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Attention to News Media Coverage of Unconventional Oil/Gas Development Impacts: 

Exploring Psychological Antecedents and Effects on Issue Support 

 

HIGHLIGHTS 

 Research has examined media coverage of unconventional oil/gas development impacts. 

 

 We study drivers/effects of attention to coverage of economic/environmental impacts 

 

 Political ideology drives attention to coverage of environmental impacts. 

 

 Attention to both impacts influences issue support 

 

 UOGD news media discourse (and attention thereto) has energy policy implications. 
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Attention to News Media Coverage of Unconventional Oil/Gas Development Impacts: 

Exploring Psychological Antecedents and Effects on Issue Support 

 

Research has examined media portrayals of unconventional oil and gas development’s 

(UOGD) economic and environmental impacts. We examine how selective attention to media 

coverage of the impacts impact issue attitudes; the role of political ideology in driving such 

attention; and how this political divide emerges via selective attention to aforementioned content. 

We contribute to existing work on media attention antecedents and outcomes but with a hitherto 

unexplored focus on specific issue dimensions that have garnered media and public attention. We 

explore these relationships using U.S. national survey data (n = 700). We find that political 

ideology is not associated with attention to coverage of economic impacts, but such attention is 

predictive of higher UOGD support. Moreover, political ideology is associated with attention to 

coverage of environmental impacts (more conservative  less attention), and such attention 

predicts lower support. This indirect effect was also statistically meaningful. Overall, UOGD 

news media discourse (and attention thereto) has important energy policy implications. 

 

Keywords: Hydraulic fracturing; shale gas; risk communication; media; political ideology 
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1. Introduction 

Impacts of unconventional oil and gas development (UOGD) have attracted considerable 

interest over the past two-plus decades, with scholars examining news media discourse 

(Ashmoore et al., 2016; Evensen et al., 2014a; Habib & Hinojosa, 2016; Gearhart et al., 2019; 

Olive, 2016; Olive & Delshad, 2017) along with public attitudes and their social-psychological 

antecedents (Boudet et al., 2014; Thomas et al., 2017a). However, less is known about how news 

coverage influences attitudes and why people pay attention to it in the first place. Studies of 

other contentious issues have measured media attention in various ways while also exploring 

antecedents and/or outcomes (Besley & Shanahan, 2005; Besley & Oh, 2014; Cacciatore et al., 

2012; Eveland, 2001; Ho et al., 2013; Scheufele & Lewenstein, 2005; Yeo et al., 2014; Zhao et 

al., 2011). Inspired by this work, we examine selective attention to media coverage of UOGD’s 

economic and environmental impacts along with the effect on issue attitudes, namely support. 

From a media effects perspective, since news media often portray UOGD’s economic and 

environmental impacts in positive and negative terms, respectively (Ashmoore et al., 2016; 

Evensen et al., 2014a; Habib & Hinojosa, 2016; Gearhart et al., 2019; Olive & Delshad, 2017), 

we expect that attention to news coverage of the former will be associated with heightened issue 

support, while attention to the latter will lower it. Moreover, we explore how political ideology 

influences attention to such content given longstanding political divides on UOGD especially in 

the U.S., with political conservatives often more supportive and focused on economic effects, 

and liberals more opposed and focused on environmental effects (Boudet et al., 2014; Choma et 

al., 2016). Also, people often seek/evaluate information in a manner consistent with strongly 

held views (Druckman & McGrath, 2019). We expect that the more people identify as 
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conservative (on a liberal-conservative scale), the more attention they will pay to coverage of the 

economic impacts and the less attention they will pay to coverage of environmental impacts. 

Finally, our framework suggests pathways through which partisan divides in UOGD support 

emerge via selective attention to news coverage of these impacts. Overall, we contribute to 

existing work on media attention antecedents and outcomes associated with multifaceted issue 

content but with a hitherto unexplored focus on specific issue dimensions that have garnered 

media and public attention. 

We test these relationships with data from a national sample of U.S. adults (n = 700) and 

discuss public opinion and energy policy implications. 

2.  UOGD background 

UOGD broadly refers to oil and natural gas production that does not “meet the criteria for 

conventional production” (United States Energy Information Administration [USEIA, n.d.), with 

USEIA noting that “what has qualified as ‘unconventional’ at any particular time is a complex 

interactive function of resource characteristics, the available exploration and production 

technologies, the current economic environment, and the scale, frequency, and duration of 

production from the resource.” Contemporary examples include oil and natural gas embedded in 

low-permeability rock formations like shale1 that require two techniques to facilitate production: 

horizontal drilling, which allows access to a greater proportion of resource-bearing rock, and 

hydraulic fracturing or “fracking,” which involves pumping water, sand, and chemicals 

underground at high pressure to “stimulate the flow of natural gas or oil [and increase] the 

volumes that can be recovered” (United States Environmental Protection Agency, 2018).  
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Reserves of UOGD are distributed worldwide (USEIA, 2015a; Wang et al., 2016), with a 

confluence of economic, technological, and political factors helping spur development in various 

countries beginning in the late 1990s (Bailey & Viscidi, 2016; Hongjun et al., 2016; McDonald, 

2014; McGowan, 2014; USEIA, 2015b). In the United States, large reserves of unconventional 

oil and natural gas (USEIA, 2015a, 2021) helped it emerge as the world’s largest producer of 

these two fuels, both from unconventional sources (USEIA, 2015b, 2016) as well as overall/all 

sources (USEIA, 2019a; BP, 2022). Indeed, unconventional sources currently account for a large 

majority of current overall U.S. oil and natural gas production (USEIA, 2019b, 2022a, 2022b). 

The latter has rebounded after a COVID-19 pandemic-triggered decrease (USEIA, 2022c, 

2022d) albeit under a Biden administration focused on combatting climate change via reductions 

in U.S. greenhouse gas emissions and limits to fossil fuel extraction (The White House, 2021). 

Moreover, overall domestic oil and natural gas production is expected to to (modestly) increase 

over the next few decades, with UOGD accounting for a large majority of that production 

(USEIA, 2016, 2019b, 2022e). 

UOGD’s growth over the past two decades has spurred considerable interest in its myriad 

(potential) impacts (Boyle et al., 2015; DeSilva et al., 2016; Greiner et al., 2018; Haggerty et al., 

2018; Jacquet et al., 2018; Newell & Raimi, 2014), especially related to the economy (e.g., 

potential effects on jobs and other economic conditions locally/regionally/nationally) and the 

environment (e.g., potential effects on ground/surface water tied to drilling, wastewater disposal, 

hydraulic fracturing, and other processes). Both have been the subject of scientific assessments 

(Paredes et al., 2015; Vengosh et al., 2014); news media coverage across various countries and 

media platforms (Ashmoore et al., 2016; Evensen et al., 2014a; Gearhart et al., 2019; Habib & 

Hinojosa, 2016; Hopke & Simis, 2017; Jaspal & Nerlich, 2014; Jaspal et al., 2014; Matthews & 
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Hansen, 2018; Olive, 2016; Olive & Delshad, 2017); and public attention, the latter as part of 

research into UOGD attitudes and social-psychological antecedents (Boudet et al., 2016, 2018; 

Clarke et al., 2015, 2016; Evensen et al., 2016; Stedman et al., 2016; Zanocco et al., 2019). 

3. Literature Review 

3.1.Defining news media attention 

We define media attention as the amount of mental effort afforded to understanding news 

content beyond just mere exposure (Eveland, 2001; Ho et al., 2013). Our focus on media 

attention antecedents and outcomes in the context of UOGD speaks to existing research on the 

psychological motivations that drive it and the psychological outcomes that result across a 

variety of topics. Some studies have only explored media attention outcomes for topics including 

agricultural biotechnology (Besley & Shanahan, 2005), nuclear power (Besley & Oh, 2014; Yeo 

et al., 2014), nanotechnology (Scheufele & Lewenstein, 2005), and biofuels (Cacciatore et al., 

2012), among others. Other studies have examined models that integrate both antecedent and 

outcomes, albeit with variation in media attention measures as well as other model components. 

For instance, the cognitive mediation model (Eveland, 2001) examines how various media use 

motivations influence media attention and, in turn, elaboration of news content (“the process of 

connecting new information with other pieces of information stored in memory; p. 573) and 

issue knowledge. Originally applied to politics, subsequent studies have extended it to other 

topics (see Ho et al., 2013). Moreover, the Orientation-Stimulus-Reasoning-Orientation-

Response (O-S-R-O-R) model (Cho et al., 2009) explores how exposure to political advertising 

informs news media use (including attention, in this case also to politics) and, in turn, issue 

reasoning (e.g., interpersonal discussion) and outcomes (including political knowledge and 
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participation). Finally, two models specific to climate change elucidate media attention inputs 

and outputs. Binder (2010) explored how demographic and other social-psychological factors 

informed exposure/attention to news coverage of science and politics, which in turn influenced 

discussion of these topics and climate change issue salience. Similarly, Zhao et al. (2011) tested 

how political ideology and other elements drove attention to media coverage of science and 

politics, which in turn informed climate change beliefs, risk perception, and policy support. 

Our framework draws on the aforementioned conceptual definition of media attention and the 

antecedent  media attention  effects structure present in the aforementioned models. It also 

embraces a more specific view of media content – about UOGD’s economic and environmental 

impacts – that allow for more precise understanding of how people selectively attend to such 

content (with political ideology as a driver) and with what effect on issue attitudes (including 

support). We describe our framework in the following sections. 

3.2.Attention to UOGD-related media coverage - Outcomes 

Various theories explore direct effects of news media discourse on issue attitudes depending 

not only on whether issue-related content is encountered and for how long (Potter, 2014) but also 

how a topic is portrayed (Cacciatore et al., 2012). The latter depends on various considerations, 

including journalistic practices as well as efforts by issue advocates and others to strategically 

promote their viewpoints within news coverage (Brulle et al., 2012; Carmichael & Brulle, 2017; 

Carmichael et al., 2017). Studies exploring these effects, furthermore, have used various 

measures of attention to media discourse that fall into several categories. The first are studies that 

focus on attention to media platforms with no mention of the issue of interest. For example, 

Boudet at al. (2014) found that greater use of television for information about current news and 
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world events was associated with stronger UOGD support, while newspaper use predicted 

reduced support. Also, Andersson-Hudson et al. (2016) found that readers of left-leaning U.K. 

newspapers were less supportive of UOGD relative to those who read right-leaning newspapers. 

The second category examines attention to broad topics within which issue-specific content 

is arguably imbedded. For example, Zhao et al.’s (2011) model found that attention to 

science/environmental news content, which they argued accurately portrays the scientific 

consensus on human-caused climate change, was associated with beliefs consistent with climate 

science and higher risk perception; in contrast, the opposite relationships emerged for attention to 

political news, which they argued portrays controversy and political conflict. However, Zhao et 

al.’s media attention measure did not explicitly focus on climate change. 

The third category explores attention to broad topics that also include the specific issue of 

interest. For instance, Besley and Shanahan (2005) found that attention to entertainment and 

science-based television (including content specific to agricultural biotechnology) was associated 

with greater issue support, while attention to television news content was associated with 

decreased support. They suggested “the nature of television as a medium” as one potential 

explanation (p. 360) but acknowledged a “lack of specific research about the nature of 

biotechnology content on television” (p. 359). Also, Scheufele and Lewenstein (2005) found that 

attention to science and technology-related information in newspapers and on television 

(including about nanotechnology) predicted stronger issue support, which they attributed to the 

topic’s positive portrayal within news discourse in terms of potential benefits.  

A final category includes attention to news coverage of the specific issue in question. For 

example, Eveland’s (2001) cognitive mediation model has identified consistent associations 
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between attention to news coverage of politics and news elaboration as well as political 

knowledge. The OSROR model (Cho et al., 2009) has identified similar pathways between 

politics-related news media use (including attention) and issue reasoning (e.g., interpersonal 

discussion) and, in turn, political knowledge/participation. Specific to UOGD, moreover, Vasi et 

al. (2015) examined how the documentary film Gasland and its focus on putative UOGD-related 

water contamination impacted information seeking via social media, mass media coverage, and 

anti-UOGD mobilization. In this case, though, the study assessed when and where the film was 

screened but did not specifically measure the extent of audience attention to film content. 

While these studies offer valuable insight into media influence within their respective issue 

contexts, they offer less insight into how attention to news content describing different facets of 

an issue – in our case, UOGD’s economic and environmental impacts - influences attitudes. 

Indeed, Sneegas (2016, p. 95) described news media as “a site where groups on opposing ends of 

the [UOGD] debate make, contest, and navigate claims regarding the risks and benefits.” 

Moreover, while there is limited research on UOGD news coverage over time (with most multi-

year studies only discussing aggregate patterns) and variation in coverage based on “geographic, 

economic, and political contexts” (Matthews & Hansen, 2018, p. 1; Hedding, 2017), economic 

and environmental impacts are often discussed positively (e.g., beneficial/good) and negatively 

(i.e., bad/risky), respectively (Ashmoore et al., 2016; Evensen et al., 2014a; Habib & Hinojosa, 

2016; Gearhart et al., 2019; Olive, 2016; Olive & Delshad, 2017). We believe, consistent with 

aforementioned media effects theories, that such coverage influences support and beliefs about 

these impacts. Economic impacts tend to be seen as positive/beneficial and environmental 

impacts as negative/risky in line with news media discourse (Howell, 2018; Theodori, 2018; 

Thomas et al., 2017a), albeit with some variation based on the intensity of/experience with 
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proximate energy development (Schafft et al., 2013; Stedman et al., 2012). Overall, we agree 

with Zhao et al.’s (2011, p. 719) assessment: “the fact that issue coverage can vary in terms of 

different types of news [content] suggests that greater depth and sensitivity can be achieved in 

the assessment of news effects by taking into consideration news attention patterns.” 

Specifically, we hypothesize the following (see Figure 1): 

 H1: Greater attention to news media coverage of UOGD’s economic impacts will be 

associated with (a) more support and (b) more positive assessments of these impacts. 

 H2: Greater attention coverage of UOGD’s environmental impacts will be associated with 

(a) less support and (b) less positive (more negative) assessments of these impacts. 

3.3.Attention to UOGD-related media coverage - Antecedents 

Drawing on a uses and gratification perspective whereby people seek and attend to news 

content that fulfill specific needs (Rubin, 2009), the cognitive mediation model, OSROR model, 

and similar frameworks have examined a variety of psychological antecedents that motivate 

media attention (Binder, 2010; Cho et al., 2009; Eveland, 2001; Ho et al., 2013; Zhao et al., 

2011). In light of the political polarization surrounding UOGD attitudes especially in the U.S., 

we focus on political ideology as one such antecedent and explore how it drives selective 

attention to news coverage of UOGD’s economic and environmental impacts. 

Defined as “a set of beliefs about the role of government that shapes responses to a wide 

range of specific policy issues” (Abramowitz & Saunders, 2006, p. 177), political ideology is 

often associated with perceptions of UOGD impacts (Choma et al., 2016) as well as support, 

both in the U.S. and elsewhere (Andersson-Hudson et al., 2016; Boudet et al., 2014). Similar 
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patterns have also been observed for political party affiliation in the U.S. (Brenan, 2021; Jones, 

2022; Kennedy et al., 2022; Saad, 2021; Schaeffer, 2022; Swift, 2015, 2016; Tyson & Spencer, 

2022; Tyson et al., 2022). Such polarization arises from the confluence of issue attributes with 

value, identity, personality, and other attributes of political partisanship (see Clarke & Evensen, 

2019; Devine, 2015; Feldman & Johnston, 2014; Schwartz, 1994). For instance, higher levels of 

support and perceived economic benefit among political conservatives and Republicans arguably 

reflects their embrace of business, free market capitalism, and “traditional” forms of fossil fuel-

energy. Conversely, more opposition and perceived environmental harm among political liberals 

and Democrats arguably reflects higher levels of environmental concern as well as a preference 

for social change embodied in a transition from fossil fuels to renewables (Choma et al., 2016; 

Davis & Fisk, 2014; Jost et al., 2003a; McCright et al., 2016a; Schwartz et al., 2014). 

Additionally, polarization among political “elites” (especially elected officials), conveyed 

through news media, can lead to commensurate changes in public opinion (Brulle et al., 2012; 

Carmichael & Brulle, 2017; Zaller, 1992). At the federal level, Republican elected officials tend 

to support UOGD and tout its perceived economic benefits (U.S. House of Representatives 

Energy & Commerce Committee [Republicans], 2020), while Democratic elected officials tend 

to be comparatively more opposed because of perceived environmental risks (Goldberg, 2020). 

However, this pattern masks more nuanced discourse based on time and location. For instance, 

UOGD support seemed more bipartisan earlier in its growth, with Democratic President Obama 

presiding over large increases in domestic oil and natural gas production tied to UOGD during 

his time in office (2009-2017) and touting the benefits of natural gas in lowering greenhouse gas 

emissions relative to coal (Richardson, 2018). Subsequent years, though, saw Democratic elected 

officials more opposed (Brady, 2020; Goldberg, 2020). Furthermore, discourse among officials 
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in states with ongoing UOGD may depart from national trends based on relevant experiences, 

with some Democrats in these locations more supportive than counterparts elsewhere given 

putative economic benefits (Hedden, 2020; Volcovici, 2021) and some Republicans more 

opposed than counterparts elsewhere due to putative environmental risks (Haines, 2021).  

While we acknowledge UOGD’s nuanced political dynamics in the U.S., we feel that 

existing empirical data point to a clear political divide on the national level on which we focus. 

Moreover, political ideology not only influences issue attitudes but also whether/how people 

(selectively) encounter and evaluate information. Motivated reasoning suggests that people’s 

goals when evaluating information – including the desire to defend existing views about a topic 

(Druckman, 2012), especially those grounded in political partisanship (Dahlgren et al., 2019) - 

are associated with biased information seeking and processing (Druckman & McGrath, 2019; 

Hart et al., 2015; Kahan, 2016). These include selective exposure whereby people select media 

sources and content that reflect (political) predispositions (Iyengar & Hahn, 2009; Stroud, 2008, 

2010). In other words, political ideology plays can play an important role in how people selective 

attend to issue-relevant news content, a premise that a few studies have explored. For instance, 

both Binder (2010) and Zhao et al. (2011)’s models included a pathway between political 

ideology and attention to news media coverage of politics and science topics or just science 

topics, respectively. These pathways featured media attention measures that differed from ours 

for reasons stated previously. Nonetheless, we expect that given longstanding political divides on 

UOGD in the U.S., aforementioned manifestations of motivated reasoning, and divergent ways 

UOGD’s economic and environmental impacts are portrayed in news media discourse, liberals 

and conservatives will selectively pay attention to news coverage in a manner commensurate 

with existing views grounded in political partisanship. We therefore hypothesize (see Figure 1): 
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 H3: The more politically conservative people are on a liberal-conservative continuum, the 

more attention they will pay to news coverage of UOGD’s economic impacts. 

 H4: The more politically conservative people are on a liberal-conservative continuum, the 

less attention they will pay to news coverage of UOGD’s environmental impacts. 

The strength of these hypothesized associations is also worth considering. Some have argued 

that associations between issue attitudes and political partisanship may be so strong that 

measures of the former become, in effect, indicators of the latter (Druckman & McGrath, 2019; 

Kahan, 2015). As we noted earlier, UOGD support and perceptions of its impacts – and the 

political divide in these areas - are arguably tied to value and identity-based aspects of political 

ideology. Drawing on such insight, studies of other politically contentious issues have used 

policy views as indicators of liberal/conservative orientations (Feldman & Johnston, 2014). 

However, it is less clear whether this premise applies to attention to media coverage of UOGD 

impacts. Since existing models we have discussed view political ideology and media attention as 

separate constructs (e.g., as antecedent and outcome, respectively), our framework follow suit. 

3.4.Indirect effects 

Like other models from which we draw inspiration, our framework views attention to news 

coverage as a key mediator whereby relevant antecedents influence outcomes indirectly via one’s 

level of media attention. These indirect effects have been explored/quantified for some models 

(Cho et al., 2009; Eveland, 2001) but not others (Binder, 2010; Zhao et al., 2011) – and in no 

cases with our measures of media attention. Such an analysis, in our case, would elucidate 
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pathways through which political ideology leads to partisan divides in UOGD support via 

selective attention to coverage of economic and environmental impacts.  

We first propose two hypotheses for indirect effects involving attention to news coverage of 

economic impacts (see Figure 1). These pathways combine aforementioned direct effects of (1) 

political ideology on greater media attention as well as (2) greater media attention on higher 

issue support and the belief that these impacts have had a positive effect. We also add a direct 

effect of such perceptions on UOGD support; the more positive the perceived economic impact, 

the higher the support (O’Neill & Schneider, 2021). 

 H5: Greater political conservatism on a liberal-conservative continuum will be indirectly 

associated with heightened UOGD support via higher levels of attention to news coverage of 

economic impacts.  ([Conservative] political ideology  (+) media attention  (+) support). 

 H6: Greater political conservatism on a liberal-conservative continuum will be indirectly 

associated with heightened UOGD support via higher levels of attention to news coverage of 

economic impacts and, in turn, the belief that these impacts have had a positive effect. 

([Conservative] political ideology  (+) media attention  (+) perceived [positive] impacts 

 (+) support). 

We next propose two hypotheses for indirect effects involving attention to news coverage of 

environmental impacts (see Figure 1). These pathways combine aforementioned direct effects of 

(1) political ideology on reduced media attention as well as (2) greater media attention on lower 

issue support and the belief that these impacts have had a less positive (more negative) effect. 
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We also add a direct effect of such perceptions on UOGD support; the more negative the 

perceived environmental impact, the lower the support (O’Neill & Schneider, 2021).  

 H7: Greater political conservatism on a liberal-conservative continuum will be indirectly 

associated with heightened UOGD support via lower levels of attention to news coverage of 

environmental impacts.  ([Conservative] political ideology  (-) media attention  (-) 

support). 

 H8: Greater political conservatism on a liberal-conservative continuum will be indirectly 

associated with heightened UOGD support via lower levels of attention to news coverage of 

environmental impacts and, in turn, the belief that these impacts have had a positive effect. 

([Conservative] political ideology  (-) media attention  (-) perceived [positive] impacts 

 (+) support). 

 [Figure 1 here] 

4. Method 

4.1.  Sample 

We tested our hypotheses with data from a national quota sample of U.S. adults (n=700) 

obtained in January 2016 through the survey vendor Qualtrics. These samples have been 

increasingly used to study public attitudes toward UOGD (Evensen & Stedman, 2016; Evensen 

et al., 2017; Evensen & Brown-Steiner, 2018; Stedman et al., 2016). Using e-mail invitations 

from market research panels and survey research companies along with self-enrollment through 

advertisements on web banners and social media, Qualtrics selected a sample with quotas 

designed to match Census-based values for gender (50-50 males/female split), education 
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(roughly a third of the sample with a 4-year college degree or greater), and geographic region 

(based on the percentage of respondents located in Northeastern, Western, Midwestern, and 

Southern states). The two demographic variables have emerged as predictors of UOGD support 

in past studies (Boudet et al., 2014), while region provides for a geographically diverse sample. 

As shown in Table 1, our quotas largely succeeded in comparison to relevant Census-derived 

population values, although our sample was younger and Whiter than the population overall. 

Subjects participated in exchange for monetarily equivalent compensation redeemable on the 

Qualtrics platform, and the project received human subjects research approval from [affiliation 

removed for peer review]. 

[Table 1 here] 

4.2.Survey measures 

After giving informed consent, participants read a short introductory statement on UOGD: 

“We’d like to ask you a few questions about shale oil and gas development 

via hydraulic fracturing (or "fracking"). This issue refers to extracting oil and natural gas from 

shale rock underground. In the United States, a number of states have either begun - or are 

considering - doing so. Based on this information, please answer the following questions.” 1 

Table 2 provides measures of all relevant variables, many of which were adapted from previous 

research (Cacciatore et al, 2012; Clarke et al., 2015, 2016; Howell et al., 2017).2 

[Table 2 here] 
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4.3.Data analysis 

We used the PROCESS macro for SPSS (model #82; see Hayes, 2018) to run an OLS-based 

path analysis with our main variables of interest - political ideology (X), attention to news media 

coverage of UOGD’s economic impacts (M1), beliefs about economic impacts (M2), attention to 

news media coverage of environmental impacts (M3), beliefs about environmental impacts (M4), 

and support (Y). We also included a several covariates, some part of our quota sampling 

(education and gender) and others found to be statistically significant predictors of UOGD 

support in other research (e.g., age, political party affiliation, and issue familiarity; Boudet et al., 

2014). We calculated unstandardized point estimates and 95% bootstrapped confidence intervals 

for all hypothesized direct and indirect effects.  

4.4. Data availability statement 

All data supporting the findings of this study are available at osf.io/grdu4. 

5. Results 

5.1.Attention to UOGD news coverage - Outcomes (see Table 3 and Figure 2) 

The more attention people paid to news media coverage of UOGD’s economic impacts, the 

more supportive they were (b = 0.26, p = 0.004; 95% CI: 0.12, 0.41) and the more positively 

those impacts were viewed (b = 0.16, p = 0.014; 95% CI: 0.03, 0.29). Thus, H1a and H1b were 

supported. 

Consistent with H2a, greater attention people paid to news media coverage of UOGD’s 

environmental impacts was associated with less support (b = -0.27, p = 0.0004; 95% CI: -0.42, -
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0.12). However, contrary to H2b, there was no association with beliefs about those impacts (b = 

0.05 p = 0.47; 95% CI: -0.09, 0.2). 

5.2.Attention to UOGD news coverage  Antecedents (see Table 3 and Figure 2) 

H3 was not supported, with no significant relationship emerging between political ideology 

and attention to news coverage of UOGD’s economic impacts (b = 0.01, p = 0.74; 95% CI: -

0.05, 0.08). However, in support of H4, political ideology was associated with attention to news 

coverage of UOGD’s environmental impacts (b = -0.08, p = 0.009; 95% CI: -0.15, -0.02); the 

more politically conservative people were, the less attention reported.  

5.3.Indirect effects (see Table 3) 

Neither of the indirect effects involving attention to news coverage of UOGD’s economic 

impacts were supported. Specifically, there was no significant indirect effect of political ideology 

on support via (1) attention to news coverage of these impacts (H5; b = 0.003, 95% CI: -0.01, 

0.02) or (2) attention to news coverage and, in turn, beliefs about those impacts (H6; b = 0.0008; 

95% CI: -0.004, 0.006).  

Findings for the indirect effects involving attention to news coverage of UOGD’s 

environmental impacts were mixed. Specifically, as H7 predicted, we found a significant indirect 

effect of political ideology on support via attention to news coverage of these impacts (b = 0.02, 

95% CI: 0.004, 0.05), such that greater political conservatism increased UOGD support via less 

attention. However, H8 was not supported, as there was no indirect effect of political ideology on 

support via attention to news coverage and, in turn, beliefs about those impacts (b = -0.002; 95% 

CI: -0.01, 0.004).  
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[Table 3 here] 

[Figure 2 here] 

 

6. Discussion 

We examine antecedents and outcomes associated with attention to news media coverage of 

UOGD’s economic and environmental impacts. Our work speaks to research on media attention 

antecedents and outcomes but with a focus on selective attention to specific issue dimensions 

largely missing from existing studies. 

The first two indirect effects – of political ideology on support via (1) attention to news 

coverage of UOGD’s economic impacts and (2) attention to news coverage and, in turn, beliefs 

about those impacts – did not emerge as predicted. Closer examination showed support for three 

of the four compositive pathways. As hypothesized, greater attention to coverage of economic 

impacts was associated with a more positive assessments of these impacts as well as heighted 

support overall. News coverage and public sentiment both tend to view these impacts in 

positive/beneficial terms, with jobs/economic activity perhaps the best example (Ashmoore et al., 

2016; Evensen et al., 2014a; Howell, 2018; Gearhart et al., 2019; O’Connor & Fredericks, 2018; 

Olive & Delshad, 2017; Theodori, 2018; Thomas et al., 2017a). Moreover, media effects theories 

elucidate how news discourse can influence public attitudes (Cacciatore et al., 2012). In addition, 

while not hypothesized, the association between positive assessments of these impacts and 

support was consistent with existing research (O’Neill & Schneider, 2021). 

However, political ideology’s null association with attention to news media coverage of 

economic impacts was surprising. Compared to liberals, conservatives are much more supportive 
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of business and free market capitalism tied to “traditional” fossil fuel-energy (Choma et al., 

2016; Jost et al., 2003a; McCright et al., 2016a; Schwartz et al., 2014). Moreover, both previous 

research (Choma et al., 2016) and our own results (see Supplemental Table A.1.) highlight 

politically divergent views on UOGD impacts, with greater conservatism associated with the 

perception that economic impacts have been positive overall. Coupled with people’s motivation 

to attend to news content that reflects views grounded in political partisanship (Druckman & 

McGrath, 2019), we expected greater conservatism to be associated with higher media attention. 

Perhaps news media portrayals of economic impacts includes elite cues that resonate with both 

conservatives and liberals, which may attenuate rather than amplify UOGD’s political divide and 

selective media attention. For instance, we earlier noted that Republican elected officials tend to 

uniformly tout UOGD’s perceived economic benefits, but Democrat elected officials in states 

with ongoing development may also do so to a greater extent than their counterparts elsewhere 

(Friedman & Goldmacher, 2020; Hedden, 2020). Given these cues, liberals and conservatives 

may not be as divided on how these impacts are viewed as previously assumed and, thus, both 

inclined to pay attention to coverage of them.  

The second set of indirect effects were mixed. As expected, political ideology (e.g., greater 

political conservatism) heightened support via less attention paid to news coverage of UOGD’s 

environmental impacts. However, adding beliefs about those impacts as a second sequential 

mediator produced a null overall indirect effect. Closer examination showed support for three of 

the four compositive pathways. While not hypothesized, the association between negative 

assessments of these impacts and support reflected existing research (O’Neill & Schneider, 

2021). Also, greater attention to such coverage was associated with a reduced support – a finding 

consistent with often-negative news media portrayal of these impacts (especially water 
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contamination) (Ashmoore et al., 2016; Evensen et al., 2014a; Habib & Hinojosa, 2016; Gearhart 

et al., 2019; Olive, 2016; Olive & Delshad, 2017) along with aforementioned media effect 

theories that elucidate how news discourse can influence public attitudes. 

However, the null finding linking media attention with how people view environmental 

impacts was surprising. Both news media discourse and public sentiment tend to view them in 

negative terms with particular emphasis on potential water contamination (Ashmoore et al., 

2016; Evensen et al., 2014a; Howell, 2018; Theodori, 2018; Thomas et al., 2017a). However, 

nearly 40% of our respondents thought they were “slightly,” “moderately,” or “very” positive. 

Perhaps media discourse on environmental impacts may not be as uniformly negative as 

assumed. One example involves the potential climate change implications of UOGD and 

accompanying natural gas consumption (Greiner et al., 2018; Newell & Raimi, 2014). Supporters 

view these implications favorably in terms of reduced greenhouse gas emissions relative to other 

fossil fuels and as a “bridge fuel” assisting in the transition to renewables energy, while 

opponents view them negatively in terms of higher emissions relative to renewable sources and 

the potential to reinforce reliance on fossil fuels Clarke et al., 2019). These debates have received 

news media coverage (Volcovici et al., 2020), albeit not to the extent of other impacts like 

putative water contamination (Ashmoore et al., 2016; Evensen et al., 2014a; Gearhart et al., 

2019; Olive, 2016; Olive & Delshad, 2017). Nonetheless, perhaps these climate implications or 

other impacts with both positive and negative attributes are sufficiently prominent in news 

discourse to muddle people’s views of UOGD’s environmental impacts. Since our measures of 

media attention and perceived impacts did not focus on specific impacts, more precise measures 

are needed to examine this premise more fully. 
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Moreover, political ideology was associated with attention, such that the more politically 

conservative respondents were, the less attention paid to coverage of UOGD’s environmental 

impacts. This finding is consistent with our expectations given often-negative portrayal of these 

impacts in news media discourse (Ashmoore et al., 2016; Evensen et al., 2014a; Habib & 

Hinojosa, 2016; Gearhart et al., 2019; Olive, 2016; Olive & Delshad, 2017); partisan divides in 

how UOGD’s environmental impacts are viewed (Choma et al., 2016) as well environmental 

concern more broadly (Nawrotzki, 2012); and people’s tendencies to attend to content that 

reflects existing views grounded in political partisanship (Dahlgren et al., 2019; Iyengar & Hahn, 

2009; Stroud, 2008, 2010).  

The weak relationships observed between political ideology and attention to news coverage 

of UOGD impacts (small but significant for environmental impacts; null for economic impacts)  

runs counter to the possibility, raised earlier, of relationships so strong that media attention could 

be a dimension of political partisanship. The two may be separate constructs consistent with 

research on selective exposure, but they are clearly not as correlated as expected. Earlier 

explanations aside, future research that includes specific media platforms within which content 

on UOGD’s economic and environmental impacts are embedded would potentially strengthen 

the political ideology  media attention association by allowing us to examine partisan selective 

attention to content across specific platforms. UOGD coverage on cable television platforms 

(especially Fox News, MSNBC, and CNN) is one example. For politically contentious issues like 

climate change, immigration, and COVID-19, Fox News often emphasizes more politically 

conservative viewpoints relative to its counterparts (Feldman et al., 2012; Feldman, 2016; 

Hoewe et al., 2020; Simonov et al., 2020). This pattern also applies to UOGD, with Fox News 

more likely to cover economic benefits such as job growth, and CNN and MSNBC more likely 

https://journals.sagepub.com/action/doSearch?target=default&ContribAuthorStored=Nawrotzki%2C+Raphael+J
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to cover negative environmental impacts such as water contamination (Gearhart et al., 2019). 

Moreover, conservatives/Republicans are much more likely to rely on and trust Fox News as an 

information source relative to liberals/Democrats; the latter, furthermore, are more likely to rely 

on and trust CNN and MSNBC, among others (Gramlich, 2020; Iyengar & Hahn, 2009; Mitchell 

et al., 2014; Mitchell, 2021). Coupled with the aforementioned portrayal of UOGD on these 

platforms, we would expect political conservatives (relative to liberals) to pay more attention to 

news coverage of economic impacts on Fox News. Conversely, liberals would be more likely to 

pay attention to coverage of environmental impacts on MSNBC or CNN.  

Furthermore, focusing on attention to UOGD-specific content across these platforms also 

offers insight from a media effects perspective. Aforementioned cable television news discourse 

can shape public perception of these topics, with Fox News effects on Republicans/political 

conservatives especially prominent (Feldman et al., 2012; Feldman, 2016; Gustafson et al., 2019; 

Hoewe et al., 2020; Simonov et al., 2020). Coupled with the aforementioned portrayal of UOGD 

on these platforms, we would expect that greater attention to news coverage of economic impacts 

on Fox News would be associated with higher support relative to attention to coverage of 

environmental impacts on MSNBC or CNN. We are not aware of any studies examining these 

relationships, although Andersson-Hudson et al. (2016) found that reading left-leaning 

newspapers (compared to right-leaning) was associated with less UOGD support.  

Finally, combining these media attention antecedents and outcomes suggests an indirect 

effect whereby the political divide in UOGD support emerges via selective attention to news 

coverage of economic and environmental impacts on these platforms. 
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7. Limitations and future research opportunities 

This study has several limitations that present opportunities for future research.  

First, while our cross-sectional survey data identified theory-informed associations among 

our variables of interest, we were not able to examine causal relationships among these elements 

or potential bidirectional, mutually reinforcing pathways. In particular, bidirectional pathways 

among political ideology, attention to media content, and associated effects (Dahlgren et al., 

2019; Feldman, Myers, Hmielowski, & Leiserowitz, 2014; Slater, 2007) are plausible. For 

example, over time, liberals/conservatives attend to UOGD news content, which in turn 

influences issue support; such support, moreover, arguably reinforces political ideology salience 

given UOGD’s political divisiveness as well as drives further media attention and associated 

effects. Longitudinal panel data can further examine these areas. 

Second, our use of non-probability quota sampling limits our ability to generalize study 

findings to the U.S. population (Baker et al., 2013; Pew Research Center, n.d.; Yeager et al., 

2011). However, our sample mirrored the U.S. population on two key demographic fronts while 

allowing us to test a number of theory-supported relationships – a key goal of survey research 

(Baker et al., 2013; Yeager et al., 2011). Also, we replicated several relationships (such as 

between political ideology and UOGD support; see Supplemental Table A.1.) that have emerged 

in studies with nationally representative samples (Boudet et al., 2014; Clarke et al., 2016). 

Therefore, we remain confident that these relationships manifest in the broader U.S. population.  

Third, irrespective of sampling limitations, our study focused only on U.S. national-level 

public attitudes toward UOGD. While we felt that a U.S.-centric focus was justifiable given its 
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role as a global leader in natural gas and oil production both overall and from unconventional 

sources (USEIA, 2015b, 2016, 2019a; BP, 2022), we also believe that our approach is potentially 

applicable to localized settings in the U.S. as well as other countries with unconventional fossil 

fuel reserves and ongoing/planned development (USEIA, 2015a, 2015b). Comparative studies 

across countries may be especially fruitful (see Evensen et al., 2017; Stedman et al., 2016; 

Thomas et al., 2017a). We also acknowledge, though, that public attitudes and media discourse 

(along with their antecedents) may vary between and even within countries for a variety of 

reasons, including historical, economic, political, and geographic characteristics of an area; past 

experiences with energy development; and proximity to current development nearby (Boudet et 

al., 2016; Bugden et al., 2017; Clarke et al., 2019; Dokshin, 2021; Evensen & Stedman, 2016; 

Kriesky et al., 2013; Lachapelle et al., 2018; Schafft et al., 2013; Stedman et al., 2012; Truong et 

al., 2019). In some cases, these factors can shape the level of political polarization surrounding 

UOGD. For example, there is evidence that UOGD’s political divide narrows the geographically 

closer people are to active development, perhaps because experience with impacts overshadows 

political ideology as a driver of attitudes (Clarke et al., 2016; Zanocco et al., 2020). 

8. Conclusion and policy implications 

High energy prices and instability in global energy markets due to the ongoing COVID-19 

pandemic and Russian war in Ukraine have spurred renewed debate on expanding fossil fuel 

extraction including UOGD (Fisher, 2022; Pahwa, 2022). While it is cliché to say that UOGD-

related policy decisions depend, at least in part, on the degree of public acceptance, there are 

nonetheless numerous avenues for public opinion to potentially inform decision-making. 

Examples include forming advocacy groups, participating in public hearing or other 
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deliberative/engagement activities, contacting elected officials to voice opinions/concerns, and 

voting in elections where UOGD policy is on the ballot (Partridge et al., 2017; Theodori, 2009, 

2013; Thomas et al., 2017b, 2018; Wheeler et al., 2015). These efforts have played at least some 

role, moreover, in efforts to restrict or ban UOGD in U.S. localities (Cama, 2015; McLure, 2012; 

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, n.d.; Rubinkam, 2021) and in other 

countries (Carrell, 2017; “German government agrees to ban fracking indefinitely,” 2016; 

Nelsen, 2016; O'Halloran, 2017; Silverstein, 2019; van de Graaf et al., 2018). Amid these high 

stakes, those on both sides of the issue often use news media to emphasize potential impacts of 

energy development and their putative positive or negative effects (Bell et al., 2019; Jones et al., 

2013; Pierce, 2016; Scanlan, 2017), all as part of strategic efforts to influence public sentiment. 

Such efforts certainly have value given that attention to news media coverage of economic and 

environmental impacts heightens and lowers issue support, respectively. 

However, the fact that political ideology drives attention to coverage of environmental but 

not economic impacts suggests that advocates emphasizing the latter (often as part of efforts to 

promote UOGD) may find it easier to reach a cross-partisan audience than those advocating the 

former (often as part of efforts to oppose it). Overcoming motivated reasoning is particularly 

challenging in such contexts. One solution may involve altering people’s motivations when 

encountering UOGD information, such as so-called accuracy motivation that involves the desire 

to reach a “correct” decision by evaluating information as objectively as possible (Druckman & 

McGrath, 2019). There is some evidence that motivations can be altered through specific appeals 

(Druckman & McGrath, 2019), although it is unclear how these efforts would fare in a more real-

world setting. Another option may be to affirm (political) values and identities prior to 

encountering issue-related information, given UOGD’s political divisiveness in the U.S. and the 

https://www.irishtimes.com/profile/marie-o-halloran-7.1837472
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reasons for it stated earlier. Messaging experiments have likewise produced promising results 

(Cohen et al, 2007) but with similar questions involving real-world applicability. 

To conclude, we identified theory-supported associations among attention to news coverage 

of UOGD’s economic and environmental impacts, political ideology, beliefs about those 

impacts, and issue support. We contribute to existing work on media attention antecedents and 

outcomes but with a hitherto unexplored focus on selective attention to specific issue dimensions 

that have garnered media and public attention. We also highlight the importance of news 

discourse in shaping UOGD-related public opinion and advocacy efforts (and, by extension, the 

trajectory of UOGD policy). 
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Notes 

1 Appropriate terminology with which to describe unconventional energy extraction and 

associated impacts can shape public opinion on this issue (Evensen et al., 2014b). UOGD 

supporters and opponents alike tend to use “fracking”– a term that often elicits more negative 

attitudes relative to other terms like “shale oil or gas development” (Clarke et al., 2015). We 

elected to use “unconventional oil or gas development” (UOGD) as a means to avoid undue 

negativity and inadvertently bias our participants, but we recognize that no label is likely devoid 

of positive or negative connotations. 

2 As noted in Table 2, we measured political ideology related to economic and social issues. 

Research on the value, identity, personality, and other dimensions of political ideology (Clarke & 

Evensen, 2019; Devine, 2015; Feldman & Johnston, 2014; Jost et al., 2003b, 2009; Malka & 

Lelkews, 2010; Oyserman & Schwarz, 2017; Schwartz et al., 2014) has led to long-standing 

debates over unidimensional versus multi-dimensional conceptualizations as well as single-item 

versus multi-item measures (Jost et al., 2009). Schwartz et al. (2014, p. 901) argued that the 

single left-right or liberal-conservative ideological dimension (and measure) “structures political 

thought,” while Jost et al. (2009 p. 312) observed that it has “fared surprisingly well in terms of 

theoretical utility and empirical validity.” However, others contend that this single dimension 

may reflect political discourse among elites (especially elected officials) but not the public (Jost 

et al., 2009; Feldman & Johnston, 2014). Our focus on social and economic facets of political 

ideology likewise speaks to these conceptual debates. Some scholars contend that the two are 

conceptually distinct because they are associated with different antecedents (Feldman & 

Johnston, 2014), including underlying value structures (Schwartz, 1994), leading to various 

population subgroups based on how liberal/conservative people are in these respective areas (Jost 

et al., 2009). In contrast, others have suggested that the two have a “common ancestry” in the 

“basic needs for order, certainty, and security” (Feldman & Johnston, 2014, p. 3). Indeed, the 

two were highly reliable in our analysis (r sb = 0.895), as has been the case in other studies using 

these measures (Howell et al., 2017; Treier & Hillygus, 2009).  

A third, middle-ground approach explores variation in conceptual structure across countries. For 

example, McCright et al. (2016b) and Schwartz et al. (2014) suggested that the meaning of 

liberal-conservative social and economic ideology differs between former Communist and non-

Communist European countries, with Schwartz et al. finding a unidimensional structure for the 

latter but not the former. 

 



30 

 

References 

1. Abramowitz, A. I., Saunders, K. L. 2006. Exploring the bases of partisanship in the 

American electorate: Social identity vs. ideology. Pol. Res. Quart. 59, 175-187. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/106591290605900201 

2. Andersson-Hudson, S., Knight, W., Humphrey, M., O’Hara, S. 2016. Exploring support for 

shale gas extraction in the United Kingdom. Energ. Policy. 98, 582-589. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2016.09.042 

3. Ashmoore, A., Evensen, D., Clarke, C., Krakower, K., Simon, J. 2016. Regional newspaper 

coverage of shale gas development in New York, Ohio, and Pennsylvania: Similarities, 

differences, and lessons. Energ. Res. Soc. Sci. 11, 119-132. doi:10.1007/s13412-013-0153-

9. 

4. Bailey, J., Viscidi, L. 2016. Shale development and the environment: Policy lessons for Latin 

America [online]. http://1m1nttzpbhl3wbhhgahbu4ix.wpengine.netdna-cdn.com/wp-

content/uploads/2016/03/Shale-Development-and-the-Environment-Policy-Lessons-for-

Latin-America-LOW-RES-2.pdf. 

5. Baker, R., Brick, J.M., Bates, N.A., Battaglia, M., Couper, M.P., Dever, J.A. et al. 2013. 

Summary report of the AAPOR task force on non-probability sampling, J. Survey Stat and 

Method. 1, 90-143. doi: https://doi.org/10.1093/jssam/smt008 

6. Bell, S. E., Fitzgerald, J., York, R. 2019. Protecting the power to pollute: Identity co-

optation, gender, and the public relations strategies of fossil fuel industries in the United 

States. Environ. Sociol. 5, 323-338. https://doi.org/10.1080/23251042.2019.1624001 

7. Besley, J. C., Shanahan, J. 2005. Media attention and exposure in relation to support for 

agricultural biotechnology. Sci. Commun. 26, 347-367. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547005275443 

8. Besley, J.C., Oh, S. 2014. The impact of accident attention, ideology, and environmentalism 

on American attitudes toward nuclear energy. Risk Anal. 34, 949-964. doi: 

10.1111/risa.12151. 

9. Binder, A.R. 2010. Routes to attention or shortcuts to apathy? Exploring domain-specific 

communication pathways and their implications for public perceptions of controversial 

science, Sci. Commun. 32, 383-411. doi: 10.1177/1075547009345471. 

10. Boudet, H., Clarke, C., Bugden, D., Maibach, E., Roser-Renouf, R., Leiserowitz, A. 2014. 

“Fracking” controversy and communication: Using national survey data to understand public 

perceptions of hydraulic fracturing. Energy Policy. 65, 57-67. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2013.10.017 

11. Boudet, H., Bugden, D., Zanocco, C., Maibach, E. 2016. The effect of industry activities on 

public support for ‘fracking’. Environ. Politics. 25, 593-612. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2016.1153771 

https://doi.org/10.1177/106591290605900201
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2016.09.042
http://1m1nttzpbhl3wbhhgahbu4ix.wpengine.netdna-cdn.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/Shale-Development-and-the-Environment-Policy-Lessons-for-Latin-America-LOW-RES-2.pdf
http://1m1nttzpbhl3wbhhgahbu4ix.wpengine.netdna-cdn.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/Shale-Development-and-the-Environment-Policy-Lessons-for-Latin-America-LOW-RES-2.pdf
http://1m1nttzpbhl3wbhhgahbu4ix.wpengine.netdna-cdn.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/Shale-Development-and-the-Environment-Policy-Lessons-for-Latin-America-LOW-RES-2.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1093/jssam/smt008
https://doi.org/10.1080/23251042.2019.1624001
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1075547005275443
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2013.10.017
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2016.1153771


31 

 

12. Boudet, H. S., Zanocco, C. M., Howe, P. D., & Clarke, C. E. 2018. The effect of geographic 

proximity to unconventional oil and gas development on public support for hydraulic 

fracturing. Risk Analysis, 38(9), 1871-1890. https://doi.org/10.1111/risa.12989 

13. Boyle, M.D., Payne-Sturges, D.C., Sangaramoorthy, T., Wilson, S., Nachman, K.E., Babik, 

K. et al. 2015. Hazard ranking methodology for assessing health impacts of unconventional 

natural gas development and production: The Maryland case study. PloS One. 11, 1-15. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0145368. 

14. BP. 2022. Statistical review of world energy [online]. 

https://www.bp.com/content/dam/bp/business-sites/en/global/corporate/pdfs/energy-

economics/statistical-review/bp-stats-review-2022-full-report.pdf 

15. Brady, J. 2020. Proposals To Ban Fracking Could Hurt Democrats in Key States [online]. 

https://www.npr.org/2020/02/11/804487306/proposals-to-ban-fracking-could-hurt-

democrats-in-key-states 

16. Brenan, M. 2021. Water pollution remains top environmental concern in U.S. [online] 

https://news.gallup.com/poll/347735/water-pollution-remains-top-environmental-

concern.aspx 

17. Brulle, R. J., Carmichael, J., Jenkins, J. C. 2012. Shifting public opinion on climate change: 

an empirical assessment of factors influencing concern over climate change in the US, 2002–

2010. Climatic Change. 114, 169-188. doi: 10.1007/s10584-012-0403-y 

18. Bugden, D., Evensen, D., Stedman, R. 2017. A drill by any other name: Social 

representations, framing, and legacies of natural resource extraction in the fracking 

industry. Energ. Res. Soc. Sci. 29, 62-71. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2017.05.011 

19. Cacciatore, M.A., Scheufele, D.A., Binder, A.R., Shaw, B.R. 2012. Public attitudes toward 

biofuels: Effects of knowledge, political partisanship, and media use. Politics and the Life 

Sci. 31, 36-51. doi:10.2990/31_1-2_36. 

a. https://doi.org/10.2990/31_1-2_36 

20. Cama, T. 2015. Maryland bans fracking [online]. http://thehill.com/policy/energy-

environment/243625-maryland-bans-fracking. 

21. Carmichael, J.T., Brulle, R.J. 2017. Elite cues, media coverage, and public concern: An 

integrated path analysis of public opinion on climate change, 2001-2013. Environ. Politic. 

26, 232-252. https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2016.1263433 

 

22. Carmichael, J.T., Brulle, R.J., Huxster, J.K. 2017. The great divide: Understanding the role 

of media and other drivers of the partisan divide in public concern over climate change in the 

USA, 2001-2014. Clim. Change. 141, 599-612. DOI 10.1007/s10584-017-1908-1 

23. Carrell, S. 2017. Scottish government bans fracking after public opposition [online]. 

https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2017/oct/03/scottish-government-bans-fracking-

scotland-paul-wheelhouse. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/risa.12989
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0145368
https://www.bp.com/content/dam/bp/business-sites/en/global/corporate/pdfs/energy-economics/statistical-review/bp-stats-review-2022-full-report.pdf
https://www.bp.com/content/dam/bp/business-sites/en/global/corporate/pdfs/energy-economics/statistical-review/bp-stats-review-2022-full-report.pdf
https://www.npr.org/2020/02/11/804487306/proposals-to-ban-fracking-could-hurt-democrats-in-key-states
https://www.npr.org/2020/02/11/804487306/proposals-to-ban-fracking-could-hurt-democrats-in-key-states
https://news.gallup.com/poll/347735/water-pollution-remains-top-environmental-concern.aspx
https://news.gallup.com/poll/347735/water-pollution-remains-top-environmental-concern.aspx
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2017.05.011
https://doi.org/10.2990/31_1-2_36
http://thehill.com/policy/energy-environment/243625-maryland-bans-fracking
http://thehill.com/policy/energy-environment/243625-maryland-bans-fracking
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2016.1263433
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2017/oct/03/scottish-government-bans-fracking-scotland-paul-wheelhouse
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2017/oct/03/scottish-government-bans-fracking-scotland-paul-wheelhouse


32 

 

24. Cho, J., Shah, D. V., McLeod, J. M., McLeod, D. M., Scholl, R. M., & Gotlieb, M. R. 2009. 

Campaigns, reflection, and deliberation: Advancing an OSROR model of communication 

effects. Commun. Theory. 19, 66-88. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2885.2008.01333.x 

25. Choma, B.L., Hanoch, Y., Currie, S. 2016. Attitudes toward hydraulic fracturing: The 

opposing forces of political conservatism and basic knowledge about fracking. Glob. Env. 

Change. 38, 108-117. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2016.03.004 

26. Clarke, C., Hart, P.S., Schuldt, J.P., Evensen, D.T., Boudet, H.S., Jacquet, J.B., Stedman, 

R.C. 2015. Public opinion on energy development: The interplay of issue framing, top-of-

mind associations, and political ideology. Energ. Policy 81, 131-140. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2015.02.019. 

27. Clarke, C.E., Budgen, D., Hart, P.S., Stedman, R.C., Jacquet, J.B., Evensen, D.T., Boudet, 

H.S. 2016. How geographic distance and political ideology interact to influence public 

perception of unconventional oil/natural gas development. Energ. Policy 97, 301-309. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2016.07.032 

28. Clarke, C.E., Evensen, D.T. 2019. The politics of scientific consensus? Political divergence 

and partisanship in unconventional energy development in the United States. Energ. Res. & 

Soc. Sci. 51, 156-167. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2019.01.005 

29. Clarke, C., Bugden, D., Evensen, D.T.N., Stedman, R.C., Boudet, H.S., Jacquet, J.B. 2019. 

Communicating about climate change, natural gas development, and “fracking.” Oxford 

Encycl. Clim Change Commun. 1-34. 

30. Cohen, G.L., Sherman, D.K., Bastardi, A., Hsu, L., McGoey, M., Ross R. 2007. Bridging the 

partisan divide: Self-affirmation reduces ideological closed-mindedness and inflexibility in 

negotiation. J. Person. Soc. Pyschol 93, 415-430. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-

3514.93.3.415. 

 

31. Davis, C., Fisk J.M. 2014. Energy abundance or environmental worries? Analyzing public 

support for fracking in the United States, Rev Policy Res. 31, 1-16. doi: 10.1111/ropr.12048. 

32. Dahlgren, P.M., Shehata, A., Stromback, J. 2019. Reinforcing spirals at work? Mutual 

influences between selective news exposure and ideological leaning. European J Commun. 

34, 159-174. https://doi.org/10.1177/0267323119830056 

33. De Silva, P., Simons, S., & Stevens, P. 2016. Economic impact analysis of natural gas 

development and the policy implications. Energy Policy. 88, 639-651. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2015.09.006 

 

34. Devine, C.J. 2015. Ideological social identity: Psychological attachment to ideological in-

groups as a political phenomenon and a behavioral influence. Polit Behav. 37, 509-535. DOI 

10.1007/s11109-014-9280-6 

 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2885.2008.01333.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2016.03.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2015.02.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2016.07.032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2019.01.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.3.415
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.3.415
https://doi.org/10.1177/0267323119830056
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2015.09.006


33 

 

35. Dokshin, F.A. 2016. Whose backyard and what’s at issue? Spatial and ideological dynamics 

of local opposition to fracking in New York State, 2010 to 2013. Amer. Sociol. Rev. 81, 921-

948. https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122416663929 

 

36. Dokshin, F.A. 2021. Variation of public discourse about the impacts of fracking with 

geographic scale and proximity to proposed development. Nature Energ. 6, 961-969. 

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41560-021-00886-7 

 

37. Druckman, J.N. 2012. The politics of motivation. Crit. Rev. 24, 199-216. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/08913811.2012.711022. 

38. Druckman, J.N., McGrath, M.C. 2019. The evidence for motivated reasoning in climate 

change preference formation. Nat. Clim. Change. 9, 111-119. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-

018-0360-1 

39. Eveland Jr, W.P. 2001. The cognitive mediation model of learning from the news: Evidence 

from nonelection, off-year election, and presidential election contexts. Commun. Res. 28, 

571-601. https://doi.org/10.1177/009365001028005001 

40. Evensen, D.T., Clarke, C., Stedman, R.C. 2014a. A New York or Pennsylvania state of mind: 

Social representations in newspaper coverage of shale gas development in the Marcellus 

Shale. J of Environmental Studies and Sciences. 4, 65-77. doi: 10.1007/s13412-013-0153-9. 

41. Evensen, D., Jacquet, J..B., Clarke, C.E., Stedman, R.C. 2014b. What's the ‘fracking’ 

problem? One word can’t say it all. Extract Industr and Soc. 1, 130-136. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2014.06.004 

42. Evensen, D., Stedman R. 2016. Scale matters: Variation in perceptions of shale gas 

development across national, state, and local levels. Energ. Res. Soc. Sci. 20, 14-21. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2016.06.010 

43. Evensen, D., Stedman, R. 2017. Beliefs about impacts matter little for views on shale gas 

development. Energ. Policy 109, 10-21. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2017.06.053. 

44. Evensen D, Stedman R, O’Hara S, Humphrey M, Andersson-Hudson J. 2017. Variation in 

beliefs about ‘fracking’ between the UK and US. Environ. Res. Letters. 12, 124004. 

10.1088/1748-9326/aa8f7e 

45. Evensen, D, Brown-Steiner, B. 2018. Public perception of the relationship between climate 

change and unconventional gas development ('fracking') in the US. Clim. Policy. 18, 556-

567. https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2017.1389686 

 

46. Feldman, L., Maibach, E. W., Roser-Renouf, C., Leiserowitz, A. 2012. Climate on cable: The 

nature and impact of global warming coverage on Fox News, CNN, and MSNBC. Int. J. 

Press Politics. 17, 3-31. https://doi.org/10.1177/19401612114254 

47. Feldman, S., Johnston, C. 2014. Understanding the determinants of political ideology: 

Implications of structural complexity. Pol Psychol. 35, 337-358. DOI: 10.1111/pops.12055. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122416663929
https://doi.org/10.1080/08913811.2012.711022
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-018-0360-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-018-0360-1
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F009365001028005001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2016.06.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2017.06.053
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/aa8f7e
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/14693062.2017.1389686
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/14693062.2017.1389686
https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2017.1389686
https://doi.org/10.1177/1940161211425410


34 

 

 

48. Feldman, L., Myers, T.A., Hmielowski, J.D., Leisweowitz, A. 2014. The mutual 

reinforcement of media selectivity and effects: Testing the reinforcing spirals framework in 

the context of global warming. J Commun. 64, 590-611. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcom.12108 

49. Feldman, L. 2016. Effects of TV and cable news viewing on climate change opinion, 

knowledge, and behavior, In: von Storch, H. (Eds), Oxford Research Encyclopedia of 

Climate Science. Oxford University Press, New York, pp. 1-31. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228620.013.367 

50. Fisher, J. 2022. Climate change: Ukraine war prompts fossil fuel 'gold rush' – report (online). 

https://www.bbc.com/news/science-environment-61723252 

51. Friedman, L. Goldmacher, S. 2020 In Crucial Pennsylvania, Democrats worry a fracking ban 

could sink them (online). https://www.nytimes.com/2020/01/27/us/politics/pennsylvania-

democrats-fracking.html 

52. Gearhart, S., Adegbola, O., Huemmer, J. 2019. Where’s the fracking bias? Contested media 

frames and news reporting on shale gas in the United States. Energy Res Soc Sci. 51, 168-

175. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2019.01.010 

 

53.  “German government agrees to ban fracking indefinitely. [online]” 2016. 

https://www.reuters.com/article/us-germany-fracking/german-government-agrees-to-

ban-fracking-indefinitely-idUSKCN0Z71YY. 

54. Goldberg, T. 2020. Democratic candidates disagree on fracking: What their proposals 

could mean for California (online). https://www.kqed.org/news/11803499/democratic-

candidates-disagree-on-fracking-what-their-proposals-could-mean-for-california 

55. Gramlich, J. 2020. 5 facts about Fox News [online]. https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-

tank/2020/04/08/five-facts-about-fox-news/ 

56. Greiner, P. T., York, R., & McGee, J. A. 2018. Snakes in the greenhouse: Does increased 

natural gas use reduce carbon dioxide emissions from coal consumption? Energy Res. and 

Social Sci. 38, 53-57. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2018.02.001. 

57. Gustafson, A., Rosenthal, S.A., Ballew, M.T., Goldberg, M.H., Bergquist, P., Kotcher, J.E., 

Maibach, E.W., Leiserowitz, A. 2019. The development of partisan polarization over the 

Green New Deal. Nature Clim. Change. 9, 940-944. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-019-

0621-7 

58. Habib, S., Hinojosa, M.S. 2016. Representation of fracking in mainstream America 

newspapers. Environ Practice. 18, 83-93.  https://doi.org/10.1017/S1466046616000089 

59. Haggerty, J., Kroepsch, A., Walsh, K., Smith, K., & Bowen, D. 2018. Geographies of impact 

and the impact of geographies: Unconventional oil and gas in the American West. The 

Exctract. Industries and Soc. 5, 619-633. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2018.07.002. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/jcom.12108
https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228620.013.367
https://www.bbc.com/news/science-environment-61723252
https://www.nytimes.com/2020/01/27/us/politics/pennsylvania-democrats-fracking.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2020/01/27/us/politics/pennsylvania-democrats-fracking.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2019.01.010
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-germany-fracking/german-government-agrees-to-ban-fracking-indefinitely-idUSKCN0Z71YY
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-germany-fracking/german-government-agrees-to-ban-fracking-indefinitely-idUSKCN0Z71YY
https://www.kqed.org/news/11803499/democratic-candidates-disagree-on-fracking-what-their-proposals-could-mean-for-california
https://www.kqed.org/news/11803499/democratic-candidates-disagree-on-fracking-what-their-proposals-could-mean-for-california
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2020/04/08/five-facts-about-fox-news/
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2020/04/08/five-facts-about-fox-news/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2018.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-019-0621-7
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-019-0621-7
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1466046616000089
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2018.07.002


35 

 

60. Haines, T. 2021. Where Republicans are starting to worry about big oil [online]. 

https://www.politico.com/news/magazine/2021/08/06/north-dakota-republicans-oil-fracking-

environment-502308 

61. Hart, P.S., Nisbet, E.C., Myers, T.A. 2015. Public attention to science and political news and 

support for climate change mitigation. Nat. Clim. Change. 5, 541-545. 

doi:10.1038/nclimate2577. 

62. Hayes, A.F. 2018. Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process analysis: A 

regression-based approach (2nd Edition). Guilford Press, New York. 

63. Hedden, A. 2020. NM congresspeople continue opposition to fracking ban proposal from 

Democrats (online). https://www.currentargus.com/story/news/local/2020/02/19/nm-

congresspeople-continue-oppose-fracking-ban/4784712002/ 

64. Hedding, K. J. 2017. Sources and framing of fracking: A content analysis of newspaper 

coverage in North Carolina, New York, and Pennsylvania. Environ. Commun. 11, 370-385. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/17524032.2016.1269819 

65. Ho, S., Xianghong, P., Soh W.V.L. 2013. The cognitive mediation model: Factors 

influencing public knowledge of the H1N1 pandemic and intention to take precautionary 

behaviors. J Health Commun. 18, 773-794. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10810730.2012.743624. 

66. Hoewe, J., Peacock, C., Kim, B., Barnidge, M. 2020. The relationship between Fox News use 

and Americans’ policy preferences regarding refugees and immigrants. Int. J. Commun. 14, 

2036-2056. https://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/12402/3040. 

67. Hongjun, W., Fend, M.A., Xiaoguang, X., Zuodong, L., Xinshin, Z., Zhenzhen, Z. et al. 

2016. Assessment of global unconventional oil and gas resources. Pet. Explor. and Dev. 43, 

925-940. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1876-3804(16)30111-2 

68. Hopke, J.E., Simis, M. 2017. Discourse over a contested technology on Twitter: A case study 

of hydraulic fracturing. Pub. Understand. Sci. 26, 105-120. doi: 10.1177/0963662515607725. 

69. Howell, E. L., Li, N., Akin, H., Scheufele, D. A., Xenos, M. A., & Brossard, D. 2017. How 

do US state residents form opinions about ‘fracking’ in social contexts? A multilevel 

analysis. Energy Policy. 106, 345-355. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2017.04.003. 

70. Howell, R.A. 2018. UK public beliefs about fracking and effects of knowledge on beliefs and 

support: A problem for shale gas policy. Energ. Policy. 113, 721-730. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2017.11.061 

71. Iyengar, S., Hahn, K. S. 2009. Red media, blue media: Evidence of ideological selectivity in 

media use. J Commun. 59, 19-39. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2008.01402.x 

72. Jacquet, J., Junod, A., Bugden, D., Wildermuth, G., Fergen, J., Jalbert, K.. et al. 2018. A 

decade of Marcellus Shale: Impacts to people, policy, and culture from 2008-2018 in the 

https://www.politico.com/news/magazine/2021/08/06/north-dakota-republicans-oil-fracking-environment-502308
https://www.politico.com/news/magazine/2021/08/06/north-dakota-republicans-oil-fracking-environment-502308
https://www.currentargus.com/story/news/local/2020/02/19/nm-congresspeople-continue-oppose-fracking-ban/4784712002/
https://www.currentargus.com/story/news/local/2020/02/19/nm-congresspeople-continue-oppose-fracking-ban/4784712002/
https://doi.org/10.1080/17524032.2016.1269819
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10810730.2012.743624
https://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/12402/3040
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1876-3804(16)30111-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2017.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2017.11.061
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2008.01402.x


36 

 

Greater Mid-Atlantic region of the United States. The Extract. Industries and Soc. 5, 596-

609. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2018.06.006. 

73. Jaspal, R., Nerlich, B. 2014. Fracking in the UK press: Threat dynamics in an unfolding 

debate. Pub. Understand. Sci. 23, 348-363. doi: 10.1177/0963662513498835. 

74. Jaspal, R., Turner, A., Nerlich, B. 2014. Fracking on YouTube: Exploring risks, benefits, and 

human values. Env. Values. 23, 501-527. doi: 

https://doi.org/10.3197/096327114X13947900181473. 

75. Jones, P., Hillier, D., Comfort, D. 2013. Fracking and public relations: rehearsing the 

arguments and making the case. J Public Affair. 13, 384-390. https://doi.org/10.1002/pa.1490 

76. Jones, J.M. 2022. Climate change proposals favored by solid majorities in U.S. [online] 

https://news.gallup.com/poll/391679/climate-change-proposals-favored-solid-majorities.aspx 

77. Jost, J.T., Blount, S., Pfeffer, J., Hunyady, G. 2003a. Fair market ideology: Its cognitive-

motivational underpinnings. Res in Organiz Behav. 25, 53-91. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-

3085(03)25002-4 

 

78. Jost, J.T., Glaser, J., Kruglanski, A.W., Sulloway, F.J. 2003b. Political conservatism as 

motivated social cognition. Psychol. Bull. 129, 339-375. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-

2909.129.3.339. 

 

79. Jost, J.T., Federico, C.M., Napier, J.L. 2009. Political ideology: Its structure, functions, and 

elective affinities. Annual Rev. Psyhol. 60, 307-337. 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.60.110707.163600. 

80. Kahan, D.M. 2015. Climate-science communication and the measurement problem. Pol. 

Psychol. 36, 1-43. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12244 

81. Kahan, D.M. 2016. The politically motivated reasoning paradigm, Part 1: What political 

motivated reasoning is and how to measure it. Emerg Trends Soc Behav Sci.  1-16. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118900772.etrds0417 

82. Kennedy, B., Tyson, A., Funk, C. 2022. Americans divided over direction of Biden’s climate 

change policies [online]. https://www.pewresearch.org/science/2022/07/14/americans-

divided-over-direction-of-bidens-climate-change-policies/ 

83. Kriesky, J., Goldstein, B. D., Zell, K., Beach, S. 2013. Differing opinions about 

natural gas drilling in two adjacent counties with different levels of drilling 

activity. Energ. Pol. 58, 228-236. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2013.03.005 

84. Lachapelle, E., Kiss, S., Montpetit, É. 2018. Public perceptions of hydraulic 

fracturing (Fracking) in Canada: Economic nationalism, issue familiarity, and cultural 

bias. Extract Indust. Soc. 5, 634-647. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2018.07.003 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2018.06.006
https://doi.org/10.3197/096327114X13947900181473
https://doi.org/10.1002/pa.1490
https://news.gallup.com/poll/391679/climate-change-proposals-favored-solid-majorities.aspx
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-3085(03)25002-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-3085(03)25002-4
http://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0033-2909.129.3.339
http://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0033-2909.129.3.339
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.60.110707.163600
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12244
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118900772.etrds0417
https://www.pewresearch.org/science/2022/07/14/americans-divided-over-direction-of-bidens-climate-change-policies/
https://www.pewresearch.org/science/2022/07/14/americans-divided-over-direction-of-bidens-climate-change-policies/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2013.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2018.07.003


37 

 

85. Malka, A., Lelkews, Y. 2010. More than ideology: Conservative-liberal identity and 

receptivity to political cues. Soc Just Res. 23, 156-188. DOI 10.1007/s11211-010-

0114-3 

86. Matthews, J., Hansen, A. 2018. Fracturing debate? A review of research on media 

coverage of “fracking.” Front Commun. 3:41 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2018.00041 

87. McCright, A.M., Marquart-Pyatt, S.T., Shwom, R.L., Brechin, S.R., Allen, S. 2016a. 

Ideology, capitalism, and climate: Explaining public views about climate change in the 

United States. Energ. Res. Soc. Sc. 21, 180-189. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2016.08.003 

88. McCright, A.M., Dunlap, R.E., Marquart-Pyatt, S.T. 2016b. Political ideology and 

views about climate change in the European Union. En. Politics. 25, 338-358. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2015.1090371 

89. McDonald, P. 2014. Fears over energy security provide boost for shale gas prospects. Oil and 

Energy Trends. 39, 10-18. doi: 10.1111/oet.12183.  

90. McGowan, F. 2014. Regulating innovation: European responses to shale gas development. 

Env Politics. 2, 41-58. doi: 10.1080/09644016.2012.740939. 

91. McLure, J. 2012. Vermont poised to be first state to outlaw fracking [online]. 

https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-fracking-vermont/vermont-poised-to-be-first-state-to-

outlaw-fracking-idUSBRE84718720120508 

92. Mitchell, A., Gottfried, J., Kiley, J., Masta, K.A. 2014. Media Sources: Distinct Favorites 

Emerge on the Left and Right [online]. 

https://www.pewresearch.org/journalism/2014/10/21/section-1-media-sources-distinct-

favorites-emerge-on-the-left-and-right/ 

93. Mitchell, A. 2021. Large Majorities of Newsmax and OAN News Consumers Also Go to Fox 

News [online]. https://www.pewresearch.org/journalism/2021/03/23/large-majorities-of-

newsmax-and-oan-news-consumers-also-go-to-fox-news/ 

94. Nawrotzki, R. J. 2012. The politics of environmental concern: A cross-national analysis. Org 

& Env. 25, 286-307. https://doi.org/10.1177/1086026612456535 

95. Nelsen, A. 2016. The rise and fall of fracking in Europe [online]. Available from: 

https://www.theguardian.com/sustainable-business/2016/sep/29/fracking-shale-gas-europe-

opposition-ban. 

96. Newell, R. G., Raimi, D. 2014. Implications of shale gas development for climate 

change. Environmental Sci. & Technol. 48, 8360-8368. doi: 10.1021/es4046154. 

97. New York State Department of Environmental Conservation. n.d. High-Volume Hydraulic 

Fracturing in NYS [online]. https://www.dec.ny.gov/energy/75370.html 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2018.00041
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2016.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2015.1090371
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-fracking-vermont/vermont-poised-to-be-first-state-to-outlaw-fracking-idUSBRE84718720120508
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-fracking-vermont/vermont-poised-to-be-first-state-to-outlaw-fracking-idUSBRE84718720120508
https://www.pewresearch.org/journalism/2014/10/21/section-1-media-sources-distinct-favorites-emerge-on-the-left-and-right/
https://www.pewresearch.org/journalism/2014/10/21/section-1-media-sources-distinct-favorites-emerge-on-the-left-and-right/
https://www.pewresearch.org/journalism/2021/03/23/large-majorities-of-newsmax-and-oan-news-consumers-also-go-to-fox-news/
https://www.pewresearch.org/journalism/2021/03/23/large-majorities-of-newsmax-and-oan-news-consumers-also-go-to-fox-news/
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1086026612456535
https://www.theguardian.com/sustainable-business/2016/sep/29/fracking-shale-gas-europe-opposition-ban
https://www.theguardian.com/sustainable-business/2016/sep/29/fracking-shale-gas-europe-opposition-ban
https://www.dec.ny.gov/energy/75370.html


38 

 

98. O’Connor, C.D., Fredericks, K. 2018. Citizen perceptions of fracking: The risks and 

opportunities of natural gas development in Canada. Energ. Res Soc Sci. 42, 61-69. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2018.03.005 

99. O'Halloran, M. 2017. Ireland joins France, Germany and Bulgaria in banning fracking 

[online]. https://www.irishtimes.com/news/politics/oireachtas/ireland-joins-france-germany-

and-bulgaria-in-banning-fracking-1.3137095. 

100. Olive, A. 2016. What is the fracking story in Canada? Canadian Geogr. 60, 32-45. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/cag.12257. 

101. Olive, A., Delshad, A.B. 2017. Fracking and framing: A comparative analysis of medica 

coverage of hydraulic fracturing in Canadian and US newspapers. Env Comm. 11, 784-799. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/17524032.2016.1275734 

102. O’Neill, B.F., Schneider, M.J. 2021. A public health frame for fracking? Predicting 

public support for hydraulic fracturing. Sociol Quart. 62, 439-463. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00380253.2020.1773350 

 

103. Oyserman, D., Schwarz, N. 2017. Conservatism as a situated identity: Implications for 

consumer behavior. J Consumer Psychol. 27, 532-536. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2017.08.003 

104. Pahwa, N. 2022. The wrong way for the U.S. to counter Russia’s actions (online). 

https://slate.com/news-and-politics/2022/02/ukraine-war-oil-gas-markets-impact-fracking-

renewable-energy.html 

105. Paredes, D., Komarek, T., & Loveridge, S. 2015. Income and employment effects of 

shale gas extraction windfalls: Evidence from the Marcellus region. Energy Econ. 47, 112-

120. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eneco.2014.09.025 

106. Partridge, T., Thomas, M., Harthorn, B.H., Pidgeon, N., Hasell, A., Stevenson, L., 

Enders, C. 2017. Seeing futures now: Emergent US and UK views on shale development, 

climate change and energy systems. Glob. Env. Change. 42, 1-12. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2016.11.002. 

107. Pew Research Center. n.d. Sampling [online]. Available from: 

http://www.pewresearch.org/methodology/u-s-survey-research/sampling/, n.d. 

108. Pierce, J. J. 2016. Advocacy coalition resources and strategies in Colorado hydraulic 

fracturing politics. Soc. Nat. Res. 29, 1154-1168. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2015.1131876. 

109. Potter, W.J. 2014.  A critical analysis of cultivation theory. J Commun. 64, 1015-1036. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/jcom.12128 

110. Richardson, V. 2018. Obama takes credit for U.S. oil-and-gas boom: ‘That was me, 

people’ (online). https://apnews.com/article/business-5dfbc1aa17701ae219239caad0bfefb2 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2018.03.005
https://www.irishtimes.com/news/politics/oireachtas/ireland-joins-france-germany-and-bulgaria-in-banning-fracking-1.3137095
https://www.irishtimes.com/news/politics/oireachtas/ireland-joins-france-germany-and-bulgaria-in-banning-fracking-1.3137095
https://doi.org/10.1111/cag.12257
https://doi.org/10.1080/17524032.2016.1275734
https://doi.org/10.1080/00380253.2020.1773350
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2017.08.003
https://slate.com/news-and-politics/2022/02/ukraine-war-oil-gas-markets-impact-fracking-renewable-energy.html
https://slate.com/news-and-politics/2022/02/ukraine-war-oil-gas-markets-impact-fracking-renewable-energy.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eneco.2014.09.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2016.11.002
http://www.pewresearch.org/methodology/u-s-survey-research/sampling/
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2015.1131876
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcom.12128
https://apnews.com/article/business-5dfbc1aa17701ae219239caad0bfefb2


39 

 

111. Rubinkam, M. 2021. Agency permanently bans fracking near Delaware River (online). 

https://www.pbs.org/newshour/nation/agency-permanently-bans-fracking-near-delaware-

river 

112. Saad, L. 2021. Global warming attitudes frozen Since 2016 [online]. 

https://news.gallup.com/poll/343025/global-warming-attitudes-frozen-2016.aspx 

113. Scanlan, S.J. 2017. Framing fracking: scale-shifting and greenwashing risk in the oil and 

gas industry. Local Environ. 22, 1311-1337. https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2017.1345877 

114. Schaeffer, K. 2022. For Earth Day, key facts about Americans’ views of climate change 

and renewable energy [online]. https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2022/04/22/for-earth-

day-key-facts-about-americans-views-of-climate-change-and-renewable-energy/ 

115. Schafft, K.A., Borlu, Y., Glenna, L. 2013. The relationship between Marcellus 

Shale gas development in Pennsylvania and local perceptions of risk and opportunity. 

Rural Soc. 78, 143-166. doi: 10.1111/ruso.12004 

116. Scheufele, D.A., Lewenstein, B.V. 2005. The public and nanotechnology: How citizens 

make sense of emerging technologies. J of Nanoparticle Res. 7, 659-667. doi: 

10.1007/s11051-005-7526-2. 

117. Schwartz, S.H. 1994. Are there universal aspects in the structure and contents of human 

values? J Soc Issues. 50, 19-45. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1994.tb01196.x 

118. Schwartz, S.H., Caprara, G.V., Vecchione, M., Bain, P., Bianchi, G., Caprara, M.G., et 

al. 2014. Basic personal values underlie and give coherence to political values: A cross 

national study in 15 countries. Polit Behav. 36, 899-930. DOI 10.1007/s11109-013-9255-z 

119. Silverstein, K. 2019. Will The UK’s temporary ban on natural gas fracking impact U.S. 

policy? [online] https://www.forbes.com/sites/kensilverstein/2019/11/17/will-the-uks-

temporary-ban-on-natural-gas-fracking-impact-us-policy/?sh=23218dea5b5b 

120. Simonov, A., Sacher, S.K., Dubé, J.P.H., Biswas, S. 2020. The persuasive effect of Fox 

News: Non-compliance with social distancing during the covid-19 pandemic (No. w27237). 

National Bureau of Economic Research [online]. https://www.nber.org/papers/w27237 

121. Slater, M.D. 2007. Reinforcing spirals: The mutual influence of media selectivity and 

media effects and their impact on individual behavior and social identity. Commun Theory. 

17, 281-303. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2885.2007.00296.x 

122. Sneegas, G. 2016. Media representations of hydraulic fracturing and agriculture: A New 

York case study. Extract. Industr. Soc. 3, 95-102. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2015.11.011. 

123. Stedman, R.C., Jacquet, J.B., Filteau, M.R., Willits, F.K., Brasier, K.J., McLaughlin, 

D.K. 2012. Marcellus shale gas development and new boomtown research: Views of New 

York and Pennsylvania residents. Env. Practice. 14, 382-393. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1466046612000403 

https://www.pbs.org/newshour/nation/agency-permanently-bans-fracking-near-delaware-river
https://www.pbs.org/newshour/nation/agency-permanently-bans-fracking-near-delaware-river
https://news.gallup.com/poll/343025/global-warming-attitudes-frozen-2016.aspx
https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2017.1345877
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2022/04/22/for-earth-day-key-facts-about-americans-views-of-climate-change-and-renewable-energy/
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2022/04/22/for-earth-day-key-facts-about-americans-views-of-climate-change-and-renewable-energy/
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1994.tb01196.x
https://www.forbes.com/sites/kensilverstein/2019/11/17/will-the-uks-temporary-ban-on-natural-gas-fracking-impact-us-policy/?sh=23218dea5b5b
https://www.forbes.com/sites/kensilverstein/2019/11/17/will-the-uks-temporary-ban-on-natural-gas-fracking-impact-us-policy/?sh=23218dea5b5b
https://www.nber.org/papers/w27237
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2885.2007.00296.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1466046612000403


40 

 

124. Stedman, R.C., Evensen, D., O’Hara, S., Humphrey, M. 2016. Comparing the 

relationship between knowledge and support for hydraulic fracturing between residents of the 

United States and the United Kingdom. Energ. Res. Soc. Sci 20, 142-148 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2016.06.017. 

125. Stroud, N.J. 2008. Media use and political predispositions: Revisiting the concept of 

selective exposure. Polit Behav. 30, 341-366. DOI 10.1007/s11109-007-9050-9. 

126. Stroud, N.J. 2010. Polarization and partisan selective exposure. J Commun. 60, 556-576. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2010.01497.x 

127. Swift, A. 2015. Americans split on support for fracking in oil, natural gas [online]. 

https://news.gallup.com/poll/182075/americans-split-support-fracking-oil-natural-gas.aspx 

128. Swift, A. 2016. Opposition to fracking mounts in the U.S. [online] 

https://news.gallup.com/poll/190355/opposition-fracking-mounts.aspx 

129. Theodori, G.L. 2009. Paradoxical perceptions of problems associated with 

unconventional natural gas development. J Rural Soc. Sci. 24, 97-117. 

https://egrove.olemiss.edu/jrss/vol24/iss3/7 

130. Theodori, G.L. 2013. Perception of the natural gas industry and engagement in individual 

civic actions. J Rural Soc.Sci. 28, 122-134. https://egrove.olemiss.edu/jrss/vol28/iss2/5 

131. Theodori, G. 2018. Shale energy development in the southern United States: A review of 

perceived and objective social impacts. The Exctract. Industries and Soc. 5, 610-618. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2018.05.006. 

132. The White House. 2021. FACT SHEET: President Biden sets 2030 greenhouse gas 

pollution reduction target aimed at creating good-paying union jobs and securing U.S. leadership 

on clean energy technologies (online. https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-

releases/2021/04/22/fact-sheet-president-biden-sets-2030-greenhouse-gas-pollution-

reduction-target-aimed-at-creating-good-paying-union-jobs-and-securing-u-s-leadership-on-

clean-energy-technologies/ 

133. Thomas, M., Pidgeon, N., Evensen, D., Partridge, T., Hasell, A., Enders, C. et al. 2017a. 

Public perceptions of hydraulic fracturing for shale gas and oil in the United States and 

Canada. Wiley Interdisciplinary Rev: Clim. Change. 8, 1-19.  

https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.450 

134. Thomas, M., Partridge, T., Harthorn, B.H., Pidgeon, N. 2017b. Deliberating the perceived 

risks, benefits, and societal implications of shale gas and oil extraction by hydraulic 

fracturing in the US and UK. Nature Energy. 2, 17054. doi:10.1038/nenergy.2017.54. 

135. Thomas, M., Pidgeon, N., Bradshaw, M. 2018. Shale development in the US and 

Canada: A review of engagement practice. Extract Indust and Soc. 5, 557-569. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2018.07.011 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2016.06.017
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2010.01497.x
https://news.gallup.com/poll/182075/americans-split-support-fracking-oil-natural-gas.aspx
https://news.gallup.com/poll/190355/opposition-fracking-mounts.aspx
https://egrove.olemiss.edu/jrss/vol24/iss3/7
https://egrove.olemiss.edu/jrss/vol28/iss2/5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2018.05.006
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2021/04/22/fact-sheet-president-biden-sets-2030-greenhouse-gas-pollution-reduction-target-aimed-at-creating-good-paying-union-jobs-and-securing-u-s-leadership-on-clean-energy-technologies/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2021/04/22/fact-sheet-president-biden-sets-2030-greenhouse-gas-pollution-reduction-target-aimed-at-creating-good-paying-union-jobs-and-securing-u-s-leadership-on-clean-energy-technologies/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2021/04/22/fact-sheet-president-biden-sets-2030-greenhouse-gas-pollution-reduction-target-aimed-at-creating-good-paying-union-jobs-and-securing-u-s-leadership-on-clean-energy-technologies/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2021/04/22/fact-sheet-president-biden-sets-2030-greenhouse-gas-pollution-reduction-target-aimed-at-creating-good-paying-union-jobs-and-securing-u-s-leadership-on-clean-energy-technologies/
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.450
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2018.07.011


41 

 

136. Treier, S., Hillygus, D. S. 2009. The nature of political ideology in the contemporary 

electorate. Pub Opinion Quart. 73, 679-703. https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfp067 

137. Truong, D., Davidson, D. J., Parkins, J. R. 2019. Context matters: Fracking attitudes, 

knowledge and trust in three communities in Alberta, Canada. Extract Indust. Soc. 6, 1325-

1332. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2019.09.004.  

138. Tyson, A., Funk, C., Kennedy, B. 2022. Americans largely favor U.S. taking steps to 

become carbon neutral by 2050 [online]. 

https://www.pewresearch.org/science/2022/03/01/americans-largely-favor-u-s-taking-steps-

to-become-carbon-neutral-by-2050/ 

139. Tyson, A., Spencer, A. 2022. A majority of Americans favor expanding natural gas 

production to export to Europe [online]. https://www.pewresearch.org/science/2022/05/12/a-

majority-of-americans-favor-expanding-natural-gas-production-to-export-to-europe/ 

136. United States Environmental Protection Agency. 2018. The process of unconventional 

natural gas production [online]. https://www.epa.gov/uog/process-unconventional-natural-

gas-production. 

140. United States Energy Information Administration. n.d. Glossary (Unconventional oil and 

natural gas production [online]. 

https://www.eia.gov/tools/glossary/index.php?id=Unconventional%20oil%20and%20natural

%20gas%20production#:~:text=Unconventional%20oil%20and%20natural%20gas%20produ

ction%3A%20An%20umbrella%20term%20for,oil%20and%20natural%20gas%20productio

n 

141. United States Energy Information Administration. 2015a. World shale resource 

assessments [online]. https://www.eia.gov/analysis/studies/worldshalegas/ 

 

142. United States Energy Information Administration. 2015b. Shale gas and tight oil are 

commercially produced in just four countries [online]. 

https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.cfm?id=19991. 

 

143. United States Energy Information Administration. 2016.  Shale gas production drives 

world natural gas production growth [online]. 

https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=27512 

 

144. United States Energy Information Administration. 2019a.  The U.S. leads global 

petroleum and natural gas production with record growth in 2018 [online]. 

https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=40973# 

 

145. United States Energy Information Administration. 2019b. Tight oil development will 

continue to drive future U.S. crude oil production [online]. 

https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=38852 

 

https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfp067
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2019.09.004
https://www.pewresearch.org/science/2022/03/01/americans-largely-favor-u-s-taking-steps-to-become-carbon-neutral-by-2050/
https://www.pewresearch.org/science/2022/03/01/americans-largely-favor-u-s-taking-steps-to-become-carbon-neutral-by-2050/
https://www.pewresearch.org/science/2022/05/12/a-majority-of-americans-favor-expanding-natural-gas-production-to-export-to-europe/
https://www.pewresearch.org/science/2022/05/12/a-majority-of-americans-favor-expanding-natural-gas-production-to-export-to-europe/
https://www.epa.gov/uog/process-unconventional-natural-gas-production
https://www.epa.gov/uog/process-unconventional-natural-gas-production
https://www.eia.gov/tools/glossary/index.php?id=Unconventional%20oil%20and%20natural%20gas%20production#:~:text=Unconventional%20oil%20and%20natural%20gas%20production%3A%20An%20umbrella%20term%20for,oil%20and%20natural%20gas%20production
https://www.eia.gov/tools/glossary/index.php?id=Unconventional%20oil%20and%20natural%20gas%20production#:~:text=Unconventional%20oil%20and%20natural%20gas%20production%3A%20An%20umbrella%20term%20for,oil%20and%20natural%20gas%20production
https://www.eia.gov/tools/glossary/index.php?id=Unconventional%20oil%20and%20natural%20gas%20production#:~:text=Unconventional%20oil%20and%20natural%20gas%20production%3A%20An%20umbrella%20term%20for,oil%20and%20natural%20gas%20production
https://www.eia.gov/tools/glossary/index.php?id=Unconventional%20oil%20and%20natural%20gas%20production#:~:text=Unconventional%20oil%20and%20natural%20gas%20production%3A%20An%20umbrella%20term%20for,oil%20and%20natural%20gas%20production
https://www.eia.gov/analysis/studies/worldshalegas/
https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.cfm?id=19991
https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=27512
https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=40973
https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=38852


42 

 

146. United States Energy Information Administration. 2021. Shale gas [online]. 

https://www.eia.gov/dnav/ng/ng_enr_shalegas_dcu_NUS_a.htm 

 

147. United States Energy Information Administration. 2022a. How much shale (tight) oil is 

produced in the United States? [online]. https://www.eia.gov/tools/faqs/faq.php?id=847&t=6 

 

148. United States Energy Information Administration. 2022b.  How much shale gas is 

produced in the United States? [online]. 

https://www.eia.gov/tools/faqs/faq.php?id=907&t=8#:~:text=The%20U.S.%20Energy%20In

formation%20Administration,natural%20gas%20production%20in%202021 

149. United States Energy Information Administration. 2022c. U.S. field production of crude 

oil [online]. 

https://www.eia.gov/dnav/pet/hist/LeafHandler.ashx?n=PET&s=MCRFPUS1&f=A 

150. United States Energy Information Administration. 2022d. U.S. dry natural gas production 

[online]. https://www.eia.gov/dnav/ng/hist/n9070us2m.htm 

151. United States Energy Information Administration. 2022e. Annual energy outlook 2022 

[online]. https://www.eia.gov/outlooks/aeo/narrative/production/sub-topic-01.php 

152. United States House of Representatives Energy & Commerce Committee [Republicans]. 

2020.  The facts on fracking [online]. https://republicans-

energycommerce.house.gov/news/blog/the-facts-on-fracking/ 

153. van de Graaf, T., Haesebrouck, T., Debaere, P. 2018. Fractured politics? The comparative 

regulation of shale gas in Europe. J. European Pub. Policy. 25, 1276-1293. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2017.1301985. 

154. Vasi, I. B., Walker, E. T., Johnson, J. S., & Tan, H. F. 2015. “No fracking way!” 

Documentary film, discursive opportunity, and local opposition against hydraulic fracturing 

in the United States, 2010 to 2013. Amer Soc Rev, 80, 934-959. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122415598534 

155. Vengosh, A., Jackson, R. B., Warner, N., Darrah, T. H., Kondash, A. 2014. A critical 

review of the risks to water resources from unconventional shale gas development and 

hydraulic fracturing in the United States. Env Sci & Technol. 48, 8334-8348. 

https://doi.org/10.1021/es405118y 

156. Volcovici, V., Marshall, A.R.C., Green, M. 2020. In the run-up to U.S. election, drilling 

lobby promotes natural gas as 'clean' (online). https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-gas-

climatechange-insight-idCAKCN25E1DB 

157. Volcovici, V. 2021. Drilling ban proposals divide Democrats in U.S. oil states (online). 

https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-election-drilling/drilling-ban-proposals-divide-

democrats-in-u-s-oil-states-idUSKBN1XB3TK 

https://www.eia.gov/dnav/ng/ng_enr_shalegas_dcu_NUS_a.htm
https://www.eia.gov/tools/faqs/faq.php?id=847&t=6
https://www.eia.gov/tools/faqs/faq.php?id=907&t=8#:~:text=The%20U.S.%20Energy%20Information%20Administration,natural%20gas%20production%20in%202021
https://www.eia.gov/tools/faqs/faq.php?id=907&t=8#:~:text=The%20U.S.%20Energy%20Information%20Administration,natural%20gas%20production%20in%202021
https://www.eia.gov/dnav/pet/hist/LeafHandler.ashx?n=PET&s=MCRFPUS1&f=A
https://www.eia.gov/dnav/ng/hist/n9070us2m.htm
https://www.eia.gov/outlooks/aeo/narrative/production/sub-topic-01.php
https://republicans-energycommerce.house.gov/news/blog/the-facts-on-fracking/
https://republicans-energycommerce.house.gov/news/blog/the-facts-on-fracking/
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2017.1301985
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0003122415598534
https://doi.org/10.1021/es405118y
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-gas-climatechange-insight-idCAKCN25E1DB
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-gas-climatechange-insight-idCAKCN25E1DB
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-election-drilling/drilling-ban-proposals-divide-democrats-in-u-s-oil-states-idUSKBN1XB3TK
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-election-drilling/drilling-ban-proposals-divide-democrats-in-u-s-oil-states-idUSKBN1XB3TK


43 

 

158. Wang, H., Ma, F., Tong, X., Liu, Z. Zhang, X., Wu, Z. et al. 2016. Assessment of global 

unconventional oil and gas resources. Petrol. Explor. Dev. 43, 925-940. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S1876-3804(16)30111-2 

159. Wheeler, D., MacGregor, M., Atherton, F., Christmas, K., Dalton, S., Dusseault, M. et al. 

2015. Hydraulic fracturing – Integrating public participation with an independent review of 

the risks and benefits. Energ. Policy. 85, 299-308. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2015.06.008. 

160. Yeager, D.S., Krosnick, J.A., Chang, L, Javitz, H.S., Levendusky, M.S., Simpser, A., 

Wang, R. 2011. Comparing the accuracy of RDD telephone surveys and Internet surveys 

conducted with probability and non-probability samples. Pub Opin Quart 75, 709-747. doi: 

https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfr020 

161. Yeo, S.K., Cacciatore, M.A., Brossard, D., Scheufele, D.A., Runge, K., Su, L.Y. et al. 

2014. Partisan amplification of risk: American perceptions of nuclear energy risk in the wake 

of the Fukushima Daiichi disaster. Energ. Policy. 67, 727-736. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2013.11.061. 

162. Zaller, J. 1992. The nature and origins of mass public opinion. Cambridge, New York. 

163. Zanocco, C., Boudet, H., Clarke, C. E., & Howe, P. D. (2019). Spatial discontinuities in 

support for hydraulic fracturing: searching for a “Goldilocks Zone”. Society & Natural 

Resources, 32(9), 1065-1072. https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2019.1616864 

164. Zanocco, C., Boudet, H., Clarke, C. E., Stedman, R., & Evensen, D. (2020). NIMBY, 

YIMBY, or something else? Geographies of public perceptions of shale gas development in 

the Marcellus Shale. Env. Res. Lett. 15, 074039.https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab7d01 

165. Zhao, X., Leiserowitz, A.A., Maibach, E.W., Roser-Renouf, C. 2011. Attention to 

science/environmental news positively predicts and attention to political news negatively 

predicts global warming risk perceptions and policy support. J. Commun. 61, 713-731. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2011.01563.x 

 

  

https://doi.org/10.1016/S1876-3804(16)30111-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2015.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfr020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2013.11.061
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2019.1616864
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab7d01
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2011.01563.x


44 

 

Attention to News Media Coverage of Unconventional Oil/Gas Development Impacts: 

Exploring Psychological Antecedents and Effects on Issue Support 

 

 

 

Tables and Figures



45 

 

Figure 1: Proposed Model with Hypotheses (Not Including Indirect Effects) 
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Table 1: Sample Demographics Compared to the United States Population 

Variable Sample Demographics United States population 

Age -% 18-44 55.1% 46% 1 

Age - % 45+ 44.9% 54% 1 

Gender 1 50% female 50% female 1 

% White 85.6% 77.5% 2 

% ≥ 4-year college degree (age 25 +) 27.2% 35% 3 

% Northeast 4 20% 17.2% 5 

% South 6 35% 38.3% 5 

% Midwest 7 25% 20.7% 5 

% West 8 20% 23.7% 5 

 

1 Data courtesy of: US Census Bureau, Total US Resident Population by Age, Sex, and Series 

(April 1, 2020). https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2020/demo/popest/2020-demographic-

analysis-tables.html 

2 Data courtesy of: US Census Bureau, Annual Estimates of the Resident Population by Sex, 

Age, Race, and Hispanic Origin for the United States (April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2019). 

https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-kits/2020/population-estimates-detailed.html 

3 Data courtesy of: US Census Bureau, Educational Attainment of the Population 18 Years and 

Over, by Age, Sex, Race, and Hispanic Origin: 2021. 

https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2021/demo/educational-attainment/cps-detailed-tables.html 

4 Coded in survey as follows: Pennsylvania, New York, New Jersey, Delaware, Rhode Island, 

Connecticut, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Vermont, and Maine. 

5 Data courtesy of: US Census Bureau, Annual Estimates of the Resident Population for the 

United States, Regions, States, District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico: April 1, 2020 to July 1, 

2021. https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/popest/2020s-national-total.html 

6 Coded in survey as follows: Maryland, West Virginia, Virginia, North Carolina, South 

Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Tennessee, Kentucky, Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana, Arkansas, 

Oklahoma, and Texas. 

https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2020/demo/popest/2020-demographic-analysis-tables.html
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2020/demo/popest/2020-demographic-analysis-tables.html
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-kits/2020/population-estimates-detailed.html
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2021/demo/educational-attainment/cps-detailed-tables.html
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/popest/2020s-national-total.html
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7 Coded in survey as follows: Kansas, Nebraska, South Dakota, North Dakota, Minnesota, Iowa, 

Missouri, Illinois, Indiana, Ohio, Michigan, and Wisconsin 

8 Coded in survey as follows: Colorado, Wyoming, Montana, Idaho, Washington, Oregon, 

California, Arizona, Nevada, Utah, New Mexico, Hawaii, and Alaska. 
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Table 2: Variable Measures and Response Scales 

Variable Question Response Scale M (SD) 

 

Political ideology When it comes to economic issues, do you think of yourself as… 

When it comes to social issues, do you think of yourself as… 

 

1 = very liberal 

2 = somewhat liberal 

3 = moderate 

4 = somewhat conservative 

5 = very conservative 

 

2.99 (1.06) 

r sb = 0.895 

 

Attention to news 

media coverage of 

UOGD’s economic 

impacts 

In general, how much attention do you pay to information about the 

following in the news, such as when reading a newspaper, going 

online, or watching TV?  

Stories about the economic impacts of shale oil and gas development 

via fracking. 

1 = no attention at all 

2 = very little attention 

3 = a moderate amount of attention 

4 = a good amount/great deal of attention 

3.06 (0.98) 

Attention to news 

media coverage of 

UOGD’s 

environmental 

impacts 

In general, how much attention do you pay to information about the 

following in the news, such as when reading a newspaper, going 

online, or watching TV?  

Stories about the environmental impacts of shale oil and gas 

development via fracking. 

1 = no attention at all 

2 = very little attention 

3 = a moderate amount of attention 

4 = a good amount/great deal of attention 

3.06 (0.97) 
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Beliefs about UOGD’s 

economic impacts 

How positive or negative of an impact do you think shale oil and 

gas development via fracking is having on the following? 

The United States economy in general 

1 = very negative 

2 = moderately negative 

3 = slightly negative 

4 = slightly positive 

5 = moderately positive 

6 = very positive 

4.04 (1.33) 

Beliefs about UOGD’s 

environmental impacts 

How positive or negative of an impact do you think shale oil and 

gas development via fracking is having on the following? 

The environment in the United States in general 

 

1 = very negative 

2 = moderately negative 

3 = slightly negative 

4 = slightly positive 

5 = moderately positive 

6 = very positive 

3.15 (1.45) 

 

UOGD support Overall, to what extent do you support or oppose shale oil and gas 

development via fracking in the U.S. in general? 

1 = strongly oppose 

2 = moderately oppose 

3 = slightly oppose 

4 = slightly support 

5 = moderately support 

6 = strongly support 

3.56 (1.69) 



50 

 

Age Please select the age range that best describes you (condensed 

scale) 

0 = 18-44 years – 55.1% 

1 = 45 + years – 44.9% 

-- 

 

Gender Are you (male/female)? 0 = male (50%) 

1 = female (50%) 

-- 

 

Education What is your highest level of formal education? 

 

1 = Less that high school (no diploma)  

2 = High school graduate/GED 

3 = Attended college/currently no degree 

4 = 2-year Associate’s Degree/trade school 

5 = 4-year (Bachelor’s) Degree 

6 = Advanced degree beyond 4-year degree 

3.35 (1.41) 

Political party 

affiliation 

Which of the following best describes your political party 

affiliation? 

 

 

 

1 = Strong Democratic 

2 = Democrat 

3 = Independent/leaning Democratic 

4 = Independent 

5 = Independent/leaning Republican 

6 = Republican 

7 = Strong Republican 

3.84 (1.74) 
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UOGD familiarity 

 

 

Overall, how familiar are you with shale oil and gas development 

via "fracking?" 

 

 

1 = Not at all familiar 

2 = Not very familiar 

3 = Somewhat familiar 

4 = Moderately familiar 

5 = Very familiar 

 

3.18 (1.15) 

 

Live in an area with 

current UOGD 

To the best of your knowledge, do you live in an area where shale 

oil and gas development via fracking is currently occurring? 

 

0 = No – 83.4% 

1 = Yes – 16.6% 

 

-- 
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Table 3: PROCESS Model Results 

Variables and Relationship Direction Hypothesis b 95% CI Support? 

[M1] Attention to media coverage of UOGD’s economic impacts  [Y] support + H1a 0.26*** 0.12, 0.4 Yes 

[M1] Attention to media coverage of UOGD’s economic impacts [M2] Belief about 

economic impacts (“very positive” coded high) 

+ H1b 0.16* 0.03, 0.29 Yes 

[M3] Attention to media coverage of UOGD’s environmental impacts  [Y] support - H2a -0.27*** -0.42, -0.12 Yes 

[M3] Attention to media coverage of UOGD’s environmental impacts  [M4] Belief 

about environmental impacts (“very positive” coded high) 

- H2b 0.05 -0.09, 0.2 No 

[X] Political ideology (conservative coded high)  [M1] attention to media coverage 

of UOGD’s economic impacts 

+ H3 0.01 -0.05, 0.08 No 

[X] Political ideology (conservative coded high)  [M3] attention to media coverage 

of UOGD’s environmental impacts 

- H4 -0.08** -0.15, -0.02 Yes 

(INDIRECT – Economic pathway): X  M1  Y + H5 0.003 -0.02, 0.02 No 

(INDIRECT – Economic pathway): X  M1  M2  Y + H6 0.0008 -0.004, 0.006 No 

(INDIRECT – Environmental pathway): X  M3  Y + H7 0.022 0.004, 0.05 Yes 

(INDIRECT – Environmental pathway): X  M3  M4  Y + H8 -0.0023 -0.01, 0.004 No 
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Notes: Analysis controls for age, gender, education, political party affiliation, UOGD familiarity, and whether one lives in an area 

where UOGD is occurring (self-reported). Model results for controls not shown.  

Total direct effect of political ideology on support: 0.2*** (0.1, 0.3) 

Total indirect effect of political ideology on UOGD support: 0.33 (0.21, 0.44) 

Total effect of political ideology on UOGD support = 0.53*** (0.39, 0.66) 

Significant unstandardized coefficients and confidence intervals, the latter of which do not include 0, are bolded.  

 

N = 700 

* p < 0.05 ** p < 0.01 *** p<0.001 



54 

 

Figure 2: PROCESS Model Results (Not Including Indirect Effects) 
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Notes: Analysis controls for age, gender, education, political party affiliation, UOGD familiarity, 

and whether one lives in an area where UOGD is occurring (self-reported). Model results for 

controls not shown.  

Significant unstandardized coefficients are bolded.  

N = 700 

* p < 0.05 ** p < 0.01 *** p<0.001 

 


