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The Nuclear Confidence Project is the most
comprehensive study to date of global public
sentiment toward nuclear energy: what
drives support for it, the misconceptions
that hold it back, and where public support
outpaces the policies enacted in its name.
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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.



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.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

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.

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, itis 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.



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. Aninformation deficit rather
than anideological 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
alittle 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.



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.

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.



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.



FINDINGS




-
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). decarbonized and stable electricity
2024 saw a noticeable decline in support production, but I see limits linked to

for nuclear; 2025 saw a mild recovery in radioactive waste, accident risks and
that support. high long-term costs.*

| support nuclear energy for its

22-year-old woman,
Belgium, strongly supports

B Strongly oppose [ Tend to oppose Tend to support  [1 Strongly support *Non-nuclear countries
TOTAL OPPOSITION TOTAL SUPPORT NET

Simple average of countries

Nuclear 27 [ I 6%
*Non-nuclear swe LT 40% +10%
67 0% [ +9%
BRICS 5 S 24%
Population-weighted average of countries
Global (34) 2o [ I +24%
(50%) (25%) 0% 25% 50% 75%

Don’'t-know responses included in the denominator. Net = support — opposition. Percentages are rounded to whole numbers; nets are computed before
rounding, so a net may differ from the displayed figures by one point.

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



B Strongly oppose [ Tend to oppose Tend to support 1 Strongly support *Non-nuclear countries
TOTAL OPPOSITION TOTAL SUPPORT NET
China 14% 61% +47%
Russia i 57% +40%
Poland* S 56% +37%
Taiwan* ., 54% +34%
Egypt* 50% +29%
India 53% +29%
Ukraine 52% +28%
UAE 51% +26%
UK 46% +24%
Norway* 48% +23%
Philippines* 53% +22%
Ghana* 49% +22%
South Korea 39% +20%
Vietnam* 45% +18%
South Africa 46% 7%
Netherlands 43% +16%
Sweden 47% +16%
Canada 4% +15%
Belgium 40% +15%
France 4% +14%
Finland 41% +12%
USA 39% +10%
Japan 33% +2%
Singapore* 34% -0%
Spain 34% -0%
aly* S 0%
Germany* 34% 32% 2%
Australia* s 34% 2%
Israel* SA 31% 4%
Mexico e 0000 26% -8%
Turkey® a2 T 32% 10%
Brazil 40% 29% 1%
Indonesia* ss% LS 27% N%
Thailand* 41% 28% 13%
(50%) (25%) 0% 25% 50% 75%

Don’t-know responses included in the denominator. Net = support — opposition. Percentages are rounded to whole numbers; nets are computed before
rounding, so a net may differ from the displayed figures by one point.



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? , o .
It’s not contributing to climate change

so |l tend to support it. Renewable energy

While overall S‘%pport measures would be my first preference though.
acceptance, this question reveals

respondents’ priorities. Globally, nuclear is 53-year-old woman,
the second most-preferred energy focus Australia, neither supports nor opposes

(241%), again as in 2024, behind solar
(30.4%) and ahead of wind (15.3%) and gas
with CCS (11.2%).

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

@ Nuclear Solar Wind @ Biomass [ GasCCS Don't know / Other *Non-nuclear countries

NUCLEAR’S RANK

Simple average of countries

*Non-nuclear 36% 13% 9% 1% 2nd
G7 25% 23% 16% 8% 1% Ist
BRICS 5 22% 35% 14% 9% 15% 2nd
Population-weighted average of countries
Global (34) 36% 12% 1% 16% 2nd
0% 25% 50% 5% 100%

Nuclear’s Rank is its position among the five sources. Bars sum to 100% including Don’'t-know / Other.

*Quote has been translated. See appendix for quotes in their original languages.
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@ Nuclear Solar Wind @ Biomass @ GasCCS Don’t know / Other *Non-nuclear countries
NUCLEAR’S RANK
Tawarr
Potoncr o
Sweden o "
Norwoy "
Netherlands 7% 7% % | 8% 1st
covor 2na
Sauthkorea 2nd
Finland 31% 18% 21% 1% 7% 1st
UK 19% 20% 1% 1st
Belgium 21% 1st
Canada 21% 15% 1st
Ukraine 43% 2nd
oy 2nd
USA 25% 12% 8% 17% 2nd
Australia* 33% 12% 2nd
cring o
Spain 35% 19% 2nd
Vietnam* 44% 19% 2nd
Sgapore 2nd
UAE 47% 9% 1% 2nd
Germany* 23% 19% 1% 10% 2nd
South Africa 22% 13% 2nd
- 2nd
Ghana* 52% 8% 13% 2nd
Turkey* 2% 13% 1% 13% 2nd
Israel* 43% 10% 2nd
Philippines* 44% 19% 14% 3rd
Mexico 37% 21% 16% 1% 5th
Indonesia* 53% 12% 5th
Brazil 39% 21% 10% 10% 5th
Thailand* [l 36% 13% 5th
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Nuclear’s Rank is its position among the five sources. Bars sum to 100% including Don’t-know / Other.

11



3. DESIRE TO BUILD NUCLEAR

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%).

I believe it is low/no carbo[n] so that is a
plus, but | worry about foreign countries/
companies will be involved in building

future operations.

72-year-old woman,
UK, strongly supports

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

32-year-old man,
ltaly, strongly supports

It’s extremely reliable and abundant.
Let’s get it done... start building more
nuclear power plants!!

57-year-old man,
Canada, strongly supports

[0 Build with subsidies Build without subsidies 1 Keep, no more building @ Phase out & ban

*Non-nuclear countries

DON’'T BUILD BUILD NET
Simple average of countries

Nuclear S 8%
"Non-nuciear Z s P 3%
o7 0% [ I 1%
BRICS 5 ars [ I 6%

Population-weighted average of countries
Global (34) 3o [ 6%

(50%) (25%) 0% 25% 50% 75%

Don’t-know responses included in the denominator. Net = build — don’t-build. Percentages are rounded to whole numbers; nets are computed before
rounding, so a net may differ from the displayed figures by one point.

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

12



[ Build with subsidies Build without subsidies ! Keep, no more building @ Phase out & ban *Non-nuclear countries
DON'T BUILD BUILD NET
China 1% +46%
Poland* 61% +36%
Norway* 56% +28%
Russia 55% +26%
Ghana* 58% +23%
Taiwan* 58% +21%
Sweden 54% +21%
UK 50% +20%
Canada 47% +15%
Netherlands 50% +14%
India 54% +14%
South Korea 50% +10%
Egypt* 50% +10%
Vietnam* 51% +10%
Finland 48% +9%
South Africa 50% +1%
Belgium 46% +1%
France 43% +4%
Ukraine 47% +3%
USA 43% +3%
UAE 46% +2%
Australia* 41% 1%
Singapore* +0%
Israel* -6%
Turkey* 41% -8%
Germany* -9%
Mexico -10%
Philippines* 1% 1%
Japan 12%
Italy* 12%
Spain 13%
Brazil 13%
Indonesia* 17%
Thatana® oo | 23%
(50%) (25%) 0% 25% 50% 75%

Don’t-know responses included in the denominator. Net = build — don’t-build. Percentages are rounded to whole numbers; nets are computed before
rounding, so a net may differ from the displayed figures by one point.
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.
4. GENDER

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, 481% of men support nuclear
energy, and 34.9% of women do too, a
significantly lower rate. When taking into
account opposition, the resultis a 16
point gap in net support between men

and women. This gap has implications I don’t know enough about the reasons
for nuclear’s social license, workforce for and against to make a good
diversity, and political coalition-building. Judgement.

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.

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

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

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

® Women @ Men *Non-nuclear countries

NET OPPOSITION NET SUPPORT RANGE IN NET SUPPORT

Simple average of countries

Nuclear | @ o 18%
*Non-nuclear | @ o 14%
G7 ) ) 20%

BRICS 5 | (X ) 5%

Population-weighted average of countries
Global (34) | o0 4%
(20%) 0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Each dot is one group’s net support; the bar spans the within-country range. Net = support — opposition. Percentages are rounded to whole numbers; nets
are computed before rounding, so a net may differ from the displayed figures by one point.

*Quote has been translated. See appendix for quotes in their original languages.
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® Women @ Men *Non-nuclear countries
NET OPPOSITION NET SUPPORT RANGE IN NET SUPPORT
Finland o | o 46%
Sweden () o 34%
Norway* | @ o 32%
Taiwan* | o o 32%
Canada o () 31%
Ukraine | o o 31%
Russia | () () 31%
Egypt* | [ [ 30%
Belgium o o 30%
USA Y ® 25%
Italy* o | o 24%
Australia* o | () 23%
Israel* o | @ 22%
Netherlands | @ () 22%
Indonesia* () () 21%
Japan o | o 20%
Philippines* | ) () 19%
Ghana* | o o 19%
China | o o 19%
UK | () ® 18%
France | @ o 18%
South Korea | o o 18%
Vietnam* | o o 18%
UAE | () () 15%
Poland* | () () 14%
Turkey* ® O | 9%
India | o o0 %
South Africa | o0 6%
Spain C 1 ) 5%
Germany* [ 1%
Brazil ® | 1%
Singapore* ® 1%
Mexico ® | 0%
Thailand* () | 0%
(20%) 0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Each dot is one group’s net support; the bar spans the within-country range. Net = support — opposition. Percentages are rounded to whole numbers; nets
are computed before rounding, so a net may differ from the displayed figures by one point.
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0. AGE

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.
1824 ® 2534 @ 3544 @ 4554 @ 5564 @ 65+ *Non-nuclear countries
NET OPPOSITION NET SUPPORT RANGE IN NET SUPPORT
Simple average of countries

Nuclear | @e o 18%
*Non-nuclear | @ e O 15%
67  ®® @ 12%
BRICS 5 | X ) 8%

Population-weighted average of countries
Global (34) | . .. . 15%

(20%) 0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Each dot is one group’s net support; the bar spans the within-country range. Net = support — opposition. Percentages are rounded to whole numbers; nets
are computed before rounding, so a net may differ from the displayed figures by one point.

*Quote has been translated. See appendix for quotes in their original languages.
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1824 © 25-34 @ 3544 @ 4554 @5564 @65+ *Non-nuclear countries
NET OPPOSITION NET SUPPORT RANGE IN NET SUPPORT
Ghana* @ | ® o0 o 109%
Philippines* o | o0 O [ ) 68%
Ukraine | @ () o () () 67%
Egypt* | @ o0 o o 66%
Taiwan* | o0 O o o 61%
Russia | o o o0 o 60%
Poland® | o ® Y ) ) 53%
Belgium o | @ o o o 52%
Norway* | ® ®0 o o 51%
UK ) ®0 () 46%
UAE @ © @ o L 43%
China | N ] " ] 43%
Netherlands ® 00 [ ) o 42%
France ¢ 060 ©o o 40%
Turkey* () [ ) | o 39%
Thailand* @ @ o © 38%
Indonesia* @@ o0 ©o 32%
USA o0 () o 31%
Australia* o © | @® 30%
Vietnam* | o0 0 00 30%
Brazil @ e 0 o 30%
South Africa o0 ® o0 27%
Japan [ ® ® 0 25%
South Korea | e O o 24%
India | ® 00 00 23%
Singapore* ® 6 O @0 23%
Canada | 000 O 22%
Mexico o " P ) 21%
Finland @0 o 21%
Israel* ® 00 © 20%
Germany* o®" o 20%
Italy* o o 12%
Sweden | DN 8%
Spain oed 7%

(20%) 0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Each dot is one group’s net support; the bar spans the within-country range. Net = support — opposition. Percentages are rounded to whole numbers; nets
are computed before rounding, so a net may differ from the displayed figures by one point.
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6. POLITICAL LEANING

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?

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

Q. Which of the following political parties /

groups would you be most likely to vote for? bin
Ideological alignment is one of the largest 76-year-old woman,
demographic predictors of international USA, tends to oppose

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, reversesiit.

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

LEFT CENTER RIGHT

. +24%

30%

20%
{ /\ +18%

10%
+0%

e

Party blocs follow the team’s economic classification (CHES 2024 + judgment). Net = support — opposition among each party’s surveyed supporters.
Bubble area « the bloc’s share of all classified respondents (31 countries pooled).
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® Japan @ Canada @ Germany @ ltaly @ France @ UK @ USA @ Other countries

LEFT CENTER RIGHT
5%

50% — A = /)

Conservative (UK)

’ Reform UK
Renaissance

RN . (R .‘ LDP
‘ Lib Dem
25% 7. Eabour oPP @) =00 _a N
. . Liberal (CA) Conservative (CA) ‘ .

Republican Party
o o @

. Greens (UK)
Democratic Party ‘ CDU/CSU ‘ .
. PD Ishin ‘ ‘.ﬂ
0%

Fdl

o
PS
. LFI .
Grl‘.' .
o

Die Linke g
20

(25%) Y

o~

o~

(50%)

Party blocs follow the team'’s economic classification (CHES 2024 + judgment). Net = support — opposition among each party’s surveyed supporters.
Bubble area « the party’s share of its country’s classified respondents; G7 parties colored and labeled when polling 210%. Small parties (n<75) carry wide
uncertainty.
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.
. 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,

Reliable source but also concerned maintaining a constant flow and

about the longterm negative impact.

preventing unnecessary blackouts.*

44-year-old man,

South Africa, neither supports nor opposes SiEIel] el

Spain, strongly supports

@ Nuclear Wind @ Solar @ Biomass @ GasCCS *Non-nuclear countries

TOTAL WITH A POSITIVE PERCEPTION OF SOURCE NUCLEAR’S RANK

Simple average of countries

Nuclear | o0 O ) 3rd
*Non-nuclear | (X ) ) 3rd
67 | ® o 3rd
BRICS5 | oo o 3rd
Population-weighted average of countries
Global (34) | D O ) 3rd
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Each dot is the share of respondents who see the source as reliable; Nuclear highlighted. Don't-know responses included in the denominator.

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

20



@ Nuclear Wind @ Solar @ Biomass @ GasCCS *Non-nuclear countries
TOTAL WITH A POSITIVE PERCEPTION OF SOURCE NUCLEAR'S RANK
Ghana* | o0 O o 2nd
China | oo 3rd
South Africa | e o ° 2nd
Philippines* | ® O @ 3rd
India | 00 ) 4th
Indonesia* | C X ] o 3rd
UK | [ ] ce 1st
Taiwan* | o0 o o 1st
Russia | ® O O ) 1st
Sweden | o () [ ] 1st
Finland | o o0 1st
Ukraine | C X ) () o 3rd
Canada | e o o 2nd
France | () () o 2nd
SouthKorea | e O ® » 3rd
Norway* | o0 Y ) 1st
Belgium | o0 @ 3rd
Netherlands | e o ® O 3rd
Thailand* | () e o 5th
Vietnam* | o ® [ ] 5th
Singapore* | o0 o 2nd
USA | e 0O 1st
Poland* | () [ ) ) () 1st
Egypt* | e oo o 4th
UAE | ® o o 4th
Australia® | o o () 3rd
Germany* | [ X N 4th
Spain | () o o _ ) 4th
ltaly* | o0 ) o 4th
Japan | oe 3rd
Israel* | o () (] 3rd
Brazil | () () ) () 5th
Mexico | o0 o o 5th
Turkey* | o o0 () 5th

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Each dot is the share of respondents who see the source as reliable; Nuclear highlighted. Don’t-know responses included in the denominator.
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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.

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

The risks of nuclear power, however
unlikely they may be, will for me always

) to prevent them from materializing.*
outweigh the positive aspects.

34-year-old man,

31-year-old woman, Japan, strongly supports

Sweden, strongly opposes

B Veryconcerned W Fairlyconcerned [ Not veryconcerned @ Not at all concerned *Non-nuclear countries

CONCERNED NOT CONCERNED NET

Simple average of countries

*Non-nuclear o [ 59%
67 7 | 2o 52%
BRICS 5 g 2%
Population-weighted average of countries
Global (34) v [ S - 65%
(75%) (50%) (25%) 0% 25% 50%

Don’t-know responses included in the denominator but not drawn. Net = not concerned - concerned. Percentages are rounded to whole numbers; nets
are computed before rounding, so a net may differ from the displayed figures by one point.

*Quote has been translated. See appendix for quotes in their original languages.
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B Veryconcerned @ Fairly concerned [ Notveryconcerned [ Not at all concerned

*Non-nuclear countries

CONCERNED NOT CONCERNED NET

Norway’ oo | S 2%
Sweden oo | S 55 25%
Finand o [ P 20%
Tawarr oo | S < 2
Netherlands oo [ S 5% 5%
Poland" I S 5%
Germany* 25% -36%
Belgium 25% -42%
UAE -43%

Israel* -51%
France -52%
Italy* -52%

China -53%
Spain -53%

UK -53%

USA -54%
Canada -54%
Australia* -556%
Japan -60%
Egypt* -60%
Turkey* -64%
Mexico -66%
South Korea -68%
Vietnam* -10%
Russia -13%
Thailand* 14%
India -16%

Brazil -80%
Singapore* -81%
Philippines* -81%
South Africa -81%
Indonesia* -84%
Ghana* -87%
Ukraine -90%

(75%) (50%)

(25%) 0% 25%

50%

Don't-know responses included in the denominator but not drawn. Net = not concerned - concerned. Percentages are rounded to whole numbers; nets
are computed before rounding, so a net may differ from the displayed figures by one point.
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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

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

o environment
deficit between renewables and nuclear
is one of the most consequential 22-year-old woman,
misconceptions in the survey, in particular India, strongly opposes

for climate-concerned voters who might
otherwise be nuclear’s natural allies.

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

Nuclear energy will curb climate change

61-year-old man,
UK, strongly supports

5l-year-old woman,
UAE, strongly supports

@ Nuclear Wind @ Solar @ Biomass @ GasCCS *Non-nuclear countries

TOTAL WITH A POSITIVE PERCEPTION OF SOURCE NUCLEAR’S RANK

Simple average of countries

Nuclear | [ ) () ) 3rd
*Non-nuclear | oo o o 4th
67 | o e ° 3rd
BRICS5 | (X X ) @ 4th
Population-weighted average of countries
Global (34) | . . [ ) 4th
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Each dot is the share of respondents who see the source as low-emission; Nuclear highlighted. Don’'t-know responses included in the denominator.
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@ Nuclear Wind @ Solar @ Biomass @ GasCCS *Non-nuclear countries
TOTAL WITH A POSITIVE PERCEPTION OF SOURCE NUCLEAR'S RANK
Poland* | o o ® O 3rd
Taiwan* | o oo O 4th
Finland | [ ) () _ ) 3rd
Sweden | e o o @ 3rd
Russia | o0 () o 3rd
China | o0 o 5th
Norway* | (Y ) o o 3rd
Japan | [ ) () @ 3rd
Netherlands | o () () ) 3rd
Ukraine | o [ ) () 3rd
SouthKorea | o0 () 3rd
Germany* | [ ) o ® 3rd
UAE | o0 o o 4th
UK | e o0 ® 3rd
Italy* | e O o 4th
India | e 6 ©o @ 4th
Singapore* | o0 ° ) 4th
Vietnam* | o0 () @ 5th
Belgium | o o0 ) 4th
France | () o0 o 4th
Canada | o 00 () 3rd
Australia* | O O - ) 3rd
USA | e O @ 4th
Spain | () o ) ® 4th
Turkey* | o o o (] 5th
Mexico | o0 () ) 5th
Brazil | o ©o [ ) @ 5th
Egypt* | o o o o 4th
Ghana* | [ ) o [ ] 4th
Israel* | o0 O ) 3rd
South Africa | o0 [ ) o 4th
Thailand* | () ) ® O 5th
Philippines* | (] () ) 5th
Indonesia* | () ) o0 5th
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Each dot is the share of respondents who see the source as low-emission; Nuclear highlighted. Don’t-know responses included in the denominator.
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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 I support nuclear power because it

perceptions about nuclear trail positive makes electricity bills cheaper.”
perceptions about solar (50.3%) and wind

(47.7%). However, there are positives. In 30-year-old man,
countries that have executed or strongly South Koreaq, strongly supports

considered nuclear phaseouts—Germany,

Japan, South Koreaq, 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.

@ Nuclear Wind @ Solar @ Biomass @ GasCCS *Non-nuclear countries

TOTAL WITH A POSITIVE PERCEPTION OF SOURCE NUCLEAR’S RANK

Simple average of countries

Nuclear | o 6 ©o o 3rd
*Non-nuclear | o 00 ® 3rd
G7 | L o0 3rd
BRICS5 | o® @ 4th
Population-weighted average of countries
Global (34) | o® ® 4th
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Each dot is the share of respondents who expect the source to lower their energy bills; Nuclear highlighted. Don’t-know responses included in the
denominator.

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

26



® Nuclear Wind @ Solar @ Biomass @ GasCCS *Non-nuclear countries

TOTAL WITH A POSITIVE PERCEPTION OF SOURCE NUCLEAR’S RANK
Philippines* | [ ) () @ 3rd
Poland* | ® O C X ) 1st
Taiwan* | e e o 1st
Ghana* | o0 ® O 4th
Italy* | e 6 o 3rd
Ukraine | e o () o 3rd
SouthKorea | o0 Y ] 1st
Russia | o0 N ) 1st
UAE | o 00 4th
Norway* | o0 R ) 1st
Sweden | o O Y ) 1st
Vietham* | o0 3rd
Japan | o () [ ) 1st
Egypt* | (X X J 4th
Finland | o0 Y ) 1st
Turkey* | ®o° 4th
Spain | () (] ) 3rd
France | [ ) ® & ¢ 3rd
India | (] () o 5th
Israel* | o O [ ) o 3rd
Mexico | () o o 4th
Belgium | C N ) o0 3rd
Germany* | o0 ° 1st
China | o000 3rd
USA | o0 0 3rd
South Africa | () o o 5th
Netherlands | ® ©o B ) 2nd
Brazil | o0 [ ) o 5th
UK | e o 3rd
Australia* | ® O ) 3rd
Indonesia* | o o ® O 5th
Canada | o000 o 3rd
Singapore* | D [ ) 4th
Thailand* | o o [ ) 5th
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Each dot is the share of respondents who expect the source to lower their energy bills; Nuclear highlighted. Don’t-know responses included in the
denominator.
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1. 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

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.

/1-year-old woman,
Australia, strongly opposes

and expectations of rapid deployment are
highest.

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

B Veryconcerned W Fairlyconcerned [ Not veryconcerned @ Not at all concerned *Non-nuclear countries

CONCERNED NOT CONCERNED NET

Simple average of countries

Nuclear oo I S 3%
o7 v | S - 0%
BRICS 5 g ———p 0%

Population-weighted average of countries

Gilobal (34 P 6%

(75%) (50%) (25%) 0% 25% 50%

Don’t-know responses included in the denominator but not drawn. Net = not concerned - concerned. Percentages are rounded to whole numbers; nets
are computed before rounding, so a net may differ from the displayed figures by one point.
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B Veryconcerned M Fairlyconcerned [ Notveryconcerned [ Notatall concerned

*Non-nuclear countries

CONCERNED NOT CONCERNED NET

Russio o | Y %
Norway o I P o
Israel* 44% 38% -5%
Taian* sov: | Y 5% %
UAE 52% 39% 13%

China 1% 16%
Egypt* 38% 17%
Spain 35% -22%
Mexico 35% 23%
Sweden -24%
Japan -25%
Canada -31%
Germany* -32%
Turkey* -32%
Belgium -32%
Finland -33%
South Korea -37%
USA -37%
Netherlands -37%
Ukraine -37%
Poland* -38%
Australia* -39%
Vietnam* -AN%
France -43%
Indonesia* -46%
Singapore* -46%
Italy* -46%
Philippines* -471%
Thailand* -47%
UK o | S 49%

Braci oo [ S 2o 49%
chana 7o | S o 60%
southfrica 7o [ T 1%
nda so | S o 6%

(75%) (50%) (25%) 0% 25% 50%

Don’t-know responses included in the denominator but not drawn. Net = not concerned — concerned. Percentages are rounded to whole numbers; nets
are computed before rounding, so a net may differ from the displayed figures by one point.
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12. REASONS TO BUILD

Q. What do you think is the most important
reason for building new energy generation?

I think it is a better option cause it

Across the 34 markets, the environment doesn’t cause harm to the environment.
leads as the most important reason to build It has operating costs and building it will
new energy generation. 37.0% of global open jobs opportunities. It is safe to use.
respondents hame reducing climate change

as the top reason to build new generation, 30-year-old woman,

ahead of energy security (25.1%), living South Africa, neither supports nor opposes

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.

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

Share: | R “Non-nuclear countries
<5% 45% >70%
Security &
Environment & climate independence Living standards Growth & jobs Don’t know

Simple average of countries

Nuclear 37% 25% 18% 15% 5%
*Non-nuclear 39% 25% 18% 15% 4%
G7 32% 27% 18% 14% 8%

BRICS 5 41% 21% 21% 16% 2%

Population-weighted average of countries

Global (34) 41% 23% 19% 15% 3%

Cell shading follows the continuous legend gradient; columns ordered by population-weighted importance.

*Quote has been translated. See appendix for quotes in their original languages.
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Share: | ~mmmmm  “Non-nuclear countries
<5% 45% >70%
Security &
Environment & climate independence Living standards Growth & jobs Don’t know

Brazil 18% 14% 10% 3%
Vietnam* _ 21% 14% 10% 0%
South Korea _ 24% 8% 13% 4%
Indonesia* _ 16% 17% 16% 1%
India _ 20% 15% 14% 1%
Taiwan* _ 24% 14% 13% 2%
vexco [N o 2o 1o 2
Thailand* _ 24% 19% 9% 3%
Spain _ 20% 19% 14% 5%
Singapore* _ 24% 17% 13% 4%
South Africa _ 14% 21% 22% 1%
Ukraine 20% _ 20% 16% 2%
Australia® _ 23% 14% 6%
Philippines* _— 19% 14% 0%
e [ e o 1o
Ghana* _ 21% 23% 1%
Canada _ 20% 15% 7%
Turkey* _ 17% 20% 2%
Netherlands _ 18% 14% 6%
China _ 24% 17% 1%
Begum | s e 6% o
USA _ 24% 22% 13% 9%
Germany* _ 22% 17% 17% 13%
Israel* _ 26% 20% 12% 13%

Cell shading follows the continuous legend gradient; columns ordered by population-weighted importance.
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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

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

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

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

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






e
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.
Share: | 7w “Non-nuclear countries
<5% 45% >70% o
9
&
2
&
O '\.( 3
,@ 6\06\ (\6(\ (00(‘
o S &£ &
o o g ot
S P « <)
Simple average of countries
Nuclear 25% 25% 23% 16% 12% 11% 8% 8%
*Non-nuclear 39% 33% 27% 24% 18% 10% 10% 7% 6%
G7 22% 21% 22% 13% 15% 9% 9% 8%
BRICS 5 32% 29% 23% 22% 10% 12% 7% 7%
Population-weighted average of countries
Global (34) 38% 34% 25% 23% 23% 12% 10% 8% 7%

Cell shading follows the continuous legend gradient; columns ordered by population-weighted importance.
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Share: |
<5%

Japan
South Korea
Ghana*
Finland
Sweden
Taiwan*
Norway*
Indonesia*
Philippines*
Vietnam*
Belgium
Netherlands
UK
Australia*
South Africa
Singapore*
Thailand*
Mexico
Russia
Spain
China
Brazil
Ukraine
Italy*
Turkey*
Canada
UAE

Egypt*
Poland*
India

Israel*

USA
France

Germany*

~mm *Non-nuclear countries

13%

12%

13%

26%

20%

14%

15%

22%

12%

23%

19%

12%

27%

12%

16%

14%

12%

9%

7%

7%

12%

18%

11%

15%

6%

4%

11%

10%

12%

16%

15%

10%

11%

5%

11%

7%

19%

14%

6%

8%

13%

7%

14%

12%

10%

10%

13%

11%

16%

16%

20%

1%

5%

22%

14%

13%

9%

11%

5%

9%

9%

9%

7%

7%

6%

15%

8%

4%

15%

17%

13%

9%

7%

23%

13%

5%

9%

6%

4%

11%

11%

14%

8%

9%

13%

6%

3%

8%

5%

5%

4%

13%

9%

10%

7%

6%

7%

4%

4%

5%

6%

11%

5%

3%

6%

10%

8%

12%

8%

15%

6%

6%

13%

14%

10%

Cell shading follows the continuous legend gradient; columns ordered by population-weighted importance.



METHODOLOGY

36

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 Koreaq, 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



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

USA @@

Mexico @@

O Without nuclear power
@® G7 @ BRICS @ Other

K

Brazil @@

Sweden @@ |  O® Poland
Norway O @ @@ Finland

@ ©® Russia
@ ® India
@@ China

therlands @@
L France @@ , @® South Korea
Spain @@ —' ,:‘ @@ Japan
Belgium @@ . O® Taiwan
Germany O@ l— O® Vietnam
Italy O®@ . O® Thailand
Ghana O @ —‘ ’ﬂ— O@®@ Philippines

O® Israel . Indonesia
Oe® Egypt
———————— @@ Ukraine
Singapore O® @ Australia
South Africa @@ *’ 9ap ©
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APPENDIX
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PAGE

10

12

14

16

20

20

Quote in original language

ZEEZANIIG - FIFRARL 7 ZE@AZE - ARFIHAL -
MEBNANLE - PILI—EREERTE -

Je soutiens I'énergie nucléaire pour sa production
d’électricité décarbonée et stable, maisj'y vois des limites
liees aux déchets radioactifs, aux risques d’accident et

aux colts élevés a 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 informacion suficiente acerca del tema,
Yy que no he visto o escuchado acerca de esto, eso es

bdsicamente lo que me genera desconfianza.

ERGELOHNDINGEWNFEINDGITNIEFBERIGRRY I
FLBEOTLESERVET,

Mo-nepue: BNIMBAE Ha €KO-CUCTEMY MAAHETHU, BUKUAAHHS
BYFIMKUCIOrO rasy B atMmocdepy. Mo-gpyre: Hebesneka
A8 MAUPHOTO HAaCeNEeHHS, HE MOXJ/IMBO NMOBHICTb By TK

BMEBHEHWM B HaflinHOCTi KOHCTPYKLi.

Porque es una energia que estabiliza mucho lared
eléctrica manteniendo un flujo constante y evitando

apagones innecesarios.

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



22

22

22

26

26

30

32

32

32

34

Riskerna med karnkraft, hur osannolika de én ma vara,

kommer for mig alltid att dvervéiga de positiva aspekterna.

NuUkleer enerji nispeten uygun bir maliyetle ve guvenli
sekilde bertarafi halinde minimal atikla iyi bir enerji
kaynagi ancak Turkiye, saglk-guvenlik konularini dikkate
almayan bir Ulke, bizim Ahmet-Mehmet amcalarla olmaz bu

is, patlar ulke...

BELICBNHZMEITSLORIHEEEDSZVRFHEZEAT
NE VATEERD L HEBWKSIET S,

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

7| Q20| MSHMA YXHS X|K|ShCh

1565 1JbI38 1J099$8 Bos p9dyd ol B luwtsgale Ideolys IWbose st 16013 Jloel

Solg L‘Jf&ng G)g\._g)g ) 1Jbl3s 9(_’)3&) 1Jdoy0ls Bt

Energetyka jadrowa jest dobrq alternatywq dla Polski w
temacie energii. Zapewni state oraz tanie zrodio energii

wraz z OZE pozwoli na catkowite odciecie sie od wegla.

HZ3h 23(Lfat AN AHYUD HEEo R

| =
LRI €2 BRYIA| %xrasw g0 RE3|

BAEF BT R  FI R T U (T 8k%ME) K
BIEATE - HERRNGEZRFIRMERETR - IS FEATIL
ek -

Ich bin dagegen nachdem ich Informationen und
Dokumentationen dartuber gesehen habe. Ich bin der
Meinung dass ich nichts verwenden kann was spdter nicht

entsorgt werden kann und auBerdem gefdhrlich fir 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

Koreaq, strongly supports

44-year-old woman,

Egypt, strongly supports
29-year-old man,

Poland, strongly supports

63-year-old man,
South Koreaq, strongly

supports

51-year-old man,

Chinag, tends to support

69-year-old woman,

Germany, tends to oppose
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ABOUT
RADIANT
ENERGY GROUP

Radiant Energy Group is a nuclear energy research and advisory
firm. Its analysis of nuclear’s role in future energy systems has been
cited by institutional researchers, financial analysts, policymakers,
authors, and major news outlets.

The Nuclear Confidence Project is Radiant Energy Group’s flagship
public opinion research initiative, tracking global sentiment toward

nuclear energy across dozens of countries.

Contact Us: info@radiantenergygroup.com




