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,““\ : ) Commun1cat10n and Energy Con§Ervat10n. ‘ . s y

‘ . -Social Status in a Tale of Two C1t1es ; : _ ' “
/ . -

o LI . . . . “ v . .

* ° , A decade has p5§sed since the Arab oil embargo forced Amerlcghs into .the .

) AP S ' ‘

. reallzatlon that our’ standard of living and perhaps our !orm of go?e nmént were
. t

endangered unless energy ava11ab111ty and consumptlon could be brought under cen-
. a; - . _'
trol In the 1nter1m, government , program and- research prlorltles lﬂ energy have
’ 0 -

stressed technolog1cal solutlons and largely 1gnored soc1al researcp”penspectlves

oo o
on energy use despltq\the large -energy savings that could result from changes iny

. , .
1 - A -ﬁ - . N
consumer energy behavior. o L \\V. o
- . - ! ‘ 4 @ . .
A large -and: grbw1ng volume of social research nonetheless has been generated Y
. il .
. ’ : : 1Y
. - .by the _energy crisis. 'Afrecent accountrng‘of consumer energy'conservation research

. . ' ' 2 -
.o turnéh_up more than 600 studies since the 1973 embargo.” Most stuGi%s, however, P
¢ ‘“ﬁb o \ o
tend to be atheoret1cal and 1ntu1t1ve many are 31mply des€r1pt1ve of attltudes : ’
. A £ .
and op1n10ns, and usually nerely assume a pred1ct1ve relat10nsh1p between attltudes o

A Y

" 3 ! :
. and actual energy conservation behaylor. The trend in more recent studles, how- .
. . . < . . . . a . F]
L . " . J v 4 . , . -
ever, .is tovard more conceptual modellng and’ éxperlments. Cel \ -

- . LI a0
' o » ¥

There.ls 11tt1e evidance for- or against any relationship betWeen medfa use and -

- K

, " . .
S nergy conservation behav1or. L1ttle systgmatlc research has been done-into-the - -
* - :

foects of the wldespread energy information campalgns ‘mounted by utLlltdes,

overnment agenc1es, and interest groups. «(The stud1es that Have gﬁgh ddhe have
l . - r { . . |
met with mixed results. One sfudy, us1ng d1rect ma11 procedures, shbwed no effect ¢« -~

. v . W

. .jon eléctrlolty use of varying source cred1b111ty ,The gtudy is, unfortunately,

R [open to.serious questions about its deeign. Another study using inserts in the v

.

> ' ¢
. monthly bill, aas able to influence the numbep of requests for energy conservatlon
.|

. a
| 1nformatdon and to.reduce electr1c consumption among heavy energy users- by manip-~ (;
{ f ulating the source of the message.. Repetltlon of the message had no effect, how-' o
- _{ ever.6 Effects on conservatlon have been fpund with promptignnd exhortatlons to voooe
3 s
m™ N '
L save energy a1med toward ind1v1duals under spec1f1c circumstances and espec1aL&y ‘
s , ’ , ,
. | ) . | : Vs ot 3 S ' ) .
. L Lot -'
\‘l . N o N - -
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with rapid nformat1onal feedback to individual consumers on the amount of energy
'7 : . ' _ ~ . ¢
ng or 'saving.’ . X : o § ‘. - .
‘ . » ; . . N . @ .
Lack1ng d1rect °v1dence for/mass gedla effects on energy conservat1on it is |

.

they are- us

'ﬂempt1ng to fall back on theory and research“flndlngs developed over 40 years of *
' 1*

emp1r1cal exam1nat1on of pol1t1cal rommunicat1on dur1ng elect1on campaigns. ‘Most=

5 . L3

AN
of wha& we know about the effects of neys med}a content stems from th1s extens1ve
. -/ -

body o research. Much less attent1on has been devoted to other ty es. of content
y p -G -
N . .

and effects.' The long stand1ng l1m1ted—effects model bf pélltlcal cd mungfatlon

has in recent Years. ,8iven wayato perspectives suggest1ng stronger and more dlyerse .
Q.- PR ' ./
: sypes of media 1mpact Effortsito 1ncrease and undegstand public energy conserua-~ -
tion, andwto understand communication processesA womhige treatly enhanced if these‘

8 -
perspgctlves could be extended beyond political campa1gns. f' _. o “ -

)

.

~ 7

. . * v, e
Theae are reasons _why it may be hazardous srmply to extrapolate from pol1t—
v "y Q ’
. .
i ical commun1cat1on research howeﬁer.. A compar}son of literature on political® T
o 4 A W . '
part1c1pat1on w1th that of energy tqpsenﬂat1on illustrates this po1nt. There is

.

N - ., .

CQnigderable evidence ofiétrong pos1t1ve associations o{lthe various components of

g . ) 3 ’ : A
pol tical part1c1pat ns 1ntqrest knowledge ‘attitudes of trust and overt be-

hav1or such as campa1gn1n§ and VOt1ng on elect1on day. 2 A causal modeIVof awarepess
¢

- /‘ A
t’\lnowledge to att1tude formaL1on to overt behav1oi seems compat1ble w1th these < J
-o - 7wy , . . ] R . . . '
‘.-Ie$ults. : : T . ﬂ NP . .
. ) &5 - o . \ )
: Although les%\ev1dence has besn gathered regard1ng\the relatlonshlp of these
i 2 .
N var1ab}b$\to one another- in the arena of energy COnservatron, &t is l1kely that éhese "
-

<

10 i
;not‘rel1ably related to conse;yat1on behaviors.™ Ne1ther do the perpe1ved 1m—
N . . ~
~Portance of energy as an issue nor knowledge -about energy seem to pfed1ct conserva-
’ . v - , {

tion behavior.1 Th1s does not mead‘that attitudes and sallence of issues are | 4.

‘~ "“‘“h. v .

3
y components are much 1ess closefy connected.. Att1tudes toward energy Rroblems are -

. . . ' .
unimportant, since they may increase support for public conservat1on pol1c1es and .
- . *.\‘ el
_efforts. Correlatlons among the other pa1rs of components are nof reported, but '

- L

-,
.
-
.

. J . . .. ... ’ . . . f’ . d ' -
) . .
o . IS ‘4 T’ ;5
v %
Q . e . : Qk"v. . . L _ _
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- ' - . 1 v .J-‘
. N

. - ’ .
- - e . - .
thqlr connectlons appear to be less certa1n than is ‘the c::§ for;political.par;'
e

! T . R D

t1c1pat10h No s1mple causal model\ls suggested., . ) e T

[y . -

Another potentlally 1mportant dlfference between polltldal part1c1pat;on and

[y »

energy conservatlon lies’ 1n the nature of overt behav1or appropr1ate to each Vot—

.’ o~ : ‘ : » N )
. ~

ing-on electlon day or wearing a campalge button, whlle not of great benef1t to the

.
L e : X

Y
-1nd1v1dual dlrectly, costs the persgn llttle in money or time. Insulatlng a house

. -

‘or ghanglng the type of heating, on the other‘hand, 1nvolves cons r"ble cost«» . -
Behav1o§§ such as lowerlng the thermostat sett1ng, wearlng warmer clothes to com—‘

pensate, and turnmng off unused llghts must be constantly repeated In addlthp,
. S Te :

-the beneflts of energy conservataon are not ammedlately apparent. Energy use oftenp

.
-~

“has 1mmed1atb personal beneflts but 1ts costs are usually: delayed ang its long—

. Y . .

term negatlwe consequences (e. g., pollutlon, resource depletlon) shared with s0-

) o
ciety as a,whole.l% Thus the context of'energy use behavmon is sdmewhat different"
£ .
from polltlcal and ‘many other human behav1or§hsoc1al-sc1ent1s5§ 1ﬂvest1gate, siace
- ey { v 4 .

. energy use 1s‘usually a by product of acﬁivmtles performed 1n pursu1t of other

3

goals.l§l Furth%rmore, declslons to 3se or consérve energy, unllke dec1s1ons tq =
oy

produce 1t, are made in a decentral1zed way by mrillons of - people maklng a myrlad.

’ A ‘ . - 4

of‘ch01ces,kh whlch may account for the government s preference for a "technolog-

. 4 o~

ical fix." It also underscores the need for 1nvest1gat1ng Ehe potent1al role of
<o -t

communication in, informlng and perhgps qp-ordfnatlng members of soc1ety ‘in regard

to énergy behav1or.15‘¥ ; ; AR v 5;;// ’ ' o \‘.: v

Soc1a1 status seems an ;mppdtant starting pblntgln an 1nvest1gat10n of .energy

- p ‘Y ,‘ N

.
[}

' use and communicatlon. The burden pf energy conservatlon may fall more heavily on

°

Q

ERIC
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the poor and less educated ‘a pattern whlch may further d1fferent1ate energy use

from polltlcal behav1or s1nce, in the latter case, non-behavior has no dlrect

penalty for the 1nd1v1dual * In addltlon, expendltures fbr heatrng ad a propor- :
d;on of theﬁbudget are greater for theglower 1ncome-groups.1§. ﬂg T1enda and’ ¥
Aborampah (1981) note, the ablllty of low 1ncome famllleé to absorb fuel price

N . A . .

- . .
, . -
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! 1ncreases depends on a fcollectxve h%usehold strategy éﬁ allocate acarce resources
( ., : . .

. B A . . N v N
N - .

: aga1nst potent1ally comﬁ§t1ng demands. _ R ", R , D ':
S o+ \\ PNy TN - G S v,
S8 The reSeﬁrcH“l1ter"ture is. not entlre\y cgn51stent wlth respect to soc1al LA
L . ) . “\ .. . N €. 0
’ . status d1fferentes in energy conservatlon..oA number of stud1es have shown pos- N
N "N ‘N . . e, L -4

-
t1ve relat1onsh1ps between’ status and bellefs about the * serlousness of the energy -

; cr1s1s,17 but’ others have sﬂpwn that the consumptlon,of energy is also related- td

n y ¢ . 3'

ol
stacus. 8 At least Qne study hasandted a négat1ve relatlonshlp between statps and -

-
o ' : .',

t varlous attmtudes supportlve of conservat1on, but most show that h1gher status in-

S Lon G 19.; ' AR
L d1v1§uals have pos1t1ve conservat1on sent1ments. : Wh1leomost stud1es have used
1 :

s * L .

s1mple correlat1on coeff1C1ents that mask nonllnear rélat1onsh1ps ‘Edme stud1es o

. av
. Vo s - ot

have found a curv1l1near rekatlonshlp with the med1um status‘groups be1ng the most

. . .

'

IS ) ; « o
20. . s v VN : .
_ strongly support1ve of energy conservb{ion. 0. " - AU g
L :\ . . - : . . : .
S . The complex~relat10nsh1ps of soc1al status to energy:ponservat1on suggest that

.
- i ‘

e extend the "effects gap" reseafth to th1s area.21- If the poor do pay more for, *

~
“ N -

energy, then’it should be douny 1mportant to f1pd out 1f the*med1a more’ effect1veﬂy
‘. \—_/;‘ % - -

[
¢

1

[ t)

reach the quer statuSvaudlence members. The d1spariby in med1a effects may be

' .

man1fe3ted 1n two g{fferent ways. The lower status groups may be less exposed to

energy 1nfo¥mat1on and advocacy and, over. the above d1fferent1al .access, they may
&

’ [N . ~ 2 e-

i L] . L.
4 be ' less l1kely to 1ntegrat36fhe oontent they do use and to translate it into con- .y

: K .
servaticn behayior. ’,.tx/' < ‘ S ) L ’ . : -t 'f\~
. Analys1s ‘of the- status effects-gap 1ssues presumes that med1a use is related p .

. I -~ -
' \to the VarIOUS comporients of energy conservat1on, but- ev1dence, as've have noted ;,,:
TN % .. : :
v is scarce on this poifit. Because ‘media ude has been shown to have some effect in - T

t . B . r “

! pol1t1cal communicatlon ?nd‘other'areas,'it is reasonable to posit some effects
. ! . ) ’ i ’ " . )
.+ particularly in the most easily changed areas such/as saliencs and knowledge. Lt -
. T . .

- L] . s

is also plausible that medla use would have some relatlonsh1p to energy conserva= -

¢ . f 4 R
t1on behav1or and that status d1fferences mag-affect this relationship. Thus, we ¥
framed the followlng research questlons. L . o~ =

P X -y L AR R . .

3 : : g - , - v ‘

Q

e o o . :
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Do e 7 a ‘
I ) 1. To what extenn are. there d1screpanc1es between sot1a1 status. . :
e ﬁievels in“what ‘the. publ1c thlnks, knows and does about the conservation : e
< ’*, 7, of energy7 T : R : .-__, CT
':Q*..f re '+ 2. Are there\§3m11ar status d1screpanc1es in mass medrh and inter- . s
S personal commun1catlon behav1or relevvnt to the use of energy 1ﬁformat1on7 ¢ !

< . . s '\' ' | %
3. qu closely 1nterconnetted(a e the various compdhents of energy .
tt;tudes and ‘overt’ behav1qr7

~

conservat1on'_ cogn}t1ons,.know1edge,

. . . , s .2 A - -

P S Does mass med1a ‘use play a substangial role in. affect1ng the a
pub11c s, reactions to energy congervation? If so, what med1um1anddtype .
of content are most important? a~ R i o~

¢ . L S - . .. . M P o ’t ~ .

. ‘5. What are the: consequences for soc1al statﬂs 1nequa11t1es of. the
c .gole the mass media play W1ty respeci;to energy conservation? Isjmass
e o ’

med1a'1mpact 1ess among.those of lower status? -
v ; v . _7 . . . ¢
( - . ’ . v s IV . * . ) ) ..o
° :’ e v - ‘. [ ) 4 ‘ . )
) 'kesparch Uesign B o -
. 3
o ’ [ N - - . -
. ‘o 1 -
.. Y Two research sites were used/1n order ta. prov1de suff1c1ent var1at1on/1n .

) , . . . .k
- social Status and, of course,-to‘provrde'va11dat1on beneflts across commun1t1es.
The s1te we. 1abe1 Madlson actually 1nc1udes as one-th1rd of 1ts sample people 11v-
. . R .
1ng 1n Mlddleton a c1ty of 12,000 contlguous to Madlson ‘W1scoﬁs1n. ,Hadlson isa .
1 3

& ., N - N ’

c1ty of 171 OOO the 1ocale of, state government and the un1vers1ty fLittle'dif- 4

~ - - .
' . . . 4

AN

\ ference in demographlc character1st1cs was found between the: Madlson and Mlddleton ;
A y . - « e : - : '

-

'segments. Together they represent a h1gth edutated upper’ 1ncome overwhe1m1ngly o

o »

" wh1te—collar sample. Random d1glt d1a11ng procédures were used td select the sample‘

9
. - .
2 '} .,

. drawn prOportlonate to the number of private 11nes at. a glven exchange. In order

%

r"'

&£
to study comparable. -energy consumlng behav1or, we have restrlcted our analys1s here

N I

to the aOSfrespondents 11v1ng in s1ng1e famlly dwe111ng un1ts 1n\Mad1son'and

| .

-Mi ddleton The exclus1on of apartment dgellers had the addltlonal effect of reduc-

-

- . ' 1 -‘ ‘. . R
r/1ng the number of students who were in our overall sample. ) a » .

._, . - . \ -

The second fesearch 'site was Wést~A111s, a predominately lower—mlddle and ' ,

working" c1ass c1ty of 64,000 cont1guous to the c1ty of Mllwaukee. Historically,7

B . . A

-it is a suburb to whlch the more mob;le ethnlc groups moved 1n the1r escape from

!

lhe south side: of M11waukee. ,Not only 1s it con51derab1y lower 1n soc1a1 status

. ’ LI .';' ) o _ ? L) ®

ERIC -
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. ' P . -
\.. than Madison, but 1ts population 1s older and residents tend to l1ve in older
. . ) i
L houses. Although the sampl1ng procedures were comparable to those we usc. in gﬁ

' 4 . ¢

c Madlson, we dec1ded to analyze the two samples separately rather than mer 1ng the\ .

R N - . - RO

. . .. & !
o samples. We made ‘this dec1s1on for two reasons. F1rst, the quest1onna1re§ ‘ere
- K i S D

- ' TS .
. L ..

the same or s1m1lar'1n many key quest1ons, but not 1dent1cal throughout' The'dif-. .

ferences _came pr1nc1pa11y in the framlng of some of the energy att1tude quest1ons. .

- ™. . (
\
e Second an&\more 1mportar f,.westIC that soc1al status.1s not simply an individual
characterlstic but is also a variable relevant to the commun1ty 'fhat ,1s, 'an upp

-QstaQus person llwang in a lower status commun1ty is not the. _same- as one“res1d1mg imr

-~ 3 ~
- e

[ .
' <an uppgr- status commun1t§. Living in an upper\rtatu& commun1ty W111 ‘affect the

- . . h'

-

lower status perEon in ways d1ﬁferent from lower status communlty 1nf1uences. The
" o

. i : .
- mean1ng of social status thus may vary accord1ng tq'where the person 11ves. ~Sep—

» g

arat1on ef the two samples is further suggested by the real1zat1on that the'th s1tes

B ] do ,’-‘l
represemt very d1fferent mass med1a s1t%at1ons and are served by separate ut1l1ty

'..l‘;" ,' . : . . &,

[y Pl

: compan1es. , S . 7 vl - Ce i .
; @ - 7 ‘ ' ' ) . »
# ~ S 4 . _
- a

"4fter screening}for"single family_dwelling.units, our West Allis adalysis was

based- on 333 respondents.later divided into social status levels. Telephone inter—
4 : .
. .. 1 ) . . . , . . . y
. Views‘were conducted at both Tesearch sites in October: of 1981. ‘Inferviewers were
- . 2 .

graduate”and advanced‘pndergraduates tra1ned as part of research methods courses.

. Interviews were verified and actual energy consumpt1ons data not analyzed here were
, 3 ~ . .
obta1ned for a sub-éample of our respondents. At the/tlme of the 1nterv1ew our

respondents wete betwe’}~two severe w1nters and were add1t1onally concerned %?th
\)

e / = . ’ s

sharply r1s1ng energy costs. - o o M

€ . @ , i
: s . . . A q.

Measurement: Contrpl Var1ables Y : - o _ S

- Our measurement of soc1a1 status was bhe sum of standard1zed scores. of educa—
v »
t1on (number of years of schooling completed) and income (total 1986 household 1n—-
@ ? ~ s >
' come from all sources). An alternat1ve would have been té uge the Marx}st
) @ ' i 4 . ) !

o
R .

EMC . * . \
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) categories.of occupation, ownership and workolace situation, buteprev1ous research

' \ ’ * E‘ [} v
! . a . 22 f )
~ "~ found these,toqbe far less e§f1c1ent predictors of energy conservetion.,.‘*Be- hgnr
9 s :
cause we wanted to cdmpare results for status levels acres s samples, we' dec1ded
” . - .

to use 1dent1cal soc1al status cutting .points «in  each éaMple.' Prev1ous findings

.

af curv111near relationships between sodial status and erergy conservation led us

. e .
* R

2 '
- to use thfee rather than two categories of social status 3 'Because we wanted to

’ 1 .

‘ compé(e results for status levels ‘across samples, we decided to use identical : A

. Lsoc1a1 status cutt1ng points in each sample. These dec1s1ons resulted in two rela--
I ‘ 1] i

tive}y small cellf 50 h1gh status in West Allis and 87 low stat®s in Madison.
e .
SOClal status dlfferégzes between communlties are’ rafledted 1n the 42% high status .

°s
in Madison compared to only lSZ 1n West Alli§ and in the 21% fow status 1n Madison \E
4 » i 4 PR b * . 7
_ . R S S “
) contrasted to the. 457 in West Allig 5 - Y, C ey )

»
P N -

24 .
Based on prev1ous research findings, three control variables were used: ’
N . - i

Age of respondfnt age of the dwelling un1t and the number of 1nhab1tants_(here-.

n,

. after referred to as "fémily‘:}ze‘&' The means in Madisonﬁwere 43-1 for age, 25 3. t
for age of dwelling“unit and 3.1 for family s1ze. —ForLWest Allls, they were 53 0
for age, 37.2 for dwelling uniﬁgeand 3. g for family . . _ _ | - ‘j;' h o
s " Measurement" Depe;%ent Variables T J, i - o L

Fiye components of enedgy conservation were examined' 1ssue salience, knowl-
\ledge attitudes, low thermostat settlng and tbtal energg consérvation behgviors.
| Eneggy salience was based on responses.to the questioh "We d like to know
‘ [} \/
how you feel about some specific 1ssues._ For,each of ‘the followihg, could you tell-

us whether,you qhink they are very 1mportant, 1mportant, somewhat 1mportant r tot
e D
at all 1mportant7" The more important the 1ssue of "energy" was seen as’an issue,

. . - ®
A )

the higher the'energy salience. - ' : % '
. . : sy . -~ s,
g K . « : ‘ . : C o
Enhrgy knowledge was evaluated by the numbér of coprect responses to six. %\7
: ) S, .8 L :
questions (correct.answers are underlined):? . oo
- N i P ’ , . ! ) : ¥
- . N . . S 9 _ " S .
Z . * B ¥ ' * . ~
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~ . 1. Whlch nation produces the most _oil annualry f?e U. S., Saud1 o
. » Arabaa Iraw or the S?!*et Unlon'7 S O
T, j . - ' N :
. 2.- At current rates, w1thrn.20 .years so. much-of the nation's » .
. natural gad will be used up that therd won't be enoug -to heat the P ®
*  * homes now using .gas heat True or false'7 ' ‘\\
o, _ 3. By 1990, the average cost of fuel ‘in Wlscon51n is ex ected - - |
( 8 4 P
N s to, remain thd same, increase by SOZ double or trlgle'7 . o h -
11 N 4, Doeswylscon51n s CIlmate make 1t a good place for’ solar T
, }/heatlng'7 Yes or-no? Y > X 2 .
T . e - ) ! -
L_ "y v 51 How much of, W1scons1n s. elequrlc energy comes’ f}om nuclearr
,power?zikess than l%, about 103 \about 35%, or. about 75%.. _ , o
-+ " ’ ! L . '
. » T 6. _Is this statement true or false:. If crude 0il were notf‘ N
“ravailable, there would be no way: to manufacture many of Quq\present v v
9 plastlcs, §ynthet1c f1bers, chemlcal and other products? * . . %
.)wj . ) z? _ . . © >
) ; .- Xtem 4, ﬁas not . 1ncludedf§n the West A111s Lnd? (IS
-+ Enefgy att;tudes . for the Madispn sam le; was measured b summin the‘" ro- :
> P = Y 8 P
. 2 < . ® Y
; conservatfon% ratlngs on f1ve—p01nth kentﬂscales on four questions:
N v
' ‘é 1. It is everyone S respon .1b1;11__ty. to conserve energy S _ ’
the zdttle things add up. : = T _ “u
- . ( )
B - L, People'who cary afford 1t shouldgbe able to buy as much . ,
energy -as they want, Greverse scored , = ) - -
» N quer no circumstances should we relax our env1ronmental o Ta
Standdrds ip, order’ to fncrease energy produetion,.” U ) 5
. 4, Why should I save energy7 It just proﬁldes ore'energy ) _
for‘someone else\to)waste. (reverse seored) . . : N
! 5 : .
- . A somewhat d1fferent ‘set of 1tems‘Was ,uséd in West A11i3. Ttems 3 and 4 were
| T,
. Y . .
‘J?pt included and’:hree 1tems were added' PN . ’ ‘
N 1. In my dajly 11fe, there -is more to be.galned an»f;st R

v

by cuttlngfdown on the se of energy. - °

P

A
’ .

2 "I know science will find an’answerbbefore,energy”problems ) ',
+ . 'g8et too bad. (reverse scored)/

A
e .

- 3. To me, 1t worth the extra expense to keepnthe thermostat

above 65 degrees. treverse sc0re¢)v - _ ‘ . 3
_Low thermostat setting26 was a sum of three 1tems welghted accord1ng to the S
~ . / !ﬂ | .

N
1 - 0

proportlon of the. 24 hour cycI(%they represented- |

. T === o . VR
% ) £ NS L. -“f. N o - .. ..
. N & . . <, .

BT
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- W L SN U ' . 9
L . . ;4 . - . - L .
' 1%). At what temperature is. your thermostat usual;y set in the :4; L 3
" winter. urlng the day7 (degrees multlplled by 50) - c '
&t . 2. How about in w1nter durlng thg,even1ng7 (degrees multlplled : R

., . ’ >’

/ Y 17) a / — <o
- gé 3. How abg :n wmnter W 1le you" sleep¢‘“(degrees mu1t1p11ed L '
’ : by - 33_),£l—~——//u (l . e .

r o . A /\

- . s 27
Total energy conservation behav1ors were assessed by countlng the number of

1 o - ‘4.

- behavgors m@nq}oned in response to the followlng questlon' You have probably heard
. ° v ~ ’

-

about thlngs people can.do to save energy in the1r homes. _Not everyone can orjwants

f a ’ - . .

»

—-  to do these thlnqs. Gan you_;eca1l}anyth1ng y

] -~

e done in the past f1vehyears
, to saVe energy in the home and about wh@h it was done¢35-When you begaln uslng ¥ .
‘.' . > R D ~ . '

. Measurement° aIndependent Va 1ab1es T "' -

LT Three.typesfﬁf communicatlon varlables Wergqgsed as 1ndependent var1ab1es.
. K &) . > - .

med4a exposure, use of publlc affairs content and energy’ related mass med1a and K
(o ° ’\X\' . r i 'y * .‘
- o . ] Y '
. 1nterpersonal commundcatlon behav10rs. T = . ‘44‘ s ‘ ~
v ‘ \ . -
. Medla etposure was)scored separately as newspaper and television var1ables
/ 0 - . o .
eadh 1ndexed by the sum of'standardlzed responses to two questions:
O e S T TR
N .. 1. About how many days a week do you read a newspaper? - Would

you sdy you read a ipaper every\day,rnearly every day, a|few days ‘a
weel , less than a few days a. week‘ or,never?. (Newspapero tlme spent)
- . \‘\ ! v 'z " \ '
= ' % On days that you read the,newspaper about how much tlme do
' ~ you spend f&adlng it7 (Newspaper" t1me spent) | .
|

LY

3: How ‘many éveniqgs during the week ‘do you watch telev1s10n7
Would you say gvery day, nearly every day, a few days % week, less
than -a few days a week ofr never'7 (Televis;on. yﬁplent) -
w - S R

' b On those qvenings that you dq?Watch television, -about_DOw
many hours do you usually watpﬁ after uP m.? (Telev1s10n" time
spent) ' w

. " - ,.‘l . SN . T . .

A
Public affairs content was meastired as three-varlables), newsnaper pulec
Y 2 o '

~5-
affalrs, telev1s10n Q_bllc affairs, and newsgaper edi;grlal readlng. These were

- <




. : : . - . . .
. . . . . .

P - .. . 2, y -
-

. S When~you read your paber and came. across the followlng klnds : -
> of-stories how often do’ you read them7 \WOuld you say frequently, ' ST T

: sometlmgs,«rarely or never read?’ . R :

: h, stories about local and state government r " -

Ny ' and politicsg’ (newspaper' publlc affalrs use) A ,
$ :b. .stories about nah&dnal government and p611t1cs : W
A "7 . (newspapet: public affairs use) - SR SIS

. " C. ed1tor1als (newspaper* reading of edltorlals) : ‘ : K]

. ’ 4
1A Y -~ : o

N 2y About how often do you watch the followihg kinds of’ teleJ . ol
- vision programs’ Do  you watch frequently, ‘sometimes, rarely or: nevep” = . 0

-, : " & @. national 'news, (telev151on. public "affairs use) S ce AT
. < -7 b, local and state news” (telev151on' publlc affalrs use)

—ta* " R e T

\
-

L Energy c _Qmmunlcatlon was evaluated\wlth five varlables.' Newspaper energy story )

! .

. v - ~ —_— -
- - A w R

readln wds created by summlng responses to two questlons. e L f,hijﬁ"." e
. s 7 . . 7 x " '- - N " : [ s
e l: ’ S P

‘If you-come across a newspaper story on new ways to save i /
energy\‘n\the home, how likely would you be to read’ the article? - . \;. :
Would you savaery likely, llkely,-somewhat llkely, or not at all el J iR
'hkely".‘ﬂ . \_ N SV

Zl. If you do read that article on new wgys to save energy, 1n the / A
-home, how much attentlon would you: pay to-the content of the artidle? . .
Would you pay~¢lose attention some. attention, a.little attentlon or'mo %
'attention at all? i o Co. ='.'// R '

é

Telev1s1on energy p;ogram v1ew1ng was mea!%red s1m11arly to these two .ques=- R :

! . A [~
* s .

"Eions except that the phrasing was '"a telev1s1on program about new ways to savé e
t _ ‘,_.. v « . - - . e -
energy in the home. \ ' . : . o oo e
[ o . . . ’..‘ .«

Telev1s1on energy’ commercials wa% obta1ned from the following questlon-“'"Have;

i

you seen any commerc1als recently about energy,conservatlon pract1ces7" ( ?
. . . ;-
Read ut111ty Q mphlets and brOchures was taken from.' Qow often do you read

.~ c

LS

. - BN
3 .
- .o
. N . .

the brochures and pamphlets that come with your gaS\and elech\c bill? Would you \]n'
~ say you rpad,them frequently, sometlmes, ra;ely og neyer7" - ' . :' . ‘:'.€@3i
The flnal meashre energy dxscuss1on with others was from "How often,'1f ever,:f".
do you'talk to people abouo energy usage in the home7 Would you'say freqhently. '\h

-

somet1mes, rarely or never’" Ca ) . . - . .
/ 7 N ' L LT
Research Hypotheses _ T A Te P L 2

.o

v L Y N ’ . @ T . h

Although there is ne1ther a compelllng theory rior a-r1ch body of; preVLOus re- o

search to guide our expectatlons, for clarity we can set out some proV1s1onal hy-

.
. . .
. ’ . ~ X .

# o "s-,"
potheses relevant to dur research questlons.--__ T a ' =

Q | : . o S ' A . . e C / ’ ” -
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o Because of greater 1nterest in public 1SSues among the more educated, g1ven

- d ‘ ’ o -'_ - a e i R - . N

predlcted . ' L . { , oo ' h
. < . / . * a0 ’ -
~HIA; There .will be positive relat1onsh1ps betweed social i

status and the _various components of energy conservatlon. : . o

SR We assumed further that status dlscrepanc1es will be manlfested most clearly

‘, .~

‘_ xn thosL areas. most constralned by requlrlng effort or f1nanc1al capabllltles. We

* / . ' .

; assume, that sQllence is. the least constralned component, with thevbehav1oral mea—

. . hd L
s

sures at the other extreme. ,Although test1ng is not d1rect we pred1cted'

—

- HlB The relatlonships of social status and energy coi erva—

tion will be weakest for energy sallence, strongest for thermestat .
A SEttlng and other energy’ behav1ors, with- those for att1tude ‘anl knowl=
I edge 1ntermed1ate in strength . oo : 5 R
s e ‘ . ' B
We assumed that h1gh status people~have more outside act1v1t1es and . .

. therefore tend to budget the1r ‘media use more! closely than do lower status persons. s
RN o ' N\ el » -
- We therefore expected both negat1ve and p051t1ve relatlonshlps between soc1al status.
and, the varlous types of communLcatlon behaviors. G1ven preV1ous research evidence
-~ . ' i AN
and our"reasoningrabout the time constraints on h1gh soc1a1 status, we pred1cted"

v,
,

, . H2A. - There will be negatlve relatlonshlps between social . L
o status and- t1me spent'W1th newspapers and with telev1s1on. . '

BN -, \a

~ \ . "
- a As reasoned above, the assumption- that h1gh status persons §;ii~35 more 1nter-_

// * Y o LN w A Y
) _,ested in energy conservatlon when combined w1th the assumptlon othhelr t1me bud-

get1ng, leads to the follow1ng hypotheses. A 'wg_»f gA_ - g'"\‘\ S
T b HZB There will be: p051t1ve reratlonshlps between soc1al status s
T and use of - public’ 3ffa1rs ‘material in newspapers and on. telev151on. : . %
. .\’- R
o H2C.. There will be " po;% 1ve relatlonships between soc1al status
v, ¢« .. and attentlon to energy cons®rvation ntent 1n newspapers and on.. s

television, to energy commercial"\ztox

y ompany - pamphlets,’ And 7 e
to 1nterpersonal communlcatlon about :

_\_?\rgyo . . R Y ‘ S - ‘

'}.review we ant1c1pated rather weak connectlons

" s

amOng,the‘ rio ! ents of energy conservatlon. Wlthln\the _matrix of- components,
however, we c e : 8- ‘based on the tradltlonal cé?bal chaln\taken i

' ' ’ X —
from ot that 1mplies a sallence to knowledge to Ty

38
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in t should have the least connectlon w1th contlguous variables hav1ng
! / f .

““th strongest assoclatlon- thus: | o " . .

. .
- .

: ~

{H3A. The relatlonshlps between energy conservation components _

Rwill be weakest between_sallence and the two types of overt be- . _
‘havior and strongest. bétween: sa;}ence ‘and knowledge; knoqledge .

Jand attitude; and att1tudes and o ert behavior.
. [ g

PR -

One possible benefit of edgfatlon is a learned ability to integrate one's -
th1nk1ng, feellng rand behav1or. To the extent that this *holds for h1gher status
persons, we should expect’ greater bohdlng or connectedness between components of
' - /
energy conservatlon among these respondents; thus: ! 't

L - 4H38 There will be stronger jntetrcorrelations among the com- - o
- ponents of energy conservatlon amon ngh status than among lower ' s
" status respondents. _ } : . - '
~ We assume that the pub11c affairs conten;,of media and specific energy content
contain pro-conservatlon messages. If we further assume that rhe audlence qttends
1 .

to such messages, we can pred1ct:'ﬂ ) p - N

C. . o i :
1x\ " Hé4A. - TLere will be'a p031t1ve relatjonship between use ofahk
public affalrs content and the componentsqu energy conservation.®

: }
-H4B. There will be a positive relatlonsh;p between at-
tention .to spec1f1c energy communication and energy conservation.
. L
No relatlonshlp of elther measure - of time spent taaenergy c0nservatlon 'was pre-

—_
dicted because the explicit pro-conservatlon messages may be more than offset by

~

the 1mp11c1t ant1-conservaZ;on messages of gsperal med1a content, pantlcularly
“

. that. of entertalnment tefe ision..

v
’ Medla effects may be expected to be g eatest for criteria least constrained by

.

other factors. ,Asﬂassumed above, sallenc is concelved of as least constra1ned
- ' ~ ; ..
/ . ; // Vi
: among energy components while overt behav1or is sefn’as the most constra1ned° thus°
[ .

H4C. The positive relatlonshlps between media. use (public af-

‘falrs/and energy content) and energy conservation will be strongest
. v for/Sallence and weakest for the?&wo measures .0of overt behavior.
t . J 4 . oL L .

ERIC
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Because of greater 1nterest in public affairs and hl her bonding of energy

conservation componen%f among the higher status respondent , we can make a:f1nal-

effects—gap, prediction? _ - ',‘ ' 7

- " H4D. The“ p051t1ve relatlonship between media, use (public af—
fairs and energy content) and- energy conservation components will
be strongest for the high status group and’ weakest for the low
status group\ [ / . .

. Lo

Statistical Analyses ‘ ..

\ 2 1 &

Stat1st1cal analyses were conducted within the two samples, Madison and West

- Allis. One-way QNOVAS were used to test d1fferences among the three status levels

N\

on the various dependent,’ control and 1ndependent varaables. Significance levels

and averaking of zeroforder correlatlon coeff1c1ents were used to examine hypotheses

" about the relationshlps among energy conservation components. o '. o /s

- Hierarchical regress1on agalyses were used to test relationships of communica—

tion variables and energy conservatlon. Three control variables--respondent s age,

o o

"age of dwelling un1t and family s:ze-—were 1ntroduced as a f1rst block of var1ables.

Then each of the three types of communication variables were a1ternat1vely 1ntro—
. o o
. duced and the1r effects tested in terms of the1r ability to pred1ct the post—-
‘: ]

control residual var1ancet .To assess the role of,ind1v1dual commUnlcation var1ables,

F—tests were used on the third-order partials resulting after tlhe 1ntroduction of -

\C P ’lb
the three control variables but before any communication var1ables were entered into
‘o . . B
the equation. . . L I
E ' ;0 . RESULTS ‘ o ’ B ’ ‘\\

e

v / :
Status and. Energy Conservation
f /

/ . ’
Our first research, question requlred the - exam1nation~of status level¢dif-

férences 1n energy conservation components (Table 1). Overall five of the ten

comparisons in Table 1 are’ statistlcally 51gn1f1cant. Three of the remaining five

/ .

nonsignificant comparisons are in the predicted order (high status highest, low.
status/lowest) One of the five signlficant patterns, however, reveals a cur-

v1linear relatioAship. Low status West Allis respondents do keep their thermostats
B

L 15 | R
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h1gher (low conservataon) than do those of.middle status, but the high status

N

people keep the1r thermostats higher than any other group in e1thef sample. 'Ip

’,

eneral, there is support for our first research hYpothesis (H14).

Some support is also shown for our second hypothes1s (H1B) that the status

..
Jdifferences will be weakest for energy salience and strongest for the two behav1or @

\ . o ..

ence is not—systemat*cally related to .status, but energy att1tudes
U o Rd o~ -

7
show ‘a s1m1lar lack of association. Beth behav1or measures show strong relation~

measures. Sa

»

ships in each sample, although the prev§0usly mentioned anomalous cell agpears in

West (Allis among the high status group. - ‘ .

_ e ) ‘ . » ) .

ﬁwqp/ - y o ;--—Table 1 about here-—— ) ‘
< - Status and Commun1cat1on Behavior : . " 'jgk

Socidl status shows statistically s1gn1f1cant d1fferences on” all three con-

\

trol va 3bles in ‘both samples (Table 2) ngher status respondents are younger,

G .
— i T

7 \
. l1ve in i .ver homes§, and have larger faleles (1n part belause lower status
3

respondents were older and the1r children probably no longer live with them) The

. st:ength of the d1fferences re1nforces the lmporfance of these control var1ables
. ) - : -
. o R . N - ..Q . . .
in later analyses. . - ‘ . Sy . S
° .. ) . . ) ' s ©
»:* The predicted negative relationship of status to newspaper and televisibn ex—.

. - : . / :

posure time (HZA) was obtained in'three of four tomparisons. Newspapers exposurev %

is. inconsistent show1ng no relat1onsh1p in West All1s and a curv111near one in

‘Madison. 5 oo ‘ T . /

4

B'Only partial support is,shown in Taﬁle 2 for the prediction (HZB) thét'high
7 -
status respondents use more public affa1rs content. A cons1stent patterq is shown

for newspaper public affairs but is s1gn1f1cant in only one sample. The results

for both telev1s10n publ1c affa1rs viewing and editorial reading are 17Lons1stent.

i

-—-Table 2 about here--- /

Perhaps of greater-importance is the findfng of littde associatién between

. ‘ . N S -
social status and our five measures of energy communicatien. Only one of ten
Qo ' ' : ' ' e
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- 3 . . ., B L \ .
[ C-

compar1sons 1s statistically Significant, that for the v1ehin§6izp::;I8Y com//

mercials in Madison. Contrary to prediction (HZC), xposure t c1f1c ener%y

‘content shows no clear Ppattern of status d1screpancy. There appear.s to be no -

» B v

clear effects-gap Jun terms of utilizatlon of energy content.

* " Ener rgy Component Relationshlps »;' ' , Coon Lv, .
‘ N . .‘.

a
3

The zero-orderfcorre%atlon coef51C1enks among the five components of energy

conservation/shown in Figure 1 appearcjormeet our expectatlon that they would - be
[ BN
-G .
relatively low; Although 11 of- thg 20 are staoestically s1gn1f1cant their |

|
average: of +. ll‘seems much lower than comparable coeﬁf1c1ents we might have ob-

-

~ .

>ta1ned through the _same types of. measures for political part1c1pation.28>

: - Co -—Flgﬁre 1 about here—-~1 ?’ 2 . ‘ /j
. - . $ - . -
Our predicfion- that the salience to overt behav1or relationships would bérlow

L
4

(H3A) is upheld with an average of + 09 across four coeff1c1ents in the "two samples.i-

© o

But this. average is substantlally less than that ofwonly two other pairs of vari- .-
5 ‘ ”
. _ables, conservatlon att1tudes tq thermostat sett1ng (+ 20) and' to. other enéfgy be-

S

hav1ors (+ 16) Our predictlon of higher coeff1c1ents for, contiguous variables
. PR \
doesn't hold very well (+.14 for eight comparlsons) This is due largely to a Hack

(Qf assoc1atio between. salience and knowledge.' .

The brea&downs of energy component relatlonships by\status level are shown in
: . [
Figures 2 and 3. Our predictlon (H3B) of strongest coeff1c1ents ~among thethigh ™
status respondents and weakest among those/of low statls was’ not confirmed In‘

. .
> d ’

Madlson the groups are nearly equal: high +. 12, medium’ +. 12; low +.09). West

.

Allis shows a sllght reversal with +.03 for h}gh status and +. 10 for the other two.

o

The low average coeff1c1ent for high status in West Allis is a- function of three B

T

‘ﬁ

" negative relat}onshlps w1th other energy conservation/be aviors (salience -.23;

knowledge ~.19 and thermostat sett1ng - 13) This may reflect ‘the instability

of the small cell size of 50 in that_group. ' Ty . s
’ I - { . . : ) .

- ﬂ . | | : ml'? ' B . L“»_ o
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bommunication Effects: Salience Knowledge and Attitudes o .)ﬁ '

. ) ’ -

We predicted that‘public affairs media use would be poSitively related té the
S

4§compoﬁ§:ts of energy conservation (H4A) Results for the first three4energy con- -

- S

) e Ei
.servation’ components arewshoyn for the total samples in: the last colgmn in Table

'

3. 'In Madison, the three public affairs variables account for significant in-v‘;
_crements in all three dépendent variables, although the proportions are” not large.

(3 a7, 2. l%, 3. 07) In West Allis, however, these three variables add significant .

N

increments only to salience (4, 4%) and not to either knowledge op attitudes
- . < o . SR

4 - AR < j--Table_3 about here——— o .- ¢

/‘- ") . - /
Specific energy conservation communication was also predictedﬁﬁo relate

N . N

A

a

pos1tinly\to the components of energy conservation (H4B) The results in Table
3 give only ldmited support to that hypothes1s in Madison where the five energy
communication variables a count for 6 7% of. the variance if saliegce but do,not / .

contribute s1gnificant increments for knowledge or conservation attitude. THe s1t~_“"T7¢

- uation is brighter in West Allis where the fivesvariables account for 15. kY4 for !

%

. salience and 5 92 for knowledge. The increment for attitude is not s1gnificant.J

No prediction was made forfthe two exposure time-variables.‘/;et in.two in- .

N » . K]

J.° stances, Significant relationships are shown. In_Madison, they\are’related,to
o) .

conservative attitudes (1. SZ) and in West Allig to salience (4 0%). _ (.

{ .
Because our’ hypotheses specify that the h\l&tionships should be pos1tive and
not simply that they represent significant proportions of variance accountedé&or,

4] . . . » ~. .

_we must examine the direction of the relationships. These are shown in the last )

column for each city in Table 4, For the public affairs variables, eight out of

»

the 18- partial ?oefficients are statistically s1gnificant. In all eight-instahces,

e

¢ the s1gn of the relationship is positive. All three variables have s0me Significant
N & .

/
relatipnships, although the viewing of televiSion news contributes somewhat less.
»

@ than ‘do, the reading of hard news and editorials in the newspaper. One final dif-

fe‘ence worth noting is the tendency for reading hard news to be relatedJ‘o high o
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energy salience but not to contrabute to hav1ng;pos1t1ve consﬁrvative attitudes,

while ed1tor1al reading contributes more evenly to salience, knowledge and atti-

. o s 5
A . . . . \

tudes ' B - - K T - "
- ih-Table 4 about here——— T f_'“ v
D1rection of relatibnship is also of concern for the ff§1 energy communlca-

: 3\
tion var1ables Twelve of ‘the 30 partial coeffic1ents in Table 4 are statist;cally

Kl g.,,

signifidant Of the 12, on y %pe is in a negative d1rection where in Madison the
reading of utility compahy nserts and pamphlets is associated w1th lgwg sa11ence

of energy. Unlike the s1tuation for publig affairs media use, the significaht‘
. / B e ‘—. .
'\? coeff1cients seem concentrateﬁ around salience with only two 1nstances of s g~

n1f1cance each for, knowledge and attitudes. . o S ‘: .

Communlcation Effects: '0vert Behavior _
o ‘-! . R . . o L

The degree to which‘communicaqion variables aécount for variance in our_ twd

/

0
“

measures of energycconservationpbehavior is shown in Table 5. For Madison, this

/ [

f1ts our hypothes1s that b?tﬁ’public affa1rs media use and spec1f1c energy com-

u

mun1cation would be related /to overt behavior (H4A and HaB) In the'total samplé

in Madison, the propopfion73f/the incremental variance attributable tq‘public af-
P

fairs use- is small (1.83, 2. ZZ) but statisticall . ica nt Somewhat larger

proportions are shown for the energy communication variable° (4, 9Z 5. l%) ' Neither

}public affairs use nor energy communication is related to overt behav1or 1n West

Allis,’ however Eprsure time- fails to pred1ct ovekrt behav1or in e1ther éity

. =& ) Results for’ the,predicted positive dire;tion of the partial coeff1cients is

shown in Tabl% 6. " Three of the 12 . public affa1rs media coeffiehents for the tdtal

ai

qmples are stat1stically significant and " all are in the positive direction In;

‘ﬂlson”/reading hard news in the newspaper is assoéiated with\Qoth forms of be- .

N L]

hgvlor (+. 14 A 10) and’ editorial reading is related to: ‘the total overt/| behaviors
. 'l . l

9‘11) (v f% jr*“' ' e 15} g o '-:\an‘

N -—Table 6,about here—— 'f
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‘For the f1ve energy commun1cation/variables. seven of>the 20 coefficients
- * U
’1n Table 6 are stat1st1cally s1gn1f1cant. Elve of/the seven are in the pred1cted

i3 n

pos1tlve dlrection. As *was the case for sallence, the Teading of ut111ty fompany

‘ ; ’
' material in Madlson is negatively related to 0vert behavior._ That 1s, those most ’

“ 2

11¥;1y to read the ut111ty pamphlets tend to keep*thelr thermostats hrgh and to - .
: . \

.

have done less to save energy in other ways.

A compar1son of the f1nd1ngs in TaHles 5 and 6 w1th those of Tables 3 and 4

- "
- s

prov1de only part1al support for our hypothesis that the relaQionshlps predlcted

’

would ‘be strongest for sa11ence and weakest for sovert behav1or (HAC) Overall

’

the relatlonsh1ps are stronger for sallence than for any other component but those

for overt behavior are not any weaker than those found for .energy knowledge and for
: S

(‘ v

conservation att1tudes.4,: - > - L

. - . . .

»

Statusfand Communication Effects 4 Ve e

2

- ‘ Earller we examlned how. soc1al status groups differed on our dependent and in-

w dependent var1ables.\_ghgrg_was only scattered ev1denre that lower status persons

ymade lessquse é; pub11c affairs and energy content,’ Tables 3.to 6 g1ve ev1dence

& -

for a d1fferent aspect of the "effects gap'-—the strength of the effect per un1t

relatlon coefflcnents w1thln status levels., Be ause the'cities d1ffer in so many
charbcteristics and the 'media r1chness ‘can be said\;o be far greater in West

fAlllse(ghe Milwaukee media market) than in Madisonﬁ i% appears appropr1ate'tpiafa—‘
A s'-‘% . ‘

‘Fo Madison comparlsons of the variance in salience: accounted for by the three

A

lyze t?e reSults separately for eaéh c1ty

types o communicatlon var1ables shows some clear evidence of nonequ1valence. The

' three typ s of communicatlon variables account for an average, of 37 of sallence
: / )
variance in the High status group, compared with 3,73 med1um and only 3,03 for low

(Table 3). \lhe corresponding average partial coeff1c1ents are: +.13 high, +.07

PN . L .

medium and - 08 (Table.4), L - L

S
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: No'clear‘pattern is shown\for the'prediction'ofzinowledge'in Madison, with

the high communicatlon varlables accountlng for: an average of only 2. 0% per type
o for high- status compdared with 3. 8% for both medium and low status. - The partials
.. ’

~

, 'o

"~ a erage near ' zero for all three status groups w1th the negative coeff1cients off- C

Y.
’.

s tt1ng the p031tive ones.’ L ‘[- S . R

7 Madlson shows a more 1nteresting pattern for conservatlon att1tudes where a '
~Treverse gap is shown in termsiof variance accOunted for: an average per com-
[l . /"
munication variable type of 8. 2% for low status, 6 4% for med1um and only 3. 4% for -
2 \f' ) oy
high- status. The part1als 1n Table 4 show a marked difference between status levels
~n s/ v :)

that changes the 1nterpretation. While the s1gn1f1cant coeff1c1ents (telev1s1on
ﬁ' -public affa1rs and newspaper editorlals for high status and newspaper ed1tor1als,

?
newspaper energy stories and energy discuss1on for med1um status) are all pos1t1ve,

/ Ve
the largest coeff1c1ents for low status (television time -and . newspaper ed1tor1als)

&
2

/
are both negat1ve. Most of/the strong med1a effects on energy att1tudes among the

/

/ .
low status respondents, then, is against a'conservation position. Readlng of
: S

ed1tor1als plays a role for- attitudes in all three groups; but it is a d1fferent

‘one for low status’ than for the other levels. : ‘ .

*

. The communlcation variables also show a reverses "gap" for ‘thermostat con&rol
/

in Table 5 TH% three types of var1ables account for an average of 9. SZ of the

-

'var1ance among the low status respondents, contrasted ‘to only 3.5% for med1um and

2.52 for hlgh status. The part1als 1nd1cate, however, that th1s strong 1mpact

A ‘-

within the low status grOup has either a pos1t1ve or negat1ve d1rect10n dependlng

upon which communlcation var1able we consider. Spending time with the newspaper,- '\\k/

.

v

o~
reading 1ts pub11c affa1rs content and energy stories are all associated with lower

' P \, ",‘,

.thermostat sett1ngs, wh11e read1ng of ut111ty company pamphlets is t1ed to ‘higher

e Y ot . ’
'ngn—conserv1ng temperatures. S .. C

A

Analyses of other types of energy conserv1ng behav1or ip Mad1son reveél a nom- -

«

’

s1gnif1cant reversal for HAD in that a larger average proportion of variance is

'3 ] .
El{lC. > o | - - R

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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accounted for.in ld& status (4.6Z) than in'medium (3.1%Z) or high (3.4%) status.
‘The part1al coeff1c1ents for low‘status show s1gn1f1cant contribution for both

. ”
‘ hewepaper time (+. 20) and newspaper publ1c affairs (+.20), s1m1lar to the1r results
- N AA
for thermostat setting. The other two groups show s1gn1f1cant coeff1c1ents only .

23
- l} . : ,

\ .
a negatlve relatlonshlptf— .18) in the med1um status group.. c T .

-~

the effects gap" hypothes1s (H4D)

Overall, the Mad1son data show support f?

for sal1ence only. S1zeable reverSals are shown f conservatlon att1tudes and

| therhostat sett1ngs, although these contrary’ trends are mit1gated by the presence ,.\:f\
L e . L »
of negat1ve part1al coeff1c1ents 1n.the low status group ¢ ) 1{
'L/ . West Allis, Analyses of var1ance in sal1ence accounted for by the three-types _/
'of commun1cat1on var1ables in West AlllS (Table 3) reveals a clear curJillnear re- ]ﬁ
‘lat1onsh1p Strong pred1ct;on of sal1ence is found in the-h1gh status group o /

(averagﬁng 13. 6%) as pred1cted (H4D) - but results are even stronger for those of : f

- low status (16 4%y and weaker for“mediﬁm“statﬁs"(B*IZ) . "The p: part1al coeff1clents 7?

a4 1

. — . VN X J
1n Table 4 clarify these d1fferences. The low status group s coefficients are .‘7

uniformly positive, averaging +.25 contrasted to med1um'(+.12) and  high (+.07) .
status ‘which have several nonsignifidant'negative’predictors ’
[ . i
< , . / ,
Energy knowledge results are also curv1l1near but in a pattern Oppos1te to/ éﬁg;

’ | / %,

that shown for salience. Here the. m1ddle status group shows the strongest pre; —

’ d1ct1on (9 2%) with lesser averages for high (6 7%) and low (3. 97) status. Par-

[

4
t1al coeff1c1ents illustrate th1s pattern more sharply averag1ng + 18*for medium
ustatus contrasted to -.08 h1gh status. and +.08 for low status.

Conservat1on att1tudes show the f1rst ev1dence of an "effects gap 1n/our
, oo . L /
-, analyses of the pred1ct1ve power of communicati®n var1ables. The three types of
&L
' cgmmunication .variables account for an average of 19 57 for h1gh status compared'

with, only 4, 0% in med1um status and '5.0% in low status Inspect1on of the par—

-t1al coefficients for att1tudes, however, reveals that a}though use of energy
e . < : f




1
L |
ol

r T . .
stories in newspapers and on television are strongly related to pro-conservation

-~ - ’
attitudes among those of high status, the reading of public affairs content and .‘j
<
marginally the recall ofhenergy commerc1als are associated with anti-conservation
l' ) N . . * . »~ LY

attitudes. : . R st . ca

Thermostat setting reveals a modest tendency toward stronger media 1nfluences
. . ¢ . ¥ ) -
in, the h1gh status group in West Allis, although as we have seen none of. the three
' .
types of communication varlables is s1gn1f1cant overall. The average proportions
1

of variance accounted for acrdss the three types are: 6.5% high 3.172 medium,- T

p 'zand 2. 3% low (Table 5). The partial coeffic&ents even out this diffErence how-
. \ .
' ever. The only,ﬁignificant coeff1c1ent for h1gh status 1s negative—-heavy tele- -

vision viewers have warmer homes (Table 6). Each of the other two status groups:

. - e

have one s1gn1f1cant pos1t1ve relationship. Low thermostat settings are found

) 4 O
among those?recalling energy commercials for middle status and among the editorial
. B . ‘ :>-1 L . .
readers for low status. ad o E ¢

! - . -

Total energy conserv1ng behav1ors show“something of a reverse energy gap"

trend in that a greater proport\on of varlancegiézaccounted\for in the low status_

group (averaging 7.3%) than in the medium (4. l%) and ow (4 6%) groups. The“par-

)

for low status. newspaper time (+ 20, recall of eﬁErgy c mmerc1als (+.23) and

relatlonships are shown

-------

breading of utility pamphlets (+ 26). Only one s1gn1f1cant coeffﬂcient is found in

the other two groups. Utility company pamphlet reading is linked to conservation

T —— e - e -

‘o behaViors among those- of medium st%tus (F225) L

°

The West Allis data, then, shdw little uniformity across the f1ve energy

. %,
. conservation components. Where the strongest effects are shown for high status -

-(COnservatiqn attitudes and thermostat settlng), these effects tend to be balanced

'between pos1t1ve and negative 1nfluences. Reverse effects gap" evidence is found

w
4

-for two other components, salience and'other conserv1ng behav1ors und the fifth

@

j
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' ~component, energy kndwledge, demonstrates

group hav1ng the strOngest relat1onsh1ps.
- A : Ve

We have attempted to’ ahswer five res

among threeﬂgets of varlah}es. “social st

A
' .behavior. .
- R M ‘/

. . . ~ .

_ First, we have prov1ded m1Xed ev1den
equalfty 1n\energy conservat1on component

. presence of such a gap was fbund in the m

-

se§v1ng‘behav1ors, which 1ncludes h1gh co
status.” Here - the greater ‘economic power
bined w1th their_ somewhat greater knowled
spec1f1cally hab1t~related form of overt

.

vealed status d1f£erences in Mad1son but

Conclus1ons - \

L

‘“.n

curv111near1ty with the med1um .Status
} .

v R od
- . ‘

. . [
. ;

earch questlois about the.relatloﬁéhlps

atus, commun1cat1on, and energy conserving

L]

ce relevant to the quest1on of status. 1n—-
S. Clear and consistgnt support for the
tght suppo he
ore frequent adopt1on of more energy con-
st~effect measures, among those of higher

of the more affluent persons may have com-
' .
ge toéproduce a status d1f§erent1al The "

.

be ior, keeping the thermostat low, re-

v

a sharply curv1l1near fundt1on in West
£

‘Allis. Why the high, status cit1zens of West All1s EEep the1r home more than four

s

degrees warmer than the1r counterparts in Madlson is. not entlrely clear. It may

[

[

reflect general h1gh consumpt1on cultural patterns of those 'who have recently

achieyed status l1v1ng 1n an ethnic lower m1ddle(cl§\s community, Energy knowl-

Ld

edge also showed the red1cted status "gap" in Mad1son and a nonsi n1f1cant attern
dg p 24 P g Ps

A in West Allis. But no status d1fferent1als Lere found for e1ther energy sal1ence

or_;onservat1on att1tudes. Apparently concerns over energy have reached all status

.
»

I'd

* X

- ?

levels and there is relative equality 1nd7 e1r pro-consérvation attitudes.-

The second quest1on _asked if there— ere—also status inequalities in the use of

sources~of energ 1pformat1on. Here we found less evidence for ‘a source "access

gap" than m1ght have been expected Only the read1ng of publ1c affairs content in

7y

~

the ‘newspaper and the attention pai to energy commercials: sh6wed the pred1cted

pattern;//All other’ sources of energy 1nformat1on were used relat1vely equally

across/status -levels, ' This is/a rather hopeful s1gn from the vantage po1nts of

ERIC
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both protecting the imteresbs of the. less affluent and in disseminating energy in-

.

formation more generally. S
\ . ! . . .
- Our third research question concerned -the connectedness of the various com-

.. ponents of ehergy-conservation.’ We found the anticipated wepk associations, ‘be-

tween sallence, knowledge, attitudes and overt behaVior._ The only statist1cal1y

|significant relationships consistent across the .twé cities Were between pro-

A

conser?ation energy attitudes and the two forms of overt behav1or. The lack of

‘? connectedness for energy components may be contra§ted to areas such as political
part1cipat10n w1th greater bonding among components. The greater cost and effort

imp11ed in the total energy conserving behaviors could account for thls difference.

So may the interpretation of energy sallence as a public 1ssue by our reSpondents.

Some highly knowledgeable or energy conserv1ng people, may -have seen energy as a .;//

\

private rather than public issue. Also, had’ we measuyéd Support for public policy,

or knowledge of household energy—sav1ng measures, some other. patterns may ha;e been

1

"revealed. At any rate, the simple awareness to knowledge gain tp attitude change
to behavior change model does not seem to apply to energy conservation using these .
measures. Does th1s mean that pollcy should be directed solely to changing overt

behavior without concern for salience, knowledge or attitude change7 We th1nk not
because these other components may * be relﬁvant to other aspects of the large pic—

tyre of energy pollcy. Support for éro—conservation leglslatlon for example may =" N

depend upon publlc concern and support independent of overt behav1or to save energ/

in one's own home. = o B - .

The role of communicatlon in affecting energy conservation was ‘our fourth re=

-

séfrch question., The answer wag affirmative overall, although the - magnitude of

. ‘x

the- relationships tended to be moderate. Of the var1ance in energy conservatlon
components accounted for by communlcation .variables in the two samples, l3 of the
30 1ncrem\nts (43%) were statistically sigﬂiflcant. For the partial coefficients,.
31 of 100 (3lZ)-reached_significant levels. The strength of effect varied across .-
A

I}
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cempunents, It appears.that‘communicat1on 1s.qu1te'1nfluent1a1 in conveying the

) el N

. I . .
lmnoriance of enefgy as a publ1c 1ssue. Its 1mpact on the.rema}nlng tomponents I

. .is rather even. _Given the 1nfrequency of energy related content in the news media_"

3
I . P

: and of the mu t1ple factors affect1ng energy Fonserwing behav1ors,-1t 11 surpr161ng

that cawmunlcat1on demonstratea stat1st1ca!ly 1dent1f1able effects on overt be— Al
YRR -(‘“, !
havlor. The effect of. commun1cat10n was greater the more spec1f1cally energy re-
- T . . v .8 .

lated the var{able was.: Heavy use of'hewspapers and telev1s1on had l1ttle connection

v -~ . Lt

to engrgy conservatlon wh1le readlng of energy storles ‘and discuss1on of this topic
B . E] o .
had’ conS1derable 1mpact.v Energy commerc1als were an exceptlon ‘to thlS rule, how-

‘ever, in that they;had l1ttle effect on any component. D1f\erences were .also shown

»

. between med1a.. Telev1s1on news'and spec1fic energy viewing had elfects ma1nly T
\1 - 4 ) . v . R
L .conf1ned to high ratlngs of. energy as an issue whereas newspape Lnfluence was dis-’ -
1 )
- .
' tr1buted across the components. Perhaps the fleet1ng images .. avision solely

. .
affect attentlon while the compllcat1ons of energy content requ1re presentatlon in

~

- e : em s nih
pr1nted form. One form of prlnt use, the’readlng of utility bill’ 1nserts, 1llus-¢3

trated the power "of print for either pos1t1ve or negat1ve effects., ‘In West;Allls,
A Y]

- , T
readlng these pamphlets was related to high levels of sal;ence, knowledge and total

—-1nclud1ng hlgh-cost—-energy behav1ors. Opposite effects.were shown in Madison, ‘//

-

however, where pamphlet read1ng was assoc1ated with low sal1ence ratings and. non-

conserv1ng behay1ors of both types. - Various 1nterpretatlons of/the negative find-

. 1ngs are_poss1ble. Gullt-rldden non-c0nserv1ng c1tlzens may be seeklng 1nformatlon

.

or, alternatlvely, the ut111ty company in Madison may be d1ssem1nat1ng latent mes-

sages.that the energy cr1s1s 1s not a publ1c 1ssue and 1s somehow be1ng handled by

,
”

‘the private sector. ‘ -7 - . , ]
‘. - R . .

- .ot

inequality in the’effects

The final ‘research questlon was the extent of status

r

n "impact gap only for’ ?;

i

of communicatlon on energy conservatlon Here we fgpnd

sal1ence. Reverse gaps were found for two different other components in each c1tx
. - / -

ERIC
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Overall, the evidence for the media contributing to status inequality in energy

conservation is weak for both access and-impact J'gaps} " Only one effective com-

energy component, sa11ence, show substant1al 1nequa11t1es.

@,_ °

The results of th1s study have 1llustrated the appropr1ateness of our’ sub-

x;title.“ ‘A Tale of Two C1t1es. AcroSs the various tables and flgures we have en-

El

1

- I

countered numerous instances of s1gan1cant relatlonshlps in ong‘sample but not

<

mun1cat10n'var1able, reading of pub11c affairs content 1n the newspaper andone.~

in the other and several cases of reversals in pattern. For example, we found status

an association between knowledge and att1tudes but none between“salience and at-
. ’. g - .-
Crtudes' the reverse pattern held 1n/West AlllS. The. high status groups “in each

°

c1ty seemed partlcularly differenp/ln the1r patterns. Some of these d1fferences

, ! K

can be attr1buted to small. sample s1zes. D1screpanc1es 1nvolv1ng conservation at—

a a

' c1ty.; The lack of clear f1nd1ngs for knowledge in both c1t1es may reflect weak—
| .

nesses” in’ measurement. We Jsed-factual items that were important in terms of
’ ’ ' o ! .

o ' . ‘ ‘ :
nagional‘policyvbut may . have been far~removed from the spec1f1c concerns of our

~% t N s

, respondents. In future research, more function, 1tems should be developed that re-

s f/

between samples may be the structural and cultural forces operatlng beyond 1nd1—‘

¢

‘ v1dual che acter1st1cs in each commun1ty. Flnally, ‘the ‘media and ut111ty compan1es

prov1ded very different cohtent that may have d1fferent1al 1mpacts.

Beyond any d1fferénces between samples, however, we' have 1dent1f1ed commun—

o

.=ation 1nfluences on energy conservation that are d1fferent from those of polit-

e €

Codeal communl.utlon. There is reason, therefore, to resist: genereilzlng from

- L
q

polltlcal st 11es to other areas. Energy conservatlon like otﬁer soc1al issues

. c

requ1res research spec1f1c to its dynamlcs. The 1mportance of energy policy on

[

the future of the natlon make such research all the more necessary. )

v ‘ . N .

.
°
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d1fferences in knowledge in Madlson but not 1nlﬂest AlllS. In Madison, there was“

t1tudesrmay be due to the fact that a rather different set of 1tems was used 1n each

erct the expe -.ences and needs of consumers. Another ‘source of d1fferent results
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. 1 - See Glenn Shippee, "Energy Coysumption and Conservation Psychology: A
Review and- Conceptual Analysis," Environmental Management, 4(4):297-31% (1980).
“Daniel Yergin, "Conservation: the Key Energy Source," Chapter 6 in Robert Stobaugh
and Daniél Yergin, eds., Energy Future: Report of the Energy Project at the Harvard:
Business School (New York: Random House, 1979), states that "if the United States
were to. make a serious commitment to conservation, it might ‘well consume 30 to 40
percent less energy than it now does, and still enjoy the same or an even higher
standard of living. That saving would not hingé on a major technological break-
through,. and it would require only modest adjustment ih the way people live."
»Lawrence J. Becker and Clive Seligman, "Welcome to the Energy Crisis," Journal of
Social Issues, 27(2):1-7 (1981), report that "eliminating energy waste in home heat-
" . ing, alone, would save the equivalent of 1.6 million barrels of oil a day. That
is about three times as much energy as the United States imported from Iran before
their revolution, and about half the total amount of recent imports from the entire v
Middle East. The tecknology is now available to eliminate this waste, and eliminate
it in a cost effective manner." An egrly agenda for social energy research was .
prescribed by Hans H. Landsberg, John J. Schanz, Jr., Sam H. Schurr. and Grant P.. ;
Thompson, Energy and the Social Sciences (Washington, D.C.: Resources for' the Future,
Inc. 1974). : iR ) o

i

v

"2 Gordon H.G. McDougall, John D. Claxton, J.R. Brent Ritchie, and C. Dennis
Anderson, "Consumer Energy Research: A Review," Journal of Consumer, Research, =
8:343-354 (1981). :

‘.

. . A : ,

3 See McDougall et al., op. cit.; Paul C. Stern and Gerald T. Gardner,
"Psychological Research and Energy Policy," American Psychologist 38(4):329-342
(1981); Glenn Shippee, op. cit%; Barbara C. Farhar, Patricia Weis, Charles T. Unseld
and Bérbara A. Burns, Public Opinion About Energy: A Literature Review (Wasbington,
D.C.: :National Technical Information Service, 1979). McDougall et al., report
that about 26Z of the studies are opinion research, 18% concern restrictions or .
economi= incentives and disincentives, 14% involve information-related experiments’

.~ and iniciatives, 147 involve explanatary consumption modeling, 14% are reports of
) self-reported conservation behavior, 2% are adoption/diffusion studies, and the bal- -
ance are overview and discussion papers. -

LAY

———
4" McDougall et al., op. cit.
5 Lou Mc€Clelland and Rachelle J. Canter, "Psychological Research on Energy .
Conservation: Context, Approaches, Methods," Chapter 1 in Andrew Baum and Jerome
E. Singer, eds., Energy: Psychological Perspectives——Advances in Environmental™
Psychology, Vol. III (Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum, 1981). The authors note that
- research is impeded by the large scope of these information campaigns and the lack
. of control researchers have over their implementation? In addition, information on
saving energy 'is confounded with other variables (e.g., feedback or incentives) -
in many of the designs. Informational material on the long-term effects of dwindl-
ing energy supplies has not been evaluated, but the authors suggest that, based on
social learning theory, this information is-unlikely to have much effect due to
the remoteness of the Cohsequences to the individual. Also see P.C. Stern and . ,
E.M. Kilpatrick, "Energy Behavior," Environment 19:10-15 (1977). ' T
‘ 6 The null effect study is: Thomas A. Heberlein, "Conservation Information:
- The Energy Crisis and Electricity Consumption in an Apartment Complex," Energy
. Systems and Policy, 1:105-117 (1975). The study successfully conveying information.
~is: C. Samuel Craig and John M. McCann, "Assesding Communication Effects on B o
Energy Conservation," Journal of Consumer Research, 5:82-88 (1978). Other studies
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are relevant to communication influences as well. Julie Honnold and Lyﬂ;\D?\quson, W,
"Voluntary Rationing of Scarce Resources: Some ‘Implications of an Experimental
Study," presented to the American Sociological'Association, New York (1976), found
that persons with higher levels of energy consumption tended not to expose them-
selves to information on resource scarcity. David J.” Barnaby and Richard Reizenstein,
"Profiling the Energy Consumer: A Discriminant-Analysis Approach," presented to °
- the Orsa/Tims .conference, Chicago (1975), reported that persons willing to reduce
home heating used more mass media and interpersonal sources: of information than others.
Eric Hirst, Richard Goltz and Janet Carney, "Residential Energy Use and Conservation
Actions: Analysis of Disaggregate Household Data" (Oak Ridge National Labor tory,
Oak Ridge, Tenn., 1981), found that a conmservation "hot line" had little effect on
enhergy conservation behavior. ' McClelland and~Canter, op. cit., note that low cred-
ibility of utilities and government among energy consumers may be a factor in the
impact of these campaigns. Also see Jeffrey Milstein, "Attitudes, Knowledge and Be-
havior of American. Consumers Regarding Energy Conservation With Some Implications
for Governsuatal Action" (Washington, D.C.: Federal Energy Administration, 1976).
" Paul Stern and Gerald Gardner, "A Review and Critique of Energy Research in Psy-
. chology,” Social Science Energy Review 3:1 (1980), .suggest that the limited data ong
. the effects of "how-to" information' indicate that the information alone seems to
have no effect on conservation activity, although the information’in combination with
a8 program to make the practice more available or easier to adopt may increase its
effectiveness. o . ' 1 ' '

7 BRe especially Shippee, Op. cit., Stern ana:Gardnef.(198l), op.‘cit. Also
see Paul D. Luyben, "Prompting Thermpstat Setting Behavior: Public Response to,a
Presidential Appeal for Conservation,". Environment and Behavior, 14(1):113-128

(1982).
.8 The tradition of the limited effects model is based on: Bernard Berelson,
Paul F. Lazarsfeld and William N. McPhee, Voting (Chicago: U. of Chicago Press,
1954) and Paul F. Lazarsfeld, Bernard Berelson and Hazel Gaudet, The People's
Choice (New York: Columbia U. Press, 1944). 1It.is stated in its most extreme form
in: Joseph Klapper, The Effects.of Mass Communication (New York: Free Press,
1960). Upward estimates in the extent and variety of media effects have beén ex-
pressed -by: Lee B., Becker, Maxwell E. McCombs and Jack M. McLeod; "The- Develop-
ment of Political Cognitions," In Skeven H. Chaffee, ed., Political  Communication
- (Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage, 1975); Jay G. Blumler and Jack M. McLeod, "Com-.
.. munication and Voter Turnout in Britain," in T. Legatt, ed., Sociological Theory and
‘Survey Research (Beverly "Hills, Calif.: Sage, 1974); and Steven Chaffee and Sun
Yuel Choe, "Time of Decision and Media Use in Britain," Public Opinion uarterly,
44:53-69 (1980). One author’ even raisés the question of whether we are returning
to the concept of "powerful mass media': . Elisapeqh.NoelleTNeumann, "The Spiral of
Silence: A Theory of Public ‘Opinion," Journal of'Communication 24(2):43-51.(1974).

P 9 Lester W. Milbrath, Political Participation: How and Why People. Get Involved
in Politics (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1965); Lester W. Milbrath and M.L. Goel,
Political Participation (Chicago: Rand McNélly,'l977); Sidney Verba and Norman H.
Nie, Participation in America: Political Democracy and Social Equality: (New- York:
Harper & Row, 1972}, ] S o ' o - S

... 10 Lawrence J.iBecker,-Clive‘Seligmaﬂg Russell H. Fazio, and John McConnon -
Darley, "Relating Attitudes to Residential Energy Use," Environment and Behavior, .
13(5):590-609'(1981): J.S. Black, Attitudinal _Normative, and Economic Factors ,
in Early Response.to an Energy-Use Field Experiment, unpublished doctoral disserta--
tion, Department of Sociology, University of Wisconsin-Madison (1978); Stuarﬁ.w.:

) T
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Cook and Joy L. Berrenberg, "Approaches to Encouraging Conservation Behavior: A
. Review and Conceptual Framework," Journal of Social Issues, 37(2):73-107 (1981);
R. Curtin, "Consumer Adaption to Energy Shortages,” Journal of Energy and Develop-
- ment, 1:12-21 (1976); David Gottlieb, "Texans' Responses to President Carter's
Energy Proposals,” in Seymour Warkov, =d., Energy Policy in the United States:
Social and Behavioral Dimensions (New York: Praeger, 1978); Louise A. Heslop,
Lori Mcran-and Amy Cousineau, '''Consciousness' in Energy Conservation Behavior:
An Exploratory Study," Journal of Consumer Research, 8:299-305 (1981); Marvin E.
Olson, "Consumers' Attitudes Toward Energy Conservation," Journal of Social Issues,
37(2):108-131 (1981); J.R. Brent Ritchie, Gordon, H.G. McDougall.and John D. N
Claxton, "Complexities of Household Energy Consumption and Conservation," Journal N
of Conisumer Research, 8:233-242 (1981); C:M._Seligman, J.M. Darley, R.H. Fazio, ‘
. L.J. Becker and J.B. Pryor, "Predicting Summer Energy Consumption-from Homeowners
Attitudes," Journal of Applied Social Psycholo » 9:70-90 (1979); Shippee, op.:
, €it.; Stern and Gardner (1981), op. cit.; Nancy E. Wascoe, Effects of Noxiousness
and Implied Personal Responsihjlity. Associated with anEner ¥y Crisis upon Atti-
tudes, Behavioral Intentions, and Behavior Regarding.Ener; Conservation, unpub~-
lished dissertation, University of Colorado; Boulder (1978). Seligman et al.,
op. cit., did find actual (Aot self-reported) energy consumption levels for air
.conditioning related to health and comfort .attitudes. - Becker et al., op. cit.,
found that comfort attitudes were related to winter gas consumption. Wascoe, op.
cit., found in an experiment a relationship between variation in the content of - ©
a perduasive message and changes in ‘both attitudes and energy conservation. be-.
havior., ’ . . ' ' ' ' ‘ s '

Ay 7

e

11 Ritchie et al., op. cit. One source that does report a-relationship.be- * -
tween perceived salience -of -the ‘energy problem and lower daytime thermostats is:
James R. Murray, Michael J. Minor,‘Norman M. Bradburn, Robert F. Cotterman, Martin .
Frankel and Alan E. Pisarski, "Evolution of Public Response tg¢ the, Energy Crisis,"

. Science, 184:257-263 (1974). » Yoo A
12 J. Platt, "Social Traps," Americaﬁ'Pszchologist 28:641-651 (1973);
‘McClelland and Canter, op. cit. Also see A. Bandura, The Principles of Behavior

Modification (New York: Holt, Binehart and Winston, 1969).

13 McClelland and Canter, op. cit. o e
14 .Robert Stobaugh and Daniel Yergin, "The End ofrEésy 0il," Chapter 1 in '/

- R. Stobaugh and D. Yergin, eds., op. cit.
) 48 ..

/

15 Donald Warren and David Clifford, "Local Neighborhood Social Structure - I

_ and Response fo the Energy Crisis of 1973-74" (Ann Arbor: -University of Michigan /
Program in.Community Effectiveness, 1975), found differences in reliance on.mass . |

+ media and interpersonal ources of information about the energy crisis, and dif-
ferences in the correspondence between attitudes and energy conservation behavior,
based on.variation in confiduration of the neighborhood secial setting.-

. 16' Dorotﬁy Newman .and Dawn Day, The'American Energy Consumer (Cambridge,
Mass.: Ballinger, 1975); Marta Tienda and Dsei-Mensah Aborampah, "Energy-Related

- Adaptaticns in Low-Income Nonmetropolitan Wisconsin Counties," Journal of Consumer
Research, 8:265-270. (1981). ) . - c o -

g

17 . William H.'Cunninghad and Sally Cook Lopreato, Energy Use and Conserva-
'tion Incentives: A Study of the Southwestern United States (New York: . Praegeg,

ki ’
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' | . .
1977); Farhar et )., op. cit.; Marvin E. Olsen and J. Goodnight, "Public Acceptance
of” Energy Cofiservition,"” in Seymour Warkov, ed., op. cit.; 0.S. Scheffler, S.I.
Schwartz and T.J. Tardiff, "Energy Conservation Attitudes-and Behavior in Small = -
Cities: vDavis and Woodland, California," nvironmental Quality Series, Number 31
(Davis, Calif.: /nstituie ¢f Governmental Affairs .and Institute of Ecology,

18* 'P.A. Beck, "Factors in Household Conservation: The Implications for Energy
Policy," presented to the American Political Science Association, 1979; Newman and -

Day, op. cit. - - W

\ 19 The negative relationship finding is: Julie A. Honnold and Lynn D. Nelson,
. "Support for Resourcg Conservation: A Prediction-Model," Social Problems, 27(2):

. 220-234 (1979). Pos¥tive findings are’'contained in: Cunningham and Lopreato,
op. cit.; Olsen, op. cit.; Olsen and Goodnight, op. cit. ' : ‘

20 Cdnninghaﬁ and Lopreato, op. cit{;“Férhar gg_g;,q.gg.~cit. ; ,

21 The original formulation is: 'Phillip J. Tichenor, George A. Donohue.and
Clarice N. Olien,, "Mass Media Flow and the Differential Growth in Knowledge," :
Public Opinion Quarterly, 34:159-170 (1970). -See also: George A. Donohue, Phillip

. J. Tichenor and Clarice N:. Olien, "Mass Media and the Knowledge Gap: A Hypothesis
Reconsidered," Communication Research, 2:3-23 (1975); James S. Ettema and F.
Gezald Kline, "Deficits, Differences and Ceilings: Contingent Conditions for
Understanding ,the Knowledge Gap," Communication Research,4:179-202 (1977); Yukgq
‘Miyo, "Knowledge-Gap Hypothesis and Media Dependency: Is Television a Knowledge
Leveler?" presented to the International Communication Association, Dallas (1983).
The present’ study use§ the terminology of: 'Jack M. McLeod, Carl R. Bybee and Jéan
A,-Durall,’ "Equivalenice of Informed Political Participation: The 1976 Présidentiql

‘7Debates/gs a Source of Influence," Communication Research, 6:463-487 (1979). .7

/ N ) . . ol
‘. 22 Robert M. O'Brien and Sheldon Kamieniecki, "An Exploratory Study of Social
_Class’and Energy Issues,"™ Political Behavior, 2:371-384 (1980). . o : .

-

s

N Y -

,/ 23 Cunningni: and Lopreato, _g._cit.;_Férhar et al., op. cit.

/e

24 Ritchie et al., op. cit.

,/v_ 25 A treatment of attitudes toward resource sqarciﬁy as a public iésue_qén' .
’ be found in Keith R. Stamm and James B.-Grunig, "Communication Situations and
Cognitive Strategies for the Resolution of Environmental Issues," Journalism

Quarterly, 54 (1977); Keith R. Stamm, "Two Orientations to the Conservation Concept
" of Scarcity," Journal of Environmental Education, 2(summer$:134-139 (1970)... . .~
o o : 3 W : T - "

26 ' Low tHermostat’ getting, of course’, is relative to the distribution in
the community, not necessarily relative, as measured, ‘to any previous thermostat.
setting in a given household. Respondents who report lowering their thermostats
do ‘have lower thermostat settings than those who do not report taking that measure

to save energy in the home (West Allis data). ~

_ 27 The literature indicate that consumers could take two distinct.approaches

/to‘ene:gy conservation in the home,,each requiring different behavior support
contexts and reinforcements. ,Based on D. Hayes (Energy:  The Case for Conserva-

~tion, Paper Number 4, Washington, D.C.: ' Worldwatch Institute, 1976), .Stern and

, Gardnér (1981), op. cit., distinguish between "curtailment" activities——decreased.

“ use of energy and .making d& with less--and "efficiency" measures--adoption of ef-
ficient technology to garner more benefit from.the same energy outlay, or perhaps

3




c /., ' . ‘ .'
the same benefit from less enmergy. McClelland and Canter, op. cit., similarly
-~ distinguish between’"energy conserving behaviors" and 'balance modifiers." The
latter, the authors say, "facilitate savings by modifying the balance between
‘energy use and ‘its benefits." The former includes actions such as lowering the
thermostat setting, tirning off lights, .taking shorter showers, and so forth,
and ‘effectively reduces both energy use'and its bénefitp. These former. activ-
ities must be repeated frequemntly and require adaptation, although they are low -
. Cost_economically. ' The latterwincludeslattions-such¢as7insulating~Ehe~house~or"
\j'pufchasing more efficient furnaces, which are relaﬁively:permanent, but require
' money or time. Similar distinctions in types of behavior are-drawn for citizen == : ]
crime prevention activities by Garrett J. 0'Keefe, Harold Méndelsbhp, Kathaleen o
Reid;Nash,_Beth Rosenzweig, and Elise henry, Citizen Reactions. to &he"Take a Bite -
.Qut_of Crime" Campaign After Two. Years: A Panel Survey Evaludtion /(Denver, Colo.:
University of Denver Center for Mass Communications Research“and: Policy, 1982).-
A preliminary analysis of reported conservation activities among the West Allis
respondents found empirically a gistinction between two primary factors of be-
" haviors,directly‘reflecting~thesg”bepavior differences. S
: - _ - %
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28 Intercorrelations of comparable political measures for samples from similar ™
populations in Madison reveal average coéfficients~between +.20 and +.30.
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Zero-order Correlations Among Dependant Variables Within Social Status Levels
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Zero-Order Correlations Among Dependent Variables Within Social Status Levels"
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Dependent Variable

Energy'Salience

Energy Knowledge

!

Energy Conservation °
Attitudes

"City

’
Madison
_W.Allis

_Mndison

W.Allis'

Madison
W.Allis

Lowering Thermostat_r7 Madison

o /Temperature W.Allis
Total-Energy Con- Madison
serving Behaviors W.Allis

; ‘N= Madison -

: . & WeAllis

. o
= significant at .05 or less:

¥

B S ' Sﬂ
.TABLE 1 ' ’

Social Status Standard Scores for Dependent Variables.

//

_ Energy Saliencc, Knowledge Attitudes anﬁ Behavior ’
' " Social Status #
. . //
" High  Mediun Low F=
. S, / ,
-0013 "/0051 '7.117 < l
4,155 +.060 /Z.107 l.66
’ - . Y
+.179 © . =,023 /-.319 ;. T.33%s
+.116 ' +.021 -.057 <1
. A w . ‘
+.015 +.061  // =.137 <1
+.146 - +.005 [/ =059 <1
+136 40006 ) -.44 10.88+
=.281 +.246 [ -l120 . 7.13%
. /i /
+.206 -.074 %/, -.280 - 74528
+,350 .016/ .106 3.97% -
(171) (149)7 ( 85)
( 50) (130) (146)
. l//’ .
l/ v
/ .
n
i
L :
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Social Status Stdndard Scores for Control and Independent Variables.

Demographic, Media Exposure, Public Affairs Media Use, "and EnergyACommunication

[ .- » Social Status - i
Variableu Cit& ’ High = edium©  Low B e
‘Control' L ‘ ‘ L - .
‘Age of Respondent Madison =175 - 2,115 . +_.550 17.77%
- . ' W-Allis _-0277' --222 +-300 . v 11085*
) Age of Dwelling Unit Madison : =178 ©  , =032 4 414 10,;4* :
: . L X W.Allis - <,460 -.104 +.250 - . -10.94%
Family Size - Madison 4,03 - +.120  _.275 . bubok
e 7. WALlls 4284 +.034 =.142 3.36+
L . o RN )
Independent o ~
Media Expogtre o > : v o E
~ Newspaper: Time, Madison - =041 - =e107 v 4,285 - 4,12%
Spent Reading - W.Allis - -,025 4,029 -.006 o<1
Television: Time- Madison  -,052 . -=,078 = +.245 - © .14k .
> ' Spent Viewing W.Allis - -igoz © =047 +,.513 3.83%
Publfc Affairs Use S | B
_’/ Newspaper: Public Madison +.159 -.098 -.154 P
Affairs Use - -+ W,Allis °° +,350 -.001L ' %,056. - 2.0°
- Television: Public Madison  -.027 ., -.018 +.086 <1
Affairs Use - W.Allis - ~,148 © ° +,085 _ -.003 <1
- Newspaper. Reading Madison +.086 ' <.048 -_.094.' v 1.14
- of Editorials W.Allis  +,032 ' -.086 . +.066 , . <1-
Energy'Communication ' | P . , g‘, . T
. : Newspaper: Energy . Madison +,007 . +.107 =203 j 2.62
< Story Reading * . W.Allis  -,015 . 2000 +.049; " - <1
Television: Energy Madison’- -.036" +.035  +.011 <:1"
Program’ Viewing: W.Allis ° =,035 " :  -,051  +.056 <1
‘Television: Energy -Madirgn” +.108° ©  +,050  -.308 - 5.19%
.Commercials g +.136 (~e137 - +.074, - . 1.83
" Read Utility Pam- Madison - +.051 -.005, ° -.094 o<1
bhlets & Brothures ‘W.Allis: =.129 =098  #,132 - -2.33
. ; .o - i/ - L . .
‘Energy Discussion Madison = +,023 -.008 . =,032 SRR |
" “with others W.Allis  +,112 -.031 = -,013 <l -
o . ' : . . BN '
N=7"" - Madison (171) - (149) . ( 85) : . .
% ‘W.Allis . ( 50) (130) - (Ls6) . - - o
" ‘m gignificant at .05 or less ‘f, : ’3,., .,
. . i 7” ‘ {. ’ .

il Toxt Provided by Enic [N
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TABLE 3 e

. .
'

Proportion of Variance in Energy Salience, Energy Knowledge ggd Conservation Attitudes
rﬁccounted For by Blocks of Communication Variables Within Social Status Levels

. Social Status

* ' : .
= significant at .05 or less.
dependent variables beyond th

|
|

-

!

1
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Dependent tIndependent Variables .
Variable Variables in Block High Medium Low Total
. 7 | . '
' . Madison ~
inergy Exposure Time 2 0.5 0.6 0.4 0.2
Salfience Public Affairs Use 3 4,6% 5.9 2.5 3.2%
' Energy Communication 5 16.8* 4.6 6.2 6.7%
" Energy ' Exposure Time' . . 2 3.5% 7 1.8 0.7 1.0
Knowledge Public Affairs Use .3 0.5 ! 7.6% 6.9 2.1%
' Energy Communication 5 2.0 1.9 3.8 0.3
: i i i ) .
Conservation Exposure Time 2 1.0 1.3 14.1% - 1.5%
Attitudes Public’ Affairs Use ' '3 6.3* 11.3* 7.9 3.0%
- Energy CommunicationlS 2.8 6.7 2.5 1.8
N = (171)  (149)  ( 85) (405)
. . S : .
v toe West Allis o
‘EnergV Exposure"'l‘ime 2 4,1 4.3 9.1% 4,0%
Sal}ence - Public Affairs Use 3 4.4 . 5.7 7.1 4 4%
; Energy Communication 5 2.4* o 14.2% 0 32 ,9% 15,.3%
‘ ' - _ : s
Energy Exposure’ Time - 2 1.5 - 1. 062 .0.0°
Knowledge Public Affairs Use 3 10.2 16.0% 4.1 2.7
' Y Energy Communication 5 ., 8.6 10.5 - 743 5. 9%
" - . . o °
Conservation. Exposure Time 2 4.1 5.5 - 3;2 1.2
‘Attitudes_ Public Affairs Use 3 20.3*% 4.1 2.5 . 0.6
: " Energy Communication 5 34,1* Z.3 11.2% 3.2
i b N = (50) (130) -(146)‘ (326)

Proportions indicated are those accounting for the
ose of the three demographic control variables.



TABLE 4 : : - ”

Partial Correlation Coefficients(%F 0o . : '\riables with Energy Salience, e
Energy Knowledge and Conservar. ', ALL§ Ludes Within Social Stat?s Levels
_“Magigqg ' . West Allis
. Social.SLacus D Social Status )
. Dependent Independent L . : _ ' L ‘
. Variable Variable’ High Med., Low Total High , Med; Low ./TZ:;I—_
_ Media Exposure . ‘ o .
Energy Newspaper Time _ .05 .08 .03 .04 - -.12 <20 «25% .18%
~ Salience ‘Television Time ‘ .05 -.01 -.05 .01 16 =,06 .19 .10

Public Affairs Use L ‘ /
N Newspaper Public Aff. «20% ,23% 08 o17% -.15 W22% 15  ,15%

Television Public Aff. .02 .09 =.07 .05 w28% .08 .11 = ,13*%
b Newspaper Editorials  e13 .13 -,09 .08 * -,07 .15 20% -, 14%
Co ~,  Energy Communication ' S ' SR '
. Newspaper Energy Stor. 34*% 14 .04 «19% .17 .19 " .36% «28%
: jTelevision,Energy Prog. .37* ,12 .14 = ,22% - . 39% «09.. . 47% -« 31%
-Energy Commercials ®~ - .05 -.02 =~.1¥ =.01  =.16 =-.17 .08 - =.05
Utility Pamphlig - =o15% -,17% ~,16 -,15% -.06 225%  ,38% (2%
Energy Discussfoms '~ ,20% .09 =-.05 .10% - ,22 <26%  ,28% 22k
Energy . ngedia Expost e o e ‘ -
‘Knowledge Newspaper Time R «19% .04 .04 . .09 -.07 .08 -,03 <00,
.+ Television Time .  ,01 =-.12 =.07" =-.05 -.11 .07 .-.03 .01
| Public Affairs Use B B - ‘ -
Newspaper Public Aff. - .00 -.06 .12 C.02- 7 =,27  41% 03 .15%
Television Public Aff. .06 -.10 <,20 . -,03- -.23 .20. .18 .10
Newspaper Editorials .05 .23*% 17 J14% -.14 .10 .09 . .06
Energy Communication . . .~ : o L o /
%qspaper Energy Stor. -.12 .09 ~-.06 -.02 209 - .23*% .16 W19% O
Television Energy Prog. =.06 ;=02 .10 -,01 .08 .16 .07 . .13
. Energy Commercials . .00 -.08 .12 03 - .17 .08 .16 .13
Utility Pamphlet . .09, -,08 .13 .01 L=e12  ,29% 16 |, ,17%*
Energy Qiscnssion . -.01 .01 .09 .02°‘' <,18 - .18 ;04 .08 _

[ i
.. A

Conservation Mggia Exposure : . 4 L .

Attitudes , NewSpaper Time & .09 ,05 .11 - .,09 05 - .18 =.10 .03
- - Television Time . \ <05 .-.10 =-.,26% .-,08 " =20 =,15 -,05 -.11 -
© Public Affairs Use ' ’ : ’ ’

Newspaper Public Aff.  ,09 .0L .11 .05 -.38% .18 .04  ,03

- Television Public Aff. .I6* .07 .08  .10% =.08 ..03 /- 07 .03
‘ Newspaper“FdIforials - «20% ,33% -.20  .15% — ..15 =.03 .14 .07
Energy Communication .~ . . . T ‘L )
Newspaper Energy Stor. - .08 .21* .04 ".10* " W41l% -,05 ".16 ©  ,12
Television Energy Prog.- 14" 14 -,06° .09 49*% -,03 .14 .13,
Enetgy Commercials . Co=.07 .11 -,04 . -,02 . -.28 . =13 227 . .00 -
Utility Pamphlets . -, -,01 =.12 =-.10 -.07 21,00  L11 . ",10 -
Energy Discussions . . .02 W17% - .10 209 - n’32 . .04 .21 .15% .
1 . N vl . . - - -
N=. 7 (171) (149) (85) o) 50) (130) (146) .(326) -

. o - v —
" = significant at «05 or less. Partial coefficients are third-order controlldng for :
aBe of respondent, age of;house and family size,




TABLE 5 -+ .
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Proportion of Variance in Thermostat Setting and Other Conserva%ion Behaviors

Accounted For by Blocks of Communication Variables Within Social Status Levcls

. Dependent

Variable  \ .

n!‘

- Lowering \

" Thermostat

Total Energy
Conserving
Behaviors

-

Lowering
Thermostat .

Total Energy
Conserving
Behaviors

* : . )
= significant at .05 or less.:

\ o Spcial Status.
Independent. Variables-~ : 7 )
Variables in Block High Medium Low . ~ Total
N f ¥ ' o "Madison "y v
Exposure Time 2 0.2 0.6 12, l* 0.8
\ Public Affairs Use 3 -1.0 - 3.8 4.4 "1,8%
Energy Communication 5 4,1 . 6,1 11.9% 4,9%
_Exp0sure Time 2 . 0.1 0.1 .+ 3.9 0.4
Public Affairs Use . 3 2¢5 7 1,0 5.7 2.2%:
Energy Communication .5 7.7% _° 8,1% 4.3 5.1%
RN , (171)" - (149) . ( 85) (405)
: "o ‘. ' N M . ¢
S - ' West Allis n \‘_
Exposure Time 2 8.7 0.7 0.5 0,
Public Affairs Use 3 6.8 1.8 4,2 1.9
Energy Communication 5 4,0 6.8 2.2 1.8
A\ . - K .
Exposure Time 2 0.6 0.3 6.5« ° 1.1
Public Affairs Use 3 " 5.6 0.8 2.0 0.5
Energy Communication. 5 2.5 11.2% 13,4% ’{ 3.8
- v (50) (1300 (e (326)
. ) . A?

’PrOportions indicated

dependent variables beyond those of the: three demog

A ]

are those accounting for the

raphic’ control Variables.



~_ ;‘ ‘ TABLE 6
~ Partial Correlation Coefficients of Communication Variables with Thermostat.

- Setting and Other Conservation Behaviors Within Social Status Levels -

|

T A . N Madison . - West Allis
- , . ~ Social Status ' Social Status
 Depéndent ' Independent v . T ' o
Variable .  Variable . High Med. Low Total - High Med. ILow Total -~
Lowering Media Exposure o ' o - \dxy//
Thermostat Newspaper Tims =s03 206 333% 07— 097,067 7,05 0¥
Televigion Time =05 =,05 =.12 =206 ~.33% -,06 -.05 -.08
e - ~Public Affairs Use : AR s
. : ~* Newspaper Public Aff. .07 .18% ,20% _.14% 12,11 .10 .10
o Television Public Aff. -,07 .08 =-.,10 =-.03 " -10 . ,07 -.046 .05
-~ . Newspaper Editorials °03 .12 =,01 .03 30 .11
e v ‘Energy Communication . - : S
: Newspaper Energy Stor. .15 - ,17*% ,26% ,20% -.05 W11
Television Energy Prog. .05 .15 12,10 W11 012
. Energy Commefcials. =.13 =.07 ~.09 =,08 = "=.14 y .05
| 7 Utility Pamphlets =~ ~.06 =,13 -429% -, I3% 10 -,05 .0l . .04
B - Energy Discussions .12 . ,18% 01 J12% <05 ,10 -,01 .02
- . P . . C e - -
Total' * " Media Exposure . - ' ® 3/// . :
. Conserving Newspaper Time . .03 =,02 220% -,06 .08 .04 - ,20% .10
Behaviors. Television Time . 7 =01 =,02  ,09-- ,01 04 .05 =,15" =~,04
e Public Affairs Use ‘ o7 o ' .
Newspaper Public Aff, .10 .04 -",20% ,10*  ,06 .00 .i1 .02
: Television Public Aff. .01 s02 309, -.20 .06 =.02 ~.04
T . NeWSpaper Editorials . .14 7,10 A7 . J13%, o17 *=,05 JA11 .06
- : . .Energy ‘Communication s ' S, o
- Newspaper Energy Stor,,/zlzﬂ .07 .15 «10% 04 -.10 .15 - .02 .
L . Television Energy Prog. .04 .11. .10 .09 .00 =-,12 .13  -.08
o o Energy’Coﬁﬁegiials =e08.-,03 .09 -.02 . ,00 =01 ,23* .09
J Utility Pamphlets =~ =-.05 =-.18% -,13 -,12¢ =16 .25¢ .26t  ,17% |
' ., Energy Discussions «25% ,25% .12 022% s,u°l4 -.05 *,06 01 -
. ' - S . e !
e NC (71) (l49) ( 85) (405) ((50) 7279) (L46)-  (326)

" \. *‘.. oLt . . . . ¢ ; .
=-gignificant at .05 or less. Partial coefficients are third-order controlling for ﬁ)%»
" age of respondent, age of house and family size. . B

it
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