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Abstract: This study investigates the perceived ease of recycling in Glendale, Salt Lake City, Utah,
USA, by household size, age, income, and gender. While existing research has broadly explored how
sociodemographic factors impact recycling, there is a lack of comprehensive studies analyzing these
factors within specific local contexts. This study aims to identify specific barriers and motivators
across different demographics to enhance local recycling efforts using Glendale as a case study. Data
were collected through an online survey of 111 respondents and analyzed using both quantitative and
qualitative methods. The survey included questions about the demographic information, perceptions
of recycling ease, and barriers to recycling. The analysis revealed that one-person households
and young adults (18-35) face constraints such as limited space for recyclables, a lack of access to
recycling bins in rental units, or high costs. Older adults (56 years or older) are highly committed
but may face physical challenges. Higher-income households report higher participation due to
better access and awareness, whereas lower-income households encounter significant barriers such
as limited facility access and insufficient information. Gender differences indicate that women are
slightly more proactive and committed to recycling compared to men. Recommendations include
expanding recycling facilities, targeted educational campaigns, and economic incentives to encourage
lower-income households, males, younger, and older adults. Addressing these demographic-specific
barriers can improve recycling rates and contribute to more sustainable communities. Future studies
should include in-person surveys as one of the limitations of this study is that an online survey
format may introduce biases and the exclusion of residents without internet access.
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1. Introduction

Recycling plays a role in the United Nations programs, especially under the Sus-
tainable Development Goals (SDGs) framework. In particular, SDG 12, which centers
on consumption and production, aims to decrease waste generation through prevention,
reduction, recycling, and reuse by 2030 [1]. This goal underscores the importance of sus-
tainable waste management practices in reducing environmental impact and promoting
sustainability worldwide.

Recycling is a critical component of sustainable waste management, offering signifi-
cant environmental benefits such as reducing the need for raw materials, conserving energy,
and minimizing landfill usage [2]. Effective recycling programs rely heavily on commu-
nity participation, which is influenced by various sociodemographic factors, including
household size, age, income, and gender [3].

Previous studies have highlighted various factors influencing recycling behaviors.
For example, socioeconomic status, educational level, and access to recycling facilities
significantly impact recycling rates [4,5]. The more educated a person is, the more likely
they will engage in recycling [6]. Access to recycling facilities also plays a major role in
whether a person recycles or not [7].
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Larger households may generate more waste, which can lead to both increased recy-
cling and challenges related to storage and sorting [8]. Similarly, Deshpande et al. (2024)
highlighted that higher-income households tend to produce less waste, while lower-income
households may rely on single-use products more often, resulting in increased waste gener-
ation [9]. Researchers in Sweden found that higher-income households tend to recycle more
due to better access to recycling facilities and the ability to pay for associated costs [10].
On the other side of the economic spectrum, using a cross-sectional design that relied
on 380 low-income households who live in coastal Peninsular Malaysia, a study found
that lower-income households may face barriers such as a lack of access to recycling op-
tions, which can discourage participation, but they really wanted to recycle [11]. Doing
a literature review of 80 documents, including published scientific articles, Schultz et al.
(1995) found that higher income, but not gender or race, were predictors for recycling [12].
That being said, there is a research gap in analyzing how gender and age might affect
recycling patterns.

Some research has shown that younger individuals are generally more environmen-
tally conscious. For example, younger people may worry more about climate change and
suffer from negative emotions or mental illnesses related to climate anxiety [13]. Other
research suggests that women might also have negative thoughts about the future of the
climate [14]. Gender differences in environmental behavior have also been documented.
Torgler et al. (2009) and Barr et al. (2013) reported that women are generally more engaged
in pro-environmental behaviors compared to men [15,16].

A 2012 study found that younger adults of college age, although reporting to care for
the environment, were less likely than their parents to engage in certain environmentally
friendly practices such as recycling, using reusable bags, eating less meat, and conserving
water [17]. However, it also showed that younger adults were more likely to adopt greener
transportation methods, including taking the train, the bus, riding a bike, or walking.
This might indicate that what is considered sustainable could be different from generation
to generation.

Despite the wealth of research on how sociodemographic factors affect recycling habits,
there is still a need for studies that explore how household size, age, income, and gender
collectively influence recycling behaviors within specific communities. Understanding
these influences is vital for city planners and officials to develop targeted recycling initia-
tives that meet the varying needs of different demographic groups. The success of recycling
programs relies heavily on community involvement and the convenience of recycling
options for residents. Gaining insights into community attitudes and obstacles related to
recycling is crucial for optimizing these initiatives.

Furthermore, public awareness campaigns have been shown to enhance recycling
participation [12]. Studies have shown that eco-literacy efforts from the government can
increase recycling rates among low-income households, for instance [11]. This is because
specific barriers, such as confusion about recyclable materials and inadequate facilities,
remain prevalent [18]. Creating a future involves developing customized approaches to
meet the requirements and obstacles faced by various community sectors. By delving
into the nuances of recycling habits, this study can guide the design of initiatives to boost
recycling engagement among people from all walks of life. Enhancing recycling levels not
only helps protect the environment by minimizing waste and preserving resources but also
cultivates a mindset of sustainability within society.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Background of Case Study

Figure 1 shows Glendale [D], a neighborhood located within Salt Lake City [C], Salt
Lake City County [B], Utah [A], which was selected as a case study for this research due
to the researcher’s relationship with the Glendale community council (a non-profit) and
their need for a study on recycling for their application to Main Street America and the
One Glendale Plan. While Glendale shares some demographic similarities with other U.S.
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urban areas, it stands out with a significantly younger population and a poverty rate more
than three times higher than the national average. These differences highlight the unique
socioeconomic challenges the community faces compared to the broader U.S. population.
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Figure 1. Map Locator. Sources: (A) [19], (B) [20], and (C) [21,22].

As shown in Table 1, according to the 2022 American Community Survey, the neigh-
borhood was home to 11,614 people and 3048 households. Glendale features a mix of
single-family homes, apartments, and rental units [23]. This mix makes it a prime spot
for exploring how recycling practices differ based on household size, income levels, and
age groups. The median household income in Glendale in 2022 was USD 61,380, the mean
age was 29 years old, and about 41% of the residents rented their homes [23]. By focusing
on Glendale, this study offers perspectives on how residents engage with recycling in an
urban setting. It also allows for comparisons with neighborhoods across the country that
have economic profiles. Table 1 focuses on key demographic and economic comparisons
between Glendale, Salt Lake City, and the USA.

Table 1. Glendale, Salt Lake City, and USA Key Demographics.

Category Glendale Salt Lake City USA
Population (2022) 11,614 200,000 331 million
Median Age (2022) 29.0 years 31.7 years 38.5 years
Poverty Rate (2022) 40% 16.7% 12.50%
Mel‘:lif;‘mfi"(gg;;‘ﬂd $61,380 $64,601 $70,784
Homeownership Rate 59% 48.5% 64.80%
Renting Population 41% 51.5% 35%
Male Population 51% 50.2% 49.2%
Female Population 49% 49.8% 50.8%

Homeowners in Glendale benefit from recycling services, usually covered in the
city’s waste management charges, so residents do not have to pay extra for recycling.
This setup makes curbside recycling an easily accessible choice for people. Moreover,
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Glendale offers drop-off spots across the city where residents can freely dispose of their
items—especially glass, which is non-recycled by curbside pickup [24]. These drop-off
locations are strategically positioned to assist those without service or those needing
to recycle large amounts of materials. The city proactively shares details about these
recycling choices.

2.2. Research Question and Ethics Approval

The research question that this study seeks to answer is: How do household size, age,
income, and gender influence the perceived ease of recycling in Glendale, and what specific
barriers and motivators affect the different demographic groups? The author collaborated
with the Glendale community council to collect these data as part of their One Glendale
Plan and their Main Street America application—where an organization must collect a
variety of data for the designation. The inclusion criteria were to be over 18 years old and
to be a Glendale resident. Participants knew this was conducted in collaboration with
the University of Utah and had an approved Institutional Review Board (IRB) to conduct
research on the west side and with community councils (protocol code 00119632, approved
on 28 August 2018). Participation was voluntary, and measures were taken to ensure the
confidentiality and anonymity of participants. The questions asked in the survey were
the following:

o Recycling and Waste Management

O How easy/difficult is it to recycle in Glendale? (Select 1 to 5 from “somewhat
easy” to “extremely difficult”)

O Can you think of any barriers to recycling in Glendale that the community
council should address? If so, please explain. (Open-ended question)

@) Are there any areas in Glendale where litter and/or waste are consistent prob-

lems? If so, where? (Open-ended question)
e Demographics

What is your zip code?

How many years have you lived in Glendale?

What is your gender?

What is your age?

What is your race or ethnicity?

Including yourself, how many people currently live in your household?
What is your household annual income?

OHONCHONONONG

2.3. Data Collection, Analysis, and Limitations

The dataset collected responses from 111 Glendale residents about recycling and their
demographics (e.g., multiple-choice, Likert scale, open-ended). As shown in Appendix A,
an email was sent asking community members to fill out the survey using Survey Monkey
and share it with others. In addition, Facebook and Instagram posts using the council
page were also created. Several emails and social media post reminders were sent from 13
January to 1 March 2021 by the Community Council members and the University of Utah
faculty and students involved in the project. The announcements and the surveys were
available in English and Spanish. Moreover, several in-person reminders were conducted
so that people could complete the survey online and share it with their neighbors.

The demographic questions that were collected included income, age, gender, and
household size. The close-ended question related to recycling included: How easy/difficult
is it to recycle in Glendale? The answers to these questions were on a Likert scale from
“somewhat easy” to “extremely difficult”. The open-ended questions related to recycling
included: Can you think of any barriers to recycling in Glendale that the community council
should address? If so, please explain. Quantitative data were analyzed using statistical
methods, including frequency distributions and cross-tabulations, to examine the relation-
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ship between the demographic variables and perceived ease of recycling. The qualitative
analysis methods for open-ended responses used thematic analysis and coding procedures.

Before collecting data, this study did not conduct an analysis to determine how many
responses were needed for statistical significance among different demographic groups.
The goal was to gather a range of responses from the residents of Glendale, focusing on
variations in household size, age, income, and gender. While a 95% confidence level with
a £5% margin of error is typically considered standard in social science research, these
parameters were not explicitly defined in our initial study. However, 111 surveys for a
population of 3048 means that our confidence level is 80% of the real value within £6% of
the measured /surveyed value. Future studies could improve the methodology by adopting
an approach that includes determining sample sizes based on the desired confidence levels
and margins of error to ensure statistical reliability. Our convenience sampling method may
introduce selection bias, as it likely excludes residents who do not engage with these online
communication platforms. About 13% of Glendale households do not have an internet
connection [25]. This means that future studies should include in-person surveys.

Another limitation is that we generally asked about “recycling and waste manage-
ment”, but we did not differentiate between household waste, electronic waste, light bulbs,
renovation debris, etc. Most people in the U.S. would answer the survey related to everyday
household waste. Future studies could ask more detailed questions on the types of waste.

Given that the data for this study were collected over three years ago, certain de-
mographic and behavioral trends in Glendale may have shifted, particularly due to the
COVID-19 pandemic and subsequent economic challenges. The pandemic likely influ-
enced recycling habits due to changes in household composition, economic instability, and
possible disruptions to city services. Future studies should incorporate updated data to
understand these potential shifts better.

In this study, cross-tabulations were conducted to examine the relationships between
demographic variables such as household size, income, age, and gender and their impact
on the perceived ease of recycling in Glendale. Microsoft Excel was utilized for the analysis.
After organizing the data properly, cross-references were made to generate contingency
tables showing how demographic factors relate to recycling convenience levels, such as
analyzing how various income brackets (like under USD 25k or USD 25k USD 49k) recycling
ease and comparing household sizes (person or two-person households, etc.) with recycling
habits. The analysis of these correlations revealed insights into the differences between
groups, which are further discussed below.

3. Results

In this study, we found that households of one person face more significant barriers
to recycling due to limited storage space and a perceived lack of impact, while larger
households (two or more members) might have more established recycling routines. Young
adults (18-35 years) encounter space constraints and busy schedules that hinder recycling
efforts, middle-aged adults (36-55 years) seek more convenience in recycling facilities,
and older adults (56 years or older) are committed but face physical challenges. Higher-
income households exhibit higher recycling participation due to better access to facilities
and greater awareness, whereas lower-income households face significant barriers such as
limited facility access and insufficient information. Women are generally more proactive
and committed to recycling, driven by environmental awareness and moral responsibility,
while men are more influenced by convenience and economic incentives. Below are more
details of the findings.

3.1. Easiness or Difficulty to Recycle

The responses to the question “How easy/difficult is it to recycle in Glendale?” show
that a significant majority of respondents found recycling to be relatively easy (Table 2 and
Figure 2). Specifically, 35 respondents (31.53%) indicated that recycling is “somewhat easy”,
and 28 respondents (25.23%) found it “extremely easy”. In contrast, fewer participants
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reported difficulties with recycling: 22 respondents (19.82%) found it “somewhat difficult”,
and five respondents (4.50%) found it “extremely difficult”. Additionally, 20 respondents
(18.02%) felt that recycling was “neither difficult nor easy”, reflecting a neutral stance.
There was one respondent (0.90%) who did not provide a response. These data suggest
that while most residents find recycling to be manageable, there remains a notable portion
of the population that encounters challenges, indicating areas for potential improvement in
Glendale’s recycling program.

Table 2. Ease of Recycling.

Ease of Recycling Frequency Standard Error Percent
Somewhat easy 35 0.05604 31.53
Extremely easy 28 0.05029 25.23

Somewhat difficult 22 0.04460 19.82

Neither difficult nor easy 20 0.04272 18.02

Extremely difficult 5 0.02091 4.50

No Response 1 0.00935 0.90

Ease of Recycling by Percentage

No Response [ 0.9%
Extremely difficult | 4.5%
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=
S, Neither difficult nor easy f 18.02%
o
[
kS
y Somewhat difficult 19.82%
©
Ll

Extremely easy | 25.23%

Somewhat easy | 31.53%

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

Percentage
Figure 2. Ease of Recycling.
3.2. Households Size

Table 3 shows the relationship between the ease of recycling and household size.
It appears that larger and single-person households have varied experiences regarding
the ease of recycling. Table 2 and Figure 3 illustrate the relationship between the ease of
recycling and household size in Glendale. The data revealed varied experiences across
different household sizes. For single-person households, five respondents found recy-
cling “somewhat easy”, four “extremely easy”, and six “somewhat difficult”. Two-person
households had the highest number of respondents (12) finding recycling “somewhat
easy”, with five finding it “extremely easy” and only one finding it “somewhat difficult”.
Three-person households reported seven respondents finding recycling “somewhat easy”,
five “extremely easy”, and five “somewhat difficult”. Four-person households had five
respondents, each finding recycling “somewhat easy” and “neither difficult nor easy”,
with seven finding it “extremely easy” and three finding it “somewhat difficult”. Larger



Sustainability 2024, 16, 8697

7 of 16

Number of Households

w
w

w
(=)

N
wv

N
o
T

)
w
T

=
o
T

wv
T

o

households (5 or more people) had six respondents finding recycling “somewhat easy”,
seven “extremely easy”, and seven “somewhat difficult”.

Table 3. Ease of Recycling vs. Household Size.

Ease of Recycling 1 2 3 4 5 Total
Somewhat easy 5 12 7 5 6 35
Extremely easy 4 5 5 7 7 28
Somewhat difficult 6 1 5 3 7 22
Neither difficult nor easy 4 2 3 5 6 20
Extremely difficult 1 1 1 0 2 5
No Response 0 0 0 0 1 1
Total 20 21 21 20 29 111
Ease of Recycling by Household Size
Household Size
1 person
2 people
B 3 people
EEE 4 people
Em 5 people
S ) > S X &
Qfé‘éo e}*z’b & * & ¢ & ¥ QfaQOQ
@e‘$ -\-‘&(Q e“i@ ‘\§ 6@6* ¥
X < s < é&'{‘ &
&

Ease of Recycling

Figure 3. Ease of Recycling vs. Household Size.

Overall, the highest ease of recycling was reported by two-person households, whereas
difficulty was more frequently noted by single-person households and those with five or
more members. A small number of respondents (five) found recycling “extremely difficult”,
with a slight concentration in larger households. Only one respondent did not provide
an answer, coming from a household with five or more members. These findings suggest
that household size significantly influences the perceived ease of recycling, with both
single-person and larger households facing unique challenges. This highlights the need for
targeted interventions to address the specific needs of different household sizes to improve
recycling rates and efficiency in Glendale.

The analysis below shows responses from one single-person household, revealing
several recurring themes. One person’s household often generates less waste overall,
including recyclables. This smaller volume can lead to infrequent recycling trips, making
it less of a routine activity. A participant said, “I do not accumulate enough recyclables
to make frequent trips to the recycling center worthwhile”. Limited space in smaller
households can restrict the ability to store recyclables until they are taken to a recycling
facility. This is particularly problematic in apartments or homes without designated storage
areas. One participant said, “I do not have enough space to store recyclables for long. My
apartment is too small”. Individuals in smaller households may feel that their contribution
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to recycling is minimal and, therefore, less impactful, reducing their motivation to recycle
diligently. A resident expressed, “It feels like my small amount of recycling does not make
a difference”. The convenience and accessibility of recycling facilities remain significant
barriers. Smaller households, especially those without private transportation, may find it
challenging to access recycling centers. A respondent explained: “The recycling center is
too far, and I do not have a car. It is hard to get there”. There is often a lack of awareness
about what can be recycled and how to recycle various materials properly. This confusion
can discourage consistent recycling practices. One participant expressed, “I am not sure
what I can recycle. There are so many rules, and it is confusing. The absence of economic
incentives for recycling can be a disincentive for smaller households. Without financial
rewards or subsidies, the effort required may not seem justified, as one person said no
incentive to recycle. It would help if we got some kind of reward for it”.

3.3. Household Income

Table 4 and Figure 4 illustrate the relationship between the ease of recycling and
household income in Glendale. The data showed that higher-income households gen-
erally find recycling easier, with nine respondents in the USD 100,000 or more bracket
finding it “somewhat easy” and “extremely easy”. In contrast, lower-income households,
particularly those earning under USD 25,000, report more difficulties, with six finding
recycling “somewhat difficult” and two finding it “extremely difficult”. This indicates that
higher-income households benefit from better access to recycling facilities and services,
while lower-income households face significant barriers such as limited access and a lack of
curbside pickup. Addressing these disparities can improve overall recycling participation
in Glendale.

Table 4. Ease of Recycling vs. Income in 2021.

Ease of Recycling Under $25,000 to $50,000 to $75,000 to $100,000 or Total
$25,000 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 More

Somewhat easy 5 7 6 8 9 35
Extremely easy 2 6 5 6 9 28
Somewhat difficult 6 4 5 4 3 22
Neither difficult nor easy 5 4 3 3 5 20
Extremely difficult 2 1 1 0 1 5
No Response 0 0 0 0 1 1

Total 20 22 20 21 28 111

A higher-income household reported, “We have a robust recycling system in our
neighborhood, and it is quite straightforward”. Meanwhile, a low-income resident shared,
“Recycling is challenging because the nearest facility is too far, and there is no curbside
pickup in our area”. Higher-income residents have better access to recycling facilities,
including curbside pickup services, and a greater likelihood of living in areas with more
established recycling infrastructure. A higher-income participant expressed, “Our area has
regular curbside pickup, making it very convenient”. However, lower-income residents
have limited access to recycling facilities and services. They often reside in areas without
regular curbside pickup or convenient drop-off points. One resident pointed out, “We have
to drive a long distance to find a recycling center, which is not practical”.
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Ease of Recycling by Income Range

Ease of Recycling
Somewhat easy
25¢ Extremely easy

Somewhat difficult
201
15f
10}

Neither difficult nor easy
Extremely difficult
Under 25K 25-49.9K 50-74.9K 75-99.9K 100K or more
Income Range

Number of Households

Figure 4. Ease of Recycling vs. Income in 2021.

3.4. Age

Table 5 and Figure 5 illustrate the relationship between the ease of recycling and
different age groups in Glendale. The data showed varied experiences across the age
spectrum, indicating distinct challenges and perceptions related to recycling. Among young
adults (18-35 years), 12 respondents found recycling “somewhat easy”, while ten found it
“extremely easy”. However, eight young adults reported it as “somewhat difficult”, and
two found it “extremely difficult”. One young adult did not provide a response. Middle-
aged adults (36-55 years) had ten respondents finding recycling “somewhat easy” and
eight finding it “extremely easy”, six reported it as “somewhat difficult”, and two found it
“extremely difficult”. None from this age group left the question unanswered. Older adults
(56 years or older) had 13 respondents finding recycling “somewhat easy”, and ten finding
it “extremely easy”, but eight reported it as “somewhat difficult”, and only one found it
“extremely difficult”.

Table 5. Ease of Recycling vs. Age.

Ease of Recycling 18-35 Years 36-55 Years 56+ Years Total
Somewhat easy 12 10 13 35
Extremely easy 10 8 10 28

Somewhat difficult 8 6 8 22
Neither difficult nor easy 5 7 8 20
Extremely difficult 2 2 1 5
No Response 0 0 0 1

Total 38 33 40 111

These data suggest that older adults generally find recycling “somewhat” or “ex-
tremely easy”, though they also face challenges due to physical constraints. Young and
middle-aged adults show a balanced distribution across ease and difficulty levels, indicat-
ing mixed experiences. The consistent number of respondents finding recycling “somewhat
difficult” across all age groups highlights common challenges faced by residents. Addition-
ally, a notable portion of respondents in each age group finds recycling “neither difficult
nor easy”, reflecting a neutral stance. These insights emphasize the need for targeted inter-
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ventions to address specific barriers faced by each age group, improving overall recycling
participation in Glendale.

Ease of Recycling by Age Range

a0+t Ease of Recycling
Somewhat easy
Extremely easy
35} B Somewhat difficult
mmm Neither difficult nor easy
B Extremely difficult
301
w
k=]
E
o 251
(2}
>
o
sy
‘5 20
@
£
5 151
=4
10+
5 +

18-35 years 36-55 years 56+ years
Age Range

Figure 5. Ease of Recycling vs. Age.

Young adults, especially those living in apartments, report limited space for storing
recyclables. Busy schedules and work commitments reduce the time available for recycling
activities. Although generally aware, they seek more information on specific recycling
practices. A survey respondent said, “I want to recycle, but my apartment does not have
enough space for separate bins”. Rental properties, especially those managed by landlords
or property management companies, frequently do not provide sufficient recycling facilities.
Tenants may find that their buildings lack designated recycling bins or convenient drop-off
points. As one young adult expressed, “My building does not have recycling bins, and I do
not have a car to take recyclables to a center”. This lack of infrastructure discourages regular
recycling practices and contributes to higher waste generation. Financial constraints also
play a crucial role in limiting recycling efforts among young adults. Many are balancing
student loans, entry-level job salaries, and other financial responsibilities, making additional
expenses for recycling less feasible. For example, some young adults might need to
purchase separate bins or bags for recyclables, pay for recycling services, or bear the
costs of transporting recyclables to distant centers. One respondent highlighted this issue,
stating, “Recycling services cost extra, and I cannot afford it right now”. The added financial
burden can be a significant deterrent, especially for those already struggling to manage
their budgets.

Middle-aged adults (36-55 years) exhibit consistent recycling habits influenced by
family routines and community norms. Some middle-aged adults find recycling facilities
inconveniently located. The complexity of sorting the different types of recyclables can be a
deterrent. There is a desire for financial incentives to encourage more diligent recycling, as
one participant said, “Recycling is part of our routine, but it would be easier if the center
were closer”.

Older Adults (56 years or older) often show a strong commitment to recycling, driven
by a long-term perspective on environmental conservation. Physical challenges can make
it difficult to transport recyclables to collection points. There is a need for assistance or
more accessible facilities, as well as a desire for clear and simple information on recycling
practices. This is exemplified by the quote, “I try to recycle everything I can, but it is hard
to carry heavy bags”. Another older adult said, “I do not drive, so I cannot go to the
recycling stations”.
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3.5. Gender

Figure 6 shows that among males, 18 respondents found recycling “somewhat easy”,
and 12 found it “extremely easy” (Table 6). However, ten males reported recycling as
“somewhat difficult”, and three found it “extremely difficult”. Additionally, eight males
found it “neither difficult nor easy”, and there was one male who did not respond.

Ease of Recycling by Gender

60 Ease of Recycling
Somewhat easy
Extremely easy

B Somewhat difficult

mmm Neither difficult nor easy

mmm Extremely difficult

50

S
o

w
o

Number of Households

N
o

101

Male Female
Gender

Figure 6. Ease of Recycling vs. Age.

Table 6. Ease of Recycling vs. Age.

Ease of Recycling Male Female Total
Somewhat easy 18 17 35
Extremely easy 12 16 28

Somewhat difficult 10 12 22

Neither difficult nor easy 8 12 20

Extremely difficult 3 2 5

No Response 0 0 1
Total 51 59 111

For females, 17 respondents found recycling “somewhat easy”, and 16 found it “ex-
tremely easy”, indicating a slightly higher ease of recycling compared to males. Twelve
females reported recycling as “somewhat difficult”, and two found it “extremely difficult”.
Moreover, 12 females found it “neither difficult nor easy”, and no females left the question
unanswered.

Overall, the data suggest that both genders have similar experiences with recycling,
with a slight tendency for females to find recycling easier. Both groups have notable
numbers reporting recycling as “somewhat difficult”, highlighting common challenges
faced by residents. The distribution of responses across categories shows that while many
find recycling easy, significant portions of both genders face difficulties, emphasizing the
need for targeted interventions to improve recycling ease for all residents in Glendale.

Women tend to have higher levels of environmental awareness and concern. A mother
expressed, “Recycling is a routine part of our household chores”. This is often tied to their
role in managing household chores and setting examples for their children. One participant
explained, “I make sure we separate our recyclables every day. It is something I have
taught my kids to do as well. It is just part of our routine now”. Another echoed this
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sentiment, saying, “Recycling is important for our planet, and I want to make sure my
children understand that”. Women are motivated by the desire to contribute positively
to the environment and to teach their children the importance of sustainable practices.
One mother shared, “Recycling is a routine part of our household chores. I want to set a
good example for my kids and show them how small actions can make a big difference”.
Women face fewer logistical and motivational barriers but express frustration when other
household members do not share their level of commitment. A respondent noted, “It is
frustrating when I see recyclables in the trash because my husband or kids did not bother
to sort them. It feels like all my effort is wasted”.

Men show moderate participation rates in recycling programs, often viewing it as an
optional activity rather than a necessary household chore. Men are less consistent in their
recycling efforts, prioritizing it only when convenient and easy. One participant stated,
“I recycle when it is convenient, but it is not a priority for me”. Another added, “I know
recycling is important, but sometimes it is just too much hassle to sort everything. I am
the one that manages the garbage and takes out the garbage, and I see my family does not
put an effort into doing it right, so why bother?” Men face significant barriers, such as a
lack of convenient recycling facilities and time constraints. They are also more likely to be
influenced by the perceived effort and benefits of recycling. One respondent mentioned,
“The nearest recycling center is too far, and I do not have time to make special trips just to
drop off certain kinds of recyclables”. Another pointed out, “If there were more convenient
drop-off points or if we had a curbside pickup, I would probably recycle more”. Economic
incentives and convenience play a crucial role in motivating men to recycle. Without these
factors, their participation tends to be lower compared to women. A male participant
suggested, “If there were some kind of financial incentive or rebate for recycling, I would
definitely be more diligent about it”.

3.6. Overall Barriers to Recycling

The analysis of open-ended responses regarding barriers to recycling reveals common
themes. For example, 26 respondents indicated a shortage of dedicated glass recycling
facilities. Unlike plastic or paper, which have more widespread recycling options, glass
recycling points were often reported as inaccessible or non-existent. One of the respondents
said, “There are no convenient places to recycle glass. Most recycling centers around here
do not accept glass”. The perceived effort and time required to prepare glass for recycling
(cleaning, sorting by color) discourage residents from recycling glass. One Glendale resident
said, “Cleaning and sorting glass takes too much time. It is easier to just throw it away”.
Respondents frequently mentioned that even when facilities are available, they are often
inconveniently located, requiring significant travel. For example, a participant mentioned,
“The nearest glass recycling facility is too far away. It is not practical for me to drive that far
just to recycle a few bottles”. There is a notable deficiency in public information regarding
what types of glass can be recycled and where to recycle them. This confusion leads to
lower participation rates. One responded expressed, “I am not sure if my glass bottles
can be recycled. I have heard different things from different sources”. Common barriers
included a lack of clear information on recyclable materials and inadequate facilities. Some
concerns about contamination, where non-recyclable materials are mixed with glass, were
also highlighted. This issue brings worries among those who recycle about entire batches of
recyclables being discarded. A participant expressed, “I have heard that if the glass is mixed
with other trash, it all goes to the landfill anyway. It feels pointless”. Furthermore, the
economic viability of glass recycling was questioned, with some residents feeling that there
is insufficient financial incentive for municipalities to invest in glass recycling programs. A
survey respondent said, “I do not think the city prioritizes glass recycling because it is not
cost-effective”.

Respondents frequently mentioned specific areas plagued by litter, suggesting the
need for focused waste management strategies in these regions.
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4. Discussion

This study provides valuable insights into the recycling behaviors of Glendale resi-
dents, highlighting the importance of addressing community-specific issues to enhance
recycling rates. Our findings look at sociodemographic factors such as household size,
income, gender, and age, which significantly influence recycling behaviors, aligning with
previous research on the subject [5]. However, this study adds a localized perspective,
emphasizing the need for targeted interventions to address unique community challenges.

The variation in recycling ease across different household sizes suggests that personal-
ized approaches may be more effective. Smaller households face significant barriers due to
limited storage space and a perceived lack of impact, which is consistent with Deshpande
et al. (2024), who highlighted similar challenges for lower-income households [9]. This
study extends these findings by demonstrating that smaller households, regardless of
income, find recycling harder than low-income households. Larger households with more
established routines still encounter logistical challenges that require tailored solutions.

Socioeconomic disparities also play a crucial role in recycling behaviors. Higher-
income households benefiting from better access to facilities and greater awareness exhibit
higher participation rates. This aligns with Schultz et al. (1995), who found that higher
income was a significant predictor of recycling [12]. However, this study provides a
nuanced view by revealing that lower-income households face significant barriers, such
as limited facility access and insufficient information, emphasizing the need for equitable
access and targeted educational campaigns.

Gender differences in recycling habits are well-documented, with women generally
exhibiting higher participation rates and a stronger sense of moral responsibility towards
recycling [16]. This study confirms these trends within the Glendale community and
highlights the specific frustrations women face when household members do not share their
commitment. Men, showing moderate participation rates and being more influenced by
convenience and economic incentives, require targeted strategies to enhance their recycling
efforts. This finding underscores the need to improve the convenience of recycling facilities
and introduce economic incentives to increase male participation.

Age is another significant factor influencing recycling behaviors. Younger adults
demonstrate high environmental awareness but face practical challenges such as limited
space and busy lifestyles. This study supports previous research indicating that younger
individuals are environmentally conscious but less likely to engage in certain recycling
activities due to these constraints [12]. Middle-aged adults, influenced by family routines
and community norms, seek more convenient facilities, while older adults face physical
challenges that hinder their ability to recycle despite their strong commitment. These
findings suggest the need for age-specific interventions to address these unique barriers.

This study also identifies systemic issues within the recycling infrastructure and
public education, particularly concerning glass recycling. The lack of accessible facilities
and clear information are significant deterrents, reflecting a broader need for streamlined
and user-friendly recycling processes. These findings align with broader research indicating
that convenience and information are critical factors in recycling behaviors [5]. However,
the specific focus on glass recycling highlights unique challenges that are less prevalent
with other materials, suggesting that dedicated glass recycling facilities and better public
information could significantly improve participation rates.

Furthermore, the economic viability of glass recycling was questioned by respondents,
with some feeling that there is insufficient financial incentive for municipalities to invest
in glass recycling programs. Addressing these economic concerns and improving infras-
tructure could enhance glass recycling rates and overall sustainability, providing a new
dimension to the existing body of research on the economic aspects of recycling.

One notable point highlighted in this research is how behavioral interventions can
positively influence recycling participation. Tailoring nudges based on the motivations
and barriers of groups could effectively promote recycling. For instance, social norm
campaigns showcasing peer recycling rates could inspire adults who tend to follow peer
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behavior trends. Moreover, households facing convenience challenges could benefit from
reminders or small incentives for easy recycling tasks to establish habits. Leveraging
platforms to offer real-time feedback on recycling efforts and their environmental impact
may resonate well with younger tech individuals. By combining these tactics with the
mentioned infrastructure enhancements, a holistic approach can be taken toward boosting
recycling rates among various population segments in Glendale. These strategies could
serve as a blueprint for communities dealing with demographic and environmental issues,
contributing to the ongoing conversation on sustainable waste management practices.

In conclusion, this study contributes to understanding recycling behaviors by pro-
viding a detailed analysis of how household size, income, gender, and age influence
recycling practices within a specific community. By addressing the unique barriers faced
by different demographic groups through targeted interventions, Glendale can improve
recycling participation rates, reduce waste, and foster a culture of sustainability. These
efforts will benefit the environment and create a more inclusive and efficient recycling
program for all residents, offering valuable insights for other urban areas with similar
demographic challenges.

5. Conclusions

Several research studies have looked at factors separately or generalized across larger
areas. It is important to conduct localized studies that consider how various sociode-
mographic factors interact to understand better how they collectively impact recycling
behaviors. This study aims to address this gap by examining the recycling practices of
residents in Glendale. It delves into how factors like household size, age, income, and
gender influence recycling participation and identifies obstacles and motivators within the
community. By focusing on Glendale, this research can offer insights directly relevant to
local decision-makers and those designing recycling programs.

The findings of this study shed light on the difficulties and perspectives surrounding
recycling in the Glendale area. They underscore the importance of raising awareness,
expanding recycling facilities, and implementing targeted waste management strategies.
One of the recommendations is to boost efforts in educating residents about materials and
recycling methods. A suggestion is to launch public education campaigns that inform
residents about glass types and where they can find recycling facilities. Additionally,
utilizing communication channels such as social media, local news outlets, and community
gatherings can help spread this information effectively.

It is important to inform the public about contamination concerns and offer guidance
on how to avoid issues. One idea is to enhance the sorting systems at recycling centers to
manage contamination better.

Another suggestion is to invest in recycling facilities for glass. Salt Lake City could
enhance the availability of glass recycling locations in areas through partnerships with
local businesses for drop-off spots. Simplifying the glass recycling process by minimizing
cleaning and sorting requirements, along with providing instructions on how to prepare
glass items for recycling, could be beneficial.

A third proposal involves exploring incentives for residents and local governments to
prioritize glass recycling. This might involve implementing deposit refund programs for
glass bottles or offering subsidies for recycling facilities. Lastly, it would be beneficial to
implement targeted waste management strategies in littering areas.

Addressing the challenges of glass recycling calls for an approach that includes ex-
panding infrastructure, educating the public, and introducing incentives. By addressing
these issues, Glendale can boost its glass recycling rates and contribute to creating a sus-
tainable community.
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to big-wli-group, Turner +
The Glendale Community Council is working on & neighborhood-wide planning project to develop a community-driven vision for Glendale. This document will be called the One Glendale Plan and will cover a

variety of topics: sustainabillty, transportation, Jordan River, parks and open space, community identity and public art, and other topics that arise through community input.

Help us create a plan that works for ALL Glendale residents by taking the One Glendale Plan survey today:
English

El Consejo Comunitario de Glendale esté trabajando en un proyecto de planificacion para todo el vecindario para desarrollar una vision impulsada por la comunidad para Glendale. Este documento se llamara
One Glendale Plan y cubrira una variedad de temas: sostenibilidad, transporte, rio Jordan, parques y espacios abiertos, identidad comunitaria y arte publico, y otros temas que surgen a través de las opiniones de
la comunidad.

Tomar la encuesta en espafiol.
https://www. :spanol

Figure A1. Example of the Email Survey Request.
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