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In this study, pro-environmental behaviors are investigated by studying if one’s primary 

information sources about environmental issues either from their social network or the media 

influence this behavior. Data was collected from the 2002 Detroit Area Study with a total of 267 

respondents. Three indexes were constructed to separately measure all seven pro-environment 

behavioral items, five conservation behavioral items, and two consumption behavioral items. A 

complex sample model was utilized in these analyses. Findings suggest that information sources 

are correlated to self-reported environmental behavior. As predicted, the people whose 

primary information source was social network were more likely to obtain higher scores on all 

three separate indexes than those individuals who primarily received information about 

environmental issues from the media.   
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INTRODUCTION 

Researchers have become increasingly aware that pro-environment behavior is 

influenced by many factors. Studies have evaluated many determinants for 

environmentalism, such as socio-demographics, environmental concern, or 

environmental attitudes. A research area that has received little attention is the 

influence of information sources on pro-environment behavior. For the purposes of this 

study, pro-environment behavior is defined as “behavior that consciously seeks to 

minimize the negative impact of one’s actions on the natural and built world” (Kollmuss 

& Agyeman, 2002, p. 240).   

This study distinguishes between two primary information sources—personal 

networks such as friends and family, and media such as Internet and newspaper 

(Bandura, 2001). People may find that social networks have a personal aspect and are 

more dependable and reliable than the non-personal information sources of media. 

Klapper (1960) posited that in general information sources about environmental issues 

are scarce, and that the public is not receiving enough information about environmental 

issues to influence their participation. This study explores how people are informed 

about environmental issues as well as the types of pro-environment behavior in which 

they choose to participate.  

 A person who buys organic food may differ from a person who conserves 

gasoline. This study suggests that pro-environment behaviors do not fall into a uniform 

set. Earlier studies have focused on one specific type of behavior to determine pro-

environment behavior, such as recycling (e.g., Schultz & Oskamp, 1996) or public 
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transportation (e.g., Steg, & Vlek, 1997). A set of tasks people do consistently may be 

inconsistent to their “green” profile as a whole. An individual may report pro-

environment behavior in one category and report the exact opposite in another (Vining, 

& Ebreo, 1992). This inconsistency leads to a greater need for research in the 

measurement of pro-environment behavior. Some scholars propose to aggregate 

several items into a general pro-environment behavior measure (e.g., Maloney, & Ward, 

1973; Jackson, 1985; Hackett, 1993), while some suggest the need to measure 

independent types of pro-environment behavior based on certain criteria (e.g., Weigel, 

Vernon, & Tognacci 1974; Witherspoon, & Martin, 1992).  

 The aim of this paper is to explore how people garner information about 

environmental issues—whether from social networks or the media—and whether these 

sources influence their conservation and consumption behavioral patterns. This study 

will contribute to the environmental sociological field by adding the comparison of both 

the media and social networks as primary information sources and how they influence 

the pro-environment behaviors of conservation and consumption.  
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LITERATURE 

Social Networks and Pro-Environment Behavior 

 The two separate processes of social learning and social influence are key 

components in the understanding of social interaction (Kohler, Behrman, & Watkins 

2001). The former is on a more individual level of processing information. Through an 

active social learning nature, individuals will seek out those who are socially distant as 

well as close to receive information on an issue or behavior. They use the information 

to decide whether or not it is worth changing their lifestyle. The latter emphasizes the 

normative influences on pro-environment behavior. Individuals gain knowledge solely 

about the aggregate measures of their peer behavior; however, they are not concerned 

with the specific behaviors of each member of their social network. To conform, the 

idea must be an established social norm. Based on these types of social interaction, the 

fundamental idea remains that individuals use their social networks to learn and imitate 

behaviors from others.  

 According to Asch’s (1953) empirical research, groups influence members’ 

behavior. Costanzo, Archer, Aronson, and Pettigrew (1986) state that “social reference 

groups tend to consist of similarly situated people. [I]nformation communication in this 

way is more likely to reach individuals who are structurally positioned to act” (p. 527). 

Therefore, people surrounded themselves with like-minded individuals whose opinions 

they trust. Previous studies have evaluated how the network structure characteristics 

such as size, heterogeneity, and density affect specific kinds of behavior. This study 

does not examine these types of characteristics.  Instead, the study is concerned with 
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merely how an individual receives information about environmental issues either from 

their social networks or the media.  Although “social networks […] differ in the number 

and pattern of structural linkages between [different network] clusters[,]” this study 

organizes all social network types into one category (Bandura, 2001, p. 291). This 

grouping allows for a one-to-one comparison between personal information sources of 

social networks and the non-personal information sources of media. 

 

Conservation 

 Recycling is the most common pro-environment behavior when studying 

interpersonal influences. Grazin and Olsen (1991) claimed participation in recycling 

would increase with the greater use of both media and social networks as informational 

sources. Results suggested family, friends, and others influenced individuals to donate 

items for reuse and recycle newspapers. Different types of media and social networks 

were explored; newspapers, magazines, and books as media information sources were 

not significant. However, the study did not address the comparison of media and 

interpersonal influences. In a similar study, Oskamp, Harrington, Edwards, Sherwood, 

Okuda and Swanson (1991) conducted a phone survey, investigating the behavioral 

variable of whether friends and family recycle. Social networks contributed to the 

influence of recycling habits. However, this finding represents an observation of 

behavior as individuals would witness their neighbors recycling not necessarily discuss 

the actual activity. The imitation of behavior is not the focus of this study.  

 The social influences on recycling behavior have been investigated in a variety of 
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forms (e.g., Garcés, Lafuente, Pedraja, & Rivera 2002; Gamba, & Oskamp, 1994; 

Pelton, Strutton, Barnes, & True, 1993; Everett, & Pierce, 1992; Vining, & Ebreo, 1990; 

1992). For example, some studies have tested the relationship between personal 

encouragement from individuals and recycling behavior (e.g., Spaccarelli, Zolik, & 

Jason, 1989). External factors such as social pressures influenced a person’s 

commitment to engage in recycling. Vining and Ebero (1990) hypothesized that 

recyclers compared to non-recyclers would have more knowledge about the information 

for local recycling programs as well as what products to recycle. The individuals who 

were most likely to recycle were those who received knowledge from the radio and their 

friends. However, other studies such as Maloney and Ward’s (1973) showed no 

relationship between environmental knowledge and pro-environment behavior.  

 Within the last thirty years, researchers have conducted energy conservation and 

renewable energy technological usage studies. Costanzo et al. (1986) concluded that in 

terms of energy conservation behavior, personal information sources were more 

influential than non-personal information sources. Confirming these results, Neuman 

(1986) also studied energy conservation behavior and concluded that social networks 

were influential. Social support is a critical element in the adoption of energy 

conservation. An analysis of types of social relationships demonstrated that certain 

individuals influence others. Spouses influenced the repetitive energy conservation 

behavior of turning down thermostats in the winter (Macey, & Brown, 1983).  However, 

this study concentrates on how the individual primarily receives the information rather 

than who the individual uses as an example to adopt certain behavior.  
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Consumption 

 Overall, scholars have evaluated conservation behavioral patterns more 

compared to consumption. Research on the influence of personal information sources 

on consumption patterns is an underdeveloped section of the literature. Welsch and 

Kuhling (2009) focused on the influence of reference persons on organic food 

purchases and green electricity usage. A survey was created where one question 

inquired about the corresponding behaviors these of reference persons. For example, 

friends and family members had a significant positive correlation with both increased 

organic food purchases and green electricity usage. Welsch and Kuhling (2009) argued 

that purchasing organic food is not a behavior that is always visible, unlike the use of 

solar panels on a house. Therefore, conversations among individuals about 

consumption patterns influenced an individual’s choice to adopt the behavior of 

purchasing organic food. From these results, observation of behavior may not be as 

influential as social compatibility discovered through personal communication. This 

study addresses the communication processes leading to behavior, rather than the 

actual observation of behavior.   

 Aside from Welsch and Kuhling (2009), the reviewed studies above specifically 

address how the behavior of one person influences the behavior of another. People 

compare their behavior with others as well as tend to associate with others who engage 

in similar behaviors. Although this study does not compare behavior patterns of 

reference groups with the individuals who adopt these behavior patterns, the review of 

literature demonstrates findings that individuals do influence others in terms of 
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environmental behavior. Therefore, this study expands on this influence and contributes 

to the literature by comparing the information sources of social networks versus media. 

 

Media and Pro-Environment Behavior 

  Mass media campaigns have attempted to influence behavior through various 

marketing techniques. Advertising creates awareness, but does not necessarily 

influence behavior. Advertising can influence the consumer’s behavior in products; 

however, this influence is typically on products that are already routinely purchased 

(Costanzo et al., 1986). Researchers continue to debate about this topic. In comparison 

to personal information sources, media is considered less influential (Chafee, 1982). 

Some studies attempt to determine if economic and noneconomic motivations and 

incentives influence energy conservation (Stern, 1992). The conclusion remains that 

nonfinancial incentives, effective communication, and the reliability of information are 

more important than the influences of economic motivations and incentives (Stern, 

1992, Heberlein, & Warriner, 1983, Black, Stern, & Elworth, J. T. 1985). Therefore, this 

study is only concerned with the issue of whether an individual’s primary source of 

environmental issues that comes from media influences their pro-environment behavior. 

 

Conservation 

 Intervention studies are a recent form of investigating information dissemination 

influence on behavior. These types of studies evaluate if some type of material that is 

provided to the respondent influences the respondent’s outcome behavior. Abrahamse, 
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Steg, Vlek, and Rothengatter (2005) summarized the intervention literature on the 

influence on pro-environment behavior. In general, these studies yield mixed results, 

while some increased behavior; other types of interventions did not. The dissemination 

of green door hangers and portrayal of norms increased individual’s participation in an 

current neighborhood recycling program (Schultz, 1998). These results suggested that 

this information focused on social norms as a method to encourage recycling behavior. 

Through a variety of intervention methods, earlier studies have provided empirical 

evidence related to the increase in recycling program participation (e.g., Hopper, & 

Nielsen, 1991; Winett, Hatcher, Fort, Leckliter, Love, Riley, & Fishback, 1982). 

Expanding on these studies, Needleman and Geller (1992) compared eight intervention 

methods to motivate recycling in a corporate setting. Two of the interventions were 

appeal messages directly from the director of a corporate research center. Aside from 

an incentive focused intervention, the participation rates were very low. Also, 

informative films have provided empirical evidence in the increase of individual’s water 

conservation (Kantola, Syme, & Nesdale, 1983).   

 Jacobs, Bailey, and Crews (1984) conducted multiple experiments to study if the 

media type was associated with income level and recycling participation. Throughout 

the study, higher income neighborhoods were more likely to recycle. Overall, the study 

provided low levels of participation among those who received the ad and those who 

received both the ad and the brochure. These findings were congruent with previous 

disappointing findings of campaigns used to illustrate the claim to participate in pro-

environment behaviors (De Young, 1993; Staats, Wit, & Midden, 1996). Using a series 
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of prompts and brochures, Winett and Kagel (1984), found an increase in energy 

conservation compared to a controlled group. McMakin, Malone, and Lundgren (2002), 

used campaigns to promote awareness about environmental issues, to provide links 

between American patriotism and environmentalism, as well as to bridge the gap 

between pro-environment behaviors and their lifestyle benefits. Overall, both campaigns 

were found to be moderately effective in the promotion of behavior change. The most 

changed behaviors were the turning down of thermostats and increase in air-

conditioning efficiency.   

 Another form of media influence study is the evaluation of mass media 

campaigns’ effectiveness. Through booklets, television, radio, and newspaper ads, 

Hutton and McNeill (1981) analyzed the Low Cost/No Cost Energy Conservation 

Program’s advertisements. Individuals who read the booklet adjusted their furnaces 

more than those who did not read the booklet. However, in a mass media public 

information campaign informing about greenhouse effect, individuals were not 

influenced to participate in voluntary acts such as buying energy saving light bulbs, 

turning the light off when leaving the room, and using public transportation instead of a 

car (Staats, Wit, & Midden 1996, p. 195). The influence of environment-specific media 

use had a strong positive relationship with knowledge of environmental issues but not 

of actual pro-environment behavior (McLeod, Glynn, & Griffin, 1987).  

 Various studies have investigated how procedures influence pro-environment 

behavior through written materials provided by the government and news. The effects 

of these materials on behavior such as home energy consumption were studied for 
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several months; however, these procedures did not have an effect on specific pro-

environment behavior ranging from water use to transportation behavior (Cone, & 

Hayes 1980; Geller, Winett, & Everett, 1982). Luyben (1982) found small change in the 

thermostat-setting behavior after Americans were exposed to President Carter’s media 

messages about turning down thermostats. However, when controlling for 

environmental attitudes, Holbert, Kwak, and Shah (2003) found that television news’ 

coverage on the environment positively influenced individuals’ aspiration to recycle. 

 Earlier investigations provide results indicating strong positive relationships 

associated with the exposure to environmental literature through magazines and 

participation in pro-environment behaviors (e.g., Corral-Verdugo, & Armendariz, 2000; 

Johnson, Bowker, & Cordell, 2004; Sivek, & Hungerford, 1990). Confirming these 

results, Mobley, Vagias, and Deward (2009) examined if one’s reading of the 

environmental texts: Walden, A Sand County Almanac, and Silent Spring was associated 

with one’s participation in pro-environment behaviors. The thought is having knowledge 

of these books will bring a greater sensitivity toward the environment, therefore 

influencing one’s decision to take action in an environmentally friendly manner. 

Although the results provided a stronger association between reading this 

environmental literature than demographics and attitudes of participating in pro-

environment behaviors, environmental concern was the strongest predictor.  

 

Consumption 

 Similar to social network literature, media and consumption behavioral patterns 
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are also less researched. Zimmer, Statford, and Statford (1994) conducted an 

exploratory study to find which environmental issues were the most important to 

individuals. Since people were concerned with waste reduction, marketers should direct 

advertising to recyclable materials. However, how environmental concern actually 

correlated to the individual’s pro-environment behavior was not tested. In a recent 

study by Holbert et al. (2003), nature documentaries and public affairs programming, 

when controlling for environmental attitudes positively influenced purchasing products 

that are made in an energy efficient way with recyclable materials. Additionally, Keum, 

Devanathan, Deshpande, Nelson, and Shah (2004), found news media to contribute to 

the purchasing products made from recyclable packaging and increased recycling 

behavior. Exposure to environmental issues in recent news reports provided a positive 

relationship to green consumption (Krause, 1993). Through the form of a questionnaire, 

respondents were asked about their current participation and willingness to participate 

in certain pro-environment behaviors. Within green consumption, 95.9% of the 239 

respondents would/do use nontoxic products and 70.6% would/do eat less meat.    

 Reviewed literature suggests that both social networks and media’s influence on 

pro-environment behavior, particularly consumption is under-analyzed. The literature on 

social network analysis suggests that people influence other people’s behavior. 

However, a majority of this research is on the imitation of behavior not the exchange of 

information that influences a behavior. Previous studies produce mixed results on 

media’s influence on pro-environment behavior. A majority of the media influence 

literature concentrates on campaigns, literature, and interventions focused on reducing 
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a particular behavior and not on awareness of environmental issues in general, which is 

the focus on this study.  

 In addition, these two main methods of receiving information about 

environmental issues are examined separately in past literature. This study compares 

the influence of both media and social networks as a primary information source. This 

paper aims to compare conservation and consumption types of behavior. Creating a 

new direction in the literature, this study’s reevaluates information sources influence on 

pro-environment consumption and conservation behavioral patterns.  

 
Hypothesis 1: All else equal, individuals who receive information about environmental 

issues primarily from social networks will score higher on the level of pro-environment 

behavior index than will individuals who receive this information primarily from the 

media. 

 
Hypothesis 2: All else equal, individuals who receive information about environmental 

issues primarily from social networks will score higher on the level of conservation pro-

environment behavior index than will individuals who receive this information primarily 

from the media. 

 
Hypothesis 3: All else equal, individuals who receive information about environmental 

issues primarily from social networks will score higher on the level of consumption pro-

environment behavior index than will individuals who receive this information primarily 

from the media. 
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METHOD 

Data Source 

 Secondary data analysis was conducted from the 2002 Detroit Area Study funded 

by University of Michigan’s College of Literature, Science, and the Arts and Institute for 

Social Research, Survey Research Center (Mohai, & Brechin, 2009). A multi-stage equal 

probability sample of 510 housing units was selected from the Detroit, Michigan 

counties of Wayne, Oakland, and Macomb. Face-to-face interviews were conducted with 

one randomly chosen adult household member, using a Kish table. The sampling 

process started April 6, 2002 and was closed July 31, 2002, which generated a response 

rate of 58.9% and a sample size of 339. The deletion of respondents with missing data 

on at least one of the variables used in the analyses reduced the sample size to 273. As 

recommended in documentation provided with the data set, the weight variable 

W_NORMAL was used in all of the descriptive and regression analyses presented in the 

next section (Mohai, & Brechin, 2009). The weighted sample size was 267. The 

analyses were also conducted without the weight variable. The results of these analyses 

are provided in the appendix. 
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VARIABLES 

Dependent Variables: Pro-Environment Behavior 

 There are three dependent variables in this study, each of which is an index 

measuring some aspect of self-reported pro-environment behavior. The first dependent 

variable is an index that represents the individual’s overall level of pro-environment 

behavior, and was measured by his or her responses to a series of seven questions. 

These questions are listed in Table 1 and ask respondents to indicate how often they 

engage in various consumption and conservation pro-environment behaviors. Response 

categories for these questions are on a 5-point scale, which were recoded (never = 1, 

rarely = 2, sometimes = 3, often = 4, always = 5) to allow for higher responses to 

indicate a higher level of pro-environment behavior. For the overall level of pro-

environment behavior index, an individual’s responses to the seven questions were 

totaled and divided by 7, allowing the scores on the index to represent an average of 

the individual’s responses. Therefore, the range of the index was from 1 (never) to 5 

(always). Cronbach’s alpha was used to measure the internal reliability or consistency of 

items making up the index. For the overall level of pro-environment behavior index, the 

Cronbach’s alpha was .680, falling at the “acceptable” threshold of .700 (Gliem & Gliem, 

2003).  

 Two additional indexes were created to measure conservation and consumption 

separately. For the level of conservation pro-environment behavior index, the 

individual’s average response to the 5 conservation-related questions was used. 

Therefore, the range of this index was from 1 (never) to 5 (always), like it was for the 
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overall index. The Cronbach’s alpha for the level of conservation behavior index was 

.615.  

For the level of consumption pro-environment behavior index, the individual’s 

average response to the two consumption-related questions was used. Thus, again, the 

range of the index was from 1 (never) to 5 (always). The Cronbach’s alpha for the level 

of consumption behavior index was .548.  
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Table 1  
 
Dependent Variable: Pro-Environment Behavior 

QUESTION INDEX 
RESPONSE 
CATEGORIES 

CODING 

How often do you save materials for 
recycling?  

Conservation • Never 
• Rarely 
• Sometimes 
• Often 
• Always 

• 1 
• 2 
• 3 
• 4 
• 5 

How often do you buy some product 
specifically because you think it is 
better for the environment than 
competing products?  

Consumption • Never 
• Rarely 
• Sometimes 
• Often 
• Always 

• 1 
• 2 
• 3 
• 4 
• 5 

How often do you choose to buy 
food products that are organically 
grown- that is, without pesticides or 
chemicals?  

Consumption • Never 
• Rarely 
• Sometimes 
• Often 
• Always 

• 1 
• 2 
• 3 
• 4 
• 5 

How often do you take steps to 
conserve gasoline? For example, by 
using public transportation, walking, 
or carpooling?  

Conservation • Never 
• Rarely 
• Sometimes 
• Often 
• Always 

• 1 
• 2 
• 3 
• 4 
• 5 

How often do you turn off lights to 
save electricity? 

Conservation • Never 
• Rarely 
• Sometimes 
• Often 
• Always 

• 1 
• 2 
• 3 
• 4 
• 5 

How often do you keep thermostats 
turned down in winter to save 
energy? 

Conservation • Never 
• Rarely 
• Sometimes 
• Often 
• Always 

• 1 
• 2 
• 3 
• 4 
• 5 

How often do you do you have 
broken items fixed instead of buying 
new ones? 

Conservation • Never 
• Rarely 
• Sometimes 
• Often 
• Always 

• 1 
• 2 
• 3 
• 4 
• 5 

SOURCE: Detroit Area Study, 2002 
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To examine support for the separation of the overall pro-environment behavior 

index into the two sub-indexes measuring conservation and consumption, exploratory 

factor analysis (EFA) was utilized (Pett, Lackey & Sullivan, 2003). That is, EFA was 

conducted to evaluate the factorability of the 7 pro-environment behavior items, to 

determine the number of factors, and to identify the factors. Principal component 

analysis (PCA) was utilized as the extraction technique. Results of the EFA PCA analysis 

are presented in Table 2, and indicate that the techniques used were suitable for the 

data and sample. For example, since the determinant of the correlation matrix was over 

0 (i.e., .367), the matrix was not singular. In addition, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure 

of sampling adequacy was .73, which indicated “middling adequacy” of the sample’s 

size for the analysis. 

Two conventional criteria to determine the number of factors are the “eigenvalue 

greater than 1 rule” and the scree test (Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003). Using the 

“eigenvalue greater than 1 rule,” the EFA PCA solution suggested two separate pro-

environment behavior factors. The eigenvalues for the first and second extracted 

factors were 2.468 and 1.094, respectively; these results are in Table 3. All other 

eigenvalues were less than 1.  The second criterion is the scree test, which uses a plot 

of eigenvalues (from 0+ on the y-axis) against the extracted factors (from 1+ on the x-

axis) to determine the number of factors. The eigenvalue is highest for the first 

extracted factor and then decreases which each additional factor. According to the 

scree test, the number of factors is determined by the eigenvalue after which there is a 

change in slope of the line that connects the points in the plot. As the results in Figure 
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1 show, this change in slope occurs in the current analysis after the second eigenvalue. 

Thus, again, results suggested two factors. The total amount of variance for these two 

factors was 51%, which is above the generally accepted criterion of 50%. 

During the last step of the factor analysis, PCA with promax rotation (k = 4) was 

used to aid in the interpretation of the two extracted factors. Promax rotation allows for 

correlation among the two extracted factors, a reasonable assumption in this case (Pett, 

Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003). Tables 2 and 3 present the pattern and structure matrices, 

respectively, showing the loadings of the 7 items on the two extracted factors, with 

loadings lower than .30 suppressed. Examination of these results, together, reveals 

that, as expected, the five conservation items (i.e., turn off the lights, fix broken items, 

turn the thermostats down, recycle, and conserve gasoline) load most strongly on the 

first “conservation” factor and that the two consumption items (e.g., buy 

environmentally friendly products, and buy organic food) load most strongly on the 

second “consumption” factor. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1. Scree plot 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

19 



 20 

Table 2 

 
Correlation Matrix & KMO and Bartlett’s Test 
 

Correlation Matrix:  

 
Determinant = .367 

 
KMO and Bartlett's Test: 

 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy:      .728 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square:      269.476 

df:                                                                             21 

Sig:                                                                         .000 
 

 

 

 

Table 3 

 

Total Variance Explained 

Component 
Initial Eigenvalues 

Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

 

1 2.468 35.261 35.261 2.468 35.261 35.261 

2 1.094 15.624 50.885 1.094 15.624 50.885 

3 .929 13.276 64.161    

4 .785 11.212 75.374    

5 .633 9.047 84.421    

6 .600 8.574 92.995    

7 .490 7.005 100.000    

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Independent Variable: Information Source 
 
 

 The independent variable in this study was the primary information source of 

how an individual learns about environmental issues. In the survey, respondents were 

asked to rank various information sources. Since every individual in the study provided 

a number one or primary information source, the individual’s number one response was 

utilized in the analyses. The question and the original response categories taken from 

the Detroit Area Study, 2002 are listed in Table 4. For the analyses, the original 

response categories of the information source variable were recoded into social network 

= 1 and media = 0 depending on the type of source. For example, the categories 

“discussion with friends, coworkers, neighbors, family members,” “religious activities,” 

and “local organizations and clubs you participate it” were all coded as “social network” 

or “1.” All other categories were coded as “media” or “0.” No respondent chose the 

responses: people coming to your door to discuss local issues and response: I see it/ I 

witness it/ I taste it/ I feel it. In addition, the response: other (specify) was also not 

included in the analyses because of the nature of the response being open-ended. The 

coding used for the information source variable in the analyses is depicted in Table 4.  
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Table 4  
 
Independent Variable: Information Source 
QUESTION RESPONSE CATEGORIES CODING 
Where do you get your 
information about 
environmental problems 
whether local, national, or 
global? 

• Discussion with friends, 
coworkers, neighbors, family 
members 

• Social Network = 1 

 • Religious activities • Social Network = 1 

 • Local organizations and 
clubs you participate in 

• Social Network = 1 

 • Posters, brochures, or 
newsletters in your 
neighborhood 

• Media = 0 

 • Television • Media = 0 

 • Newspapers • Media = 0 

 • Radio • Media = 0 

 • People coming to your door 
to discuss local issues 

• Not Used 

 • Internet • Media = 0 

 • Magazines • Media = 0 

 • I see it/ I witness it/ I taste 
it/ I feel it 

• Not Used 

  • Other (specify) • Not Used 
SOURCE: Detroit Area Study, 2002 
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Control Variables 

 Certain socio-demographics and a question regarding environmental concern 

were utilized as control variables to create a more comprehensive profile of the 

respondent. The variable sex was coded 0 for males and 1 for females. The variable 

race was dichotomized into White (=1) and Nonwhite (=0), with Black, American 

Indian, Asian, and Other comprising Nonwhite. The variable age was measured in 

number of years. The dataset provided the respondent’s year of birth; therefore the 

respondent’s birth year was subtracted from 2002 (the year of the interview), to 

retrieve the respondent’s age. The variable family income before taxes was divided in 

the middle of the response categories between $50,000: “less than $50,000” (=0) and 

“greater than or equal to $50,000” (=1). The variable education was also dichotomized 

into 0 for respondents who reported “less than high school,” “some high school,” or 

“completed high school” and 1 for those who reported “completing some college” or 

“having a Bachelor’s degree,” “Graduate or Professional degree.” Since political 

philosophy was measured on an ordinal scale from 1 (extremely liberal) to 7 (extremely 

conservative) these scores were not altered. Environmental concern was also measured 

on a scale from 1 (not at all concerned) to 7 (extremely concerned), and these scores 

were not altered. Table 5 presents all of the control variables and their coding for the 

analyses.  
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Table 5  
 
Control Variables 
VARIABLE/QUESTION RESPONSE CATEGORIES CODING 
Gender • Male 

• Female 
• 0 
• 1 

Race • Nonwhite 
• White 

• 0 
• 1 

Age • Number of years  

Family Income Before Taxes • Less than $50,000 
• $50,000 and Greater 

• 0 
• 1 

Education • Completed high school or lower 
• Completed some college or higher 

• 0 
• 1 

Political Philosophy • Extremely liberal 
• Liberal 
• Slightly liberal 
• Moderate; middle of the road 
• Slightly conservative 
• Conservative 
• Extremely Conservative 

• 1 
• 2 
• 3 
• 4 
• 5 
• 6 
• 7 

On a scale from 1 to 7, how 
personally concerned are you 
about environmental issues? 

1 is not at all concerned to 7 is 
extremely concerned 

  

SOURCE: Detroit Area Study, 2002 
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ANALYSES 
 
 To test the three research questions, a series of regression models were 

estimated using the regression module in PASW version 18. This module was used 

because it allowed for the weighting of the analyses using the weight variable 

W_NORMAL, in the manner recommended by the documentation provided with the data 

(Mohai, & Brechin, 2009). In total six regression models were estimated, two for each 

of the three indexes measuring pro-environment behavior. For each index measuring 

pro-environment behavior, Model 1 examined the effect of information source alone on 

the index, and Model 2 examined the effect of information source on the particular 

index, adjusting for the effects of the control variables.  

 Multicollinearity among the predictors was examined. Since all tolerance values 

were > .20, and all VIFs were < 5, it was concluded that multicollinearity was not a 

problem (Allison, 1999).  
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RESULTS 

 Table 6 presents the socio-demographic characteristics for the weighted sample 

of survey respondents. The sample contained roughly the same percentage of males 

and females. A majority of the survey respondents were White, justifying the decision 

to dichotomize the race variable into the categories White = 1 and Nonwhite =0. Age 

was grouped in this table to give a representation of its distribution in the sample; 

however, as mentioned earlier, age in years was utilized in the regression analyses. The 

average age in the sample was about 48 years old with a standard deviation of 1.14. 

About 70% of the survey respondents have completed some college or higher. About 

60% of the survey respondents earned an income before taxes of $50,000 or greater. A 

little less than the majority of the survey respondents identified with a “moderate” 

political philosophy. A majority of the survey respondents scored 5 or higher on the 

level of environmental concern. The unweighted descriptive statistics can be seen in 

Table 16 in the appendix.   

 Table 7 presents the percentage breakdown for the independent variable of the 

primary information source either social network or media in which a respondent 

received information about environmental issues. The vast majority, about 87%, of the 

respondents received their information from media.  

 Tables 8-10 present the descriptive statistics for the three pro-environment 

behavior indexes. Table 8 provides the mean scores, standard deviations, and items for 

the overall level of pro-environment behavior index. On average, respondents scored 

3.19 or “sometimes” on this index. Therefore, on average, respondents “sometimes” 
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engaged in the activities of turning the thermostat down in the winter, fixing broken 

things instead of buying new things, turning off lights, conserving gasoline, buying 

organic food, recycling, and buying environmentally friendly products. Overall, the 

individual items on the overall pro-environment behavior index received different mean 

scores. The highest average score was for turning off lights at 4.07, indicating “often”; 

therefore, respondents on average often turn off their lights. The lowest mean score 

was conserve gasoline. The mean score was 2.39 or “rarely;” therefore, respondents on 

average rarely conserve gasoline.  

 Table 9 provides the mean scores, standard deviations, and items that comprised 

the level of conservation pro-environment behavior index. The average was 3.42 or 

“sometimes.” Therefore, on average, respondents sometimes participate in the 

conservation activities of turning the thermostat down in the winter, fixing broken 

things instead of buying new things, turning off lights, conserving gasoline, and 

recycling. 

 Table 10 provides the mean scores, standard deviations, and items that 

encompass the level of consumption pro-environment behavior index. This index had 

the lowest average score of all three indexes. With a mean score of 2.62 or “rarely,” on 

average, respondents rarely partake in the consumption activities of buying organic 

food and environmentally friendly products. The unweighted results of these tables can 

be found in Tables 17-20 in the appendix.   

 

 



 28 

Table 6  
 
Descriptive Statistics of Survey Respondents 
(Weighted N = 267) 
 Variable % 

Sex  
  Male = 0 53.3 
  Female = 1  46.7 
Race  
  Nonwhite = 0 28.5 
  White = 1 71.5 
Age  
  18-27 9.0 
  28-37 16.2 
  38-47 30.1 
  48-57 20.0 
  58-67 10.2 
  68-77 8.5 
  78-88 6.0 
Education  
  Completed High School or Lower = 0 31.1 
  Some College or Higher = 1 68.9 
Income  
  Less than $50,000 = 0 39.3 
  $50,000 and Greater = 1 60.7 
Political Philosophy  
  Extremely Liberal =1 2.5 
  Liberal =2 13.4 
  Slightly Liberal =3 17.4 
  Moderate =4 37.7 
  Slightly Conservative =5 14.8 
  Conservative =6 12.8 
  Extremely Conservative =7 1.5 
Environmental Concern  
  Not at all concerned =1 1.2 
  2 3.4 
  3 8.2 
  4 23.5 
  5 27.2 
  6 17.9 
  Extremely concerned =7 18.6 

SOURCE: Detroit Area Study, 2002 
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Table 7  
 
Distribution of How the Respondent Receives Information About Environmental 
Issues (Weighted N = 267) 
Information Source % 
Media = 0 87.0 

Social Network = 1 13.0 
SOURCE: Detroit Area Study, 2002 
 

 

Table 9  
 
Mean Scores of Each Item on Level of Conservation Pro-Environment 
Behavior Index (Weighted N = 267) 

Items Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

All Items Combined in Index 3.42 0.05 0.615 
  Turn Thermostats Down In Winter 3.66 0.09  
  Fix Broken Items 3.42 0.06  
  Turn Off Lights 4.07 0.06  
  Conserve Gasoline 2.39 0.08  
  Recycle 3.54 0.01   
SOURCE: Detroit Area Study, 2002 
  

Table 8  
 
Mean Scores of Each Item on Level of Pro-Environment Behavior Index 
(Weighted N = 267) 

Items Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

All Items Combined in Index 3.19 0.05 0.680 

  Turn Thermostats Down In Winter 3.66 0.09  

  Fix Broken Items 3.42 0.06  

  Turn Off Lights 4.07 0.06  

  Conserve Gasoline 2.39 0.08  

  Buy Organic Food 2.40 0.07  

  Recycle 3.54 0.01  

  Buy Environmentally Friendly Products 2.83 0.08   
SOURCE: Detroit Area Study, 2002 
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Table 11 shows the results of the set of regression analyses for the overall level 

of pro-environment behavior index. In Model 1, the index was regressed on information 

source alone. As the table shows, the estimated effect of information source on the 

overall index was positive and statistically significant at the .05 level, using a one-tailed 

test (p < .001). As predicted, people whose primary information source about 

environmental issues was from their social networks on average scored about .456 

points higher on the level of pro-environment behavior index than people whose 

primary information source about environmental issues was from the media. That is, 

individuals who received information from their social networks were more likely to 

engage in pro-environment behaviors of turning the thermostat down in the winter, 

fixing broken things instead of buying new things, turning off lights, conserving 

gasoline, buying organic food, recycling, and buying environmentally friendly products 

than those individuals who received information from media. Information source 

accounted for 5% of the variation in the overall index. 

 The second model added the control variables sex, race, age, education, income, 

political philosophy, and environmental concern. While the effect of information source 

on the overall index did not change much with the addition of these control variables, 

Table 10  
 
Mean Scores of Each Item on Level of Consumption Pro-Environment 
Behavior Index (Weighted N = 267) 

Items Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

All Items Combined in Index 2.62 0.07 0.548 
  Buy Organic Food 2.40 0.07  
  Buy Environmentally Friendly Products 2.83 0.08   
SOURCE: Detroit Area Study, 2002 
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the R2 increased dramatically. About 23% of the total variation in the overall index of 

pro-environment behavior was explained when the control variables were added. This is 

a 17-percentage point increase from the first model. Score on the overall level of pro-

environment behavior index was significantly related to information source (p < .001) 

as well as age (p < .05), education (p < .05), income (p < .05) and environmental 

concern (p < .001). That is, all else equal, people whose primary information source 

about environmental issues was from their social networks on average scored about 

.362 points higher on the overall index than people whose primary information source 

about environmental issues was from the media. Therefore, with the addition of the 

control variables, people who received information about environmental issues from 

their social networks continued to be more likely to engage in pro-environment 

behaviors than those who received information from media.   

 The control variables education, age, income, and environmental concern had 

expected effects. Specifically, all else equal, individuals who completed some college or 

higher indicated a greater tendency to engaging in pro-environment behavior, scoring 

on average .195 higher on the overall index than their lesser-educated counterparts (b 

= .195). Similarly, individuals who reported an income of $50,000 or greater scored on 

average .259 points higher on the level of pro-environment behavior index than those 

individuals with an income of less than $50,000 (b = .259). That is, individuals with 

high socioeconomic status were more likely to engage in pro-environment behaviors 

than those individuals with low socioeconomic status. In addition, all else equal, each 

one-point increase in environmental concern was on average associated with a .126-
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point increase on the overall index of pro-environment behavior. Therefore, as one’s 

environmental concern increases, his or her participation in the pro-environment 

behaviors of turning the thermostat down in the winter, fixing broken things instead of 

buying new things, turning off lights, conserving gasoline, buying organic food, 

recycling, and buying environmentally friendly products also tends to increase.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 33 

Table 11  
 

Overall Level of Pro-Environment Behavior Index Regressed on Information Sources 
and Socio-demographics (Weighted N = 267)  

  Model 1 Model 2 

Variable b 
Standard 
Error 

b 
Standard 
Error 

Information Source     

  Media = 0     

  Social Network = 1 0.456*** 0.113 0.362*** 0.088 

Sex     

  Male = 0     

  Female = 1   0.036 0.080 

Race     

  Nonwhite = 0     

  White = 1   0.153 0.103 

Age (years)   0.005* 0.003 

Education     

  Completed High School or Lower = 0     

  Completed Some College or Higher = 1   0.195* 0.089 

Income     

  Less than $50,000 = 0     

  $50,000 and Greater = 1   0.259* 0.101 

Political Philosophy   0.006 0.030 

Environmental Concern   0.126*** 0.039 

Constant 3.129*** 0.049 1.808*** 0.309 

R2   0.054   0.228 
SOURCE: Detroit Area Study, 2002  
b = unstandardized regression coefficient  
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 (one-tailed test)    

 

 



 34 

Table 12 presents the regression results for the level of conservation pro-

environment behavior index. As the results for Model 1 show, the estimated effect of 

information source on the index is positive and statistically significant (p < .001). As 

predicted, people whose primary information source about environmental issues was 

from their social networks on average scored about .400 points higher on the level of 

conservation behavior index than people whose primary information source about 

environmental issues was from the media. Therefore, individuals who received 

information from their social networks were more likely to participate in conservation 

behaviors of turning the thermostat down in the winter, fixing broken things instead of 

buying new things, turning off lights, conserving gasoline, and recycling than those 

individuals who received information from media. Information source accounted for 

about 4% of the variation in the level of conservation behavior. 

 Model 2 introduces the control variables. Their introduction increased R2 by 19-

percentage points. Thus, together, information source and the control variables 

explained about 23% of the variation in the level of conservation behavior index. This 

pattern of improvement in R2 is similar to that observed for the overall index. Also 

similar is the significance and direction of estimated effects. The level of conservation 

behavior index was significantly related to information source (p < .001), race (p <.05), 

age (p < .05), education (p <.05), income (p < .01), and environmental concern (p < 

.01). Additionally, as expected, people whose primary information source about 

environmental issues was from their social networks on average scored about .358 

points higher on the level of conservation behavior index than people whose primary 
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information source about environmental issues was from the media. Therefore, with the 

addition of control variables, people who received information from their social 

networks continued to be more likely to engage in conservation behaviors than those 

who received information from media. Those with higher education, income, and 

environmental concern were also more likely to engage in conservation behaviors.

 There were a few differences, however, between the conservation results and 

the overall results. Age continued to have a significant positive effect on conservation 

behavior. However, race did not have significant effect on the overall index, it had 

significant effect on the conservation index (p < .05). Both older people and White 

people were more likely to engage in conservation behaviors. Specifically, all else equal, 

each additional year of age was associated with a .006-point increase on the level of 

conservation behavior index (b = .006). In addition, White individuals scored on 

average .223 higher on the index than Non-whites (b = .223).  
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Table 12  
 

Level of Conservation Pro-Environment Behavior Index Regressed on Information 
Sources and Socio-demographics (Weighted N = 267) 

 Model 1 Model 2 

Variable b 
Standard 
Error 

b 
Standard 
Error 

Information Source     

  Media = 0     

  Social Network = 1 0.400*** 0.116  0.358*** 0.089 

Sex     

  Male = 0     

  Female = 1   -0.008 0.089 

Race     

  Nonwhite = 0     

  White = 1    0.223* 0.107 

Age (years)    0.006* 0.003 

Education     

  Completed High School or Lower = 0     

  Completed Some College or Higher = 1    0.208* 0.106 

Income     

  Less than $50,000 = 0     

  $50,000 and Greater = 1    0.307** 0.112 

Political Philosophy    0.040 0.034 

Environmental Concern    0.112** 0.037 

Constant 3.365*** 0.053  1.878*** 0.307 

R2   0.036   0.227 
SOURCE: Detroit Area Study, 2002  
b = unstandardized regression coefficient  
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 (one-tailed test)    
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 Table 13 presents the regression results for the level of consumption pro-

environment behavior index. As the results for Model 1 shows, the effect of information 

source is again positive and significant (p < .001). As predicted, people whose primary 

information source about environmental issues was from their social networks on 

average scored about .598 points higher on the level of consumption behavior index 

than people whose primary information source about environmental issues was from 

the media. Therefore, individuals who received information from their social networks 

were more likely to participate in consumption behaviors of buying organic food and 

environmentally friendly products than those individuals who received information from 

media. Of all the indexes, the level of consumption behavior index yielded the largest 

difference in average index score between individuals who received information from 

social networks versus media. Information source accounted for 5% of the variation in 

the consumption behavior index. 

 The effect of information source on the level of consumption behaviors remains 

statistically significant (p < .05) and positive (b = .371) in Model 2, with the addition of 

the control variables. While the addition of the control variables increased the 

percentage of the variation in the level of consumption behaviors that was explained 

from 5 to 15, this 10-percentage-point increase in R2 was smallest for the three 

measures of pro-environment behavior. Interestingly, the only control variables with 

significant effects on the level of consumption behaviors were political philosophy (p < 

.05) and environmental concern (p < .01).   
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 The effect of environmental concern was similar to its effects on the overall and 

conservation behavior indexes. All else equal, those who indicated more concern for the 

environment were more likely to engage in pro-environment consumption behaviors (b 

= .163). The effect of political philosophy was negative. Specifically, each one-point 

increase in political philosophy was on average associated with a .081-point decrease 

on the level of consumption pro-environment behavior index (b = -.081). Therefore, as 

one’s political philosophy becomes more liberal, his or her engagement in the 

consumption behaviors of buying organic food and environmentally friendly products 

will tend to increase. None of the socio-demographic characteristics, which had 

significant effects on the overall and/or conservation pro-environment behavior indexes, 

had a significant effect on the consumption pro-environment behavior index. 

 Analyses were also conducted with the unweighted results. The results of these 

analyses are provided in Tables 21-23 in the appendix and do not differ substantially 

from the weighted results.  
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Table 13  
 

Level of Consumption Pro-Environment Behavior Index Regressed on Information 
Sources and Socio-demographics (Weighted N = 267) 

  Model 1 Model 2 

Variable b 
Standard 
Error 

b 
Standard 
Error 

Information Source     

  Media = 0     

  Social Network = 1 0.598*** 0.186  0.371* 0.166 

Sex     

  Male = 0     

  Female = 1    0.144 0.120 

Race     

  Nonwhite = 0     

  White = 1   -0.023 0.149 

Age (years)    0.004 0.004 

Education     

  Completed High School or Lower = 0    

  Completed Some College or Higher = 1    0.161 0.144 

Income    0.141 0.144 

  Less than $50,000 = 0     

  $50,000 and Greater = 1     

Political Philosophy   -0.081* 0.042 

Environmental Concern    0.163** 0.055 

Constant 2.540*** 0.071  1.631*** 0.457 

R2   0.046   0.145 

SOURCE: Detroit Area Study, 2002  
b = unstandardized regression coefficient  
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 (one-tailed test)    
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DISCUSSION 

 The aim of this thesis was to investigate the influence of media and social 

networks on an individual’s average score on the three separate indexes of level of pro-

environment, conservation, and consumption behavior. The research questions 

predicted that, other variables being equal, individuals who primarily received 

information about environmental issues from social networks would have higher scores 

on each of the three indexes compared to those individuals who primarily received 

information from the media. For each index, the prediction was supported.  

 Overall, this study’s findings have important academic and policy implications. 

Academically, the design of this study has fundamental use in organizing both pro-

environment behavior and information sources. This framework has shown that pro-

environment behaviors were influenced by different factors. Placing these behaviors 

into separate indexes demonstrates that is it important to categorize behaviors, since 

not all pro-environment behaviors are alike. Based on the past studies’ results, 

individuals may report to be pro-environment in one type of behavior but not in another 

behavior (Vining, & Ebreo, 1992). Consistent with these results, this study showed that 

differentiating pro-environment behavior is important—specifically conservation with 

behavior such as turning off lights and conserving gasoline and consumption behaviors 

of buying organic food and environmentally friendly products. Different social factors 

were influential in conservation behavior versus consumption behavior. This study 

allowed for a comparison between conservation and consumption behaviors as well as 
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all of these pro-environment behaviors in one index. Without this differentiation, it is 

unclear if factors that influence consumption versus conservation differ. 

 Additionally, social networks when compared to media had a positive significant 

effect on each separate index. Individuals who received information about 

environmental issues from their social networks were more likely to engage in 

conservation, consumption, and pro-environment behaviors as a whole than those 

individuals who received information from their media. Therefore, the type of pro-

environment behavior did not matter; media were less influential when compared to 

social networks. This division of information sources provided results about whether the 

information source had different effects on each pro-environment index. The major 

contribution of this study was the comparing of information sources as influential 

factors in the participation of pro-environment behavior. Since there are no previous 

studies that have explored this relationship, the results cannot be compared.  

 In all three regression models, environmental concern was statistically 

significant. It is not surprising that those individuals who have a higher environmental 

concern were more likely to engage in pro-environment behavior in general and 

specifically, conservation and consumption. Studies such as Zimmer et al. (1994) 

suggested that since people were concerned with waste reduction, marketers should 

direct advertising to recyclable materials. However, the correlation between 

environmental concern and individual’s pro-environment behavior was not tested. This 

study found that environmental concern did influence pro-environment behaviors.  
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 These findings have important policy implications including that personal 

communication was an influential factor in all three indexes. It is important to note that 

varying social factors did have more influence on conservation versus consumption 

behaviors. However, when targeting these social factors to increase pro-environment 

behavior, awareness needs to be coupled with social network tactics. 

  Mass media awareness campaigns may no longer be as functional as social 

networking in terms of increasing pro-environment behavior. Mass media efforts do not 

need to cease altogether. However, policy directed at increasing monetary funds into 

less personal information sources may need to employ alternative methods. 

Contemporary technology consists of multiple types of outlets to be connected with 

social networks. Bridging this study’s findings to current trends, social networking 

services such as Facebook and Twitter should be investigated as influential factors of 

pro-environment behaviors. The fact that social networks influenced both conservation 

and consumption offers important insight for policy-making. Organizations or mass 

media campaigns that focus on a particular type of pro-environment behavior may need 

to reevaluate their strategies.  

 It is important to note that these pro-environment behaviors were self-reported 

and caution should be used when applying these results to a larger population. In 

addition, the sample size and the location of the study yield limitations.   

 Overall, this research demonstrates a new and innovative approach of exploring 

the influences of pro-environment behavior. This approach allowed for numerous 

comparisons of communication influences and types of pro-environment behavior that 
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can be adapted depending on future researchers’ interests. This study’s framework 

provides an important contribution in both academic and policy circles regarding pro-

environment behavior.  
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APPENDIX 

SUPPLEMENTAL TABLES 
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Table A.1  
 
Factor Loadings from the Rotated Factor Pattern Matrix for Pro-Environment 
Behavior: Principal Component Analysis with Promax Rotation 

 Factors 

Pro-Environment Behavior Items 1 2 
Turn off the lights 0.740  

Fix broken items instead of buying new ones 0.727  
Turn the thermostats down 0.622  

Recycle 0.558  

Buy environmentally friendly products  0.591 
Conserve gasoline  0.549 

Buy organic food  0.948 
NOTE: Loadings <.30 suppressed 

 
 

Table A.2  
 
Factor Loadings from the Rotated Factor Structure Matrix for Pro-Environment 
Behavior: Principal Component Analysis with Promax Rotation 

 Factors 

Pro-Environment Behavior Items 1 2 
Turn off the lights 0.732  

Fix broken items instead of buying new ones 0.715  
Turn the thermostats down 0.631  

Recycle 0.574  

Buy environmentally friendly products 0.484 0.688 
Conserve gasoline 0.419 0.628 

Buy organic food  0.863 
NOTE: Loadings <.30 suppressed 
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Table A.3  
 
Descriptive Statistics of Survey Respondents (Unweighted N = 273) 
  % 

Sex  
  Male = 0 40.3 
  Female = 1  59.7 
Race  
  Nonwhite = 0 45.1 
  White = 1 54.9 
Age  
  18-27 8.8 
  28-37 20.1 
  38-47 24.6 
  48-57 20.1 
  58-67 10.6 
  68-77 8.4 
  78-88 7.4 
Education  
  Completed High School or Lower = 0 38.1 
  Some College or Higher = 1 61.9 
Income  
  Less than $50,000 = 0 53.1 
  $50,000 and Greater = 1 46.9 
Political Philosophy  
  Extremely Liberal =1 3.3 
  Liberal =2 17.9 
  Slightly Liberal =3 17.2 
  Moderate =4 33.0 
  Slightly Conservative =5 14.3 
  Conservative =6 12.5 
  Extremely Conservative =7 1.8 
Environmental Concern  
  Not at all concerned =1 1.4 
  2 2.6 
  3 7.3 
  4 22.3 
  5 27.1 
  6 16.5 
  Extremely concerned =7 22.7 

SOURCE: Detroit Area Study, 2002 
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Table A.4  
 
Distribution of How the Respondent Receives Information About Environmental 
Issues (Unweighted N = 273) 

Information Source % 

Media = 0  84.2 

Social Network = 1 15.8 
SOURCE: Detroit Area Study, 2002 

 
 
Table A.5  
 
Mean Scores of Each Item on Level of Pro-Environment Behavior Index  
(Unweighed N = 273) 

Items 
Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

All Items Combined in Index   0.680 
  Turn Thermostats Down In Winter 3.55 1.30  
  Fix Broken Items 3.33 0.99  
  Turn Off Lights 4.01 1.20  
  Conserve Gasoline 2.41 1.23  
  Buy Organic Food 2.47 1.16  
  Recycle 3.25 1.42  
  Buy Environmentally Friendly Products 2.78 1.14   
SOURCE: Detroit Area Study, 2002 

  
 
Table A.6  
 

Mean Scores of Each Item on Level of Conservation Pro-Environment Behavior Index 
(Unweighted N = 273) 

Items 
Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

All Items Combined in Index   0.615 
  Turn Thermostats Down In Winter 3.55 1.30  
  Fix Broken Items 3.33 0.99  
  Turn Off Lights 4.01 1.20  
  Conserve Gasoline 2.41 1.23  
  Recycle 3.25 1.42   
SOURCE: Detroit Area Study, 2002 
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Table A.7  
 
Mean Scores of Each Item on Level of Consumption Pro-Environment Index 
(Unweighted N = 273) 

Items 
Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

All Items Combined in Index   0.548 
  Buy Organic Food 2.47 1.16  
  Buy Environmentally Friendly Products 2.78 1.14   

SOURCE: Detroit Area Study, 2002 
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Table A.8  
 

Level of Pro-Environment Behavior Index Regressed on Information Sources and  
Socio-demographics (Unweighted N = 273) 

 Model 1 Model 2 

Variable b 
Standard 
Error 

b 
Standard 
Error 

Information Source     

  Media = 0     

  Social Network = 1 0.277* 0.115 0.268* 0.108 

Sex     

  Male = 0     

  Female = 1   0.078 0.080 

Race     

  Nonwhite = 0     

  White = 1   0.261** 0.084 

Age (years)   0.004 0.002 

Education     

  Completed High School or Lower = 0    

  Completed Some College or Higher = 1   0.238** 0.088 

Income     

  Less than $50,000 = 0     

  $50,000 and Greater = 1   0.182* 0.087 

Political Philosophy   0.021 0.029 

Environmental Concern   0.130*** 0.028 

Constant 3.071*** 0.046 1.727*** 0.248 

F Statistic  5.854*  8.186*** 

R2  0.021  0.199 

Adjusted R square  0.018  0.174 

Standard error of the estimate   0.690   0.633 

SOURCE: Detroit Area Study, 2002  
b = unstandardized regression coefficient  
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 (one-tailed test) 
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Table A.9 
 

Level of Conservation Pro-Environment Behavior Index Regressed on Information 
Sources and Socio-demographics (Unweighted N = 273)  

  Model 1 Model 2 

Variable b 
Standard 
Error 

b 
Standard 
Error 

Information Source     

  Media = 0     

  Social Network = 1 0.221 0.125 0.251* 0.117 

Sex     

  Male = 0     

  Female = 1   0.034 0.087 

Race     

  Nonwhite = 0     

  White = 1   0.353*** 0.091 

Age (years)   0.005 0.003 

Education     

  Completed High School or Lower = 0    

  Completed Some College or Higher = 1   0.277** 0.094 

Income     

  Less than $50,000 = 0     

  $50,000 and Greater = 1   0.203* 0.094 

Political Philosophy   0.040 0.031 

Environmental Concern   0.120*** 0.030 

Constant 3.277 0.050*** 1.803*** 0.267 

F Statistic  3.127  8.791*** 

R2  0.011  0.210 

Adjusted R Squared  0.008  0.186 

Standard error of the estimate   0.753   0.682 

SOURCE: Detroit Area Study, 2002  
b = unstandardized regression coefficient  
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 (one-tailed test) 
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Table A.10 
 
Level of Consumption Pro-Environment Behavior Index Regressed on Information 
Sources and Socio-demographics (Unweighted N = 273) 

 Model 1 Model 2 

Variable b 
Standard 
Error 

b 
Standard 
Error 

Information Source     

  Media = 0     

  Social Network = 1 0.418** 0.157  0.310* 0.157 

Sex     

  Male = 0     

  Female = 1    0.188 0.117 

Race     

  Nonwhite = 0     

  White = 1    0.030 0.122 

Age (years)    0.002 0.004 

Education     

  Completed High School or Lower = 0    

  Completed Some College or Higher = 1    0.140 0.127 

Income     

  Less than $50,000 = 0     

  $50,000 and Greater = 1    0.131 0.126 

Political Philosophy   -0.028 0.042 

Environmental Concern    0.155*** 0.040 

Constant 2.559*** 0.062  1.538*** 0.360 

F Statistic  7.077**  3.775*** 

R2  0.025  0.103 

Adjusted R Squared  0.022  0.075 

Standard error of the estimate   0.946   0.920 

SOURCE: Detroit Area Study, 2002  
b = unstandardized regression coefficient  
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 (one-tailed test) 
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