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International Attitudes Towards Environment and Development

Riley E. Dunlap

Conventiond wisdom holdsthet concernfor theenvironment islimited
to resdents of the wedthy indudridized nations of the Northern
hemigphere, as those who live in the poorer, Southern ndtions are
assumed to be too preoccupied with economic survivd to be aileto
worry about environmental quality” This may have been true back in
1972, when the UN Conference on the Human Environment was held
in Stockhdm, but it ssamsimplausiblein the current era.of world-wide
adtivism on behdlf of the environment? Y, it may bethet residents of
theindudridized nations remain moreconcerned about environmenta
problemsthan dothoseof thelesseconomicaly devel oped netions.

Convertiond wisdom aso holdsthat the perogptions of theroats of
the globd environmentd  problematique, and of how it ought to be
mitigated, differ dramatically between regdents of the economicaly
advanced nations and those of the poorer nations? These differences
were cartainly gpperert a the 1992 UN Conference on Environment
and Devdopment in Rio de Jandiro, where the governments of poorer
nationsemphasized theimportance of ‘ devdopment’ and those of the
richer nations that of ‘environment’ (to the neglect of devdopmen),
and the means of achieving ‘sugtaineble devdlopment’ remained
ambiguous” Did this divison & the* Earth Summit’ reflect acheamin
perceptions of environmenta problems and how they ought to be
0lved between those who live in rich and those who live in poorer
netions?

To examire possble differences in public perceptions  of
evironmentd problems the George H. Gallup Internationd Indiitute
conducted an unprecedented internaiona environmenta opinion
aurvey in early 1992 Gdlups Health of the Planet survey induded
twenty-four nations covering a wide range of economic leves and
geogrgphicregions Reaultsfromthesunvey dlow for anexamingtion of
both key dements of conventiond wisdom: thet concen over
environmentd queity is much higher in the richer nations, and that
views of the causes and solutions of environmentd problems differ
dramdicaly between resdentsof therich and poor netions

After describing the nature of the Gallup survey in more detall, this
chepter will examine pubdic percgpions of the siousness
o  awviroomatd  prdbdems—a the locd,  ndio-

nd, and world levels—acrossthe nations, paying atentionto possble
differences between indudtridized and nonindudiridized nations It will
then focus on severd issues rdaed to the linkage between
evironmet and devdopment: the rdative regponshility of rich and
poor nations for the worlds environmentad problems the mgor
contributor to environmenta prablems within the poorer, developing
nations, and the actions that the indugtridlized nations should teke in
oder to hdp devdoping ndions protect thar environments
Comparing regponses to these items will provide indght into public
attitudes toward sustainable development and how it might best be
achieved. Fndly, responses to two items dedling with support for an
intenationd  environmenta  agency  will shed light on  public
endorsement of enhanced internationd enforcement of environmental
protection, and how it variesacrossnations.

Information on Survey Methodology

Timed to coinddewith preparationsfor the 1992 Earth Summitin Riode
Janeiro, Gallup's Heslth of the Planet survey wias co-ordinated by the
George H. Gallup Internationdl Indtitute and conducted by the world-
wide nework of Gdlup dfiliates (who doneted over amillion dollarsin
data collection-andHtabulation costs). The sdection of countries was
dependant upon the availahility of a Galup filiate (or willing partner)
and funding? and two-dozen netions were induded. While poorer,
|ess-devel oped nations are consequently underrepresented, theintent
was not to conduct a world-wide survey whose results could be
genardized totheentireworld. Rather, our god wasto survey ditizensin
awide range of nations, intermsof both geogrgphiclocationandlevd
of economic deveopment, and thereby to go beyond exiding cross:
nationd environmentd surveys that have been limited primaily to
Europe or North America® Wewerereasonably successful inthisgod,
coveting agregter number and wider range of nationsthen have ever
been induded in an environmental opinion survey.” Theresuilt isthat
we can provide the fird test of conventiond wisdom concamning
North-South,  rich—poor  varigion in  public  perceptions  of
environmentd issues
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Table 1. Information on nations included in Gallup's ‘Health of the Planet’ survey

Region/Nation Sardesze Survey orgenization
North America
Caech 1011 Gdllup Caneda, Toronto
United Sttes 1,032 TheGdlup Organizetion, Princeton, NJ
Latin America
Brawil 1414 Ingtituto Gellup De Opinigd Rublica, So Paulo
Chile 1,000 Gdiup Chile A, Satiagp
Mexico 1,502 IMOPSA deCV, Gdlup Mexico, Mexioo, DF
Uruguay 800 Gdlup Uruguay, Mortevideo
ExgAda
Jpen 1434 Nippon Research Center, Ltd., Tokyo
Korea(Rep) 1,500 KoreaSuvey (Gdlup Ralls) Ltd, Ssodl
Philippines 1,000 AdaResarch Organizaion, Inc., Manila
Other Ada
Inda 4984 Indian Ingtitute of Public Opinion, New Delhi
Turkey 1,000 Fa Makeing Ressarch Co,, Ltd, Idanbul
EagernEurope
Hurgary 1,000 Gdlup Hungary, Ltd,, Budgpest
Poland 939 Demoskop, Warsawv*
Rusa %64 Indituteof Socidogy of the Russian Academy of Sdences Mosoow
Sandinavia
Denmark 1019 Gdlup—Denmark, Copenhagen
Fnland 770 Suomen Gdllup Oy, Hesinki
Norway 991 Nork Gallup Indtituit A/S Odo
Other Erope
Gamany** 1,048 EMNID—Indtitut GmbH & Co, Bidefdd
Gredt Britain 1105 Sodd Surveys(Gllup Fall), Ltd, London
Irdand 928 IishMaketing Surveys Ltd, Dudin
Nethedands 1,011 NIPO, Amdterdam
Portugal 1,000 NORMA, Lishon
Switzatand 1,011 ISOPUBLIC, Zuich
Africa
Niggia 1195 Reseerch and Marketing Sarvices Ltd,, Leoos

Noate: * NotaGdlup filiete ** Does notindude theformer Eas Gamary.

Source Riley E Dunlgp, GeorgeH. Gllup, ., and Alec M. Gallup (1993), Hedlth of the Planet (George H. Gallup Intemationd Institute, Prinogton, NJ).

Table 1 shows the regiond digtribution of the twenty-four nations
thet were induded in the Health of the Planet survey. Europeaen and
North American netions are dearly overrepresented, whileAdan ad
espeddly African netions are underrepresented. Nonetheless, aswill
be seen later, while deven of the netions are *high income countries,
the ather thirteen indude a wide range of ‘low’-to-'mediun income
naions Thus there is auffident vaiation to dlow for meaningful
comparisons between ditizens of wedlthy and poor nationsinterms of
viewson environmental and devel opment issues.

The survey covered a wide range of environmentd issues
thet gopeer to be of rdevance to dl types of nations, drawing
upon edensve reviews of exising sudies® The dfilistes
weae repondble for tradding the quedionnare into the
goproprigte language(s) for their nations and then the Gdlup
Intemationd  Ingtitute had them ‘badtrandated into English
to enaure comparability. The surveys were conducted via

facetofaos in-homeinterviews with nationaly represarntative samples
indl netionsbut India In Indiarurd aresswere underrepresented, and
thus caution must be used in generdizing theresultsto the nation esa
whde Thesampleszesareshoanin Table 1, mogt from about 1,000to
1500. Samples in this dze range should be accurae within
goproximatdy  plusor-minus 3 percantage points of the nationd
populations.

Perceptions of the Seriousness of Environmental
Problems

National Environmental Problems

We focus fird on peoeptions of the seiousnes of
avionmetd prodemns measwred in a number  of

complenentay ways Regpondents wee fird aked two
ouedions aout a wide range of problems fadng thar na
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tion? and then the survey turned spedifically to environmentd
problemsby asking thequestion shownin Table2. After definingwha
wemeant by ‘environment’, we asked respondentsto rate the quiity
of theervironment in their nation, locd community, and theworld asa
whole Table 2 shows the percentages rating these environments
negdively, as either ‘farly bed’ or ‘very bad', with the countries rank-
ordered in tams of the percentage rating the locd community
evironment negetively

Overdl, respondents tend to see their nation's environment, and
espeddly thet of theworld asawhole, asin poor shepe, asmgaritiesin
nine countries rate thar nation's environment negeively while
mgarties in twenty-one countries rae the world environment
negatively. It isthe pattern of ratings given to the three geographicd
levels thet is paticulaly interesing, however. Condgtent with prior
dudies repondets ae more likdy to rae thar ndion's

Table 2. Ratings of environmental quality at local, national
and world levels* (%)

Rating of varyffary bed
In community Innation Inwordd
Polend 71 83 73
Rusa 69 88 66
Korea(Rep.) 57 74 66
Hungary 48 72 71
Inda 4 52 2
Turkey 4 12 45
Chile 1 68 83
Brazil 4 49 64
Nigaia A 38 24
Mexico 31 56 70
Jgpen 31 52 73
Portuge 30 39 75
Philippines 28 52 58
United Sates 28 45 66
Uruguey 28 37 74
Gredt Britain 27 36 76
Netherlands 24 45 84
Gamany (Wes) 22 12 86
Shitzeland 20 27 86
Careta 18 26 79
Finlad 13 13 73
Denmark 12 18 R
Irdad 10 14 73
Norway 10 12 83

Note: * Respondents were asked: ‘Now let's tum our disoussion to the environmeant.
When we sy environment, we meen your surroundings—both theneturd environ-
ment—thedr, water, land and plants and animas—eswell ashuilding, sregsand the
like Overdl, how would you ratethequdity of theervironment in our netion—very
goad, fary good, fary bed, or very bed?Inyour locd community? Intheworld asa
whole?

Source Riley E Dunlgp, George H. Gdlup, I, and Alec M. Gellup (1993), Hedlth of
thePlanet (George H. Gallup Interationd Ingtitute, Princeton, NJ).

ewvironmat negativdy then they ae thar locd community's
environment (with Turkey and Finland the only exceptions). They are
a0 gengrdly morelikdy to ssetheworldsenvironment asworsethen
thar nation's with Sx excgptions In the three Eagt Europeen naions
plus Nigeria India and the increesingly industridized Republic of
Korea, a higher proportion of respondents give thar netion's
environment a poor rating then give the word's environment such a
raing. In the remander of the countries (with the exoeption of Turkey
and Finland, as noted above), thereisadear pattern inwhich themore
digant theenvironment being rated, themorenegativey it isviewed.

Itisdso goparant thet theloca community environment ismorelikey
to be rated poorly in the Eagt European and Southern hemisphere
nations, and thet it is generdly viewed positivaly in the Scandinavian
courtries There is dso atendency for the world environment to be
raed more negaivdy in highly devdoped nations paticualy
Scandinavian, and less 0 in the poorer nations (epedidly Nigeria,
Indig, Turkey, and the Philippines—hut the differences arelessstriking
theninthecaseof thelocd environment.

In short, residents of the less economicaly deveoped nationstend
to rate thar locd ervironments much more negatively, and their
naiond environments somewhat more negaively, then do ther
counterpartsin the highly devel oped nations. Conversdly, resdents of
thericher nationstend to seetheworld environment asfar worsethan
dther thairlocd or nationd environments Thus it ssemsmog accurate
to condude that the geographica fod of concern vary across naions
far more then any overdl tendency to view environmentd qudlity
negatively. Peoplein bath rich and poor countries are likdly to seethe
qudity of theenvironment asin poor shape, but thosein theformer are
espeddly likdy to see the world environment that way whereesthose
in the latter are more likdy to see their locd or nationd environments
that way.

To get a better sense of the types of environmentd problems thet
concarned our respondents & the various geographicd levels we
adked additiond questions for each levd. The prior question was
followed by an open-ended question that asked respondentsto name
‘the mog important environmentd proldem fading our netion’, and
responses were coded into severd broad categories suggested by
prior sudies. Interestingly, the internationd responses to this open+
ended question are Smilar to those obtained in eardier gudiesinthe
United Sates

Hre, repondents are most likdy to volunteer some form
of ‘pdiution’, eypeddly ar and water poluion, as ther
neions mogt important environmentd  prodlem™ In fadt, in
fifteen countries ar palution is the mogt frequently mentioned
prodlem, and in evary country except Portugd it is among the
top three Water qudity is mentioned mos frequently in four
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nations second mogt in eight, and third mogt in another seven. The
category of ‘pallution’ in generd dso turns up among the top three
mentionsineevencountries

Some interesing departures from the norm are ‘loss of neturd
resources , dited mogt often in Brazil and the Philippines—whereit is
indeed a ariticd problem—and third most often in Germany, Portugd,
and Switzeland. In addition, ‘weste digoosd’ is emerging es amgor
concern, showing up firg in Uruguay, second in four netions, and third
inanother five. ‘ Toxicwadte asaparticular pollution/disposa problem
shows up among the top three mentionsin only two nations, Russa
andHungary.

Mog importantly, there do not gopear to be mgor differences
between the devdoped and lessdevdoped ndions in tems
of public percegptions of the nation's most serious types of
avironmentd problens Air and wae pdluion ae dealy

senasmgor netiond problemsaround theworld.,

Local Community Environmental Problens
To examine percgtions of environmentd prodems & the locd,
community levd we took a differing gpproach. Because of the vest
range d spedfic problems that might possibly exist in respondents
communities and theimpossihility of cregting meaningful codesfor dl
of them, we congructed a short ligt of fairly broad types of potertid
problemsapplicbletovirtuly dl communitiesand asked respondents
toratethe sriousness of each one. Table 3 showsthe percentagewho
rated eechtypeof problemas' very serious intheir communities.

In some oountries  paticulaly the poorer ones lage
minarities and even mgarities rate most locd environmentd problems
& vay svious Egpeddly notdble in this regad ae

Table 3. Perceived seriousness of environmental problems in local community* (%)

Y% sying‘vay sious

Poor water Poor ar Contamininated ol | Too e Toomuchnoise

North America

Caeth 17 17 11 21 7 5

United States 22 18 12 17 11 7
Latin America

Brazil 43 30 24 49 21 24

Chile 13 18 17 33 9 17

Mexico 25 21 24 39 23 23

Uruguey 7 9 9 25 7 10
Ead Ada

Jgen 14 12 9 15 5 8

Korea(Rep) 35 32 14 40 18 28

Philippines 23 12 1 30 19 13
Othgr Ada

Inda 49 53 19 46 45 50

Turkey 42 37 27 62 38 29
EagernEurope

Hungay 15 19 12 17 5 9

Poland 62 61 50 55 10 24

Rusia 39 39 28 40 10 12
Sandinavia

Denmark 5 4 4 3 1 3

Finlad 17 19 14 12 4 4

Norway 13 13 10 11 8 9
Other Europe

Gamany (Wet) 15 21 15 14 11 16

Gredt Britain 23 21 14 21 14 17

Irdand 16 9 8 13 6 5

Nethalands 1 5 5 2 5 4

Portugd 36 37 29 32 17 24

Sitzeland 7 15 5 8 9 16
Africa

Nigeia 65 22 22 52 30 26

Note: *Respondents were asked: ‘Hereis alig of evironmenta prablems fadng many communities Plesse tdl me how serious you consider esch one to be here in your
community—very sarious, somewhat sgrious not vary sarious or nat sariousa dl?a Poor water qudlity; b. Poor air quelity; ¢. Contaminated soil; d. Inedeuiste savage, sanitetion

and gabegedigposd; e Toomany people overcrowding; f. Toomuchnoise’

Source Riley E. Durlgp, GeorgeH. Gallup, I, and Alec M. Gallup (1993), Hedlth of the Planet (George H. Gallup Intemationd Institute, Prinogton, NJ).
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Table 4. Perceived seriousness of environmental problems in the world* (%)

Yosying'vary sious
Airpdiution  Water pdiution  Contaminatedsoil  Lossof oedes Losd ranfores ~ Gadwaming  Lossof ozone

North America

Caeth 61 Va4 57 58 71 58 70

United States 60 71 54 49 63 47 56

Latin America

Brazil 70 69 56 73 7 71 74

Chile 73 Va4 64 72 71 59 78

Mexico Ve 78 7 8l 80 62 71

Uruguey 78 Va4 68 76 80 69 84
Eadt Ada

Jpan 43 43 29 37 47 47 55

Korea(Rep) 55 49 27 33 24 47 54

Philippines 49 46 42 4 65 40 37
Other Ada

Inda 65 50 35 48 54 36 40

Turkey 72 61 ) 61 63 45 59
EagernEurope

Hungary 54 53 42 47 47 3 47

Poland 7 80 73 76 73 59 66

Rusia 71 74 63 61 65 40 59
Sandinavia

Denmark 61 72 42 62 84 55 65

Finlad 58 67 52 48 71 4 60

Norway 69 71 55 61 80 66 70
Other Europe

Gamay (Wet) 61 70 55 69 80 73 78

Gred Britain 52 72 50 60 79 62 66

Irdand 63 74 52 55 67 63 68

Nethalands 30 43 36 45 70 36 a7

Portugd 78 8l 71 68 82 72 79

Shitzaland 62 69 46 61 78 62 68
Africa

Nigeia 43 4 47 # 31 26 27

Note: * Repondents were askedt ‘Now let's talk about the world as awhdle Hareis alig of environmental issuesthat may beaffecting theworld asawhole Asl reed esch ong,
plesse tdl me how sarious a problem you parsordly bdieve it to be in the world—very sarious somewhat sarious, nat vary sarious, or nat sarious & dl—or you don't know
enough abot it to judge?a Air pallution and smog; b. Pallution of rivers lakes and ooeans; ¢. Sall erosion, palluted land, and loss of famland; d. Lossof animd and plant pedies
e Lossof therainforessand jungles f. Glabd warming or the* greenhouse’” ffect; g. Lossof ozonein theearthsamosphere’

Source Riley E Dunlgp, GeorgeH. Gallup, ., and Alec M. Gallup (1993), Heelth of the Planet (George H. Gallup Intemationd Indtitute, Prinoeton, NJ).

India, Poland, Turkey, Rusda, and Nigeria By contrad, in others—
espadidly Denmark and the Netherlands—few respondents seeloca
environmenta problems as veary serious Overdl, respondents in the
wedthier nationsarelesslikdy to ratelocd environmentd problemsas
very seious.

There is condderable varidion in the percaved seriousness of
spedific types of locd environmentd problems across nations. Poor
water quality is seen as expedidly srious in Nigeria, Poland, India,
Bradl, Turkey, Rusia, Portugd, and Koreg, andpoor air qudlity assuch
in Poland, India, Russig, Turkey, and Portugd. Poland dso reportshigh
levds of soil contamination. In the case of inadeguite sawage, not
surprisingly it is dtizens in the less devdoped and the Eagtern
Europeen nations—Turkey, Pdand, Nigeig Bragl, Inda

Koreg, Rusig, and Mexico—who view it ssavery ssriouscommunity
problem. ‘Too many peoplefovercrowding’ is viewed as espeddly
saiousinindiaand Turkey, whiledtizensof Indiaaredsolikdy toview
therdated problem of noiseasvery serious

Insum, sawagetrestment, water queity, and ar qudity aremost likely
to be viewed as vay sgious locd community problems with
contaminated soil, overcrowding, and noise less s, across dl of the
nations surveyed. Not surprigngly, dl Sx prablems are reted as more
serious—often much more so—by resdents of the less economically
deveoped nations then they are by those who live in the wedthier
netions
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World Environmental Probles

Having focused on nationd and community environmentd prodems
we then dhifted our focus to problems a the world levd. A aiticd

changesincethe 1972 Stockhalm Conference hasbeen theemergence
of truly ‘globd’ environmenta prablems, and we examined perogptions
of severd audd ones In addition to the world-wide prodems of ar,
waer, and Soil degradation, we focused on loss of plant and animad
spedies, lossof ran-forests glabd warming, and ozone depletion. We
meeaured respondents perogptions of these world-wide problems by
akingthemtoratethesariousnessof eech problemshawnin Table4.

Compered to locaHevd problems thereis grester consenaus across
countries when it comes to assessing the seriousness of world
problems Thisisnot surprising, as percegptions of loca conditionsare
likey to be heavily affected by the conditionsthemsdves in contrest,
views of globd conditions are influenced more by informetion (often
viathemedig) then by firsthand observations. Further, impactsof truly
gabd problems are expected to be fdt world-wide (dbdt often with
differingintensty in different regions).

Inmost countries, nearly dl of theworld prablems examined arerated
as‘vary sarious by mgarities of the respondents, athough in Jepan,
Koreg, the Philippines, Hungary, Nigeria, and the Netherlands most of
theworld problemsare given that rating by ‘only’ onethirdto one-half
of the dtizens Countries whose resdents are epecidly likdly to see
these seven world problems as veary serious indude Chile, Bradl,
Gamany, Portugd, Poland, Uruguay, and Mexico. Thus it is gpperent
that dtizen conoan for world-wide environmentd prodems is
digributed fairly evenly acrossthe nations (dthough dtizensin Nigeria,
India, and the Philippines tend to rate most of themless serioudy then
isthe casefor other nations). Wheress residents of the poorer nations
aremuch moreconcerned about locd environmentd problemsthenare
their counterpartsin the wedlthy nations, the converse does not hold
for the world levd: thosein the wedlthy nations are not subdtartialy
more likdy then those in the poorer nations to seeworld problems as
very serious.

Tuning to the spedfic globd prodlems examined, water
pallution and loss of ran-forests are the modt likdy to be seen
& vay saious folowed by ozone depleion, ar pollution,
loss of spedes gobd waming, and ocontaminated <oil. It is
noteble thet in evary country except the Philippines, loss of
ozone is seen as more sgrious then is the rdated problem of
gobd waming. More importantly, in eighteen of the twenty-
four countries loss of plant and animd gades is more likdy
to be raed ‘vay sgious then is contaminated soil, and in
fifteen countries more 0 then is gobd waming (with which
it is inerelaed). This suggests that, despite the growing
recognition of the threet to humen hedth and wefare posed
by ewironmentd degraddion, concen for  ewironmentd

qudlity encompassss far more then a narrow concern with human
wdfare

Snmary

The foregoing resitson perceptionsof environmenta problemsreved
thet concern about the Sate of the environment iscertainly not limited
primeily to resdents of the wedthy, indudridized ndtions of the
northern hemigohere as was once widdy bdieved. Citizensin theless
economicaly developed nations are much more likdly to seethar locd
environments as degraded, somewhet more likdy to seethar netiond
environments asin poor shape, but not dl thet much lesslikdy to sse
world environmentd problems asvery seriousthen are ditizensinthe
wedthier nations Whilethe spedific problemsthet are of most concern
vary, and people in poorer naions tend to be espedidly concerned
about thar locd environments, concern about environmentd qudity is
digtributed acrossawiderange of nationsandisnot theprovinceof the
wedthy, indudridized nations. Public concern for the gate of the
environment seams to have become a world-wide phenomenon, as
uggested by widespread participetion in the 1992 Earth SummitinRio
deJandiro”

Attitudes Towards Environment and Development

A mgor shift that has occurred since the 1972 Stockhalm Conference
has been an explidit atempt to view intenationd development and
environmenta protection astwo sSdes of the samecain, rather thenas
spadeissues Infadt, the dffidd name of the Eath Summit, the UN

Conference on Environment and Devdopment, Sgnifies this trend.

Simulated by thework of the Brundtiand Commission, set forthinOur
Common Future™ the godl of * sustaineble development’ hasbeen put
foth as a means of integrating economic  devdopment and
evironmentd protection—paticulady within the less economically
deveoped ndions.

Nonetheless thenature of sudainable deve opment, and themeans
of achieving it, remain ambiguous and the subject of condderdble
controversy This was quite apparart a the Earth Summiit, where
policy debates reveded a huge chasm between governments of the
richand poor nationsintermsof their viewsof therdaionship between
internationd  economic  devdopment and  the protection  of
environmenta quality Although the Health of the Planet survey was
designed well before the Earth Summiit, an effort wes mede to examine
dtizens viewsof awiderange of issues rated to theenvironment and

devdopment linkege

Responghility for World Environmental Problems
An expeddly controversd topic has been the rdaive
contributions of the rich and poor nations to the worlds
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environmentd problems In paticular, pokespersons for the less
developed naions paint to the disproportionate levels of resource
consumption and pallution production in the richer countries, while
spokespersons for the latter have suggested that poorer nations
contribute greatly to environmenta prodems—via high population
growth, week environmenta regulations, and outmoded technologies
Do ditizens around the world hold sharply contragting views on the
issue of rdative reponghility for world environmentd problems? To
examinethisissue we asked respondents, ‘Which doyouthinkismore
reyponsble for today's environmertd problems in the world—
indudridized countries, developing countries, or do you think they are
both equaly respongble? Theresultsareshownin Tables, wherethe
countgesare aranged by economic levd (as messured by per capita
GNP

Ovedl, the rests provide litle evidence to suggest that

Table 5. Responsibility for the world's environmental

problems* (%)
Economicleve (per capitaGNP)

% whothink eechisregponshble
Industridlized netions Developing netions  Bath enuely

Lowincome

Nigaia 32 18

Inda 12

Philippines 14

Turkey 12

Poland

Chile
Middeincome

Mexico

UnugLey

Brazl

Hungary

Rusia

Portuge

Korea(Rep)
Highincome

Irdand

Gregt Britain

Nethedands

Careth

United Sates

Denmark

Gemary (Wes)

Norway

Jpan

Fnland

Switzedand
Note * Respondentswere asked:  Now, thinking about theworld, which do you think
ismore repongble for today's environmenta problemsin the world—induetridized
countries developing countries, or doyou think they areboth equally responsble?
Source Riley E. Dunlgp, GeorgeH. Gallup, ., and Alec M. Gdllup (1993), Hedlth of
thePlanet (George H. Gallup Internationd Indtitute, Prinogton, NJ).
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thedtizensof rich and poor nationsare sharply divided ontheissueof
responshility for world environmental problems In ten countries
coveingdl incomeleves mgaritieschoose* bathegualy responsble,
andinfivemoreplurditiesdo so, making thisthemost popular choicein
fifteen nations. In éght countries ditizens are modt likdy to blame
indudtridized nations However, Sx of these (induding the only five
wheremgaritiestakethispostion: theNetherdands Gamany, Denmark,
Finland, and Norway) are themsdvesindudtridized netions: Ironicaly,
the sole nation in which a plurdity places the blame on devdoping
nationsis Kores, itsdf one of the mogt rgpidly developing countriesin
the world. The other nations in which & lesst 10 per cant of
respondents place the blame on devdoping nationsindude the low-
incomecountriesof Nigeria, India, the Philippines, Chile and Turkey, as
wdl asJgpan.

Thus, dtizensof therich and poor nations do not seem as polarized
aswiddy assumed whenit comesto assigning repongihility for world
environmentd problems Resdents of the highly indudridized netions
tend to recognize ther grester contribution to these problems, wheress
residents of the less developed countries are likdy to acknowledge a
sharecf theblame

Contributorsto Environmental Problensin Devel oping
Nations

A related issue, which has dso been the object of controversy, isthe
source of environmentd degradetion  within the less developed
naionsthemsaves Somessetheseproblemsasstemming mainly from
forces outdde these countries, epedidly the explaitation of their
resources by multinationa companiesfor the purposeof supplyingthe
high-consumption life-styles of theindugtridized nations Others point
to conditions within the less developed nations, paticulaly ther
rgpidy growing populaions, as the primary contributor to their
environmenta problems We examined perceptions of this issue by
asking: ‘How much do you think eech of the fallowing contributesto
environmentd problemsin deveoping countries Consumption of the
worldsresourcesby indudridized countries? Multinationd compenies
operding in devdoping countries? Overpopuldion in thee
developing countries? The percentages responding ‘agreet ded’ for
eechaeshowninTable6.

Ovadl, there is amodest tendency for more blame for developing
nations environmenta prablems to be placed on their ‘population
prodlem’ then on the indudtridized nations or multinetiondls, s the
former isthemogt highly rated factor in fourteen of thenations Infact,
in dl of the highincome countries except Jgpan, dtizens assign most
responsihility to overpopulation. However, people in these countries
a0 place a good ded of responshility on industridized netions
ad mutingionds a wdl. Futhamorg  respondents in
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Table 6. Perceived contributors to environmental problems

in developing countries* (%)
Economicleve (per capitaGNP)

% who say eech contributes‘ agreet ded’
Conaumption Multinetiondl Overpopulation
byindugridized  compenies indevdoping
courntries oountries
Lowincome
Nigaia 47 47 55
Inda 36 30 61
Philippines 44 41 52
Turkey 64 39 52
Polad 25 21 17
Chile 43 37 37
Middeincome
Mexico 55 51 54
Uruguey 48 50 43
Brawil 46 45 37
Hungary 14 13 19
Reda 29 28 18
Portugal 54 51 41
Korea(Rep) 42 41 29
Highincome
Irdand 43 43 46
Gregt Britain 45 43 53
Nethedands 12 16 32
Caret 42 44 50
United Sates 41 35 50
Denmark A 35 42
Gamay (Wes) 60 55 62
Noway 57 53 60
Jgpen 38 25 2
Fnland 49 42 57
Switzedand 33 A 52

Note: * Respondants were asked: ‘How much do you think eech of the fallowing
contributes to environmenta problems in developing countries—a greet ded, afar
amount, not very much, or none a dl? a Consumption of the worldsresourcesby
industridized countries; b. Multinetional compenies gperating in devel oping countries;
¢. Ovarpopulaionin thesedevel oping countries’

Source Riley E. Dunlgp, George H. Gdllup, ., and Alec M. Gallup (1993), Hedlth of
the Planet (GeorgeH. Gallup Internationd Indtitute, Princeton, NJ).

India, Nigaria, and the Philippines (the three poorest netions in the
urvey) dso place the mogt emphesis on overpopulaion, while
mgoritiesin Turkey and Mexico esign agreat ded of reponsihility to
overpopulation. In fact, among the loa and midde-income nations
only the three Eagtern European countries and Koreaplacelitle blame
on overpopulation. Fndly, resdents of the norHndustridized nations
gopear no more likdy to place the blame for environmenta problems
within deveoping countries on the indudridized naions or on
multinetionasthan do their counterpartsinthehightincomendtions

In short, even when the focus is redricted to environmental
problems within the devdoping nations dtizens from aound

theworld do not ssem esheavily polarized over therolesof therichand
poor nations as might be assumed from conflicts e the Earth Summit.
Combined with the resuits of the prior quedtion, these responses
Uggest that at least inthenations covered by the survey, residents of
poor, Southern nationsand those of rich, Northern nationsdo not hold
damdicdly dffeaing viens of the sources of ewironmentd
problems—whether world-wide or within their own nations Thereis
litle evidence of a strong tendency for the poor to blame therich, and
vice versg, rather, there tends to be widespread acogptance of mutud
responsibility for environmental problems.

Achieving Sugtainable Devel opment

While it is obvioudy importart for the entire world to achieve

sugtanability, the concept of sustainable devel opment has often been
focusad gpedificdly on the developing countries Thespecid problems
faced by poor countries in tems of protecting ther nation's
environmental quelity while pursuing economic growth is, infadt, the
apect of sudanable devdopment thet hes received the mogt
atention” A mgor policy issue surrounding discussions about

achieving sugtainable development within the lessdevel oped nations
has bean the importance of assgancefromthericher nations and this
wasamgor sourceof controversy a Rio.

Thereareavaiety of waysinwhich thewedthy nationsmight esist
poorer nations to protect their environments while none the less
pursling economic devdopment. We examined severd prominently
mentioned eforts via the questions shown in Teble 7, which asks
respondents whether they favour or oppose five differing actionsthat
‘indudridized netionsmight takeif they wereto givehdpinsomeway’
and which one would best help. Thetable showsthe percentageswho
‘srongly favour’ eechtypedf action aswell asthosechoosngeachas
thesinglebest action.

Not surprisngly, the noncontroversd adion of providing
educationd information is the mogt popular adtion overdl, being
grongly favoured by mgorities in twenty-4wo of the twenty-four
nations. Thisisdosdy followed by supplying technologica assistance
(srongly favoured by mgaritiesin ningtesn nations) and the provison
o family-planning informaion (drongly favoured by mgarities in
Sevanteen nations). Providing modd laws for business and industry,
which might be seen aslessreadily trandferable to the lessdeve oped
naions, receives mgority support in fifteen ndions Fndly, the
cancdlation of foreign detat, no doubt themost controversd of thefive
adtions, recaives srong support from mgoritiesin only ten nations It
should comeasno surprisethat this action ismaost popular inthelow-
income nations, next mogt popular in the middeincome and lesst
popular in the highdincome nationsthat would bewriting off the delats.
Irdand and Noway, among the later, give most support to
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Table 7. Actions industrialized countries might take to help developing countries* and action that would best help**(%)

Economicleve (per capitaGNP)
% saying‘ srongly favour’ each and % chooding eech asbest adtion (in perentheses)
Education Techndogy ModH lans Family planning Canod Deit
Lowincome
Nigaia 82(22) 81(24) 73(12) 66 (5) 76 (24)
Inda 70(41) 57(22) 53(9) 66(14) 49(7)
Philippines 72(37) 72() 62(12) 69(9) 65(18)
Turkey 79(29) 69 (17) 63(13) 68(4) 76(28)
Poland 52(7) 67 (49) 49(4) 33D 60(23)
Chile 73(33) 69(28) 54(14) 45(5) 58(11)
Middeincome
Mexico 70(21) 70(21) 68(20) 70(10) 70(17)
Uruguey 86(22) 87(19) 82(12) 71(12) 76(31)
Brawil 87(31) 85(11) 75(7) 62(9) 79(36)
Hungary 46(13) 48(43) 37(7) 36(6) 33(20)
Rusia 71(15) 70(36) 59(10) 29 39(16)
Portuel 66 (43) 61(27) 58(10) 42(3 51(11)
Korea(Rep) 66(20) 74(51) 58(12) 32 42(8)
Highincome
Irdand 73(39) 71(10) 56 (15) 57(12) 50(14)
Gregt Britain 61(28) 60 (24) 45(5) 64(20) 39(13)
Nethelands 56(27) 57(32 51(10) 57(9) 31(1)
Caret 66(42) 54(21) 55(15) 55(11) 30(7)
United Stes 63(41) 48(20) 50(15) 57(13) 24(5)
Denmark 64(35) 46 (16) 36(12) 62(22) 35(6)
Gamany (Wes) 35(29) 50(13) 44(15) 59(23) 32(15
Norway 69(34) 55(19) 43(6) 67(14) 49(18)
Jepen 48(17) 48(37) 24(13) 22(5) 18(2
Fnlad 58(27) 50(29) B(12) 62(22) 0@
Switzatand 59(24) 47(19) 32(10) 59(26) 38(18)

Noate: * Respondents were asked: ‘Proteting the environment is difficult for any country, but espedidly for developing countries I'm going to reed you allig of adions
indugridized countriesmight tekeiif they wereto give hdpin somewey. For each, tdl mehow strongly you favour or appase esch of thefollowing—strongly favour, somewhet
favour, somewhat @pose srongly oppose Encourage indudtridized countries to . . . a Provide developing countries with informetion to hdp educate ditizens about
environmentad protection; b. Supply technology and eguipment to contral pallution and cope with environmentd prablems; ¢. Provide modd environmenta laws to put
gppropriate restrictionson businessand industry; d. Supply family planning informetion to lower birth rates and menege population problems, e Cancd some of theforaign dett
owed by devdaping netions so this money can be put into environmenta protection.” ***Which one of theseadions by industridized countries do you think would best hdp
developing countries ded with their environmenta problems—educationd materidls supply technology and ecuipment, provide modd environmentd lawvs, supply family

planning informetion, or cancd someforeign det?

Source Riley E Dunlgp, GeorgeH. Gallup, ., and Alec M. Gallup (1993), Heelth of the Planet (George H. Gdllup Intemetiond Indtitute, Princeton, NJ).

thisaction, while Jgpen and the United Satearethelesdt favourable
Perhgps the mogt driking fedture of the resuits in Teble 7
is that there is drong support for nearly dl of the adtions
aoros most of the countries refleting avareness of the
necessty of assding the less deveoped nations to protect
thar environments There ae d few discanible patemns in
aupport for different adtions across countries i differing
income levds In addion to less ethusasm for debt
caxdlgion among the higHnoome ndions thee s
Lmevhat more sogptidamn about the  utlity of  providing
modd lavs among thee ndions—epecidly the Scandina
vien countries Ovedl, dtizens in lowincome nations gopesr
eeger for dl types of assstance designed to hdp them protect

their environments induding family planning.

In oder to gt a beter sne of dtizen priorities for
udandbdle-devdopment polides we next aked regpondents
to indcae ‘Which one of these adtions by indudridized
countries do you think would best hdp devdoping countries
ded with ther ewironmetd problems? and repegted the
lig of items usad in the prior question. The figures within the
paentheses in Table 7 show the percentage choosng eech
item &s the dngle ‘best’ adtion. Agan, education is the most
prefered  adtion, folowved by tedhndogicd assdance Family
planning continues to recdve condderdble support  among
resdents of mogt of the highincome naions but much les
0 a the dngle best action among those in lowincome
ndions The revase is the case for debt cancdlation, which
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ovedl recevesrdaivey more support asthebest action theniit did in
thepreviousquestion.

In 2um, the reslits in Table 7 reved a far amount of compatibility
between theviews of citizensin theless developed nations and those
in highly developed nations in terms of whet the latter might do to
asdg the former in achieving sugtaineble devdopment. Only when
atention is focused on the single best action does subsantid
divergence emarge  Citizens in the loandncome nations ae
undergandably morelikely tofavour debt cancdlation andlesslikdy to
favour family planning then arethosein thehighincomenations Inthe
red world, of course these attions are not muiuely exdusve
Importantly, across dl nations there is a strong recognition of the
importance of the wedthier nations providing educationd and
technologicd assdstancein order to hdpthepoorer nationsprotect their
environments

While conareteproposasto hel p thel essdevel oped nationsachieve
udanable devdopment will no doubt be the source of continued
debate and dissgreament in policy arenes, as are mod internationd
environmental agreaments® theforegoing results suggest that in most
countries the public sees the need for wedthy nations to provide
assganceto poorer onesinorder to hdpthelater protect thequdity of
thar environments, and supportsawide range of activitiesdesigned to
accomplishthisgod.

Attitudes Towards an International Environmental Agency
A topic that has received condderable attention in recent yearsisthe
importance of srengthening intemationa mechanisms for protecting
the environment.™ The growing recognition of the globd dimensions
of environmentd problems has led to the esteblishment of severd

internationd environmenta conventionsand tredties, bt little progress
has been madein setting up effective regulatory agendies designed to
ensure their implementation. This is not surprising, & intermeationd

regulaory bodies pose mgor chalenges to treditiond notions of

ndiond soverdignty. To examine public atitudes toward an
internationd environmenta agency we asked two questions, one

dedling with thefunding for such an agency and the ather dedling with
the granting of authority to it. The questionsand resuitsare shown in
Teble8.

Thefirgt column showsthe percentages saying they either ‘ strongly
favour or ‘somewha favour ther own naiond govenment
‘contributing money to an nternationd agency to work on solving
globd environmentd problems’. Ascan be seen, thereisconsderable
support for funding such an agency, with mgoritiesin every nation at
lesst Somewhat infavour of this Thesemgaritiesrangefromahigh of
90 mr cat in Fnland and 89 per cant in Gregt Britan and the

Nethalands to alow of 56 per cent in Bradl. The issue of outdde
detlermingtion of thefete of the Bradilian rain-forest has probably made
resdents of Brazil somewha cautious aoout internationd regulatory
bodies

When we asked respondents if they ‘favour or oppose giving an
internationd agency the authority to influence [their] government's
pdlicy in environmentaly important arees, there was somewhet less
enthusiaam. Although mgarities favour thisin every netion, they are
dften only dim mgarities—naticedbly smdler then in the case of
providing funding for suchanagency. And, aswasthecaseintermsof
funding, thereissomewhat lessenthusiaam for granting authority toan
internetiond environmentd agency among resdents of the less
developed netionsthan among their counterpartsintherich nations.

Table 8. Support for contribution to an international
environmental agency and for giving authority to the
agency (%)

Favour contributing Favour gving
money to agency* authority to agency**
Finland 0 74
Netherlands 89 1)
Gregt Britain 73
Hungary 4 72
Portugdl 83 74
Korea(Rep) 83 74
Noway 83 65
Gamany (Wes) 82 78
Rusia 79 76
Irdand 79 70
Switzalad I 71
Jpan 78 65
Denmak 78 52
Poland 78 70
Mexico 7 61
Caeh 77 70
Inda I:) 57
Philippines 1) 64
Turkey 75 60
United Sates 74 63
Nigaia 73 70
Chile 68 54
Uruguey 61 4
Brazl 56 62

Noate * Respondents were asked: “Would you favour or oppose our govemment
contributing money to an intemdiond agency to work on solving globdl
environmenta problems—strongly favour, somewhet favour, somewhet oppose, or
strongly opposs? ***Would you favour or oppose giving an intemationd agency
the authority to influence our government's palicy in environmentaly important
aess—srongly favour, somewhat favour, somewheat opposs, or srongly opposs?

Source Riley E Dunlgp, George H. Gallup, ., and Alec M. Gellup (1993), Heslth of
thePlanet (GeorgeH. Gallup Intemationdl Institute, Princeton, NJ).
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Taken together, these resLilts reved asubdtantid degree of support
for theestablishment of aninternational agency designed Spedificaly to
ded with environmentd problems Strong mgarities in most netions
support their governments funding such an agency (dthough they
tend to be smdler among the lowdncome nations, as one would
expedt), and a least dim mgarities are in favour of granting such an
agency some degree of authority in the environmentd &fars of ther
own netion. Whileitisimposshletojudgein theabosenceof trend deta,
these resiits probably reved amgjor shift in public recognition of the
importanceof deding with environmental problemsat theinternationdl
levd compered to adecade or two ago. (Thissupport ssemsconsstent
with the widespread percgption of world environmenta problems as
very sgrious, as documented above) It dso seemslikdly thet hed we
inquired aout suppot for a ‘Commisson on Sudanddle
Devdopment’ devoted to both environmenta protection and
economic development, as proposed a Rio® we would have found

even stronger support.

Smmary
The resllts of the various items concaming atitudes towards
evironman and devdopment are rather more difficult to summarize
then were those concarning perceptions of environmentd problems
None the less, as was the case for environmentd perceptions; the
results of the Galup survey do nat reved mgor differences between
dtizensin the wedthy and poor nationsin terms of attitudes toweard
environment and development. Residents of the wedthy nationstend
to acoept a good ded of reponghility for world environmenta
problems, while thasein poorer nations do not absolve themsaves of
blame Smilaly, when it comes to evironmentd problemswithinthe
less developed ndtions, there is a fairly similar tendency for both
conaumption among indudridized nations and overpopulation in
developing nationsto be seen ascontributing factors.

Whenweturnto policy actionsdesigned to hdp thelessdeveloped
netions achieve sudtanable deved opment, we again find broad support
for awiderangeof actions Only on theissue of cancdlation of foreign
deat do we find mgor differences in degree of support betwean
wedthy and poor nations, and thisemergesmost dearly whenweforce
respondentsto choose the single best action. Likewise, thereis broad
support across dl types of naions for an internationd agency
empovered to enforce environmentd protection regulations, dbeit
omewhat lessinthepoorer countries

Thus while there are dovioudy some differencesin opinion, overdl
wedid nat find resdents of the wedthy, indugtridized netionsto hald
dradicdly differing views of the rdaive contributions of rich and poor
nations to environmentd problems—nor of palides for deding with
avionmetd problems—then do  resdents of  poorer,

less developed nations. The huge chaam between leaders from the
wedthy nations and those from the devel oping and poor nationsthat
was goparant among world leedersa Rio doesnot emergeamong the
generd public of two-dozen nations around the world induded in the
urvey.

Conclusion
Those who see world-wide environmentd problems as serious, and
environmentd protection as a mgior intemationd god, will proebly
teke heart from the findings of Gallup's Hesalth of the Planet survey.
The reaults presented above, dong with others obtained from the
Urvey, reved thet environmentd deterioration is seen asvery serious
by dtizensof dl typesof nations Whilethefod of ther concamsvary
somewhd, resdentsof both rich and poor countriessseenvironmentd
conditions as sarious problems No longer is concen about
evironmentd qudity limited to those who in live in the wedthy,
indugtridlized northem hemisphere—if it ever was Furthermore, ditizens
in the two-dozen nationsincluded in the survey do not reved thevast
polaization in terms of who is seen as respongible for environmenta
problems, nor in terms of what pdlicies ought to be employed to
combat such problems, that was presant among world leeders
atendingtheEarth Summit™

The Health of the Planet survey demondrates virtualy world-wide
citizen awareness that our planet isindeed in poor hedth, and great
concan for its future well-being. The results not only document
widespread ditizen avareness and concern, but highlight the existence
of a greater degree of internationd consenaus about environmenta
problems than is widdy assumed to exig, and then was certanly
reflected & the Earth Summit. Those concerned about thefuture of the
planet can only hope tha world leeders will continue to grive to
overcome ther differences and move toward a Smilar degree of
congnaus in future intemationd gatherings and negatiations on
evironmentd issues
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