
265

CHAPTER 17

CHANGING PUBLIC OPINION: 
HOW AND WHY SOCIETAL ATTITUDES CHANGE

1

Robert Worcester

I want to begin with a story: the story of the pig and the
chicken. 

The chicken went running up to the pig and said, 
“Have you seen the sign? Have you seen the sign”?
“Sign? What sign”? asked the pig.
“The sign out in front of farmer Brown’s”, said the chicken.
“No, I haven’t seen it; what’s it got to do with me?” 
“C’mon, c’mon, I’ll show you”! said the chicken. 
She was just dancing around with excitement and went

running around to the front of the barnyard.  And there
was the big sign that said, “Bedrooms to let”.

“What’s that got to do with me”? asked the pig.
“Don’t you see”? The chicken replied, “it’s a wonderful

opportunity for a joint venture”.
The pig, being an Irish pig, pricked up his ears and

said, “Oh?  Tell me more”. 
And the chicken said, “Well, people will come and they’ll

rent the bedrooms and they’ll get up in the morning and
they’ll be hungry”.

And the pig said, “So”?
“So, we’ll serve them breakfast”, answered the chicken.
“Breakfast”? questioned the pig. 
“Yeah”, she said, “bacon and eggs”.
“Bacon and eggs”?!? exclaimed the pig, as he laid his ears

down and started walking away. 
“Where are you going”? asked the chicken.
“That’s one heck of a joint venture,” said the pig.  “We’ll

serve them bacon and eggs.  You’ll be participating.  But I
will be involved”! 

You know what caught that pig’s attention?  He is going
to be involved.  And that’s what I want to talk about:
understanding public opinion.

UNDERSTANDING PUBLIC OPINION

Many of you are scientists.  Do you know that 50% of the
1500 scientists funded by the Wellcome Trust say they
never talk to the public, and that they don’t want to talk
to the public.  Another 40% say they are not equipped to
talk to the public, even though they do. And only 10%
say they can talk to the public, are trained to do so, and
feel that they can do so effectively. 

If you work in the field of animal welfare and conser-
vation, you have to engage the public.  And to do that, I
want you to understand public opinion.  A word about
public opinion: As a pollster, I don’t measure facts; I meas-
ure perceptions.  As Epictetus said in the 1st century AD,
“Perceptions are truth because people believe them”.2

There are five things I can measure with the tools of
my trade.  I can measure people’s behaviour, what they
do; I can measure their knowledge, what they know, or
think they know; and I can measure their views.  I break
down views at three levels.  First, there are opinions,
which I describe – perhaps too poetically for academic
adoption – as the ripples on the surface of the public con-
sciousness, easily blown about by the politicians, the
media, the pundits, and their talk – not things that peo-
ple have thought about or care about, not things that
affect them and their families, or things that were dis-



cussed over breakfast that morning, or things that they are
worried about.  And they probably didn’t even know they
had a view until an interviewer said to them, “What do
you think about, say, the Metallic Metals Act”?  This actu-
ally happened.  Donald Rugg of Princeton University – in
a 1938 PhD thesis – found that 38% of the American
people had a view about the Metallic Metals Act, either
pro or con.  But there wasn’t any Metallic Metals Act.  He
just made it up.  Those are what I call opinions. 

Then there are attitudes: things that people have
thought about, have concerned themselves with, things
that affect them and their families, things they have dis-
cussed with their workmates and schoolmates, things that
they care about.  And they do have a view, but that view
can be changed with one or the other or preferably both
of two things: 1) information that is new to that individ-
ual, that raises a question about their previous beliefs, and
2) having that information come from a source they
respect.  If you can get those two things together, you can
change people’s attitudes. 

And then there are values.  These words – opinions,
attitudes and values – are thrown about as if they were
synonymous,3 but in my view they are not.  My entire
work is based on this model of people’s opinions, atti-
tudes, and values.4 Values are those things that people feel
so strongly about, things that they have discussed and
debated and come to a conclusion about, perhaps as the
Jesuits would say, by the age of five.  I would say by the
age of 25; very few people change their basic core values
after the age of 25.  I’m talking about a belief in god, the
death penalty, euthanasia, and abortion.  And I’m also
talking about animal welfare and conservation. 

Twenty-five per cent of the British public refuse to
countenance animal experimentation that would cause
pain in a mouse to help secure a cure for leukemia in chil-
dren. That’s how deeply the animal welfare value runs in
the British public.  I haven’t had an opportunity to do this
test in other countries, but I can tell you, that observation
explains a lot about IFAW’s fundraising, about the
protests against veal calves being shipped live over to the
continent, and many of the other threads that run
through the British public, where I’ve lived for the past 35
years.  So keep those things in mind, because if you take
one thing away from my presentation, I want it to be that:
to understand this model.  I am now going to use this
model as a thread, as a division, if you will, to examine
some illustrative data.  

USING PUBLIC OPINION RESEARCH

I want to talk about using public opinion research.  It is
really a very simple business. There are three kinds of
research involved: desk research, qualitative research, and
quantitative research.

Desk research includes things like the IFAW animal wel-
fare data base, where we did as much as we could to pull
together all the questions in all the countries of the world
where we had access to survey research that was robust –
survey research that was from recognized institutes that
do good work – not from the fly-by-night companies that
come and go – so that we could look at questions on a
variety of subjects at any time.

Desk research increasingly involves the use of the
World Wide Web.  The MORI website,5 for example, has
a mass of data, including most of what I will present here.
There you will also find qualitative research – focus
groups, that sort of thing.  Such methods are basically
used to test concepts, ideas, and thoughts, and also to get
some thoughts back. They are also used to listen to the
language that people use when they talk about these con-
cepts.  That is the way to use focus groups, rather than the
way so many political focus groups are used.

Then there is quantitative research, which you are all
familiar with, mostly from opinion polls that you read in
the newspapers.  I’m certainly best known in Great Britain
for being Britain’s pollster.  I’m on radio and television
quite a lot, and in other countries as well, Canada and the
U.S., particularly, because I come up with these numbers.
I know the numbers and follow the numbers.  But, this
kind of research actually represents less than one percent
of our turnover.  

The research that we do is in the social field, for gov-
ernments, charities, and some for corporations on corpo-
rate reputations and the like.  This research tracks change;
you can’t do that with focus groups.  And it provides the
numbers.  You have to ask the right sample of people the
right questions and add up the figures correctly but, most
importantly, and the reason I’m here today, is to use the
numbers wisely, and to use them in advocacy.  

I’m going to show you a number of examples where we
have done surveys for IFAW, Greenpeace, World Wildlife
Fund (WWF), The Wildfowl and Wetlands Trust
(WWT), and others, where they can use the results in
advocating their views, so that people who feel the way
the majority of the people feel know they’ve got the
majority of the people with them.  That is a very useful
use of it. 

Survey information is also useful in the management of
advocacy campaigns, in the management of what you
want to get across.  I had a very smart client, nearly 40
years ago now, when I was just starting out in this busi-
ness in the United States.  He called me in and he said we
want to find out three things.  We want to find out who
it is among the American population who already believe
what we want them to believe, so we don’t spend a penny
of our scarce money or a minute of our scarce time to con-
vince them.  On the other hand, we want to find out the
people who are so opposed to us that we’ll never change
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their minds, so we don’t waste a penny of our money or a
minute of our time trying to convince them.  And where
it’s really going to pay off, is identifying the people in the
middle, the people who can be convinced, will be con-
vinced, or at least will listen to our arguments. 

So research can guide semantics, explore concepts, pro-
vide insights, obtain information, set the context, and
curb claims.  

Tony Benn, left wing Labour MP, on the eve of the task
force in Great Britain sailing to the Falkland Islands in
1982, held up a sheaf of letters in the House of Commons
and said public opinion is swinging massively against the
war.  The next day in The Economist we (MORI) showed
that 78% of the British public were in favour of sending
the task force to the Falkland Islands.  So polling can cer-
tainly curb the claims of the demagogues. It can some-
times even clinch arguments. 

But polling research doesn’t dictate policy or sacrifice
your organization’s core values.  Greenpeace, for example,
had me do a 25–country study some years ago.  I went
down to Tunisia to present the results of that study at
eight o’clock on a Sunday morning.  I presented the find-
ings, which said that – right across the world – people
wanted Greenpeace to accept money from governments
and corporations, so long as it didn’t carry too high a price
tag with it.  And Greenpeace said no, our policy is that we
will not accept money from governments, and we will not
accept money from corporations.  And they stuck with it.
And I applauded them for doing so, because I don’t
believe in management by opinion polls.  Nonetheless, I
do believe that managers make better decisions with the
knowledge of what people think, rather than in the igno-
rance of it. 

Polling research should not manage an organization
either.  It certainly doesn’t at MORI.  We do staff attitude

studies annually, but just because the staff thinks it would
be nicer to be down in the south of France than in the
south of London, we’re not going to move to the south of
France, because we manage the company.  

Research should not add stress or engender conflict.  It
ought to reduce stress and conflict, by providing the facts
to resolve arguments over philosophy or principles.  

Research doesn’t necessarily have to lead to action
either. Some of the best work I have done – shifting to a
corporation – was to tell a client not to open a platinum
mine – a second platinum mine – because I had done a
study in Japan, where half the platinum in the world is
consumed, and I was able to prove to them that the mar-
ket wouldn’t sustain the millions and millions of Rand
that it was going to take to open that mine. 

Finally, research should not confuse the issues; it
should clarify them.  So let me now give you some exam-
ples to illustrate the findings.  

EXAMPLES OF PUBLIC OPINION RESEARCH
FINDINGS

1. Behaviour

Let’s look at the first of the five things that we measure
with the tools of our trade: people’s behaviour, things like
green consumerism.  I have developed a typology of a
dozen or so things, from writing letters to members of
parliament about green issues, to appearing before organ-
ized clubs and groups to give a talk on green issues.
People who have done four or more (or five or more, I for-
get which) of the 12 activities are described as “green con-
sumers”.  Between 1988 and 1990-91, there was a huge
increase in green consumerism, post Chernobyl, and as
we went up to the global lecture that Margaret Thatcher
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Figure 17–1. Green Consumerism
Trends (Britain).

Base: GB Adults. Source: MORI
“Business and the Environment” Study.



first gave at the Royal Society, and then at the United
Nations (Figure 17–1).  Time magazine’s cover – on
1 January 1990, you may remember – was “The Planet.”
Between 1998 and 1999, there was a sharp rise in people
avoiding companies with a poor green record  (Figure
17–1).

Figure 17–2 shows another measure of human behav-
ioural change, this time involving the recycling of various
materials.  Recycling in Great Britain reached a tipping
point between 2002 and 2003.  By 2003, 58% of people
were recycling newspapers and paper products, up 10
points from the year before.  Even larger increases were
observed in the recycling of magazines and brochures,
glass bottles and jars, cardboard, drink cans, and food
tins.  The largest jump was in plastic bottles (23%).  In
contrast, when I visit developing countries, plastic bottles
are all over the place, littering the countryside.  

When people were asked which of the following comes
closest to how much they reject and how much they recy-
cle, one in four people claimed in 2003 that they were
recycling everything that could be recycled, up from 11%
in 2002 (Figure 17–3).  And 30-35% recycled a lot, but
not everything that could be.  Between 2002 and 2003,
the number of people who did not recycle anything
dropped by half.  That’s called a scale – it’s a Thurston
scale technically – and it’s a good way to ask questions.
So that’s behaviour, let’s look at knowledge. 

2. Knowledge

We conducted a knowledge survey in England and Wales
in late 1996 and early 1997.  People were asked, “Which
of these phrases, if any, had they heard of”?  The answers
were: climate change, 80%; ozone depletion, 76%, cat-
alytic converter, 75%; and then, sustainable development,
34%; and biodiversity, 22%.
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For the World Wildlife Fund, I asked the question,
“What do you mean by biodiversity”?  I asked that ques-
tion, I think, in about thirteen countries.  Britain was the
only country where there was a substantial proportion – I
say substantial, but it was less than 5% – who said “Oh,
biodiversity, that’s homosexuality”.  So, don’t count on
people knowing what you know, because a lot of them
don’t.   As recently as May 2004, 45% of the British pub-
lic said they had never heard about biodiversity and
another 39% knew not very much or nothing at all about
it.  If you don’t have awareness, people are not going to lis-
ten to your arguments.  The minute they hear biodiversi-
ty they turn off, and that’s nearly half the public in Great
Britain.

We also asked people in the United States about the
main cause of the greenhouse effect.  One person in four
didn’t know and couldn’t provide any answer.

In Britain, in 2004, 51% of people surveyed had never
heard of climate change and 50% had never heard of the
Kyoto agreement.  

So, there is a widespread lack of knowledge on many
environmental issues and that is the fight we’re fighting.

3. Views: Opinions

As I noted earlier, views and opinions are lightly held and
easily blown by the winds.  Nonetheless, some of them are
very stable.

Most of you are scientists.  Not long ago, I had 120 sci-
entists from the British Department for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) in the audience.  I said
“hands up those of you who believe that trust in scientists
in this country has dropped by 20 points or more in the
last five years”.  Half the hands went up.  I said “between
ten and twenty percent”; another quarter of the hand
went up. “Between zero and ten percent”, all the rest of
the hands went up, but one.  I then said, “stayed the same
or increased?  One person put his hand up. 

And then I showed them Table 17–1: 1999, 63%;
2000, 63%; 2001, 65%; 2002, 64%; 2003, 65%.  Dead
level; absolutely stable.  And yet there wasn’t a scientist in
that room, but one, who believed it.

But it is not just scientists generically.  When you
break it down, which of the following scientists do
you most trust to give reliable information about the
environment: scientists working for universities 50%;
for environmental groups, 31%; government,  9%;
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Table 17–1. Trust in Types of People. Response to the question, “Now I will read you a list of different types of people.  For each
would you tell me if you generally trust them to tell the truth, or not?”

Occupations
MORI Veracity Index

Trust them to tell the truth (%)
‘83 ‘93 ‘97 ‘99 ‘00 ‘01 ‘02 ‘03 ‘04 ‘05

Doctors 82 84 86 91 87 89 91 91 92 91

Teachers 79 84 83 89 85 86 85 87 89 88

Professors n/a 70 70 79 76 78 77 74 80 77

Judges 77 68 72 77 77 78 77 72 75 76

Clergyman / Priests 85 80 71 80 78 78 80 71 75 73

Scientists n/a n/a 63 63 63 65 64 65 69 70

Television news readers 63 72 74 74 73 75 71 66 71 63

The Police 61 63 61 61 60 63 59 64 63 58

Ordinary man/woman in street 57 64 56 60 52 52 54 53 55 56

Pollsters n/a 52 55 49 46 46 47 46 49 50

Civil Servants 25 37 36 47 47 43 45 46 51 44

Trade Union Officials 18 32 27 39 38 38 37 33 39 37

Business Leaders 25 32 29 28 28 27 25 28 30 24

Government Ministers 16 11 12 23 21 20 20 20 23 20

Politicians generally 18 14 15 23 20 17 19 18 22 20

Journalists 19 10 15 15 15 18 13 18 20 16

Base: 2,017 British adults aged 16+, most recent fieldwork 17-21 February 2005.



industry 6%; and none of these 1%; 3% did not
know.

In 1997, I gave the World Environment Day keynote
lecture.  I noted that only 44% of the people in Britain
said that they trust that what scientists working for the
government have to say about environmental issues. A
senior government scientist came up to me afterwards and
said, “But we don’t lie to people”.  I said, “I know you
don’t lie to people. You don’t talk to people.”  I’m trying
to get scientists to talk to people, and you can see where
it stands between 1997 and 1998 (Figure 17–4).

We also conducted a seven-country study (France,
Germany, Great Britain, Italy, The Netherlands, Poland,
and the United States).  In those countries, 21, 17, 25, 24,
10, 14, and 29 percent of the people say that the issue of
globalization is an extremely important threat to their
own countries.  Yet, when you ask the same people, with
the exception of Poland, twice as many think that global
warming is an important threat internationally.

That’s important for you to know. And none of you
know it. 

So, those are opinions. 

Views: Attitudes

When people spontaneously talk about the issues that are
important in their country, they are speaking of attitudes.
Take a look at Figure 17–5.  Look closely, the dark line
down at the bottom – that’s pollution/environment.
Respondents were asked about important issues facing
Great Britain.  It was an open-ended question.  They
could say anything, and the interviewer coded it.
Anything that is solid black – the things that you and I
care a lot about – got almost no salience whatsoever.  It
got quite a lot of attention, however, back in 1989; in fact
it was at the top of the poll.  Unemployment was on the
way down then, but it has fluctuated since then.  Trends
in unemployment are highly correlated with the pollu-
tion/environment figures.

In 1994-1995 we did a European-wide study for
Greenpeace International to determine what type of envi-
ronmental organization people would be willing to sup-
port.  We found that Europeans wanted an environmen-
tal organization that teaches people to live in harmony
with nature, one that has no links to political parties and
is perceived to be a caring organization. They also wanted
their environmental organization to operate on an inter-
national level, and to work together with other environ-
mental groups.

I have a son who is a wildlife photographer.  When he
was at university, he wanted to work for an environmen-
tal organization. He was going to go to law school,
become an environmental lawyer, and fight the good
fight.  The summer he graduated, he went to work for
Friends of the Earth in Washington.  He phoned me in
August and said, “I’m not going to work for an environ-
mental organization.  I’m not going to become a lawyer.
They want to fight each other; I want to help save the
planet”.

People also want their environmental groups to have
realistic aims. Recycling, for example, was considered very
worthwhile by 70% of respondents in a 2002 UK poll.  I
talked earlier about the tipping point.  Support for recy-
cling has moved, in my mind, from an opinion to an atti-
tude. Ten years ago, most people didn’t have a real attitude
about recycling. They’d heard about it, but they didn’t
care much about it.  That’s all changed in the last decade.

Now, back to the subject of ecotourism.6 In 2000, we
asked 693 package-holiday takers their top reason for
choosing a holiday in relation to age (Figure 17–6).  You
can see that there is not much of a market for ecotourism
compared, for example, with relaxation, enjoying sun, sea,
and sand, and of course in Britain, they talk about sex as
well!
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When you get down to “experience adventure and
excitement in natural environments”, the figures drop to
2-3%.  And, “to see wildlife and enjoy nature in a wild
state”, the figure is about 1% for all but the 55+ age
group, where the number is 4%. 

We’ve just promoted to research director one of my
young people – he’s been with me I think 15 years now.
In his first year we did a study for WWF.  We found that
– in his words, in the draft report – only 3% of the British
public said they would be willing to give a legacy in their
will to WWF.  I said only? ONLY!?  If you could get 3%
of the British public to leave a legacy in their will to
WWF, they wouldn’t have to raise funds in any other way.
That would fund them forever. So, while 4% may not
sound like much, it sure gives you a good indication of
the potential market for ecotourism. 

Views: Values

Finally lets get to values, beginning with animal experi-
mentation.  The lady I had breakfast this morning with
was kind enough to say, spontaneously, not knowing who
I was or what I did, that the most interesting MORI study
she had seen was the one on animal experimentation.  In
2002, we did a study that posed the question, “Provided
that all animal welfare regulations were well enforced,
please tell us…how acceptable or unacceptable your over-
all opinions or impressions are of the use of [various ani-
mals, including human subjects] in medical research”
(Figure 17–7).  Eighty-seven percent said, well if humans
want to volunteer, it’s okay with us.  Eleven percent said
it was unacceptable to use human subjects in medical
research.  Twenty-three and 26% said that it was unac-
ceptable to use rats or mice, respectively.  Twelve percent
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even said it was unacceptable to use bacteria.   More peo-
ple (46%) found experimentation with monkeys unac-
ceptable.

I did a study for New Scientist in 1999 that examined
whether people approved or disapproved of the use of live
monkeys or mice, alternatively, for each of four goals, if
the monkeys or mice are, or are not, subjected to pain or
surgery  (Figure 17–8).7 It was a very complex research
design with over 2,000 people.  In that study, almost 40%
of people approved of the use of mice as long as no pain
was involved.  But, at the other extreme, 24% of the
British people said that even to find a cure for leukemia in
children, they did not find it acceptable to use mice in
experiments that cause pain.

In 1996, we asked people in 13 countries (unprompt-
ed) “What are the two or three most important problems
facing the world as a whole?”  On average, 25% of respon-
dents identified “environment, global warming, pollu-

tion, and resource depletion”, ranking 3rd in a list of 27
issues.  Five years later (2001), environment was up six
points and ranked 1st among the 27 issues identified.

We have also asked, “What would the effect of the
price of fuel doubling have on your use of you car”?
Thirty-two percent said that you can double the price of
fuel and it wouldn’t make any difference in my automo-
bile usage. That is a value.  In Germany the figure is 23%;
and in Canada, it is 25%.  In the United States, it’s 18%,
but they don’t pay very much for gasoline to begin with.
In France, the figure is 49%; in Italy, 42%, and to show
you what a big job we have in Britain, 43% of respon-
dents say you can double the price but it’s not going to
make any difference to my driving habits.

Even if we halve the cost of public transport, an aver-
age of 60% of respondents still say it would make no dif-
ference in their use of the automobile.  In Britain 64% say
they will not give up their car, 23% in the USA.  Nineteen
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percent of people in Great Britain actually say there is
nothing that you can do that would make them give up
their car. 

Now, the thing that does get people’s attention and
makes an impact is if you either threaten their health, or
promise them better health.  Think back to Farmer
Brown’s pig; you’ve got  involvement there.  When you
ask people, “How much do you believe environmental
problems now affect your health?” 74% of people in
China say a great deal, 67% and 50% in India and
Nigeria, respectively, whereas the figure drops to 13% in
Great Britain, Germany and Japan.  When asked “How
much if at all do you believe environmental problems will
affect the health of our children and grandchildren”, 86%
in China, 45% in Great Britain, and 50% in the United
States, said “a great deal”.  So there’s an emotional tug on
which you can pull.

In focus groups, we have gotten statements from peo-
ple, such as “well really, human activities are in harmony
with the environment”.  Well, we have tested some of
these things, and I’ll just give you 3 examples.

Concern about the future of the environment.  Which
of these opinions comes closest to yours?  The first pie chart
(Figure 17–9) is the EU as a total, followed by the
Germans, and the British. Only 4% believe that human
activity is currently in harmony with the environment,
and 44% believe that human activity can lead to irretriev-
able damage to the environment unless it’s changed, 49%
in Germany, and 40% in Great Britain. 

How about individual action?  People often say to me
that there’s nothing that I as an individual can do; it won’t
make any difference.  Well, we tested the statement, “My
actions can make a real difference to the environment”
and 43% of individuals polled across Europe, 56% in

Germany, but only in 39% in Great Britain said, yes, my
actions can make a real difference (Figure 17–10). 

The trade off between environment and economic
growth.  If I could get this across to governments, it
would make a difference, but I don’t seem to be able to do
it.  “Please tell me whether you completely agree, mostly
agree, mostly disagree, or completely disagree with pro-
tecting the environment should be given priority even if it
causes slower economic growth and some loss of jobs.”
Think of all the people in all the governments who are
devoted to departments of trade and industry or depart-
ments of commerce, to promoting trade, and in employ-
ment departments, to promote jobs.  Yet there you have
25% who completely agree, and 44% who mostly agree
that protecting the environment should be given priority,
even if it causes slower economic growth or some loss of
jobs.  You’ve even got seven people in ten saying they
agree, we want to put the environment first, in the United
States! In Great Britain and Germany, the figure is eight
people in ten.  So help me get that message across, will you? 

COMMUNICATION

I will end this chapter on the topic of communication.
How do you use this stuff?  Consider consumer protests
against companies.  If you are going to get companies,
you’ve got to scare them. Frankly, I’ve been in a lot of
boardrooms and I do a lot of work for companies, and I
try to carry the message.  Over the past year, have you
considered, or have you actually punished a company you
see as not being socially responsible, by refusing to buy
their products or speaking critically about them to others.
In a global survey conducted by Environics and MORI,
23% of respondents to a 1999 survey indicated that they
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Which of these opinions comes closest to yours?
The deterioration of the environment
can be halted by changing our way of life

Human activity is currently
in harmony with the environment

Human activity can lead to irretrievable
damage to the environment

DK

44%
46%

4%

49%
40%

6%

40%
46%

5%

Figure 17–9. Concern About the Future
of the Environment.

Base: 16,067 EU, incl. 2,045 German,
1,340 UK adults, Sept-Oct 2002,
EORG/Eurobarometer.
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Figure 17–11. Consumer Protests
Against Companies.

Response to the question, “Over the
past year, have you considered (or
have you actually) punished a compa-
ny you see as not socially responsible
– by refusing to buy their products or
speaking criticcally about them to
others..?”

Base: Adult national populations
(1999). Source: Environics.

had changed their minds about buying a product – either
quit buying a product or not purchased a product in the
first place – because they didn’t think the company was
socially responsible.  In North America/Oceania it was
51%;  Northern Europe, 39%; Africa, only 19%; Latin
America, only 19%; and Eastern Europe, 15%. But, more
have considered it (Figure 17–11). 

Another example comes from Dominican support for
the South Pacific Sanctuary.8 Since I saw the whaling
presentation earlier,9 I put in this question: “How strong-
ly do you support or oppose the establishment of a
Southern Pacific Sanctuary?”  Two-thirds of the people in
Dominica say they would like to see their government
support a Southern Pacific Sanctuary. Does the govern-
ment of Dominica know this? I don’t know but I certain-

ly hope so.  As you can see from Figure 17–12, we broke
the results down by gender, by age, by whether respon-
dents were happy or unhappy with their lives, whether
they’re satisfied or unsatisfied with the performance of
their government, and whether the government demo-
cracy works well or needs improvement. 

One more example: approval for action to stop whal-
ing.  In a survey I did in 2003, I asked, “Would you
approve or disapprove of the…government taking action
to convince Iceland to stop whaling?”  Seventy-six, 73, 72,
and 58 percent of Dutch, German, British and American
respondents said that they would approve of their govern-
ments speaking out against Icelandic whaling (Figure
17–13).  I hope those governments know that, and apply
diplomatic pressure, and apply trade sanctions, as sup-
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Figure 17–10. Can Individual
Actions Make a Difference?

Base: 16,067 EU, incl. 2,045
German, 1,340 UK adults, Sept-Oct
2002, EORG/Eurobarometer.

Which of these opinions comes closest to yours?
My actions can make a real difference to the
environment

None of these

The environment is an issue beyond my
control as an individual
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Figure 17–13.  Approval for
Action to Stop Whaling.

Response to the question,
“Would you approve or disap-
prove of the ___ government
taking action to convince
Iceland to stop whaling?”

Base: Adults (Netherlands: 502;
Germany: 1,000; GB: 1,003;
US: 1,012), 2003. Source:
IFAW/MORI.
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Figure 17–12.  Dominican
support for a South Pacific
Whale Sanctuary.

Response to the question,
“How strongly would you want
Dominica to support or oppose
the establishment of a Southern
Pacific Sanctuary?”

Base: 501 adults in Dominica.
Source: MORI Caribbean
Barometer.
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ported by the majority of people in those countries (with
the exception that only 43% of Americans supported
trade sanctions), if Iceland didn’t stop whaling.  That
would get their attention.

In conclusion, there are four stages of effective commu-
nication: 

• Awareness. Here’s who we are. If people don’t
know that they aren’t going to listen to you. 

• Involvement. Here’s what we can do for you.
Remember the pig and the chicken.

• Persuasion. Here’s what we think, because if
you’ve dug the foundation of awareness, and

you’ve built the framework of involvement, then
they will pay attention.  I can show you adver-
tisements in the newspaper today, ads on the
television last night, that are going to fail. They
are going to fail because they haven’t come from
something that people are aware of, something
worth listening to, something that’s got visibili-
ty.  Or, they wonder, does it have anything to do
with me?  

• And finally action: here’s what we want you to do
about it. 
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