@]J School of Public Affairs
UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO DENVER

Workshop on Policy Process Research



N N
o0 N
@)\ L
@\ —
|l |l
- -
N’ N’
0 p)] N
- +
@) @)
o A
o— .
o o
— P
ay A
P
=l E
o '
% =
N
L
‘@
, — ‘
o |l
_A_T o)
0 p)]
al D) .
N1 n
o P
O | A |
S ; -
o p= @.D m.mv
d c,a,v .m o,g_
= Z
~- =
28K > ) |° 2
© | - |
@ I~
—
© = .
[ o i (@\] o <t LN (Vo) ™~ o0 (@)} «— —i i

JISUIIU] IDI[JUO))-UOTIUY




Attention-Conflict Intensit
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Gas Pipelines (n=44) Solar Projects (n=298)

Conflict intensity. .

* Varies by project size, by location, and infrastructure type

* Is higher with pipelines and wind than with solar and transmission lines

e Is higher in counties with more residents affiliated with the Democratic

Party, except with transmission lines — 1 5 2)

* [s lower in counties with more Black and Hispanic residents




Interview and News Media Discourse Cases

Constitution Pipeline Plains & Eastern Clean Bear Ridge Solar Dairy Air Wind
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Statements by Sentiment and Infrastructure Type
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Percent of Total Statements
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The types and positions of participants in media discourse are
similar across infrastructure type

* Opponents = nonprotfits and members of the general public

* Proponents — energy companies

* Mixed = government

* Limited engagement = other for—profit organizations

In high conflict cases, people on opposing sides often talk past
each other in how they frame the debates

Discourse d1ffe1's over the Iifespan of proposed projects
o Higher conflict projects = ongoing and competing discourse
* Medium conflict projects = competing discourse in early stages

* [ ower conflict projects = pro discourse dominant
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Conflict-Attention Intensity by Project
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