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Preface

To many people chemicals are abstract, yet they are present 
everywhere. The term “chemicals” encompasses chemical 
elements, such as metals, as well as natural and manufactured 
chemical compounds. Deliberately added chemical elements 
and compounds are everywhere in our daily lives; in house-
hold chemicals and personal hygiene products, as additives 
and preservatives in provisions, in pharmaceuticals, and in 
ordinary consumer goods, such as electronics, plastic items, 
clothes, and building materials, etcetera. Chemicals are an 
indispensable component of economic growth and welfare, 
but need to be managed properly. Chemicals that have unac-
ceptable effects to the environment and human health need 
to be phased out from production and use, whereas others 
can be regulated in ways that minimizes risks. While the 
concept of proper management of chemicals is usually not 
controversial in itself, realizing it in practice is different story.

One aspect of this situation is the information gap. Because 
of historic failures of companies to evaluate the effects of 
chemicals on public health and the environment before pro-
duction and widespread use, there are huge gaps in our 
knowledge. Without knowledge about possible negative ef-
fects, it is not possible to manage the chemicals properly. The 
lack of transparency between companies that are part of the 
same supply chains on the one hand, and companies and ac-
tors outside supply chains, such as retailers, consumer and 
the recycling business, on the other hand, also contributes to 
the information gap, and may result in improper manage-
ment of chemicals, also as part of more complex chemical 
formulations and products. This is, most likely, the explana-
tion for the low public trust in the chemical safety of con-
sumer products, as well as in companies as sources of infor-
mation on chemical safety issues, as found in the study 
presented in this report.

Another aspect of this situation is poor governance sys-
tems, that is to say insufficient laws governing chemical safe-
ty issues and insufficient law enforcement, poor compliance 
control mechanisms, and lack of proper governmental au-
thorities and coordination between them and companies. 
This is particularly an issue in low and middle income coun-
tries, but not necessarily limited to them. In the United States 
of America we have the outdated federal Toxic Substances 
Control Act (TSCA) as of 1976, regulating industrial chemi-
cals. First the governance systems need to be addressed at the 
national level, but in the longer run the Swedish Society for 

Nature Conservation (SSNC) believes that increased inter-
national harmonization of governance systems, at least for 
the most hazardous chemicals, is a proper way forward. 
When harmonizing governance systems internationally, 
however, it is important to use the highest available standard 
as a benchmark, so that progressive countries do to not have 
to downgrade their standards. Differentiated approaches for 
countries with different capacities may be warrented only for 
transition periods as limited as possible.  This will – except 
for being positive for the safety of consumers worldwide and 
the global environment – level the playing field for actors on 
the market, and can hence stimulate international trade and 
economic growth.

From the study presented in this report, it is clear that 
consumers, on average, in the 10 participating countries and 
14 participating cities/towns, have a low trust in the chemical 
safety of ordinary consumer products. Furthermore, in 9 of 
the14 participating cities/towns, claims by companies that 
products are free from harmful chemicals got the lowest trust. 
This is a clear signal to both companies and decision makers.

There are a number of guiding documents that companies 
and decision makers may use to start addressing the low trust. 
Some of the most relevant documents are mentioned in this 
report. By participating in the Chemicals in Product 
Programme, newly adopted by the Strategic Approach to 
International Chemicals Management (SAICM), for example, 
companies can gain public goodwill, perhaps market advan-
tages, and truly feel that they are contributing to addressing 
a fundamental aspect of good management of chemicals, 
namely to eliminate the information gap. When it comes to 
addressing the governance gap, decision makers have clear 
priority actions listed in the document Overall Orientation 
and Guidance for Achieving the 2020 Goal of Sound 
Management of Chemicals. There is also an excellent UN 
guiding documents that gives recommendations on how to 
put governance systems in place and to finance them - the 
Guidance on Development of Legislation, Administrative 
Infrastructures and Recovery of Administrative Costs (lira). 

There is no longer a reason for decision makers and com-
panies not to act.

Johanna Sandahl
President of the Swedish Society for Nature Conservation
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Summary

In 2015, the Swedish Society for Nature conservation in col-
laboration with a number of its international collaboration 
partners carried out two sets of questionnaire-based polls 
on chemical safety issues, addressing:

1.	 Consumer opinions (14 cities/towns, in 10 countries)
2.	 Company opinions (on a country basis, in 10 

countries)

The consumer questionnaire contains 18 questions, divided 
into three major sections. The first is about the perceived 
magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals, with re-
spect to health and the environment, from various con-
sumer goods. Chemical safety work in the occupational 
environment is the topic of the second. The third is about 
trust in sources of information on chemical safety issues, 
and responsibilities from different actors in society. 

The company questionnaire contains 20 questions, di-
vided into three major sections. The first addresses sharing 
of safety information from and education by producers of 
chemicals to their customers, the second the same as the 
first, but with manufacturers of more complex consumer 
goods (chemical formulations or composite products) as the 
target, and the third section is about legal responsibilities 
and how the companies believe that stronger national and 
international legislation on chemical safety issues, respec-
tively, would affect their business.

The study has created a vast amount of data, impossible 
to present in detail in one report. Each city and country poll 
could result in a brief report, in its own right. Please see the 
Appendices D-X for details.

However, some general observations were made:

•	 The overwhelming majority of the consumers in all 
14 cities/towns included in this poll were worried 
about consumer goods containing chemicals haz-
ardous to health and the environment. 

•	 In 9 of the participating cities, the lowest trust was 
given to claims that a product is safe to health and 
the environment if the claim comes from the com-

panies themselves. Only in one city/town, in 
Ukraine, the majority put the highest trust in com-
pany claims.

•	 Many workplaces seem to have procedures and meas-
ures in place to minimize risks from hazardous chem-
icals, which is encouraging. Still, a good number of 
poll participants who said that the questions in the 
section about chemical safety work in the occupa-
tional environment were relevant to them, pointed 
out shortages in specific measures. These shortages 
ranged from lack of health and safety trainings, to 
lack of chemical safety manuals, personal protection 
equipment, readable warning signs in dangerous 
places, and departments responsible for chemical 
safety issues in the occupational environment.

•	 Most poll participants said that the responsibility 
for the chemical safety of products should be shared 
between producers of chemicals, producers of more 
complex products, national and international deci-
sion makers. The relative magnitude of this respon-
sibility was approximately similar for all actors in all 
countries. This clearly shows that ordinary consum-
ers expect producers of chemicals and manufactur-
ers of  more complex products to take a significant 
responsibility. 

•	 Many of the participating companies said that they 
have procedures in place for sharing chemical safe-
ty information, for example via material and product 
safety data sheets, and safety trainings in place, 
which is very good. Yet this is just a foundation step 
in being transparent. In societies where we strive for 
ever more circular economies, to save materials, en-
ergy and water, it becomes increasingly important 
to be even more transparent, to the actors within and 
outside supply chains, about the chemical profiles of 
formulations and product components used in the 
manufacturing of more complex consumer prod-
ucts, so that they can be safely handled throughout 

6



missing pieces

6 7

their life cycles, and materials safely recovered, re-
used, or terminally handled as waste.

•	 Most of the participating companies had a positive 
view of how stronger national and international leg-
islation would affect their competitiveness on their 
respective national markets, and the export markets. 
Only companies in high income countries seemed a 
bit more reserved.  Most participating companies also 
said that stronger legislation probably would improve 
their rate of innovation. 

•	 Most of the participating companies had a positive 
view of how stronger national and international leg-
islation would affect their competitiveness on their 
respective national markets, and the export markets. 
Only companies in high income countries seemed a 
bit more reserved.  Most participating companies 
also said that stronger legislation probably would 
improve their rate of innovation.

Based on these observations, the report concludes with a 
number of recommendations to decision makers, producers 
of chemicals and more complex products, and to civil society:

Decision makers
•	 Make sure to, first and foremost, address the 11 core 

elements in the SAICM Overall Guidance Orientation 
Document for Achieving the 2020 Goal of Sound 
Management of Chemicals as quickly as possible15. 
This includes, with some additional recommenda-
tions:

-	 To develop and install legal frameworks ad-
dressing the life cycle of chemicals and waste in 
place.

-	 To install relevant enforcement and compliance 
mechanisms.

-	 To make sure that there are strong institutional 
frameworks and coordination mechanisms 
among relevant stakeholders. In particular, fa-
cilitate or help companies to fulfil their roles in 
the 11 SAICM core elements. Make sure  that 
companies understand what legal requirements 
they have to comply with when it comes to safe-
ty of products and with respect to chemicals

-	 To include sound management of chemicals and 
waste in national health, labor, social, environ-
ment and economic budgeting processes and 
development plans. Many health and environ-
mental costs are now externalized to society. 
Operationalize industry financial responsibili-
ties in chemicals management, using well-de-
signed taxation control management systems, 
and registration fees for chemicals placed on the 
markets.

-	 To implement chemicals and waste-related mul-
tilateral environmental agreements, as well as 
health, labor and other relevant conventions and 
voluntary mechanisms. Make sure that your 
country is devoted to continually improve and 
expand the existing international agreements and 
mechanisms, so that all chemicals with unaccep-
table health and environmental consequences 
eventually will be regulated internationally. Only 
then the planet will be safe from them. And in-
creased international harmonization of chemical 
legislation in the longer perspective would level 
the playing field for all actors in a globalized econ-
omy and facilitate trade. Devote your country to 
secure that there will be a strong successor to 
SAICM – a global voluntary broad-scope mecha-
nism– in place when the mandate of SAICM ends 
in 2020. Work for sustainable solutions to secure 
the long-term financing of this work.

6
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Companies
•	 First and foremost, make sure that you fulfil your 

responsibilities in relation to the SAICM Overall 
Guidance Orientation Document for Achieving the 
2020 Goal of Sound Management of Chemicals as 
quickly as possible. This includes, with some addi-
tional recommendations:

-	 To put in place collection and systems for the 
transparent sharing of relevant data and infor-
mation among all relevant stakeholders using a 
life cycle approach, such as the implementation 
of the Globally Harmonized System of 
Classification and Labelling of Chemicals. 
Companies are strongly encouraged to partici-
pate in the Chemicals in Products Programme, 
as this will operationalize transparent data and 
information sharing of among the stakeholders, 
throughout the life cycle of products.

-	 To participate and define industry responsibil-
ity across the life cycle, including cost recovery 
policies and systems as well as the incorporation 
of sound chemicals  and waste management into 
corporate policies and practices.

-	 To develop environmentally sound and safer 
alternatives. Proper chemicals risk assessments 
are a responsibility of companies, and must be 
a requirement before a chemical is allowed to be 
placed on markets.

-	 To development and promote environmentally 
sound and safer alternatives. The principles of 
Green Chemistry can be followed.

-	 To make sure that the corporate management 
and all key persons in the production units 
know what national and international legisla-
tion govern the chemical safety of the products 
produced or manufactured by your company.

-	 To devote your company to secure that there will 
be a strong successor to SAICM in place when 
the mandate of SAICM expires in 2020.

-	 To observe the UN Guiding Principles on 
Business and Human Rights, in order to 
strengthen due diligence in corporate supply 
chains for the protection of various rights im-
plicated in the product life-cycle.

Civil society organizations
•	 First and foremost, to assist in all possible ways gov-

ernments, authorities, and companies to address the 
11 core elements in the SAICM Overall Guidance 
Orientation Document for Achieving the 2020 Goal 
of Sound Management of Chemicals as quickly as 
possible. This could include:

-	 To do awareness raising to governments on tools 
to assist good chemicals governance, such as a 
number of UN manuals, for example the guide 
for Guidance on Development of Legislation, 
Administrative Infrastructures and Recovery 
of Administrative Costs (LIRA), the United 
Nation Development Programme (UNDP) 
Guide For Integrating the Sound Management 
of Chemicals into Development Planning3, the 
United Nations Institute for Training and 
Research (UNITAR) Guidance for Preparing a 
National Profile to Assess Infrastructure and 
Capacity Needs for Chemicals Management 
(2nd edition), and the Food and Agriculture 
Organization4 (FAO) International Code of 
Conduct on Pesticide Management.

-	 To do awareness raising to governments and 
companies on the cost of inaction, using the 
UNEP Cost of Inaction Report on the Sound 
Management of Chemicals. 

-	 To do awareness raising on Globally 
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Harmonized System for Classification and 
Labelling of Chemicals (GHS) to governments 
and companies. The GHS paves the way for 
global harmonization in how information on 
chemical hazards is communicated and is of 
great importance for facilitating access to and 
sharing of information.

-	 To do awareness raising to companies on the 
Chemicals in Products Programme, and en-
courage them to participate.

-	 To do awareness raising to the public on product 
categories for which this study indicate a low 
risk awareness, for example for textiles and 
leather goods that have large health and envi-
ronmental impacts in the production, and that 
also may contain harmful chemicals when they 
reach the consumers. The participating organi-
zations are encouraged to further analyze the 
data collected, in order to identify potentially 
differential awareness raising needs among dif-
ferent gender, age and educational level groups.

-	 In addition to the mentioned awareness raising 
activities, provide techical expertise about 
chemicals to governments and authorities when 
appropriate.

-	 Create a forum in which the government and 
companies can engage civil society in transpar-
ent dialogue on issues raised in the poll, espe-
cially in cases where there is lack of government 
institution or capacity to host or initiate such 
dialogue.

-	 Assist consumers in organizing themselves into 
consumer interest organizations, and bringing 
forward demands to decision makers and com-
panies for safe products to health and the envi-
ronment.

-	 Act as watch dogs, to monitor that decision 
makers and companies fulfil their duties and 
undertakings, as well as monitor chemicals in 
consumer products and the environment, the 
latter suggestion in line with the core element 
on monitoring chemicals according to the 
SAICM Overall Guidance Orientation 
Document for Achieving the 2020 Goal of 
Sound Management of Chemicals.

-	 Follow and influence the process of negotiating 
a successor to SAICM, in the interest of civil 
society.
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To many people chemicals are abstract, yet they are present 
everywhere. The term “chemicals” encompasses chemical 
elements, such as metals, as well as natural and manufac-
tured chemical compounds. Deliberately added chemical 
elements and compounds are everywhere in our daily lives; 
in household chemicals and personal hygiene products, as 
additives and preservatives in provisions, in pharmaceuti-
cals, and in ordinary consumer goods, such as electronics, 
plastic items, clothes, and building materials, etcetera. 
Chemicals are an indispensable component of economic 
growth and welfare, but need to be managed properly. 
Chemicals that have unacceptable effects to the environ-
ment and human health need to be phased out from produc-
tion and use, whereas others can be regulated in ways that 
minimizes risks. While the concept of proper management 
of chemicals is usually not controversial in itself, realizing 
it in practice is different story.

The global chemical industry has grown significantly 
over the past 50 years, and the Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development (OECD) projected in 2012 
that there will be a six-fold increase in chemical production 
by 2050, compared to the 2010 baseline1. The latest United 
Nations (UN) Global Chemicals Outlook report from 2012 
showed that increasingly more chemicals are produced and 
consumed in low and middle income countries, with posi-
tive trends in the forecasts for the years ahead2. Similar 
predictions are made by OECD. The emerging economies 
of Brazil, Russia, India, Indonesia, China, and South Africa 
alone are predicted to account for the greater share of the 
global chemicals sales by 20501. Many consumer goods for 
global sales are produced in low and middle income coun-
tries, notably in China and India.

While many high income countries continue to make 
progress in collecting and assessing information on expo-
sure to and risks from chemicals, putting legislation in place 
and enforcing it, capacity and proper infrastructure is lag-
ging behind in many low and middle income countries. The 
lack of capacity and proper infrastructure in low and middle 
income countries, in combination with increased consump-
tion and production of chemicals there, puts people there at 
greater risk of exposure to hazardous chemicals. The cost of 

this is becoming ever more apparent. According to the UN 
report The Cost of Inaction – on Sound Management of 
Chemicals, more people annually die from chemicals than 
from road accidents3. The burden falls more heavily on low 
and middle income countries, where it can negatively im-
pact productivity and poverty reduction1 in the longer run. 
But populations in all countries experience an increasing 
number of adverse health effects, known or suspected to be 
linked to chemical exposure. Certain types of cancer, de-
velopmental, cognitive and reproductive disorders are 
among them4.

Proper management of chemicals spans from individual 
companies, to the local, national, regional and international 
levels. Companies need proper and sufficient policies to reg-
ulate the use of chemicals and the work place safety for the 
workers. There must be proper and sufficient national legis-
lation in place, as well as capacity to enforce the laws and 
check compliance with them. National legislation sets min-
imum standards, ensures that the regulation is impartial, 
and creates a level playing field for similar companies nation-
ally. Sometimes regional coordination is the preferred way 
forward. The European Union (EU) chemicals legislation 
Register, Evaluate, Authorization, and Restriction of 
Chemicals (REACH) is an excellent example of that. 
Although imperfect and still needs to be fully implemented, 
it has already improved access to information on chemicals 
along supply chains, spurred innovation, and generally in-
creased the safety for European consumers, and strength-
ened the protection of the environment. REACH now serves 
as a model for other countries and regions in the process of 
revising their chemicals legislation, such as in China5. But 
the most hazardous chemicals need to be regulated globally. 
Over the past forty years, a set of global agreements has 
emerged to address specific issues in chemicals management. 
There are four principal chemicals conventions: the Basel, 
Rotterdam, Stockholm; and Minamata Conventions. The 
Stockholm Convention regulates particularly hazardous 
organic compounds, while the Basel and Rotterdam 
Conventions regulates trade with hazardous chemicals and 
waste and the right for recipient countries to be pre-informed 
and to give their consent to accept imports of hazardous 

Background
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chemicals and waste6. The Minamata Convention has yet to 
enter into force and be implemented, but once it achieves this 
status it will regulate the full-life cycle of mercury globally7.
In addition to these legally binding agreements, there is a 
voluntary process called the Strategic Approach to 
International Chemicals Management (SAICM), developed 
and coordinated by the UN Environmental Programme 
UNEP8. It addresses aspects of chemicals management that 
currently are not covered by any convention. The mandate 
of SAICM ends in 2020, and a roadmap for the last five years 
of the work was adopted at a SAICM meeting in 2014. This 
road map – called the Overall Orientation and Guidance 
Document (OOGD) – lists eleven prioritized measures for 
establishment of proper chemicals management: strength-
ened legal frameworks; compliance mechanisms; strong in-
stitutional frameworks; industry participation and respon-
sibility; and inclusion of chemicals in national budgeting 
processes and development plans among them9. That is to 
say, strong focus is put on governance issues of chemicals.  
SAICM also promotes regional collaboration and initiatives, 
and further coordination between the chemicals conven-
tions.  

Civil society organizations can have a role in lobbying 
for proper chemicals management, targeting decision mak-
ers at all levels, as well as companies. Having well-founded 
arguments, and also an idea of what the opinion and con-
cerns of various stakeholders helps in establishing construc-
tive dialogues. 

The Swedish Society of Nature Conservation (SSNC), in 
collaboration with ten international partners (Association 
de protection de l’environment et du dévelopment durable 
de Bizerte (APEDDUB) (Tunisia); Ban Toxics! (the 
Philippines); Ecological Alert and Recovery Thailand 
(EARTH) partnering with the Thai Foundation for 
Consumers (FFC); groundWork South Africa (South 
Africa); Instituto Brasiliero de defesa de consumidor (IDEC) 
(Brazil); KAN Centre for Environment and Development 
(KANCED) (Canada); MAMA-86 (Ukraine); National 
Association of Professional Environmentalists (NAPE) 
(Uganda); and Toxics Link (India)), carried out a poll in 
2015. It was done in selected cities in the respective countries 

of the partner organizations. For more details, see the fol-
lowing section on methods.

The purpose of the poll, on the one hand, was to get an 
indication of the public level of awareness of, and concerns 
over, the potential presence of hazardous chemicals in or-
dinary consumer products, including food and drinking 
water, as well as in the working environment. On the other 
hand, the purpose was to get an indication of how compa-
nies reason around chemicals legislation and how such af-
fects their competitiveness nationally and internationally. 

This poll was not a scientific investigation. SSNC is aware 
that it has shortcomings. It was carried out according to best 
practices, given the limitations in access to data, personal 
and financial resources, as well as time and country spe-
cific factors. The data from the participating countries is, 
thus, not directly comparable, although collected using the 
same basic methodologies as far as possible. 
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See Appendix A for details in running text and tables. 

Methods

The questionnaire for consumers is found in Appendix B; the questionnaire for companies in Appendix C.
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T﻿he consumer questionnaire consists of three major 
sections: the first is about the perceived magnitude of 
exposure to hazardous chemicals with respect to health and 
the environment; the second deals with chemicals safety 
work in the occupational environment; and the third is 
about trust in sources of information on chemical safety 
issues, and responsibilities from different actors in society. 
The presentation of the results is structured accordingly.

Due to the large amount of data collected in this poll, the 
results are not presented individually in running text in the 
report, rather only as graphs with explaining figure cap-
tions, for a selection of questions from the questionnaires, 
in the Appendices D-M. General patterns and some country 
specific observations are mentioned in the following para-
graphs. Thus, this report should be considered only to be a 
first glimpse into the potential information contained in the 
collected data. 

Section 1 of the consumer poll

Consumer products in general (questions 8 and 10 in the 
consumer questionnaire)
Questions 8 and 10 of the consumer questionnaire summa-
rize the overall concern of the poll participants for hazard-
ous chemicals in consumer products, with respect to health 
and the environment. It is clear that consumers in all cov-
ered cities/towns were concerned (see Figure 16 in the 
Appendices D-I and K-M, and Figure 15 in Appendix J).

Food and beverages (questions 7 and 9 in the consumer 
questionnaire)
The poll participants rated what they believed is the poten-
tial magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals from 
food and beverages, with respect to health (question 7) and 
the environment (question 9). In the majority of the low and 
middle income country cities and towns in this study, the 
poll participants believed that the potential magnitude of 
exposure to hazardous chemicals from food and beverages 
is rather high (replies in the classes “a fair amount” to “a 
great deal”), whereas the poll participants in high income 
countries, such as Canada and Sweden, seemed less worried 

(see Figure 2 in the Appendices D-M). The participants in 
Canada, notably in Ottawa seemed least concerned. The 
participants of Bizerte (Tunisia) and Kyiv (Ukraine) had 
somewhat similar opinions to the participants in high in-
come countries (see Figure 2 in the Appendices K and M b)).

Personal hygiene products, cosmetics, beauty products, 
and perfumes (questions 7 and 9 in the consumer 
questionnaire)
Personal hygiene products, cosmetics, beauty products, and 
perfumes are here presented as a group, since they share 
common modes of application (all applied onto the body 
and then rinsed off). The poll participants rated what they 
believed is the potential magnitude of exposure to hazard-
ous chemicals from these products, with respect to health 
(question 7) and the environment (question 9). Most par-
ticipants in this study, in most countries, believed that per-
sonal hygiene products to a substantial degree contain 
chemicals hazardous to health and the environment (replies 
in the classes “a fair amount” or “a great deal” (see Figure 3 
in the Appendices D-M)). The highest number of replies, 
generally, was in the class “a fair amount” (37-64%), with the 
exception of Kirovohrad (Ukraine), Mukono (Uganda) and 
Kampala (Uganda), where most replies were in the class “a 
great deal” (70%, 59% and 45% respectively) (see Figure 3 in 
the Appendices D-M). Still a good number of replies were 
found in the class “not very much” (15-25%) (see Figure 3 in 

Results consumer poll
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the Appendices D-M). In Bizerte (Tunisia), a good number 
of replies were in the class “I do not know” (9% with respect 
to health and environment, respectively. Similar reply pat-
terns as for personal hygiene products were observed for 
cosmetics, beauty products, and perfumes, with most replies 
in the classes “a fair amount” or “a great deal” (see Figure 4 
in the Appendices D-M). The number of replies in the class 
“not very much” ranged from 8-23%, and was particularly 
high in the Bizerte (Tunisia) (23%) and Yaremche (18%) 
(Ukraine). In Bizerte (Tunisia), 8% also replied “I do not 
know”, both with respect to health and environment.

Household cleaning products (questions 7 and 9 in the con-
sumer questionnaire)
The poll participants rated what they believed is the poten-
tial magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals from 
household products, with respect to health (question 7) and 
the environment (question 9). Most replies were found in 
the classes “fair amount” and “a great deal” (see Figure 5 in 
the Appendices D-M). The number of replies in the class of 
highest concern (“a great deal”) ranged from 44-86% for 
questions 7 and 9 (see Figure 5 in the Appendices D-M). But 
notably in Bangkok (15% of the replies with respect to health) 
(Thailand), Toronto (15% of the replies with respect to 
health) (Canada), Davao (14% of the replies with respect to 
health) (the Philippines), Kampala (13% of the replies with 
respect to health) (Uganda) and Mukono (13% of the replies 
with respect to health) (Uganda), there were also a good 
number participants who replied “not very much” (see 
Figure 5 in the Appendices E b), G, J, L a) and L b)).

Electronic and electronical products (questions 7 and 9 in 
the consumer questionnaire)
The poll participants rated what they believed is the poten-
tial magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals from 
electronic and electrical products, with respect to health 
(question 7) and the environment (question 9). It is obvious 
from this study that the participants generally believed that 
there are potentially environmentally hazardous chemicals 
in his product category, but still a good share replied “not 
very much” with respect to health (19-48%) (see Figure 6 in 

the Appendices D-M). Particularly in Ottawa (Canada), 
Kirovohrad (Ukraine) and Mukono (Uganda), the belief in 
potential health hazards seems low, with 47%, 37%, and 34% 
of the replies, respectively, in the class “not very much” (see 
Figure 6 in the Appendices E a), L b), and M a)).

Children’s toys (questions 7 and 9 in the consumer 
questionnaire)
The poll participants rated what they believed is the poten-
tial magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals from 
children’s toys, with respect to health (question 7) and the 
environment (question 9). In many of the cities/towns, the 
participants replied “not very much” with respect to health 
(23%-47% of the replies) (see Figure 7 in the Appendices 
D-M). In some cities, a good number of the participants 
even replied “none at all”, notably in Ottawa (Canada) (36%), 
Kampala (Uganda) (31%), Mukono (Uganda) (22%), and 
Bizerte (21%) (Tunisia) (see Figure 7 in the Appendices E a), 
K, L a), and L b)). In Kirovohrad and Yaremche, both in 
Ukraine, however, the participants seems to be more con-
cerned about health and environmental hazards from toys 
(see Figure 7 in the Appendices M a) and M c)). 

Textiles and leather goods (questions 7 and 9 in the 
consumer questionnaire)
The poll participants rated what they believed is the poten-
tial magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals from 
textiles and leather products, with respect to health (ques-
tion 7) and the environment (question 9). Up to a half of the 
participants in some of the cities/towns replied “not very 
much” with respect to health (see Figure 8 in the Appendices 
D-M). It is worth noting, though, that in cities/towns in 
countries that are textile and leather producers, such as the 
Philippines, Thailand, and Uganda, the concern about the 
potential health hazards of this product category seems to 
be higher, as the numbers of replies in the classes “a fair 
amount” and “not very much”, were more balanced (see 
Figure 8 in the Appendices D-M). In Stockholm, the par-
ticipants were concerned with respect to both health and 
the environment (see Figure 8 in the Appendix I). In gen-
eral, except in the participating cities/towns in Ukraine, 
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people seem to be more concerned about this product cat-
egory with respect to the environment than to health (see 
Figure 8 in the Appendices D-M).

Shoes (questions 7 and 9 in the consumer questionnaire)
The poll participants rated what they believed is the potential 
magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals from shoes, 
with respect to health (question 7) and the environment (ques-
tion 9). Most participants in this study did not see shoes as a 
particularly significant source of hazardous chemicals to 
health (most replies in the class “not very much” (up to 50%)) 
(see Figure 9 in the Appendices D-M). In Ottawa (Canada), 
39% of the participants replied “none at all” with respect to 
health (see Figure 9 in the Appendix E a)). A slightly higher 
level of concern, in general, was observed with respect to the 
environment (see Figure 9 in the Appendices D-M). 

Furniture and interior design items (questions 7 and 9 in 
the consumer questionnaire)
The poll participants rated what they believed is the potential 
magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals from furniture 
and interior design items, with respect to health (question 7) 
and the environment (question 9). The results from this study 
indicate variable levels of concern for health and environmen-
tal hazards from chemicals in this product category. With 
respect to health, most participants in Davao (the Philippines), 
Ottawa (Canada), Mukono (Uganda), and São Paulo (Brazil) 
seemed not to be particularly concerned (most replies in the 
class “not very much”), in Delhi (India) and Kampala 
(Uganda), most replies were in the class “none at all”, whereas 
in Bangkok (Thailand), Bizerte (Tunisia), Durban (South 
Africa), Kyiv (Ukraine), and Stockholm (Sweden) the shares 
of answers between the classes “not very much” and “a fair 
amount” were more balanced, and in Kirovohrad and 
Yaremche, both in Ukraine, people seem more concerned 
(most replies in the class “a fair amount”) (see Figure 10 in the 
Appendices D-M). Concerns with respect to the environment 
were generally higher (see Figure 10 in the Appendices D-M).

Kitchen utensils and food storage materials (questions 7 
and 9 in the consumer questionnaire)

The poll participants rated what they believed is the potential 
magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals from kitchen 
utensils and food storage materials, with respect to health 
(question 7) and the environment (question 9). This study 
showed that there are variable concerns among the partici-
pants with respect to health and the environment, but gener-
ally a higher concern for the environment. In Ottawa 
(Canada), the participants were not particularly concerned 
with respect to health (see Figure 11 in the Appendix E a)). In 
Bangkok (Thailand), Bizerte (Tunisia), São Paulo (Brazil), 
and Toronto (Canada), the number of replies between the 
classes “not very much” and “a fair amount” were approxi-
mately balanced, while in Davao (the Philippines), Delhi 
(India), Durban (South Africa), Kirovohrad (Ukraine), Kyiv 
(Ukraine), Mukono (Uganda), Stockholm (Sweden), most 
replies were in the class “a fair amount”, and in and Kampala 
(Uganda) and Yaremche (Ukraine), the class “a great deal” 
got most replies (see Figure 11 in the Appendices D-M).

Equipment at work (questions 7 and 9 in the consumer 
questionnaire)
The poll participants rated what they believed is the poten-
tial magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals from 
equipment at work, with respect to health (question 7) and 
the environment (question 9). The results for this product 
category were highly variable (ranging from predominant-
ly replies in the classes “not very much”, to “a great deal”) 
(see Figure 12 in the Appendices D-M). Many of the par-
ticipants, though, believed that the equipment at work may 
contain chemicals hazardous to the environment (see Figure 
12 in the Appendices D-M). 

Building materials (questions 7 and 9 in the consumer 
questionnaire)
The poll participants rated what they believed is the poten-
tial magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals from 
building materials, with respect to health (question 7) and 
the environment (question 9). Most poll participants seem 
to be concerned about hazardous chemicals in this product 
category (most replies in the classes “a fair a fair amount and 
“a great deal”) (“see Figure 13 in the Appendices D-I and 
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K-M). Only in the Canadian cities Ottawa and Toronto, 
there were good numbers of persons who replied “not very 
much” with respect to health (see Figure 13 in the Appendices 
E a) and E b)). In Kampala (Uganda), most poll participants 
replied “a great deal” both with respect to health and envi-
ronment (see Figure 13 in the Appendix L a)). There is a data 
gap for Thailand, as the sub-question on building materials 
in questions 7 and 9 was lost in the translation of the ques-
tionnaire into the Thai language.

Fuel products (questions 7 and 9 in the consumer 
questionnaire)
The poll participants rated what they believed is the potential 
magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals from fuel 
products, with respect to health (question 7) and the environ-
ment (question 9). In all cities/towns covered by this study, 
the participants were highly concerned (most replies in the 
classes “a fair amount” and “a great deal”) about hazardous 
chemicals in fuel products, with respect to health and the 
environment (see Figure 14 in the Appendices D-I and K-M, 
and Figure 13 in Appendix J). In Mukono (Uganda), however, 
31% of the participants replied that they were not very con-
cerned with respect to health, and 22% that they were not very 
concerned with respect to the environment (see Figure 14 in 
the Appendix L b)).

Paints (questions 7 and 9 in the consumer questionnaire)
The poll participants rated what they believed is the poten-
tial magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals from 
paints, with respect to health (question 7) and the environ-
ment (question 9). Most participants were highly concerned 
(most replies in the classes “a fair amount” and “a great 
deal”) about hazardous chemicals with respect to health and 
the environment (see Figure 15 in the Appendices D-I and 
K-M, and Figure 14 in Appendix J). A good number of peo-
ple Delhi (India) and Davao (the Philippines), however, 
seem not to be so concerned about paints (15% and 11%, re-
spectively, of the replies in the class “not very much”) (see 
Figure 15 in the Appendices D-I and K-M, and Figure 14 in 
Appendix  J). In in Mukono (Uganda), even 25% replied “not 
very much” (see Figure 15 in the Appendix L b)). 

Section 2 of the consumer poll

Perceived safety in the working environment (question 13 
in the consumer questionnaire) 
The majority of the participants, except in Bizerte (Tunisia), 
felt quite safe with respect to chemicals in their working envi-
ronments (see Figure 17 in the Appendices D-I and K-M, and 
Figure 16 in Appendix J). In Bizerte (Tunisia), 38% said that 
they felt “very unsafe”, and in Bangkok (Thailand) the share 
of replies in this class was 27% (see Figure 16 in the Appendix 
J and Figure 17 in the Appendix K). Furthermore, in 13 of the 
participating cities, the participants felt quite unsafe (>10% of 
the replies in the class “a bit unsafe”) (see Figure 17 in the 
Appendices D-I and K-M, and Figure 16 in Appendix J). 

Perceived access to information on chemical safety 
issues in the working environment (question 14 in the 
consumer questionnaire)
Many participants said that this question was not applicable 
to their work, but out of those for whom it was relevant, a good 
number in Davao (the Philippines), Durban (South Africa), 
Kirovohrad (Ukraine), Kyiv (Ukraine), Stockholm (Sweden), 
Toronto (Canada), Yaremche (Ukraine) replied that they have 
“adequate” access to information (see Figure 18 in the 
Appendices D-I and K-M, and Figure 17 in Appendix J). In 
Davao (the Philippines), Delhi (India), Kirovohrad (Ukraine) 
and Stockholm (Sweden) an approximate similar share of the 
participants replied “adequate” or “none at all” (see Figure 18 
in the Appendices D-M). In Bangkok (Thailand) and Mukono 
(Uganda), most participants thought that access to informa-
tion is “lacking”, and in Bizerte (Tunisia), Kampala (Uganda), 
and São Paulo (Brazil) most participants replied “none at all” 
(see Figure 18 in the Appendices D-I and K-M, and Figure 17 
in Appendix J). 

Safety practices and measures in place at the work place 
(question 15 in the consumer questionnaire)
A good number of participants, for whom this question was 
relevant, had access to chemical safety training, personal 
protection equipment, and stated that there are readable 
warning signs in dangerous places (see Figure 19 in the 
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Appendices D-I and K-M, and Figure 18 in Appendix J). The 
access to a person or department responsible for controlling 
chemical safety issues at the work place, and for aftercare of 
employees exposed to hazardous chemicals, was variable 
(see Figure 19 in the Appendices D-I and K-M, and Figure 
18 in Appendix J). A major exception seems to be Uganda. 
The majority of the participants in both Kampala and 
Mukono replied “no” to the different sub-questions of ques-
tion 15 (see Figure 19 in the Appendices L a) and L b)). 

Section 3 of the consumer poll

Ranking of reliability of sources used for information on 
chemical safety issues. (question 16 in the consumer 
questionnaire) 
The poll participants ranked the reliability using eight levels.

São Paulo
The respondents in Brazil (São Paulo) did the following 
ranking (from the most used to the least used sources): 1) 
academic researchers and scientific organizations (84% of 
the replies in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 2) 
non-governmental organizations (82% of the replies in the 
four topmost rating classes out of eight), 3) material and 
product safety data sheets (74% of the replies in the four 
topmost rating classes out of eight), 4) governmental au-
thorities (59% of the replies in the four topmost rating class-
es out of eight), 5) magazines and newspapers (39% of the 
replies in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 6) 
co-workers (23% of the replies in the four topmost rating 
classes out of eight), 7) television and radio (21% of the replies 
in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), and 8) fam-
ily members (19% of the replies in the four topmost rating 
classes out of eight) (see Figure 20, Appendix D).

Ottawa
The respondents in Canada (Ottawa) did the following rank-
ing (from the most used to the least used): 1) academic re-
searchers and scientific organizations (98% of the replies in 
the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 2) government 
(97% of the replies in the four topmost rating classes out of 

eight), 3) material and product safety data sheets (91% of the 
replies in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 4) mag-
azines and newspapers (88% of the replies in the four topmost 
rating classes out of eight), 5) non-governmental organiza-
tions (62% of the replies in the four topmost rating classes out 
of eight), 6) co-workers (11% of the replies in the four topmost 
rating classes out of eight), 7) family members (8% of the re-
plies in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), and 8) 
television and radio (5% the replies in the four topmost rating 
classes out of eight 3) (see Figure 20, Appendix E a)).

Toronto
The respondents in Canada (Toronto) did the following rank-
ing (from the most used to the least used): 1) academic re-
searchers and scientific organizations (75% of the replies in 
the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 2) government 
and non-governmental organizations (71% each of the replies 
in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 3) material and 
product safety data sheets (67% of the replies in the four top-
most rating classes out of eight), 4) magazines and newspapers 
(38% of the replies in the four topmost rating classes out of 
eight), family members (35% of the replies in the four topmost 
rating classes out of eight), 5) television and radio (27% the 
replies in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), and 
co-workers (17% the replies in the four topmost rating classes 
out of eight) (see Figure 20, Appendix E b)).

Delhi
The respondents in India (Delhi) did the following ranking 
(from the most used to the least used): 1) magazines and news-
papers (70% of the replies in the four topmost rating classes 
out of eight), 2)  television and radio (66%  of the replies in the 
four topmost rating classes out of eight), 3) government (55% 
of the replies in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 
4) non-governmental organizations  (48% of the replies in the 
four topmost rating classes out of eight), 5) academic research-
ers and scientific organizations (47% of the replies in the four 
topmost rating classes out of eight), 6) family members (44% 
of the replies in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 
7) co-workers (36% of the replies in the four topmost rating 
classes out of eight), and 8) material and product safety data 
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sheets (33% of the replies in the four topmost rating classes 
out of eight) (see Figure 20, Appendix F).

Davao
The respondents in the Philippines (Davao) did the following 
ranking (from the most used to the least used): 1) government 
(81% of the replies in the four topmost rating classes out of 
eight), 2) material and product safety data sheets (63% of the 
replies in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 3) tel-
evision and radio (61% the replies in the four topmost rating 
classes out of eight), 4) academic researchers and scientific 
organizations (53% of the replies in the four topmost rating 
classes out of eight), non-governmental organizations (52% 
of the replies in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 
magazines and newspapers (38% of the replies in the four 
topmost rating classes out of eight), family members (29% of 
the replies in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), and 
co-workers (22% the replies in the four topmost rating classes 
out of eight) (see Figure 20, Appendix G).

Durban
The respondents in South Africa (Durban) did the following 
ranking (from the most used to the least used): 1) academic 
researchers and scientific organizations (59% of the replies in 
the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 2) non-govern-
mental organizations (57% each of the replies in the four 
topmost rating classes out of eight), 3) government (56% of the 
replies in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 4) ma-
terial and product safety data sheets (53% of the replies in the 
four topmost rating classes out of eight), 5) magazines and 
television and radio (50% each the replies in the four topmost 
rating classes out of eight), and 6) co-workers (39% of the re-
plies in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), and 7) 
family members (36% of the replies in the four topmost rating 
classes out of eight) (see Figure 20, Appendix H).

Stockholm
The respondents in Sweden (Stockholm) did the following 
ranking (from the most used to the least used): 1) academic 
researchers and scientific organizations (90% of the replies 
in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 2) government 

and non-governmental organizations (79% each of the replies 
in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 3) material and 
product safety data sheets (56% the replies in the four topmost 
rating classes out of eight), 4) magazines and newspapers (29% 
of the replies in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 
5) television and radio (24% the replies in the four topmost 
rating classes out of eight), 6) co-workers (23% the replies in 
the four topmost rating classes out of eight), and 7) family 
members (21% of the replies in the four topmost rating class-
es out of eight) (see Figure 20, Appendix I).

Bangkok
The respondents in Thailand (Bangkok) did the following 
ranking (from the most used to the least used): 1) television 
and radio (77% the replies in the four topmost rating class-
es out of eight), 2) magazines and newspapers (74% of the 
replies in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 3) 
family members (63% of the replies in the four topmost rat-
ing classes out of eight), 4) co-workers (50% the replies in 
the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 5) government 
(41% of the replies in the four topmost rating classes out of 
eight), 6) material and product safety data sheets (40% the 
replies in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 7) 
academic researchers and scientific organizations (31% of 
the replies in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 
and non-governmental organizations (25% of the replies in 
the four topmost rating classes out of eight) (see Figure 19, 
Appendix J).

Bizerte
The respondents in Tunisia (Bizerte) did the following rank-
ing (from the most used to the least used): 1) academic re-
searchers and scientific organizations (69% of the replies in 
the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 2) government 
(67% of the replies in the four topmost rating classes out of 
eight), 3) television and radio (56% the replies in the four top-
most rating classes out of eight), 4) and co-workers material 
and product safety data sheets (52% each the replies in the four 
topmost rating classes out of eight), 5) non-governmental 
organizations (47% of the replies in the four topmost rating 
classes out of eight), 6) family members (31% of the replies in 
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and newspapers (81% of the replies in the four topmost rating 
classes out of eight), 2) television and radio (79% the replies 
in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 3) family mem-
bers (59% of the replies in the four topmost rating classes out 
of eight), 4) government (48% of the replies in the four top-
most rating classes out of eight), 5) non-governmental or-
ganizations (46% of the replies in the four topmost rating 
classes out of eight), 6) material and product safety data sheets 
(41% the replies in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 
7) academic researchers and scientific organizations (27% of 
the replies in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 8) 
co-workers (19% the replies in the four topmost rating classes 
out of eight) (see Figure 20, Appendix M a)).

Kyiv
The respondents in Ukraine (Kyiv) did the following rank-
ing (from the most used to the least used): 1) academic re-
searchers and scientific organizations (69% of the replies in 
the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 2) non-govern-
mental organizations 62% of the replies in the four topmost 
rating classes out of eight), 3) material and product safety 
data sheets (60% the replies in the four topmost rating class-
es out of eight), 4) family members (55% of the replies in the 
four topmost rating classes out of eight), 5) television and 
radio (47% the replies in the four topmost rating classes out 
of eight), 6) co-workers (41% the replies in the four topmost 
rating classes out of eight), 7) magazines and newspapers 
(36% of the replies in the four topmost rating classes out of 
eight), and government (31% of the replies in the four top-
most rating classes out of eight) (Figure 20, Appendix M b)).

Yaremche
The respondents in Ukraine (Yaremche) did the following 
ranking (from the most used to the least used): 1) material and 
product safety data sheets (73% the replies in the four topmost 
rating classes out of eight), 2) academic researchers and sci-
entific organizations (71% of the replies in the four topmost 
rating classes out of eight), 3) non-governmental organiza-
tions 64% of the replies in the four topmost rating classes out 
of eight), 4) government (56% of the replies in the four top-
most rating classes out of eight), 5) television and radio (43% 

the four topmost rating classes out of eight), and 7) magazines 
and newspapers (26% of the replies in the four topmost rating 
classes out of eight) (see Figure 20, Appendix K).

Kampala
The respondents in Uganda (Kampala) did the following 
ranking (from the most used to the least used): 1) govern-
ment (85% of the replies in the four topmost rating classes 
out of eight), 2) non-governmental organizations (79% of 
the replies in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 3) 
television and radio (60% the replies in the four topmost 
rating classes out of eight), 4) academic researchers and 
scientific organizations (57% of the replies in the four top-
most rating classes out of eight), 5) material and product 
safety data sheets (53% the replies in the four topmost rating 
classes out of eight), 6) magazines and newspapers (28% of 
the replies in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 7) 
family members (20% of the replies in the four topmost rat-
ing classes out of eight), and 8) co-workers (18% the replies 
in the four topmost rating classes out of eight) (see Figure 
20, Appendix L a)).

Mukono
The respondents in Uganda (Mukono) did the following 
ranking (from the most used to the least used): 1) govern-
ment (95% of the replies in the four topmost rating classes 
out of eight), 2) academic researchers and scientific organi-
zations and non-governmental organizations (81% each of 
the replies in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 3) 
material and product safety data sheets (51% of the replies 
in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), 4) television 
and radio (39% the replies in the four topmost rating classes 
out of eight), 5) magazines and newspapers (20% each of the 
replies in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), and 
6) family members and co-workers (17% the replies in the 
four topmost rating classes out of eight) (see Figure 20, 
Appendix L b)).

Kirovohrad
The respondents in Ukraine (Kirovohrad) did the following 
ranking (from the most used to the least used): 1) magazines 
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the replies in the four topmost rating classes out of eight),  6) 
co-workers and magazines and newspapers (33% each of the 
replies in the four topmost rating classes out of eight), and 7)  
family members (28% of the replies in the four topmost rating 
classes out of eight) (see Figure 20, Appendix M c)).

Trust in the source of verification that a product is free from 
hazardous chemicals (question 17 in the consumer ques-
tionnaire)
The poll participants ranked the trust using three levels.

São Paulo
In Brazil (São Paulo) , the participants ranked in the follow-
ing order (from the highest trust to the lowest): 1) independ-
ent bodies, e.g, academic institutions and non-governmen-
tal organizations (65% of the replies in the topmost rating 
class out of three), 2) government competent authorities 
(24% of the replies in the topmost rating class out of three), 
and 3) companies (10% of the replies in the topmost rating 
class out of three) (see Figure 21, Appendix D).

Ottawa
In Canada (Ottawa), the participants ranked in the follow-
ing order (from the highest trust to the lowest): 1) independ-
ent bodies, for example, academic institutions and non-
governmental organizations (56% of the replies in the 
topmost rating class out of three), 2) government competent 
authorities (39% of the replies in the topmost rating class out 
of three), and 3) companies (5% of the replies in the topmost 
rating class out of three) (see Figure 21, Appendix E a)).

Toronto
In Canada (Toronto), the participants ranked in the follow-
ing order (from the highest trust to the lowest): 1) govern-
ment competent authorities (40% of the replies in the top-
most rating class out of three), 2) independent bodies, for 
example, academic institutions and non-governmental or-
ganizations (33% of the replies in the topmost rating class 
out of three), 3) companies (27% of the replies in the topmost 
rating class out of three) (see Figure 21, Appendix E b)).

Delhi
In India (Delhi), the participants ranked in the following 
order (from the highest trust to the lowest): 1) government 
competent authorities (62% of the replies in the topmost 
rating class out of three), 2) companies (19% of the replies in 
the topmost rating class out of three), and 3) independent 
bodies, for example, academic institutions and non-govern-
mental organizations (18% of the replies in the topmost rat-
ing class out of three), (see Figure 21, Appendix F).

Davao
In the Philippines (Davao), the participants ranked in the 
following order (from the highest trust to the lowest): 1) 
government competent authorities (50% of the replies in the 
topmost rating class out of three), 2) companies (31% of the 
replies in the topmost rating class out of three), 3) independ-
ent bodies, for example, academic institutions and non-
governmental organizations (19% of the replies in the top-
most rating class out of three) (see Figure 21, Appendix G)).

Durban
In the South Africa (Durban), the participants ranked in the 
following order (from the highest trust to the lowest): 1) inde-
pendent bodies, for example, academic institutions and non-
governmental organizations (39% of the replies in the topmost 
rating class out of three), 2) companies (32% of the replies in 
the topmost rating class out of three), and 2) government 
competent authorities (29% of the replies in the topmost rat-
ing class out of three), and (see Figure 21, Appendix H).

Stockholm
In Sweden (Stockholm), the participants ranked in the fol-
lowing order (from the highest trust to the lowest): 1) inde-
pendent bodies, for example, academic institutions and 
non-governmental organizations (54% of the replies in the 
topmost rating class out of three), 2) government competent 
authorities (40% of the replies in the topmost rating class 
out of three), and 3) companies (5% of the replies in the top-
most rating class out of three) (see Figure 21, Appendix I).
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Bangkok
In Thailand (Bangkok), the participants ranked in the fol-
lowing order (from the highest trust to the lowest): 1) gov-
ernment competent authorities (62% of the replies in the 
topmost rating class out of three), 2) independent bodies, 
for example, academic institutions and non-governmental 
organizations (33% of the replies in the topmost rating class 
out of three), 3) companies (5% of the replies in the topmost 
rating class out of three) (see Figure 20, Appendix J).

Bizerte
In Tunisia (Bizerte), the participants ranked in the following 
order (from the highest trust to the lowest): 1) government 
competent authorities (49% of the replies in the topmost 
rating class out of three), 2) independent bodies, for exam-
ple, academic institutions and non-governmental organiza-
tions (33% of the replies in the topmost rating class out of 
three), 3) companies (19% of the replies in the topmost rating 
class out of three) ( see Figure 21, Appendix K).

Kampala
In Uganda (Kampala), the participants ranked in the fol-
lowing order (from the highest trust to the lowest): 1) gov-
ernment competent authorities (49% of the replies in the 
topmost rating class out of three), 2) independent bodies, 
for example, academic institutions and non-governmental 
organizations (43% of the replies in the topmost, and 3) com-
panies (8% of the replies in the topmost rating class out of 
three) (see Figure 21, Appendix L a)).

Mukono
In Uganda Mukono), the participants ranked in the follow-
ing order (from the highest trust to the lowest): 1) govern-
ment competent authorities (53% of the replies in the top-
most rating class out of three), 2) companies (25% of the 
replies in the topmost, and 3) independent bodies, for ex-
ample, academic institutions and non-governmental or-
ganizations (20% of the replies in the topmost rating class 
out of three) (see Figure 21, Appendix L b)).

Kirovohrad 
In Ukraine (Kirovohrad), the participants ranked in the 
following order (from the highest trust to the lowest): 1) 
companies (36% of the replies in the topmost rating class out 
of three), 2) government competent authorities and inde-
pendent bodies, for example, academic institutions and 
non-governmental organizations (both 33% of the replies in 
the topmost (see Figure 21, Appendix M a)).
Kyiv
In Ukraine (Kyiv), the participants ranked in the following 
order (from the highest trust to the lowest): 1) independent 
bodies, for example, academic institutions and non-govern-
mental organizations (79% of the replies in the topmost 
rating class out of three), 2) government competent author-
ities (14% of the replies in the topmost rating class out of 
three), and 3) companies (7% of the replies in the topmost 
rating class out of three) (see Figure 21, Appendix M b)).

Yaremche
In Ukraine (Yaremche), the participants ranked in the fol-
lowing order (from the highest trust to the lowest): 1) inde-
pendent bodies, for example, academic institutions and 
non-governmental organizations (47% of the replies in the 
topmost rating class out of three), 2) companies 34% of the 
replies in the topmost rating class out of three), 3) companies 
(18% of the replies in the topmost rating class out of three) 
(see Figure 21, Appendix M c)).

Responsible actors for chemical safety issues (question 
18 in the consumer questionnaire)
The participants gave the opinion on who they think should 
bear the responsibility for assuring that products are safe to 
health and the environment, with respect to chemicals. The 
respondents could chose several of four listed actors (pro-
ducers of chemicals, users of chemicals in the production of 
products, national decision makers, and international deci-
sion makers). Most participants gave approximately equal 
importance to all actors, usually with a slight preference for 
national decision makers and producers of products. 



missing pieces

22

Chemical producers providing their customers with 
chemical safety training (question 6 in the company 
questionnaire)
The data was analyzed with respect to producers for the 
domestic market (>50% of the annual turnover from the 
domestic market) (hereinafter labelled “domestic market 
companies”) and for foreign markets (>50% of the annual 
turnover for foreign markets) (hereinafter labelled “foreign 
markets companies”). 

A good number of the participating companies offer 
chemical safety training for their customers, but again no-
tably a number of South African, Swedish and Ukrainian 
companies said that they do not do it for the domestic mar-
ket (see Figure 3 in the Appendices N-X).

Section 2 of the company poll

Chemical formulation producers providing their 
customers with chemical safety training (question 7 in 
the company questionnaire)
The data was analyzed with respect to producers for the 
domestic market (>50% of the annual turnover from the 
domestic market) (hereinafter labelled “domestic market 
companies”) and for foreign markets (>50% of the annual 
turnover for foreign markets) (hereinafter labelled “foreign 
markets companies”). 

A good number of the participating companies said that 
they provide material safety data sheets, for example GHS 
formatted, to their customers (see Figure 4 in the Appendices 
N-X). Yet, notably in Brazil (50% of the companies), Tunisia 
(35% of the companies), South Africa (25% of the compa-
nies), the Philippines (20% of the companies) said that they 
do not do it for the domestic market, while in Uganda (22% 
of the companies) said that they do not do it for foreign 
markets (see Figure 4 in the Appendices N-X).

Product manufacturers requesting chemical safety 
information from their suppliers of chemicals (question 8 
in the company questionnaire)
The data was analyzed with respect to producers for the 
domestic market (>50% of the annual turnover from the 

The industry questionnaire consists of three major sections: 
the first addresses information sharing on chemicals from 
producers of chemicals; the second how users of chemicals, 
for chemical formulations (such as personal hygiene, beau-
ty, and household cleaning products) and manufactured 
products (such as electronics, textiles, and interior design 
items), perceive access to safety information on chemicals 
and in turn deal with information sharing to their custom-
ers; and the third deals with company perceptions of the 
impact of legislation on their respective businesses . The 
presentation of the results is structured accordingly.

Due to the large amount of data collected in this poll, the 
results are not presented individually in running text in the 
report, rather only as graphs with explaining figure cap-
tions, for a selection of questions from the questionnaires, 
in the Appendices N-X. General patterns and some country 
specific observations are mentioned in the following para-
graphs. Thus, this report should be considered only to be a 
first glimpse into the potential information contained in the 
collected data. 

Section 1 of the company poll

Chemical producers providing material safety data 
sheets (question 5 in the company questionnaire)
The data was analyzed with respect to producers for the 
domestic market (>50% of the annual turnover from the 
domestic market) (hereinafter labelled “domestic market 
companies”) and for foreign markets (>50% of the annual 
turnover for foreign markets) (hereinafter labelled “foreign 
markets companies”). 

In general, few producers of chemicals participated in the 
poll. The majority of those who did, said that they provide 
material safety data sheets, for example Globally Harmonized 
System for Classification and Labelling of Chemicals (GHS) 
formatted, to their customers (see Figure 2 in the Appendices 
N-X). A number of companies, though, seem not to have this 
practice (see Figure 2 in the Appendices N-X). Notably in 
South Africa and Sweden, half of the participants did not 
provide material safety data sheets for the domestic market, 
and in Ukraine 30% (see Figure 2 in the Appendices N-X). 

Results company poll
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domestic market) (hereinafter labelled “domestic market 
companies”) and for foreign markets (>50% of the annual 
turnover for foreign markets) (hereinafter labelled “foreign 
markets companies”). 

Most companies replied that they ask for safety informa-
tion (see Figure 5 in the Appendices N-X). 

Companies that get chemical safety training from their 
suppliers of chemicals (question 9 in the company 
questionnaire)
The data was analyzed with respect to producers for the 
domestic market (>50% of the annual turnover from the 
domestic market) (hereinafter labelled “domestic market 
companies”) and for foreign markets (>50% of the annual 
turnover for foreign markets) (hereinafter labelled “foreign 
markets companies”). 

Many participating companies said that their suppliers 
provide this, but notably in Tunisia (46% of the domestic 
market companies; 38% of the foreign markets companies), 
Sweden (33% of the domestic market companies), Canada 
(25% of the domestic market companies), and South Africa 
(25% of the domestic market companies), many companies 
lacked this service (see Figure 6 in the Appendices N-X).

Companies that use chemicals and that provide their em-
ployees with chemical safety training (question 10 in the 
company questionnaire) 
The data was analyzed with respect to producers for the 
domestic market (>50% of the annual turnover from the 
domestic market) (hereinafter labelled “domestic market 
companies”) and for foreign markets (>50% of the annual 
turnover for foreign markets) (hereinafter labelled “foreign 
markets companies”). 

A good number of participants said that they provide 
chemical safety training to their employees, but notably in 
Tunisia (75% of the domestic market companies; 63% of for-
eign market companies), Sweden (42% of the domestic market 
companies) and South Africa (25% of the domestic market 
companies) several companies replied that they do not have 
this practice in place (see Figure 7 in the Appendices N-X).

Product manufacturers providing their customers with 
product safety data sheets (question 11 in the company 
questionnaire) 
The data was analyzed with respect to producers for the 
domestic market (>50% of the annual turnover from the 
domestic market) (hereinafter labelled “domestic market 
companies”) and for foreign markets (>50% of the annual 
turnover for foreign markets) (hereinafter labelled “foreign 
markets companies”). 

A good number of the participating companies do not 
provide material safety data sheets to their customers (see 
Figure 8 in the Appendices N-X).  

Product manufacturers requesting product safety data 
sheets from suppliers of components of their products 
(question 12 in the company questionnaire)
The data was analyzed with respect to producers for the 
domestic market (>50% of the annual turnover from the 
domestic market) (hereinafter labelled “domestic market 
companies”) and for foreign markets (>50% of the annual 
turnover for foreign markets) (hereinafter labelled “foreign 
markets companies”). 

It seems to be common practice among a number of the 
participating companies to request product safety data 
sheets from suppliers of components of their products (see 
Figure 9 in the Appendices N-X). However, notably in 
Tunisia (52% of the domestic market companies; 41% of the 
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foreign market companies), South Africa (25% of the domes-
tic market companies), and in India (20% of the domestic 
market companies) many companies lacked this practice.

Section 3 of the company poll

Perception of chemical producers, producers of 
formulations and product manufacturers if they are 
responsible by law to ensure products that are safe to 
health and environment (question 13 in the company 
questionnaire)
The data was analyzed with respect to producers for the 
domestic market (>50% of the annual turnover from the 
domestic market) (hereinafter labelled “domestic market 
companies”) and for foreign markets (>50% of the annual 
turnover for foreign markets) (hereinafter labelled “foreign 
markets companies”). 

In all countries but Canada, the majority of the partici-
pants said that they have a legal responsibility (see Figure 
10, in the Appendices N-X). The majority of the Canadian 
companies said they have no legal responsibilities (see 
Figure 10, Appendix O). In, notably, South Africa, Tunisia, 
and Uganda, a good share of the participants did not know 
if they have legal responsibilities (see Figure 10 in the 
Appendices R, U, and V). 

Chemical producers, producers of formulations and 
product manufacturers applying voluntary models for 
substitution of hazardous chemicals (question 14 in the 
company questionnaire)
The data was analyzed with respect to producers for the 
domestic market (>50% of the annual turnover from the 
domestic market) (hereinafter labelled “domestic market 
companies”) and for foreign markets (>50% of the annual 
turnover for foreign markets) (hereinafter labelled “foreign 
markets companies”). 

In most countries, approximately half, or slightly more 
than that, were involved in substitution programmers (see 
Figure 11 in the Appendices N-X). In South Africa and 
Tunisia, though, most companies said that they do not work 
with substitution (see Figure 11 in the Appendices R and U).

Perception of moral responsibility by a company to 
ensure products that are safe to health and environment 
(question 15 in the company questionnaire)
The data was analyzed with respect to producers for the 
domestic market (>50% of the annual turnover from the 
domestic market) (hereinafter labelled “domestic market 
companies”) and for foreign markets (>50% of the annual 
turnover for foreign markets) (hereinafter labelled “foreign 
markets companies”). 

Most participating companies feel that they have a moral 
responsibility (see Figure 12 in the Appendices N-X), al-
though a notably high share (22%) of the Canadian compa-
nies replied that they feel no moral responsibility for the 
chemical safety of products that they sell in foreign markets 
(see Figure 12 in the Appendix O). 

Company perceptions of the impact of stronger national 
legislation on their respective competitiveness in the 
national market (question 16 in the company 
questionnaire) 
The data was analyzed with respect to producers for the 
domestic market (>50% of the annual turnover from the 
domestic market) (hereinafter labelled “domestic market 
companies”) and for foreign markets (>50% of the annual 
turnover for foreign markets) (hereinafter labelled “foreign 
markets companies”). 

With a bit of generalization, participating companies 
from low and middle income countries (Brazil, India, the 
Philippines, Tunisia, Uganda and Ukraine) said that strong-
er national legislation would have a positive effect on their 
competitiveness (see Figure 13 in the Appendices N-X). 
South Africa and Thailand were the only clear exceptions 
among the low and middle income countries (see Figure 13 
in the Appendices R and T). In South Africa equal shares of 
the domestic market companies said that stronger national 
legislation would have a positive effect or that it would have 
no effect (33% each), and a major share of the foreign markets 
companies said it would have no effect. In Thailand, the 
domestic market companies said that stronger national leg-
islation would have no effect on their competitiveness, and 
the foreign market companies were hesitating (62% replied 
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“not at all” or “I do not know”). In Sweden, domestic market 
companies were hesitating (36% replied “not at all”; 36% “I 
do not know), while equal shares of foreign market compa-
nies said that stronger national legislation would have a 
positive effect or no effect at all (67% each) (see Figure 13 in 
the Appendix S). In Canada, the domestic market compa-
nies said that stronger chemicals legislation nationally 
would improve their competitiveness, but most foreign mar-
ket companies were uncertain about the effects (see  Figures 
13 and 14 in Appendix O). 

Company perceptions of the impact of stronger national 
legislation on their respective competitiveness in foreign 
markets (question 17 in the company questionnaire) 
The data was analyzed with respect to producers for the 
domestic market (>50% of the annual turnover from the 
domestic market) (hereinafter labelled “domestic market 
companies”) and for foreign markets (>50% of the annual 
turnover for foreign markets) (hereinafter labelled “foreign 
markets companies”). 

A similar reply pattern as for question 16 was observed. 
With a bit of generalization, participating companies from 
low and middle income countries (Brazil, India, the 
Philippines, Tunisia, Uganda and Ukraine) said that strong-
er national legislation would have a positive effect on their 
competitiveness (see Figure 14 in the Appendices N-X).  
Again, South Africa and Thailand were exceptions (see 
Figure 14 in the Appendices R and T). In South Africa equal 
shares of the domestic market companies said that stronger 
national legislation would have a positive effect or that it 
would have no effect (33% each), and a major share of the 
foreign markets companies said it would have no effect. In 
Thailand, equal shares of the domestic market companies 
said that stronger national legislation would have a positive 
effect or that it would have a negative effect (33% each), while 
a good share of foreign markets companies said that it would 
have a positive effect (38%), and a good share that it would 
have no effect (31%) or that they do not know (31%). In 
Sweden, the national market companies were hesitating 
(most replied “not at all” or “I do not know”); foreign market 
companies of differing opinions (50% positive; 50% nega-

tive) (see Figure 14 in the Appendix S). In Canada, domestic 
market companies had differing opinions (29% each replied 
“positively”, “not at all”, and “I do not know”), just like the 
foreign market companies (33% each replied “not at all”, 
“negatively”, and “I do not know”) (see Figure 14 in the 
Appendix O).

Company perceptions of the impact of stronger international 
legislation on their respective competitiveness in the natio-
nal market (question 18 in the company questionnaire) 
The data was analyzed with respect to producers for the 
domestic market (>50% of the annual turnover from the 
domestic market) (hereinafter labelled “domestic market 
companies”) and for foreign markets (>50% of the annual 
turnover for foreign markets) (hereinafter labelled “foreign 
markets companies”). 

The results are somewhat similar to those from question 
16. In many low and middle income countries (Brazil, India, 
the Philippines, Uganda and Ukraine), many participating 
companies believed that a stronger international legislative 
regime for chemicals would be beneficial for their com-
petitiveness in their respective domestic markets (see Figure 
15 in the Appendices N-X). South Africa and to some degree 
Thailand again differed from this generalized observation 
(see Figure 15 in the Appendices R and T). Still, in Thailand 
a good share of the national market companies (67%) had a 
positive view, while foreign market companies were more 
uncertain (see Figure 15 in the Appendix T). In high income 
countries, like Canada and Sweden, the participating com-
panies were also more uncertain, yet still a good number 
said it would be positive for their competitiveness (29% of 
the Canadian domestic market companies; 50% of the 
Swedish foreign market companies) (see Figure 15 in the 
Appendices O and S). 

Company perceptions of the impact of stronger 
international legislation on their respective 
competitiveness in foreign markets (question 19 in the 
company questionnaire) 
The data was analyzed with respect to producers for the 
domestic market (>50% of the annual turnover from the 
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domestic market) (hereinafter labelled “domestic market 
companies”) and for foreign markets (>50% of the annual 
turnover for foreign markets) (hereinafter labelled “foreign 
markets companies”). 

The results are somewhat similar to those from questions 
17. In many low and middle income countries (Brazil, India, 
the Philippines, Uganda and Ukraine), many participating 
companies believed that a stronger international legislative 
regime for chemicals would be beneficial for their com-
petitiveness in the domestic markets (see Figure 16 in the 
Appendices N-X). South Africa and Thailand again differed 
from this generalized observation (see Figure 16 in the 
Appendices R and T). In Sweden, equal shares of foreign 
markets companies believed that a stronger international 
legislation would have a positive effect and no effect at all 
(50% each) (see Figure 16 in the Appendix S). In Canada, the 
domestic market companies were positive, while foreign 
market companies had differing views (see Figure 16 in the 
Appendix O).

Company perceptions of how stronger legislation would 
affect their invention rate (question 20 in the company 
questionnaire) 
The data was analyzed with respect to producers for the 
domestic market (>50% of the annual turnover from the 
domestic market) (hereinafter labelled “domestic market 
companies”) and for foreign markets (>50% of the annual 
turnover for foreign markets) (hereinafter labelled “foreign 
markets companies”). 

In most countries, the option “probably” got a good share 
of the replies (see Figure 17 in the Appendices N-X). In some 
countries, notably Sweden and Thailand, there was also a 
good share of replies for the option “definitely” (see Figure 
17 in the Appendices S and T), particularly for companies 
that are focused on export markets. 
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Discussion

T﻿he division of the discussion into different sections largely 
follows that of the major sections of the questionnaire, with 
the addition a section on further analyses of the consumer 
data, a section with general reflections on the company data, 
and a section with conclusions and recommendations.

Section 1 of the consumer poll

Chemicals in products
It is clear from this study that consumers in all covered cities/
towns were concerned about the potential contents of chem-
icals hazardous to health and the environment in consumer 
products (see Figure 16 in the Appendices D-I and K-M, and 
Figure 15 in Appendix J). This concern may be an expression 
of a general lack of transparency from companies and au-
thorities, lack of public knowledge of the relevant legal frame-
works and institutional arrangements to secure enforcement 
of and compliance with the laws, or public knowledge of ac-
tual shortages in the legal frameworks and institutional ar-
rangements, and company policies. It may also relate to the 
gaps in the knowledge about health and environmental effects 
of many chemicals that are already on the market and in 
widespread use. No matter what the reasons behind the poll 
results are, decision makers and companies should take them 
as a clear signal that ordinary consumers want transparency 
and want to see changes. 

As consumers in many low and middle countries become 
increasingly well-organized, they will increase demands for 
safer products and can use their growing purchasing power 
as a driver of chance, just like has already happened in many 
high income countries. Companies unable to match new 
demands, will lose markets. Companies that act proactive-
ly and substitute harmful chemicals, that are transparent 
about what chemicals their products contain, may reduce 
or avoid legal liabilities arising from lack of information, 
will gain goodwill and may increase market shares as a 
bonus. A key component in realizing good chemical man-
agement, is to secure access to information to all relevant 
stakeholders within and outside the supply chains, and in 
relevant form. With access to information, hazards can be 
better managed, to minimize risks for workers, consumers, 

and the environment. As many countries strive for more 
circular economies, in which materials are recovered or 
reused to high degrees, it becomes ever more important 
that companies supplying components for composite 
products (assembled of many components, often from 
many suppliers) are transparent to their downstream users 
about the chemical composition of their products, as well 
as to stakeholders in the recycling business, to facilitate 
safe recovery and reuse. Another aspect of information 
exchange is the presentation of relevant information to 
consumers and other interest groups. In the EU and other 
high-income countries, for example, there is a require-
ment for ingredient lists on personal hygiene and cos-
metic products. This kind of requirement should be ex-
panded to even more product categories, to facilitate 
informed purchasing choices among consumers, and 
proper handling of the products throughout their life cy-
cles. But this requires careful considerations, not to over-
load the consumers with information, and to suggest how 
that could be done is beyond the scope of this report. 
Transparency, anyway, is a win-win situation for all stake-
holders in society, as well as for our health and the envi-
ronment.

Within the frames of SAICM, an initiative called the 
Chemicals in Products Programme to enhance this kind 
of information exchange, as part of good management of 
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chemicals throughout the life cycle of products, was re-
cently finalized and adopted by the SAICM stakeholders. It 
outlines a format for information exchange within and out-
side supply chains, including takes into consideration what 
can be confidential business information and how it should 
be handled. For more details, read the Chemicals in 
Products Programme Document10, and the guidance docu-
ment for stakeholders on exchanging chemicals in products 
information11. In line with the risk reduction objectives of 
§14 of the SAICM Overarching Policy Strategy12, partici-
pants are free to choose the chemicals to include in the in-
formation exchange. Which chemicals can be included may 
be limited by differing regulations between countries and 
regions. Ambitious participants, however, should, when-
ever possible and feasible, go beyond the minimal require-
ments of legally restricted chemicals, and also use lists of 
chemicals proposed for restriction. The European Union 
(EU) candidate list13, listing chemicals classified as “sub-
stances of very high concern”14 and that are earmarked for 
phase out or special authorization within the EU, the SIN 
list15 – an even more comprehensive shadow list to the 
Candidate list – based on the EU classification criteria for 
“substances of very high concern”, and the TEDX list16 of 
endocrine disrupting chemicals are a few useful lists. 
Companies can also use such lists to identify the most haz-
ardous chemicals that should be substituted by less hazard-
ous alternatives. Many companies in the EU, for example, 
use the SIN list proactively for phasing out harmful chemi-
cals, in anticipation of their likely future listing to the 
Candidate list. In the homepage of the International 
Chemicals Secretariat (ChemSec) – the Swedish NGO that 
created the SIN list – is also a useful online guide for textile 
producers who want to evaluate the safety of the chemicals 
used in their production17. The principles of reasoning in 
this guide may also be of inspiration to other businesses that 
want to map the potential health and environmental haz-
ards of the chemicals used in their production, and start 
working with substitutions.

The study also gave indications of gaps in public knowl-
edge about various products in the participating cities. This 
can help the participating organizations to identify which 

awareness raising efforts could be suitable.
Many poll participants in low and middle income countries 
believed that food and beverages may contain harmful chem-
icals for health and the environment, in particular for the 
environment (see the paragraph in the discussion on this 
product category, section 1 of the consumer poll). One may 
speculate that the slightly higher concern for the environment 
may be due to the fact that they mainly associate the produc-
tion of food and some crop-based beverages with pesticide 
use, and that they know that sources of potable water may be 
contaminated by pesticides. However, there are many addi-
tional sources of man-made potentially hazardous chemicals 
to food and beverages: food contact materials in which the 
food is processed or stored in18; deliberately added food addi-
tives, such as preservatives, antioxidants, colorants, aromas, 
sweeteners, thickeners and emulsifiers19, 20; and drinking 
water may be contaminated by heavy metals from old metal 
piping, or organic chemicals, such as Bisphenol A from some 
relining materials21. In many countries the use of food addi-
tives is regulated by government authorities, but additives 
that are allowed in one country may be prohibited in another, 
due to differences in doing risk assessments and evaluating 
data. It may be worth considering to raise the awareness about 
other potential sources of chemicals than pesticides to food 
and beverages. The reason why many participants in the high 
income countries in this study seemed to be less worried 
about the chemical safety of food and beverages might be due 
to a higher trust in compliance with regulations, a better in-
frastructure for food and water processing, better infrastruc-
ture for water supplies, better access to information, as well 
as ready access to organic food. 

Although many poll participants seemed to be aware of 
the fact that personal hygiene products, cosmetics, beauty 
products, and perfumes may contain chemicals harmful to 
health and the environment, a good number replied that 
they believe that the magnitude of exposure is low (replies 
in the class “not very much”) (see the paragraph in the dis-
cussion on this product category, section 1 of the consumer 
poll). These kinds of products are often applied directly onto 
the skin, which calls for precaution. Some components, 
notably dyes, fragrance components, and preservatives may 
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be allergenic22, 23, 24. The chemicals are then washed into sew-
ers, when we shower or take a bath. Preservatives, antioxi-
dants, fragrance components, chelating agents, and sur-
factants, among others, are not seldom toxic to aquatic 
organisms25, 26, 27, 28, and the mother substances, or their 
breakdown products, may be persistent in the environment. 
A number of components found in these product categories 
are known or suspected endocrine disruptors29, 30, that is to 
say have the possibility to interfere with the production or 
turnover of hormones, and their access to hormone binding 
cell receptors in organisms. Nano materials in this product 
group are an emerging issue31, potentially of concern. There 
is need for more awareness raising about potential hazards 
with this product category. 

In some of the cities/towns covered by this poll, the par-
ticipants seemed to have a low awareness of potential health 
and environmental hazards from household cleaning prod-
ucts (see the paragraph in the discussion on this product 
category, section 1 of the consumer poll), which shows that 
there is need for awareness raising. Household cleaning prod-
ucts are chemical formulations that may contain similar com-
ponents as personal hygiene products, cosmetics, beauty 
products, and perfumes, but since they are not intended to be 
applied onto the skin, there may be tradeoffs with respect to 
health, as the function of the product is often put foremost. 
Many cleaning products, consequently, contain hazardous 
components, both to health and the environment.

Waste from electronic and electrical products is a well-
known issue in many low and middle income countries, 
where it often supports large informal recycling sectors, but 
often with poor working conditions and poor environmental 
consideration. Many consumers, therefore probably, associ-
ate this product category with environmental issues. It is 
obvious from this study that the participants generally were 
aware of the potential environmental hazardous from chem-
icals in his product category, but interestingly, a good share 
of the replies show that they were not very concerned about 
health (see the paragraph in the discussion on this product 
category, section 1 of the consumer poll). Electronic and elec-
tronical products are composite products of usually metals, 
plastics and glass. Many plastics, by law, need to be flame 

proofed, by addition of flame retardants, and PVC plastics 
need to be softened with plasticizers. Halogenated flame re-
tardants are known for their environmental persistence, abil-
ity to bio-magnify in food chains, and toxic qualities32, 33. Some 
of the phthalate plasticizers are suspected or known endo-
crine disrupters34. Halogenated flame retardants and phtha-
lates are semi-volatile compounds that can migrate from the 
products to which they were applied to the air and indoor 
dust35. In at least a few of the cities/towns covered by this poll, 
there is room for more awareness raising about potential 
health effects from this product category.

Children’s toys are often composite products. They may 
contain metals, plastics, and textiles, for example, and all 
associated chemicals that come with that (noting that metals 
are chemical elements themselves). There have been numer-
ous reports on toys containing hazardous chemicals in the 
past decade, both scientific, by non-governmental organiza-
tions and other investigative entities. Yet, the awareness 
about hazardous chemicals in toys seems not to be very good 
in the cities and towns included in this study, people neglect 
the facts, or believe that the situation has improved after all 
alarms (see the paragraph in the discussion on this product 
category, section 1 of the consumer poll). Any of these expla-
nations can be valid. In the EU, for example, the Toys Safety 
Directive regulates the chemicals that EU producers can use 
in toys, and other high income countries have similar legis-
lations. However, the legislation in high income countries 
may give a false sense of security, as most toys are imported 
and are produced in countries where the corresponding leg-
islation may not have the corresponding health standards as 
in high income countries, or even be missing. There is defi-
nitely room for more awareness raising on the potential 
health and environmental hazards from chemicals in toys.

Textiles and leather goods is another product category 
nowadays mainly produced by low and middle income coun-
tries. Both businesses use large amounts of chemicals, for 
preparing textile fibers and hides, for dying, and to give the 
products the final finish 36, 37, 38, with potentially serious envi-
ronmental and health issues as consequences, particularly in 
the producing countries. A number of reports, by scientists, 
non-governmental organizations and other investigative en-
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tities, in the past decade have shown that hazardous or even 
banned chemicals are also imported in textiles and leather. 
An illustrating example of the issue is the recent EU ban of 
nonylphenoletoxylates in imported textiles39. The use of this 
group of chemicals with endocrine disrupting degradation 
products was already strictly regulated by REACH, but inputs 
to the environment from imported textiles still a problem. 
The ban is supposed to address the issue, but the law is not yet 
fully enforced. It is clear from this poll that the awareness of 
the potential hazards from chemicals in textiles and leathers 
in general was low among the participants in the poll (see the 
paragraph in the discussion on this product category, section 
1 of the consumer poll). There is definitely need for more 
awareness raising on the potential health and environmental 
hazards from chemicals in this product category, as it is also 
consumed in large volumes.

Most participants in this study did not see shoes as a par-
ticularly significant source of hazardous chemicals (see the 
paragraph in the discussion on this product category, section 
1 of the consumer poll). But shoes, as composite products 
from leather, plastics, textiles, and other materials, share the 
potential health and environmental issues that may come 
with the constituent materials. In addition, shoes contain 
glues and are often treated with water and dirt repellent 
treatments, many of which contain chemicals that are haz-
ardous, are suspected to be so, or are very persistent40, 41. 
A few years back, SSNC did a report on leather shoes, which 
gives an introduction to some health and environmental 
aspects of shoes42. There is room for more awareness raising 
on the potential health and environmental hazards from 
chemicals in this product category, although it is perhaps 
not the first product category to prioritize.

There seems to be variable needs for awareness raising 
on potential health and environmental hazards from chem-
icals in furniture and interior design items (see the para-
graph in the discussion on this product category, section 1 
of the consumer poll). However, just like shoes, it is perhaps 
not the first product category to prioritize. Furniture and 
interior design items are a very diverse category of often 
composite products. They can include wood, glass, ceram-
ics, plastics, textiles and leather, and other materials, carry-

ing the chemicals used in the production of the materials, 
as well as glues, conditioning and finishing chemicals, such 
as paints and varnishes on wood, phthalates and other sof-
teners in PVC plastics, and flame retardants, as some coun-
tries requires flame proofing of some categories of furniture. 
At least in colder climates, buildings tend to be well-isolated, 
restricting the exchange of air and, thus, allowing concen-
trations of chemicals released from furniture and interior 
design items to build up indoors43.

The issue of chemicals in kitchen utensils and food stor-
age materials is directly linked to chemicals in food and 
beverages. This study indicated variable needs for awareness 
raising on potential chemical hazards from this product 
category, and that many consumers perhaps are not fully 
aware of the link between chemicals in food and beverages 
and the materials that the food and beverages were in con-
tact with during preparation and storage (see the paragraph 
on this product category in the results, section 1 of the con-
sumer poll). Kitchen utensils and food storage materials are 
a diverse category of products, but with lots of plastics. 
Plastics is one way of approaching the topic. Plastics may 
under certain conditions release unreacted monomers 
(building blocks) of the plastic polymers, or precursors of 
the monomers, to food and beverages. Many plastics also 
contain additives, chemicals that give the plastics their final 
qualities, and that may be mobilized to food and beverages, 
for example upon heating the plastics. For a comprehensive 
review of plastic materials, read the SSNC report Everything 
you (don’t) want to know about plastics44. 

Equipment at work can be anything from machinery using 
oils, dyes, paints, varnishes, printing inks, for example, or 
tools dipped into such chemical formulations, to felt pens and 
other items in an office environment. The results for this prod-
uct category were highly variable (ranging from predomi-
nantly replies in the classes “not very much”, to “a great deal”), 
indicating perhaps that it was ill-defined and that the par-
ticipants interpreted it differently (see the paragraph in the 
discussion on this product category, section 1 of the consum-
er poll). Many of the participants, though, believed that the 
equipment at work may contain chemicals hazardous to the 
environment. Awareness raising, if deemed necessary, could 
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be done for more well-defined sub-categories of products.
Building materials is a product category that often has not 

been given proper attention with respect to the content of 
hazardous chemicals. One explanation for this might be that 
many building companies lack proper in house chemical 
expertise, and that there has not been demand strong enough 
from customers for safe materials. But this is changing, at 
least in many high income countries. Initiatives to improve 
the health and environmental profile of the building business 
is underway, such as the creation of the BASTA register for 
building materials in Sweden, co-jointly developed by a third 
party certifier and the industry45. In cold climates, where 
buildings tend to be well-isolated, the exchange of air may be 
restricted, which allows for concentrations of chemicals re-
leased from building materials to build up indoors. It is, there-
fore, important to eliminate hazardous chemicals in building 
materials, and not only in cold climates. Semi-volatile chem-
icals are more mobile at higher temperatures46, and may then 
be more easily released from materials.

The study showed that, in general, there was good aware-
ness about potential health and environmental hazards 
from fuel products, which is good.

When it comes to paints, some results were unexpected. 
Many low and middle income countries are covered by the 
work of the Global Alliance in Elimination of Lead in Paint47, 
so one would expect a fairly good awareness there of potential 
harmful effects of paints. Interestingly, in countries like India 
and the Philippines, covered by the work of the Global 
Alliance in Elimination of Lead in Paint, a good number of 
people Delhi (India) and Davao (the Philippines) seem not to 
be so concerned about paints (see the paragraph in the discus-
sion on this product category, section 1 of the consumer poll). 
There is clearly room for more awareness raising.

Section 2 of the consumer poll

Chemical safety in the working environment
A number of international conventions regulate the rights of 
workers in the occupational environment. The International 
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (CESCR) regulates the 
right to access to information and also stipulates that workers 

are entitled to healthy work conditions48. According to the 
International Labour Organization (ILO) chemicals conven-
tion, workers shall have the right to remove themselves from 
chemical hazards49. A prerequisite to safeguard this right is 
access to information about the chemicals in use at the work-
place, hazard labelling of chemicals, personal protection 
equipment and other risk reduction measures, and training 
about such measures. United Nations Convention on the 
Rights of the Child (CRC) stipulates all mentioned rights for 
children50. Informal businesses in low and middle income 
countries may, with respect to chemicals, have particularly 
hazardous working conditions for children and endanger 
their normal development, which is why reference to the ILO 
Convention on the Worst Forms of Child Labour is very im-
portant51. 

All countries that were covered by this poll are parties of 
the mentioned conventions, with the exception of the ILO 
chemicals convention. 

The overall impression from the poll is that many com-
panies have good safety practices and measures in place, but 
still a number of participants were not content (see the three 
paragraphs in the discussion, section 2 of the consumer 
poll). A major exception to the overall impression seems to 
be Uganda. The majority of the participants in both 
Kampala and Mukono replied “no” to the different sub-
questions of question 15 (see the three paragraph on this 
question in the discussion, section 2 of the consumer poll). 
People who feel that safety practices and measures are not 
sufficient, are encouraged to talk to the local labor union, if 
possible. In Uganda, more substantial advocacy efforts di-
rected to politicians may be needed if the observations are 
due to general shortages in the labor legislation rather than 
shortages in labor policies of individual companies.

Section 3 of the consumer poll

Reliability of sources of information, and responsibilities 
for chemical safety
In two questions, the participants ranked how reliable they 
believed that various sources of information about chemical 
safety issues were. 
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Without further analyses of the underlying reasons behind 
the observations, it is worth noting that the use of govern-
ment, academic researchers and scientific organizations, and 
non-governmental organizations as reliable sources of infor-
mation on chemical safety issues varies between the cities/
towns in this study. It is a bit troublesome that academic re-
searchers and scientific organizations, and non-governmen-
tal organizations are not seen as reliable sources in some 
cities/towns. These stakeholders are supposedly independent 
from the government and as such can provide balanced in-
formation, while the government in some countries may 
choose what information they present to the public. It is also 
troublesome when low trust is put in material and product 
safety data sheets. Properly formatted material safety data 
sheets, for example according to GHS, should be considered 
to be important sources of information on chemical safety. 
There is room for public awareness raising on the importance 
of material and product safety data sheets.

Unexpectedly, in some cities/towns, the participants said 
that they put higher trust in claims by companies that their 
products are free from harmful chemicals, than in claims 
by independent third parties, such as academic researchers. 
This puts consumers at risk for green washing by companies. 
Proper ecolabelling, for example, is always done by an in-
dependent third party who has no economic interest in the 
product. In the majority (9 of 14) of the cities/towns, how-
ever, companies got the lowest trust.

The last question in the consumer questionnaire dealt 
with the responsibility issue. Most participants gave ap-
proximately equal responsibility to the stakeholders listed 
in the question. The idea of shared responsibility is sound. 
National laws are necessary to regulate the use of chemicals 
in a country, but in an increasingly globalized economy, 
international legislation is also important for harmonizing 
standards and levelling the playing field for companies. 
Particularly hazardous chemicals need to be regulated in-
ternationally. However, it would have made sense if more 
participants thought that producers of chemicals and man-
ufacturer of products should take larger responsibility. It is 
a necessity to internalize more costs for sound chemicals 
management to companies. Society can no longer bear the 

costs for unsound chemicals management caused by com-
panies, and expectations on sound chemicals management 
should include the complete life cycle of the products that 
companies produce. 

Further analyses of the data from the consumer poll
This is a very comprehensive study that has generated a 
wealth of data from 14 cities/towns in 10 different countries. 
It presents many possibilities for analyzes at a more detailed 
level than is presented in this report. For example, each 
question in the consumer questionnaire can be analyzed 
with respect to gender (women, men, and in Canada, 
Sweden and Uganda some individuals classified themselves 
as “others”), and further broken down into age classes, num-
ber of years of education, and participants who have chil-
dren, or not, to see if there are differences in opinions and 
the level of knowledge among the different classes. The or-
ganizations that assisted in collecting the data are encour-
aged to do this, as it will give them the possibility to see if 
different parts of the populations in the sampled cities/
towns have different needs in terms of information on 
chemical safety. This can help the organizations in planning 
and prioritizing awareness raising efforts.

The data in all sampled cities/towns were collected using 
a non-probability quota sampling methodology, and should, 
consequently, be a fairly good approximation of the opinion 
of the populations in the cities/towns in question. It should, 
however, be kept in mind that differences in the selection of 
persons for the interviews (online versus face to face, for 
example) may have introduced various biases into the data. 
Most cities/towns also have a good number of samples. 300 
samples per city/town were collected, with the exception of 
150 samples each in Kampala and Mukono, and in Ottawa 
and Toronto, the total sample numbers had to be adjusted 
to the largest possible, reflecting the age and gender struc-
ture in those cities, based on the collected data sets at the 
timing when the person responsible for the data collection 
switched jobs. The results were only analyzed descriptively 
in this report, but it should be possible to use statistics to test 
for differences, for example in the opinions or level of knowl-
edge among different genders, age classes, levels of educa-
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tion, whether the person has children or not, and between 
different cities/towns. This can be done by analyses of vari-
ance (that is to say to test for differences in class means), for 
example using a parametric statistical test, such as ANOVA, 
or its non-parametric counterparts, depending on which 
type of test best have the underlying conditions fulfilled. 

General reflections on the company poll
In contrast to the systematic approach of selecting partici-
pants for the consumer poll, the selection of companies 
became more haphazard. For Sweden, a statistically repre-
sentative approach was intended (see Appendix A), but due 
to the general unwillingness of companies to participate in 
the poll, and limited personnel resources at SSNC in face of 
this situation, the approach could not be accomplished. 
Most participating organizations in this poll faced similar 
obstacles as in Sweden. In some countries, such as Brazil 
(personal communication 2015, Ana Paula Bortoletto 
(IDEC)), there is a culture of companies not being transpar-
ent to the civil society, and this is not unlikely to be true also 
for many other countries. 

The sample sizes in the company poll are highly variable 
between the participating countries, like the shares of com-
panies mainly producing for domestic and foreign markets, 
respectively. Consequently, the data can only be said to give 
a very rough approximation of the company opinions that 
this study originally intended to capture. 

Generally, the sample sizes are too small (except in Tunisia, 
where 151 companies participated, and Uganda where 147 
companies participated) to allow for any clear conclusions on 
differences in practices and opinions between the two com-
pany classes (producers for the domestic market, and produc-
ers for foreign markets). Some general observations are dis-
cussed under the following headings, reflecting the three 
major sections of the company questionnaire.

Sections 1 and 2 of the company poll
In communications with chemical producers and manufac-
turers of products, it is important to stress that material and 
product safety data sheets are an integral part of sound 
chemicals management and good product stewardship, and 

also that it is a moral responsibility of companies to mini-
mize chances that their products are used in ways that pose 
risks to health and the environment. Material and product 
safety data sheets, according to standard formats, helps 
formalizing this moral responsibility. Many participating 
companies had the practice of providing material and prod-
uct safety data sheets in place, but they should all have. 

Another way of formalizing the moral responsibility of 
sound chemicals management and good product stewardship 
is to provide chemical safety training to customers. All chem-
ical producers and product manufacturers should have this 
practice in place. Training from suppliers is a prerequisite for 
companies to be able to provide their employees in turn with 
sufficient information on how to handle products safely.

To request chemical safety information from upstream 
suppliers of chemicals and components for composite prod-
ucts is crucial, and at the core of the already mentioned 
Chemicals in Products Programme. A culture of transpar-
ency within and outside supply chains should be strongly 
encouraged. This poll indicates that there is room for im-
provements in the practices of companies with respect to this.

Section 3 of the company poll
Not all companies participating in this poll knew if they have 
any legal responsibilities to ensure that their products are safe 
to health and the environment. The lack of knowledge is con-
cerning, is concerning, and a signal to decision makers that 
they need to address the issue of defining roles and responsi-
bilities. In building good governance of chemicals, all relevant 
stakeholders need to understand their functions. First of all, 
appropriate laws need to be in place. Then there must be ap-
propriate information to and communication with the stake-
holders about their roles and responsibilities in relation to the 
laws. It is a shared responsibility of government authorities 
and the companies themselves to make sure that the compa-
nies know what the legal requirements are. In the absence of 
accountability mechanisms, consumers are left to assess and 
call for the moral responsibility of companies to ensure safe 
products. Furthermore, companies that do not know their 
legal responsibilities, risk fines and other legal liabilities, that 
may also ruin their brand names, should it be revealed that 
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they do not comply with the law. 
A tool that can help companies understand their legal re-
quirements is the UN Guiding Principles on Business and 
Human Rights (UNGP)52. The UNGP is a global standard 
for preventing and addressing the risk of adverse impacts 
on human rights linked to business activity. This has major 
resonance in the area of chemicals in the supply chain as 
discussed in this report. The UNGP elaborates on three pil-
lars outlining how states and businesses should implement 
the UNGP framework: the state duty to protect human 
rights; the corporate responsibility to respect human rights; 
and access to remedy for victims of business-related abuses. 
The UNGP in its essence requires companies to conduct a 
due diligence on their business activities to ascertain com-
pliance with existing human rights laws, principles and 
norms. 

Companies that are proactive and have a long-term inter-
est in the credibility of their brand names should engage in 
voluntary substitution programmes, like many of the par-
ticipating companies in this poll did. In some countries, like 
in South Africa and Tunisia, however, very few companies 
worked with substitution (see question 14, the results for 
section 3 of the company poll). Civil society organizations, 
particularly public health interest and consumer organiza-
tions, in these countries should raise the awareness of com-
panies about the benefits of substitution. 

As noted, with some generalization, companies from low 
and middle income countries believed that a stronger na-
tional and international legislation for chemicals would be 
beneficial for their competitiveness (see questions 16-19, the 
results for section 3 of the company poll). One may speculate 
that the rather positive view is because laws in some of these 
countries currently are weak, or not efficiently enforced or 
complied with, which creates uncertainty in the market and 
space for unscrupulous companies to take market shares by 
selling cheap products, since they save costs from sound 
chemicals management and good product stewardship that 
they do not see as necessary. Companies trying to be respon-
sible may, thus, find themselves at disadvantage from the 
point of competitiveness. Stronger laws (and enforcement 
and compliance check mechanisms) creates an even playing 

field and remove uncertainties from the market. Another 
aspect of this is the EU chemicals regulation REACH53, 
which has far-reaching implications beyond the EU. It is 
currently, with some generalization, the strongest and most 
comprehensive legal regime on chemicals in any country or 
region, and, as mentioned in the introduction of the report, 
is used as a model for ongoing legal reforms on chemicals in 
several countries. There are also other EU chemicals regula-
tions and directives with international implications, such 
as the Restriction of Hazardous Substances Directive for 
electronic and electrical appliances (RoHS)54. Companies 
with major customers in the EU may find that stronger na-
tional chemicals legislation helps them accessing the EU 
market, with its many requirements. Conversely, companies 
in the EU – in this study represented by Sweden – may not 
find that stronger chemicals legislation would improve their 
competitiveness “nationally” (that is to say at the level of the 
EU), because the chemicals legislation in the EU already is 
strong, in an international perspective. But the competitive-
ness internationally could improve, if trust in the safety of 
their products is boosted even further, providing that pos-
sible increased costs from stronger legislation do not out-
weigh possible increases in the market shares in interna-
tional markets. The results from Sweden could be 
interpreted to give some support to this speculation (see 
questions 16-19, the results for section 3 of the company poll).  
It is reasonable to speculate that stronger international 
chemicals legislation would level the playing field for all ac-
tors, thus being beneficial for the competitiveness. In high 
income countries, like Canada and Sweden, the participants 
were more uncertain about this than in low and middle 
income countries, yet still a good number said a stronger 
international chemicals legislation would be positive for 
their competitiveness.

The final question in the company poll is about how 
stronger chemicals legislation would affect the rate of invent-
ing new products. In most countries, the option “probably” 
got a good share of the replies, and in some the option “defi-
nitely” also got so (see question 20, the results for section 3 of 
the company poll). Regulative changes can be a driver for 
substitutions and other product changes (for example re-



missing pieces

34 35

moval of certain materials and their constituent chemicals). 
There is good evidence for this from voluntary certification 
schemes. SSNC operates its own ecolabel, the Good 
Environmental Choice Label (Bra Miljöval in Swedish), for 
chemical and cosmetic products55. In an earlier revision of the 
labelling criteria, phosphorus was banned as a chelator in 
detergents, as it may cause eutrophication in aquatic ecosys-
tems. At first, companies claimed that it was impossible to 
create well-functioning products without phosphorus, but 
then one did and labelled the product. The criteria (that is to 
say corresponding to regulation) was the driver for innova-
tion, and soon the whole market changed and most compa-
nies switched to phosphorous free products to improve their 
environmental profile, and to be able to ecolabel their prod-
ucts. This particular case, furthermore, spurred legislative 
changes, first in Sweden, then in the whole EU. Phosphorus 
is now banned as a chelator in detergents for ordinary con-
sumers. Center for International Environmental Law also 
showed in a report that the EU REACH was a positive driver 
for innovation in the EU, and that stronger legislation as-
sisted safer chemicals to be introduced on the market56.

Conclusions and recommendations
The consumer poll clearly showed that consumers in 14 
towns/cities in 10 countries around the world are worried 
about health and environmental hazards of chemicals in 
products. This is a clear indication of the chemical informa-
tion deficit on the one hand, and that companies are not 
transparent enough about what chemicals they put into 
their products, on the other hand. The poll also showed, 
with some exceptions, a low trust in claims by companies 
that their products are safe for health and environment. 
Because of historic failures of companies to evaluate the ef-
fects of chemicals on public health and the environment 
before manufacture and widespread use, there are huge gaps 
in our knowledge.  When the EU Chemicals Bureau in 1999, 
before REACH was in place, did a survey of production 
volume chemicals on the European market, they found that 
only about 14% had basic risk assessment data, 65% had some 
data, but of too poor quality to allow for basic risk assess-
ment, and 21% had no data at all57. The situation was compa-

rable in other high income countries, such as Canada and 
the United States, where national surveys were also done. 
Now the EU has REACH in place, to address this issue, al-
though it will take time to fully implement it. But in many 
countries of the world, shortages are even more profound 
than in the EU and governance of chemicals must improve.

The company poll showed that the participating compa-
nies, to various, degrees have elements of sound chemicals 
management and good product stewardship in place. Many 
of them have procedures for information sharing and risk 
communication in place, such as material and product safe-
ty data sheets, and education for customers and employees. 
But this is something that all companies should provide. 
Safety data sheets are just a foundation step in being trans-
parent. Even more detailed information may be necessary 
to provide to actors within and outside supply chains to 
ensure a safe handling of a complex product and its con-
stituent parts throughout the life cycle of the product, in-
cluding recycling, reuse of materials, and the terminal han-
dling of waste. Not all companies in the study seem to know 
if they have any legal responsibilities to ensure that their 
products are safe to health and the environment, with re-
spect to chemicals. This is concerning. Many of the partici-
pating companies, particularly in low and middle income 
countries, seem to be in favor of stronger legislation, nation-
ally and internationally, and most companies believe that 
stronger legislation would possibly improve their rate of 
innovation.

Based on the observations made in this study, a number 
of recommendations can be given to the constituencies 
below.

Decision makers
•	 Make sure to, first and foremost, address the 11 core 

elements in the SAICM Overall Guidance and 
Orientation Document for Achieving the 2020 Goal 
of Sound Management of Chemicals9 as quickly as 
possible. This includes, with some additional recom-
mendations:

-	 To develop and install legal frameworks address-
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ing the life cycle of chemicals and waste in place.

-	 To put relevant enforcement and compliance 
mechanisms.

-	 To make sure that there are strong institutional 
frameworks and coordination mechanisms 
among relevant stakeholders. Facilitate for com-
panies to fulfil their roles in the 11 core elements. 
Make sure that companies understand what 
legal requirements they have when it comes to 
safety of products, with respect to chemicals.

-	 To include sound management of chemicals and 
waste in national health, labor, social, environ-
ment and economic budgeting processes and dey 
mechanisms. Make sure that your country is 
devoted to continually improve and expand the 
existing international agreements and mecha-
nisms, so that all chemicals with unacceptable 
health and environmental consequences even-
tually will be regulated internationally. Only 
ould level the playing field for all actors in a glo-
balized economy and facilitate trade. Devote 
your country to secure that there will be a strong 
successor to SAICM – a voluntary broad-scope 
mechanisms – in place when the mandate of 
SAICM ends in 2020. Work for sustainable solu-
tions to secure the long-term financing of this 
work.

Companies
•	 First and foremost, make sure that you fulfil your 

responsibilities in relation to the SAICM Overall 
Guidance and Orientation Document for Achieving 
the 2020 Goal of Sound Management of Chemicals9 

as quickly as possible. This includes, with some ad-
ditional recommendations:

-	 To put in place collection and systems for the 
transparent sharing of relevant data and infor-

mation among all relevant stakeholders using a 
life cycle approach, such as the implementation 
of the Globally Harmonized System of 
Classification and Labelling of Chemicals. 
Companies are strongly encouraged to partici-
pate in the Chemicals in Products Programme, 
as this will operationalize transparent data and 
information sharing of among the stakeholders, 
throughout the life cycle of products.

-	 To participate and define industry responsibil-
ity across the life cycle, including cost recovery 
policies and systems as well as the incorporation 
of sound chemicals management into corporate 
policies and practices.

-	 To develop environmentally sound and safer 
alternatives. Proper chemicals risk assessments 
are a responsibility of companies, and must be 
a requirement before a chemical is allowed to be 
placed on markets.

-	 To participate and define industry responsibil-
ity across the life cycle, including cost recovery 
policies and systems as well as the incorporation 
of sound chemicals  and waste management into 
corporate policies and practices.

-	 Proper chemicals risk assessments are a respon-
sibility of companies, and must be a require-
ment before a chemical is allowed to be placed 
on markets.

-	 To development and promote of environmen-
tally sound and safer alternatives. The principles 
of Green Chemistry can be followed58.

-	 To make sure that the corporate management 
and all key persons in the production units 
know what national and international legisla-
tion govern the chemical safety of the products 
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produced or manufactured by your company.

-	 To devote your company to secure that there will 
be a strong successor to SAICM in place when 
the mandate of SAICM expires in 2020.

-	 To observe the UN Guiding Principles on 
Business and Human Rights, in order to 
strengthen due diligence in corporate supply 
chains for the protection of various rights im-
plicated in the product life-cycle.

Civil society organizations
•	 First and foremost, to assist in all possible ways the 

government, authorities, and companies to address 
the 11 core elements in the SAICM Overall Guidance 
and Orientation Document for Achieving the 2020 
Goal of Sound Management of Chemicals9 as quick-
ly as possible. This could include:

-	 To do awareness raising to governments on tools 
to assist good chemicals governance, such as a 
number of UN manuals, for example the guide 
for Guidance on Development of Legislation, 
Administrative Infrastructures and Recovery 
of Administrative Costs (LIRA)2, the United 
Nation Development Programme (UNDP) 
Guide For Integrating the Sound Management 
of Chemicals into Development Planning59, the 
United Nations Institute for Training and 
Research (UNITAR) Guidance for Preparing a 
National Profile to Assess Infrastructure and 
Capacity Needs for Chemicals Management 
(2nd edition)60, and the Food and Agriculture 
Organization (FAO) International Code of 
Conduct on Pesticide Management61.

-	 To do awareness raising to governments and 
companies on the cost of inaction, using the 
UNEP Cost of Inaction Report on the Sound 
Management of Chemicals62. 

-	 To do awareness raising on Globally 
Harmonized System for Classification and 
Labelling of Chemicals (GHS) to governments 
and companies. The GHS paves the way for 
global harmonization in how information on 
chemical hazards is communicated and is of 
great importance for facilitating access to and 
sharing of information.  

-	 To do awareness raising to companies on the 
Chemicals in Products Programme, and en-
courage them to participate.

-	 To do awareness raising to the public on product 
categories for which this study indicate a low 
risk awareness, for example for textiles and 
leather goods that have large health and envi-
ronmental impacts in the production, and that 
also may contain harmful chemicals when they 
reach the consumers. The participating organi-
zations are encouraged to further analyze the 
data collected, in order to identify potentially 
differential awareness raising needs among dif-
ferent gender, age and educational level groups.

-	 In addition to the mentioned awareness raising 
activities, provide techical expertise about 
chemicals to governments and authorities when 
appropriate.

-	 Create a forum in which the government and 
companies can engage civil society in transpar-
ent dialogue on issues raised in the poll, espe-
cially in cases where there is lack of government 
institution or capacity to host or initiate such 
dialogue.
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-	 Assist consumers in organizing themselves into 
consumer interest organizations, and bringing 
forward demands to decision makers and com-
panies for safe products to health and the envi-
ronment.

-	 Act as watch dogs, to monitor that decision mak-
ers and companies fulfil their duties and under-
takings, as well as monitor chemicals in consum-
er products and the environment, the latter 
suggestion in line with the core element on mon-
itoring chemicals according to the SAICM 
Overall Guidance Orientation Document for 
Achieving the 2020 Goal of Sound Management 
of Chemicals.

-	 Follow and influence the process of negotiating 
a successor to SAICM, in the interest of civil 
society.
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The poll had two components: a consumer poll; and a com-
pany poll. In dialogue with a selection of partner organiza-
tions, it was concluded that the target numbers of com-
pleted questionnaires per country would be 300 for the 
consumers and 45 (30% out of 150 contacted companies) for 
the companies. The consumer poll was delimited to one or 
a few cities; the company poll could have national coverage.

The selection of cities/towns was based on logistical con-
siderations, basically where the partner organizations are 
based or have easy access. Sometimes it is the capital of the 
country; sometimes not. Most organizations did the poll in 
only one city/town, while a few did it in two or more cities/
towns. For details see Table 1. MAMA-86 set an ambitious 
target to sample 300 consumers in each of three cities/

Country City/town Year of census Source Target nb. of samples

Brazil Saõ Paulo 2010 IBGE (Brazilian Institute of Statistics and 
Geography)

300

Canada Ottawa 2011 Statistics Canada 150

Canada Toronto 2011 Statistics Canada 150

India New Delhi 2011 Ministry of Home Affairs, Government of India 300

Philippines Davao City 2010 Philippine Statistics Authority 300

South Africa Durban (eThekwini) 2014 Statistics South Africa 300

Sweden Stockholm 2014 SCB (Swedish national statistical office) 300

Thailand Bangkok 2010 National Statistics Office 300

Tunisia Bizerte 2013 National Institute of Statistics 300

Uganda Kampala 2012 Uganda Bureau of Statistics 150

Uganda Mukono 2012 Uganda Bureau of Statistics 150

Ukraine Kyiv 2001 State Statistics Service of Ukraine, Main 
Department of Statistics in Kyiv, Ptoukha Institute 
for Demography and Social Studies of the National 
Academy of Sciences of Ukraine

300

Ukraine Kirovohrad 2001 Main Department of Statistics in Kirovograd region, 
Ptoukha Institute for Demography and Social 
Studies of the National Academy of Sciences of 
Ukraine

300

Ukraine Yaremche 2001 Main Department of Statistics in Ivano-Frankivsk 
region and Government Department of Statistics in 
Yaremche, Ptoukha Institute for Demography and 
Social Studies of the National Academy of Sciences 
of Ukraine

300

Table 1: Country, city and the year of the census.

Appendix A – Methods

Equations used for calculating the sample compositions in the 
cities/towns:

1.	 Population share in a specific age class = population nb. in the 
age classtotal population

2.	 Share of gender class in an age class = number of persons 
belonging to a gender class in an age classnumber of persons in 
an age class

3.	 Number of persons of an age class in a sample of 300 = 
(population share in a specific age class * 300)

4.	 Number of persons of a specific gender class and age in a sample 
of 300 = (number of persons of an age class in a sample of 300 * 
share of gender class in an age class)
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towns. Other organizations sampling in two cities had a 
target of 150 consumers in each. 

For the consumer poll, a non-probability quota sampling 
approach was deemed acceptable, given the limitations at 
hand. It implies that the composition of the samples, in this 
specific case of age and gender ratios, should mirror that of 
the distribution of these parameters in the sampled popula-
tion. Consequently, the age and gender ratios in a sample of 
300 (or 150) should mirror that of the entire population in 
the city of sampling. The calculations of the sample compo-
sitions were based on the latest available census data for the 
cities/towns in question. See Table 1 for the sources of the 
census data.

The parameter “age” was grouped in to the following age 
classes: 15-32 years; 33-50 years; and 51-68. Given that the 
poll is carried out in a wide range of countries, the age class-
es were chosen to roughly cover the period in life when 
people are potentially professionally active.

The actual collection of samples was supposed to be as 
random as possible. In Sweden and Brazil it was done online, 
using various channels of social media to spread the infor-
mation about the poll; in the other countries it was done 
based on face to face interviews, according to the choices of 
the participating organizations. 

In the company poll, a country-specific representative 
mixture of companies with the major part of the annual 

 turnover from domestic sales and exports, respectively, was 
strived for. Another selection criterion was that the compa-
nies should have a turnover large enough to be of impor-
tance to the national economy. But the selection of compa-
nies for the poll was much less systematic and standardized 
than that for the consumers. 

In Sweden, the selection of companies was based on data 
from the national company register (Swed: Företags
registret), operated and maintained by the Swedish nation-
al statistical office SCB. The following three categories of 
companies were included in the selection: extractive indus-
tries; manufacturers; and vehicle industries. The companies 
were further classified into companies with more than 50% 
of the annual turnover from exports, and with up to 50% of 
the annual turnover from the domestic market, respec-
tively. The top 10% of companies, with respect to annual 
turnover, were picked from the mentioned classes. See Table 
4, 5, and 6 for raw data and calculations.

With the help of a statistician at SCB, the calculated num-
bers of companies in the two turnover categories and cate-
gories of industry types (Table 6) were randomly selected 
from the top 10% companies in terms of annual turnover in 
each turnover category, from the national company register.

The participating organizations in other countries than 
Sweden used various approaches to select companies from 
national company registry lists, or corresponding lists, but, 
whenever possible, were striving for an approximate balance 
between companies having up to 50% of their annual turn-
over from the domestic market, and those having more than 
50% of their annual turnover from exports. Companies of 
importance for the national economy were preferentially 
chosen, analogous with the selection in Sweden of the top 
10% companies in terms of annual turnover. When turnover 
data was not readily available, the organizations randomly 
picked companies from company registry lists.

Table 4: Classes and corresponding numbers of companies  
in the Swedish national enterprise register (raw data).

Share of turnover  
from exports

Extractive  
industries Manufacturers

Vehicle 
industries

>50% 47 2298 275

0-50% 50 8546 1808

Sum 97 10844 2083

Grand total: 13024 companies

Table 5: Share of companies in a specific class
and corresponding numbers in a sample of 150.

Extractive industries  
in a sample of 150

Manufacturers  
in a sample of 150

Vehicle industries  
in a sample of 150

(150 * (97/13024)) = 1,17Ω (150 * (10844/13024)) = 124,9 (150 * (2083/13024)) = 23,9

 Ω We need at least one company of each turnover category. Thus the number of extractive industries was 
adjusted to 2, the number of manufacturers to 124, and the number of veh icle industries to 24. 

Table 6: Share of companies in the two turnover categories.

Share of turnover from exports Extractive industries Manufacturers Vehicle industries

>50% (47/97) * 2 = 1 (2298/10844) * 124 = 26 (275/2083) * 24 = 3

0-50% (50/97) * 2  = 1 (8546/10844) * 124 = 98 (1808/2083) * 24 = 21

Sum 97 10844 2083

Grand total: 13024 companies
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Appendix B

Many thanks for taking your time to participate in this poll of public perceptions on chemical safety!

The poll is organized by the Swedish Society for Nature Conservation, in collaboration with local

partners abroad, and will be carried out in 10 countries all over the world in 2015. It will give an

idea of how the public in different parts of the world perceive their safety as consumers and

employees, with respect to chemicals in consumer products and occupational settings.

The questionnaire contains four sections: 

1) Introduction and basic information about the interviewed person.

2) Questions and opinions on issues of exposure to consumer products.

3) Questions and opinions on workplace/occupational safety.

4) Questions and opinions on sources of information on chemical safety issues and responsibilities

for chemical safety.

The estimated time to complete the questionnaire is 10-15 minutes.

Section 1: Introduction and basic information of the interviewed person

1. What is your gender?*

Female

Male

Other

2. What is your age?*

15-32

33-50

51-68

3. How many school years have you completed?*

4. What is your country of residence?*
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5. In which town/city did you do participate in this poll?*

6. Do you have children?*

Yes

No
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In the questionnaire, the word "consumer products", as a collective term, is synonymous with all

kinds of products that you potentially consume in your everyday life, such as textiles and leather,

kitchen utensils/storage equipment/other equipment in the home or at work, electric and electronic

appliances, toys, household cleaning products/personal hygiene products/cosmetics, building

materials, paints, fuel, as well as food, beverages, and water, and so on. Therefore, please think

with a wide scope when you reply to the questions and statements in this questionnaire.

Section 2: Issues of exposure to hazardous chemicals from "consumer products"

 A great deal A fair amount Not very much None at all I do not know

Food, beverages, and

water (bottled water and

tap water)

Personal hygiene

products

Cosmetics/beauty

products/perfumes

Household cleaning

products

Electronic and electrical

appliances

Children's toys

Textiles/clothing/leather

Footwear

Furniture/interior design

items

Kitchen utensils/storage

materials, such as

plastic bowls and bottles

Equipment at work

Building materials

Fuel products

Paints

7. Rate what you believe is the potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health 

from the following "consumer products". Think of an ordinary consumer in your country.

*

8. Are you worried that "consumer products" contain chemicals hazardous to health?*

Yes

No
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 A great deal A fair amount Not very much None at all I do not know

Food, beverages, and

water (bottled water and

tap water)

Personal hygiene

products

Cosmetics/beauty

products/perfumes

Household cleaning

products

Electronic and electrical

appliances

Children's toys

Textiles/clothing/leather

Footwear

Furniture/interior design

items

Kitchen utensils/storage

materials, such as

plastic bowls and bottles

Equipment at work

Building materials

Fuel products

Paints

9. Rate what you believe is the potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous

chemicals from the following "consumer products". Think of the complete life cycle of the "consumer

product", from industrial production/agricultural production, to consumption of the "consumer products", and

final disposal of the waste.

*

10. Are you worried that "consumer products" contain chemicals hazardous to the environment?*

Yes

No
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This section deals with chemical safety issues at the workplace in a broad sense. Even if you work

in an office, a store, a hospital or in another setting where handling of chemicals may not be an

obvious part of your everyday working environment, you can potentially be exposed to harmful

chemicals, from products improperly handled or disposed. 

If you are currently unemployed, or retired, please recall how the situation was in your last

workplace.

Section 3: Workplace/ocupational safety

ob not covered by the categories listed above. If so, please tell what job you have.

11. How do you classify your main occupation?

Agricultural production and forestry

Mining and refining of raw materials

Construction work, carpenters and artisans of various kinds

Manufacturing of chemical products, such as basic industrial chemicals, medicines, household chemicals, personal hygiene

products, cosmetics, and pigments/paints

Manufacturing of other "consumer products" not mentioned as chemical products in the previous option

Office jobs, such as manegerial, and clerical in administration, economy, design and architecture, law, media, etc.

Servce providers in health care and rehabilitation

Service providers, such as social workers and psychologists

Service providers, such as in education, guiding, librarians, other cultural services and entertainers

Service providers, such as retail workers and related customer services

Service providers, such as hair dressers and various beauty services

Service providers in food and loding services

Service providers, such as taxi and bus drivers, and in transport and distribution of goods and waste

Service providers, such as mechanics, various menders, plumbers and chimney sweepers

Service providers in the cleaning business

Service providers, such waste recycling and disposal

Student

Unemployed

Retired
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 Very concerned Quite concerned Not very concerned Not concerned at all

I do not know/Not

applicable to my job

Exposure to pesticides

and agricultural

chemicals used in your

job

Exposure to industrial

chemicals at your work

Air pollution caused by

chemicals

Chemical exposures

from medical products

used in your job

Chemical exposures

from beauty products

used in your job

Chemical exposures

from cleaning products

used in the facilities

where you work

Food and drinking water

safety

Construction materials,

furniture, interior design

items, wall paints,

machinery and other

equipment, etc., in the

facilities where you

work, as potential

sources of hazardous

chemicals

Incompetence of co-

workers, causing

potentially dangerous

situations when it comes

to handling of chemicals

12. Rate the following in terms of the level of concern that you have for your workplace/occupational

environment.

*

13. How safe do you feel in your workplace/occupational environment with respect to exposure to

hazardous chemicals?

*

Very safe

Fairly safe

A bit unsafe

Very unsafe
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14. Do you recieve information from your employer about chemical safety issues in your

workplace/occupational environment?

*

Adequate

Lacking

None at all

Not applicable to my job

 Yes No I do not know Not applicable to my job

There is health and

safety training for

employees.

A manual for chemical

safety is provided to

emloyees.

Personal protection

equipment is available.

There are readable

signs and warnings

posted in dangerous

areas of the

workplace/occupational

environment.

There is a

person/department

responsible for

controlling the chemical

safety risks in the

workplace/occupational

environment.

There is a

person/department

responsible for after care

for employees exposed

to harmful chemicals.

15. Are the following practises present in your workplace/occupational environment?*
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Section 4: Sorces of information and responsibilities for chemical safety

16. Rank the sources that you use to obtain what you believe is reliable information about chemicals in

"consumer products", and about how to reduce risks for harmful exposure. 1 is the highest rank; 8 the

lowest.

*

Government competent authorities

Academic researchers/scientific organizations

Non-government organizations, such as consumer watch/associations

Material safety data sheets and product manuals provided by manufacturers and producers

Magazines/newspapers

Television/radio

Family menbers

Co-workers and other colleagues

17. Rank the trust that you have in the source of certificates stating that a product is free from hazardous

chemicals or safe to health and the environment. The certificate can, e.g., be an ecolabel or lab test results

from spot-checks. 1 is the highest rank; 3 the lowest.

*

Government competent authorities

Companies

Independent bodies, eg. academic institutions or non-governmental organizations
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Other (please specify)

18. Who should be responsible for ensuring consumer's safety to chemicals in "consumer products"? Tick

as many boxes as you feel is necessary.

*

Manufacturers of the chemicals used in the production of "consumer products"

Producers of "consumer products"

National (in the case of the EU, regional) legislators and national authorities checking the safety of "consumer products"

International legislators and the global community, e.g. via the Environmnetal and Health units of the United Nations
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As a participant in the poll, you are completely anonymous, but your opinion is an important

contribution to the collective opinion in your country. The results will be shared with various

decision makers and other relevant stakeholders, to help them understand the necessity of

managing chemicals in a sound way, and to set the right priories.

We sincerely thank you for having completed this questionnaire!

19. Additional optional comments that can be relevant to this poll?
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Appendix C

Many thanks for taking your time to participate in this poll of corporate opinions on responsibilities

in chemical safety work, and on national and international chemicals legislation!

The poll is organized by the Swedish Society for Nature Conservation, in collaboration with local

partners, and will be carried out in 10 countries all over the world in 2015. It will give an idea of

how enterprises in different parts of the world perceive their respective roles in chemical safety

work, and of how they percive that national and international chemicals legislation affect their

competitiveness.

The questionnaire contains two sections: 

1) Introduction and basic information about the enterprise.

2) Questions on chemical safety work and regulation.

In this poll, we distinguish between "producers" and "manufacturers". "Producers" are suppliers of

chemical elements, substances and mixtures that can be used by "manufacturers" as process

chemicals, or ingredients, for more complex industry/consumer products and formulations.

Depending on what business you represent (as chosen in question 3 on this page), you will be

automatically directed the questions relevant for you. 

The estimated time to fill in the questionnaire is 10-15 minutes.

Section 1. Introduction and basic data about the company

1. 1. In which country are you registered as a company?*

2. What share of the annual turnover of your production is from exports?*

0-25%

26-50%

51-75%

76-100%
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3. How many employes do you have?*

1-10

11-50

51-100

101-500

501-1000

More than 1000

4. What kind of business do you represent?*

Producer of chemicals (chemical elements, substances, and mixtures) that can be used as process chemicals for the production

of more complex industry/consumer products, or ingredients for formulations of more complex chemical products

Manufacturer of more complex industry/consumer products, e.g. components of other products, electronics, appliances, vehicles,

textiles, paper, furniture and plastic items, or formulations of chemical ingredients, e.g. personal hygine products, cosmetics,

household chemicals, spackling pastes, paints, varnishes and pharmaceuticals
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This section contains questions specifically targeting producers of chemicals. In a narrow sense,

chemicals for this purpose are interpreted as chemical elements, substances, or mixtures that can

be used as processing chemicals for manufacturing of more complex industry/consumer products,

or as ingredients in formulations of more complex chemical products.

Section 2 A: Chemical safety work

Optional comments: If "no", why not?

5. If you are a producer of chemicals, do you provide safety data sheets (e.g. formatted according to the

Globally Harmonized System for classification and labelling of chemicals (GHS)) to your customers?

Yes

No
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Other (please specify)

6. If you are a supplier of chemicals, do you provide information and/or training sessions to your customers

on how to handle the chemicals safely?

*

Yes

No
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This section contains questions specifically targeting users of chemicals, such as manufacturers of

more complex industry/consumer products, including formulations containing several chemical

ingredients, e.g. personal hygiene products, cosmetics, household chemicals, spackling pastes,

paints and varnishes.

Section 2 B: Chemical safety work

Other (please specify)

7. If you are a user of chemicals for the formulation of more complex chemical products, e.g. paints,

varnishes and spackel pastes, do you provide safety data sheets (e.g. formatted according to the Globally

Harmonized System for classification and labelling of chemicals (GHS)) to your customers?

*

Yes

No

Not applicable, as my product falls under legislation that does not require the supply of safety data sheets, e.g. legislation for

cosmetic products.
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Other (please specify)

8. If you are a user of chemicals in the manufacturing of products, are you requesting and getting access

to safety information (e.g. safety data sheets) from the suppliers of chemicals?

*

Yes

No
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Other (please specify)

9. If you are a user of chemicals, do your suppliers of chemicals provide information and/or training

sessions on how to handle the chemicals safely?

Yes

No
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Other (please specify)

10. If you are a user of chemicals, do you provide regular training sessions for your employees on how to

handle the chemicals safely, to ensure that the information reaches those who actually handle the

chemicals?

*

Yes

No



62

Other (please specify)

11. As a manufacturer of industry/consumer products, do you provide product safety data sheets to inform

your customers on how to handle the products properly throughout their life cycles, including when they

becomes waste, in order to minimize chemical hazards?

*

Yes

No
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Other (please specify)

12. If you use components from other suppliers to manufacture your consumer/industry products, do you

request material safety data sheets from your component suppliers, in order to understand how your

employees should minimize chemical hazards when handling the components and waste, and in order to

make material safety data sheets to the customers of your consumer/industry products?

*

Yes

No
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This section contains questions that address both types of businesses.

Section 3: Chemical safety work and legislation

Other (please specify)

13. Are you as a producer/manufacturer responsible by law to sensure that your chemicals/products are

safe to the health of the user/consumer, and the environment?

*

Yes

No

I do not know
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Other (please specify)

14. Are you as a producer/manufacturer applying any voluntary model for substitution of hazardous

chemicals?

*

Yes

No
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Other (please specify)

15. As a producer/manufacturer, do you feel morally responsible for ensuring that your chemicals/products

are safe to the health of the user/consumer, and the environment?

*

Yes

No
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Other (please specify)

16. How would a stronger NATIONAL legislation on chemicals with reference to health and environment

affect your competitiveness and business in the NATIONAL MARKET?

*

Positively

Not at all

Negatively

I do not know
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Other (please specify)

17. How would a stronger NATIONAL legislation on chemicals with reference to health and the environment

affect your competitiveness and business in the INTERNATIONAL MARKETS?

*

Positively

Not at all

Negatively

I do not know
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Other (please specify)

18. How would a stronger INTERNATIONAL legislation on chemicals with reference to health and

environment affect your competitiveness and business in the NATIONAL market?

*

Positively

Not at all

Negatively

I do not know
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Other (please specify)

19. How would a stronger INTERNATIONAL legislation on chemicals with reference to health and

environment would affect your competitiveness and business in the INTERNATIONAL markets?

*

Positively

Not at all

Negatively

I do not know
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Other (please specify)

20. Would a stronger chemicals legislation, nationally and/or internationally, improve your rate of inventing

new products, thereby protentially creating market advantages?

*

Definatley

Probably

Not at all

I do not know



7272

As a participant enterprise, you are completely anonymous, but your opinion is an important

contribution to our understanding of how the industry reasons around chemical safety work. The

results will be shared with various decision makers and other relevant stakeholders, to help them

understand the industry perspectives, and set the right priorities.

We sincerely thank you for having completed the questionnaire!

21. Additional optional comments that can be relevant to this poll?*
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Appendices D–X
* Due to roundings by the Microsoft Excel 
software, the distribution of the shares of replies 
in the different reply categories displayed in the 
graphs in the Appendices D-X do not always sum 
up exactly to 1.0 (i.e. 100%) for each graph.



 

 

Appendix D 

In all graphs the scale for the share of replies are on the x-axis (horizontal axis of the graph); and the 
different reply options are presented on the y-axis (vertical axis of the graph). For example 0.64 for the 
option “no” in Figure 1 implies that 64% of the poll respondents replied “no”; 0.36 for “yes” that 36% 
of the poll respondents replied “yes”.  

Brazil 

 

Figure 1: Share of poll participants with children or not (sample size: 300, São Paulo) 

 

Figure 2: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from food and 
beverages (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from food and beverages (right hand panel), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
São Paulo). 

 

Figure 3: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from personal 
hygiene products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from personal hygiene products (right hand panel), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 300, São Paulo). 



 

 

 

Figure 4: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from cosmetics, 
beauty products, and perfumes (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from cosmetics, beauty products and perfumes (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, São Paulo). 

 

Figure 5: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from household 
cleaning products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from household cleaning products, share of poll participants (right hand graph) 
(sample size: 300, São Paulo). 

 
Figure 6: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from electronic 
and electric appliances (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from electronic and electric appliances (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 300, São Paulo). 



 

 

 

Figure 7: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from children’s 
toys (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from children’s toys (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, São 
Paulo). 

 

Figure 8: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from textiles, 
clothing and leather (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from textiles, clothing and leather (right hand graph), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 300, São Paulo). 

 

Figure 9: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from footwear 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from footwear, share of poll participants (right hand graph) (sample size: 300, São Paulo). 



 

 

 

Figure 10: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from furniture 
and interior design items (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from furniture and interior design items (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 300, São Paulo). 

Figure 11: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from kitchen 
utensils and food storage and contact materials (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure 
for the environment to hazardous chemicals from kitchen utensils and food storage and contact 
materials (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, São Paulo). 

 

Figure 12: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from 
equipment at work (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from equipment at work (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample 
size: 300, São Paulo). 



 

 

 

Figure 13: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from building 
material (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from building materials (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, São 
Paulo). 

 

Figure 14: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from fuel 
products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from fuel products (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, São 
Paulo). 

 

Figure 15: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from paints 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from paints (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, São Paulo). 



 

 

 

Figure 16: Share of poll participants worried about hazardous chemicals to health (left graph) and 
environment (right graph) from consumer products (sample size: 300, São Paulo). 

 

Figure 17: Perceived safety at workplace, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, São Paulo). 

 

Figure 18: Share of poll participants with perceived access to information on chemical safety in the 
occupational environment (sample size: 300, São Paulo). 

 



 

 

 

Figure 19: Health and safety training (upper left hand graph), chemical safety manual (upper right 
hand graph) at the workplace, personal protection equipment (middle left graph), readable warning 
signs in dangerous places (middle right graph), person or department responsible for controlling 
chemical safety (lower left graph) and person or department responsible for aftercare of employees 
exposed to harmful chemicals, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, São Paulo). 



 

 

 

Figure 20: Rating (1-8, where 1 is best) of sources of information about chemicals in consumer 
products, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, São Paulo). The uppermost left graph shows 
government authorities, the uppermost right graph academic institutions, the middle top left graph 
non-governmental organizations, the middle right top graph industry, the left lower middle graph 
magazines, the right lower graph television, the lowermost left graph family members, and the 
lowermost right graph co-workers. 



 

 

 

Figure 21: Ranking (1-3, where 1 is best) of reliability sources of verification that consumer products 
are free from chemicals harmful to health and environment, share of poll participants (sample size: 
300, São Paulo). The upper left graph shows government competent authorities, the upper right graph 
companies, and the lower graph independent bodies, such as academic institutions and non-
governmental organizations. 

 

Figure 22: Opinion on responsibility for ensuring consumer safety with respect to chemicals in 
consumer product, share of replies distributed on manufacturers of chemicals, producer of products, 
national decision makers, and international decision makers (sample size: 300, São Paulo). The poll 
participants could pick several of the available choices.  

 

 



 

 

Appendix E a) 

In all graphs the scale for the share of replies are on the x-axis (horizontal axis of the graph); and the 
different reply options are presented on the y-axis (vertical axis of the graph). For example 0.39 for the 
option “no” in Figure 1 implies that 39% of the poll respondents replied “no”; 0.61 for “yes” that 61% 
of the poll respondents replied “yes”.  

Canada 

 

Figure 1: Share of poll participants with children or not (sample size: 64, Ottawa) 

 

Figure 2: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from food and 
beverages (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from food and beverages (right hand panel), share of poll participants (sample size: 64, 
Ottawa). 

 

Figure 3: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from personal 
hygiene products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from personal hygiene products (right hand panel), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 64, Ottawa). 

 



 

 

 

Figure 4: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from cosmetics, 
beauty products, and perfumes (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from cosmetics, beauty products and perfumes (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 64, Ottawa). 

 

Figure 5: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from household 
cleaning products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from household cleaning products, beauty products and perfumes, share of poll 
participants (right hand graph) (sample size: 64, Ottawa). 

Figure 6: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from electronic 
and electric appliances (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals to health from electronic and electric appliances (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 64, Ottawa). 



 

 

 

Figure 7: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from children’s 
toys (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from children’s toys (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 64, Ottawa). 

 

Figure 8: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from textiles, 
clothing and leather (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from textiles, clothing and leather (right hand graph), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 64, Ottawa). 

 

Figure 9: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from footwear 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from footwear, share of poll participants (right hand graph) (sample size: 64, Ottawa). 



 

 

 

Figure 10: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from furniture 
and interior design items (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from furniture and interior design items (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 64, Ottawa). 

Figure 11: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from kitchen 
utensils and food storage and contact materials (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure 
for the environment to hazardous chemicals from kitchen utensils and food storage and contact 
materials (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 64, Ottawa). 

 

Figure 12: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from 
equipment at work (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from equipment at work (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample 
size: 64, Ottawa). 



 

 

 

Figure 13: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from building 
material (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from building materials (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 64, 
Ottawa). 

 

Figure 14: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from fuel 
products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from fuel products (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 64, Ottawa). 

 

Figure 15: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from paints 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from paints (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 64, Ottawa). 



 

 

 

Figure 16: Share of poll participants worried about hazardous chemicals to health (left graph) and 
environment (right graph) from consumer products (sample size: 64, Ottawa). 

 

Figure 17: Perceived safety at workplace, share of poll participants (sample size: 64, Ottawa). 

 

Figure 18: Share of poll participants with perceived access to information on chemical safety in the 
occupational environment (sample size: 64, Ottawa). 

 



 

 

 

Figure 19: Health and safety training (upper left hand graph), chemical safety manual (upper right 
hand graph) at the workplace, personal protection equipment (middle left graph), readable warning 
signs in dangerous places (middle right graph), person or department responsible for controlling 
chemical safety (lower left graph) and person or department responsible for aftercare of employees 
exposed to harmful chemicals, share of poll participants (sample size: 64, Ottawa). 



 

 

 

Figure 20: Rating (1-8, where 1 is best) of sources of information about chemicals in consumer 
products, share of poll participants (sample size: 64, Ottawa). The uppermost left graph shows 
government authorities, the uppermost right graph academic institutions, the middle top left graph 
non-governmental organizations, the middle right top graph industry, the left lower middle graph 
magazines, the right lower graph television, the lowermost left graph family members, and the 
lowermost right graph co-workers. 



 

 

 

Figure 21: Ranking (1-3, where 1 is best) of reliability sources of verification that consumer products 
are free from chemicals harmful to health and environment, share of poll participants (sample size: 64, 
Ottawa). The upper left graph shows government competent authorities, the upper right graph 
companies, and the lower graph independent bodies, such as academic institutions and non-
governmental organizations. 

 

Figure 22: Opinion on responsibility for ensuring consumer safety with respect to chemicals in 
consumer product, share of replies distributed on manufacturers of chemicals, producer of products, 
national decision makers, and international decision makers (sample size: 64, Ottawa). The poll 
participants could pick several of the available choices.  

 

 



 

 

Appendix E b) 

In all graphs the scale for the share of replies are on the x-axis (horizontal axis of the graph); and the 
different reply options are presented on the y-axis (vertical axis of the graph). For example 0.63 for the 
option “no” in Figure 1 implies that 63% of the poll respondents replied “no”; 0.38 that 38% of the 
poll respondents replied “yes”.  

Canada 

 

Figure 1: Share of poll participants with children or not (sample size: 48, Toronto) 

 

Figure 2: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from food and 
beverages (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from food and beverages (right hand panel), share of poll participants (sample size: 48, 
Toronto). 

 

Figure 3: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from personal 
hygiene products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from personal hygiene products (right hand panel), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 48, Toronto). 



 

 

 

Figure 4: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from cosmetics, 
beauty products, and perfumes (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from cosmetics, beauty products and perfumes (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 48, Toronto). 

 

Figure 5: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from household 
cleaning products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from household cleaning products, share of poll participants (right hand graph) 
(sample size: 48, Toronto). 

Figure 6: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from electronic 
and electric appliances (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from electronic and electric appliances right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 48, Toronto). 



 

 

 

Figure 7: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from children’s 
toys (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from children’s toys (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 48, 
Toronto). 

 

Figure 8: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from textiles, 
clothing and leather (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from textiles, clothing and leather (right hand graph), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 48, Toronto). 

 

Figure 9: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from footwear 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from footwear, share of poll participants (right hand graph) (sample size: 48, Toronto). 



 

 

 

Figure 10: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from furniture 
and interior design items (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from furniture and interior design items (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 48, Toronto). 

Figure 11: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from kitchen 
utensils and food storage and contact materials (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure 
for the environment to hazardous chemicals from kitchen utensils and food storage and contact 
materials (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 48, Toronto). 

 

Figure 12: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from 
equipment at work (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from equipment at work (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample 
size: 48, Toronto). 



 

 

 

Figure 13: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from building 
material (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from building materials (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 48, 
Toronto). 

 

Figure 14: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from fuel 
products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from fuel products (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 48, Toronto). 

 

Figure 15: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from paints 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from paints (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 48, Toronto). 



 

 

 

Figure 16: Share of poll participants worried about hazardous chemicals to health (left graph) and 
environment (right graph) from consumer products (sample size: 48, Toronto). 

 

Figure 17: Perceived safety at workplace, share of poll participants (sample size: 48, Toronto). 

 

Figure 18: Share of poll participants with perceived access to information on chemical safety in the 
occupational environment (sample size: 48, Toronto). 

 



 

 

 

Figure 19: Health and safety training (upper left hand graph), chemical safety manual (upper right 
hand graph) at the workplace, personal protection equipment (middle left graph), readable warning 
signs in dangerous places (middle right graph), person or department responsible for controlling 
chemical safety (lower left graph) and person or department responsible for aftercare of employees 
exposed to harmful chemicals, share of poll participants (sample size: 48, Toronto). 



 

 

 

Figure 20: Rating (1-8, where 1 is best) of sources of information about chemicals in consumer 
products, share of poll participants (sample size: 48, Toronto). The uppermost left graph shows 
government authorities, the uppermost right graph academic institutions, the middle top left graph 
non-governmental organizations, the middle right top graph industry, the left lower middle graph 
magazines, the right lower graph television, the lowermost left graph family members, and the 
lowermost right graph co-workers. 



 

 

 

Figure 21: Ranking (1-3, where 1 is best) of reliability sources of verification that consumer products 
are free from chemicals harmful to health and environment, share of poll participants (sample size: 48, 
Toronto). The upper left graph shows government competent authorities, the upper right graph 
companies, and the lower graph independent bodies, such as academic institutions and non-
governmental organizations. 

 

Figure 22: Opinion on responsibility for ensuring consumer safety with respect to chemicals in 
consumer product, share of replies distributed on manufacturers of chemicals, producer of products, 
national decision makers, and international decision makers (sample size:  48, Toronto). The poll 
participants could pick several of the available choices.  

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Appendix F 

In all graphs the scale for the share of replies are on the x-axis (horizontal axis of the graph); and the 
different reply options are presented on the y-axis (vertical axis of the graph). For example 0.50 for the 
option “no” in Figure 1 implies that 50% of the poll respondents replied “no”; 0.50 that 50% of the 
poll respondents replied “yes”.  

India 

 

Figure 1: Share of poll participants with children or not (sample size: 300, Delhi) 

 

Figure 2: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from food and 
beverages (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from food and beverages (right hand panel), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Delhi). 

 

Figure 3: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from personal 
hygiene products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from personal hygiene products (right hand panel), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 300, Delhi). 



 

 

 

Figure 4: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from cosmetics, 
beauty products, and perfumes (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from cosmetics, beauty products and perfumes (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Delhi). 

 

Figure 5: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from household 
cleaning products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from household cleaning products, share of poll participants (right hand graph) 
(sample size: 300, Delhi). 

 
Figure 6: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from electronic 
and electric appliances (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from electronic and electric appliances (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 300, Delhi). 



 

 

 

Figure 7: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from children’s 
toys (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from children’s toys (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Delhi)). 

 

Figure 8: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from textiles, 
clothing and leather (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from textiles, clothing and leather (right hand graph), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 300, Delhi)). 

 

Figure 9: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from footwear 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from footwear, share of poll participants (right hand graph) (sample size: 300, Delhi)). 



 

 

 

Figure 10: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from furniture 
and interior design items (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from furniture and interior design items (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 300, Delhi)). 

Figure 11: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from kitchen 
utensils and food storage materials (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from kitchen utensils and food storage materials (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Delhi)). 

 

Figure 12: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from 
equipment at work (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from equipment at work (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample 
size: 300, Delhi)). 



 

 

 

Figure 13: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from building 
material (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from building materials (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Delhi)). 

 

Figure 14: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from fuel 
products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from fuel products (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Delhi)). 

 

Figure 15: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from paints 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from paints (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Delhi)). 

  



 

 

 

 

Figure 16: Share of poll participants worried about hazardous chemicals to health (left graph) and 
environment (right graph) from consumer products (sample size: 300, Delhi)). 

 

Figure 17: Perceived safety at workplace, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Delhi). 

 

Figure 18: Share of poll participants with perceived access to information on chemical safety in the 
occupational environment (sample size: 300, Delhi). 

 



 

 

 

Figure 19: Health and safety training (upper left hand graph), chemical safety manual (upper right 
hand graph) at the workplace, personal protection equipment (middle left graph), readable warning 
signs in dangerous places (middle right graph), person or department responsible for controlling 
chemical safety (lower left graph) and person or department responsible for aftercare of employees 
exposed to harmful chemicals, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Delhi). 



 

 

 

Figure 20: Rating (1-8, where 1 is best) of sources of information about chemicals in consumer 
products, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Delhi). The uppermost left graph shows 
government authorities, the uppermost right graph academic institutions, the middle top left graph 
non-governmental organizations, the middle right top graph industry, the left lower middle graph 
magazines, the right lower graph television, the lowermost left graph family members, and the 
lowermost right graph co-workers. 



 

 

 

Figure 21: Ranking (1-3, where 1 is best) of reliability sources of verification that consumer products 
are free from chemicals harmful to health and environment, share of poll participants (sample size: 
300, Delhi). The upper left graph shows government competent authorities, the upper right graph 
companies, and the lower graph independent bodies, such as academic institutions and non-
governmental organizations. 

 

Figure 22: Opinion on responsibility for ensuring consumer safety with respect to chemicals in 
consumer product, share of replies distributed on manufacturers of chemicals, producer of products, 
national decision makers, and international decision makers (sample size: 300, Delhi). The poll 
participants could pick several of the available choices. 



 

 

Appendix G 

In all graphs the scale for the share of replies are on the x-axis (horizontal axis of the graph); and the 
different reply options are presented on the y-axis (vertical axis of the graph). For example 0.52 for the 
option “no” in Figure 1 implies that 52% of poll respondents replied “no”; 0.48 for “yes” that 48% of 
the poll respondents replied “yes”.  

Philippines 

 

Figure 1: Share of poll participants with children or not (sample size: 300, Davao) 

 

Figure 2: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from food and 
beverages (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from food and beverages (right hand panel), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Davao). 

 

Figure 3: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from personal 
hygiene products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from personal hygiene products (right hand panel), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 300, Davao). 



 

 

 

Figure 4: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from cosmetics, 
beauty products, and perfumes (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from cosmetics, beauty products and perfumes (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Davao). 

 

Figure 5: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from household 
cleaning products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from household cleaning products, share of poll participants (right hand graph) 
(sample size: 300, Davao). 

 
Figure 6: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from electronic 
and electric appliances (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from electronic and electric appliances (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 300, Davao). 



 

 

 

Figure 7: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from children’s 
toys (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from children’s toys (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Davao). 

 

Figure 8: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from textiles, 
clothing and leather (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from textiles, clothing and leather (right hand graph), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 300, Davao). 

 

Figure 9: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from footwear 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from footwear, share of poll participants (right hand graph) (sample size: 300, Davao). 



 

 

 

Figure 10: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from furniture 
and interior design items (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from furniture and interior design items (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 300, Davao). 

Figure 11: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from kitchen 
utensils and food storage materials (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from kitchen utensils and food storage materials (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Davao). 

 

Figure 12: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from 
equipment at work (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from equipment at work (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample 
size: 300, Davao). 



 

 

 

Figure 13: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from building 
material (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from building materials (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Davao). 

 

Figure 14: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from fuel 
products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from fuel products (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Davao). 

 

Figure 15: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from paints 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from paints (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Davao). 



 

 

 

Figure 16: Share of poll participants worried about hazardous chemicals to health (left graph) and 
environment (right graph) from consumer products (sample size: 300, Davao). 

 

Figure 17: Perceived safety at workplace, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Davao). 

 

Figure 18: Share of poll participants with perceived access to information on chemical safety in the 
occupational environment (sample size: 300, Davao). 

 



 

 

 

Figure 19: Health and safety training (upper left hand graph), chemical safety manual (upper right 
hand graph) at the workplace, personal protection equipment (middle left graph), readable warning 
signs in dangerous places (middle right graph), person or department responsible for controlling 
chemical safety (lower left graph) and person or department responsible for aftercare of employees 
exposed to harmful chemicals, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Davao). 



 

 

 

Figure 20: Rating (1-8, where 1 is best) of sources of information about chemicals in consumer 
products, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Davao). The uppermost left graph shows 
government authorities, the uppermost right graph academic institutions, the middle top left graph 
non-governmental organizations, the middle right top graph industry, the left lower middle graph 
magazines, the right lower graph television, the lowermost left graph family members, and the 
lowermost right graph co-workers. 



 

 

 

Figure 21: Ranking (1-3, where 1 is best) of reliability sources of verification that consumer products 
are free from chemicals harmful to health and environment, share of poll participants (sample size: 
300, Davao). The upper left graph shows government competent authorities, the upper right graph 
companies, and the lower graph independent bodies, such as academic institutions and non-
governmental organizations. 

 

Figure 22: Opinion on responsibility for ensuring consumer safety with respect to chemicals in 
consumer product, share of replies distributed on manufacturers of chemicals, producer of products, 
national decision makers, and international decision makers (sample size: 300, Davao). The poll 
participants could pick several of the available choices.  



 

 

Appendix H 

In all graphs the scale for the share of replies are on the x-axis (horizontal axis of the graph); and the 
different reply options are presented on the y-axis (vertical axis of the graph). For example 0.38 for the 
option “no” in Figure 1 implies that 38% of the poll respondents replied “no”; 0.62 that 62% of the 
poll respondents replied “yes”.  

South Africa 

 

Figure 1: Share of poll participants with children or not (sample size: 300, Durban) 

 

Figure 2: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from food and 
beverages (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from food and beverages (right hand panel), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Durban). 

 

Figure 3: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from personal 
hygiene products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from personal hygiene products (right hand panel), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 300, Durban). 



 

 

 

Figure 4: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from cosmetics, 
beauty products, and perfumes (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from cosmetics, beauty products and perfumes (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Durban). 

 

Figure 5: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from household 
cleaning products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from household cleaning products, share of poll participants (right hand graph) 
(sample size: 300, Durban). 

 
Figure 6: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from electronic 
and electric appliances (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from electronic and electric appliances (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 300, Durban). 



 

 

 

Figure 7: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from children’s 
toys (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from children’s toys (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Durban). 

 

Figure 8: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from textiles, 
clothing and leather (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from textiles, clothing and leather (right hand graph), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 300, Durban). 

 

Figure 9: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from footwear 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from footwear, share of poll participants (right hand graph) (sample size: 300, Durban). 



 

 

 

Figure 10: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from furniture 
and interior design items (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from furniture and interior design items (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 300, Durban). 

Figure 11: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from kitchen 
utensils and food storage materials (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from kitchen utensils and food storage materials (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Durban). 

 

Figure 12: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from 
equipment at work (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from equipment at work (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample 
size: 300, Durban). 



 

 

 

Figure 13: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from building 
material (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from building materials (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Durban). 

 

Figure 14: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from fuel 
products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from fuel products (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Durban). 

 

Figure 15: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from paints 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from paints (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Durban). 



 

 

 

Figure 16: Share of poll participants worried about hazardous chemicals to health (left graph) and 
environment (right graph) from consumer products (sample size: 300, Durban). 

 

Figure 17: Perceived safety at workplace, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Durban). 

 

Figure 18: Share of poll participants with perceived access to information on chemical safety in the 
occupational environment (sample size: 300, Durban). 

 



 

 

 

Figure 19: Health and safety training (upper left hand graph), chemical safety manual (upper right 
hand graph) at the workplace, personal protection equipment (middle left graph), readable warning 
signs in dangerous places (middle right graph), person or department responsible for controlling 
chemical safety (lower left graph) and person or department responsible for aftercare of employees 
exposed to harmful chemicals, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Durban). 



 

 

 

Figure 20: Rating (1-8, where 1 is best) of sources of information about chemicals in consumer 
products, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Durban). The uppermost left graph shows 
government authorities, the uppermost right graph academic institutions, the middle top left graph 
non-governmental organizations, the middle right top graph industry, the left lower middle graph 
magazines, the right lower graph television, the lowermost left graph family members, and the 
lowermost right graph co-workers. 



 

 

 

Figure 21: Ranking (1-3, where 1 is best) of reliability sources of verification that consumer products 
are free from chemicals harmful to health and environment, share of poll participants (sample size: 
300, Durban). The upper left graph shows government competent authorities, the upper right graph 
companies, and the lower graph independent bodies, such as academic institutions and non-
governmental organizations. 

 

Figure 22: Opinion on responsibility for ensuring consumer safety with respect to chemicals in 
consumer product, share of replies distributed on manufacturers of chemicals, producer of products, 
national decision makers, and international decision makers (sample size: 300, Durban). The poll 
participants could pick several of the available choices.  

 

 

 

 



 

 

Appendix I 

In all graphs the scale for the share of replies are on the x-axis (horizontal axis of the graph); and the 
different reply options are presented on the y-axis (vertical axis of the graph). For example 0.43 for the 
option “no” in Figure 1 implies that 43% of the poll respondents replied “no”; 0.58 that 58% of the 
poll respondents replied “yes”.  

Sweden 

 

Figure 1: Share of poll participants with children or not (sample size: 300, Stockholm) 

 

Figure 2: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from food and 
beverages (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from food and beverages (right hand panel), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Stockholm). 

 

Figure 3: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from personal 
hygiene products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from personal hygiene products (right hand panel), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 300, Stockholm). 



 

 

 

Figure 4: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from cosmetics, 
beauty products, and perfumes (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from cosmetics, beauty products and perfumes (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Stockholm). 

 

Figure 5: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from household 
cleaning products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from household cleaning products, share of poll participants (right hand graph) 
(sample size: 300, Stockholm). 

 
Figure 6: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from electronic 
and electric appliances (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from electronic and electric appliances (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 300, Stockholm). 



 

 

 

Figure 7: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from children’s 
toys (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from children’s toys (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Stockholm). 

 

Figure 8: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from textiles, 
clothing and leather (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from textiles, clothing and leather (right hand graph), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 300, Stockholm). 

 

Figure 9: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from footwear 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from footwear, share of poll participants (right hand graph) (sample size: 300, Stockholm). 



 

 

 

Figure 10: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from furniture 
and interior design items (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from furniture and interior design items (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 300, Stockholm). 

Figure 11: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from kitchen 
utensils and food storage materials (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from kitchen utensils and food storage materials (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Stockholm). 

 

Figure 12: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from 
equipment at work (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from equipment at work (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample 
size: 300, Stockholm). 



 

 

 

Figure 13: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from building 
material (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from building materials (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Stockholm). 

 

Figure 14: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from fuel 
products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from fuel products (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Stockholm). 

 

Figure 15: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from paints 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from paints (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Stockholm). 



 

 

 

Figure 16: Share of poll participants worried about hazardous chemicals to health (left graph) and 
environment (right graph) from consumer products (sample size: 300, Stockholm). 

 

Figure 17: Perceived safety at workplace, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Stockholm). 

 

Figure 18: Share of poll participants with perceived access to information on chemical safety in the 
occupational environment (sample size: 300, Stockholm). 

 



 

 

 

Figure 19: Health and safety training (upper left hand graph), chemical safety manual (upper right 
hand graph) at the workplace, personal protection equipment (middle left graph), readable warning 
signs in dangerous places (middle right graph), person or department responsible for controlling 
chemical safety (lower left graph) and person or department responsible for aftercare of employees 
exposed to harmful chemicals, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Stockholm). 



 

 

 

Figure 20: Rating (1-8, where 1 is best) of sources of information about chemicals in consumer 
products, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Stockholm). The uppermost left graph shows 
government authorities, the uppermost right graph academic institutions, the middle top left graph 
non-governmental organizations, the middle right top graph industry, the left lower middle graph 
magazines, the right lower graph television, the lowermost left graph family members, and the 
lowermost right graph co-workers. 



 

 

 

Figure 21: Ranking (1-3, where 1 is best) of reliability sources of verification that consumer products 
are free from chemicals harmful to health and environment, share of poll participants (sample size: 
300, Stockholm). The upper left graph shows government competent authorities, the upper right graph 
companies, and the lower graph independent bodies, such as academic institutions and non-
governmental organizations. 

 

Figure 22: Opinion on responsibility for ensuring consumer safety with respect to chemicals in 
consumer product, share of replies distributed on manufacturers of chemicals, producer of products, 
national decision makers, and international decision makers (sample size: 300, Stockholm). The poll 
participants could pick several of the available choices. 



 

 

Appendix J 

In all graphs the scale for the share of replies are on the x-axis (horizontal axis of the graph); and the 
different reply options are presented on the y-axis (vertical axis of the graph). For example 0.47 for the 
option “no” in Figure 1 implies that 47% of the poll respondents replied “no”; 0.53 that 53% of the 
poll respondents replied “yes”.  

Thailand 

 

Figure 1: Share of poll participants with children or not (sample size: 300, Bangkok) 

 

Figure 2: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from food and 
beverages (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from food and beverages (right hand panel), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Bangkok). 

 

Figure 3: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from personal 
hygiene products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from personal hygiene products (right hand panel), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 300, Bangkok). 



 

 

 

Figure 4: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from cosmetics, 
beauty products, and perfumes (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from cosmetics, beauty products and perfumes (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Bangkok). 

 

Figure 5: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from household 
cleaning products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from household cleaning products, share of poll participants (right hand graph) 
(sample size: 300, Bangkok). 

 
Figure 6: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from electronic 
and electric appliances (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from electronic and electric appliances (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 300, Bangkok). 



 

 

 

Figure 7: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from children’s 
toys (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from children’s toys (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Bangkok). 

 

Figure 8: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from textiles, 
clothing and leather (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from textiles, clothing and leather (right hand graph), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 300, Bangkok). 

 

Figure 9: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from footwear 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from footwear, share of poll participants (right hand graph) (sample size: 300, Bangkok). 



 

 

 

Figure 10: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from furniture 
and interior design items (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from furniture and interior design items (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 300, Bangkok). 

Figure 11: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from kitchen 
utensils and food storage materials (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from kitchen utensils and food storage materials (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Bangkok). 

 

Figure 12: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from 
equipment at work (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from equipment at work (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample 
size: 300, Bangkok). 



 

 

 

Figure 13: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from fuel 
products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from building products (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Bangkok). 

 

Figure 14: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from paints 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from paints (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Bangkok). 

 

Figure 15: Share of poll participants worried about hazardous chemicals to health (left graph) and 
environment (right graph) from consumer products (sample size: 300, Bangkok). 



 

 

 

Figure 16: Perceived safety at workplace, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Bangkok). 

 

Figure 17: Share of poll participants with perceived access to information on chemical safety in the 
occupational environment (sample size: 300, Bangkok). 

 



 

 

 

Figure 18: Health and safety training (upper left hand graph), chemical safety manual (upper right 
hand graph) at the workplace, personal protection equipment (middle left graph), readable warning 
signs in dangerous places (middle right graph), person or department responsible for controlling 
chemical safety (lower left graph) and person or department responsible for aftercare of employees 
exposed to harmful chemicals, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Bangkok). 



 

 

 

Figure 19: Rating (1-8, where 1 is best) of sources of information about chemicals in consumer 
products, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Bangkok). The uppermost left graph shows 
government authorities, the uppermost right graph academic institutions, the middle top left graph 
non-governmental organizations, the middle right top graph industry, the left lower middle graph 
magazines, the right lower graph television, the lowermost left graph family members, and the 
lowermost right graph co-workers. 



 

 

 

Figure 20: Ranking (1-3, where 1 is best) of reliability sources of verification that consumer products 
are free from chemicals harmful to health and environment, share of poll participants (sample size: 
300, Bangkok). The upper left graph shows government competent authorities, the upper right graph 
companies, and the lower graph independent bodies, such as academic institutions and non-
governmental organizations. 

 

Figure 21: Opinion on responsibility for ensuring consumer safety with respect to chemicals in 
consumer product, share of replies distributed on manufacturers of chemicals, producer of products, 
national decision makers, and international decision makers (sample size: 300, Bangkok). The poll 
participants could pick several of the available choices. 



 

 

Appendix K 

In all graphs the scale for the share of replies are on the x-axis (horizontal axis of the graph); and the 
different reply options are presented on the y-axis (vertical axis of the graph). For example 0.30 for the 
option “no” in Figure 1 implies that 30% of the poll respondents replied “no”; 0.70 that 70% of the 
poll respondents replied “yes”.  

Tunisia 

 

Figure 1: Share of poll participants with children or not (sample size: 300, Bizerte) 

 

Figure 2: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from food and 
beverages (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from food and beverages (right hand panel), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Bizerte). 

 

Figure 3: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from personal 
hygiene products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from personal hygiene products (right hand panel), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 300, Bizerte). 



 

 

 

Figure 4: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from cosmetics, 
beauty products, and perfumes (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from cosmetics, beauty products and perfumes (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Bizerte). 

 

Figure 5: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from household 
cleaning products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from household cleaning products, share of poll participants (right hand graph) 
(sample size: 300, Bizerte). 

 
Figure 6: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from electronic 
and electric appliances (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment 
from electronic and electric appliances (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Bizerte). 



 

 

 

Figure 7: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from children’s 
toys (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from children’s toys (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Bizerte). 

 

Figure 8: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from textiles, 
clothing and leather (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from textiles, clothing and leather (right hand graph), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 300, Bizerte). 

 

Figure 9: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from footwear 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from footwear, share of poll participants (right hand graph) (sample size: 300, Bizerte). 



 

 

 

Figure 10: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from furniture 
and interior design items (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from furniture and interior design items (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 300, Bizerte). 

Figure 11: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from kitchen 
utensils and food storage materials (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from kitchen utensils and food storage materials (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Bizerte). 

 

Figure 12: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from 
equipment at work (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from equipment at work (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample 
size: 300, Bizerte). 



 

 

 

Figure 13: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from building 
material (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from building materials (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Bizerte). 

 

Figure 14: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from fuel 
products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from fuel products (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Bizerte). 

 

Figure 15: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from paints 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from paints (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Bizerte). 



 

 

 

Figure 16: Share of poll participants worried about hazardous chemicals to health (left graph) and 
environment (right graph) from consumer products (sample size: 300, Bizerte). 

 

Figure 17: Perceived safety at workplace, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Bizerte). 

 

Figure 18: Share of poll participants with perceived access to information on chemical safety in the 
occupational environment (sample size: 300, Bizerte). 

 



 

 

 

Figure 19: Health and safety training (upper left hand graph), chemical safety manual (upper right 
hand graph) at the workplace, personal protection equipment (middle left graph), readable warning 
signs in dangerous places (middle right graph), person or department responsible for controlling 
chemical safety (lower left graph) and person or department responsible for aftercare of employees 
exposed to harmful chemicals, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Bizerte). 



 

 

 

Figure 20: Rating (1-8, where 1 is best) of sources of information about chemicals in consumer 
products, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Bizerte). The uppermost left graph shows 
government authorities, the uppermost right graph academic institutions, the middle top left graph 
non-governmental organizations, the middle right top graph industry, the left lower middle graph 
magazines, the right lower graph television, the lowermost left graph family members, and the 
lowermost right graph co-workers. 



 

 

 

Figure 21: Ranking (1-3, where 1 is best) of reliability sources of verification that consumer products 
are free from chemicals harmful to health and environment, share of poll participants (sample size: 
300, Bizerte). The upper left graph shows government competent authorities, the upper right graph 
companies, and the lower graph independent bodies, such as academic institutions and non-
governmental organizations. 

 

Figure 22: Opinion on responsibility for ensuring consumer safety with respect to chemicals in 
consumer product, share of replies distributed on manufacturers of chemicals, producer of products, 
national decision makers, and international decision makers (sample size: 300, Bizerte). The poll 
participants could pick several of the available choices. 



 

 

Appendix L a) 

In all graphs the scale for the share of replies are on the x-axis (horizontal axis of the graph); and the 
different reply options are presented on the y-axis (vertical axis of the graph). For example 0.49 for the 
option “no” in Figure 1 implies that 49% of the poll respondents replied “no”; 0.51 that 51% of the 
poll respondents replied “yes”.  

Uganda 

 

Figure 1: Share of poll participants with children or not (sample size: 150, Kampala) 

 

Figure 2: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from food and 
beverages (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from food and beverages (right hand panel), share of poll participants (sample size: 150, 
Kampala). 

 

Figure 3: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from personal 
hygiene products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from personal hygiene products (right hand panel), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 150, Kampala). 



 

 

 

Figure 4: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from cosmetics, 
beauty products, and perfumes (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from cosmetics, beauty products and perfumes (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 150, Kampala). 

 

Figure 5: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from household 
cleaning products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from household cleaning products, share of poll participants (right hand graph) 
(sample size: 150, Kampala). 

 
Figure 6: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from electronic 
and electric appliances (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from electronic and electric appliances (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 150, Kampala). 



 

 

 

Figure 7: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from children’s 
toys (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from children’s toys (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 150, 
Kampala). 

 

Figure 8: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from textiles, 
clothing and leather (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from textiles, clothing and leather (right hand graph), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 150, Kampala). 

 

Figure 9: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from footwear 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from footwear, share of poll participants (right hand graph) (sample size: 150, Kampala). 



 

 

 

Figure 10: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from furniture 
and interior design items (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from furniture and interior design items (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 150, Kampala). 

Figure 11: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from kitchen 
utensils and food storage materials (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from kitchen utensils and food storage materials (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 150, Kampala). 

 

Figure 12: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from 
equipment at work (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from equipment at work (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample 
size: 150, Kampala). 



 

 

 

Figure 13: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from building 
material (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from building materials (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 150, 
Kampala). 

 

Figure 14: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from fuel 
products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from fuel products (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 150, 
Kampala). 

 

Figure 15: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from paints 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from paints (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 150, Kampala). 



 

 

 

Figure 16: Share of poll participants worried about hazardous chemicals to health (left graph) and 
environment (right graph) from consumer products (sample size: 150, Kampala). 

 

Figure 17: Perceived safety at workplace, share of poll participants (sample size: 150, Kampala). 

 

Figure 18: Share of poll participants with perceived access to information on chemical safety in the 
occupational environment (sample size: 150, Kampala). 

 



 

 

 

Figure 19: Health and safety training (upper left hand graph), chemical safety manual (upper right 
hand graph) at the workplace, personal protection equipment (middle left graph), readable warning 
signs in dangerous places (middle right graph), person or department responsible for controlling 
chemical safety (lower left graph) and person or department responsible for aftercare of employees 
exposed to harmful chemicals, share of poll participants (sample size: 150, Kampala). 



 

 

 

Figure 20: Rating (1-8, where 1 is best) of sources of information about chemicals in consumer 
products, share of poll participants (sample size: 150, Kampala). The uppermost left graph shows 
government authorities, the uppermost right graph academic institutions, the middle top left graph 
non-governmental organizations, the middle right top graph industry, the left lower middle graph 
magazines, the right lower graph television, the lowermost left graph family members, and the 
lowermost right graph co-workers. 



 

 

 

Figure 21: Ranking (1-3, where 1 is best) of reliability sources of verification that consumer products 
are free from chemicals harmful to health and environment, share of poll participants (sample size: 
150, Kampala). The upper left graph shows government competent authorities, the upper right graph 
companies, and the lower graph independent bodies, such as academic institutions and non-
governmental organizations. 

 

Figure 22: Opinion on responsibility for ensuring consumer safety with respect to chemicals in 
consumer product, share of replies distributed on manufacturers of chemicals, producer of products, 
national decision makers, and international decision makers (sample size: 150, Kampala). The poll 
participants could pick several of the available choices. 



 

 

Appendix L b) 

In all graphs the scale for the share of replies are on the x-axis (horizontal axis of the graph); and the 
different reply options are presented on the y-axis (vertical axis of the graph). For example 0.25 for the 
option “no” in Figure 1 implies that 25% of the poll respondents replied “no”; 0.75 that 75% of the 
poll respondents replied “yes”.  

Uganda 

 

Figure 1: Share of poll participants with children or not (sample size: 150, Mukono) 

 

Figure 2: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from food and 
beverages (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from food and beverages (right hand panel), share of poll participants (sample size: 150, 
Mukono). 

 

Figure 3: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from personal 
hygiene products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from personal hygiene products (right hand panel), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 150, Mukono). 



 

 

 

Figure 4: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from cosmetics, 
beauty products, and perfumes (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from cosmetics, beauty products and perfumes (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 150, Mukono). 

 

Figure 5: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from household 
cleaning products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from household cleaning products, share of poll participants (right hand graph) 
(sample size: 150, Mukono). 

 
Figure 6: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from electronic 
and electric appliances (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from electronic and electric appliances (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 150, Mukono). 



 

 

 

Figure 7: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from children’s 
toys (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from children’s toys (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 150, 
Mukono). 

 

Figure 8: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from textiles, 
clothing and leather (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from textiles, clothing and leather (right hand graph), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 150, Mukono). 

 

Figure 9: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from footwear 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from footwear, share of poll participants (right hand graph) (sample size: 150, Mukono). 



 

 

 

Figure 10: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from furniture 
and interior design items (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from furniture and interior design items (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 150, Mukono). 

Figure 11: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from kitchen 
utensils and food storage materials (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from kitchen utensils and food storage materials (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 150, Mukono). 

 

Figure 12: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from 
equipment at work (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from equipment at work (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample 
size: 150, Mukono). 



 

 

 

Figure 13: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from building 
material (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from building materials (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 150, 
Mukono). 

 

Figure 14: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from fuel 
products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from fuel products (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 150, 
Mukono). 

 

Figure 15: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from paints 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from paints (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 150, Mukono). 



 

 

 

Figure 16: Share of poll participants worried about hazardous chemicals to health (left graph) and 
environment (right graph) from consumer products (sample size: 150, Mukono). 

 

Figure 17: Perceived safety at workplace, share of poll participants (sample size: 150, Mukono). 

 

Figure 18: Share of poll participants with perceived access to information on chemical safety in the 
occupational environment (sample size: 150, Mukono). 

 



 

 

 

Figure 19: Health and safety training (upper left hand graph), chemical safety manual (upper right 
hand graph) at the workplace, personal protection equipment (middle left graph), readable warning 
signs in dangerous places (middle right graph), person or department responsible for controlling 
chemical safety (lower left graph) and person or department responsible for aftercare of employees 
exposed to harmful chemicals, share of poll participants (sample size: 150, Mukono). 



 

 

 

Figure 20: Rating (1-8, where 1 is best) of sources of information about chemicals in consumer 
products, share of poll participants (sample size: 150, Mukono). The uppermost left graph shows 
government authorities, the uppermost right graph academic institutions, the middle top left graph 
non-governmental organizations, the middle right top graph industry, the left lower middle graph 
magazines, the right lower graph television, the lowermost left graph family members, and the 
lowermost right graph co-workers. 



 

 

 

Figure 21: Ranking (1-3, where 1 is best) of reliability sources of verification that consumer products 
are free from chemicals harmful to health and environment, share of poll participants (sample size: 
150, Mukono). The upper left graph shows government competent authorities, the upper right graph 
companies, and the lower graph independent bodies, such as academic institutions and non-
governmental organizations. 

 

Figure 22: Opinion on responsibility for ensuring consumer safety with respect to chemicals in 
consumer product, share of replies distributed on manufacturers of chemicals, producer of products, 
national decision makers, and international decision makers (sample size: 150, Mukono). The poll 
participants could pick several of the available choices. 

 



 

 

Appendix M a) 

In all graphs the scale for the share of replies are on the x-axis (horizontal axis of the graph); and the 
different reply options are presented on the y-axis (vertical axis of the graph). For example 0.34 for the 
option “no” in Figure 1 implies that 34% of the poll respondents replied “no”; 0.66 that 66% of the 
poll respondents replied “yes”.  

Ukraine 

 

Figure 1: Share of poll participants with children or not (sample size: 300, Kirovohrad) 

 

Figure 2: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from food and 
beverages (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from food and beverages (right hand panel), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Kirovohrad). 

 

Figure 3: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from personal 
hygiene products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from personal hygiene products (right hand panel), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 300, Kirovohrad). 



 

 

 

Figure 4: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from cosmetics, 
beauty products, and perfumes (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from cosmetics, beauty products, and perfumes (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Kirovohrad). 

 

Figure 5: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from household 
cleaning products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from household cleaning products (right hand graph) (sample size: 300, 
Kirovohrad). 

 

Figure 6: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from electronic 
and electric appliances (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from electronic and electric appliances (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 300, Kiriviohrad). 



 

 

 

Figure 7: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from children’s 
toys (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from children’s toys (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Kirovohrad). 

 

Figure 8: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from textiles, 
clothing and leather (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from textiles, clothing and leather (right hand graph), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 300, Kirovohrad). 

 

Figure 9: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from footwear 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from footwear, share of poll participants (right hand graph) (sample size: 300, Kirovohrad). 



 

 

 

Figure 10: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from furniture 
and interior design items (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from furniture and interior design items (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 300, Kirovohrad). 

Figure 11: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from kitchen 
utensils and food storage materials (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from kitchen utensils and food storage materials (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Kirovohrad). 

 

Figure 12: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from 
equipment at work (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from equipment at work (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample 
size: 300, Kirovohrad). 



 

 

 

Figure 13: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from building 
material (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from building materials (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Kirovohrad). 

 

Figure 14: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from fuel 
products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from fuel products (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Kirovohrad). 

 

Figure 15: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from paints 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from paints (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Kirovohrad). 



 

 

 

Figure 16: Share of poll participants worried about hazardous chemicals to health (left graph) and 
environment (right graph) from consumer products (sample size: 300, Kirovohrad). 

 

Figure 17: Perceived safety at workplace, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Kirovohrad). 

 

Figure 18: Share of poll participants with perceived access to information on chemical safety in the 
occupational environment (sample size: 300, Kirovohrad). 

 



 

 

 

Figure 19: Health and safety training (upper left hand graph), chemical safety manual (upper right 
hand graph) at the workplace, personal protection equipment (middle left graph), readable warning 
signs in dangerous places (middle right graph), person or department responsible for controlling 
chemical safety (lower left graph) and person or department responsible for aftercare of employees 
exposed to harmful chemicals, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Kirovohrad). 



 

 

 

Figure 20: Rating (1-8, where 1 is best) of sources of information about chemicals in consumer 
products, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Kirovohrad). The uppermost left graph shows 
government authorities, the uppermost right graph academic institutions, the middle top left graph 
non-governmental organizations, the middle right top graph industry, the left lower middle graph 
magazines, the right lower graph television, the lowermost left graph family members, and the 
lowermost right graph co-workers. 



 

 

 

Figure 21: Ranking (1-3, where 1 is best) of reliability sources of verification that consumer products 
are free from chemicals harmful to health and environment, share of poll participants (sample size: 
300, Kirovohrad). The upper left graph shows government competent authorities, the upper right graph 
companies, and the lower graph independent bodies, such as academic institutions and non-
governmental organizations. 

 

Figure 22: Opinion on responsibility for ensuring consumer safety with respect to chemicals in 
consumer product, share of replies distributed on manufacturers of chemicals, producer of products, 
national decision makers, and international decision makers (sample size: 300, Kirovohrad). The poll 
participants could pick several of the available choices. 



 

 

Appendix M b) 

In all graphs the scale for the share of replies are on the x-axis (horizontal axis of the graph); and the 
different reply options are presented on the y-axis (vertical axis of the graph). For example 0.37 for the 
option “no” in Figure 1 implies that 37% of the poll respondents replied “no”; 0.63 that 63% of the 
poll respondents replied “yes”.  

Ukraine 

 

Figure 1: Share of poll participants with children or not (sample size: 300, Kyiv) 

 

Figure 2: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from food and 
beverages (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from food and beverages (right hand panel), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Kyiv). 

 

Figure 3: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from personal 
hygiene products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from personal hygiene products (right hand panel), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 300, Kyiv). 



 

 

 

Figure 4: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from cosmetics, 
beauty products, and perfumes (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from cosmetics, beauty products, and perfumes (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Kyiv). 

 

Figure 5: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from household 
cleaning products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from household cleaning products (right hand graph) (sample size: 300, Kyiv). 

 

Figure 6: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from electronic 
and electric appliances (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from electronic and electric appliances (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 300, Kyiv). 



 

 

 

Figure 7: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from children’s 
toys (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from children’s toys (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Kyiv). 

 

Figure 8: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from textiles, 
clothing and leather (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from textiles, clothing and leather (right hand graph), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 300, Kyiv). 

 

Figure 9: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from footwear 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from footwear, share of poll participants (right hand graph) (sample size: 300, Kyiv). 



 

 

 

Figure 10: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from furniture 
and interior design items (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from furniture and interior design items (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 300, Kyiv). 

Figure 11: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from kitchen 
utensils and food storage materials (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from kitchen utensils and food storage materials (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Kyiv). 

 

Figure 12: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from 
equipment at work (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from equipment at work (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample 
size: 300, Kyiv). 



 

 

 

Figure 13: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from building 
material (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from building materials (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Kyiv). 

 

Figure 14: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from fuel 
products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from fuel products (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Kyiv). 

 

Figure 15: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from paints 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from paints (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Kyiv). 



 

 

 

Figure 16: Share of poll participants worried about hazardous chemicals to health (left graph) and 
environment (right graph) from consumer products (sample size: 300, Kyiv). 

 

Figure 17: Perceived safety at workplace, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Kyiv). 

 

Figure 18: Share of poll participants with perceived access to information on chemical safety in the 
occupational environment (sample size: 300, Kyiv). 

 



 

 

 

Figure 19: Health and safety training (upper left hand graph), chemical safety manual (upper right 
hand graph) at the workplace, personal protection equipment (middle left graph), readable warning 
signs in dangerous places (middle right graph), person or department responsible for controlling 
chemical safety (lower left graph) and person or department responsible for aftercare of employees 
exposed to harmful chemicals, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Kyiv). 



 

 

 

Figure 20: Rating (1-8, where 1 is best) of sources of information about chemicals in consumer 
products, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Kyiv). The uppermost left graph shows 
government authorities, the uppermost right graph academic institutions, the middle top left graph 
non-governmental organizations, the middle right top graph industry, the left lower middle graph 
magazines, the right lower graph television, the lowermost left graph family members, and the 
lowermost right graph co-workers. 



 

 

 

Figure 21: Ranking (1-3, where 1 is best) of reliability sources of verification that consumer products 
are free from chemicals harmful to health and environment, share of poll participants (sample size: 
300, Kyiv). The upper left graph shows government competent authorities, the upper right graph 
companies, and the lower graph independent bodies, such as academic institutions and non-
governmental organizations. 

 

Figure 22: Opinion on responsibility for ensuring consumer safety with respect to chemicals in 
consumer product, share of replies distributed on manufacturers of chemicals, producer of products, 
national decision makers, and international decision makers (sample size: 300, Kyiv). The poll 
participants could pick several of the available choices. 



 

 

Appendix M c) 

In all graphs the scale for the share of replies are on the x-axis (horizontal axis of the graph); and the 
different reply options are presented on the y-axis (vertical axis of the graph). For example 0.21 for the 
option “no” in Figure 1 implies that 21% of the poll respondents replied “no”; 0.79 that 79% of the 
poll respondents replied “yes”.  

Ukraine 

 

Figure 1: Share of poll participants with children or not (sample size: 300, Yaremche) 

 

Figure 2: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from food and 
beverages (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from food and beverages (right hand panel), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Yaremche). 

 

Figure 3: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from personal 
hygiene products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from personal hygiene products (right hand panel), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 300, Yaremche). 



 

 

 

Figure 4: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from cosmetics, 
beauty products, and perfumes (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from cosmetics, beauty products, and perfumes (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Yaremche). 

 

Figure 5: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from household 
cleaning products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from household cleaning products (right hand graph) (sample size: 300, 
Yaremche). 

 

Figure 6: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from electronic 
and electric appliances (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from electronic and electric appliances (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 300, Yaremche). 



 

 

 

Figure 7: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from children’s 
toys (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from children’s toys (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Yaremche). 

 

Figure 8: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from textiles, 
clothing and leather (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from textiles, clothing and leather (right hand graph), share of poll participants 
(sample size: 300, Yaremche). 

 

Figure 9: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from footwear 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from footwear, share of poll participants (right hand graph) (sample size: 300, Yaremche). 



 

 

 

Figure 10: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from furniture 
and interior design items (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from furniture and interior design items (right hand graph), share of poll 
participants (sample size: 300, Yaremche). 

 

Figure 11: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from kitchen 
utensils and food storage materials (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the 
environment to hazardous chemicals from kitchen utensils and food storage materials (right hand 
graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Yaremche). 

 

Figure 12: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from 
equipment at work (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to 
hazardous chemicals from equipment at work (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample 
size: 300, Yaremche). 



 

 

 

Figure 13: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from building 
material (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from building materials (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Yaremche). 

 

Figure 14: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from fuel 
products (left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous 
chemicals from fuel products (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, 
Yaremche). 

 

Figure 15: Rating of potential magnitude of exposure to hazardous chemicals to health from paints 
(left hand graph), and potential magnitude of exposure for the environment to hazardous chemicals 
from paints (right hand graph), share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Yaremche). 



 

 

 

Figure 16: Share of poll participants worried about hazardous chemicals to health (left graph) and 
environment (right graph) from consumer products (sample size: 300, Yaremche). 

 

Figure 17: Perceived safety at workplace, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Yaremche). 

 

Figure 18: Share of poll participants with perceived access to information on chemical safety in the 
occupational environment (sample size: 300, Yaremche). 

 



 

 

 

Figure 19: Health and safety training (upper left hand graph), chemical safety manual (upper right 
hand graph) at the workplace, personal protection equipment (middle left graph), readable warning 
signs in dangerous places (middle right graph), person or department responsible for controlling 
chemical safety (lower left graph) and person or department responsible for aftercare of employees 
exposed to harmful chemicals, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Yaremche). 



 

 

 

Figure 20: Rating (1-8, where 1 is best) of sources of information about chemicals in consumer 
products, share of poll participants (sample size: 300, Yaremche). The uppermost left graph shows 
government authorities, the uppermost right graph academic institutions, the middle top left graph 
non-governmental organizations, the middle right top graph industry, the left lower middle graph 
magazines, the right lower graph television, the lowermost left graph family members, and the 
lowermost right graph co-workers. 



 

 

 

Figure 21: Ranking (1-3, where 1 is best) of reliability sources of verification that consumer products 
are free from chemicals harmful to health and environment, share of poll participants (sample size: 
300, Yaremche). The upper left graph shows government competent authorities, the upper right graph 
companies, and the lower graph independent bodies, such as academic institutions and non-
governmental organizations. 

 

Figure 22: Opinion on responsibility for ensuring consumer safety with respect to chemicals in 
consumer product, share of replies distributed on manufacturers of chemicals, producer of products, 
national decision makers, and international decision makers (sample size: 300, Yaremche). The poll 
participants could pick several of the available choices. 



 

 

Appendix N 

In all graphs the scale for the share of replies are on the x-axis (horizontal axis of the graph); and the 
different reply options are presented on the y-axis (vertical axis of the graph). For example 0.00 for the 
option ”mainly foreign markets” in Figure 1 implies that 0% of the poll respondents picked this 
option; 1.00 that 100% picked the option “mainly domestic market”. 

 Brazil 

 

Figure 1: Share of participating Brazilian companies with a substantial proportion of the annual 
turnover domestically and on foreign markets, respectively (sample size: 3, Brazil). 

 

Figure 2: Share of companies that are producers of chemicals, providing their customers with material 
safety data sheets, e.g. GHS formatted. The graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 1, Brazil). 

 

Figure 3: Share of companies that are suppliers of chemicals, providing their customers with safety 
trainings. The graph shows the share of companies with a substantial proportion of the annual turnover 
from the domestic market (sample size: 1, Brazil). 

 



 

 

 

Figure 4: Share of companies that are users of chemicals in the formulation of more complex 
chemical products, providing their customers with material safety data sheets, e.g. GHS formatted. 
The graph shows the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from the domestic market (sample size: 2, Brazil). 

 

Figure 5: Share of companies that are producer of products and that request safety information, e.g. 
GHS formatted material safety data sheets, from the suppliers of the chemicals. The graph shows the 
share of companies with a substantial portion of the main annual turnover (>50%) from the domestic 
market (sample size: 2, Brazil). 

 

Figure 6: Share of companies that are producers of products and that get safety training from their 
suppliers of the chemicals. The graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion of 
the annual turnover (>50%) from the domestic market (sample size: 2, Brazil). 



 

 

 

Figure 7: Share of companies that are producers of products and that provide their employees with 
safety training on chemicals. The graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion 
(>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 2, Brazil). 

 

Figure 8: Share of companies that are producers of products and that provide their customers with 
product safety data sheets. The graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion 
(>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 2, Brazil). 

 

Figure 9: Share of companies that are producers of products and that request material safety data 
sheets for components from the supplies. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 2, 
Brazil). 

 



 

 

 

Figure 10: Share of companies that say that they by law are responsible for ensuring that their 
products are safe to health and environment with respect to the chemical content. The graph shows the 
share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic 
market (sample size: 3, Brazil). 

 

Figure 11: Share of companies applying a voluntary model for substituting hazardous chemicals. The 
graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from 
the domestic market (sample size: 3, Brazil). 

 

Figure 12: Share of companies stating that they are morally responsible for ensuring products that are 
chemically safe to health and environment. The graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of their annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 3, 
Brazil). 

 



 

 

 

Figure 13: Reflections on how stronger national chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on the national market. The graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 3, Brazil). 

 

Figure 14: Reflections on how stronger national chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on foreign markets. The graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 33, Brazil). 

 

Figure 15: Reflections on how stronger international chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on the national market. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 33, 
Brazil). 



 

 

 

Figure 16: Reflections on how stronger international chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on foreign markets. The graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 3, Brazil). 

 

Figure 17: Reflections on how stronger chemicals legislation would affect the rate of inventing new 
products. The graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the 
turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 3, Brazil). 

 



 

 

Appendix O 

In all graphs the scale for the share of replies are on the x-axis (horizontal axis of the graph); and the 
different reply options are presented on the y-axis (vertical axis of the graph). For example 0.39 for the 
option ”mainly foreign markets” in Figure 1 implies that 39% of the poll respondents picked this 
option; 0.61 that 61% picked the option “mainly domestic market”. 

Canada 

 

Figure 1: Share of participating Canadian companies with a substantial proportion of the annual 
turnover domestically and on foreign markets, respectively (sample size: 23, Canada). 

 

Figure 2: Share of companies that are producers of chemicals, providing their customers with material 
safety data sheets, e.g. GHS formatted. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 3, 
Canada); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from foreign markets (sample size: 5, Canada). 

 

  



 

 

 

Figure 3: Share of companies that are suppliers of chemicals, providing their customers with safety 
trainings. The left graph shows the share of companies with a substantial proportion of the annual 
turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 3, Canada); the right the share of companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets (sample size: 5, Canada). 

 

Figure 4: Share of companies that are users of chemicals in the formulation of more complex 
chemical products, providing their customers with material safety data sheets, e.g. GHS formatted. 
The left graph shows the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual 
turnover from the domestic market from the domestic market (sample size: 11, Canada); the right the 
share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets 
(sample size: 4, Canada). 

 

Figure 5: Share of companies that are producer of products and that request safety information, e.g. 
GHS formatted material safety data sheets, from the suppliers of the chemicals. The left graph shows 
the share of companies with a substantial portion of the main annual turnover (>50%) from the 
domestic market (sample size: 11, Canada); the right the share of companies with a substantial 
proportion of the annual turnover (>50%) from foreign markets (sample size: 4, Canada). 



 

 

 

Figure 6: Share of companies that are producers of products and that get safety training from their 
suppliers of the chemicals. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion 
of the annual turnover (>50%) from the domestic market (sample size: 11, Canada); the right the share 
of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets 
(sample size: 4, Canada). 

 

Figure 7: Share of companies that are producers of products and that provide their employees with 
safety training on chemicals. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 11, Canada); the 
right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets (sample size: 4, Canada). 

 

Figure 8: Share of companies that are producers of products and that provide their customers with 
product safety data sheets. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion 
(>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 11, Canada); the right the share 
of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets 
(sample size: 4, Canada). 



 

 

 

Figure 9: Share of companies that are producers of products and that request material safety data 
sheets for components from the supplies. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 11, 
Canada); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from foreign markets (sample size: 4, Canada). 

 

Figure 10: Share of companies that say that they by law are responsible for ensuring that their 
products are safe to health and environment with respect to the chemical content. The left graph shows 
the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic 
market (sample size: 14, Canada); the right the share of companies substantial proportion (>50%) of 
the annual turnover from foreign markets (sample size: 9, Canada). 

 

Figure 11: Share of companies applying a voluntary model for substituting hazardous chemicals. The 
left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from the domestic market (sample size: 14, Canada); the right the share of companies with the main 
annual turnover (>50%) from foreign markets (sample size: 9, Canada). 



 

 

 

Figure 12: Share of companies stating that they are morally responsible for ensuring products that are 
chemically safe to health and environment. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of their annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 14, 
Canada); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from foreign markets (sample size: 9, Canada). 

 

Figure 13: Reflections on how stronger national chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on the national market. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 14, 
Canada); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from foreign markets (sample size: 9, Canada). 

 

Figure 14: Reflections on how stronger national chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on foreign markets. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 14, Canada); the 
right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets (sample size: 9, Canada). 



 

 

 

Figure 15: Reflections on how stronger international chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on the national market. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 14, 
Canada); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) from foreign markets 
(sample size: 9, Canada). 

 

Figure 16: Reflections on how stronger international chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on foreign markets. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 14, Canada); the 
right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets (sample size: 9, Canada). 

 

Figure 17: Reflections on how stronger chemicals legislation would affect the rate of inventing new 
products. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the 
turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 14, Canada); the right the share of companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover foreign markets (sample size: 9, Canada). 



 

 

Appendix P 

In all graphs the scale for the share of replies are on the x-axis (horizontal axis of the graph); and the 
different reply options are presented on the y-axis (vertical axis of the graph). For example 0.00 for the 
option ”mainly foreign markets” in Figure 1 implies that 0% of the poll respondents picked this 
option; 1.00 that 100% picked the option “mainly domestic market”. 

India 

 

Figure 1: Share of participating Indian companies with a substantial proportion of the annual turnover 
domestically and on foreign markets, respectively (sample size: 33, India). 

 

Figure 2: Share of companies that are producers of chemicals, providing their customers with material 
safety data sheets, e.g. GHS formatted. The graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 13, India). 

  



 

 

 

Figure 3: Share of companies that are suppliers of chemicals, providing their customers with safety 
trainings. The graph shows the share of companies with a substantial proportion of the annual turnover 
from the domestic market (sample size: 13, India). 

 

 

Figure 4: Share of companies that are users of chemicals in the formulation of more complex 
chemical products, providing their customers with material safety data sheets, e.g. GHS formatted. 
The graph shows the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from the domestic market from the domestic market (sample size: 20, India). 

 

Figure 5: Share of companies that are producer of products and that request safety information, e.g. 
GHS formatted material safety data sheets, from the suppliers of the chemicals. The graph shows the 
share of companies with a substantial portion of the main annual turnover (>50%) from the domestic 
market (sample size: 20, India). 



 

 

 

Figure 6: Share of companies that are producers of products and that get safety training from their 
suppliers of the chemicals. The graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion of 
the annual turnover (>50%) from the domestic market (sample size: 20; India). 

 

Figure 7: Share of companies that are producers of products and that provide their employees with 
safety training on chemicals. The graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion 
(>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 20, India). 

 

Figure 8: Share of companies that are producers of products and that provide their customers with 
product safety data sheets. The graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion 
(>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 20, India). 



 

 

 

Figure 9: Share of companies that are producers of products and that request material safety data 
sheets for components from the supplies. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 20, 
India). 

 

 

Figure 10: Share of companies that say that they by law are responsible for ensuring that their 
products are safe to health and environment with respect to the chemical content. The graph shows the 
share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic 
market (sample size: 33, India). 

 

Figure 11: Share of companies applying a voluntary model for substituting hazardous chemicals. The 
graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from 
the domestic market (sample size: 33, India). 



 

 

 

Figure 12: Share of companies stating that they are morally responsible for ensuring products that are 
chemically safe to health and environment. The graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of their annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 33, 
India). 

 

 

Figure 13: Reflections on how stronger national chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on the national market. The graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 33, India). 

 

Figure 14: Reflections on how stronger national chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on foreign markets. The graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 33, India). 



 

 

 

Figure 15: Reflections on how stronger international chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on the national market. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 33, 
India). 

 

Figure 16: Reflections on how stronger international chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on foreign markets. The graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 33, India). 

 

Figure 17: Reflections on how stronger chemicals legislation would affect the rate of inventing new 
products. The graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the 
turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 33, India). 



 

 

Appendix Q 

In all graphs the scale for the share of replies are on the x-axis (horizontal axis of the graph); and the 
different reply options are presented on the y-axis (vertical axis of the graph). For example 0.33 for the 
option ”mainly foreign markets” in Figure 1 implies that 33% of the poll respondents picked this 
option; 0.67 that 67% picked the option “mainly domestic market”. 

Philippines 

 

Figure 1: Share of participating Philippine companies with a substantial proportion of the annual 
turnover domestically and on foreign markets, respectively (sample size: 18, Philippines). 

 

Figure 2: Share of companies that are producers of chemicals, providing their customers with material 
safety data sheets, e.g. GHS formatted. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 3, 
Philippines); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual 
turnover from foreign markets (sample size: 2, Philippines). 

  



 

 

 

Figure 3: Share of companies that are suppliers of chemicals, providing their customers with safety 
trainings. The left graph shows the share of companies with a substantial proportion of the annual 
turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 3, Philippines); the right the share of companies with 
a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets (sample size: 2, 
Philippines). 

 

Figure 4: Share of companies that are users of chemicals in the formulation of more complex 
chemical products, providing their customers with material safety data sheets, e.g. GHS formatted. 
The left graph shows the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual 
turnover from the domestic market from the domestic market (sample size: 9, Philippines); the right 
the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets (sample size: 4, Philippines). 

 

Figure 5: Share of companies that are producer of products and that request safety information, e.g. 
GHS formatted material safety data sheets, from the suppliers of the chemicals. The left graph shows 
the share of companies with a substantial portion of the main annual turnover (>50%) from the 
domestic market (sample size: 11, Philippines); the right the share of companies with a substantial 
proportion of the annual turnover (>50%) from foreign markets (sample size: 4, Philippines). 



 

 

 

Figure 6: Share of companies that are producers of products and that get safety training from their 
suppliers of the chemicals. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion 
of the annual turnover (>50%) from the domestic market (sample size: 9, Philippines); the right the 
share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets 
(sample size: 4, Philippines). 

 

Figure 7: Share of companies that are producers of products and that provide their employees with 
safety training on chemicals. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 9, Philippines); the 
right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets (sample size: 4, Philippines). 

 

Figure 8: Share of companies that are producers of products and that provide their customers with 
product safety data sheets. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion 
(>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 3, Philippines); the right the 
share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets 
(sample size: 2, Philippines). 



 

 

 

Figure 9: Share of companies that are producers of products and that request material safety data 
sheets for components from the supplies. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 3, 
Philippines); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual 
turnover from foreign markets (sample size: 2, Philippines). 

 

Figure 10: Share of companies that say that they by law are responsible for ensuring that their 
products are safe to health and environment with respect to the chemical content. The left graph shows 
the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic 
market (sample size: 12, Philippines); the right the share of companies substantial proportion (>50%) 
of the annual turnover from foreign markets (sample size: 6, Philippines). 

 

Figure 11: Share of companies applying a voluntary model for substituting hazardous chemicals. The 
left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from the domestic market (sample size: 12, Philippines); the right the share of companies with the 
main annual turnover (>50%) from foreign markets) (sample size: 6, Philippines). 



 

 

 

Figure 12: Share of companies stating that they are morally responsible for ensuring products that are 
chemically safe to health and environment. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of their annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 12, 
Philippines); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual 
turnover from foreign markets) (sample size: 6, Philippines). 

 

Figure 13: Reflections on how stronger national chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on the national market. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 12, 
Philippines); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual 
turnover from foreign markets (sample size: 6, Philippines). 

 

Figure 14: Reflections on how stronger national chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on foreign markets. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 12, Philippines); the 
right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets) (sample size: 6, Philippines). 



 

 

 

Figure 15: Reflections on how stronger international chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on the national market. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 6, 
Philippines); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) from foreign 
markets (sample size: 2, Philippines). 

 

Figure 16: Reflections on how stronger international chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on foreign markets. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 12, Philippines; the 
right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets (sample size: 6, Philippines). 

 

Figure 17: Reflections on how stronger chemicals legislation would affect the rate of inventing new 
products. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the 
turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 12, Philippines; the right the share of companies with 
a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover foreign markets) (sample size: 6, Philippines). 



 

 

Appendix R 

In all graphs the scale for the share of replies are on the x-axis (horizontal axis of the graph); and the 
different reply options are presented on the y-axis (vertical axis of the graph). For example 0.25 for the 
option ”mainly foreign markets” in Figure 1 implies that 22% of the poll respondents picked this 
option; 0.88 that 78% picked the option “mainly domestic market”. 

South Africa 

 

Figure 1: Share of participating South African companies with a substantial proportion of the annual 
turnover domestically and on foreign markets, respectively (sample size: 8, South Africa). 

 

Figure 2: Share of companies that are producers of chemicals, providing their customers with material 
safety data sheets, e.g. GHS formatted. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 2, South 
Africa); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from foreign markets (sample size: 1, South Africa). 

  



 

 

 

Figure 3: Share of companies that are suppliers of chemicals, providing their customers with safety 
trainings. The left graph shows the share of companies with a substantial proportion of the annual 
turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 2, South Africa); the right the share of companies 
with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets (sample size: 1, 
South Africa). 

 

Figure 4: Share of companies that are users of chemicals in the formulation of more complex 
chemical products, providing their customers with material safety data sheets, e.g. GHS formatted. 
The left graph shows the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual 
turnover from the domestic market from the domestic market (sample size: 4, South Africa); the right 
the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets (sample size: 1, South Africa). 

 

Figure 5: Share of companies that are producer of products and that request safety information, e.g. 
GHS formatted material safety data sheets, from the suppliers of the chemicals. The left graph shows 
the share of companies with a substantial portion of the main annual turnover (>50%) from the 
domestic market (sample size: 4, South Africa); the right the share of companies with a substantial 
proportion of the annual turnover (>50%) from foreign markets (sample size: 1, South Africa). 



 

 

 

Figure 6: Share of companies that are producers of products and that get safety training from their 
suppliers of the chemicals. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion 
of the annual turnover (>50%) from the domestic market (sample size: 4, South Africa); the right the 
share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets 
(sample size: 1, South Africa). 

 

Figure 7: Share of companies that are producers of products and that provide their employees with 
safety training on chemicals. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 4, South Africa); the 
right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets (sample size: 1, South Africa). 

 

Figure 8: Share of companies that are producers of products and that provide their customers with 
product safety data sheets. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion 
(>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 4, South Africa); the right the 
share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets 
(sample size: 1, South Africa). 



 

 

 

Figure 9: Share of companies that are producers of products and that request material safety data 
sheets for components from the supplies. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 4, South 
Africa); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from foreign markets (sample size: 1, South Africa). 

 

Figure 10: Share of companies that say that they by law are responsible for ensuring that their 
products are safe to health and environment with respect to the chemical content. The left graph shows 
the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic 
market (sample size: 6, South Africa); the right the share of companies substantial proportion (>50%) 
of the annual turnover from foreign markets (sample size: 2, South Africa). 

 

Figure 11: Share of companies applying a voluntary model for substituting hazardous chemicals. The 
left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from the domestic market (sample size: 6, South Africa); the right the share of companies with the 
main annual turnover (>50%) from foreign markets (sample size: 2, South Africa). 



 

 

 

Figure 12: Share of companies stating that they are morally responsible for ensuring products that are 
chemically safe to health and environment. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of their annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 6, 
South Africa); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual 
turnover from foreign markets (sample size: 2, South Africa). 

 

Figure 13: Reflections on how stronger national chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on the national market. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 6, South 
Africa); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from foreign markets (sample size: 2, South Africa). 

 

Figure 14: Reflections on how stronger national chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on foreign markets. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 6, South Africa); the 
right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets (sample size: 2, South Africa). 



 

 

 

Figure 15: Reflections on how stronger international chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on the national market. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 6, South 
Africa); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) from foreign markets 
(sample size: 2, South Africa). 

 

Figure 16: Reflections on how stronger international chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on foreign markets. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 6, South Africa; the 
right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets (sample size: 2, South Africa). 

 

Figure 17: Reflections on how stronger chemicals legislation would affect the rate of inventing new 
products. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the 
turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 6, South Africa; the right the share of companies with 
a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover foreign markets (sample size: 2, South Africa). 



 

 

Appendix S 

In all graphs the scale for the share of replies are on the x-axis (horizontal axis of the graph); and the 
different reply options are presented on the y-axis (vertical axis of the graph). For example 0.22 for the 
option ”mainly foreign markets” in Figure 1 implies that 22% of the poll respondents picked this 
option; 0.78 that 78% picked the option “mainly domestic market”. 

Sweden 

 

Figure 1: Share of participating Swedish companies with a substantial proportion of the annual 
turnover domestically and on foreign markets, respectively (sample size: 18, Sweden). 

 

Figure 2: Share of companies that are producers of chemicals, providing their customers with material 
safety data sheets, e.g. GHS formatted. The graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 2, Sweden). 

 

Figure 3: Share of companies that are suppliers of chemicals, providing their customers with safety 
trainings. The graph shows the share of companies with a substantial proportion of the annual turnover 
from the domestic market (sample size: 2, Sweden). 

 



 

 

 

Figure 4: Share of companies that are users of chemicals in the formulation of more complex 
chemical products, providing their customers with material safety data sheets, e.g. GHS formatted. 
The left graph shows the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual 
turnover from the domestic market from the domestic market (sample size: 12, Sweden); the right the 
share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets 
(sample size: 4, Sweden). 

 

Figure 5: Share of companies that are producer of products and that request safety information, e.g. 
GHS formatted material safety data sheets, from the suppliers of the chemicals. The left graph shows 
the share of companies with a substantial portion of the main annual turnover (>50%) from the 
domestic market (sample size: 12, Sweden); the right the share of companies with a substantial 
proportion of the annual turnover (>50%) from foreign markets (sample size: 4, Sweden). 

 

Figure 6: Share of companies that are producers of products and that get safety training from their 
suppliers of the chemicals. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion 
of the annual turnover (>50%) from the domestic market (sample size: 12, Sweden); the right the share 
of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets 
(sample size: 4, Sweden). 



 

 

 

Figure 7: Share of companies that are producers of products and that provide their employees with 
safety training on chemicals. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 12, Sweden); the 
right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets (sample size: 4, Sweden). 

 

Figure 8: Share of companies that are producers of products and that provide their customers with 
product safety data sheets. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion 
(>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 12, Sweden); the right the share 
of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets 
(sample size: 4, Sweden). 

 

Figure 9: Share of companies that are producers of products and that request material safety data 
sheets for components from the supplies. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 12, 
Sweden); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from foreign markets (sample size: 4, Sweden). 



 

 

 

Figure 10: Share of companies that say that they by law are responsible for ensuring that their 
products are safe to health and environment with respect to the chemical content. The left graph shows 
the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic 
market (sample size: 14, Sweden); the right the share of companies substantial proportion (>50%) of 
the annual turnover from foreign markets (sample size: 4, Sweden). 

 

Figure 11: Share of companies applying a voluntary model for substituting hazardous chemicals. The 
left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from the domestic market (sample size: 14, Sweden); the right the share of companies with the main 
annual turnover (>50%) from foreign markets (sample size: 4, Sweden). 

 

Figure 12: Share of companies stating that they are morally responsible for ensuring products that are 
chemically safe to health and environment. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of their annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 14, 
Sweden); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from foreign markets (sample size: 4, Sweden). 



 

 

 

Figure 13: Reflections on how stronger national chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on the national market. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 14, 
Sweden); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from foreign markets (sample size: 4, Sweden). 

 

Figure 14: Reflections on how stronger national chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on foreign markets. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 14, Sweden); the 
right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets (sample size: 4, Sweden). 

 

Figure 15: Reflections on how stronger international chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on the national market. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 14, 
Sweden); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) from foreign markets 
(sample size: 4, Sweden). 



 

 

 

Figure 16: Reflections on how stronger international chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on foreign markets. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 14, Sweden; the 
right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets (sample size: 4, Sweden). 

 

Figure 17: Reflections on how stronger chemicals legislation would affect the rate of inventing new 
products. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the 
turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 14, Sweden; the right the share of companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover foreign markets) (sample size: 4, Sweden). 



 

 

Appendix T 

In all graphs the scale for the share of replies are on the x-axis (horizontal axis of the graph); and the 
different reply options are presented on the y-axis (vertical axis of the graph). For example 0.79 for the 
option ”mainly foreign markets” in Figure 1 implies that 79% of the poll respondents picked this 
option; 0.32 that 32% picked the option “mainly domestic market”. 

Thailand 

 

Figure 1: Share of participating Thai companies with a substantial proportion of the annual turnover 
domestically and on foreign markets, respectively (sample size: 19, Thailand). 

 

Figure 2: Share of companies that are producers of chemicals, providing their customers with material 
safety data sheets, e.g. GHS formatted. The graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 3, Thailand). 

  



 

 

 

Figure 3: Share of companies that are suppliers of chemicals, providing their customers with safety 
trainings. The graph shows the share of companies with a substantial proportion of the annual turnover 
from the domestic market (sample size: 3, Thailand). 

 

 

Figure 4: Share of companies that are users of chemicals in the formulation of more complex 
chemical products, providing their customers with material safety data sheets, e.g. GHS formatted. 
The left graph shows the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual 
turnover from the domestic market from the domestic market (sample size: 3, Thailand); the right the 
share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets 
(sample size: 13, Thailand). 

 

Figure 5: Share of companies that are producer of products and that request safety information, e.g. 
GHS formatted material safety data sheets, from the suppliers of the chemicals. The left graph shows 
the share of companies with a substantial portion of the main annual turnover (>50%) from the 
domestic market (sample size: 3, Thailand); the right the share of companies with a substantial 
proportion of the annual turnover (>50%) from foreign markets (sample size: 13, Thailand). 



 

 

 

Figure 6: Share of companies that are producers of products and that get safety training from their 
suppliers of the chemicals. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion 
of the annual turnover (>50%) from the domestic market (sample size: 3, Thailand); the right the share 
of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets 
(sample size: 13, Thailand). 

 

Figure 7: Share of companies that are producers of products and that provide their employees with 
safety training on chemicals. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 3, Thailand); the 
right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets (sample size: 13, Thailand). 

 

Figure 8: Share of companies that are producers of products and that provide their customers with 
product safety data sheets. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion 
(>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 3, Thailand); the right the share 
of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets 
(sample size: 13, Thailand). 



 

 

 

Figure 9: Share of companies that are producers of products and that request material safety data 
sheets for components from the supplies. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 3, 
Thailand); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual 
turnover from foreign markets (sample size: 13, Thailand). 

 

Figure 10: Share of companies that say that they by law are responsible for ensuring that their 
products are safe to health and environment with respect to the chemical content. The left graph shows 
the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic 
market (sample size: 6, Thailand); the right the share of companies substantial proportion (>50%) of 
the annual turnover from foreign markets (sample size: 13, Thailand). 

 

Figure 11: Share of companies applying a voluntary model for substituting hazardous chemicals. The 
left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from the domestic market (sample size: 6, Thailand); the right the share of companies with the main 
annual turnover (>50%) from foreign markets (sample size: 13, Thailand). 



 

 

 

Figure 12: Share of companies stating that they are morally responsible for ensuring products that are 
chemically safe to health and environment. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of their annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 6, 
Thailand); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual 
turnover from foreign markets) (sample size: 13, Thailand). 

 

Figure 13: Reflections on how stronger national chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on the national market. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 6, 
Thailand); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual 
turnover from foreign markets (sample size: 13, Thailand). 

 

Figure 14: Reflections on how stronger national chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on foreign markets. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 6, Thailand); the 
right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets) (sample size: 13, Thailand). 



 

 

 

Figure 15: Reflections on how stronger international chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on the national market. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 6, 
Thailand); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) from foreign markets 
(sample size: 13, Thailand). 

 

Figure 16: Reflections on how stronger international chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on foreign markets. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 6, Thailand; the 
right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets (sample size: 13, Thailand). 

 

Figure 17: Reflections on how stronger chemicals legislation would affect the rate of inventing new 
products. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the 
turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 6, Thailand; the right the share of companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover foreign markets (sample size: 13, Thailand). 



 

 

Appendix U 

In all graphs the scale for the share of replies are on the x-axis (horizontal axis of the graph); and the 
different reply options are presented on the y-axis (vertical axis of the graph). For example 0.68 for the 
option ”mainly foreign markets” in Figure 1 implies that 68% of the poll respondents picked this 
option; 0.32 that 32% picked the option “mainly domestic market”. 

Tunisia 

 

Figure 1: Share of participating Tunisian companies with a substantial proportion of the annual 
turnover domestically and on foreign markets, respectively (sample size: 150, Tunisia). 

 

Figure 2: Share of companies that are producers of chemicals, providing their customers with material 
safety data sheets, e.g. GHS formatted. The graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the foreign markets (sample size: 1, Tunisia). 

 

Figure 3: Share of companies that are suppliers of chemicals, providing their customers with safety 
trainings. The graph shows the share of companies with a substantial proportion of the annual turnover 
from the foreign markets (sample size: 1, Tunisia). 

 



 

 

 

Figure 4: Share of companies that are users of chemicals in the formulation of more complex 
chemical products, providing their customers with material safety data sheets, e.g. GHS formatted. 
The left graph shows the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual 
turnover from the domestic market from the domestic market (sample size: 48, Tunisia); the right the 
share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets 
(sample size: 101, Tunisia). 

 

Figure 5: Share of companies that are producer of products and that request safety information, e.g. 
GHS formatted material safety data sheets, from the suppliers of the chemicals. The left graph shows 
the share of companies with a substantial portion of the main annual turnover (>50%) from the 
domestic market (sample size: 48, Tunisia); the right the share of companies with a substantial 
proportion of the annual turnover (>50%) from foreign markets (sample size: 101, Tunisia). 

 

Figure 6: Share of companies that are producers of products and that get safety training from their 
suppliers of the chemicals. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion 
of the annual turnover (>50%) from the domestic market (sample size: 48, Tunisia); the right the share 
of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets 
(sample size: 101, Tunisia). 



 

 

 

Figure 7: Share of companies that are producers of products and that provide their employees with 
safety training on chemicals. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 48, Tunisia); the 
right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets (sample size: 101, Tunisia). 

 

Figure 8: Share of companies that are producers of products and that provide their customers with 
product safety data sheets. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion 
(>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 48, Tunisia); the right the share 
of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets 
(sample size: 101, Tunisia). 

 

Figure 9: Share of companies that are producers of products and that request material safety data 
sheets for components from the supplies. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 49, 
Tunisia); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from foreign markets (sample size: 101, Tunisia). 



 

 

 

Figure 10: Share of companies that say that they by law are responsible for ensuring that their 
products are safe to health and environment with respect to the chemical content. The left graph shows 
the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic 
market (sample size: 48, Tunisia); the right the share of companies substantial proportion (>50%) of 
the annual turnover from foreign markets (sample size: 102, Tunisia). 

 

Figure 11: Share of companies applying a voluntary model for substituting hazardous chemicals. The 
left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from the domestic market (sample size: 48, Tunisia); the right the share of companies with the main 
annual turnover (>50%) from foreign markets (sample size: 102, Tunisia). 

 

Figure 12: Share of companies stating that they are morally responsible for ensuring products that are 
chemically safe to health and environment. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of their annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 48, 
Tunisia); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from foreign markets (sample size: 102, Tunisia). 



 

 

 

Figure 13: Reflections on how stronger national chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on the national market. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 48, 
Tunisia); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from foreign markets (sample size: 102, Tunisia). 

 

Figure 14: Reflections on how stronger national chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on foreign markets. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 48, Tunisia); the 
right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets (sample size: 102, Tunisia). 

 

Figure 15: Reflections on how stronger international chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on the national market. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 48, 
Tunisia); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) from foreign markets 
(sample size: 102, Tunisia). 



 

 

 

Figure 16: Reflections on how stronger international chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on foreign markets. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 48, Tunisia; the 
right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets (sample size: 102, Tunisia). 

 

Figure 17: Reflections on how stronger chemicals legislation would affect the rate of inventing new 
products. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the 
turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 48, Tunisia; the right the share of companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover foreign markets (sample size: 102, Tunisia). 



 

 

Appendix V 

In all graphs the scale for the share of replies are on the x-axis (horizontal axis of the graph); and the 
different reply options are presented on the y-axis (vertical axis of the graph). For example 0.69 for the 
option ”mainly foreign markets” in Figure 1 implies that 68% of the poll respondents picked this 
option; 0.33 that 32% picked the option “mainly domestic market”. 

Uganda 

 

Figure 1: Share of participating Ugandan companies with a substantial proportion of the annual 
turnover domestically and on foreign markets, respectively (sample size: 147, Uganda). 

 

Figure 2: Share of companies that are producers of chemicals, providing their customers with material 
safety data sheets, e.g. GHS formatted. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 12, 
Uganda); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from foreign markets (sample size: 4, Uganda). 

  



 

 

 

Figure 3: Share of companies that are suppliers of chemicals, providing their customers with safety 
trainings. The left graph shows the share of companies with a substantial proportion of the annual 
turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 12, Uganda); the right the share of companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets (sample size: 4, Uganda). 

 

Figure 4: Share of companies that are users of chemicals in the formulation of more complex 
chemical products, providing their customers with material safety data sheets, e.g. GHS formatted. 
The left graph shows the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual 
turnover from the domestic market from the domestic market (sample size: 113, Uganda); the right the 
share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets 
(sample size: 18, Uganda). 

 

Figure 5: Share of companies that are producer of products and that request safety information, e.g. 
GHS formatted material safety data sheets, from the suppliers of the chemicals. The left graph shows 
the share of companies with a substantial portion of the main annual turnover (>50%) from the 
domestic market (sample size: 113, Uganda); the right the share of companies with a substantial 
proportion of the annual turnover (>50%) from foreign markets (sample size: 18, Uganda). 



 

 

 

Figure 6: Share of companies that are producers of products and that get safety training from their 
suppliers of the chemicals. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion 
of the annual turnover (>50%) from the domestic market (sample size: 113, Uganda); the right the 
share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets 
(sample size: 18, Uganda). 

 

Figure 7: Share of companies that are producers of products and that provide their employees with 
safety training on chemicals. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 113, Uganda); the 
right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets (sample size: 18, Uganda). 

 

Figure 8: Share of companies that are producers of products and that provide their customers with 
product safety data sheets. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion 
(>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 113, Uganda); the right the 
share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets 
(sample size: 18, Uganda). 



 

 

 

Figure 9: Share of companies that are producers of products and that request material safety data 
sheets for components from the supplies. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 113, 
Uganda); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from foreign markets (sample size: 18, Uganda). 

 

Figure 10: Share of companies that say that they by law are responsible for ensuring that their 
products are safe to health and environment with respect to the chemical content. The left graph shows 
the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic 
market (sample size: 125, Uganda); the right the share of companies substantial proportion (>50%) of 
the annual turnover from foreign markets (sample size: 22, Uganda). 

 

Figure 11: Share of companies applying a voluntary model for substituting hazardous chemicals. The 
left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from the domestic market (sample size: 125, Uganda); the right the share of companies with the main 
annual turnover (>50%) from foreign markets (sample size: 22, Uganda). 



 

 

 

Figure 12: Share of companies stating that they are morally responsible for ensuring products that are 
chemically safe to health and environment. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of their annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 125, 
Uganda); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from foreign markets) (sample size: 22, Uganda). 

 

Figure 13: Reflections on how stronger national chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on the national market. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 125, 
Uganda); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from foreign markets (sample size: 22, Uganda). 

 

Figure 14: Reflections on how stronger national chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on foreign markets. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 125, Uganda); the 
right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets) (sample size: 22, Uganda). 



 

 

 

Figure 15: Reflections on how stronger international chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on the national market. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 125, 
Uganda); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) from foreign markets 
(sample size: 22, Uganda). 

 

Figure 16: Reflections on how stronger international chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on foreign markets. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 125, Uganda); the 
right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets (sample size: 22, Uganda). 

 

Figure 17: Reflections on how stronger chemicals legislation would affect the rate of inventing new 
products. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the 
turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 125, Uganda); the right the share of companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover foreign markets) (sample size: 22, Uganda). 



 

 

Appendix X 

In all graphs the scale for the share of replies are on the x-axis (horizontal axis of the graph); and the 
different reply options are presented on the y-axis (vertical axis of the graph). For example 0.21 for the 
option ”mainly foreign markets” in Figure 1 implies that 21% of the poll respondents picked this 
option; 0.79 that 79% picked the option “mainly domestic market”. 

Ukraine 

 

Figure 1: Share of participating Ugandan companies with a substantial proportion of the annual 
turnover domestically and on foreign markets, respectively (sample size: 53, Ukraine). 

 

Figure 2: Share of companies that are producers of chemicals, providing their customers with material 
safety data sheets, e.g. GHS formatted. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 5, 
Ukraine); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from foreign markets (sample size: 5, Ukraine). 

  



 

 

 

Figure 3: Share of companies that are suppliers of chemicals, providing their customers with safety 
trainings. The left graph shows the share of companies with a substantial proportion of the annual 
turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 5, Ukraine); the right the share of companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets (sample size: 5, Ukraine). 

 

Figure 4: Share of companies that are users of chemicals in the formulation of more complex 
chemical products, providing their customers with material safety data sheets, e.g. GHS formatted. 
The left graph shows the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual 
turnover from the domestic market from the domestic market (sample size: 27, Ukraine); the right the 
share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets 
(sample size: 6, Ukraine). 

 

Figure 5: Share of companies that are producer of products and that request safety information, e.g. 
GHS formatted material safety data sheets, from the suppliers of the chemicals. The left graph shows 
the share of companies with a substantial portion of the main annual turnover (>50%) from the 
domestic market (sample size: 27; Ukraine); the right the share of companies with a substantial 
proportion of the annual turnover (>50%) from foreign markets (sample size: 6, Ukraine). 



 

 

 

Figure 6: Share of companies that are producers of products and that get safety training from their 
suppliers of the chemicals. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion 
of the annual turnover (>50%) from the domestic market (sample size: 27, Ukraine); the right the 
share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets 
(sample size: 6, Ukraine). 

 

Figure 7: Share of companies that are producers of products and that provide their employees with 
safety training on chemicals. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 27, Ukraine); the 
right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets (sample size: 6, Ukraine). 

 

Figure 8: Share of companies that are producers of products and that provide their customers with 
product safety data sheets. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion 
(>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 27, Ukraine); the right the 
share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign markets 
(sample size: 6, Ukraine). 



 

 

 

Figure 9: Share of companies that are producers of products and that request material safety data 
sheets for components from the supplies. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 27, 
Ukraine); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from foreign markets (sample size: 6, Ukraine). 

 

Figure 10: Share of companies that say that they by law are responsible for ensuring that their 
products are safe to health and environment with respect to the chemical content. The left graph shows 
the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic 
market (sample size: 42, Ukraine); the right the share of companies substantial proportion (>50%) of 
the annual turnover from foreign markets (sample size: 11, Ukraine). 

 

Figure 11: Share of companies applying a voluntary model for substituting hazardous chemicals. The 
left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from the domestic market (sample size: 42, Ukraine); the right the share of companies with the main 
annual turnover (>50%) from foreign markets (sample size: 11, Ukraine). 



 

 

 

Figure 12: Share of companies stating that they are morally responsible for ensuring products that are 
chemically safe to health and environment. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of their annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 42, 
Ukraine); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from foreign markets (sample size: 11, Ukraine). 

 

Figure 13: Reflections on how stronger national chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on the national market. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 42, 
Ukraine); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover 
from foreign markets (sample size: 11, Ukraine). 

 

Figure 14: Reflections on how stronger national chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on foreign markets. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 42, Ukraine); the 
right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets (sample size: 11, Ukraine). 



 

 

 

Figure 15: Reflections on how stronger international chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on the national market. The left graph shows the share for companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 42, 
Ukraine); the right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) from foreign markets 
(sample size: 11, Ukraine). 

 

Figure 16: Reflections on how stronger international chemicals legislation would affect the 
competitiveness on foreign markets. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial 
proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 42, Ukraine); the 
right the share of companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover from foreign 
markets (sample size: 11, Ukraine). 

 

Figure 17: Reflections on how stronger chemicals legislation would affect the rate of inventing new 
products. The left graph shows the share for companies with a substantial proportion (>50%) of the 
turnover from the domestic market (sample size: 42, Ukraine); the right the share of companies with a 
substantial proportion (>50%) of the annual turnover foreign markets (sample size: 11, Ukraine). 

 

 



The Swedish Society for Nature Conservation is an environ- 
mental organisation with power to bring about change. We  
spread knowledge, map environmental threats, create solu- 
tions, and influence politicians and public authorities, at both  
national and international levels. Moreover, we are behind  
one of the world’s most challenging ecolabellings, 

“Bra Miljöval”(Good Environmental Choice). Climate, the  
oceans, forests, environmental toxicants  and agriculture  
are our main areas of involvement. 

www.naturskyddsforeningen.se 

Naturskyddsföreningen. Box 4625, SE-116 91 Stockholm.  
Phone + 46 8 702 65 00. info@naturskyddsforeningen.se 
www.naturskyddsforeningen.se 




