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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was 1) to describe the beliefs of 

environmentally-concerned community leaders regarding community needs 

for education about the environment, and 2) to describe the characteris

tics of the environmental education provided in the past, present, and 

planned for the future by different types of organizations in Pima 

County, Arizona. A census of the population of environmentally-con-

cerned community leaders yielded 44 usable responses, representing six 

different types of organizations. 

Respondents believed that there were many environmental issues 

of importance to Pima County and that efforts to educate the community 

about these issues were inadequate. The issues considered most impor

tant tended to include those regarding pollution and other problems such 

as toxic substances and waste management. The issues which appeared to 

be the most frequent topics of the environmental education provided by 

the respondents, however, tended to include those regarding natural 

resources-habitats, wildlife, and water. 

Respondents believed in the need for an environmental education 

council and master plan. Most respondents felt that the lack of funding 

and the absence of a master plan were major obstacles to providing 

adequate environmental education in the community. 

x 
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The number of responding organizations providing environmental 

education increased steadily from 1956 to 1985, with the greatest in

crease in the early seventies. However, the number of organizations 

with plans to offer such education in the future represented a con

siderable decrease, apparently due to a lack of financial support. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Various studies and surveys have recently reported that en

vironmental issues are still of major importance to the American people. 

Nevertheless, funding and other support for environmental programs and 

education which were so popular in the 1970s has been steadily 

diminishing and in some cases has disappeared entirely. The Environmen

tal Education Act which was responsible for funding the development of 

many state master plans for environmental education in the '70s was not 

renewed under the Reagan Administration. 

The purpose of the Environmental Education Act of 1970 was to 

"encourage and support individual states in initiating and developing 

environmental education programs to improve the quality of the environ

ment and maintain ecological balance." In 1974, 37 states, Washington, 

D.C., and the Tennessee Valley Authority were planning or implementing a 

plan for environmental education. Included in these states' activity 

were 1) assessment of existing environmental education projects and 

resources, 2) identification of needs and areas for priority considera

tion, and 3) programming recommendations (Rocchio and Lee, 1974). Ari

zona was not among these 37 states. 

1 
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In 1985, of forty states responding to a request by the author 

for information about their plans for environmental education, seven 

reported having a master plan, a plan encompassing both formal and non-

formal education (see Appendix A). Five of those plans were written in 

the early '70s, The others were South Carolina's written in 1981 and 

Pennsylvania's written in 1984. Two states, Montana and New Jersey, 

indicated active interest in developing a state plan for environmental 

education. 

According to Dr. William B. Stapp, professor of environmental 

education at the University of Michigan, "Environmental education is 

aimed at producing a citizenry that is knowledgeable concerning the 

biophysical environment and its associated problems, aware of how to 

help solve these problems, and motivated to work toward their solution" 

(Stapp, 1969, p. 31). 

Generally, to solve problems requiring social change educational 

programs are directed toward professionals (i.e., urban planners, social 

workers) rather than the general public. However, problems associated 

with the environment require not only professionals or one specific 

group but all individuals and all groups to act together to bring about 

the necessary change. This requires a mass educational program which is 

uncommon and demands unprecedented efforts (Rocchio and Lee, 1974). 

Statement of the Problem 

There has been no comprehensive assessment of existing environ

mental education projects and resources and no identification of needs 

and areas for priority consideration for environmental education in Pima 
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County. Various government agencies, non-profit community organiza

tions, and educational institutions in the community have a variety of 

programs which they sponsor to provide information about specific en

vironmental topics. However, the author could find no evidence of an 

attempt to coordinate these efforts to ensure that all citizens have 

access to information on the critical environmental issues which face 

their community. 

Research Objectives 

The purpose of this study is 1) to describe the attitudes and 

beliefs of environmentally-concerned community leaders in Pima County 

regarding community needs for education about the environment, and 2} to 

describe the characteristics of environmental education provided in Pima 

County past and present, and which is planned for the future by dif

ferent types of organizations. 

Specifically, the study describes the beliefs of environmental

ly-concerned community leaders regarding: 

a) the importance of environmental issues in Pima County; 

b) the need for education in Pima County on various environ

mental issues; 

c) present opportunities in Pima County for education on 

various environmental issues; 

d) the need for an environmental education council in Pima 

County; 

e) the need for a master plan for environmental education in 

Pima County; 
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f) the responsibility for funding environmental education in 

Pima County; 

g) the responsibility for developing an environmental educa

tion master plan in Pima County; 

h) the need for increased emphasis on environmental education 

for particular audiences in Pima County; and 

i) the perceived difficulties in providing environmental edu

cation in Pima County. 

Secondly, the study describes the types of organizations pro

viding environmental education in Pima County past, present, and future, 

and the following characteristics of that education: 

a) environmental education goals; 

b) environmental education topics; 

c) target audiences; 

d) activities and resources used; and 

e) funding sources. 

Limitations 

This study was limited geographically to Pima County, Arizona. 

Members of the census were residents of Pima County and survey questions 

were limited to environmental issues and educational activities within 

Pima County. 

"The census was further limited to people who indicated an in

terest in environmental issues or education by their association with 

environmentally-related organizations. Their names were selected from 

membership lists and directories of two major coordinating structures 
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for environmental concerns - the Governor's Commission on the Arizona 

Environment and the Southern Arizona Environmental Council. 

Data collected in the study was limited to given time periods 

labelled "Past" (approximately 1971-1975), "Now" (approximately 1984 and 

1985), and "Future" (approximately 1986-1990), and were not all-inclu-

sive. 

Assumptions 

The census population names were taken from membership lists and 

directories of the Governor's Commission on the Arizona Environment 

(GCAE) and the Southern Arizona Environmental Council (SAEC). It was 

assumed that each individual responding to the survey had a personal or 

professional interest in environmental issues and/or environmental edu

cation. 

Since the responding individuals* names had been listed by the 

GCAE or SAEC as representatives of the organizations, it was assumed 

that they were knowledgeable about their organization, its past history 

of environmental activities as well as current activities and plans for 

the future. 

Definition of Terms 

Several terms used in this study are commonly used in a variety 

of contexts. The author wishes to define them here for the sake of 

clarity. 

Environmental education is defined as "the educational process 

dealing with man's (sic) relationship with the Earth and his effect on 
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the Earth and his relationship with his natural and man-made sur

roundings, and includes the relations of energy, population, pollution, 

resource allocation and depletion, conservation, transportation, tech

nology, economic impact, and urban and rural planning to the total human 

environment" (Environmental Education Act of 1978). 

Formal and non-formal education are terms used to differentiate 

between the education provided within and outside of educational insti

tutions (Rocchio and Lee, 1974). Community education refers to the 

composite of formal and non-formal education, representing a "compre

hensive coordinated development of educational services to all segments 

of a community" (Wisconsin State Department of Public Instruction, 1980, 

p. 2). 

Master planning is an effort to coordinate a number of plans 

which have more specific but related focuses (Rocchio and Lee, 1974). 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Environmental Problems and Issues 

"Man has lost the capacity to foresee 
and to forestall. He will end by de
stroying the earth." 

-Albert Schweitzer 

In 1962 Rachel Carson first aroused public environmental con

sciousness with the publication of Silent Spring (Pennsylvania Environ

mental Education Master Plan Task Force, 1984). She began with the 

above quotation by Albert Schweitzer. She wrote of insecticides and 

herbicides, of chemical agents, of how they had come to permeate the 

environment, as part of the widespread pollution of the total environ

ment. She mentioned other sources of this pollution: "radioactive 

wastes from reactors, laboratories, and hospitals; fallout from nuclear 

explosions; domestic wastes from cities and towns; chemical wastes from 

factories" (Carson, 1962, p. 44). 

It wasn't until 1970, however, that a sustained consciousness of 

the environment and environmental problems took hold, nationally and 

globally. This new consciousness was vividly expressed by Earth Day in 

May of 1970. During the 1970s more than twenty major environmental laws 

were passed by the U.S. Congress addressing this concern for the en

vironment. A surge of information came before the American public 

exposing a plethora of environmental problems and issues. 

7 
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When Paul and Anne Ehrlich wrote Population, Resources, Environ

ment: Issues Human Ecology in 1970, they enumerated these "Environ

mental Threats to Man": air pollution, population growth, water 

pollution, solid wastes, pesticides and related compounds, lead pollu

tion, flouride pollution, radiation and chemical mutagens, noise pollu

tion, geological hazards, the environment of modern cities, aesthetic 

considerations, pollution and climate, and the epidemiological environ

ment. In addition they discussed the environmental issues of food 

production, business and industry, transportation, and war. 

In The Closing Circle in 1971 Barry Commoner wrote that "En

vironmental degradation largely results from the introduction of new 

industrial and agricultural production technologies" (Commoner, 1971, p. 

193). "Tragedy of the Commons" by Garrett Hardin in 1972 expounded on 

the view that if environmental degradation is to be avoided population 

growth must be controlled. 

Many states made efforts in the '70s to identify environmental 

problems and to educate their citizens about those problems. Four 

examples are cited here. 

In Wisconsin the following "primary environmental issues" were 

identified in a 1974 study as important focuses for educational efforts: 

1) population, size and distribution; 2) land use; 3) energy, produc

tion and consumption; 4) solid waste, disposal and recycling; 5) recrea

tion, designation, development, and use of facilities; 6) agriculture, 

practices and productivity; 7) natural habitats preservation; 8) 

transportation; and 9) environmental health and pollution hazards. The 

study also stated that pressing local issues should take precedence and 
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are "the most essential focus for environmental education" (Wisconsin 

Environmental Education Council, 1974, p. 14). 

In 1974 a Maine study identified nine areas of environmental 

issues and problems. These included: 1) air and water pollution; 2) 

coastal development; 3) energy; 4) forests; 5) land use; 6) oil; 7) 

tourism; 8) waste disposal; ana 9) wilderness (Maine State Department of 

Educational and Cultural Services, 1974). 

In South Carolina in 1981 the following were listed as "essen

tial elements" of the information needed by the public to "assure har

mony between human systems and natural systems": 1) human sociocultural 

change; 2) matter and energy laws; 3) human population dynamics; 4) 

water resources; 5) renewable resources; 6) nonrenewable resources; 7) 

energy resources; 8) pollution; 9) economics, politics, and environ

mental law. In addition the following categories were specified for 

needed educational materials: 1) marine and coastal education; 2) soils 

and land use; 3) water resources; 4) energy; 5) wildlife resources; 6) 

forest resources; 7) parks and recreation; 8) endangered species; 9) 

waste disposal and recycling; 10) mineral resources; 11) food sources; 

12) pollution; and 13) population (South Carolina State Natural Re

sources Education Council, 1981). 

In 1984, officials in Pennsylvania explained that while air and 

many rivers and lakes were cleaner than they had been a few years 

before, "many serious problems remain such as acid rain, soil erosion, 

toxic waste seepage and nonpoint source water pollution" (Pennsylvania 

Environmental Education Task Force, 1984, p. xiii). 
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The first intergovernmental conference on environmental educa

tion was held in 1977 in Tbilisi, USSR. Sponsored by the United Na

tions, it was a follow-up to the United Nations Conference on the Human 

Environment held in Stockholm in 1972. A summary of the Tbilisi Con

ference explained that environmental problems exist in all countries and 

at every stage of economic development, and thus vary widely in nature, 

magnitude, and complexity. Examples include "hunger and malnutrition, 

the considerable disparities between human populations in respect of 

their quality of life, the degradation of natural ecosystems and 

landscapes, desertification, the depletion and wastage of resources, the 

many different forms of pollution or nuisance and the deterioration of 

the living environment" (Environmental Education in the Light of the 

Tbilisi Conference, 1980, p. 13). 

The United Nations Environmental Programme presents an annual 

report on the world environment. In the 1982 report environmental 

issues were discussed in terms of fourteen categories: 1} atmosphere 

and climate; 2} marine environment; 3) inland waters; 4) lithosphere; 5) 

terrestrial biota; 6) agriculture, forestry, and the environment 7) 

population; 8) human settlements; 9) health and the environment; 10) 

industry; 11) energy and the environment; 12) transport; 13) tourism; 

14) peace and security (Holdgate, 1982). 

In "State of the Earth 1985" Lester Brown (1985) presented 

critical world environmental issues including soil erosion, drought, 

forest systems, overfishing, global climate change, hunger, population, 

energy, and building a sustainable society. 
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Also in 1985, Audubon President Russell Peterson, writing in 

that organization's journal, identified "the environmental threat to end 

all threats - the prospect of a 'nuclear winter' that would eliminate 

most life on Earth" (Peterson, 1985, p. 4). He explained that "This 

climatic catastrophe is likely to occur worldwide if only one of the 

superpowers fires a small percentage of its nuclear weapons" (Peterson, 

1985, p. 4). 

Faced with such an "array of awesome problems" Peterson con

tended that "a problem identified is a problem half-solved" (Peterson, 

1985, p. 4). Commoner said in The Closing Circle that "...public know

ledge is essential to the solution of every environmental problem. For 

these depend not only on scientific data, but ultimately on a public 

judgment which balances the benefits to be gained from a particular 

technology against the associated environmental hazards...These are 

value judgments...In a democracy they belong not in the hands of 'ex

perts', but in the hands of the people and their elected representa

tives" (Commoner, 1971, pp. 193-98). Helping citizens to become 

knowledgeable participants in such decision-making is a central goal of 

environmental education. 

Defining Environmental Education 

Environmental education evolved with growing awareness of en

vironmental problems. It has grown from and encompasses outdoor educa

tion, nature study, science education, and conservation education 

(Michigan Environmental Education Task Force, 1973). 



The "Environmental Education Act", made Public Law 91-516 by the 

United States Congress on October 31, 1970, defined environmental educa

tion as "the educational process dealing with man's (sic) relationship 

with his natural and man-made surroundings, and includes the relation of 

population, pollution, resource allocation and depletion, conservation, 

transportation, technology, and urban and rural planning to the total 

human environment" (U.S. Congress, 1970-71, p. 1312). This law was 

enacted because the Congress found that "the deterioration of the quali

ty of the Nation's environment and of its ecological balance poses a 

serious threat to the strength and vitality of the people...and is in 

part due to poor understanding of the Nation's environment and of the 

need for ecological balance." The Act goes on to state that "...there 

do not exist adequate resources for educating and informing citizens in 

these areas, and that concerted efforts in educating citizens about 

environmental quality and ecological balance are therefore necessary" 

(U.S. Congress, 1970-71, p. 1312). 

When the Act was renewed eight years later as part of Public Law 

95-561 on November 1, 1978, Congress' findings were the same - the 

Nation's environment was deteriorating, threatening the strength and 

vitality of the people, and "existing resources are not adequate for 

educating and informing citizens about environmental matters" (U.S. 

Congress, 1978, p. 2211). During those eight intervening years the 

people's awareness of the deteriorating environment had grown, and they 

had experienced the "energy crisis", or the Oil Embargo of 1973. 

Congress slightly modified its defin-ition of environmental edu

cation in the 1978 Act to "the educational process dealing with man's 
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relationship with the Earth and his effect on the Earth and his rela

tionship with his natural and man-made surroundings, and includes the 

relations of energy, population, pollution, resource allocation and 

depletion, conservation, transportation, technology, economic impact, 

and urban and rural planning to the total human environment." 

This definition still lacked the citizen action component in

cluded in the definition by William Stapp published in The Journal of 

Environmental Education in 1969. He wrote "Environmental education is 

aimed at producing a citizenry that is knowledgeable concerning the 

biophysical environment and its associated problems, aware of how to 

help solve these problems, and motivated to work toward their solution" 

(Stapp, 1969, p. 31). 

A definition similar in its emphasis on citizen action was 

developed in 1970 by The International Working Meeting on Environmental 

Education in the School Curriculum, organized by the Foresta Institute 

for Ocean and Mountain Studies, UNESCO, and the International Union for 

Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN): "Environmental 

education is the process of recognizing values and clarifying concepts 

in order to develop skills and attitudes necessary to understand and 

appreciate the inter-relatedness among man (sic), his culture, and his 

biophysical surroundings. Environmental education also entails practice 

in decision-making and self-formulation of a code of behavior about 

issues concerning environmental quality" (Richmond, 1973, p. 128). 

In Michigan environmental education is defined as "...the basic 

process leading toward the development of a citizenry that is aware of 

and concerned about the environment and its associated problems, and 
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that has the knowledge, skill, motivation, and commitment to work toward 

solutions to current and projected problems" (Governor's Environmental 

Education Task Force, 1973, p. 14). 

Officials in Pennsylvania state that "Environmental Education is 

a learning process concerned with the interrelationships among com

ponents of the natural and human-made world producing growth in the 

individual and leading to responsible stewardship of the earth" 

(Pennsylvania Environmental Education Task Force, 1984, p. 59). 

Goals of Environmental Education 

Goals for environmental education may vary from program to 

program, but overall the literature reveals more similarities than 

differences. Awareness, knowledge, skills, motivation to work toward 

solutions, to develop attitudes, values, behavior, and decision-making 

that will restore or maintain a healthy environment, are common goals of 

environmental education efforts. 

In the "Background and Purpose" of the Environmental Education 

Act of 1970, the stated goal of environmental education is to "promote 

among citizens the awareness and understanding of the environment, our 

relationship to it, and the concern and responsible action necessary to 

assure our survival and to improve the quality of life" (U.S. Congress, 

1970, p. 4706). 

The goals of environmental education in Michigan are to develop 

in people awareness, understanding, and concern for the environment and 
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environmental problems, and the knowledge, skill, motivation, and com

mitment to work toward solutions (Governor's Environmental Education 

Task Force, 1973}. 

In Maine the goal of environmental education is to produce 

citizens that are sensitive to the quality of the environment, able to 

identify environmental problems, able to evaluate means for solving or 

preventing these problems, and have the skills and motivation to work 

toward solutions or prevention. The environmental education efforts 

there also are directed to help citizens develop "a philosophy and 

lifestyle which 1s in harmony with the concept of people as a part of 

nature" (Maine State Department of Educational and Cultural Services, 

1974, p. 4). 

In Wisconsin the goal of environmental education is for citizens 

to acquire attitudes and values, and to choose practices which "maintain 

a healthy and productive natural environment" (Wisconsin Environmental 

Education Council, 1974, p. 1). 

In the Final Report of the international Tbilisi Conference, 

held in 1977, the following goals of global environmental education were 

endorsed: 1) to foster clear awareness of, and concern about economic, 

social, political and ecological interdependence in urban and rural 

areas; 2) to provide every person with opportunities to acquire the 

knowledge, values,* attitudes, commitment, and skills needed to protect 

and improve the environment; and 3) to create new patterns of behavior 

of individuals, groups, and society as a whole towards the environment 

(Intergovernmental Conference on Environmental Education, 1978, p. 26). 
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In 1984, Pennsylvania set this goal for environmental education: 

"To develop a citizenry that is aware oft and concerned about, the total 

environment, and its associated problems, and which has the knowledge, 

attitude, motivation, commitment, and skills to work individually and 

collectively toward solutions of current problems and the prevention of 

new ones" (Pennsylvania Environmental Education Task Force, 1984, p. 

1 ) .  

Formal, Non-Formal, and Community Education 

Environmental education grew rapidly during the early 1970s. By 

1975 environmental education coordinators were providing training for 

teachers and developing programs and materials in most states (Stein-

hart, 1985). But this flourish of activity was short-lived. Having 

received little funding, the Environmental Education Act expired in 1984 

falling far short of its original goals and the expectations of its 

supporters. Specialists hired for environmental education were cut from 

most budgets, partially or entirely. "While teachers continue to attend 

in-service training in environmental education, no one can say how much 

instruction reaches the classroom" (Steinhart, 1985, p. 12). John 

Disinger of Ohio State University, who chronicled states' activities in 

environmental education during the 1970s, said in 1985, "I think en

vironmental education probably is in trouble" (Steinhart, 1985, p. 12). 

In January 1985 Peter Steinhart wrote in Audubon that while 

formal education is important in the overall picture of providing en

vironmental education, schools "seem unlikely to solve our environmental 

problems" (Steinhart, 1985, p. 13). Because of their limitations we 
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must depend, he says, on the variety of non-formal means of learning "to 

nurture a concern for the natural world" (Steinhart, 1985, p. 13). 

The terms "formal" and "non-formal" education are used to dis

tinguish between the learning that occurs under the direction of 

academic institutions and that which occurs outside of the academic 

institutions {Rocchio and Lee, 1974). The Environmental Education Act 

advocated the use of both in order to best reach all citizens (U.S. 

Congress, 1970). 

In the "Background and Purpose" of the Environmental Education 

Act of 1970 it is stated: 

"We, as a society, can no longer afford the luxury of not 
knowing the environmental consequences of our decisions. The 
citizens of this country, both present and future, must 
understand the ecosystem and the interrelationships between 
its parts. Each phase of education, from preschool through 
adult and continuing education, must be reordered to permit 
the introduction of ecological understanding" {U.S. Congress, 
1970, p. 4704). 

The Act sought to "support the informal processes of education" in 

addition to the formal "since much of our learning experiences derives 

from these activities" such as educational television, museums, parks, 

and community organizations (U.S. Congress, 1970, p. 4705). 

The Minnesota State Plan for Environmental Education recommended 

implementing programs through both formal and non-formal education pro

cesses as called for in the Environmental Education Act of 1970. The 

former include public and private educational institutions such as 

elementary and secondary schools, vocational and technical schools, 

junior colleges, and colleges and universities. Sources;.of non-formal 

education include families, community groups, government agencies, 
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business and industry, and the media (Minnesota Environmental Education 

Council, 1972). 

Michigan also named both formal and non-formal education sources 

as "groups having major opportunities and responsibilities in environ

mental communication, education, and information programs" (Governor's 

Environmental Education Task Force, 1973, p. 2). These include agricul

ture, business and industry, citizen organizations, elementary and 

secondary schools, government, higher education, labor, media, profes

sional and trade associations, religious organizations, and youth 

organizations. 

The Tbilisi Declaration stated that "Environmental education 

should be provided for all ages, at all levels and in both formal and 

non-formal education"...and "should constitute a comprehensive lifelong 

education, one responsive to changes in a rapidly changing world" (En

vironmental Education in the Light of the Tbilisi Conference, 1980, p. 

11). 

In Pennsylvania environmental education is also described as a 

"lifelong" learning process and one which "fosters an environmentally 

literate citizenry through programs provided by traditional educational 

institutions (schools) and nonschool organizations" (Pennsylvania En

vironmental Education Task Force, 1984, p. 51). 

The term "community education" as it is used in the present 

study encompasses both formal and non-formal education, indicating a 

"comprehensive, coordinated development of educational services to all 

segments of a community" (Wisconsin State Department of Public Instruc

tion, 1980, p. 2). In this way community education coordinates and 
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promotes programs of various origins, helping to make the best use of 

resources within the community, preventing duplication of efforts, and 

ensuring that needed services are provided. Community education repre

sents lifelong learning, providing programs for all age groups, in a 

variety of settings (Wisconsin State Department of Public Instruction, 

1980, Montana State Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, 

1980). 

In 1980 more than 1200 school districts in all 50 states were 

offering some kind of community education programs. Some funding sup

port was provided for community education by eleven states. There was a 

staff person to facilitate and coordinate the development of community 

education statewide in more than 35 state departments of education 

{Wisconsin State Department of Public Instruction, 1980). 

The importance of including environmental education In community 

education programs was clearly recognized by the Environmental Education 

Act. The major provisions and purposes of the Act included "Community 

Education" in order to "enhance the success of environmental education 

by encouraging wide participation at the community level" (U.S. 

Congress, 1970, p. 4709), and "to provide for community education pro

grams on preserving and enhancing environmental quality and maintaining 

ecological balance" (U.S. Congress, 1970, p. 4711). 

William Stapp wrote: "The foundation for strong environmental 

action rests, to a large degree, on what happens in our homes, schools, 

youth programs, church, community, media, and interest groups. Each of 

these has a particular role to play in the education of the individual" 

(Pennsylvania Environmental Education Task Force, 1984, p. xv). In 
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planning for environmental education, Pennsylvania declared this goal: 

"The entire community will be involved - every person through social, 

political, cultural, educational, economic, and religious affiliations 

must help implement this master plan to sustain a quality lifestyle for 

future generations" (Pennsylvania Environmental Education Task Force, 

1984, p. xv). 

Master Planning for Environmental Education 

In a 1974 nationwide study of environmental education planning, 

Richard Rocchio and Eve Lee defined master planning as "an effort which 

may encompass or be an umbrella for a number of subsidiary plans having 

a more specific but interrelated focus" (1974, p. 23). Additionally, 

the U.S. Office of Education guidelines for state master planning for 

environmental education indicated that a master plan should: make use 

of existing and potential resources in the state (curriculum materials, 

facilities, funds); be an overall education plan utilizing formal and 

non-formal educational systems; describe needs and priorities in imple

menting the plan; be useful to a variety of agencies and organizations 

in identifying their best means of providing assistance; involve a task 

force of representatives statewide in elementary and secondary educa

tion, higher education, health and environmental protection agencies, 

private education and environmental organizations, broadcasting, busi

ness, labor, and industry, and therein reflect the educational and 

environmental resources of the state (Rocchio and Lee, 1974). 
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This description of master planning, like the definitions of 

environmental education and community education, is broad and wide-

reaching. In this way master planning seems an appropriate tool for 

dealing with community environmental education. 

In 1974, thirty-seven states were planning or implementing a 

master plan for environmental education (Rocchio and Lee, 1974). Ari

zona was not among them. In 1985, of forty states responding to a 

request by the author for copies of their state master plans for en

vironmental education, seven reported having such a plan which included 

both formal and non-formal education (see Appendix A). Several other 

states submitted plans and/or curricula materials for formal education 

efforts in environmental education. 

Seven State Master Plans 

A survey of the seven state master plans submitted revealed a 

variety of approaches, all which fulfilled the basic guidelines for 

state master planning originally established by the U.S. Office of 

Education. The major differences were in the methods used for 

developing the plans and in the organizational structures proposed for 

on-going coordination of environmental education in the state. Other 

differences and similarities can be seen in brief summaries of each 

plan. 

Minnesota. "Environmental Education...a State Plan for Minne

sota" was written in 1972. It was developed by the 30-member Minnesota 

Environmental Education Council which was established in 1971 by Execu

tive Order of the Governor. The Council members represented educational 
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institutions, government agencies, community and environmental organiza

tions, labor, and business. The Council was formed to 1) represent the 

views and act as liaison among the citizens of the state, 2} advise and 

make recommendations on matters of environmental education to the 

Governor and the State Departments of Education and Natural Resources, 

and 3) prepare a comprehensive Master Plan for Environmental Education 

for all citizens of the state. 

The development of the State Plan was partially funded by a 

grant from the U.S. Office of Education in 1971. Further funding was 

obtained from state, federal, and private sources. 

Initially the Council studied environmental education programs 

and needs throughout the state. In the resulting plan recommendations 

were made for more comprehensive programs for all citizens and for an 

organizational structure to Initiate those programs. This organization 

included the establishment of eight regional environmental education 

commissions. Each commission was to consist of twelve members appointed 

by the Governor and representing the following groups: 1) K-12 school 

systems; 2) post-secondary educational institutions; 3) regional 

economic development commissions where they exist; 4) voluntary organi

zations (such as environmental and civic); 5) business and industry; 6) 

labor organizations; and 7) local, state, and federal government 

agencies. 

These regional commissions were recommended because the Council 

found that "there is no existing group or organization that can bring 

together all the diverse components of a community or region - school 

personnel, government officials, voluntary organizations, business, 
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industry and labor people, church leaders and others - for the purposes 

of promoting and assisting environmental education efforts" (p. 9). 

Input from fact-finding meetings also included the need for regional 

resource material centers, more grassroots participation in curriculum 

development and program planning to reflect regional needs, and more 

emphasis on education for adults, particularly directed toward local 

decision-makers. The Council heard repeatedly that "regional develop

ment and implementation is the only method which can really succeed" (p. 

9). 

In addition to the eight regional commissions, the state plan 

recommended the establishment of one state-wide planning-coordinating 

council. Sixteen members would be elected from the regional commis

sions. Fourteen members would be appointed by the Governor, with at 

least one appointee representing each of the following state departments 

and agencies: Education, Natural Resources, Pollution Control, Higher 

Education Coordinating Commission, and State Planning. 

Further recommendations in the Minnesota State Plan focused on 

Formal Education (K-12, Non-Disciplinary Curriculum, In-Service Teacher 

Training, Pre-Service Teacher Training, and Post-High School Environmen

tal Education) and Non-Formal Education (Pre-K Environmental Education, 

Voluntary Organizations, The Church, Business-Industry and Labor Organi

zations, and Governmental Units). Specific recommendations were also 

made for "Communication" indicating that "Effective communication holds 

the key to the success of both formal and non-formal environmental 

efforts" (p. 29). 
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Michigan. "Michigan's Environmental Future - A Master Plan for 

Environmental Education" was written in 1973. It was prepared by a 

nineteen-member Governor's Environmental Education Task Force repre

senting the various geographical regions of the state and the following 

groups: agriculture, business and industry, citizen organizations, 

elementary and secondary schools, government, higher education, indivi

dual citizens, labor, mass communications, professional and trade as

sociations, religious organizations, and youth organizations. 

The plan was written to provide the framework, guidelines, and 

processes for coordinating and evaluating all environmental communica

tion, education, and information activities in the state, in order to 

have an environmentally literate citizenry. "Most recommendations are 

intended to be implemented voluntarily and cooperatively by private and 

public groups, organizations, or individuals" (p. 4). 

The state plan listed specific recommendations for the various 

groups which were considered to have major opportunities and responsi

bilities in environmental education, communication, and information 

programs. These were the same groups as listed above for representation 

on the Governor's Task Force. The plan was long-range and meant to be 

"a guide, not a prescription" (p. 25), and had a grassroots foundation. 

It called for on-going evaluation and revision, and suggested priorities 

for the distribution of "scarce environmental education funds" (p. 3). 

The plan also recommended that the Governor establish in the Governor's 

Office a State Environmental Education Council and a Citizens Advisory 

Board to centralize and coordinate all statewide environmental communi

cation, education, and information programs. The proposed Council was 
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to consist of seven members appointed by the Governor, including the 

State Superintendent of Public Instruction and six citizens, four em

ployed outside government. Members should have demonstrated interest 

and competence in environmental education leadership; personal commit

ment to the content, principles, and spirit of the master plan; sensi

tivity to, and interest in all component groups listed in the plan and 

all regions of the state. 

The Plan also recommended the establishment of State Environmen

tal Education Regions with regional offices and staffs. These offices 

would be responsible for 1) inventorying, planning, developing, and 

evaluating all environmental communication, education, and information 

efforts within the region; 2} working directly with all local component 

groups to establish or improve programs; 3) reporting activities of the 

region to the State Environmental Education Council; 4) coordinating 

efforts among local component groups; and 5) expending funds allocated 

to the region (p. 35). 

The Michigan Master Plan was prepared "with the assistance of a 

planning grant" from the U.S. Office of Education (p. iii). It was 

developed over several years of writing, rewriting, committee meetings, 

and public hearings, and was completed in 1973. 

Maine. The "Maine State Plan for Environmental Education" was 

written in 1974. It was developed by the twelve members of the Maine 

Environmental Education Writing Committee designated by Commissioner of 

the Maine State Department of Education and Cultural Services in early 

1971. TWe members, representatives of industry, state agencies, higher 
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* education, private groups, and elementary and secondary education, 

worked to identify needs, suggest goals, pinpoint target audiences, and 

to make recommendations for environmental education in the state. 

The recommendations covered all levels of formal education -

pre-school, elementary, secondary, higher education, adult education -

and non-formal general public education. The plan also recommended that 

the following segments of Maine society should become involved with all 

levels of formal and non-formal environmental education: 1) public and 

private education institutions; 2) private organizations; 3) State De

partment of Educational and Cultural Services; 4) government agencies at 

all levels; 5) private individuals and foundations; 6) business and 

industry; and 7) communication media. 

The plan recommended establishment of the position of environ

mental education director within the State Department of Educational and 

Cultural Services and director of environmental education for the entire 

University system. Together, the plan recommended, they should coordi

nate efforts for reaching the target audience statewide. 

Wisconsin. "Environmental Education in Wisconsin - A Foundation 

for Conserving Environmental Quality" was written in 1974 by The Wiscon

sin Environmental Education Council and its Advisory Committee. As a 

response to the Environmental Education Act of 1970 an ad hoc committee 

of representatives from various state agencies and the University of 

Wisconsin met to consider and initiate a state environmental education 

act. Further work was carried out by the Governor's Task Force on the 

Environment. In May of 1971 the Governor created by Executive Order a 
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Wisconsin Environmental Education Council to coordinate the state's 

efforts and to formulate a state plan for environmental education. 

The Council had ten members including the heads of state 

agencies with environmental education responsibilities under the Wiscon

sin Statutes. These included the Departments of Public Instruction and 

Natural Resources, the University of Wisconsin and the Wisconsin State 

Universities, and the State Board of Vocational, Technical, and Adult 

Education. Other members Included the Director of the Educational 

Communications Board and a representative from the Governor's Office. 

The Council appointed an Advisory Committee of fifteen members chosen to 

represent Wisconsin citizens and various organized interests in environ

mental education. 

The state plan made specific recommendations to various sectors 

that provide and benefit from environmental education, including: 1) 

elementary and secondary education; 2) vocational, technical, and adult 

education; 3) university and college education; 4) youth and student 

groups; 5) environmental organizations; 6) civic organizations; 7) la

bor; 8) instructional and commercial media; 9) agriculture; 10) business 

and industry; and 11) government. Other recommendations included the 

establishment of local or regional environmental education resource 

centers through the cooperative effort of public and private organiza

tions. 

Delaware. "Environmental Education in Delaware" was prepared in 

1975 by the Delaware Conservation Education Association, Inc. (DCEA), a 

private, non-profit, tax-exempt organization representing a variety of 
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environmental education interests. OCEA board members included repre

sentatives from: 1) educational institutions; 2) State Department of 

Public Instruction; 3) State Department of Natural Resources and En

vironmental Control; 4) industry; 5) public utilities; 6) media; 7) 

private organizations; 8) creative arts, humanities, social sciences, 9) 

community organizations; and 10) federal agencies. 

The plan was based on the theme "Man is a part of a natural 

system, the earth, and is ultimately subject to the limits of the sys

tem". This was the basic conceptual scheme for population-environment 

studies of The Population Curriculum Study at the University of Dela

ware. Objectives of the plan included teacher education, curriculum 

development, and adult education "to develop an electorate with suffi

cient knowledge and understanding to deal democratically with environ

mental issues and to bring personal life styles into harmony with 

natural systems". 

The program recommended "is intended to provide people with a 

basic knowledge and understanding of environmental problems through a 

multidisciplinary program of educational experiences". The plan called 

on the entire community to become involved in a cooperative effort for 

environmental awareness and responsibility. 

South Carolina. "South Carolina State Plan for Natural Re

sources Education" was prepared by the State Natural Resources Education 

Council in 1981. The Council was created by Executive Order of the 

Governor in 1980 to develop a state plan for education and information 

about the "wise protection and use" of natural resources. This action 

followed a proposal to the Governor in 1980 which called for a task 
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force to develop and implement a comprehensive master plan for natural 

resources education. The proposal was sponsored by officials from 

several state agencies and was endorsed by the South Carolina Environ

mental Education Association, citing "gaps and duplication in existing 

public information activities of state agencies and the absence of 

overall direction for improvements in public awareness" (p. 1). 

The 24-member Council was composed entirely of state agency 

representatives, with public participation in the committee work as 

required by the Executive Order. Public input was also obtained by 

means of questionnaires to community leaders, news releases to mass 

media, and comments and questions solicited after draft copies of the 

plan were made available. 

According to the plan "Natural resources education seeks to 

provide the information necessary to assure harmony between human sys

tems and natural systems for the health and welfare of all" (p. 3). 

This information included the following elements: structure and 

function of ecosystems; human sociocultural change; matter and energy 

laws; human population dynamics; water resources; renewable resources; 

non-renewable resources; energy resources; pollution; and economics, 

politics, and environmental law. 

Among the recommendations made, highest priority was given to 

the establishment of a state clearinghouse to coordinate distribution of 

information from individual agencies and groups regarding resources, 

materials, and personnel available relative to natural resources. It 

was recommended that the clearinghouse coordinate with educational tele

vision to disseminate information and encourage the participation of 
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private organizations, graduate schools, federal agencies, and indi

viduals in its functions. 

Specific recommendations were also made for activities at the 

following levels: pre-school, elementary, and secondary education; 

post-secondary education; and general public education "outside the 

realm of formal education to all citizens of South Carolina" (p. 6). 

Recommendations were included for implementation and evaluation, in

cluding the designation of the state agencies responsible for each 

strategy. 

Pennsylvania. The Pennsylvania Environmental Education Master 

Plan "New Direction Across the State...For the Total Community" was 

written in 1984. The effort was initiated by the Pennsylvania Bureau of 

State Parks, Clarion University of Pennsylvania, and the McKeever En

vironmental Learning Center. The final document was composed by a 

"writing team" of seven members of the 43-member Task Force appointed by 

the State Secretaries of Environmental Resources and Education. Members 

were selected on the basis of geographic distribution, demonstrated 

leadership, and involvement in community concerns. They represented 

basic and higher education, resource management agencies, corporate 

communities, media, and youth, religious, community, and environmental 

organizations. The Task Force was directed to 1) assess the status of 

environmental education in the state, 2) draft recommendations for "the 

redirection and implementation of a statewide environmental education 

effort, and 3) establish a "communication network to promote environmen

tal education through an information and program exchange" (p. xv). 
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Stating that "This Master Plan's potential can be fully realized 

only through a statewide network with an environmental education office 

as its. nucleus" (p. iii) the Plan called for the establishment of an 

Office of Environmental Education within the State Department of Educa

tion. In addition, an Advisory Council of environmental leaders from 

the public and private sectors was to be established by the Secretaries 

of Environmental Resources and Education and the Chancellor of the State 

System of Higher Education. 

The Pennsylvania Plan adopted the "global environmental educa

tion framework" that was generated by international environmental educa

tion conferences in Belgrade (1975) and Tbilisi (1977). The goal 

statement included the Tbilisi Declaration's five objectives for en

vironmental education; awareness, knowledge, attitudes, skills, and 

participation (Intergovernmental Conference on Environmental Education, 

1978). The Plan further stated that the process of environmental educa

tion should be "continuous (lifelong), humanistic, inquiry oriented, 

interdisciplinary" and that the resulting growth in the individual 

should "increase the commitment to active participation in society, 

clarify values, encourage harmonious lifestyles, increase knowledge, 

sharpen aesthetic appreciation, increase understanding, develop learning 

skills, encourage creativity" (p. 59). 

Specific recommendations were made for each of the following 

groups providing environmental information or education: "intermediate 

units" of school systems, "school systems", higher education, resource 

management agencies, community and environmental organizations, youth 

organizations, religious organizations, business and industry, environ
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mental education facilities such as museums* zoos, and nature, science, 

and environmental education centers, professional environmental educa

tion organizations, State House and Senate, and the media. The Plan 

recommended that the State Board of Education strengthen environmental 

education in the classroom by mandating currriculum regulations in the 

Pennsylvania School Code. 

Environmental Education in Arizona and Pima County 

Activity in environmental education in Arizona was reported in 

Disinger and Lee's State Directories in Environmental Education in 1973. 

The state contact for environmental education was listed as a deputy 

associate superintendent in the Arizona Department of Education. Also 

mentioned was the Arizona Environmental Education Advisory Council, 

established to advise the Superintendent of Public Instruction. Its 

membership was "by invitation of the State Superintendent of Public 

Instruction via nominations submitted by the Council" (Disinger and Lee, 

1973, p. 11). Its 54 members in 1973 included representatives from 

state and federal resource agencies, state education organizations, and 

"other groups involved in conservation education on a statewide basis" 

(p. 11). The goal of the Council was to "promote public awareness and 

understanding of conservation through the public schools" (p. 11). 

An Elementary Teachers Resource Guide for Environmental Educa

tion was published by the Arizona Department of Education in 1973 under 

the direction of the Arizona Environmental Education Advisory Council. 
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The guide was intended to "help the teacher encourage the student to (1) 

become aware of man's dependence on natural resources, (2) gain funda

mental understanding about our natural resources, (3) intelligently 

react to problems of waste and damage to natural resources, and then (4) 

search for solutions" (Kennedy, 1973, p. 1). 

In 1977 the guide was updated and expanded to include student 

activities for grades K-12. The Teachers Resource Suide for Environ

mental Education was designed as a "resource of information, suggestions 

and activities" for supplementing existing curriculum and "does not 

represent a total environmental education curriculum" (Kennedy and 

Hernbrode, 1977, p. ix). 

In 1975 the Environmental Council at the University of Arizona 

reported a survey of environmental education activities in the state. 

In the public schools it reported "a great variation from school to 

school and district to district, in the amount and quality of activity" 

(University of Arizona Environmental Council, 1975, p. 11-41). The 

presence of a teacher with interest and ability in environmental educa

tion was found to determine the successful use of the Teachers Resource 

Guide provided by the State Department of Education. 

Other activity in environmental education in Pima County was 

reported at the Arizona-Sonora Desert Museum, Sabino Canyon Visitors 

Center, Saguaro National Monument, Rancho Los Cerros, Tumamoc Hill 

(University of Arizona), and Camp Cooper (Tucson Unified School District 

One). 
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Summary 

The enumeration of environmental problems and issues, while 

worded and categorized differently throughout the literature reviewed, 

appears to be the source of little argument. Even the "South Carolina 

State Plan for Natural Resources Education", while shirking the title 

takes on the issues of environmental education, including those of the 

human systems. While the scope of issues called environmental seems 

vast on one hand, the Wisconsin master plan notes that "pressing local 

issues should take precedence." The literature seems to indicate that 

in terms of environmental problems it is important to "think globally 

and act locally." 

While the wording of definitions for environmental education 

varies throughout the literature, the meanings are mostly the same. 

There appears to be overwhelming support for definitions which express 

the "citizen action approach." Likewise with the goals of environmental 

education, the predominant literature goes beyond knowledge and aware

ness, to skills, motivation, and commitment to work toward solutions and 

prevention. 

The literature overwhelmingly expresses the importance of both 

formal and non-formal approaches to environmental education. The need 

for community-wide programs is readily conveyed with the broad base of 

environmental education presented in contrast to the relatively narrow 

structures of formal education. The literature also emphasizes the 

importance of environmental education as a lifelong learning process 

which fosters an environmentally literate citizenry. 
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References to master planning as a process for environmental 

education development were seldom found in the literature, and less in 

the early '80s than in the early '70s. State master plans for environ

mental education were more regularly referred to in the early '70s than 

in the early '80s. It appears that as federal support for environmental 

education waned, so did state interest and/or activity in master plan

ning. 

The literature indicates that some form of environmental educa

tion has been provided in Pima County by the public schools, by some 

non-profit community organizations, and by state and federal resource 

agencies. Although the literature could not be found to confirm recent 

activities in this area, it is apparent through the local media that 

miscellaneous activities on the part of these groups continue to provide 

environmental education. 

What is clear from existing literature and from the absence of 

further literature is that there is no overall coordination to assure a 

thorough program of environmental education for all citizens of Pima 

County. The absence of such a program denies the citizens of their 

right to be knowledgeable participants in critical decision-making in 

their community. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY 

The purpose of this study was 1) to describe the attitudes arid 

beliefs of environmentally-concerned community leaders in Pima County 

regarding community needs for environmental education, and 2) to de

scribe the characteristics of environmental education provided in Pima 

County past, present, and future by different types of organizations. 

Development of the Instrument 

A mail questionnaire was developed by the author using the 

guidelines and techniques of the Total Design Method (Dillman, 1978). 

The questionnaire was divided into three sections (see Appendix B for 

sample questionnaire). The first section asked respondents about their 

attitudes and beliefs regarding community needs for education about the 

environment. 

The second section asked respondents about the environmental 

education activities of the organization for which they received the 

questionnaire. These questions concerned their educational goals, 

topics, activities and resources used, their target audiences, and 

funding sources. 

The third and final section was designed to elicit demographic 

information from respondents. Demographic information obtained for use 

in the study included length of time lived in Pima County, location of 

36 
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residence in Pima County, employment status, usual occupation, educa

tion, and income level. Information also was elicited regarding 

respondents' relationship with the organization for which the question

naire was received. This information included length of time respondent 

had been interested in environmental education and/or issues, length of 

time with the organization, paid or volunteer status with the organiza

tion, and role in the organization. 

The third section of the questionnaire also was designed to 

elicit information about the organization represented by the respondent, 

including time periods of the organization's operations in Pima County, 

level of concern about environmental education, type of organization, 

size of operations budget, and size of budget allocated to environmental 

education activities in Pima County. 

Each page of the questionnaire was typed on regular 8 1/2 by 11 

inch paper and then photographically reduced to 17% of the original 

size. The reduced pages were assembled into a booklet form. The book

let consisted of 8 1/2 by 14 inch sheets of paper folded in the middle, 

trimmed, and stapled. The final booklet measured 6 1/2 by 8 1/2 and had 

twenty pages. 

Pretesting and Revising the Instrument 

To pretest the instrument, questionnaires were given to two 

people from counties other than Pima County who would otherwise meet the 

sample requirements, to two educators in environmental studies who 

understood the study's purpose, and to two potential users of the data, 
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as recommended by Dillman in The Total Design Method (1978). Revisions 

were made based on their responses and suggestions. 

Census of the Population 

For the purpose of this study it was determined that a census of 

the available population should be taken. The author was interested in 

learning about the attitudes and beliefs of community leaders who had an 

expressed interest and involvement in the environmental education and/or 

issues of Pima County. In addition the study was to identify charac

teristics of the environmental education activities in Pima County. 

Because a relatively comprehensive survey of those activities was de

sired, a census of the population was appropriate. 

There are two organizations which serve as coordinating struc

tures and information clearinghouses for environmental concerns that 

impact Pima County. One is the statewide Governor's Commission on 

Arizona Environment (GCAE); the other is the Southern Arizona Environ

mental Council (SAEC). Members of both organizations include community 

leaders and representatives of other organizations which have an in

terest in environmental education and/or issues. In addition, the GCAE 

publishes a "Directory of Arizona Conservation and Environmental Organi

zations", organizations which are included because of their environ

mental interests and activities. 

The membership lists of the GCAE and the SAEC, and the 

"Directory of Arizona Conservation and Environmental Organizations" 

served as the basis of the population for this study. Because of the 
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study's focus on Pima County only individuals with addresses in this 

geographical area were included. 

Procedure 

The process used for implementing the mail survey was adapted 

from the Total Design Method (Dillman, 1978). Individuals in the sample 

were mailed a cover letter, questionnaire, and a stamped return envelope 

(see Appendix C for sample cover letter). Three weeks later all indivi

duals in the sample were mailed a post card thanking them if they had 

returned the questionnaire and reminding those that had not to please 

return it, or to write or call for a duplicate if the original had been 

lost or misplaced (see Appendix D for sample postcard). After another 

two weeks an attempt was made to contact by telephone those who had not 

responded. 

Statistical Methods 

Since this was a descriptive study the analysis of the data used 

frequency distributions. When necessary, Chi-square tables were 

examined to determine the distribution of respondents* questions by 

organization type. However, the small population did not lend itself to 

Chi-square analysis for discussion purposes. 



CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS 

Description of the Sample 

"Hie census of 89 names from the membership lists and directories 

of the Governor's Conmission on the Arizona Environment and the Southern 

Arizona Environmental Council yielded 44 usable questionnaires. The 

return and usable rate for the survey was 51% (see Figure 1). 

Original census size 89 
Number of undeliverable surveys 3_ 
Number of deliverable surveys 86~ 

Undeliverable rate 3% 

Number of complete surveys 44 
Number of incomplete surveys 0 
Number of respondents who refused 0_ 
Number of returned surveys 44~ 

Return rate 51% 

Number of usable surveys 44 

Usable rate 51% 

Figure 1. Description of Returned Questionnaires. 

Description of Respondents 

All respondents were college graduates with 63.6% having a 

graduate degree and 18.2% having completed some graduate work. Those 

40 
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employed full time accounted for 72.7%, 11.4% part-time, and 11.4% were 

retired. Students and full-time homemakers each accounted for 2.3%. 

Of the 86.4% responding to a question on total household (fami

ly) income before taxes in 1984, 47.4% indicated an income of $50,000 or 

more, 28.9% reported income of $40,000 to $49,999, 15.8% reported 

$30,000 to 39,999, and 5.3% reported $20,000 to $29,999. Households 

with an income range of $10,000 to $19,999 accounted for 2.3%; none 

reported less than $10,000. 

Residence in Pima County for ten years or more was reported by 

63.6% of the respondents, residence for seven to nine years by 15.9%, 

for four to six years by 13.6%, and for one to three years by 6.8%. 

None reported less than one year residence. When describing where they 

lived in Pima County, 36.4% of the respondents described the area of 

their residence as "foothills around city", 34.1% as "center city", 

22.7% as "edge of city", and the remaining 6.9% indicated they lived in 

a small town, a rural desert area, or other. 

Description of Respondents' Organization Relationship 

Nearly 96% of the respondents indicated they had had an interest 

in environmental education and/or environmental issues for ten years or 

more. The remaining 4.5% indicated they had been interested for seven 

to nine years. The length of time that the respondents had been with 

the organization for which they received the survey varied from 56.8% 

for ten years or more, 15.9% for seven to nine years, 13.6% for four to 

six years, and 11.4% for one to three years. Only 2.3% indicated that 

they were no longer with the organization. 
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When asked if they were paid for their organizational service, 

54.5% of the respondents marked yes; 43.2% were volunteers. Nearly two-

thirds described their role in the organization as one of "decision

maker" , 20.5% as "advisor", and 6.8% as "worker". 

Description of Organizations 

The organizations represented in the census were divided into 

seven categories: Business/Industry, Educational Institution, 

Government Agency, Non-Profit Community Organization, Non-Profit En

vironmental Organization, Non-Profit Professional/Trade Organization, 

and Non-Profit Non-School Youth Organization. 

Less than 45% of the questionnaires sent to representatives of 

Business/Industry and Non-Profit Community and Environmental Organiza

tions were returned. Approximately 60-66% of the questionnaires sent to 

Educational Institutions, Government Agencies, and Non-Profit Profes

sional/Trade Organizations were returned (see Table 1). 

Of all organizations responding to the survey, 93.2% had pro

vided environmental education or information in Pima County in the past 

or present or had plans to provide such education or information at some 

time during the next five years. Only 34.1% had a specified person or 

persons to whom responsibilities for such educational programs were 

assigned. 
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Table 1. Response Rate by Organizational Groupings. 

Category 
lUsable % of Total 

#Sent Returned Response 

Business/Industry 7 

Educational Institution 18 

Government Agency 9 

Non-Profit Community 
Organization 28 

Non-Profit Environmental 
Organization 15 

Non-Profit Youth 
Organization 2 

Non-Profit Professional/ 
Trade Organization 1£ 

89 

3 

12 

6 

11 

6 

0 

6 
44 

6.8% 

27.3% 

13.6% 

25.0% 

13.6% 

0.0% 

13.6% 
99.9%* 

*Total < 100% due to rounding. 
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Overall, environmental education was a primary concern for 40.9% 

of responding organizations; 34.1% ranked it a secondary concern, 18.2% 

rated it less than secondary, and 2.3% indicated that environmental 

education was not a concern of their organization. 

With information on approximately 66% of the responding organi

zations, 27.3% of all respondents had an annual operating budget of less 

than $5,000. At the other end of the scale, 18.2% had a budget of $1 

million or greater (see Table 2). 

Table 2." Operations Budget for 12-Month Period for Responding 
Organizations. (N=44) 

# Responding % or lotai 
Operations Budget Organizations Responding Organizations 

More than $10 million 1 2.3% 

$1 million to $10 million 7 15.9% 

$500,000 to 999,999 4 9.1% 

$250,000 to 499,999 2 4.5% 

$100,000 to 249,999 5 11.4% 

$50,000 to 99,999 1 2.3% 

$10,000 to 49,999 3 6.8% 

$5,000 to 9,999 1 2.3% 

Less than $5,000 12 27.3% 

Unknown 8 18.2% 
"W 100.1%* 

*Total > 100% due to rounding. 
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Of the 84% of the organizations responding to the question on 

spending for environmental education, 35.1% spent less than $1,000.00 

over a twelve-month period (see Table 3). This group included 11.1% of 

Educational Institutions, 36.4% of Community Organizations, 75% of En

vironmental Organizations, and 80% of Professional/Trade Organizatons. 

Table 3. Spending for Environmental Education Over 12-Month Period by 
Responding Organizations. (N=44) 

% of Total 
Money Spent for # Responding Responding 
Environmental Education Organizations Organizations 

$250,000 or more 1 2.3% 

$100,000 to 249,999 1 2.3% 

$50,000 to 99,999 2 4.5% 

$10,000 to 49,999 6 13.6% 

$5,000 to 9,999 1 2.3% 

$1,000 to 4,999 7 15.9% 

Less than $1,000 13 29.5% 

Unknown 6 13.6% 

No Response 7 15.9% 
$d.9%* 

*Total < 100% due to rounding. 
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At the other end of the scale, 25% of the Environmental Organi

zations responding to the question spent $100,000 to $250,000 and 16.7% 

of the Government Agency respondents spent $250,000 or more. Of all 

respondents from Educational Institutions, 33.3% indicated that the 

amount spent on environmental education was unknown to them and another 

25% did not respond to the question. Of the Environmental Organizations 

responding to the questionnaire, 33.3% did not respond to this question. 

Environmental Issues in Pima County 

Six issues were identified by 100% of the respondents as impor

tant environmental issues for Pima County. These were Air Quality/Pol

lution, Land Use/Planning, Toxic Substances, Waste Disposal/Recovery, 

Water Resources/Conservation, and Water Quality/Pollution (see Table 4). 

Population Growth and Transportation were considered important issues by 

97.7% of the respondents. Recreation and Tourism made up a third 

grouping with 95.5% agreeing that these were important issues. 

The issues for which there was least agreement as to the impor

tance as environmental issues for Pima County were Food Sources and 

Military Activity. For Food Sources 59.1% and Military Activity 65.8% 

of the respondents agreed that these were important environmental issues 

in Pima County. Respondents also had a noticeable split in agreement 

for Agriculture and Forest Resources. 

The respondents were then given the list of issues again and 

were asked to identify the one most important issue and the least impor

tant issue. Water quality/Pollution was identified as the most impor

tant issue by the largest percentage - 34% of the respondents. Land 
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Table 4. Important Environmental Issues for Pima County as Identified by 
Organization Leaders. (N=44) 

# Respondents # Respondents 
Issues Agree Disagree 

Air Quality/Pollution 44 0 

Land Use/Planning 44 0 

Toxic Substances 44 0 

Waste Disposal/Recovery 44 0 

Water Resources/Conservation 44 0 

Water Quality/Pollution 44 0 

Population Growth 43 I 

Transportation 43 1 

Recreation 42 2 

Tourism 42 2 

Industrial Activity 41 3 

Natural Habitats 40 4 

Noise Pollution 40 4 

Energy Conservation 39 . 4 

Patterns of Health/Disease 39 5 

Wildlife Resources 39 5 

Agriculture 32 9 

Forest Resources 32 12 

Military Activity 27 14 

Food Sources 26 18 
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Use/Planning was considered the most important issue by 20% and Popula

tion Growth by 13.6%. Water Resources/Conservation, Air Quality/Pollu

tion, and Transportation were also given as the most important environ

mental issue for Pima County by 11.4% to 4.5% of the respondents. 

Both Food Sources and Military Activity were considered the 

least important issue by 27.3% of the respondents. Forest Resources, 

Agriculture, Tourism, and Noise Pollution were listed by 11.4% to 6.8% 

of the respondents as the least important environmental issue for Pima 

County. 

Available Environmental Education 

As an overall question respondents were asked if they thought 

there was adequate environmental education available to youth and adults 

of Pima County. Ninety-three percent of respondents indicated that 

there was not enough environmental education. 

Since environmental education or information might be aimed at 

different particular audiences, this question regarding need was further 

examined by dividing the public into adult and youth groupings. Adult 

groupings included Business and Industry, Non-Profit Community Organiza-
r 

tions, Professional and Trade Organizations, Farmers and Ranchers, Home-

makers, Elected Officials, and Mass Media. Youth groupings included 

Students in Primary and Secondary Schools, Students in Universities and 

Colleges, and Non-School Youth Organizations. 

For most adult groupings 90% or more of the respondents indi

cated that there was a need for increased education on environmental 
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issues. Non-Profit Community Organizations, Fanners and Ranchers, and 

Homemakers were given lower percentages (see Table 5). 

Table 5. Groups With a Need for Increased Education on Environmental 
Issues in Pima County as Identified by Organization Leaders. 
(N=44) 

Groups Needing Increased Education 
# Respondents 

Agree 
# Respondents 

Disagree 

ADULTS 

Elected Officials 42 0 

Professional/Trade Organizations 41 0 

Business/Industry 41 1 

Mass Media 40 1 

Non-Profit Community Organizations 37 4 

Farmers/Ranchers 36 5 

Homemakers 35 6 

YOUTH 

Students in Primary/Secondary 
Schools 

40 1 

Students in Universities/Colleges 38 3 

Non-School Youth Organizations 35 6 

For youth groupings, 97.5% of the respondents agreed that stu

dents in primary and secondary schools needed increased environmental 

education, while 92.7% believed that students in universities and col

leges shared that need. Non-School Youth Organizations were seen as 

least needing increased education on environmental issues with 85.3%. 
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Need for Environmental Education 

Respondents also were asked about the need for environmental 

education on individual issues. For adults, 100% of the respondents 

identified Air Quality/Pollution and Land Use/Planning as issues for 

which education was needed {see Table 6). Education on Toxic Sub

stances, Transportation, Waste Disposal/Recovery, Water Resources/Con

servation, and Water Quality/Pollution was considered to be needed for 

adults by almost 98% of the respondents. 

The issues where respondents tended to agree least on the need 

for education opportunities for adults in Pima County were Food Sources 

and Military Activity. For Food Sources 52.3% and Military Activity 50% 

of the respondents agreed that adults in Pima County need education on 

these issues. 

For youth in Pima County there were seven issues which were 

identified by 95% or more of the respondents as important education 

needs (see Table 7). These were Toxic Substances, Air Quality/Pollu

tion, Land Use/Planning, Waste Disposal/Recovery, Water Quality/Pollu

tion, Energy Conservation/Generation, and Transportation. Water 

Resources/Conservation and Natural Habitats were considered important 

topics by 90 to 92% of the respondents. 

The issues where respondents tended to agree least on the need 

for education opportunities for youth in Pima County were Military 

Activity and Tourism. For Military Activity 64.3% and Tourism 66.6% of 

the respondents agreed that education on these issues was needed. 
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Table 6. Environmental Issues for which Education Opportunities are 
Needed for Adults in Pima County as Identified by Organization 
Leaders. (N=44) 

# Respondents # Respondents 
Issues Agree Disagree 

Air Quality/Pollution 43 0 

Land Use/Planning 43 0 

Toxic Substances 42 

Waste Disposal/Recovery 42 

Water Quality/Pollution 42 

Transportation 41 

Water Resources/Conservation 40 

Patterns of Health/Disease 38 3 

Energy Conservation/Generation 38 4 

Population Growth 37 5 

Wildlife Resources 35 5 

Industrial Activity 34 8 

Natural Habitats 34 8 

Recreation 33 9 

Forest Resources 32 10 

Noise Pollution 32 10 

Agriculture 31 11 

Tourism 26 15 

Food Sources 22 20 

Military Activity 21 21 
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Table 7. Environmental Issues for which Education Opportunities are 
Needed for Youth in Pima County as Identified by Organization 
Leaders. (N=44) 

# Respondents # Respondents 
Issues Agree Disagree 

Toxic Substances 42 1 

Air Quality/Pollution 41 2 

Land Use/Planning 41 2 

Waste Disposal/Recovery 41 2 

Water quality/Pollution 41 2 

Energy Conservation/Generation 40 2 

Transportation 40 2 

Water Resources/Conservation 39 3 

Natural Habitats 38 4 

Patterns of Health/Disease 37 5 

Population Growth 36 6 

Wildlife Resources 36 6 

Forest Resources 35 7 

Recreation 34 8 

Noise Pollution 33 8 

Agriculture 32 10 

Industrial Activity 31 10 

Food Sources 30 12 

Tourism 28 14 

Military Activity 27 15 
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Respondents also had a noticeable split in agreement for Food 

Sources, Industrial Activity, and Agriculture. For the remaining issues 

80% to 88% or more of the respondents answered that opportunities were 

needed for education on these environmental issues for youth in Pima 

County. 

Opportunities for Environmental Education 

Overall, respondents tended not to agree on the availability of 

good opportunities for education on environmental issues for adults in 

Pima County. The issues receiving highest agreement that opportunities 

were good included Tourism with 86%, Recreation with 79.1%, and Water 

Resources/Conservation with 74.4% (see Table 8). Opportunities for 

education were considered good for adults by 60% to 68% of the respon

dents for Population Growth, Natural Habitats, and Water Quality/Pollu

tion. 

Fifty percent or less of the respondents agreed that education 

opportunities were good for nine other environmental issues. These were 

Forest Resources, Waste Disposal/Recovery, Noise Pollution, Military 

Activity, Agriculture, Industrial Activity, Toxic Substances, Patterns 

of Health/Disease, and Food Sources. For the remaining issues, 50% to 

56% of the respondents agreed that there were good education opportuni

ties for adults in Pima County. 

Overall, for youth in Pima County more respondents disagreed 

than agreed that opportunities were good for education on environmental 

issues. There were only four issues where more respondents agreed than 
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Table 8. Environmental Issues for which Education Opportunities are 
Good for Adults in Pima County as Identified by Organization 
Leaders. (N=44) 

# Respondents # Respondents 
Issues Agree Disagree 

Tourism 37 6 

Recreation 34 9 

Water Resources/Conservation 32 11 

Population Growth 29 14 

Natural Habitats 26 17 

Water Quality/Pollution 26 17 

Air Quality/Pollution 24 19 

Wildlife Resources 24 19 

Energy Conservation/Generation 23 20 

Land Use/Planning 23 20 

Transportation 22 21 

Food Sources 20 23 

Patterns of Health/Disease 20 23 

Toxic Substances 20 23 

Industrial Activity 19 24 

Agriculture 17 26 

Military Activity 16 27 

Forest Resources 15 28 

Waste Disposal/Recovery 15 28 

Noise Pollution 13 29 
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disagreed; these were (1) Recreation, (2) Wildlife Resources, (3) 

Natural Habitats, (4) Water Resources/Conservation, with 68% to 55% 

agreeing (see Table 9). 

There were three issues for which less than 30% of the respon

dents agreed that opportunities were good for education for youth-

Agriculture, Noise Pollution, and Waste Disposal/Recovery. For the 

other issues, 30% to 47% of respondents agreed that opportunities were 

good. 

An Environmental Education Council 

Respondents were asked if they thought there was a need for an 

environmental education council in Pima County. Overall, 82.9% agreed 

that such a council was needed. 

In addition these results were examined by respondents' affilia

tion with the various categories of organizations. Results of this 

additional exploration indicated that a low level of disagreement was 

evenly distributed among most of the organization types. It was found 

that 20% of the respondents representing Educational Institutions and 

20% representing Community Organizations disagreed with the statement 

that an environmental education council was needed in Pima County. 

Among respondents representing Government Agencies, Environmental Or

ganizations, and Professional/Trade Organizations 16.7% of each category 

disagreed. There was no disagreement from representatives of Busi

ness/Industry. 
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Table 9. Environmental Issues for which Education Opportunities are 
Good for Youth in Pima County as Identified by Organization 
Leaders. (N=44) 

# Respondents # Respondents 
Issues Agree Disagree 

Recreation 29 14 

Wildlife Resources 25 18 

Natural Habitats 24 19 

Water Resources/Conservation 24 19 

Tourism 20 23 

Water Quality/Pollution 20 23 

Air Quality/Pollution 19 24 

Energy Conservation/Generation 19 23 

Population Growth 19 24 

Military Activity 16 27 

Patterns of Health/Disease 16 27 

Food Sources 15 28 

Toxic Substances 15 28 

Transportation 14 29 

Forest Resources 13 30 

Industrial Activity 13 30 

Land Use/Planning 13 30 

Agriculture 12 30 

Noise Pollution 12 31 

Waste Disposal/Recovery 11 32 
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Master Plan for Environmental Education 

Respondents were asked if they thought there was a need for a 

master plan for environmental education for the youth and adults of Pima 

County. Overall, 92.8% agreed that a master plan was needed. 

In addition these results were examined by respondents' affilia

tion with the various organization categories. From this additional 

exploration it was found that those disagreeing consisted of 9.1% of 

respondents from Community Organizations and 33.3% of respondents from 

Environmental Organizations. 

Leadership for Developing a Master Plan 

When examining opinions on leadership for developing a master 

plan for environmental education in Pima County, there was strong agree

ment that educational institutions should assume that leadership. Al

most 42% of the respondents came to that conclusion. Only 30% of the 

respondents from educational institutions, however, answered that educa

tional institutions should assume that leadership. Another 22% of 

responding organizations favored the state and 17% favored the county. 

None of the respondents felt that the federal government should assume 

the leadership role. 

Funding Environmental Education 

When examining opinions on funding sources there was strong 

agreement that city, federal, and non-profit organizations should not 

have major responsibility for funding environmental education. The 

state was identified by 50% of respondents as the body that should 

assume major responsibility for funding. Almost 24% of respondents 
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identified educational institutions, and 14.3% identified the county as 

the body who should assume major funding responsibility. 

Twelve percent of the respondents specified an "Other" category 

for funding responsibility. These ranged from "a consortium" of 

government, educational, and non-profit organizations, to "individuals 

themselves". 

Obstacles to Environmental Education 

Three obstacles faced by those who would provide environmental 

education in Pima County were named by 75% to 100% of the respondents. 

All respondents agreed that lack of funding was the major obstacle. A 

lack of personnel or organization members - a closely related difficulty 

- was seen as an obstacle by 78%. The lack of a master plan was named 

by 75.6% of the respondents as an obstacle to providing environmental 

education. 

Three other obstacles received less agreement as to their impor

tance, being named by 53% to 66% of the respondents. Lack of political 

support was noted by 66.6%, lack of public interest by 61.9%, and lack 

of media support by 53.6% of those responding to the question. 

Types of Organizations Providing Environmental Education 

Before 1956, 30% of the organizations that responded to the 

survey were providing environmental education in Pima County (see Table 

10). Of those organizations, 30% were Government Agencies, 23% were 

Educational Institutions, and another 23% were Professional/Trade Orga

nizations. Only 15.4% were Environmental Organizations and 7.7% were 

Community Organizations. 



Table 10. Types of Organizations Providing Environmental Education in Pima County. (N=44) 

1 

Type of 
Organization 

Before 
1956 
n=13 

1956-60 
n=17 

1961-65 
n=20 

1966-70 
n=22 

1971-75 
n=31 

1976-80 
n=36 

1981-85 
n=39 

Plans for 
1986-90 
n=29 

Educational 
Institution 

3 4 5 5 8 10 11 7 

Community 
Organization 

1 3 4 5 8 9 10 6 

Government 
Agency 

4 5 5 5 5 6 6 6 

Professional/ 
Trade Organization 

3 3 3 4 4 5 6 4 

Environmental 
Organization 

2 2 3 3 5 5 5 5 

Business/Industry 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 

CJ1 
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By 1970, 50% of the organizations that responded to the survey 

were providing environmental education in Pima County. Of these organi

zations, Community Organizations made up 22.7%, with an equal percentage 

of Educational Institutions and Government Agencies. Professional/Trade 

Organizations were 18.2% and Environmental Organizations 13.6% of the 

responding organizations which were providing environmental education in 

Pima County at that time. 

Between the time periods of 1966-70 and 1971-75 the largest 

increase took place in the number of responding organizations which were 

providing environmental education in Pima County. While half were 

providing environmental education during 1966-70, 70% were doing so 

during the period of 1971-75. Of that 70%, Community Organizations and 

Educational Institutions each made up 25.8% of those offering environ

mental education in Pima County. Government Agencies were 16%, Environ

mental Organizations were another 16%, and Professional/Trade 

Organizations almost 13%. Business/Industry appeared with environmental 

education for the first time with 3.2%. 

During the years 1976-80, 82% of the organizations responding to 

the survey were providing environmental education in Pima County. Edu

cational Institutions made up 27.8% of those organizations and Community 

Organizations made up another 25%. Government Agencies were 16.7% and 

Environmental Organizations and Professional/Trade Organizations each 

made up 13.9%. Business/Industry composed 2.8% of those organizations 

offering environmental education at that time. 
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Between 1981 and 1985, 88.6% of the organizations responding to 

the survey were providing environmental education in Pima County. Edu

cational Institutions made up 28.2% and Community Organizations made up 

25.6%. Government Agencies and Professional/Trade Organizations each 

made up 15.4%, and Environmental Organizations 12.8% of the responding 

organizations which were offering environmental education at that time. 

Business/Industry were 2.6%. 

When asked if their organization intended to offer a planned 

environmental education or information program during the period of 

1986-1990, only 66% of those responding to the survey answered affirma

tively. This would be a drop of 22.6% from the previous five-year 

period, and the first decrease in the number of responding organizations 

to be offering environmental education indicated in the survey. Of 

those planning to offer environmental education during 1986-1990, 24% 

were Educational Institutions, almost 21% were Community Organizations, 

and another 21% were Government Agencies. Environmental Organizations 

made up 17.2%, Professional/Trade Organizations 13.8%, and Business/In

dustry 3.4% of the organizations planning to offer environmental educa

tion during that time period. The number of respondents planning to 

offer environmental education in the future decreased for Educational 

Institutions, Community Organizations, and Professional/Trade Organiza

tions, while staying the same for Business/Industry, Government 

Agencies, and Environmental Organizations. 

Goals of Environmental Education 

When asked about the goals of the environmental education of

fered by their organizations, all of those who offered education during 
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1971-75 indicated that an increase in knowledge, information, or con

cepts was a goal at that time. During 1984-85, 95% indicated that that 

was a goal (see Table 11). 

Table 11. Goals of Environmental Education Offered by Responding 
Organizations. (N=44) 

Organizations Offering 
Environmental Education 

1971-75 1984-85 
Goals n=31 n=39 

Increase in knowledge, 
information, concepts 34(109.7%)* 37(94.9%) 

Change in attitudes, values 21(67.7%) 23(59.0%) 

Change in behavior 19(61.3%) 22(56.4%) 

Acquisition of skills 15(48.4%) 15(38.5%) 

*While 31 respondents indicated they offered environmental education 
during 1971-75, 34 indicated this goal for that time period. 

A change in attitudes and values was a goal of the environmental 

education offered by 68% of the organizations during the period 1971-75, 

falling to 59% during 1984-85. 

A change in behavior was a goal of the environmental education 

offered by 61% of the organizations during 1971-75. During 1984-85 it 

was a goal of 56% of the organizations. 

Skills acquisition was the goal of the environmental education 

offered by 48% of the organizations during 1971-75. It was the goal of 

38% during 1984-85. 
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Topics of Environmental Education 

TTiere were four issues about which more than half of the re

sponding organizations have provided or plan to provide environmental 

education in Pima County (see Table 12). These include Land 

Use/Planning with 65.9% of the organizations indicating they have had or 

intend to have as a topic of their education efforts, Water Re

sources/Conservation with 63.4%, and Natural Habitats and Water Quali

ty/Pollution with 58.5%. 

Four topics were included in the education efforts of 20% or 

fewer of the responding organizations. Industrial Activity was listed 

as a topic by 19.5%, Tourism and Noise Pollution by 7.3%, and Military 

Activity by 4.9%. The remaining topics were given as environmental 

education topics by 22% to 49% of the responding organizations who have 

provided or plan to provide environmental education in Pima County. 

Four issues increased as a topic of environmental education by 

the responding organizations over the three time periods given. These 

included Water Quality/Pollution, Toxic Substances, Waste Disposal/Re

covery, and Wildlife Resources. Natural Habitats, Forest Resources, and 

Tourism remained steady as topics, while the other issues decreased. 

The greatest decreases as environmental education topics were in Energy 

Conservation and Transportation. 
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Table 12. Topics of Environmental Education Offered by Responding 
Organizations. (N=44) 

Organizations Offering Environmental Education 
Plans for 

1971-75 1984-85 1986-90 
Topics n=31 n=39 n=29 

Land Use/Planning 22(71.0%) 23(59.0%) 21(72.4%) 

Water Resources/Conservation 21(67.7%) 20(51.3%) 19(65.5%) 

Natural Habitats 20(64.5%) 20(51.3%) 20(69.0%) 

Water quality/Pollution 17(54.8%) 21(53.8%) 20(69.0%) 

Wildlife Resources 15(48.4%) 15(38.5%) 16(55.2%) 

Air Quality/Pollution 14(45.2%) 15(38.5%) 13(44.8%) 

Forest Resources 12(38.7%) 12(30.8%) 12(41.4%) 

Recreation 12(38.7%) 13(33.3%) 10(34.5%) 

Energy Conservation 12(38.7%) 11(28.2%) 7(24.1%) 

Population Growth 10(32.2%) 9(23.1%) 9(31.0%) 

Agriculture 10(32.2%) 9(23.1%) 9(31.0%) 

Toxic Substances 8(25.8%) 12(30.8%) 10(34.5%) 

Transportation 10(32.2%) 10(25.6%) 7(24.1%) 

Waste Disposal/Recovery 7(22.6%) 9(23.1%) 10(34.5%) 

Food Sources 8(25.8%) 9(23.1%) 8(27.6%) 

Industrial Activity 8(25.8%) 7(17.9%) 7(24.1%) 

Patterns of Health/Disease 6(19.4%) 6(15.4%) 5(17.2%) 

Tourism 1(3.2%) 1(2.6%) 1(3.4%) 

Noise Pollution 2(6.5 %) 0(0.0%) 2(6.9%) 

Military Activity 0(0.0%) 2(5.1%) 0(0.0%) 
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Target Audiences of Environmental Education 

When asked to describe the target audiences of their environmen

tal education efforts in Pima County, the respondents named the general 

public, students (primary, secondary, university, and college), elected 

officials, and mass media most frequently for all periods studied (see 

Table 13}. Between 1971 and 1975, 74% of the responding organizations 

which were offering environmental education were targeting the general 

Table 13. Target Audiences of Environmental Education Offered by 
Responding Organizations. (N=44) 

Organizations Offering Environmental Education 
Plans for 

1971-75 1984-85 1986-90 
Target Audiences n=31 n=39 n=29 

General Public 23(74.2%) 25(64.1%) 25(86.2%) 

Students, Univ./College 17(54.8%) 19(48.7%) 19(65.5%) 

Students, Primary/Secondary 17(54.8%) 17(43.6%) 16(55.2%) 

Elected Officials 16(51.6%) 18(46.2%) 17(58.6%) 

Mass Media 11(35.5%) 14(35.9%) 14(48.3%) 

Community Organizations 13(41.9%) 11(28.2%) 8(27.6%) 

Business/Industry 11(35.5%) 11(28.2%) 11(37.9%) 

Professional/Trade 
Organizations 9(29.0%) 10(25.6%) 10(34.5%) 

Non-School Youth 
Organizations 8(25.8%) 7(17.9%) 8(27.6%) 

Homemakers 6(19.4%) 6(15.4%) 5(17.2%) 

Farmers/Ranchers 5(16.1%) 5(12.8%) 6(20.7%) 
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public. During 1984-85, 64%, and during 1986-90, 86% of the organiza

tions indicated that the general public was their target audience. 

Between 1971-75, 55% of the organizations offering environmental 

education listed students, both university/college and primary/second

ary, as a target audience. In 1984-85, 49% targeted university/college 

students and 44% targeted primary/secondary students. Of those who were 

planning to offer environmental education during 1986-90, 66% planned to 

target university/college students while 55% planned to target pri

mary/secondary students. 

Elected officials were the target audience of 51% of responding 

organizations which offered environmental education in Pima County 

during 1971-75. In 1984-85 they were targeted by 46%. And 59% of 

responding organizations planning environmental education for 1986-90 

intended to have elected officials as a target audience. 

Mass media was indicated as a target audience of environmental 

education during 1971-75 by 35% of the responding organizations offering 

it at that time. For the period of 1984-85, 36% indicated that group as 

a target audience. Of those planning to offer environmental education 

during 1986-90, 48% intended to target the mass media. 

Professional and trade organizations, business and industry, and 

community organizations were target audiences of 26% to 42% of the 

organizations offering environmental education during each of the three 

time periods, 1971-75, 1984-85, and 1986-90. Farmers and ranchers and 

homemakers were named least frequently as target audiences of environ

mental education efforts during all time periods, named by 13% to 21% of 

the responding organizations. 
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Activities and Resources for Environmental Education 

A wide variety of activities and resources have been used by 

organizations in providing environmental education in Pima County. The 

most widely used by the responding organizations included speakers, 

printed materials, field trips and tours, and classes and workshops (see 

Table 14). Less widely used were slideshows, displays and exhibits, and 

mass media. Least used were films, hands-on experience, demonstrations, 

and public access television. 

The number of organizations using the various activities and 

resources in providing environmental education increased only slightly 

from 1971-75 to 1984-85 despite a 25% increase in the number of groups 

offering education. The number using mass media did not increase at 

all. 

Funding Sources for Environmental Education 

The most common funding sources used for the environmental 

education offered by the organizations responding to the survey were 

membership dues and private grants and donations (see Table 15). During 

1971-75, 58% of the responding organizations which provided environ

mental education at that time used those two sources of funding. During 

1984-85, 53.8% used membership dues and 48.7% used private grants and 

donations for funding their environmental education efforts. 
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Table 14. Activities and Resources for Environmental Education Offered 
by Responding Organizations. (N=44) 

Organizations Offering 
Environmental Education 

1971-75 1984-85 
Activities/Resources n=31 n=39 

Speakers 27(87.1%) 28(71.8%) 

Printed Materials 25(80.6%) 28(71.8%) 

Field Trips/Tours 24(77.4%) 28(71.8%) 

Classes/Workshops 24(77.4%) 26(66.6%) 

Slideshows 17(54.8%) 20(51.3%) 

Displays/Exhibits 17(54.8%) 18(46.2%) 

Mass Media 17(54.8%) 17(43.6%) 

Films 13(41.9%) 17(43.6%) 

Hands-On Experience 13(41.9%) 15(38.5%) 

Demonstrations 13(41.9%) 14(35.9%) 

Public Access Television 3(9.7%) 10(25.6%) 
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Table 15. Funding Sources for Environmental Education Offered by 
Responding Organizations. (N=44) 

Organizations Offering 
Environmental Education 

1971-75 1984-85 
Funding Sources n=31 n=39 

Membership Dues 18(58.1%) 21(53.8%) 

Private Grants/Donations 18(58.1%) 19(48.7%) 

Participant Fees 14(45.2%) 16(41.0%) 

Federal Government 14(45.2%) 14(35.9%) 

State Government 12(38.7%) 14(35.9%) 

County Government 4(12.9%) 6(15.4%) 

City Government 3(9.7%) 6(15.4%) 

Participant fees, federal government, and state government pro

vided funding for 38% to 45% of the organizations offering environmental 

education during 1971-75 and for 35% to 41% during 1984-85. 

City and County government provided funding to the fewest re

sponding organizations, 9.7% and 12.9% respectively, during 1971-75. 

This increased to 15.4% of the organizations for each source during 

1984-85. 

Overall, 53.7% of the responding organizations which have of

fered or plan to offer environmental education in Pima County used 

membership dues and private grants and donations for funding that educa

tion. 



CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study had two goals. The first was to describe the atti

tudes and beliefs of environmentally-concerned community leaders in Pima 

County, Arizona, regarding the community's need for environmental educa

tion. The second was to describe the characteristics of environmental 

education provided in Pima County during the past and present and 

planned for the future. This was accomplished by surveying leaders of 

agencies, institutions, and organizations in Pima County which have 

demonstrated an interest in the environment. 

The population and consequently the number of respondents for 

this study was small, thus limiting the generalizations that can be made 

from the survey results. This was, however, a pilot study and it does 

indicate that there are available data regarding environmental education 

in Pima County that are worth studying more closely. 

Overall, these environmentally-concerned community leaders with 

active interest and participation in environmental issues and education 

were well-educated and above the median income for Pima County. Almost 

half of the respondents worked as volunteers for the organizations 

surveyed. The remaining respondents were paid by the environmentally-

concerned organizations for which they worked. 

The level of spending for environmental education in Pima County 
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as indicated by this study was low. Spending of less than $5,000 in a 

twelve-month period on educational efforts was reported by more than 

half of the participating organizations. Only four organizations spent 

$50,000 or more in an equivalent period. The top spenders were not 

business, industry, or community organizations, but were mostly 

government and educational institutions. 

Leaders' Beliefs About the Need 
for Environmental Education 

Almost 96 percent of the responding leaders had been involved 

with environmental issues and education for ten years or longer. They 

were also mostly long-time residents of Pima County, and thus likely to 

have a strong sense of community. They were therefore in a unique 

position to evaluate the importance of environmental issues and the 

status of environmental education in their community. Because of this 

long-term involvement their opinions are also valuable regarding audi

ences needing environmental education, the need for an environmental 

education council and master plan, funding, and major obstacles faced by 

those who would provide environmental education in Pima County. 

Environmental Issues and Education 

The data collected for this study was examined to determine the 

importance of environmental issues, the educational efforts made to 

inform the public, and the need for further educational efforts. A 

categorical listing of the results is given in Figure 2. 

The first list is the Most Important Environmental Issues for 

Pima County (MIEI). More than half of the respondents agreed that all 



Most Important 
Environmental Issues 

MI EI 

Issues for Which 
Education is 
Most Needed 

EMN 

Issues Most Cited 
as Topics of 

Education 
MCTE 

Air Quality/Pollution Air Quality/Pollution Land Use/Planning 

Land Use/Planning Land Use/Planning Water Resources/Conservation 

Toxic Substances Toxic Substances Natural Habitats 

Waste Disposal/Recovery Waste Disposal/Recovery Water Quality/Pollution 

Water Quality/Pollution Water Quality/Pollution Wildlife Resources 

Water Resources/Conservation Transportation Air Quality/Pollution 

Figure 2. Top-Rated Environmental Issues as Ranked by Organization Leaders. -J ro 
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twenty environmental issues listed in the questionnaire were important 

issues for Pima County. However, when examining the responses six 

issues appeared which were unanimously selected as important. These 

were Air Quality/Pollution, Land Use/Planning, Toxic Substances, Waste 

Disposal/Recovery, Water Quality/Pollution, and Water Resources/Conser

vation. Five of these six issues also were among those identified as 

Issues For Which Education Was Most Needed (EMN). Transportation re

placed Water Resources in the EMN. However, when looking at the list of 

Issues Most Cited as Topics of Education (MCTE) sponsored by the re

sponding organizations, it appears that two of the MIEI received very 

little attention. In fact, Toxic Substances and Waste Disposal/Recovery 

did not even rank in the top 50 percent of the MCTE. So while con

sidered • important environmental issues of Pima County and important 

issues needing educational attention, these issues appeared to be re

ceiving minor educational efforts. Although not part of the MIEI, 

Transportation did make the EMN but not the MCTE. 

Just stating that educational efforts were made does not mean 

that the respondents thought that the efforts were good. In fact, in 

Figure 3 the results show that the environmental issues for which educa

tional efforts were considered good for adults and for youth included 

only two of the MIEI, EMN, and MCTE issues. These were Water Resources 

and Water Quality, which have long histories of importance in this 

desert region. 

The observations made indicate that while there were some dif

ferences between the MIEI, the EMN, the MCTE, and Figure 3 this does-not 

necessarily indicate a problem of poor planning. It may indicate that 



Environmental Issues for 
Which Education Opportunities 

Are Good for Adults 

Environmental Issues for 
Which Education Opportunities 

Are Good for Youth 

Tourism Recreation 

Recreation Wildlife Resources 

Water Resources/Conservation Natural Habitats 

Population Growth Water Resources/Conservation 

Natural Habitats 

Water Quality/Pollution 

Figure 3. Environmental Issues for Which Education Opportunities Were Good 
as Ranked by Organization Leaders. 
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most of the topics being addressed in the MCTE and in Figure 3 have been 

so well presented that there was no perceived need to increase the 

efforts at this time and thus they did not appear in the EMN. Those 

issues not being strongly addressed (not appearing in the MCTE or in 

Figure 3), and indicated as needing to be addressed (appearing in the 

MIEI and EMN), are the ones that seem to be of primary concern to the 

respondents. These include Toxic Substances and Waste Disposal/Re

covery. It also appears that Air Quality and Land Use, appearing in all 

lists but Figure 3, may be in need of increased and/or improved educa

tional efforts in the eyes of the respondents. 

It is interesting to note that the most frequent topics of 

educational efforts by respondents tended to be those related to natural 

resources - habitat, wildlife, water. At the same time the issues 

considered most important tended to include those related to environmen

tal problems such as pollution, toxic substances, waste management. 

The emphasis on natural resources over environmental problems as 

topics of education may be due to the original purpose or goals of the 

organizations. This focus may also be related to the availability of 

educational materials and/or the controversial nature of environmental 

problems. 

Target Audience Needs for Environmental Education 

Increased environmental education was an important concern of 

all responding community leaders. This need for increased education was 

not limited to any particular target audience but was rather seen to be 
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a need of many groups and of the general public. Specific target audi

ences most noted by the respondents as needing increased education on 

the environment were elected public officials, professional and trade 

organizations, business and industry, and students of all ages. It was 

not surprising to find that public officials, professional and trade 

organizations, and business and industry were considered audiences which 

needed increased environmental education. The growth of Tucson into a 

major metropolitan area has resulted in increased concern for the local 

environment and for protecting the balance of nature in the Sonoran 

Desert. Decisions made daily by the general public and by members of 

these specific groups at personal, business, and community levels, will 

have a long-term impact on the quality of the environment. It is there

fore critically important for such groups to learn about the impact of 

their decisions on the environment. It is interesting to note that 

although these target audiences were identified as needing increased 

education, fewer than 45 percent of the responding organizations were 

actively addressing this need by providing information to each of these 

specific audiences. Only the general public received greater attention, 

by 57 percent of the responding organizations. 

The media was also noted as an audience needing increased educa

tion on environmental issues. This group reaches the general public and 

is used by public officials, business, and other groups to disseminate 

their plans and ideas. The respondents recognized the importance of the 

media in providing accurate information regarding environmental issues. 

An effort to do this is evidenced by the increased coverage given by the 

media to the Arizona-Sonora Desert Museum with special programs not only 
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found on public television but also presented by local commercial tele

vision stations. 

Three audiences which were of concern to fewer responding or

ganizations were farmers/ranchers, homemakers, and non-school youth 

organizations. These audiences were least targeted for educational 

efforts by respondents and were seen to least need increased education. 

It may be that they are perceived by respondents as recipients of speci

fic educational efforts by groups such as the Cooperative Extension 

Service and Scout organizations, and therefore in less need of their 

assistance. However, from 83 percent to 88 percent of the respondents 

felt that these groups did need increased education on environmental 

issues. 

Environmental Education Council and Master Plan 

Most of the respondents, 83 percent, agreed that there was a 

need for an environmental education council in Pima County. The respon

dents who disagreed were not associated with any particular type of 

organization but were equally distributed among all types of organiza

tions (see Figure 4). Such a widespread response signified strong 

agreement on the need for an environmental education council in Pima 

County. 

This study found that there was also strong agreement, 93 per

cent, among the respondents on the need for an environmental education 

master plan for Pima County. In fact, 75 percent of the respondents 

viewed the lack of a master plan as a major obstacle to providing 
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environmental education in Pima County. However, unlike the disagree

ment regarding the need for an environmental education council there was 

a recognized group who did not favor having a master plan (see Figure 

5). This small group was made up soley of non-profit community and 

environmental organizations. 

Who should assume leadership in developing the master plan 

appeared faced with controversy. A large group of respondents, 42 

percent, stated that if a master plan for environmental education were 

to be developed, educational institutions should assume the leadership 

in the task. However, 70 percent of the respondents from educational 

institutions disagreed (see Figure 6). They recommended that county or 

state governments should take the leadership role. Only one respondent 

from government agencies thought government should have the responsi

bility; no one thought that the federal government should have such a 

role. This disagreement on who should lead in designing the master plan 

may be the reason such a plan has not been developed. Further studies 

should investigate the reasons for this controversy as well as why some 

non-profit organizations do not support a master plan. 

Funding for Environmental Education 

Major responsibility for funding environmental education should 

lie with the State, according to half of the respondents. Educational 

institutions and county government also were designated by some for that 

responsibility. But none of the respondents suggested that major 

funding responsibility belonged with the federal government. This might 



N 
U 
M 
B 
E 
R 

0 
F 

0 
R 
G 
A 
N 
I 
Z 
A 
T 
I 
0 
N 
S 

16 

14 

12 

10 

AGREE 

DISAGREE 

NO RESPONSE 

BUSINESS/ 
INDUSTRY 

EDUCATIONAL 
INSTITUTIONS 

GOVERNMENT COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL 
AGENCIES ORGANIZATIONS ORGANIZATIONS 

PROFESSIONAL/ 
TRADE ASSOC. 

Types of Organizations 

Figure 5. Need for an Environmental Education Master Plan by Organization Type. 



n 

10 

N 
u a 
M 
B 
E 
R 

County Government 

Should Provide Leadership 

II 

State Government 

Should Provide leadership 

J=L 
BUSINESS/ EDUCATIONAL GOVT. COMMUNITY ENVIRON. PROFESSIONAL/ 
INDUSTRY INSTITUTIONS AGENCIES ORGANIZ. ORGANIZ. TRADE ASSOC. 

BUSINESS/ EDUCATIONAL GOVT. COHHUNITY ENVIRON. PROFESSIONAL/ 
INDUSTRY INSTITUTIONS AGENCIES ORGANIZ. ORGANIZ. TRADE ASSOC. 

12 

10 

8 

6 

Educational Institutions 

Should Provide Leadership 

Commjnity Organizations 

Should Provide leadership 

n 
BUSINESS/ EDUCATIONAL GOVT. COHHUNITY ENVIRON. PROFESSIONAL/ 
INDUSTRY INSTITUTIONS AGENCIES ORGANIZ. ORGANIZ. TRADE ASSOC. 

BUSINESS/ EDUCATIONAL GOVT. COHHUNITY ENVIRON. PROFESSIONAL/ 
INDUSTRY INSTITUTIONS AGENCIES ORGANIZ. ORGANIZ. TRADE ASSOC. 

Figure 6. Who Should Provide Leadership in Developing Environmental Education Master Plan by 
Organization Type. 



82 

be explained by the fact that the current federal government administra

tion allowed the Environmental Education Act to lapse and returned 

responsibility for such education to the States. Whether the reason for 

excluding the federal government was due to knowledge that federal 

funding was not forthcoming and not likely for at least the next several 

years, or whether it was not desirable, is not indicated in this study. 

Hie most common sources of funding reported for environmental 

education among respondents were membership dues and private grants 

donations. These were followed by federal and state governments as 

funding sources. It is interesting that none of the organizations, 

including those that had received federal funding in the past, felt that 

the federal government should assume major funding responsibility for 

environmental programs. Most respondents felt that the State should 

have this task. Further study of this issue of funding for environmen

tal education is warranted. 

All of the respondents agreed that lack of funding was a major 

obstacle faced by those who would provide environmental education in 

Pima County. The next most-cited obstacle included lack of organization 

members or personnel to provide services. This is closely related to 

the lack of funding, obviously a considerable problem to organizations 

that are largely dependent on private grants, donations, and membership 

dues. These were found to be the major sources of funding for more than 

half of the responding groups that provided education. 
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Other Obstacles to Environmental Education 

More than half of the respondents agreed that other obstacles to 

providing environmental education in Pima County included lack of poli

tical support, lack of public interest, and lack of media support. 

Greatest agreement with the first two of these as obstacles was by 

respondents from Educational Institutions. Political support and public 

interest may be important to approval and funding for the development of 

new formal environmental education programs within the educational in

stitutions of Pima County. Most of the literature, however, suggests 

that environmental education would best be presented in schools not as a 

new and additional subject or program but integrated with existing 

subjects or programs as an attitude, as a way of looking at things. 

This would require a new look at the selection of learning materials to 

be used in the various existing subject areas, and decision-making that 

would support the concept of schools as leaders instead of followers, 

especially in the area of environmental education. 

Slightly more than half of the respondents agreed that lack of 

media support was an obstacle to those who would provide environmental 

education in Pima County. Only among Community Organization respondents 

did more disagree than agree that this was an obstacle. It may be that 

these respondents had found a key to gaining the attention of the media 

and the support for their environmental education efforts, which others 

lacked. The relationship between the media and those who would provide 

environmental education in the community warrants further investigation 

in future studies. 
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Summary of Beliefs About the Need for Environmental Education 

Overall the respondents believed that there were many environ

mental issues of importance to Pima County and that educational efforts 

regarding these issues were inadequate. They believed in the need for 

an environmental education council and for a master plan for environmen

tal education. The largest numbers of respondents felt that the educa

tional institutions should assume leadership in developing a master plan 

and that the State should assume major funding responsibility for en

vironmental education. The lack of funding and the absence of a master 

plan were seen as the major obstacles to those who would provide this 

education in Pima County. 

Environmental Education 
Past, Present, and Future 

The number of responding organizations offering environmental 

education in Pima County increased steadily from 1956 to 1985 (see 

Figure 7). The greatest increase occurred in the early '70s when there 

was much activity in environmental legislation and education nationwide. 

The largest increase was in non-profit Community Organizations; the 

smallest increase was in Government Agencies. However, the number of 

organizations planning to offer environmental education in the future 

decreased, with heaviest losses in Community Organizations and Educa

tional Institutions. These losses most likely represented a lack of 

financial support, the obstacle most-cited by those who would provide 

environmental education in Pima County. Those planning to offer educa

tion in the future were almost evenly divided among the various types of 

responding organizations. This was the direct results of losses among 
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community and education groups which had been the largest providers of 

environmental education among respondents since the early '70s. 

It may be that the lower number of organizations with plans for 

offering education in the future, being similar to the number offering 

education prior to the '70s, represents the more entrenched organiza

tions with less vulnerability to funding fluctuations. Future studies 

may find it interesting to study these groups and their on-going en

vironmental education efforts over the years. 

Goals of Environmental Education 

The goals an organization has.for its environmental education 

program determines the content and the methods, activities, and re

sources it uses. While different groups may offer education on the same 

topic, if their goals are different, the information they make available 

will vary. Tlius, in studying the available environmental education it 

is important to know not only the topics of education offered by a 

group, but the goals the group has for that education. 

Increasing the audience's knowledge, information, and under

standing of concepts about a topic was the primary goal most often cited 

by the respondents for their educational efforts. After that major goal 

different types of organizations appeared to emphasize different goals 

(see Figure 8). For example, a very high percentage of responding 

Educational Institutions had the goal of helping their audiences to 

acquire skills in relation to their environmental topics. Very few of 

the other organizations had this goal for their educational efforts. 

Therefore it is possible that a gap in skills education was lacking for 

topics not offered by Educational Institutions. 
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A high percentage of Government Agencies indicated that a goal 

of their educational programs was to bring about change in the behavior 

of their audiences. Therefore, in educational programs offered by 

responding Government Agencies it is likely that they illustrated and 

advocated alternative behaviors relative to the environmental topics 

presented. Unlike skills acquisition, change in behavior was also a 

goal of numerous other organizations. Thus gaps in education for be

havior change relative to the various topics offered are less likely to 

be found. 

Only Environmental Organizations tended to have all four goals 

for a high percentage of their educational efforts - increased know

ledge, change in attitudes and values, change in behavior, and acquisi

tion of skills. It is therefore possible that these organizations 

covered more aspects of their topics than were covered by other types of 

organizations for other topics. In fact, five of the eight top issues 

of their educational efforts were found at the top of the list of issues 

for which educational opportunities were considered good for adults and 

for youth (see Figures 3 and 9). 

Over the time studied only Educational Institutions showed de

creases in the number of goals cited for their educational efforts. 

This happened even while the number of Educational Institutions offering 

environmental education increased. This may reflect a more narrow focus 

in their educational efforts over time, which is supported by the 

literature. This decrease in goals, however, may also mean that fewer 

aspects of the topics were covered. 
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Business/Industry Topics of Education Efforts: 
(All rated equally) 
Agriculture, A1r Quality, Food Sources, Forest Resources, 
Natural Habitats, Population Growth, Water Quality/Pollu
tion, Wildlife Resources 

Educational Institutions Topics of Education Efforts: 
1. Land Use/Planning 
2. Natural Habitats 
3. Water Resources/Conservation 
4. Water Quality/Pollution 
5. Agriculture, Recreation, Wildlife Resources 

Government Agencies Topics of Education Efforts: 
1. Natural Habitats, Wildlife Resources 
2. Land Use/Planning 
3. Water Resources/Conservation 
4. Air Quality, Water Quality/Pollution 
5. Forest Resources 

Community Organizations Topics of Education Efforts: 
1. Water Resources/Conservation 
2. Land Use/Planning 
3. Water Quality/Pollution 
4. Air Quality 
5. Energy Conservation/Generation, Natural Habitats, 

Transportation 

Environmental Organizations Topics of Education Efforts: 
1. Water Quality/Pollution 
2. Natural Habitats 
3. Air Quality, Forest Resources, Wildlife Resources 
4. Land Use/Planning, Recreation, Water Resources/ 

Conservation 

Professional/Trade Organizations Topics of Education Efforts: 
1. Land Use/Planning 
2. Natural Habitats, Wildlife Resources 
3. Agriculture, Forest Resources, Water Resources/ 

Conservation 
4. Transportation 

Figure 9. Most-Cited Topics of Environmental Education by 
Organization Types. 
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With increase in knowledge, information, and understanding of 

concepts rated as the major goal of education offered by the responding 

organizations, it is not clear if the "citizen action" component of 

environmental education was an important part of these efforts. As 

cited in the literature, a key aspect of environmental education is to 

help citizens learn how to help solve and prevent environmental problems 

and to motivate them to work toward these solutions and prevention. 

Because this component stood out in the literature specific attention 

should be given in future studies to determine its importance in local 

educational efforts and the means by which it can best be implemented. 

Topics of Environmental Education 

Four issues stand out as being the most frequent topics of the 

environmental education offered by responding organizations over the 

time periods studied. These are Land Use/Planning, Water Resources/Con

servation, Natural Habitats, and Water Quality/Pollution. All of these 

issues were among the most frequent topics offered by four of the six 

types of responding groups (see Figure 9). Water Quality was not a top 

issue with Professional/Trade Organizations; Land Use/Planning and Water 

Resources/Conservation were not among the top issues with Business/In

dustry respondents. 

The single most-cited topic of educational efforts was Land/Use 

Planning; however, opportunities for education about this issue were not 

considered good by most respondents. Clearly there existed some major 

difficulty in providing education on this important and controversial 

issue in Pima County. With the imminent release of a new comprehensive 
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plan for land use and development, the County would be well-advised to 

explore further the means for educating all target audiences about this 

issue. 

Water Resources/Conservation was a major topic of the educa

tional efforts of all organization types except Business/Industry. It 

was also a topic for which educational opportunities were considered 

good. The efforts were evidently so good that it was not considered an 

issue for which education was most needed (Figure 2). Being a critical 

resource in Pima County, water has long been a prominent issue here. 

Much organized and cooperative effort has obviously made progress in 

educating the people about this issue. Future study of this effort may 

reveal some means for better educating the people about other critical 

issues in the community. 

The educational efforts on the issue of Natural Habitats have 

been strong and consistent over time. This has long been a popular 

topic of all six types of responding organizations. Their efforts have 

evidently been worthwhile, being rated at the top of educational oppor

tunities which were considered good by respondents. The issue especial

ly reflects the appreciation and concern of the community for its unique 

natural environment, and a widely-held desire to preserve it in the face 

of rapid growth and urbanization. 

Water Quality/Pollution was a major topic of education of all 

responding group types except Professional/Trade Organizations. While 

educational opportunities were rated good on this topic for adults, it 

was also at the top of the list of issues for which education was 

considered most needed (Figure 2). While educational efforts have 
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decreased slightly over time for Water Resources/Conservation, they have 

increased slightly for Water Quality/Pollution. This increase can pro

bably be linked with the discovery of various pollutants in the very 

limited water supply for Pima County. In fact, the very success of 

educational efforts on Water Resources/Conservation has probably in

creased the desire for education on Water Quality/Pollution. With 

increasing pollutants in a region of rapid growth and the questionable 

quality of future water supplies, the need is clear for increased educa

tion on this already popular topic. 

In addition to Water Quality/Pollution, three other issues in

creased as topics of environmental education offered by responding 

organizations when most decreased. Wildlife Resources was among the 

issues most cited as topics of education {Figure 2) and was one of only 

a few topics which showed an increase in plans for education for the 

future. This was a topic offered consistently over time by the same 

groups which included all six types of respondents. This consistent 

effort by a significant number of various organization types appears to 

have succeeded in providing good educational opportunities especially 

for young people (Figure 3). These groups have also apparently suc

ceeded in not only maintaining but perhaps increasing their efforts when 

many others have had to cut back. This indicates stability in these 

organizations and success in keeping the interest of their audiences. 

As with Natural Habitats, Wildlife Resources are clearly important in 

Pima County, reflecting the appreciation and concern of the community 

for its natural resources. 
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Two other issues for which educational efforts increased were 

Toxic Substances and Waste Disposal/Recovery. These were among the 

issues considered most important for Pima County and those for which 

education was judged to be most needed (Figure 2). They were the topics 

of few educational efforts, none by any Business/Industry or Profes

sional/Trade respondents. The increases in educational efforts by Edu

cational Institutions and Government Agencies were slight; those by 

Environmental Organizations remained the same while those by Community 

Organizations decreased. Yet, it is hopeful that the overall attention 

to Toxic Substances and Waste Disposal/Recovery did appear to be in

creasing. These issues have been of growing national concern and are of 

obvious importance to Pima County with its high rate of growth. 

Also notable are two topics for which the responding groups have 

made the greatest cuts in educational efforts. These topics are Energy 

Conservation/Generation and Transportation. Energy was not a topic of 

Business/Industry or Government Agency respondents. It remained stable 

as a topic of Educational Institutions and Environmental Organizations, 

but major decreases occurred among Professional/Trade Organizations and 

its once largest provider, Community Organizations. As discussed pre

viously, these decreases are likely due to lack of funding. In this 

case a lessened sense of concern may also be responsible for the de

crease as the "Energy Crisis" dims in people's minds. This is especial

ly unfortunate because this region is one that could cut energy con

sumption and thus generation needs greatly through increased knowledge 

and use of conservation techniques and solar technology. 
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Plans for future educational efforts on Transportation reflected 

a considerable decrease from the past. This was the topic of only a 

small number of educational efforts which were offered by all but one 

type of responding organization; Business/Industry respondents offered 

no education on this topic. Community Organizations indicated signifi

cant cuts in their educational efforts on this topic in future plans, as 

they did with most topics of their efforts. Yet Transportation was 

among those issues for which education was considered most needed. This 

need was highlighted in a recent election in which voters defeated a 

road tax which was to fund 25 percent of a controversial Regional 

Transportation Plan. Greater communication between public officials and 

the general public, and greater education for both, were cited as major 

needs for the future. 

Further assessment of topics for which environmental education 

is needed in Pima County appears to be warranted. And an overall plan 

and financing is needed to ensure that adequate educational efforts are 

provided. 

Target Audiences of Environmental Education 

While the population of Pima County has grown rapidly over the 

past decade, the number of responding organizations providing environ

mental education here has increased only slightly. It is therefore not 

unusual that a large number of organizations providing education to the 

general public and to specific groups also feels that increased educa

tion is needed. 
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The general public was the target of educational efforts by the 

largest numbers of responding organizations. TTiis was the major target 

of all groups except Educational Institutions and Professional/Trade 

Organizations (see Figure 10). This attempt to reach a broad audience, 

even by those with only limited funding, has had questionable results. 

Improved planning and coordination of these efforts would likely in

crease their effectiveness. The respondents evidently understand this 

need, indicating a desire for an environmental education council and 

master plan. 

Future studies are needed to determine the content and conse

quences of past educational efforts for the various target audiences. 

This information would permit the planning needed to make more efficient 

use of obviously limited educational resources. 

Activities and Resources for Environmental Education 

The most popular activities and resources used for the environ

mental education offered by the responding organizations were speakers, 

printed materials, field trips/tours, and classes/workshops. The first 

two of these are generally least expensive to provide and can reach 

large numbers in the least amount of time. Public officials and busi

ness people may have little time for the latter two activities but may 

be more readily reached by luncheon speakers or pamphlets. Field trips, 

tours, classes, and workshops typically reach smaller and more limited 

audiences, those with the time, interest, and funds to attend such 

events. Still, these were the top activities used by responding Com

munity Organizations, ranking above speakers and printed materials (see 

Figure 11). For all other groups, printed materials and speakers ranked 
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Business/Industry Target Audiences: 
(All rated equally) 
Community Organizations, General Public, Non-School Youth 
Organizations, Professional/Trade Organizations, Students 

Educational Institutions Target Audiences: 
1. Students, University/Coliege Level 
2. Business/Industry 
3. Professional/Trade Organizations 
4. Elected Officials 
5. General Public, Farmers/Ranchers, Mass Media, Students, 

Primary/Secondary Level 

Government Agencies Target Audiences: 
1. General Public 
2. Students, Primary/Secondary Level 
3. Students, University/College Level 
4. Business/Industry, Elected Officials, Farmers/Ranchers, 

Mass Media, Non-School Youth Organizations 

Community Organizations Target Audiences: 
1. General Public 
2. Elected Officials 
3. Mass Media 
4. Community Organizations, Homemakers, Students, Primary/ 

Secondary Level 

Environmental Organizations Target Audiences: 
1. General Public 
2. Elected Officials, Students, Ifnivers-ity/College Level 
3. Community Organizations, Mass Media, Non-School Youth 

Organizations 

Professional/Trade Organizations Target Audiences: 
1. Professional/Trade Organizations 
2. Students, Primary/Secondary Level 
3. General Public 
4. Elected Officials 
5. Mass Media 

Figure 10. Most-Cited Target Audiences of Environmental Education by 
Organization Types. 
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Business/Industry Activities and Resources: 
(All rated equally) 
Classes and Workshops, Demonstrations, Displays and Exhi
bits, Field Trips and Tours, Films, Hands-on Experiences, 
Printed Materials, Slideshows, Speakers 

Educational Institutions Activities and Resources: 
1. Field Trips and Tours, Printed Materials 
2. Speakers 
3. Classes and Workshops 
4. Displays and Exhibits 
5. Mass Media, Slideshows 

Government Agencies Activities and Resources: 
1. Speakers 
2. Displays and Exhibits, Field Trips and Tours, Slideshows 
3. Films, Mass Media, Classes and Workshops, Printed 

Materials 

Community Organizations Activities and Workshops: 
1. Classes and Workshops 
2. Field Trips and Tours 
3. Printed Materials, Speakers 
4. Hands-on Experiences, Mass Media 

Environmental Organizations Activities and Resources: 
1. Speakers 
2. Classes and Workshops, Field Trips and Tours, Printed 

Materials, Slideshows 
3. Demonstrations, Displays and Exhibits, Hands-on Ex

periences, Mass Media 

Professional/Trade Organizations Activities and Resources: 
1. Printed Materials 
2. Classes and Workshops, Displays and Exhibits, Field 

Trips and Tours, Speakers 
3. Films, Mass Media, Slideshows 

Figure 11. Most-Cited Activities and Resources Used for Environmental 
Education by Organization Types. 
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higher than or equal to classes/workshops and field trips/tours for use 

in providing environmental education. This would seem to be a more 

efficient way of reaching a larger audience with limited funds. The 

goals of the educational programs, however, may better be served with 

other activities. 

Somewhat less used and requiring perhaps more time, expense, and 

talent to create, were slideshows, displays and exhibits, and mass 

media. The use of films increased considerably over the time studied, 

probably as the result of greater availability, as did the less popular 

use of public access television. The latter, plus hands-on experience 

and demonstrations, were least noted as activities and resources used. 

These require skilled and creative talent, perhaps more time and ex

pense, and may have a more limited audience than those resources and 

activities previously mentioned. But they also may be more effective in 

meeting specific goals. 

This study did not look at the appropriateness or effectiveness 

of the activities and resources used to reach the various audiences or 

to achieve the various goals of the environmental education offered by 

the responding organizations. However, several observations stand out 

in reviewing the data. Government Agencies, for example, indicated that 

hands-on experience and demonstrations were among the least used activi

ties in their educational efforts. At the same time the second most 

important goal of their efforts was to bring about change in behavior. 

These same activities were also the least popular with Educational 

Institutions which indicated that skills acquisition was their second 
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most important goals. While it is now known which activities and re

sources were used to achieve which goals, hands-on experience and demon

strations are believed by many educators to be most beneficial in 

attaining such goals as behavior change and skills acquisition. Future 

studies should investigate the relationship between activities and re

sources used and the target audience, and between activities and re

sources used and the goals of the educational program. Such information 

would be invaluable to organizations in selecting the most appropriate 

and effective activities and resources to use in their environmental 

education efforts. 

Funding Sources for Environmental Education 

The greatest number of responding organizations received funding 

for their environmental education efforts from membership dues and 

private grants/donations (see Figure 12). Other data collected in this 

study tell us that more than half of the organizations spent less than 

$5,000.00 on their educational efforts in a twelve-month period. Thus, 

it is not difficult to understand that a lack of funding is considered a 

major obstacle to those who would provide environmental education in 

Pima County. It appears that a large number of organizations providing 

environmental education in Pima County do so on a small scale with a low 

budget, funded by membership dues, private donations, and participant 

fees, with volunteer help. 

Only Educational Institutions and Government Agencies Indicated 

that they received federal funding in both the '70s and '80s. A small 

number of Community and Environmental Organizations reported having 
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Business/Industry Funding Sources: 
(All rated equally) 
Membership Dues, Private Grants and Donations, State 
Government 

Educational Institutions Funding Sources: 
1. State Government 
2. Federal Government 
3. Private Grants and Donations 
4. Participant Fees 

Government Agencies Funding Sources: 
1. Federal Government 
2. State Government 
3. County Government 
4. City Government 

Community Organizations Funding Sources: 
1. Membership Dues 
2. Participant Fees 
3. Private Grants and Donations 
4. City Government 
5. State Government 

Environmental Organizations Funding Sources: 
1. Membership Dues, Private Grants and Donations 
2. Participant Fees 
3. City Government, Federal Government 

Professional/Trade Organizations Funding Sources: 
1. Membership Dues 
2. Participant Fees 
3. Private Grants and Donations 

Figure 12. Most-Cited Funding Sources for Environmental Education by 
Organization Types. 
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received federal funding in the early '70s, but not in the '80s. This 

would appear to reflect the difference in federal policy between those 

periods. The early '70s saw the federal government involved in a large 

number of environmental efforts which diminished and mostly disappeared 

in the '80s. The loss of federal funding, having played only a small 

part of the funding picture in Pima County, did not appear to affect the 

number of groups offering education in the mid-'80s. But the loss may 

have affected some aspects of their educational efforts. The loss of 

federal funding also may have contributed to the substantial drop in 

numbers of Community Organizations and Educational Institutions with 

plans for environmental education in the future. 

All other sources of funding, including State, County, and City 

Governments, increased somewhat from the early '70s to the mid-'80s, in 

the number of groups funded. No information was collected in this study 

regarding the amount of funding obtained from the various sources. But 

the increases in number of groups funded may indicate a growing recogni

tion of the unavoidable need for increased environmental education. 

Summary of Environmental Education Past, Present, and Future 

The number of responding organizations offering environmental 

education in Pima County increased steadily from 1956 to 1985 with the 

greatest increase in the early '70s. The national environmental move

ment of that period apparently had some effect on local education ef

forts. Also reflecting a national trend, the number of groups offering 

environmental education here after 1985 dropped considerably, with fewer 

respondents indicating plans for future educational efforts. 
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Different types of organizations appeared to emphasize different 

goals in their educational efforts. This indicated a variation in the 

content of education provided on the various topics, depending on the 

type of organization sponsoring that education. As a result, even if 

all topics were covered, gaps in content were likely, especially where 

only few efforts were provided. 

All topics listed in the questionnaire were at some time topics 

of education offered by the responding organizations. But the numbers 

varied and few increases in educational efforts were observed, despite 

rapid population growth in the community. The most popular topics of 

educational efforts centered on the natural resources of the area such 

as habitat, wildlife, and water. Less significant efforts and greatest 

needs were indicated for topics dealing with the problems of growth and 

development - pollution, toxic substances, and waste management. 

Funding sources appeared to change only slightly over time, with 

an expected decrease in federal funding and some increase in the number 

of groups receiving state, county, and city support. Most organizations 

continued to depend on membership dues, participant fees, and private 

grants and donations for funding their environmental education efforts. 

All respondents agreed that lack of funding was a major obstacle to 

those who would provide such education in Pima County. 

Summary Statement 

The data collected in this study indicate that there are many 

environmental issues which are important in Pima County and that educa

tion about them is inadequate. The issues considered most important by 



103 

the respondents tended to include those regarding environmental problems 

- pollution, toxic substances, waste management. The issues which ap

peared to be the most frequent topics of the environmental education 

provided by the responding organizations, however, tended to be those 

regarding natural resources - natural habitats, wildlife, water. These 

topics are often less surrounded by controversy and have been the basis 

of educational efforts by these groups over the years. 

Lack of funding and the absence of an overall plan for environ

mental education appear to be major obstacles facing those who would 

provide needed education. A large number of the organizations which 

have provided environmental education in Pima County have done so with 

small budgets and with the help of volunteers. Further investigation in 

future studies is needed to assess the effectiveness of existing pro

grams in reaching their educational goals, and to determine the areas in 

which greater efforts are needed. 

Recommendations 

Based on what has been found in this study it is recommended 

that: 

1) surveys be made of target audiences to assess the environ

mental education available to them; 

2) an exhaustive study be made of present environmental educa

tion opportunities and needs in Pima County; 
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3) environmentally-concerned leaders in Pima County take steps 

to initiate a master plan for environmental education and 

call on the State to assume a leadership role in obtaining 

funding for such education; and 

4} easy-to-use educational materials be developed based on the 

needs of the community. 

If this study were to be repeated it is recommended that an 

effort be made to obtain an exhaustive list of all organizations in

volved in providing environmental education in Pima County, rather than 

limiting the population to the sources used here. It is further sug

gested that carefully planned personal interviews be sought in the case 

of non-respondents. 
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STATE MASTER PLAN CHART OF RESPONSE 
HAVE MASTER PLAN 

STATE RESPONSE RECEIVED NO YES DATED 

Alabama X X 

ATaska X X 

Arizona X X 

Arkansas 

California X X 

Colorado X X 

Connecticut X X 

Delaware X 

Florida X X 

Georgia X X 

Hawaii 

Idaho X X 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa X X 

Kansas 

Kentucky X X 

Louisiana X X 

Maine X 

Maryland X X 

Massachusetts X X 

Michigan X 

1975 

1974 

1973 

106 
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STATE 

STATE MASTER PLAN CHART OF RESPONSE 
HAVE MASTER PLAN 

RESPONSE RECEIVED NO YES DATED 

Minnesota X 

Mississippi X X 

Missouri X X 

Montana X X 

Nebraska 

Nevada X X 

New Hampshire X X 

New Jersey X X 

New Mexico 

New York X X 

North Carolina X X 

North Dakota X X 

Ohio X X 

Oklahoma X X 

Oregon X X 

Pennsylvania X 

South Carolina X 

South Dakota 

Tennessee X X 

Texas X X 

Utah X X 

Vermont 

1972 

X 

X 

1984 

1981 
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STATE MASTER PLAN CHART OF RESPONSE 
HAVE MASTER PLAN 

STATE RESPONSE RECEIVED NO YES DATED 

Virginia X X 

Washington X X 

West Virginia X X 

Wisconsin X X 1974 

Wyoming X X 
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Needs for Learning 

About the Environment 

Needs of the people in Pima County, Arizona, 
as perceived by leaders of organizations 

with an interest in the environment 

University of Arizona 
School of Family and Consumer Resources 
Division of Home Economics Education and Consumer Studies 
Tucson, Arizona 83721 



This study Is being done to determine the need for 
environmental education, both In and out of school, 
for Pima. County youth and adults. 

The tsrs "environmental education" is used here as 
defined in the 1978 Environmental Education Act: 

"the educational process dealing with 
nan's relationship with the Earth and 
his effect on the Earth ami his 
relationship with his natural and 
man-made surroundings, and includes 
the relations of energy, population, 
pollution, resource allocation and 
depletion, conservation, transporta
tion, technology, economic impact, 
and urban and rural planning to the 
total human environment." 

INSTRUCTIONS 

Please answer all of the questions to the best of your ability. 
If you wish to comment on any questions or qualify your answers, 
please feel free to use the space in the margins. Your comments , 
will be read and taken into account. 

Thank you for your help. 



Section 1: Your Opinions 
Respond to questions in Section 1 by indicating your opinion 
as a leader, past or present, in an organization which has an 
interest in the environment. 

For Pisa County today, these iiivIfcONMEMTAL ISSUES ARB IMPORTANT) 

Circle your answers 

AGREE DISAGREE 
STRONGLY AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY 

Agriculture AS A 0 DS 

Air quality/pollution AS A D re 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A 0 IS 

Industrial activity (manufacture, 
AS A D ES 

AS A D cs 

AS A 0 DS 

AS A 0 DS 

AS A D DS 

Patterns of health and disease AS A D IS 

AS A D DS 

AS 'A D IS 

AS A D D6 

AS A D - DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D E6 

AS A D DS 

AS A D IS 

AS A D DS 
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2. For ADULTS in Pima County today, OPPORTUNITIES ARE COOP for 
education on these environmental issues> 

Circle your answers 

AGREE DISAGREE 
STRONGLY AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY 

AS A D DS 

AS A D ES 

AS A fi ' 03 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

Industrial activity (manufacture, 
IS AS A D IS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D D5 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D ES 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D ES 

AS A D ES 

AS A D D5 

AS A D DS 

AS A D ES 



, For YOUTH in Pima County today, OPPORTUNITIES AHE GOOD for 
education on these environmental issues: 

Circle your answers 

ACHES DISAGREE 
STRONGLY AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY 

Agriculture AS A D OS 

AS A D ES 

Energy conservation/generation AS A' 0 ES 

AS A D IS 

AS A D OS 

Industrial activity (manufacture. 
AS A D DS 

AS A 0 ES 

AS A D re 

AS A D 05 

AS A D OS 

AS A 0 ES 

AS A D OS 

AS A 0 ES 

AS A 0 • DS 

AS A 0 DS 

AS A 0 OS 

AS A D OS 

AS A D OS 

AS A 0 DS 

AS A 0 OS 



For ADULTS in Pima County today, OPPORTUNITIES ARE HEEHEP for 
education on these environmental issues: 

Circle your answers 

ACRES disagree 

STRONGLY ASHES DISAGREE STRONGLY 

Agriculture . AS A D ES 

AS A D 16 

AS A D IS 

AS A 0 CS 

AS A D DS 

Industrial activity (manufacture, 
AS A D CS 

AS A D CS 

Military activity AS A D DS 

Natural habitats AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

Patterns of health and disease AS A D CS 

AS A 0 DS 

AS A D •5 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D D5 

AS A D CS 

AS A D ES 



. For YOUTH in Pima County today, OPPORTUNITIES ABB WEEDED for 
education on these environmental issuest 

Circle your answor* 

ACHEE DISAGREE 
STHOHGLY AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY 

Agriculture AS A D DS 

. AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

Food sources AS A D ES 

AS A D DS 

Industrial activity (manufacture, 
milling, construction) AS A D. DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

Noise pollution AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

Water resources/conservation AS A D ES 

Water quality/pollution AS A D E6 

AS A • DS 
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Circle your answers 

AGREE DISAGREE 
STRONGLY AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY 

Adequate environmental education 
is available to the youth and 

AS A D DS 

There is a need for a master plan 
of environmental education for the 
youth and adults of Pima County AS A D IS 

There is a need for an environnental 
education council in Pima County AS A D DS 

Groups with a need for increased 
education on environmental issues 
in Pima County today are: 

AS A D DS 

Non-profit community organizations... AS A D DS 

Profeasional/Trade organizations AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

Students in primary/secondary 
AS A D DS 

Students in universities/colleges.... AS A D DS 

AS A D IS 

AS A D IS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

Other (specify) 

« • • • AS A D DS 
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Circlo your answers 

AGREE DISAGREE 
STRONGLY ACRES DISAGREE STRONGLY 

10. Difficult obstacles faced by those 
who would, provide environmental 
education in Pitta County are: 

Lack AS A 0 DS 

Lack AS A D E6 

Lack AS A 0 OS 

Lack 
or 

of organization membership 
personnel to provide services,. AS A D DS 

Lack AS A D . DS 

Lack AS A D EG 

11. Which one of the following do you think should assume the major 
responsibility for FUNDHIG environmental education? (Circle the 
letter of your answer,) 

a City government 
b County government 
c State government 
d Federal government 
e Educational institutions 
f Non-profit community organizations 
g Other (specify) __ 

12. If a master plan for environmental education were to be developed, 
which one of the following do you think should assume the leadership 
in DEVELOPING the plan? (Circle the letter of your answer.) 

a City government 
b County government 
c State government 
d Federal government 
e Educational institutions 
f [Ton-profit community organizations 
g Other (specify) 
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13. Using the environmental issues listed in Question 1, which do you 
consider to 'be the most important and least important in Pima County 
today? 

Most important issuei 

Least important issue: _______________________________ 

1^. What environmental issues, other than the 20 listed in Question 1, 
are important today in Pima County? 

a 

b 

c 

Section 2: Your Organization's Educational Activities 
The questions in Section 2 refer to the environmental educational 
activities. past, present, and future, of the organization indicated 
in your address on the cover letter. 

Recall that environmental education, according to the U.S. Congress 
in the Environmental Education Act of 1978, is broadly defined and 
inclusive (see definition at the beginning of the questionnaire). 

15. DOES THIS SECTION APPLY TO TOUR ORGANIZATION? Has your organization 
provided environmental education or information in Pima County in the 
past, at the present, or does it have plans to provide such education 
or information at any time during the next five years? (Circle the 
letter of your answer.) 

a Yes 
b No (If no, proceed to Section 3 , )  
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16. Has your organization racaived requests for environmental education 
or information from any of the following? (Circle the letters of all 
answers that apply.) 

a Business/industry 
Non-profit community organizations 

e Profesaional/Trade organizations 
d Farmers/Ranchers 
e Homemakers 
f Schools, primary/secondary 
g Universities/Colleges 
h Non-achool youth organizations 
i Elected officials 
j Haas media 
k General public 
1 Other (specify) 
n Mo requests received 

17. During which of the following time periods has your organization 
provided environmental education or information in Pima County? 
(Circle the letters of all answers that apply.) 

a 1981 - 1905 
h 1976 - 1980 
c 1971 - 1975 
d 1966 - 1970 
e 1961 - 1965 
f 1956 - I960 
g Prior to 1956 
h All of the above 

18. Does your organization intend to offer a planned environmental 
education or information program during the next five years, 
approximately 1986 - I99O? (Circle the letter of your answer.) 

a Yes 
b No 
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For tho purpose of answering tho next five questions, 

PAST means a period of tine tan years ago, approximately 1971-1975• 

NOW means at any tine within tha past two years, approximately 
1984 and 1935. 

FUTURE means at any time during the next five years, approximately 
1986-1990. For this time period consider what seems 
most likely from your present information and viewpoint. 

ALL means all of the periods described. 

19. Indicate the ACTIVITIES AND RESOURCES used by your organization in 
providing environmental education in Pima County: 

Circle your answers 

1971- 198^ & 
1975 1935 
PAST HOW BOTH 

No environmental education offered during 
this time 

Classes, workshops 

Demonstrations 

Displays, exhibits 

Field trips, tours 

Films 

Hands-on experience 

Mass media 

Printed materials (newsletters, pamphlets, etc.) 

Public access television... 

Slldeshows 

Speakers. 

Other (specify) .. 

P H B 

P H B 

P N B 

p N B 

p H B 

p W B 

p H B 

p N B 

p N B 

p H B 

p" K B 

p N B 

p K B 



Indicate tha TOPICS included in the environmental education efforts 
of your organization in Pima County during the given time periods.. 
If included at all three periods, circle A. 

No environmental education offered 
during this time 

Agriculture 

Air quality/pollution 

Energy conservation/generation 

Food sources 

Forest resources... 

Industrial activity (manufacture, 
mining, construction) 

Land use/planning . 

Military activity 

Natural habitats 

Noise pollution 

Patterns of health and disease 

Population growth 

Recreation. 

Tourism 

Toxic substances 

Transportation 

Waste disposal/recovery 

Mater resources/conservation 

Water quality/pollution. 

Wildlife resources 

Other environmental topics (specify) 

Circle your answers 

1971- 198^ 4 1936-
1975 1985 1990 

NOW PAST FUTURE ALL 

p N F A 

p N F A 

p H F A 

p N F A 

p N F A 

p N F A 

p H F A 

p N F A 

p N F A 

p N F A 

p N F A 

p N F A 

p N F A 

p N F A 

p N F A 

p N F A 

p N F A 

p N F A 

p N F A 

p N F A 

p N F A 

p H F A 



Describe ths TARGET AUdOfCE of your environmental education 
effortsi 

Circle your anavera 

1971- l98f & 1986-
* 1975 1985 1990 

PAST NOW FUTURE ALL 

Ho environmental education offered 
P N F A 

P. tr F A 

Hon-profit community organizations P H F A 

P H F A 

P H F A 

P H F A 

Students in primary/secondary schools... P tr F A 

Students in universities/colleges P tr F A 

P N F A 

P tf F A 

P tr F A 

P tr F A 

Other (suecify) P tr F A 



Indicate the GOALS of the education facilitated by your organization 
in its environmental education efforts in Pima County: 

Circle your answers 

1971- 1984 & 
1975 1985 
PAST HOW BOTH 

& 

Ha environmental education offered 
during this time P H B 

P H B 

P H B 

Increase in knowledge, information, concepts.. P H B 

P H B 

Other f3vecifv) P H B 

Inlicate the FUNDING SOURCES used by your organization 
in providing environmental education in Pima Countyt 

Ho environmental education offered 
H B 

tf B 

H B 

H B 

tf B 

W B 

H B 

H 13 

Other (suecify) P H B 
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Section 3: Confidential Information 

Finally, we Mould like to ante some questions for statistical 
purposes. You are assured of complete confidentiality. Neither 
your name nor your organization's name will be disclosed. 

ABOUT YOUR ORGANIZATION....(if organization is no longer operating 
in Pima County, answer for most recent period during which it did 
operate.) 

Z1*. During which of the following tine periods has your organization 
operated in Pima County? (Circle the letter of all that apply.) 

a Presently operating in Pima County 
b 1981 - 1985 
c 1976 - 1980 
d 1971 - 1975 
e 1966 - 1970 
f I96I - I965 
g 1956 - i960 
h Prior to 1956 

25. Are responsibilities for environmental education assigned to a 
specific person or persons in your organization? 

a Yes 
b No 

26. Does your organization have specially budgeted funds for 
environmental education? 

a Yes 
b No 

27. For your organization is environmental education a: 

a Primary concern 
b Secondary concern 
c Less than a secondary concern 
d Not a concern 
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28. Which of the following beat describes tha organization for which 
you racsivad this questionnaire? 

a Business/Industry 
b Education institution 
c Government agency 
d Non-profit community organization 
a Han-profit environmental organization 
f Non-profit professional/trade association 
g Non-profit non-school youth organisation 

29. Approximately how much was your organization's budget for 
operations in Pioa County during the past 12 months? 

a Less than $5,000 
b $5,000 to $9,999 
c $10,000 to $49,999 
d $50,000 to $99,999 
e $100,000 to $2^9,999 
f $250,000 to $499,999 
g $500,000 to $999,999 
h $1 million to $10 million 
i Hore than $10 million 
J Unknown 

30. Approximately how much did your organization spend on environmental 
education in Pima County during tha past 12 months? 

a Less than $1,000 
b $1,000 to $4,999 
c $5,000 to $9,999 
d $10,000 to $49,999 
e $50,000 to $99,999 
f $100,000 to $249,999 
g $250,000 or more 
h Unknown 

ABOUT YOU.... 

31. How long have you lived in Pima County? 

a Less than 1 year 
b 1 to 3 years 
c 4 to 6 years 
d 7 to 9 years 
e 10 yaar3 or more 



127 

32-. How would you describe the area where you live in Fioa County? 

a Center city 
b EHge of city 
c Foothills around city 
d Snail town 
e Rural agricultural area 
f Rural desert area 
g Other (specify) 
h Not living in Pima County 

33, How long have you been interested in environmental education and/or 
environmental issues? 

a Less than 1 year 
b 1 to 3 years 
c ft to 6 years 
d 7 to 9 years 
e 10 years or more 

3ft. How long have you been/were you with the organization for which 
you received, this survey? 

a Less than 1 year 
b 1 to 3 years 
c ft to 6 years 
d 7 to 9 years 
e 10 years or more 
f Ho longer with organization (total years with organization circled) 

35. With the organization for which you received this questionnaire 
are you/were you 

a Paid 
b Volunteer 

36. Which of the following best describes your role in the local 
organization for which you received this questionnaire? 

a Decision-maker 
b Advisor 
c Worker 
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37. What is your present status? 

a Employed full time 
b Employed part time 
c Hot employed outside the home 
d Unemployed 
e Student 
f Retired 

38. Your usual occupation when employed or before retirement: 

Title 

Kind of work 

39. Your highest level of education* 

a Ho formal education 
b Grade school 
c Some high school 
d High school 
e Trade school 1 

f Some college 
g College graduate 
h Some graduate work 
i A graduate degree 

ko. Which of these categories best describes your-total household 
(family) income before taXBS in 193^? 

a Less than-$10,000 
b $10,000 to $19,999 
c $20,000 to $29,999 
d $30,000 to $39,999 
e $40,000 to $**9,999 
f $50,000 or more 



Is there anything else you would like to tell us about the need 
for environmental education for the citizens of Pima County? If so, 
please use this spue for that purpose. 

Also, any comments you wish to make that you think nay help us 
in future efforts to determine the need for community environmental 
education will be appreciated, either here or in a separate letter. 

Any printed materials which your organisation makes available 
would also be welcome under separate cover. 

Your contribution to this effort is very greatly appreciated. 

If you would like a summary of results, please print your name and address 
on the back of the return envelope (WOT on this questionnaire). We will 
see that you get it. 
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College of Agriculture 
School of Family & Consumer Resources 
Tucson. Arizona 85721 

The University of Arizona 

19S5 

1885 

A Proud Beninmnn 

Your help bb a leader In tha community la urgently needed to aaeess 
priorities for environmental education 1n Pima County. 

You and other leaders with a special Interest In the environment are 
b e i n g  a a k e d  f o r  o p i n i o n s  a n d  I n f o r m a t i o n .  I n  o r d e r  t h a t  t h e  r e s u l t s  w i l l  
truly repreeent the feellngB and experiences of all such leaders and organiza
tions, 1t Is important that each questionnaire be completed end returned. 
This Is Important aven 1f you no longer represent the organization for which 
you have received this request. 

You may be aesured of complete confidentiality. The quaatlonnal re has en 
Identification number for mailing purposes only. This 1s so that we may check 
your name off tha melting list when your questionnaire 1s returned. Your name 
will never be placed on the queatlonnalre. The questionnaire should take you 
approximately twenty minutes to complete. Please return 1t as soon as 
possible in the enclosed, postage-paid envelope. 

The resul ts of thle research will ba made avel I abl a to state and local 
officials, educators, orgenlzatlone, and agencies which provide environmental 
education services. You may receive a summary of the reaults by writing "copy 
of results requested" on the back of the return envelope and printing your 
name and address below 1t. Pleese do not put this Information on the 
questionnaire Itsslf. 

I  M i l l  b s  h a p p y  t o  a n s w e r  e n y  q u e s t i o n s  t h a t  y o u  h a v e  r e g a r d i n g  t h i s  
study. Please write or call. The telephone number 1s (602) 325-2236. In the 
event that I  em not aval Iable, pieese Ieave a message. I  will return your 
cal I .  

Thank you for your aeslstance. 

Sincerely, 

Mer1lyn Robinson 
Project 01 rector 
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On November 5 a questionnaire seeking your opinions aoi information 
about environmental education in our community was mailed to you. 
Your name was selected because of your involvement with an organization 
which has an interest in the environment. 

If you have already completed and returned it to us please accept our 
sincere thanks. If not, please do so today. Because it has been sent 
to a limited group of people with an expressed interest and involvement 
in the environment, it is extremely important that yours be included 
in the study if the results are to accurately reflect the opinions and 
experiences of this group. 

If by some chance you did not receive the questionnaire, or it got 
misplaced, please call me right now, 325-2236, and I Hill get another 
one in the mail to you today. 

Sincerely, 

Marilyn Robinson 
Project Director 
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