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The problems that exist in the world today can’t be solved by the level of thinking that created them. 

                                                                                                                                                     - Albert Einstein 

 

ABSTRACT  

Today we are moving through a deteriorating world where problems manifest themselves at an ever increasing 

rate, while becoming more complicated. We produce more food, more comforts, more luxury and more and more.                

We are doing as if it is our last day to get something. We don’t like to share ourselves with others. As human population 

continue to grow, material consumption intensifies and production technology including synthesis and manufacturing in 

laboratories further expands; by consequence the quantity and quality of environmental resources keep steadily decreasing. 

To dilute ill effects of its work, the world is trying to “go green”. But any development which is the product of green 

scheme can’t be termed as sustained. We need to search methods to conceptualize the problems and develop strategies for 

their solution. A man can’t ruin the earth alone but it requires a group and nature alone has the capacity to revert back to its 

original and pure position but every time it asks for a cost or sacrifice. Environmental sustainability requires changes in 

age-old patterns of thinking about the abundant availability of natural resources which is no longer the case,                            

and a focus on human survival through controlled environmental exploitation within ecological limits. A sketch discussing 

most pressing environmental problems and their general driving forces is necessary to get rid of today’s alarming 

situations. So there is a need to study nature, humans and effects from environmental to behavioral and from general to 

specific terms.  
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INTRODUCTION 

We live in a world of limited resources, including time, energy, money, and attention. In this context, human 

beings are forced to choose, consciously or unconsciously, between competing values. The values of peace, freedom, 

development, and environment remain prominent aspirations and efforts are increasingly being made to link them together. 

We all know that applications of science play an important role in the societies in which we live. It is the machines, 

products and systems of applied knowledge that scientists and technologists develop through technology; helps man to gain 

increasing control over his environment and improves the structure of society or application of that knowledge by different 

members of society from government to common man who use special methods of thought and action. Science and 

technology, together with Scientific Brain are our hope for the future, but do we know their strengths, weaknesses and 

shortcomings? Today we are moving through a deteriorating world where problems manifest themselves at an ever 

increasing rate, while becoming more complicated. If it is the science and technology which plays the foul, we should 

consider it. But it has given us so much advantage that we have become able to exceed the natural confines of our 

environment, whereas the millions of creatures around us are not able to do so, how can we blame it. 
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As human population continue to grow, material consumption intensifies and production technology including 

synthesis and manufacturing in laboratories further expands; by consequence the quantity and quality of environmental 

resources keep steadily decreasing. To dilute ill effects of its work, the world is trying to “go green”. Manufacturers are 

pushing “energy efficient and eco friendly” versions of common, household and other items. Even educational institutions 

are educating students about the importance of preserving the environment around them (Shastri, 2014). But any 

development which is the product of green scheme can’t be termed as sustained. The challenge is when we will begin to 

define, describe and ultimately deal with the dangers that confront us? We need to search methods to conceptualize the 

problems and develop strategies for their solution. A man can’t ruin the earth alone but it requires a group and nature alone 

has the capacity to revert back to its original and pure position but every time it asks for a cost or sacrifice. Where may we 

find the weapons to fight the bad mechanisms faced?  

Overuse of surface water and an increasing reliance on nonrenewable groundwater resources have been reported 

over various regions of the world, casting significant doubt on the sustainable water supply and food production                

(Wada and Bierkens 2014). There is a rule that what you can own, is only what you can carry but we are no longer like to 

bind by the constraints. We might have forgotten that what one can eat today, is all one can feed on. We are no longer 

limited by how much we feed, depending on how far we can walk. We are doing as if it is our last day to get something. 

We produce more food, more comforts, more luxury and more and more. We have conquered diseases as if we no longer 

die by being unfit. We don’t like to share ourselves with others. We try to maintain a burgeoning army of autocrats and 

people who do not try to contribute our basic needs, but like to accumulate. Is this Science and technology which is 

producing pollution, sewage problem, contamination in air, water and land, non-uniformity, poorness, over eating, bad 

habits, over accumulation, jealousy, crime, wars, suicide, genetic disadvantages, undesirable and risky behavior, etc. or 

something else may also be made responsible for this. 

LITERATURE SEARCH 

Takacs-Santa (2004) considers six evolutionary milestones of Fire, Language, Agriculture, Civilization, European 

Conquests, and the Technological-Scientific Revolution since the beginning of human presence on earth and these may be 

supplemented by Mass Motorization (1900) and Computer Revolution (1965). World population is expected to grow to 

about 9 billion around 2050, particularly more in less industrialized countries (Engelman, Halweil, & Nierenberg, 2002). 

Increasing population need more material security and comfort. Expanded consumption gradually transforms basic needs 

fulfillment into meeting ever-new temptations; may be termed as “luxury fever” (Frank, 1999). Sanne (2002) argues that 

most consumers are “locked-in” by social structures and processes that strongly induce environment-burdening patterns of 

consumption. Nieuwenhuis, Vergragt, and Wells (2006) discuss the many possibilities for reducing transport’s widespread 

environmental impacts, but they also argue that, in many respects, society is technologically locked into the private motor 

vehicle system. The “addiction” to short-term economic growth usually overrides the desire for long-term environmental 

quality and security (Booth, 2004). Environmental sustainability requires changes in age-old patterns of thinking about the 

abundant availability of natural resources which is no longer the case, and a focus on human survival through controlled 

environmental exploitation within ecological limits (Agrawal, 2002; Glasbergen and Groenenberg, 2001). In many 

cultures, material possessions and consumption signify people’s identity, success, and power in society (Dittmar, 1992). 

Personal power, achievement, and self-determination are prominent values of modern society (Schwartz, 1994). However, 

if the earth’s ecosystems are to be kept livable for present as well as future generations, culturally embedded long-term 

thinking and greater collectivism (Triandis, 1995) are both needed.  
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Kemp (2004) and Chu and Yu (2002) suggest that population growth brings environment deterioration through 

development. There has been increasing concern on environmental degradation caused by industrialization and 

understanding of need to take corrective measures to protect the environment (Venkatesh and Kumari, 2012). 

Environmental degradation, human wellbeing, and environmental behavior including sustainable development have been 

studied by several authors mainly non-Indians like Bechtel & Churchman, 2002; Geller, Winett, & Everett, 1982; Redclift 

& Woodgate, 1997; Stokols & Altman, 1987; Wohlwill, 1970; Bonnes & Bonaiuto, 2002; Gardner & Stern, 2002; 

Kaufmann-Hayoz, 2006; Schmuck & Schulz, 2002; Vlek, 2000; Winter & Koger, 2004. But lesser research is available 

(Vlek and Steg, 2007) referring human role in forcing environment to behave abnormally. A sketch discussing most 

pressing environmental problems and their general driving forces is necessary to get rid of today’s alarming situations.               

So there is a need to study nature, humans and effects from environmental to behavioral and from general to specific terms.  

AFFAIRS OF HUMAN SOCIETY  

Despite the importance of human values, attitudes, and behaviors in recognizing sustainable development, 

relatively little is known about the long-term global trends in values, attitudes, and behaviors that will both help or hinder a 

sustainability transition. Weak general-purpose biases, such as ‘copy the majority’, can sometimes weaken the defense 

against specific maladaptive ideas, perhaps explaining the demographic transition and other oddities of modernity  

(Newson and Richerson 2009). At the most general level, GlobeScan (2000) found that 83 percent of the global public was 

concerned about environmental problems. Attractively packaged cultural variants designed by advertisers may increase 

their sales by attracting customers, not the recipients’ fitness and place unnecessary burden on the environment.               

Schipper (1997) reported that the number of vehicle-kilometers per capita has been steadily rising from 1970 onward in 

Western countries which results to higher carbon emissions and the trends in the travel sector show no signs of saturation. 

As per GlobeScan surveys (2002), in almost all countries, majorities derive great pleasure from material consumption. 

As human population continue to grow, material consumption intensifies and production technology including 

synthesis and manufacturing in laboratories further expands; by consequence the quantity and quality of environmental 

resources keep steadily decreasing like nature fragmentation, loss of biodiversity, shortages in freshwater availability,  

over-fishing of the seas, global warming, extreme weather events, urban air pollution, and environmental noise. Poverty is 

also devaluing people (Narayan et al. 2000). Du Toit (2002) concludes that in rural Africa wildlife resources will inevitably 

be exterminated from unprotected areas because of hunting for food. Residents of poor nations are often the most 

vulnerable to local public health problems such as contaminated water supplies, poor sanitation, and indoor air pollution. 

With economic development, the emphasis changes to local air and water pollution and the proper management of toxic 

substances. Even developed or rapidly industrializing countries have not been successful in reducing emissions of 

pollutants (Chameides et al. 1994; Streets et al. 2001; Klimont et al. 2002). Whether defined by income, socioeconomic 

status, living conditions or educational level, poverty is the single largest determinant of environmental degradation and 

poor economic growth (Dasgupta et al 2005). 

There is a clear distinction between richer and poorer societies, with 67 percent of respondents from high-income 

countries reporting that they had chosen “green” products, compared to only 30 percent in low-income countries, and with 

75 percent of respondents from high income countries saying that they had reused or recycled something, compared to only 

27 percent in low income countries (Inglehart, 2000). GlobeScan (2002) reported that among the twenty developed and 

developing countries they surveyed, 36 percent of respondents stated that they had avoided a product or brand for 

environmental reasons, while 27 percent had refused packaging, and 25 percent had gathered environmental information. 

As abhorrent as is the current inequity in the distribution of resources between north and south, rich and poor, here and 
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there, it pales in comparison with the impending inequity between us, living today, and those who will be born tomorrow 

and who, under current trends, will inherit a rapidly deteriorating planetary life support system (Harte 2007). 

WORLDWIDE ENVIRONMENTAL DETERIORATION 

As a process, globalization has a mixed impact on a sustainability transition (Kates 2003). Values and attitudes, 

despite their importance, often do not translate directly into actual behavior, and many research studies have identified 

critical gaps and barriers between expressed values or attitudes and actual behaviors, both at the individual and collective 

levels (Blake 1999; Kollmuss and Agyeman 2002; Stern 2000). Almost all choices involve some explicit or implicit system 

of weighting or prioritizing different values, ranging from the individual choice of which vehicle to buy (power or comfort 

or safety or fuel efficiency) to collective choices about whether or how to reduce greenhouse gas emissions                   

(economic growth or environmental protection or equity). Further, these collective decisions are often made even more 

difficult because some decision-makers are willing to compromise and tradeoff particular values, while others consider 

certain values absolute and view any effort to compromise them as “taboo” (Tetlock 2003). Thus, most debates over social 

policies, decisions, and actions are fundamentally disagreements over the relevance and priority of particular values. 

Ehrlich & Holdren (1971) devised a classical formula that Total Environmental Resource use (involving wasteful 

emissions) is a multiplicative function of Population, Consumption and Technology supported by evolution of Institutions 

and society’s Culture (Stern, 1992). The basic formula reads: Impact=P×A×T, where P stands for Population, A for 

average Affluence (consumption per person), and T for the average resource intensity of the Technology used per unit of 

production. Most analysts, however, recognize that these variables are not fundamental driving forces in and of themselves 

and are not independent from one another (Lambin 2000). A similar approach has been applied to human development 

(D=P×A×E) with an expanded concept of affluence and institutional entitlements and equity substituting for technology 

(Parris and Kates 2003). Alam et al., (2007) has measured the environmental degradation as rate of growth of CO2 

emissions. Researchers modeled and tested the effects of population, affluence, and other factors on total national-level 

ecological footprints (York et al. 2003). 

Their results indicate that population and affluence by themselves account for 95 percent of the variance of total 

national footprints. Although difficult to empirically identify, many social scientists argue that material goods consumed in 

the core have disastrous effects on the environment in other regions of the world (Hornborg 2001; Tucker 2002). The 

carbon dioxide portion accounts for approximately 50 percent of the United States’ and approximately 80 percent of 

Kuwait’s total per capita footprint (Wackernagel et al. 2000) and this supports the findings of Burns et al. (1997), which 

identify per capita carbon dioxide emissions to be largely a function of a country’s position in the world economy. It is 

interesting to note that the majority of the refined fuels are exported to other regions of the world for consumption 

(Podobnik 2002) and these besides exporting countries increase also the CO2 level in exported countries where these 

sometimes become the part of material pleasure and luxury fever and so convert people to eco enemy.  

WHAT IS THE PROBLEM AND HOW SERIOUS IS IT? 

Apart from being mostly concerned about the “big issues” of global air pollution, climate change, and diminishing 

biodiversity (Uzzell, 2000), many people are increasingly sensitive to the quality of their own living environment and the 

availability of natural areas. According to Neumayer (2003) the industrial sector is usually regarded as more pollution 

intensive than the services sector. The industrial output might help to explain the level of pollution, because in developing 

countries, wastewater tends to be dumped into rivers without treatment. The origins of many global environmental 

problems related to air and water pollution are located in cities (Reddy, 2004). Cole and Neumayer (2004) argued that 
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means of transports, like cars, buses, etc., are more intensively used in urban areas as compared to rural parts of the 

economy. Much of the sewage in urban areas goes untreated and is dumped into rivers and lakes. As a result, surface water 

and ground water have been increasingly polluted due to industrial and domestic wastewater and also agricultural runoff 

(Banister 1998). The main causes of water pollution from agriculture are pesticides, chemical fertilizers, intensive farming 

in certain areas, and livestock manure (Environmental Agency 2005; Rogers 2000; WHO/UNEP 1997), which goes into 

underground water or run off into rivers or surface water (NIAES 2002). 

The improvement in environmental quality can be achieved by advancing the technological mode of production 

(de Bruyn, 1997; Xiaoli & Chatterjee, 1997) or by exporting the “dirty industry” to low income countries (Rock, 1996; 

Suri & Chapman, 1998). Economic development and poverty reduction efforts are increasingly constrained by 

environmental concerns, including degradation of forests and fisheries, lack of fresh water resources, and poor human 

health as a result of air and water pollution (Banister 1998). Alam (2010) asserted the need to globalize resources, reduce 

poverty, own green technologies, control growing population and urbanization rate if sustainable development is to be 

attained in Pakistan. Humanity is degrading environmental goods and services such as clean water, air, soil, and 

biodiversity, and simultaneously reducing the capacity of natural processes to replenish these contributors to the quality of 

life (Harte 2007). One question here is how well ordinary citizens evaluate urban living environments in comparison to 

experts. 

A related question is how important nature is and how nature experiences may affect people’s general well-being. 

There are many reasons for people to give short-term individual interests more weight than long-term common goods. 

Sensitivity of people regarding particular environmental stressors, measure the type of policy to be recommended for 

prevention, abatement, and mitigation. Human behavior depends on multiple motivations which may determine people’s 

information processing and attitude formation. For averting the threat of environmental resource depletion, a variety of 

approaches toward changing user behaviors have been proposed, such as providing technical alternatives, regulatory rules, 

financial incentives, information, social examples, and/or organizational change (De Young, 1993; Geller, 2002; Geller et 

al., 1982; Gardner & Stern, 2002; Vlek, 2000). The environmental effects of technical installations, vehicles and equipment 

significantly depend on actual user behavior, and how the latter in turn may be shaped, enhanced, or constrained by 

specific features of the technical environment. The net effects of technical solutions to environmental problems are largely 

unclear without considering the different perceptions, understandings and uses different people associate to them.  

To measure the extent of complexity of many environmental problems, sufficient communication and cooperation 

among researchers from various disciplinary backgrounds is inevitable. Scientists can better analyze and understand the 

dynamics of the science practice process as scientists, but even better as communicators and participants in that process. 

For society at large, problem analysis, policy decision making, and behavioral intervention programs are particularly 

important with regard to climate change as resulting from forced global warming (Lorenzoni, Pidgeon, & O’Connor, 

2005). Numerous studies have suggested that environmental damage can have particularly significance for the poor, 

because the poor are least capable of managing the environmental effects (Albla-Betrand 1993; Myers and Kent, 1995). 

Environmental decision making is not so easy but a very crucial task (Gilovich, Griffin, & Kahneman, 2002) and 

effectiveness evaluation of environmental policies may involve more or less costly behavioral changes as well as changes 

in environmental conditions (Poortinga, Steg, & Vlek, 2004) but this can significantly affect human quality of life                

(Steg and Gifford, 2005). Winter and Cava (2006) clearly warn that conflicts over natural resources and environmental 

conditions are threatening peace and stability and may do so increasingly in the near future.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL SECURITY AND SUSTAINABILITY 

Sustainable development, at the most abstract level, emphasizes the values of economic development, 

environmental protection, and social progress/equity. For the past several centuries, humanity has been increasingly 

polluting air and water, altering Earth’s climate, eroding the soil, fragmenting and eliminating the habitat of plants                  

and animals, and depleting the natural bank account of nonrenewable resources (Harte 2007). A comprehensive national-

level measurement is now available that quantifies how much land and water are required to produce the commodities 

consumed and assimilate the wastes generated by them: the ecological footprint (Wackernagel et al. 2000). Furthermore, it 

provides a common unit of measurement that allows for comparisons of various types of impacts (Wackernagel et al. 2000; 

York et al 2003). 

The promise of green building programs has increased funding for climate solutions in the hopes that its market 

will generate “green jobs” (Keerthi 2013). Cities are essential actors in stimulating green infrastructure and urban finance 

is one of the promising ways in which this can be achieved. Cities are key investors in infrastructure with green potential, 

such as buildings, transport, water and waste (Merk and Saussier 2012). More specific values for sustainable development 

range from dozens to over a hundred as declared in the many efforts of representative groups to create global, national, 

regional, and local indicators of sustainable development (Parris and Kates, 2003). Surveys by Dunlap and Saad (2001) 

have found that the environment consistently ranks lower in priority than all other national issues (e.g., the economy, 

health care, terrorism, etc.), while among environmental issues, climate change ranks 12th out of 13. The World Risk Index 

is a tool to assess the disaster risk that a society or country is exposed to by external and internal factors. The aim of the 

Index is to sensitize the public as well as political decision-makers towards the important topic of disaster risks. Correlation 

has been established between the frequency of flooding and deforestation by Bradshaw et al. (2007). Degradation due to 

deforestation can lead to a roughly fourfold increase in the extent of flooding in comparison to riparian landscapes with 

intact, undisturbed vegetation cover (Atta-ur-Rahman and Khan 2011). 

Even with good environmental policies and clean technologies, continued increases in output may tend to increase 

the total volumes of various kinds of pollutants in many cases. Understanding the relations between information, physical 

structures and individual objects is crucial to implementing more sustainable process. A physical outcome in the context of 

environmental sustainability may be a decrease or an increase in emissions, waste or consumptions. The physical outcome 

represents the environmental impact. Research that quantifies and aggregates environmental impact for further 

interpretation requires a deep understanding of materials, energy forms, chemical substances as well as metrics (Lofgren 

and Tillman 2011, Page and Wohlgemuth 2010, Thiede et al. 2013). Watson et al. (2012) argue that Information Systems 

can play a significant role as they can “wrap around” the affected physical systems in order to control human interaction.   

In order to optimize physical systems from an ecological perspective, a “symbiotic physical and informational modeling 

and simulation” is needed. Windisch et al. (2013) suggest that information systems have a strong influence in this context 

as they manipulate decisions making of individuals. In this way they affect the behavioural patterns of persons. 

Understanding and shaping the informational and physical systems surrounding us is an essential for a more sustainable 

future. 

Cole (2004) argued that trade may reduce pollution due to greater competitive pressure or greater access to 

greener production technologies. The various effects of trade on environmental quality can be divided into three 

components: how trade affects the overall scale of the economy; how trade affects the techniques of production, and how 

trade affects the composition of industries (Copeland and Taylor, 2003). 
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Any development which is the product of green scheme can’t be termed as green or sustained. To ensure 

environmental security and sustainability, the overall policy goal certainly must be to reverse the trend of gradual 

environmental deterioration, locally as well as globally. Some key aspirations are: (1) safeguarding the availability of basic 

resources, (2) protecting human health from environmentally risky conditions, (3) ensuring sufficient quality of human 

living environments, (4) protecting natural areas with their wildlife, and (5) promoting greater harmony between humanity 

and (other) nature.  

CONCLUSIONS 

It is obvious that the power of knowledge has multiplied very rapidly in the past few years and our understanding 

has also been brightens, but so have our environmental problems and issues too. The question now is, whether our 

knowledge and understanding tool will be able to outrun our problems and will be able to keep doing so forever.                  

It may well be that a new class of problems will manifest, outside the scope of knowledge, and that a new way of thinking 

will be needed. Torras and Boyce (1998) include measures of education as control variables in their respective setup. 

Hence, higher education may be a prerequisite for a higher demand of a clean environment. There is a need to Think 

Earthly and Act Earthly if we want our Earth remain ours. Without humans, the nature would not have any problem but 

where is nature in that case when there is no human? What is the fun when humans are not in conquering mood? Simply 

what matters- How do humans work? 
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