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FOREWORD
Public Attitudes toward Clean Energy (PACE) has changed its name to the Nuclear 

Confidence Project (NCP). 

We have revised the title to better represent what this report really measures. 

The public’s attitude toward nuclear energy cannot be reduced merely to 

support or opposition. Rather, it is the level of confidence in the safety, reliability, 

affordability and the political and economic commitment required of nuclear 

energy. Confidence can also be developed. It can be influenced by information, 

experience, and good governance. A new title for this report shows that it will not 

serve as a simple gauge of public opinion, but instead, as an analytical tool to 

determine what changes need to occur, and where, so that nuclear energy may 

contribute to a clean and abundant energy future.

In addition to the 31 countries covered in last year’s study, this year’s report 

includes three additional countries: Ghana, Mexico and Israel. The 34 countries 

in this year’s study cover approximately 65% of the world’s population. In total, 

nearly 27,000 individuals provided input through surveys related to nuclear 

energy, including the extent to which they support or oppose nuclear; their fears 

associated with nuclear; their priorities regarding nuclear; and their perceptions 

regarding how it operates.

There was one overriding conclusion from this year’s study. Globally, there 

were nearly 50% more supporters for using nuclear energy in their own country 

(41.4%) than opponents (28.5%). In 23 out of the 34 countries studied, there were 

more supporters than opponents. Among China, Russia and Poland, the ratio of 

supporters to opponents was nearly 3:1 or greater. Clearly, at least based upon 

this data alone, nuclear energy is not viewed as being on the fringe of acceptable 

technologies among the general public.
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However, while the headline number appears strong, there is substantial 

vulnerability embedded within that number. There are many countries where 

support for nuclear is thin and shallow—i.e., where many respondents believe that 

nuclear is likely to be needed but lack a clear understanding of how it operates 

(more than one-third of respondents worldwide fall into that category). Since 

support for nuclear is fragile, it could quickly falter if there is an accident involving 

a nuclear facility, if construction costs exceed budgeted amounts, or if political 

actors enter office and use nuclear as a means to divide voters.

One of the primary purposes of this report is to develop a profile of both the depth 

and breadth of nuclear confidence as well as to identify where confidence is firmly 

established and where it is not.

.
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In 23 of the 34 countries surveyed, supporters of nuclear outnumbered 

opponents. 41.4% of respondents globally supported the use of nuclear 

energy—18.3% strongly—while 28.5% opposed it. Therefore, for every individual 

who opposed the use of nuclear energy, there were approximately 1.5 individuals 

who supported it.

That is the headline.

However, overall support is not the same as confident support, and this report, 

the first to be issued under the Nuclear Confidence Project brand, addresses the 

difference.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Reasons to be positive
As discussed in the foreword, in 23 of 34 surveyed markets, the total number of 

people supporting nuclear exceeded the number opposing it. Therefore, it is not a 

fringe position. In Poland and Russia, the ratio of nuclear supporters to opponents 

was about 3:1, and in China, it exceeded 4:1. In Ukraine, which had the Zaporizhzhia 

plant occupied militarily during the ongoing conflict, support for nuclear stood 

at 52.1%—more than twice the level of opposition, at 24.1%. Even in Germany, the 

nuclear phaseout that was completed in 2023 may reflect a policy decision that 

no longer accurately reflects public opinion, as the gap between supporters and 

opponents was relatively small.
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Nuclear’s gender conundrum

Globally, one of the largest structural gaps within the social license for nuclear is 

the gender gap. 34.9% of women support nuclear worldwide while 29.9% oppose 

it, compared with 48.1% support and 27.1% opposition from men, for a gap in net 

support of 16 percentage points. This gap is driven less by active opposition than 

by ambivalence: women are more likely than men to sit in “neither support nor 

oppose” (24.2% vs. 20.1%) or select “don’t know” (11.0% vs. 4.6%). Opposition itself is 

only modestly higher among women, so the gap largely reflects women withholding 

a firm position rather than actively rejecting nuclear.  An information deficit rather 

than an ideological disconnect may explain a sizable portion of the gap. The largest 

disparity in support occurred in G7 markets and the smallest (or even reverse) 

disparities existed in China, India and Brazil.

Nuclear may not be cool

Among the surveyed age categories, the least support for nuclear was found in 

the 18-24-year-old category (37.4%); as age increases, so does support for nuclear, 

reaching its highest point of 47.0% among respondents aged 65 and above. The age 

disparity could be attributed to breadth of familiarity versus depth of knowledge: 

64.0% of 18- to 24-year-olds reported knowing at least a little about how nuclear 

energy works, while 72.1% of those aged 65 and above indicated they knew at least 

a little about how nuclear energy works. This is a difference of eight points. 

Right-Left divide

Demographically speaking, we find that political orientation is a powerful predictor 

of nuclear support globally. Right-leaning voters generally exhibited greater 

support for nuclear, while left-leaning voters generally exhibited lower support for 

nuclear, though this pattern is not universal (South Africa, for instance, reverses it). 

The partisan gap between right- and left-wing voters is typically large in surveyed 

markets such as Taiwan, South Korea, Germany, Australia and Italy. Where big 

partisan gaps exist, changes in government represent a potential threat to the 

long-term policy viability of any given nuclear program(s). Conversely, where 

bipartisan support exists for specific policies or programs, those programs will 

naturally be more stable and resilient than those without it.
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Additional barriers include cost

Cost and build time represent legitimate concerns that should be considered on 

their own merits rather than solely as corrective measures.

Only 42.0% of respondents believed that having more nuclear would result in 

their energy costs decreasing—representing a lower rate than both solar (50.3%) 

and wind (47.7%). However, a more nuanced picture emerges when considering 

markets that have previously phased out nuclear power plants. In Germany, Japan, 

and Taiwan, all markets that have undergone furious debates about phasing out 

nuclear, the public has directly experienced the economic drawbacks of removing 

nuclear generation from the grid. Respondents in these countries were more likely 

to believe nuclear would reduce costs than solar and/or wind. Most notably, 59.9% 

of Taiwanese respondents believed that utilizing nuclear would decrease their 

energy costs— with corresponding rates of 30.5% for wind and 34.9% for solar. The 

experience of losing nuclear generation appears to make its economic benefits 

more salient. 

Misconceptions persist

While 91.0% of respondents indicated familiarity with nuclear energy, 68.0% stated 

they knew somewhat or quite well how it works; yet survey data repeatedly indicate 

that what people believe they know about nuclear energy is often incorrect—in 

ways that reduce support.

Regarding emissions: fewer than half (44.9%) of all respondents worldwide 

perceived that nuclear energy generated no or low carbon emissions, whereas 

for both solar and wind the number stood at 64.3%. Since nuclear generates no 

direct carbon emissions and exhibits lower lifecycle emissions than any other form 

of electricity generation, losing this framing contest by nearly twenty percentage 

points represents a critical misperception among respondents, 35.3% of whom 

named tackling climate change as one of their top three priorities for future energy 

generation.
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Conclusion

Nuclear energy’s current public standing is stronger than many, including us at 

Radiant, might have thought. Nuclear enjoys widespread support across multiple 

surveyed markets, in some cases running ahead of public policies adopted when 

public opinion was more skeptical of nuclear and that have not yet caught up with a 

subsequent shift in attitudes.

Instead, there is a need for accurate information. Many individuals supporting 

nuclear do so despite holding erroneous beliefs regarding its safety record, 

reliability and emissions profile, not because they possess correct ones. This 

makes their support fragile.

Ultimately, where support for nuclear is not anchored by an accurate 

understanding of its advantages, the industry remains vulnerable to reversals in 

public opinion following project setbacks or accidents, even if they are minor, and 

political shifts. Any of these events could destabilize confidence in ongoing efforts 

to develop or expand nuclear energy.
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1. SUPPORT FOR NUCLEAR
Q. From what you know about [nuclear 
energy], to what extent, if at all, do you support 
or oppose using [it] to generate electricity in 
your country?

This year’s global figure of 41.4% support 
for nuclear energy compares to 40.6% 
in 2024, and 45.9% in 2023, indicating 
small growth in headline acceptance. 
This pattern spans different survey 
configurations. If we restrict our 
observation to the 20 markets surveyed 
in all three years, support ran from 45.9% 
(2023) to 40.3% (2024) and 41.9% (2025). 
2024 saw a noticeable decline in support 
for nuclear; 2025 saw a mild recovery in 
that support.

Nuclear energy is a double-edged 
sword: used well and peacefully, it 

benefits humanity; used badly, it could 
destroy humanity. So decisions must be 

made with great care.*

37-year-old man, 
China, tends to support

I support nuclear energy for its 
decarbonized and stable electricity 
production, but I see limits linked to 

radioactive waste, accident risks and 
high long-term costs.*

22-year-old woman, 
Belgium, strongly supports

8
* Quote has been translated. See appendix for quotes in their original languages.
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2. POLICY PREFERENCE
Q. Thinking about how your country might 
shift its current energy generation mix, 
which of the following types of energy do 
you think your country should focus on?

While overall support measures 
acceptance, this question reveals 
respondents’ priorities. Globally, nuclear is 
the second most-preferred energy focus 
(24.1%), again as in 2024, behind solar 
(30.4%) and ahead of wind (15.3%) and gas 
with CCS (11.2%).

It’s not contributing to climate change 
so I tend to support it. Renewable energy 

would be my first preference though.

53-year-old woman, 
Australia, neither supports nor opposes

In my view nuclear energy is heavily 
demonized, but it can have a place with 
the right policy and strong government 

oversight.*

29-year-old woman, 
Belgium, tends to  support

10
* Quote has been translated. See appendix for quotes in their original languages.
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Q. Assuming all these energy options 
were viable for your country, which policy 
approach, if any, do you think your country 
should take on [nuclear energy]?

Internationally, nearly one in two (45.9%) 
respondents want their government 
to build more nuclear, with or without 
subsidies. When you factor in those who 
aren’t comfortable with building more 
nuclear but are against shutdowns, four 
times as many (68.8%) want to keep 
nuclear as want to phase it out or ban it 
(17.1%).

3. DESIRE TO BUILD NUCLEAR

It’s extremely reliable and abundant. 
Let’s get it done... start building more 

nuclear power plants!!

57-year-old man, 
Canada, strongly supports

It would bring the nation closer to energy 
independence and lower costs for 

families.*

32-year-old man, 
Italy, strongly supports

I don’t like it, but I think it will be difficult 
to phase it out as it is reliable.

48-year-old woman, 
UK, tends to support

I believe it is low/no carbo[n] so that is a 
plus, but I worry about foreign countries/

companies will be involved in building 
future operations.

72-year-old woman, 
UK, strongly supports

* Quote has been translated. See appendix for quotes in their original languages.
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Q. From what you know about [nuclear 
energy], to what extent, if at all, do you 
support or oppose using [it] to generate 
electricity in your country?

Globally, 48.1% of men support nuclear 
energy, and 34.9% of women do too, a 
significantly lower rate. When taking into 
account opposition, the result is a 16 
point gap in net support between men 
and women. This gap has implications 
for nuclear’s social license, workforce 
diversity, and political coalition-building. 
The gap is widest in G7 markets and 
closes to near zero in Brazil, Mexico, 
Thailand and Germany. The trend reverses 
in China and Ghana, where women’s net 
support runs significantly ahead of men’s.

4. GENDER

I don’t know enough about the reasons 
for and against to make a good 

judgement.

61-year-old woman, 
UK, neither supports nor opposes

Well, since I don’t have enough 
information about the subject, and 

haven’t seen or heard anything about it, 
that is basically what makes me wary.*

26-year-old woman, 
Spain, tends to oppose

Nuclear energy power plants, when 
maintained time-to-time, are a very 

excellent source of clean energy. 
Meltdowns can be prevented by timely 

maintainance and it would power the 
houses of millions!

37-year-old woman, 
India, strongly supports

If it’s not harmful I strongly approve of it.

22-year-old woman, South Africa, neither 
supports nor opposes

* Quote has been translated. See appendix for quotes in their original languages.
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Q. From what you know about [nuclear 
energy], to what extent, if at all, do you 
support or oppose using [it] to generate 
electricity in your country?

The 18–24 band has the lowest global 
support (37.4%), but in several countries 
middle and older bands exceed the global 
average.

While country-level patterns vary 
dramatically—from clear age gradients in 
Russia and Poland to flat profiles in Sweden 
and Spain—globally, there is a clear drop in 
support for nuclear amongst younger age 
ranges.

5. AGE

I think nuclear energy is bad for the 
environment. But it does produce 

electricity.

22-year-old man, 
Singapore, tends to oppose

It might be dangerous, but I believe 
Japan could not function without it. *

60-year-old woman, 
Japan, tends to support

* Quote has been translated. See appendix for quotes in their original languages.



.

17



18

Q. From what you know about [nuclear 
energy], to what extent, if at all, do you 
support or oppose using [it] to generate 
electricity in your country?

Q. Which of the following political parties / 
groups would you be most likely to vote for?

Ideological alignment is one of the largest 
demographic predictors of international 
nuclear support. Right-wing voters 
consistently show higher support; left-
leaning voters consistently show lower 
support. In several countries, the nuclear 
gap between parties is large enough to 
threaten policy stability. However, this 
relationship is not universal: South Africa, 
for instance, reverses it.

6. POLITICAL LEANING

be real - we still don’t know how to 
properly handle it - and with the current 

administration, we have a bunch of 
government officials ready for the loony 

bin

76-year-old woman, 
USA, tends to oppose

Enough advanced western countries 
use it now to get safe installation and 

operation here. But we are too left 
leaning as a people to use intelligence.

54-year-old man, 
Australia, strongly supports
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7. RELIABILITY
Q. How reliable, if at all, do you think the 
following energy options would be as a 
source of energy?

Providing reliable energy is the second 
most-cited priority among respondents 
globally (40.0%), behind only health & 
safety (44.0%). Nuclear ranks third on 
perceived reliability (63.5%), behind 
solar (73.1%) and wind (69.6%). This is a 
meaningful misconception: solar and wind 
are intermittent by nature, while nuclear 
provides firm, dispatchable baseload 
power.

Because it’s an energy source that 
greatly stabilizes the electrical grid, 

maintaining a constant flow and 
preventing unnecessary blackouts.*

39-year-old man, 
Spain, strongly supports

* Quote has been translated. See appendix for quotes in their original languages.

Firstly: it affects the planet’s eco-
system, releasing carbon dioxide into the 

atmosphere. Secondly: it is dangerous 
for civilians, it is impossible to be 

completely sure of the reliability of the 
design.*

20-year-old man, 
Ukraine, tends to oppose

Reliable source but also concerned 
about the longterm negative impact.

44-year-old man, 
South Africa, neither supports nor opposes

It is the most reliable source of energy 
even though there are risks.

45-year-old woman, 
Canada, tends to support
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8. SAFETY
Q. How concerned are you, if at all, 
about the [Health & safety (i.e. nuclear 
meltdowns, impact on people living 
nearby)] of nuclear energy’s use?

Health and safety is the most-cited energy 
priority globally (44.0%) and the most 
acute concern about nuclear specifically. 
However, high concern does not uniformly 
translate into opposition: India (86.3% 
concerned, 52.6% support) and the 
Philippines (90.5% concerned, 53.0% 
support) show that concern about nuclear 
safety and acceptance of its importance to 
the energy mix can coexist.

The risks of nuclear power, however 
unlikely they may be, will for me always 
outweigh the positive aspects.*

31-year-old woman, 
Sweden, strongly opposes

Nuclear energy is a good energy 
source—relatively cost-effective and 
producing minimal waste if disposed 

of safely—but Turkey is a country that 
disregards health and safety issues; this 

isn’t something that can be handled by 
just any “Uncle Ahmet or Mehmet”—the 

whole country would blow up...*

47-year-old woman, 
Turkey, tends to oppose

To ensure a stable power supply, we 
should utilize nuclear power, which offers 

high generation capacity. We are fully 
aware of the risks and will take measures 

to prevent them from materializing.*

34-year-old man, 
Japan, strongly supports

* Quote has been translated. See appendix for quotes in their original languages.
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9. EMISSIONS
Q. What level of carbon emissions do 
you think the following energy options 
produce?

Nuclear energy produces no direct 
carbon emissions and has lower lifecycle 
emissions than any other energy 
source. Unfortunately, fewer than half of 
respondents (44.9%) view it as no- or low-
carbon, compared to 64.3% for solar and 
wind. This 19-percentage-point perception 
deficit between renewables and nuclear 
is one of the most consequential 
misconceptions in the survey, in particular 
for climate-concerned voters who might 
otherwise be nuclear’s natural allies.

nuclear energy causes a lot of 
emissions which are bad for health and 

environment

22-year-old woman, 
India, strongly opposes

Nuclear energy will curb climate change

51-year-old woman, 
UAE, strongly supports

it[s] carbon emission are very high

36-year-old man, 
South Africa, tends to oppose

It’s low carbon and doesn’t suffer from 
lack of wind/sun

61-year-old man, 
UK, strongly supports
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10. COST
Q. If your country were to use more of the 
following energy options, what impact do you 
think this would have on your energy bills?

Cost is named among the top three energy 
considerations by 22.0% of respondents.
Globally, 42.0% believe more nuclear would 
make energy cheaper. Once again, positive 
perceptions about nuclear trail positive 
perceptions about solar (50.3%) and wind 
(47.7%). However, there are positives. In 
countries that have executed or strongly 
considered nuclear phaseouts—Germany, 
Japan, South Korea, Taiwan—nuclear is viewed 
as equally or more cost-beneficial than 
solar or wind, suggesting that there exists 
a “phase-out premium.” While non-ideal, the 
potential or real loss of nuclear energy has 
made its value visible in these countries.

I support nuclear power because it 
makes electricity bills cheaper.*

30-year-old man, 
South Korea, strongly supports

I don’t support nuclear energy because 
of how expensive it is to build, which may 

not accommodate an average South 
African. It also poses a large waste risk 

as well has pollution, which I strongly 
oppose

18-year-old woman, 
South Africa, tends to oppose

It’s mainly the costs; I’m not opposed on 
principle.*

34-year-old man, 
Netherlands, tends to oppose

* Quote has been translated. See appendix for quotes in their original languages.
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11. TIME TO BUILD
Q. How concerned are you, if at all, about 
the [Time it takes to build] of nuclear 
energy’s use?

At 62.5%, concern about construction time 
is the lowest of the five nuclear concern 
dimensions, suggesting the public is 
proportionally more worried about safety, 
waste, and proliferation. Nevertheless, 
concern is elevated in emerging 
economies, where energy demand is acute 
and expectations of rapid deployment are 
highest.

Nuclear plants are capital intensive and 
take long time to build

65-year-old man, 
India, tends to support

28

We need solutions now. It will take 
too long to build. We have had major 
problems with nuclear energy in my 

province.

68-year-old woman, 
India, neither supports or opposes

The cost involved in building the nuclear 
reactors, the length of time before they 

come online and the storage of spent 
fuel. Overall the cost would far in excess 

of any other alternatives.

71-year-old woman, 
Australia, strongly opposes
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12. REASONS TO BUILD
Q. What do you think is the most important 
reason for building new energy generation?

Across the 34 markets, the environment 
leads as the most important reason to build 
new energy generation. 37.0% of global 
respondents name reducing climate change 
as the top reason to build new generation, 
ahead of energy security (25.1%), living 
standards (17.9%), and jobs (14.8%). This sets 
the strategic problem. Climate is the public’s 
main stated motivation, and nuclear is low-
carbon, yet the findings on page 24 showed 
only 44.9% credit it as such. The strongest 
argument for nuclear rests on a premise the 
public does not accept.

30

I think it is a better option cause it 
doesn’t cause harm to the environment. 

It has operating costs and building it will 
open jobs opportunities. It is safe to use.

30-year-old woman, 
South Africa, neither supports nor opposes

I support nuclear energy because it 
is highly efficient in its use of natural 
resources; furthermore, it generates 

vast amounts of energy and makes 
electricity affordable.*

44-year-old woman, 
Egypt, strongly supports

* Quote has been translated. See appendix for quotes in their original languages.
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I want the wellbeing of mankind 
and easy living

18-year-old woman, Ghana, tends to support

I support nuclear energy because it 
provides reliable, low-carbon electricity 

and helps ensure energy security, 
despite challenges related to cost and 

waste management.

32-year-old woman, 
Finland, neither supports nor opposes 

For our resource-poor country, nuclear 
is so far the only economical, stable, 

and sustainable energy source, so we 
must keep developing the technology 

and researching to secure national 
competitiveness.*

63-year-old man, 
South Korea, strongly supports

Nuclear power is a good alternative for 
Poland when it comes to energy. It will 
provide a stable and cheap source of 
energy, and together with renewables it 
will allow us to cut off completely from 
coal.*

29-year-old man, 
Poland, strongly supports

Nuclear isn’t just for electricity—it can 
supply industrial heat (for chemicals, 
desalination), district heating, and 
even provide low-carbon energy for 
a future hydrogen economy, driving 
decarbonization in energy-intensive 
industries.*

51-year-old man, 
China, tends to support

I support nuclear energy. It allows for 
normal power generation even if natural 
gas supplies from across the strait are 
cut off due to a blockade. Plus, it’s low-
pollution—it’s just great.

35-year-old man, 
Taiwan, strongly supports

32
* Quote has been translated. See appendix for quotes in their original languages.
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13. INFORMATION SOURCES
Q. Which of the following, if any, have been 
your TWO MAIN sources of information 
about nuclear energy?”

Formal education accounts for one-tenth 
(10.1%) of the public’s knowledge about 
these topics, and even the energy industry 
accounts for less than one-tenth (7.7%). 
Therefore, it is clear from this analysis that 
the bulk of what people know and think 
about nuclear power and related topics will 
come from sources that neither the energy 
industry nor any group associated with it, 
such as the government, should control. 
Similarly, it will also be difficult for those 
same groups to influence or correct what 
people know and believe. This factor likely 
contributes to the continued existence of 
the “low-carbon misconception” identified 
on page 24.

I am opposed to it after having seen 
information and documentaries on the 

subject. I am of the opinion that I cannot 
use anything that cannot be disposed 

of later and is, moreover, dangerous to 
everyone.*

69-year-old woman,
Germany, tends to oppose

I tend to oppose the use of nuclear 
energy because in school I learnt that 

it is a very dangerous source of energy 
but I haven’t read into it enough to 

understand it

18-year-old man, 
South Africa, tends to oppose

34

Lot of people reliable on social networks 
and media.

40-year-old woman, 
South Africa, tends to support
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This report is based on the Nuclear Confidence Project (NCP) survey, an online 

survey of public attitudes toward nuclear and other energy sources conducted 

across 34 markets: Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, China, Egypt, Finland, 

France, Germany, Ghana, India, Indonesia, Israel, Italy, Japan, Mexico, the 

Netherlands, Norway, the Philippines, Poland, Russia, Singapore, South Africa, 

South Korea, Spain, Sweden, Taiwan, Thailand, Turkey, Ukraine, the United Arab 

Emirates, the United Kingdom, the United States and Vietnam. This survey took 

place between the 4th December and 31st December 2025.

The first iteration of the survey was developed in English by Radiant Energy 

Group and then translated into local languages by an IPO-17100:2015 accredited 

translation services provider. 
 

A total of 26,545 interviews were completed across these 34 markets. National 

sample sizes range from n=502 (Philippines, Singapore, Turkey) to n=2,015 

(Germany), with a median national sample of n=773. Within each market, data 

were weighted by age and gender (and, where applicable, region) to ensure the 

achieved sample reflects the demographic profile of the national population; 

weighting adjusts the internal composition of each sample without inflating or 

deflating its size.

Global (“Total”) figures reported throughout this study are an aggregate of the 34 

national results, combined in proportion to each market’s achieved sample size. 

They are not weighted by each country’s share of world population. A market such 

as Norway therefore exerts a broadly similar influence on global figures to that of 

a market such as China, notwithstanding the very large difference in population 

between the two. Readers should treat global percentages as an average across 

the 34 surveyed markets, distinct from the population-coverage statistic cited 

elsewhere in this report, which describes

METHODOLOGY
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the share of world population living in the countries selected for the study, not 

how those countries are weighted once selected.

At the 95% confidence level, and assuming simple random sampling, national-

level results carry a margin of error ranging from approximately ±2.2 percentage 

points (Germany) to ±4.4 percentage points (Philippines, Singapore, Turkey). The 

global estimate, based on the full 26,545-respondent sample, carries a margin 

of error of approximately ±0.6 percentage points. As with any weighted survey, 

margins of error for weighted sub-groups (for example, results broken down by 

gender, age band or political affiliation within a single market) will be somewhat 

larger than the market-level figures quoted above, and readers should apply 

appropriate caution when comparing small sub-groups across markets.

.

With nuclear power Without nuclear power
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APPENDIX
Quote in original language

核能是柄双刃剑，和平利用好了，会造福人类，如果利用不好，

就会毁灭人类。所以一定要慎重决定。

Je soutiens l’énergie nucléaire pour sa production 

d’électricité décarbonée et stable, mais j’y vois des limites 

liées aux déchets radioactifs, aux risques d’accident et 

aux coûts élevés à long terme. 

 

Kernenergie is volgens mij erg gedemoniseerd maar 

kan een plaats hebben met een correct beleid en sterke 

overheidscontrole 

 

Avvicinerebbe la nazione all’indipendenza elettrica e 

miglioramento dei costi per le famiglie. 

 

Pues, al no tener información suficiente acerca del tema, 

y que no he visto o escuchado acerca de esto, eso es 

básicamente lo que me genera desconfianza. 

 

危険なものかも知れないけどこれがなければ日本は成り立た
なくなってしまうと思います。 

 
 

По-перше: впливає на еко-систему планети, викидання 

вугликислого газу в атмосферу. По-друге: небезпека 

для мирного населення, не можливо повність бути 

впевненим в надійності конструкції. 

 

Porque es una energía que estabiliza mucho la red 

eléctrica manteniendo un flujo constante y evitando 

apagones innecesarios. 
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Person quoted

37-year-old man,  

China, tends to support

22-year-old woman, 

Belgium, strongly supports 

 

 

 

29-year-old woman, 

Belgium, tends to support 

 

 

32-year-old man,  

Italy, strongly supports 

 

26-year-old woman, 

Spain, tends to oppose 

 

 

60-year-old woman,  

Japan, tends to support 

 

 

20-year-old man, 

Ukraine, tends to oppose 

 

 

 

39-year-old man,  

Spain, strongly supports
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22 
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26 

 

 

30 

 

 

32 

 

 

 

32 

 

 

 

 

32 
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Riskerna med kärnkraft, hur osannolika de än må vara, 

kommer för mig alltid att överväga de positiva aspekterna. 

 

Nükleer enerji nispeten uygun bir maliyetle ve güvenli 

şekilde bertarafı halinde minimal atıkla iyi bir enerji 

kaynağı ancak Türkiye, sağlık-güvenlik konularını dikkate 

almayan bir ülke, bizim Ahmet-Mehmet amcalarla olmaz bu 

iş, patlar ülke... 

 

安定した電力を供給するならば発電量の多い原子力を使用す
べき。リスクは承知の上、出さないようにする。 

 
Het zijn vooral de kosten, ik ben niet principieel tegen. 

 

 

 

전기 요금이 저렴해져서 원자력을 지지한다. 

 

 

 اهنال فاضا ةيعيبطلا دراوملا مادختسا ىف ادج ةرفوم ىهف ةيوونلا ةقاطلا ديؤا

 هصيخر ءابرهكلا لعجتو ةقاطلا نم ةريبك تايمك جتنت

 

Energetyka jądrowa jest dobrą alternatywą dla Polski w 

temacie energii. Zapewni stałe oraz tanie źródło energii 

wraz z OZE pozwoli na całkowite odcięcie się od węgla. 

 

천연자원이 부족한 우리나라가 경제성있고 안정적으로 

지속력있는 에너지원은 현재까지 원자력밖에 없어 꾸준히 

기술개발하고 연구하여 국가경쟁력을 확보하여야 할 필요가 

있다. 

 

核能不仅用于发电，还可为工业供热（如化工、海水淡化）、区

域供暖，甚至未来为氢能经济提供低碳能源，推动高耗能行业

脱碳。 

 

Ich bin dagegen nachdem ich Informationen und 

Dokumentationen darüber gesehen habe. Ich bin der 

Meinung dass ich nichts verwenden kann was später nicht 

entsorgt werden kann und außerdem gefährlich für alle ist.

31-year-old woman, 

Sweden, strongly opposes 

 

47-year-old woman,

Turkey, tends to oppose 

 

 

 

 

34-year-old man,

Japan, strongly supports 

 

34-year-old man, 

Netherlands, tends to 

oppose 

 

30-year-old man, South 

Korea, strongly supports 

44-year-old woman, 

Egypt, strongly supports 

 

29-year-old man, 

Poland, strongly supports 

 

 

63-year-old man, 

South Korea, strongly 

supports 

 

51-year-old man, 

China, tends to support 

 

 

69-year-old woman, 

Germany, tends to oppose
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