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 Crucial  area  of  concern  for  society 

 Yet  low  salience  in  public  discourse 



http://jhupressblog.com/2013/08/14/climate‐change‐
prince‐george‐and‐chatter‐that‐matters/ 

 Summer  2013:  Twitter  activity  
regarding  Prince  George  
outpaces  climate  change  
chatter  by  more  than  10  to  1.chatter  by  more  than  10  to  1. 



 

 How  often  do  we  talk  about  household  energy  use  with  
other  people? 

 Only  small  minority  of  Americans  report  sharing  
energy      ti f itips  or  news      among  fr  iendds    and  fami f ily. ld   

             SourSourccee::  SouthSouthwwell, B., Murphy, J., DeWaters, J., LeBaron, P. Energy information sharing in 
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Behavior,  Energy,  &  Climate  Change  Conference.  Sacramento,  CA.  November  2012.  



There  is  gap  between  perceived  and  actual  energy  
knowledge  among  Americans. 

Most  think  energy  is  topic  they  can  understand. 
Yet  majority  also  failed  energy  knowledge  test. 
 Majority  answered  <  60%  of  11‐item  test  correctly. 

Source:  Southwell,  B.  G.,  Murphy,  J.  J.,  DeWaters,  J.  E.,  &  LeBaron,  P.  A.  (2012).  Americans’ perceived  and  
actualactual  
Triangle Pa

undeunderststandinganding   ofof  eneenerggyy   (R(R TI  Pressess  peepee r‐revevieweweded  pubpub licatcatioon  No.o.  RRRR‐0000188‐1208).  Research 
 rk,  NC:  RTI   
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 Southwell  et  al.  (2012) 



 Ener   gygy is  not  salient  conversation  topic  for  manyy. 

 Many  people  think  they  understand  energy  and  yet  
misunderstand  basic  facts. 

 What  factors  actually  predict  household  behavior? 

 Do  people  not  want  household  energy  tips? 



Over  and  above  factual  knowledge  and  other  factors,  
home  ownership,  age  of  property,  and  social  
interaction  regarding  energy  appear     i i   di       to  matter.  

Source:  Southwell,  B.  G.,  &  Murphy,  J.  (in  press).  Weatherization  behavior  and  social  context:  The  
influences  of  factual  knowledge  and  social  interaction.  Energy  Research  &  Social  Science.  



 Is  behavior  driven  b     yy lack off interest or  other  factors? 

 Consider: 
 Fewer  educational  opportunities 
 Poorer  housing  infrastructure 
 Fewer  resources  for  weatherization Fewer  resources  for  weatherization 
 Perhaps  less  “social  capital,” available  network  
resources,  relevant  to  energy  efficiency  information 





 Clean  Energy  Durham  has  developed  energy  
education  workshop  materials. 

 Why  aren’t  low‐income  residents  leveraging  this  
ni f  ormation ?i f ti ? 

 What  predicts  willingness  to  att end an energy  What  predicts  willingness  to  attend  an  energy  
education  workshop  among  low‐income  populations? 



 Face‐to‐face  interviews  (n  =  61)  with  applicants  to  
Durham  County  (NC)  Department  of  Social  Services  
Low  Income  Energy  Assistance  Program 

 Applicants  interviewed  separately  from  application  
process  and  not  necessarily  eligible  for  fundingprocess  and  not  necessarily  eligible  for  funding 



 Age  ranged  from  24  to  78 
 Median  age  43 

 Mostly  female  and  African‐American 
 90%  female  and  96  %  African‐American 

M di  dian Me   annual    ld     l  househ  ih   $hold  income  <  $20,000 
 64  %  reported  less  than  $20,000 



 Ma  jjorityy  (57%)  of  participants 
reported  homes  drafty  most  or  
all  of  the  time  during  most  
recent  winter recent  winter  

 Most  (75%)  reported  no  Most  (75%)  reported  no  
weatherization  at  residence  
since  they  moved  in 



 87  %  currently  rent  their  residence 
 Nearly  half  of  all  participants  live  in  standalone  house 

 66  percent  of  participants  reported  electric  or  gas  bill  
great  th  $  ter  than  $150  



 Heatin       gg inefficiencyy partiallyy function of income

 Those  reporting  <  $20,000  annual  household  
income  more  likely  to  live  in  drafty  home  than  those  
with  $20,000+  in  income, χ2 =  6.2,  n  =  56,  p <  .05.   



 74%  agreed  they  would  attend fr  g y   ee  workshop if  
available  near  home. 

 Same  number  would  attend  community  meeting  if  
near  home. 

 At  same  time,  59%  report  energy  use  meeting  
somewhat  uncommon  or  not  at  all  common  among somewhat  uncommon  or  not  at  all  common  among  
people  important  to  respondents. 



 Prediction  of  aggreement  to  attend  
 “free  workshop” on  energy  use  tips  and  ideas  
 “community  meeting” on  energy  use  tips  and  ideas 

 Different  predictors  emerged  for  each  opportunity. 
G l  enera   atti tud e  towar  d house o   h ld    d ti  G l   ttit d  t d  h h ld  energy  education  
didn’t  matter  in  either  case,  however. 



 Home  ownership 
 Sex 
 Age 
 Household  income 
 Average  heating  bill 
 Attitude  toward  meeting/workshop 

 2‐item  scale  (Useful/not  useful  and  important/unimportant) 
 Descriptive  social  norm 

 Others  tend  to  attend  energy  workshops 
 Injunctive  norm 

 Others  think  you  should 

 Future  planning  agency 
 3‐item  index,  e.g.,  agree/disagree  with  “I  complete  projects  on  time  by  

maki  king  stead    ess”dy progr ” 
 Perceived  understanding  of  energy 



 R‐squared  =  .43 

 Predictors 
 Future  planning  agency:  beta  =  .34,  p  <  .05 
 Average  heating  bill:  beta  =  .53,  p  <  .01 
 Descripptive  social  norm:  beta  =  .331,  pp  <  .055 
 Attitude  toward  meeting/workshop:  NS 
 Injunctive  norm:  NS 
 Perceived  understanding:  NSPerceived  understanding:  NS 
 Home  ownership:  NS 
 Sex:  NS 
 Age:  NS  Age:  NS 
 Household  income:  NS 



 R‐squared  =  .40 

 Predictors 
 Future  planning  agency:  NS 
 Average  heating  bill:  beta  =  .52,  p  <  .01 
 Descripptive  social  norm:  NS 
 Attitude  toward  meeting/workshop:  NS 
 Injunctive  norm:  NS 
 Perceived  understanding:  beta   .33,  p  <  .05 Perceived understanding : beta =  .33,  p  < .05
 Home  ownership:  NS 
 Sex:  NS 
 Age:  NS  Age:  NS 
 Household  income:  NS 



 Amon       
and

gg the poor, considerable need for weatherization  
  interest in  weatherization  education 

 Actual  engagement  with  weatherization  education,  
however,  likely  constrained  by  personal  circumstance 



Consider  the  roles  of:  
 Future  planning  agency 
 Perceived  accessibility  of  information 
 Social  norms  Social  norms 
 Utility  bill  pressures  as  motivator  over  and  above  
environmental  concerns 



 Empirical     collaboration  in NY or 
ell h

 opportunities for      
sewhere? 

 Growing  program  at  RTI:  Science  in  the  Public  Sphere  Growing  program  at  RTI:  Science  in  the  Public  Sphere 

 Email  me  at  bsouthwell@rti.org.  Email me at bsouthwell@rti.org .  
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