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FOREWORD

The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has the immense
task of defining, evaluating, promulgating, regulating, educating and
coercing activities which have a positive effect on environmental
quality. The social and economic impacts of environmental decisions in
the above categories can have a wide range of effects on human life and
Tife-styles. The staggering costs of corrective action to Governments
and industries could force a shift in policy toward educating and
coercing people to lend a greater hand in developing and implementing
abatement programs.

In order to develop effective abatement programs, the EPA must have
a base of information on the attitudes, preceptions and willingness of
the populace to cooperate. This report presents quantitative data on
these variables and shows the stratification of each variable in a range
of economic and social settings in the inner-city, suburban, and rural
societies.

“A. C. Trakowski
Deputy Assistant Administrator
for Monitoring and Technical Support



ABSTRACT

Americans are less than three generations removed from an era when
virgin land, clean water, pure air and quiet neighborhood were an integral
part of the nation's life style. This era, however, has passed. A host of
problems, including overcrowding, unclean air, impure water and high noise
levels, has formed what is known as ''the environmental crisis."

In confronting this crisis our government is faced with different op-
tjons. And, as the nature of our political system is such that public
attitude are important influences on policy outputs, indeed, that public
policy is expected to reflect public values, it is essential that the environ-
mental attitude of the American public be known. This study focuses on the
environmental attitudes of residents in the San Antonio SMSA.

The data indicate that, while the respondents believe the environment
is deteriorating, they do not believe environmental problems are among the
most important faced by the nation. We found also that our respondents view
the envircnment in both physical and social terms. Respondents believe
television, from which they derive most of their information relating to
environmental problems, is the most accurate source of information (with
radio a distant second source).

We found significant relationships between environmental attitude and
area, ethnicity and SES. OQOur data indicate that concern with environmental
problems decrease as one moves away from the center city to the rural area.
Suburban respondents are more optimistic about current and future environ-
mental conditions than respondents living in the center city or rural areas.

Mexican-Americans rank environmental concerns higher than Anglos.
Anglos, although more optimistic about environmental conditions, are much more
aware of and active in organizations (both public and private) which focus
on the environment.

High SES respondents were more aware of environmental problems and more
actively involved in environmental organizations than low or middle SES
respondents.

This report was submitted in fulfiliment of Contract No. 68-01-2683 by
Pan American University under the sponsorship of the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency. This report covers the period September 1974 to
September 1977, and work was completed as of May 16, 1978.



CONTENTS

Foreword
Abstract

Tables

1. lIntroduction

2. Purpose, Scope and Methodology

3. Frequencies

i, Area Responses to Environmental Problems
5. Ethnicity and the Environment

6. SES

7. Media Influence

8. HMultivariate Analysis

9. Conclusions

Biblicography

vi

29
48
66
86
107

112



Number

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

20

TABLES

Most Important Problems
Definition of Environment
Perception of Present Environment
Perception of Past Environment.
Perception of Future Environment.
Contributors to Environmental Praoblems.
National Media Use.

State Media Use .

Local Media Use

Media Accuracy.

Read Story on Environment

Saw TV Report on Environment.

Life Styles and Environmental Problems.

Knowledge of Governmental Environmental Agencies.

Knowledge of Civic Environmental Agencies
Membership in Environmental Group
Contacts With Public Officials.
Attendance at Environmental Meetings.
Important Problems By Area.

Definition of Environment By Area

Vi

19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
33
34



Number

21
22
23
2k
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
Lo
b1
42
43
Ly
ks

Perception of Present Environment By Area .
Perception of Future Environment By Area.
Contributors to Environmental Problems By Area.
Life Styles and Environmental Problems By Area.
Allocation of Money to Auto Exhaust By Area .
Allocation of Money to Water Pollution By Area.
Allocation of Money to Noise Pollution By Area.
Allocation of Money to Trash Pollution By Area.

Allocation of Money to Recreation By Area

Knowledge of Governmental Environmental Agencies By Area.

Knowledge of Civic Environmental Agencies By Area .
Mgmbership in Environmental Group By Area

Contacts With Public Officials By Area.

Most Important Problems By Ethnic Group

Definition of Environment By Ethnicity.

Perception of Present Environment By Ethnicity.
Perception of Future Environment By Ethnicity
Contributors to Environméental Problems By Ethnicity
Allocation of Money to Auto Exhaust By Ethnicity.
Allocation of Money to Water Pollution By Ethnicity
Allocation of Money to Noise Pollution By Ethnicity
Allocation of Money to Trash Pollution By Ethnicity
Allocation of Money to Recreation By Ethnicity.

Life Styles and Environmental Problems By Ethnicity

Knowledge of Governmental Environmental Agencies By Ethnicity

Page
35
36
37
38
39
40
b
L2
b3
Lb
45
Lo
47
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61

£2



Number

ﬁé
L7
48
49
50
51
52
53
5
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70

Knowledge of Civic Environmental Agencies By Ethnicity.
Membership in Environmental Group By Ethnicity.
Contacts With Public Officials By Ethnicity

Most Important Problems By SES.

Definition of Environment By SES.

Perception of Present Environment By SES.
Perception of Future Environment By SES
Contributors to Environmental Problems By SES
Life Styles and Environmental Problems By SES
Allocation of Money to Auto Exhaust By SES.
Allocation of Money to Water Pollution By SES
Allocation of Money to Noise Pollution By SES .
Allocation of Money to Trash Pollution By SES
Allocation of Money to Recreation By SES.
Knowledge of Governmental Environmental Agencies By SES
Knowledge of Livic Environmental Agencies By SES.
Membership in Environmental Group By SES.
Contacts With Public Officials By SES

Attendance at Environmental Meetings By SES
National Media Use By Ares.

State Media Use By Area

Local Media Use By Area

National Media Use By Ethnicity

State Media Use By Ethnicity.

Local Media Use By Ethnicity.

viii

Page
63

64
65
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
89
80
91
92
93
94



Number

71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84

National Media Use By SES
State Media Use By SES.
Local Media Use By SES.
Media Accuracy By Area.
Media Accuracy By Ethnicity
Media Accuracy By SES

Read Environmental Story By
Saw TV Environmental Report
Read Environmental Story By
Saw TV Environmental Report
Read Environmental Story By

Saw TV Environmental Report

Summary Table: Results From Multiple Regression.

Area.

By Area
Ethnicity

By Ethnicity.
SES

By SES.

Summary Table: Results from Factor Analysis.

Page
35
96

98
99
100
107
102
103

104



SECTION 1]

INTRODUCTION

Americans are less than three generations removed from an era when
virgin land, clean water, pure air and quiet neighborhoods were an integral

part of the nation's life style. The nearness of this historical link
explains, in part, America's surprise at the recent emergence of environ-
mental quality as one of its most viable domestic concerns {(in January, 1971,

Time magazine identified the environment as ''the issue of the year').

A host of problems, including overcrowding, unclean air, impure water
and high noise levels, has formed what is known as ''the environmental crisis.?
The energy crisis of 1974-75 added the element of scarcity to the expanding
list of environmental problems,

In response to this crisis something nebulously called '"'the environment
movement'' has developed. Americans have begun seriously evaluating their
role in the human environment system, defined by the Council of Environmental
Quality as including not only ''the earth, its surrounding envelope of 1ife-
giving water and air...," but also the public's interaction with its natural
and artificial surroundings.

The present environmental "movement' is not the first time Americans
have evidenced awareness of their ecology. In the 19th Century legislation
existed which prohibited the polluting of water and required forms of land
use (see, for instance, Euclid v. Amber Reality Co., 272 U.S. 365 (1926),
for a concise history of early land use legislation). Additional legislation
relating to air and water polliution appeared more than a generation ago.

Most of this early legislation, however, while recognizing in minor ways
a need to protect the human environment, was predicated on the traditional
values of the period in which the legislation was passed. These beliefs
included the sanctity of property rights, the non-interference of government
in the economy and the pursuance of economic success, even at the expense of
environmental destruction. The Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, for example,
prohibited throwing refuse into any navigable waterway of the United States.
The prupose of the Act, however, was not to provide clean water, but rather
to eliminate potential shipping hazards.

‘To be sure, ‘these values still are evident today. However, the contemp-
orary environmental movement has taken a different tack. The present orien-
tation is more toward social, rather than economic needs. The writings of
Rachael Carson, Lewis Mumford and William Douglas have focused on the rela-
tionship of environmental factors to the quality of life, and this focus was



embraced by the activists of the 1960's.

Nonetheless, the energy crisis of the 1970's has demonstrated clearly
that the environmental system cannot be divorced from either social and/or
economic considerations. The public must consider what qualitative and
monetary tradeoffs they are willing to make for environmental improvement.
They must strive for a balance between a qualitative environment and a viable
economy.

And, as the nature of our political system is such that public attitudes
are important influences on policy outputs, that public policy indeed is
expected to reflect public values, it is essential that the environmental
attitudes of the American public be known.

This study hopes to contribute to this knowledge.

American attitudes toward the environment already have been the subject
of much inquiry. Many public and private surveys have added to our know-
ledge of how America is reacting to environment problems. In general, surveys
have shown:

1. Between 1965 and 1970 the percentage of Americans who identified
our pollution among the three major public problems increased 300
percent. No other issue about which the public was polled evidenced
such growth in recognition;

2, After 1970 the public response to environmental problems began to
be tempered with an increased awareness of the potential economic
costs of resolving these problems;

3. Americans believe the environment is continuing to deteriorate;

L. Americans believe our problems are more or as important as welfare,
national spending and taxes, but less important than inflation,
national security and corruption in government;

5. Although few Americans are willing to pay the necessary ''personal
costs'' to achieve economic goals, they do believe the current public
expenditures should not be decreased;

6. Americans view environmental problems primarily in terms of water
and air pollution;

7. Communities characterized by higher income and education levels are
more sensitive to environmental problems and are more willing to
act, or support action, to improve environmental conditions;

8. Most Americans rely on television and radio for information relating
to environmental quality.

This knowledge is important. It not only informs us, but also aids
public agencies in their efforts to address the problems of environmental



quality. The most important public agency in the development of our national
environmental policy is the United States Environmental Protection Agency.
The EPA needs to know what, why and how the public perceives environmental
problems if it is to execute its tasks effectively.

If the EPA is to control the cause and effects of environmental problems,
if it is to establish national standards relating to the use of the environ-
ment, and if it is to enforce these actions it must know what the public
thinks.

Public opinion is not static; it is continually in a state of flux.
That is why we need to continually ascertain the public attitudes toward the
environment. We need to ascertain what relationship, if any, the public's
awareness of environmental conditions has with respect to its awareness of
other problems, e.g., inflation, unemployment, taxes. We need to know at
any given time what cost trade-offs the public is willing to accept in return
for environmental improvement.

We need to know also how the public perceives the environment itself and
how this perception relates to individual lifestyles. We need to ascertain
the influence of the news media on the formation of environmental attitudes,
and which specific area of the media has the most significant impact.

The diversity of the American public has important consequences for

agencies involved in developing public policy. People living in the same
area do not necessarily think alike. Therefore, we need to know what effects
this diversity has on the public's perception of the environment. Do people
living in the same spatial regions, but residing in different spatial units
(e.g., inner city, suburbs, rural) perceive their environment and environ-
mental problems differently? What are people willing to ''give up'' to
initiate environmental change, and how does the willingness vary from one

segment of the population to another? Arec perceptions of the environment
affected by ethnicity? By income?

These are the general types of questions which need to be asked about
the environment, and this study is directed toward these questions.

The second section of this report explains the purpese, scope and
methodology of this study. The third section describes the general frequency
of responses to the survey instrument. The fourth section explores the
results of the survey as they relate to people living in urban, suburban and
rural areas. The fifth section addresses the relationship between SES
income and survey responses. The seventh section explores the influence of
the media on the respondent's attitudes. The eighth section employes the
tools of multivariate analysis to learn in more detail what the survey data
tells us. The ninth section offers conclusions and suggestions for further
study.



SECTION 2

PURPOSE, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

PURPOSE

This study is designed to add to our knowledge of enyiron@enta? attitudes
and perceptions. The central thrust of this study is to.|Qent|fY and measure
those aspects of environmental quality which have a signxflcanF impact on
respondents selected on the basis of (1) area stratification (|.e:, urban,
suburban and rural areas), (2) ethnicity (primariiy Anglo and Mexican-

American), and (3) SES income.

Focusing on these three sub-groups, the central objectives of this study
are:

1. To identify and evaluate the extent to which environmental attitude
may vary between and among individuals within the related subgroup

populations.

2. To identify and evaluate the relationships between environmental
problems and non-environmental problems as perceived by these
subgroup populations.

3. To identify and evaluate the extent to which individuals within
and among the subgroup population are willing to "pay' (in economic
and non-economic terms) for improvement in environmental quality.

4. To identify and evaluate the media influences which have the most
significant impact in shaping the environmental attitudes of respon-

dents.
5. To correlate these findings with existing empirical data.

Several tentative hypotheses suggest themselves as guidelines for our
inquiry:

1. Affluence and education will be in direct relationship to one's
awareness of environmental problems. That is, the higher one's
income and more extensive one's education, the more likely one is
to be aware of and sensitive to the environmental system.

2. Individuals residing in a deteriorating environment are more likely
to be aware of environmental problems than those residing in a



healthy environment. Note that this hypothesis may be incompatible
with the first.

3. Individuals with a greater awareness of the environmental system
will manifest also a greater awareness of the relationship of the
environmental system to all facets of life styles.

L. yndividuals with a greater awareness of the environmenta] system
will be more willing to accept the ''costs'’ of improving that system.

SCOPE

The regional scope of this study is the San Antonio, Texas SMSA, which
includes a population of almost one million people. These people reside in
defined urban, suburban and rural units. The population is also clearly
stratified by ethnicity with a large Mexican-American population (38%).

METHODOLOGY

The methodology utilized in this study is survey research. An interview
schedule of forty-two questions was administered to 1088 people from an
initial sample design of 1650. The design was developed by drawing cluster
samples using block statistics. The clusters were composed of three housing
units, randomly selected from the 260,925 housing units in the SMSA. Within
each housing unit, one adult, also randomly selected through a respondent
selective randoming device, was scheduled to be interviewed. Five hundred
and fifty area cluster samples were used. The total number of housing units
divided by 550 resulted in the figure L47L4. Therefore, starting with a
randomly-selected housing unit, every L74th housing unit and the housing
unit on each side were selected for interviews.

Callibacks were made three times before a substitution housing unit or
respondent was selected. When substitutions were made, the data from these
interviews was collected and correlated with non-substitution results to
ascertain if significant differences existed. Similarily, at the end of the
survey, a sample of respondents who had refused earlier interviews was drawn.
These respondents were contacted again and the data collected to ascertain
if there were significant differences between those who refused and the
reqgular data.

The survey instrument was administered in both English and Spanish.
The interviewing was conducted by students of Pan American University (the
contractor). The students were trained in three separate sessions and
performed well in the field. Quality control checks were conducted during
the interviewing periods.

The sample thus obtained significantly underrepresented the Anglo
population of the SMSA. Thus, it was necessary to weight the respondents.
The procedure used was the weight procedure of the Statistical Package for
the Social Sciences. The reweighted percentage of Anglos was thus 6b4% of
the sample.




SECTION 3

FREQUENCIES

This section is an overview of the data collected by the §tudy. ?uch
an overview is important to an understanding of the relationships examined

in later sections.

It is important to understand the perceived relationship between .
environmental problems and other public issues. We asked respondents first
to identify the various public problems with which they were concerned.

Two problem areas were identified most often: economy and crime. The
economic area, which included unemployment, was identified by almost hatf
of the respondents as a national problem and by a third as a community prob-
lem. Crime and corruption were cited by 16% as a national problem and by

15.5% as a community problem.

Only 2.7% of the respondents identified the environment as a specific
national problem, 3.8% agreed it was a local problem, while a slightly higher
percentage (7.4%) saw the energy shortage as a national problem (5.6% viewed
it as a local problem).

To examine one aspect of the relationship between these problems we
asked respondents to rank eight common problems according to which they
believed most important, second most important, and third most important.
We arranged a scale score on a 5-3-1 basis, 5 points for most important, 3
for second most important, and 1 for third most important.

Table 1 shows that economic problems {i.e., state of the economy and
unemployment) and crime and violence are perceived to be the most important
problems. If we add energy shortage to environmental problems, there is a
significant increase in the importance of the environmental area. However,
fewer than three hundred respondents identified the environment as one of
the three most important problems.

Most of the respondents, thus, do not see the environment as a major
problem facing either the nation or San Antonio.

We were interested in how people defined the term ''environment.'' We
asked, "Will you tell me in your own words what the environment means to
you?'" Their answers were placed in the categories found in Table 2. Over
half of the respondents (55.1%) identified the environment as including both
physical and social components. The next largest category was ''no idea,"
with 14.8% of the respondents selecting this category.‘ Thirteen and a half



percent of the respondents viewed the environment primarily in physical terms
as contrasted with 8.6% who saw it primarily in a social context.

One issue which has been studied frequently concerns the trend of our
environment. We asked the respondents to identify the conditions of the
present environment, the environment five years earlier and five years into
the future. The question: ''Here is a ladder. |Imagine that the top of the
ladder represents the best possible environmental conditions, and the bottom
of the ladder represents the worst possible environmental conditions. Where
do you think San Antonio stands on the ladder at the present time?'' A nine
would indicate the best possible conditions; a zero, the worst possible
conditions.

Table 3 shows that respondents generally viewed the present environment
in positive terms. |f we take 0 through 3 to be below average, 4 through 6
to be average, and 7 through 9 to be above average, we find that 40.5% of
the respondents identified present environmental conditions as above average,
38% as average and 21.6% as below average. This might, in part, explain the
low percentage of responses identifying environmental problems as a major
problem (see above, p. 6).

Table 4 looks back to the past and presents a slightly more pessimistic
perception. About 40% of the respondents (38.4%) still identified the
environment as above average, but now 35.4% see past environmental conditions
as below average and 26.4% as average.

Table 5 offers us a picture of the future and a not-very-bright picture
at that. About half of the respondents (44.0%) believe the future conditions

of the environment will be worse than that of either the present or past.
One third believe the environment will improve the next five vears and 22.3%
believe it will be average.

In order to develop public policy relating to any problem it is most

important to identify the source of the problem. We asked the respondents
to name what they thought contributed the most to our environmental problems.
The question: '"Who.or what do you feel is contributing most to the environ-

mental problems in this area?"

The contributor identified by the largest single group of respondents
(32.4%) was "individual' (see Table 6). However, 22.1% identified no source.

Industry, frequently publicized as a major pollutant, was cited by 10.6% and
ranked behind government which was singled out by 12.8%.

We were interested in the impact of the media on the public's perception
of environmental problems. First, we asked each respondent to identify the
media source from which they obtained most of their information about national
state and local events. As Tables 7, 8, and 9 indicate, television and news-
papers far exceed any other media source in informing the respondents. In
each case about one half of the respondents obtained most of the information
from TV and 1/4 to 1/5 obtained their information from newspapers. It is
interesting to note that the impact of television lessens as one moves from
national to state to local news while the impact of radio increases.



We asked the respondents to identify the media source.they covsndered
most accurate. The question: 'Which of these sources of information do you
think is most likely to give you an unbiased and accyrate report of news
events?'' Table 10 shows that 42 .5% believed television to be most accurate,
followed by newspapers and radio. Fourteen and a half percent contended that

none of the media sources were unbiased.

We then asked the respondents if they recalled any recent news coverage
of environmental events. Table 11 reports data concerning the'newspaper.
coverage. About half (48.2%) of the respondents recalles reading something
in a newspaper relating to the environment (note that 81% of the respond?nFs
indicated they continually read a newspaper). Table 12 focused.on television
coverage. Forty-five and a half percent of the respondents believed they bad
seen something on TV relating to the environment; 49.8% had'not seen anyth:ng
concerning the environment. Of the 74.1% respondents who listen to'a radio,
only 23.3% could recall anything recently that commented on Fh? enV|ronm§nt,
These figures were almost identical to those responding to snmt}ar questions
concerning magazines. Seventy percent said they read or subs§rsbed to .
_magazines on a regular basis, but only 23.5% recalled any article relating

to the environment.

There has been much discussion concerning America's life style and how
it contributes to many of our problems. We asked the respondents: ''Do you
think that the ways that Americans live contributes to environmental

problems?"

Table 13 reveals that an overwhelming 67.3% of the respondents did see
our life styles as contributing to environmental problems. Only 16.4%
categorically rejected such an idea.

The knowledge of how much money the public is willing to spend is of
critical importance to public officials. We identified five general areas
of environmental problems: auto exhaust, water pollution, noise, garbage
and waste disposal, and creating recreational areas. We asked each respon-
dent: ''If your total taxes for such items as sales tax, amusement tax, liquor
tax and the like were to be increased, say by $100, how much out of this $100
would you be willing to spend for the following: auto exhaust, water pollu-
tion, noise, garbage and waste disposal and creating recreational areas to
maintain a clear environment?"

The first problem identified was ''auto exhaust pollution." About 50%
of the respondents (44.0%) were unwilling to spend any of the $100 here.
Fifteen and a half percent were willing to contribute $20 and 10.9%, $25.
Almost three-fourths {(71.1%) of the respondents were unwilling to distribute
more than $20.

The second problem was water pollution. Thirty-six point one percent
of the respondents did not want any of the money distributed here. Fifteen
point three percent agreed to allocate $20 and 12.9%, $25. Ten point two
percegt agreed to allocate $50. In general the respondents seem to attach
more importance to water pollution than to autc exhaust problems.



The third problem concerned 'noise.'' Fifty-eight point nine percent of
the respondents refused to allocate any money to this problem. Nine point
eight percent were willing to contribute $10 and 12.8%, $20, but with over
75% of the respondents allocating less than $20, noise did not seem to be a
major problem.

The fourth area was trash and waste disposal. Here, the respondents
seemed more concerned. Still, over one-third (37.5%) allocated no money.
Fifteen point two percent were willing to allocate $20 and 12.6%, $25. Ten

percent allocated $50.

The final problem area identified concerned recreational areas. This
seemed by far to be the category which generated an allocation of money.
Only 28.3% refused to distribute any of their money to this problem. Ffourteen
and a half percent donated $20, 10.6%, 525 and 14.8% spent $50. Less than
40% were unwilling to spend at least $20 on this problem.

With the exception of the latter problem, none of the problems claimed
a disproportionate amount of money from the respondents.

Citizen involvement in public policy is very important. We were inter-
ested both in the citizens' knowledge of governmental agencies focusing on
environmental issues and in their knowledge of and membership in relevant
citizen groups or civic agencies.

We asked ''"Do you happen to know if there are any governmental agencies
or organizations in the San Antonio area which are concerned with the pro-
tection of the environment?"

Table 14 indicates that 52.5% of the respondents were aware of some
governmental agencies concerned with environmental problems. Of these
respondents 24.6% could identify the agency, with 6.6% récognizing the EPA
as such an agency. Thirty-seven point eight percent of the respondents know
of no government agency in the San Antonio area concerned with environmental
problems. Only 90 respondents identified the EPA.

We asked also if there were any citizens groups or civic clubs in the
San Antonio area that study environmental problems or take stands on environ-
mental problems.

Here we found that more respondents were aware of local, non-governmental
agencies than had been aware of governmental agencies. Sixty point four per-
cent of the respondents were aware of such organizations (see Table 15). Of
these, 31.5% could identify the loca! organization by name, with the Sierra
Club being most widely recognized (8.2%).

We then asked, ''Do you happen to belong to any organization that studies
or takes stands on environmental issues?'

"No,'" was the overwhelming answer. Table 16 indicates that about nine
out of ten respondents did not belong to any environmentally-active organi-
zation. Of the 9.9% that do belong to an organization, no more than 1.1%



belong to the same organization, indicating that no single environmentally-
active organization even remotely has a following in San Antonio.

We sought to identify other indices of environmental activism. We asked,

'"Have you ever written any letters, telephoned or personally called on anyone
concerning environmental issues?"

As might be expected from the answer to the previous question, a signif-
icant number of respondents had never utilized any of these approaches.
Eighty point four percent had never contacted anyone concerning environmental
issues (see Table 17). Of the 17.9% who had made contact, 9.1% had called

a public official and 5.6% had written a public official.

Finally, we asked, ''Have you ever attended any meetings or rallies to
complain or learn about the environmental problems?"

Again, the answers were consistent with responses to previous questions
concerning activities. Table 18 indicates that 85.8% of the respondents had

never attended a meeting.

A demographic profile of the survey follows. Sixty point three percent
of the sample had resided in the San Antonio area five years or more (22.4%
had resided in the area for over 15 years). Twenty-six point three percent
of the respondents had lived there two years or less. Forty-nine point two
percent were employed. Twenty-eight percent of the sample had completed
high school, 15.6% had completed college. Nineteen and a half percent had
a1 8th grade education or less. Virtually all adult age groups were evenly
represented with 30-34 year olds comprising the smallest portion of the
sample (10%) and 45-54 (16.5%) and 18-24 (16.4%) the largest. Twenty-five
point nine percent of the respondents had incomes of $15,000 or more; 45.4%
had incomes of less than $10,000. Fifty-eight point three percent of the
respondents were female. Sixty~four point one percent of the sample were
Anglo and almost one-third were Mexican-American. Sixty point eight percent
lived in the center city area, 8.1% in the suburbs and 17.1% in the rural

areas.
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TABLE 1. MOST IMPORTANT PROBLEMS

PROBLEM SCORE
Crime and Violence 2848
State of the Economy 2652
Unemp loyment 2026
Drug Abuse 1594
Energy Shortage 1340
Governmental Conception 1071
Environmental Problems 493
Race Relations 303

Scale Scores were controlled on a 5-3-1 basis: 5 points for most
important; 3, second most important; 1, third most important.
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TABLE 2. DEFINITION OF ENVIRONMENT

ENVPROB
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM
FREQ FREQ FRE
CATEGORY LABEL CODE ABSOLUTE { %) (%) (%)
PHYSICAL CHAR 1. 185 13.5 15.9 15.9
INC NB CHAR 2. 83 6.1 7.1 23.0
PRIMARILY SOCIAL 3. 118 8.6 12.1 33.1
PHYSICAL AND 4. 755 55.1 64.8 97.9
TIMES WE LIVE IN 5. 24 1.8 2.1 100.0
0. 1 2.1 MISSING 100.0
NO IDEA 9. 203 14.8 MISSING 100.0
TOTAL 1369 100.0 100.0
MEAN 3.300

VALID CASES 1165 MISSING CASES 274
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TABLE 3.

ENVNOW

CATEGORY LABEL

POCR

EXCELLENT

MEAN 6,135
vaAL . C CASES 1183

PERCEPTION OF PRESENT ENVIRONMENT

MISSING

RELATIVE
ABSOLUTE FREQ
FREQ %X )
33 2.8
19 0,7
62 4,5
99 6,6
257 18,8
173 12,6
239 15,9
228 16,7
116 8,5
166 13,6
-9=~-a-" - .- -
139 100,¢

ADJUSTED
FREG.
t X

MISSIANG

19¢8,¢

19¢.2
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TABLE 4,

ENV5SP

CATEGORY LABEL

POQOR

EXCELLENT

MEAN 6,246

VALIO CASES 1026

PERCEPTION OF PAST ENVIRONMENT

RELATIVE
ABSOLUTE FREQ
coDE FREQ t X
1, 25 1.8
2, 31 2.3
3. 85 6.2
4, 94 6,9
5, 146 13,7
6, 120 8,8
7. 135 9.9
8, 215 15,7
9. 175 12,8
2, 343 25,1
-s-g-- - @~ —
TOTAL 2369 100,0

MISSING CASES

343

ADJUSTED
FREG
¢ %)

2.4
3.2
8.3
92
14,2
1147
13.2
21,
1741
MISSING

ive.e

CUM
FREQ
( %)
2.4
5.5
13.7
22.9
37+
48.8
62.0
82.9

i9®.9

190.2
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TABLE 5.

ENVSF

CATEGORY LABEL
POOR

EXCELLENT

MEAN 5.578

VALID CASES 1344

PERCEPTION OF FUTURE ENVIRONMENT

2,

TOTAL

MISSING

ABSOQLUT
FREQ

94

76
103

81
128

97
133
195
134
328

~-p-g-=

1339

CASES

£

328

RELATIVE
FREQ
« X))

ADJUSTED cUM

FREG FREQ
(%) ( X
9,2 9.0
7.3 16.3
9.5 26.2
7,8 34.0
12,3 46.3
9.3 55.6
12,8 68,4
18,7 87.1

12,9 10,9
MISSING 196.9

o2,
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TABLE 6.

MSTLCONT

INDUSTRY
INDIVIDUALS

Govy

TRAFFIC

NONE

JRUGS

CORRLPTIQN

TOC MANY AN]MALS

NO RESPONSE

MEAN 3,880

VALID CASES 1369

CONTRIBUTORS TO ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS

suSILUTE
coot FREQ
g, 92
1, 145
2, 443
3, 175
4, 1@
S, 45
6, 34
7. 15
8. 8
9. 382
TOTAL 13;;'

MISSING CaSES

2

RELATIVE
FREG
( %)

6.7

AC_LSTEC

FREG
%)

1¢@,3
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TABLE 7. NATIONAL MEDIA USE

NTLMEDIA
RELATIVE ADUUSTED cUM
ABSOLUTE FREQ FREG FREC
CATEGORY LASEL COpE FREQ ( %) «( %) « %)
NEWSPAPERS 1, 284 20,7 21,6 2146
MAGAZ [NES 24 58 4,2 4,4 2649
RARIO 3, 106 7.7 8,1 34,0
TELEVISION 4, 714 52,2 54,3 88,3
FRIENDS 5, 13 8,9 1,8 8943
OTHER 6, 1e 0.7 2,8 9040
RADIO AND TV 7, 21 1.5 1,6 9146
NEWSPAPER & TV 8, 85 6,2 6,5 9841
NO RESPONSE 9, 25 1,8 1.9 180,
2, 53 3,9 MISSING 1048,0
TOTAL 1369 100,86 100,08
MEAN 3,618

VALID caAsSES 1316 MISSING CASES 53
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TABLE 8. STATE MEDIA USE

SMEGTA
RELATIVE AGJUSTED CUM
ABSOLUTE FREQ FREC FREG
CATEGORY LABEL cone FREW ( %) t % « %)
NEWSPAPERS 1, 396 28,9 29,7 2947
MAGAZ INES 2, 28 1.5 145 3142
RADIO _ 3, 121 8,8 9.1 42,3
TELEVISION 4, 625 45,7 46,9 8742
FRIENDS Sy 15 1.1 1,1 8843
OTHER 6, 12 2,9 0.9 892
RADIO AND TV 7. 25 1,8 1.9 911
NEWSPAPER & TV 8, 8¢9 6.5 6.7 9747
NQO RESPONSE 9, 32 2.2 2,3 100,¢
2, 36 2.6 MISSING 100,40
TOTAL 1369 100.8  tecse
MEAN 3,453

VALIC CASES 1333 MISSING CASES 36
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LMEO! &

CATEGORY LABEL
NEWSPAPERS
MAGAZINES
RADIO
TELEVISION
FRIENDS

OTHER

RADIO aND TV
NEWSPAPER & TV

NO RESPONSE

MEAN 3,852

VALID CasSES 13314

TABLE 9.

CO0E

TOTAL

HISSING

LOCAL MEDIA USE

RELATIVE
ABSOLUTE FREQ
FREQ X))
398 29,1
8 0.6
151 11,90
583 42,6
38 2.8
10 0.7
23 1,7
95 6.9
25 1,8
38- 2.8
1369 1e0.p

CASES 33

ADJUSTED CUM

FREC FREG
« X « %)
29,9 2949
2,6 30,5
14,3 41,8
43,8 85,6
2,9 88,5
0.8 8943
147 91,0
741 98,1
1,9 100,80

MISSING 180,09

100.0
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TABLE 10. MEDIA ACCURACY

ACCINFD
RELATIVE ADJYSTED CUM
ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ FREQ
CATEGORY LABEL coo¢ FREQ ¢ %) t %) « %)
NEWSPAPERS 1, 278 20,3 20,3 20,3
MAGAZINES 2, 97 7.1 741 2744
RAD1O 3, 144 10.5 18,5 38,0
Tv 4, 582 42,5 42,6 80,5
OTHER S, 20 1,5 1,5 82,0
NONE 6, 199 14,5 14,6 96,6
NEWSPAPERGTV 7, 3 09,2 0.2 96.8
NO RESPONSE 9, 44 3.2 3.2 10840
0, 2 0.1 MISSING 190,02
TOTAL 1369 1000 100+8
MEAN 3,646

VALID CASES 1367 MISSING CASES 2



¥4

TABLE 11.

READST

CATEGORY LABEL

READ-TAKES PAPER
READ-DOESN'T TaKE
TAKES=DICN'T READ

ONT=0CIL NOT READ

NO RESP
MEAN 2,386
VALID Casts 1367

READ STORY ON ENVIRONMENT

CODE

MISSING

RELATIVE
ABSOLUTE FREQ
FREQ (%)
545 39,8
115 8,4
447 32,7
239 17,5
21 1,5
2 9,1
1365 100.0
CASES 2

ARJYSTED
FREG
{ %)
39,9
8,4

3.7

MISSING

cuM
FREC
{ X))
3949
48|3

3149
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TABLE 12.

TVSTO

CATEGORY LABEL
SAW STORY

DION'T SEE

NO RESP

MEAN

VALIOD CASES

1,708

1367

SAW TV REPORT ON ENVIRONMENT

ABSCLUTE

CODE FREQ

1, 623

2, 682

3, 36

4, 1

9, 25

Q. 2
TOTaAL .;;;;-

MISSING CASES

2

RELATIVE
FREQ
€ %)
45,5
49,8
2,6

2.1

0.1

100,90

ADJUSTED cuM

FREQ FREQ
¢ %) « %
45,6 45,6
49,9 95,5
246 9841
0.1 98.2
1,8 100,90

MISSING 189,0

100,90
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TABLE 13.

LIVECNY

CATEGORY LABEL
YES

NQ

BOTH

MO RESPONSE

MEAN 2,045

vaLlO CasSES 1343

LIFE STYLES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS

ABSOLUTE

CODE FREQ

1, 922

2, 224

3. 87

4, 2

£ 1

9, 127

2, 6
TOTAL 1369

KISSING CASES

6

RELATIVE
FREQ
t %)

67,3

ADJUSTED
FREG
(R
8746
16,4
6,4
8,1
0l
§.3
MISSING

100,90

cum
FREQ
6746
84,1
9845
9046
9047
120.0
166,09
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TABLE 14. KNOWLEDGE OF GOVERNMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCIES

KNGAGN

CATEGORY LABEL
YES=L1OENTIFY
YES~CaN'T ID
NO

NOT SURE

NO RESPONSE

MEAN

VALID CASES

ABSQLUTE
CGoE FREQ
1, 337
2, 382
3. 518
4, 113
S 2
7, b
9 13
2, 3
ToTAL 1389
2,373
1366 MISSING CASES

3

RELATIVE
FREQ
( %)
2‘.6
27.9
37.8
8.3
o1

5 & o
o

@2

180,0

ADJUSTED cUM

FREG FREQ
« % « %)
24,7 2447
28,0 5246
37.9 9046
8,3 98,8
0.1 96,9
2.1 99,0

1.0 1p0.0
HISSING 108,80

100,90
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TABLE 15

civic

CATEGORY LABEL
YES-ID
YES=CAN'T 1D
NO

NOT SURE

NO RESPONSE

MEAN

VAL 1D CaASES

2,219

1364

CODE
1.
2,
3,
4,
9
2,

TOTAL

ABSOLUTE
FREQ

431
395
a1y
114
13
5

1369

MISSING CASES

5

RELATIVE

FREQ
t X))

31,3
28,9
3,0
8.3
0.9
0,4

108,0

KNOWLEDGE OF CIVIC ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCIES

ACJUSTED
‘FREC
(%)

M1SSING

i¢¢e,9

CUM
FREG
« X))

31,6

998
106,0
18040
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MEMORG

CATEGORY (ABEL

YES
NO
NO RESPQHSE

MEAN

VALIC CASES

TABLE 16.

1,935

1369

MEMBERSH!P
ABSOLUTE
CconE FREQ
2, 6
1. 136
2, 1216
3, 3
9, 8
TOTAL -1;;;’
MISSING CaSES

2

RELAT]VE

FREG
( %

2.4

IN ENVIRONMENTAL GROUP

ADJULSTED
FREC
( %)

cuJu
FREJ
( % )
2.4
10‘,4
9942
9944

1'6;:'6



Lz

CONTOFF

TABLE 17.

CATEGORY LABEL

YES~CALL OFF

YES<HWROTE OFF

YES«VISIT OFF

YES -CaLL NP

YES~WROTE NP

NO

NQ RESPONSE

MEAN

VALID CASES

6,295

1367

ABSOLUTE
coct FREQ
1, 124
2.4 76
3, 28
4, 7
S ie
7, 1101
8, 2
9 is
2, 2
TOTAL -;;;;.

MISSING CASES

2

RELAT]VE
FREQ
t %)

CONTACTS WITH PUBLIC OFFICIALS

ADUUSTED
FREG
(%)

1.4
MISSING

LA XX AP

ig2.0

CUM
FREQ
( X))

941
14,¢
16,7
17,2
17,49
98,5
986

190402

102,82
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TABLE 18.

ATTMEET

CATEGORY LABEL
YES

NO

NO RESPONSE

MEAN 1,926

VALID CASES 1366

ATTENDANCE AT ENVIRONMENTAL MEETINGS

ABSOLUTE
CODE FREQ
1, 18p
2, 1474
4, 1
% 11
2, 3

TOTAL 1369

MISSING CASES

3

RELATIVE
FREQ
(X
13.1
85,8

p.1

9.8

ADJUSTED
FREC
« %X
13,2
85,9
2.1
0.8

MISSING

cuN
FREQ
¢ %)
132
9941
962
198.0

12049



SECTION &4

AREA RESPONSES TO ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS

The San Antonio SMSA was selected as the geographical focus for the
survey because it offered the opportunity to stratify our sample along rural,
suburban and center city lines. It has been suggested in other studies that
individuals residing in a deteriorating environment are more likely to be
aware of environmental problems than those residing in a healthy environment.
Or, more generally, that where one lives can directly affect one's perception
of environmental problems. This section looks at the responses stratified
according to area.

Does area affect the perception respondents have concerning the impor-
tance of public problems? Table 19 shows a significant relationship between
the area in which respondents live and their ranking of public problems.
Center city residents placed much emphasis on problems relating to the
economy (26.7%) and crimes (16.0%). Twenty-three point seven percent of
the suburban residents also cited the economy as the most important problem,
but 21.6% were unsure and cited no problem as most important. Rural respon-
dents were more concerned about the economy than their two counterparts
(41.1% of the rural respondents named the economy) and 14.4% identified
crime as the most important.

Thus, the state of the economy is the most important problem named by
all three groups, but in different proportions. Center city and rural
residents find crime to be a significant problem while suburban residents
evidence more uncertainty than the other two areas.

None of the three groups identified ''environmental problems'' to a
significant degree. Four point nine percent of the center city residents,
L. 1% of the suburban residents and 4.0% of the rural residents mentioned
the environment by name. |f we combine environmental problems with energy
and refuse, however, the significance is much higher. Twenty-one point three
percent of the center city residents, 22.6% of the suburban residents and
20.8% of the rural respondents cite these three areas as most important.

There is a significant relationship between area and the definition of
"environment.'" All three areas agreed that the environment should be defined
in terms of both physical and social characteristics (see Table 20). Sixty
point three percent of the center city respondents, 74% of the suburban
respondents and 66.1% of the rural respondents viewed the environment in this
dual manner. The data also indicate that center city and suburban residents
are more likely than their rural counterparts to see the environment in pri-
marily physical terms.
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We also attempted to identify what trends, if any, the respondents an-
ticipated in the area of environmental improvement. We asked them to estab-
lish, on a scale of one to nine, with higher numbers reflecting a better
environment, what conditions they believed the environment to be in today,
and what condition they anticipated five years hence. One through three
would be below average, four through six, average, and seven through nine,
above average.

There is a significant relationship between area and respondents' per-
ception of present and future environmental conditions. Table 21 shows that
suburban residents see present environmental conditions as better than either
center city or rural respondents. Fifty-eight point three percent of the
suburban respondents ranked the present environment as above average and
37.8% saw it as average. Only 3.9% labeled it below average. Center city
residents believed present conditions were average or above average with
9.4% choosing below average. Rural residents, however, were not so pleased.
Twelve and a half percent saw the present environment as below average and
not quite one third rated it above average.

These relationships remained significant when we asked about environ-
mental conditions five years hence (see Table 22). Over a third of the rural
respondents believed the environment would be below average. Center city and
suburban residents were less positive than they had been about present con-
ditions. One fourth of the center city residents predicted the environment
would be below average in five years. Suburban respondents remained the
most optomistic, but three times as many respondents as before now believed
the environment would be below average.

We asked the respondents to identify who or what they believed were
contributing most to our environmental conditions. Table 23 demonstrates
again a distinction based upon geographical stratification. All three areas
viewed individuals as contributing most to our environmental problems with
36.0% of the suburban dwellers holding such a viewpoint followed by 34.2%
of the rural respondents and 32.0% of those residing in the center city area.
The three areas were rarely separated by more than a few percentage points
regardless of which contributor they were naming. However 12.4% of the
center city did cite industry as contrasted with 7.2% of the suburban resi-
dents. As one moved away from the core city, government became more of a
contributor.

When asked if the way Americans live contributes to our environmental
problems all three areas agreed that it did. However, there is no relation-
ship between area and response. Sixty-four point one percent of the center
city respondents agreed that America's life style was a significant factor
in our environmental deterioration and 64% and 64.1% of the suburban and
rural respondents respectively supported this proposition {see Table 24).

Turning to the key issue of costs, we asked the respondents to distrib-
ute the sum of $100 over a group of environmental problems. We placed re-
spondent allocations into four categories: $0, $1-19, $20-49, and $50 plus.

Tables 25 through 29 relate our findings. We found retationships be-
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tween response and area in all five problems examined. Suburban and rural
residents are more willing than center city residents to allocate money to
control auto exhaust. This is somewhat surprising as one might anticipate
that the center city area would be most adversely affected by auto exhaust.
Still, one-third of the center city respondents and rural respondents and
35.1% of the suburban respondents would spend $20 to $49 on auto exhaust
control. About half of the center city respondents, however, would allocate
no money to this area.

Suburban residents seemed slightly more concerned with water pollution
than the two area counterparts. Forty-five percent would spend $20 to $49
and 18.9% would spend over $50. Center city residents were the least con-
cerned with over one-third unwilling to contribute any money to this area.

Noise caused the least concern among all three groups. No more than
Lk.5% of any group was willing to contribute $50 or more and over half of
the center city and suburban respondents were unwilling to allocate any
money. Rural residents evidenced more interest in this area than either
other group, but even then, 47.9% would not allocate any money to control-
ling noise.

Waste disposal was an important concern of the suburban and rural areas,
but center city respondents were unwilling to spend $50 or more and 41%
would spend $20 to $49. Suburban residents would allocate slightly more
money, with 16.2% and 41.4% responding respectively. Over one-third of the
center city residents would spend no money here.

The most popular problem was recreation. Twenty-six point nine percent
of the rural residents, 26.3% of the center city residents and 18.9% of the
suburban residents were willing to commit $50 or more to recreational areas.
Over half of the suburban residents (51.4%) would contribute $20 to $49 as
would 40.2% of the rural residents and 31.6% of the center city respondents.
This was the only category in which no respondent area exceeded 40% in al-
locating $0 to the problem.

In the area of citizen recognition and citizen participation we found
the following results. We asked respondents if they knew of any governmental
agencies or organizations in the San Antonio area which was concerned with
the protection of the environment. Fifty-six point seven percent of the sub-
urban respondents were aware of such organizations (25.2% of urban could
identify the organization(s)). Fifty-three point nine percent of the center
city respondents made the same claim (24.8% could identify the organiza-
tion(s)). However, less than half (47.4%) of the rural respondents indi-
cated such awareness (see Table 30).

When we referred to their knowledge of citizen groups or civic clubs
rather than governmental organizations, we did find a relationship between
area and response. Table 3) indicates that 65.7% of the suburban respond-
ents, 61.8% of the center city respondents and 60.2% of the rural respond-
ents were aware of such organizations. Suburban residents were least likely
to be unable to identify any such organization. The ability to identify
specifically the organizations remained at one-third or less for all three
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groups of respondents.

When asked which organizations they could identify, few respondents
could recall the specific organization. Fifty-four center city, 12 suburban
and 8 rural respondents could identify the EPA while 75 center city residents,
9 suburban and 28 rural respondents were able to name COPS.

Asked to identify non-government groups, respondents singled out the
Sierra Club. Fifty-six center city, 18 suburban and 9 rural respondents
identified the Sierra Club.

When questioned about actual membership in any of these organizations,
the respondents reflected no significant relationship based upon where they
lived. Table 32 shows that 13.5% of the suburban respondents belong to some
environment-oriented organization, 9.9% of the center city residents and
7.7% of the rural respondents.

We examined the activism of our respondents by asking about their
contacting public officials and their actual attendance at meetings concern-
ing the environment. As might be expected from the responses to the questions
concerning knowledge of and membership in environmental organizations, the
level of activism among all these groups was quite low.

Table 33 shows that about 80% of the respondents in the center city,
suburban and rural areas have never contacted a public official or a news-
paper about environmental issues. Of the few who have made contact, tele-
phoning or writing a public official appears to be the most common method
of contact. No distinction along geographical lines is apparent. There is
no significant relationship here between area and response.
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TABLE 19. IMPORTANT PROBLEMS BY AREA

IMPTPBSL
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TABLE 20.

ENVPROY
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PERCEPTION OF PRESENT ENVIRONMENT BY AREA
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PERCEPTION OF FUTURE ENVIRONMENT BY AREA
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BY AREA

CONTRIBUTORS TO ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS
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LIFE STYLES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS BY AREA
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TABLE 25. ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO AUTO EXHAUST BY AREA

AUTOEX
COUNT :
ROW % :8 1-19 20u-49 58+ RCW
CoL X @ TOTAL
TOTAL % ¢ o1 Ly 24 3.
AREA SevpEmrei-veenccalpranmgig-"———— R H
e 373 ¢ 84 ¢ 288 95 832
CENTER CITyY i 44,8 1 10,1 ¢ 3.7 : 11.4 : 67,28
t 78,8 ¢ 55,3 ¢ 69,1 + 66.4
v 39,4 ¢ 6.8 : 22.8 : 7.7 ¢
e e R e R :
I, ¢ 42 18 39 12 ¢ 111
SUBURBAN : 37,8 t 16.2 : $5.1 190.8 S,
: 8.8 : 11.8 : 9.6 @ 8.4
H 3,4 H 1.5 : 3.2 : 1.9 H
PRERREL EELERE TS Ll ¥ L L PP HE R :
4, ¢ 88 41 78 27 ¢ 234
RURAL : 37,6 ¢+ 17,5 ¢ 33.3 ¢ 11.5 ¢ 19,1
16,7 ¢ 27 ¢ 19,3 : 18.9 ¢
: 7.2 @ 3.3 ¢ 6.4 2.2 ¢
R R L L Lt B B B e :
6, H 22 ¢ 9 8 9 48
H 45,8 : 18.8 : 16.7 H 18.8 H 3,9
4.2 ¢ 5.9 2.9 @ 6.3
: 1.8 2.7 8.7 : 2.7
elm-—~@--=-igmnw-g-gle-"~-—-am R H
7. : 2 g o)} 2 3
P 129.9 6.2 .9 6.0 2,2
: 8.4 ¢ 3.9 2.9 2.9
: 9,2 2.9 6.9 g.0
P D T g R e et
ColuMN 527 152 405 143 1227
TOTAL 43,9 12.4 33.9 11.7 18¢ ,¢

CHI SQUARE = 23.38509 WITH 12 DEGHREES UF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = ©,9246

NUMBER OF MISSING OSSERVATIONS = 142
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TABLE 26. ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO WATER POLLUTION BY AREA

CNTH20
COUNT
ROW X :4 1-19 20-49 S8+ RCW
coL ¥ ¢ TOTAL
ToTal % : 8.1 1,: 2. 3,
AREA Secgeg-=i-~c@crcolg-na-g-8ig-"-----i-a~-=-=--1
: 387 @ 72 311 @ 142 832
CENTER CITy : 36,9 8,7 ¢ 37.4 : 17.1 ¢ 67,6
i 78,3 : 58,1 : 67.8 : 78.3
¢ 25.8 1t 3,9 ¢ 25.3 ¢ 11.6
-:-‘-’--"-3.--.-!’5:.-"--~--=-.------:
3. 3 33 ¢ 7 58 21 ¢ 111
SUBURBAN 29,7 3 6,3 : 45.9 ¢ 18.9 : 9,6
: 7.6 ¢ 5.6 : 1.8 ¢ 10.4 :
2.7 ¢ 8.6 4.1 1.7
~l-r-ec-lg-we-3-@ig-"—-—-—~l-a=-—=-—=1
4, 73 @ 39 92 3 234
RURAL : 31.2 : 16.7 : 39.3 : 12.8 : 19,1
i 16,7 ¢ 31,5 : 19.8 : 14.9
: 5.9 3.2 ¢ 7.5 2.4
clecm@ccemigenucg-gig-"-~=e~i-me—=—aa}
6, ¢ 24 6 11 ¢ 7 48
¢t 54,3 t 12,9 ¢ 22.9 : 14.6 : 3.9
: 5.5 4,8 : 2.4 ¢ 3.5 ¢
2.0 : v,5 : 0.9 H 2.6 :
cleeecnmclgrep=—g-gig-"-~en~l-@=-——=
7, ¢ g 8 . 2 2
: .8 p,8 0.0 : 199.0 @ 2.2
: 6.0 : 2.9 : 0.9 : 1.0 :
: g.g ¢ g.8 2.8 dg.2 3
-:-'-'--"-35--1-3“5:.;.-'“----:~-~---—-:
CoLuMy 437 124 464 202 1227
TOTAL 35.6 10,1 37.8 16.5 10¢,¢

CH] SQUARE = 36.35796 WITH 12 DEGREES UF FREEOOM SIGNIFICANCE = 9.0003

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 142
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TABLE 27. ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO NOISE POLLUTION -BY AREA

RNO[SE
COUNT ¢
ROW X :@ 1-19 20-49 58+ RCwW
coL X ¢ TOTAL
ToTaL X ¢ 8.: 1,: 2. 3,
AREA --.!.gs--:-'-.—---la~---.-l:.-" ----- HEE L ] H
: 495 163 149 25 ¢ 832
CENTER CITy ¢ 59,5 :: 19.6 < 17.9 3.6 : 67,8
: 71,1 i 65,2 : 62.3 : 59.5 :
: 42,3 ¢ 13,3 ¢ 12.1 : 2.8 ¢
ele~m@re-lgcaa~g-gig-"——+rmlogm—==—=]
3, ¢ 61 ¢ 25 28 5 111
SUBURBAN : 55,9 ¢ 22,5 : 18.9 : 4,5 S, %
: 8.8 ¢ 10.9 : 8.4 : 11.9
: 5.8 ¢ 2.9 : 1.6 8.4 :
- ----—--—:.--—-a-.:b-'----—:--—---— -
4, H 112 @ 56 69 ¢ 6 234
RURAL P 47,9 ¢+ 23,9 : 25.6 2.6 ¢ 19,1
¢ 16,1 3 22,4 ¢ ¢5.1 1 14,3
: 9.1 4,6 4.9 8.5
el--m-@c-c- p-eae~B-glig~~----—I- R e
6, ¢ 26 ¢ 6 18 6 48
54,2 ¢ 12.5 2.8 : 12.5% : 31,9
: 3.7 ¢ 2.4 4.2 : 14.3
: 2,1 ¢ 8,5 g.8 @.5
wl-~ewoc=-lgerag-B-mig-"===—=- lemmmm—ne
7. : 2 "] 8 2 2
190.¢ 2.9 8.8 0.9 2.,
: .3 1 .0 : g.0 2.9
: .2 ¢ g, 2.8 : 8.0
cl-—mec-——-lm~we-B-Big-"-~=-=i-e-m——==!
CoLuMN 696 258 23¢9 42 1227
TOTAL 56.7 20,4 19.5 3.4 1ve,¥

CH] SQUARE = 28.86756 WITH 12 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = ©,0854

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = L42
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TABLE 28. ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO TRASH POLLUTION BY AREA

TSH
cOUNT @ .
ROW X :9 1-19 20-49 SO+ RCW
coy X : TOTAL
ToTAL X @ 9.3 1,: 2. 3.
AREA [PE LT SRR L EEL LN SLLES Y B S bl e R i)
i1, ¢ 322 1 128 . 285 117 832
CENTER CI Ty ¢ 38,7 ¢ 13.8 ¢ 4.3 : 14,1 : 67.b
¢ 72.2 ¢ 66,3 : €4.,8 : 65,7
26,2 8.8 : 3.2 : 9.5
mlecemcn--igeap-3-p g "~racl_—m-—m=mua=]
3, ¢ 32 ¢ 15 ¢ 46 18 111
SUBURBAN : 28.8 ¢ 13.5 v 41,4 s 16.2 : S,k
: 7.2 13 ¥.2 ¢ 18.5 : 18.1 :
: 2.6 ¢ 1.2 : 3.7 : 1.5
cle—cgm--~{geag-8-gig"—-=mcolcm-—en-=}
4, 64 37 96 37 ¢ 234
RURAL : 27.4 ¢ 15.8 v 41.0 : 15.8 16,1
P14,3 0+ 22.7 ¢ ¢2i1.8 : .20.8 :
5.2 ¢ 3.8 7.8 3.8
clecamecm-igrae=—B=@ g " m~em-al-@acm=ca}
8, : 26 : 3 : 13 : 6 48
¢ 54,2 6,3 : 27.1 : 12.5 : :,9
5,8 1.8 3.8 3.4
: .1 : 2.2 : 1.1 : 9.5 :
alercaucec{gras-ga-gig-" "o HEE T H
7, H 2 8 2 9 2
le9.8 ¢ 9.0 H 9.2 c.8 2.2
: 0.4 ¢ 2.0 2.8 2.8 ¢
: .2 ¢ 2.9 6.8 8.8
wlmceemcocoligrem-g-glig-"c-mewlom—————= :
COLUMN 446 163 449 178 1227
TOTAL 36,3 13,3 5.9 14.5 102 ,¢

CHI SQUARE = 23.95618 WITH 12 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 2,92286
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS s 142
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TABLE 29. ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO RECREATION BY AREA

[NEWREC
cOUNT
ROW % :2 1-19 20-49 50+ RCw
coL X : TOTaAL
ToTAL % ¢ .3 1,: 2. 3.0
AREA [ TLITTEE R AL ARl EE LT EF R RE TR EEL L L Ll T I
1, ¢ 248 ¢ 102 ¢ 263 219 832
CENTER CiTy t29.8 v 12.3 : 31,6 t 26.3 : 67,8
: 74,9 + 72,3 : 61.3 P 68.8
T 28,2 ¢ 8,3 ¢ 21.4  17.8
ml-mree -~ lp-wa-g-gig-"-ccel-w--———=!
I, ¢ 24 9 57 21 ¢ 111
SUBURBAN v 21,6 8 8.1 51.4 : 18.9 G, L
: 7.2 6.4 13.3 ¢ 6.5
2.9 ¢ 2.7 4,6 1.7
ele~emcc-clgem-g-gig-"“-cu- . :
4, : 49 28 ¢ 94 63 234
RURAL ¢ 28,9 ¢+ t2.8 : 49.2 : 26.9 : 1%.,1
vo18,6 v 19.9 0 21.9 : 19.6
4.9 2.3 ¢ 7.7 5.1
LR el N L L L Ry I e R e -
6, : 12 ¢ 2 15 ¢ 19 4¢
V25,8 ¢ 4,2 31.3 ¢ 39.6 2,9
: 3.6 ¢ 1.4 3.5 5.9
: 1.0 2.2 1.2 ¢ 1.5
R R R R T R Tl R P e el
7. ¢ 2 3 2 2 2 z
P 180,88 ¢ é.e 9.0 2.0 : 2.2
: B.6 1 9.9 2.0 2.0 :
: 2.2 g.08 6.9 2.8
wlcmmwecc-{p~ew-3-nig-"-~~--=~ N :
COLUMN 335 141 429 322 1z27
TOTA, 27.3 11.5 35.9 26.2 108¢,¢

CHI SQUARE s 34.70516 WITH 12 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = ©.2005

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 142
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TABLE 30. KNOWLEDGE OF GOVERNMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCIES BY AREA

AMNEA
COUNT
ROW X :CENTER T SURURBAN RuKaL ROw
coL % :1Ty TOTAL
ToTaL % ¢ 1.3 : 0. 7.1
KNGAGN emvgeg-~i--cwec---igcme-w R |
i, 2v6 28 13 ¢ ¢ 296
YES-JOENTIFY t 69,6 ¢ 9,5 4.4 .7 1 24.2
Po24.8 v 25.2 27,1 ¢ [V
16.8 2.3 1.1 ¢ 2.7 8
“lcccee---i{gesa-z-8! R R LT TP Ty
2, 3 245 39 15 @ ¢ 1 353
YES-CAN'T 1D ioe8,3 9.9 .2 2.5 ¢ 23.8
2Y.1 P31.9 31.3 ¢ €. :
19.7 2.9 1.2 ¢ LA )
~lmcewc-=-lacua~g-8! {~@cccacoelcanca-==
3, 317 34 2¢ ¢ ¢ 1 472
ND Poe7.4 H 7.2 4.3 ¢ g.« 1 38.4
Ivb.z ¢+ 39,6 41,7 ¢ 18,
22.v 2.8 1.6 ¢ .z
al-mcewc-~elpeew-g-§ig-"--cc-le®mcacccleagre-—-=]
4, : 56 i 13 e3¢ [ v v
NOT SURE toed.9 14,1 1 5.4 ¢.9 Lae i 7.5
: 0.8  11.7 9.8 P ¢ - 8
4,6 1.1 1.9 ¢ 2.8 : 2o 8
-i——- LR e R R R N e T LT Rt |
7. DU ] 2 [ I . by
13¢.0 3,8 8.9 2.¢ [ v.l
.l 4,0 2.0 ' 2 7, !
2% S v, v.2 ¢ % I [
~le~—er-~-lgeme-3-Big-""re==l~@cccacal_oae-e--~}
9, - 1 3 ¢ 4 f 1 i2
NO RESPONSE T 66,7 6,3 ¢5.8 a.6 Vel 1.0
: 1.0 ¢ v.? 1.3 ¢ LR bt
v.?7 ¢ 9.1 3 8.2 Y ¢ :
-i--- e-rrelgeee-g-Rig " " cccl-m-ccccclioqu-n-~ 1
CoLuMN 429 111 234 48 ¢ 1224
T0TAL 67.7 9.1 19.1 3.9 24¢ 124.¢

CH] SGLARE s 17.55681 AITH 20 OLGHREEY 0OF FRELDOM SIGNIF vanif = ©.0159

NUMBER OF MISSING 0B3<hVaTIINS 145
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TABLE 31. KNOWLEDGE OF CIVIC ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCIES BY AREA

cClvicC
COUNT
ROw % :YES-1D YES-CAN' NO NOT SURE w~NO RESPO ROW
toL % T 1D NSE TOTAL
ToTAL X ¢ 1,: 2. 3. 4, 9,1
ARE A 0 gy J R e H
8, 44 29 59 7 1 140
i 31.4 1 20,7 Po42.1 5.0 e,/ + 10,7
1 19,5 7.6 15.2 6,2 8.3
: 3,3 2.2 4,5 2.5 2.1
v, 281 233 237 73 S 1 829
CENTER C1TY : 33.9 : 28,1 H 28.6 8.8 H 2.6 : 63.14
o 67.2 : 60,8 + 61.1 64,6 1 41,7
21,4 H 17.7 18.9 5.6 H 2.4 t
B PP SRS S U UG U S U lammce-—= !
K 3@ 43 24 14 0 111
SUBURBaAN 27,8 38.7 21.6 12.6 0,9 i 8.4
; 7.2 12,2 6.2 12.4 H 0,4 3
: 2.3 3.3 1.8 1.1 ! 0.0 1t
T S i T IR DU lmmmemm = H
4, : 63 : V2-S 68 19 H 6 ! 23a
RUR KL 26,9 : 33.3 t 29,1 8.1 t 2,6 1 17,8
¢ 15,1 0+ 28.4 t 17.5 16.8 ¢ 50,0 1
3.8 5,90 5.2 1.4 2.5
COLUMN 418 383 388 113 12 1314
TOTAL 31.8 29.1 29.5 8.6 8,9 12¢.0
CHI SQUARE = 35.71390 WITH 12 pECREES Of FREEDOm SIGNIFiICANcE = B,0004

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 55
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TABLE 32. MEMBERSHIP IN ENVIRONMENTAL GROUP BY AREA

MCHORS
COUNT :
Row % :YES NC NO RESP) Row
Cov % NSE I0%anL
ToTaL % 1.1 2. 2, 9,!
AREA ecemcee-- HE R I R R -1
@, ¢ 15 12% 2 2 140
10,7 86,3 2.0 2.6 t 12,7
H 11.5 : 1e¢,7 0.0 .0 :
: 1.1 ¢ 9.5 2.0 2,0
P : 82 : 735 H 3 : 7 H 228
TENTER C1ily : 9.9 1 88,9 g.4 4,8 ¢ 63,1
i63,14 i 62,8 ¢+ 192.8 : B7.5
! 6,2 + 58.1 .2 2.%
e R Y R R TR R s --=3
3. 1 15 96 p 2 1 111
SUBURBAN t 13,95 86.5 2.0 0.0 2,5
Po11.5 8.2 g.0 : 8.2
H 1.1 7,3 2.0 2.4 1
B T T PN fecmmmeaa tmmemme -l
5, i 18 215 g 1 254
RURAL H 7.7 91,9 : 2.0 a.4 1 17,8
: 19,8 ' 18.3 H 2.0 : 12.5 !
1,4 ¢ 16,¢ 2.3 2.1
P U 1
CoLUMN 13a 1172 3 8 1213
107TAL 9.9 83,3 2.2 a.6 1¢¢,9
CH! SQUARE = 7.16933 WITH 9 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 0,619%

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 86
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SECTION V

ETHNICITY AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Most existing knowledge concerning American attitudes toward the en-
vironment is based on surveys done of Anglo-Americans. One of the more in-
teresting facets of our study was the bi-ethnic nature of the inquiry. We
used both a Spanish and English survey instrument with approximately 18%
of the sample interviews conducted in Spanish.

The section examines the responses to the survey stratified in terms of
ethpicity.

When the respondents were asked to rank the public problems they consid-
ered most important, economic problems and crime/violence were ranked as the
most important. Anglos identified the state of the economy as most important
while Mexican-Americans rated crime and violence as most important (see Table
34). Concern for the environment and energy shortages were ranked low, sev-
enth and fifth respectively for Anglos and Mexican-Americans. With the excep-
tion of the slight reversal at the top from the two ethnic samples, the rank-
Ings were very consistent as was the relative saliency of the issue areas.
For example, the number one rated problem scale score for Anglos is approxi-
mately 42% of the total possible score, while the scale scores for the Mexi-
can-American number one rated problem is approximately 44%. Here there is
virtually no difference in environmental concerns between the Anglo and Mexi-
can-American samples.

It is also important to know if different ethnic groups perceive the en-
vironment in different ways. We asked each respondent to tell us in their
own words what the word "environment' meant. There was no significant ethnic
difference in the way most respondents perceived the environment (see Table
35). Sixty-five and a half percent of the Anglos defined the environment in
both physical and social terms while 63.3% of the Mexican-Americans did so.
The only other significant bloc occured when almost one fourth of the Mexican-
Americans had no definition (this conceiveably may have resulted from a lang-
uage groblem; there is not an exact Spanish translation for the term ''environ-
ment'').

We were interested also in the perception that the respondents had con-
cerning the future of the environment. We asked our sample to rate the cur-
rent conditions of the environment on an ascending scale of 1 to 9. Then we
asked them to think about the environment five years from now and rate what
they thought it would be on the same scale. One to three would be below aver-
age, four through six average, and seven through nine, above average.

OQur data indicates a significant relationship between the perception
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that respondents have of present and future environmental conditions and eth-
nicity. Table 36 shows that about twice as many Mexican-Americans as Anglos
believe the present environment is in below average condition. At the other
end of the scale, 57.7% of the Anglos believe environmental conditions are
above average, while less than a third of the Mexican-Americans perceive the
environment in such positive terms.

When we look at the perception respondents have of future environmental
conditions, again there is a significant relationship based on ethnicity.
The number of Mexican-Americans who see the future environment as below aver-
age have almost tripled as has the number of Anglos (see Table 37). Anglos
continue to be mpre optimistic than Mexican-Americans (48.7% see future con-
ditions as above average while 36.3% of the Mexican-American respondents
agree), but the percentage has decreased from the perceptions of present en-
vironmental conditions.

Generally, then, Mexican-Americans perceive the environment to be in
worse shape than Anglos, both now and five years hence.

Anglos and Mexican-Americans differed also when identifying the major
contributors to the area's environmental problems. By far, the largest con-
tributor singled out was the category for "individuals.'" Thirty-five point
two percent of the Mexican-Americans and 34.4% of the Anglos identified indi-
viduals as the major source of environmental trouble (see Table 38). Govern-
ment and industry were seen as the next worse offenders with 11.1% and 18.1%
of the Anglo and Mexican-American respondents respectively identifying govern-
ment and 12.9% and 8.7% identifying industry. Anglos also viewed traffic as a
more serious contributor than Mexican-Americans.

One of the most important questions asked by the survey concerns the
amount of money respondents are willing to spend on specific areas of en-
vironmental improvement. We gave each respondent a hypothetical $100 and
asked how they would divide the money between five general environmental
areas; auto exhaust pollution, water pollution, noise, waste disposal and
recreational facilities. We placed respondent allocations into four cate-
gories: $0, $1-19, $20-49, and $50 plus.

Tables 39 through 43 include our findings in this area. We find no
significant relationship between allocation of money and ethnicity in the
problem areas of auto exhaust (39), noise (41), and trash (42). We do find a
significant relationship when we look at water pollution (40) and develop-
ment of recreational areas (43). Almost 20% of the Anglo respondents would
be willing to allocate $50 or more to the problem of water pollution while
13.6% of the Mexican-Americans would do likewise. Over one-third of each
group would spend nothing. Recreation appears to invite more participation
than any other area. Only 23.2% of the Mexican-American respondents and
31.2% of the Anglo respondents (the lowest figures for any of the five prob-
lem areas) would contribute nothing to this issue. Mexican-American respond-
ents are willing to allocate larger portions of their $100 than Anglos, but
here, too, Anglos are willing to contribute more than to the other areas.
Both groups seemed least concerned with the issue of noise.

We asked the respondents if they believed American's life style was
contributing to our environmental problems. We found a significant, though

slight, difference based on ethnicity. Table 44 shows that 69.6% of the
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Anglo respondents said yes and 64.2% of the Mexican-American respondents said
yes. This seems to support the data displayed in Table 38 (see above, p. 49)
where individuals, rather than institutions, were singled out as contributing
to much of our environmental difficulties.

In the general area of citizen knowledge and activism concerning the en-
vironment we again found significant relationships based on ethnicity. We tri-
ed first to ascertain the state of familiarity the respondents had with the
various public and private organizations that address environmental concerns.

We asked if they knew of government organizations relating to the en-
vironment. Table 45 indicates that 39.2% of the Anglos responding did know
of environment-oriented organizations as contrasted with 40% of the Mexican-
American respondents. The number of respondents, however, who actually could
identify the organizations was very low. Eighty-six Anglos identified the
EPA while only four Mexican-Americans cited the agency. A local public ser-
vice organization, COPS (Community Organized for Public Service, a group
organized around Alinsky principles) had the widest recognition with 88 An-
glos and 43 Mexican-Americans naming them.

When we asked about knowledge of local civic organizations with environ-
mental concerns, the differences based on ethnicity were not as marked as
with the knowledge of government organizations. Table 46 shows that 63.8%
of the Anglo respondents and 54.7% of the Mexican American respondents were
aware of such organizations. Again, the number of respondents who could
identify specifically the organization was very small. Thirty-eight Anglos
identified both COPS and the San Antonio Conservation Society; twenty-eight
Mexican-Americans cited COPS.

We asked if respondents were members of these organizations. Only 11.7%
of the Anglo respondents and 6.9% of the Mexican-American respondents held
membership in an organization with environmental concerns (see Table 47).

In other words about twice as many Anglos as Mexican-Americans belong to an
organization which addresses environmental problems, but an overwhelming
number of each group belongs to no such organization. Of these respondents
who did belong tb organizations, 14 Anglos were members of the SA Conserva-
tion Society and 10 Mexican-Americans were members of COPS.

Membership is, of course, only one measure of citizen activism. One of
the most common ways people get involved in government is by contacting public
officials or the media to offer viewpoints concerning public problems. Table
48 indicates that there is a significant relationship between ethnicity and
respondents who contact public officials and the media. Eighty-five point
seven percent of the Mexican-American respondents had made no such contact as
contrasted with 77.6% of the Anglo respondents. Of those respondents that had
made some contact, 9.8% of the Anglos and 7.7% of the Mexican-Americans did
so by phoning a public official. Six point six percent of the Anglos had
written public officials, but only 3.7% of the Mexican-Americans had done so.

Finally, we asked respondents if they had ever attended a meeting or
rally which focused on environmental problems. There was no significant re-
lationship between attendance and ethnicity. Eighty-seven point two percent
of the Anglo respondents and 83.7% of the Mexican-American respondents had
never attended any meeting with an environmental orientation.
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TABLE 34. MOST IMPORTANT PROBLEMS BY ETHN!C GROUP

ETHNIC GROUP (Rank)

PROBLEM Anglo Mexican-American

(N=548) {(N=385)
State of the Economy 1156 (1) 581 (3)
Crime and Violence 1088 (2) 864 (1)
Unemployment 734 (3) 696 (2)
Drug Abuses 502 (4} 481 (4)
Energy Shortages 500 (5) 372 (5)
Governmental Corruption 476 (6) 263 (6)
Environmental Problems 216 (7) 104 (7)
Racial Relations 148 (8) 75 (8)

Scale Scores were controlled on a 5-3-1 basis: 5 points for most
important; 3, second most important; 1, third most important.
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TABLE 35. DEFINITION OF ENVIRONMENT BY ETHNICITY

ETHNICITY
BEFINITION Anglo Mexican-American
Physical
Characteristics 73 (16.6) 39 (7.9)
Neighborhood
Characteristics 25 (5.7) 33 (6.7)
Social
Characteristics 31 (7.1) 56 (11.4)
Physical & Social
Characteristics 262 (59.7) 231 (47.0)
Times We Live In g (2.1) 6 (1.2)
No ldea 39 (8.9) 125 (25.5)
TOTAL 439 kg0
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TABLE 36. PERCEPTION OF PRESENT ENVIRONMENT BY ETHNICITY

ENVNOMW
COUNT
ROW X :POOR EXCELLEN ROW
CoL X T TOTAL
TOTAL X ¢ 1.¢ 2, 3. 4,1 5.1 6.: 7,8 8,1 9.3
ETHNIC epgezegeei--~ecccclecan-grgig--m-an= P icrmcma——jommeman e P :
i, 8 2 ¢ 42 ¢ 68 1649 112 @ 142 164 1 84 754
ANGLO H 1.1 3 2.3 5.6 8.8 : 18,6 ¢ 14.9 : 18,8 :+ 21,8 1 11,1 : 83.7
to23.,1 v 28,9 0t 87.7 ¢ 66,7 ¢ 54,5 ¢ 64,7 i1 67,9 + 1.9 1 72.4 1
H .7 8.2 6 @ 5.1 ¢ 11.8 % 9.5 ¢ 120 ¢t 13.9 1 7.1 :
R R R R e Ll -1 i il R R T R B e T AT LI T S EL L L P
2. ¢ 38 - 23 g 117 61 87 64 J2 ¢ 429
MEX-AMERJCAN : 7.0 1.9 4.7 7.8 ¢ 27,3 1t 14,2 ¢ 15.6 ¢ 14,9 7.9 t 36.3
i 78,9 1+ 8@, : 32.3 : 33.3 : 45,5 ¢ 35.3 ¢ 32.1 : 28.1%1 1o27.6
: .5 1 8,7 1.7 ¢ 2.5 ¢ 9.9 1 5.2 5.7 5.4 1 2.7
lmecema—a Iprew-3-clig-~“-cceclvmecccaclcnmcn-~a}omrrmc lemu~r—eplaramcmeg e s
COLUMN 38 i 62 98 257 173 209 228 116 1183
TOTAL 3.2 2,8 5.2 7.6 21.7 14.6 17.7 19.3 9.8 100.0
CH] SQUARE = 60.6088Y WITH 8 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 09,0880

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS =« 186
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TABLE 37. PERCEPTION OF FUTURE ENVIRONMENT BY ETHNICITY

ENVSF
COUNT :
ROW X :POOR EXCELLEN HOW
coL X @ T TOTAL
ToTalL % ¢ 1.3 2, 3., 4,3 5.t 6, 7at 8,1 9
ETHNIC cmreez~=i-~-e-—c-elg-we~g-giz-"---u- R lcemem—me o= P S T :
i, ¢ 38 ¢ 3% 62 56 8¢ 74 94 146 3 90 678
ANGLQ : 5.6 5,6 9.1 ¢ 8.3 : 11,8 ¢ 12.9 : 13,9 1 23.5 ¢ 13,3 : 65.1
i 40,4 1 58,2 : 60,2 : 69,1 i 62,5 1 76,3 : 70.7 1 74,9 ¢ 67.2 :
: 3,7 ¢ 3.7 5.0 5.4 7.7 1 7.1 9.2 1 14.0 1 8,6
B R R B e h-Ll Rl T R S S I {mcemme—gle—wm—rcplamnmana— :
2, ¢ 56 @ 3% 41 25 48 4 23 39 49 3 44 363
MEX~-AMERICaAN i 15,4 ¢ t8,5 ¢ 11.3 6,9 ¢ 13,2 1 6,3 i 16,7 : 13.5  12.1 34.9
i 59.6 ¢ 50,06 : 39.8 : 3.9 : 37,5 1 23.7 : 29,3 : 25,1 1 32.8
H 5.4 3 3.7 3.9 2.4 a,6 3 2.2 3 3.7 4,7 4,2
-i-=-@—e--lp-we-3-3ig-"---~el-e-co--clogwea—-sfoo=~-=—_ {ecmemeegineg-om=glo---=—-= :
COLUMN 94 70 183 81 128 97 133 195 134 10941
TOTAL 9.0 7,3 9.9 7.8 12,3 9.3 12.8 18,7 12.9 190.0

CHI SQUARE = 59.508067 WITH 8 OEGREES OF FREEQOM SIGNIFICANCE = 28,2009
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 328
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TABLE 38. CONTRIBUTORS TO ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS BY ETHNICITY

METCONT
countT
ROw X INDUSTRY iNDIVIDU GOVT TRAFFIC
CoL % : LS
ToTag % ¢ 1.3 res I, 4,
ETHNIC  mcecemmmlmmemaem st S el e
e 194 278 %9 92
ANGLO ' 12.9 3¢,4 : 21.% : 1,4
HED 5 T 62,8 : 51,4 : 83,6
: 8.1 21,8 : 7.2 H 7.2
2, 41 165 85 : 18
MEx-84MiRICAN : 8.7 35,2 ¢ i8.1 3.8
28,3 37,2 ¢+ 48,6 : 16,¢
H 3.2 : 12,9 ‘ 6,7 : 1.4
T e fecmmamn fomemeeo
CoL uMn 145 443 275 110
T0T4L 11.4 34,7 13.7 8.6

CHI fquaRrt 2 42,.73529 WitH 8 DEGRFES ©F FRELDOOM

NUMBER OF MISSING DBSERVATIGNS a 92
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- e e e

NENE pRUGS
ON ANTMALS NSE
! 5,4 6,14 741 8,
dowwmomrm oo jos~-==-~ fower--m-
H 34 H 18 3 8 1 6
1 4,2 ¢ 2.2 1t 1.0 ¢ 9,7
P 75,6 ¢ 52.9 : 53,3 1 15,0
: PR 1.4 1 B,6 9,5
e i I it R it EEE LS
1 i1 16 3 7 2
1 2,3 1 3.6 3 145 8 8,6
bo24,4 1 47,1 ¢ 46,7 t 5,8
H 2,9 1 1.3 1 245 1t 0.2
focwmmm HER R bt fose--o-=-
45 34 15 8
2,5 2.7 1.2 0,6
SISNIFIGancE = 22,0000

e oo e lae we

RGW
TOTAL

sgn
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TABLE 39. ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO AUTO EXHAUST BY ETHNICITY

COUNT
RowWw % :
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i,
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LR TRl
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3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM

102,49

SIGNIFICANCE

8.,1853



LS

TABLE 40. ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO WATER POLLUTION BY ETHNICITY

CNTH29
cOUNT ¢
ROW % :0
coL % ¢
TOTAL % ¢ 2.
ETHN]C LT T Rl it b
1, : 318
ANGLQ . ¢ 35,3
62.8
22.6
2, ¢ 184
MEX-AMERICAN : 37.5
¢ 37,2
13.4
ColumMN 494
TOTAL 36.1

CH] SUUARE = 19,67754 WITH 3 DEGREES 0OF FREEDOM SIGNIFTCANCE

1-19 22-49 5S¢+ RCH
TOTaAcC
: la¢ 2. 3.
ip~me-g-3i{g-"v-w=clcmc-s-—w!
H 72 324 172 878
H 8.2 i 36.9 : 19.6 : 64,1
¢ 55,8 @ 63,9 : 72.0
H 5.3 : 3.7 : 12.6
ig~"w-8-Big-"-----l-@ec-—---=}
: 57 183 67 491
H 11.6 37.3 13.6 3c,.
t 44,2 : 36.1 : 28.0
: 4.2 : 13.4 : 4.9
lpemg-B-Big-"—-e—wl-m~eec_a}
129 597 239 1209
9.4 37.0 17.5 192,
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TABLE 41. ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO NOISE POLLUT!ON BY ETHNICITY

RNOISE
COUNT ¢
ROW % :0 1~49 20-49 58+ RCW
coL X : TOTAL
ToTAL X @ B.: 1, 2.0 3.z
ETHNIC @uvneg-~i-~-0--~-j{g-ae-g-3ig-"~~---l-eec----= :
1, ¢ 549 163 144 26 e7e
ANGLO o 61.5 ¢ 49.1 : 16.4 : 3.0 : 64,1
T 66,9 ¢ 61,8 ¢ 38.1 ¢ 61.9 ¢
39.4 ¢ 12,3 ¢ 19.5 ¢ 1.9 ¢
wic—cmcc-sigran-3-gig-"~-~-= Y e :
2, ¢ 267 ¢ 144 104 16 491
MEX~AMERICAN : 54,4 ¢ 21.2 ¢ 21.2 : 3.3 ¢+ 3%,6
¢ 33,1 ¢ 38,2 : 41.9 : 38.1
i 19.5 7.6 7.6 ¢ 1.2 ¢
el-cewe~—vlgerams-B-gig-"*recalecae-a--=]
ColuMN 8p7 272 248 42 1369
TOTAL 58.9 19.9 18.1 3.1 18¢.¢

CH] SQUARE = 7.43879 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = ©@,0592
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TABLE 42. ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO TRASH POLLUTION BY ETHNICITY

1367

TSH
COUNT
ROW X 0 1-49 20-49 5@+
CoL » ¢
ToTAL X @ B.: l1a¢ 2. et
ETHNIC PevguE-~ e lg“en-B Bige" ==~ LR RS :
1. 3598 186 3e2 120
ANGLO : 39,9 : 12.1 ¢ s4.4 13,7
P 68,1 t 68,6 ¢ 62.4 H 61.2
i 25.6 ¢ 7.7 ¢+ 2.1 : 8.8
LR L L R DL L R R e bt i Rl )
- : le4 @ 69 ¢ 132 @ 76
MEX-AMERICAN 38,4 ¢ 14,1 ¢ 37.1 ¢ 15.5
i 31.9 : 39.4 : 37.6 : 38,8
12.8 5,2 : 13.3 5.6
LRI L AL RS L L L BE-BE Tl ol et BEE ek k
CoLuUMN 514 175 494 196
TOTAL 37.5 12.8 35.4 14.3

Crl SQUARE = 5.82537 WITH 3 DEGHREES OF FREEDOM

10e.,¢

SIGNIFICANCE

80,1204
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TABLE 43. ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO RECREATION BY ETHNICITY

INEWREC
COUNT ¢
ROW X 9 1-19 20-49 SO+ RCwH
coL % ¢ TOTAL
ToTAL %X ¢ b.: 1, 2. 3.2
ETHNIC BeP RS e~ cmcnrc{prae-g-Big-T-"---l-m---—-=]
1. : 274 & 98 286 228 87¢
ANGLO T 31,2 @ 11,2 ¢ 02.6 t 25.1 ¢ 64,1
i 70,6 . 64,5 : 61.8 : 68B.1
20,0 H 7.2 H ég.9 H 16.1 H
P R T L RS Ll BF Lhah it ML LR S H
2, ¢ 114 ¢ 54 177 146 491
MEX-AMERJCAN : 23,2 ¢ 11.8 : s6.2 : 29.7 ¢ 35,9
: 9.4 H 35,5 s 38.2 H 39.9 :
8.3 H 3.9 : 12.9 : 18.7 :
P e TR P LT T RN T AL L Ry HES TR il I
COLUMN 388 152 403 366 1369
TOTAL 28.3 11.1 33.8 26.7 18¢e.¢

CHI SQUARE = 18.84179 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = ©.0129
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TABLE 44, LLFE STYLES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS BY ETHNICITY

LIVECNT
counr ¢
ROw % :iYES ~NO 80TH NO RESPQ AQW
CoL » ¢ NSE TOTAL
TOTAL % ¢ 1.: 2. 3.0 4,1 5 9,
ETHNICZ Feene - - HEE R MR R g HE R i it it R HEE R R et o
1, 688 128 i 66 a 2 1 72 874
ANGLO v 696 ¢ 14,6 3 7.6 ¢ 2.2 2.0 8.2 :+ 64,1
P 65,9 57,1 + 75.9 2.0 2,4 1+ 56,7
: ad.p 9.4 1 4,8 2.2 ! 2.0 5.3
e em—nn- R lemmemecc e e lecmcm-an jam=----= !
2., 314 96 21 2 1 55 489
MEX-AMER1ICAN P68 2 19,6 ¢ 4,3 2.6 .2 ¢+ li.2 ¢ 39,9
¢ 34,1 ¢ 42,9 ¢ 24,1 ' 10,0 : 10,0 ; A43.3 1
23,8 7,8 ¢ 1.5 2,1 1 2,1 1 4,0 4
L e R L L R e {
CoLumn 922 224 a7 2 1 127 1363
TGTev 67.6 16,4 6,4 2.1 2,1 9.3 100,82
CHI SQuartk = 19.69344 W]1H 5 DECGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCF = B,2014

NUMBER OF MISSING QBSERVATIONS = 6
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TABLE 45. KNOWLEDGE OF GOVERNMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCIES BY ETHNICITY

ETHNIC
COUNT ¢
ROM X :ANGLO ME XsAMER ROW
coL X ¢ ICAN T0TAL
TOTAL X ! 1.1 243
KNGAGN ccangy-~i--ove~-~{g-=g-g-ul
1 258 79 337
YES-T0ENTIFY §76,6 v 23,4 1 2407
29,5 1 16,1 3
1 18,9 1 5,8 ¢
EEREAT LR PR TEY LI B
2, ¢ 260 1 122 1 382
YES-CAN'T 10 t 68,1 t+ 31,9 : 28.9
P29.7 24,9 ¢
t i9.0 1 8,9 :
sleccemce-lg-ea-g-=:
3. ¢ 282 238 ¢ 518
NO I 54,4 1 45,6 : 37.9
¢ 32.2 1 48,2
to2W,6 b 17,3
B lecam—s-5}
4, 70 ¢ 43 13
NOY SURE t 61,9 t 38,1 8.3
: 8.0 8.8
H 5.1 3.1 ¢
ale-cterreigcan~-3=3;
5, ¢ 2 1 2 ?
: 108,08 ¢ 2.2 0.1
H 8,2 2,0
: 8.1 2,8
wl-vreeerelgrae-g-agl
7. ¢ 0 1 1
H .0 1t 190,00 8.1
H .2 1 .2
: g.8 1 8,1
cloaccorcr-lguae~-g-3
' 4 9 13
NO RESPONSE t 3.8 I 69.2 1.@
1 2.5 ¢ 1.8 ¢
H 2.3 2.7
wi~mcec--={gman-g~=
COLUMN 876 490 1366
TOTAL 64,1 35.9 106.8

CH] SQUARE » 55.76831 WITH 6 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = ©,p@82
NUMBER Of MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 3
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TABLE 46. KNOWLEDGE OF CIVIC ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCIES BY ETHNICITY

clvic
COUNT H
=gw X
CoL % ! T
Tolen % 4 1.3
ETHNIC -cmema=-- P t- -
1. Ji2
ANGLO : 35,7 @
H 72.4 :
! 2e.,9 H
< : 115 ¢
MEX-AMERICAN 1 24,73
H 27.6
. 8.7 H
CoLumMN 421
TOTAL 1.6
CH1 SQUARE = 25.56741 WlTH

NUMBER OF MISSING JB8SERVYATICONS

YES=1D YES=-CAN' NO

1D
.

246 249
23,1 i 27,5
52,3 | 58,4
18,¢ V17,46
...... | SR,

140 171
30,4 t 34,9
37,7 H 41,6
1.8 + 12.5

395 411
9.0 30.1

4 DEGREES OF

= 5

NOT SURE

-y e - -

: 42
: 8.6
: 36,8
3.1
' 114
8.4
FREEDOM

NQ RESPO ROW

NSE TOTAL
H 9,
tocmoemnn '

374

64.1

-
)
1)
]
)
[}

'
]
!

-

H 9 { 490
: 1.8 1 35,9
T 65,2
: .7
HE R '
13 1364
1,¢ 120.0

SIGNIFICANGE & 4,00809



79

TABLE 47. MEMBERSHIP IN ENVIRONMENTAL GROUP BY ETHNICITY

MIMORG
COUNT
ROW % :YES NO NO RESPO Rew
CoL %4 ¢ ASE TOTAL
ToTAL % ¢ 1.: e 3, Y.
ETHNIC Pevmmmg = - ig-we-—2-mig-—"=—--=-= {mm—m et
1, : vz @ 764 5 B 6 B72
ANGLG . 11.7 : §7.6 : 0.0 : 3.7 : €Ed,¢
: 75.3 62,48 : 0.9 75,0 :
: 7.5 1+ 56.1 .o 2.4
B R b L L R Rt
2. : o4 : 452 : 3 : 2 4y’
MEX-aAMERICAN : 5.9 ¢+ 92.1 : .6 v.4 KT
o 2%.8 ¢+ 37.2 D1wd.@ 0 25.¢
: 2.5 + 33.2 .2 ol
-;-"—-——-—:g—-"‘!—s;g—'-——--:—----—-~:
CoLUMN i36 1216 3 8 1363
TOTAL 19,0 £9.2 .2 3.6 1e2,«
CHI SJUARE = 13.61943 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = ¥.,49235

NUMBEF OF MISSING OBSERVATIOUNS = 6
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TABLE 48. CONTACTS WITH PUBLIC OFFICIALS BY ETHNICITY

CINTOFF
cOuUNT
ROW X :YES-CALL YESeWRCT YES-VISI YES -CAL YES-wrUT NO NO RESPO ROW
CoL % : UOFfFF £ QFF T UFF L NP - NF NSE TOTAL
ToTAL % : 1.: 2yt R 4, St 7. 8y 9,
ETHNIC L P R ek T P ie~mw-g-mis-"---—- HE Rl R R R [ R R e ®la-g-—=---n!
1, 86 ¢ 58 ¢ 22 2 1¢ b8l ¢ 2 16 676
ANGLC : 9.6 ¢ 6.6 2.5 2.2 1.: 1+ 77.8 b2 1.6 1 64,1
69.4 H 76,3 : 78.6 H 28.6 122 .¢ ! 6.1, i 124,90 H 84,2 i
6.3 ¢ 4,2 1.6 : f.1 2,7 ¢ 49.7 ¢ del ¢ 1.2 ¢
R R e - - i e T I 2la-g--—=- !
2, kY- 2 8 6 5 « 421 @ 3 491
MEX-AMER[CaN H 7.7 H 3,7 : 1.2 : 1.0 : 2.2 H 85.7 2.9 n,6 H 35,9
: 3v.6 : 23.7 : cl.4 H 71.4 : i : 33.2 7] 15.8 !
2.8 ¢ 1.3 0.4 2.4 2.7 + 3.8 Jed .2
—l-Teec-c-ipcee-3-mie-"e---- H e R e T R cie-g----¢!
ColuMy 124 76 28 7 i 1141 2 19 1367
TOTAL 9.1 5.6 2.8 2.5 2,7 83.5 B.1 1.4 10v.9
CHI SULARE = 23.,47963 WITH 7 DLGREES UF FHREEDUM SIG~IF.CANCE = 4,006

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = ¢



SECTION 6

SES

We are interested in learning if a person'‘s economic and educational
status (SES) affects their perception of and responses to environmental
problems. We might hypothesize, for example, that affluence and education
will bear a direct relationship to one's ranking of environmental problems.
That is, the higher one's income and more extensive one's education, the
more likely one is to be aware of environmental problems. 0Or, one might
suggest that individuals residing in deteriorating environments (i.e., low
SES respondents) are more likely to be aware of environmental problems than
those residing in a healthy environment. Note the potential conflict between
these two assertions.

This section reports on the effect of SES on environmental attitudes.
We have divided SES into three categories: low, medium, and high. Low SES
represents an annual income of less than $5000 and less than high school edu-
cational level. Middle SES includes an income of $6000 through $15,000 and
an educational level of high school. High SES stands for an income of above
$15,000 and an educational level of college.

Do respondents at different SES levels differ in their perception of
which public problems are most important? Table 49 indicates a relationship
between SES and the ranking of public problems. Low SES respondents were
concerned with economic issues (29.6%) and crime (17.5%). Middle SES respond-
ents also focused on the econcmy (27.0%) and crime (17.3%). Upper SES re-
spondents also cited the economy (29.8%), but were more concerned with '‘ref-
use" (11.1%) than with crime (10.6%). Upper SES respondents also saw govern-
ment as an important problem (8.7%) while middle SES (4.1%) and lower SES
(1.8%) respondents were less concerned.

The perception of the environment as our number one problem bore a direct
relationship to SES. The higher the SES, the greater the concern with the
environment. Two point seven percent of the lower SES respondents named the
environment, as did 4.9% of the middle SES respondents and 6.6% of the upper
SES respondents.

If we include ''refuse' and "energy crisis' as environmental categories,
there is a significant upswing in response. Seventeen point five percent of
the ltow SES respondents, 22% of the middle SES respondents and 23.8% of the
upper SES respondents then identify this general environmental category as
our major problem.
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When asked for a definition of "environment,'" we find that all three
levels agreed to define ""environment' in both physical and social terms (see
Table 50). Sixty-nine point one percent of the middle level, 60.9% of the
upper SES and 55.8% of the lower SES respondents defined ''environment'' this
way. Over one-fourth (26.1%) of the higher SES respondents viewed the en-
vironment primarily in physical terms while almost a fifth (19.4%) of the
lower SES respondents saw the environment in primarily social terms. There
was a significant relationship between SES and response.

Does SES have an effect on the way respondents view today's environmental
conditions and the way they anticipate conditions will be in the future? We
did find a relationship between responses and SES. Table 51 displays data
concerning present environmental conditions. Upper SES respondents believe
today's environment is in better condition than respondents from either other
SES level. Fifty-seven point one percent of the upper level respondents de-
clared today's environment to be above average; 35.9% believed it was average
and only 7% believed it below average. This is compared to 45.6%, 46%, and
8.4% for middle SES respondents and 36.3%, 50%, and 13.7% for lower SES re-
spondents. In other words, the higher one's SES level the more positive one
views the environmental conditions.

When we look five years into the future, the relationship between SES
levels becomes less ordered (see Table 52). More upper SES respondents still
view future conditions as average or above average than any other SES group,
but now more middle SES respondents (48.3%) believe the future environment
will be above average than do upper SES respondents (45.4%). Lower SES re-
spondents are still the most pessimistic about environmental conditions with
over one-third (34.3%) identifying future environmental conditions as below
average. Note, however, that the percentage of upper and middle level re-
spondents who believe that future environmental conditions will be below av-
erage have tripled.

We asked respondents to identify the major contributors to environmental
problems; there was again a relationship between SES and responses. Table 53
indicates that 60% of the higher SES respondents, 42% of the lower SES re-
spondents and 40.9% of the middle SES respondents believe that "individuals"
contribute mostly to our environmental conditions. The only other category
to receive consistant though minor support was ‘'government'’ with 22.3%, 13.6%,
and 13.3% of the lower, middle and upper class respondents respectively ident-
ifying it. lInterestingly, industry, probably the most publicized polluter,
was identified by no higher SES respondent.

The respondents also were influenced by SES when asked if Americans'
life style contributes to our environmental problems. Eighty-one percent of
the higher SES respondents, 78.1% of the middle SES respondents and 67.0% of
the lower SES respondents said yes (see Table 54). This supports the data
found in Table 53 in that individuals, rather than institutions are perceived
to be the major contributors to environmental conditions.

Tables 55 through 59 identify the willingness of respondents to allo-

cate a specified sum of money ($100) to help resolve various environmental
problems. We divided responses into four categories: $0, $1-19, $20-49, and
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$50 plus. We found a significant relationship between SES and the willingness
to allocate money to the problem area of water pollution (see Table 56) and
recreational areas (Table 59). There was no significant relationship between
SES and the allocation of money to auto exhaust problems (Table 55), noise
(Table 57), and trash and waste disposal (Table 58).

Upper SES respondents were more willing to allocate money to control
water pollution than either of the other SES groups. Twenty point six percent
of the higher SES would allocate $50 or more and 37% would appropriate between
$20 and $49. The middle level SES respondents were almost as concerned with
water problems. Nineteen percent would give $50 or more and 37.8%, $20-$49.
Only 11.6% would give nothing (as contrasted with 34.9% and 33.7% of the
middle and upper SES respondents respectively). Thus, the higher one's SES
level, the more willing one was to allocate money to water problems.

Middle SES respondents were more concerned than the other two levels
with recreational areas. Thirty-one point seven percent would allocate $50
or more and 75% would allocate at least $50 and 71%, at least $10. The upper
SES respondents, perhaps because they had access to alternative recreational
outlets, were less willing to contribute money to this area with about a third
(32.4%) refusing to allocate any money at all.

Public action on the environment may be directly related to the public's
knowledge of andparticipation in the various civic and governmental groups
concerned with the environment. We examined the affect of SES on citizen
knowledge and action.

When questioned about their awareness of government agencies or organi-
zations in the San Antonio area concerned with the environment, respondents
were influenced by SES. Table 60 indicates that over half of the lower SES
respondents (52.2%) know of no agency so involved while 61% of the middle
level respondents and 5b4.1% of the upper level respondents were able to iden-
tify some organizations. I[n the latter two responses almost one-third of
the respondents were able to identify specifically which agency or organiza-
tion they knew. There was, however, no overall consensus relating to which
agencies or organizations could be identified. Only 9.8% of the middle level
respondents cited the EPA as an organization focusing on the environment
while 1.7% of the lower level and an astonishingly 0% of the upper level
respondents did so. Only one organization, COPS (a local organization which
has generated considerable publicity in San Antonio for its activities in
public affairs) was identified by more than 10% of the respondents at any
level (11.2% of the middle level respondents cited COPS).

The respondents knowledge of local citizen or civic groups was much
broader than their knowledge of government organizations. Forty-nine point
nine percent of the lower SES respondents, 67.2% of the middle level respond-
ents and 63.8% of the upper level respondents did have some knowledge of such
groups (see Table 61). There is a relationship here between SES and the
responses.

As with government organizations, the knowledge of such groups was quite
general with few respondents actually able to name a specific group. Nine
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point one percent of the upper level respondents were able to identify the
San Antonio Conservation Society, but no other group was identified by more
than 6% of any SES level of respondents.

No SES level contained a significant number of respondents who admitted
to holding membership in a group oriented toward environmental concerns.
Table 62 shows that 11.9% of the middle level respondents and 7.4% of the
lower level respondents said they were members of some organization concerned
with the environment. No upper level respondents held memberships. There
was no significant relationship based on SES.

When questioned about personal involvement in public issues relating to
the environment, respondents were affected by SES (see Table 63). Eighty-
seven point four percent of the lower SES respondents, 78.5% of the middle SES
respondents and 66.7% of the upper SES respondents had never contacted any
public official concerning environmental problems, but no other method of con-
tact was utilized frequently by any SES level.

Table 64 contains the general patterns of public apathy by indicating
that very few respondents at any SES level had attended any meeting concerning
the environment. The middle and lower SES respondents were almost identical
in their responses with 13.5% and 13.4% respectively having attended some
meetings. No upper SES respondent had attended such a meeting. There was no
significant relationship based on SES.

These latter tables describe an overwhelmingly apathetic reaction to
environmental problems.
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TABLE 49. MOST IMPORTANT PROBLEMS BY SES

iMPTPBSE
COUNT ¢
ROW X :(CRIME ECONQMY ENERGY C ENV PROB GOVT CORRUPT! REFUSE NOT SURE NO RESPO ROW

coL %X ¢ RISIS S OoN NSE TOTAL

TOTAL % 1.t 244 3.0 4,3 5.1 6, 76t 8.1 9.8
SES egearg--i-"-we-rclg-se-c-gig-"----l-e~---~= {eemgew-e~je-~r--clece-uwcglecgm~r=p|oc-ro=-= : .

1, ¢ 58 98 15 ¢ 9 6 1 5 34 ¢ 71 1 35 ¢ 331

LOW i 17,5 ¢+ 29,6 @ 4.5 2.7 1,8 1t 1.5 : 18,3 : 21,5 1 1B.6 : 27.9
¢ 31.6 : 28,06 : 20.26 : 15,3 : 1,2 ¢ 18.5 : 26,8 : 35.5 1 25.0 :
: 4,7 1t 8,0 1.2 ¢ 2.7 2.5 1 g.4 3 2.8 1 5.8 2.9 ¢
wl-ceecmcolgeancgopgig-"mrac-loaea———- lcanmwmmmf e no {e—ame-~sligem——-egle-c-a--- H

2. ¢ 89 139 @ 37 25 ¢ 21 1 28 51 79 54 515

MIOOLE T 17,3 ¢ 27.86 : 7.2 ¢ 4,9 : 4,1 3.9 ¢ 9,9 : 15.3 t 18,5 : 42.9
P 47,6 1 39,7 i 49.3 : 42.4 : 35,6 3 74,14 : 4P,2 : 39,5 + 38.6
H 7.3 3+ 11.3 3.8 2.8 1.7 % 1.6 ¢ 4,2 6.4 1 4,4 ¢
elovewccccligenw-g-gig-"c-u-- lemonenan R L e P i~-e----gligmg-e-=gl--v-===-=1

3. 48 13 113 23 @ 25 ¢ 35 2 42 50 1 51 379

HIGH ¢ 10,6 1 29,8 6.1 6.6 8.7 1 2.5 : 11.1 ¢+ 13.2 t 13.5 : 38.9
Tt 21,4 ¢ 32,3 ¢ 39.7 : 42.4 : 5%.C 7.4 3 33,1 : 25,8 1+ 36.4
H 5.3 1 9.2 ¢ 1.9 2.8 2.7 1 .2 3.4 4.4 4,2
R e e - R D el e R R e LY ST T T g R e :

COLUMN 187 350 75 59 60 27 127 209 149 122%

TOTAL 15.3 28.6 6.1 4.8 4,9 2.2 10.4 16,3 11.4 100.9

CHI SQUARE = 57.29786 WITH 16 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 9,40080
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 144
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TABLE 50. DEFINITION OF ENVIRONMENT BY SES

ENVPROB
COUNT
ROW % (PHYSICAL INC NB C PRIMARIL PHYSICAL TIMES WE ROW
COL % @ CHAR HAR Y SOCIalL AND LIVE IN TOTAL
ToTaL X ¢ 1,4 24 3.0 4, 5.1
SES -~0=3:’-=-‘"'--*-la-~--$-:::“‘----~2-~ ------ tepgom—==}
1, k1" S 3T 55 128 ¢ 4 248
LOW Po12.1 ¢ 125 ¢ 22.2 : 51.6 : 1.6 1 21.3
to16,2 1t 37,3 1 46,6 17,8 ¢ 18,7
: 2.6 ¢ 2.7 4.7 ¢ 11.8 2.3 i
wlemreccns lgeeaca~gigeTaceencme - Ry R |
2y ¢ 94 ! P 40 359 18 1 532
MIODLE v 17,7 5.5 7.5 : &7.5 : 1.9 1 45.7
¢ 5.8 1+ 34,9 : 33.9 : 47.5 : 41,7
: 8,1 ¢ 2.5 3.4 38.8 2.9 i
B ettt levcee-a-gig-—~-vc= B HETE TRSE R |
3, 61 ¢ 23 23 ¢ 268 12 385
HIGH ¢ 15,8 ¢ 6.9 6.8 ! 69.6 ¢ 2,6 1+ 33.0
: 33,8 + 27,7 19.5 ¢ 3I5.5 : 41,7
: 5.2 1 2,0 2.2 23.6 2.9 i
LR AL L L e R L R L B R e PR L EE L P Y L LN
COLUMN 185 83 118 755 24 1165
TOTAL 19,9 7.1 19.% 64.8 2.1 12D.P

CH] SQUARE = 71.34¥39 WITH 8 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = ~0,0088

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS s 294
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TABLE 51. PERCEPTION OF PRESENT ENVIRONMENT BY SES

ENVNOW
COUNT ¢
Row X :POOR
coL X ¢

ToTaL X 3 1.3 2,3 3. 4, 5.1 6, ol 8,1t
SES T T R e il s L L R L N L e kDl R R it HEEE it Qle-g---<-u]
1, ¢ 19 2 20 @ 16 @ 844 1 50 53 37 1
LOW : 6,3 a.7 6.7 5.3 ¢ 28.8 1 16.7 ¢ 1747 : 12.3 i
v S0, ¢ 28,8 32, P17.8 ¢ 32,7 ¢+ 23.9 i 25,4 1 36,2 1
: 1.6 ¢ 8.2 1.7 1,4 7.1 1 4,2 4,5 3.1
-l""'--‘-‘5--"’3'5::"'----:--------:-----"--l -------- x--. - .l-v.-—-qgl
2. ¢ 12 ¢ 8 ¢ 26 ¢ 42 138 1 69 97 91 1
MIODLE H 2.3 i 1.1 5.8 8,8 ¢ 24,8 1 13.2 : 18.:.5 1 17,4
¢33.6 2 0.8 b 41,9 : 46,7 ¢ 52,6 1 39.9 i 46.4 ¢ 39.9 1
: 1.9 ¢ - 8.5 : 2.2 ¢ 3.6 ¢ 11,0 1 5.8 8.2 7.7 1
-:----——--l~—--~l-::5-‘-~---:----‘--~!--‘-----l-—---""-3-----—-::.-.-----!
3, ¢ 7 1 z 16 32 ¢ 43 1 54 59 1g0
HIGH : 1.9 1 .6 4.5 8.9 : 12.2 1 15.0 : 16.4 : 27.9 1}
!t 18.4 t 20.90 : 25,8 : 35,6 i 16,7 1 3IL.2 i 28.2 t 43,5 i
: .6 ¢ 2,2 : 1.4 2.7 3,6 4.6 5.8 1 8.5 1
R R L R e R R e R R T B et ettt I F Rl BT E T Y |

COLUMN 38 19 62 90 257 173 209 228

TOTAL 3.2 2,8 5.2 7.6 21.7 14.6 1747 19.3

CH! SQUARE = 72.72937 WITH 16 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = -0,0008
NUMBER OF M[SSING OBSERVATIONS s 186

EXCELLEN

ROW
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25.4
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44.3
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$8.3
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TABLE 52. PERCEPTION OF FUTURE ENVIRONMENT BY SES

ENV3F
COUNT ¢
ROW % (POOR EXCELLEN ROW
CoL % : T TOTAL
ToTaL X ¢ 1. 24 3.8 4, 5.1t 6,1 Tt 8,1 9.
SES cevpng-el--vv-cr~lo~ma-p gig-T=~~-- HE R N IV T P e pa I L E R T T :
1. ¢ 42 1 19 27 ¢ 18 ¢ 33 3 25 29 33 1 31 257
LOW T16,3 7.4 ¢ 10.5 7.8 12,8 1 9.7 ¢ 11,3 : 12,8 ¢+ 12.1  <24.7
I 44,7 i 25,0 ¢ 26,2 : é2.,2 : 25,8 ¢+ @25.8 : 21i.6 1 16.,+ 1 23.1 :
: 4.8 $.8 2.6 1.7 3.2 1 2.4 2.8 3.2 3 3.0 ¢
-:—------'-l‘----:-uig—‘-----:--------!-q---—--l -------- '--.----gl--:-----l -------- H
2. ¢ 26 e 46 ¢ 37 54 35 61 1 98 1 61 ¢ 456
MIODLE : 5.7 3 8,3 ¢ 10.1 : 8,1 ¢ 11,8 7.7 ¢ 13.4 1t 21.% 1 13.4 : 43.8
27,7 v 58,8t 44,7 ¢ 45,7 ¢ 42,2 1 36,1 : 45,9 1 SB.3 t 45.5
: 2.5 ¢ 3.7 4.4 3.6 ¢ 5,2 1 3.4 9 9.4 1 5.9
“l-ccmcnc-jg-me-3-zig-te-cc-lope--mcclecore— oo mm lm~w-~--gle-e-—c-—gl-m--==-- :
3, : 26 1 19 30 @ 26 4: 37 43 ¢ 64 42 ¢ 328
KIGH : 7.9 ¢ 5,8 9.1 7.9 ¢ 12,5 ¢+ 11.3 : 13.% ¢ 19.5 + 12.8 $1.5
27.7 P 25,8 ¢9.1 : 32,1 t 3z, ¢ 38.1 : 32,3 : 32,8 1 31.3
2.5 ¢ 1.8 2.9 @ 2.5 & 2,9 1 3.6 4,1 ¢ 6.1 1 4.0
=i~ -ee—rsigcag g zig-"~-ecrl-er-cmecnlcagen-c =" ma— e Rl BT e e § ek bdla el
CoLUMN 94 7 183 81 128 97 133 195 134 1941
T0TAL y.0 7.3 9.9 7.8 12,3 9.3 12.8 18,7 12.9 100.0

CHI SQUARE = 33.94043 WITH 16 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 92,0055

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 328
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TABLE 53.

MSTCONT
COUNT
ROW X :INOUSTRY INDIVIDU GOVT
coL X ¢ ALS
ToTal X ¢ 1.: 2 3.
SES LIS I C L R LR RN T RS S LR LD P
1., H 21 ¢ 1p2 59
LOW H 5.8 ¢+ 28,3 : 16,4
14,5 ¢ 23,8 ¢ 33.7
H 1.6 ¢ 8,8 4.6
LRl L - LY Y R R T e
2. ¢ 69 1 216 74
MIODLE T 12.8 ¢ 48,1 : 13.7
P 47,6 1 48,8 . 42,3
H 5.4 t 16,9 5.8
LR LA LR R LY. L T L.
3, ¢ 55 125 ¢ 42
HIGH vo14,6 ¢ 33,1 11.1
¢ 37,9 + 28,2 i 24.0
' 4.3 1 9.8 ¢ 3.3
mlecceccacligmnn-gogig=Tm—a_—
COLUMN 145 443 175
TOTAL 11,4 34,7 13.7

CH] SQUARE =

72.33075 WITH

TRAFFIC

4.

CONTRIBUTORS TO ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS BY SES

19
5.3

110
8.6

16 DEGREES OF FREEDOM

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS =

92

NONE DRUG
H S
H 14 1
: 3,9 3
i 31,1y 32
: 1.1 3 2
R il et
H 21 1
: 3.9. 1t 2
¢ 46,7 1 38
: 1.6 1 1
L B
H 10 1
: 2.6 1 2
T 22.2 1 29
H 2,8 [%]
HED Y DX e
45
3,5 2

SIGNIFICANCE =

S CORRUPTI TOO MAN
ON ANIMAL
6, 7t 8
11 H 8 4
' S 2.2 ¢t 1.4
4 ¢ 53,3 1 50,0
9 8.6 8.3
"'-3-‘-"--52-------
13 5 1 2
) H 0.9 H 2.4
2 ¢ 33,3 : 25.0
.0 V.4 8.2
me—eje—emmccgle-g ===
ie 2 2
6 g.5 : 2.5
.4 ¢ 13,3 + 25.0
.8 .2 2.2
il HE A LT T E R X L
34 i5 8
o7 1.2 2.6
-9 .0000

Y NO RESPO
S NSE
of 9.:
! 122 ¢
1 33.9 ¢
| 40,4 :
! 9.6
[ R b :
t 97
1 18.0 :
1 32.1 ¢
! 7.6 ¢
glv-——-—--:
' 83
1 22.9 ¢
1 27.5
! 6,5
gl---=---- :
3pe
23.6

ROW
TOTAL

Jog
28.2

539
42.2
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TABLE 54, LIFE STYLES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS BY SES

LIVECNT
COUNT ¢
ROW % :YES NO BOTH NO RESPO ROW
coL % ¢ NSE TOTAL
ToTal X ¢ 1.1 e 3. 4, 5.1 9.
SES ceesmzmel e ———- jmcaw-g-sige-——=== D leewmaccajoem——-a :
i1, 209 ¢ 92 19 @ 0 2 1 52 372
LONW T 56,2 ¢ 24,7 5.1 2.8 g.ec 1 1l4.8 : 27.3
¢ 22,7 + 41,1 : 21.8 8.0 2.2 1 42.9
P19, 3 s 6,7 1.4 ¢ 2.8 ¢ g.2 3.8
aleccmcccclpmea-g-pig-"r--eel-mmrom-clcgmem-—=]o-s——==_ :
2. ¢ 428 1 8y 32 ¢ 2 11 38 582
MIODLE :o72,2 v 15,3 ¢ 5.5 2.3 2,2 1 6.5 : 42,7
: 45,6 1 39,7 :+ 36.8 : 16P.D : 192,80 1 29.9
v 30.8 ¢ 6,5 2.3 2.1 ¢ 2,1 1 2.8
“l--secocsipruncgreig-Te-n-- lmme—eee- R I il :
I, 293 43 36 ¢ g 2 37 429
HIGH t73.6 v 19,5 8.8 ¢ 0.2 2.2 1 9.8 : 39.0
¢ 31,8 ¢ 19,2 ¢ 41,4 2.2 2,2 1 29.1 :
t 21.5 1 3.2 ¢ 2.6 ¢ 2.0 : 2.2 2.7 ¢
R il b Bl bt 12 Ll el bl el Rkt IR R S
CoLuMN 922 224 87 2 1 127 1363
TOTAL 67.6 16,4 6.4 2.1 2.1 9.3 100.0

CH! SQUARE = 57.71412 WITH 18 DEGPEES OF FREEQOM SIGNIFICANCE = 19,0000

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS s 6
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TABLE 55. ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO AUTO EXHAUST BY SES

AVUTOL X
COUNT :
ROW X :3 1-19 24~49 S50+ RCH
coL X ¢ T0Tac
ToTaL % ¢ 0.1 1,: 2.8 3.3
SES [T PYTSERELEL PR EY L EL EY S TR LA L LD LT E
L, ¢ 161 3 48 126 ¢ 37 377
LOW P46.3 ¢ 12,9 0 33.9 ¢ 9.9 : 27,¢
: 26,7 ¢ 29.4 ¢ 9.1 ¢ 21.6
11.8 ¢ 3.5 9.2 ¢ 2.7
alerreerrolpoum—goglig-T " e c@ccv==
2, ¢ 266 ¢ 63 178 @ 72 54
MIODLE i 45,% ¢ 11,0 ¢ 3B.5 ¢ 12.3 ¢ 4&z,7
T 44,2 ;41,7 ¢ 41,1 : 42,1
t 19,4 5.6 : 13.90 5.3
-:""‘-""=$‘--'O“.::' —————— HEE R itk :
3, ¢ 175 ¢ 47 3 129 ¢ 62 ¢ 413
HIGH ¢ 42,4 ¢ 11.4 ¢ 81,2 ¢ 15.86 ¢ 3e.2
29,4t 28.8 : 29.8 : 36.3 :
$12.8 1 3.4 9.4 4.5
B L S T R R Rl I
CoLUMN 602 {63 433 171 1369
TOTAL 44 .0 11.9 31.6 12.5 10¢,%

CHI SQUARE = 5.94883 WITH 6 OEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFIiCANCE = 90,4289
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TABLE 56. ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO WATER POLLUTION BY SES

CNTH20
COUNT
ROW % 2 1-19 208-49 S50+ RCwW
CoL % @ TOTAL
TOTAL X @ g.: 1,: 2. 3.
SES [ LTS LML LELE RS DXL R Sl BF bR R
1. @ 151 3 45 133 ¢ 43 27z
LOK Po4¥.6 v 12,1 ¢ 35.8 : 11.6 : 27,2
3.6 0t 34,9 0 6.2 ¢ 18.0
1.9 3.3 9.7 3.1
sl m®cer - e S - ig-""-—ccal~@ma—c——=]
2., ¢ 204 43 221 111 ¢ 584
MIDCLE P 34,9 ¢ 8.2 : 7.8 : 19.8 : 4z,7
41.3 ¢ 37.2 : 43,6 : 46.4
io14,9 3.5 : 16,1 : 8.1
-:-'-'~-'—:5*--—.—5:;-"-—---:----—-—-:
3¢ 139 ¢ 36 153 ¢ 85 413
HIGH §33.7 ¢ 8.7 ¢ 37.2 : 28.6 : 3¢.,¢
¢28,r ¢ 27,9 ¢ 3B.2 ¢ 35.6
1.2 ¢ 2.6 : 11.2 : 6.2
cl-cvac-c-igrne-g-gig-"~-=-= imemre—— =
COLUMN 494 129 57 239 1369
TOTAL 36.1 9.4 $7.9 17.5 i9e,¢

CHI SQUARE @ 17.71563 WITH 6 DEGREES OF FREEDOM  SIGNIFICANGE = .87
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TABLE 57. ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO NOISE POLLUTION BY SES

RNOISE
COUNT
ROW X :u. 1-19 20-49 54+ RCW
coL X @ TOTal
ToTalL % @ 9.1 1,3 2. 3.:
SES [ PFTFLI TR PSS LY LAY d BY Lol bt R il bt dt]
1, ¢ 198 77 = 86 11 27¢e
LOW P 53,2 ¢ 28.7 ¢ 23.1 3.8 : 27,z
¢ 24,5 28,3 ¢ s4.7 ¢ 26,2
i 14,5 5.6 ¢ 6.3 0.8 ¢
ai-"cg-~e-igeren-g-gig-"r-remlcmv-—=a=]
2, : 361 ¢ 198 ¢ v8 @ 17 5484
MIDDLE ¢ 81,8 ¢ 18,5 ¢ 16.8 2.9 : 4z,7
44,7 : 39.7 H v9.5% : 49.5 :
: 26.4 H 7.9 : 7.2 : 1.2 H
ci-tc@ccmeliprem-prgigrcercalcar-———e]
k 248 ¢ 6?7 ¢ 64 14 413
HIGH 6.8 ¢ 21,1 ¢ 15.% 3.4 : 3Ig,2
v 3B.7 v 32.86 ¢ ¢5.8 ¢ 33.3 ¢
: 18.1 H 6,4 : 4.7 : 1.9 :
airccee--=lgree—gegig-t = i~m-----=
COLUMN 807 277 248 42 1369
TOTAL 58.9 19.9 18.1 3.1 19¢ .2

CH] SQUARE @ 11.42739 WITH 6 OLGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0760
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SES

LOW

MICOLE

HIGH

CHI SQUARE =

TABLE 58.

ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO TRASH POLLUTION BY SES

TSH
COUNT
ROW % :@ 1-19 2U-49 5@+ RCW
CoL % YOTAL
ToTAL % : 14 2.¢ 3.
FPEFT LR L AL PR RS LI LR B RN Tl l D] LR L Al L]
1. 137 ¢ 53 120 62 7«
¢ 36.8 ¢+ 14,2 32.3 ¢ 16.7 :+ 27.72
26,7 ¢ 3D.3 24.8 J1.6
19,8 @ 3.9 8.8 4.5
LREREL PRI R R bt EY Y TlaE Ll B IHEE R itk
2. 224 69 211 89 g4
38,4 ¢ 10.3 36.1 15.2 : 42,7
43,6 ¢ 34.3 ¢ 43.6 45,4
16,4 3 4.4 ¢ 15.4 6.5
A inided it ig-we-S-Big-"--w-~l-@-=--—=-=1
3, 153 ¢ 62 153 @ 45 a1
37.2 &+ 15.0 37.2 10.9 : 32,2
29.8 ¢+ 35,4 31.6 23.8
P12 4,5 11.2 3.3
P R R T TRy B B B LA R R IHEE Edahaiatedd H
COLUMN 514 175 484 196 1369
TOTAL 37.5 12.8 $5.4 14.3 10¢,2

11.88655 WITHK

6 DEGREES OF FREEDOM

SIGNIFICANCE

D,0645
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TABLE 59. ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO RECREATION BY SES

INEWREC
COUNT
ROW % i@ 1=-19 2P-49 S50+ RCwW
colL X ¢ TOTAL
ToTaL X ¢ 9.: 1,: 2.8 3.
SES Sppeeg-ml-—"cvnc-clgrea-g-glig-"~-ce=lcac-r—o=]
1, 188 ¢ 33 138 ¢ 88 17¢
LOW v 29.06 10,2 ¢ 37.% ¢+ 23.7 ¢+ 27,2
: 27.8 : 25.9 : ¢<9.8 : 24.1
: 7.9 : 2.8 ¢ 19.1 : 6.4
wl-—mge~~-ilgree-a-glg "~~~ el~a~-—=-=}
2, ¢ 146 ¢ 53 ¢ 208 ¢ 185 : 84
MIDDLE 2 25,8 ¢ 9.4 34,2 : 31,7  az,)
i 37.6 ¢ 34,9 : 43,2 : S5m.5
t10.,7 ¢ 3.9 ¢ 14.6 : 13.5 :
LRl L ip~mu-8-Big-"=—=~= -y ==-- H
3. d 134 i 61 : 125 : 93 : 413
HIGH ¢ 32,4 ¢ 14,8 : 3@.3 : 22.5 : 3g.,2
: 34.5 H 49.1 ¢7.0 25.4 :
9.8 : 4,5 : 9.1 : 6.8 H
et R e R LY B S R R ettt k]
COLUMN 388 152 463 366 1369
TOTAL 28.3 11.1 33.8 26.7 10¢,8

CH1 SQUARE = 24.42435 WITH 6 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 9©.0894
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TABLE 60. KNOWLEDGE OF GOVERNMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCIES BY SES

KNGAGN
COUNT @
ROW X iYES=IDEN YES=CAN' NQ NOT SURE NO RESPO ROW

CoL % :TIFY T 10D NSE TOTAL
ToTAL % ¢ 1.: 243 3. 4,8 5.1 7. vl
SES --":vg--:-‘-----~!g----u-::= ------- HEE R HETY PRl N e L T lerae~r--gl

1, ¢ 1 83 198 31 2 1 g 8 379

LOW P13, 1t 22,4 : 53.5 8.4 g.e 2.0 ¢ 2.2 + 27.1
{14,810 21,7 ¢ 38,2 i 27.4 2. 1 v, 61,5 ¢
: 3.7 ¢ 6,1 * 14.5 2.3 2.¢ 1 .2 .6
L L R R L L R R T R el LT T il il e P Ty -]

2, ¢ 148 162 219 49 g 3 g 5 583

MIDOLE Po25.,4 7 27,8 ¢ 37.6 : B.,4 2.8 4.2 2,9y ¢ 42,7
i 43,9 i 42,4 1 42.3 : 43.4 2.2 .2 : 38.%5
¢ 14,8 ¢ 11,9 ¢ 16.08 3.6 2.2 1t 8.2 2.4 !
el-meece--lm~ee-g-8ig-"=-=-~lme--c--~lacece-~~]_-=mca=_jsce-=--gl

3, 139 137 191 33 2 1 2 1 413

HIGH : 33,7 ¢ 33,2 ¢ 24.5 8.0 : 2.5 1 g.2 .o ¢ 30,2
¢ 41,2 ¢ 35,9 ¢ 19.% : 29,2 : i@g.2 3 10Q.0 : 6.2 !
¢o1v,2 v 10,8 7.4 2.4 2.1 2.1 2.8
gi-—ree-—-]geran~g-3ig-"v---ule@e-me-=lceg-w=m=|a-=~—mm-le-w-a--gl]

COLUMN 337 382 518 113 2 1 13 1366

TOTAL 24.7 28.0 37.9 8,3 2.1 9.1 1.9 100.0

CHI SQUARE = 120.51826 WITH 12 DEGREES OF FREEQOOM SIGNIFICANCE = ©.,0000
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 3
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TABLE 61. KNOWLEDGE OF CIVIC ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCIES BY SES

COUNT 3
Row X
coL X
ToTalL X
SES Se*zys-~-
1,
LOW

MIDDLE

3,
HIGH

COLUMN
TOTAL

CH] SGQUARE =

56,096081 WITH

e o4 oa so se ee

e sv se s oe

Clvic
YES=1D YES=CAN' NO
T 10
1.1 2.3 3.8
“cmee—cc-ls-ew-g-8ig-""----
73 @ 191 152
19.7 1 27.3 1 41,y
16,9 ¢+ 25.6 ¢ 37.9
5.4 7,4 1l
—-emcecsig-ew-g-zig-T-----
282 157 i69
34,6 1 26,9 : 29.8
46,9 1 39.7 ¢ 41.1
14.8 + 11,5 : 12.4
e acclgeep-g-3ig~""-=~=
156 137 ¢ 99
38.26 ¢+ 33.3 ¢ 21.¢9
36,2 ' 34,7 : 21.9
11.4 1 16,9 6.6
imcescncclgesp-8T3ig- T
431 395 411
31.6 29.0 30.1

NOT SURE

4,

cmw——-——-

41

nN
[Egear

8 DEGREES OF FREEDOM

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS s

]

NQ RESPO ROMW
NSE TOTAL
: 9.1
lceg-u~==-t
: 3 1 379
H 2.8 t 27.%
¢ 23.1
: 202 ,
i~eg-w-~=y
: 7 1 583
: 1,2 ¢ 42.7
¢ 53.8 1
: 2.5 1
feegrm~==]
H 3 1 411
: 2.7 1t 39.1
¢ 23,1 1
: 2.2 1
lempra--=1

13 1364

1.0 108.0

SIGNIFICANCE = ©,0000
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TABLE 62. MEMBERSHIP IN ENVIRONMENTAL GROUP BY SES

MEMORG
COUNT
RoW X :YES NO NO RESPO RCH
coL % ¢ NSE TOTAL
ToTal % 1.3 2,3 3. 9,
SES “awzes-—~l-—cececclpeur-N-Sle-"ccccalcoccaccw!
1, ¢ 23 3a7 2 B 17¢
LOW H 6,2 + 93,8 2.0 2.0 i 27,1
v 16,9 1 28,5 H 2.2 2.8 ¢
! 1.7 + 25,5 2.6 2.0
R R R O L R R
2, ¢ 63 ¢ 512 2 7 584
MIODLE : 18,8 : 87,7 2.3 ¢ 1.2 ¢ 42,8
46,3 ! 42,1 H 66.7 H 87.5 :
H 4,6 + 37.6 .1 g.%
R L TR P TP PR ST PR S
3, ¢ 5@ 357 1 1 4c9
HIGH . 12.2 ! 87.3 : 2.2 : 2.2 H 3.2
¢ 36.8 1+ 29.4 ¢ 33.3 : 12.%
H 3.7 + 26,2 : p.1 2.1
PR el L R
COLUMN 136 1216 3 8 1364
TOTAL 10,0 89.2 .2 8.6 10¢,9
CH] SQUARE = 16.82733 WITH 6 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = R.,0099

NUMBER OF MISSING O8BSERVATIONS = 6



CONTACTS WITH PUBLIC OFFICIALS BY SES

TABLE 63.
CONTOFF

COUNT
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1367
100.0

1191
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2.0000

88.5

10

zl7
SIGNIFICANCFE =

14 OEGREES OF FREEDOM

58.721082 WITH

TOTAL

COLUMN
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS s

CH! SQUARE =
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TABLE 64. ATTENDANCE AT ENVIRONMENTAL MEETINGS BY-SES

ATTMEET
COUNT ¢

Row X :YES NO NO RESPO RCHW

coL X @ NSE T0TAL
ToTak X ¢ 1.8 2. 4, 9.8
SES msemagral-~ceccclecne-s-min-"ccue= lemwmn= = H

1, ¢ 45 1 324 2 2 372

LOW P 12.4 1 87.1 6.9 8.5 : 27,2
T2%.6 1 27,6 : 2,06 : 18.2 !
H 3.4 ¢ 23.7 8.9 ¢ g.1 ¢
“lcccmcc-clpewe-3-gigeTmrmc e :

2, ¢ 84 492 1 6 583

MIODLE ¢ 14,4 1 84,4 g.2 1.0 : 42,7
t 46,7 ¢ 41,9 . 128.2 : S54.5
: 6,1 + 36,8 .1 2.4
el-veececrclocaargenig-—=-== -lemm—eew

3, 50 1 358 ¢ g 3 411

HIGH ¢12.,2 ¢+ 87.1 2.2 2.7 :+ 3g.1
27.8 ¢+ 32,5 2.2 : 27,3 :
: 3,7 ¢ 26,2 2.0 .2
el-“ceccro|g-eu-g-mig-"creeelmmee———=]

COLUMN 189 1174 1 11 1366

TOTAL 18.2 85,9 2.1 2.8 10¢.,9

CH] SQUARE = 3.52726 WITH 6 DEGKEES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 0,7404

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 3
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SECTION 7

MEDIA INFLUENCE

The people's perception of any public problem will be directly affected
by the sources from which information about the problems are derived. We
wanted to know which media sources respondents relied on and what amount of
trust they placed in the media. During the period in which the survey was
conducted, we monitored the San Antonio area media to identify any major
coverage of environmental conditions. No environmental issue emerged which
could be considered a story of major importance to the media. The media did
cover related stories (e.g., traffic problems, general energy issues, etc.),
and we attempted to ascertain if respondents were aware of this coverage.

This section addresses the influence of the media on respondents'
environmental attitudes.

We asked the respondents to identify the media sources from which they
derived information concerning national, state and local events. As noted
in Section 3 (see above, p. 7 ), television was the primary source for infor-
mation at all three levels with newspapers the most frequently cited secon-
dary source.

Tables 65, 66, and 67 show that area does not affect television's dom-
inance as the primary media source. Over half of the respondents living in
the center city, suburbs and rural areas gleaned most of their information
re national events from TV. Center city residents relied on TV the most;
of those 69.7% citing TV, most resided in the center city. This pattern
remained essentially the same when we looked at state and local problems.

When we control for ethnicity, we find that more Anglos than Mexican-
Americans rely on TV for information at the national and state ievels, while
Mexican-Americans rely more on TV for information concerning local problems
(see Tables 68, 69, 70). At all three levels, the differences, though sig-
nificant by Chi Square, are stight. We find also that Mexican-Americans are
more likely than Anglos to utilize the radio as an informational source at
all three levels.

The single exception to television's number one position as a news source
is found when we control for SES. Ffocusing on national and state problems,
all three SES groups identify TV as their major news source (see Tables 71,
72, 73). However, upper SES respondents said they used newspapers more than
television to garner news concerning local problems. We found also that
lower SES respondents utilize the radio much more than their counterparts

86



at the other levels,

We asked the respondents to identify which source of information they
believed was most likely to give an unbiased and accurate report of news
events. Overall, 42.5% of the respondents believed TV to be the most accur-
ate while 20.3% cited newspapers (and 14.5% said '"none'') (see above, Section

3, p. 8).

This trust in the probity of television existed regardless of where the
respondent lived. Table 74 shows that 45.1% of the rural respondents, 43.1%
of the inner city respondents and 36.9% of the suburban respondents found TV
to be the most reliable source. These figures reflect, however, a large
amount of distrust in that no news source is believed by at least half of the
respondents to be accurate. Over one-fifth of the suburban respondents found
no news source reliable. Note, however, that ChiSquare indicates no signif-
icance when we control for area.

We do find significance where we control for ethnicity. Table 75 shows
that of those i&entifying television as the most trustworthy, 60.9% are Anglos
and 39.2, Mexican-Americans (although Mexican-Americans trust TV reporting
more than any other source). Anglos also are more suspicious of all forms of
reporting with 85.4% of those answering ''none' while only 14.6% of the
Mexican-American respondents believed that no media source was accurate.

When we look at SES, again we find significant differences. Lower and
middle SES respondents identified TV as the most accurate news source, but
over one-third of the upper SES respondents said no news source was accurate
and another third identified newspapers as the most accurate source (see
Table 76). Only 12.5% of the upper respondents believed TV to be reliable
(this was less than 1% of all respondents who identified TV).

Did the respondents recall reading or seeing or hearing stories concern-
ing the environment? We found that 48.2% of the respondents recalled read-
ing an environmental story in a newspaper and 45.5% had recently seen an
environmental story on television (see above Section 3, p. 7).

Table 77 shows that of those that had recently read something concerning
the environment in the newspaper, most resided in the center city. At the
same time over half of the suburban residents recalled reading such a story
(as contrasted with 38.5% of those in the center city and 30% of those living
in rural areas). Note that 79.4% of the center city respondents, 93.6% of the
suburban residents and 63% of the rural residents take newspapers.

Suburban residents also recalled seeing more environmental reports on TV
than the other two areas (see Table 78). Over half of the rura! residents
and half (49.2%) of the center city did not recall seeing any story on tele-
vision relating to the environment.

Controlling for ethnicity, we find that 87.7% of the Anglos take a news-
paper as contrasted with 68.9% of the Mexican-Americans (see Table 79).
Fifty-five point one percent of the Anglos had recently read newspaper stories
concerning the environment while 36% of the Mexican-Americans had seen en-
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vironmental stories.

Almost half of each ethnic group recalled seeing television stories that
related to environmental conditions (see Table 80). Forty-six point seven
percent of the Anglo respondents and 43.6% of the Mexican-American respondents
had viewed some television comment concerning the environment.

We controlled for SES and again found significant relationships. Ninety-
five point eighﬁ percent of the upper level SES respondents took newspapers,
89.3% of the middle SES respondents did likewise, while only 66.4% of the
lower SES level respondents took a newspaper (see Table 81). We find signif-
icant differences between the SES level among those respondents who recalled
reading a newspaper story on the environment. Only 33.9% of the lower SES
had read such stories, contrasted with 58.3% and 56.6% of the upper and middle
level respondents respectively.

As might be expected, the awareness of television shows was distributed
somewhat more evenly (see Table 82). Here 39.9% of the lower SES respondents
recalled seeing an environmental story while 50% of the upper and middle lev-
el respondents had such recollection.
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TABLE 67. LOCAL MEDIA USE BY AREA
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TABLE 68. NATIONAL MEDIA USE BY ETHNICITY
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LMED 1A
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TABLE 71. NATIONAL MEDIA USE BY SES

NTLMEDIA
COUNT :
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TABLE 72. STATE MEDIA USE BY SES

SMEDIA
COUNT ¢ RONW
ROW X INEWSPAPE MAGAZINE RADIQ TELEVISI FRIENUS OQTHER RAOLO AN NEWSPAPE NO RESPO oA
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TABLE 74.

MEDIA ACCURACY BY AREA

ACCINFO
COUNT ¢
ROW 4 NEWSPAPC MAGAZINE RaDIU TV JTHER NONT NEWSPAPE NO RESPO
CoL # RS S RETYV NSE
ToTalL % @ 1.9 . 2, 3. e, 5.1 6,: 748 v,
AREA wewmwar=lc-cacc-clgreg g g l@="~—w~-l-@c-—— - ~lccwom-—=lac—-"=~elw- w—-ee =-g~---=
g, 3 29 ¢ 12 ¢ 14 55 : 1 7 4 4
28.4 : 8,5 : 9.9 : 38.7 2.7 1 19.0 : V.0 2.8
9.6 : 42.8 : 18.1 : 9.8 £,6 t l4.0 V.9 9.3
H 2.2 ¢ 4.9 ¢ 1.1 4,2 2.1 2.1 3.9 v.3
-:-‘-----'--:;—---.5—.:.—‘**---:-------- EL LR Rl Rk e I Ll Rl --;----:
i, ¢ 177 ¢ 56 R 358 e 1 118 P3 24
CENTER CITy : 21,3 : 6.7 i9.1 43.1 1.4 [ 14.2 d.2 .9
i 63.8 ¢ 59,6 00.9 64.0 : 66,7/ t b61.1 : 66.7 55.8
13,4 8 4.3 6.4 27.2 2.5 9.0 8.2 1.8
-:—--~-—~—Zu--~—3—g:.-‘-——-—:—-"————-:------:—v: ------- -l " T m_——- .-é-———-
3, 16 14 19 41 ¢ 1 26 "] 2
SUBURBAN Po16.2 ¢ 12,6 9.0 36.9 e, ¢+ 23.4 6.0 1.8
: 6.7 : 14.9 7.2 7.3 g.c 1 15.5 2.0 4.7
1.4 1.1 v.8 3.1 R, ' 2.6 D0 V.2
s~ cecce-gren—e-gig-"—-—--l-w--—=~-clemg-e-"-)_ e~~~ cvolaeca=®c-e a-pocn-e
4, 45 ¢ 12 30 105 PR 2¢ 1 13
RURAL 19.3 5,2 12.9 45.1 2.1 v.4 0.4 5.6
16,7 + 12.4 Q1.7 & 18.86 ¢ 27,3 ¢ l1.4 i 33.3 30,2
3.4 2.9 2.3 g.86 : 2.4 1.7 9.1 1.9
“iv--ecoc-lmcen-g-@ig-"~----l-e--—-—-clcampruw~--|_-~-~=- PR el R R e e k]
ColLuMy 269 94 138 559 14 193 3 43
TOTAL 2¢.4 7.1 18.5 42.4 1.9 14.7 Y.l 3.3
CH] SQUARE = 32.41553 WITH 21 DLGREES CF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 4,3531

NJMBER OF MISSING O3SERVATIUNS = 52

RUNW
TOTAL
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TABLE 75. MEDIA ACCURACY BY ETHNICITY

ACCINFO
COUNT ¢
ROW % :JEWSPAPE MAGABIWNE RACJU Ty JTHENR JONe NEWSPAPE NO RESPO
COL » tA3 S RETYV NSE
TOTAL % ¢ 1.4 24 3.3 4. 5.1 5, 7.t 9.1
EThNIC Fe2-gg - l-cemcec-lg-aa-g-mig- " -----l-e------ R R L L R R R TR R Ty Ll il
i, : 176 ¢ 72 ¢ 76 354 ] 179 2 ¢ 18 3
ANGLC Po2¢.3 8,2 3.7 ¢ 4£.3 1,1 t+ 19.4 dec 3 2.1 %
63.3 ¢+ 74,2 ¢ 5¢.8 : 67,8 ¢ Bz, 1 B5.4 1 66,7 : 4b.9 i
1d.9 ¢ 5.3 ¢ 5.6 ¢ 25.9 2.7 1 12.4 2,1 : 1.3 %
-:‘-""":l""!‘!l:;—"—'--: ------ HER L ER RS R Rk R R le—g-====_. :"5""3‘
2. ¢ 12 ¢ 25 68 228 ¢ 14 2y ¢ 1 26 1
MEX-AMER]CaN io29.9 5.1 ¢ 13.9 ! 46.6 ¢ Z.4 5.9 v.2 ¢ 5.3
i 36,7 + 25,8 ; 47,2 @ 39.2 : S5¢,2 1 14.6 : 33,3 : 59.1 1
7.5 1.8 5.8 : 16.7 2.7 2.1 v,1 1.9 i
simmeee——— iz-—ew-z-gig-"~---~l-e--=c-- PR L R e | le-e-r--mla-z=-~~-~gi
CoLUMY 278 97 144 582 ev 1v9 3 44
TOTAY 20.3 7.1 19.5 42.6 1,2 14.6 9.2 5.2
CH] SOUARE = 66,58218 WITH 7?7 DEGREES OF FHEEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 9¥.000%

NUMBEK OF MISSING OBSERVAT]ONS s 2

QW
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TABLE 76. MEDIA ACCURACY BY SES

ACCINFO
COUNT ¢
ROW X INEWSPAPE MAGAZINE RAD]O TV OTHER NONE NEWSPAPE NO RESPO ROW
CoL X iRS S R&TV NSE ToTAL
ToTaL X ¢ 1.1 2. 3. 4.1 St 6.1 7.1 9,3
SES Cewnencel-ccace~clgreacg sligaT e lcme R ks e bt leme=s——Sle-g-—--al
i : 79 @ 13 48 176 6 1 27 H 3 20 372
LOW i 21.2 ¢ 3,5 ¢ 12.9 ¢ 47.3 1.6 1 7.3 0.8 : 5.4 1 27.2
¢ 28,4 ¢ 13,4 ¢ 33,3 ¢+ 33,2 ¢+ 3,2 3 13.6 : 1@28.p ¢ 45,5 1
: 5.8 ¢ 1.6 3.6 ¢ 12,9 2.4 1 2.8 2.2 1.5 ¢
R L e e e R e R T LR L R Rl Bl bt X P ---—-—-gl:-:----gl
2, 25 35 ¢ 62 271 ¢ 6 1 67 3 g 1 16 1 582
MIODLE v 21,95 @ 6,9 ¢ 10.7 : 46.6 1.2 1+ 11.%5 2.0 2,7 V42,6
P 49,0 ¢ 36,1 : 43,1 : 46.6 : 3@ 1 33.7 2.6 : 36,4 1
: 9.1 ¢ 2.6 : 4.5 : 19.8 2.4 1 4.9 2.0 1,2 1t
R el Lt B L e I T L L R e lecw-ec-glun-g~-~--nl
I, 8 74 1 49 34 135 8 105 B 8 1 413
HIGH ¢ 17,9 ¢ 11,9 8.2 ¢ 32.7 : 1.9 ¢+ 25.4 2,0 : 1,9 1 38.2
i 26,6 ¢+ 50,5  23.6 ¢ 23.2 : 4g,8 3y 92.8 p.@ : 18.2 1
. 5.4 ! 306 ; 2.5 : 9,9 H 2.6 ] 7.7 H .0 H 2.6 H
ARl DR e R T Ry D R Ll e L L RN L R R Lt lece~a-—rglove-c==n]
COLUMN 278 97 144 582 20 199 3 44 1367
TOTAL 28,3 7.2 192.5 42 .6 1.5 14.6 B.2 3.2 108.0

CH] SQUARE @ 1928.55575 WITH 14 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 82,0000
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 3
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TABLE 77. READ ENVIRONMENTAL STORY BY AREA.

PLADST
COUNT
ROW % :REA -TAK RLaD-DOE TAKES=-DI DNT-DID [ RESF ROW
COL % iES PAPELR SN'T TAK DN'T REa NOT READ TOTaL
ToTaL & 1.0 . 24 3, ¢.s 9,1
AREA R R LR temmm o R s R e |
e, 77 Jeo i 22 4 2 142
P54, v 2?2, &+ 15,5 ¢ 2.8 1 2.¢ 1 19.8
14,7 4,8 3,2 ¢ 1.7 : 2,0
5-5 3'9 107 0.5 H O,ﬁ H
I I i T . T T SV HEEIC I 1
. v, 320 43 297 155 1 1€ 331
CENTER CITY Poo38.5 5.2 35.7 18.7 4 1,5 1 0831
iobl.8 ¢ 3,4 i 69,0 6.8 1+ 76,2 1
24,3 3,2 v 2¢.6 11.8 1.2 14
R e e s Pemmemao- R e !
. 3, : 2 : 22 25 o 1 g 11
SUBURBAN T€2,3 ¢ 19,8 ¢ 22.5 5.4 .8 8.4
11.4 19,6 5.9 2.6 p.e
1.1 1.7 1.7 0.5 1 2.8
B I el T T fommme- -~ 1
. §, H 78 8 83 €7 5 4 233
RURAL ¢ 30.,¢ 3.4 + 35,6 28.8 2.1 17,7
H 13,3 7.1 v 19,4 : 28,9 : 23,8 t
5.2 2.6 6.3 5.1 2.4 1
ol Bl R I i e R HE R i Tt ]
CoLumn 525 112 427 232 21 1317
1CTAL 3%3.9 8,5 32,4 17,5 1,¢ 188,08
CHI SQUARE = 180.74382 WITH 17 DEGREES OF FREEOOM SIGNIFICANCE =

NUuMBER 0f MISSING DBSERVATIONS = 32

3,0000
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TABLE 78. SAW TV ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT BY AREA
TVSTO
cOUNT
ROW % :SAW STOR DIDN'T S NO RESP ROW
CoL % *v EE TOTAL
ToTaL % ¢ .ot 240 3. 4,.: .8
AREA FeEgeE-= e gese-g-g g~~~ —~ R et lcemem——=}
P, 61 @ 67 13 2 1 142
¢ 43,0 ¢ 47,2 9.2 3.8 2.7 ¢ 1v.8
P11 v 18,3 ¢ s6.1 8.8 : 4,2
: 4,6 5,1 i.8 2.9 .1 1
SR Nt A e L EL L L By R Rl HEL L R R e |
i, : 394 4p9 : 19 9 18 831
CENTER CITy : 47,4 3 49,2 1.2 : 2.2 .2 4 63.1
i 65,2 ¢+ 62,7 : 2z7.8 2.0 : 75,¢ 3
29.9 ¢ 31.1 0.8 2.0 1,4
-:"-'—‘--:g----S‘.:. ------ ~:—-—-—-—-:——.—--~-:
3, : 62 38 ¢ 11 g 2 111
SUBURBAN ¢ 55,9 ¢« 34,2 9.9 I 2,5 1 8.4
1.3 .8 : 3.6 w,8 2.6 1y
: 4.7 2,9 ¢ .8 .2 2. 1
-l mmcec-lmsea-g-pgig-" == T Y
4, 87 138 ¢ 2 i 5 1 233
RURAL 37.3 ¢+ 59.2 2.9 : g.4 @ 2.1 v 17.7
¢ 14.4 : 21.2 5.6 1¥9d9.0 22,86
: 6.6 : 18.5 g.2 a.1 2.4 1
mle-emec-—lgmee-g-migeT--ene—lcac— - lcemom——— '
CoLuUMN 604 652 36 1 24 1317
TOTAL 45.9 49,5 2.7 G.1 1.8 108.0

CHI SQUARE s

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS =

77.42144 WITH

12 DEGREES OF FREEDOM

52

SIGNIFICANCE =

-4,0000
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TABLE 79. READ ENVIRONMENTAL STORY BY ETHNICITY

READST
COUNT
ROW % iREAU-TAK READ-DQE TAKES-0QI UNT-DIC NO REOP ROW
COL % 'ES PAPER SN!'T TAK ON'T REA NOT READ TOTAL
ToTaL % ¢ 1.4 24 3. 4, 9.3
ETHNIC mmmpEs—- @ —m- imrwe-—#-E g l-a-————= lemo—m 1
1, : 388 g6 286 96 A 8478
ANGLG 44,2 ¢ 18.9 ¢ 32.6 ¢ 14.9 ¢ 2,4y 64,2
71.2 ¢+ 83,5 1 4,0 : 4Q.2 3 57,1 :
28.4 7.8+ «g.9 7.0 g,v 8
L BN Ll R e R R i R i HER X B Tl R |
2, 157 ¢ 19 161 143 G 409
MEX-AMERICAN 1 32,1 3.9 32.9 29.2 1,0 1 d5.8
: 2%.8 H 16,5 56.0 59.6 4z .5 3
11,5 1.4 11.8 ie.5 2.7 4
i it ;g"-E‘S‘!:5‘—-"———:—--'--——":--""-_"":
CoLUMY 545 115 447 239 21 1307
T0TAL 39.9 3.4 2.7 17.5 1,5 19¥.¢
CH] SOLARE = 9¢,74576 WITH 4 DEGREES UF F.FEDOM SIGNIF:ChncE =

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSLRVATIONS = 2
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TABLE 80. SAW TV ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT BY ETHNICITY
TVvSTG
cQunT :
ROW % :SAaw STOR DION'T S NO RESP RO~
CoL % Y EE TOTAL
oTal % 1.3 R 2, G4 9.1
--£v=-~1-'----‘-:g--.-s‘sig-’——-n-3~--—----!—-.——*——!
1. : 410 ¢ 422 & 3o B 1c 3 8738
: 46,7 H 48.1 : 3.4 : Y] 1.0 s 64.2
65,8 1 61,9 ¢ 3.3 f,2 64,2
¢ 3. 3.9 ¢ 2.2 %.0 1,2 %
el Rl L R B LRl L L T e e TN |
2. : 213 ¢ 260 6 1 S 4 4oy
AN ¢ 43,6 ¢+ 53,2 1.2 ¢ .2 3 1.2 1+ 35.6
34,2 ¢+ 38,1 16.7 lyo.e 36,k :
15,6 + 19.0 p.4 .1 2,
~i~mcwe———lg-mu-g-p g T e —~w = L R il |
OLUMN 623 682 36 1 5 1307
TOTAL 45,0 49.9 2.6 %.1 1.8 190 .9
9.83544 WITH 4 DLGREES OF FREEDCHM SIGNIFICANKCE =

SSING OBSERVATIONS = 2
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TABLE 81. READ ENVIRONMENTAL STORY BY SES.

READST
COUNT ¢
R0w X ‘READ=TAK READ-0JE TAKES=0} INT=DID NC RESP ROw
COL %X €S PAPER SN'T TAK IN'T REA NOT READ TOTAL
ToTap % ¢ 1.0 24 3. 4,: 9.1
SES L I R e o T I R e L L Ry
i, 95 1 28 116 133 ¢ 8 1 372
LOw ¢ 25.5 1 5,4 I 35.8 .2 + 27.2
: 17.4 t 17.4 6.9 5.6 38,1 t
: 6,9 1.5 8.5 9.7 2,6 1
Si-T-w----igewecrm~3is-"-vo-o Pemmeee—- lezocen==y
2, : 243 53 H 214 66 6 582
MIDDLE 41.8 9,1 ¢ 38.8 : 11.3 : 1.2 ¢ 42,6
44,6 46,1 ¢ 47,9 ¢+ 27.6 + 28,6
17.8 ¢ 3.9  15.7 4.8 2.4 1
---------- l@-em-p-sigr - rrcc{comrrcuclneman==]
3. 2097 42 117 ¢ ag 7 1 413
HIGH 5.1 1+ 12,2 : 28.3 9.7 1,7 1 30.2
Po38,0 1t 36,5 ¢ 28,2 16,7 ¢ 33,3 1
15,1 3 3,1 8.6 2.9 2.9
i el e e R R i Al el legpee~-- :
CoLuUMN 545 1315 447 239 21 1367
T0TAL 39.9 8,4 32.7 17.5 1,5 190.9
CHI SGUARE = 142,21625 WITH 8 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 9.00020

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 3
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TABLE 82. SAW TV ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT BY SES

TVSTO
COUNT

ROW X :SAW STOR DION!T S NO RESP ROW

CoL X @Y £E TOTAL
ToTaL & ¢ 1.¢ 2. 3,0 4, 9.1
SES U-'é-!":""""":!""5"_' ::-"'--- H --—--———:-----"-f

1. : 143 : 216 7 2 : ] H 372

LO% i 38,4 3 58,1 1.9 2.8 1,6 1 27.2
v 28,06 1 31,7 o 19.94 g.86 : 24,9 1
H 14.9 ¢+ 15,8 H 2.5 8.0 2,4 !
~l-ccec-r-igeemr2-zig-"—mae-o R cwm -}

2, 257 393 11 b 18 582

MIODLE H 44,2 t 52,1 H 1.9 8.2 1.7 1 42,6
41,3 1 44,4 : 3P.6 t 100.0 i 4@, i
To18,8 v 22,2 0.8 g.1 2.7 1
elemmctccc s lgeereg s gr~nccn cnarcmcalcon-a-e={

3, 223 ¢ 163 18 ¢ 2 9 1 413

HIGH i 54,8 : 39,5 4.4 2.2 2.2 t d4.2
v 33,8 v 23,9 ¢ 54,8 .8 36,2
16,3 t+ 11,9 1.3 ¢ 2.0 2.7 1
R L T L T PSPy e g pu i e L T T T P )

COLUMN 623 682 36 1 25 1367

TOTAL 45,6 49,9 2.6 2.1 1.8 100.0

CHI SQUARE = 33.83672 WITH 8 DeGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 2,p000

NUMBER QF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 2



SECTION 8

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS

In one sense, the ultimate goal of this research project is to under-
stand the why's and who's of environmental attitudes. The previous sections
have attempted to identify these attitudes from survey data. In this section,
we turn to a different, and more powerful technique of analysis: multivariate
analysis--specifically regression and factor analysis.

Multiple regression attempts to '‘predict' the dependent variable. In
this case, we set variable IMPTPBS! (rating environmental problems as the
most important) as the dependent variable. We then include the following
Jist of independent variables:

INCOME
AREA (Center city/non-center city)
SES (Socioeconomic status)

WORKING (Employment status)

CARS (Ownership of automobiles)

HEALTH (State of respondents' health)

WCHORG (Membership in environmental aorganization)

MSTCONT (Industry as most contributing to pollution)

ATTMEET (Having attended environmental meeting)

AUTOEX (Willingness to spend above average to reduce auto emissions)
CNTH20 (Willingness to spend above average to reduce water pollution)
RNOISE (Willingness to spend above average to reduce noise)

TSH (Willingness to spend sbove average to reduce trash problems)
INEWREC (Willingness to spend above average to provide more recreation)

The data were dichotomized into presence/absence of the variable where
necessary to allow us to treat them as interval data, suitable for use in
multivariate analysis.

REGRESSION ANALYSIS

Our first analysis consisted of a stepwise multiple regression with
IMPTPBS| set as the dependent variable. The results are given in the follow-
ing summary table (Tabte 83). The most important aspect of Table 83 is the
column noted R SQUARE. This noted the amount of variance in the dependent
variable (IMPTPBSI) accounted for by each succeeding step in the regression
equation. As can be noted, willingness to spend above average in investing
in additional recreational facilities entered the equation first and accounts
for almost 9% of the variance in the dependent variable. No other variable
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accounted for as much as 4% additional explanation of variance. The total
amount of varfance explained by the 16 steps in the regression equation is
approximately 35%,

The column named BETA in Table 83 is also significant. BETA indicates
the relationship between the dependent variable and the named independent
variable. As can be seen, the BETA's for the first independent variable is
both negative and fairly large. This indicates that there is a fairly strong
inverse relationship between this variable (INEWREC) and the dependent var-
iable (IMPTPBSI). In other words, as the willingness to spend above average
to invest in additional recreational water facilities increases, ranking of
environmental problems as the most important problem declines.

The expected high relationship between income and high SES on the one
hand and willingness to rate environmental problems as the most important
is not borne out by this data. INCOME enters the equation on step 14 and
only explains an additional 0.1%, a very small figure. SES adds even less.
The BETA's for both income and SES are quite small, and income is positive,
while SES is negative.

FACTOR ANALYSIS

This section presents the results of an additional multivariative
technique--factor analysis. One of the best uses of this technique is the
identification of an underlying pattern or factor which is related to the
variables under study. Factor analysis manipulates the variables so as to
disclose patterns of relationships, if any, extant among them. In essence,
a variable's factor loading can be taken as the correlation between that
variable and the underlying factor which underpins the data. We present
this analysis as a companion to the regression analysis presented above.

The factoring procedure used in this case is the Principal Factor with
Iterations (PA2) for the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences. The
results of the factor analysis are shown in Table 84. Using an eigenvalue
of 1.0 as a criterion level, we see four factors emerge, accounting for 74.7%
of the variance.

Factor One accounts for 29% of the variance, and is distinguished by
high loadings of four of the willingness to spend above average for environ-
mental quality variables. As a result, we have identified this factor as
Environmental Quality. The only item of expenditures which does not load
on this factor is INEWREC, willingness to spend above average on new recre-
ational facilities. Additionally, there is a relatively high loading of the
variable CARS, ownership of an automobile (.43 loading).

Factor Two accounts for an additional 20% of the variance. It is
characterized by very high loadings of the SES and INCOME variables. Accord-
ingly, it has been identified as the "high status' factor. There are modest
negative loadings of ETHNIC (Mexican-American ethnicity) and willingness to
spend for new recreational facilities (INEWREC). The negative loading of
INEWREC) on thig factor aids in confirming the pattern of data reported
earlier.
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Factor Three accounts for an additional 13.3% of the variance and is
characterized by a high loading of the variable AREA (non-center city). A
slight negative loading of unemployment (WORKING) is also featured on this
factor. The ATTMEET variable loads at a moderate negative level on this
factor. We have characterized this factor as ''Suburban/Rural."

The final factor which emerges accounts for an additional 12.4% of the
variance. We have entitled Factor Four as the anti-industry variable from

its high loading of MSTCONT variable. Also loading very high on this factor
is the SEX variable (female).

The factor analysis thus helps to confirm the general patterning of
data reported earlier. The most significant finding of the factor analysis
is the large relatively consistent loading that four of the willingness to
spend for environmental quality variables have on the first factor. The
major exception was spending for new recreational facilities.
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TABLE 83. SUMMARY TABLE:

THE UNIVERSITY OF PITISBURG, SPSSe)@. WMELEASE 7,41 (¢d4-+CV-7/)

FlLE NONAME (ZREATION DATE ®» 14-MAY-78)
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SUMMARY TABLE:
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SECTION 9

CONCLUS IONS

What does all this mean? We noted in our introductory remarks that
previous studies have provided us with information relating to environmental
attitudes (see above, p. 2). These studies have indicated that a significant
portion of the American community are aware of and concerned about the prob-
lems of a deteriorating environment, but the most recent studies {(Dunlap,
1976; Buttel, 1974) have noted a decline in this public concern. Studies
have indicated generally that people with higher SES levels are more sensi-
tive-to environmental problems and are more willing to act, or support action,
to improve environmental conditions. Other studies have contended that:
Americans believe the environment is deteriorating; Americans view environ-
mental problems primarily in terms of water and air pollution; and most
Americans rely on television and radio for information relating to environ-
mental quality.

Our data support some of the above findings and do not support some of
them. We do find, as recent studies have reported, much less interest in
environmental problems than evidenced in 1960's and early 1970's. Fewer
than three hundred respondents listed the environment among the three most
important problems facing the nation.

We find also a relationship between SES and concern with the environment.
The percentage of respondents in the high SES level who ranked environmental
problems as most important is over twice that of the low SES respondents.
Upper and middle level SES respondents generally were more aware of organ-
izations dealing with environmental problems and had contacted public offic~
ials more frequently about environmental issues.

Our data support the belief that Americans view the environment as deter-
iorating. While about half of the respondents characterized present environ-
mental conditions as ''above average'' and only one-fifth characterized it as
"below average,' when asked to predict environmental conditions five years
hence, almost half believed the environment would be ‘'below average' and
only one-third believed it would be ''above average."

Previous studies indicate that we view environmental problems primarily
in terms of air and water pollution. Our study takes issue with the former
contention. We found that our respondents identified the environment over-
whelmingly in terms of both physical and social characteristics. It is
noteworthy that the one environmental issue which stimulated the greatest
cost response was the need for recreational areas (this response cut across
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areas, ethnic, and SES groupings), a problem area related to both physical

and social concepts. We also found strong responses to water pollution, but
not to air poliution.

Previous studies also have noted that Americans derive most of their
information relating to environmental issues from television and radio. Our
research supports those studies which cite television as a major source. Not
only did our respondents indicate that television was the primary news source,
they also believed it to be the most accurate and unbiased news source. We
found, however, that newspapers rather than radio, were the second most
frequently cited information source.

In addition to these data which can be compared to existing studies,
we have findings which themselves need to be tested by further inquiry.

We have suggestions of significant relationships between environmental
attitudes and area, ethnicity, and SES. Our research indicates that concern
with environmental problems decreases slightly as one moves away from the
center city to the rural areas. Suburban residents also viewed the condition
of the environment, both present and future, in more optimistic terms than
respondents residing in the center city or rural areas. Rural residents
are more pessimistic than center city and suburban residents about the future.
This is somewhat of a surprise as one might hypothesize that those living
closest to a deteriorating environment (i.e., inner city) would be more
pessimistic about its future rather than those living in the areas (i.e.,
rural) where there is less pollution. In general, we found suburban respon-
dents to be more actively involved with the environment than the other two
area respondents.

Environmental studies often seemed to be a function of ethnicity.
Mexican-Americans ranked environmenta! concerns slightly higher than Anglos.
Mexican-Americans also perceived present and future environmental conditions
in more pessimistic terms than Anglos. This concern and pessimism did not
translate into political activism; more than twice as many Anglos as Mexican-
Americans are members of organizations with an environmental orientation,
and Anglos evidenced more knowledge of and activism in both public and private
groups focusing on the environment.

Environmental attitudes also were influenced by the SES of respondents.
While higher SES respondents seemed to be more aware of environmental prob-
iems, they also were more positive about present and future environmental
conditions. Lower SES respondents were more pessimistic about the environ-
mental conditions. Higher SES respondents seemed more interested in water
pollution and less interested in recreation than the other groups. As has
been indicated by various studies of political socialization, higher SES
respondents were more knowledgeable about organizations which were involved
with environmental problems and were more active than other respondents in
dealing with these problems.

We have attempted in this study to add to the growing literature of
environmental attitudes. The attitudes of our San Antonio sample indicate
that concern for the environment is not a highly salient feature of their
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attitudinal environment. Economic concerns, either unemployment or the
state of the economy, virtually dominated the rankings of important public
problems.

0f course, policy preferences of the public are not divorced from
external influence. Our survey was conducted during a period of relative
calm where environmental issues are concerned. The energy crisis of the
early 1970's had dimmed and San Antonioans would not be immersed in their
conflict over fuel supply for several months. Had our study been conducted
a few months earlier or a few months later, our data might have generated
different conclusions. However, this is a caveat which must accompany any
study attempting to ascertain public opinion on a popular issue.

In sum, the environmental movement, as suggested by both Dunlap and
Downs (Dunlap, 1975; Downs, 1972), seems to have gone aground on the rocky
shoals of more immediate, pressing concerns--economic. While Buttel and
Flynn may well be correct in their assessment that there is no inherent
gross incompatibility between economic growth and environmental quality,
it is apparent from our . data that environmental concern is being pushed
aside. As Springer and Costantini noted, 'Currently, environmental concern
appears more as a national wish than a hard political commitment. The
growth and extent of this commitment, and the lines of political combat, will
become clearer as the costs and benefits of environmental policy become more
evident to decision-makers and the public.'" (Springer and Costantini, 1974:
217). Our data leads us to suggest that the "‘hard political commitment' is
not likely to be forthcoming.
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