Analysis and evaluation of the survey’s results 

Climate Change – A Public Opinion Poll in Croatia
This is an evaluation of survey Climate change – a public opinion poll in Croatia, which had a goal to explore public perception of climate change, its impact on everyday lives and its economic and social consequences as well. This survey is part of National Human Development Report – 2008, which has been conducted by United Nations Development Programme. The survey was managed by AUDEO – public opinion and market research agency from Osijek. The research was conducted by phone on a sample of randomly selected 1000 citizens older than 14 years from Croatia with well balanced socio-demographic variables.
This survey confirmed a fact that all stakeholders interested in climate change issue already knew – we can't make this world more balanced and sustainable
i.e. we can't calm down climate changes without mobilised public. The public that is well informed and educated about threats, but also about possible solutions regarding climate change is a crucial actor in winning this battle. The long and intensive process of climate change mitigation/adaptation is impossible without involvement of public. Experiences from countries that are already on track to halt or put lower their emissions of greenhouse gases in almost all cases linked these successes with interested and participatory public. On the other hand, from this survey we can see something else evenly important and also well known in this field – public opinion is often confused and blocked. As it stated in Human Development Report 2007/2008, results from other surveys showed how “public attitudes continue to be dominated by a mindset that combines apathy and pessimism” (pg. 66).  Within this survey this is not so obvious or we could say it is in first line of answers, but as it will be showed later in comparison with results from similar surveys in Croatia we can detect similar attitudes. Newsweek journalist Robert J. Samuelson made a good point about it with the notion how “in the debate over global warming, there is a big gap between public rhetoric, which verges on hysteria — and public behaviour, which indicates indifference” (The Globalist, 2007: 2). Naming this, we have to emphasize the important role of media in fulfilling goal of getting public concerned and mobilised about climate change. Till now, it was too often close to “hollywoodisation of climate change” with falsely presented balance between IPCC reports and so called climate sceptics, and tittles that was bounded with dramatic and apocalyptic views (Dessler and Parson, 2006). It is one way how apathy and pessimist mindset can be produced. We stress this important role of media because results from this survey show us how Croatian citizens gets information about climate change mostly from TV (84,6%) and then from newspapers (53,2%) and magazines (27,2%). Every social actor that communicates with public about issues from climate change scope should have that in mind. 
Before we go deeper with evaluation of survey it is important to emphasise how results that we will analyse are product of respondents’ self-assessment. It is worth to mention that already on beginning, because we can often witnessed in this kind of surveys tendency toward socially acceptable answers. But when we put mirror in front of ourselves we see better and clearer picture, than when we just talk or imagines us. Because of this, we will include in conclusion of this evaluation analyse of results from other surveys regarding climate change and close subjects in Croatia. 
If we want to comment introductory question about general importance of environment to citizens that was surveyed, then we can conclude how Croatia is one the most environmentally friendly country in the world. Less than 2% of respondents in survey stated that protecting the environment is not important to them. With so high acclamation for environmental protection it is not surprise that there was no any eligible difference within gender, age or region variable. However, education level act as a good indicator for environmental concern. Respondents with university degree in 82,4% of responses stated how environmental protection is very important to them personally, while this attitude falling down in lower education levels where this statement was supported by 73% and 65% of respondents. Since we already mentioned importance of information and education for relations toward climate change, this is not surprising result, especially when we compare it with number of sources of information about environmental issues. Respondents with university degree use more sources of information than those one with finished high-school or elementary school. With this we can emphasise how results from survey gave us a picture of powerful triangle: education – various sources of information – environmental concern. Those three are good combination for active behaviour toward climate changes. Each one is supportive and supported by others. 
We saw that importance of environmental concern for personal life is on significantly high levels. So, here we talk about attitude that comes from someone’s feelings. But respondents’ answers about their knowledge regarding climate change also reach high scores. It is worth to mention as a curiosity how none of respondents said that he or she hadn’t heard about climate change before this survey. Here we have again fruitful combination that higher educated persons know more about climate change and for that knowledge they use more sources of information. Almost half (49,7%) of respondents think how they know a fair amount about climate change and with the ones that said how they know a lot (16,3%), we get two thirds of informed and educated respondents. 
However, when we put this self-proclaiming knowledge on test, scores are going down. Almost one in five respondents (18,6%) couldn’t indicate at least one contributor of climate change and 13,7% of them couldn’t indicate any consequences of climate change. One of the reasons for these relatively low scores are definitely feeling about climate change as something that happened to others/to global and without awareness about direct social and economic consequences. Here we would like to stress how answers – “impacts on food production” and “higher cost of energy/food” as one of the consequences of climate change indicated only 5,2% and 0,9% of respondents. This is even more worth to mention because this survey was held in mid of 2008 when reports and news about rising prices of food and energy were highly presented in Croatian media. Possible explanation is that Croatian citizens still associate climate change with environmental influences and less with social and economic aspects of our living, but then we have to admit that it is a sign of insufficient knowledge about climate change and sustainable development in general. According to this statement we can again make accent on continuity impact of education on many variables connected to climate change. Again, respondents with higher education chose more contributors and consequences of climate change. 
Inconsistency between self-reported and real knowledge, or between self-reported feelings and real behaviour also continue in next session about perception of threat from climate change. Large proportion of citizens (69,8%) consider climate change as a very serious problem and next 26,2% as a serious problem. From socio-demographic variables besides continuously education we can abstract here gender and region ones. Woman and respondents in Adriatic Croatia perceive climate change as a very serious problem more often than man and respondents in other regions of Croatia (Zagreb, Panonian Croatia, and Mountain Croatia). It would be worth to check more deeply for reasons of this “more extreme view” in Adriatic Croatia, but most likely it is because Adriatic sea is the most important natural resource of Croatia and since Croatian citizens perceive climate change more as environmental issue, dangers from climate change is most visible in this area (rising sea level, lost of biodiversity, temperature changes etc.). Any kind of disruptions in that manner would certainly affect living condition in that region and tourism as a main source of income. For region variable we have to add that significant majority of respondents from all mentioned region consider climate change as a serious problem, but respondents from Adriatic gave the extreme answer (very serious vs. serious) more frequently than respondents in other region.
From this we can conclude how Croatian public is highly aware of problem. But then again 61,3% of them, somehow smaller that expected believe that climate change will not have a great deal or quite a lot effect on them personally. As previously stated, it is obvious that Croatian public look at climate change as something that still happens to others and far away. It some sense it is not a surprise, because till now Croatia evaded major threats climate change. From the usual list of climate change’s consequences that are more “visible” to the people, Croatia experienced “only” occasionally local weather distortions that mostly manifested as droughts in some region and floods in other parts. But even that didn’t affect daily living of most citizens and especially didn’t negatively affect Croatia in long term sense which is crucial for affecting peoples’ attitudes. However, we have to emphasise once more how it is distinctively that respondents in this survey didn’t recognise social and economic effects of climate change, because reality shows us how threats from those sectors are more influential on Croatia and maybe they will even represent bigger problems in the future. Namely, right now Croatia produce just seven agriculture product enough to fulfil its yearly needs and all others it should import in different percentage. Although researches of Faculty of Agriculture in Zagreb state how according to the size of productive land and quality of soil, Croatia could produce food not just for itself, but for significant export, last year Croatia spent around 2$ billions on food imports. As it stated in HDR 2007/08, agricultural production and food security is one of the five key mechanisms that climate change could stall (pg. 9). Likewise, Croatia doesn’t cover half of yearly energy needs with its own production, and according to current trends in 2020 it will cover only 26% and energy use will rise to 60% from now, probably depending on fossil fuels which will worsen capabilities for climate change adaptation/mitigation process. It is still not clear how far and deep will be development of renewable energy use, but right now it is on extremely low levels, especially according to accessibility of those resources. 

With raising foreign debt, insecurity in food production and energy sector amplified with more frequent climate change consequences will put Croatia in highly vulnerable position not just for those sectors, but for overall human development. 
Next session of questions was about comparisons of activities concerning reduction of climate change between Croatia and EU members and developed countries. According to almost half respondents (49,5%), Croatia is currently doing less in reducing emissions that cause climate change compared to EU members and other developed countries. In line with this, significant number of respondents state how Croatia in future should be doing more that EU members on this issue (53,2%) or the same as EU members (35%). From these results we can make a point how high expectation from their own government is good foundation for active approach toward climate change. But here we can also say how it is not surprise that Croatia is behind one Germany or Spain or other members from “old EU” in tackling emissions that caused climate change if we consider history and process of transition in Croatia, but also if we consider responsibility for greenhouse gases emissions. Likewise, high expectation from their own government would be more trustworthy, if Croatian citizens put these high expectations for themselves as well.
Here respondents considerably underestimate citizens’ impact and responsibility. Regarding responsibility for emissions they were named individual consumers on third place with only 16,3% of responses. Even more, almost every fifth respondents couldn’t identify the most responsible actor or sector for emissions. They find the most responsible business (industrial and manufactures sector) with 38,7% and government with 22,4% of responses. For responsibility for reducing emissions, more than half of citizens named government (52,3%) on first place, on second business (26,4) and themselves on third place again (21,2%). Here we don’t want to underestimate responsibility of government or business for climate change problem. But as we stated earlier, active role of citizens in democratic society is crucial and within climate change agenda they have important role not just to agitate or persuade government and business to lower emissions, but also to chose more sustainable way of living on personal level. This is even more important in societies where personal consumption accounts with third or even more of overall emission, and Croatia is not exemption in that.
In session VIII., we got answers about citizens readiness for financial contributions in climate change mitigation. More than fourth of the respondents (27,5%) are not willing to pay any additional sum to tackle emissions with investment and using of green technology and energy. Less than fourth of respondents (24,5%) are willing to pay additional monthly sum if it doesn’t exceed 30 HRK. From the results we can say how almost half of respondents (48,2%) are wiling to pay additional sum if 70 HRK is a maximum level and two thirds (65,8%) if 110 HRK is a maximum level. As we could foresee, here is the most important variable that affected respondents’ decision, perception of their financial status. From those who said how they are not willing to pay more, 84% stated how they can’t afford more burdens on their monthly expenditures. Again as independent variables we have education and region so citizens from Adriatic Croatia that find more often climate change as a very serious problem are also willing to pay more for green energy. 
Here we have a tricky question where it was presented alternative to citizens’ behaviours in relation to willingness to pay extra sum for green energy. For this, respondents were asked if they drive car more than twice per week or fly more than twice per year. The answers was divided almost evenly, 51,1% said no and 48,9 said yes on that question. Then respondents who said yes answered if they are willing to pay extra money for gas tank or plain ticket as mitigation for climate change caused by transport emissions that is, just to remind, main contributor to climate change according to respondents’ answers in session about their knowledge regarding climate change (pg. 15). This result is also worth to emphasise, because around third of citizens that drive car more than twice per week or fly more than twice per year are not ready to pay additional money for gas tank or plain ticket. Of those citizens who answered that they are not willing to pay extra money for gas tank and plain ticket, 76.9% gave reason that they can’t afford it!? 
It is a truth that for more realistic results we would need more precise questions, because it is not so fair to put in one group persons who drive cars more than twice per week with persons who fly with a plain more than twice per year. Numerous researches showed us that flying is still reserved for richer stratum of population. It is a better sign of someone’s income than driving a car. However, even if we put aside a significant number of citizens who are not willing to pay any additional sum for green energy, and even if we accept that most of them are ones who are financially not able to pay extra sum for mitigation of climate change, we still have, to put it mildly, a significant number of citizens in Croatia who are obviously not in low income levels since they drive car more than twice per week and fly more than twice per year, and still are giving reason for not willingness to pay more their financial incapability to do it.  At a same time, on self-reported questions, they present themselves as persons who in large majority care for environment and think how climate change is a (very) serious or serious problem.
Only 6,5% citizens who drive cars more than twice per week or fly more than twice per year are willing to pay extra cost more than 20% for gas tank or plain ticket. Here again, the ones who are more educated and in better financial situation are willing to pay more.
Again, different story is when citizens had to self-report their pro-environment activities and readiness to undertaking it in the future. Here we have high percentage of those activities with interestingly on first place reduced energy consumption (73,6%), and in addition reduced water consumption (69,9%) and used a car less or drive in efficient manner (59,3%). Intentions of undertaking similar activities in the future is even more striking and here incredibly 89,3% of respondents said how they will use an environmentally friendly way of travelling. 

CONCLUSION
From analyse of survey’s results we can make some conclusive thoughts:
Firstly, it is obvious not just from this survey how variable education consist solid base for environmental concern and active behaviour toward climate change. We can emphasise how this survey showed that higher education is good indicator for: environmental concern, knowledge about climate change (not just self-reported, but they listed more contributors and consequences of climate change), perception on threats of climate change, and willingness to financially participate in mitigation of climate change. 
Education is highly important for every country in policy toward climate change problem, but we would like to stress in conclusion why for Croatia it is crucial. If we analyse HDR results from this year, Croatia is country with high human development index of 0,850 and 47th rank.  But from all three basic dimension or indexes, Croatia got the worst score for knowledge dimension or within education index (87th rank).   

It will be a challenging task for country that need to improve a lot in its general education process, but to take step even further and improve public education about such a complex issue as climate change is. To achieve better position and condition in this area, Croatia would need not just to implement climate change topics in education system, but to strengthen public campaigns about climate change. Likewise, media would need to provide more appropriate and educative information.
Secondly, besides importance of self-assessment within public opinion surveys, results from this one taught us again how it is also important to test respondents’ statements and attitudes. On several occasion in this survey we could notice how behaviour is not in line with proclaimed statements. Last session in survey about pro-environment activities also follow that relation. It was a helpful coincidence that during writing evaluation report about this survey, it was published results from two similar public opinion polls in Croatia, but these ones tested actual knowledge and acting of respondents. One survey was held by GFK market research agency from Zagreb about percentage of energy efficiency retail products in Croatian homes (Večernji list, 29.07.2008.). Here our scores within 70 other countries in the world showed how in purchasing of energy efficiency (A or A+) fridges, Croatia is below even Eastern European countries. This was already noticed in previous surveys in Croatia (Domac, Šegon and Kufrin, 2004) on similar topics such are renewable energy sources and energy efficiency, where two fifth of respondents from Zagreb and Rijeka answered how main reason for buying home appliances is their price. 
Other survey was held by city waste company “Čistoća” from Split where they tested citizens’ knowledge and behaviour about waste and recycling. They got really low scores on knowledge about those subjects and some answers about recycling are really troublesome (Slobodna Dalmacija, 06.08.2008.). 
We have good news and bad news now. The good news is that this phenomenon was also noticed in most of the countries in the world and even in EU countries, which standards regarding environmental protection and climate change policy Croatia is trying to reach and implement during pre-accession process. In Special Eurobarometar 295 “Attituted of European Citizens toward the Environment” from this year, after testing of green consumption results stated that significantly more Europeans claim how they are willing to buy even if they are more expensive environmentally friendly products than actually do. That remind us how “environmentally friendly attitudes do not necessarily lead to environmentally friendly actions” (pg. 29). The bad news is that no matter on this EU-commonly low level of actual environmentally aware behaviour, Croatia is far behind most of European countries in climate change adaptation/mitigation process and more demanding action plan would be needed here.   
Thirdly and in according with previous mentioned, Croatian government and public authorities, NGOs’ and media will have to put much more efforts to get better efficiency in campaigns about climate change if real goal is to have well informed and educated citizens. For that it would be needed to clarify and openly presented what are roles and responsibilities of each social actor and institutions in this process, and within which timeline they should fulfil their goals. All interested stakeholders should use good position of high levels of self-reported concern for environment and climate change, and help to transform that in actual behaviour. Old Chinese proverb said: “The best time for plant a tree was ten years ago. Next best time is now”. Results from survey Climate Change – A Public Opinion Poll in Croatia send us the same message.
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