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This morning I met for about a half hour with Chris Weible, professor at the School of Public 

Affairs at University of Colorado-Denver, and this afternoon I attended his seminar on “Analysis 

of Policy Conflicts: Comparing Fracking Debates” at the School of Environment and Natural 

Resources.  I was interested in seeing and talking with Dr. Weible because of his work at the 

intersection of environment and public policy. It was an interesting experience. 

 

During this morning’s meeting, I talked with Weible about his research and about possible topics 

for my MENR paper. Weible has gotten several grants to do comparative studies of fracking 

debates in Colorado, Texas and New York, as well as several countries. Much of his work is 

based on surveys and interviews of policy actors paired with analysis of media coverage. 

 

Weible found the dynamics of the debate over fracking were very different in the three states.  

Colorado was the least polarized, which he traced to a history in the state of different interests 

being able to work together and find common ground. Of policy positions from stop fracking to 

expand fracking a lot, the middle ground of continue fracking at the current rate was most 

popular. New York was much more polarized, with the highest percentages of people supporting 

a ban on fracking or expanding it, but the fewest taking a middle ground. New York did end up 

banning fracking, but out of the three states it had the least potential for shale gas development.  

 

Weible has also partnered with other researchers to study attitudes toward fracking across seven 

countries. One result that surprised me was from the news media analysis. While media coverage 

in the United States was fairly evenly split between pro and anti fracking, in China and India 

there was no opposition to fracking at all. I can see that in China, which has one-party rule and is 

rapidly scaling up its industrial farms and solar manufacturing. But I had thought India would be 

more conservation oriented – until I remembered that India almost single-handedly blocked an 

agreement at the Paris climate conference. India’s leadership and its people seem to feel that the 

West got a chance to develop using fossil fuels, so why should India not do the same thing to 

pull its villages out of poverty? It took quite a bit of negotiation with India in Paris, along with 

promises of technology transfer from the United States, to get them to sign the Paris Agreement. 

 

In my meeting with Weible, we talked about possible topics for my MENR paper. The protests 

of the Keystone Pipeline last year and the Dakota Access Pipeline now have gotten me interested 

in conflict surrounding pipelines, which I think is poised to become a nationwide issue. In 

Cincinnati, neighborhood groups have organized to oppose a pipeline owned by Duke Energy. 

Weible advised me to look at the Cincinnati pipeline controversy. He said he knows of 

researchers who are already on the Dakota Access Pipeline protests, while Cincinnati is close by, 

which would make doing interviews easier. He would not advise trying to do surveys for a 

master’s project, since they require expertise to design correctly and funding to carry out. Media 

analysis would be possible, however. I could also use different theories to explain observations. 

Weible uses Policy Conflict Theory, though I didn’t get a chance to find out what exactly that is. 

 

http://senr.osu.edu/events/senr-seminar-series-0
http://www.ucdenver.edu/academics/colleges/SPA/FacultyStaff/Faculty/Pages/ChristopherWeible.aspx


We also talked about how I could write two different papers on related topics, possibly different 

aspects of the same thing, since I will be writing papers for both my Glenn College capstone 

course and my MENR degree. Weible suggested writing about the political controversy for my 

public policy paper, but concentrating on the role of science in policy debates for my SENR 

paper. This is an interesting idea, because one of Weible’s own findings is that even though both 

sides of the fracking debate think the science about fracking is getting better, they still disagree 

as to whether those findings support continuing fracking or banning it.  

 

This meeting and presentation has given me more to think about as I move forward with my dual 

degree in public policy and environment and natural resources. I would like for my two papers to 

have some relationship to each other, and for them to elucidate a current policy debate. 

Unfortunately it will be a couple more years before I get to the point of writing these papers, and 

the Cincinnati pipeline issue may be decided before then. If it is, hopefully there will be a 

different policy debate I can look at. I also need to learn more about the various theories that can 

be applied to policy debates of this sort, since that will likely form the backbone of my paper.  

 

If possible I would like to do some sort of comparative research, as Weible said in his 

presentation that this is the best way to study policy problems. However, for purposes of the 

master’s paper, he advised me to stick to one case. Perhaps I could make these two papers work 

together by using one for one case study and the other for a comparison. We will have to see 

what issues are important at the time I get to write these papers in a few years.  

 

 

 

 

 

 


