the benefits case for environmental applications, particularly bio-remediation, 
but there is some concern about the risks of environmental biotechnology agents 
ending up in the water supply or food chain. The results suggest the need for 
comprehensive research into ecosystem impacts. 

Ultimately, when it comes to applications, the purpose/outcome is the key 
positive driver, while the process is the key negative driver. 

Acceptability of Applications 
, 

Drugs that contain GM material ta treat disaases 
GM bacteria or plants ta break down pallutants and taxies .. ee . e 

Trees modified ta restst pests 
Using GM micro-organlsms as a source of fuel (biomass) 52 ts 

Genetle tasting of embryos for Inherited disaases eu ,. 
Taking human genes inserting into plants, ta grow/use for health 

Creating human organs for transplantation 71 47 1 rs 1 11 1 

Rice modified ta include vitamin A ta enhance nutritional value 
Trees modified ta grow in cold climates •• 21 • 

Plant genes into other plants ta improve nutritional value of food .. 
Corn modified ta enhance its nutrition al value ., 

Altering animal organs ta be transplanted into hum ans ,. 4< • U , . 
Plant genes into plants ta develop health products 

Animal genes Into plants to develop health products e s 21 te 

Animal genes into humans to treat medical problems 
Corn modified to be grown in higher volumes, so it will cost Jess 

Salmon modified ta be disease reslstant and cast less .. . , . 
Animal genes Into plants to improve nutritional value of food 

Plant genes into other plants to improve appearance of food • 2. 42 22 

Animal genes into plants ta improve appearance of food ,. .. au 

o 20 40 60 80 100 o Strongly ogre. 0 Somewhot agree 0 Somewhot disagree 0 Strongly disagree 
______ ..._ S_o_u_r_c_e_: _C_B_S_Tracking Survey 
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POLLARA 
AND 

EARNSCLIFFE 

D. Federal Government Performance, Priorities and Roles 

PERFORMANCE AND PRIORITIES 

There has been a weakening in the public assessment of the federal 
government's performance in biotechnology. Fewer people are willing to give the 
government excellent or good ratings this fall and those numbers have been 
eroding steadily over the past year. There is, however, virtually no understanding 
or knowledge of the government's biotechnology policy or regulations. Focus 
group discussions suggest that the weakening assessments are largely a 
function of both the growing uncertainty about biotechnology itself and a general 
disenchantment with the current capability of government. 

Federal Government Performance 

Would you say the federal government is doing an excellent, good, 
fair or poor job in the area of biotechnology? 

September, 2000 43 27 

February,2000 46 29 

October, 1999 47 

43 

o 20 40 60 80 100 

DExcellent DGood DFair DPoor 

I...-_, __ ~~ S_o .... urce: cas Tracking Survey 

Final Report to the BACC - Third Wave 28 



Further, there are indications that most people want to assign to the federal 
government significant roles in the area of biotechnology. Most believe that the 
government: 

• has a larger role to play; 
• must regulate aggressively to ensure product safety; and 
• can and should find the appropriate balance among competing demands and 

interests. 

As they assign priorities in the area to the federal government, Canadians 
emphasize health and environ mental stewardship with a strong focus as weil on 
research into the long-term health and environmental impacts of biotechnology. 
And though Canadians see potential economie benefits and want Canada to 
become a world leader in biotechnology, those concerns are secondary. Focus 
group discussions strongly reinforced these findings. This fall, the survey 
instrument added new potential priorities to the questionnaire and asked 
Canadians to rate the relative priority of the various suggestions. The following 
graph presents those findings and compares them to the results of a year ago. 

FG Priorities - Tracking 

September, 2000 October, 1999 

Helping biotech companies be more innovatlve and competitive 

Protecting health against risks 

Long-tenn health research 

Ensuring blotech is being used in ethical ways 

Long-tarm environmental research 39 

Protectlng environment against risks 

Ensuring regulations enforced 

lnterests of average Canadian are taken into account 

Infonning Canadians about raie of government 

Ensuring Canada benefits trom new products and processes 

Ensuring Canada benefits trom economic opportunities 

o li) >Il El) 80 100 0 li) >Il El) 80 100 
_____________________ ~S~o~ur~c~e~:~C~B~S~T.~rn~c~k=mgSuNe~ ~ _ 
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There continues to be an interesting and telling mismatch between the priorities 
expressed by Canadians and the way they rank the actual performance of the 
federal government in those areas. Bearing in mind that most people do not have 
direct knowledge of actual federal government activity, they nevertheless have 
come to general conclusions. They tend to believe the government is doing 
better in areas they think are secondary in importance and less weil in the areas 
they believe to be of paramount importance. That mismatch is quite evident when 
the expressed priorities are graphed alongside the assessments of performance. 

Priorities VS. Performance 

prjorjtres 

iinlurlng Canada b,nallll'rom 
nawproduehand procassas 

Lonll·t •• mh •• lthres •• rch 
~--"'----' 

"'Iplng blotac:heompanla. Ii. 
mor.lnnov.tl~. and compatlUv. 

EnlUrlng blot,ch Il balng " •• dlnathlul EnlUrlng Canada ban.'It.1 hom 
,col'lomll:: IIpportunltru ways 

En.urlng Canillda banalll.'tom 
."onomle opportunilla. 

Long.tarmanvlronmantalra ... rclI 
1---,,-"'---' 

En'Llrlngr·lIulatlon •• nrorcad 

Int.r .. llo'.v.nll·C.n.dl.nlr.t.~.n Long_tarmanvlro"n' .. nta' 

InformlngCU •• dlan'.bollt'ola01 ,.rotactlllvanvlronmantallaln.1 
.I,h gov.rnmant 

Enlu,lngCanadabanafltsfromnaw 
producta.ndprocaun 

opportunltl .. Inla' .. iJhOfavara"aCanadlan 
.,atakanlntoac:count 

HalplnilblotilchcompilninDilmo,e 
InnOYilÜVililndcomp.tltlve In'ormlng Cilnildliln. ilbout raie 

olgovernment 

o al .., œ JJ) 100 o 20 40 60 80 100 

ROLES/POSITIONING 

This research wave reconfirms previous findings that the best positioning for 
government in public opinion terms would balance between seeking the benefits 
of biotechnology and exercising rigorous stewardship. Further, the key to its 
credibility is to show that it understands and is managing appropriately the 
risk/benefit equation. 
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The research confirmed that current key messaging used by the federal 
government and the Canadian Siotechnology Strategy (CSS) yield strong levels 
of support. Further, the current CSS paradigm of three pillars - stewardship, 
benefits and citizen engagement - are very salient and appropriate. For example, 
people were asked to agree or disagree with the following current message 
about the federal government's role. 

Government Positioning 

The primary function of the federal government in the field of 
biotechnology is to understand and manage the risks while working 

to gain the benefits 

September, 2000 41 47 7 3 

o 20 40 60 80 100 

DStrongly agree DSomewhat agree DSomewhat disagree DOlsagree 

Source: cas Tracking S_urv-"ey ___.~ 

The research wave tried to expressly evaluate the current and preferred balance 
between the government roles of stewardship and industry support to derive 
economie benefit. The results: 

• Canadians believe that the federal government can and should play dual 
roles, both regulating and supporting the sector. 

• Their main priority would be a greater emphasis on regulation, research and 
science because though they want Canada to be a world leader in the 
technology, Canadians tend to believe government efforts lean too far 
towards economic support right now. In other words, public opinion would see 
a re-calibration towards stewardship. 
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• This emphasis on regulation and science would encompass the work of 
others besides government. For instance, there is a desire to have 
government finance work done at arrn's length to conduct and review the 
science underlying biotechnology. 

Specifically, a majority of Canadians believes in both functions (stewardship and 
promotion) for government and that they can be carried out in an appropriate and 
balanced way. Following on from the findings of the survey, focus groups 
indicated that as long as the functions are clearly separated, most believe that 
they can co-exist within government. Many believe they can even co-exist within 
departments given appropriate separation. Few believe, however, that the same 
people and unit can do both. 

Stewardship Versus Promotion 
1 

ln the field of biotechnology, one role for the federal government ls to regulate 
the products that are being developed, to ensure that they are safe for our 
health and environment; another role is to support the developme nt of the 

industry, which helps create investment and jobs. With respect to 
biotechnology, which role do you think the federal government is putting 

emphasis on today/should emphasize in future, or equal emphasis on both? 

Emphasis "today" 16 46 

Preferred emphasis in future 27 60 

o 20 40 60 80 100 
ORegulate for safety 
OSupport development of the ln dus try 
o Eq ual emphasis 
OOK/NR 

Source: Health and Environment Survey 
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Balancing Ifs Acfivifies 

ln your view, does the federal govemment do an excellent, good, fair, 
or poor job at keeplng its regulatory and support activlties to 

Canadian industry/the Canadian biotechnology industry separate? 

Biotech Industry 

Industry in 
general 

40 

100 

Balanced Role? 

42 

o 20 40 60 8.0 

DExcelient DGood DFair DPoor DDK 

Source: Health and Environment Survey 

Sorne people say that it is impossible for the federal government to 
regulate industry and to support industry at the same time. Other 

people say that govemment can and should be involved in both ofthese 
activities, as long as the two functions are separated (between 
departments). Which of these two views is closest to your own? 

September, 2000 72 

o 20 40 60 80 

Qlmpossible to do both 

DCan and should be Involved in both of the activltles, separate functions 

100 

Source: Health and Environment Survey ______ dh __ rn.'. ._ __ ., .• " &_ ... 

Final Report ta the BACC - Third Wave 33 



E. Managing Risk 

Underlying the demand for an increased emphasis on stewardship is the concern 
and uncertainty people carry about biotechnology and its long-term risk. In fact 
the need to understand the long-term impacts is so central to developing a 
comfort level that, asked in isolation, most say the government should not allow 
the further use of biotechnology until the long-term research is conducted. 

Long- Term Research 

The federal government should eonduet further research into the 
long-term health impacts/environmental impacts of bioteehnology 

before allowing any further use of bioteehnology. 

Health Impacts ·28 

Environmental 
Impacts 

32 

o 20 40 60 80 100 

DStronglyagree DAgree DOisagree DStrongly disagree 

Source: Health and Environment Survey 

However, these views soften substantially wh en people are forced to trade off 
benefits and risks or are confronted with the potential loss of benefits. At that 
point, most decide they want biotechnology activity to proceed as long as 
government appears to be managing risk intelligently. Appropriate management 
of risk would seem to rest on putting into place strong regulation and long-term 
scientific inquiry. 
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ln reality, most Canadians have resigned themselves to the presumption that risk 
is pervasive in modern society and that managing risk is about as weil as anyone 
can do. 

Future Risks 

Although there may be sorne unknown risks, technologies like 
biotechnology are part of the future, so ail we can do is make sure 

that its uses are as safe as possible 

September, 2000 48 9 7 36 

o 20 40 60 80 100 

DStrongly agree DAgree DOisagree DStrongly disagree 

The evaluation of risk and the risk/benefit ratio is a fundamental issue in opinion 
about biotechnology. As indicated earlier, it affects the acceptability of ail 
biotechnology applications. Because of its importance, each research wave has 
probed the issue in a number of different ways to ensure the phenomenon is 
thoroughly understood. The results have been quite consistent. 

• The more significant the benefit (health/medicine being the most powerful), 
the more acceptable the risk. 
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• ln virtually every formulation, there is a quite srnall percentage of people who 
strongly disagree (the best indicator of settled negative opinion) with 
proceeding to reap the benefits despite the risks. 

Attitudes: Govemment Role Attitudes: Govemment Role 

October, 1999 11 5; 

Because IIls important to tak. advantage of the ben.rus, th. 
gov_rnmenl should encourage the deveiopmenl of biotechnology, 

although there rnay be some unknown rlsks 

The government shourd encourage the clevelopment of 
blotec:hnoiogy, although the,. rnay be sorne unknown rlsks 

September,20oo 19 53 September, 2000 23 1 50 1 15 1 9 1 

February, 2000 131 49 1 25 1 12 1 

October, 1999 11'1 56 1 24 161 

20 40 60 80 100 

february, 2000 13 49 

C Strongly agree 
D Somewhat disagree 

CJSomewhat agree 
DStrongly disagree CStronglyagree [JAgree CJDisagree OStrongly di$agree 

Source: css rac/dng SflrVfJy .. Source: cas Tracklng Survey 

Risk VS. Health Benefit 

We have to acc'pt sorne rlsk to achleve health benefit. Ircm 
blotechnologyresearch 

September, 2000 16 
1 64 

February, 2000 15 1 68 

October, 1999 10 1 55 
1 

20 40 60 

1 12 M 

80 100 

DStrongly agree OAgree 0 Oisagree Cl Strongly disagree 

SotJrce: Healtll and Envlronment SUlVey 
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POLLARA 
AND 

EARNSCLIFFE 

F. Regulation' Of Biotechnology 

Canadians, by and large, are uncertain about Canada's biotechnology regulatory 
system. 

It is clear they know very little about the way it works. A negligible proportion of 
Canadians daims strong familiarity with the regulatory system as a whole or with 
the way research is conducted into the safety of biotechnology products. 

Familiarity - Regulatory System 

How famillarwouid )'ou say you are wlth the ways ln whlch the 
federal government regulatu blotechnology? 

September, 2000 '~ li) 1. '43 1 33 1 

February, 2000 It 24 1 40 1 33 1 

October, 1999 it Zl 1 '43 1 :l1 1 

3l 40 al (1) 100 

CJ Vert DSomewhat D Not very C1 Not at ail 

Source.' Health and' E"vlrollmen( Stlrvey 

, 

Familiarify - Regulatory System 

Food products 

How famlllarwouid yeu sayyou are wlth th. ways ln whlch res.arch 
Into the safety of food blot.chnologylhufth blotechnolagyl 

enlllronmentaJ bJo(&Chnology products" eeneucteë ln Canada? 

Environmental h-----r----,----, 
products 

20 40 60 80 100 

CVery DSomewhat CNotvery DNotatali 
SOUlce: HtUtfth SJld Env(ronmcnr Survey 

..... œ_«=_ 

The lack of familiarity drives down assessments of the federal government's 
regulatory performance and drives up demands for more regulation. 

FG Performance· Regulation 

Would you say the 'ederal gavamment Il doln; an exeenenr, good, 
fair or poor Job al REGULATING blolechnology? 

1 

Perceptions of Regulatory System 

September.2ooo 13 

Blolechnology 15 adequalely regulaled by governmenl 

20 40 60 80 100 

CExcellentCGood CFair OPoorDDKlNR 
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Regulafory Priorify 

The govemment should increase ils regulation of biotechnology 

September, 2000 ' 

o 20 

El Strongly agree ElAgree El Disagrèe OStronglY ~iSagree 

100 

The demand for increased regulation is driven, as weil, by underlying opinion that 
says that biotechnology approvals should require higher testing standards than 
other product approvals. 

Attitudes: Standards 

Which of these two viewe te closest to your own? Health treatmen ts that use genetically 
modified material (such 8,S drugs) S,hOUld meet the sa me testing ëandards that ail ather J 
drugs in Canada must meet OR Heatth treatments that use genetica lIy modified material 

(auch as drugs} should me et higher standards than ether drugs must meet 

September, 2000 Jl===:3:4:;:::===::::;:====::;:::6:(==::::;:===::::::~ 
o 20 40 60 80 

ClSame standards as other heatth products 
DHlgher standards than other health products 

[ 

Which of these two views ls closest to your own? GM foods should meet the same 
lesting standards that ail other foods in Canada must me et OR GM foods should 

meet Higher standards than ether foods in Canada must meet 

September, 2000 ]1- 3_1 __ -<'- 66 .J 

o 20 40 60 80 
CSame standards as other food products 
DHigher standards th an other food p ro duct s 

Source: Health and Environment Survey 
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Nevertheless, despite the lack of knowledge and uncertainty, Canadians 
continue to presume things are working the way they should. Most express some 
level of confidence that federally approved products are safe. Focus groups show 
that the presumption is probably larger for health products and that most people 
don't much want to look very deeply into the issue for fear they will discover 
uncomfortable information. In addition to the presumption, there is clearly a 
strong desire to believe ail is weil. Interestingly, confidence increases wh en the 
actual regulatory department is named. Those confidence levels translate into yet 
another presumption: that the Canadian regulatory system compares favourably 
with that of other countries. 

Confidence in Regulatory System Confidence in Regulatory System 

Environment Canada 15 

Once a foodlhflllth/ttnvlronmenre' product ëeveteped uslng 
blolechnology has been evatuatee and approved bythe rederlt 

govemment, how confident are Vou about the nrety of the produet1 

Health product 49 Health Canada 18 

Canadian Food Inspection Agency 15 ~~------~--~ 

How conndent would you say you are ln the ablIIty ofHea/Ul 
ClInI'da/Envfronment CanadaIThe Caned/an Food Inspection Ag_ocy 

10 ensur. thal the products Il 15 respcnsfbte for are sare? 

Food product ~~~----------~------~-- 46 

Environmental 10 ~ 
prod~uct 48 

20 40 60 80 100 

C Very confident 0 Somewhat confident 
C Not very confident 0 Not at ail confident 

~_,mn ~ ;~~rce: Hoafth and E~,,:-:,t,,;_ro_",_"._",_S'_',!,~'Y. __. 

20 40 60 80 100 

CVery confident DSomewhat confident 
o Not very confident ONot at ail confident 

Sourco: Heulrh (ln~ Enllironmo/lt SI/rvey 

Comparison with Other Nations 

Would you say that the regulatory system lor bloteehnology products ln 
Canada Is shang.r, w._k.r, or about the same as Il Is ln othercountrles? 

âeptember -1 .... __ 29_~ 30 __ ~ __ 1_9~ 22~ 

20 40 60 80 100 

C Stronger than other countries 

§ Same as other countries 
Weaker than other countries 
OK 

Source: Healrh a/Id Envlronmenr Sil/vey 
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Confidence also increases when people are told about Canada's legislation 
governing regulation. And the comfort level increases dramatically when the 
actual approval process is described. Three separate departmental approval 
processes were tested and ail increased comfort levels substantially. 

Laws Regulating Biotechnology Forestry Approval Process 

ln order for agenelically modlf1ed he to be approved ln Canada, test 
research 1. condueted ln tab., greenhouses and eaturatenve., whera 

sclenUstl trom govt. and blolech camp.nles work together 10 
measur. how the mO,dl1ied Iree 15 daveloplng, and wh.t the affects 
on the tcrest, soli, and surrounding eecsystem are. Anar .boutt 0 

years of reseerch, If no HI affects on the envtecnment are found, the 
product would bill approved for use ln Canada. Ooe. thl. system 
make vou fael very confident, somewhat confident, not very 

roliJcts? 

The federal governmen! has pa. sad laws 10 regulale blotechnology 
products for health safety/envfronmentalsafety. Does knowlng thl. 
fact make you much more comfortable, somewhat more comfortable, 
no more or lelS comfortable, lom.wha! leu ccmtcrtabte or much 
less comfortable regardlng the Impacts of blotechnology producls? 

Environmental 
safety 51 

Totalsample ~ !Il 4Ii : ; I~I 
Involved Canadians » 9; 

1 8 ! 
:al 40 III III 100 

20 40 60 60 100 

[J Much more comfortable Cl Somewhat more cotnfortable 
C Very confident 0 Somewhat confident 
o Not ve!y confident Cl Not at ail confident 

o No more or leu ccmtcrtable 0 Somewhat lees ccmtcrtable 
o Much less eomtcrtabte 

Source: Heafth allC1 Envlronment St/''\I~ 

Health Approval Process Food Approval Process 

ln order for hea/th product$ (J/ke druQS) developed uslng blotech to 
b. approved ln Canada, rlrst, the f&deTal government Setl Itandardl 

lor salety and e"ectivenelS tha! the product must meet. Nut, 
sclenurlc reseuch 1. conducted on the products for about 10 yeaTS 

by selentlsts who work for blotech companln. This research 15 
submltted back to. team of govemment Iclentlsts, whlch evaluates 

the research 10 delermlne whether the research Is sound, and 
whether It has mel governmenl's safety standard s. Does Ihlll system 
make you teet very, .omewhal, not very or nol al ail confident about 

the lafet of these rceuetst 

ln order for a ".naUcally modlfled foodproduct to b. approved ln 
Canada, n,.t the rederal government sets lafety standard. Ihatthe 

producl muai meet. Next, sclentlflc res .. rch on the produet Il 
conducled lor 5 -10 yeats, by sclenUsts who work for ))totech 

companles. The companles then submlt thelr research back to a 
team of government sclentlsls. The team then evalustes the rese. Teh 
to delermlne whether the research Il sound, and whether It hs, rœt 
govemment's salety standards. Oo8s Ihl. system make you Ieel vry 

conn dent, somewhat conn dent, no! very connélent or nol al aU 
abo t f 

Involve:o:~n:ad:: 1l---;-~----~S/~---~~~ 
o 40 :al 40 III 100 

o Very confident Cl $omewhat confident 
o Not very confident Cl Not at aU confident 

[J Very confident Cl Somewhat confident 
o Not very confident Cl Not at ail confident 

SOUI'Cf1: Nea/th tmd Envtronmcnt St/Ney -' .__~_~ secrce: Heafth and Ellvfroil_m_,_"'_S_UN_'Y _ 

G. Science and Credibility 

To most Canadians, the acceptability and approval of biotechnology products 
and processes is largely a technical and scientific issue with relatively few 
significant moral or philosophical determinants. Certainly, the majority of 
Canadians rejects as political - and therefore marginal - much of the ideological 
debate over genetic modification. 

Final Report to the BACC - Third Wave 40 



Ali three waves of research have produced the same results - for most, good 
science should be the main arbiter of regulatory approval. There are some 
important caveats to that general attitude: 

• The proposed uses or outcomes have to be within a range of acceptability. 
Good science will not trump highly contentious applications that seem to fail 
the risklbenefit test. 

• Biotechnology products have to meet higher scientific standards than non 
biotech products. 

• Long-term research into potential impacts is important to the credibility of the 
science. 

ln fact, the general willingness to move ahead in exploiting biotechnology 
increases substantially if people believe they have received scientific assurances 
of safety from credible sources. 

Canadians believe the determination of safety and decision-ma king on approvals 
should be left to experts. They expect government to harness expertise to help it 
carry out its assigned roles in areas like regulation, safety, patenting and privacy. 
They do not want self-interested people or institutions inside that decision 
making loop. In particular, they strongly dislike a system whereby the industry 
conducts the science. 

However, many say they want Canadians themselves to be the decision makers 
in the consumer marketplace. There is a widespread reluctance to allow 
government to decide whether a biotech product is unacceptable (on grounds 
other than safety.) 

Besf Scienfific Evidence Informed Choice 

Ir the best setenttttc evteence says that a partfeular use of 
blotechnology Is saJe, Il Ihould be allowed Goveromeol .hourd Inform people about blotechnology, and let rnen 

decl(le for themaelves whether they want to use blotech products 

September, 2000 32 1 51 1 Il 141 

February, 2000 "i!i.n.1 63 1 13 141 

October, 1999 12 1 68 1 15 I~ 

20 40 60 80 100 

September, 2000 66 

February, 2000 45 

October, 1999 48 

80 100 20 40 60 

o Strongly agree DAgree [) Disagree 0 Strongly disag'ree CStrongly agree OAgree ODisagree DStrongly disagree 

..__ s_ou_'co_' H_ea_lIh eTld Envlrol1ment surv ...... y _ Sourco: CSS Tracking SurVfJY _ 
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The survey results suggest that scientists are highly credible voices on 
biotechnology, virtually ail generate a reasonable level of credibility. Coliaborative 
arrangements, international bodies and university-based science generate the 
most credibility. 

Focus group discussions reveal another level of analysis. Most people rest their 
assessment of credibility on the degree to which the person or institution is 
perceived to be at arrn's length and independent of controlling and/or funding 
influencers. The source of funding seems to be the critical test. As a result, many 
people say university scientists are much more credible th an other scientists 
because it is assumed they are free from funding pressures and therefore, more 
"independent." Similarly, government regulators maintain a relatively high 
degree of credibility because they have no financial stake in outcome and are 
presumed to be working in the public interest. Lastly, credibility varies 
significantly among NGO's and interest groups. In general thesis, the less 
"political" and the less "self-interested", the higher the credibility. 

Credibilify of Scienfific Research 

International orgs Hke World Health 33 1 52 1 8 141 
Researchers working for environmental organizations 33 1 52 1 10 131 like Ducks Unlimited 

Govt and university working together 30 1 65 1 10 131 

Private sector and university working together 25 1 56 1 12 151 

University researchers 1unded by grants 24 1 56 1 13 151 

Oovt and private sector working together 18 1 61 1 13 161 

Government researchers 21 1 56 1 15 161 

Researchers working for env orgs IIke Greenpeace 25 1 51 1 13 1 7 1 

University researchers funded by biotech companies 16 1 4. 1 23 1 11 1 

Researchers working for biotech 14 1 4. 1 22 1 ! 2 1 

0 20 40 60 80 100 
OVery credible OSomewhat credible ONet very credible 0 Not at ail credible 

Source: Health and Environment Survey . 
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H. Genetically Modified Food 

AWARENESS 

The debate over the past year about genetically modified food has increased 
awareness and left more people personally uncomfortable about buying GM 
food. However, it has not convinced most Canadians that GM foods are 
fundamentally risky or unsafe. The lack of a health incident or the production of 
convincing evidence to the contrary has left most people believing the food safety 
issue is more political than personally relevant. 

SAFETY 

Most Canadians continue to believe that food on grocery shelves is safe and has 
been tested even though they continue to confuse testing with inspection. The 
majority of Canadians express a willingness to consume GM food, particularly if 
there is some clear benefit. Put another way, there is only a small minority that 
rejects GM food under any condition or circumstance. 

Awareness: GM Food Attitudes: Food Safety 

Tc the but of your knowledge, ln the lut month have you utenany 
food producls tha! contaln genetlcally modlfled Ingredients? 

When 1 see a producl on 8 Itore sheU, 1 nsume n Is safe 

September, 2000 33 September, 2000 35 1 42 1 

February, 2000 30 1 48 1 

October,1999 23 1 57 1 

20 40 60 80 100 

OYes a No 
Source: HeoJth and Ellvironment Survey 

February, 2000 27 

October, 1999 18 51 

20 40 60 80 100 

o Strongly agree OAgree DOisagree 0 Strongly disagree 

Source: Hea/th and Envfl'ollment Sutvey 
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Govemment Tested? 

When 1 see a product on a store shelr, 1 assume Il must have been 
tesled for sBlely by the government. 

September, 2000 44 1 34 1 Il 1 9 1 

; february, 2000 32 1 45 1 14 1 71 

October, 1999 24 1 49· 1 21 151 

20 40 60 50 100 

CStronglyagree DAgree DOisagree o Strongly disagree 
Source: Haalth and Envlronltl&nl Survey 

Attitudes: GM Food 

,Slnee 1 haven't heard about anyone getung .tek trom GM foods, 1 
thlnk GM foods are probably sa'e to eat 

_,._! .. __ 2'_..L. 3_5 
__ ..L._'_9-, __ '5__' 

20 40 60 50 100 

OStronglyagree OAgree DDisagree OStrongly disagree 

Source: Heaffl, and Ellvlrorrmen{ Survey 

GM Food Safe? 

Aner ail the public debate about GM lood., on balance 1 thlnk 
genetlcally modlfled fooda are generally sale 10 eat. 

20 40 60 50 100 

IJ Strongly agree 0 Agree 0 Disagree 0 Strongly disagree 

_______ "'Sourc6: Heallh and Envlro·"c"c:"oo".', S"u'-''''-''.Y'- _ 
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Of ail the biotechnology sectors, this one continues to be marked by opinions 
with the most shallow raots. People are not settled in their views and can be 
swayed by argumentation quite easily. Their ambivalence emerges through their 
ability to carry conflicting views. For instance, despite their general agreement 
that on balance GM food is safe to eat, a significant number of people strongly 
believe that not enough is known about the safety of GM food to allow their use. 
They tend to believe that the authorities are not taking the GM food controversy 
seriously enough while they also say they're sure Canadian scientists are looking 
seriously into safety issues. Most people want better answers about long-term 
risk. 

Producf Safefy Furfher Research 

Enough 15 known about the ufely or food products made Ihrough 
bloteehnology 10 allow Ihem to be used, ldon'tthlnkmollt ~oplelll,ulholityllrlllllkJnglheeontrovel9(overGto1foodsBefÎou6Iyenougl) 

CStrongty Igr •• CAli'''' CD1$.g~ •• DStronglydls.gl •• 

l'msureH1elCanlldieo5elenlistsllflllooklrlgserlouelylntolhe salery 01 GM f<lod. 
• endwewlll jncw more soon 

Sep.emb." 2000 .t:] =='=' :;:::::::=:;:::, ===:;:::==::::::! 1=" =15 :...,1 . " 
20 40 60 80 100 

ostrongly agree DAgree Cl Disagree [J Strongly disagree Cl DKlNR 

OStrontl.y.gl •• []Agr •• COis_gr •• CStronglydls."r .. 

PERSONAL USAGE 

On a personal level, there is a growing discomfort with GM food. About half of 
respondents said they were uncomfortable buying GM foods and a significant 
number said they would stop purchasing for a while if they knew a food was GM. 
On the other hand, only a small percentage said they would never buy the food 
again. It is clear that opinions about GM foods remain in flux, partially because 
people tend to believe the food safety system is sound. Evidence of that comes 
from the way contrasting argumentation affects positions. When potential 
benefits of GM foods are presented, most respondents are willing to consider 
them and some switch buying intentions. And again, the higher the marginal 
personal benefit, the more persuasive the argument. So, for instance, in focus 
groups, argumentation that posited the benefit of reducing the amount of 
chemical pesticides used in food production (and hence the possibility of its 
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presence in food) was much stronger than the effect of GM food on reducing 
world hunger. 

Attitudes: GM Food 

ln general, would yeu say you personally are very comfortable, 
somewhat comforlable, somewhal uncomfo,-table, or very 

uncomlortable wlth the Idea of bu)'!ng food. that contaln GM 
Ingredients? 

September, 2000 13 

February, 2000 16 r---~--------~------~ 

20 40 60 80 100 

OVery comfortable OSomewhat comfortable 
ONet very comfortable ONot at ail comfortable 

Behaviour: GM Food 

If you were 10 Ilnd out tha! a food producl thal you have purch.ad ln 
the pasl contai nad "genetleally modUled" Ingredients, would yeu: 
Continue to buy Il, buy Il but plan 10 flnd out more. not buy Il unll! 

Vou round out more, or never buy Il agaln1 

CBuyit 
C Buy ft but plan to find out more 
C Not buy untll know more 
D Never buy again 

.. ",,~!:5"~!!.~:!~~Envlrollment S~-0'J't __ ~ ,_ 

Reasons to Buy GM Food 

If ganelleally modlfJed foods would Improve my health by addlng 
thlngsllke vltemlns or medlclnes,l would buy Ihem Inslead of no"" 

genetlcally modltled foods 

September, 2000 lt-_2_7_~ 3_5 __ _'__2_0_""___1_6~ 

o 20 40 60 80 100 

If genetlcally rnodlfled food reduced the need for chernlcal pesticides 
ln farrnlng, 1 would pure hase GM food Instead of non-GM food. 

September,20oo lf- __ 34~_--L 38 __ -L'_12_L.,7_J, 

o 60 al 100 
C Strongly agree D Agree 0 OÎsagree D Strongly disagree 

Source: Heartfl ')/Id EllVII'OIJ~eJl!J!trulY. • _ 
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GM FOOD TRADE ISSUES 

The survey suggests that Canadians are ambivalent about GM food exports and 
do not believe that Canada has the right to insist that its products be accepted. 
Most people do not believe that impediments put in place by other countries are 
driven by trade considerations. Most people believe those countries have the 
right to, and actually do, make decisions based on their assessment of the 
potential risk. 

Foreign Bans on GM Foods 

If the best avallable Iclentlflc evldence Indlcates that genetleally modifie<! 
grain grown by Canadlan tanners 1. sar., should other countrfes have the 
rlgh! 10 ban salu of that grain or should Canada have the rtght 10 Inslst 

(through Internallonal bodies) that It. grain be sold? 

20 100 40 60 80 

[JOther countnes ean ban 0 Canada ha. right to insist 0 OK 

Source: CBS TracKlng SlIrvey 

Foreign Bans on GM Foods 

Some people uy thal countrtes trylng 10 ban genetteaUy modlfled 
grain trom countrle$ IIke Canada .Ir. doln; so becaus. they thlnk 
ther. ,. a r •• 1 rlsk 10 heallh. other people say they are doln; tha! ln 
order 10 gel rld of competilion to thelr own grain. Whlch of thes.' 

vlews 15 closest 10 youf own1 

,-1,...' 1_1 __ ~ 36 __ ~I_l~3 
20 40 60 80 100, 

[] Banning grain because of risk to health 
C Banning grain to get rid of competition 
CDK 

Source: CBS Trscl<lng SIIf'Yey 

Most Canadians embrace international arrangements on biotech in the science 
and regulatory spheres and gain confidence once they know such arrangements 
are underway. Focus group discussions confirmed these findings and 
established that collaborative international arrangements convey a sense that the 
implied "pooled" resources are more capable of identifying risks. However, most 
participants displayed fairly strong resistance to the idea that such international 
agreements could "force" products into Canada. 
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Similarly, when it came to regulatory approvals, Canadians were willing to speed 
up approvals here to match quick approvals in the U.S. if that meant we could 
have access to products more quickly. However, as a matter of principle (and 
when the explicit benefit is removed from the question) most people say the 
approval process in other countries should have no bearing on the process or 
speed at which Canadian regulators work. 

The Biosafety Protocol 

The BlosafetyProtocolls an International agreement developed by 
140 counlrles, Includlng Canada, 10 sel out procedures for achleving 

ute trade, commercial handllng and use of genetlcally modlfled 
organlsms. If Canada were 10 Joln thl. agreement, would Il tnereese, 
eeerease, or make no diNerence ln the levet of confidence Vou hilve 
about the 'ederal governmenl'I management of the envlronmenta! 

rlsks of blotechnology products1 

,., 1 34 4. 
110 17 ! 

20 40 60 80 100 

Dlncrease confidence 0 Makes no difference 0 Decrease confidence 0 OK 

SOilrce: CBS TracKlng Survey 

1. Patenting 

GENOMIC MAPPING AND PATENTING 

Approval Process 

Ir regulatorsln the United States approve of • product made 'rom bJotechnology. 
Canadlan regulalors should "fas&.traek" approval of that producl here ln Canada, 10 

make sure Canadlans will have aceen to product more qulckly._ 

Total l 25 30 22 21 

20 40 60 80 100 
CStronglyagree 0 Somewhat agree 
CSornewhat disagree DStrongly disagree 

Other countrles' approval proceas 'or blolechnology ptoducls 
should have no bearlng on the procesa or speed al wnrcn Canadlan 

regulators determlne whether the produet should b4t allowed. 

T~'~1====3=6~==~====3·=T===I=~·:8==1~8 1 
o 20 40 60 80 

DStronglyagree DSomewhat agree 
OSomewhat disagree DStrongly di.s.agree 

Sou,,:c: CSS Trackfng Slirvey ____ 

100 

This research wave expanded on previous work on patenting, honing in on two 
areas - the patenting issues that arise from genome mapping and reaction to the 
most recent Harvard oncomouse ruling and the federal government decision to 
seek leave to appeal to the Supreme Court. 

A strong majority of Canadians sees more benefits than drawbacks to mapping 
the human genetic code. Almost as many believe that the mapping process will 
yield worthwhile medical cures and treatments rather than give scientists too 
much power to influence something that God or nature created. 
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Attitudes: DNA Mapping Attitudes: Patenting DNA 

'1 
1 

The mapplng of the human ;anome has led a number of organlzatlon s to J 
applyfor palents on genes wlth pal1lcular Iralts wlthln the newly dlscavered 
huma" ONA map (to develop preeuete auch as genetlc theraples or dru;s). 

Would you say Ihat the potentla' rlskl of patentlng Genes are gtelter than the 
ben_nts, or are the potentlal b&neflls gr.eter than the rlsks? 

Blotechnology raseereher. and the governments of the United 51nl and Gr .. t 
Brlfaln reeently anneuneec that the Human Genome Projet! had luceessfully 
mapped the geneUe code of huma" belngs. From what you know, would you 

say that Idenllfylng or "rn.pp!n;" huma" DNA ultlmately presents more 
drawbacks than benetlts to humanl, or more ben.nts than drawbacks? 

-"~·11-···~········~'~ __ 11i_5_2 __ ~ __ 3_7_~ 

20 40 60 80 100 20 40 60 80 100 
C More beneftts than drawbacks 0 More drawbacks than benerrts [] More benefits than risks 0 More risks than benef'rts 

______ ...... so..,urc.,;"""c.:.cBs ... Trn"""'klnC'C • .<.Os"._.,,"-'.y ! __,._ ... s""ou""'''_: CSS TracJ<lng Survey 

Uses of DNA Mapping 

1 

Some people say the abUlty 10 map DNA glves sclentlsts toc much power to] 
Innuence somethlng that God or nature ereetec. Other people say that the 

numan DNA map will provlde us wlth the ablllty 10 develop cures and 
treatments that will save and extend lives. Whlch of these Iwo vlews Is 

closest to your own? 

20 40 60 80 100 
DMapping ONA gives scientists too much power 
CHuman DNA map will provide cures and treatments 

The survey also provided an indication that most people see more benefits than 
risks in allowing the patenting of genes and gene sequences. However, focus 
group discussions reveal that once people fully understand the issue, there are 
significant objections raised. Very few have moral or religious reservations - the 
objections are raised on the grounds of access and affordability. There is a fuller 
discussion of this issue in the Focus Group Findings but in summary, people tend 
to believe patenting drives up pricing and reduces accessibility. They understand 
the argument that patenting creates incentive and rewards innovation and think 
those outcomes important. But when it comes to health and medical products 
(the primary products people associate with genomic research and patenting), 
most tend to believe the overriding principle should be equality of access without 
financial obstacle. Most people express strong views that the cost of 
pharmaceuticals cannot dictate who receives them, that people of average 
means should not have to suffer financial hardship to buy drugs. And they 
believe genetic patenting may weillead to beth of those problems. 
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THE HARVARD MOUSE 

When it came to the Harvard mouse and discussions of the patenting of higher 
life forms, discomfort levels rose. Half of the survey respondents said they were 
not very or not at ail comfortable with the court decision granting the patent. 

For some, the concept of patenting a whole animal brings the issue into clearer 
perspective and offends at an emotional level. For others (significantly more), the 
issue puts the pricing of cancer cures squarely on the table. Despite knowing that 
companies and researchers require some sort of incentive and reward, most 
reject the economie paradigm and drift towards ensuring that no cost accrues to 
people who require the therapies. When pressed on the issue, most say one of 
two things: 

• most researchers are motivated by finding cures, not by money; or 
• the government should ensure that the research is getting done elsewhere if 

the private sector won't pay for it. 

The result of these underlying opinions was that most discussion group 
participants believed the government was right to appeal the lower court ruling 
and to begin consultations on the issue in order to have Parliament resolve it. 

Attitudes: Harvard Mouse 

The Canadian courts recentiy decided that il is legal to patenta 
mous. that had been genetically modified to have certain traits, for 

medical research purposes, In other words, the creators of the 
mouse can be 'paid royalties when companies and other researchers 
use the mouse in testing. Would you say you are very comfortable, 

somewhatcomfortable. somewhat uncomfortable. orvery 
uncomfortable with this cour! decision? 

33 September, 2000 11 

20 40 60 80 100 
o Very comfortable 
o Not very comfor!able 

OSomewhat comfortable 
ONot at ail comfortable 
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J. Genetic Privacy 

This was a new area of investigation for the biotech research project. It was 
probed in some depth in the survey and the focus groups and yielded firm views 
despite the fact that most people had not actively considered the issue before. 
The survey results were quite clear and the focus groups expanded on the 
underlying attitudes. 

REGULATION 

ln general, there is overwhelming support for strong safeguards on genetic 
privacy with the intended use of the information being the key determinant of any 
willingness to allow information to be sought and collected. 

Most people say genetic information is different fram other health information. 
There is a deep conviction that genetic information is fundamentally personal and 
private. Group discussion suggests that people fear that genetic information 
conveys too much power to people who obtain it and there is a wide consensus 
that government has a key role to play in ensuring genetic privacy. 

The following findings seem to indicate mixed views or ambivalence. In fact, the 
results may be more of an artifact of the question construction. 

Genetic Information 

Genetie infonnation is difterent trom other health infonnation, and the rules 
goveming aeeess to this infonnation should be more strictly reg ulated 

September, 2000 lt- ~61 ~ __ 29_~1_5~131 

20 40 60 80 100 
DStrongly agree DAgree 0 Olsagree 0 Strongly disagree 

Genetie infonnation ls no different than other health infonnation, and 
should be regulated in the sa me way 

September, ;000 ]1- __ 2_9_---'- 36 __ , ..... 1_1_5 _,_! _18__, 

20 40 60 80 100 
o Strongly agree DAgree DOisagree 0 Strongly disagree 

Source: Cf;}S Tracking SUNey 
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Groups suggest that most people believe health information is quite strictly 
regulated now. The wording of the bottom version in the graphie seems to have 
been interpreted as providing a "floor" for regulation -- i.e. the regulation of 
genetic information must be al leest as stringent as the regulation of health data. 
The top version, on the other hand, seemed to suggest a higher "ceiling" - i.e. 
regulation that was more stringent. 

INSURERS AND EMPLOYERS 

There is very little patience for the proposition that employers or insurance 
companies have a right to genetic information to determine suitability for 
employment or insurability. The opposition seems less an issue of the 
unreliability of genetic mapping data in predicting future problems and more an 
issue of unacceptable intrusion and unbalanced power relationships. 

When it cornes to insurance, the vast majority of people believe that insurance 
pools and shares risk and provides a way to protect poor-risk individuals. This is 
a highly desirable social value and trumps any suggestion that it places an undue 
financial burden on the insurer. In fact, though there was more patience in the 
survey to the suggestion that individuals could volunleer their genetic data to 
benefit from lower premiums, that patience quickly melted in discussion. After 
minimal reflection, groups rejected the argument saying it provided an 
inappropriate way to "end run" the societal need for pooling and sharing risk. 

The suggestion that non-disclosure would create a "moral hazard" led most 
people to grudgingly agree that companies could sue for fraud but only if the 
person had the actual disease/disorder when he/she applied for coverage, not 
just the genetic predisposition. 

Genetic Privacy • Employer Genetic Privacy • Insurance 

Sorne people uy that we shouki proVldê Insurance companlel wlth 
the ri9ht to ask about an Indlvidual's genetlc Infonnatlon when heOf 

she app881 for Insurance coverage, ln ordet 10 determlne that 
pef5on's risk of futurehealth problems. Others saythatwe should 

nQl allow Insurance companles 10 have access 10 thalr client'. 
genetlc Inlonnatkm 50 that'they could no!: deny cov&l'age as • reluit. 

Whlch 15 clcsest to your own vlew? 

Sorne saythal we shouId provlde employers wtth the right toask 
about an Indlvldual's genetlc Information when they apply forwak, 
to nnd out "they mlght be unheallhy ln the Mure. Others say we 
should 001 allow employars 10 nk about an Indlvldual's genetlc 

Inr=~o;. w~::.re~~f!Y ::~~~' ~~~~:!~:~g:s:::: :;elr 
dlsorder. Which ts closestto yeur own vlew? 

r .... ]17 1 86 '."']'111 82 

20 40 60 80 100 20 40 60 80 100 

OProvld,ll'j'or..,.Uon OOonotprovld.ll'lform.Uon 

Source: CSS TracJf.lng Survey Source; ces Tracklng Survey 
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Genefic Privacy • Individual Choice 

Sorne people uy that we ,hourd .llow Canadlans to provlde thelr ' 
genetle Informallon 10 Insu rance camp.nles If ttley wanl, to getlower 
rates for th.m,.lves by provIn; they are not predlsposed to een aln 
venatlc dlsordars. Othets say we .hourd not allow Canadlans 10 

provlde thl. Information to thelr Insuranee companles even Ir they 
wanl to, bec_u.e allowlng thl. would probabfy mean tha! Can.dl.n. 
wlthunfavourable genetle Information tourd nOl gel covera"e. Whlch 

\. ,. closèSt 10 vour own vlew? ~ 
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CAliow them to provlde info C 00 not allow them to provide info 
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RESEARCH USAGE 

More altruistic uses of genetic information are generally acceptable as long as 
there are commonsense safeguards in place. Most people believe there are 
substantial benefits to be gained from population genetic studies and that such 
studies are impossible without access to genetic data. As weil, they trust 
scientists and medical researchers not to abuse their trust and misuse the 
information gathered. However, most people still would insist on informed 
consent before allowing even this kind of research activity. 

Genefic Privacy • Health Research Genefic Privacy • Health Research 

Sorne say that we _hourd ettew setentrne resurchers or campanlas ...., 
aceess 10 genfrtle Informallon ln order 10 sludy genetle traUs .,d 

develop cures for IIIness If people consenllo thelr ganeUc 
InformaUon belng used. Olher. uy we shoold not allow setenune 
researeher. access beeause Ihey mlght use tnat tntermeuen for 

purposes Ihat people don'I agree wlth. Whleh Is elosest to yOUf own 
vlew? 

Some say that we Ihould allow selentlfle researchers or companles 
.ccess 10 genetle Information ln order 10 study genetle traits .,d 

develop cures for lllnen If an Indlvldual'. name Is d.U.nked 'rom the 
genette Informallon. Others saywe should nct allow selentlfle 

researehers aeeess to genetle Information bee.us. they mlght us. 
th.t Information for purposes thal people don't agre. wnh. Whle h Is 

ç:loselt 10 yOUf own vlew? 
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K. Communications Issues 

MESSAGING 

Ali three research waves have tested communications messaging, positive and 
negative, surrounding biotechnology products and processes. In this wave, we 
tested new positive messaging against negative messaging derived from some of 
the groups who oppose the use of biotechnology. 

ln general, the survey suggests that the positive messaging was stronger than 
the negative messaging. The focus groups produced a more nuanced set of 
findings: 

• Positive messaging around health and the environment is much stronger than 
positive messaging around economie benefits, food safety or regulatory 
strength. 

• Views have polarized to the extent that those who oppose biotechnology or 
are deeply uncertain will not believe or accept the positive messaging. 

• There are some negative messages that are strong - growing resistance in 
pests to pesticides and the possibility of genetic contamination. The staying 
power of the cockroach and the pesticide resistance of mosquitoes are often 
cited examples. 

, 

Arguments in Support of Biotech 

1 would like to read you some statements in support of biotechnology. 
Please tell me if in your view, the statement is a very strong argument, a 

somewhat strong argument, or not a very strong argument. 

Biotechnologlsts using genetic code to diagnose ' 
and treat iIInesses 

Biotech is producing GM organisms that can clean 
up the environment 46 

Biotechnology will produce well-paying jobs and 
give Canada an international edge 31 

Biotechnology will produce foods that can make 
people heatthier 29 

Govt. regulatory standards in place tc ensure that 
biotechnology products are sate 24 

20 40 60 80 100 
C Very strcng argumentCSomewhat strcng argument C Not a very strong argument 
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Strongest Argument in Support 

Which of the statements above is the strongest argument ln favour of 
the development of biotechnology? 

52 Total 

20 40 60 80 

DHuman genetle code, health DGM orgonlsms, environment 

DScientlfle reseorch, jobs Dlmproved food. 

DGovernment regulations, sate 

~~e: CBS Trading Survey 

Arguments in 
o osition to Biotechnolo 

1 would like to read you sorne statements ln opposition to 
biotechnology. In each case, please tell me if ln your view, the 

statement is a very strong argument, a somewhat strong argument or 
not a very strong argument. 

Pests may develop resistance to new pe.st-resistant 
genes in GM treeé, making them stronger 

39 

GM crops may contaminate organic and non-GM 
fields 31 

Herbicide resistant crops may transfer herbicide 
resistance to weeds 

29 

29 Transler allergens from one type of food to another 

20 
CVery strong argument C Somewhat strong argument eNot a very strong argument CID K 

______________ s_oœu.rc~ew:_.;CBS Tracking Survey 
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Strongest Argument in 
o osition to Biofechnolo 

Whlch of the statements above Il the slrongest .tgument agalns! the 
development of blotechnology? 

20 100 40 60 80 

o Pest resistance OTransfer allergens 
o Contaminate neighbouring fields OTransfer herbicide resistance 

Source: cas TracK/ng Sul'Ve""'Y ............ 

INVOLVEMENT 

Once again, the survey and focus groups suggest that the public believes that 
experts should be the decision makers about the safety of products. Most would 
not want to participate in decision making or consultation sessions but they want 
to know they are being conducted and that people of sufficient expertise are 
attending. However, as indicated earlier, individual choice is still a powerful 
driver in the marketplace itself. That means most people do not want any 
superintending body or organization to make decisions on product availability 
based on social or ethical grounds. Most people say only individuals should 
make those decisions for themselves. The clear exceptions where they believe 
government has a role to play are: 

• Safety, science and regulation 
• Genetic privacy 
• Patenting 

Experts versus Public 

September,2000 61 1 31 1 

, 59 '1 
1 34 1 February, 2000 

20 40 60 80 100 

D Decisions should be made based mainly on expert advice 
o Decisions should be made based mainly on views of public 

•• -'S""ource: Hoa/th and Envlronmell(Su0'1r: .... 
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INFORMATION 

And yet again, this wave confirmed that most people want neutral, accessible 
information on biotechnology to be available. The fact that information is freely 
available seems sufficient to convince most that there is no hidden agenda; 
transparency seems to indicate that government is properly motivated and 
committed to informing citizens. However, as has been found consistently, most 
people don't want the information sent to them (or "pushed") - they want to be 
able to access (or "pull") it when they feel the need. 

Information Availability 

If more Information regardlng blotechnology were made ayallabte, whlch 01 
the foltowlng 15 somethln; you would more IIkely do: tmmedlate~ tek. the 
lime to leek out the Information and leam more OR get the InlomôlUon al 

at lime when you thoullht Il wu Important to know more. 

20 40 60 80 100 

Dlmmediately take thetime to seek out lnfonnation 
DGet Înfonnation when you thought it was important to know,more 

_~ __ ~ __ So_u"_,,_C_BS_T_,,,,_ldn~g_Su_,,~,y ~~_ _ Source: ces Tl'acklngSurvey 
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Information sent to you, armade avall.ble to you when you wantlt? 
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Focus Group Findings 

A. INTRODUCTION 

Similar to the quantitative research program, two separate, but closely linked, 
qualitative research studies were carried out as part of this initiative. One of 
these focused on tracking many of the core issues investigated in the first two 
waves of research into biotechnology issues. The other focused chiefly on the 
regulatory system and issues of scientific inquiry that surround biotechnology. 
Accordingly, some of the issues are addressed with a view to tracking trends 
over time, while others are being investigated for the first time. In the interest of 
clarity and brevity, results of these two qualitative research programs will be 
outlined in this section of the report. These findings summarize the results of 20 
focus groups conducted over a two-month period across Canada. 

B. AWARENESS AND FAMILIARITY 

1. Top-of-mind awareness of biotechnology has grown significantly over 
the past year, especially among Involved Canadians 1. Extensive media 
coverage of this issue has broadened awareness levels - Involved Canadian 
respondents in most groups can cite specifie articles and news stories that 
they have recently read or viewed on this issue. 

2. The growth in awareness still has not catalyzed widespread 
engagement, although more Involved Canadians have discussed the 
issue with others in recent months. The majority would classify themselves 
as casual observers, rather than active followers or disinterested. Virtually ail 
of the Involved Canadians would classify themselves as at least casual 
observers of this field. 

3. Most people associate biotechnology with health and medical benefits, 
or with GM food. Sorne also associate biotechnology with the stock 
market, and its potential as a growth industry. In general, initial 
associations tend to be a barometer of deeper attitudes toward biotech. 

Involved Canadians: Earnscliffe Research and Communications' proprietary population 
segmentation of Canadians who are significantly more interested and involved in public policy 
issues. 
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Those that initially cite health or medical benefits tend to lean positive in their 
outlook toward the technology. Those that tend to initially cite GM food 
applications tend to lean negative. There remains virtually no awareness of 
forestry applications or environmental applications like bio-remediation. 

4. A "polarization" of attitudes on biotech appears to be emerging, with 
notable growth in the number of respondents who hold strongly 
favourable views. Previous waves of research indicated that most people 
were mildly positive toward biotechnology, with only a handful of strong 
advocates, and a core of 15-20% who were strongly opposed. The results of 
these focus groups suggest that the core of opposition remains about the 
same, but that a group is forming at the opposite end of the pole, as strong 
advocates of biotechnology. In the middle tend to be people who have some 
trepidation, but are on the whole mildly positive toward biotechnology. To 
provide a rough breakdown of overall sentiments, about 80% of the 
focus group participants agreed with the statement "overall, the 
potential benefits of biotechnology outweigh the potential risks," while 
about 20% disagreed, believing that the potential risks outweigh the 
potential benefits. 

5. Different types of language used to describe this field evoke profoundly 
different attitudes. Reactions to the words "biotechnology" and 
"genetic modification" differ significantly. Genetic modification has an 
almost universally negative connotation. It tends to be viewed fairly narrowly, 
linked most directly to ideas of eugenics and the manipulation of human 
genes. It is a term toward which many, especially those who are less aware of 
the issues, react quite negatively. In contrast, biotechnology is a term that is 
broader, more inclusive of a range of applications, and generally connotes 
positive attributes, although those who are strongly against these : 
technologies feel similarly about both words. 

6. As respondents become more aware of biotechnology, attitudes tend to 
be more mixed. As awareness grows, respondents are less willing to make 
blanket assessments (either positive or negative) about biotech writ large. 
Views become more nuanced, and often come with qualifications. However, 
higher levels of awareness do not necessarily correlate with higher 
levels of concern or negativity toward biotechnology. In discussion, it 
frequently becomes evident that most people are torn in their views toward 
biotechnology, arising from a degree of internai tension about the issues 
involved. Over the past year, survey and focus group work indicates that 
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views have become more moderate rather th an moving to outright support or 
opposition. 

7. Most had little idea about federal government roles or responsibilities, 
or what the regulatory system consisted of. Similar to the food-testing 
issue discussed above in the Detailed Findings, most assumed that some 
type of regulatory framework was in place, and that there was probably some 
form of economie support in the form of R&D incentives. However, many 
expressed concern that government cutbacks had eroded the effectiveness of 
both the regulatory system and the support system. 

8. There remains little knowledge of the breadth and extent of the 
Canadian biotechnology industry, although the growing role of 
biotechnology in the stock market is fuelling a sense that this will be an 
important industry in the future. Most people could not identify any 
Canadian companies, nor could they estimate the size of the industry and its 
relative importance to the Canadian economy. Nevertheless, the 
attractiveness of the high technology paradigm leads most to believe that 
Canada should try to assume a leading role in biotechnology, though they 
wonder if the country has the money and expertise to be fully competitive 
internationally. That being said, many were reluctant to assign a significant 
role to the federal government in this area, viewing this as something for the 
companies themselves to focus on, and something that is not government's 
strength. 

9. In British Columbia, people were more aware and engaged than in any 
other part of the country, and tended to be more polarized in their views. 
As previous research has suggested, GM food is a touchstone issue in that 
province, with a fairly large segment of the population actively engaged in the 
purchase of organic food (for its own sake as weil as to avoid GM 
ingredients). Demands for mandatory labeling of GM foods were strongly 
voiced in ail of the BC groups, to a much greater extent th an in other parts of 
the country). The perceived lack of government action on labeling was a 
signal to a significant number that the federal government was not adequately 
fulfilling its safety and regulatory obligations to Canadians. 

10, Women tend to express higher levels of internai tension about these 
technologies than men, tending to give higher levels of consideration to the 
risks involved in the process of developing these technologies. In most cases, 
however, women remain cautiously optimistic about biotech applications, 
particularly in the health field. 
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c. APPLICATIONS 

1. Consistent with previous research, participants expressed a range of 
views about biotechnology product applications. Some applications were 
universally acceptable, while a significant number of applications created 
divisions of opinion among the respondents, and some were rejected outright. 
Health and medical applications are the most widely acceptable, applications 
related to GM food products the least. Applications that promise 
environ mental benefits generally fare weil, although in several groups 
respondents questioned the impact of these applications on biodiversity and 
the surrounding ecosystems. 

2. Acceptance of biotechnology applications is most often based on a risk 
benefit analysis, evaluated on a case-by-case basis. The pattern of 
analysis used by respondents is very similar, with certain factors having 
greater levels of influence than others. Respondents tend to be more 
supportive of applications and products that have the potential to 
positively affect them personally, and that provide a health or 
environmental benefit that is significantly greater than products or 
technologies in that specific field provide. Conversely, if there is no 
compelling public purpose rationale for the application, participants often 
reject the application. Some of the factors that undermined views of 
applications included: if the potential benefits were viewed as accruing to a 
subset of society only; if the biotechnology application were to entail the 
manipulation of the genetic structure of higher-order organisms; if the 
application entailed the insertion of genes across plantlanimal/human 
boundaries; if the purpose was purely for cosmetic improvement of a product. 
The assessments of various applications have remained highly 
consistent over the past three waves of research, with the possible 
exception of health products, where support has grown and become 
nearly universal. 

3. In the end, the framework for analysis that most people use is what we 
refer to as "marginal personal benefit." The main driver of support for 
any biotech application is the purpose (or rationale behind) the 
application, while the driver of opposition is the process by which it is 
created (the level of invasiveness, the extent of genetic manipulation 
across families of organisms). Most people assess each application on 
these two separate dimensions, then combine them in a basic risk- 
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benefit equation (benefit - risk = X). If X is negative intuitively, people 
will suggest that the application is unacceptable to them. 

D. ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

1. For the most part, top-of-mmd impressions are that the federal 
government probably has sorne regulatory role in the field of 
biotechnology, but virtually none of the respondents in any of the 
groups had any detailed sense of what that role might be. In most groups 
(even among Involved Canadians) only after prompting did some suggest that 
the government probably has rules governing what kinds of safety tests 
products must meet, but none knew what those rules consisted of at any level 
of detail. When asked to guess, most assumed that there would be 
government scientists involved in studying the effects of products. Only a 
handful of respondents suggested that the federal government plays a 
support role to the biotech industry. For the most part, when this industry 
support raie was discussed, some respondents expressed concern about how 
effective this role was - there was a widespread feeling that government does 
not have strong capacities in this area. Among those who were generally 
predisposed to be negative toward biotechnology, strang concerns were 
raised about whether any economic role the government would be involved 
with would be unduly influenced by corporate interests. 

2. When prompted about what federal departments might have responsibilities 
in this field, respondents most frequently cited Health Canada, although more 
than half were not able to na me a department or agency that might be 
involved. A few respondents suggested that there is a federal agency 
responsible for food safety (none named the Canadian Food Inspection 
Agency (CFIA) directly.) Environment Canada was only mentioned by a 
handful of people as an agency that might have responsibilities on this file. 

3. Although few could say whether the federal government was doing an 
effective job or not in this area, the first instinct of most respondents 
was that it might not be, due to a couple of factors. The most prevalent of 
these was a general sense of malaise about government and political leaders, 
and their inability to make effective decisions. Upon further discussion, a 
number suggested that the fact that Canadians were unaware of what the 
federal government's responsibilities are was a signal about the effectiveness 
of the job it was doing. The lack of public knowledge indicates to some that 
the government may have something to hide, either because it does not know 
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what is going on or it does know and is "afraid" to tell Canadians the truth. 
Also, a significant number expressed concern that government cutbacks had 
eroded the effectiveness of the regulatory system, particularly with regard to 
Environment Canada. 

4. A number of respondents suggested that this lack of knowledge about what 
roles the. federal government has and which departments have them 
represented a central reason why they are concerned about biotechnology. In 
short, there is a prevailing view that these technologies are moving 
forward without any sense that the risks are being considered, let alone 
managed by the federal government. 

5. However, when presented with a question about whether they feel safe 
about health and/or food products and the respective approval 
processes, attitudes were much different - people were much more 
positive. The vast majority suggested that they feel confident in Health 
Canada's product safety approval processes. A majority also feel that food on 
grocery store shelves is safe, with the exception of the "core" opposers of 
biotech and GM food, who express skepticism about whether food on shelves 
is safe. Most did not have a strong sense about how effective regulatory or 
safety systems at Environment Canada were. The consensus position 
among virtually ail focus group participants is that the regulatory 
agencies and scientists at Health Canada in particular are doing as weil 
as can be expected, given the current level of scientific knowledge of 
the risks, and the current level of resources dedicated to these 
purposes (which many feel is probably not adequate at this time). 

6. The contradiction in attitudes between the "regulatory process/safety of 
products" and perceptions of government effectiveness is fuelled in 
part by the extent of reference to "government." When "government" is 
raised, first reactions are almost universally negative, and usually linked 
to politics and politicians. Systems for safety and regulation at Health 
Canada and to a lesser extent the CFIA are seen to be less "political" in 
nature. They also have positive reference points for outcomes of these 
processes such as safe drugs, safe food. 

7. Most assessments about approval processes are not made based on any 
specifie information people possess about biotechnology. Rather, they are 
based on assessments of other related activities of those departments or 
agencies. 
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• The positive assessment of Health Canada is a product of a number 
of positive reference points. Some suggested that Health Canada has 
rejected products like Olestra that other countries have accepted, 
indicating higher safety standards; others suggested that Health's drug 
approval processes take longer than the United States, reflecting higher 
standards and more comprehensive testing; still others point to the fact 
that Health Canada is now testing health food products as an indication of 
a high level of concern about product safety. 

• The moderately positive assessment of CFIA has less to do with 
specifie reference points, but rather it derives from a general sense 
that food on grocery store shelves is safe. Many people believe food is 
safe, and rarely hear about problems with the safety and testing system, 
so their instincts are that the system probably works reasonably weil. 
There are some, however, that have serious concerns about the food 
approval process - again, these tend to be individuals who are most 
concerned about GM food. Among these people, the lack of labeling of 
GM food suggests that corporate interests are forcing agencies like the 
CFIA to neglect its public interest role in food safety. 

• The mixed assessment of Environment Canada is largely a product 
of a lack of reference points for specifie initiatives and positive 
outcomes associated with the department. Indeed, many among the 
general population suggested that their only reference point to 
Environment Canada is the weather. Some suggested that Environment 
Canada isn't very good at predicting the weather, and therefore might not 
be ail that good at evaluating biotechnology products. Others, mostly 
Involved Canadians, hold more positive views of Environment Canada, 
although they aren't able to cite a lot of positive reference points either. 
For example, irrespective of the fact that Environment Canada did not 
have an oversight responsibility in Walkerton, the e.coli tragedy was cited 
by some people as evidence that Environment Canada might not be up to 
the task of properly monitoring and evaluating biotechnology products. 

8. There is a widespread sense that Canada's regulatory and safety 
system, particularly in the area of health, is probably more 
comprehensive than that of other industrialized nations. Most often, 
these views are not based on any knowledge about standards and practices 
regarding biotechnology, but on positive associations with safety on other 
issues. 
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9. When a brief overview of the regulatory approval processes for GM food and 
GM health products was provided to respondents (see the Health and 
Environment Moderator's Guide, for detail), the majority (roughly three out 
of four) were pleasantly surprised at the comprehensiveness of the 
actual regulatory approval processes, and were reassured by the 
information. However, a significant number, about three in ten (higher in 
British Columbia), raised questions about the approval process. The most 
disconcerting aspect for them was the fact that biotech companies conduct 
the bulk of the scientific research. Perceptions were that this research could 
be "fudged" by the companies in order to make products appear safe that 
might not be. These people were also likely to question the government 
"standards," and wondered whether government was capable of uncovering 
fudged research data in its evaluation process. When asked what might 
make them feel more confident in the regulatory approval process, a 
very consistent result emerged: the integration of independent 
verification of research by scientists outside government (at 
universities, possibly from other countries), contracted by government 
to provide a secondary "check" on the company research. 

10.0nly a handful of respondents know the industry support function that the 
federal government plays in this field. Although many believed that this was 
an area that was worth the attention of government, many raised concerns 
about how this role would work in practice. One of these concerns involved 
the role of politics and patronage in decision making. There is a widespread 
sense that politics plays a substantial role in government decision making in 
these areas, to the detriment of effective economie development. Second, 
concerns were raised that this function would take precedence over the 
government's regulatory role, which was seen as the first priority. In the end, 
most felt that economic support would be best carried out as sector-wide 
programs (Iike R&D tax credits) rather than targeted programs. 
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E. PRIORITIES FOR THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

1. Priorities for the federal government were clear and have been very 
consistent over ail three waves of research. The first priority is to 
ensure that the regulatory testing system is weil resourced with human 
and financial resources, and that the government ensures that long 
term ongoing study of potential health and environmental impacts of 
these products is being done. Many participants (especially those who 
tended to be more negative toward biotechnology) indicated that an additional 
key to the sanctity of the regulatory system was the insulation of this system 
to the greatest extent possible from corporate influence. 

2. At the same time, strong messages were heard from many respondents, 
particularly Involved Canadians, that government should not try to do 
ail of the work internally, that it should partner with individuals and 
organizations at universities in Canada and internationally. Many saw 
collaboration with "ind_ependent researchers at universities" as important to 
the scientific and regulatory process, both to ensure that this research is 
consistently at the cutting edge of science, and to help insulate the regulatory 
system from corporate influence. 

3. Economic support to industry was deemed important, but much less important 
than health and safety regulations and research. Of note, there is a small core 
(who initially express negative views toward biotechnology and GM products) 
who express fairly strong resistance to the idea of government supporting 
biotech companies. In the words of one of these respondents in Brandon, 
Manitoba: "Why does Monsanto need government help? Government needs 
help to fight companies like Monsanto." 

4. In terms of the regulatory division of labour between federal departments, 
most did not have strong feelings, but among those who did, the consensus 
position was that each department (CFIA, Health, Environment) should 
continue to carry out its respective functions in its areas of expertise, and 
collaborate to ensure coordination of standards across the departments. 
While this is notable, perceptions of Health Canada's practices tend to be 
stronger than the others, 50 if there is one agency that would be provided with 
leadership responsibilities on this aspect of the biotech file, the one that 
Canadians would probably have the most confidence in would be Health 
Canada. 
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5. A fairly universal consensus also emerged that GM products are 
different than other products, and should be subject to higher 
standards, and more comprehensive research and testing. With regard to 
GM food, "substantial equivalence" was generally not seen to be the most 
appropriate standard for testing. Most felt that GM food should be subject to 
longer, more stringent testing procedures before being made available to the 
public. With regard to other products, particularly health products, there were 
mixed views. Concerns were raised about longer testing procedures for GM 
health products given the importance that some of those products might have 
in saving lives. The difference is a function of perceptions regarding the 
marginal benefit of these products. GM foods were not seen to be crucial to 
public or environmental health, so the general consensus was that it was 
better to err on the side of prudence when testing them. 

6. A very strong consensus emerged in the focus groups that the federal 
government should make it a priority to collaborate with other countries 
on biotechnology, particularly in the areas of safety and regulation. 
Participants widely believe that it is impossible for Canada to go its own way 
regarding technologies like this, and the best way to ensure safety and to 
ensure that benefits are reaped is to be involved in the subject at an 
international level, Although none had heard of it, when briefly described the 
Biosafety Protocol was widely seen to be a step in the right direction for the 
federal government. 

7. There was continuing broad support for a two-track policy approach, 
including a strong regulatory and scientific oversight system in .addition 
to fostering the development of the industry. Beyond the 10-15% who are 
opposed to the technology and very concerned about industry influence, 
participants had no problem with government playing dual roles (many say 
that is what they expect government to do), as long as the regulatory system 
could be insulated from economie pressures. Ideally, Canadians would be 
most comfortable with the system's effectiveness if those functions were 
carried out by separate departments. 
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F. RISKS AND DECISION MAKING 

1. Most participants understand that the development and use of 
biotechnology applications carry risk, and are prepared to accept those 
risks in cases where the potential benefit merits taking a risk. If an 
application is thought to produce a substantial health or medical benefit, the 
groups suggest that people are prepared to accept a higher level of risk. For 
example, growing kidneys in laboratories for transplantation was found to be 
acceptable by a wide majority of participants, in spite of the fact that it entails 
the manipulation of human genes. Conversely, the creation of a tomato that 
can last longer on store shelves or looks more appealing was deemed to be 
unacceptable by the wide majority of respondents. This acceptance of 
taking risk is more prevalent than found in previous waves of research. 
It is bound to a strong sense that progress cannot be achieved without 
calculated risks being taken. 

2. With the exception of the core group of individuals who are strongly 
opposed to biotechnology, the vast majority believe that science should 
be the primary guide to decision making about biotechnology 
applications. Again, consistent with previous research, people do see 
biotechnology as having moral or ethical dimensions, but for the most part, 
health and environmental risks are the key drivers. Ultimately, if an 
application is deemed safe by the "best available" scientific research, most 
say that this is the best that we can expect. This is not to say that the "best 
available" scientific evidence would make ail biotech products acceptable, 
rather that science is the most effective means to abate perceived drawbacks. 

3. While it was strongly asserted initially that moral and ethical issues 
should play a role in decision making, there was no consensus about 
how that might be operationalized in the decision-making processes of 
the federal government. Upon further reflection, many pulled back from this 
position, asserting that government should resist making moral and ethical 
decisions on behalf of society. In many of the groups, further discussion about 
how these considerations should be integrated into decisions produced a 
"minimalist" role for government in this area. Where there was a clear 
societal consensus about a particular application on moral grounds (e.g. 
cloning) participants accepted government taking a strong position. In 
"grayer" areas, most felt that decisions had to be made by individuals, after 
being provided with the information necessary to make an informed decision. 
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4. In terms of who should make decisions about biotech products, there 
were sorne fairly substantial differences of opinion, particularly between 
members of the general public and Involved Canadians. Among the 
general public, the dominant view is that they themselves do not have the 
knowledge or ability to make effective decisions, and that experts (scientists, 
university researchers, government researchers and policy makers) are much 
better placed to make these kinds of decisions. Among Involved Canadians, 
there was a much stronger sense that individual Canadians should be 
involved in decisions. Where there was agreement among the two audiences 
was about the decision-making process - Canadians do not like the idea of 
decisions like this being made "behind closed doors." Ultimately, for the 
majority of Involved Canadians, informed choice is the preferred option. That 
is, beyond safety, the government should make products available and allow 
individuals to make their own decisions about biotech products. For the 
general public, expectations are that the government should take on a 
stronger role in the public interest, and ban things that may be socially or 
morally unacceptable. 

G. GM FOOD 

1. Consistent with previous waves of public opinion research, the GM food 
debate has not catalyzed opinion very deeply in most of the centres, 
although it continues to be of substantial concern in the lower mainland 
of British Columbia. In Vancouver and Victoria, the public was more 
engaged, and tended to express higher levels of concern about GM foods 
and their impact. In these groups, the negativity surrounding GM food was 
found to have an impact on overall views toward biotechnology and, more 
specifically, on government's ability to manage it. There was a broad 
consensus in these groups (both general public and Involved Canadians) that 
the fact that mandatory labeling had not occurred suggested that the 
government was either incapable of properly managing safety or unwilling to 
run against corporate interests on this file. These perceptions significantly 
undermined overall credibility. 
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2. As discussed above, consistent with the previous waves of research, 
most people believe the food on grocery shelves must be safe and has 
been tested by government. However, there is widespread confusion 
between testing and inspection. Upon discussion, participants often 
became less certain about the safety of the food system the more they 
thought about it. 

3. In contrast with previous waves of research, many were not surprised to 
hear about the actual proportion of GM ingredients in processed foods. 
Members of the general public usually resigned themselves to assuming that 
this was and is inevitable. Others, particularly Involved Canadians, were 
upset about the extent of penetration that products with GM ingredients have 
in the processed food sector. 

4. Most people advocate an "informed choice" approach to GM foods, and 
that leads to labeling. As long as the science is sound, most people feel that 
the purchase of GM food should be up to each individual. Many accept 
voluntary labeling as a reasonable step. Others, primarily Involved 
Canadians, tend to lean toward mandatory labeling as a preferred solution. 

5. There is little evidence that negative attitudes toward GM food 
inherently "spill over" and affect attitudes toward other types of GM 
applications. As discussed in the Applications section above, most people 
conduct a case-by-case assessment of each type of application, assessing 
them on their own individual merits. It should be noted, however, that among 
the core group of strong opposers of the technology, the same types of risk 
considerations are cited as reasons why other applications are opposed. 

H. GENETIC PRIVACY 

1. If these focus groups are any indication, genetic privacy may be a 
potential catalyst that drives public engagement on biotechnology. Very 
strong opposition was raised against the use of genetic information by 
insurance companies as weil as employers, and opposing arguments had 
little impact on views. Most felt that the idea of individuals being granted the 
right to submit their own genetic information for advantage was simply an 
"end run" of the insurance companies' receiving the right to ask for it, the final 
result being exactly the same (people excluded from the insurance system). 
As for the "moral hazard" argument that people would sign up for insurance if 
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they knew that they had some genetic predisposition to disease, many saw 
this as a legitimate consideration but not a strong enough one to bend them 
on the idea of insurance companies having a right to access this information. 
The preferred solution was to provide insurance companies with fairly wide 
powers of investigation into fraudulent uses of genetic information. 

2. The idea of allowing scientists or companies to have access to 
Canadians' genetic information in order to study genetic traits and 
develop cures for illness was only supported under certain 
circumstances. Participants expressed some fairly strong reservations about 
how this information would be used, and whether corporate interests would 
use this information to make money. With certain caveats, use of this 
information would be acceptable, chief among them being that the individual 
must consent to their genetic information being used. Secondly, respondents 
felt strongly that this research be "blind," ensuring that the individual's na me is 
de-linked from the genetic information. 

1. PATENTING 

1. The results of this wave of research indicate higher levels of support for 
the idea of patenting genes than previous research has shown. In 
previous waves, many were torn and confused by the patenting issue, 
and, on balance, most suggested that patenting should not be allowed. 
However, as a result of greater awareness of biotechnology, Involved 
Canadians appear to have heard more about the idea of patenting, and 
have begun to consider the pros and cons more carefully. The main 
concern that people raise regards access and affordability. This 
concern is expressed as follows: patenting means higher priees for 
products, so sorne people won't be able to afford them. In most groups, 
discussion eventually led to a majority leaning toward allowing 
patenting, although under revised rules. Among these qualifications were 
a shortened patenting period for biotech products, and a ban on patenting 
human genes. In addition, many suggested that case-by-case decisions had 
to be made, with consideration of the extent to which the application created 
something new (generally deemed more acceptable) or described a process 
that already naturally occurred (generally deemed much less acceptable). 
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2. Only a handful of respondents had heard about the Harvard mouse case, but 
the vast majority were in support of the government's position, based on the 
rationale that the current Patent Act was being interpreted too widely, and 
more importantly, that the Canadian Biotechnology Advisory Committee 
(CBAC) had not yet completed its work to collect the input of Canadians on 
this issue. 

J. PUBLIC INTEREST AND INFORMATION 

1. Public expectations about the delivery of information on biotechnology have 
not changed significantly since the last wave of research was conducted. The 
main factor contributing to consumer confidence in the process is 
transparency about safety and the regulatory approval process. Most 
people don't necessarily want to see or read ail the information but they want 
to know that it is easily accessible, and that they can retrieve it whenever they 
want. The availability of information implies that the process can be 
trusted and inspires confidence. 

2. As such, most people would not endorse a government advertising 
initiative on biotechnology or GM foods. They see this as an 
unnecessary expenditure. However, there is a strong desire among 
most people to have access to information about the government's role 
in this area should they want it. Most participants would like to see a 
biotechnology web site and/or a registry where they could sign up for updated 
material to be sent or e-mailed. There is also a willingness to see information 
brochures placed in supermarkets. 

3. Most importantly, participants were interested in receiving information 
that was "neutral," that would explain both the potential risks and the 
potential benefits of biotechnology products, and how government 
intended on managing those risks. They do not want government to 
strongly advocate only one position; they would like government to play an 
objective role. There was also a strong demand for information at any 
level of detail a person might want, starting with a very basic overview 
of the field, sorne of the issues involved, and sorne of the basic roles 
and responsibilities of the federal government. The Involved Canadian 
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groups responded more positively to receivmç factual information on the 
approval process for GM products, and having access to research studies 
that inform the regulatory process. 

4. Public consultation is often asked for, but few say they wou ld 
participate. Consistent with previous research, this demand is driven by 
a sense that consultation implies government openness. Most people 
say they wou Id not personally participate in town halls or consultation 
sessions, but they do want them to be mounted. Generally, they believe more 
expert people would participate and that was ail to the good. As the survey 
indicated, most members of the general public are content to allow experts to 
sort through the issues as long as they can find out what happened and have 
access to information if they require it. 

K. MESSAGING 

1. Consistent with the previous research, messaging or arguments that 
focus on health or environmental benefits are much stronger than those 
that promise to expand the food supply or convey economic benefits to 
individual producers or the economy as a whole. On the negative side, it 
is the argumentation about upsetting the ecosystem balance that has the 
most impact, especially the ability of certain pests to grow stronger (or be 
eliminated altogether) as a result of pest resistance modified into trees and 
crops. 

2. On the whole, the negative messaging is powerful (more powerful than 
previous negative arguments, which tended to be thin on specifies). 
However, the positive messaging surrounding health and environmental 
benefits is stronger. This kind of messaging taps into people's 
underlying sense that biotechnology may provide society with 
incredible medical breakthroughs. Nevertheless, the positive messaging 
will not have nearly the same level of impact unless messaging about 
the federal government's commitment to stringent safety standards and 
dedication of energy to those ends are outlined. 

3. On GM food applications, there remains virtually no way to create 
positive messaging around them. There is only the prospect of trying to 
convince people that the safety system they have passed is stringent, 
and that ongoing research will continue to be done on these products. 
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GM food labeling remains a very powerful issue, and a very significant 
concern, especially among Involved Canadians. Largely, participants were 
nervous about any kind of additives to food and chemicals used to increase 
yields and do not easily distinguish them from GM ingredients. The fact that 
GM foods might offer health and cost benefits in the medium term had some, 
but only minor, positive influence on views. Messaging that includes these 
aspects is unlikely to sway sentiment. 

4. There remains widespread distrust of a variety of institutions and 
potential spokespeople on ail 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 officiais to fully understand and manage risk. 
The only people in government that were deemed to be relatively 
trustworthy were officiais involved in regulatory processes. Government 
scientists were by far the most trustworthy representatives of government, 
but fears of corporate and political influence led many to question the 
ability of these people to provide credible information to Canadians. 

• Business was widely perceived to be in a conflict and would be expected 
to extol products out of self-interest. There was generally higher levels of 
mistrust of business (the biotech industry) in this wave of research than in 
previous waves. This was certainly the case in western Canada, where 
the Schmeiser case with Monsanto is weil known. 

• Scientists in general were regarded with some suspicion because most 
believed the scientists were too heavily influenced by potential funders of 
research. Curiously perhaps, participants tended to differentiate between 
scientists and university academics, who 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. Even in British Columbia, 
environmental groups were regarded with low levels of credibility. 
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• The most trustworthy spokespeople were those identified as having 
independent status and no obvious benefit to gain. That was the basis 
for accepting the word of university academics. Others that fall into that 
category are doctors and hospital researchers. Of note, participants felt 
that independent advisory boards (Iike CBAC) carry credibility as 
information sources on biotech. 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. 
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Secondary Analysis 

The final component of this research program involved a secondary analysis of 
public opinion research on biotechnology, conducted by other research 
organizations in Canada, the United States, and Europe. This secondary analysis 
of existing data was completed with the objective of adding depth to the 
qualitative and quantitative research, and to provide a comparative perspective 
on opinion trends occurring in other parts of the world. 

As a preface to the analysis, it is important to note that the current body of 
publicly available public opinion research on biotechnology remains remarkably 
small, and among the studies that have been conducted, most focus directly on a 
handful of specific issues, rather than a broad spectrum. As such, several of the 
sections below consist of only a few points of data, while others consist of data 
drawn from numerous studies. Where appropriate, the discussion will outline how 
these other pieces of research compare and contrast with Earnscliffe's findings. 

The following pieces of research were accessed for this secondary review: 

• Ipsos-Reid, August 2000, sam pie of 1500 (Canada) 
• Environics (on behalf of Health Canada), June 2000, sample of 1200 

(Canada) 
• International Food Information Council, April 2000, sample of 1000 

(Canada, U.S., Europe) 
• MORI Research (on behalf of the Human Genetics Commission), 

November 2000, sam pie of 1000 (United Kingdom) 
• Consumers Association of Britain, July 1999, sample of 1900 (United 

Kingdom) 
• North Carolina State University, 3 studies, January-July 2000, samples of 

1000 (Japan, U.S.) 
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A. AWARENESS AND FAMILIARITY 

Ail of the studies investigated levels of awareness of and familiarity with 
biotechnology. Consistent with previous work in this area, awareriess levels 
are quite low, not only in Canada, but worldwide. 

The Environics study found that only 38% of Canadians self-identified as being at 
least "somewhat familiar" with biotechnology, and only 5% suggested they were 
"very familiar." These results are very consistent with Earnscliffe's data. 

The NC State University studies suggest that in Japan and the United States, 
levels of awareness and familiarity with biotechnology are about the same as in 
Canada. In Japan, four in ten said they were somewhat familiar with this field, 
while in the United States, 37% provided the same answer. In ail three countries, 
at least six in ten respondents say they are not very or not at ail familiar with this 
field. Ali told, the available data suggest that across these nations, citizens have 
relatively low, and roughly equal, levels of awareness and familiarity with the 
topic. 

Familiarity with Biotechnology 

How familiar would you say you are with blotechnoloqy (very, 
somewhat, not very or not at all)7 

Canada 
(Environ les) 

5 33 35 27 

U.S. (NC State) 5 32 

Japan (NC State) 6 34 

o 20 40 60 80 100 

OVery familiar 0 Somewhat familiar 0 Not very famillar 0 Not at ail familiar 
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B. QUESTION OF RISK 

Ali of the studies included in this investigation placed substantial emphasis on 
questions surrounding risk. Previous studies have found that citizens have some 
trepidation about biotechnology - a sense that though some good comes of it 
and that it may be inevitable, there could be some associated dangers. 

Environics' survey investigated several dimensions of issues associated with 
biotechnology risks among Canadians. First, they investigated overall 
perceptions of risk in society, and how the risks associated with biotechnology 
compare to risks posed by other factors affecting individuals. This provides the 
observer with a relative assessment of how biotech risks "stack up" against other 
risks in society, enabling us to further understand how pressing these risks are in 
the minds of Canadians. 

ln ail, Environics asked respondents to rate 27 health-related risks. The results 
yielded several notable findings. First, Canadians have become much more 
concerned about health risks around them. On most of the tracking questions, 
perceptions of risk have risen dramatically. Among these, the factors that have 
risen most sharply include AlOS, pesticides in food, cigarettes, bacteria in food, 
and street drugs. 

So where do biotechnology applications fit in this ranking of risks? According to 
Environics data (see graph below), biotech applications tend to be found in 
the second and third tier of risks, behind those listed above as weil as risks 
such as "stress," ''suntanning,'' "crime," and "ozone depletion." Biotech 
applications that fit in the second tier of risks include food applications, 
such as cloning animais for human consumption, GM crops, and pesticides 
that consist of GM bacteria. For Canadians, these applications pose about as 
much risk as things like bacteria in food, non-prescription medications and 
climate change. 

As the graph also illustrates, biotech health and medical applications are found in 
the lowest tier of risks, along with things like prescription drugs, medical x-rays, 
pacemakers and tap water. 
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As a whole, this data suggests that risks posed by biotechnology in its most 
prevalent forms are perceived as significant, but are not among the most 
pressing for most Canadians. 

Ranking of Health Risks 

l'm going to read you a list of items relating to health. For each, please tell me 
whether you think they represent no health risk, a slight health risk, a moderate 

health risk or a high health risk? (ENVIRONICS, CANADA) 

Cigarette smoking 

Street d rugs 

Crime 

Pesticide,s ln food 

Ozone depletion 

Suntanning 

Cloning .of animalslfood 

Food additives 

GM crops 

Climate change 

Non-prescription medeclnes 

Bio-engineered drugs 

Herbai medicines 

AlOS 

.. 1< 

eu 1 1. 1 . 
" 

03 "' .. 1 .. 1 
v. ac 

•• ,. 
• 3 3 • 

40 30 

2. 4. 1 .. 41 1 ,. 3. 1 .. 
v ., . < • 

20 40 
DHigh risk 

60 
D Moderate risk 

80 100 

Respondents to the Environics survey were asked to provide a top-of-mind 
identification of what "risks" are most associated with biotechnology. The results 
revealed that many Canadians don't know enough about the subject to identify 
any specifie risks. Among those that could identify risks, the two most cited 
concerns were unknown effects/impacts and potential health risks 
associated with GM foods. 

- 
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Earnscliffe's research also suggests that these two risks are the most widely 
disconcerting to Canadians. We would also suggest that the inability of many to 
identify risks is due to a lack of knowledge of the subject, rather than a sense that 
there may not be many potential risks involved with biotech. In focus group 
discussions, with a relatively small amount of prompting, respondents are quickly 
able to cite many disconcerting risks, chief among them long-term impacts on 
health and the environ ment. 

Top-of-Mind Risk Drivers 

What risks, if any, do you associate with biotechnology 
(ENVIRONICS, CANADA) 

Health affects of GM food 
I---~"_;__",.....J 

Concerns about public $afety 
1-- __ ---' 

Environmental concerns 

Testing,on animais 

Corporate control 

Disturbing things God created 

Cloning 

Don't know I---___:.......;;_ __ ---J 

10 20 30 40 50 
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Unaided top-of-mind identification of "benefits" associated with biotechnology 
also yielded a substantial number of "unknown" responses. We would suggest 
that lack of awareness is the main driver of this set of results, similar to what was 
found when respondents were asked similar questions about risks. However, 
among the benefits that were cited, health benefits dominated. New 
medicines/cures and other health benefits were the most widely identified, 
followed by increased food production though GM food. 

Top-of-Mind Benefit Drivers 

What BENEFITS, if any, do you associate with biotechnology? 
(ENVIRONICS, CANADA) 

New medicines 20 ~_';;"'_ ....J 

General health impacts 
~--';__--' 

tncreased food production 

Medical research 

Environmental benefits 

Technologyadvances 

Dan't know 27 

None 12 

20 10 30 40 50 
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When respondents consider risks and benefits of biotechnology in 
combination, Environics' research suggests that perceptions of the 
balance of risks and benefits differ substantially depending on whether the 
individual, the society, the environment or the economy is the-focal point of 
the assessment. Canadians are more than twice as likely to suggest that for the 
economy the benefits outstrip the risks, whereas they are more likely to say that 
the risks outstrip the benefits when it comes to the environment. For them as 
individuals, most feel that on balance the risks and benefits of biotechnology will 
be relatively equal. 

Risks Versus Benefits 

8ased on what you know, would you say that when it comes to . 
biotechnology products, the benefits outweigh the risks, the ris ks 
outweigh the benefits, or the benefits and risks are roughly equal? 

(ENVIRONICS, CANADA) . 

The economy .36 1 42 1 16 1 

. 31 1 45 1 21 1 

26. ï 46 1 23 1 

23 1 43 1 30 1 

The health of Canadians 

Yourself as an individual 

The environ ment 

o 20 40 60 80 100 

o Benefits outweigh risks OEqual o Risks outweigh benefits .. 

Consideration of questions associated with risk hinge on the issue of whether 
any risk at ail is acceptable to the public. The previous sections of this report 
have investigated this issue in some detail, and the Environics survey contributed 
to this body of knowledge with a question about what level of risk is acceptable, a 
forced choice between ensuring that any product placed on the marked is 100% 
risk free versus accepting that no product is risk free and Canadians should 
accept a minimal amount of risk when products are released. 
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The results of this question suggest that a majority accept that there are 
risks inherent in any product, and that potential risk does not automatically 
create unwillingness to allow a product. Sixty-two percent of respondents 
agreed that no product is risk free and that people have to accept a minimal 
amount of risk; 37% said that they expect products to be completely risk free. 
Interestingly, there are some notable socioeconomic differences on this question. 
The graph below illustrates that among lower-income Canadians, expectations of 
100% risk-free products is much higher than among higher-income Canadians, 
where three in four say they accept some level of risk. 

Considering the results of this question in light of the other research found in this 
report, our analysis is that most Canadians do accept risk and understand that 
there are no rewards for those unwilling to take risks. However, there remains a 
core group of people who do not accept risk and do not believe that any level of 
risk is reasonable in products made available to the public. 

Acceptable Amount of Risk 

Sorne people say that products must be 100% guaranteed risk free 
before being released on the market Others say that no product is 
risk free and that Canadians should accept a minimum amount of 
risk w.hen products are released. Which is closer to your view? 

(ENVIRONICS, CANADA) 

Total sample 62 
1 

37 
1 

$70k or higher -e' 

1 1 Income 73 26 

$20k or lower 
44 

1 
55 

1 income 

0 20 40 60 80 100 
DMust be 100% rlsk free DAccept minimum amount of risk 
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C. THE HUMAN GENOME AND USES OF HUMAN GENETIC MATERIAL 

The Ipsos-Reid study dealt almost exclusively with questions that surround the 
Human Genome Project, and the potential impacts of human genetic research on 
Canadians. In addition, the MORI survey in the UK explored some of these 
issues, enabling us to make some comparisons across nations. 

The first and most notable piece of data that the Ipsos-Reid survey reveals 
is the high lever of awareness of the announcement of the mapping of the 
human genome. In ail, two-thirds of Canadians said that they had heard of this 
project, in stark contrast with the low number of Canadians who have suggested 
they have even a moderate lever of awareness of biotechnology. Indeed, the 
results of focus groups conducted as part of this wave of research reinforce this 
data, suggesting that this announcement may be a watershed point of awareness ' 
(and possibly) engagement on biotechnology. 

Awareness: Human Genome Project 

Have you ever heard of the Human Genome Project, a research 
program that is creating a fuillist of ail the genes in a human being? 

(ENVIRONICS, CANADA) 

Total sam pie 66 33 

University 
ed ucation I------'-,--------''---.:........ __ ---' __ ___J 

High school or 
less education 51 

o 20 40 60 80 

OYes ONo 
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For most Canadians, the mapping of the human genome is seen to ho Id 
virtually limitless potential, particularly in the realm of human health. In ail, 
88% of Canadians surveyed by Environics believe that the mapping of the 
human genome will lead to discoveries that will lead to increases in "our quality 
of life and health." 

When it cornes to genetic testing, however, many express reservations 
about who will be tested, and how such testing will be used. There are 
palpable fears about how this information will be used; in particular how it could 
be used to work against their interests. In Earnscliffe's focus groups and in Ipsos 
Reid's data, the most obvious examples related to research that smacked of 
eugenics. More than six in ten agree with the statement "1 fear what will happen if 
people start to conduct thorough genetic testing on fetuses." The results suggest 
that people expect there to be clear limits placed on the types of human genetic 
research that gets conducted in Canada. 

ln the end, while most support this type of research, there remains a 
substantial minority that has reservations. In the Ipsos-Reid survey, fully one 
third of respondents said that "genetic testing would have more negative effects 
than positive effects," while two-thirds disagreed with that statement. Once again, 
this data points to an educational and socioeconomic gap on the risk/benefit 
question - those with lower levels of education are more likely to believe that 
there will be more negative than positive effects than those with higher levels of 
education, who tend to have a more positive outlook. 

Effecfs of Genefic Tesfing 

Agree/Disagree: Genetic testing will have more NEGATIVE effects 
than POSITIVE effects (IPSOS -REID, CANADA) 

Totalsample 33 
'1 

66 

University 
45 

1 
55 

education 

High school or 
27 

1 
73 

less education 

20 40 60 80 

DAgree OOisagree 

1 

1 

1 

100 
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ln the United Kingdom, attitudes are very similar to those found in Canada. 
There is widespread hope that developments in human genetics will bring cures 
to diseases (90% agreement), but a fair amount of trepidation about how far this 
research will go. More than half (56%) "worry that people could have access to 
their genetic information, and will know too much about them." Moreover, three 
in ten say that genetic research is tampering with nature and is therefore 
unethical under any circumstance. 

While many believe that genetic testing can be a positive step, in terms of 
whether and how genetic information will be used there are some notable 
nuances in opinion, most of which hinge on how the testing should be done, who 
should approve it, and who should have access to it. 

Looking again at Canadian data, Ipsos-Reid findings point to a notable gap 
between the number that say that "ail Canadians should be genetically tested" 
and the number that say they would get tested and use the information under 
specifie circumstances. Genetic testing, in and of itself, does not garner broad 
interest (38%), whereas genetic testing for a specifie disease or medical 
condition generates much higher levels of support (67%). 

This result is consistent with the analysis outlined in earlier sections of this report 
about how Canadians evaluate applications, using the "marginal benefit" calculus 
(i.e. people evaluate them on a case-by-case basis, where the purpose of the 
application is the main driver determining the acceptability of an application, and 
the process is the main driver of opposition). The "purpose" benefit factor has two 
dimensions: the potential direct personal benefit involved and the 
substantiveness of that benefit (how important that benefit is perceived to be). 

ln this case, the purposes of genetic testing writ large are unclear and the 
benefits are indirect, whereas the purposes of the other applications are clearer, 
and more substantial. Furthermore, we would argue that the differences among 
the more specifie applications can be explained by looking at the 
"substantiveness" dimension of this calculus - some are viewed as being more 
"marginally beneficial" than others. We would assert that Canadians weigh the 
risks relatively equally for ail of the applications, since the process is roughly the 
same, meaning that this dimension has no net impact on the outcome when 
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comparing this group of applications. The data in the graph below suggests that 
a substantive beneficial purpose rationale for the testing generates broader 
acceptance of the idea of testing. 

Appeal of Genetic Testing 

Agree/Disagree: (IPSOS-REID, CANADA) 

"Ali Canadians s h oul d be genetlcally tested" '38 62 

"Parents should be able to test and have aecess 
to genetlc testing of tbef r children" 83 

87 

60 

59 

20 40 60 80 100 

DAgree DOisagree 

"1 would be likely to get teated for a genetic 
disease or condition" 

"1 would be likely to get tested to determine the 
risk of hereditary disease" 

'" would he likely to get tested tc decide what 
medication to take" 

D. GENETIC PRIVACY 

Of course, no discussion of the pros and cons of human genetic research and 
testing would be complete without a discussion of the issues of genetic privacy. 
Both the Ipsos-Reid survey in Canada and the MORI survey in the United 
Kingdom addressed these questions. 

ln Canada, the Ipsos-Reid survey approached this issue by asking respondents 
who among various individuals and groups should be allowed to have access to 
their genetic information. The results indicate that most people are quite 
comfortable with their doctor or health professional having the information 
but very uncomfortable about insurance companies, governments and 
employers having access to this information. The data points to a perception 
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that allowing doctors access to this information might provide a benefit to them, 
while this information may present risks wh en insurance companies, 
governments and employers have this information. 

Access to Genetic Information 

Who should have access to information on a person's gerietic 
makeup? (IPSOS-REID, CANADA) 

Pharmacists 

Nurses 

Insu rance companies 16 
I--_-' 

Governments 

Employers 

o 20 40 

OYes 

60 80 100 

For the most part, results in the UK suggest that there is reluctance, but less than 
Canadians exhibit, to allow various interested parties to access this information. 

• 76% do not believe insurance companies should be allowed to have 
access to this information, compared to 86% in Canada 

• 71 % oppose the idea of employers accessing this information to 
determine the likelihood of future ill health among employees 

• There was some support (64%) for the idea of employers getting access 
to this information, where employees might be sensitive to particular 
products that they work with (Iike chemicals) 

Another key dimension of the genetic privacy issue that was explored in the UK 
survey related to the question of permission - whether people and organizations 
should have the right to access this information with or without permission from 
the individual whose genetic characteristics are being studied. Among British 
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respondents, the result was overwhelmingly clear. People want their consent to 
be provided for every use of their genetic information. 

• 86% said that people should always be asked for their permission for 
blood or tissue to be used in a genetic test. 

• 90% said that giving consent was essential before a person's genetic 
information could be included in a genetic database for scientific research 

• 80% said that researchers should have to give "fresh" consent for new 
research on existing samples of their genetic information 

E. APPLICATIONS 

Consistent with previous research, there is clear and broad support for 
applications that promise advances that contribute to human health and 
quality of life. There are some other applications, in the criminal justice and 
environmental fields, that are also seen to promise important benefits. 
However, there remains some reluctance to accept applications that do not 
promise clear and substantial benefits to humans. To that point, the area of 
biotechnology that people have the most trouble with is food. Again, these 
findings are broadly consistent with Earnscliffe's findings. 

None of the other Canadian surveys explored these questions, but the MORI 
survey and the NC state surveys investigated the acceptability of numerous 
applications in the United Kingdom, United States and Japan. 8elow is a 
snapshot of some of the applications that were tested, and the results. 

ln the United Kingdom, the data suggests that there is broad support for various 
uses of biotechnology in the health field. We do not have data on the appeal of 
agricultural applications in the UK. 

• 85% believe human genetic information should be used to develop cures 
for disease 

• 96% believe that DNA testing should be used in the field of criminal 
justice, although far fewer were willing to use DNA samples in the case of 
non-violent crimes like drinking and driving or shop lifting 
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ln Japan and the U.S., the public opinion research evidence points to similarly 
broad support for medical applications, but less clear support for agricultural 
applications. When a broad question is asked about these categories of 
applications, the evidence suggests that the differences are significant, but not 
overwhelming: 

• ln the U.S., 90% support medical applications; 72% support aqricultural 
applications 

• ln Japan, 87% support medical applications; 75% support agricultural 
applications 

However, when specifie applications are described in more detail, support and 
opposition for applications within the two categories begin to diverge more 
substantially. For example, in Japan, the following applications were tested: 

• Biotech insulin or other medicine: 73% support, 16% neutral, 11 % oppose 
• Higher-quality soy sauce or tofu: 29% support, 33% neutral, 34% oppose 
• Biotech food ingredients, su ch as flavourings: 19% support, 34% neutral, 

46% oppose 

What this data indicates about biotech applications in Japan and the U.S. is 
consistent with what Earnscliffe has found in its qualitative and quantitative 
research in Canada - that the purpose of the application is a key driver of 
support, and when there is not a clear and substantial benefit, support will tend to 
be much lower. For the most part, agricultural applications do not present the 
kind of benefit that medical applications do, while the risks are perceived to be at 
least as great. 

F. GM FOOD LABELING 

GM food labeling was investigated in a number of the surveys utilized in 
this report. In ail of the countries where research was do ne (with the 
exception of the U.S.), there was a clear and broad demand for GM food 
labeling. In the United States, unaided questions reveal broad support for 
labeling. However, wh en respondents are presented with some discussion of the 
FDA policy, opinions became more equivocal. A brief summary of the findings is 
as follows: 
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• A survey conducted by the Consumers Association of Britain showed that 
90% were aware of GM food, and among those, 94% supported clear 
labeling on processed and non-processed foods. 

• A survey of Europeans conducted by the European Commission revealed 
that 82% disagreed with the statement "it is not worth putting special 
labels on genetically modified food." 

• A survey of Australians conducted by the Australian department of 
industry indicated that 89% of respondents agreed that "genetically 
modified foods should be labeled so people can decide whether they want 
to eat it or not." 

• A survey of Canadians by the Toronto Star found that 98% of Canadians 
answered "yes" to the question "Should ail genetically engineered foods 
be labeled?". 

ln the U.S., studies for Time magazine for the International Food Information 
Council revealed contrasting results among American consumers. 

• A Time magazine survey reported that 82% agreed to the question: 
"Should genetically modified foods be labeled as such?" 

Yet the International Food Information Council's data suggests that when the 
position of the FDA is introduced into the labeling question, results differ. The 
question they asked was as follows: 

• "Some critics of the FDA say that any food produced through 
biotechnology should be labeled even if the food has the same safety and 
nutritional content as other foods. However, others, including the FDA, 
believe such a labeling requirement has no scientific basis, and would be 
costly and confusing to consumers. Are you more likely to agree with the 
labeling position of the FDA or with its critics? ln ail, 58% agreed with the 
FDA, while 38% agreed with critics on this labeling question. 

Overall, Earnscliffe's interpretation of these findings is that while some segment 
of public opinion remains in flux and can be convinced to move in one direction 
or the other, in the current state of knowledge, the research points to a clear 
preference for labeling, not only in Canada, but in the U.S., the UK and Australia. 
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G. GOVERNMENT REGULATION AND CONTROL 

The research found in this report as weil as virtually ail previous research has 
found that there are substantial concerns about the extent of control over 
biotechnology research and applications, and a demand for a credible regulatory 
framework by governments. The studies investigated in the Secondary Analysis 
section of this report confirm those findings and illustrate that they are evident not 
only in Canada but also in other countries. 

According to Environics' data, Canadians express a general unease about 
government performance in this field: 2% say government has done an excellent 
job, 22% say they have done a good job, 42% say it has done a fair job, and 29% 
say it has done a poor job. These results mirror those found in Earnscliffe's 
survey. While not outrightly negative, these results suggest some concern that 
government may not have been doing ail it can do to ensure that these 
applications are safe, and that there are some controls over biotech research. 

ln the United Kingdom, the questions were slightly different, but the results were 
similar: 71 % said they had little or no confidence that rules and regulations were 
keeping pace with developments in biotechnology. Coupled with 70% who say 
they do not have enough information about biotechnological developments, it can 
be surmised that this concern about regulations keeping pace is, at least in part, 
a product of a lack of information. 
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2. CSS Moderator's Guide 
3. Health and Environment Interview Schedule 

4. Health and Environment Moderator's Guide 

Final Report ta the BACC - Third Wave 93 



CBS Questionnaire 
Interview Schedule 

PERCENT 

(aIL) 1. a. (T) When Vou hear the word biology, do Vou have a positive reaction, a neutral reaction, or a 
negative reaction? 

Positive 42 
Neutral 50 

Negative 3 

" 
b. (T) When Vou hear the word technology, do Vou have a positive reaction, a neutral reaction, or a 
negative reaction? 

Positive 70 
Neutral 24 
Negative 4 

2. (T) When Vou hear the word biotechnology, do Vou have a positive reaction, a neutral reaction, or a 
negative reaction? 

Positive 34 
Neutral : 48 
Negative 13 

3. (T) Over the last three months, have Vou heard anything about stories or issues involving 
biotechnology? 

Yes 50 
No 47 

4. (T) Before today, had Vou ever talked about biotechnology with someone? 

Yes 39 
No , 61 

f
Bio!eChno,ogy applies science to living things such as plants and animais in order to develop new 
products and processes. . . 

CXt Biotechnology applies science to living things such as plants and animais in order to develop new 
products and processes. Biotechnology is sometimes referred to as genetic modification or bio 
engineering. 
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PERCENT 

5.U(T) Would you say you are very familiar, somewhat familiar, not very familiar, or not at ail familiar 
with biotechnology? 

Very familiar 8 
Somewhat familiar 50 

Not very familiar. 29 
Not at ail familiar 12 

6. (T) Is biotechnology a subject you are very interested in, fairly interested in, not too interested in, or 
not at ail interested in? 

Very interested in 14 
Fairly interested in 47 

Not too interested in 30 
Not at ail interested in 9 

7. (NEW) ln general, would you say you strongly support, somewhat support, somewhat oppose or 
strongly oppose the use of products and processes that involve biotechnology? 

Strongly support 9 
Somewhat support 52 

Somewhat oppose 21 
Strongly oppose 8 

Please tell me if you strongly agree, agree, disagree or strongly disagree with the use of biotechnology 
in each of the following ways. (ROTA TE) 

8. (NEW) Salmon that are modified so they are market ready sooner, are more disease resistant, will 
co st less at the grocery store and be more widely available 

Strongly agree 10 
Agree 39 

Disagree 31 
Strongly disagree 16 

9. (NEW) Trees modified to grow faster in cold climates like Canada 

Strongly agree 16 
Agree 49 

Disagree 21 
Strongly disagree 9 
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\~ Trees modified to resist pests so they will be healthier 

Strongly agree 22 
Agree 55 

Disagree ' 16 
Strongly disagree 6 

WC(. 
10. (NEW) (SPLIT SAMPLE) Genetic testing of embryos for inherited diseases ,such as cystic fibr~1 

Taking human genes that fight disease and inserting. them into plants, to help grow medicines flr 
human consumption \._. \ 0 b 

Strongly agree 22 
Agree 50 
Disagree , 18 
Strongly disagree 7 

Strongly agree 21 
Agree 49 
Disagree 18 
Strongly disagree , 9 

tLoc 
11. * (NEW) (SPLIT SAMPLE) Corn that has been modified to enhance its nutritional val~rn that Llo 

has been modified to be produced in higher volumes, so it will cost less at the grocery s(o~ '--- l 

Strongly agree 11 
Agree 49 

Disagree 24 
Strongly disagree 12 

Strongly agree 12 
Agree 42 
Disagree 28 

Strongly disagree , 15 
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12. (NEW) (SPLIT PLE) Rice that has been modified to include vitamin A, to enhance its 
nutritional val e/Drugs that contain genetically modified mate rial to treat diseases like cancer \....._~V? 

Strongly agree 15 
Agree 53 
Disagree 20 
Strongly disagree 8 

Strongly agree 32 
Agree 53 
Disagree 8 
Strongly disagree 5 

13. (NEW) (SPLIT SAMPLE) modified bacteria or plants to break down 
pollutants and toxic wast sing genetically modified micro-organisms to mass produce products 
like ethanol, which can be used as a source of ~I li b 

Strongly agree 25 
Agree 56 
Disagree 9 
Strongly disagree 5 

Strongly agree 21 
Agree 52 
Disagree 15 
Strongly disagree 7 

14:1 ~+? 
14. (NEW) SPLIT SAMPLE M Implanting plant genes into other plant help improve the 

appearance of food P~0rtt mplanting plant genes into other plants to h p improve the nutritional 
value of food product rl(planting plant genes into plants to develop health products and 
treatments. '--\4: G 

Strongly agree 5 
Agree 29 
Disagree 42 
Strongly disagree 22 
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Strongly agree 16 
Agree 49 

Disagree 19 
Strongly disagree 11 

Strongly agree 11 
Agree 47 
Disagree 23 

:. ::o;::;,a:::~T· ~:~L~ 3···.·;~· ·'~P'~o;i::a'·· .; ·,O'~·· .; .,~. ~~'P ·'~~;o~e· ,:: 
~(_.. appearance of food pro~;tct~Planting animal genes into plants to help improve the nutritional-l-5b 

Ir value of food produc~mplanting animal ge)les into plants to develop health products and 
\. treatments \...-- I~ 

Strongly agree 5 
Agree 16 
Disagree : 48 

Strongly disagree 30 

Strongly agree 8 
Agree 32 
Disagree 35 

Strongly disagree 19 

Strongly agree ; 13 
Agree 45 
Disagree 21 
Strongly disagree 16 

[6b //bcr 
16. (NEW) SPLIT SAMPLE 3 WAY Implanting animal genes into humans c::.eat medical prQblem1 

Creating human organs in laboratories that would be used for transPlan~~o~.Altering the organs of 
animais like pigs so that they can be transplanted to replace diseased huma~ organs '-'0'- 

Strongly agree 11 

Agree 44 
Disagree 25 
Strongly disagree 15 
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Strongly agree 21 

Agree 47 
Disagree 19 
Strongly disagree 11 

Strongly agree 18 
Agree 42 

Disagree 20 
Strongly disagree 16 

\d. Y. (T) Overall, from what vou know, do vou think the federal government is doing an excellent, good, 
fair or a poor job of handling its responsibilities in the area of biotechnology? 

Excellent 1 
Good 13 

Fair 43 
Poor. 27 

ln each of the following areas, would vou say that the federal government is doing an excellent, good, 
fair or poor job? How about (ROTATE) 

1 C\. ;8. (T) Ensuring that the interests of the average Canadian are taken into account as policies are 
\ developed for the use of biotechnology 

Excellent 2 
Good 15 

Fair 39 
Poor 33 

9. (T) Ensuring that Canada benefits from the economie opportunities that biotechnology offers 

Excellent 2 
Good 20 

Fair 45 
Poor 16 
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i 1 ~ (T) Ensuring that the health of Canadians is protected against risks associated with biotechnology 

Excellent 3 
Good , 18 
Fair 40 

Poor 28 

l? Ji (T) Ensuring that the. environment in Canada is protected against risks associated with 
~ biotechnology 

Excellent 2 
Good 17 

Fair 40 
Poor 30 

C "5 ~. (T) Ensuring that Canada benefits from the new products and pracesses that biotechnology offers 

Excellent 2 
Good : 21 

Fair 45 
Poor 17 

~ C( r (T) Ensuring that Canadians are informed about the raie of government in biotechnology 

Excellent 2 
Good 11 

Fair 29 
Poor 51 

'2-S 24. (NEW) Making sure that regulations on biotechnology are being enforced 

Excellent 3 
Good 19 

Fair 37 
Poor 23 
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1_ç ~ (NEW) Ensuring that any long-term impacts of biotechnology on the environment are being 
studied and addressed 

Excellent 2 
Good 18 
Fair 38 

Poor · 30 

17 _;z6. (NEW) Ensu~ing that any long-term impacts of biotechnology on human health are being studied 
and addressed 

Excellent 2 
Good 17 
Fair 39 

Poor 29 

1._~ p.' (NEW) Helping Canadian biotechnology companies become more innovative and competitive 

Excellent 3 

Good 21 
Fair 40 
Poor 14 

L q fa· (T) Ensuring that biotechnology is being used in ethical ways 

Excellent 2 
Good 20 

Fair 41 
Poor : 23 

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) 

)j p9. (T) Ensuring that the interests of the average Canadian are taken into account as policies are 
developed for the use of biotechnology 

Highest priority 29 
High priority 47 
Moderate priority 17 

Low priority 4 

s 
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3 Iy. (T) Ensuring that Canada benefits from the economie opportunities which biotechnology ofters 

Highest priority 17 
High priority ~ 42 
Moderate priority 32 

Low priority 5 

~2. ,il. (T) Ensuring that the health of Canadians is protected against risks associated with biotechnology 

Highest priority 46 
High priority : 40 
Moderate priority 10 

Low priority 3 

::;; '3 1- (T) Ensuring that the environ ment in Canada is protected against risks ' associated with 
biotechnology 

Highest priority 40 
High priority 44 

Moderate priority 1 12 
Low priority 3 

'y--{ ~(T) Ensuring that Canada benefits from the new products and processes which biotechnology 
ofters 

Highest priority 18 

High priority 43 
Moderate priority 31 
Low priority 5 

'3>5~. (T) Ensuring that Canadians are informed about the role of government in biotechnology 

Highest priority 29 

High priority -: 43 
Moderate priority .' 22 
Low priority 5 
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-;(f)&- (NEW) Making sure that regulations on biotechnology are being enforced 

Highest priority 39 

High priority 45 
Moderate priority ; 12 
Low priority 2 

~ Î ~6. (NEW) Ensuring that any long-term impacts of biotechnology on the environment are being 
studied and addressed 

Highest priority 41 
High priority 44 
Moderate priority , 12 

Low priority 3 

'3 ~Jf. (NEW) Ensuring that any long-term impacts of biotechnology on human health are being studied 
and addressed 

Highest priority 47 
High priority 41 

Moderate priority 9 
Low priority 3 

'3Q Jtl. (NEW) Helping Canadian biotechnology companies become more innovative and competitive 

Highest priority 15 
High priority 35 

Moderate priority 39 
Low priority 9 

l.O~ (T) Ensuring that biotechnology is being used in ethical ways 

Highest priority 42 
High priority 41 

Moderate priority 13 
Low priority 2 
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LI IJ6. (T) Which of the following views is closest to your own? (ROTATE) 

Decisions about biotechnology should be based mainly on the views and advice of experts about the 
risks and benetits 62 

Decisions about biotechnology should be based primarily on the average Canadian's views of risks and 
benefits 34 

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

Decisions about biotechnology should .be based mainly on the moral and ethical issues involved 39 

Decisions about biotechnology should be based mainly on the scientific evidence of risk and benefit. 55 

42. (NEW) Which of these two views is closest to your own? 

Some people say that biotechnology is just like other technologies - used properly, it will provide 
substantial benefits 42 

Other people say that biotechnology is not like other technologies because it involves a high level of 
risk, and because of those risks, biotechnology should be slowed down 52 

B. (NEW) Which ofthese two views is closest to your own? 

Some people say that biotechnology is just like other technologies - used properly, it will provide 
substantial benefits 65 
Other people say that biotechnology is not like other technologies because it involves a high level of 
risk, and because of those risks, biotechnology should be stopped 29 

Scientific developments in the area of genetic research now provide the opportunity to find out some of 
an individual's genetic information. l'm going to read you a list ofarqurnents for and against allowing 
certain uses of genetic information in Canada, and 1 want you to tell me which of the arguments 
represents the view that is closest to your own. (ROTATE) 

43. a. (NEW) Providing insurance companies with the riqht to ask about an individual's genetic 
information when he or she applies for insurance coverage, in order to determine that person's risk 
of future health problems 11 

OR Not allowing insurance companies to have access to the genetic information of their clients, so they 
cou Id not deny coverage as a result of knowing this information 86 

b. (NEW) Allowing Canadians the right to provide their genetic information to insurance companies if 
they want, to get lower rates for themselves by proving they are not predisposed to certain genetic 
disorders 45 
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OR Not allowing Canadians the right to provide this information to their insurance companies even if 
they want to, because allowing this to occur would probably mean that Canadians with unfavourable 
genetic information could not get coverage 52 

i)" f· * (NEW) Providing employers with the right to ask about an individual's genetic information when 
they apply for work, to find out if they might be unhealthy in the future 17 

OR Not allowing employers the right to ask about an individual's genetic information wh en they apply 
for work, because they might base their decisions on whether the person is predisposed to a disease or 
disorder 82 

45. a. (NEW) (SPLIT SAMPLE) Allowing scientific researchers or companies access to genetic 
information in order to study genetic traits and develop cures for illness if an individual's name is 
de-linked from the genetic information 58 

OR Not allowing scientific researchers access to genetic information because they might use that 
information for purposes that people don't agree with 36 

b. (NEW) Allowing scientific researchers or companies access to genetic information in order to study 
genetic traits and, develop cures for illness if people consent to their genetic information being used .. 76 

OR Not allowing scientific researchers access to genetic information because they might use that 
information for purposes that people don't agree with 22 

END OF ROTATION 

~ (NEW) The Biosafety Protocol is an international agreement developed by 140 countries, including 
Canada, to set out procedures for achieving safe trade, commercial handling and use of genetically 
modified organisms. ·If Canada were to join this agreement, would it increase, decrease, or make 
no difference in the level of confidence Vou have about the federal government's management of 
the environmental risks of biotechnology products? 

Increase confidence 34 
Make no difference 49 
Decrease confidence 10 

47~Most new inventions are prote~ted by what are called patents. Patents ensure tba.t inventors are 
rewarded by making sure that their inventions cannot be copied for a period of time. However, it 4~ . also rneans that until the patent expires, the inventor controls the availability and price of the 
invention. . 

(l.I-<ibA (T) Some people feel that the idea, of patent protection is necessary in the field of biotechnology, L )Jecause we need to encourage inventions in this area for ail the benefits which they can bring 51 
Others are uncomfortable with the idea of patents in the field of biotechnology, because the benefits of 
new inventions may only be available to those who can afford to pay more 44 
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1ft ~'} B. (T) 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 ail the benefits which they can bring 47 

Others are uncomfortable with the idea of patents in the field of biotechnology, because they think there 
is something wrong with the idea of patenting a life form such as an animal or a plant 47 

Which of these two points of view is closest to your own? 

Biotechnology researchers and the governments of the United States and Great Britain recently 
announced that the Human Genome Project had successfully mapped the genetic code of human 
beings. 

LI~}8. (NIi:W) From what you know, would you say that identifying or "mapping" human DNA ultimately 
presents more drawbacks than benefits to humans, or more benefits than drawbacks? 

More drawbacks than benefits 17 

More benefits than drawbacks 77 

28 .Â. (NEW) Some people say the ability to map DNA gives scientists too much power to influence 
something that God or nature created 26 

Other people say that the human DNA map will provide us with the ability to develop cures and 
treatments that will save and extend lives 71 

Which of the se two views is closest to your own? 

(REVISED) A. (NEW) The mapping of the human genome has led a number of organizations to 
apply for patents on genes with particular traits within the newly discovered human DNA map (to 
develop products such as genetic therapies or drugs). Would you say that the potential risks of 
patenting genes are greater th an the benefits, or are the potential benefits greater than the risks? 

More potential risks than benefits 37 
More potential benefits than risks 52 

B. (NEW) The Canadian courts recently decided that it is legal to patent a mouse that had been 
genetically modified to have certain traits, for medical research purposes. In other words, the 
creators of the mouse can be paid royalties when companies and other researchers use the 
mouse in testing. Would you say you are very comfortable, somewhat comfortable, somewhat 
uncomfortable, or very uncomfortable with this court decision? 

Very comfortable 11 
Somewhat comfortable 33 
Somewhat uncomfortable 33 

Not at ail comfortable 20 
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Please tell me whether you strongly agree, agree, disagree or strongly disagree with each of the 
following statements. 

~l~ 
51. Because it is important to take advantage of the benefits, {overnment sh9.uld encourage the 

development of biotechnology, although there may be some unknown riskjlGovernment should 
encourage the development of biotechnology, although there may be some unknown risks \..51 6 

Strongly agree 23 
Agree 50 
Disagree 15 

Strongly disagree 9 

Strongly agree 19 
Agree 53 
Disagree 16 

Strongly disagree 10 

~~ 
52. (T) SPLIT SAMPLE Government should inform people about biotechne;(09y, and let them decide 

for themselves whether they want to use biotechnology productiGovernment should use its ?'l r 
expertise to make decisions about which products should be availab(e, on behalf of consumers """tJ 

Strongly agree 66 
Agree 28 
Disagree 3 

Strongly disagree 3 

Strongly agree 27 
Agree 42 
Disagree 16 

Strongly disagree 14 

1"-SA._ 
53. (NEW) SPLIT SAMPLE Genetic information is different from other heal~~formation, and the rules 

governing access to this information should be more strictly regulate enetic informati~ C'"2( _ 
different than other health information, and should be regulated in the s me way .,I~/VJ 

Strongly agree 61 
Agree 29 
Disagree 5 

Strongly disagree 3 

G' ........................................ ---- ........ 
107 



POLLARA 
AND 

EARNSCLIFFE 

Strongly agree 29 
Agree 36 
Disagree 15 

Strongly disagree 18 

54. (NEW) SPLIT SAMPLE If regulators in the United States .(p'P~f a product made from 
biotechnology, Canadian regulators should "fast-track" approval of that~duct here in canada,. to 
make sure Canadians will have -access to the product more quickl ther countries' approval--?1b 
process for biotechnology products should have no bearing on the 'rocess or speed at which 
Canadian regulators determine whether the product should be allowed 

Strongly agree 25 
Agree 30 

Disagree 22 

Strongly disagree 21 

Strongly agree 36 
Agree 36 
Disagree 18 

Strongly disagree 8 

55r 
55. (NEW) SPLIT SAMPLE The primary function of the federal government in the fiel~ 

biotechnology is to understand and manage the_ risks while V{orking to gain the benefit)"fhe federa1-55b 
government should help Canadian biotechnology companies become world leaders 

Strongly agree , , , """" .. ,., .. '"""""'., , ,,, , "." , .. ,.,.,., .. , "",41 

Ag ree , , , , , , , .. , . , , . , , , . ' . , . , , ' , , ' . , , , , ' . , , , ' , , . , . , , , , , , , , , .. , .. ' , , , , . , , , , , . , , , , . , ..... ' , , .. , , , 47 
Disagree"".,.",.",., '".,.,.,., ,., ',,' ' , ,., "., ".,., .. ""., .. ,.,.,."",., 7 

Strongly disagree., .. " ,., "." "., " ", , .. ,." ' .. "., , .. '",' ,'.,' ,,' , , ".3 

Strongly agree.",., , , .. , "., .. , , " ', ,., .. ", '" ,'.,.,."., , .. ,.".,.,,26 
Aqree .; .. , .. ,."." .. ", ", ", .. , .. "., ,. ' ' , , ,., '"'."",., , ' .. ,'.,.,.,,.,. 39 

Disagree., .. ,.", .. ".,., ', ,., " '", , , ,., , , .. , .. "., ", , " 20 

Strongly disagree , ,., , , , , , 12 

END OF ROTATION 
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~7 4. (NEW) If the best available scientific evidence indicates that genetically modified grain grown by 
Canadian farmers is safe, should other countries have the right to ban sales of that grain or should 
Canada have the right to insist (through international bodies) that its grain be sold? 

Other countries should have the right to ban , 56 
Canada should have the right to insist that its grain be sold 38 

S ~ vf. (NEW) Some people say that countries trying to ban genetically modified grain from countries like 
Canada are doing so because they think there is a real risk to health. Other people say they are 
doing that in order to get rid of competition to their own grain. Which of these views is closest to 
your own? 

Real risk to human health 51 
Get rid of competition to their own grain 36 

s~ ;lia. (NEW) If you were told that you could go to your doctor tomorrow and find out more information 
about your own genetic make-up, would you be very likely, somewhat likely, not very likely, or not 
at aillikely to do so? 

Very likely 27 
Somewhat likely 29 
Not very likely 25 

Not at ail likely 17 

GO ~Iff. (NEW) If more information regarding biotechnology were made available, which of the following is 
something you wou Id more likely do: Imniediately take the time to seek out that information and 
learn more OR get the information at a time when you thought it was important to know more? 

Immediately take the time to seek out information 34 
Get the information at a time when you thought it was important to know more 65 

" 6Cf When it comes to information about biotechnology, would you want information sent to you, or 
- made available to you when you want it? 

Sent to you : 27 
Made available when you want it 72 

1 would like to read you some statements in support of biotechnology. In each case, please tell me if in 
your view, the statement is a very strong argument, a somewhat strong argument, or not a very strong 
argument. The first one is: (ROTATE POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE BATTERIES, AS WELL AS 
INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONS WITHIN EACH BATTERY) 

Zî 
.~ .................................................... 
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rpt _9;f'. (NEW) Biotechnology involves the kind of scientific research and new industries that will produce 
well-paying jobs and give Canada an edge in international trade 

Very strong argument 31 
Somewhat strong argument 44 

Not a very strong argument 22 

fJ2. (NEW) Biotechnology scientists are finding out more and more about the human genetic code and 
using what they have learned to diagnose and treat serious illnesses 

Very strong argument 54 
Somewhat strong argument 37 

Not a very strong argument 7 

GC-()3'3· (NEW) Biotechnology is producing genetically modified organisms that can clean up environmental 
damage like pollution and oil spills 

Very strong argument 46 
Somewhat strong argument 37 

Not a very strong argument 13 

6's J4. (NEW) Biotechnology will soon be able to produce foods that can make people healthier 

Very strong argument 29 
Somewhat strong argument 40 

Not a very strong argument 28 ' 

{;(; y. (NEW) The federal government has comprehensive regulatory standards in place to ensure that 
products produced through biotechnology are safe 

Very strong argument 24 
Somewhat strong argument 44 

Not a very strong argument 27 
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j(5. Which of the statements above is the strongest argument in favour of the development of 
biotechnology 

Scientific research, jobs 10 
Human genetic code, health 52 

GM organisms, environ ment 14 
Improved foods 9 

Government regulations, safe : 9 

1 would like to read you some statements in opposition to biotechnology. In each case, please 
tell me if in your view, the statement is a very strong argument, a somewhat strong argument, 
or not a very strong argument. 

G't' 6f. (NEW) Genetically modified crops may contaminate neighbouring organic and non-GM fields 

Very strong argument 31 

Somewhat strong argument 37 

Not a very strong argument 25 

Gl. .98'. (NEW) Genetic modification may transfer allergens from one type of.food to another 

Very strong argument 29 
Somewhat stronq argument 41 

Not a very strong argument 22 

~ Q J9~ (NEW) Herbicide resistant crops may transfer herbicide resistance to its weed relatives 

Very strong argument 29 
Somewhat strong argument 42 

Not a very strong argument 21 

~ 1 y6. (NEW) Pests may develop resistance to new pest resistant genes in certain genetically modified 
trees, which could make them stronger and more able to attack trees and other plants 

Very strong argument 39 
Somewhat strong argument 39 

Not a very strong argument 17 

111 



POLLARA 
AND 

EARNSCLIFFE 

/z:;y. Which of the statements above is the strongest argument aqainst the development of 
biotechnology? 

Contaminate neighbouring fields 20 
Transfer allergens 20 

Transfer herbicide resistance 13 
Pest resistance 36 

For each of the following statements, please indicate whether knowing this fact makes you much more 
confident, somewhat more confident, or no more confident about the safety of products made through 
biotechnology? (ROTATE) /79tL 
72. (NEW) (SPLIT SAMPLE) Before any genetically modified food is allowed in Canada, it must be 

scientifically proven to scientists at Hea~lth Canada that it is as safe and nutritious as foods of the 
sa me type that are already available he Canadian Food Inspection Agency conducts an 
environ mental safety assessment on ew plants grown using biotechnology before they ar.e__..Il~b 
allowed to be grown, to assure no negative impacts on the environment 

Much more confident 32 
Somewhat more confident. 47 

No more confident 20 

Much more confident 33 
Somewhat more confident. 47 

No more confident 19 

74 ,7~ (T) To the best of your knowledge, in the last month have you eaten any food products that contain 
genetically modified ingredients? 

Yes 29 
No 48 

/ 
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CBS Focus Groups 
Moderator's Guide 

Introduction and Warm-up (5 min) 

• The moderator will take a few minutes to go around the table and ask respondents to 
introduce themselves, and outline a few ground rules: want to ensure that people share 
their views openly, let everyone participate, want people to talk about their views, not 
"other people's views," ensure that we don't want people to "debate" each other - 
everyone's views are valid, there are no right or wrong answers 

• The moderator will also point out that there is a one-way mirror, observers in the back, 
and audio and video taping, but ensure that ail discussion is confidential 

General Impressions (15 min) 

• l'm going to s.ay a word to you, and after 1 say it, 1 want you to write down the first 
thoughts that come to mind right away. Please write them down on a piece of paper. 

À~ ~ 
~ How do you feel when you hear the term biotechnology?' What kinds of reactions do you _\ b 

have? Please tell us what you wroje d~ and where you developed these impressi~ _\ 
cl~ ;;.0- \ ~ ........ 'Z.-b le- 

2!,. VVhat about genetic modification? How does that make you feel? VVhat are your - 2c..... 
impressions? (If different than biotechnology) ~2. li 

3 ~ Biotechnology has applications in a number of fields. Please write down examples of-3« 
products or applications that you have heard about (PROBE: Health/EnvironmenVFoodt .... ~Io 

- 4o(ôefinition: Biotechnology applies science and engineering to living things like plants and 
'(:\ animaIs to create new products and processes .. It includes numerous applications, everything 

'uom cross-breeding plants to genetic testing to screen for inherited diseases. 
410 

1 • How often have you heard about biotechnology? Would you say you have heard more,-4c.. 
, less, or no more or less than in previous months? VVhat have you heard about aspects of-4d 

biotechnology, and from what source? Do you hear more about this from government, 
from the industry, interest groups, the ~edia?-1 /... 

C ~0 U 
_). Thinking about what you have been hearing lately, is it more positive or more negative 

about the impact and potential impact of biotechnology? ~ 

0. /\0 
Have your views changed over the past year or two on this subject, and why? 
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~. Is this a subject you follow closely in the news, or not? 

O· Biotechnology researchers and the governments of the United States and Great Britain 
recently announced that the Human Genome Project had successfully mapped the 
genetic code of human beings. Before tonight, had you heard about this? 

j(\,~ What do you think about identifying or "mapping" human DNA~~at are the advantages 
and disadvantages? 4.0 

Applications (20 min) 

/ ~ . We would like to hear your response to various applications of biotechnology. For each of ç~ the following, please tell me if you feel that this type of application is more acceptable, or less 
acceptable to you. For each: WQy do you say ~ (R~D FOR EACI'""rGROUP) 

• Taking human genes that fight disease and inserting them into plants, to help mass l 0 ~ produce medicines for human consumption 

• Implanting plant genes into other plants (like corn that has a gene from another plant 
tt /ll~ inserted into it to resist certain kinds of insects), to help improve the quality/quantity/price 
V'V_./ of food 

• Using genes from one organism to change another organism in order to help clean up 
environ mental problems (bio-remediation). llab 

/~~ 
• 

L4ab 
{5~/ 

t (po)? 

Rice that has been modified to include vitaminA, to enhance its nutritional value 

Changing the genetic make-up of trees to make them resistant to diseaseslresistant to 
insect atlack/able to grow in cold climates 

Modifying genes in a human embryo to eliminate an inherited disease 

Salmon that are modified so they are market ready sooner, are more disease resistant, 
will cost less at the grocery store and be more widely available 

{ 
c..., ,. L· Implanting animal genes into plants like a tomato to help improve the nutritional value or 
( UcO appearance of food products 

1 (CA.. 
Let's try to clear up ~hat elements are more likely to create. acceptance or r~tioD. PROBE: 
health impactlenvironmental impacVcost impacVethical impactlcrossing organisms outside 
species or family vs inside species or family) ltb 
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Roles and Responsibilities of The Federal Government (15 min) 

Iq(ll~ From what you know, what are the responsibilities of the federal government in the area of 
- biotechnology? l~ 

b 
(open-ended, then PROBE e onomiclhealth/environmental/safety/enforcementlscientific 
research/long-term re re 

2flJo._ 
20 ci -7 c:. How effective would you say the government is at carrying out these r6Îes? Have you read or 

heard anything about what the federal government is doing in any of these areas?-1 you 
havent heard anything), why do you think the government is effective/not effective?- 2Oc_ 

; What would you say are the priorities the federal government should pursue in this area-- 2.\ CL... 
'2 t C{ -=, L going forward? (ha nd-out, ask participants to rank priorities). Discuss top 2 and bottom 2 - 2 \::::> 

priorities for each person, why th,ose w,ere chosen. 2..) A 
~ '2-\ c.... / V'\._ 

L? a. {~à What would you say is the ideal set of roles for government in this area? Can it do ail of 
these? Should they do_so~e? Which ones?,...., \ 

\.2l-~ 21C- '-~(""6.. 

Risk Measurement and Decision Making (15 min) 

• P?tc!? 
2J\ • 

• 

1~tkJ 
• 

2~-7C 
• 

2,,7« --===;0 

The field of biotechnology raises issues of risk and benefit to society. l'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 rnakers should approach decisions regarding biotechnology. 

What factors should be taken into consideration when making decisions about-2.-3'1' 
biotechnology? (if not raised, what role should moral and ethical issues play?)-- 2..-~ ta 
How much do you think scientists (qovemmentbiotech companies/university 
researchers) know about the risks associated with biotechnology applications? 

Some people say until more is known about the risks, governments should slow the use 
of biofechnoloqy. Others say we have to accept some risk to achieve benefits from 
biotechnology research. What do you think is the best approach? Please explain your 
pointofview?z5h . L"2_S«.._ 

If most scientific evidence says that a particular use of biotechnology is safe, should that-~Q 
be the approach we use? OR should we use a precautionary principle, where we ban a ~ 
product if there is any potential of future risk? Why~:u, c 

Who should be the primary decision makers about biotechnOIOg0~~~ government 
scientists/other scientists/policy makers/ordinary Canadians/ be the primary decision 
makers about biotechn log y? If ordinary Canadians get involved, how should they be 

L'J'a involved? 
Uf]0 
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Genetic Privacy (15 min) 

Scientific developments in the area of genetic research now provide the opportunity to find 
out some of an individual's genetic information. This obviously has implications for a number 
of aspects of Canadians' lives. l'm going to ask some questions about certain uses of genetic 
information in Canada, and 1 want you to tell me what you think about it. 

d.Y; a!? How would you feel if insu rance companies had the. right to ask about an, individual's 
genetic information when he or she applies for insu rance coverage, in order to determine--- 2..~o.... 
that person's risk of future health problems? (IF CONTRARY ARGUMENT NOT -2>6 b 
RAISED, THEN RAISE IT FOR DISCUSSION) Not allowing insurance companies to 
have access to. the genetic information of their clients, so they could not deny coverage 
as a result of knowing this information. 

~ 
'Xi 1. What if the question were about allowing Canadians the right to provide their genetic 
c- 1...4, -=7U information to insu rance companies if they want, to get lower rates for themselves by=- 2 '1C(_ 

proving they are not predisposed to certain genetic disorders? What do you think about--z_q,? 
. this idea~ (IF CONTRARY ARGUMENT NOT RAISED, THEN RAISE IT FOR 
~S~~The contrary'.ar.gument would be. to .disallow Canadians the right.to--L~ 

2YtG- provide this Information to their Insu rance comparues If they want to, because allowinq 
this to occur would probably mean that Canadians with unfavourable genetic information 
could not get coverage. 

Issues involving "genetic privacy" also touch on scientific rese ch. What do you think 
about allowing scientists or companies to have access to Ca dians' genetic information 
in arder to study genetic traits and develop cures for illness. (IF THESE ARGUMENTS-- 30 10 
NOT RAISED, THEN RAISE ·FOR DISCUSSION) .arguments that might engender 
support (as long as the individual's name is de-linked from the genetic information/as long 
as they consent) as weil as opposition (because scientists might use that information for 
purposes that people don't agree with/the scientists might make a profit) 

Patenting (15 min) 

~

osrnew inventions are protected by what are called patents. Patents ensure that inventors 
re rewarded by making sure that their inventions cannot be copied for a period of time. ')l \. owever, it also means that until the patent expires, the inventor controls the availability and 

? ~ rice of the invention. 
\ 

• 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 - without this 
protection, people wouldn't invent at the speed that they might have in the past. Others 
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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 plant. Which 
of these two points of view is doser to you" ~lt.Let's discuss your view9:l;lc..- 

• You recall that we discussed the Human Genome Project earlier in tonight's discussion, 
the effort in the U.S. and UK to discover the human genetic map. This initiative has 
implications for patenting. The mapping of the human genome has led a number of 

~ _ organi~ati~ns to apply fo: patents on genes with particular traits. Would you say that t~e 
ypotentlal risks .of patentinq genes are greater than the ,benefits, or are the potential 

benefits greater than the risks?- 

• The Canadian courts recently decided that it is legal to patent a mouse that had been 
genetically modified to have certain traits, for medical research purposes. In ether words, 
he creators of the mouse can be paid royalties when companies and other researchers 
use the mouse in testing. Would you say this court decision is something you agree with 
or disagree with? Why? ,_ 

\.3~..,_"__'_ ~~ Il) 

• The federal government has launched an appeal of this decision to the Supreme 
Court of Canada. They have done so for two main reasons. First, the Patent Act does 
not indude provisions that allow for the patenting of higher life forms. Second, the 
Government of Canada believes that before laws are passed to address this issue, 
the views of Canadians must be heard. The government has launched a public 
consultation process through the Canadian Biotechnology Advisory Committee to 
receive input from Canadians. Would you say that this set of actions is something you 
agree or disagree with'O '?:>c- . 

Communications Testing (20 min) ~ (\t:L :'34/0 
When it comes to learning about the potential benefits ~~. t~h~~O are you more "3 ~Ci_ -?L kely - to trust to have the most reliable informati6n? (Probo/Diotech industry, federal 
overnment, provincial government, non-governmental org Aièatlons, university researchers. 
n addition, do you trust them to give it to you in an honest and clear fashion? ~<t...c_ 
How about when it comes to the potential drawbacks associated with biotechnology? C ~ ""34 ') 

(ROTATE POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE ARGUMENTS) 

l'm going to read a series of arguments that people~hell.tbe~ advocate biotechnology. 
Thinking about each of the following argumen &;"'which resonate with you . 

Biotechnology involves the kind of scientific research and new industries that will produce 
well-paying jobs and give Canada an edge in international trade 

Biotechnology scientists are finding out more and more about the human genetic code 
and using what they have learned to diagnose and treat serious iIInesses 
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". 'Ji. Biotechnology is producing genetically modified organisms that can clean up 
WG environ mental damage like pollution and oil spills 

~M.. Biotechnology will soon be able to produce foods that can make people healthier 

The federal government has comprehensive regulatory standards in place to ensure that 
products produced through biotechnology are safe (please probe different departments in 
the discussion - HC, CFIA, EC) 

l'm going to read a series of arguments that people make when they outli he.dra acks of 
biotechnology. Thinking about each of the following arguments.,...w ·"··1, resonate with you? 

î • Genetically modified crops may contaminate neighbouring organic and non-GM fields 
l ? "- 
31 b Genetic modification may transfer allergens from one type of food to another 

"3 r!. c Herbicide resistant crops may transfer herbicide resistance to its weed relatives 

Pests may develop resistance to new pest resistant genes in certain genetically modified 
trees, which could make them stronger and more able to attack trees and other plants 

Looking at ail of the positive and ail of the negative arguments, which are most convincing 
to you about biotechnology? 
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Health and Environment Questionnaire 
Interview Schedule 

l'd like to conduct a survey to gather your opinions. Your participation is completely voluntary and no 
one will try to sell you anything. (sponsor identification at end of questionnaire) 

I&JQ 
Cl- b 

1. (T) SPLIT SAMPLE When you hear the word biology/technology, do you have a positive reaction, 
a neutral reaction, or a negative reaction? 

Positive 43 , 
Neutral 48 

PERCENT 

Negative 3 

Positive 62 
Neutral 29 
Negative 6 

2. (T) When you hear the ward biotechnology, do you have a positive reaction, a neutral reaction, or a 
negative reaction? 

Positive : 34 
Neutral : 46 
Negative 14 

3. (NEW) What about genetic modification? When you hear those words, do you have a positive 
reaction, a neutra: reaction, or a negative reaction? 

Positive 16 
. Neutral 33 

:eg~:;~ .. .. ~~~~.~~ .. ~~~.;. ~~.~. .. •• '~'~~th'~,' .. 'y~~' ~~~~h'i~~' •• •• :~ 

issues involving biotechnology/ Over the làst three months, have you heard anything about stories 
or issues involving genetic modification? \.... ~In 

Yes 57 
No 41 

Yes 70 

No : 28 
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5. (T) Before today, had vou ever talked about biotechnology or genetic modification with someone? 

Yes 53 
No 47 

Biotechnology applies science to living things such as plants and animais in order to develop new 
products and processes. 

Biotechnology applies science to living things such as plants and animais in order to develop new 
products and processes. Biotechnology is sometimes referred to as genetic modification or bio 
engineering. 

6. b (T) Would vou say Vou are very familiar, somewhat familiar, not very familiar, or not at ail familiar 
with biotechnology? 

Very familiar 7 
Somewhat familiar ,., 49 
Not very familiar , 30 
Not at ail familiar 14 

7. (T) Is biotechnology a subject Vou are very interested in, fairly interested in, not very interested in, 
or not at ail interested in? 

Very interested in 13 
Fairly interested in c, •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 50 
Not too interested in 27 
Not at ail interested in 10 

8. (NEW) ln general, would Vou say Vou strongly support, somewhat support, somewhat oppose or 
strongly oppose the use of products and processes that involve biotechnology? 

Strongly support 8 
Somewhat support 43 
Somewhat oppose 25 
Strongly oppose 12 

~uJo 

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

9. (T) SPLIT SAMPLE The health of canadia'l4todaYfThe health of canadia'ii?over the longer term 

Major benefits 22 
Modest benefits 38 
Modest drawbacks 16 
Major drawbacks 12 
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Major benefits 26 

Modest benefits 34 
Modest drawbacks 12 
Major drawbacks 12 

lo~ lJJ b 
10. (T) SPLIT SAMPLE Canada's environ ment today/Canada's environment over the longer term 

Major benefits 17 

Modest benefits 39 
Modest drawbacks 17 
Major drawbacks 11 

Major benefits 22 
Modest benefits 34 

Modest drawbacks 12 
Major drawbacks : 15 

ne l (. b 
11. (T) SPLIT SAMPLE The quality of food that Canadians consume today/The quality of food fhat 

Canadians consume over the longer term 

Major benefits 19 
Modest benefits 35 

Modest drawbacks 22 
Major drawbacks 12 

Major benefits 20 
Modest benefits 37 
Modest drawbacks : 14 
Major drawbacks 16 

12. (T) Would Vou say Vou are very familiar, somewhat familiar, not very familiar, or not at ail familiar 
with ways in which biotechnology is regulated in Canada? 

Very familiar 3 
Somewhat familiar 20 
Not very familiar. 43 

Not at ail familiar 33 

~) -- -- -- .. -- 
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13. (NEW) Overall, do you think the federal government is doing an excellent, good, fair or poor job of 
regulating biotechnology? 

Excellent 1 
Good 11 
Fair 36 
Poor 26 

DK 26 

14. (NEW) How familiar would you say you are with the ways in which research into the safety of food 
related biotechnology products (which are often referred to as genetically modified or GM foods) is 
conducted in Canada? (very, somewhat, not too, not at ail) 

Very familiar. 3 
Somewhat familiar .' 30 
Not very familiar. 38 
Not at ail familiar 27 

15. (NEW) And what about health-related biotechnology products? Would you say you are very, 
somewhat, not very, or not at ail familiar? 

Very familiar 4 
Somewhat familiar 33 
Not very familiar :.34 
Not at ail familiar 28 

16. (NEW) And what about environmental-related biotechnology products? Would you say you are 
very, somewhat, not very, or not at ail familiar? 

Very familiar , 4 
Somewhat familiar 31 
Not very familiar 37 
Not at ail familiar 26 

ROTATE 17-19 

17. (NEW) Once a food product developed using biotechnology has been evaluated and approved by 
the federal government, how confident are you about the safety of the product? (very confident, 
somewhat confident, not very confident, not at ail confident) _- . 

Very confident 13 
Somewhat confident. 46 
Not very confident ' .. 27 
Not at ail confident 13 
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18. (NEW) And what about a health-related biotechnology product? (very confident, somewhat 
confident, not very confident, not at ail confident) 

Very confident 13 
Somewhat confident.. 49 
Not very confident : 23 

Not at ail confident 12 

19. (NEW) And what about an environmental biotechnology product? (very confident, somewhat 
confident, not very confident, not at ail confident) 

Very confident 10 
Somewhat confident. 48 
Not very confident 24 

Not at ail confident 13 

If you were to hear scientific information regarding biotechnology from the following, would you be likely 
to feel that what they are saying is very credible, somewhat credible, not very credible or not at ail 
credible? Howabout (ROTATE) 71JfA. [..()b 

20. (NEvy) (SPLIT SAMPLE) University scientists or researchers who are fUnd~bY grants/UniversitÇ 
scientists or researchers who are funded by biotechnology companies 

Very credible 24 
Somewhat credible ' 56 
Not very credible 13 
Not at ail credible 5 

Very credible 15 
Somewhat credible 49 
Not very credible 23 
Not at ail credible 11 

21. (NEW) Scientists or researchers that work for biotechnology companies 

Very credible 14 
Somewhat credible 49 
Not v~ry credible 22 
Not at ail credible 12 
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22. (NEW) (SPLIT SAMPLE) Scientists or researchers that work for environmental organizations, like 

Greenpeace or the Sierra Clu~cientists or researchers that work for environmental organizationst'""'l""7> 6 
like Ducks Unlimited or the Nature Conservancy of Canada ....___ v(..... 

Very credible 25 
Somewhat credible 51 

Not very credible 13 
Not at ail credible 7 

Very credible 33 
Somewhat credible 52 
Not very credible 10 

Not at ail credible 3 

23. (NEW) Government scientists or researchers 

Very credible 21 

Somewhat credible 56 
Not very credible 15 
Not at ail credible 6 

24. (NEW) International organizations like the World Health Organization 

Very credible ." 33 
Somewhat credible 52 

Not very credible .: 8 

::' ;::~ce:~::~~~", a~~· ~~;~·~·,~~~,c~~~ ~~r~;i.?;~~~v~~~~;,· ~;d·~"~~'~ ,~~ L'Sb 
researchers working together rivate sector and university researchers working together "" 2"5 c...- 

Very credible , 30 
Somewhat credible 55 

Not very credible ' 10 
Not at ail credible 3 

Very credible 18 
Somewhat credible 61 
Not very credible 13 

Not at ail credible 6 
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Very credible 25 

Somewhat credible 56 
Not very credible 12 
Not at ail credible 5 2Jp 

-- r ' / ~ 
26. (NEW) (3"way SPLIT SAMPLE) Ijow confident would you say you are in the ability of Health 

CanadaJEnvironmen~ _C,.~nadap-he Canadian FO~/nspeFtion-A'genCY to ensure that 
biotechnology products~hin its realm of responsibili . re safe? (ROTATE) (very, somewhat, not 
very, not at ail) 2.L ~ 2.:\,~(.c. __/' . 

Very confident 18 
Somewhat confident. : 53 
Not very confident : 20 
Not at ail confident 6 

Very confident 15 
Somewhat confident. 54 
Not very confident 21 
Not at ail confident 8 

Very confident 15 
Somewhat confident. 56 
Not very confident 22 
Not at ail confident 6 

27. (NEW) Which of these two views is closest to your own? GM -foods should meet the sa me testing 
standards that ail other foods in Can~~ ust me OR GM foods should meet higher standards 
than otherfoods in Canada must me nROTATE) 

Same standards 31 
Higher standards 66 

28. (NEW) And which of these two views is closest to your own? Health treatments that use genetically 
modified material (such as drugs) should meet the same testing standards that ail other drugs in 
Canada must meet OR Health treatments that use genetically/rrrodi:fi)~ d material (such as drugs) 

sam:h:~I~d:::t ~i.~.h~~. ~.ta~d.ar.~~ .th~~ .~t.~~r .~.~~.g~ .~.~~t .~~e (~~~:~ 34 

Higher standards 64 
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There are a number of areas where the federal governhlent invests in research and development. 
Please indicate whether you think the federal government should place a very high priority, a high 
priority, a medium priority, or lower priority on the following areas of research: (ROTATE) 

29. (NEW) Basic science, which increases knowledge and can lead to new discoveries 

Very high : 34 
High 44 
Medium 18 

Low 3 

30. (NEW) Research that provides scientific evidence to help support decision ma king and the 
regulatory process 

Very high 27 
High 42 
Medium 24 

Low 3 

31. (NEW) Research with more immediate economic benefits that could lead to job creation. 

Very high 32 

High 39 
Mediurn 22 
Low 'c' 5 

32. (NEW) ln general, would you say that the regulatory system for biotechnology products in Canada 
is stronger, weaker, or about the same as it is in other countries? 

Stronger 29 
About the same 30 
Weaker 19 
Don't know 22 

33. (T) ln the field of biotechnology, one role for the federal government is to regulate the products that 
are being developed, to ensure that they are safe for our health and environment; another role is to 
support the development of the industry, which helps create investment and jobs. With respect to 
biotechnology, which role do you think the federal government is putting more emphasis on today, 
or is it putting equal emphasis on both? (ROTA TE) 

Reg ulate for safety 16 
Support development of the industry 22 
Equal emphasis 46 
Don't know 16 
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34. (T) Which role do you think the federal government should put more emphasis on now/in the 
future, or should it put equal emphasis on both? 

Regulate for safety 27 
Support development of the industry 10 
Equal emphasis ~ 60 

Don't know 3 

35. (NEW) Some people say that it is impossible for the federal government to regulate industry and to 
support industry at the sa me time. Other people say that government can and should be involved 
in both of these activities, as long as the two functions are separated (between departments). 
Which of these two views is closest to your own? (ROT ATE) 

Impossible to do both 23 
Can and should be involved in both of the activities, separate functions 72 

/~ 
36. (NEW) ln your view, does the federal government do an excellent, ~Od, fair, or poor job at keeping 

its regulatory and support actvities to Canadian industry- separatejïln your view, does the federal _.....,% b 
government do an excellent, good, fair, or poor job at keeping its egulatory and support activities 
to the Canadian biotechnology industry separate? 

Excellent : 2 
Good 25 

Fair 42 
Poor 16 

Don't know 16 

Excellent 2 
Good 25 

Fair , 40 
Poor 12 

Don't know 21 

r>. 
37. (NEW) Which of the following views is close st to your ow~ (ROTATJ 

Decisions by the regulatory system governing biotechnology shôuld.be-based mainly on the views and 
advice of experts and scientists ~ ~ 61 

Decisions by the regulatory system governing biotechnology should be based primarily on the views of 
average Canadians 31 

( / 

'- .. 
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38. (T) To the best of your knowledge, in the last month have Vou eaten any food products which 
contain genetically modified ingredients? 

(' 

Yes 35 
No , : 42 
Don't know 22 

39. (NEW) ln general, would vou say vou personally are very comfortable, somewhat comfortable, 
somewhat uncomfortable, or very uncomfortable with the idea of buying foods that contain 
genetically modified ingredients? 

Very comfortable : 13 
Somewhat comfortable 34 
Not very comfortable ...................................................•.......................................................... 28 
Not at ail comfortable 23 

40. (NEW) About two-thirds of processed foods contain ingredients that have been genetically 
modified or come from plants that have been genetically modified. Some people say that knowing 
this makes them more uncomfortable about these foods, because it means they are being widely 
used and may pose risks. Others say that knowing this makes them more comfortable about 
genetically modified foods, because it suggests that genetically modified ingredients are not 
harming health if they are that widely used and we haven't heard'f any safety problems thus far. 
Which of these two points of view is closest to your own? ~TATE) 

Makes more uncomfortable, may pose risks 45 
Makes more comfortable, no safety problems thus far 49 

41. (T) If Vou were to find out that a food product that vou have purchased in the past contained 
genetically modified ingredients, would Vou: continue to buy it, buy it but plan to find out more, not 
buy it until Vou found out more, or never buy it again? 

Continue to buy 27 
Buy but plan to find out more 30 
Not buy until Vou found out more 29 
Never buy again 11 

42. Which of the following views is closest to your own view? 

a. (NEW) Some people say there's nothing special about selling GM food because the food has been 
tested and is safe 48 

Other people say it should not be sold because it might carry future risks to health 46 
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Which of the following views is closest to your own view? I(ROTA~ 
----' 

b. Some people say there's nothing special about selling GM food because it's just another way of 
growing and pre pa ring fpod 46 

Other people say it should not be sold because it might carry future risks to health 45 

43. (NEW) Some people say a public debate about the safety of GM foods like the one between some 
environmental groups and some food companies helps get information to the public. Other people 
say the safety of GM foods is primarily an issue for scientists to resolve and public argument is not 
useful. Which is closest to your own view? 

Helps get information to the public 73 
Issue for scientists, public argument not useful 22 

Please tell me whether you strongly agree, agree, disagree or strongly disagree with each of the 
following statements. 

~[,( 
44. (NEW) Government should commit more resources to the regulatory system and the scientific 

research that supports it, to ensure the safety of biotechnology products on .hurnan 
healthIGovernment should cornrnit more resources to the regulatory system. and the scientifii(e~--4"'" '-\- b 
rese!rch L that supports it, to ensure the environmental safety of biotechnology 
product~er ment should commit more resources to biotechnology research that can produce 
econorrnc benefi d could lead to growth and job creation in this growing field 

~ Strongly agree 71 

Agree 23 
Disagree 3 
Strongly disagree 2 

Strongly agree 59 
Agree 35 

Disagree : 2 
Strongly disagree 2 

'-.) Strongly agree 39 
Agree 39 
Disagree 13 

Strongly disagree 5 
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45.SPLIT SAMPLE Government should encour~~ the development of biotechnology although there ~ h 

may be some unknown risks to human healt Government should encourage the development of 
biotechnology although there may be some u! known risks to the environ ment 

Strongly agree 18 
Q ~ Agree 34· 

Disagree 20 
Strongly disagree 26 

b Strongly agree 15 
Agree : 40 
Disagree : 25 
Strongly disagree 17 

4k 
46. (T) (SPLIT SAMPLE) The government should increase its regulation of 

biotechnol0,miotechnology is adequately regulated by government 

Strongly agree ~4(?.0. 54 
Agree _ 35 
Disagree 5 
Strongly disagree 3 

Strongly agree ; 13 
Agree 37 
Disagree 20 
Strongly disagree 14 

A-li 
47. (NEW) (SPLIT SAMPLE) The government should conduct furiher research~ 'the long-term 

health impacts of biotechnology before allowing any further use of biotechnolog he government .......L!.h 
should conduct further research into the long-term environ mental impacts of bi technology before l'llo 
allowing-any_further use of biotechnology· 

Strongly agree 58 
Agree , 28 
Disagree 10 
Strongly disagree 3 

Strongly agree 52 
Agree 32 
Disagree 12 
Strongly disagree 3 
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/1(a._ 
48. (T) SPLIT SAMPLE When 1 see a product on a store shelf, 1 assume that it must be saf~en 1 

see a product on a store shelf, 1 assume that it must have been tested for safety_ by the government~ 

Strongly agree 33 
Agree 37 
Disagree 16 
Strongly disagree 12 

Strongly agree 44 

Agree 34 
Disagree : : :11 
Strongly disagree 9 

~q_1: 
49. (T) SPLIT SAMPLE Enough is kn?ln about the safety of food products made through 

biotechnology to allow them to be usert::.nough is known about the safety of health products made 
through biotechnology to allow them to be used -4- ~ 

Strongly agree 11 
Agree , 37 

Disagree 24 
Strongly disagree 24 

Strongly agree 12 
Agree 42 
Disagree 24 

Strongly disagree 18 

50. (TI UoW more is known about the risks, go,emmeot, should slow the use of b;O~:1 
Governrnent should not encourage the development of biotechnology, because there may be 
some unknown risks '1<::) "0 

Strongly agree 45 
Agree 31 
Disagree 15 
Strongly disagree 8 
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Strongly agree 14 

Agree 27 
Disagree 32 
Strongly disagree: 25 

511 
51. (NEW) (3-WA y SPLIT SAMPLE) We have to accept some risk to achieve the benefit~ 

biotechnology like new discoveries that improve the diagnosis and cure of serious illnesse~ike_ 51!? 
new foods that contain vitamins or medicine/like new environrnental ~ucts that help to clean up -3 ~ 
the environ ment 5 \ c... -- Strongly agree 34 

Agree 40 
Disagree 10 
Strongly disagree 13 

Strongly agree 21 
Agree 41 

Disagree 20 
Strongly disagree 17 

Strongly agree 29 
Agree 45 
Disagree ~ 14 

Strongly disagree 10 

/' 5"..2c( 
52. (T) (SPLIT SAMPLE) If most scientific evidence says that a particular use of bibtechnology is safe, 

it should be allowe~ b~ available scientific evidence says that a particular use of 
biotechnology is safe, it should be allowed '--"52-b 

Strongly agree 26 

Agree 52 
Disagree 13 
Strongly disagree 6 

Strongly agree : 32 
Agree 51 

Disagree 11 
Strongly disagree , 4 
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53. (NEW) (SPLIT SAMPLE) If a biotechnology company conducts research into the safety of a 

biotechnology prod~ using internationally recognized scientific standards, the product should be 
allowed in Canadr-:f a biotechnology company conducts research into the safety of a 
biotechnology product using internationally recognized scientific standards, the product should 6e-'? ~b 
allowed in Canada but only if there is long-terrn research after it has been approved 

Strongly agree , 29 
Agree 44 
Disagree 17 
Strongly disagree 8 

Strongly agree 49 
Agree 36 
Disagree 8 
Strongly disagree 5 

/?1q 
54. (NEW) SPLIT SAMPLE Although there may be some unknown risks, technologies like 

biotechnology are part of. the future, so ail we can do is make sure that its uses are as safe as 
POssiblrwe havè to accept some risk to achieve health benefits from biotechnology research \....-5éH? . Strongly agree 48 

Agree 36 
Disagree : 9 
Strongly disagree 7 

Strongly agree 16 
Agree 64 
Disagree : 14 
Strongly disagree 4 
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55. (NEW) (SPLIT SAMPLE) After ail the ~u lic debate about GM foods, on bal~ think genetically 

modified foods are generally safe to e Since 1 haven't heard about anyone getting sick from 
genetically modified foods, 1 think GM· oods are generally safe to eat "'55 b 

Strongly agree 15 
Agree 47 
Disagree 20 
Strongly disagree 14 

Strongly agree : 21 
Agree 38 
Disagree 19 

.Stronqly disagree ".,., , ,., .. ,., " " " , .. , ,., , ,., " 18 

/')1,,,, 
56, (NEW) (SPLIT SAMPL~I don't think most people in authority are taking the controversy over GM 

foods seriously enouq 'rn sure that Canadian scientists are looking seriously into the safety of 
GM foods and we will now more soon '--5" b 

Strongly agree,." ,."""".,., , .. ""., .. ,., " ,.,., , ,.",36 
Agree., .. , , , .. ",' , ,." .. , .. '" , , .. ", , , ,.39 
Disagree ,., " , ", ,., , ,., ,., , ,." ,., ,., , ,., 14 
Strongly disagree.,., ",., .. "" ,'.,.,,' ',,' ,., ,.,,' , " 5 

Strongly agree" , , , , .. ,., .. ,., "., ,., ".,' , ,,30 
Agree , ,.,.", , , ,' " , , , .. , , , , : ,50 
Disagree., .. ,.,.", ", ,.",., .. " , , ._.,., .. ,' _ , _ ,' , .. , .. , 10 
Strongly disagree 5 

/411Z. 
57. (NEW) (SPLIT SAMPLE) 1 am confident that the testing system t:lsed to ensure that foods 

imported into Canada is effective.l am confident that the testing system used to ensure that 
genetically modified foods importe6' into Canada is effective '--'S'lh 

Strongly agree 18 
Agree 43 
Disagree 20 
Strongly disagree 14 
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Strongly agree 14 

Agree 43 
Disagree 23 
Strongly disagree 14 

51t:\_ 
58. (NEW) From what 1 know, genetically mOdi~ food r:;r vides me with few benefits over non 

genetically modified food, but it provides many more risksA don't think 1 know any more about GM 
foods now than 1 did a year ago "-- "5? b . 

Strongly agree 27 
Agree , 34 
Disagree 20 
Strongly disagree 10 

Strongly agree 38 
Agree 27 
Disagree 20 
Strongly disagree ~.b( : 13 

59. (NEW) (3-WAY SPLIT SAMPLE) 1~.2enetically~dified foods cost less, 1 would buy them instead sa J.,..., 
of non-genetically modified fàodsfr genetically modified food reduced the need for chemicaV-- 1 _:./ 
pesticides in farming, 1 would purchase GM food instead of non-GM food/If genetically rnodiûed 
foods would improve my health by adding things like vitamins or medicfnes, 1 would buy them--.... '5QL 
instead of non-genetically modified foods 

Strongly agree 12 
Agree ' 24 
Disagree 20 
Strongly disagree 41 

Strongly agree 34 
Agree 38 
Disagree : 12 
Strongly disagree 7 

Strongly agree 27 
Agree 35 
Disagree : 20 
Strongly disagree 16 
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60. (T) (SPLIT SAMPLE) Government and private sector r~~:1hould work together on new 
inventions and applications in the biotechnology fieldltovernment should regulate biotechnology, 
but the private sector should do the actual research aXd development '--la (J b 

Strongly agree 54 
Agree 34 
Oisagree 5 
Strongly disagree 6 

b Strongly agree 34 
Agree 38 
Oisagree 15 
Strongly disagree 10 

61. (T) 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? 

Enough being done 32 
Not enough priority attached 62 

62. A. (NEW) (SPLIT SAMPLE) The federal government has passed laws to regulate biotechnology 
products for health safety. Ooes knowing this fact rriake you much more comfortable, somewhat 
more comfortable, no more or less comfortable, somewhat less comfortable or much less 
comfortable regarding the impacts of biotechnology products? 

Much more comfortable 10 
Somewhat more comfortable .' : 50 
No more or less comfortable 29 
Somewhat less comfortable v - 7 

Much less comfortable 2 

b. The federal government has passed laws to regulate biotechnology products for environmental 
safety. Ooes knowing this fact make you much more comfortable, somewhat more 
comfortable, no more or less comfortable, somewhat less comfortable or much less 
comfortable regarding the impacts of biotechnology products 

Much more comfortable 9 
Somewhat more comfortable 51 
No more or less comfortable ; 28 
Somewhat less comfortable : 7 

Much less comfortable 4 
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63. (NEW) Canadians have said that they would like more information about biotechnology made 
available to them. Of the following, which sources would you be very likely to get information 
from? (ROTATE, check for ail that say yes) 

Television 84 

Newspaper. : 80 

Radio 65 

Pamphlet in the mail : 68 

Pamphlet at grocery store 64 

Web site produced by th.e Government of Canada 59 

Web site produced by biotechnology companies 44 

Toll-free number provided by companies that produce biotechnology products 36 

Toll-free number provided by the Government of Canada comfortable 51 

What 1 would like to do is briefly describe how approval processes for biotechnology products work, and 
1 want you to tell me whether it makes you very confident, somewhat confident, not very confident or 
not at ail confident about the safety of these products? (ROTATE, ASK EACH RESPONDENT ONE 
OF THE THREE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS) Please emphasize the product mentioned in the first 
fine of each question. 

64. A. (NEW) ln order for a genetically modified food product to be approved in Canada, first the 
federal government sets safety standards that the product must me et. Next, scientific research on 
the product is conducted for 5-10 years, by scientists who work for biotechnology companies. The 
companies then submit their research back to a team of government scientists. This team then 
evaluates the research to determine whether the research is sound, and whether it has met 
government's safety standards. Does that system make you feel very confident, somewhat 
confident, not very confident or not at ail confident about the safety of these products? 

Very confident 28 
Somewhat confident.. 52 
Not very confident 14 
Not at ail confident · 5 
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B. (NEW) ln order for a genetically modified tree to be approved in Canada, test research is 
conducted in laboratories, greenhouses, and in natural environments, where scientists from 
government and biotechnology companies work together to measure how the modified tree is 
developing, and what the effects on the forest, soil, and surrounding ecosystem are. After about 10 
years of research, if no ill effects on the environment are found, the product would be approved for 
use in Canada. Does that system make Vou feel very confident, somewhat confident, not very 
confident or not at ail confident about the safety of these products? 

Very confident 34 
Somewhat confident. 49 
Not very confident 11 

Not at ail confident : 5 

C. (NEW) ln order for health products (like drugs) developed using biotechnology to be 
approved in Canada, first the federal government sets standards for safety and effectiveness that 
the product must meet. Next, scientific research is conducted on the products for about 10 years 
by scientists who work for the biotechnology companies. This research is submitled back to a team 
of government scientists, which evaluates the research to determine whether the research is 
sound, and whether it has met government's safety standards. Does that system make Vou feel 
very confident, somewhat confident, not very confident or not at ail confident about the safety of 
these products? 

Very confident : 28 
Somewhat confident 61 
Not very confident 7 

Not at ail confident 3 
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Health and Environment Focus Groups 
Moderator's Guide 

Introduction and Warm-up (5 min) 

• The moderator will take a few minutes to go around the table and ask respondents to 
introduce themselves, and outline a few ground ru les: want to ensure that people share 
their views openly, let everyone participate, want people to talk about their views, not 
"ether people's views," ensure that we don't want people to "debate" each other - 
everyone's views are valid, there are no right or wrong answers 

• The moderator will also point out that there is a one-way mirror, observers in the back, 
and audio and video taping, but ensure that ail discussion is confidential 

6enerallmpressions (15 min) 

• l'm going to say a word to you, and after 1 say it, 1 want you to write down the first 
thoughts that come to mind right away. Please write them down on a piece of paper. 

How do you feel when you hear the term biotechtol~~? What kinds of reactions do you-r" \ i:? 
have? Please tell us what you wrote down, and where you develoru;.dJb.ese impressions. 

.. , c.,... '2.A...... "" l d.. . 
VVhat about genetic modification~w does that make you feel? What are your 
impressions? (If different than biotechnology) Why?~ 1 \...."2..b . 

'\.."2c.. --><- ~ 
~ • Biotechnology has applications in a number of fields. Please write down examilles of ~ ~ 
JrP? products or applications that you have heard about. (PROBE: Health/EnvironmenVFood) 

:a. \0 
efinition: Biotechnology applies science and engineering to living things like plants and 

animaIs to create new products and processes. It includes numerous applications, everything 
rom cross-breeding plants to genetic testing to screen for inherited diseases. Biotechnology 

ometimes referred to as genetic modification or bio-engineering. ~ 

• How often do you hear about biotechnology or genetic modification? Do you think that ..-A c. 
people are talking about it more than a few months ago? What would you say is the main- 4 è.. 
source of this information? Do you hear more about this from govemment, from the 
industry, or from interest groups? 4e. 

~. Among the things you have heard, what has been the most notable to you? 
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&~ 
Is this a subject you follow closely in the news, or not?' Compared to other issues, how 
closely do you follow issues related to biotechnology? &?J 
Thinking about what you have been hearing lately, does it tend to be more positive, or 
more negative about the impact and potential impact of biotechnology or genetic 
modification? 

Benefits and Risks (10 min) 

As the discussion has suggested, the field of biotechnology raises issues of risk and benefit 
to society. l'rn going to ask a few questions that attempt to get at how you feel about what the 
risks and benefits are. . 

f53. From what you know, what are some of the major benefits ofthis field of endeavour? 
. /qq ~qJB 
What are some of the major risks or drawbacks?((Probe"Specifically: 
Health/Food/EnvironmentiEcosystem) ~ 

VVhat is your greatest concern when it comes to biotechnologt or genetic modification? 

(RAISE IF NOT MENTIONED IN PRECEQING DISCUSSION) What are sorneof the 
l:I~th"at should be taken into account when making decisions about biotechnology?- tl ~ 
'obe .... )f not raised (what about moral and ethical issues?)VVhat role should moral and \\b 

issues play in the decision-ma king proce ? (If moral and ethical, what would be 
the appropriate course of ac~on? How would you etermine what should be allowed and 
disallowed'P) <, , \ d \ \ c, 

'- \1 e: 
Perceptions - Roles and Responsibilities of the Federal Government (20 min) 

l~ 
r j _. L.. From what you k hat are the responsibilities of the federal government in the area 
U!)J..) of biotechnology. (PROBE economie/ health/ environmentl safety/ enforcementl scientific 

research/long-term rèsearch) ~V\.b 

From what you know, how effective would Y9U say the government is at carrying out- \ ~q 
. these roles? (PROBE directly on health/environmertlfood safety) Why do you say tet? \~ 

'''''''''''_ \ ~ b »c, 
How do these biotechnology products (examples: food/health/environment) become -- l<î: "' 
available in Canada? Do you know if we have laws or ru les that govern products made...._ 1<.1 b 
through biotechnology? .ll_yes, what are thet?l What government departments ar~ 
responsible? What do you tlimKoftnese aws? Ho~ do yOl) feel about these processes? At l ~ 

(_ 1 LI ~ "-.. l '1- c- '-.)-n::_ 
Once a food/health/environmental product developed using biotechnology has been 
evaluated and approved by the federal government, would you feel safe using itlserving it 
to your family? 

• 

• 

How do safety standards for most non-biotech products in Canada measure against -{ c,C{ 
other countries? Why do you think that? lb b 
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How do you feel about the amount of resources the federal government dedicates to this 
type of scientific research? 

GM Foods (15 min) . tî«: 
[Cf ({ -7G- From what you know, is ail the food that gets to the grocery store tested for safet0 How, 

when, by who\_v;m what you know, is the system effective? l î c, 
t6 _I_ • If you had to guess, what percentage of the food we eat on a daily basis do you think t UV contains genetically modified ingredients or comes from plants that have been genetically 

mOdite8~ Why do you say thaQ_ LCUo. 
-~ . / 

About two-thirds of processed food contain GM ingredients. What impact does that have 
on your views of genetically modified foods? Whj_ do you say that?." '" I~ 

i.O"L ~ (,»"....1 

From what you know, what is the main benefit of GM food? What is the main drawback? ') { t.: 
, ~~. ~~ 

• Did you know that the newest GM foods promise to provide nutritional/medicinal benefits 
(e.g. enhanced levels of vitamins and mil\erals)? How does knowing that make you feel 
about these products?"_l-l!::> "v 21 (CI 

/p3q__ 
What if GM food were going to cost less than non-GM food? Would that influence your-2~b 
view? Would you do anything different at the grocery store?- ~ 

Do you feel that governments are doing enough to ensure your safety when it comes to 
GM foods? Wh~tbe.y-Ele-t0 reassure yo ? .dJ_ 

~4~ ~o· 
The Regulatory Approval Process (15 min) 

• ln order-for a genetica/ly modified food product to be approved in Canada, first the 
federal government sets safety standards that the product must meet. Scientific research 
on the product is conducted for 5-10 years, by scientists who work for biotechnology 
ompanies. The companies then submit their research back to a team of government 

scientists, This team then evaluates the research to determine whether the research is 
sound, and whether it has met government's safety standards. The basis ofthis system is 

. substantial equivalence - where if the food meets the same criteria and is as safe as like ~.c::..().. 1 
"non-GM" products, the product will be approved. What do you think about this processv'<" L..ù 
How does it affect your level of confidence? - L~ b 
ln order for a genetica/ly modified tree to be approved in Canada, test research is 
conducted in laboratories, qreenhouses, and in natural environments, where scientists 
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from government and biotechnology companies work together to measure how the 
modified tree is developing, and what the effects on the forest, soil, and surrounding 
ecosystem are. After about 10 years ofresearch, if no ill effects on the environ ment are 1Sd 
found, the product would be approved for use in Canada. \.Nhat do you think about this - 
process? How does it affect your level of confidence? - 1.. C;at_ 

• n order for health products (like drugs) developed using biotechnology to be approved 
in Canada, first the federal government sets standards for safety and effectiveness that 

)-5.(: the product must meet. Next, scientific research is conducted on the products for about 
10 years by scientists who work for the biotechnology companies. This research is 
submitted back to a team of government scientists, which evaluates the research to 
determine whether the research is sound, and whether it has met government's safety 
tandards. \.Nhat do you think about this process'è How does it affect your level of 1.5~ --:- confidence? \.Nhen you hear that there are standards ~et by the federal government, does 
that increase your confidence, or not? \ L SC --V1.CS ~ 

Priorities for the Future (25 min) 
~ 

!le/! 1 • \.Nhat would you say are the prinfities the federal government should pursue in the field of 
_/Uttt -u: biotechnology going forward1(h~'~d-out, ask people to rank priorities). Discuss ~~ and 

bottom 2 priorities for each person, why those were c~·n 1 _ -c:;;:i:9i 
'L:'-Q C. ?. 7 ~ 

\.Nhat would you say is the ideal set of roles for the federal government in this area~n ~7 a: -=tJ- it do ail of thesf Should it do s~e? \.Nhich onesZ_ '2- Î d, 
'27 fa ? '(IÇ. 28' '" 2. Cl> i.. 

• Who should do the scientific research:r(PROBE Government scientistszoiotecrr?" 0 0 Lfbq -=1d companies/university researchers). If government sets scientific criteria that tests have to 
meet, can biotechnology companies do this research? \.Nhyl\.lVhy not? '2. 8 rA. 

\_~c: '-'a"" -----; rI _ \,.... \.Nhat aspects of research should be pursued most strongly? (PROBE: Health 
v'"liA.__!.) impacts/environmental impacts/food safety impacts) 2-(l~ L 't ~ 

• Should one department have oyerall responsibility, or should different departments have 
their own areas of responsibility, depending on their area of expertise (health, 
environ ment, agriculture, industry)? . 

. 3/C4..__- 
Should Canada get involved in international anr~nts to reguJate biotechnology, or 
should we make and implement our own rules1(lFOWN RULES} \.Nhat ifthi~31 b 
other countries might get competitive advantages civerus-in this a~this meant 
that certain products might take longer to get to us, because Canadian regulators would 
duplicata research done in other countries before? 3 L c; 

• 

• ln the field of biotechnology, one role for the federal government is to requlate the 
products that are beinq developed, to ensure that they are safe for our health and 
environment; another role is to support the development of the industry, which helps 
create investment and jobs. \.Nhich role do you think the federal government is putting 

l2a. \ 
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more emphasis on today, or is it putting equal emphasis on both? What role SHOULD it 
place emphasis on now/ in the future? 

There are a number of areas where the federal government invests in research and 
development. There is basic science, which increases knowledge and can lead to new 
discoveries. There is research that provides scientific evidence to help support decision 
making and the regulatory process. And there is research with more immediate economie 
benefits that could lead to job cr;.efotio Which of these areas (if any) should be the 
government's main funding prioritY~y? -~2_::, b S :;s ""- 

Do you think that the government should allocate most of its resources for scientific 
research and testing to government scientists (at Health Canada or the Canadian Food 
Inspection Agency) or to scientists that apply for grants to do research? 

Some people say until more is known about the risks, governments should slow the use 
of (or stop) biotechnology. Others say we have to accept some risk to achieve the 
benefits from biotechnology research. What do you think is the best qpRfoach? Please 
explain your point of view?---36b \._::) :5 ~ 

Public Interest and Involvement (10 min) 
9-,/ '. - /:h a_ 
.;LI.f,Q"::;:; Who should be the main decision maker about biotechnology producfs? PROBE IF 

NECESSARY AFTER DISCUSSION ENSUES.-')(ô b Should scientists/policY-7~b ~ 
makers/advocates/ordinary Canadians be the primary decision-makers about 
biotechnology, or some combination? If ordinary Canadia~s get involved, how should 
they be inv..Q)ved? \... 3 ~ 4 

:'?/Qo.__ ~ 7 dJ? If th~ere more information on biotechnology available, how would you want to receive 
it1RR'OBE IF NECESSARY AFTER DISCUSSION ENSUES (WouJd you want it sent. 
directly to you (through the mail) or made available when you want it (on a web site, or- 3 lb 
toll-free number)? 
~\:, 

• What\WEl~IQ~u do if more information regarding biotechnology were made available, tor-- ~ ~ c..... '3 tfc:t ..... Y) C you?%PROBE tK_ NECESSARY AFTER DISCUSSION ENSUES) Immediately take the 
time to~ek out ~at information and learn more OR get the information at a time when - .3 s«: 
you thougl1t-it-wâ"s important to know more? 

Ifyou weré te.hear about biotechnology, which sources would be the most credible to-~ <=tGol,. 
you? ~~~be umiver~ity s~ientists/biotech co~pa~y scientists/enviran.mental- ?, = 
orqanizàtions' If university or government scientists got some of their rnoney from biotech 

1-~ companies, would this change your vie'{~~y or why not? -- ':$<t~ AOdL 
/i «». (._k) What is the best way to get information out to Ctanadians about this subject? D'a you recall 
'tVV. -7 seeing anythingtfBcently fram government? From others? What mediums would be most 

useful to you (PROBE): \4DL? \_ 10 ' 
• Television W0 (/ 
• N_ewspaper 10rc 
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.. 

POLLARA 
AND 

EARNSCLIFFE 

Radio 

Pamphlet in the mail 

Pamphlet at grocery store 

Web site produced by the federal government Ibiotechnology companies 

Toll-free number provided by companies that produce biotechnology products/by the 
federal government 

Other 

r 
\ _',- _/ .................................................... 
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