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ABSTRACT .

The main purpose of the present study is to provide a framework
related to the level of environmental concern, attitudes, and

perceptions of Turkish, Dutch and German consumers.

Examined subjects are awareness of the the consumers in the
three countries about global and mnational environmental
probiems and level of importance of these problems; perceptions
of environmentally friendliness and environmentally friendly
products and companies as well as the perceived roles of related
parties; actﬁal participation level and willingness to contribute to
the environmental solutions; perceived causes and solutions of
problems; most common sources of environmental information,
willingness to pay extra or taxes for an environmentally friendly
product; and the impact of environmental friendliness on

purchasing behaviour.

After a thorough review of the relevant literature on the subject
of 'environment' is made, an empirical research has been
conducted on the passengers of the Germany and Holland flights
of a Turkish private airline company. A structured and an
undisguised questionnaire has been giveh to a sample of 294
respondents by non-probabilistic judgemental sampling method

through which the data for the study has been collected.
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Data are entered to Excel 4.0 and frequency analyses are made
through this program and cross-tab analyses are made with SPSS-

PC.

The major finding of the study is that a great percentage of
Turkish, Dutch and German populations exhibit a high level of
concern for the environmental problems of the world
particularlly. At national level, economic and social problems
precede environmental ones, especially for the Turkish
respondents. Dutch and Germans engage in recycling and careful
disposal activities mostly, whereas the Tﬁrks mostly perform
activities related to saving energy or other resources. Producers
are perceived to be the major responsible party for environmental
pollution; they and government are expected to work for the

improvement of environmental quality.

Implications upon the major findings of the study are discussed
referring to four parties related to the subject; ie. producers,

governments, consumers, and the researchers.

Major contribution of the study has been to the literature,
because of its generic function bfr offering data, background
information and research scope. Another important contribution
has been providing implicavtions to the related individuals and

organisations.



OZET

Bu gahwﬁanm amaci Tiark, Hollandali ve Alman taketicilerin
cevreyle ilgilenme dizeylerini, bu konudaki davranig ve

tutumlarini belirlemektir.

incelenen konular, halkin dinyada ve dlkelerindeki cevre
sorunlar1 konusundaki bilgi dizeyi; ¢evre dostlugu, ve g¢evre
dostu drianler ve firmalar hakkindaki disinceleri ile bu konu ile
ilgili organizasyonlara disen gorevlere iliskin fikirleri; cevre
sorunlarinin ¢6zimiine katilma istekleri ve daha o6nce katilmis
olduklari c¢evre etkinliklerinin tirleri, halkin gdzinde c¢evre
sorunlarinin nedenleri ve ¢6zim o6nerileri, cevre konusunda bilgi
edindikleri kaynaklar; cevre dostu bir drimn igin vergi veya
fazladan 6deme yapmay: kabul edip etmeyecekleri; ve ¢evre dostu

drinleri satin alma egilimleri olarak siralanabilir.

Konuyla ilgili yurt icinde ve disinda o6nceden yapilmis olan
calismalar tarandiktan sonra, 6zel bir Turk charter havayollarl
sirketinin Tdrkiye ile Almanya +ve Hollanda uguslarindaki
yolcularla bir saha c¢alismas: yapilmistir. Tesaddfi olmayan
kolayda ornekleme metodu ile belirlenen 294 denege verilen
Onceden hazirlanmas anketleri deneklerin kendilerinin

~yanitlamalariyla, ¢alisma icin gerekli veriler elde edilmistir..
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Bu veriler, Excel 4.0 programina kaydedildikten sonra frekans
analizi testleri bub programda, ki-kare testleri ise SPSS-PC

programinda yapilmistir.

Cal_mmamn en oO6nemli sonucu Turk, Hollandal: ve Alman
tiketicilerin biyak kisminin 6zellikle dinyadaki cevre sorunlan
ile oldukca ilgili olmalar1 olarak belirlenmistir. Oysa, o6zellikle
Turk taketiciler icin alkeleri s6z konusu oldugunda ekonomik ve
sosyal sorunlar gevre sorunlarindan 6nde gelmektedir. Alman ve
Hollandalilar genellikle geri kazanma ve ¢oplerin dikkatli atilmas:
gibi faaliyetlere agirhk verirken, Tirkler enerji ve kaynak
tasarrufuna yénelik etkinlikleri tercih etmektedir. Ureticiler ¢evre
kirliliginin en biyik sorumlular: olarak gérilmekte; hikimet ile
beraber ¢evre kalitesini  artirici faaliyetlere girismeleri

beklenmektedir.

Elde edilen sonuclar direticilere, hiukimete, tiketicilere ve

aragtirmacilara bir¢ok gorev distagind ortaya ¢ikarmaktadar.

Yapilan cahiymanin en Onemli katkilari, literatdire hazir kaynak
sunmasi ve konuyla ilgili taraflardan beklenen goérevlerileri

belirlemesidir.
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I. INTRODUCTION

"The Earth is one but the world is not. We all depend on one

A

biosphere for sustaining our lives." This quatation from the
proceedings of the World Commission on Environment and
Development (Our Common Future, 1987) signifies the
importance of the environment for all human beings. With this
important issue in mind, it has been decided to analyse the level

of concern of the people about the environment.

The main purpose of this thesis is to amalyse ,through a
comparative study, the interests of German, Dutch and Turkish
publics on the environment as cénsumers , by measuring the level
of environmental concern of these three consufner groups and
figuring out  (quantitatively)  their  attitudes  towards
environmental problems, their willingness to participate in the
environmentalist activities and their actual participation level in
the solution of the problems, as well as the effect of
“environmental concerns on consumers' purchasing behaviour. The
study is emprical and it also covers descriptive fesearch based on

the previous studies related with the topic.

The studies within the framework of this research will be

presented in the following order:

This part continues with an introduction explaining the evolution

of the environment problem in the world and in Turkey.



In the following part, theoretical background (previous empirical
and conceptual studies) of the present study will be reviewed in
groups according to their major findings and major areas of

study.
In the third part, research design and methodology will be given.

In the fourth part, findings of the research will be presented and
. interpreted. This will be done in two parts, the first of which
will consist of the frequencies of the general public and
frequencies of the three publics separately. The second part will
include the results of the crosstab analyses where relations of
demografhic variables with the other variables under study are

reported.

In the final part, major conclusions will be made, implications
for the related parAties will be discussed; and contributions of the

study to the literature will be presented.



1.1 ENVIRONMENTALISM IN THE WORLD

After the II. World War, The European World was forced to an
economic interdependence among nations and environmental
concern rose from the damage caused by the rapid economic

growth in this period.

Public concern grew rapidly and forced a debate on
environmental conservation and economic growth. By late 1960’s,
growing awareness of the public led to action by governments
and industries in both industrial and some developing countries.
Environmental protection and resource conservation policies and
programs were established. Industries also responded to
problems by developing new technologies and industrial
processes which were designed to reduce pollution and other
adverse environmental impacts. Expenditures on pollution control
measures increased rapidly in some highl-y polluting industries
and corporations began to set up their own environmental policy

and control units.

However at the beginning of 1970's, both governments and
industries worried about costs of proposed environmental
measures. They thought that such costs were very high and
slowed down economic growth. However, a 1984 survey by OECD
of assessments undertaken in a number of individual countries
concluded that expenditures on environmental measures over the
past two decades had a positive short- term effect on growth and

employment as the increased demand they generated increased



the output of economies operating at less than full capacity

(Adams, 1990). 4

An evaluation of 1980's shows that there has been both failures
and successes in this period. Major successes can be listed as the
fall in infant mortality ratios, increase in the literate
proportions, faster increase in Vglobal food production, and faster
movement of information and goods around the world. Failures,
on the other hand, have been the increase in the number of
hungry and homeless people, the widening gap between the poor
and the rich, and the false management of environmental
resources. For instaﬁce each year another six million hectares of
productive dry land have turned into worthless desert and more
than eleven million hectares of forests have been destroyed and
converted into low- grade farmland. In Europe acid precipitation
has killed forests, lakes and damaged artistic and architectural
heritage of nations. Burning of fossil fuels has put into the
atmosphere Carbon dioxide, the accumulation of which causes
global warming called the 'Greenhouse Effect’. Industrial gases
threaten to deplete ozone layer. which would increase number of
human and animal cancers, and the oceans’' food chain would be

disrupted.

It is obvious that the world is passing through a peribd of
dramatic growth and fundamental change. It has a population of
five billion and.accordin’g to United Nations' projections the
population will be between eight and fourteen billions by the

next century which means that the resources will be consumed

7



much faster (Our Common Future, 1987). New technology offers
potential for slowing the dangerously rai)id consumption of finite
resources but entails risks such as new forms of pollution.
Industries which are heavily reliant on environmental resources
and most heavily polluting are growing rapidly. Without the co-
operation of the industry with the governments the world will
not grow cleaner. Given the right incentives, industry can

diminish the quantity of resources used to fulfil human needs.

Industry's task ié to find ways to reduce many forms of pollution.
This will not only be devisin«g'new industrial processes that get
more output from each unit of ihput, but also assuring death of
~ the product from the moment of its conception. The world needs
and will increasingly need products that during their lifetime do
minimal damage to the Earth and that, at the end of their lives,

can either be safely thrown away or put to new uses.

Another important point to be considered is the cost of polluting.
These costs are rising in all sorts of ways. Dirty companies risk
large bills for cleaning up; their ref)utations I_nake it harder for
them to win permission for expangion, to motivate staff, and
more importantly, to attract customers. For the chemical
companies, such motives are the strongest since in the
industrialised countries they produce between 50— 70% of all
hazardous waste- both during the manufacturing process and in
the form of the final product. The costs of disposing hazardous

waste are especially high.



On the other hand, for the industries 'being greener' has many
advantages. A company that takes environmental responsibility
more seriously than its competitors can find the opportunity to
in’troduce new technology at its own pace, rather than having to
do it quickly and more expensively to catch up with the pioneers.
Being there first also allows a company to play a key role in
shaping the way the industry is regulated. It may also get in first
with new products. The importance of these motives varies from

industry to industry and country to country.

However, probably no more than 200 companies worldwide have
made environmental performance one of their top concerns. In
fact, the most radical corporate thinking on the environment is
taking place in large chemical companies in the USA and Europe.
Their main boards spend time thinking out green strategies and
they set up sophisticated management systems to make sure that
these goals are met. In other industries- especially oil and car-
there are companies that take 'being greener' seriously but they
are rarer. Some companies, especially in the chemical industry
are now spending very large amounts on pollution control.
Moreover, companies that take environment seriously find
themselves changing not only their processes and products, but
the way they run themselves as well. Often such changes go hand
in hand with the improvements in the general quality of
management. Examples prove that companies that try hardest to
reduce the damage they do to the environment are usually well-

managed. Among the qualities that make it relatively easy for a



company to be green, one of the most important features is
caring about employees and préduct quality (The
Economist,1990). Many young, graduate managers are the
strongest advocates of greenery. Having an open- ‘minded and

youthful management is also of help.

Still, most companies will only be as green as governments make
them. The greenest companies will therefore try to ensure that
government policies set environmental standards at levels that
they can match bﬁt their competitors cannot. These pressures will
change the way companies manage themselves and their suppliers
and consumers. Above all, relations between governments and
industry will change. The green revolution will be made through
government intervention through setting emission standards,
taxing raw materials and assigning liability for polluting
accidents. That will encourage industry and government to see a
common interest in a cleaner environment. The best companies
will want intervention to protect theii market from dirty, cheap-

skate foreign competitors.

Michael Porter (1992), from Harvard’Business Séhool, argues that
well- designed regulations can foster technological advance and
restrain the cost of meeting green goals. In his view, a company
may gain competitive advantage by raising its environmental

standards, because others will eventually follow.

However, without a world government no institution can compel

international polluters to pay. The rich countries tend to give
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priority at home to the environmental problems that harm health
and wealth. Having brought their most acute environmental
problems wunder control, the industrial countries have
increasingly turned their attention to those that cross
international boundaries. Different priorities by different
countries make sense for some reasons. A country may decide to
pay less attention to protecting its own environment than to
other investments. When faced with a choice between clean air
and less poverty, many countries will accept more pollution than
a rich country would, in exchange for more aeconomic growth.
Even when countries are at the same stage of development,
environmental standards may not be identical since there are
relevant differences in the way the receiving environment reacts

~ to pollution.

The European Commission sees environmental standards as one of
the fastest growing kinds of non- tariff barriers. Individual
companies that want to ban certain products or apply green
conditions to their marketing have an opportunity to make life
difficult for competitors from other companies. Setting standards
for industrial processes raises different issues. Countries like
Germany and Holland which have been the worst enemies of
industrial polluters, want their competitors to be as green as
themselves. Still cross- border arguments are harder to resolve
when many countries are involved, and especially when those
countries  have wi”dely differing living standards and

environmental priorities as mentioned above. International

11



agreement is the best way to solve environmental problems that

transcend national borders.

To ensure an international agreement, the most effective bodies
seem to be the environmentalist groups all around the world.
There are now around 30 mainstream green groups worldwide.
Best known in Europe are Greenpeace, the Worldwide Fund for
Nature and Friends of the Earth. In Britain Greenpeace has
300,000 members; Friends of the Earth 200,000. Besides these,
thousands of smaller organisations have been established to fight
‘With iocal problems. Some other big environmental groups in US

by 1989 are in the table below:

.

Table 1.1 Environmental groups in US

Organisation Members Budget

(Date founded) (000s) (mil. §)
National Wildlife Federation(1936) 5800 85.3
National Audubon Society{(1905) 550 35
Sierra Club(1892) , 500 32
World Wildlife Fund(1961) 312 1.4
Wilderness Society(1935) 300 20
Natural Resources Defence 125 - 16
Environmental Defence Fund(1967) 100 15
National Parks & Conser. Ass. (1919) 95 3.8
Izaak Walton League(1922) 50 1.6
Friends of the Earth(1969) 30 2.5

Source: Burson- Marsteller, The Economist, June 6 1992
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America's environmentalists first lobby for tough laws and then
chase companies and government agencies through the courts to
make sure that théy are enforced. Thus business has found that
what green groups demand today will be enforced by the

legislators very soon. In Europe, the environmental lobby relies

more on publicity and has helpful légal allies such as the

European Commission and the European Court.

On the other hand, shoppers are now growing greener both >n
the US and in Europe. In 1989 a MORI poll said 49% of Britons
claimed they had consciously chosen a green product in the past
year- more than twice as many as in 1988 (World Development,
1992). Manufacturers and retailers are now enthusiastically
labelling products 'green' or environmentally friendly. But it is
not always true. Still shaky claims to greenery may mislead the
ignorant but they ‘turn off thekknowledgeable. Thus, to be
effectively green, consumers need to be better informed about
environmental cause and effect. As shoppers learn more about
environmental issues, they are becoming cleverer at
discriminating the companies with honest environmental policies.
- Consumers will eventually force ind’ustries to develop processes

and invent products that use nature more carefully.
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1.2. ENVIRONMENTALISM IN TURKEY

In Turkey the environmentalist movement has started
simultaneously with the parallel movement in the world. The first
laws and regulations related to environmentalism (especially

about wastes) are as the following (Toprak, 1992):

"Municipality Law (1930), General Health Law (1930), Village
Law (1340), - Environment Law  (1983), Metropolitan
Municipalities Law (1984) and Solid Waste Control Regulation
(1991). The other legal arrangements can be listed as follows:
Agricultural Struggle and Quarantine Law, Water Products Law,
Workers' Health and Safety Law, Unhéalthy Organizations
Regulation, Water Pollution CO_’QtIOI Regulation and Air Quality

Control Regulation."

General Health Law (1930) determines the principles related to
minimizing the adverse effects of unhealthy organizations;
controlling and licensing these organizations with the aim of

protecting the natural resources.

In 1969, Ministry of Internal Affairs also sent a circular about
destruction of the wastes to the provinces. The circular implies
that the provinces should inform the Ministry about the ways of
benefiting from the wastes and relevant proposals; about whether
they want ‘t»o establish plants to dispose wastes through healthy

methods.
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In Turkey wuntil 1971, the existing laws related to the
environment had emphasized the public health effects of the
environmental control and they were not able to cope with the
environmental problems caused by rapid industrialization and
urban development (Camlilar, 1984). Hence, the first important
law related to environmentalism, "Law on the Protection of
Water Products', was enacted in 1971. This law stated that it was
prohibited to discharge wastes or construct waste systems in a
way that would harm water products and those establishements
which did not comply with the law were to be closed. In
accordance with this law, a regulation which determined
receiving water standards, fines for the breachers of the law, was

published in the Official Gazette.

About a decade later, the subject of 'Protection of the
Environment' has entered the 1982 Constitution as such:
"Everybody has the right to live in a clean and healthy
environment. Protecting environmental health and hindering the
envirbnmental pollution is the duty of the state and the people'.

The first "Environment Law'' has beenrenacted in. 1983.

Metropolitan Municipalities Law (1984) gives the responsibility
of establishing, and managing the plants necessary for revaluation
‘and destruction of wastes; a>nd, of showing places to the
producers for disposing their industrial wastes. The same law
gives the responsibility of cleaning the public places and

collecting and disposing the wastes to the local municipalities.
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But as Curi (1985) states 'The regulations in practise in Turkey is
insuuficient for protecting the environment and cannot really
provide refining of industrial wastes'. The solution lies with

more effective legal sanctions.

First national body responsible for the environment has been the
Cevre Mistesarligr (Environment Under-secretary) that was
founded in 1970, and which later on was changed to Cevre Genel
Midirlagda (General Directorate of Environment)duties of which

will be explained in the following parts.

The Ministry of Environment in Turkey was founded in August
’1991. The same year in March, before the foundation of the
Ministry, 'Solid Waste Control Regulation' was issued in the
Official Gazette. The ﬁrst principle of the regulation implies the
prohibition of the activities of storing or disposing waste in a
way that would harm the environment; the control of the
consumption goods which may harm the environment and hinder
the destruction of the nature and natural resources as well as the
determination, application and the development of the principles,
policies and programs related to the subject. Methods and quotas
of recycling have also been discussed within the framework of
the same regulation. Article 7 implies that the Ministry of
Environment, and municipalities should encourage the usage of
products made of recycled materials and usage of bio-degradable
materials in the production process. The quotas are determined as

shown in the following table on the next page.
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Table 1.2 Quotas for collecting metal, aluminum, and plastics

YEARS METAL AND ALUMINUM  PLASTICS
% %
1991 10 | 15
1992 15 25
1993 | 20 35
1994 30 45
1995 45 65
1996 60 70

Upon the determination of the quotas, big business organisations
in Turkey have founded CEVKO (Environmental Protection and
Packaging Waste Recycling Foundation) in November 1991. Some
of the members are (TOMORROW, June 1993) SASA, SUSA, Pilsa,
Taris, Johnson and Johnson, Mintax (P&G), Lever, Aymar, Efes
Pilsen, Pinar Su, Niksar Su,, Cam Pazarlama, Baser Chemicals
Industry, Shell Chemicals, and Tetra Pak Packaging. The collected
solid waste ratios according to the determined quatas within the

previous year has been as follows:
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Table 1.3 The solid wastes collected by CEVKO as of 1992

TYPE COLLECTED AMOUNT (TONS) | ;’ERCENTAGE
PET 1955 , 17.9
PVC 1354 ' 5.6
GLASS 14610 59.2
METAL 3128 12.7
PAPER | 2739 11.1
OTHER 875 3.5
TOTAL | 24660 100

The development about the environment is Iiot only limited to
solid waste disposal regulation. 2. National Health Congress that
~was held in April in Ankara was very important for the
‘environment (TOMORROW, May 1993). An environmental
activity plan for two years has entered the draft Health Law.
Decisions taken at the Congress about environmental issues can
be grouped in four. About residential areas, it has been decided
to prepare a contemporary legal structure; to establish the
balance between authority and responsibility in o?der to control
the decision makers and planners; to better the condition of the
scatter houses and prevent further foundation. About the control
of wastes, it has been decided that waste producers will
contribute to the cost of the waste disposal service, present waste
" storage areas will be closed or rehabilitated; municipalities will

establish solid waste recycling plants and they will allocate part
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of their budgets for recycling of solid wastes; l‘egislation about
disposal of dangerous wastes and hospital wastes will be issued
and practiced. About air pollution, it has been decided to form
the V:necessary legal infrastructure about environment and
‘environmental health till the end of 1994. 'Polluter pays
principle' will be practiced and economic precautions would aim
to prevent pollutioﬁ. These are some of the important decisions

- taken.

- The most important step taken in 1993 has been the decision to
tax the households and industrial organizations for their wastes.

The amount of taxes will depend on the place of residence.

.Ainother important attempt in environmentalism has been made by
ISKI (istanbul-Water and Drainage Administration) by November
1992  (Kocasoy, 1993). The relevant regulation says that
: pr_c')d-u'cts,' plants and activities which minimize water
- consumption and prevent environmental pollution are to be
;ewarded as ""Friends of Water and the Environment™. The firms
which are awarded may put the logo of "Friends of Water and the
Environment" on the packaging of their prod-ucts, and their
advertisements for a period of one year. This logo is wused in
Istanbul only'for the time being. Its diffusion to the entire
Turkey would help to minimize particularly the solid waste
problem. Such lo»gos are used in some countries such as Germany;

(1978), Canada (1988) ,and Japan (1989).
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Actually pursuing harmonious policies with the EC member
countries and making legal adjustments tilerefore has become
more important for Turkey as the country applied to the EC for
full membership on 14 April 1987. Even the developments so far
hint no green light for Turkey, the country should refine its
political, social, economic and environmental conditions for a
future green light or rather a future co- operation with those
countries. Aéncorvdinglyr, the environmental issues should be taken
as important as any of the other above- mentioned matters. The
United Nations Development Program Républic of Turkey Project
(1938) is related to the harmonisation of the Turkish
Environmental Regulation to the EC standards. Examination of the
EC policies felated to environment reveals that the Community is
interested both in the pollution standards and precautions, an’d
the actual realisation of these and the identity of the national

body that will undertake this duty.

About the standards and preéautions at the national level the
above mentiohed laws and regulations are in practice. At the
international level, Turkey has been a party to many
international environmental agreements. Among them are the
Convention for the Protection of the Mediterranean against
Pollution (1980), the Vienna Agreement related to the Protection
of Ozone Layer (1990), Agreement related to the Technical
Cooperation about Environmental Protection between The
Ministry of Environment of Turkey and the Environmental

Protection Agency of the United States (1992),Agreement on
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Biological Diversity (1992). Turkish government also assumes as
an obligation 'Agenda 21' which has the characteristics of an
action plan comprising the principles of protection and
management of resources; -and, economic dimensions of

development and application mechanisms.

The most authoritative national body which would undertake the
duty of environmental conservation in Turkey is the 'General
Directorate of Environment' (Cevre Genel Madirlaga) which aims
protecting environment and improving environmental qﬁality,
ensuring that the natural resources in rural and urban centres are
utilised and protected in the best way, preventing water, soil and
air pollution, and protecting the natural and historical assets of
the country. The other authorities are Administration of Special
Environment Conservation Region (Ozel Cevre Koruma Bolge
Baskanli§1), State General Directorate of Water Allocation (Devlet
Su Isleri Genel Midiirligd), Turkish Standards Institute (Turk
Standartlar: Enstitiisd), and Command of Coastal Security (Sahil

Givenlik Komutanlig).

i3

Turkish consumers, on the other hand, are day by day becoming
more concerned with environmental issues. Mass media has been
acting as the best agency in arising interest on environmental

problems.

Consequently, the evolution of the environmental problems both
in the world and in Turkey indicates the need for conducting

studies on this topic for understanding the causes and reaching
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solutions. Hence many studies about this have been made in the
world and a few studies exist in Turkey and some of these studies
which directly or indirectly contribute to the present study will
be presented with their findings and results in the following

section.
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II. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

In this part of the research, theoretical background of the topic
of the study will be presented. Previous empirical and conceptual
studies related to the subject are summarised below in five

groups:
A) Sociodemographic determinants of environmentalism

B) Attitudinal and behavioural indicators of environmental

concern

C) Sociopsychological indicators of environmental concern
(environmental perceptions, attitudes and participation in

activities)
D) Sociopolitical aspect of environmental concern
E) Impact of environmentalism on business

F) Economic factors affecting the level of environmental

concern

Some of the major results of the studies analysed, are shown in
tabular form¢ This part ends with a summary table of all the

literature review that has been made.
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A) STUDIES RELATED TO SOCIODEMOGRAPHIC
DETERMINANTS OF ENVIRONMENTALISM |

Sociodemographics has been the primary focus of much research
on the determinants of environmental concern. Researchers who
have examined sociodemographic correlates of environmental
concern suggest that individuals who express the most concern
tend to be young and well educated (Tonacci et al., 1972;
McEvoy, 1972; Dillman and Christensen, 1972; Buttel and Flinn,
1974, 1978). Pro- environmentalists are also more likely to be
urban, with farmers in particular least likely to demonstrate
environmental concern (Trenblay and Dunlap, 1978; Buttel and

Flinn, 1978; Lowe and Pinhey, 1982; Mohai and Twight, 1986).

Van Liere and Riley E. Dunlap has analysed the social bases of
environmental concern on a sﬁtudy they conducted in 1980. They
have evaluated existing knowledge regarding the social bases of
public concern with environmental quality. First, five popular
hypotheses asserting relationships between environmental
concern and eight demographic and social variables are reviewed,
with particular attention paid to the theoretical explanations
offered in support of each hypothesised relationship. Second, the
results of 21 relevant studies are evaluated to determine the
degree to which the empirical evidence supports the hypothesised

relationships.
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The five popular hypotheses are the age, social class, residence,

political and sex hypotheses. The relevant studies are summarised

in the table below:

Table 2.1

A summary of the bivariate relationships between indicators of environmental concern and
age, education, income, occupational prestige, residence, sex, political party, and political
ideology reported in existing studies (correlation coefficients are given)

Study
Studies reporting Pearson's r
Arbuthnot& Lingg, 1975
Recycling index
Env. future orientation
Buttel & Flinn, 1976
Awareness of env. probs.
Support for env. reforms
Buttel & Johnson, 1977
Ameliorative dimension
Redirective dimension
Grossman & Potter, 1977b
Env. concern{1973)
Env. concern{1974)
Env. concern(1975)
Env, concern{1976)
Koenig,1975
Env. concern index
Martinson & Wilkening,1975
Awareness of env. probs
Malkis & Grasmick,1977
Env. ideol. -production
Env. ideol. -consumption
Springer & Constantini, 1974
Env. concern
Tognacci et al., 1972
Import. of pure env.
Attainment of pure env.
Conservation scale
Pollution scale
Power plant scale
Overpopulation scale
Pop. contro} scale
Van Liere& Dunlap,1978
Population scale
Pollution scale
Resource cons. scale
NEP csale

Age

-0.05
0.18

-0.33
-0.3

-0.24
-0.26
-0.21
-0.23

-0.41

-0.32
-0.26

-0.17

-0.09
-0.27
-0.34
-0.41
-0.33
-0.38
-0.44

-0.04
-0.25
-0.06
-0.08

Ed.

0.29
0.45

0.2
0.23

0.08
0.26

0.17
0.17
0.09
0.16

NR

0.33

0.16
0.07

0.12

0.06
0.17
0.37
0.35
0.28

0.3
0.24

0.11
0.18
0.15
0.11

Inc.

0.09
0.06
0.04
0.14

-0.21
-0.17

0.05

0.02
-0.03
-0.64
-0.07

Occ.

0.05
0.07
0.02
0.04

0.13
0.03

-0.04
0.12

-0.02

Res(a Sex(b Pr.(c)

0.38
0.14

-0.09
0.17
0.11
0.12

0.08

0.1
0.04
0.11
0.06

0.11
0.07

0.01
-0.01
0.09
0.02

-0.02
0.15
0.08
0.07

0.06
0.08

0.14
-0.01

0.1
0.08
0.09
0.03

0.15

NR

.1b
0.01
0.001
0.001
0.601
0.001
0.01

-0.04
0.03
0.08

1d(d)

0.1
0.23

.35-34
.25-.03

NA]
0.15
0.15
0.12

.01g

.1h
0.05
0.001
0.001
0.001
0.001
0.001

0.12
0.19

0.2
0.21
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_Age Ed. Inc.  Occ. Res(a Sex(b Pr.(c) 1d(d)
Env. funding scale -0.09 0.17 -0.06 0.09 0.1 0.14 0 0.16
Env. regulations scale -0.13 0.1 -0.12 -0.02 0.06 0.068 0.07 0.23
Personal beh. scale ) 0.12 0.01 -0.16 0.07 002 021 0.04 0.04
Public beh. scale 004 0.16 007 0.12 -0.04 007 -0.06 0.03
Weigel, 1977 :
-Env, behavior index -0.24 0.42 0.32 0.34
Studies Reporting 'gama’
Buttel & Flinn, 1974
Env. as a prob.(1968) 0.51 0.22 -0.12
Env. as a prob.(1969) 0.28 0.32 -0.08
Env. as a prob.(1970) 0.22  0.09 0.03 0.02
Constantini & Hanf,1972
Env. concern scale NR 0.2 -0.13 .22-.36
Dillman & Christenson, 1972
Pollution value index -0.21 0.2 0.12 0.17 0.05 .001g 0.13
Harris, 1970a ‘
Air poll. in state -0.08 0.11 0.19
Air poll. in community -0.19 0.26 0.57
Water poll. in state NA . 0.05 0.07
Water poll. in community NA 0.22 0.41
Harris, 1970b
Air poll. in state -0.15 0.2 0.15
Air poll. in community -0.2 0.19 0.35
Water poll. in state -0.12  0.15 -0.06
Water poll. in community -0.23 °0.25 0.06
Hornback,1974 ’
Env. most imp. prob.(1970) -0.19 0.04 0.04 -0.06 NA|
Env. most imp. prob.(1972) -0.14 ' NA 003 -0.12 0.11
McEvoy, 1972
Env. concern -0.06 0.3 0.22 0.06 -D.16
Murch,1974 .
Env. concern 0.15 0.01 0.07
Murdock & Schriner, 1977 ‘ '
Support env, protection -0.26 © 0.24 0.04 0.15
Nat'l Wildlife Fed.,1972 _
Env. concern -0.08 027 0.15° 0.12 -0.08

(a) A positive coefficient means that urban residents are more "environmentally concerned than rural
residents.

(b) A positive coefficient means that women are more "environmentally concerned " than men.

(<) A positive coefficient means that Democrats are more "environmentally concerned” than Republicans.
(d) A positive coefficient means that liberals are more "environmentally concerned” than conservatives.
Where two coefficients are reported, the first refers to 'Anti-laissez-faire liberalism' and the second refers to
'Welfare state liberalism'.

(e) NA means that data were not available for that year

(f) NR means that the actual coefficient was not given, but the author reported "no relationship.

(g) Chi-square analysis was used and the chi-square statistics was reported as significant as the given level.
(b) A difference-of-means test was used and the difference of means was reported as significant at the given
level.
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Critics of the sociodemographic studies suggest that
sociobiological cohorts may be more effective than age in
predicting environmental concern (Honnol, 1981); Neuman
(1986) found that demographic attributes such as gender, age,
educational level, income, political stance were unrelated to
behavioural commitment to conservation practices. Buttel and
Flinn (1976, 1978) cautioned that there may be an interaction
between environmental concern and education and social class.
Van Liere and Duvnlap reviewed a wide range of studies reporting
the sociodemographic correlates of environmental concern and
concluded that this line of research has had limited success in
explaining environmental attitudes. Van Liere and Dunlap (1981)
suggest that the limited wutility of sociodemographics shows
evidence of widespread environmental concern within
contemporary American society. Samdahl and Robertson restate
the findings of previous studies within a broader causal model
and tests that model using data from a general population

survey(Samdahl and Robertson, 1989).

Schahn and Holzer,(1990) deal with analyses concerning the
interaction between environmentally relevant knowledge,
attitudes, and behaviour as well as the gender differences in
environmental concern. Results of the study conducted in 1987 in
Germany show that knowledge, age and gender moderated the
relationship between attitudes and behaviour. Women are more
environmentally concerned in those topical areas that refer to the

household behaviour, whereas men know more about
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environmental problems. Men proved to have a higher concrete
knowledge about environmental problems than women do.
Women, in turn have significantly higher values on all other

conceptual scales

Environmentalists were significantly younger than the
comparison sample (E(pM)=36 years, Sd=12; C(p)=42 years,
Sd#~16). The environmentalists had a higher education
(E(M)=15.7 years, Sd=4.6; C(p)=13.4 years, Sd=3.8), and were
found on the "'left wing" of the political spectrum as measured
by a 7- point Likert type scale (E(p)=2.9, Sd=1.2; C(u)=3.6,

Sd=1.4, with 1= maximum left orientation.

Van Liere and Dunlap (1980) report that the empirical evidence
on the relationship between a person's sex and concern for the
environment is mixed since some studies report modest
correlations between being feméle and environmentalism while
others see no di»fferences based on sex. In contrast,
Milbraht(1984) concludes that 'studies using gender as a variable
show that females are more environmentally oriented than males’.
Similarly, national opinion surveys show that women tend to
support environmental policies more than men do(Shapiro and
Mahajan, 1986; Public Opinion, 1982). A number of feminist
writers argue for the convergence of ecology and feminism into a
new 'eco feminist' movement (Keller,1983; King,1983). This
argument takes its root from the belief that women are more

closely tied to nature because of their nurturing and reproductive
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roles. In short, the evidence leads to the expectation that women

are more likely to protect the environment.

Blakie,(1992) has analysed level of commitment to an ecological
world view, and some sociodemographic basis in Australia.
Female scores have been consistently higher than male scores.
The greatest differences between females and males are
concentrated on items dealing with science and technology;
females are less confident than males about technical solutions
for environmental problems. The relationship between ecological
world view and age shows a curve which climbs from a moderate
position in the 18-24 age category to a peek in the 25-34
category, and then declines to the 65 and over category. This
suggests that young people are less concerned about the effects of
economic growth on the environment than is the all generation.
Similar distributions are evident both for males and females.

Gender differences are generally greatest in the middle age.

Steger and Witt,(1988) focus on women and men in general
public and in environmental organisations separately. Their study
analyses gender differences in the €nvironmental orientations of
female and male publics and environmental activists in two post-
industrial nations- Canada and the United States. Results show
that women hold a more protective attitude toward the
environment and perceive higher risks from acid rain pollution,
support more the beliefs of the New Environmental Paradigm,
express higher levels of perceived policy influence and political

participation. On the other hand, men acquire more policy
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specific information on the sources of acid rain and abatement

technologies.

Relations between demographic variables and environmental
concern were also analysed in Turkey by Arabacioglu Zeynep
(1992). Her study indicates that women are more aware of
environmental problems them men are. Women consider
extroverted activities as easier to do whereas man consider more
passive or inside house activities as easier. Environmental
concern plays a more important role in the purchasing decision
of women than that of men. Other than gender differences, age
group differences are also obvious. Young and middle age groups
complain more than elders about environmental problems and
they also believe more that they can contribute to the solutions
of global environmental problems. Marital status, on the other
hand, did not come out to be statistically significant determinant

of environmental concern.

Some studies indicate positive associations between factors such
as age, social class, and income, whereas others show negative or
negligible associations. Van Liere and Dunlap(1980) documents
that well- educated people and people with high income are more
likely to engage in conservation behaviour, including recycling.
Vining and Ebreo (1990) has made a study related to recycling
activities. Few demographic characteristics distinguished
recyclers from nonrecyclers. Recyclers were somewhat older,
(p=42), than nonrecyclers,(p=35). Recyclers also reported

slightly higher income levels. There were no differences in
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familiarity with the sources of information about recycling
attributable to the respondents' gender. However, respondents’
educational level was related to the kinds of information sources
mentioned. Highly educated individuals were more likely to have
received information from newspapers and less educated
individuals were more likely to have received their information
from television. In addition familiarity with information sources
varied across households of different income levels. Respondents
with higher income levels (above $30,000) were more likely to
use newspaper as a source of information about recycling,
whereas lower and middle income respondents (below $14,000)
were more likely to have heard about recycling from school

programs.

Race is another demographic variable, on which there were quite
a number of research made. These studies are valuable for the
present study since differences in the level of environmental
concern with respect to demographic variables will be an
important part of the study. In the past, social psychological and
cultural theories have been used to explain why blacks display
lower levels of environmental concern than whites. Some studies
indicate lower levels of concern and involvement among blacks
than whites regarding environmental quality issues. Mitchell
(1980) found that a smaller percentage of blacks than whites
claimed that they were sympathetic or active in the
environmental movement (43 versus 64 %). From a sample of Los

Angeles area residents, Van Ardsol. Sabagh, and Alexsandra
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(1965) found that whites were more likely than non whites to
view smog and air traffic noise as more serious problems in the
area of their residence. Hohm (1976) similarly found from a Los
Angeles County samplé that blacks perceived air pollution to be a
less serious problem than whites. Hershey and Hill (1977-78)
found from a survey of over 2000 elémentary and high school
students in Florida that black students consistently scored lower
than white students on a range of environmental awareness and

concern indicators.

Data also exists showing contrasting trends. Mitchell (1979)
found that blacks were as likely as whites to claim that they were
sympathetic or active in the environmental movement (64 versus
63%). Blacks were also as likely as whites to indicate they
supported environmental protection at any cost (55 versus 54%).
Cutter, from a Chicago survey, found that community measures of
concern were positively correlated with the percentage of blacks
in the community. Molah (1990) took three indicators on which
the differences between the whites and the blacks according to
their income, education levels and occupational status were
investigated. These are 'perceived seriousness of environmental
problems, perceived shortages of environmental amenities and
importance of allocating resources to environmental protection’.
It was found no statistical differences in the three concern
indicators. This study shows that blacks are as concerned about

environmental quality as whites.
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In a study of university students, Taylor (1982) found that
whites were more likely to list environmental problems as top
world problems than non whites, donate money to environmental
organisations, take environmental studies courses in the future,
or join an environmental organisation if one existed in the
campus. Other studies have also found that blacks were less
informed, less aware, and less concerned with environmental
issues than whites (Ostheimer and Ritt, 1976; Crenson, 1971;
LaHart, 1978; Giles, 1957) and less likely to consider
environmental quality a problem worthy of community support
or to favour environmental goals (Hershey and Hill, 1977- 78;

Horvat, 1974).

Taylor (1989) argues that the environmental concern gap that
exists between blacks and whites can be better understood by
exploring the gap that exists between concern and action. In
“addition, several factors that influence the existence of an action
gap, and the extent to which black groups can be mobilised
around environmental issues, are identified. These are the level
and type of affiliation with voluntary associatioms, political
efficacy, recognition of advocacy channels, access, acquisition of
social prerequisites, psychological factors, collective action and

resource mobilisation.
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B) STUDIES RELATED TO _ATTITUDINAL AND
BEHAVIOURAL INDICATORS OF ENVIRONMENTAL
'CONCERN

The research on environmental attitudes has focused on
identifying the social bases of ecological concern, and developing
and improving measures of such concern, and investigating the
effects of concern on environmental planning, public policy
making, and citizen' behaviour. (Van Liere and Dunlap, 1980,
1982). Gill, Crosby, Taylor (1986) also have a parallel work
reviewed by Van Liere and Dunlap. Using a theoretical framework
not previously tested in environmental research, they investigate
the direct relationship between ecological concern and voting
behaviour. Results indicate that the effects of ecological concern
are mediated by attitudinal, normative, and behavioural intention

variables.

Previously, there have been numerous attempts to determine the
antecedents of ecological concerns, especially as they relate to
the bases of market segmentation'(eg. Crosb‘y and Gill, 1981;
Murphy, 1978; Brooker, 1976; Henion and Wilson, 1976;
Webster, 1975; Kinnear, 1974). And afterwards, efforts have
been made to develop or improve ecological concern
measures(eg. Antil and Bennet, 1979; Henion, 1976; Kinnear and
Taylor, 1973). Then assessments of the impact of ecological

concern on consumption and voting behaviour have been made
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(Crosby and Taylor, 1982, 1983; Lépisto, 1979; Henion, 1976;
Kinnear and Taylor, 1973; H,erbergei* and Buchanan, 1971;
Kassarjian, 1971). Generally the research indicates that ecological
concern is related to, but is not highly correlated with,
consumption behaviour. Van Liere and Dunlap state that ''since
progress toward the solution of environmental problems is likely
to depend more on pro environmental behaviours than attitudes,
the reason for the weak relationship between environmental
attitudes and behaviours and the conditions under which it can

be strengthened clearly deserve examination.

Introduced in 1967 (Fishbein, 1967) a theory has been developed
and tested and applied in numerous contexts, including voting
behaviour, occupational choice and brand choice. Theory poses
that ‘people consider implications of their actions and form
intentions before engaging in a behaviour. A test may show how
generalised environmental attitudes are translated into- specific
environmental behaviours according to the theory. Van Liere and
Dunlap (1990) have found that existing measures of ecological
concern differ in terms of the extent to which they incorporate
different environmental issues and assumptions of what

constitutes an 'expression' of concern.

Emergence of new political groups indicates the increasing
importance of environmentalism in Western Europe, but to
understand the political implications of the environmental
movement, one needs to know the origin of citizens' attitudes

towards environmental issues. Rohrschneider (1988) has

35



~examined three alternative explanations for the rise of
environmental concerns. First one is whether value priorities or
ideologies explain the popularity of  environmental
issues('symbolic politics' by Sears, 1980). Second is whether
people experience pollution problems in their local environment
and translate this direct experience into a positive attitude
toward protection of nature('self- interest' model by Sears and
Citrin, 1982). The third one is whether citizens feel threatened
by the increasing extent of the destruction of the national
environment('sociotropic origin of attitudes' by Kinder and

Kiewit, 1983).

Ronald Inglehart's model of generational value change(1977,
1981, 1985) is one of the most systematic 'symbolic politics'
model. According to the model, citizens are increasingly
concerned with the environment because the value priorities of}
the Western publics are shifting from material to poét material
goals. Inglehart received support by other researchers like

Hildebrandt and Dalton, 1977; Cotgrove, 1982; Dalton, 1985.

The 'self-interest’ model holds that peoplbé become concerned
with issues only by the effect of an external force. Thus the
increasing concern of European publics with their environment
has its origin in the extent to which the local environment of the

citizens is polluted.

The 'sociotropic model' claims that citizens consider national

circumstances as a basis in formulating issue opinions. The
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argument is that Western European Publics are concerned with
the environment of their nations as a whole and not just with

their local environment.

Rohrschneider's analysis includes three variables that represent
the above- mentioned dimensions. He selected five European
countries for his analysis; namely, Belgium, Italy, Wes; Germany,
the UK, and France. Results show that a majority in each country

supports the protection of the environment.

TABLE 2.2  Attitudes of European Public Towards

Environmental Protection

Belgium Italy France UK Germany
Favorable 47.5 60.7 52.8 43.5 58.3
Mixed 29.4 27.6 33.3 38.2 313
Unfavorable 23.1 11.7 13.9 18.3 10.4
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%!
() (830) (634) (836)  (1200) (850)

The strongest support exists in Germany(58.3%) and Italy(60.7%)
whereas the support is lowest in Belgium(47.5%) and the
UK(43.5%). Further analyses of results indicate that the
sociotropic dimension is the single strongest predictor of
environmental issues in each nation. This finding indicates that
people who favour environmental protection do so partly because

they are concerned with the destruction of nature as a national
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issue. The 'value change’ model is also rather strongly related to
citizens' attitudes on environmental' issues. Experience with
ecological problems in one's immediate environment generally
does not have a large effect on attitudes toward environmental
protection. On the other hand, the self- interest dimension does
not make a significant effect on citizens' attitudes on -
environmental issues. Whether the neighbourhood of citizens is
polluted or not, does not effect attitudes on the trade- off
between environmental and economic goals. Another observation
is that the sociotropic dimension exercises a rather strong
influence across all nations. If citizens are worried about the
environmental problems of the national environment, then they
are much more likely to favour measures to protect nature, even

if these measures have negative effects on the economy.

FIGURE 2.1
012
EDUCATION _p FAVORABLE ATTITUDES
%\ ON ENVR. PROTECTION
POSTMATEM
012 , VALUES 027
AGE 03
SOCIOTROPIC DIMENSION
03
0.26
URBANISATION— _p SELF-INTEREST
DIMENSION

A causel Model of Attitudes Toward Environmental Pratection
NOTE: Entries are standsrdized regression coefficients (bete weights). The cosfficients
are based on the pooled samples of the five nations under study. The coefficients
appear shove the paths.
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The general conclusion is that citizens hold favourable attitudes
toward environmental protection because their value priorities
have changed, and they are worried about the true state of

ecological problems.

The theoretical basis for differences in the decisions of natural
resource managers and their constituents rests primarily on the
notion that managers perform different social roles and thus have
different normative systems for environmental decision making
process. Craik (1970) and Mc Kechnie (1977) suggested that the
decisions made by managers may differ from the public because
of the characterological environmental dispositions. Vining,
{1992) found that decisions and emotions of the environmental
group and public sample were similar to each other but different
from managers. Decisions were predicted accurately by all three
groups but managers and environmental group members

perceived public sample to be less emotional than it actually was.

Waste management and recycling are two of the major activities
under study in this thesis. Strategies for F&ealing with waste
problems include source reduction, recycling. landfills and
incineration. Opinions of environmentalists and administrators
were analysed based on a random survey (West, Lee,
Feiock,1992) in Florida. Four major differences were found
among the members of the two groups. First, environmentalists
were more supportive of the preventive strategies, particularly
recycling, than managers; second, environmentalists were more

supportive of recycling for cost avoidance reasons; third,
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environmentalists were more critical of state of government
policy implementation than solid waste managers; and fourth,
environmentalists were more supportive of private organisations’

involvement in solid waste management.

An interesting relationship analysed by Arabacioglu (1992) is the
difference in the environmental attitudes of the modern and
traditional people in Turkey. Modern people are concerned about
the danger of global environmental problems at a higher level.
But there is a negative relationship between modernity level and
actual participation in environmental activities. General
conclusion of the study is that big percentage of the population
are highly concerned about environmental problems and want to
participate in environmentalist activities but they have not taken

the necessary steps yet due to financial and convenience factors.
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C) STUDIES RELATED TO SOCIOPSYCHOLOGICAL
INDICATORS OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN

(ENVIRONMENTAL PERCEPTIONS, ATTITUDES AND PARTICIPATION 1IN

ACTIVITIES)

The ecological perspective in psychology holds that the attributes
of environmental settings relate to a wide range of cognitive,
affective, and behavioural responses (Barker,1968; Bechtel, 1977;
Bronfenbrenner,1979; Kelly,1966; Williems,1976). Richards
(1990) determines the number of environmental settings
required to detect various eéological correlations for different

significance and power levels.

Level of environmental concern may be affected by some
sociopsychological factors such as individual perceptions and
may come out in the forms of different perceptions and various
participation in the activities. Below studies aim finding this

relationship.

Prester, Rohrman and Schellhammer (1987) analysed how people
respond to environmental problems in a social- psychological
field study. The presupposed theoretical framework combines
perspectives of environmental research and of political science,
and attempts to explain the relationship between the
environmental stressors and participatory activities. The data

analyses were oriented towards a description and prediction of
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environmental evaluations and participatory behaviour. The
results demonstrate that participation "is mainly influenced by
evaluations of present environmental quality, the expected
condition of the environment in the future, the knowledge and
assessment of participation and general interests in politics. The
environment related attitudes (eg. environmental awareness or
desired environmental quality) and personal characteristics (eg.
education) act as the first determinants of participation. Some
essential findings related to participation and the conclusions
drawn from the gathered quantitative and qualitative data are as

the following:

There is a considerable gap between the amount of information
issued by the responsible authorities or published by local
newspapers and the proportion of that information registered by
persons affected. Residents tend toward a critical evaluation of
the utility of legally provided participatory acts. The
mobilisation of concerned people is more likely if low- cost steps
‘of participation with respect to time, initiative, etc. are

encouraged.

Dap/ Yankelovich (1991), a research and direct marketing
company has made surveys in 16 countries aiming to measure the
level of environmental consciousness and forming a consumer
typology in these countries. According to this empirical study,
environmental issues are the fourth important among the 13
issues listed according to US consumers. The first five issues are

high medical costs, quality of education, drug abuse,
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environment and AIDS‘problem. Among the extremely serious
environmental issues, the most importar;t are air pollution, water
pollution and oil spills. Forty-eight percent of respondents
believe he is more concerned for environment, 49% claim no

change and 2% is less concerned.

The consumer typology shows that 10% are evergreens, 22% are
good intenders, 27% are fatalists, 15% are easy goers, 24% are
apathetic and 2% are unclassifiable. Among the evergreens 83%
buys products endorsed as environmentally safe, 80% looks for
brands that are environmentally friendly, 84% boycotts the

products made by polluting companies.

Environmental perceptions are also analysed for different product
groups. Detergents are an important part of this analysis.
Ecological problems, and the consumers' rising concern for the
~environment, have led to changes in the detergents. market. While
industry has taken some actions to protect the environment,
consumer groups argue that further changes must be made, and
that consumers must be involved in the prqcess. Eva Kolber
(1990), from the Austrian Consumer Information Association, has
made a case study on consumers' feelings about detergents and
environmental protection. Results show that 49% of the
population think that detergents have a profound effect on the
environment, 42% fear widespread, mnegative environmental
effects, which may not be clearly defined at present, and 70- 80%
believe that environmental protection is more important than

growth in the economy.
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Récycling, which is analysed in the present study as one of the
most important indicators of environmental activism, has been
examined previously by quite a number of researchers. Vining
and Ebreo (1990) indicate that recyclers in general are more
aware of publicity about recycling(Table 2.3) and more
knowledgeable about materials that were recyclable in the local
area(Table 2.4) and the means for recycling these materials than
were nonrecyclers. Nonrecyclers were more uncertain of their
knowledge about recycling. While both recyclers and
nonrecyclers were motivated by concerns for the environment,
nonrecyclers were more concerned with financial incentives to
recycle, rewards for recycling, and with matters of personal
convenience. Both groups rated social factors as being lowest in
importance. The two groups differed in the extent to which they
rated the importance of nuisance, household, and economic
factors against recycling. Nonrecyclers find convenience and
monetary issues more important reaéons for not recycling than

recyclers would.
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TABLE 2.3 Percentage of Nonrecyclers and Recyclers who had

heard about recycling from several sources and about various

programs
% Nonrecyclers  Recyclers

Source
Newspapers 63.1 717
Radio 32.9 55.2
v 27.1 26.9
Posters 35.3 46.6
Mailing 34.1 413
Friends 36.5 59.4
School : 25.3 18.6
Work 333 45.2
Newsletters ¥ 15.3 22.1

Program '
Buy-back 38.4 63.6
Drop-off 70.9 96.4
Private hauler 11.6 13
Fund-raiser 46.5 60
Business collection 22.1 33.6
School collection 26.7 32.7
Curbside collection 19.8 33

TABLE 2.4 Percentage of Nonrecyclers and Recyclers who

believed each material was recyclable

Material % Nonrecyclers Recyclers

Glass ' 94.6 99
Newspaper 100 . 99.1
{Cardboard 95.5 96.1
Magazines 63.4 41.3
Office Paper 95.3 94
Aluminium cans 98.7 98.1
Rubber tyres 56 40
Tin cans 83.3 78.6
Plastic 31.6 19.1
Food 5.7 54
Motor oil 84.3 97.8
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Vining and Ebreo have examined the differences in knowledge,
motives and demographic characteristics of people who have the
opportunity to fecycle voluntarily. Three potential differences
between recyclers and nonrecyclers were examined. First, their
level of knowledge about recycling and the ways they acquired
this knowledge was analysed. Second, their perception of the
importance of various reasons for recycling or for not recycling
was examined. There are a number of reasons why one might
recycle, encompassing concerns for financial reward,
environmental quality, social pressure and convenience. Luyben
and Bailey(1982) examined the effects of a lottery, information
in a flyer, payment and increased collection fregquency on
newspaper recycling rates. The lottery produced the greatest
response an 11% recycling rate. Intrinsic motives have also been
analysed before. De Young (1985-86, 1986) found that intrinsic
motives such as feeling good about doing something for the
community or the environment were significant incentives for
recycling. Similarly, Vining and Ebreo found that a community
recycling education program resulted in greater concern for the
environment as a motive for recycling. Dunlap (1983) suggested
that concern for the environment would be a significant
motivation for recycling or other pro- environmental behaviour
when basic economic or survival needs are met. In a study
conducted in 1973, he found that higher order values such as a
desire for high quality environment, were more likely to be held
by recyclers than nonrecyclers. Conversely, lower order values

such as safety and security were as more important by
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nonrecyclers. The suggestion was that as awareness of the health
effects of environmental pollution increases, the difference
between the importance of environmental quality and lower order
values related to basic health could narrow.

P

And third, social influence on recycling was analysed. Vining
and Ebreo (1988) found that social pressure was reported to be
an important reason for recycling . An important reason for not
recycling is the time and trouble it takes to prepare, store and
transport materials. Even if an individual believes that recycling
will have favourable environmental results, the time and space it
takes to recycle may discourage such behaviours.. Similarly, the
incentive of receiving payment for recycled materials may not
outweigh the trouble of preparing, saving and transporting
recyclables. The importance of convenient containers for
recyclable materials has been found by Reid (1976) and Luyben
#nd Bailey (1979).

Dunlap and Scarce (1992) aims determining the trends about
environmental problems. Results show that m‘ajorities typically
see environmental problems as serious and environmental quality
as deteriorating and as likely to continue to deteriorate.
Environmental problems are increasingly viewed as representing a

threat to human well- being.

The results also reveal considerable correspondence between the
perceived threat to oneself and to the environment posed by the

various problems. A large majority believes that government is
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spending too little on the environment and majorities say that
government regulations have not gone far enough and that there
is little government regulation in the area of environmental
protection. Contributing to the high level of support for
environmental regulations is the growing belief among the public
that business and industry will not voluntarily protect the
environment. The private sector is increasingly viewed as doing a
poor job of protecting the environment. The public's support of
environmental regulations on business and industry is also
compatible with their increasing preference for environmental
quality over economic growth. The pro- environment orientation
is also reflected in public's strong support for the environmental
movement and high levels of behaviour on behalf of
environmental protection. Majority of the public identifies
themselves as 'environmentalists'. But results also show that even
though most Americans have taken environmental considerations
into account when shopping, few have made the substantial
changes in life- style that many environmentalists see as

necessary.

The most important trends determined at the end of the study are
the public's increasingly positive orientation  toward
environmentalism and the growth in both political and consumer

actions on behalf of environmental protection.
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The tables below show some of the results of the studies

conducted:

‘Table 2.5 Results of some of the studies related to attitudinal
and behavioral indicators of eanvironmental concern (Dunlap

and Scarce, 1992)

Relative importance of environmental issues 1987 1988 1989 1990
/[
1.Environmental problems are the most important 5 6 15 21
2.Which problems are you concerned the most about?
Pollution of air and water 15 14 19 21

Perceived seriousness of environmental issues

Compared to five years ago:
1.Overall quality of the environment is;
better 41 32 28 31
about the same 27 21 23 13
WOrse 32 46 49 55
2.Quality and safety of drinking water is;
better 30 24 22 25
about the same 43 42 35 30
worse 34 45 45 46
3. Plastics present a serious environmental threat;
yes 38 40 59 57
no 37 40 19 22
not sure 25 20 22 21
4. Benefits of using plastic products outweigh environmental
benefits outweigh risks 45 27 27  nfa
risks outweigh benefits 31 43 45 /4
neither 9 13 13 n/a
No idea 15 17 15 n/4q

Support for government actions
1. For protecting the environment, we are spendmg,

too little 61 65 70 71
right 7 26 20 11
too much 6 5 4 4
No idea 6 5 5 4
2.Environmental protection policies have;
gone too far n/a n/a 11 11
not far enough n/a n/a 55 54
struck right balance nfa  nfa 27 26
No idea n/a n/a 7 9
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Table 2.6 Results of the studies which have anaysed
willingness to pay for an environmental protection (Dunlap

and Scarce, 1992)

1987 1988 1989 1990
1.I will pay 105 more a week for grocery items for env;
strongly agree 7 8 10 14
agree 40 40 54 50
disagree 44 43 31 31
strongly disagree _ 9 10 5 5
2.1 can pay more for goods to help industry to preserve the env;
yes - 56 55 52 72
no 26 29 29 23
Dot sure 19 16 19 5
3.To help industry protect env., monthly I can pay (more) 1985 1986 1987 1990
none 32 23 16 16
$1to $10 36 34 34 12
$11-820 7 7 12 5
$21-§30 4 5 4 5
$31-$40 1 2 1 1
$41-850 2 3 3 6
more than $50 4 5 4 18
no idea 15 20 16 37
median 7.70 8.09 -9.05 39.99

Table 2.7 Degree of threat posed by environmental problems

(Dunlap and Scarce, 1992)

1984 1989
Environmental pollution;
very serious threat 44 62
moderately serious 40 30
no much 13 5
no threat 2 0
no answer 1 3

50



Table 2.8 Potential problems facing the society (Dunlap and
Scarce, 1992)

(by 1989/ as personal threat) : Clear Possible Minimal
threat threat threat
1.Air pollution 85 6 7
2.Air pol. caused by industry 78 9 11
3.Air pol. caused by cars and trucks 73 13 13
4 River,lake,ocean pollution 78 9 10
5.Acid rain 63 13 15
6.Greenhouse effect 66 12 11
7 Disposal of hazardous waste material 82 7 7
8.Using additives in food production 78 11 9
9.Contamination of underground water 81 8 7
10.Depletion of ozone layer 74 10 8

Table 2.9 The government should take action for the below

mentioned environmental issues (Dunlap and Scarce, 1992)

%

11989 Urgent  Prompt  Limited No action
Air pollution 32 50 15 ' 2
Pollution of drinking water 52 37 8 1
Pollution of oceans 43 43 i1 1
Acid rain . 43 37 11 2
Toxic waste disposal 63 28 4 1
Greenhouse effect 39 33 13 2
Deforestation - 43 35 13 3
1990 Urgent  Prompt  Limited No action
Air pollution 33 47 17 2
Pollution of drinking water 57 33 9 1
Pollution of oceans 43 40 14 2
Acid rain 41 36 16 2
Toxic waste disposal 65 27 5 1
Greenhouse effect 34 34 20 4
Deforestation 39 36 18 2

No information was given about the answers of the remaining 1 or 2%.
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Table 2.10 The respondent or other members of the family
have done the following actions beforehand (Dunlap and

Scarce, 1992)

1989 YES NO

Contributed money to env. conservation group 49 51
Boycotted a company's products : 29 71
Did volunteer work for an env. protection group 16 84
Recycled papers,glass,aluminum,motor oil 78 22
Recycled used cans 66 31
Bought bottled drinking water 30 66
Stopped using aerosol spray cans 41 55
Bought products made of recycled material 44 45
1990 , * YES NO

Contributed money to env. conservation group 49 51
Boycotted a company's products 28 72
Did volunteer work for an env. protection group 18 82
Recycled papers,glass,aluminum,motor oil 85 15
Recycled used cans 84 16
Bought bottled drinking water 16 73
Stopped using aerosol spray cans 71 27
Bought products made of recycled material 82 15
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D) STUDIES RELATED TO SOCIOPOLITICAL ASPECT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN

The new middle- class social composition of the green movement
has become a matter of increasing interest in the wake of success
of green parties and the growth of an international green
movement. Eckersley (1989), in his theoretical paper, considers
the concept of 'new class’ in relation to two explanations for the
social composition of the green movement. The class- interest
argument seeks to show that green politics is a means of
furthering either middle- class or new- class interests while the
'new childhood' argument claims that the development of the
green movement is the result of the spread of post- material

values, the main bearers of which are the new class.

Howell and Laska (1992) examine changes in the environmental
coalition over the 1980's. During these years, Céncern over
environmental problems has increased. In brief, part
identification and edge became less important as determines of
support for increased environmental spending and education and

urban residence became more important.

Changes over time unpredicted proportional change reflect the
changes in the environmental coalition. In 1980 ideology and
edge had the most influence on a person's willingness to spend
more on the environment. A person 18 to 25 years old is 25%

more likely to favour increased spending than someone over 60.
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The difference between strong liberals and strong conservatives is
even more impressive, 38%. Party identification also affects
willingness to spend on the environment, but more modestly.
Both urban residence and education are insignificant. In 1984,
edge becomes insignificant and remains so through 1988. In
contrast, ideology and partisanship retain their effects. By 1988,
the revised environmental coalition is observed. Most notable is
the increased importance of education and urban residence. The
logistic coefficient for education is six times its standard error,
whereas in the previous years education did not achieve even
minimal significance. Someone with education beyond the college
is 26% more likely to support increased spending on the
environment than someone with an eighth grade education.
Urban residence are 10% more likely than rural residents to
favour increased spending. By 1988, the best predictors of
opinion on the environment are education, ideology, and urban

residence.

One of the most visible expressions of recent political changes in
Western Europe is represented by the evolution of the
environmental movement. Rohrschneider (1991) focused his
attention on the environmental movement in four of the Western
Europe nations; namely, Germany, France Great Britain and the
Netherlands, thinking that these nations represented several of
the sociopolitical characteristics that can be found in Western
Europe. The main database has been Eurobarometer 17, 21 and 25

conducted in 1982, 1984 and 1986 respectively. These surveys
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are conducted in all member states of the European Community
and measure the extent to which individuals support

environmental organisations.

These surveys show that European public opinion in the time
period from 1982 to 1986 remained supportive of environmental
organisations. The group of activists is relatively small. The
largest percentage of activists can be found in the Netherlands
where 12.3, 11.1 and 9.4% of the Dutch public in 1982,1984 and
1986 respectively, claimed to be the members of nature
conservation organisationé. These levels are the lowest in France,
reflecting the wunwillingness of French citizens to translate
pbiitical attitudes into political behaviour. Second, levels of
public support are the largest for nature conservation
organisations in all four nations, followed by citizens' support
for political ecology and anti- nuclear energy organisations.
These show that citizens largely agree with the goals of nature
conservation organisations, but they are also less willing to
support political ecology and anti- nuclear energy organisations
because ecology and anti- nuclear energy groups are more critical
os sociopolitical institutions than nature conservation groups.

Relevant data are depicted in Table 2.11.
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TABLE 2.11 Public opinion toward Environmental Groups in Western

Europe,
1982- 1986
Nature Conservation Political Ecology Anti- nuclear Energy

IGERMANY % 1982 | 1984 | 1986 | 1982 | 1984 | 1986 § 1982 | 1984 | 1986
Activists 3.30 2.90 1.90 1.90 0.70 0.60 1.90 0.50 0.50
Potential activists 51.40f 55.40] 59.00] 21.30] 26.50| 25.10f 18.60| 20.40] 21.50
Supporters 25.00] 24.50] 26.00] 17.30{ 18.40{ 22.10] 15.20{ 12.60{ 15.00
Indifferent 14.40{ 11.10f 5.00] 17.60{ 14.20} 10.30] 16.60} 1520} 12.30
Weak opponent 4.90 540] 2.00] 27.40] 21.70{ 26.20] 26.20{ 28950| 28.20
Strong opponent 1.00] o0.70] 0.60] 14.50] 18.50] 1s.70] 15.70] 22.40] 22.50
FRANCE % J 1982 | 1984 | 1986 § 1982 | 1984 | 1986 | 1982 | 1984 | 1986
Activists 1.70 1.40 1.40 0.60 0.30 0.40 0.30 0.30 0.10
Potential activists 19.00] - 17.20] 19.60] 13.60] 11.20] 10.00 7.30 4.70 5.30
Supporters 72.00] 73.10} 75.30] 55.50; 64.90! 62.30] 33.40|1 36.80] 36.90
Indifferent 0.60 1.50 1.30 2.30]  2.30 3.70 3.00 3.00 4.90
‘Weak opponent 5.30 5.90 1.90] 21.90; 17.60f{ 18.80}] 37.20] 40.50] 32.90
Strong opponent 1.40]  090{ 0.50} 6.10 3.70 4.80] 18.10} 14.90] 19.70

§GREAT BRITAIN 1982 | 1984 | 1986 ] 1982 | 1984 | 1986 | 1982 | 1984 | 1986
%

Activists 1.00 3.20 2.701  0.40 0.70 1.00 0.50 0.30 1.10
Potential activists 41.00{ 26.001 29.80] 17.70f 1480} 17.40}] 20.60] 10.00f 14.80
Supporters 52.20f 55.00] 57.30] 41.60] 51.50f{ 46.80] 27.5061 27.50{ 35.1¢
Indifferent 1.70 2.70 3.40} 13.10 5.00f 10.90 5.40 3.80 4.10
‘Weak opponent 3.80] 11.60 5.70) 20.701 22.30| 20.90} 24.50f 37.50] 26.70
Strong opponent 0.30 1.50 1.10 6.50 4.70 3.000 21.50{ 20.90] 14.20

INETHERLANDS %] 1982 | 1984 | 1986 { 1982 | 1984 | 1986 | 1982 | 1384 | 1986

Activists 12.30] 11.10 9.40 3.00 2.40 2.70 1.00 0.40 0.60

Potential activists 34.20] 27.70} 25.90} 26.30] 29.30] 28.40} 15.50{ 16.20{f 13.60
Supporters 45.20] 42.20{ 46.400 53.30{ 49.60| 55401 3370} 40.70] 42.30
Indifferent 0.90 1.60 1.50 2.00 2.80 2.30 2.10 1.70 1.30
Weak opponent 4.30 5.10 490} 10.00f 11.30 8.001 18.90f 18.80] 19.40
Strong opponent 3.10 2.30 1.90 5.40 4.50 3.20] 22.80f 22.20{ 22.80

SOURCE: Eurcbarometer 17,21 and 25
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The results show that while supporters of nature conservation,
political ecology and anti- nuclear energy groups differ to some
extent, the main differences emerge between young and old
environmentalists. Young environmentalists and old ones both
support a diverse set of environmental groups, but youngs also

" hold culturally liberal positions.

As the goal of the environmental protection entered the political
arena, the nature of the environmental movement changed (Buttel
and Flinn, 1976; Schnaiberg, 1980). Researchers predicted that
ideological differences toward business and government would
differentiate liberals from conservatives in their support for
environmental issues {(Constantiti and Hanff, 1972; Dunlap and
Gale, 1}972). However, there was no association found by
research between environmental concern and ‘political party
identification (Dillman and Christensen, 1972; Buttel and Flinn,

1978; Lowe and_Pinhey, 19882; Honnold,1981).

In later studies Dunlap (1975) and Mazmanian and Sabatier
(1981) found within the general public a strong association
between measures of liberal ideology and an expression of
environmental concern. Further specification of liberal ideology
by Buttel and Flinn (1978) led to the distinction between "anti-
laissez- faire" liberalism and "welfare state" liberalism".
Although both correlate positively with environmentalﬁ concern,

"anti- laissez- faire" liberalism has shown a significantly stronger
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association (Buttel and Flinn, 1978; Buttel and Johnson, 1977;

Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1981).

The proposed causal model is depicted in Figure2.2

FIGURE22
Size of Residential 1= ‘/
community Perceptions of Environmentat
v’ Prohlems
Education 9
T2
T — S e~ x
' & |Supportfer Envitonmental
Age t F [Regulations
, =<
"Ant-laissez-faire” M
Liberalism - —-h__ Ecological Behavior 1 &
Welfare-state”
{Liberalism

Age, education, income and size of residual community are the
major sociodemographic variables shown by previous research to
be related to environmental concérn, and appear in this model as
exogenous variables. Both forms of liberalism have been specified
in order to test Buttel and Flinn's distinction between "anti-
laissez- faire"” and "welfare state" liberalism. Although
sociodemographic variables typically preceded ideology, the two
measures of liberalism are placed with sociodemographics as
exogenous variables in order to simplify the model and retain
focus on environmental concern as the dependent variables of

interest.

Samdahl and Robertson (1989) have analysed relationship

between political ideology and environmental concern with the
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proposed causal model. Social liberalism did not predict any of
the three measures of environmental concern; residence,
education and perceptions of environmental problems did not
significantly predict ecological behaviour; and age did not
significantly predict perceptions of environmental problems. All

remaining paths were significant at 0.10 or better.
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E) STUDIES RELATED TO IMPACT OF
ENVIRONMENTALISM ON BUSINESS

The Advertising Age/ Gallup Organisation green marketing survey
(1990) of 1514 consumers, is conducted by Chase. The maximum
expected margin of error is +/- 2.5%. Characteristics of the
sample are 48% male, 52% female; ages 12-17, 10%; 18-24, 13%;
25-34,21%; 35-44,17%; 45-54, 12%; 65 and older, 15%. -

The sufvey measures consumer opinion- not behaviour- and
determines persons' value systems. Respondents were asked to
rate individual 'product categories and companies by their
concern for the environment. Cereal marketers received the
highest average ratings, followed by soft drinks, retailers,
toothpaste and laundry soaps and detergents. The bottom five
categories, with relatively low ratings for environmental concern,
are beer, automotive, fast- food restaurants, cosmetics and

disposable diapers.

Overall, the company which comes to mind as being the most
environmentally conscious is Procter & Gamble with 6% and the
second one is McDonald's with 4%. (None/ Don't know results

were 66%).

Results show that consumers are looking for marketers to do

more for environment and say they will change their buying
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behaviour to favour the companies that are environmentally

sensitive.

Besides, consumers' green activities were also questioned. 86% of
consumers voluntarily recycled newspapers, glass, aluminium,
motor oil and other items; 82% bought products made from or
packaged in recycled materials; 71% improved insulation or the
heating or air conditioning system in their homes; 68% bought
biodegradable plastic garbage bags and the same percentage

bought products in refillable packages.

61



F) STUDIES RELATED TO ECONOMIC FACTORS
AFFECTING THE LEVEL OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN

Empirical and theoretical studies have also focused largely on the
relationship between economic factors and the level of
environmental concern. Since the present study analyses the same

relationship as well, previous studies have been searched.

Ketkar (1984), has established three models to analyse the
combined impact of iﬁcome generation- distribution and price
changes on pollution. His aim is to analyse the policy of taxation
on polluters. His hybpothesis is that tax policy would save time
and money because instead of forcing industries to comply with
pdllution guidelines, they can be given a choice as to pollution

abatement equipment or paying the pollution tax.

Adams (1990) provides a framework for the discussion of
environmental issues as they relate to the question of
development in the Third World. His goal is establishing a
connection between environmentalism and development theory
and illustrating the effects of these theories in practice in the
developing nations. While most of the issues are applicable to
most of the developing countries, the experience of a number of
Asian nations has important applications for both development

and environment theory.
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Beckerman (1992), in his theoretical study, analyses the relation
between economic growth and the environment in five stages;
namely, conflicting interests in the environment- growth
- relationship, economic growth and resource constraints, the
greenhouse effect, economic growth and the environment in
developing countries, and the intergenerational conflict. The
main theme of the paper is that concentration on resource
constraints or global warming is not merely unjustified taken in
isolation but is a distraction from more serious environmehtal
problems, parﬁcularly the urgent environmental problems of the
poorest sections of today's population. The most important
conclusion that can be drawn from his study is that the loss of
the welfare of the population in developing countries as a result
of inadequafe access to safe drinking water and sanitation, or of
‘urban air pollution is far greater, and should be given priority
over the interests of future generations. The sustainable growth

concept is either morally indefensible or totally non operational.

Eckersley (1992) focuses on two main competing economic
programs for social and ecological renewal within Green and
related circles: The Green market economy and the democratically
planned eco socialist ecoﬁomy. Although both of these economic
programs enlist the Valués of participatory democracy, ecological
responsibility, social justice, decentralisation? they differ over
how these values are to be interpreted and applied. Wherea;

Green economists tend to emphasise the importance of central

planning, and seek to ecologize the institutions of the market
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economy, eco socialists tend to emphasise the importance of the
market economy and try to ecologize state and local economic

planning institutions.

Dunlap and Scarce (1992) have analysed whether people believed
that environment was more important than economic growth or
vice versa. Results depicted on the following table show that
every year percentage of respondents who support environmental
protection increases. Their study also shows that majority

believes that environment must be improved regardless of cost.

Table 2.13 Environment versus economy

Enviropment versus €Conomy 1987 1988 1989 1990
1.We must sacrifice economic growth for environmental 57 52 52 64
2.We must sacrifice environment for economic growth 23 19 21 15
3.Environment must be improved regardless of cost;
agree 66 65 74 74
disagree 27 22 18 21
No idea 7 13 8 5
4.We can have both economic groth and clean environment
Yes 56 49 49 59
Cannot have both 31 31 33 32
No idea 13 20 18 9
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Results of the studies in the literature review part are summarised

in the below tables.’

Table 2.14 Summary of Relevant Studies in the Literature

Author (Year)

Variables Studied

Major Results

SOCIODEMOGRAPHIC
DETERMINANTS

VanArdsol, Sabagh, Alexandra
(1965)

Tognacci et al. (1972)

Mc Evoy (1972)

Dillman & Christensen (1972)
Buttel& Flinn (1974)

Hohm (1976)

Hershey & Hill (1977-8)
Buttel & Flinn (1978)

Van Liere & Dunlap (1980)
Taylor(1982)

Neuman (1986)

Shapiro & Majahan (1986)
Steger & Witt (1988)
Samdazhl & Robertson (1989)

Schahn & Holzer (1990)

Environmental concern vs.
race

age
education level
age

education level
age

education level
education level
race

race

education

social class

(review of studies)

age, education, income,

'} occupation, residence, sex,

political party,ideology
race

gender,age,education level,
income, political stance

gender
gender

age

education
knowledge
gender

age

education level
political stance

whites perceive env. pr. more

whites vieww smog/traffic noise
more important

moderate negative association
strong positive relation

low negative association

strong positive relation
moderate negative association
strong positive relation
moderate strong positive relation
whites view airpollut. more imp
black students less aware/ less
concerned

moderate strong positive relation
moderate strong positive relation
this line of research had limited
success in explaining
environmental attitudes

important/donate money/take
env. courses/ join env. group
unrelated to behavioral
commotment to Conservagnon
practices

women support env. policies
more .

women have more protective
attitude & perceive more risk
positive association

negative associaton

WOInen more CODnCern.
household envir./ men more
aware/mformed of env. prob.
environmentalists are young,
well educated, on left wing
politically
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Author (Year)

Variables Studied“

Major Results

Vining & Ebreo (1990)

Molah (1990)

Blakie (1992)

Arabacioglu (1992)

ATTITUDINAL & BEHAVIORAL
INDICATORS
Rohrscheneider((1988)

Vining (1992)
West, Lee, Feiock (1992=

Arabacioflu (1992)

SOCIOPYCHOLOGICAL
INDICATORS
Dunlap (1973)

De Young (1985- 86)

Prester, Rohrman,
Schelthammer (1987)

recycling & gender,income
level,education level,

race/income- education level
and occupational status
gender

age -

gender
age

Environmental concern vs.

personal values
1.soaotropic
2.postmaterial
3.self-interest
Manegerial position

{ Eavironmentalists vs. solid waste

Managers in
recycling/strategies/government
policy implem./private org.
involvernent

social responsibility

env. attitndes of modern &
traditional people

higher order values
lower order values

intrinsic motives and recycling

Participatory behavior (env.9

gender: no association

recyclers are older

recyclers have slighlty more
income/ highly educ. get info fr
papers, low educ. fr TV

no difference in level of
perception of env. pr.

females less confident abt
technical solut. to env. pr.
young less concern abt effect of
econ growth on env.

women more aware of env.pr.
young /middle aged complain
moreabt pr./believe more in
contribut. to solutions

strongest predictor of env.con.
moderately related

weak relation

env. decisions of managers differ
environmentalists support
preventive strateg.& more critical
of state govt policy
implementation/ support more
private orgamsation involvement
peop with more soc.res. think
env. activities easy to do
/modern peop. more concernabt
danger of global env. pr.

recyclers desire a high quality
env. more / safety and security
more irp. for nonrecyclers

int. motives are significant
incentives for recycling

affected by evaluations of env.
quality, expected condit. of env.
in future, interest in plidcs
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Author (Year)

Variables Studied “

Major Results

Vining & Ebreo (1988)
Vining & Ebreo (1990)

Kolber (1990)
Dap/ Yankelovich (1991)

Dunlap & Scarce (1992)

SOCIOPOLITICAL ASPECT
Dunlap (1975) &

Mazmanian & Sabatier (1981)
Buttel & Flinn (1978)
Samdzahl & Robertson (1989)

Rohrschneider (1991)

Howell & Laska (1992)

IMPACT ON BUSINESS &
ECONOMIC FACTORS
Eetkar (1984)

Advertising Age/ Gallup
survey (1990)

Beckerman (1992)

Dunlap & Scarce (1992)

social pressure
role of motives in recycling beh.

consumer feelings abt detergents
& env. protection
consumer typology made

trends abt env. pr.

liberal ideclogy

anti-laissez faire liberalism
welfare-state liberalism

relation btw political ideol. &
€0V. CONCern
public support of env. policies

change in env. coalition

impact of income generation &
distribution and price changes
on pollution

product categories and
companies which are envi.
friendly ‘
relation btw eco. growth & envi.

env. vs. econ. growth

soc. press. forces recycling
nonrecyclers uncertain of their
env. kowledge

nonrecyclers more concer. wt
financial incentives and personal
convenience

49% thinks detergent has no
deep effect on env.

10% evergreens/ 27% fatalista/
24% apathetic

strong relation between
perceived threat to oneself and to
env./ majority think government
spends little on env. and govt.
protection not enough

strong association btw lib. ideol.
& expression of env. concern
both correlate positively wt env.
concern/ anti-Lf. has
significantly stronger association
social liberalism did not predict
env. concern

activists are most in Netherlands
and least in France/ main
difference is btw young & olds.
liberals support env. spending
more/ modest relation btw.
party identification & spending

tax policy saves time & money

cereal marketers are the most
env. fr./ P&G is the most env.
conscious firm

loss of welfare in developing
countries results from inadequate
access to safe drinking water &
sanitation

64% sacrifices eco. for env./ env.
must be improved regardless of
cost
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2.G LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

There have been some limitations to the study. Sample size was
the first limitation. Since a cross-cultural study was aimed, the
passengers of a private charter airline company was taken as the
target population; hence sample size was determined considering
the proportion of the passengers on Germany and Holland flights
(from Turkey) to the totality of the passengers of this company
annually. Thus sample size has been relatively small for such a
study. Results could have been more clear if that had study could
have been made in all three countries. The second limitation has
been the incomme level. Since charter flights offer relatively
cheaper prices, majority of the passengers are earners of middle
level income. Thus in this study, middle income
earningconsumers are represented at a higher degree than both

low and high income earning consumers.

Another very important limitation for the study has been the time
constraint while filling in the questionnaires in Germany flights
which were shorter than Holland flights. Filling a questionnaire
necessitated at least 30 minutes and they were to be given to the
passengers after the inflight service was finished. Duration of the
in-flight service was approximately one and a half hours. In many
' Germany flights there was not enough time to distribute
questionnaires and take them back since during the last half an |

hour the flight attendands had to be preparing the cabin and the
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passengers for landing. The interviewer had been the cabin chief
who had all the ;esponsibility of the passengers to the pilot in
command and the company. Thus time had been a very important
constraint and as a result the questionnaire were completed in

two and a half months.

The other limitation has been the education level of the Turkish
passengers particularly. Approximately 95% of the Turkish
passengers on these charter flights are Turkish workers and their
education lev>el‘ is lower than German and Dutch passengers on
the same flights. The first problem with them has been that they
did not want to fill in a questionnaire claiming that they did not
know much about the subject; but the interviewer has persuaded
them that the questionnaire did not aim measuring level of their
knowledge, but learning their ideas about the subject. The results
have been interesting though. For instance the percentage of the
less educated respondents who think that destruction of cultural
monuments and noise pollution are very important problems for
the world, is higher than both middle level and highly educated
ones. There are some such interesting results related to less
educated ones. A reason might ha;re been that less educated and
highly educated respondents might have different social
perceptions and less educated ones might want to look different

than they are.

This part consisted of a thorough review of the relevant literature
and a discussion of the limitations of the present study, The

following part describes the research design and methidology.
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ITI. FIELD STUDY ON ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN

This part consists of two sub- sections. Research design and
methodology used in the present study will be described in the
first section; the research findings will be reported in the second

section.
3.1 RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

In this section, the research objectives and questions, and the

data collection procedure will be presented respectively.

3.1.1 RESEARCH  OBJECTIVES AND  RESEARCH
QUESTIONS |

The main objective of the present research is to determine the
levels of environmental concern of general Turkish, Dutch and
German publics and to find out the similarities and differences
among their environmental perceptions and attitudes. With this
objective, the answers to the below- mentioned questions have

been investigated:

a. What is the significance of environmental issues for the
consumers when compared with other important issues both at

local and global levels?

70



b. What is the degree of consciousness of consumers about

environmental problems?

c. Which environmental problems are of greatest importance

in the eyes of consumers?

d. To what degree, do the consumers believe, can they
participate in the solution of environmental problems? (Level of

willingness)

e. What is the perceived cause and the solution of

environmental problems?

f.  According to the consumers, who or which body has the

responsibility for environmental protection and to what degree?

g. What is the actual participation level of consumers to the
solution of environmental problems, at personal, local, national

and global levels?

h What is the level of sacrifice, do consumers think they

can do, for improving environmental quality?

The secondary objective of the research is to find out the effect
of environmental concern on purchasing behaviour of the
consumer in all three publics. For this purpose the answers to the

following questions have been sought:

a. Does the consumer know what products/ materials are

environmentally friendly?
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b. Does the consumer know which companies/ industries

consider environmental protection seriously?

c. While purchasing a product, what is the importance of its

green impact among other criteria for the consumer?

d. Do consumers react against the companies/ industries,

which they believe, pollute the environment?

e. How willing is the consumer to pay extra (taxes, extra

costs of products, and the like) for a cleaner environment?

f. Who, the consumer thinks, should pay for the extra cost

of environmentally friendly products?

Finally, the effect of nationality and demographic differences on
the level of environmental concern will be analysed in the

present study.
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3.1.2 RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

The present reséarch aims explaining the level of environmental
- concern of three different publics which are Turkish, Dutch and
German,In this respect the study is explaratory. But since as the
first step, a descriptive study is discussed by relating it to the
findings in literature study, the study has a descriptive
characteristics as well.The goal of the study is to determine the
frequency of some environmentalist behaviour manifested by the
consumers in relation to some demographic variables such as
gender, age, marital status, education level. By other two
important characteristics, the study proves to be a cross-
sectional analysis. First, measurement of the studied variables is
taken at a single point of time; and secondly, the sample of
elements are selected to be representative of the airline
passengers on the routes from Turkey to Germany and Holland
which also are considered to be representing the German and
Dutch publics and the Turkish minority living in those countries.
Data for the study have been collected through a structured

questionnaire over a period of two and a half months(Mayl-

July15).

The population and the sample; In this study the target

population is determined as the passengers of a private Turkish
Charter Airline Company's on Germany and Holland flights.
German and Dutch people with average income and Turkish

workers living in Germany and Holland represent the target

73



population.The chosen charter airline company is Sultan Air
which is one of the major charter companies in Turkey, thus it
has been decided that passengers of this company would be
representative of the target population. The study aims a cross;
cultural approach, thus passengers with relatively similar income
levels who fly with charter flights are considered to represent all
three cultures livin%g in those countries. Hence, this study will
not be comparing the attitudes of German and Dutch publics with
the Turkish public living in Turkey, but with the Turkish public
living in Germany and Holland. The main reason behind such a
comparison is to test whether the level of environmental
consciousness of Turkish workers living in these two countries
(which are well- known to be environmentally conscious) is close

to that of the national publics.

The sample is a non- probability sample since there is no way of
estimating the probability that any population element will be
included in the sample. The sample is also a judgemental one
since the elements are hand picked because it is expected that
they can serve the research purpose. In this study sample
elements are selected to be representative of the German, Dutch,

and Turkish publics living in Germany and Holland.

Data Collection Method and Questionnaire Design: The primary

data collection instrument of the present study has been a
structured and an undisguised questionnaire. The previous year a
similar (less comprehensive) study had been made in Istanbul as

a research project (Arabacioglu, 1992). With the help of this
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study (and its questionnaire) and after a complete literature
survey about the topic (Rohrschneider,l988,1991; Dunlap and
Scarce,1992; Chase,1991; Yankelovich Green Action Survey,1991)
has been made the questionnaire has been developed. The pilot
study to test the questionnaire was applied to a convenience
sample of 20 persons and the related changes were made
afterwards. This helped to restructure and rewrite the
questionnaire aiming to prevent vagueness and ‘avoid
misunderstandings which could happen due to the errors in
wording or format; This pilot study also helped to prove the

validity of the questionnaire and the study.

The final form of the questionnaire has been distributed to 294
persons by the above- mentioned non- probabilistic judgemental
sampling method and all of the questionnaires were collected
back, thus none of them was discarded. The sample size is 294
which is determi_néd through confidence interval approach based
~on proportions.Questionnaire was filled in by the respondents
approximately in thirty minutes, but was longer with most of the
Turkish respondents, around 45 minutes. The ratio of the annual
total number of passengers on Germany and Holland flights to the
annual total number of passengers on all flights was 26% (Sultan
Air,1992). With 95% confidence and 5% error, the sample has
been determined to be 294. The formula used to determine the
sample size is the formula of the confidence interval approa'\ch
based on proportions which is n:z”“(p"‘(l-p))b/e2 where z stands

for z value of the normal disribution with error term .05; n
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stands for the sample size, p stands for the ratio of the
population of the Turkish, Dutch and German passengers to the
total number of passengers annually and e is the error term which
~is chosen as .05 in this‘study. With z=1.96, p=.26, and e=.0 the

sample size comes out to be 294.
1.962*%(.26%.74)/.052=294

Questionnaires were given to the airline passengers during the
flights after every in-flight service was finished. The major
problem was the shortage of time since in many of the flights
(especially in the ones to Germany) the flight time was not long
enough for giving the questionnaires and taking them back. The
questionnaire required about 30 minutes to complete. The second
problem has been the seasonality of flights since during the
months May, June and July charter flights change destinations to
Italy, Spain and Austria. The lessening of flights to Germany and
Holland had also political reasons such as Neo-nazism in

Germany and bomb attacks in Antalya.

' nominal, ordinal

Different attitude measurement scales such as
and interval ones' were used. The scale types were determined by
the nature of the questions and information sought. Open- ended
questions were also used aiming to get direct answers without
the aid of the researcher. Before the data analysis the responses

to the open- ended questions in the majority of the

questionnaires were edited and categorised. Master response
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tables were prepared and these questions were then coded

according to those tables.
‘The questionnaire (Appendix 1) consists of two main parts:

PART 1: In the first part, questions related to environmental
attitudes, the level of environmental concern and the impact of
environmental concern on the purchasing behaviour were asked.

The analysis of separate sections is as the following:

SECTION 1: Respondents were asked to indicate the level of
importance of ten problems for the world, (Question 1). Then
they were asked to write the most important three problems,

(Question 2).

SECTION 2: Respondents were asked to identify their level of
awareness with 16 global environmental problems, (Question 3)
and they were also asked to identify the level of importance of

those problems, (Question 4).

SECTION 3: Whether the level of interest of the respondents in

environmental issues changed or not was questioned, (Question

5).

SECTION 4: Twenty-two important issues were presented. These
issues contained problems about national, economical and social
topics. The respondents were asked to determine the most
important six issues for their countries, (Question 6) and choose

the most important three issues among them, (Question 7).
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SECTION 5: Five statements related to the relative importance of
environmental protection with respecfto economic and military
issues were given and respondents were requested to indicate
their level of agreement with those statements, (Question 8). The
respondents were then asked to put in order of importance the

conditions to be improved in their countries, (Question 9).

SECTION 6: Respondents were given four reasons (causes) of
environmental problems in the world and were asked to put these

in order of importance, (Question 10).

SECTION 7: The role of individuals, governments and industries is
questioned through clear statements and respondents were asked
to indicate their level of agreement with those statements,
(Question 11). Respondents were also asked later to what degree
governments, producers and consumers should participate to the

cost of an environmentally- friendly product, (Question 30).

SECTION 8: 21 environmentalist activities that the individuals can
‘engage in were listed and respondents were asked how often they
thought people in their country did those activities, (Question
12). Later they were asked how often they did those activities,

(Question 18).

SECTION 9: Three definitions of an environmentally friendly
product was made and respondents were requested to put those
definitions in order of importance, (Question 13). Respondents
were then asked how they recognised an environmentally friendly

product, (Question 14). The following two questions aimed to
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find out the names of the product class or materials, (Question
15) and the companies which the réspondents believed to be

environmentally friendly, (Question 16).

SECTION 10: Respondents were given a total of nine
environmentalist activities and asked if they had engaged in any
of those activities up to that date, (Question 17) and later they
were asked whether they would participate in some activities for
a better environment, (Question 19). Another question (Question
20) was asked to find out what the reaction of respondents would
be to an environmental damage which happened in another

country if it affected their country as well.

SECTION 11: Respondents' level of sacrifice was measured with the
help of Question 21. Respondents were asked how much more
would they personally be willing to pay for all the goods and
services they use as a consumer, if they knew as a result of this,
industry would be able to operate in a way that did not harm the

environment.

SECTION 12: Respondents were asked to choose the most effective
way of solving the environmental pollution problem among five
alternatives, (Question 22) and later they were asked to indicate
the level of sufficiency of information about environmental issues
they receive from the given nine sources of information,
(Question 23). The three sources from which respondents would

be willing to get information about environmental issues were

asked in Question 24.
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SECTION 13: In this section, the very basic knowledge of
respondents was aimed to be measured. Series of YES- NO type of
questions were asked about the environmentalist characteristics
of the cars respondents own (if they do own), (Question 25) and
about the existence of an environmental law in their country,
{Question 26). Later two open- ended questions were asked about
kind of packaging respondents prefer, (Question 27) and about

their attitudes towards using fur coats, (Question 28).

SECTION 14: In the final section of the first part, respondents
were asked to indicate the importance of some factors
(characteristics) of a frequently purchased food item while
purchasing it (Question 29). Importance of its environmental

impact is investigated in this section.

PART 2: This part consists of questions which identifies
demographic characteristics of the respondents. These variables
are gender, age group, education level and field, marital status,
number of children, number if people living in the household,
working status, ownership and size of enterprise and total

monthly household income.
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3.2 RESEARCH FINDINGS

3.2.1 DEMOGRAPHIC FINDINGS ON THE SAMPLE

Research findings

of the demographic characteristics

sample are summarised in Table 3.1 and Table 3.2:

Table 3.1a- Demographic characteristics of the sample

Demographic Characteristics

GENERAL

TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN
Gender
Femnale 41% 36% 46% 43%
Male 59% 64% 54% 57%
Age group
Below 17 2% 3% 2% 1%
17-24 23% 30% 18% 21%
25-34 40% 27% 45% 49%
35-44 18% -24% 17% 13%
45-54 11% 9% 11% 12%
55 and above 5% 7% 6% 3%
Education Level '
Literate 1% 1% 0% 0%
Graduite of primary school 7% 20% 0% 0%
Graduate of secondary school 23% 23% 27% - 18%
Graduate of highschool 33% 26% 35% 39%
Graduate of university 24% 19% 23% 30%
Graduate of graduate 2% 1% 2% 2%
University student 8% 7% 9% 7%
Graduate student 2% 0% 4% 2%
Marital status
Bachelor 44% 27% 43% 61%
Married 50% 67% 47% 37%
Divorced/ Widowed €% 6% 10% 2%

of the
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Demographic Characteristics

GENERAL TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN

Number of children
no children 61% 42% 67% 71%
one child 9% 13% 9% 5%
two children 17% 15% 17% 19%
three children 8% 14% 5% 4%
four children 3% 9% 0% 0%
five children 1% 2% 1% 0%
six children 1% 4% 0% 0%
Number of people living in the house
Alone 13% 6% 13% 20%
1 persons 35% 24% 41% 38%
3 persons 22% 14% 23% 16%
4 persons 20% 14% 20% 213%,
5 persons and above 10% 29% 1% 2%
Working Status

_ fPart time 11% 7% 17% 8%
Full dime 64% 52% 67% 70%
Not working 25% 41% 14% 20%
Ownership of enterprise
Own enterprise 15% 14% 13% 16%
Salary earner 57% 45% 69% 58%
Size of enterprise
Large enterprise 30% 24% 35% 31%
Medium-size enterprise 12% 7% 16% 12%
Small- size enterprise 27% 29% 27% 26%
Government 2% 0% 1% 5%
Monthly total net household income
Lower than 1000DM 3% 4% 2% 2%
1000DM- 2000DM 26% 33% 19% 27%
2001DM- 4600DM 42% 38% 43% 46%
4001DM-6000DM 17% 16% 19% 16%
6001DM- 8000DM 5% 6% 7% 2%
More than 8000DM 2% 3% 0% 3%

Sample size is 294 with each sub- group consisting of 98 respondents.
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Table 3.1b Dembgraphic Characteristics of the Sample based

on MODE

MODE GENERAL TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN]
|Gender Male Male Male Male} -
Age group 25-34 17-24 25-34 25-35
Education High school High school High school High school
Field of education Business  Engineering Architecture
Marital Status Married Married Married Bachelor,
Number of children ) 2 2 2 2
Number of people in the house 2 2 2 2
Working status Full ime Full time Full time Full time
Not working, because Student Student Student Student]
Working at/as Salary earner  Salary earner  Salary earner  Salary earner
Sort of enterprise Small Small Small Small

ob or current position White collar Technician Manager
Monthly total net household 8-12m.TL 2500-4500HFL 2000-4000DM
income

Sample size is 294 with each sub- group consisting of 98 respondents.

In general, 41% of the sample is female and 59% is male. These
percentages quite well represent the target population since the
percent of airiine passengers on the two lines; namely, Germany
and Holland, are distributed in a simila-r way. However
percentages on a national basis differ from the general since the
percentage of the female passengers(36%) in the Turkish group is

less than those in both Dutch{(46%) and German(43%) groups.

Age groups, on the other hand , are distributed as such: 23% are
between 17-24, 40% is between 25-34 and 18% between 35-44

years old. Majority of Dutch and German passengers were
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between 25-34 ages. The Turkish passengers again exhibit a
minor difference than the other two groups. Majority of them are
aged between 17-24(30%), but again the percentage of Turkish
passengers between ages 25-34 is very high, 27%.

Education level in general shows that in all three groups majority
are high school(lycee) graduates. But the general pattern of the
percentages is such that the education level of Germans is higher
than the other two and that of Turkish is lower than the
remaining two. The distribution of the university or graduate
students/ graduates differ in all three groups (Table 3.1a) and in
Table 3.1c, it is seen that different branches were in majority.
The most frequently obsered field of education is Business
Administration with the Turkish sample. Neither in Holland nor
in Germany the percentage of people studying Business is high.
But since our sample group consisted of a charter airline
company's passengers on Holland and Germany routes, it was
inevitable not to include Turkish yuongsters going on a holiday,
especially during the long religious fest, with their friends with
the cheaper charter companies. Thus it is obvious that those
business students or graduates are not from the workers' families.
Majority of Dutch and Germans, on the other hand, are studying

or have studied 'engineering’ and 'architecture’, respectively.

Forty-four percent of the passengers are bachelor and 50% are
married. The percentages differ a lot in the three groups. 67% of
the Turkish are married whereas this percent falls to 47% in

Dutch and 37% in German respectively. While analysing the
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results of the number of children question, all 'no answer's were
considered as having 'no children' since all bachelors skipped

'

this question. Thus the ratio of 'no children ' is quite high. 61%
in general has no children. 42% of Turkish passengers have no
children. As expected the percentages of Dutch and German
passengers without children are greater’ than Turkish, they are
67% and 71%, respectively. Turkish respondents have up to six

children whereas Dutch and German passengers have up to three

children only. All three groups have two children in majority.

Number of people living in the household is two for the majority
of the Dutch(41%) and German(38%) passengers. Most of the
respondents who are bachelor are liﬂ’ing together with their
boyfriends or girlfriends, therefore the percent of people living
alone is lower than expected. The condition with the Turkish
group is quite different, 29% live with four people or more since

most bachelors live with their families.

In general, 64% work full-time and 25% do not work, these are
mostly the students. This ratio is higher with the Turkish
respondents since most women are not working, they are

'housewives'.

Fifteen percent of respondents have their own enterprise and 57%
are salary earners. Percentage of people who have their own
enterprises are similar for all the ‘groups. The striking result in
this variable comes to the scene when the ratio of ownership is

compared with the ratio of working people. 59% of the Turkish
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respondents work and 14% have own enterprise. 86% of Dutch
work and 13% have own enterprise and 98% of the Germans work
and 16% have own enterprise. Ownership among the Turkish

people is greater.

In general 30% work at/or owns a large enterprise with more
than 50 employees. 12% work at/or own a medium- size
enterprise with 25 to 50 employees. 27% work at/ or owns a
small enterprise. Only 2% work for the government. Majority of
the Turkish(29%) work at/ or own a small enterprise, whereas
the majority of the Dutch(35%) and German(31%) respondents

work at or own large enterprises.

Monthly total household income is an important variable as will
be seen in the following sections. When all three groups are
considered together majority (42%) has income between 8-12
million Turkish Liras or the equivalents: 2500- 4500 Dutch
Gilders(Florins) and 2000- 4000 Deutsche Marks. (These ranges
are not exact exchange rate equivalents, but approximations made
by considering the social welfare levels in these countries such as

the purchasing power of a certain amount of money.)
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3.2.2 FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS ON THE LEVEL OF
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN

Results of the field study will be summarised in this section
thfough frequency distributions. Both the level of environmental
concern and the effect of this concern on purchasing behaviour
will be analysed in this section. Frequency distributions of the
general public will be analysed first, then a comparative study
will be conducted on the frequencies of three different groups-

Turkish, Dutch and German respondents.

3.2.2.1 FREQUENCIES OF THE GENERAL PUBLIC

Results of the emprical study are summarised in this section
under three subtitles which are the level of concern for the
global environmental problems, the level of concern for the
national environmental problems, and environmental perceptions

and attitudes.

3.2.2.1.a The level of concern for the global environmental

problems

Respondents were first asked to rate the importance of some
problems for the world. Table 3.2 shows that the highest mean
values belong to hunger and environmental pollution. Since the
respondents were informed at the very beginning of the
questionnaire that the survey was about environmental concern,

social desirability bias could have affected the results of this
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question. Wars follow the first two issues. 96% of the
respondents rate hunger as important and 95% rate environmental
pollution as important. Education has been stated as an important
problem by 95% of the respondents although its mean value is
much lower (3.54). This shows that more respondents valued
education as 'somewhat important' when compared with
environmental pollution. Health is another issue which has been

valued as important by 94% of the respondents.

It is obvious that all the listed problems were considered to be
important since the loWest importance frequency which belongs
to inflation is 81%, which is still a very high percentage. It is
quite natural that respondents viewed inflation as the least
important item among all others when problems of the world are

considered.

TABLE 3.2 Importance of the problems of the world

MEAN* IMPORTANT]
___Hunger 3.70 96%
|—_Environmeatal pollution 3.70 95%
__Health 3.62 94%
}__Education 3.54 o 95%
. Wars 3.52 88%
___AIDS 3.48 89%
___Rapid population increase 3.31 88%
____Unemployment 3.30 85%
___Economic problems 3.28 ' 85%
___Inflation 3.19 81%

*1=not important at all / 4= very important/ Sample size is 294
Important values include somewhat and very important figures..

When the respondents were asked to write out the most

important three issues, 22% said that hunger was the most
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important problem of the world. The second most important
issue is wars and the third one is environmental pollution.
Results are consistent with the results of the previous question.
Economic problems and unemployment are the least important

issues according to the respondents.

TABLE 3.3 The most important problem of the world

PRIORITY]
|___FHunger - 22%
_Wars 19%
___Environmental pollution 17%)
___Health 9%
| __Education 8%
___AIDS 6%
___Rapid population increase 6%
|___Inflation 5%
___Economic problems 3%
___Unemployment ' 3%

Sample size is 294

Next, respondents' level of awareness with some important
environmental issues were examined. Table 3.4 shows that air
pollution has the highest mean value. The reason may be that for
many people air pollution is the most widely known
environmental problem about which they hear everyday on the
radio, TV or read in the papers. Another prominent problem,
destruction of ozone layer, gets the second highest mean value.
The results indicate the important role of mass media in the
identification of problems. Destruction of forests is the third
environmental problem the respondents are aware of. Erosion,
soil pollution, transboundary movement of hazardous wastes are

the three issues about which the respondents are least aware.
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Many people may not be perceiving erosion as an environmental
problem and the term ‘'transboundary movement of hazardous
wastes' might have no meaning to many of the respondents but if
the term could have been explained clearly, they could have

exhibited a higher level of awareness.

TABLE 3.4 Awareness about environmental problems

MEAN* AWARE
___Air pollution . 3.46 92%
]___Destruction of ozone layer 3.38 89%
| Destruction of forests 3.33 85%
___Chemical wastes 3.24 - 84%
____Water pollution 3.18 82%
____Household wastes 3.04 75%
___Acid rains 2.91 68%
|___Greenhouse effect 2.83 62%
___Noise pollution 2.79 62%
___Endangered species 2.76 61%
| ___Destruction of agricultural areas 2.74 62%
|___Destruction of cultural monuments 2.73 57%
___Soil pollution 271 55%
| Visual pollution : 2.66 56%
|___Erosion 2.63 53%
___Transboundary movement of hazardous waste 2.57 53%

*1=not aware at all/ 4= very much aware/ Sample size is 294
Aware includes very much aware and aware values

Table 3.5 shows that respondents chose the three environmental
problems about which they were most aware as the most
important problems for the world. To avoid biased answers,

order of the environmental problems were changed. Still another
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problem cbuld not be avoided. Most respondents rate the first
three or more items higher than the rest. The falling mean value
of the air pollution can be attributed to this condition.
Destruction of cultural monuments, noise pollution and
transboundary movement of hazardous waste are the least
important problems according to the respondents. It is highly
possible that many respondents did not consider the first two
issues as important environmental problems since they do not
have a clear polluting effect. 'No answers' were also included
among the not important at all answers since it was observed that
some respondents who said they were unaware of a particular
problem did not attribute any importance value to that problem,

but most of the others attributed such problems as unimportant.
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TABLE 3.5 Importance of the environmental problems for the

world
MEAN* IMPORTANT
__.Depletion of ozone layer 3.82 97%
l___Depletion of forests 3.78 | 99%
____Air pollution 3.77 97%
___Water pollution 3.71 96%
__Chemical wastes 3.67 97%
__ Acid rains 3.41 91%
___Greenhouse effect 3.38 86%
| Depletion of agricultural areas 3.35 92%
}___Soil pollution ‘ 3.33 88%
____Household wastes 3.25 88%
___Endangered species 3.22 83%
}__ Erosion 3.21 82%
|__Transboundary movement of hazardous waste 3.16 81%
| Visual pollution 3.05 79%
|___Noise pollution 3.03 76%
|___Destruction of cultural monuments 2.92 67%

4= very important and 1= not important at all/ Sample size is 294

Respondents were asked about the change in the level of their
environmental concern compared to the previous year. As seen in
Table 3.6, 67% claimed more interest, 27% said there was no
change. It is obvious that many people see themselves as more
interested in environmental issues. Even if they have no personal
interest in the environment, every day they are subject to the
effect of mass media which brings them vis-a-vis with
environmental problems. It is inevitable to claim more interest or
no change. 5% of the respondents are less interested in the
environmental issues. Most probably these are from the
‘apathetics' (with reference to the DAP/ Yankelovic's Green

Action Survey) group which have got bored of the intense
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interest of public, mass media, industry and government in
environmental issues. In every country t4here exists some people
who get bored of the repetition of some problems and get
completely uninterested or less interested in those problems.
Environmental problems are also always on the agenda and this

may result in a negative reaction about the subject.

TABLE 3.6 Degree of concern in environmental issues as

compared to the previous year

FREQUENCY
__More interested 67%
___No change 27%
__Less interested 5%
__No Answer 1%
|__Undecided 1%

Sample size is 294

3.2.2.1.b Level of concern for the national environmental

problems

The environmental responsibilities’ and roles~ of individuals,
businesses and governments according to the respondents are an
important part of the present study. It is seen that industry is
considered to be the most irresponsible body that causes
worldwide environmental problems (Table 3.7). Governments

and publics' irresponsibility is also very close to that of
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industry's. The expected roles of governments, industrial
organisations and individuals are observed on Table 3.8. 93%
believe that it is the government's duty to force industries to care
for the environment and 92% wants industrial organisations to
make extra expenses for the protection of the environment.
Confidence in the role that the individual can play in the solution
of the environmental problems is less. Many people do not
believe in the effect of personal efforts. Respondents also have no

confidence in the industries about protecting the environment.

TABLE 3.7 The most important reason (cause) of

environmental problems in the world

PRIORITY
irresponsibility of industries 33%
irresponsibility of the public 32%
irresponsibility of governments 32%
irresponsibility of local administrations 5%

Sarnple size is 294
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TABLE 3.8 Roles of government, industry and public

according to the respondent

MEANS* AGREE
-Government has to force industries 4.59 93%
to care for the environment
-Industrial organisations should 4.46 92%
make extra expenses for environment
-Personal efforts may contribute to 4.09 . 81%
the solution of environmental problems v
-Most industries are interested in 3.06 30%
protection of the environment

1=have no idea/ 5=strongly agree/ Sample size is 294

From among twenty given issues such as economic, social,
environmental,etc. problems, respondents were asked to tick the
six most important for their own country. Table 3.9 shows the
first six of them which were ticked by majority of the
respondents. 64% have ticked unemployment and 44% have ticked
economic condition and air pollutidn. Unemployment and
economic condition were rated the lowest when their importance
for the world was questioned, but for Germany, especially after
the reunification-, Turkey and Holland, these are the problems on
the agenda. The recession also affects the wealthy countries of
Europe and their publics are now more interested in economic
problems than they were before. Air pollution is the only
environmental problem among the first six issues. Air pollution
also received a high number of mentions among the problems in

the world.
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TABLE 3.9 Most important issues for respondent’s country

PERCENTAGE
| Unemployment 64%
}____ Economic condition 44%
| Air pollution 44%
_____Education 43%
____Inflation 42%
Traffic problem 40%

Table values indicate the percentage of respondents who have ticked
the above issues as one of the most important six issues of their country.
Sample size is 254

As seen in Table 3.10, 65% of the respondents agree that growing
use of plastics presents a serious environmental threat. The rate
could be much higher if the survey had been done in Turkey,
because many respondents wrote as a personal note on the
questionnaire sheet that plastics were recyclable. Thus these
notes have made clear why omly 53% agreed with the second
statement. Majority of the respondents disagree that economic
development and military expenses are more important than
environment. This ‘is verified in all three last statements.
However, Table 3.11 shows that when the respondent’s country's
development is in question, it becomes harder to distinguish
between economic and environmental development. The two
issues receive the same priority before social, political and
military conditions. But analysis of modes show that
environmental condition is the first important condition to be

improved even though the difference is minor.
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TABLE 3.10 Risk of plastics; and economic, military and

environmental issues in comparison

, MEAN* AGREE
___Growing use of plastics presents a serious '
environmental threat ‘ 4.07 65%
__Benefits of using plastic products outweigh

environmental risks created by the difficulties

of disposing these products - 3.30 53%
____Economic development is more important

than environmental concerns 2.85 39%
___Military expenses cannot be cut for the

sake of environmental concern 2.77 35%
___ Protection of the environment should be

considered more important than both 3.68 56%

1=have no idea/ S=strongly agree/ Sample size is 294

TABLE 3.11 The first condition to be improved in the

respondent's country is...

PRIORITY
_____Economic First
| Environmental First
_____Social Second
____Political Third
_____Military Forth

It is seen in Table 3.12 that 41% of the respondents believe that
people in their country always collect glass to recycle and 36%
believe that they collect papers for recycling. 31% think that they
always collect batteries to dispose separately. 29% think they
always dispose harmful household wastes separately. The
negative thinkers, on the other hand, do not believe that people

in their country act in an environmentally friendly way. 16%
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think they never boycott the producfs of a firm which pollutes
the environment, 14% think they never warn other people who
pollute the environment, again 14% think they mnever collect
batteries to dispose separately and they never dispose old
medicines and used injectors separately. Table 3.17 shows that
the effect of self- identification is clear. Most respondents
believe that most people in their country act like themselves. For
instance at Table 3.17 it is observed that 64% of the respondents
always collect glass to recycle and 41% believes that other people
in his/ her country collects glass as well. These are both the
highest p‘ercebntages in the ‘'always' column in both tables.
Disposing harmful household wastes and collecting papers for
recycling also receive very high ratings from the respondents

since they almost always do these activities.
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TABLE 3.12 How often people in respondent’s country act as

MEANS#* NO
IDEA NEVER ALWAYS

__Collecting glass to recycle 4.07 1% 6% 41%
__Collecting papers for reuse or recycling 3.93 2% 8% 36%
__Reading articles in papers about environmental 3.79 1% 5% 17%
issues
__Collecting batteries to dispose separately 3.75 4%  13% 31%
__Using the back of the paper as well 3.66 3% 9% 20%
__Disposing harmful household wastes (paint, etc) 3.65 - 4% 14% 29%
carefully :
__Buying environmentally friendly products although 3.64 2% 11% 17%
it is more expensive
__Disposing old medicines and used injectors 3.63 6% 14% 28%
separately
._Using public transportation instead of car 3.61 2% 8% 15%
__Using unleaded gasoline : 3.61 9% 9% 28%
__Warning other people who pollute the 3.59 2% 9%  21%
environment

| _Using less detergent whenever possible 3.58 7% 6% 18%
__Buying products with less packaging 3.57 5% 9% 13%
__Using less water during periods of water shortage 3.53 3%  12% 17%
___Having heaters at a lower temperature in winter 3.48 3%  12% 16%
__Using less electricity 3.46 2%  14% 17%
__Boycotting the products of a firm which pollutes 3.46 2%  16% 17%
the environment
__Writing or warning authorities about 3.45 3% 10% 15%
environmental problems
__Participating activities of environment groups 3.38 3% 10% 13%
|__Attending seminars, conferences on environmental 3.33. 4% 11% 13%
issues ’ ‘ ‘
__Using high quality(sulfur-free) coal even though it 330 1% 11% 14%
is - )
more expensive

1=have no idea/ 2=never/ 5=always / Sample size is 294

Whether the respondents were environmental 'activists' or not
when the problem threathened their country as well, was
clarified by the results on Table 3.13. When the respondents

were asked what their reaction would be to an environmental
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damage which happens in another country affecting their country
as well, 35% said their reaction would depend on the condition.
33% mentioned that he / she would react the condition and 30%
said he/ she would care but not react. Actually the answers are
equally distributed among these three type of answers. Whether
the respondents choose remaining silent or not, the amount of
respondents who cares such a damage is quite high. Thus
prospective activists' ratio is very high. The ones who claim they

would not care may be the apathetics mentioned before.

TABLE 3.13 Respondent’'s reaction to an environmental

damage which happens in another country

FREQUENCY
__It depends on the condition 35%
__I would react against it 33%
' _1do care but I do not react 30%
__1 usually do not care 2%

Sample size is 294

3.2.2.1.c Perception of environmentally friendly products

When asked to define an environmentally friendly product, 46%
of the respondents see an environmentally friendly product as
one which does not pollute the environment during production.

However, 36% defines it as a product which does not pollute the

100



environment when disposed. Only 21% gives the priority to the
definition which claims that an environmentally friendly product
is a one which does not pollute the environment when consumed.
It is obvious that the real definition of the product covers all
three definitions, but in order to understand which definition is
more dominant in the eyes of the consumers, such an ordering
was requested. The results show that for most of the consumers
production is the phase during which the environment is
polluted. Thus it can be expected that consumers would assign a
heavier role to the producers in compensation for the
environment. Table 3.28 proves that consumers assign the
heaviest role to the producers and the lightest role to themselves
for the compensation of the extra cost of an environmentally

friendly product.

TABLE 3.14 Order of importance for classifying an

environmentally friendly product

1 2. 3
__A product which does not pollute the environment during 46% 31% 23%
production
__A product which does not pollute the environment when 36% 34% 29%
disposed
__A product which does not pollute the environment when 21%  33%  45%
consumed

Sample size is 294

How consumers recognise an environmentally friendly product is
a very important piece of information for many firms since they

are trying to increase their market shares through various
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environmental claims in their advertising campaigns or through
using different or some standard logos. Unfortunately, some of
these claims are fake, they are used only“ to attract the 'green
consumers'. But results on Table 3.15 show that 50% of the
consumers trust logos such as green dot, blue angel more than
they do trust advertisements. The reason may be that especially in
Holland and Germany these logos are given only to the real
environmentally friendly products or packaging. 1% has stated
they recognise an environmentally friendly product from other
sources. They get consumer information from  independent
organisations or they get information from the ingredients of the

product.

TABLE 3.15 Recognition of an environmentally friendly

product

PERCENTAGE
__From logos(green dot; blue angel; etc.) 50
__From experience 15
__From advertisements » 24
__Other(pls. specify) 1
Sample size is 294
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3.2.2.1.d Environmental perceptions and attitudes

When asked in what type of environmental activities they have
engaged in up to present, 73% of the respondents have tried not
to litter and 71% recycled bottles or paper for environmental
conservation purposes (Table 3.16). 60% talked with friends
about environmental issues. 3% have done none of the mentioned
activities 7% joined a conservation group and 7% have written a
letter to a politician or an editor. This shows that consumers do
not like joining conservation groups or writing letters to
authorities. Table 3.17 also depicts that 47% of the respondents
have never written to authorities about environmental issues.
Table 3.18 shows that even though the rate of consumers who
have joined conservation groups is very low, 66% of the
respondents say he/ she would support the activities of an
environment group. It seemks like environmental conservation
groups are seen as political parties, especially after the
emergence of the Greens Parties and rather than being members
to these organisations, giving support to them is preferred. Table
3.17 also verifies this hypothesis since 30% of the respondents
say they have never participated in activities of environmental
groups. The reason of such different results is the use of two

different verbs- support and participate.
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TABLE 3.16 Environmental activities pursued before filling

the questionnaire

PRIORITY
___Tried not to litter : 73%
___Recycled bottles or paper 71%
| Talked with friends ‘ 60%
___Boycotted some products 38%
___Contributed money 20%
___Voted for a candidate for this reason 16%
| Picketed a store or a business 12%
___Joined a conservation group 7%
___Written a letter to a politician/ editor/etc. 7%
|___None of these ) 3%
|__Other 0%

Sample size is 294

Respondents’ environmental activities are exhibited in Table
3.17. The most common behaviour is collecting glass and paper
to recycle, disposing harmful household wastes and disposing old
medicines, batteries and used injectors separately. 42% wuses
unleaded gasoline which 1is quite a good amount. The
environmental behaviours which the respondents do not engage
in are  writing or warning authorities about environmental
problems, attending seminars and conferences on environmental
issues. Since environmental problems have become very
prominent within the last two or three decades, many people hear
about environmental problems very easily- maybe more than he /
she would like to hear. Thus attending seminars or conferences
may be seen as a luxury or an unnecessary activity by many

people.
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TABLE 3.17 The frequency of the general environmental

activities pursued

MEANS* NEVER ALWAYS
__Collecting glass to recycle 3.48 4% 64%
__Disposing harmful household wastes (paint, etc) carefully 3.34 7% 57%

|—Collecting papers for reuse or recycling 3.29 6% 53%
__Collecting batteries to dispose separately 3.25 10% 54%
__Using the back of the paper as well ’ 3.21 6% 44%
__Disposing old medicines and used injectors separately 3.16 10% 52%

|__Buying products with less packaging 3.12 3% 34%
__Reading articles in papers about environmental issues 3.09 4% 30%
__Using unleaded gasoline 3.05 17% 42%
__Using less electricity - _ 3.04 6% 35%
__Buying environmentally friendly products although it is 2.98 5% 26%
more expensive ,

__Using less detergent whenever possible 2.97 8% 32%

{—Using less water during periods of water shortage 2.95 12% 36%
__Having heaters at a lower temperature in winter 2.93 9% 29%
| Warning other people who pollute the environment 2.92 7% 31%
__Boycotting the products of a firm which pollutes the 2.76 9% 23%

{ environment ;

}Using public transportation instead of car 2.71 17% 24%
__Using high quality (sulfur-free) coal even though it is more 2.46 28% 22%
expensive
__Participating activities of environment groups 2.13 30% 9%
__Attending seminars, conferences on environmental issues 1.87 45% 8%

|__Writing or warning authorities about environmental 1.84 47% 6%

roblems ' ‘

Sample size is 294

What the resﬁondents as consumers would do, what actions they
would take against pollution is investigated in Table 3.18. 83%
says they would boycott the products of a firm which pollutes the
environment. 77% would give up using a product since it is not
environmehtally friendly. 74% accepts paying more for 'green'

products. These results are positive from environmentalists’ point
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of view but not very good news for the producers. Willingness of
consumers to take more active roles in protecting the
environment or against polluters seems to be very intensive. But
there is also good news for the producers as well that majority of
the respondents accept paying more for environmentally friendly
products. How much more they would like to pay is depicted in
Table 3.20. 68% of the respondents also accept paying an extra
tax for environmental protection. Only 45% are willing to
participate the Greens Party. As mentioned before people do not
like the image of a party in environmental matters, thus do not

want to be a member of such a party.

TABLE 3.18 Willingness to participate in the environmental

activities for creating a better environment

MEANS* NO NO YES
IDEA

__Boycotting the products of a firm which pollutes the 4.05 1% 16% 83%
environment ’
__Giving up using a product since it is not 3.93 3% 20% 77%
environmentally friendly
__Paying more for environmentally friendly goods - 387 2% 24% 74%
__Paying an extra tax for environmental protection 3.76 4%  28%  68%
__Supporting the activities of an environment group 3.73 1% 33% 66%
__Participating the Greens Party 3.20 6% 49% 45%

*1=never/ 4=always / Sample size is 294

On Table 3.18 it was observed that 74% of the respondents
accepted paying more for environmentally friendly products. Still

it is not easy to determine the percentage consumers would be
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willing to pay more. Because such extra payments may differ for
all the different types of goods consumers purchase. For instance
one may not be willing to pay much extra for the environment
while purchasing a durable consumer's good like an oven or a
refrigerator, but the same person may accept to pay a higher
percentage as extra while buying a frequently purchased food
item or the condition may be just the opposite. Thus, it was very
hard to decide how to measure the level of willingness of the
consumers to pay extra for environmental conservation. It was
then decided to ask the percentage respondents would be willing
to pay more for all the goods and services they would be using
as a consumer, if they knew that as a result of this, industry
would be able to operate in a way that did not harm the
environment. The results in Table 3.19 are encouraging. Great
majority mentioned that they would be willing to pay 6% to 10%.
35% accepts paying more than this percentage. Some of those
who are willing to pay less, wrote little notes on the
questionnaire sheet claiming that it is the producers who should
pay for the extra costs of the prodbucts, the only thing to do is to
persuade them to spend some of their profits on environmental
conservation. As can be observed in Table 3.28, 29% of the
respondents think that the producer should pay 100% of the extra

costs of an environmentally friendly product.
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“TABLE 3.19 Amount which the respbndent is willing to pay
more for all the goods and services if as a result industry

operates in an environmentally friendly way

FREQUENCIES
__Less than 1% 4%
L 1%-2% 10%
__2%- 5% 18%
__6%-10% 32%
__11%- 15% 14%
__16%- 20% 9%
__21%-25% ' 4%
__More than 25% 8%

Sample size is 294

Educating people through mass media is perceived as the most
effective way to solve the environmental pollution problem
(Table 3.20). Education at schools and rules and regulations
related to environment are also identified as effective methods.
Little notes on the questionnaire sheet revealed that respondents
had difficulty in distinguishing between the first three items but
the general tendency is towards education rather than rules and
fines. Respondents do not believe that mandatory precautions are
of any help. They rather concentrate on more intellectual and
logical solutions. Preaching at religious centers is also recogniséd
as an effective tool by a minority who most probably are

religious people that believe in the power of religion.
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TABLE 3.20 The most effective way to solve the

environmental pollution problem

FREQUENCY
Education at schools 26%
Education of people through mass media 33%
Rules and regulations related to environment 28%
Fines and penalties 11%
Preaching at religious centers(mosques; churches; synagogues; etc.) 3%

Sample size is 294

Consumers receive information about environmental issues and
problems from various sources. It is well known that mass media
is a very effective tool in educating people about any topic.
Results on the previous table also reveal how effective the
respondents think, mass media is. But mass media is not the only
means from which the people get information about any issue.
One can get information from his / her immediate environment
like family and friends or apply to remote resources such as
government, producers or green groups. The information one
gets from any of the mentioned sources may or may not be
sufficient. What the respondents ‘think about the level of
sufficiency of the information they get from these resources is
analysed and findings in Table 3.21 show that respondents are
most satisfied from the information they get from mass media
like television and newspapers, magazines as it was expected.
Still the ratios reveal that respondents wish to receive more

information even from these commonly used resources. The level
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of information respondents get from their immediate
environments is insufficient for more than half of them. Results
are the same for the other resources like the government, green
groups and experts. The most insufficient resource is producers,
respondents are not satisfied with what they learn from the
producers. This low ratio may be the result of the idea that
producers are not interested in protecting the environment which

came out to be one of the findings of this study ( see Table 3.8).

TABLE 3.21 Level of sufficiency of the information the

‘respondent gets about environmental issues from various

sources
MEANS I never

used SUFFICIENT]
Newspapers, magazines 3.83 0% 65%
Television ‘ 3.69 1% 60%
Green groups 3.31 4% 43%
Family 3.24 6% 40%
| Friends .21 3% 38%,
. Books ‘ 3.17 9% 41%
Experts other than green groups 295 8% 32%
| Government 2.94 6% 31%
____Some producers 2.67 8% ) 21%

Sample size is 294

Respondents were asked to write down in order the resources
from which they would most want to get information about
environmental issues. As seen in Table 3.22, they mostly want to

get information from the resources which they do believe they
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get sufficient information. Respondents might have loaded some
other meanings to the word sufficient -such as 'true' and have
concluded that mass media gives true information and thus want
to get more information from these sources or they may prefer
mass media since it is the easiest means of information they can
reach without spending much effort. It is interesting that they
prefer government rather than other more proficient resources of
information such as green groups, producers or experts.
Government, being a legal body is considered as the most
trustworthy orginisation among the others. Producers are again
the most unwanted organisations which proves that respondents
believe that producers are not interested in environmental issues.
Books are also the unwanted resources which again shows that
respondents prefer spending less time on learning about the
environment and they are not interested in investigating about

the scientific side or details of the problems.

TABLE 3.22 List of sources from which the respondent wants

get information about environmental issues

PRIORITY
Television ' 36%
jGovernment 21%
| Newspapers 14%
{Green groups 6%
Experts other than green groups 5%
{Family 3%
Books 3%
Some producers 2%
Friends 1%

Sample size is 294
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Motor vehicles are one of the worst enemies of the environment.
Any vehicle which uses coal or derivatives of petroleum, whether
it is an aircraft or a personal car, pollutes the environment to a
degree. Thus, ownership of a car necessitates more environmental
awareness. Results on Table 3.23 show that 60% of the
respondents have a car. Calculations show that only 23% of those
who have car uses unleaded gasoline, 18% have asbestos free
brakes and 16% have catalyser in their cars. 33% of the
respondents are Turkish, but about 90% of these people live in
Germany or Holland, thus they have access to unleaded gasoline,
asbestos- free brakes and catalyser. The remaining 66% are Dutch
and Germans who also can easily reach these items. These results
show that even though people claim high environmental
awareness, they do not prove this awareness while purchasing or
driving cars. However, in Table 3.17 it was observed that 42% of
the respondents claimed they always used unleaded oil. But when
the same question was asked in a different method, the ratio fell
to 23% and this 23% includes the 'sometimes' answers as well.
Thus using a control QUestion revealed that respiondents were not
very sincere at first. Some of the respondents have not heard of
asbestos- free brakes or catalyser. This shows that
environmentalists should bring these problems more into the
scene. Most people who try to do something for the environment

buy unleaded gasoline only and do nothing else since they are
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not well informed about other ways of protecting the

environment.

TABLE 3.23 Environmental friendliness of the respondent's

car

YES NO NOIDEA NO ANSWER
Ownership of a car 60% 38% 0% 1%
Using unleaded gasoline - 38% 16% 0% 46%
Having asbestos-free brakes 29% 13% 7% 51%
Having catalyser 27% 20% 3% 50%
Sample size is 294

From the first question of the study, environmental awareness of
the respondents is investigated through many methods and
variables. But even though some people claim high levels of
environmental awareness and concern, it may be easy to deceive
the researchers since the questionnaire itself is an informative
tool about environmental issues. For instance, some of the
respondents might be seeing some environment related behaviour
types on the questionnaire sheet for the first time in their lives.
To test this, it was decided to place some more control questions
in the questionnaire which aimed measuring the level of basic
environmental knowledge and detecting whether respondents
knew one of the most widely known environmental activities. For
this end, respondents were asked whether their country had an
environmental law or not. All three countries under analysis have

environmental laws. As seen in Table 3.24, still 7% stated that
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their country did not have an environmental law. Most probably
the ones who gave no answer to this question do not know
whether their country has a law or not. It can be said that 16%
does not know the answer. Only 77% of the respondents have
succeeded in this little test. The distribution of these people on a
national basis can be observed in the following section. It can be
hinted here that Turkish respondents have the lowest level of
knowledge. The second question was about the preference of the
kind of package while purchasing a beverage. Most of the
respondents preferred glass bottles (Table 3.25). Glass and paper
are the most environmentally friendly products in the eyes of the
respondents. It is very interesting that many respondents wrote
little notes clarifying that cans or plastics were recyclable.
Therefore it can be <concluded that respondents receive
information about environmental issues from the easily accessed
resources which was depicted on the tables above. Learning about
the existence of an environmental law necessitates some more
investigation and respondents do not seem to be inclined to do

such investigation.

TABLE 3.24 Does your country have an environment law?

YES NO NO IDEA no ans
77% 7% 6% 10%

Sample size is 294
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TABLE 3.25  Preference of the type of packaging while

purchasing a beverage

Glass bottle Cartoon  Plastic bottle Cans No matter No answer
‘ boxes
53% 19% 8% 5% 5% 1%

Sample size is 294

Impact of environmental concern on purchasing behaviour has
been analysed with various questions. First finding was that
majority of the respondents accepted paying 6-10% more for an
environmentally friendly product. Secondly, among all other
criteria, the importance of the product's and its package's
environmental concern was inquired (Table 3.26). Durability,
price and environmental impact of the product and its healthiness
and the respondent's habits have come out to be the most
important criteria while purchasing a frequently purchased food
item. But environmental impact of its package was not as
important as those factors; Still 81% of the respoﬁdents named
this factor important. Recommendation by experts is also as
important. Attractiveness of the package, charm of the product's
commercial and its novelty are of least importance in the eyes of
the respondents. The results indicate the rationality of the
respondents as consumers is high since their purchasing

behaviour is based on convenience and (environmental) quality
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and they also take the economic side of the issue into

consideration.

TABLE 3.26 [Importance of various factors while buying a

frequently purchased food item

MEANS*  IMPORTANT
___its healthiness 3.49 89%
__its durability 34 91%
__its environmental impact 3.30 90%
__its price 3.29 90%
__my habits ‘ 3.27 87%
__environmental impact of its package 3.24 81%
| _charm of its commercial 221 34%
__recommendation by experts 3.10 81%
___recommendatioﬁ by friends | 2.78 65%
__its novelty 2.48 48%
__attractiveness of the package 2.05 28%

*1=not important at all/ 4=very important / Sample size is 294

It is obvious that an environmentally friendly product implies an
extra cost to the producer. Who and to what degree should
‘participate in the cost of this product is examined. Results on
Table 3.28 indicate that the participation level respondents
attribute to the consumers is lower than they do to government
and producers. Producers are expected to carry the heaviest share
of the total load since many people believe that producers have
enough profits from which they can share an amount for such

environmental conservation activities.
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TABLE 3.27 Expected degree of participation from the

government, industry and individual to the cost of an

environmentally friendly product

less than 5 6 7
Government 38% 4% 7%
Producer 25% 7% 6%
Consumer 57% 5% 5%

8

11%
13%
10%

0%
0%
0%

10

26%
2%%
16%

no ans
14%

20%
17%

Answers were given on a scale from 0 to 10 points / Sample size is 294
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3.2.2.2 COMPARISON OF FREQUENCIES OF TURKISH,
DUTCH AND GERMAN RESPONDENTS

In this part, relation of each variable with nationality is analysed.
Since equal number of respondents (98) from each nationality
group filled in the questionnaire, results of each group are
analysed separately with frequencies. Thus the following tables
do not show the results of the crosstabs tables and statistically
significant relations. This part includes merely the results of the
frequency tests which were done with each group separately. In
the following section, however, the significant relationships will

be analysed.

3.2.2.2.a Level of concern for the global environmental

problems

In general, hunger and environmental pollution are the most
important problems for the world according to the respondents..
Turkish respondents rate environmental pollution as the most
important issue, health and unemployment follow with a very
small difference. Dutch respondents rate health as the most
important, hunger and environmental pollution follows. For the
German respondents the most important issue is hunger and
environmenfal pollution and wars follow. Most probably Turkish

respondents were affected by the social desirability bias and
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therefore chose environmental pollution as the very first item,
this condition may be valid for Dutch and Germans as well. If
this bias is ignored, environment is améng the first three items
for all three groups. It seems like the Turkish respondents did
not read the first question very carefully since they included
inflation among the most important problems of the world, most
probably they have answered the question thinking at national
level. Nearly all mean values are higher than three, this shows
that respondents think that all the mentioned issues are very

important.

TABLE 3.28 Means frequencies of the importance of the given

issues for the world

MEAN* IMPORTANT

TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN|] TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN
____Inflation 3.66 3.11 2.79 95% 82% 66%
____Hunger 3.66 3.77 3.67 95% 37% 97%
____Health 3.81 3.80 3.24 97% 98% 86%
___Education 3.71 3.59 3.31 96% 97% 91%
|__Wars 3.41 3.52 3.62f . 86% 86% 92%
___ Environmental pollution 3.84 3.61 3.65 29% 90% 23%
___AIDS 3.54 3.53 3.37 88% 91% 89%
___Rapid population increase 3.27 3.37 3.29 78% 26% 90%
____Economic problems 3.51 3.18 » 3,15 8%9% 83% 85%
|— Unemployment 3.68 3.22 2.99 93% 85% 78%

*4=very important / 1= not important at all/ Each group consists of 98 respondents
Important percentages include 'very important' and 'important’ values

Frequency results change the scene a little. The difference

between the highest mean values and highest percentages comes
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from the fact that percentages under the important title show
both the 'very important' and 'somewhat important’ answers
together. In this case mean values become more reliable sources
in choosing the first three items. It will be the case for the rest
of the study as well. For all three groups the most important

items are the same but second and third ones may change.

It would be better to continue the analysis with Table 3.29
which depicts the results of the second question that asks the
respondents to rankorder the most important three issues. Results
of the second question are very interesting since different issues
come to the scene when respondents are asked to identify the
most important issues. Wars become the most important issue for
the Turkish respondents but environmental pollution and
inflation follow very closely as can be seen on Table 3.29. Health
and unemployment which received the highest importance values
are taken out of the list when the respondents are directly asked
to put the most important three issues in order. With Dutch
respondents hunger, health and environmental pollution have
been the most repeated answers. They are very consistent in their
importance rating. Germans identified wars, environmental
pollution and hunger as the most important three issues for the
world. Germans are also consistent in determining their first

three important issues.
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TABLE 3.29 The most important issue for the world

TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN
___Inflation ' 16% . 0% 0%
____Hunger 11% 37% 17%
__ Health 8% 14% 5%
___Education 10% 8% 6%
___ Wars 17% 9% 32%
| Environmental pollution 17% 12% 21%
{__AIDS 5% 9% 5%
___Rapid population 5% 4% 9%
increase
____Economic problems 1% 5% 3%
|—_Unemployment 8% 1% 1%

Each group consists of 98 respondents

Tables 3.30a and 3.30b depict the results of question three which
asked the respondents to identify their level of awareness about
some environmental issues. Turkish respondents were aware of
air pollution, chemical wastes, destruction of forests and
destruction of ozone layer. Awareness of Turkish respondents
about the chemical wastes is surprising but the explanation may
be that nearly 90% of the Turkish respondents were workers in
Germany and Holland, thus they may be very closely observing
the pollution created by chemical wastes. Dutch respondents are
aware of air pollution and destruction of ozone layer with the
same mean value, and destruction of forests and acid rains
follow. Germans, on the other hand, state that they are aware of
air pollution, destruction of ozone layer, destruction of forests
and greenhouse effect. Air pollution is the most widely known
issue among all the respondents. It is surprising that respondents

were mostly aware of the global environmental problems such as
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destruction of forests, destruction of ozone layer , acid rains and

greenhouse effect. This shows that mass media helps to create a

public opinion about environmental issues. Otherwise issues like

destruction of ozone layer or greenhouse effect would not take

place in the glossaries of the respondents.

TABLE 3.30a Awareness about environmental problems

MEANS*

|___Air pollution

____Water pollution

___Greenhouse effect

|__ Destruction of ozone layer

| Destruction of forests
___Destruction of agricultural areas
___FEndangered species

___Chemical wastes

___Household wastes

___Visual pollution

___Destruction of cultural monuments
____Transboundary movement of hazardous waste
___Acid rains

|__Soil pollution

____Erosion

| Noise pollution

TURKISH

3.47
3.01
2.29
3.22
3.23
2.87
2.94
3.26
3.09
2.77
3.08
2.67
2.67
2.65
2.56
1.95

DUTCH

3.47
3.24
3.04
3.47
3.39
2.77
2.75
3.30
3.13
2.69
2.76
2.62
3.26
2.94
2.69
2.72

GERMAN

3.45
3.30
3.17
3.44
3.37
2.60
2.59
3.16
2.89
2.53
2.37
2.43
2.81
2.55
2.64
2.70

1=not aware at all/ 4=very much aware / Each group consists of 98 respondents
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TABLE 3.30b

AWARENESS FREQUENCIES*
TURKISH DUTCH  GERMAN
___Air pollution 90% 90% 26%
____Water pollution ’ 72% 85% 89%
___Greenhouse effect 40% 70% 74%
| Destruction of ozone layer 84% 92% 92%
| ___Destruction of forests 81% 87% 88%
___Destruction of agricultural areas 66% 66% 54%
____Endangered species 67% 63% 51%
|__Chemical wastes 84% 85% 84%
____Houschold wastes 77% 83% 65%
___Visual pollution 64% 55% 49%
___Destruction of cultural monuments 71% 58% 41%
___Transboundary movement of hazardous waste 61% 51% 48%
__Acid rains 56% 80% 67%
___Soil pollution 55% 59% 50%
|__ FErosion 51% 54% 54%
___ Noise pollution 68% 58% 60%
___Other(pls. specify) 0% 0% 0%

*Awareness frequencies include 'very much aware' and 'somewhat aware' values
Each group consists of 98 respondents

After the level of awareness of the respondents about some
environmental problems threatening the world was seen,
identification of the importance levels of the mentioned problems
were requested. In order to avoid the order bias, the order of the
variables were changed. This also helped seeing whether the
respondents had a tendency to rate the first variables on the table
higher as seen in Tablw 3.31. Turkish respondents seem to have
such a tendency since even though the depletion of forests,
depletion of ozone layer and air pollution(the most important

problems in order) were among the first four problems which the
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Turkish respondents were aware of, the order within themselves
was changed with the changed arrangement of the variables. With
the Dutch respondents, however, no such tendency was observed
but the order of the problems among themselves was again
different from the order of the awareness levels. Greenhouse
effect, air pollution and water pollution are the most important
environmental problems according to the Dutch respondents.
Depletion of ozone layer and forests share the same mean value as
the fourth important problem. The German respondents also
portrayed a tendency like the Turkish. Depletion of ozone layer
and forests became the most important problems, and air
pollution the third important one. Chemical wastes and water

pollution problems followed the first three.

Whether the order among the first three or four issues is changed
or not, results show us that the respondents were very much
aware of the fact that both their level of awareness and the
importance level they attributed to the problems were questioned
at a global level and they rated the isvsu‘es at a global level,

without a local or national view.
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‘TABLE 3.31a Importance of environmental problems for the

world.
MEANS
TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN

___Depletion of ozone layer 3.85 3.76 3.86
___Depletion of forests 3.87 3.76 3.70
| Depletion of agricultural areas 3.45 3.32 3.28
___Visual pollution 3.13 3.01 3.00
___Destruction of cultural monuments 3.35 2.80 2.61
| _Transboundary movement of hazardous waste 3.49 2.96 3.00
___Acid rains 3.37 3.63 3.22
___Soil pollution 3.35 3.43 3.22
___EBrosion 3.31 3.18 3.14
___Endangered species 3.48 3.20 2.97
___Chemical wastes 3.67 3.70 3.64
| Household wastes 3.33 3.30 3.12
___Air pollution 3.83 3.82 3.66
___Water pollution 3.74 3.81 3.59
___Greenhouse effect 3.06 3.89 3.48
| Noise pollution - 3.28 2.88 2.94

Each group consists of 98 respondents
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TABLE 3.31b

FREQUUENCIES OF IMPORTANCE

TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN
___Depletion of ozone layer 98% 96% 98%
___Depletion of forests 160% 28% 99%
___Depletion of agricultural areas 93% 91% 92%
___Visual pollution 83%  77% 77%
___Destruction of cultural monuments 83% 63% 55%
___Transboundary movement of hazardous 90% 66% 76%
waste
1___Acid rains 87% 95% 90%
___Soil poliution 86% 86% 85%
___ Erosion 84% 84% 78%
___Endangered species 91% 78% 74%
____Chemical wastes 95% 97% 99%
___Household wastes 88% 90% 87%
___Air pollution 98% 99% 95%
____Water pollution 96% 99% 93%
___Greenhouse effect 76% 89% 93%
___Noise pollution 84% 70% 74%

Most respondents display positive levels of environmental
concern. With the help of the various variables, the study aims
measuring their real level of concern. Asking the respondents
where they stand when compared with the previous year
according to their own views, also’provides an important input
for this study. A great majority (over 70%) of Turkish and
German respondents state that they are more interested in
environmental issues when compared to the previous year (Table
3.32). Less of Dutch respondents, however claim more interest,
they claim no change in the level of interest as well. 8% of the

Dutch respondents, cited less interest, these respondents are
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either apathetic ones or the ones who sincerely confess that their

level of concern has decreased.

'TABLE 3.32 Change in level of concern for the environment

TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN
__More interested 72% 50% 77%
__No change 20% 41% 18%
__Less interested 2% 8% 4%
__Undecided 1% 1% 1%
__No Answer 4% 0% 0%

Each group consists of 98 respondents

3.2.2.2.b The level of concern for the national environmental

problems

The following tables will be displaying the level of concern of
the respondents at national level. It may be expected to get more
striking results at this point since main goal in this research is
making a cross- national study at which the levels of concern of
Turkish, Dutch and German respondents are recognised and

compared.

A very large percent of Turkish respondents (85%), recognises
inflation as the most important problem (Table 3.33). Education,
unemployment and traffic problem are noted as the succeeding
important issues. Chronic inflation problem in Turkey takes the
priority. Education problem which comes to the agenda every

year at least once, is another chronic issue for the country.
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Unemployment and traffic problems are also the never ending
problems. It can be said that even though majority of the Turkish
respondents live in Germany and Holland, they are very well
aware of the main issues of Turkey. Mass media has an important
role since by the entrance of the Turkish TV channels to Burope
with the help of satellites, Turkish citizens abroad can watch the
events ongoing in their country. Turkish daily newspapers are

also available to those Turkish citizens.

Dutch respondents and German respondents identify some
common important issues for their countries since their social,
economic and political structures display similar characteristics.
Unemployment is defined as the most important issue for both
countries. AIDS and economic condition are also among the
common issues. Dutch identify air pollution as the third
important issue for their country which is the only environmental
problem chosen among all other issues. Germans, on the other
hand, think that immigrants are the second most issue for their
country. After the demolition of the Berlin wall, Europe has
entered into a different era since all the economic, social and
political balances have changed. Economic conditions are
worsened, especially in Germany the immigration from East
Germany created problems of unemployment and Nazism showed
up nearly a half century later in the country mostly because of
this unemployment effect since the unemployed ex- east Germans
think that foreigners in Germany occupy the jobs which could

otherwise be free for them. Since Europe is kind of a knitted
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body, change in economic condition in one country affects the
others immediately. Especially the integration process of the EC
by all means (political, economic and social) necessitates
~determining common policies for the solution of the problems in
one or all of the EC member countries. Thus the effect of the
immigration in Germany and the resulting negative impacts have

also influenced the other European countries.

AIDS is also a common important issue but the EC integratioﬁ has
nothing to do with this problem. This problem has its origins in
the change in social structure in 1968's. Youth in those years
wanted radical changes in their social lives and their protests or
rather the revolution started in France and diffused to other
European countries and freedom was the most important issue for
therﬂ. This was the time when freedom in sex came to the scene.
From then on, marriage or monogamy become less important for
the European publics. Even though the scientist see Africa as the
starting point of the AIDS problem, the popularity of free sex in
Europe and also in the US has contributed a lot to the diffusion
of the illness. German and Dutch publics fear from this dreadful

illness and the answers display this fear.

Surprisingly, this time respondents added some more issues to
the 'others' item. Turkish respondents recognise terror as one of
the most important issues of the country. Dutch respondents note
the important issues for Holland as increase in population,
homeless, and erosion. German respondent, on the other hand,

are affected by the political condition and racism.
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TABLE 3.33 Importance of some issues for the respondents at

a national level

TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN

"~ Inflation 85% 20% 20%
____Education 74% 28% 28%
_____Health 59% 30% 18%
_____Economic condition ' 36% 51% 44%

| _Unemployment 68% 62% 60%
___ Relations with ex- USSR states 21% 2% 7%
____ EC integration 12% 13% 5%
_____Budget deficit 23% 14% 17%
j____AIDS 20% 46% 42%
__ irpollution 35% 47% 49%
___Water pollution 10% 35% 41%
Emmigrants 2% 27% 56%

___ Depletion of ozone layer 15% 43% 47%
Water shortage 8% 3% 4%
____Noise pollution 8% 9% 5%
_____Acid rain 6% 32% 16%
____Industrial Development 16% 7% 14%
_____Chemical wastes 8% 38% 37%
V_Traf‘ﬁc problem 43% 42% 35%
|___Greenhouse effect 0% 32% 33%
_____Income distribution ' 24% 12% 7%
____Fumes 11% 4% 6%
Other(pls specify) 2% 3% 6%

Each group consists of 98 respondents

After the respondents identified the most important six issues for
their }country, they put the first three most important issues in
order. The results have differed since in the previous question
they have chosen (ticked) the most important six issues without
giving them an order of significance. Table 3.34 shows the issues

which were seen as the most important problems by the majority
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of the respondents. For the Turkish respondents inflation
preserves its position, health and wunemployment follow
respectively. Dutches identify unemployment and depletion of the
ozone layer as most important issues. The second problem was
identified by the Dutch as important at global level as well.
Germans, on the other hand, see air pollution, immigrants and
depletion of ozone layer as the most important issues. Air
pollution and depletion of ozone layer were also among the
global problems identified as important by them. Immigration, as
mentioned, is seen as the major reason of economic and social

problems in the country.

TABLE 3.34 Most important three issues in order at national

level
MODES
TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN
Inflation Unemployment Air pollution
Health Unemployment Immigrants
Unemployment Depltion of ozone layer Depltion of ozone layer

Table 3.35a shows that Turkish respondents strongly agree that
plastics present serious environmental threat but Dutch and
German respondents do not support this idea as much since they
do not see such a great threat thinking that plastics are
recyclable. But still, they do not insist on the benefits of plastics
which is made clear by the answers to the second statement. The

next three statements try to learn the opinion of the three publics
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about the position of the environmental conservation issue
against economic and military issues. Thus two statements
support economic and military development and the third
statement  supports environmental conservation. Turkish
respondents’' answers show that they were indecisive, since
Turkey is a developing country and its economy is yet not strong
enough so that economic development is also considered as a
very important issue. 'Military expenses cannot be cut' idea may
be the result of the increased terrorist attacks by the PKK and the
pervading fear among the Turkish people. Still, even with a
minor difference in the mean values, Turkish respondents agree:
that protection of the environment should be considered more

important than both economic and military issues.

Dutch and Germans again exhibit similar results. Even though
they are suffering some economic problems, these problems are
viewed as temporary and therefore, not as important as the
permanent environmental problems. These two ‘countries are not
faced with threats against their unity, so military expenses may
not seem essential. Consequently, protection of the environment

becomes more important than both economic and military issues.
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TABLE 3.35a Threat posed by plastics and the trade- off
between environmental conservation and economic

development and military expenses

MEANS*
TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN
___Growing use of plastics presents a serious

environmental threat 4.36 4.02 3.84
___Benefits of using plastic products outweigh '
environmental risks created by the difficulties 3.61 3.31 2.97
Jof disposing these products

|___Economic development is more important 3.34 2.64 2.58

than environmental concerns

. Military expenses cannot be cut for the 3.39 2.33 2.6
sake of environmental concern
|__ Protection of the environment should be 3.84 3.68 3.52

considered more important than both economic
and military issues

*1=have no idea/ 2=do not agree/ 5=strongly agree

TABLE 3.35b

FREQUENCIES TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN

___Growing use of plastics presents a serious

environmental threat 85% 70% 63%
Benefits of using plastic products outweigh

environmental risks created by the difficulties 55% 43% 27%

of disposing these products

____Economic development is more important

than environmental concerns 41% 21% 15%
|__Military expenses cannot be cut for the

sake of environmental concern 48% 10% 14%
___Protection of the environment should be

considered more important than both economic 71% 51% 52%

and miljtary issues

Each group consists of 98 respondents
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Standing of environmental conservation with respect to economic
development and military expenses was identified. To prove the
credibility of the previous findings and to determine the
positioning of the environmental issues more clearly,
respondents were asked which of the conditions in Table 3.36
were to be improved in their countries. The table values indicate
the percentages of the respondents who have attributed different
priorities to these five conditions. For purposes of this study,
ranking of the first priority are taken into consideration. By the
Turkish respondents, improvement of the economic condition is
the most desired item; political and social conditions follow.
Improvement of the environmental condition gets the fourth
position which is still before improvement of military condition.
This shows why Turkish respondents were indecisive in the
previous question, most probably since the third statement
defended environment against both economic and military issues,
they could not differentiate between the two. Table 3.36 depicts
that environmental development is less important than economic

issues, but more important than military issues.

Dutches and Germans state that environmental conditions are the
first to be improved in their countries. For the Dutches, the
second condition that necessitates improvement is economic,
whereas the Germans ideﬂtify the social condition. Immigration

and racism may be the social problems to be fought with.
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Military conditions do not need much improvement in both

countries as was expected.

TABLE 3.36 Priority for improvement for a better future at

the national level

TURKISH DUTCH - GERMAN
Economic Environmental Environmental
Political Economic Social

Social Social Economic
Envirpnmental Political Political
Military Military Military

Causes of environmental problems in the world may be many, but
for purposes of the present study these causes were collected
under four headings and the respondents were asked to rank
them. According to the results in Table 3.37. Turkish respondents
accuse public at most and the second guilty body is identified as
the government. It should be remembered that accusing the
Turkish public and the government is the general attitude of
Turkish people since most Turkish people are not well educated
and cannot see the main reasons of the problems clearly. Majority
of German and Dutch respondents claim that irresponsibility of
the industries is the main reason of environmental problems.
Dutch then accuse governments and public respectively and
Germans accuse the same two but the order is different. By all

three groups local administrations come to the scene as the least

accused bodies.
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TABLE 3.37 Most important cause(reason) of the

environmental problems in the world

TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN
Irresponsibility of public industries industries
governments government public
industries public government
local administrations local adm. local adm.

As seen in Table 3.38, all respondents, strongly agree that
government has to force industries to care for the environment.
With slightly lower mean values they also claim that industrial
organisations should make extra expenses for environment. Again
with slightly lower means, they believe that personal efforts may
contribute to the solution of the environmental problems. All
three groups believe that the role of the government and
industrial organisations in environmental conservation has to be
more than the role of the individuals. The most important reason
may be that personal efforts may be seen us insufficient. But the
respondents' belief in industrial organisations is weak as mean
values of the last statement on Table 3.38 indicates us. The rating
scale ranged from one to five and a value of 'three' was 'I do not
agree', thus results under 'three' are negative ones showing that

the respondents do not agree with the statements mentioned.
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TABLE 3.38 Expected environmental roles of the

governments, industrial organisations and individuals

MEANS* AGREE**
TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN|TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN
| Government has to force industries

to care for the environment 4,69 454 454 95% 92% 92%
____Industrial organisations should

make extra expenses for environment 4.50 4.50 4.37 91% 93% 92%
___Personal efforts may contribute to
the solution of environmental problems 4.24 4.14 3.88 82% 88% 74%
| Most industries are interested in

protection of the environment 3.30 2.97 2.92 49% 23% . 17%

*1=have no idea / 2=not agree at all/ 5=strongly agree
**Agree’ percentages include 'strongly agree' and "agree’ values/ Each group consists of 98 respondents

It is obvious that an environmentally friendly product
necessitates some extra spending and it is not only the
consumer's duty to pay for the extra cost. Thus with a question,
respondents were asked to rate the responsibility level of the
government, producers and consumers on a scale from '0' to '10".
It was not necessary that the total of the three would sum up to
three. The frequencies are displayed in Table 3.39. Taking the
percentages of '10' as the basis would help to identify better the
shares of the three bodies in the cost of an environmentally
friendly product. Turkish respondents mostly see government as
responsible. Producer's responsibility is also very high. Dutch
and German respondents both see the producer as the most
responsible body and government is identified as the second

great participant of the extra cost. All three groups believe that
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the consumer has to participate less than the government and the

producer.

TABLE 3.39 The degree to which the respondent thinks the
government, producer and consumer should participate to the

cost of an environmentally friendly product

TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN
GOV PRO CON|]| GOV PRO CON| GOV PRO CON

0 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 2% 1%
1 1% 1% 3% 1% 0% 2% 6% 1% 14%
2 5% 4% 13% 9% 0% 13% 9% 2%  15%
3 7% 3% 5% 5% 1% 7% 12% 4% 13%
4 2% 4% 4% 5% 5% 3% 12% 8% 13%
5 13% 12%  11% 10% 13% 11% 12% 13% 12%
6 2% 7% 4% 3% 5% 5% 7% 8% 7%
7 4% 5% 2% 8% 5% 7% 8% 8% 5%
8 11% 8% 12% 11% 15% 14% 9% 14% 2%
9 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0%
10 33% 27% 20% 30% 36% 18% 16% 26% 8%
no ans 20% 29%  24% 16% 19% 18% 6% 11% 8%

'Gov' stands for 'Government, 'Pro' stands for 'Producer’, and 'Con' stands for ‘Consumer’
Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents

Table 3.40 shows that Turkish respondents think people in
Turkey at most warn the other people who pollute the
’environment, use the back of the paper as well, use less water
during periods of water shortage, use less electricity and use less
detergent whenever possible. Except for the first action, the other
four items are mostly done by the Turkish people for economical
reasons. From childhood on, Turkish parents tell their children
to use the back of the paper as well since notebooks are

expensive items and the parents want their children to be
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economical. In Turkey, water, electricity and detergents are also
expensive items. Thus most people try not to use excessive

amounts of all three.

Dutch and German respondents, on the other hand, believe that
people in their countries at most collect glass and papers for
recycling. Dutches collect batteries té dispose separately and
dispose harmful household wastes, old medicines and wused
injectors separately according to the respondents. Germans read
articles in papers about environmental issues, collect batteries to
dispose separately and buy products with less packaging. These
are seen as the most common attitudes of Dutches and Germans.
It is obvious that they are more informed than Turkish people
about environmental issues and they do especially care disposing
their household wastes separately. Since the utilisation of coal is
not very common in these two countries, using high quality coal
even though it is more expensive item did not mean much to
them. They also do not have water shortages and all the
detergents they use are phospat-free, thus they did not give high
ratings to the items related to using less water during periods of

water shortage and using less detergent whenever possible.
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TABLE 3.40 How often the respondénts think the people in

their country act the following ways

MEANS* . AX¥

TURK. DUTC. GERM.|TURK. DUTC. GERM.
{._Using public transportation instead of car 3.78 353 35)] 34% 2% 8%
| Using high quality(sulfur-free) coal even though it 3.57 3.05  3.28f 32% 6% 4%
is more expensive
__Attending seminars, conferences on environmental 3.52 335 3.11f 29% 7% 3%
issues
__Reading articles in papers about environmental 3.67 3.88  3.81} 28% 15% 9%
issues
__Using less water during periods of water shortage 3.82 3.4 336] 37% 11% 4%
__Participating activities of environment groups 3.58 335 321 29% 6% 3%
__Buying products with less packaging 3.34 3.65 3721 22% 10% 7%
| Writing or warning authorities about 3.59 3.53  3.23] 33% 11% 1%
environmental problems
| Using less electricity 3.81 3.23  3.34] 39% 6% 5%
__Having heaters at a lower temperature in winter 3.66 343 3361 29% 13% &%
__Warning other people who pollute the 3.94 3.57  3.26] 44% 15% 3%
environment
__Using unleaded gasoline 3.34 4 348 32% 32% 20%
__Using the back of the paper as well 3.86 3.49  3.63] 39% 7% 13%
__Boycotting the products of a firm which pollutes 3.68 3.42 328} 38% 7% 5%
the environment
__Using less detergent whenever possible 3.78 35 347 34% 13% 8%
__Collecting papers for reuse or recycling 3.64 423 392 37% 44% 27%
__Collecting glass to recycle 3.76 443 4.03] 39% 53% 30%
__Buying environmentally friendly products although 3.48 3.81  3.63] 31% 13% 7%
it is more expensive ] '
__Collecting batteries to dispose separately 3.38 413 373 35% 41% 17%
__Disposing old medicines and used injectors 3.45 4.03 3.4] 38% 33% 12%
separately
__Disposing harmful household wastes (paint, etc) 3.42 4.05 3.49 39% 36% 11%
carefully :

*1=have no idea/ 2=never/ S=always /Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents
A** shows the percentage of the respondents who think that people in their country always do these
activities
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Respondents were not very good at remembering names of the
environmentally friendly firms in their countries. Most claimed
there were none. In all three groups the percentage of the
respondents who answered this question was very low, around
20% or less (Table 3.41). Turkish respondents mentioned Rama
and P&G as the most environmentally friendly firms. Rama is only
a brand name, the product belongs to the Unilever group,
McDonalds and Sisecam are also the green firms according to the
Turkish consumers. ECA, Petlas, and Arcelik are also mentioned
by one respondent each, therefore they were not added to the

relevant table.

Body shop is the only firm which is identified by both Dutches
and Germans as one of the environmentally friendly firms. DSM
Research which develops unpolluting plastics, Shell which offers
unleaded gasoline, Hangovens which produces steel, Smile
Plastics which recycle plastics and reform shops are the other
well known green firms in Holland. Other firms which were
mentioned only once are the following: Vrooms Houp (producing
cartoons), producers of washing powders, Cardboard Packaging,
Lima and Edet toilet paper producers, Verenigde Glasfabriken,

Heineken Bier, Unipapel (recycled paper) and McDonalds.

Germans identify Coca Cola, Frosch detergents, Henneing
recyling papers firm, Beiasdof (all kinds of body cleaning
products), and Bosch as the most green producers. The other
firms which were mentioned once are: Mach Mit (toilet paper),

Nature (producing toilet paper from recycled paper), Spinnrod
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(producing cosmetics

from natural

materials

and

using

environmental friendly packaging), ALBA (recycling specialist),

FROG (detergent- free washpowder).

TABLE 3.41 Environmentally friendly firms in the
respondents country are...
TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN

Rama (Lever) 4%

Pasabahce 1% »
The firms which recycle their products
1%

Body shop 7%

Smile Plastics 2%
Reform Shops 2%

Coca Cola 4%

PG 4% DSM Research 3% Frosch Detergents 3%
Sisecam 2% Shell 2% Body Shop 2%
McDonalds 2% Hangovens Steel 2% Henneing Recycling Papers

2%
Beiasdof 2%
Bosch 2%

Nectar 1% Nefit Heating Systems 1% Lufthansa 1%
Lever 1% Unilever 1% Danke 1%
Turyag 0.6% Unipapel 0.7% Spinnrod 1%

no answer 84% no answer 80% no answer 83%

Whether the respondénts are environmental activists or mnon
activists has been analysed throughout the survey but one general
question ‘was placed to identify their povsitioni»ng more clearly
(Table 3.42). Majority of Turkish respondents express themselves
as activists since they claim they would react against any
environmental damage which happens in another country, but
most of these respondents might have misunderstood what the
word react (tepki) implied. They might have thought that 'react’
Therefore these answers may not be well

did mean 'care'.

indicating the truth since the Turkish public -even though they
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cared and worried about the situation- remained silent when

Chernobyl case came to the scene in April 1987.

Dutch and German respondents have quite the same structure..
More than 40% say their reaction would depend on the condition
showing that these people are potential activists, 34% in each
group agree that they do care but do not react. These are non
activists and about 20% are activists who claim they would react
against such a damage. It is interesting that the amount of
activists, potential activists and non activists are nearly the same

for the Dutch and German groups.

TABLE 3.42 Reaction of the respondent to an environmental

damage in another country which affects his / her country as

well...

TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN
__Iwould react against it 55% 20% 22%
__It depends on the 18% 45% 42%
condition
T usually do not care 4% 0% 2%
__1do care but Ido not 22% 34% 34%
react
No answer 0% 1% 0%

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents

3.2.2.2.c Perception of environmentally friendly products

Definition of an environmentally friendly product may change
from one person to the other. But the general definition should

cover all possible classifications. Thus the general definition may
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be given as a product which does not pollute the environment
during production, consumption and disposition. The
respondents were asked to make a classification among the three
types of definitions mentioned in Table 3.43. First priority
ranking shows that for, all three groups an environmentally
friendly product is the one which does not pollute the
environment during production. Product's disposition and
consumption are seen as polluting the environment by less people
in all three groups. Consequently, the table values show that all
respondents put the blame for environmental pollution on the

production process.

TABLE 3.43 An environmentally friendly product is a one

which does not pollute the environment...

PRIORITY TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN
...during production 40% 47% 49%
...when disposed 30% 43% 36%
...when corsumed 27% 17% 18%

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents

Majority in all three groups of respondents recognise the
environmentally friendly products from logos such as the green
dot or the blue angel (Table 3.44). Turkish respondents then rely
on their own experience and Dutch respondents rely on
advertisements, but nearly the same percentage of the Germans
(20%) rely on their past experience and advertisements. The
other means through which Dutch and Germans recognise

environmentally friendly products are the consumer information
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they get from independent organisations and the ingredients
written on the product label. The results indicate the importance
of using standard logos for environmentally friendly products
since they are more credible than advertisements because there is
a belief among most consumers that advertisements are fake, and
the firms only make environmental friendliness claims for
attracting more consumers. Thus, any product that is to be more
credible in the eyes of the consumers, has to have a green logo
on it which is approved by the government or a credible

organisation.

TABLE 3.44 How consumers recognise an environmentally

friendly product

TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN
__From logos(green dot; blue angel; etc.) 43% 51% 54%
__From experience 38% 13% 21%
__From advertisements 16% 33% 20%
__Other(pls. specify) 0% 2% 2%
__No Answer 3% 1% 2%

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents

Definition of an environmentally friendly product was made and
how it was recognised by the respondents was made clear. In
every country, different products or materials can be can be
considered to be environmentally friendly. An open-ended
question  was asked = and respondents identified the
environmentally friendly products according to them. Results in
Table 345 show that neither of the three groups could identify

product names. Paper and glass are identified as the most well
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known environmentally friendly products. Turkish respondents'
third choice is wood and Dutches' choice is unleaded gasoline
and Germans' choice is the products without packaging. The
’other materials/ products chosen by the Turkish people are
products with less packaging, natural products, recyclable or
biodegradable products, unleaded oil, the products which do not
give harm to human health and cotton. The list of the
environmentally friendly products created by the answers of the
Dutch people contains nearly the same items with the additions
of CFC-free cosmetics, products without chemical ingredients and
reloadable batteries. The only item added by the Germans is
refrigerator without FCKW. It can be observed on Table 3.42 that
the 'mo answer' ratios are very high since most respondents have

written they do not know any environmentally friendly products.

TABLE 3.45 Environmentally friendly products or materials

according to the respondents are

TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN

Glass 13% Paper 20%  Paper 18%

Paper 8% Glass 6% Glass 10%

Wood 6% Unleaded gasoline 5% Products without packaging

9%

Natural products Natural products . Recycled products

Unleaded gasoline ~ Recydlable/ biodegradable products Unleaded gasoline

Products which do not harm ‘Wood Natural products

humnan health

Cotton CFC-free cosmetics Wood

Products with less/ no packaging  Products without chemical Non-chemical products,
ingredients

Recyclable/ biodegradable Products with less/ no packaging Refrigerator without FCKW

products

No answer=  55% No answer=  31% No answer= 38%
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3.2.2.2.d Environmental perceptions and attitudes

The actual participation of the respondents in some
environmental activities was questioned (Table 3.46). The most
common actions taken are trying not to litter the environment,
talking with friends about environmental conservation and
pollution and recycling bottles and paper. Recycling action takes
the priority for the Dutch and Germans. Another behaviour
exhibited by both groups is boycotting some products but it is
rare. The least taken action comes out to be writing a letter to a
politician/ editor/ etc. Results show that the actions taken by the
respondents are the ones which are mostly done without
spending much effort except for recycling at which the
consumers should spare some room for collecting disposed glass
and paper and spend some time to take those materials to the

recycling centers or boxes.

TABLE 3.46 The environmental friendly actions respondents

have taken...

FREQUENCIES ]
TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN
Tried not to litter 84% 72% 62%
| Talked with friends 45% 65% 68%
___Recycled bottles or paper : 53% 78% 84%
____Voted for a candidate for this reason 14% 22% 12%
___Contributed money : 27% 27% 6%
___Boycotted some products 20% 38% 56%
___Joined a conservation group 6% 7% 8%
| Written a letter to a politician/ editor/etc. 7% 8% 7%
__Picketed a store or a business 16% 11% 8%

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents
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The above table (3.46) shows the respondents' participation in
the very basic environmental activities. It only tells whether they
take these actions or not. How often they do some environmental
activities becomes crucial at the point when they are questioned
in a more detailed way. On Table 3.47, it is observed that even
though the question related to the respondents’ ideas about how
often people in their countries did the same actions was
positioned well before this question and the order of items was
changed in order to avoid similar answers; self- identification

have affected the answers to the previous question (Table 3.40).

Turkish respondents, most often use less water during periods of
water shortage, warn other people who pollute the environment,
use the back of the paper as well, collect glass to recycle and use
less electricity. All these actions have mean values above 3.30
meaning that they are done nearly always by the Turks. The only
different answer which replaced using less detergents which was
expected to be done by all Turkish people, has been collecting

glass to recycle (action done by the respondent).

Dutch and German respondents almost always collect glass and
paper to recycle, dispose harmful household wastes, batteries
separately. German respondents also use the back of the paper as
well and buy products with less packaging. The effect of self
identification on estimating the behaviours of the people in one's

own couniry becomes obvious again with these results. Table
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3.39 results are very similar to the results

of Table 3.40.

Respondents most often engage in recycling and separate and

careful disposition of household wastes.

TABLE 3.47 How often the respondent does the following

actions...
MEANS* )

TURK DUTC GERM | TURK DUTC GERM
__Using less water during periods of water shortage 3.43 273  2.68] 54% 33% 21%
__Participating activities of environment groups 2.63 172 202} 21% 3% 1%
__Using less electricity 330 283 299 56% 26% 23%
__Having heaters at a lower temperature in winter 3.05 275 2.99] 33% 27% 27%
__Buying products with less packaging 3.09 306 321} 38% 31% 34%
__Writing or warning authorities about environmental 222 139 191} 13% 1% 5%
problems
___Attending seminars, conferences on environmental 242 144  L74 20% 2% 2%
issues
__Reading articles in papers about environmental issues 3.12  2.99 3161 36% 24% 30%
__Using the back of the paper as well 3.35 3.0t 3.28f 58% 32% 43%
__Boycotting the products of a firm which pollutes the 2.82 253 294 39% 10% 21%
environment
__Warning other people who pollute the environment 3.36 255 2.85) 58% 17% 17%
| Using unleaded gasoline 3.11 3.10  2.94] 37% 51% 34%
__Collecting glass to recycle 3.32 3.60 3.52) 60% 74% 58%
__Buying eavironmentally friendly products although it 3.04 291 299 38% 19% 20%
is more expensive '
__Using less detergent whenever possible 3.06 2.88 2.96] 44% 26% 24%
__Collecting papers for reuse or recycling 3.18 337 331 51% 59% 49%
__Disposing old medicines and used injectors separately 3.08 319  3.20f 53% 57% 46%
__Disposing harmful household wastes (paint, etc) 3.21 350 332 57% 64% 48%
carefully
__Collecting batteries to dispose separately 3.07 3.33 3.35] 53% 61% 49%
_Using public transportation instead of car 2.89 2.43 2.81] 33% 20% 20%
_Using high quality (sulfur-free) coal even though it is 295 198 2.40] 43% 6% 14%
more expensive

*]=never/ 4=always / Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents
A** shows the percentage of the respondents who take the said actions
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The kinds of activities which the respyondents have already been
engaged in are observed in the above tables. These were mostly
activities the individuals could pursue by themselves and which
~did not necessitate spending extra money. However, the level of
participation in the activities of a group, whether it is only an
environmental group or a party, and whether the respondents
would sacrifice some money for environmental conservation are

also other important issues.

As seen in Table 3.48, the mean values of Turkish respondents for
all the mentioned items are between 3.73 and 3.06. Thus, it
shoWs that they might participate these actions for creating a
better environment. They might mostly boycott the products of a
firm which pollutes the environment, support the activities of an
environment group and give up using a product since it is not
environmentally friendly. When it comes to spending some more
money for environmental conservation in the form of paying
more or paying taxes for green products, the mean values slightly
fall, showing that majority say they may not participate in those
actions. Participating the Greens party is almost always thought
of by the respondents as an activity they may not attend to. This
condition is valid for Dutch and German respondents as well. The
reason may quite well be that the Greens Party is regarded as a
political party by most people and these people do not believe in
the sincerity of the party in environmental matters. Therefore in

all three groups respondents say they may support the activities

150



of an environment group, but they reject to be a member of the

Greens Party.

Dutch and German respondents have higher mean values which
shows that they either would or may do most of the proposed
activities. The Dutches mostly would give up using a product
since it is not environmentally friendly, pay more for
environmentally friendly goods, and pay an extra tax for
environmental protection. So they seem to be more willing to
spend some money for environmental conservation, more than
the Turkish and German respondents are. German respondents, on
the other hand, would mostly boycott the products of a firm
which  pollutes the environment and pay more for
environmentally friendly goods, but they may or not pay extra
taxes for green products. This shows that the Dutches agree on
higher levels of sacrifice, the Germans and The Turkish follow

respectively.

TABLE 3.48 Estimated participation of the respondent in some

environmental friendly actions

MEANS* A¥¥

TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN| TURK DUTCH GERMAN
__Boycotting the products of a firm which 3.73 4.13 4.30 72% 87% 90%
jpollutes the environment
__Supporting the activities of an environment 3.69 3.61 3.90 67% 56% 74%
group
__Participating the Greens Party 306  3.29 3.26]  42% 44% 48%
__Paying more for environmentally friendly 3.28 4.17 4.16 48% 89% 86%
goods
__Paying an extra tax for environmental 335 4.14 3.78 54% 84% 66%
protection
__Giving up using a product since it is not 3.45 4.27 4.08 60% 91% 80%
environmentally friendly

(*1=I would not/ 4=1 would) / Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents
A** shows the percentage of the respondents who said they would or may participate the said actions)

151




It was recognisgd that Dutch and German respondents were the
ones to pay extra for the environmentally friendly products and
Turkish respondents were not as willing. Table 3.49 shows that
majority of respondents in all three groups would be willing to
pay between 6% and 10% more for all the goods and services they
use as a consumer, if they knew as a result of this, industry
would be able to operate in a way that did not harm the
environment. The number of Turkish respondents who accept to
pay less is more than those Dutches and Germans. More than 30%
in the last mentioned two groups accept paying even greater
amounts. It is surprising, however, that the percentage of Turkish
respondents who accept paying more than 25% more is greater

than that of Dutch and Germans.

 TABLE 3.49 The extra amount respondents would pay for all

the goods and services they use as a consumer

TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN
__Less than 1% 8% 3% 2%
__1%- 2% 18% 5% 7%
__2%- 5% 17% 20% 17%
__6%-10% 28% 8% 40%
__11%- 15% 6% 18% 18%
___16%- 20% 4% 13% 8%
__21%-25% 6% 4% 3%
___More than 25% 11% 8% 4%
INO ANSWER 1% 0% 0%

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents
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Irresponsibility of people was regarded as one of the causes of
environmental problems. The most effective way to rehabilitate
the problem is ‘questioned and the results on Table 3.50 reveal
that education of people through mass media is recognised as the
most effective way to solve the problem. Germans and Dutches
also believe more in the power of rules and regulations related to
environment, since their citizens obey to rules and regulations
more than Turkish people do, thus it may be the reason why the
Turkish respondents mostly rated education at school before rules
and regulations. Preaching at religious centers is seen as the most
effective'way by a very small minority of Turkish respondents.
Some religious Muslims believe that preaching may affect people
and let them do the right things since God wants them to do but
Dutches and Germans who have weaker beliefs in God do not see

the same way as a solution.

TABLE 3.50 The most effective way to solve the
environmental pollution problem is...
TURK DUTC GERM
Education at schools 21% 22% 28%
Education of people through mass media ) 35% 33% 32%
Rules and regulations related to environment 19%  31% 33%
Fines and penalties 12%  12% 8%
Preaching at religious centers(mosques; churches; synagogues; 7% 2% 0%

Fach group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents

People do have many sources of information, whether external,
internal. Results on Table 3.51 show that most of the mentioned

sources are declared to be between somewhat sufficient and
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sufficient. Turkish respondents mention that newspapers,
magazines are the most sufficient sources of information. Family,
friends and television follow respectively. This reveals that both
- mass media and immediate environment are the most sufficient
sources for the Turks. But external bodies are not recognised as

providing sufficient information.

Dutch and Germans get sufficient information from newspaper,
magazines and the TV, green groups also provide them with
sufficient information. The role of mass media in awakening the
public awareness in environmental issues becomes obvious. The
body which is thought as providing insufficient information is
‘producer’. Since respondents have exhibited a disbelief in the
producers' environmental concern up to this point, this result

seems to have been inevitable.

TABLE 3.51 Sufficiency of information the respondent gets

about environmental issues from the mentioned sources

MEANS* ' A¥X
TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN |TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN
____ Family 3.36 2.99 3.39 45% 34% 43%
Friends 3.28 3.04 3.32 43% 34% 39%
Television 3.27 3.95 3.86 38% 70% 70%
| __Newspapers, magazines 3.43 4.08 3.98 48% 76% 72%
____Books _ 3.01 3.22 3.28 34% 49% 39%
Government 2.72 3.16 2.93 26% 40% 27%
Green groups 2.92 3.60 3.44 31% 49% 49%
____Some producers 2.51 2.95 2.56 18% 32% 13%
Experts other than green groups 276 3.14 2.94 26% 45% 24%

*5= very sufficient / 1= I never used /Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents
A** shows the percentage of respondents who think the mentioned sources are either sufficient or very

sufficient
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As the second part of the above- mentioned question in which the
sufficiency level of various informatioq sources were sought, the
sources which the respondent wants to get information mostly
’from were questioned. Results of the first priority (Table 3.52)
‘indicate that all three groups want to get information from the
TV, government and newspapers and magazines respectively. The
importance of mass media once more comes to the scene. Because
mass media is the most practical means of information, most
respondents prefer getting information through these channels.
Government, on the other hand, might have been identified as the

most credible body which would provide the true information.

TABLE 3.52 The source which the respondent wants to get

most information is...

TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN

Television Television Television

Government Government Newspapers, magazines

Newspapers, magazines Newspapers, magazines Government

Family Experts other than green groups =~ Green groups

Green groups Green groups Books

Experts other than green groups Family Some producers

Books Books Family

Friends Some producers ) Experts other than green
groups

Some producers Friends Friends

As was mentioned before car ownership necessitates higher level
of environmental concern. Table 3.53 reveals that more than half

of the respondents have cars. Only 15% of the Turkish
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respondents Who have car, use unleaded gasoline, 8.5% have
asbestos-free brakes and 8.7% have a catalyser in his / her car.
23.6% of the Dutches who have a car use unleaded oil, 18.3%
have asbestos- free brakes and 16.5% have a catalyser. And 30%
of the Germans with a car use unleaded oil, 26.8% have asbestos-
free brakes and 23.6% have a catalyser. Results indicate that
Germans are the most environmentalist consumers when buying a
car and they use unleaded o0il more than Turks and Dutches.
However, the ratios are very low, showing that consumers have
to be well informed about the environmental characteristics of
cars before they purchase one. Thus pre- purchasing information
should be carefully sought. (In this part of the analysis, 'no idea’
answers and no answers may be accepted as negative answers
since if the respondents had positive answers to the questions,

they would write down 'yes' immediately.)
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TABLE 3.53 Is the respondent's car environmentally friendly

or not?
YES NO NO NO
IDEA  ANSWER

TURKISH

a) Do you have a car? 57% 40% 0% 3%
b) Do you use unleaded gasoline? 27% 23% 0% 50%
c) Are your brakes asbestos- free? 15% 18% 5% 61%
d) Does your car have a catalyser? 16% 22% 1% 60%
DUTCH

a) Do you have a car? 55% 41% 0% 0%
b) Do you use unleaded gasoline? 40% 15% 0% 45%
¢} Are your brakes asbestos- free? 31% 10% 11% 48%
d) Does your car have a catalyser? 28% 22% 5% 45%
GERMAN

a) Do you have a car? 64% 35% 0% 1%
b} Do you use unleaded gasoline? 48% 9% 0% 43%
¢} Are your brakes asbestos- free? 2% % 4% 45%
d) Does your car have a catalyser? 37% 14% 3% 46%

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents

As was mentioned in the first part of the analysis in which the
general findings were exhibited, respondents were asked some
basic questions. The surveyor aimed to find out whether the
respondents were aware of very basic environmental issues.
Results are on Tables 3.54, 3.55 and 3.56. All no idea and no
answers show that the respondent does not know whether there is
a law or not. Actually, all three countries have laws related to
environmental issues. Only 54% of the Turks know that Turkey
has an environmental law. This is a very low rate but thinking
that most Turkish people get information from mass media and
their immediate environment, they might not have heard of the

existence of an environmental law since this information
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necessitates some real interest in the issue. 18% of the Germans
and 6% of the Dutch are in the same position. Still, it can be

concluded that they are more aware about an important basic

issue.

The kind of packaging preferred while purchasing a beverage has
been identified as the second control question. Results, however,
indicate this time that respondents know this subject much
better, because more than half of all respondents prefer glass
bottles and secondly they prefer cartoon boxes. Most of the ones
who preferred plastic bottles stated that they were recyclable,

thus there was no point in not using these bottles.

Whether using fur coats is an environmental threat or not was the
last control question but results show that most Dutch and
German respondents did not understand the question which was
asked in English since they did not know the meaning of 'fur
coat'. As a general result it can be said that most respondents
who understood the question identified using fur coats as an
environmental threat, but some avoided such a conclusion and
claimed that using fur coats was a threat to the animals but it had
nothing to do with the environment. It is obvious that they could
not reach the conclusion that extinction of some species could
threaten the environment as well since it would give damage to
the delicate balance of the nature which would be very hard to

establish again.
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TABLE 3.54.. The respondent thinks that his / her country has

an environmental law

YES -~ NO NOIDEA  NO ANSWER
TURKISH 54% 16% 13% 16%
DUTCH 82% 5% 4% 9%
GERMAN 94% 1% 2% 3%

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents

TABLE 3.55 While purchasing a beverage the respondent,

prefers...
GLASS CARTOON  PLASTIC ALIMINUM NO NO
BOTTLE BOX  BOTITLE CAN MATTER ANSWER
TURKISH 52% 18% 7% 4% 2% 16%
DUTCH 55% 13% 15% 5% 3% 8%
GERMAN 52% 26% 2% 6% 11% 3%

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents

TABLE 3.56 The respondent thinks that using fur coats is an

environmental threat...

YES NO NOIDEA NOANSWER

TURKISH 52% 12% 15% . 20%
DUTCH 61% 9% 5% 24%
GERMAN 42% 9% 6% 43%

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents

Consumers' level of concern in environmental issues were
identified in the previous part of the survey, and effect of this

concern on the purchasing behaviour was observed several times.
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This time respondents are asked directly about the importance of
some criteria- among which environmental impact takes place-
while buying a frequently purchased food item. Turkish
respondents think that healthiness, durability, and environmental
impact of the product are the most important criteria respectively
(Table 3.57). Dutch respondents also perceive the same criteria
as important with the addition of its price and the respondent's
habits. German respondents also rate the product's price,
healthiness and environmental impact as very important factors.
Like the Dutches, they are also affected from the shopping habits
they developed in time. As was mentioned in the first parf of the
analysis, respondents seem to be very rational in their purchasing
behaviour since they take into consideration economic factors

and quality of the product as well as its healthiness.

TABLE 3.57 Importance of the criteria while buying a

frequently purchased food item

MEANS ’ AFF
TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN |TURKISH DUTCH GERMAN
__its price 3.31 3.32 3.24 87% 95% . 8%%
__my habits 3.10 3.50 3.21 77% 98% 88%
__its durability 3.69 3.44 3.10 97% 92% 84%
__its environmental impact 356 322 3.12 95%  91%  84%
__recommendation by friends 2.85 2.71 2.78 67% 58% 68%
___recommendation by experts 3.32 3.02 2.95 86% 81% 76%
__environmental impact of its package 3.38 3.40 2.95 86% 83% 74%
__charm of its commercial 2.38 1.92 2.33 44% 21% 36%
__its healthiness 3.74 3.55 3.16 92% 94% 81%
__its novelty - 2.92 2.24 2.27 68% 40% 35%
___attractiveness of the package 2.32 1.90 1.94 41% 19% 22%

=very important / 1=not important at all /
Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents ' ' ‘ .
A** shows the percentage of respondents who think that item is 'important’ and 'very important
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3.2.3 INTERRELATIONS AMONG VARIABLES

Interrelations between demographic variables such as nationality,
gender, age, level of education, marital status, working status,
income level and another group of variables showing the level of
environmental concern and environmentally friendly behaviour
are analysed in this section by use of cross tabulations and Chi-

square statistics.

3.2.3.1 NATIONALITY

The present study aims a cross- cultural examination of
environmental consciousness and a comparison of the level of
concern of Turkish, Dutch and German publics about
environmental issues. This has been done in the previous part
(3.2.2.2), However, not all the relations depicted were
statistically significant. It was aimed to exhibit all the results of
the analyéis. Thus, in this part, statistically significant
interrelations between nationality of the respondent and his / her
level of environmental concern will be analysed, but the
interpretations related to this variable will be short cut in this
section since they were analysed in depth in the previous part

with the aim of avoiding duplication.

Table 3.58 shows that inflation, health and environmental
concern were perceived as important problems for the world by
all three publics. Inflation is seen as an important problem by the

Turkish respondents particularly, since inflation is a chronic
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problem in Turkey, thus most Turkish respondents considered the
issues on a national basis rather than a global ome. It is
interesting, however that German and Dutch respondents also
rated inflation high. Health and environmental concern are global
problems as identified by the respondents and for the purposes of
the present study, it is important that its relation with nationality

is statistically significant.

TABLE 3.58 Importance of the mentioned issues for the world

Turkish Dutch  German Xz o p

Inflation 94.90% 81.60% 66.30% 2598 2 0.0000
Health 96.90% 98.00% 85.70% 1496 2 0.0006
Environmental concern 99.00% 90.70% 94.80%  6.80059 2 0.0334

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents

When the respondents were asked however to choose the most
important issue for the world, 16.3% of the Turkish respondents
still insisted that inflation was an important problem for the
world (Table 3.59). Hunger was identified as the most important
problem by the majority of the Dutches and wars by the Germans.
Environmental pollution received the priority by 17.3% of the

Turks, 12.2% of the Dutches, and 21.4% of the Germans.
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TABLE 3.59 Priority of the problems

Turkish Dutch German X df p
.__Inflation 16.30% 85.61226 18 0.0000
____Hunger 11.20% 36.70% 17.30%
____Health 8.20% 14.30% 5.10%
__ Education 10.20% 8.20% 6.10%
___Wars 17.30% 9.30% 31.60%
___Environmental pollution 17.30% 12.20%  21.40%
___AIDS 5.10% 9.20% 5.10%
___Rapid population increase 5.10% 4.10% 2.20%
___Economic problems 0.10% 5.10% 3.10%
|___Unemployment 8.20% 0.10% 0.10%

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents

Awareness about 9 out of 16 problems have statistically
significant relations with nationality (Table 3.60). Water
pollution and chemical wastes are the two problems of which the
respondents were mostly aware of. Since water pollution is
considered as water pollution and pollution of sea every year at
the beginning of summer comes to the agenda, all three groups
are informed about this problem. Chemical wastes is another
issue which is always on the agenda in all three countries.
Activities of the environment organisation "Greenpeace" also
cover exhibiting the world the industries which pollute the
environment through disposal of chemical wastes and the two
countries in which this organisation is very prominent and active

are Germany and Holland.
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TABLE 3.60 Awareness about environmental problems

Turkish Dutch  German X2 af  p
Water pollution , 72.50% 84.70%  88.80% 22.02651 6 0.0012
Destruction of agricultural areas 66.30% 66.30%  54.00% 16.4774 6 0.1114
Chemical wastes 83.70% 84.70% 83.70% 12.75105 6 0.0472
Household wastes 76.50% 82.60%  65.40% 11.14356 6 0.0840
Visual pollution 64.30% 55.10%  49.00% 12.76982 6 0.0468
Destruction of cultural monuments 71.40% 58.20%  40.80% 32.9448 6 0.0012
Acid rains 56.10% 79.60% 67.30% 46.16544 6 0.0045
Ercsion 51.00% 54.10% 54.10% 16.05808 6 0.0024
Noise pollution 68.40% 58.20% 60.80% 19.76502 6 0.0030

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents

Only the imporfance of two of the above- mentioned problems
came out to be statistically significant (Table 3.61). In both cases
Turkish respondents were in majority to name these as important.
Destruction of cultural monuments and trans boundary movement
of hazardous waste are perceived as the important problems by

more than half of the respondents in all three publics.

TABLE 3.61 Importance of environmental problems for the

world

Turkish Dutch German X! a  p
Destruction of cultural monuments 82.70% 63.30% 55.10% 17.75478 2 0.0001
Transboundary movement of hazardous waste  89.80% 76.50% 77.10% 7.09696 2 0.0288

Table 3.62 shows that 86.5% of the Turks think that inflation is
one of the most important issues for Turkey. Education is another
problem perceived as important by majority of the Turkish
respondents. AIDS and depletion of ozone layer are most

important for Dutches. The reasons were discussed in part

164



3.2.2.2.b. Immigrants and depletion of ozone layer are perceived

as the most important issues of all by the Germans.

TABLE 3.62 Importance of the mentioned issues at national

level
Turkish Dutch German X2 df p

Inflation 86.50% 20.40%  20.40% 115.3098 2 0.0000
Education 76.00% 27.60% 27.60% 61.65076 1 0.0000
Relations with ex- USSR States 21.90% 2.00% 7.10% 22.26383 2 0.0000
AIDS 20.80% 45.90%  41.80% 15.15145 2 0.0005
Water pollution 10.40% 34.70% 40.80% 24.39888 2 0.0000
Immigrants 2.10% 26.50% 56.10% 69.86717 2 0.0000
Depletion of ozone layer 15.60% 42.90%  46.90% 24.55425 2 0.0000
Acid rains . 6.30% 31.60% 16.30% 21.36146 2 0.0000
Chemical wastes 8.30% 37.80%  36.70% 26.89658 2 0.0000
Greenhouse effect 31.60% 32.70% 39.37638 2 0.0000
Income distribution 25.00% 12.20% 6.10% 13.03763 2 0.0015

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents

All the statements related to the usage of plastic products and to
the positioning of environmental conservation vis a vis economic
and military factors came out to be statistically significant (Table
3.63). More of the Turkish respondents than Dutches and
Germans believe that plastics present a serious environmental
threat. But still less than half of them believe in the benefits of
using plastic prodﬁcts. General scene is that respondents do not
believe that plastics present such a great environmental since it is
recyclable but still they do not believe that they are beneficial.
Dutches and Germans believe that environmental protection is
more important than both economic and military issues. Turkish

respondents, however do not exhibit such keen results.
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TABLE 3.63 The respondent strongly agrees that...

Turkish Dutch German X* df p-
___Growing use of plastics presents a serious 64.30% 4590% 34.70% 25.46314 8 0.0013
environmental threat
___Benefits of using plastic products outweigh  33.70% 22.40% 12.20% 26.19906 8 0.0010
environmental risks created by the difficulties
of disposing these products
___Economic development is more important 20.60% 5.10%  5.10% 38.55091 8 0.0000
than environmental concerns

___Military expenses cannot be cut for the 31.60% 5:10%  9.20% 76.6369 8 0.0000
sake of environmental! concern
___Protection of the environment should be 37.80% 31.60% 25.50% 24.35828 8 0.0020

considered more important than both economic
and military issues

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents

Table 3.64 shows that improvement of the economic conditions is
the only variable which has a statistically insignificant
relationship with nationality . The others received priority in
different amounts. For the Turkish respondents political and
social improvement are the most important among the four. For
both Dutches and Germans environmental conditions are the first
to be improved. For both, improvement of the social conditions

follow.

TABLE 3.64 The respondent believes that the following

conditions should be improved in his/ her country

Turkish Dutch German X2 daf  p
___ Social 19.60% 17.30% 31.60% 33.15634 8 0.0001
| ____Environmental 9.80% 39.80% 35.70% 35.81955 8 0.0000
| Military 6.50% 2.00% 3.10% 28.32959 8 0.0004
____Political 23.90% 13.30% 6.10% 24.41897 8 0.0013

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents

Irresponsibility of the public and governments are statistically

insignificant, thus the other two variables are taken into
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consideration (Table 3.65). Dutch and German respondents blame
industries for environmental problems, whereas the Turks put the
blame on local administrations to a larger extent. Most Turkish
respondents seem to have not yet understood the responsibility

that the industry has to have for the environment.

TABLE 3.65 The cause of the environmental problems in the

world is...

Turkish Dutch  German X? ad p
__irresponsibility of local 34.40% 34.70%  26.50% 20.06402 6 0.0027
administrations )
__irresponsibility of industries 212.60% 40.80%  34.70% 27.56131 6 0.0006

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents

The outcomes of another question on Table 3.66 support the idea
that Turkish respondents believe somehow that the industries
carry out their environmental roles. However, believers are less
from among the other two groups. The expected role of the
government to force the industries comes to the scene. Majoiity
of the Turks strongly agree that personal efforts may contribute

to the solution of environmental problems.

TABLE 3.66 The respondent strongly agrees that...

Turkish Dutch  German X2 df P
___Government has to force industries 81.60% 68.40% 58.20%  42.5862 8 0.0000
to care for the environment
____Personal efforts may contribute to 62.24% 34.65% 22.45% 55.87176 8 0.0000
the solution of environmental problems
___Most industries are interested in 18.37% 5.10% 408% 41.34477 8 0.0000
protection of the environment

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents
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Turkish respondents think that people in Turkey use public
transportation instead of car, warn other people who pollute the
environment and ‘care for using less electricity (Table 3.67).
Dutch and German respondents, on the other hand, believe that
other Dutches and Germans mostly collect paper and glass to
recycle, use unleaded gasoline and read articles in papers about
environmental issues. Environmental activities carried on by them

differs from those carried on by the Turks.

TABLE 3.67 The respondent believes that people in his / her

country always or sometimes do the following:

Turkish Dutch German X! df p
__Using public transportation instead of car 65.30% 61.20%  49.00% 582844 2 00542
__Attending seminars/ conferences on environmental 50.00% 34.70%  24.50% 1594302 2  0.0031
issues

__Reading articles in papers about environmental 55.10% 75.50%  71.40% 10.85491 2 0.0044
issues

__Participating activities of environment groups 50.00% 46.90%  19.90% 935721 2 0.0093
__Buying products with less packaging 4490%  68.40%  74.50% 2042312 2 0.0000
__Writing or warning authorities about 49.00% 56.10%  33.00% 1099933 2  0.0041
environmental problems

__Using less electricity 6220% 39.80%  38.80% 13.84783 2 0.0010
__Warning other people who pollute the 6330% 55.10%  3570% 1571231 2 0.0004
environment

__Using unleaded gasoline 4590% B81.60%  53.60% 28.93729 2  0.0000
__Collecting papers for reuse or recycling “5410% 8470%  72.40% 2133283 2 0.0000
__Collecting glass to recycle 5510% 89.80%  79.40% 3289555 2 0.0000
__Buying environmentally friendly products 4800% 72.40%  6630% 1335472 2 0.0011
although it is more expensive

__Collecting batteries to dispose separately 44.90% 80.60%  71.40% 29.89319 2 0.0000
__Disposing old medicines and used injectors 48.00% 80.60%  52.00% 2589483 2 0.0000
separately

__Disposing harmful household wastes (paint, etc) 4390% 79.60%  54.10%  27.4569 2 0.0000
carefully

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents
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The definition of an environmentally friendly product as 'a
product which does not pollute the environment when disposed'
came out to be statistically insignificant even though it has
received a higher priority when compared with the definition
including consumption. Among the remaining two definitions,
however, most respondents accepted the definition of an
environmentally friendly product as a one which does not pollute
the environment during production (Table 3.68). It has been
identified before that particularly German and Dutch respondeﬁts
blame industries for environmental pollution and believe that
environmental friendliness implies not polluting the environment

during production process.

TABLE 3.68 How does the respondent define an

environmentally friendly product

| Turkish Dutch  German X2 i p
__A product which does not pollutethe  39.80% 46.94%  48.98% 10.97513 4 0.0268
environment during production A

__A product which does not pollutethe  26.53% 17.35%  18.37% 20.21825 4 0.0025
environment when consumed

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents

Majority of Turkish respondents have tried not to litter their
environment, Dutches and Germans have recycled glass or paper
(Table 3.69). It becomes clear that these respondents have
thought that their community are mostly engaged in the
environmental activities that themselves are carrying on. Trying

not to litter and talking with friends about environmental issues
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are the second common activities done by the Dutches and

Germans.

TABLE 3.69 The respondent has done the following activities

for the environment...

Turkish Dutch  German x? d p
___Tried not to litter 83.67% 72.45% 62.24% 11.36846 2 0.0034
__ Talked with friends 44.90% 65.31% 68.37% 13.24235 2 0.0013
___Recycled bottles or paper 53.06% 77.55%  83.67% 252 2 0.0000
___Contributed money 26.53% 26.53% 6.12% 17.18293 2 0.0002
___Joined a conservation group 20.41% 37.76%  56.12% 26.50962 2 0.0000

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents

The study aims identifying the level of environmental activism of
the respondents as well. Up to this point activism of the Dutch
and German publics seemed to be parallel. The results on Table
3.70 also support this view. Dutches and Germans mostly collect
glass and paper to recycle, collect batteries to dispose separately,
use public transportation, unleaded gasoline and boycott the
polluting products. Turkish respondents mostly use less water
during shortage periods, the other two groups mostly do not
have water shortages thus the percentages are lower. The
remaining activities pursued by the Turkish fespondents are
similar to the other two groups' activities but the percentages are

mostly somehow lower than the other two.
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TABLE 3.70

following environmentally friendly activities

The respondent always or sometimes does the

Turkish Dutch

German

Xz a p

__Using less water during periods of water shortage  90.80% 56.70  62.20% 32.57824 2 0.0000
%

__ Participating activities of environment groups 52.00% 21.60  29.60% 21.48501 2 0.0000

. %

__Writing or warning authorities about 43.90% 5.20% 26.50% 38.84881 2 (.0000

environmental

problems

__Attending seminars, conferences on 40.80% 9.20% 19.40% 28.73425 2 0.0000

environmental

issues

__Boycotting the products of a firm which pollutes  56.10% 56.10  73.50%  8.33654 2 0.0155

the %

environment

__ Warning other people who pollute the 80.60% 52.00 72.40% 19.62831 2 0.0001

environment %

__Using unleaded gasoline 55.10% 74.20 70.20% 10.23656 2 0.0366
%

__Collecting glass to recycle 79.60% 86.70  95.90% 11.93438 2 0.0026
%

__Collecting batteries to dispose separately 70.40% 81.60 87.80% 9.45719 2 0.0088
%

__Using public transportation instead of car 71.40% 50.00 69.40% 11.84287 2  0.0027
%

| Using high quality (sulfur-free) coal even though 68.40% 35.20  48.90% 21.11759 2 0.0000

it is %

more expensive

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents

The level of Turkish, Dutch and German respondents came out to
be higher for certain types of activities, however the possible
level of activism for some other group of activities (some
implying personal sacrifice) is also investigated. The results show
that all three publics are strong possible activists (Table 3.71).

Majority of the Turks would support activities of an environment

group, Dutches and Germans would pay more for environmentally
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friendly goods. The level of sacrifice is observed to be higher

with the Germans and Dutches.

TABLE 3.71 The respondent would participate in the

following actions for a better environment:

Turkish Dutch German  X? af p

__Supporting the activities of an environment 98.00% 82.70  94.90% 38.36594 4 0.0000
group %
__Participating the Greens Party 75.50%71.40  74.20% 21.97616 4 0.0002

%
__Paying more for environmentally friendly 81.60% 94.90 98.00% 48.60847 4 0.0000
goods %
__Paying an extra tax for environmental 83.60% 91.80  87.80% 42.62526 4 0.0000
protection ) %

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents

The possible activism seems to be at a higher level than the actual
activism level. The results on Table 3.72 show that the meaning
activism should also cover the word 'care'. Turkish respondents
mostly say they would react to a possible environmental damage
in another country. Dutches and Germans, however, are more
passive but they do also care. The past events proved just the
opposite but it is a positive result that Turks claim that they

would react to such a damage.

TABLE 3.72 The reaction of the respondent to a possible

environmental damage in another country:

Turkish Dutch  German Xz af p
__I would react against it 55.10% 20.62%  22.45% 41.23858 6 0.0000
__It depends on the condition 18.37% 45.36%  41.84%
__Tusually do not care 4.08% 2.04%
__Ido care but I do not react 22.45% 34.02%  33.67%

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents
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Whether the respondents were willing to sacrifice money was
tested beforehand and the positive results were taken. How much
they would sacrifice is also an important criterion for this study.
Results show that Turkish, Dutch and German respondents mostly
accept to pay less than 10% (Table 3.73). Still it can be
concluded that a greater majority of Dutches and Germans accept
sacrifice at a higher level. It is a surprising result that more

Turkish respondents accept paying more than 25%.

TABLE 3.73 How much more the respondent personally is
willing to pay for all the goods and services he / she uses as a

consumer, if as a result of this, industry did not harm the

environment

Turkish Dutch German X af  p
__Less than 10% 72.16% 56.12%  66.33%  34.1033 4 0.002
_ 10%-25% 16.33% 35.71% 29.59%
__More than 25% 11.34% 8.16% 4.08%

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents

For the Turkish respondents the sufficient information sources
have been identified as family, newspapers, friends and papers
(Table 3.74). For Dutciles and Germans mass media tools such as
the TV and Newspapers, magazines are the most sufficient
sources. The importance of mass media in educating publics in
all three countries becomes clear. Other than family and friends,

green groups are the fifth sufficient source for Dutch and German
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respondents. Producers come out to be the least sufficient sources

about environmental issues.

TABLE 3.74 The information the respondent gets about

environmental issues from these sources is sufficient

Turkish Dutch German X2 df p
Family 72.40% 68.40% 83.70% 6.53735 1 0.0381
Friends 68.40% 73.50%  83.70% 6.37823 2 0.0412
Television 64.30% 90.80% 92.90% 34.73057 2 0.0000
Newspapers, magazines 71.40% 91.80%  95.20% 28.70551 2 0.0000
Books 59.20% 71.40% 82.30% 12.56934 2 0.0019
Government 39.80% 66.30% 66.30% 18.816 2 0.0001
Green groups 46.90% 81.60%  76.50% 31.80164 2 0.0000
Some producers ‘ 32.70% 64.30% 44.30% 20.12474 2 0.0000
Experts other than green groups  44.90% 69.40%  64.30% 13.58118 2 0.0011

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents

Less Turkish respondents are aware of the existence of an
environmental law in their country (Table 3.75). Dutch and

German respondents, on the other hand are more aware.

TABLE 3.75 Does the respondents country have an
environmental law?
Turkish Dutch  German Xz daf p
Yes 64.60% 89.90%  96.80% 38.07264 4 0.0000
No 19.50% 5.60%  1.10%
I do not know 15.90% 4.50% 2.10%

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents

Majority of the respondents in all three groups prefer glass
bottles while purchasing a beverage and most of the rest prefers

cartoon box (Table 3.76). But most of the respondents (majority
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of the Turks as well) live in Germany and Holland where plastic

bottles and cans

are also

recycled. Thus,

respondents

preferred these two explained their reasons quite well.

who

TABLE 3.76 While purchasing a beverage, the respondent
prefers...
Turkish Dutch German x1 df p
PLASTIC BOTTLE 8.50% 16.70%  2.10% 22.59149 & 0.0039
|GLASS BOTTLE 62.20% 60.00%  53.70%
ALUMINIUM CAN 4.90% 5.60%  6.30%
CARTOON BOX 22.00% 14.40%  26.30%
NO MATTER 2.40% 3.30%  11.60%

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents

The effect of environmental concerns on purchasing behaviour

was questioned through the expected level of sacrifice questions.

At Table 3.77, importance of the environmental concern on

purchasing behaviour among other criteria is exhibited clearly.

The environmental impact of the product's package factor came

out to be statistically insignificant, hence does not take place in

the following table. For the Turkish respondents, environmental

impact of the food item is nearly as important as its durability.

Dutch respondents,

however

give priority

to their

habits.

Environmental impact of the product comes out to be a very

important factor for most respondents but not as important as its

healthiness, and durability which all exhibit the rationality of the

respondents. Majority of the Germans, like the Dutches think that

their habits are the most important factor while purchasing a
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frequently purchased food item, but its durability and

environmental impact also follow very closely.

TABLE 3.77 While buying a frequently purchased food item,

what is important is...

Turkish Dutch German X2

a p
__my habits ' 76.50% 98.00%  87.80% 20.46777 2 0.0000
__its durability 96.90% 91.80%  83.70% 10.52185 2 0.0052
__its environmental impact 94.90% 90.80% 83.70%  6.90455 2 0.0317
| __charm of its commercial 43.90% 21.40%  35.70% 11.33054 2 0.06035
__its healthiness 91.80% 93.90%  80.60% 10.03553 2 0.0066
__its novelty 68.40% 39.80%  34.70% 25.88182 2 0.0000
__attractiveness of the package 40.80% 19.40%  22.40% 13.18936 2 0.0014

Each group (Turkish, Dutch, German) consists of 98 respondents
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3.2.3.2. GENDER

Among the ten issues, only relationship of inflation with gender
came out to be statistically significant (Table 3.78). 44.2% of the
male respondents and 36.9% of the female respondents believe

that inflation is a very important problem for the world.

TABLE 3.78 Importance for the world
Female Male X af ]

Inflation 36.90% 44.20% 10.10355 3 0.0177

Destruction of the cultural monuments has been identified as
important by 76.2% of the females and 60.5% of the males(Table
3.79).

TABLE 3.79 Importance of environmental problems for the

world

Female Male X2 - af P

Destruction of cultural monuments 76.20% 60.50%  7.32605 1 0.0068

It is an interesting result that female respondents believed that
irresponsibility of industries was the cause of environmental

problems and male respondents to a larger extent blamed public

for that (Table 3.80).

177



TABLE 3.80 The cause of the environmental problems is...

Female Male - X2 df P
Irresponsibility of public 24.00%  38.10%  8.25459 3 0.041
Irresponsibility of industries 39.70%  28.00% 11.53193 3 0.0212

The relationship between gender and the ’answers to the statement
"industrial organisations should make extra expenses to protect
the environment" came out to be statistically significant. It can
be observed that the amount of males who support the idea is
slightly more than those females (Table 3.81). It is a positive
result that more than half of both males and females believe that
industrial organisations have a role in the protection of the

environment.

TABLE 3.81 The respondent strongly agrees that...

Female Male X2 af p

Industrial organisations should make extra ~ 58.20%  62.20% 10.07256 3 0.018
expenses to protect the environment

Male respondents are more optimistic than females about the
environmental activities carried on by their community (Table
3.82). As can be observed on the table, four of the activities have
statistically significant relationships with gender. Using less

electricity is believed to be the most commonly done activity.
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TABLE 3.82 The respondent believes that the people in his /

her country sometimes or always...

Female  Male Xz af p
Using less water during periods of water shortage 6.60% 21.10% 12.1226 4 0.0165
Participating activities of environment groups 11.50% 20.30% 12.52536 4 0.0138
Writing authorities about environmental problems ~ 12.30% 26.70% 17.06315 4 0.0019
Using less electricity 17.20% 35.70% 19.69315 4 0.0006

More than half of the males always use unleaded gasoline (Table
3.83). This ratio is lower for the females. But since the amount
of females who have a car is less than those of men, this ratio

may not mean that more men use unleaded oil.

TABLE 3.83 The respondent always...
Female Male X? af p

Uses unleaded gasoline 29.50% 50.30% 16.7314¢ 4 0.0022

Females believe that rules and regulations related to environment
are the most effective way to solve the environmental pollution
problem (Table 3.84). They secondly believe in the influence of
education through mass media. Male respondents, on the other
hand, think that education through mass media and at schools are
the two most effective tools to fight for the pollution. It was
found that females blamed industries and males blamed public for
environmental problems. Therefore it is a consistent result that
females support the idea of putting rules and regulations for

protecting the environment against polluters; namely, industries.
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Males, however, support the idea of education of public, as was

expected.

TABLE 3.84 The most effective way to solve the

environmental pollution problem is...

Female Male  X? af p
Education at schools 17.20% 31.40% 11.38142 4 0.0226
Education of people through mass media 33.60% 32.60%
Rules and regulations related to 36.10% 21.50%
environment
Fines and penalties 9.80% 11.60%
Preaching at religious centers(mosques; 3.30% 2.90%
churches; synagogues; etc.)

It was observed in the previous section that habits of Dutch and
German respondents were the most important factor while they
were buying a frequently purchased food item. The results show
that males are somewhat more conservative than females while
purchasing food items (Table 3.85). Because habits are more
important for them than they are for females. It is a surprising
result since men are mostly thought as more innovative than
women in shopping. Recommendation by experts is also more
important for men. Men are considered to be m>ore rational than
women, thus this result shows that they believe more than
females in what the experts say since experts are thought of

making statements based on scientifically proved facts.
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TABLE 3.85 While purchasing a frequently purchased food

jitem, what is very important is ...

Female  Male X2 df p

My habits 36.90% 44.20% 7.74566 3 0.0516
Recommendation by experts 21.30% 40.70% 17.57114 3 0.0005

181




3.2.3.3 AGE

Awareness about destruction of the agricultural areas came out to
be the only variable which has a significant relationship with

age. Elder people are the most aware group, they are followed by

middle aged respondents (Table 3.86).

TABLE 3.86 It is important for the world...

AGE - Below 24 25-34 35-44 45and above X? af p

Destruction of agricultural areas  16.20% 11.90% 25.90%  33.30% 21.6624 9  0.01
1

Among the given 20 issues only health problem came out to have
a statistically significant relation with age (Table 3.87). As would
be expected the ratio of the respondents who think health
problem is an important issue for their countries increases with
age, however, those who care for health problems under age of
274 are more than those between 25-34. This may signify that
youngs are more health conscious than their older brother and

sisters.

TABLE 3.87 It is an important issue for the respondent'’s

country

Below 24 2532 3544  45andabove X*  df p

Health problem 35.10%  27.10% 45.30% 48.90% 9.46435 3 0.0237
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It can be observed that (Tablr 3.88) percentages of the
respondents who support military expenses against environmental
protection are low. Still the lowest ratio belongs to 25-34 year
olds. Elder people seem to support military expenses the most. It
may be that most of those who belong to this group have seen a
war in their life, thus they might be more nationalist than other

age groups.

TABLE 3.88 Respondents strongly agree that...

Below 24 25-34 35-44 45 and above X2 af  p
Military expenses cannot be cut 26.18953 12 0.0101
for the sake of environmental 18.90% 9.30% 14.80%  25.00%
concern

It is observed that the eldest and the youngest respondents use
public transportation instead of car (Table 3.89). It may be
concluded that most youngsters do not have a car yet and most
elder think that driving is tiresome and prefer public
transportation instead, thus environmental concern may not be

the main reason of using public transportation for those people.

TABLE 3.89 Respondents always...
Below 24 25-34 35-44 45 and above X2 daf  p

Using public 31.10% 16.10% 24.10% 35.40% 23.24485 9 0.0057

transportation
instead of car
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3.2.3.4 LEVEL OF EDUCATION

Level of education is analysed in three groups. The first group
includes those respondents who are literate or graduate of
primary school, the second group includes those who are
graduates of secondary or High‘ school. The third group, on the
other hand, includes all the respondents who are either students
or graduates of university or graduate. Inflation and wars are the
two variables which have a statistically significant relationship
with the level of education (Table 3.90). It is an interesting
result that as the education level gets higher, the percentage of
people who consider inflation as a very important problem for
the world decreases. One thing should be made clear at this
point. Only Turkish respondents make up the first group, thus
belief that inflation is an important problem for the world comes
from the Turkish group who were most probably not able to
discriminate between the problems of their country and the
world. Wars also worry a large amount of the respondents, but

less educated people fear war less than the educated ones.

TABLE 3.90 The problems that are very important for the

world...
Literate+ Grad. of Secon.  Grad. or stud. of X df p
Grad. of Prim. Sch. /High Sch. Unv. /Grad.
Inflation 90.90% 40.90% 31.40% 27.59701 6 0.0001
Wars 54.50% 72.00% 68.60% 37.42787 6 0.0000
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More people from literate and primary school graduates group
claim that they are very aware of water pollution, destruction of
agricultural areas and endangered species (Tablr 3.91). There can
be an explanation for such high levels of awareness. As was
mentioned, this group consists of Turkish respondents only.
These are most probably of rural origin who have close
relationship with nature and natural resources. Thus they are well
aware of these problems which have direct relation with the

nature.

TABLE 3.91 Level of awareness about environmental problems

in the world

Literate+Grad. Grad. of Grad. or stud. of X2 df p

Secon.
of Prim. Sch.  /HighSch.  Unv. /Grad.
Water pollution 59.10% 36.60% 39.00% 13.19681 6 0.04
Destruction of agricultural 45.50% 17.70% 15.20% 14.79173 6 0.0219
areas
Endangered species 50.00% 22.10% 21.90% 13.57745 6 0.0347

Once more it is the less educated respondents' group who score
higher importance ratios (Table 3.92). But this time it is not as
easy to explain the reason of such high percéntages. Because,
normally it can be expected that these people do not consider
destruction of cultural monuments and noise pollution as very
important problems for the world. It may be such that these
people might have a tendency to mark every issue as very
important because of two possible reasons; the first one may be

the wish to hide their ignorance about some issues which are
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listed in the questionnaire as the problems of the world, and the
second may be their careless reading habits as a result of the

wish to quickly finish up filling the questionnaire.

TABLE 3.92 Importance of the environmental problems for

the world

Literate+Grad.  Grad. of  Grad. or stud. Xz af p

Secon.
of Prim. Sch.  /High Sch. of Unv.
/Grad.

Destruction of agricultural areas 77.30% 39.60% 41.00% 11.86129 4 0.0184
Destruction of cultural 72.70% 28.00% 21.90% 24.59345 6 0.0004
MONUINEnts )
Noise pollution 63.60% 28.00% 25.70% 14.77477 6 0.0221

As the less educated group belongs to the Turkish respondents
only, the problems of the Turkey once more comes to the scene
with very high percentages (Tabl 3.93). These are inflation,
health and education problems which are on the agenda almost
all the time in the country. Graduates of secondary or High
schools attribute importance to depletion of ozone layer,
education, inflation and chemical wastes. The third group also
thinks that education, inflation, health and depletion of ozone
layer are the most important problems for their countries. It can
be observed on the table that more people in the second and the
third groups (the better educated ones) consider environmental

problems as important for their country.
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TABLE 3.93 Importance of the problems for the respondents’
country

Literate+Grad. Grad. of  Grad. orstud. of X2 df p

Secon.

of Prim. Sch. /High Sch. Unv. /Grad.
Inflation 95.20% 37.40% 39.00% 26.16901 2 0.0000
Education 81.00% 38.70% 43.80% 13.54084 2 0.0011
Health 85.70% 30.10% 35.20% 25.05249 2 0.0000
Relations with ex 28.60% 8.60% 9.50% 8.11491 2 0.0173
-USSR States
Water pollution 4.80% 33.70% 25.70% 8.35986 2 0.0153
Immigrants 4.80% 33.10% 25.70% 7.93981 2 0.0189
Depletion of ozone layer 4.80% 39.90% 33.30% 10.27%37 2 0.0059
Chemical wastes 35.60% 21.90% 14.74165 2 0.0006
Greenhouse effect » 23.30% 22.90% 6.19299 2 0.0452
Income distribution 4.80% 11.00% 22.90% 8.86800 2 0.0119

The ratio of the respondents who strongly agree that economic

development is more important than environmental concerns

decreases with the increased level of education (Table 3.94).

However, the second statement which claims just the opposite

also exhibits the same tendency, but in much less amounts.

Therefore it can be concluded that as the level of education

increases, environment becomes more important than economic

issues.

TABLE 3.94 The respondent strongly agrees that...

Literate+Grad. Grad. of Secon. Grad. or stud. of X2 af p
of Prim. Sch.  /High Sch. Unv. /Grad.
____Economic development is 47.60% 11.00% 1.90% 51.84288 8 0.0000
more important than
environmental concerns
___Protection of the environment 45.50% 31.10% 29.50% 21.81724 8 0.0053

should be considered more
important than both economic

and military issues
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As seen on Table 3.95, almost more than half of the respondents
in all three education groups, believe that industrial
organisations should make extra expenses for the environment.
The ratios are close to each other, thus it is not easy to reach a
conclusion but it may be said that less of the Graduates of

secondary and High schools believe in this statement.

TABLE 3.95 Role of the industrial organisation in

environmental conservation

Literate+Grad. Grad. of Secon. Grad. or stud. of X2 df p
of Prim. Sch. /High Sch. Unv. /Grad.

___Industrial organisations 12.26652 6 0.0563

should make extra expenses 63.60% 54.30% 70.50%

for environment

The results on Table 3.96 display a very interesting scene.
Literates and graduates of primary school, trust more in their
community in carrying out some environmental roles such as
disposing old medicines, used injectors and harmful household
wastes separately, using unleaded gasoline and buying products
with less packaging. And Table 3.98 displays the percentage of
respondents who claim to be engaged in the environmental
activities listed. There it is seen that the less educated group
claims high levels of environmental activism of which the
researcher suspects. The above mentioned two reasons; namely,
trying to hide ignorance or careless reading might have caused
these results. The second group also believes more than the third

group that their community acts in an environmentally friendly
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way. Thus the belief decreases with the increased level of

education.

TABLE 3.96 The respondent believes that people in his / her

country always do the following environmental friendly

activities:
Literate+Grad. Grad. of Secon. Grad. orstud. of X* df p
of Prim. Sch.  /High Sch. Unv. /Grad.
__Buying products with less 45.50% 9.80% 12.40% 33.2551 8 0.0001
packaging
__Using unleaded gasoline 63.60% 29.30% 18.30% 211.8252 8 0.0053
__Disposing old medicines 68.20% 25.00% 21.90% 23.98964 8 0.0023
and used injectors separately
__Disposing harmful 68.20% 28.70% 20.00% 27.7496 8 0.0005
household wastes (paint, etc)
carefully

Recycling bottles and paper and joining conservation groups are
the two variables who have a significant relationship with the
level of education (Table 3.97). The results indicate that better
educated respondents were more engaged in such activities and
give a clue that the claims by the less educated respondents about

environmental activism may not be as true.

TABLE 3.97 The environmentally friendly activities pursued

by the respondent

Literate+Grad. Grad. of Secon. Grad. or stud. of X2 af p
of Prim. Sch.  /High Sch. Unv. /Grad.

___Recycled bottles or paper 36.40% 73.20% 76.20% 14.67992 2 0.0006
___Joined a conservation 13.60% 40.20% 39.00% 5.94951 20.0511
group
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As was mentioned two paragraphs before, the percentage of the
less educated resp{ondents who claim environmental activism is
much more than those in the other two groups (Table 3.98).
Disposing old medicines and used injectors separately and using
less electricity is the activities done by the majority in the well
educated groups. Using public transpoftation and boycotting
products of a polluter are the other two activities pursued by
these groups. As observed up to this point, it is not very easy to
discriminate between the answers of the second and third groups
since the ratios are very close to each other. The second group

seems to have only slightly higher ratios than the third one.

TABLE 3.98  Environmental activities the respondent has

engaged in

Literate+Grad.  Grad. of Secon. Grad. or stud. of X2 af p
of Prim. Sch. /High Sch. Unv. /Grad.
__Participating actvities of 50.00% 8.00% 1.00% 58.83613 6 0.0000
environment groups
__Using less electricity 63.60% 36.60% 26.90% 1548092 6 0.0168
| Writing or warning authorities 40.90% 3.70% 3.80% 59.09964 6 0.0000
about environmental problems v ‘
__Attending seminars, conferences 40.90% 6.10% 4.80% 4506293 6 0.0000
on environmental issues
__Boycotting the products of a firm which 68.20% 20.10% 20.00% 299392 6 0.0000F
pollutes the environment - ;
__Warning other people who pollute 81.80% 24.40% 30.50% 32.811 6 0.0000
the environment
___Disposing old medicines and used 72.70% 55.20% 43.30% 17.62932 6 0.0072
injectors separately
__Using public mansporiation 68.20% 18.90% 13.80% 2643766 6 0.0002
instead of car
__Using high quality(sulfur-free) coal even 63.60% 20.30% 16.70% 26.47447 6 0.0002
though it is more expensive
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More than half of the less educated group says he / she would
react against a damage which happens in another country and
affects his / her country as well (Table 3.99). Educated group,
on the other hand, say that their reaction would depend on the
condition. It is also interesting that 9.1% of the less educated
group says that he / she would not care. This percent is zero

with the well educated group.

TABLE 3.99 The reaction of the respondent to a possible

damage in another country.

Literate+Grad. Grad. of Secon. Grad. orstud. of X2 df p
of Prim. Sch. /High Sch. Unv. /Grad.

__1would react against it 54.50% 28.80% 34.30% 15.38408 6 0.0175
__It depends on the o 18.20% 35.60% 38.10%

condition

__Tuasually do not care 9.10% 2.50%

__Ido care but 1 do not 18.20% 33.10% 27.60%

react

Less educated people believe that education is the best way to
solve the environmental problems (Table 3.100). The other two
groups also believe that education of people through mass media
and education at schools are the two best ways of solving the
problem, but they also think that rules and regulations are
necessary. Preaching at religious centers gets the highest
percentage from among less educated once since it is a well

known fact that the belief in religion or God decreases among the

educated people.
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TABLE 3.100 The best way to solve the environmental

problem is...

Literate+Grad. Grad. of Secon. Grad. or stud. of  X? df p
of Prim. Sch. /High Sch. Unv. /Grad.
_Education at schools 27.30% 25.00% 25.70% 37.39113 & 0.000
_Education of people 27.30% 34.10% 31.40%
through mass media
_Rules and regulations 4.50% 28.70% 31.40%
related to environment
_Fines and penalties 18.20% 9.80% 11.40%
_Preaching at religious 22.70% 2.40%
centers(mosques; churches;
synagogues; etc.)

Mass media have been identified as the most sufficient sources
about environmental issues in previous analysis. But they did not
come out to have statistically significant relations with the level
of education. Therefore other sources are in Table 3.101. The
general level of sufficiency attributed to all sources seems to be
higher with the less educated éroup. Family is the most sufficient
source from among the listed ones for this group. For the second
and third groups, however, environmental groups are the most
sufficient sources. Producers are the least sufficient sources as

was depicted several times beforehand.

TABLE 3.101 Sufficiency of the source of information about

environmental issues

Literate+Grad. Grad. of Secon. Grad. or stud. of x: df p
of Prim. Sch.  /High Sch. Unv, /Grad.
My family 45.50% 12.20% 12.40% 24.10984 8 0.0022
Government 27.30% 11.60% 8.60% 16.56984 8 0.0349
Environmental groups  22.70% 27.40% 17.10% 2213442 8 0.0047
Some producers - 27.30% 6.70% 2.90% 27.05735 8 0.0007
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For the less educated group, while buying a frequently purchased
food item, the most important factors are recommendation by
experts and friends (Table 3.102). Recommendation by experts is
also an important criterion for the educated groups but to a
lesser extent. The factors such as durability, healthiness and
environmental impact of the product were not statistically

significant, thus it is hard to make rationality claims.

TABLE 3.102 While buying a frequently purchased food item,

the important criteria are...

Literate+Gra  Grad.of = Grad. or stud. x df p
d. Secon. of
of Prim.  /High Sch. Unv. /Grad.
Sch.
__recommendation by friends  40.90% 22.00% 9.50% 17.28664 6 0.0083
__recommendation by experts  68.20% 31.70% 26.70% 18.25989 6 0.0056
__charm of its commercial 36.40% 10.40% 9.50% 19.12325 6 0.004
__its novelty 50.00% 15.90% 9.50% 30.25401 6 0.0000
__attractiveness of the 31.80% 7.30% 1.90% 219.61715 6 0.0000
ackage
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3.2.3.5 MARITAL STATUS

Inflation and wars once more are identified as the variables
which have significant relationship with marital status (Table
3.103). Married and divorced or widowed people think that
inflation is a very important problem. Wars, on the other hand,

worry all the three groups very much.

TABLE 3.103 Importance of the problems for the world

Bachelor Married Divorced/ b & af p
Widowed
Inflation ; 28.10% 52.00% 44.40% 17.393 6 0.0079
Wars 64.80% 73.60% 66.70% 16.23771 6 0.0125

Table 3.104 shows that married respondents mostly rated:
inflation and health as the most important problems for their
country. Most married people have to care for more than one
person (themselves) like the wife, husband or the children as
well. Thus they feel the financial burdén mére than the
bachelors, especially. Thus financial burden becomes doubled
with the increasing inflation. Health, on the other hand, interests
married people more because they mostly have children who most
probably have health problems more than adults do and they are
more familiar With the insufficiencies related to health problems.
Bachelors care for water pollution the most and inflation follows.

For the divorced and widowed group, the most important two
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problems are health and acid rains which is an environmental

problem.

TABLE 3.104 Importance of the problems for the respondent's

country
Bachelor Married Divorced/ X df p
Widowed

Inflation 32.80% 52.70% 22.20% 14.22537 2 0.0008
Health 25.00% 45.20%  38.90% 12.16316 2 0.0023
Water pollution 40.60%  19.90% 16.70% 15.71806 2 0.0004
Acid rains 20.30% 13.70%  38.90% 7.56138 2 0.0228
Greenhouse effect 28.90% 17.10%  5.60% 8.50586 2 0.0142

Bachelors and divorced or widowed group are the better recyclers
than married ones (Tablr 3.105). Joining a conservation group is
also mostly done by the bachelors. It seems like married couples
get less engaged in environmentalist activities, because both
bachelors and widowed/ divorced respondents most probably
have not much responsibility to other people and can find more

time for such activities.

TABLE 3.105 The environmentally friendly activities the

respondent previously did

Bachelor Married Divorced/ Xx? df p
Widowed
___Talked with friends 67.20% 52.00% 66.70% 6.95387 2 0.0309
._Recyded bottles or paper 78.90% 64.20% 77.80% 7.66326 2 0.0217
___Joined a conservation group 48.40% 29.70%  33.30% 10.37056 2 0.0056
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Among the activities listed in Table 3.106 bachelors mostly read
articles in papers about environmental issues and wuse less
electricity. Married respondents use less electricity and widowed

and divorced respondents read articles in papers about

environmental issues.

TABLE 3.106 The environmentalist activities the respondent

always does

Bachelor Married Divorced/ X2 i p

Widowed
__Participating activities of environment  3.10%  14.30% 22.83907 6 0.0009
groups
__Using less electricity 14.40% 47.30% 11.10%  28.93387 6 0.0001

__Attending seminars, conferences on 2.30%  13.50%  5.60% 22.43472 6 0.0010
environmental issues

__Reading articles in papers about 26.00% 33.80% 27.80% 13.09868 6 0.0415
environmental issues

|_Using high quality(sulfur-free) coal 12.00% 31.30% 16.70%  17.09018 6 0.0090
even though it is more expensive
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3.2.3.6 INCOME LEVEL

Destruction of cultural monuments and noise pollution are the
two variables with a statistically significant relationship with
income level. Low income earners seem to give more importance
to these two problems than the other two (Tanlr 3.107). Noise
pollution may be affecting these people especially since they may
be working or living in areas where there is high levels of noise
pollution. Destruction of cultural monuments worries mostly the

high income earners.

TABLE 3.107 The environmental problems are important for

the world
Less than 2001- More than Xz af
2000DM 6000DM 6001DM
Destruction of cultural 44.70% 22.30% 38.10% 18.43437 6 0.06052
monuments
Noise pollution 45.30% 23.40% 33.30% 14.21487 6 0.0273

As seen 1n Table 3.108, low and middle income groups mostly
have talked with their friends about environmental issues.
Joining conservation groups is mostly done by tile middle income
groups and least done by high income group. Most high income
group work for themselves, thus they may be very busy and have

no time for such group activities.
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TABLE 3.108 Environmental activism level

Less than 2001-  More than X df P
2000DM 6000DM 6001DM
___Talked with friends 62.40% 59.40% 33.30% 6.05254 2 0.0485
___Joined a conservation group 32.90% 44.60% 9.50% 11.2872 2 0.0035
4

High income earners seem to be the least active ones about
environmental problems or issues (Table 3.109). Low income
group exhibits the highest level of activity but the reason of
using public transportation instead of car may be found on Table
3.110. Less of the low income earners have a car and oil is an
expensive material, thus low income may be preferring using

public transportation for such reasons.

TABLE 3.109 Environmental activism of the respondent ( as

always done)

Less than 2001-  More than x? daf »p
2000DM  6000DM  6001DM
Boycotting the products of a firm which  32.90% 19.40% 14.30%  16.3985 6 0.011
pollutes the environment
Using public transportation instead of 34.10% 22.90% 4.80%  22.0256 6 0.001]
car

TABLE 3.110 Ownership of a car

Less than 2001- More than X2 df P
2000DM 6000DM 6001DM
48.80% 66.70% 71.40% 8.45195 2 0.0146
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In Part I11 of the research, results of the statistical tests have been
presented. In the first section which consisted of two sub-
sections frequencies of the variables in general (first sub-
section) and frequencies of the three consumer groups separately
(second sub- section) have been analysed. In the second section,
however, statistically significant relationships between some
demographic variables and some other variables related to

environmental concern have been presented.

The next part of the research summarises these findings and

introduces the implications of the study.
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IV. CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

4.1 CONCLUSIONS OF THE STUDY

The main objective of the study was determining the levels of
environmental concern of general Turkish, Dutch and German
publics and finding out the similarities and differences among
them. The secondary objective was identifying the effect of
environmental concern on purchasing behaviour of the consumers
in Turkey, Holland and Germany. Therefore, first a review of the
relevant theoretical and empirical studies which were done up to
the present time was made. Then a questionnaire was prepared
and given to 294 respondents who were airline passengers. The
results of the study were evaluated by frequency and cross tab
analyses. Frequency analyses were made in two sections. The first
section included the frequency analyses of all three groups
‘together and the second section displayed the frequencies with

respect to nationality.

An interesting result was that environmental pollution is
perceived by 95% of the respondents as an important problem for
the world, it shared the priority with hunger and education. But
the respondents were given information about the goal of the
questionnaire at the very beginning, therefore social desirability
bias might have influenced the respondents’ answers. All the

mentioned problems were considered as important by at least
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81% of the respondents as important. However, when the
respondents were asked to rate the first three most important
issues, the mostlimportant issue was identified as hunger, the
second one was wars and eventually the third one was
environmental pollution. Therefore it can be concluded that, at
global level, environmental pollution takes place among the first

three most important issues.

The awareness level of the respondents about global
environmental problems .came out to be very high for the
problems such as air pollution, water pollution, destruction of
ozone layer, destruction of forests, chemical wastes and
household wastes and all other awareness levels were above the
average. The first three issues, air pollution, destruction of ozone
layer and forests were also rated as the most important three
environmental problems for the world. The least important
environmental problems came out to be destruction of cultural
monuments, noise pollution and tra.nsboundar.y movement of

hazardous waste.

As would be expected , majority: of the respondents (67%)
claimed that they were more interested in environmental issues
compared to the previous year and 27% expressed no change in

their level of interest.

When the respondents were asked to identify the most important
six issues for their country ( this time at national level),

unemployment received priority. It was followed by economic
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condition, air pollution, education, inflation and traffic problem.
Three of the first six issues are macro economic problems. The

only problem related to environment is air pollution.

Sixty-five percent of the respondents believe that growing use of
plastics presents a serious environmental threat and 53% thinks
that benefits of using plastic products outweigh environmental
risks created by the difficulties of disposing these products. It is
a positive result that about 56% of the respondents think that
protection of the environment should be considered more
important than both economic and military issues. Furthermore it
was investigated whether the social, economic, environmental,
military or political conditions were to be improved in the
respondents’ country. Environmental and economic conditions
came out to be the ones that necessitated improvement. The
respondents think that military condition necessitates the least

improvement.

Industry is the most irresponsible body which causes the
eﬁvironmental ~problems in the Vworl‘d according to ' the
respondents, governments and public's irresponsibility levels are
also rated by most ofv the respondents as the cause of
environmental problems. Ninety-three percent of the respondents
believe that governi‘nent has to force industries to care for the
environment and 92% thinks that industrial organisations should
make extra expenses for the environment, only 30% believes that
most industries are interested in protection of the environment.

Thus, it can be concluded that majority of the respondents blame
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industry for polluting the environment and think that they should
make extra expenses for the environment. As for the role of the
individuals about environmental issues as perceived by the
respondents, 81% believes that personal efforts may contribute to
the solution of environmental problems. It is obvious that
respondents foresee that governments, industries and individuals

should share the environmental duties.

Respondents were asked to identify how often people in their
countries acted .in environmentally friendly ways. Twenty-one
activities were given and the results have been as follows: Forty-
one percent of the respondents think people in their country
always collect glass to recycle. Collecting papers for recycling
ratio is 36% and disposing batteries and harmful household
wastes separately also get high percentages. On the other hand ,
the 'never' answers are also interesting. Sixteen percent think
people in their country never boycott the products of a firm
which pollutes the environment. Fourteen percent think they
never warn other people who pollute the environment, never
collect batteries, old medicines and used injectors to dispose
separately. The effect of self- identification becomes clear when
the answers to the question 'how often do you do the following
actions' is compared with these results. Sixty-four percent of the
respondents always collect glasS to recycle. Disposing harmful
household wastes and collecting papers for recycling also
received high ratios from the respondents since they do these

activities very often.
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The definition of an environmentally friendly product can be
made in many Ways. In this analysis, it"is observed that 46% of
the respondents See an environmentally product as a product
which does not pollute the environment during production.
Thirty-six percent, on the other hand, define it as a product
which does not pollute the environment when disposed. The
results show that for most consumers production is the phase
during which the environment is polluted. Further analysis also
revealed that consumers assigned a heavier role to the producers
and the lightest role to themselves for the compensation of the

extra cost of an environmentally friendly product.

An environmentally friendly product is recognised by 50% of the
respondents from the logos such as the green dot, blue angel;
25%, however, can recognise such a product from experience and
24% from advertisements. Thus logos are defined as the most
effective tools for attracting the green consumers since they are
the best indicators of a green product. most probably because of
their credibility since most advertisements may be fake in the

eyes of the consumers.

The environmentalist activities pursued by the respondents might
have been many but for reasons of clarity, some activities were
given and the respondents were asked to tick the ones they have
previously done and in a second question, more activities were
listed and respondents were asked to state how often they were
engaged in those activities. In the first part, the most commonly

done activities were trying not to litter (73%), recycling bottles
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and paper (71%) and talking to friends (60%). And 3% of the
respondents have never done any of these activities. Only 7%
have written to au‘ythorities and joined conservation groups. This
shows that respondents prefer the activities for which they spend

less time and money.

The second part reveals once more that recycling is the most
commonly pursued environmental activity. Disposing harmful
household wastes, batteries, old medicines and used injectors
separately, using back of the paper and unleaded gasoline are also
the common activities. Again writing to authorities about
environmental problems comes out as one of the least done
activities and the second least done activity is attending seminars

and conferences on environmental problems.

After the most commonly done environmental activities are
identified, willingness of the respondents to participate in some
other environmental activities has been investigatéd. Eighty-three
percent would boycott the products of a firm which pollutes the
environment, 77% would give up using a product since it is not
environmentally friendly and 74% accepts paying more for
environmentally friendly products. Respondents seem to be
willing to take more active roles as consumers in protecting the
environment, they also accept paying more or extra taxes for
environmentally friendly goods. But willingness to participate in
the Greens Party is a less supported activity. It seems like

respondents do not want to be a member of a party.

205



The level of environmental activism of the respondents are
identified by questioning their reaction type to a damage which
happens in another country and affects their country as well.
Thirty-five percent said their action would depend on the
condition and 33% are potential activists who say they would
react against it and 30 % remains silent even though they care for

such a damage.

It was an interesting result that 74% of the respondents accepted
paying more for environmentally friendly products. How much
more they would like to pay for all the goods and services they
use as consumers has also been questioned. The results are also
positive. The scale was from 'less than 1%' to 'more than 25%'.
Thirty-two percent accepts paying between 6% to 10%. And a
total of 35% accepts paying mofe than this amount. The
respondents who accept paying more than 25% (8%) are more

than those who accept paying less than 1% (4%).

Irresponsibility of the industries and of public have been found
to be the main causes of environmental problems and when the
ways of solving the environmental problems are sought it would
normally be expected to be related to these causes. As the best
ways of solving the environmental problems, respondents
identified education through mass media and education at schools
as well as the rules and regulations related to environment. Fines
and penalties and preaching at religious centers have also been
chosen by some respondents but the rate is much lower. It is

encouraging to see that respondents consider education and laws
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as the two most effective tools since they are more positive tools

than fines and penalties.

Consumers receive information about environmental issues from
rhany sources. Mass media, immediate environment or more
remote sources such as the government or producers are the
possible sources. The level of sufficiency of these sources has
been questioned and the results show that they are mostly
satisfied from the level of information they get from mass media
like television and newspapers and magazines. But the ratios
reveal that the respondents want to receive further more
information even from these most sufficient sources. The level of
information they receive from immediate environment is not
sufficient for nearly half of them. The information from the
government, green groups and experts is also not sufficient. The
least sufficient source of information is identified as the

producer.

Respondents want to get information from the sources which they
believe provide them with sufficient information. In other words
they prefer mass media. It is interesting ‘that they prefer
government rather than other more proficient resources of
information such as the green groups, producers or experts.
Government is a legal body, thus may be perceived as the most
credible source among the others. Producers are the most
undesirable sources. This may signify that respondents believe
that producers are not sincerely interested in environmental

issues. Books are also wundesirable sources showing that
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respondents prefer spending less time on learning about the

environment.

Ownership of a car necessitates environmental awareness at
increased levels since motor vehicles are among the enemies of
the environment. Sixty percent of the respondents have a car and
23% of those use unleaded gasoline which is rather a small
percentage, 18% have asbestos free brakes, and 16% have
catalyser in their cars. It is clear that even though the
respondents claim high levels of concern they do not care for the

environment when buying or driving a car.

Ratl;er interesting results are takien to the question about the
existence of an environmental law in the respondent's country. It
was expected that majority of the respondents would know about
it since it can be thought of as one of the basics of environmental
information. Seventy-seven percent of the respondents know that
their countries have environmental laws, 7% think the opposite
way, 6% have no idea and 10% did not answer the question. A
total of 23% is unaware of the environmental laws in their
country. which is a discouraging result. It is well known by now
that respondents prefer mass media as the primary source of
information about environmental issues. Mass media more often
informs them about the issues on the agenda, thus for more

information they should refer to other sources as well.

Impact of environmental concern on purchasing behaviour was

analysed beforehand and the finding was that majority of the

208



respondents accepted paying taxes and paying more for an
environmentally friendly product. How- -much more they would
accept to pay was also found. Majority preferred paying between
6% - 10% more for all the goods and services they used as a
consumer if, as a result of this, industry would be able to operate
in a way that did not harm the environment. Then the importance
of an environmental impact of a product among some other
factors was inquired. Durability, price, healthiness and
environmental impact of the product and habits of the respondent
have come out t;) be the most important criteria while buying a
frequently purchased food item. The most unimportant factors
were attractiveness of the packége, charm of the product's
commercial and its novelty. The results show that respondents are
rational consumers since their purchasing behaviour is based on
factors like convenience and quality (environmental as well), and

they also consider the economic factors.

Consumers accepted paying part of the extra cost of an
environmentally friendly product but this cost has to be shared.
The respondents think that producers should pay for the greater
part of the cost, government should' pay the second largest cost

and consumers should be paying the least amount.

Nationality has been identified as the major demographic
variable of the present study. Turkish, Dutch and German
respondents were in equal numbers for a controlled study. Each
group consists of 98 respondents totalling up to 294. Thus it has

been possible to analyse all three groups separately with
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frequency tests. Therefore findings of this part are not the results
from crosstab analyses and thus not all of them are statistically
significant. The “crosstab analyses have been done in the
interrelations part and significant relationships are depicted

there,

Turkish respondents have rated environmental pollution as the
most important issue in the world among all other issues. Health
and unemployment follow with minor differences. Dutch
respondents, on the other hand, rate health as the most important
issue and hunger and environmental pollution follows. For the
German respondents hunger is. the most important issue,
environmental pollution and wars come after. All three groups
identified environmental pollution as one of the most important
three issues for the world. But social desirability bias might have
affected the ratings since the purpose of the questionnaire was
made clear to the respondents before they filled them in. Nearly
all mean values are higher than three showing that all the
mentioned issues are either important or very important for the-

respondents.

When the respondents were asked to rate the above mentioned
issues, more interesting results came to the scene. This time wars
was the most important issue for the Turkish respondents,
environmental pollution and inflation followed closely. Dutch
respondents rated hunger, health and environmental pollution as

the most important three issues. Germans again rated the same
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three as the most important but the order among themselves has

changed with wars becoming the most important issue.

The level of awareness about environmental issues signifies the
differences among the three groups. Turkish respondents are
aware of air pollution, chemical wastes, destruction of forests
and ozone layer. Dutch respondents are also aware about the air
pollution and destruction of ozone layer the most, the followers
are destruction of forests and acid rains. Germans, on the other
hand, state that they are aware of air pollution, destruction of
ozone layer, destruction of forests and the greenhouse effect. Air
pollution, destruction of ozone layer and the forests are the most
common three environmental issues all the three groups are

mostly aware of.

The importance of the above mentioned issues for the three
groups also vary. Depletion of forests, ozone layer and air
pollution are the most important issues for the world according
to the Turkish respondents. For the Dutches greenhouse effect,
air pollution and water pollution are the most important
environmental problems. Depletion of ozone layer and forests
and air pollution are the most important problems for the
Germans. Air pollution once more is the common problem
identified as important. Most probably all three publics come
face to face with this type of pollution especially during winter
and learn from TV or the papers that this problem threatens the

rest of the world as well. Depletion of ozone layer and forests are
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the other two problems commonly expressed as important at

global level.

It is an encouraging result that over 70% of the Turkish and
German respondents claimed that they were more interested in
the environment compe{red to the previous year. This ratio with
the Dutch respondents is only about 50% but the amount
claiming no change is about 41%, which is much above the level
of the other two groups which are around 20%. Actually, in the
conclusion part it can be easily expressed that Dutch respondents
in general exhibit the highest level of environmental concern
among the three groups. It becomes obvious that they have
started caring for the environment before the others, thus the
unchanged interest level may well be higher than the others. Thus
it is impossible claim that Dutches are not getting better

environmentalists.

Opinions of the three groups about global problems and
environmental issues have been learned clearly. However, results
of the questions related to national issues have been of more
importance for the purposes of the present studyl In this way, the
differences between the levels of concern of the three
communities have been identified better. Eighty-five percent of
the Turkish respondents recognise inflation as the most important
problem of Turkey. Education, unemployment and traffic problem
are the succeeding important issues. Mostly economic problems
take the priority for the Turks. No environmental problem gets

high rates. This signs wus that Turkish respondents think that
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economic problems are more important than ecological ones.
Dutch and Germans exhibit similar results since their social,
economic and political structures display similar characteristics.
Unemployment is the most important problem for both Germany
and Holland. AIDS and economic condition are also among the
common problems. Dutches identify air pollution as the third
important issue for their country which is the only environmental
problem that gets priority among all other social, economic and
political problems. Dutches and Germans have similar economic
problems which threaten almost all European Community

countries.

The results are not exactly the same when respondents choose the
most important issues from among the listed issues. For the
Turkish respondents inflation preserves its priority, health and
unemployment follow respectively. Dutches identify
unemployment and depletion of ozone layer as the most
important issues. Germans, on the other hand, see air pollution,
immigrants and depletion of ozone layer as the most important
issues. This time more environmentalﬁ problems are identified as

major problems of the respondents' countries.

Results show that even though Turkish respondents strongly agree
that plastics present serious environmental threat, Dutches and
Germans do not agree very much with this statement. The reason,
however, becomes clear with the notes on the questionnaire
sheets expressing that plastics are recyclable. But it is a positive

result that they still do not insist that plastics are beneficial as
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cleared out by the second statement. Another interesting result
comes to the scene while analysing the relationship between
economic development and military expenses on the one side and
environmental concern on the other. Turkish respondents are
rather indecisive between economy, military expenses and
environmental concern. But it was made clear beforehand that
Turkish respondents mostly care for the economic problems more
than they do for the ecological ones. Dutch and German
respondents once more exhibit similar results. Even though they
are suffering some economic problems, it seems like they
consider them temporary and give priority to environmental
concern. As neither Germany nor Holland are faced with threats
against their unity, military expenses may seem nonessential for
those respondents. Thus this item is the weakest one when

compared with environmental concern.

The above findings have been supported with the findings of a
second question identifying the order of conditions to be
improved in the respondents' countries. Turks mostly want
improvement of the economic condition, political and social
betterment follows. Improvement of the environment is in the
fourth order, still well before military betterment. Dutches and
Germans, on the other hand, state that environmental conditions
are the first to be improved in their countries. Dutches identify
the second improvement necessitating condition as economic and
Germans as social condition. Problems of immigrants and racism

might have caused the raising of social problems in this country.
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Military condition is once more the least important one among

all the others for both Dutches and Germans.

Turkish respondents accuse public mostly for the pollution of the
environment and the second guilty body is government. Germans
and Dutches again similarly accuse industries for their polluting
effects. Then they charge governments and public. By all three

groups, local administrations are the least accused bodies.

A very positive finding is that all respondents strongly agree that
government has to force industries to care for the environment.
With slightly lower mean values, they also claim that industrial
organisations should make extra expenses for the environment
and personal efforts may contribute to the solution of
environmental problems. Roles of the governments and industries
are expected to be more than roles of the individuals. It is
another important finding that none of the three groups believes
that industrial organisations are interested in the protection of

the environment.

When expected environmental activities of the communities are
investigated, results show that Turkish respondents think that
people in Turkey mostly warn other people who pollute the
environment, use back of the paper, use less water during water
shortages, use less electricity and use less detergent whenever
possible. Except for the first activity, the other four might well
be done with economic reasons, since all the listed items are very

expensive in Turkey. Dutch and German respondents believe that
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people in their country at most collect glass and papers for
recycling. Dutches also collect batteries to dispose separately and
dispose harmful household wastes , old medicines and wused
injectors separately according to the Dutch respondents. Germans
read articles in papers about environmental issues, collect
batteries to dispose separately and bﬁy products with less
packaging. It is interesting that both Dutches and Germans think
that the most often done activities by the people in their
countries are related to disposal of any kind of household wastes.
It is. known that usage of coal and water shortages are not
experienced a lot in these two countries thus such activities

received relatively lower support.

All three groups define an environmentally friendly product as a
one which does not pollute the environment during production
in the first place. Having learnt beforehand that Dutches and
Germans blamed industry for the pollution of the environment, it
was expected to get such a result but Turkish respondents, who
blamed public also think the same way and put the blame on

production process this time.

An environmentally friendly product is recognised by the
majority in all three groups from logos such as the green dot or
the blue angel. Turkish respondents then rely on their own
experience and 20% of Dutch respondents rely on
advertisements, the same amount of Germans rely on
advertisements and experience. Results indicate that wusing

standard logos are very important since they are more credible
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sources than advertisements which sometimes may come out to be

fake.

With an open- ended question respondents were asked to write
down names of the environmentally friendly materials and
products in their countries. Respondents mostly gave the names
of the materials they knew as environmentally friendly but failed
to name any products. No answer ratios have been very high for
these products. It is interesting that the most repeated two
materials are common to all groups, which are paper and glass.
Third choice of the Turkish respondents is wood. Dutches' choice
is unleaded gasoline and Germans' choice is products without
packaging. Natural products, recyclable or biodegradable
products, CFK- free cosmetics, products without chemical
ingredients and reloadable batteries were also the most

commonly uttered products or materials.

Respondents were also not very good at remembering names of
the environmentally friendly firms in their countries. Most
claimed there were none. With these the no answer ratios have
exceeded 80%. Turkish respondents identified Rama ( the product
name was recalled, thus Unilever is the name of the producing
firm) and P&G as the most environmentally friendly firms.
McDonalds and Sisecam are also producers mentioned by them.
Body shop is the only firm which is éommonly identified by
Dutches and Germans. Other well known green firms in Holland
are DSM Research which develops unpolluting plastics, Shell

which offers unleaded gasoline, Hangovens which produces steel, *
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Smile Plastics which recycle plastics and reform shops. Germans,
on the other hand, identify Coca Cola, Frosh detergents,
Henneing recyclintg papers, Belasdof (all kinds of body cleaning
products), and Bosch as the most green producers in their

country.

Turkish, Dutch and German respondents exhibit common
environmentalist behaffiours such as trying not to litter the
environment, talking with friends about environmental issues and
recycling bottles and paper. Recycling action is the most
commonly done one by the Dutches and Germans. They also
boycott some products. The least done behaviour is writing a

letter to a politician or an editor.

Respondents also expressed how often they engaged in the
environmentalist activities some of which they thought people in
their countries did. Turkish respondents more often use less
water during water shortages, warn the polluters, use the back of
the paper, collect glass to recycle and use less électricity. It is
observed that the effect of self identification was obvious in
determining the environmentalist activities of the people in the
respondent's community. Nearly all the activities most often done
by the respondents are thought of as often done by the people in
his or her country. The same condition is also observed in the
resﬁlts of Dutches and Germans. These respondents almost always
colléct glass and paper to recycle, dispose harmful household
wastes, batteries separately. Germans also use the back of the

paper as well and buy products with less packaging.
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Another group of environmentalist activities which the
respondents might pursue are questioned with some given
statements. Turkiéh respondents think that they may mostly
boycott the products of a polluting firm, support the activities of
an environment group and give up using a product since it is not
environmentally friendly. For spending extra money and paying
extra taxes, majority says he / she may not do this activity. Dutch
and German respondents have higher mean values indicating that
they either would or may do the proposed activities. Dutches
mostly support the idea of giving wup wusing an un-
environmentally friendly product, pay more or pay extra taxes for
environmentally friendly goods. They seem to be more willing to
spend money for the environment than Turks are. German
respondents claim they would mostly boycott the products of a
polluting firm in the first place as the Turks do and secondly they
accept paying more for environmentally friendly goods, but they

do not seem to support the idea of paying extra taxes.

Fifty-five percent of the Turkish respondents claim that they
would react against an environmental damage which happens in
another country, but affects their cou;ltry as well. Tt is good news
since in April 1987 not many people in Turkey reacted against
the Chernobyl event, most people than remained silent even
though they cared and felt anxiety for the condition. More than
40% of both Dutch and German respondents say that their
reaction would depend on the condition, thus these people may

be called potential activists. Thirty-four percent in each group
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mentions that they would care but not react. Tliese are non
activists and in these two groups the amount of activists who

claim they would react is about 20% each.

It has been found out that Dutch and German respondents were
more willing than Turkish for paying extra for the
environmentally friendly products. But the interesting result is
that majority of the respondents in all three groups accept paying
between 6% -10% more for all the goods and services they use as
a consumer if they knew that, as a result of this, industry would
be able to operate in a harmless way for the environment.
However, the ratio of the Turks who accept paying less is more
than those Dutches and Germans. More than 30% of the
respondents from the last two groups accept paying more than
10%. Another surprising finding is that the percentage of the
Turkish respondents who accept paying more than 25% (defined

the top level) , is more than those in the other two groups.

The most effective way of solving the environmental problem is
education of people through mass as considered by all three
groups. Germans and Dutches also think -that rules and
regulations related to environment might be of use since it is a
well known fact that more people obey rules in their countries
than people in Turkey do. Thus Turks have chosen education at

schools as the second effective tool.

Information sources about environmental issues may not be as

sufficient as the environmentalists want them to be. Turkish
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respondents mention that newspapers, magazines are the most
sufficient sources, family, friends and TV follow. Mass media and
immediate environment are the most sufficient sources for the
Turks. Dutch and Germans get sufficient information from
newspapers, magazines and the TV mostly, thus mass media is
their primary source. Green groups also provide these people
with sufficient information. The least sufficient source has been

identified by all three groups as 'producers’.

All three groups want to get information mostly from the TV,
government and newspapers and magazines respectively. The role
of mass media in awakening public awareness on environmental
issues becomes clear. Government, on the other hand, is the
second most desirable information source since it is a credible

body which would provide true information.

More than half of the respondents have cars. 57% of the Turks
have cars and 15% of these use unleaded gasoline, 8.5% have
asbestos- free brakes and 8.7% have catalyser in their cars.Fifty-
nine pércent of the Dutches have cars and 23.6% use unleaded
oil, 18.3% have asbestos- free brakes and 16.5% have a catalyser.
Sixty-four percent of Germans have cars and 30% use unleaded
oil, 26.8% have asbestos- free brakes and 23.6% have a catalyser.
Germans are the most environmentally conscious car owner.
However, the ratios are very low which shows that consumers
should be better informed about the environmental

characteristics of the cars before they are purchasing one.

’
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It is a discouraging result for Turkey that only 54% of the
Turkish respondents know that the country has an environment
law. This ratio is much higher with the Dutch (82%) and German
(94%) respondents. Germans are once more in front of the other

two groups.

The kind of packaging preferred by the respondents while
purchasing a beverage does not differ among the nations. They all
prefer glass and cartoon boxes respectively and they are well

aware of the recyclable kinds of packaging.

Turkish respondents think that while buying a frequently
purchased food item, the most important criteria are the
healthiness, durability and environmental impact of the product.
Dutch respondents and German respondents also give priority to
these factors with the addition of the price factor. It is important
that by all three groups environmental impact of the product is
among the most important three criteria. All three groups exhibit

rational purchasing behaviour.

Turkish respondents think that government should be paying the
largest amount of the cost of an environmentally friendly
product. Dutch and German respondents both see the producer as
responsible and government follows. All three groups think that
the consumer has to participate less than producer and

government.
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Gender is the second demographic variable with which the
relations of some other variables Weré analysed through cross
tabulations. Results show that 36.9% of the females and 44.2% of
the males think that inflation is very important for the world.
Environmental pollution has no significant relation with gender.
Exactly, 76.2% of females and 60.5% of makes think that
destruction of «cultural monuments 1is a very important

environmental problem.

Female respondents mostly blame industries for polluting the
environment whereas the males blame public for that. A positive
result is that both males and females believe that industrial
organisations should have a role in the protection of the

environment.

Both males and females believe that people in their country

mostly use less electricity and water.

More than half of the males use unleaded gasoline; but this ratio
is lower with females. Results show that the percentage of women
who have a car is lower, therefore this low ratio with the females
while buying unleaded gasoline may be related to the ownership

of cars..

Results show that females believe that rules and regulations are
the most effective way of solving the environmental pollution
problem. Male respondents believe in the power of education

both at schools and through mass media.
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Men seem to give priority more than women to their shopping
habits and recommendation by experts while buying a frequently

purchased food item.

Age has been the third demographic variable in the present
research. Awareness about destruction of agricultural areas has a
 significant relation with age. Elder people are the most aware

group and youngs are the least aware group.

The ratio of respondents who think health problem is an
important issue for their country increases with age, but those
who care for health problems under age of 24 are more than
those between 25- 34. Young generation may be more health
conscious than their older brothers and sisters. No environmental
problem was found to have a significant relation with the age

variable.

The percentage of respondents who support military expenses
against environmental protection is low. However, elder people

support military expenses the most.

The most common activity done by the eldest and the youngs is
using public transportation instead of car, the main reason may
" be that youngs may not have a car yet and elder group may be

thinking of driving as a tiresome activity.

Level of education is another demographic variable. More

respondents from literate and primary school graduates group
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(all Turkish) claim that they are aware of water pollution,
destruction of agricultural areas and endangered species. These
people are mostlj} of rural origin who have closer relationship
with nature, thus they may be more aware of the problems with

which they have a direct relation.

An interesting result comes to the scene when importance levels
of some environmental problems are analysed. Because majority
of the least educated group thinks that destruction of cultural
monuments and- noise pollution are the most important two
issues. These two ratios are much lower with the better educated
respondents. The least educated group might be aiming to be

perceived in a different way socially.

Among the national problems, inflation, health and education are
chosen by the least educated group which are all from the
Turkish group. Graduates of secondary or High schools give the
priority to depletion of ozone layer, inflation and chemical
wastes. The well educated group, on the other hand, also thinks
that éducation, inflation, health and depletion of ozone layer are
the most important problems for their countries. An overall
examination of all the variables in this question show that the
better is the education level, the more is interest in

environmental problems.

An encouraging result is that the ratio of the respondents who

strongly agree that economic development is more important than
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environmental concern decreases with the increased level of

education.

Almost more than half of the respondents in all three groups
believe that industrial organisations should make extra expenses

for the environment.

Least educated group trusts more in their community for doing
some environmentally friendly behaviours such as disposing old
medicines, wused injectors and harmful household wastes
separately, using‘ unleaded gasoline and buying products with less
packaging. Another interesting thing is that these respondents
also claim that they are often engaged in similar environmentalist
activities, but they do fail when it comes to the activities of
recycling bottles and joining conservation groups. Better

educated respondents were more engaged in these activities.

More than half of the least educated respondents say that they
would react to an environmental damage that happens in another
country. These are Turkish respondents and most of them may be
thinking of complaining to other friends about such a damage is
a reaction. Educated group, on ther’ other hand, say that their

reaction would depend on the condition.

It is encouraging that the least educated group thinks that
education is the best way of solving the environmental problems.
The other two groups also believe in the role of education

through mass media and at schools but they believe that rules and
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regulations are necessary as well. Preaching at religious centers

gets the highest approval from the least educated group.

From among the statistically significant resources, family is the
most sufficient source for the least educated group for the better
and best educated omnes, however, environmental groups are the
most sufficient sources. Producers are the least sufficient sources

for all three groups, but mostly for the well educated group.

While buying a frequently purchased food item, the most
important factoré are recommendation by experts and friends for
the least educated group. The factors such as durability,
healthiness, environmental impact of the product were not

statistically significant in this analysis.

Marital status is another variable in which the respondents were
grouped into three as the bachelors, marrieds and widowed/
divorceds. Married respondents mostly rate inflation and health
as the most important problems of their country. It is interesting
that bachelors care for water pollution most and then for
inflation. For the divorced and widowed group, the most
important two problems are health ﬂa\nd acid rains which is an
environmental problem. Thus married people are seemingly the
least environmentally conscious respondents. They have the
responsibility of more than one person, thus financial burdens

and health problems are more important.

Bachelors and married/ widowed groups are also better recyclers

than married ones. Joining a conservation group is most popular

227



among bachelors. Bachelors also mostly read articles in papers
about environmental issues and wuse less electricity. Married
respondents also care for using less electricity and the third

group read articles in papers the most.

Income level is the last of the demographic variables under
analysis. Destruction of cultural monuments and noise pollution
are the two variables which have a statistically significant
relationship with income level. Low income earners rate these
problems more important than the other two. Destruction of
cultural monument also worries respondents from the high

income earners group.

Low and middle income group mostly have talked with friends
about environmental issues. Joining conservation groups is
common to middle income group and high income group consists
of people who do not very often join such groups. Actually high
income group seems to be the least active one about
environmental problems. Low income grbup exhibits highest
levels of activism, but some of the environmentalist activities
may be done with economic purposes as well. For instance low
income earners prefer public transportation instead of car, but
results show that less of the low income earners have car and oil
is an expensive material. Therefore, low income earners may be

using public transportation for these reasons.

228




4.2 IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY

This study provides the literature, a cross- cultural empirical
r'ese‘arch related to the level of environmental concern of the
consumers and the effect of this concern on purchasing
behaviour. It has implications for the parties and groups which
were considered in the analysis. Consurhers, producers,
government and legal bodies and some other relevant
organisations all have to make minor or major changes in their

policies and processes according to the findings of the study.

Findings show that 95% of all the respondents think that
environmental pollution is a very important problem for the
world. Awareness levels about global environmental problems are
also very high. On the other hand, when they think at national
level, environmental problems become secondary in importance.

Economic factors worry them more than environmental ones.

When the vréspondents identify the condition to be improved in
their countries, Turks give priority to the improvement of the
economic factors. However, Germans and Dutches give the
priority to environmental improvement. This difference stems
from the economic condition of the countries, Germany and
Holland are developed countries, but Turkey is still at the phase
of development, thus the economic burden of the country makes
its community be more sensitive to economic improvement.

However, it is impossible to continue economic development
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without considering its ecological effects any more. Turkey
should carefully harmonise its economic and ecologic policies for

sustainable development.

Results indicate that Turkish consumers are mostly engaged in
environmentalist activities for economic purposes such as using
less water or electricity. German and Dutch consumers, on the
other hand, are mostly engaged in recycling and careful disposal
of household wastes. But they do not take part in other activities
like group activities or the ones which necessitate spending some

time and money on them.

Most consumers (in general) believe in the power of individual
efforts but they do not use this power. Thus governments,
environmental groups and mass media, hand in hand, may start
campaigns calling individuals for taking part in the solution of
environmental problems. For instance, the environmentalist
magazine in Turkey called Tomorrow calls for voluntary agents
who would write them about environmenfal problems they see

around.

Implications of this study are grouped and discussed below under
four titles; implications for the consumers, for the government,

for the producers and for the researchers;

Implications for the comsumers: Majority of the respondents
believe that education at schools and through mass media is the
most effective way of solving the environmental problems. Hence

this implies that they should be more willing to learn about the
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ways of protecting the environment and environmentally friendly
activities they can engage in. They should also guide their
children towards environmentalism and raise a more sensitive

generation about the problems.

Results.also show that consumers believe that individual efforts
may contribute to the solution of environmental problems, and
majority of the respondents have proven that they have
environmentally 'friendly attitudes. They should try to translate
their attitudes -into environmental behaviours. For instance
results show that less Turkish respondents (than Germans and
Dutch) engage in careful disposal activities. They should start
disposing their plastic, metal, glass and paper wastes separately.
Another implication over the belief of the effect of the individual
efforts is that they should be aware of their power as consumers
on producers and indirectly on governments; and should force
industries and governments (municipalities as well) to be more
sensitive about the environmental problems; push producers to
use less chemical ingredients in their products, to comply with
environmental laws and regulations, and to use less packaging

and the like.

Implications for the producers have to be the most since it came
out to be the producers, who the consumers blame for pollution
and who they believe has to pay the greater portion of the extra
expenses for producing environmentally friendly products. Not
many consumers believe that industries would accept making

extra expenses for protecting the environment. Consumers also
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think that production is the process during which the

environment is polluted mostly.

Consumers believe that an environmentally friendly product is
one which does not pollute the environment during production
and that production is perceived as the most polluting stage in a
product's life. Thus producers have to change radically in terms
of the quality of product development. In general, industries and
industrial operations should be encouraged to use resources more
efficiently, to generate less pollution and waste, to use renewable
rather than non- renewable resources and minimise irreversible
adverse impacts on human health and the environment. As a
result industrial producers should immediately work on finding
ways of making products by using less raw materials (which are
scarce in the nature) or using them more efficiently, should try
to find less toxic raw materials or to reuse a waste product as raw
material in another process. The next obligation for the
producers is considering the impact of their product on the
environment, during and at the end of its life. Because, as was
mentioned in the introduction.part of the resgarch, the world
needs products that during their lifetimes do minimal damage to
the Earth and that at the end of their lives, can either be safely

thrown away or put to new uses.

Turkey, as a developing country, has a fast growing population
and a high percentage of young people. Industry has to provide
the society with numerous products and services. Thus great

increases in production will be experienced which would imply
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‘increases in energy and raw material use and industrial damages
and wastes and resource depletion. Thus-industries have to make

more effective use of economic instruments especially in Turkey.

There are also other implications for the producers. Present study
shows that both in general and in all three groups, consumers are
willing to pay more for environmentally friendly goods mostly
between 6%- 10%. They also think that it should be the producers .
to pay for the greater portion of the extra cost of an
environmentally - friendly product. Thus it is possible that
producers can reflect part of the cost to consumers when
producing green products. As a matter of fact, consumers in
Turkey, Holland or Germany mostly do not know the names of
the environmentally friendly products or producers. But they
claim they may stop buying a product if they learn that it is not
environmentally friendly and may boycott the products of a
polluting firm. This signals the producers a marketing
opportunity. If the producers have consistent and permanent
environmental conservation policies and make the consumers
learn about these policies, a quite satisfactory amount of
consumers may prefer their products; Another advantage may be
that a company which takes environmental responsibility more
carefully than its competitors will find the opportunity to

introduce new technology at its own pace.

It has been learned that consumers mostly recognise
environmentally friendly products from logos. Logos are

standardised credible labels of green products for them, thus
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industrial organisations, especially in Turkey, should work with
the government to set standards for these¢ labels and should bring

their processes and products suitable to these standard levels.

Impliéations for the governments and local administrations:
Actually most companies will be only as green as governments
force them to be and the consumers believe so. Thus governments
should establish higher environmental standards and force
industries to comply with these standards through well founded
effective control mechanisms and increase the amount of fines
and penalties against the polluters. They should also encourage
industries by means of subsidies or cheaper credits to Cdnstruct
filtering systems and for conducting research on more
environmentally friendly techniques and to save energy through
more environmentally friendly methods. (Solar, wind and the
like). As was mentioned in the previous section, consumers
support the idea that industries should pay for the greater
portion of the cost of the environmentally friendly products.
Hence governments should make the necessary legal arrangements
to make sure that producers pay the greater portion of the said
cost. Results of the precent study shows that German and Dutch
consumers more often engage in recycling activities and Turkish
consumers have understood the importance of recycling and they
have started recycling as well but to a lesser extent. Government
may also support recycling by offering tax redemption to the

producers which use recycled materials as raw materials.
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The government itself is also perceived by the consumers as
irresponsible vis a vis the environment. Thus it should make key
national, economic and sectoral agencies directly responsible and
accountable for ensuring that their own policies, pvrograms, and
budgets support development that is economically and
ecologically sustainable. Various organiﬁations have to integrate
environment fully in their goals and activities. All major
international bodies and agencies should make sure that their
programs support sustainable development and they shoﬁld have
more coordination and co- operation. Governments should also
reinforce the roles of environmental protection agencies. This is
needed in Germany and Holland as well but it is most urgently
needed in Turkey since it is a developing country. Turkish
government has to fill the gaps in existing law related to the
environment, to find ways to protect the rights of present and
future generations for an environment which is adequate for their
health and well- being and to harmonise the present law with
that of the European Community's for the purpose of full

integration to the community.

Actually financial institutions- national or international- have a
role since the financial implications of renewable energy
development, and pollution control are heavy for the industries.
Governments may act as mediators and ask for support from
international environmental and financial organisations such as
the World Bank for sound projects and policies. National

development banks and the IMF (International Monetary Fund)
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may accept similar objectives in their policies and programs. The
last proposed financial aid is valid for all three countries under

analysis.

Majority of the respondents believe that the environmental
problems may be solved through education, both at schools and
through mass media. Mass media is also identified by the
consumers as the primary source of information about
environmental matters. The education program should consist of
two steps. First, an environmental management course should
enter the list of mandatory courses starting from the elementary
school. Second, hand in hand with mass media organisations, a
campaign should be started, first to attract attention to the
environmental problems ,and second to educate people through
some short informative programs, especially on TV and

informative articles on the papers and magazines.

Implications for further research: The present study may also
give direction to other researches and studies. Reséarchers who
have the possibility to reach the consumers in other countries
may conduct similar cross- cultural studies in the same line with
different consumer groups or they may even analyse each subtitle
in the present study within a broader scope. For instance the
relationship between the level of environmental concern and a
group of demographic characteristics, such as gender, age,
education or income levels, and marital status may be analysed.
Or a totally new scope about which the present study gave hints

only, may be investigated such as the relationship between the
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political ideology and the level of environmental concern, or
effect of environmentalism on political choices or on purchasing
behaviour. Other methods may be analysing the personality traits

of a similar sample or just observing their behaviors.

Thus it can be said that the results and implications of the
present study may form some guidelines for all the related
parties, whether they are researchers, producers, government

organisations Or consumers.

The legal principles for environmental protection and sustainable
development proposed by the World Commission on Environment
and Development Experts Group on environmental law are closely
related to the findings and implications in the present study,
particularly for the governments and local administrations.
Findings show that consumers believe that government and local
administrations should be heavily involved in the solution of
environmental problems. Related implications have been
discussed. Principles by the World Commissionb offer similar
implications for the state. Hence, it would be beneficial for the
purposes of the study to summarise some of these principles (Our

Common Future, 1987):

General principles, rights and responsibilities imply that all
human beings have fundamental right to an environment adequate
for their health and well- being, states should conserve and use
the environrﬁent and natural resources for the benefit of present

and future generations, shall maintain ecosystems and ecological
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processes essential for the functioning of biosphere, should
preserve  biological diversity, shall establish adequate
environmental pro'tection standards and monitor changes in and
publish relevant data on environmental quality and resource use,
should make or require prior environmental assessments of
proposed activities which may significantly affect the
environment or use of a natural resource, should ensure that
conservation is treated as an integral part of the planning and
implementation of development activities and provide assistance
to the other states, especially to other developing countries, in
support for environmental protection and  sustainable
development and, should co- operate with other states in

implementing the preceding rights and obligations.

About transboundary natural resources, the principles imply that
states should use these resources in a reasonable and equitable
manner and should prevent any transboundary environmental

interference which could cause significant harm.

State responsibility implies that states should cease activities
which breach an international obligation regarding the
environment and provide compensation for the harm caused and

should settle environmental disputes by peaceful means.
Contributions of the study to the literature:

The present study follows the previous studies which have been
conducted with the aim of finding the relationship between

environmental concern and consumers'  demographic
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characteristics and some attitudes, including purchasing
behaviour as well. The most important contribution of the study
to the literature is that it is the first cross- cultural study
conducted in Turkey about environmentalism. It has been
observed in the 'Theoretical Background' part that some similar
studies have been conducted in Europe but there was no cross-
cultural study which includes Turkish population. With this
study, determining the level of environmental concern of the
Turkish consumers vis a vis Dutch and German consumers has

been possible.

The study also has a generic function since results of this study
and the relevant literature review offer available data about the
environmental concern, attitudes and impact of environmental
concern on purchasing behaviour in three countries. In Turkey,
Germany and Holland, business organisations may make use of
this study while determining their marketing policies and
strategies. In this respect the study has a practical function as
well. It is especially a valuable study for the business
organisations in the latter two countries which aim reaching the
Turkish consumers in these two couhtries since, as observed in
the results of the study, Turkish consumers have a different

structure than both Germans and Dutches.
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APPENDIX - 1 QUESTIONNAIRE IN ENGLISH

This questionnaire is a part of the graduate research conducted at the Bogazigi
University aiming to measure the level of concern of consumers in certain issues.
There is no need to write your name, but if you wish to do so, do not hesitate.
Please answer the questions sincerely. Thank you for your kind interest.

PART 1

1. Please indicate the level of importance of the below mentioned

problems for the world. Very Not-very ot import.
Important {Importanfimportang  at all
___Inflation 4 3 2 1
___Hunger 4 3 2 1
____Health 4 3 2 1
__ Education 4 3 2 1
_ Wars 4 3 2 1
___Environmental pollution 4 3 2 1
___AIDS 4 3 2 1
___Rapid population increase 4 3 2 1
___Fconomic problems 4 3 2 1
___Unemployment 4 3 2 1

2. Please write from the above- mentioned problems the most important
three for the world.

The most important problem
The second important problem
The third important problem

3.How much are you aware about the below- mentioned environmental

problems? Very muchbomewhatNot muciNot aware
aware | aware | aware | atall
____Air pollution 4 3 2 1
___Water pollution 4 3 2 1
___Greenhouse effect 4 3 2 1
__Destruction of ozone layer 4 3 2 1
__Destruction of forests 4 3 2 1
____Destruction of agricultural areas 4 3 2 1
___Endangered species 4 3 2 1
___ Chemical wastes 4 3 2 1
___Household wastes 4 3 2 1
____Visual pollution 4 3 2 1
___Destruction of cultural monuments 4 3 2 1
___Transboundary movement of hazardous was 4 3 2 1
___Acid rains 4 3 2 1
__Soil pollution 4 3 2 1
____Frosion 4 3 2 1
—_Noise pollution 4 3 2 1
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4. How important do you think, the below mentioned environmental
problems are for the world?

Very BomewhafNot veryflot import.
Important [importangimportant  at all

___Depletion of ozone layer 4 3 2 1
____Depletion of forests 4 3 2 1
___Depletion of agricultural areas 4 3 2 1
___Visual pollution 4 3 2 1
__Destruction of cultural monuments 4 3 2 1
___Transboundary movement of hazardous way ¢ 3 2 1
____Acid rains 4 3 2 1
___Soil pollution 4 3 2 1
____ Erosion 4 3 2 1
____Endangered species 4 3 2 1
___Chemical wastes 4 3 2 1
____Household wastes 4 3 2 1
____Air pollution 4 3 2 1
___Water pollution 4 3 2 1
____Greenhouse effect 4 3 2 1
___Noise pollution 4 3 2 1

4 3 2 1

____Other(pls. specify)

S. Are you more or less concerned in environmental issues compared to

last year?
__More interested = __Less interested __No change __Undecided

6. Among the below- mentioned issues, please tick the most important
six issues for your country? '

— Inflation Depletion of ozone layer
___ Education , ____Water shortage

Health —_Noise pollution
____Economic condition ___Acid rain

Unemployment __ Industrial Development
—_ Relations with ex- USSR states —___Chemical wastes
____EC integration __ Traffic problem
___Budget deficit ____Greenhouse effect
___AIDS ___Income distribution
—__Air pollution __ Fumes

Water pollution ____Other(pls specify)
_Emmigrants

7. Please put the first three most important issues in order.

(From the list above)
| 2__ 3



8.Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.

Strongly | Agree jomewhaf Donot | No

’ agree : agree | agree idea
__Growing use of plastics presents a serious 5 4 3 2 1
environmental threat
___Benefits of using plastic products outweighl
environmental risks created by the difficulties 5 4 3 2 1
of disposing these products “
___Economic development is more important 5 4 3 2 1
than environmental concerns
___Military expenses cannot be cut for the 5 4 3 2 1
sake of environmental concern
__ Protection of the environment should be 5 4 3 2 1
considered more important than both economic

and military issues

9. Which of the following conditions should be improved in your country?
~ (please put them in order of importance)

Social Economic Environmental Military Political

10.Please put the below- mentioned causes(reasons) of environmental

problems in the world in order of importance.
irresponsibility of the public
irresponsibility of local administrations
irresponsibility of governments
irresponsibility of industries
other (pls. specify)

11. How much do you agree with the below- mentioned statements?

Strongly | Agree ]| Do not [Not agreq Have no
agree agree | atall idea

___Government has to force industries _
to care for the environment 5 4 3 2 1
—__Industrial organisations should

- make extra expenses for environment 5 4 3 2 1
___Personal efforts may contribute to
the solution of environmental problems 5 4 3 2 1
___Most industries are interested in
protection of the environment 5 4 3 4 2 1




12. How often do you think PEOPLE IN YOUR COUNTRY act the following

W&Y? . Always fometimej Rarely | Never | Noidea
__Using public transportation instead of car -5 4 3 2 1
|__Using high quality(sulfur-free) coal even though it is more expedd 5 4 3 2 1
__Attending seminars, conferences on environmental issues 5 4 3 2 1
__Reading articles in papers about environmental issues 5 4 3 2 1
__Using less water during periods of water shortage 5 4 3 2 1
__Participating activities of environment groups 5 4 3 2 1
__Buying products with less packaging 5 4 3 2 1
__Writing or warning authorities about environmental problems 5 4 3 2 1
__Using less electricity 5 4 3 2 1
__Having heaters at a lower temperature in winter 5 4 3 2 1
__Warning other people who pollute the environment 5 4 3 2 1
__Using unleaded gasoline 5 4 3 2 1
__Using the back of the paper as well 5 4 3 2 1
__Boycotting the products of a firm which pollutes the environmen S 4 3 2 1
__Using less detergent whenever possible 5 4 3 2 1
__Collecting papers for reuse or recycling 5 4 3 2 1
___Collecting glass to recycle 5 4 3 2 1
__Buying environmentally friendly products although it ismoreexg 5 4 3 2 1
__Collecting batteries to dispose separately 5 4 3 2 1
__Disposing old medicines and used injectors separately 5 4 3 2 1
__Disposing harmful household wastes (paint, etc) carefully 5 4 3 2 i

13. Put the below mentioned statements in order of importance for classifying

an environmentally friendly product.

__A product which does not pollute the environment during production
__A product which does not pollute the environment when consumed
__A product which does not pollute the environment when disposed

14. How do you recognize an environmentally friendly product?
—_From experience )

__From logos(green dot; blue angel; etc.)

__From advertisements

—_Other(pls. specify)

15. Which product(s)/ material(s), do you believe, are environmentally
friendly?

—

—

16. Please write down the names of the environmentally friendly firms
in your country. (Please shortly indicate what they produce)

—

——




17. Which, if any, of the following things have you done in connection with

problems of conservation and pollution? (Please tick them)
___ Tried not to litter v
___Talked with friends

__Recycled bottles or paper

___Voted for a candidate for this reason

___Contributed money

. Boycotted some products

___Joined a conservation group

___Written a letter to a politician/ editor/etc.
___Picketed a store or a business

—_Other(pls. specify. )
__ None of these

18. How often do YOU do the following actions?

Always pometimey Rarely | Never

ooy

__Using less water during periods of water shortage 4 3 2

__Participating activities of environment groups

__Using less electricity

__Having heaters at a lower temperature in winter

__Buying products with less packaging

__Writing or warning authorities about environmental problems

__Attending seminars, conferences on environmental issues

__Reading articles in papers about environmental issues

__Using the back of the paper as well

__Boycotting the products of a firm which pollutes the environment

__Warning other people who pollute the environment

_Using unleaded gasoline

__Collecting glass to recycle

__Buying eavironmentally friendly products although it is more expl

__Using less detergent whenever possible

__Collecting papers for reuse or recycling

__Disposing old medicines and used injectors separately
__Disposing harmful household wastes (paint, etc) carefully
__Collecting batteries to dispose separately

__Using public transportation instead of car
__Using high quality(sulfur-free) coal even though it is more expen
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19. Would you participate in the following actions for a better environment?
Iwould | Imay {Imaynotjwould not

__Boycotting the products of a firm which pollutes the enviro] 4 3 2
__Supporting the activities of an environment group
__Participating the Greens Party

__Paying more for environmentally friendly goods
__Paying an extra tax for environmental protection
__Giving up using a product since it is not environmentally frf

[WIORS (T o Wiy R O

MNOIR {N JN N

3
3
3
3
3

O U [P ITNG YN




20. What would your reaction be if any environmental damage happens in

another country? (If it affects your country as well)
__Iwould react against it

__It depends on the condition

T usually do not care

__Ido care but I do not react

21. How much more would you personally be willing to pay for all the goods
and services you use as a consumer, if you knew that as a result of this,

industry would be able to operate in a way that did not harm the environment:
_ Lessthan 1%

_1%-2%

_2%-5%

_6%-10%

_11%- 15%

__16%- 20%

_21%-15%

__More than 25%

22. What is the most effective way to solve the environmental pollution
problem7 (Check one)

Education at schools

Education of people through mass media

Rules and regulations related to envuonment

Fines and penalties

Preaching at religious centers(mosques; churches; synagogues; etc.)
Other(pls. specify)

23. Please indicate the level of sufficiency of the information you get about
environmental issues from the below- mentioned sources:

Very |Sufficient]Somewatf Not | Inever
sufficient sufficiengsufficientf used
_____Family 5 4 3 2 1
____ Friends 5 4 3 2 1
Television 5 4 3 2 1
Newspapers, magazines 5 4 3 2 1
Books 5 4 3 2 1
Government 5 4 3 2 1
____Green groups 5 4 3 2 1
—___Some producers 5 4 3 2 1
Experts other than green groups 5 4 3 2 1
____Other(please specify) 5 4 3 2 1

24. Please put in order three of the above- mentioned sources from which you

would mostly want to get information about environmental issues.

#1
#)




25. a) Do you have a car?
(If 'yes' please continue with 25b; if 'no' please continue with 26)

b) Do you use unleaded gasoline?_
) Are your brakes asbestos- free?
d) Does your car have a catalyser?
26. Does your country have an environment law?

27. While puchasing a beverage, do you prefer plastic bottles, glass bottles,
cartoon boxes or cans? |

18. Do you think, using fur coats is an environmental threat? Why?

29. Indicate the importance of the below- mentioned factors while
buying a frequently purchased food item?

___attractiveness of the package
__other(pls. specify)

Very Not so Hot import.
important {Importangimportan{ at all

___its price 4 3 2 1
__my habits 4 3 2 1
__its durability 4 3 2 |1
___its environmental impact 4 3 2 1
__recommendation by friends 4 3 2 1
__recommendation by experts 4 3 2 1
__environmental impact of its package 4 3 2 1
__charm of its commercial 4 3 2 1
__its healthiness 4 3 2 1
___its novelty 4 3 2 1

4 3 2 1

4 3 2 1

30.To what degree should the follow>ng participate to the cost of an

environmentally friendly product?
0 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8

Government

Producer

Consumer




PART 2

31. Gender 32. Age group 33.Education
Fernale _Below 17 Literate
Male 17-24 Graduate o primary school
25-34 Graduate of secondary school
35-44 Graduate of highschool
45-54 Graduate of university
55 and above ____Graduate of graduate

University student
Graduate student

(pls. specify your field)

34. Marital status

Bachelor
Married (How long? (Number of children )
Divorced/ Widowed

35. Number of people living in the house(including -

36. Please indicate your working status:

Part time Full time Not working (I am Retired
. Housewife
37. If you are working... ___ Student
I am working in my own enterprise | ___Military service
_Tam asalary earner — Unemployed
Other

38. What sort of an enterprise are you working at or do you have?
Owner of a large enterprise(more than 50 employees)
Owner of medium-size enterprise(25- 50 employees)

Owner of small- size enterprise(less than 25 employees)
Other(pls. specify)

39. What is your job and current position?

40. Please specify monthly total net household income:

__ Lower than 1000DM ___Lower than 1200 Florins
___1000DM- 2000DM ___1200- 2500 Florins
___2001DM- 4000DM ____2500- 4500 Flomns
___4001DM-6000DM ____4500- 7000 Florins
___6001DM- 8000DM ____7000- 9000 Florins

__ More than 80006DM __ More than 9000 Florins

THANK YOU



APPENDIX -2 QUESTIONNAIRE IN TURKISH
Bu anket Bogazici Universitesinde yapilmakta olan lisansiistii bir ¢ahsmanin bir bdlimind

olusturmaktadur. Isminizi yazmamza gerek yoktur. figiniz icin tesekkiir ederiz.

1. BOLUM
1. Asagida belirtilen sorunlarin diinya icin 6nem derecelerini belirtiniz.
Cok | Biraz | Pek 6nemli | Hic énemi
Snemli | Gnemli degil yok
__Enflasyon 4 3 2 1
__Achk 4 3 2 1
_ Saghk 4 3 2 1
__Egitim 4 3 2 1
__Savaslar 4 3 2 1
_ Cevre kirliligi 4 3 2 1
__AIDS 4 3 2 1
__Hazh ndfus artist 4 3 2 1
__Ekonomik sorunlar 4 3 2 1
__Issizlik 4 3 2 1

2. Yukarida belirtilen sorunlardan dinya icin en 6nemli fi¢ tanesini siralayimz.

En 6nemli sorun
fkinci dnemli sorun

Uglincit dnemli sorun

3. Asagida belirtilen cevre sorunlarindan haberdar olma derecenizi belirtiniz.

Cok

haberim var

Oldukca

haberim var

Pek haberim

3
S,

Hig haberim

-~
S,

_ _Hava kirliligi

S

w

_Su kirliligi

_ Sera etkisi

__Ozon tabakasinin delinmesi

—Ormanlarm yokedimesi

__Tanmsal alanlarin bilingsiz kullamilmas:

__Hayvan nesillerinin tiikenmesi

__Kimyasal anklar

__Evlere ait atiklar

__Gorsel kirlilik

_ Kiltarel eserlerin tahribi

__Tehlikeli atiklarin siirétesi ihract

_Asit yagmulan

_Toprak kirlligi

__Erozyon

_Giiriled kirliligi

_Diger(Belirtiniz)

NS N IS N S S YN N ES EN N RN

\
Wlwlwlwliwlwlwliwlwlw|lwlwlwlwlwlw

RIRININININDINININR ISR RIS

Ladl Kl el e il Bl Bl Bl B T R AN IR VR GEVEPR R SV

248



4. Sizce asagida belirtilen ¢evre sorunlar diinya icin ne derece 6nemlidir?
Cok Biraz Pek 6nemli | Hig 6nemi

6nemli onemli degil yok

2

o
w

__Ozon tabakasimn delinmesi
__Ormanlarin yokedimesi
__Tarumsal alanlann bilingsiz kullamlmas:
__Gorsel kirlilik

__Kaltirel eserlerin tahribi
__Tehlikeli atikklarin simirétesi thraa
__Asit yagmulan

_ Toprak kirliligi

__Frozyon

__Hayvan nesillerinin tikenmesi

_ Kimyasal anklar

__Evlere ait atklar

__Hava kirliligi

__Su kirliligi

_Sera etkisi

_ Girdlta kirliligi
__Diger(Belirtiniz)

o0 I A I S I I T I B IR I N I I
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5. Bir 6nceki yila gore cevre sorunlarina olan ilginizi nasil degerlendirirsiniz?
__Dahailgiliyim __Daha az ilgiliyim __Degisiklik yok Kararsiam

6. Asagida belirtilen konular arasinda Tiirkiye aisindan en Snemli 6 tanesini

isaretleyiniz.

__Enflasyon __Ozon tabakasmnm delinmesi
__Egitim __Su kaynaklarnm yetersizligi
_Saghk __Gurtlth kirliligi

_ Ekonomik durum __Asityagmurlan

_ Issizlik __Endstriyel gelisme

_ Bagimsiz Devletler Toplulugu ile iligkiler __Kimyasal aoklar -

__AT Entegrasyonu __Trafik sorunu

—_Bitce aqags __Sera etkisi

_AIDS __ Gelir dagahim

—Hava kirliligi __Fabrika dumanlan

—Su kirliligi __Diger(Belirtiniz)
—Gocmenler

7. Yukanidaki listeden sizce Tiirkiye icin en 6nemli olan #i¢ sorunu seginiz.
! 2 3
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8. Asagrdaki ifadelere katilma derecenizi belirtiniz.

Kuvvetle Olduk¢a Katilmam Hig Fikrir
kanhnm katihnm kanlmam yok
_Plastik maddeler ¢evreyi tehdit etmekredir 5 4 3 2 1
_Plastik diréinlerin faydalan bu maddelerin ¢evreye
olan zararlanndan fazladr 4 3 2 1
_Ekonomik gelisme ¢evre saghfindan daha Snemlidir 4 3 2 1
_Askeri harcamalar ¢evre korumaya yonelik
cahsmalar icin azalalamaz 5 4 3 2 1
_Cevre saghginin korunmas: hem ekonomik hem de
askeri konulardan énemlidir 5 4 3 2 1
9. Asagida belirtilen bes konuyu Tiirkiye i¢in 6nem derecesine gore siralayiniz.
__Sosyal durum __Ekonomik durum __Cevre konusu ___Askeri durum __Politik durum
10. Asagida belirtilen diinyanin ¢evre sorunlanimn kaynaklarim yogunluk
__Insanlann sorumsuz davramglanndan derecesine gore siralayiniz.
—_Yerel yonetimlerin sorumsuz davramslanndan
___Hukiimetlerin sorumsuz davramglanindan
__Sanayi sirketlerinin sorumsuz davramslanndan
__Diger(Belirtiniz)
11. Asagidaki ifadelere ne derece katihyorsunuz?
Kuvvetle Biraz Biraz Hig Fikrir
kanhinm kaghrim katlmam kanlmam yﬁ
_Huktmet sirketeri cevreye duyarh olmaya zorlamah 5 4 3 2 1
_Swmai sirketler ¢evreyi korumak igin extra masraf
yapmali 5 4 3 2 1
_Kisisel cabalarin ¢evre sorunlanmm ¢dzimiine
faydas: olur 5 3 2 i
_Bircok sirket cevrenin korunmasina dnem verir 5 2 1
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12. Sizce ULKENIZ HAIKI asagida belirtilen baz: davranislan ne sikhkla yapiyor?

Herzaman Bazen Nadiren Asla Fikrim
_Otomobil yerine toplu tasimacthf tercih etmek 5 4 3 2 T
_Pahah olmasina ragmen kaliteli komiir kullanmak 5 4 3 2 1
_Cevre ile ilgili seminer/ toplantilara kablmak 5 4 3 2 1
_Cevre ile ilgili makaleler okumak 5 4 3 2 1
_Su stkintis1 oldugunda az su harcamak 5 4 3 2 1
_Cevre gruplanmn faaliyederine kantmak 5 4 3 2 1
_Daha az paketlenmis diriinleri satn almak 5 4 3 2 1
_Yetkililere cevre konusunda mektilp yazmak 5 4 3 2 1
_Az elektrik harcamaya ¢ahsmak S 4 3 2 1
_Kis aylaninda 1sibalan digiik derecede tutmak S 4 3 2 1
_Cevreyi kirletenleri uyarmak LY 4 3 2 1
_Kursunsuz benzin kullanmak 5 4 3 2 1
_Kagidin her iki ylizini de kullanmak S 4 3 2 1
_Cevreyi kirleten firmanin iiriinlerini boykot etinek 5 4 3 2 1
_Az deterjan kullanmaya ¢alismak 5 4 3 2 1
_Kagidan ayirarak toplama merkezlerine ulagirmak 5 4 3 2 i
_Cam siseleri ayirarak toplama merkezlerine ulasurmak 5 4 3 2 i
_Pahali olmasina ragmen ¢evre dostu diriinler satin almak 5 4 3 2 1
_Pilleri ayn kutulara atmak igin biriktirmek 5 4 3 2 1
_Eski ilag ve kullamlng enjektdrleri biriktirip ayn atmak 5 4 3 2 1
_Zararh ev atklarimi dikkatli aumak{Boya maddeleri gibi) 5 4 3 2 1

13. Bir iiriind gevre dostu olarak siniflandirabilmek icin asagida belirtilen

hususlan 6nem derecesine gore siralaymmz.

__Uretimi esnasinda gevreye zarar vermeyen bir Grindiir.

_ Kullamm/ titketimi esnasinda gevreye zarar vermeyen bir Griindir.
__Atldigi zaman gevreye zarar vermeyen bir driindir.

14. Cevre dostu bir {iriint nasil tamirsimz?
__Deneyimlerimle

__Yesil oklu/ noktal: etiketinden

_ Reklamlardan
__Diger(Belirtiniz.)

15. Sizce hangi {iriinler/ maddeler ¢evre dostudur?

16. Litfen iilkenizdeki cevre dostu firmalarin isimlerini yazimz.

a
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17. Cevreyi korumaya y&nelik asagidaki davranslarin hangilerini yaptiniz?

(Birden fazla madde isaretleyebilirsiniz.)
__Cevremi kirletmemeye ¢ahsam.
__Arkadaglanmla konustum.

_ Sise ve kagatlan biriktirdim.

—_Bu amagla oy kullandim.

__Para yardimm yaptim.

__Bir gevre koruma grubuna katldim.

__Bir yetkiliye mektup yazdim.

___Bir sirketi/ magazay1 boykot ettim.

__Baz drinleri boykot ettim.
__Diger(Belirtiniz. )
__Hichirisi

18. Asagidaki hareketleri ne sikhikla yapryorsunuz?

Herzaman

w
N
B

Nadiren

2

_Su stkintis oldugunda az su harcamak

S

~

_Cevre gruplanmin faaliyetlerine kanlmak

_Az elektrik harcamaya ¢ahigmak

_Kas aylarmnda isiticalan digiik derecede tutmak

_Daha az paketlenmis firinleri satin almak

_Yetkililere cevre konusunda mektup yazrak

_Cevre ile ilgili seminer/ toplannlara katlmak

_Cevre ile ilgili makaleler okumak

_Kagdin her iki ytiztind de kullanmak

_Cevreyi kirleten firmamn {irGnlerini boykot etrmek

_Cevreyi kirletenleri uyarmak

_Kursunsuz benzin kullanmak

_Cam siseleri ayararak toplama merkezlerine ulasnrmnak

_Pahali clmasina ragmen ¢evre dostu @iriinler satn almak

_Az deterjan kullanmaya ¢ahismak

_Kagitlan aywrarak toplama merkezlerine ulagtirmak

_Eski ila¢ ve kullamlmg enjektdrleri biriktirip ayr ammak

_Zararh ev atiklarim dikkatli atrnak{Boya maddeleri gibi)

_Pilleri ayn kutulara atmak icin biriktirmek

_Otomobil yerine toplu tamacih@ tercih etmek

_Pahali olmasina ragmen kaliteli komiir kullanmak
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19. Daha iyi bir ¢evre amaayla asagidaki faaliyetlere katilir misiniz?

Mutlaka
kathrnm

Belki
katthnm

Belki
katilmam

Asla
kanlmam

_Cevreyi kirleten bir firmay: boykot etmek

_Bir cevre grubunun faaliyetlerini desteklemek

_Yesiller Partisine kanlmak

_Cevre dostu firGnlere daha fazla 6demek

_Cevre korunmas: i¢in vergi 6demek

] e e | |

_Cevre dostu olmayan bir frtind kullanmay: birakmak
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20. Baska bir iilkede gevreye zarar veren bir olay olsa tutumunuz ne olur?
(Eger bu olay sizin tlkenizi de etkileyebilirse)

—_Bu olaya agik tepki gosteririm.

__Duruma bagh '

__Genellikle énemsemem.

—_Onemserim ama agk bir tepki géstermem.

21. Eger sizin fedakarh§imz sonucunda endistriyel sirketlerin gevreye zarar
vermeden {iretim yapabileceklerini bilseydiniz; kigisel harcamalarinizin ne
kadar fazlasim1 6demeye razi olurdunuz? (YUZDE (%)...)

__1'den az

—1-2aram

__2-5aras:

—6-10 aras1

__11-15aram

__16-20 aras:

_21- 25 arast

__25'den fazla

22. Cevre kirliligi sorunu ile basedebilmenin en etkili yolu asagidakilerden
bangisidir? (Litfen sadece bir tanesini isaretleyiniz.)

__Okullarda egitim

__Kide iletisim araglar (TV ; Gazete) ile halk: egitmek

__Gevre ile ilgili kanunlar yapmak

_Cezalar(para ve hapis)
__Dini merkezlerde (cami, kilise, sinagog gibi) vaazlar vermek
__Diger(Belirtiniz.)
23. Cevre konularinda agagida belirtilen haber kaynaklanmzin yeterlilik
derecesini belirtiniz. Cok Oldukca | Yeterli | Yeterli Hi¢
yeterli yeterli degil [kullanmadim
__Ailem 5 4 3 2 1
__Arkadaslanm 5 4 3 2 1
__Televizyon 5 "4 3 2 1
__Gazete ve dergiler 5 4 3 2 1
__Kitaplar 5 4 3 2 1
__Hitkiimet 5 4 3 2 1
___Cevreci gruplar 5 4 3 2 1
__Ban dreticiler 5 4 3 2 1
__Cevreci gruplar disindaki uzmanlar 5 4 3 2 1
__Diger(Belirtiniz.) 5 4 3 2 1

24. Soru 23 'de verilen kaynaklardan en ¢ok bilgi edinmek istediginiz 3
tanesini belirtiniz.

1. kaynak
2. kaynak
3. kaynak




25. a) Arabaniz var m?

(Cevabiniz 'evet' ise 25b'ye; 'hayir' ise 26'ya geciniz.)
b) Kursunsuz benzin kullaniyor musunuz?
c) Arabanizin fren sistemi asbestsiz mi?
d) Arabanizin katalitik konvektdrii var ma?

26. Ulkenizin ¢evre kanunu var m?

27. Mesrubat ahirken plastik sise mi, cam sise mi, teneke kutu mu, karton
kutu mu tercih edersiniz?

28. Sizce kiirk kullanmak ¢evreye zararli mi? Neden?

29. Sik sik satin aldifimiz bir besin maddesini alirken agagida belirtilen
ozellikleri ne derece dnemlidir? Cok Biraz |Pek &nemli | Hic dnemli
Snemli { Snemli degil

degil
_Fiyan 4 3 2 1
_Ahskanhklanm 4 3 2 1
_Dayamkhhg: 4 3 2 1
_Cevre dostu olup olmamas: 4 3 2 1
_Arkadaslarimin onerileri 4 3 2 1
_Uzmanlanin onerileri 4 3 2 1
_Paketinin gevreye etkisi 4 3 2 1
_Reklamimin cekiciligi 4 3 2 1
_Saghkh olugu 4 3 2 1
_Yeniligi 4 3 2 1
_Paketinin ¢ekiciligi 4 3 2 1
_Diger(Belirtiniz.) 4 3 2 1

30. Cevre dostu bir Grin{in maliyeti artar. Bu maliyeti asagidakiler ne derece

tstlenmelidirler?
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

__Hiktimet

_ Uretici

___Tukertici




2. BOLUM

31. Cinsiyetiniz: 32. Yasimiz: 33. Egitim diizeyiniz:
Kadin 17'den kii¢ik - Okur- yazar
Erkek 17-24 Ttkokul mezunu

_25-34 Ortaokul mezunu
___ 35-44 __Lise mezunu
__ 45-54 —__ Universite mezunu
— 55 veisti __ Yiaksek lisans mezunu
___ Universite dgrencisi
____Yiiksek lisans dgrencisi
(Litfen dalimz: belirtiniz. )
34. Medeni haliniz:
___ Bekar
_ Evli (Kag yildir evlisiniz? (Kag¢ ¢ocugunuz var? )
___Bosanmms/ Dul
35. Evinizde siz de dahil kag kisi yasiyor?
36 Liutfen ¢calisma durumunuzu belirtiniz: _
—Yanm giin cahsiyorum  __Tam giin caligiyorum __Cahsmiyorum, __Emekliyim
—Evhammiyim
37. Cahgiyorsanmiz... __Ogrenciyim
__Kendi sirketim var __Askerim
_ _Ucret karsihi§1 gahisiyorum _Issizim
__Diger
38. Sirketinizi nasil tanimlarsiniz?
__Biiyiik bir kurulus (Cahsan sayis1 50'den fazla)
__Orta biiytklikte bir kurulus (Calisan sayis1 25- 50 kisi arasi)
__Kiagik bir kurulus (Cahisan sayis: 25'den az)
39. Mesleginiz ve cahiymakta oldugunuz kurulusta su andaki géreviniz nedir?
40. Ayhk toplam hane gelirini belirtiniz.
(Cahstgimz dlkenin para birimi cinsinden)
_ _1000DM'dan az 1200 Florin'den az — 3 milyon TL ve asagis1
__1000DM- 2000DM aras1 _1200- 2500 HFL aras1 __3- 8 milyon TL aras
__2000DM- 4000DM aras1 ___2500- 4500 HFL aras1 __8- 12 milyon TL aras1
—4000DM- 6000DM arast __4500- 7000 HFL aras: __12- 20 milyon TL aras1
__6000DM- 8000DM arast __7000- 9000 HFL aras: __20- 30 milyon TL aras1
__8000DM'dan fazla 9000 Florin'den fazla __30 milyon TL'den fazla

TESEKKUR EDERIM.

255



APPENDIX IIT - DEMOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF THE SAMPLE

TABLE 1- Distribution of Sample by Gender and Age Group

GENDER

Female Male TOTAL

AGE GROUP
Less than 17 » 4 2 6
66.67% 33.33% 100.00%
3.28%  1.16% 2.04%
17-24 36 32 68
52.94% 47.06% 100.00%
29.51% 18.60% 23.13%
25-34 47 71 118
39.83% 60.17% 100.00%
38.52% 41.28% 40.14%
35-44 15 39 54
27.78% 72.22% 100.00%
12.30% 22.67% 18.37%
45-54 17 15 32
53.13% 46.88% 100.00%
13.93%  8.72% ©10.88%
55 and above 3 13 16
18.75% 81.25% 100.00%
2.46%  7.56% 5.44%
TOTAL 122 172 294
41.50% 58.50% 100.00%

100.00% 100.00% 100.00%



TABLE 2 - Distribution of Sample by Gender and Education Level

EDUCATION LEVEL
Literate

Graduate of primary school

Graduate of secondary school

Graduate of highschool

Graduate of university

Graduate of graduate

University student

Graduate student

TOTAL

GENDER
Female Male

0
0.00%
0.00%

4

20.00%
3.28%
16
38.81%
21.31%
49
50.52%
40.16%
30
42.25%
24.59%
2
40.00%
1.64%
9
39.13%
7.38%
2
33.33%
1.64%
122

41.92%
100.00%

2
100.00%
1.18%
16
80.00%
9.47%
41
61.19%
24.26%
48
49.48%
28.40%
41
57.75%
24.26%
3
60.00%
1.78%
14
60.87%
8.28%
4
66.67%
2.37%
169

58.08%
100.00%

TOTAL

2
100.00%
0.69%
20
100.00%
6.87%
67
100.00%
23.02%
97
100.00%
33.33%
71
100.00%
24.40%
5
100.00%
1.72%
23
100.00%
7.90%

6
100.00%
2.06%
291

100.00%
100.00%



TABLE 3 - Distribution of Sample by Gender and Marital Status

GENDER ,
Female Male TOTAL
MARITAL STATUS
Bachelor 63 65 128
49.22% 50.78% 100.00%
51.64% 37.79% 43.54%
Married 47 101 148
31.76% 68.24% 100.00%
38.52% 58.72% 50.34%
Divorced/ Widowed 12 6 18
66.67% 33.33% 100.00%
9.84%  3.49% 6.12%
TOTAL 122 172 294
41.50% 58.50% 100.00%

100.00% 100.00% 100.00%



TABLE 4 - Distribution of Sample by Gender and Number of

Children
GENDER

Female Male TOTAL

# OF CHILDREN ’
None : 16 21 37
43.24% 56.76% 100.00%
28.07% 21.65% 24.03%
1 14 13 27
51.85% 48.15% 100.00%
24.56% 13.40% 17.53%
2 19 32 51
37.25% 62.75% 100.00%
33.33% 32.99% 33.12%
3 5 18 23
21.74% 78.26% 100.00%
8.77% 18.56% 14.94%
4 1 8 9
11.11% 88.89% 100.00%
1.75% 8.25% 5.84%
5 1 2 3
33.33% 66.67% 100.00%
1.75% 2.06% 1.95%
6 1 3 4
25.00% 75.00% 100.00%
1.75% 3.09% 2.60%
TOTAL 57 97 - 154
37.01% 62.99% 100.60%

100.00% 100.00% 100.00%



TABLE 5 - Distribution of Sample by Gender and Number of
People Living in the House

GENDER

Female Male TOTAL

PEOPLE IN HOUSE
Live alone 19 20 39
48.72% 51.28% 100.00%
15.70% 11.70% 13.36%
1 persons ‘ 39 62 101
38.61% 61.3%% 100.00%
32.23% 36.26% 34.59%
3 persons 30 33 63
47.62% 52.38% 100.00%
24.79% 19.30% 21.58%
4 persons 27 30 57
47.37% 52.63% 100.00%
22.31% 17.54% 19.52%
5 persons 4 17 21
19.05% 80.95% 100.00%
3.31% 9.94% 7.19%
More than 5 persons 2 9 11
15.87% 84.13% 100.00%
1.66% 5.26% 3.77%
TOTAL 121 171 : 292
41.44% 58.56% 100.00%

100.00% 100.00% 100.00%



TABLE 6 - Distribution of Sample by Gender and Working Status

GENDER
Female Male TOTAL
WORKING STATUS
Full- time 21 11 32
65.63% 34.38% 100.00%
17.50% 6.40% 10.96%
Part- time ‘ 67 119 186
36.02% 63.98% 100.00%
55.83% 69.19% 63.70%
Not working 32 42 74
43.24% 56.76% . 100.00%
26.67% 24.42% 25.34%
- TOTAL 120 172 292
: - 41.10%  58.90% 100.00%

100.00% 100.00% 100.00%



TABLE 7 - Distribution of Working Sample by Gender and ...

GENDER
Female Male TOTAL
Working in own enterprise 7 36 43
16.28% 83.72% 100.00%
8.24% 28.35% 20.28%
Salary earner 78 91 169
46.15% 53.85% 100.00%
91.76% 71.65% 79.72%
TOTAL 85 127 212
40.09% 59.91% 100.00%

100.00% 100.00% 100.00%




TABLE 8 - Distribution of Working Sample by Gender and Size

of Enterprise
GENDER

Female Male TOTAL

SIZE OF ENTERPRISE
Large 42 46 88
47.73% 52.27% 100.00%
48.84% 37.70% 42.31%
Medium size 19 16 35
54.29% 45.71% 100.00%
22.09% 13.11% 16.83%
Small size 22 57 79
27.85% 72.15% 100.00%
15.58% 46.72% 37.98%
Government 3 3 6
50.00% 50.00% 100.00%
3.49% 2.46% 2.88%
TOTAL 86 122 208
41.35% 58.65% 100.00%

100.00% 100.00% 100.00%



TABLE 9 - Distribution of Sample by Gender and Total Monthly
Household Income

GENDER

Female Male TOTAL

MONTHLY INCOME 4
Lower than 1000DM 1 7 8
 12.50% 87.50% 100.00%
0.88%  4.19% 2.85%
1001DM- 2000DM 40 37 77
» 51.95% 48.05% 100.00%
35.09% 22.16% 27.40%
2001DM- 4000DM 48 76 124
38.71% 61.29% 100.00%
42.11% 45.51% 44.13%
4001DM- 6000DM 18 33 51
35.29% 64.71% 100.00%
15.79% 19.76% 18.15%
6001DM- 8000DM 5 10 15
33.33% 66.67% 100.00%
439%  5.99% 5.34%
More than 8001DM 2 4 6
33.33% 66.67% 1100.00%
175%  2.40% 2.14%
TOTAL 114 167 281
40.57% 59.43% 100.00%

100.00% 100.00% 100.00%



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Arabacioglu Zeynep, 'Environmental Concern and Attitudes and

its Impact on Buying Behavior', Bogazici University Master

Thesis, Bogazi¢i University, Istanbul, 1992

Basbakanlik Cevre Genel Midirligda, BU Miihendislik Fakiltesi

Atik ve Kirlenme Denetimi Arastirma Grubu, Uluslararasi Cevre'

87 Sempozyumu Bildiriler, Istanbul, 1987

Beckerman Wilfred, Economic Growth and the Environment:

'"'Whose Growth? Whose Environment?', World Development,

Vol:20, No:4, Pergamon Press Ltd., Oxford, 1992, pp.481- 496

Blakie Norrman W.H., 'The Nature and Origins of Ecological

World Views: An Australian Study', Social Science Quarterly,

Vol.73, No.l, University of Texas Press, March 1992, pp.144-

165

Budak Yusuf, 'Coplige Donen Ulkeleden Yikselen Feryat', Bilim

ve Teknik, Nov. 1988, pp.6- 9

265



Cepel Necmettin (Prof.Dr.), Doga. Cevre. Ekoloji, Altin Kitaplar

Yayinevi, Istanbul, 1992

Chase Dennis, 'Ad Age Gallup Survey', Advertising Age, 1991,

pp-8- 10

Churchill Gilbert A., Marketing Research, The Dryden Press

International, Orlando, 1991

Curi Kriton(Editor), Proceedings of the International Symposium

on Environmental Problems, Istanbul Marmara Rotary Club,

Istanbul, 1991

Curi Kriton, 'Sanayinin Cevre Kirlenmesine Katkisi ve Cevreyi
Korumay:l Amaglayan Mevzuatin Incelenmesi, Bogazi¢i University

Department of Engineering, Istanbul, 1985

Curi Kriton(Editor), ‘Uluslararasi_Cevre Sorunlari Sempozyumu

Tebligleri, Istanbul Marmara Rotary Kuldbd, Istanbul, 1991



Dales J.H. (Prof.), translated by Turkoz Orhan, Cevre

Sorunlarimin Hukuki ve Fkonomik Temelleri, Arajans, Istanbul,

1991

Dasmann Raymond F. Environmental Conservation, John Wiley&

sons, New York, 1968

De la Cour Peter, The Green Light, New Statesman and Society,

Vol:2, No:102, Statesman and Nation Publishing Company Inc., 9
June 1989, p.30

Dunlap Riley E., Scarce Rik, 'Environmental Problems and

Protection (The Polls)', Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol:55,

University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1991, pp.651- 672

Eckersley Robyn, 'Green Politics and the New Class: Selfishness or

Virtue?', Political Studies, Vol:37, Basil Blackwell Ltd., Oxford,

1989, pp-205- 223

Eckersley Robyn, 'Green versus Ecosocialist Economic

Programmes: the Market Rules OK?', Political Studies, Vol.42,

Basic Blackwell Ltd., Oxford, 1992, pp.315- 341

267



Erocal Denizhan(Editor),Environmental Management in

Developing Countries, OECD, 1991, France

Freeman Laurie, 'Ecology seaks vie for Approval', Advertising

Age, January 29 1991, p.30

Freeman Laurie and Dagnoli Judann, 'Green Conceras Influence

Buying', Advertising Age, July 30 1990, p.19

Freeman Laurie, 'Procter and Gamble- Disposable Diaphers',

Advertising Age, January 29 1991, pp. 16& 34

Grafield Bob, 'Beware: Green Overkill', Advertising Age, January

29 1991, p.26

Gill James D., Crosby Lawrance A., Taylor James R., 'Ecological

Concern, Attitudes, and Social Norms in Voting Behavior', Public

Opinion Quarterly, Vol:50, University of Chicago Press, Chicago,

1986, pp.537- 554

268




Girdogan Nazif (Prof.Dr), 'Cevre Kirlenmesinin Ekonomik

Boyutlari', Bilim ve Teknik, Kasim 1988, pp.22- 23

Gunes Sibel, '48 Dev Sirket Nasil Cevreci oldu?', Tomorrow,

No.2,Interpress, Istanbul, June- July 1992, pp.14-18

Hafen Brent Q(Editor)., Man. Health and Environment, Burgess

Publishing Company, Minnesota, 1972

Hartshorn Gary S., 'Key Environmental Issues for Developing

Countries', Journal of International Affairs, Vol:44, No:2,

Cclumbia University, New York, Winter 1991, pp. 393- 402

Herzog Thomas, Smith Gregory A., 'Danger, Mystery and

Environmental Preference', Environment and Behavior, Vol.20,

No.3, Sage Publications, May 1988, pp.320- 344

Hodges Laurent, Environmental Pollution, Holt, Rinehart and

Winston, Int., New York, 1973

269



Hosek Chaviva, 'Coming Together', Women and Environments,

Part.12- 13, London, Winter/ Spring 1991, pp.14- 16

Howell Susan E., Laska Shirley B., 'The Changing Face of the

Environmental Coalition: A Research Note', Envirconment and

Behavior, Vol.24, No.1, Sage Publications, January 1992, pp.134-
144

Hume Scott, 'McDonald's Goal: Being a Leader in Environmentally

Sensitive Marketing', Advertising Age, January 29 1991, pp.32

Javna John, Cocuklar! 50 Basit Onlemle Dinyay: Kurtarabilirsiniz,

Borusan Oto (The Earth Works Group), Istanbul 1992

Jenkins Jolyon, '"Who is _the Greenest?', New Statesman and
Society, Vol:3, No:108, Statesman and Nation Publishing
Company Inc., 6 July 1990, pp.18- 20

Kamieniecki Sheldon, 'Political Mobilization, Agenda Building

and International Environmental Policy', Journal of International
Affairs, Vol:44, No:2, Columbia University, New York, Winter

1991, pp. 339- 358

270



Ketkar Kusum W.,'Environmental Protection Policies and the

Structure of the US Economy', Applied Economics, Vol.16,

Chapman and Hall Ltd., 1984, pp.237- 256

Kocasoy Giunay, 'Cevre Dostu Amblemi'. Bogazici University

Institute of Environmental Sciences,Isatnbul, 1993

Kolber Eva, 'Detergents, the Consumer and the Environment',

Chemistry & Industry, 19 March 1990, pp.179- 181

Kraft Michael E., Clary Bruce B., 'Citizen Participation and the
Nimby Sendrome: Public Response to Radioactive Disposal’, The

Western Political Quarterly, University of Utah, Utah, June 1991,

pp.299-328

Lawrance Jennifer, 'Degradable Trash Bags', Advertising Age,

January 29 1991, pp.12- 13

Lesh Carolyn, 'Loblaws’, Advertising Age, January 29 1991, p.38

271



Lugo Ariel E., Man and Environment, Rotterdam University Press,

The Hague, 1974

Maloney Michael P., Ward Michael P., Braucht G. Nicholas, 'A
Revised Scale for the Measurement of Ecological Attitudes and

Knowledge', American Psychologist, Vol:30, No:7, Washington

D.C., July 1975, pp.787-790

Mann Dean E., 'Environmental Learning in a Decentralized

Political World', Journal of International Affairs, Vol:44, No:2,

Columbia University, New York, Winter 1991, pp. 301- 338

Mohai Paul, 'Black Environmentalism', Social Science Quarterly,

Vol.71, No.4, University of Texas Press, December 1990, pp.744-

765

Olpadwala Porus, Goldsmith William W., 'The Sustainibility of
Previlige: Reflections on the Environment, The Third World City

and Poverty', World Development, Vol:20, No:4, Pergamon Press

Ltd, Oxford, 1992, pp.627- 640

2712



Orhon Derin (Prof. Dr.), 'Istanbul'un Cevre Sorunlari ve (ézim

Yollar1', Istanbul Ticaret Odasi, Yayin No.1991- 11, istanbul

Overby L. Marvin, Ritchie Sarah J., 'Mobilized Masses and
Strategic Opponents: A Resource Mobilization Analysis of the

Clean Air and Nuclear Freeze Movements', The Western Political

Quarterly, University of Utah, Utah, June 1991, pp.329- 357

Pamukcu  Nevin, 'Kat1 Atiklarin  Kontroldi  Yonetmeligi

Cercevesinde Kota ve Depozito Uygulamasi, Kat1 Auk veCevre,

No.7, July 1992, Istanbul, pp.33-34

Panorama, 'ISKI Cevreci Kampanyalarini Sirddrdyor', 9 June

1991, pp.40- 41

Panorama, Kati Atiklarin Kontrolu Yonetmeligi Hazir, 12 May

1991, pp.28- 29

Pitt David C.(Editor), 'The Future of the Environment',

International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural

Sources, London and New York, 1988

273




Pregel Boris, World Priorities, Transaction Books, New Jersey,

1975

Prester Georg, Rohrman Bernd, Schellhammer Edith,
'Environmental Evaluations and Participation Activities', Journal

of Applied Social Psychology, Vol:17, No:9, V.H. Winston and

Sons Inc., Mannheim, 1987, pp.751- 787

Prime Ministery of Turkey General Directorate of Environment,
Pollution Control Research Group School of Engineering Bogazici

University, Proceedings of the International Symposium on

Environmental Management 87, Istanbul, 1987

Redclift Michael R., 'A Framework for Improving Environmental

Management: Beyond the  Market Mechanism', World

Development, Vol:20, No:2, Pergamon Press, Oxford, 1992,

pPp.255- 259

Revelle Charles, Source Book of the Environment, Houghton

Mifflin Comp., Boston, 1974

274



Richards Janes M., 'Units of Analysis and the Individual

Differences Fallacy in Environmental Assessment', Environment

and Behavior, Vol.22, No.3, Sage Publications, May 1990,
pp-307- 319

Rohrschneider Robert, 'Citizens' Attitudes Toward Environmental

Issues’, Comperative Political Studies, Vol:21, No:3, Sage

Publications Inc., Beverly Hills, Oct. 1988, pp.347- 367

Rohrschneider Robert, 'Public Opinion toward Environmental

Groups in Western Europe', Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol.72,

No.2, University of Texas Press, June 1991, pp.251- 266

Samdahl Diane M., Robertson Robert, 'Social Determinants of

Environmental Concern', Environment and Behavior, Vol.21,

No.1, Sage Publications, January 1989, pPp.57- 81‘

Sandbrook Richard, 'Development for the People and the

Environment', Journal of Interngtional Affairs, Vol:44, No:2,

Columbia University, New York, Winter 1991, pp.403- 420

275



Schachter Oscar, 'The Emergence of International Environmental

Law', Journal of International Affairs, Vol:44, No:2, Columbia

University, New York, Winter 1991, pp.457- 495

Schahn  Joachim, Holzer Erwin, 'Studies of Individual
Environmental Concern: The Role of Knowledge, Gender and

Background Variables', Environment and Behavior, Vol.22, No.6,

Sage Publications, November 1990, pp.767- 786

Schutte Nicola, Malouff John, Lawrance Eleanor, Glazer Kim,
Cabrales Evelyn, 'Creation and Validation of a Scale Measuring

Perceived Control over the Environment', Environment and

Behavior, Vol.24, No.3, Sage Publications, May 1992, pp.366-
380

Sungur Necati, 'Toplum ve Doga Kanseri: Cevre Sorunu’, Bilim ve

Teknik, Nov. 1988, pp.4- 5

Starke Linda, Signs of Hope Working Towards Our Common

Future, Oxford University Press, Oxford and New York, 1990

276



Steger Mary Ann E., Witt Stephanie L., 'Gender Differences in

Environmental Orientations',_ The Western Political Quarterly,

University of Utah, Utah, Dec. 1989, pp. 627- 649

Strong Maurice F., ECO '92: 'Critical Challenges and Global

Solutions', Jourmal of International Affairs, Vol:44, No:2,

Columbia University, New York, Winter 1991, pp.287- 300

Taylor Dorceta E., 'Blacks and the Environment: Toward an
Explanation of the Concern and Action Gap Between Blacks and

Whites', Environment and Behavior, Vol.21, No.2, Sage

Publications, March 1989, pp.175- 205

The Economist, ‘'Environmental Regulation: Green, Greener,

Greenest?', Oxford, May 6 1989, p.83

The Economist, 'Free Trade's Green Hurdle', Oxford, June 15

1991, pp.69-70

The Economist, 'Friendly to Whom', Oxford, April 7 1990, p.87




The Economist, 'Green Groupies', Oxford, June 6 1992, p.37

The Economist, 'Greenhouse Economics', Oxford, July 7 1990,

pp-19- 21

The Economist, 'Greening Europe: The Freedom to be Cleaner

than the Rest', Oxford, Oct. 14 1989, pp.21- 24

The Economist, 'Marketing Greenery: Friendly to Whom?',

Oxford, Apr. 7 1990, p.8

The Economist, 'Recycling in Germany: A Wall of Waste', Oxford,

Nov. 30 1991, p.75

The Economist, 'Seeing the Green Ligi’xt', Oxford, Oct. 20 1990,

pp.88- 89

The Economist, 'Should Trade Go Green?', Oxford, Jan. 26 1991,

pp.13- 14

278



The Economist, 'The Environment: An Enemy, Yet a Friend',

Oxford, Sept. 8 1290, survey: 32 pages

The Economist, 'The Environment: Whose World is it, anyway?’,

Oxford, May 30 1992, survey: 24 pages

The Economist, 'The Greening of the Invisible Hand', Oxford,

Dec. 24 1988, pp.107- 108

The Economist, 'The Perils of Greening Business', Oxford, Oct. 14

1989, pp.77- 78

Tomorrow, 'Turkiye'nin Cevre Plan: iki Yillik', Interpress,

istanbul, No. 1, May- June 1993, pp.42-44

Toprak Hikmet, ‘Tarkiye'de Co6p ve Kat Auklar ile ilgili

Yonetmelik ve Kanunlarin Tarihcesi', Kati Auk ve Cevre, No.§,

Istanbul, January 1992, pp.15-20

Tarkiye Cevre Sorunlari Vakfi Yayini, Avriupa Toplulugu'nda ve

Tirkiye' de Cevre Mevzuati, TKCSV, Ankara, 1989

279



Vallely Bernadette, 'Green Living: Consumer Clout', Women and

Environment, Vol.13, London, Winter/ Spring 1991, pp.54- 57

Van Liere Kent D., Dunlap Riley E., 'The Social Bases of

Environmental Concern: A Review of Hypotheses, Explanations

and Emprical Evidence', Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol:44, No:2,

Elsevier North Holland Inc., Summer 1980, pp.181- 196

Vining Joanae, 'Environmental Emotions and Decisions',

Environment and Behavior, Vol.24, No.1, Sage Publications,

January 1992, pp.3- 34

Vining Joanne, Ebreo Angela, "'What Makes a Recycler?: A

Comparison of Recyclers and Nonrecyclers', Environment and
Behavior, Vol.22, No.1, Sage Publications, January 1990, pp.55-
73

Von Molkte Konrad, 'The United Nations Development System and

Environmental Management', World Development, Vol:20, No:4,

Pergamon Press Ltd, Oxford, 1992, pp.619- 626

280



Walker Rosemary, Garman Thomas E., 'The Meanings of Money

(Perspectives from Human Ecology)', American ' Behavioral

Scientist, Vol:35, No:6, Sage Publications Inc., Beverly Hills, July
1992, pp.781- 789

West Jonathan P., Lee Stephanie J., Feiock Richard C., '"Managing
Municipal Waste: Attitudes and Opinions of Administrators and

Environmentalists’, Environment and Behavior, Vol.24, No.1,

Sage Publications, January 1992, pp.111- 133

Winters Patricia, 'Cola Giants Take Packaging Lead', Advertising

Age, December 17 1990, p.30

World Commission on Environment and Development, 'Our

Common Future', Oxford University Press, Oxford, 1987

Yildizcan Guzin, 'Marshall'dan Cevreci Teknolojiye Yatirim',

Panorama, 17 November 1991, pp.22- 23

281



	Tez2306001
	Tez2306002
	Tez2306003
	Tez2306004
	Tez2306005
	Tez2306006
	Tez2306007
	Tez2306008
	Tez2306009
	Tez2306010
	Tez2306011
	Tez2306012
	Tez2306013
	Tez2306014
	Tez2306015
	Tez2306016
	Tez2306017
	Tez2306018
	Tez2306019
	Tez2306020
	Tez2306021
	Tez2306022
	Tez2306023
	Tez2306024
	Tez2306025
	Tez2306026
	Tez2306027
	Tez2306028
	Tez2306029
	Tez2306030
	Tez2306031
	Tez2306032
	Tez2306033
	Tez2306034
	Tez2306035
	Tez2306036
	Tez2306037
	Tez2306038
	Tez2306039
	Tez2306040
	Tez2306041
	Tez2306042
	Tez2306043
	Tez2306044
	Tez2306045
	Tez2306046
	Tez2306047
	Tez2306048
	Tez2306049
	Tez2306050
	Tez2306051
	Tez2306052
	Tez2306053
	Tez2306054
	Tez2306055
	Tez2306056
	Tez2306057
	Tez2306058
	Tez2306059
	Tez2306060
	Tez2306061
	Tez2306062
	Tez2306063
	Tez2306064
	Tez2306065
	Tez2306066
	Tez2306067
	Tez2306068
	Tez2306069
	Tez2306070
	Tez2306071
	Tez2306072
	Tez2306073
	Tez2306074
	Tez2306075
	Tez2306076
	Tez2306077
	Tez2306078
	Tez2306079
	Tez2306080
	Tez2306081
	Tez2306082
	Tez2306083
	Tez2306084
	Tez2306085
	Tez2306086
	Tez2306087
	Tez2306088
	Tez2306089
	Tez2306090
	Tez2306091
	Tez2306092
	Tez2306093
	Tez2306094
	Tez2306095
	Tez2306096
	Tez2306097
	Tez2306098
	Tez2306099
	Tez2306100
	Tez2306101
	Tez2306102
	Tez2306103
	Tez2306104
	Tez2306105
	Tez2306106
	Tez2306107
	Tez2306108
	Tez2306109
	Tez2306110
	Tez2306111
	Tez2306112
	Tez2306113
	Tez2306114
	Tez2306115
	Tez2306116
	Tez2306117
	Tez2306118
	Tez2306119
	Tez2306120
	Tez2306121
	Tez2306122
	Tez2306123
	Tez2306124
	Tez2306125
	Tez2306126
	Tez2306127
	Tez2306128
	Tez2306129
	Tez2306130
	Tez2306131
	Tez2306132
	Tez2306133
	Tez2306134
	Tez2306135
	Tez2306136
	Tez2306137
	Tez2306138
	Tez2306139
	Tez2306140
	Tez2306141
	Tez2306142
	Tez2306143
	Tez2306144
	Tez2306145
	Tez2306146
	Tez2306147
	Tez2306148
	Tez2306149
	Tez2306150
	Tez2306151
	Tez2306152
	Tez2306153
	Tez2306154
	Tez2306155
	Tez2306156
	Tez2306157
	Tez2306158
	Tez2306159
	Tez2306160
	Tez2306161
	Tez2306162
	Tez2306163
	Tez2306164
	Tez2306165
	Tez2306166
	Tez2306167
	Tez2306168
	Tez2306169
	Tez2306170
	Tez2306171
	Tez2306172
	Tez2306173
	Tez2306174
	Tez2306175
	Tez2306176
	Tez2306177
	Tez2306178
	Tez2306179
	Tez2306180
	Tez2306181
	Tez2306182
	Tez2306183
	Tez2306184
	Tez2306185
	Tez2306186
	Tez2306187
	Tez2306188
	Tez2306189
	Tez2306190
	Tez2306191
	Tez2306192
	Tez2306193
	Tez2306194
	Tez2306195
	Tez2306196
	Tez2306197
	Tez2306198
	Tez2306199
	Tez2306200
	Tez2306201
	Tez2306202
	Tez2306203
	Tez2306204
	Tez2306205
	Tez2306206
	Tez2306207
	Tez2306208
	Tez2306209
	Tez2306210
	Tez2306211
	Tez2306212
	Tez2306213
	Tez2306214
	Tez2306215
	Tez2306216
	Tez2306217
	Tez2306218
	Tez2306219
	Tez2306220
	Tez2306221
	Tez2306222
	Tez2306223
	Tez2306224
	Tez2306225
	Tez2306226
	Tez2306227
	Tez2306228
	Tez2306229
	Tez2306230
	Tez2306231
	Tez2306232
	Tez2306233
	Tez2306234
	Tez2306235
	Tez2306236
	Tez2306237
	Tez2306238
	Tez2306239
	Tez2306240
	Tez2306241
	Tez2306242
	Tez2306243
	Tez2306244
	Tez2306245
	Tez2306246
	Tez2306247
	Tez2306248
	Tez2306249
	Tez2306250
	Tez2306251
	Tez2306252
	Tez2306253
	Tez2306254
	Tez2306255
	Tez2306256
	Tez2306257
	Tez2306258
	Tez2306259
	Tez2306260
	Tez2306261
	Tez2306262
	Tez2306263
	Tez2306264
	Tez2306265
	Tez2306266
	Tez2306267
	Tez2306268
	Tez2306269
	Tez2306270
	Tez2306271
	Tez2306272
	Tez2306273
	Tez2306274
	Tez2306275
	Tez2306276
	Tez2306277
	Tez2306278
	Tez2306279
	Tez2306280
	Tez2306281
	Tez2306282
	Tez2306283
	Tez2306284
	Tez2306285
	Tez2306286
	Tez2306287
	Tez2306288
	Tez2306289
	Tez2306290
	Tez2306291
	Tez2306292

