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Nations worldwide are struggling with how to expand and 
improve access to energy in ways that allow people to live 
productive lives while minimizing impacts on the local and 

global environment. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change’s recent special report concludes that avoiding the cata-
strophic effects of climate change will necessitate swift and sweep-
ing modifications to all facets of society, many of which relate to 
how we produce and consume energy1. Particularly in democratic 
societies, restructuring a nation’s energy infrastructure requires 
public engagement2. Yet, such engagement can result in opposition 
and rejection. For example, widespread public opposition to nuclear 
energy, combined with its high capital costs, stymied its future in 
the United States. Likewise, the wind industry was shocked by local 
resistance to its initial proposals, and local acceptance is now con-
sidered a major barrier to its deployment3. And even seemingly 
benign components of the new smart grid, such as smart metering, 
have faced opposition due to concerns about security, privacy and 
potential health impacts4.

Studies of public perceptions of and responses to new energy 
technologies attempt to understand, describe and explain what the 
public knows and thinks about these technologies—and, equally 
important, how they have responded or might respond to their 
deployment. Understanding public perceptions of and responses to 
new energy technologies can help facilitate communication between 
policymakers, technologists and the public; provide critical informa-
tion for anticipating potential public reactions to new technologies 
and associated events, such as accidents; and inform educational 
efforts5. Public perceptions and responses can also serve as a check 
on new technologies with potentially risky outcomes6. And, although 
knowledge about public perceptions and responses does not guaran-
tee acceptance or adoption, its absence is likely to result in failure.

Researchers employ a range of techniques to gauge perceptions 
of and responses to new energy technologies, including surveys, 
interviews, focus groups, participant observation, document analy-
sis and case studies. Surveys are a particularly useful and relatively 
straightforward method for gathering descriptive information 
about public perceptions of new energy technologies, particularly 
at the level of the individual. If appropriate sampling strategies are 
followed, they can be adapted to gather generalizable information 

from a relevant population. Embedded messaging experiments, in 
which public perceptions are probed after respondents receive dif-
ferent kinds of messages about a technology, can provide additional 
information that is particularly useful for policymakers by showing 
whether certain messages or terminology (for instance, using ‘shale 
oil and gas development’ versus ‘fracking’7) garner greater support. 
Geocoding of respondents can allow public opinions to be linked 
to proximity to actual energy development, as well as relevant local 
social, economic and political factors.

Survey approaches—which require standardized question word-
ing and response choices, capture public attitudes at a single point 
in time and rely on self-reports—are less well suited to explore why 
people perceive technologies in a certain way, how they came to hold 
these perceptions and what actions they have taken as a result. For 
these questions, researchers conduct interviews, focus groups and 
participant observation. Such techniques are often embedded in a 
single case study or in comparisons among multiple case studies of 
communities, states, regions or nations experiencing actual or pro-
posed development. The value of these approaches stems not from 
their statistical generalizability to a pre-determined population that 
has been sampled (as in representative surveying) but from their 
analytical generalizability to a theory of the phenomenon under 
study—a theory that may have much broader applicability than the 
specific case studied. Instead of drawing inferences from data to an 
entire population, researchers using these methods compare their 
results to pre-existing theory and are often not focused on testing 
hypotheses but on refining theory and generating new hypotheses8.

Qualitative and quantitative content analysis (for instance, of 
media coverage, hearing transcripts, regulatory proceedings or 
social media content) can provide more nuanced views of support 
and opposition to new energy technologies than an opinion poll. 
Given the depth of information about issue framing, narratives and 
discourses available from these data sources, such work can eluci-
date, for example, how opposition to a wind project is composed 
of local resisters, siting sheriffs, local pragmatists and siting com-
promisers9—as opposed to simply describing people as supportive, 
opposed or undecided. We are likely to see more of this type of anal-
ysis as the use of computer-assisted analysis of text (and images) 
becomes more widespread.
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Finally, researchers continue to experiment with different tech-
niques to elicit public perceptions, attitudes and behaviour towards 
technologies not yet deployed—including simulations, virtual/aug-
mented reality, scenario planning and deliberative workshops. For 
example, simulations have been applied to explore public accep-
tance of technologies such as vertical axis wind turbines10 and smart 
fridges11. Deliberative workshops—which bring together small 
groups of members of the public to explore and discuss a particular 
issue to obtain a fuller understanding of the public’s perspective—
have tackled shale oil and gas development12 and smart homes13.

Unlike previous reviews that tend to focus on particular tech-
nologies or types of technologies, I review the literature on public 
perceptions and responses to a wide range of new energy tech-
nologies, including those that require large-scale energy infra-
structure projects (for example, fossil fuel extraction, wind farms, 
utility-scale solar, marine renewables), as well as small-scale, 
‘consumer-facing’ technologies that rely on consumer acceptance 
and/or adoption (for example, electric vehicles, rooftop solar, 
smart metering and appliances, and so on). I also explicitly include 
articles from the wide variety of methodological approaches used 
in the field without weighting more heavily either quantitative or 
qualitative approaches to fully capture both theoretical and prac-
tical understandings of public perceptions and responses to new 
energy technologies.

Often hidden, sometime contentious
One consistent finding in this literature is that the public is often 
unfamiliar with energy technologies14–17. This finding mirrors 
results from decades of public opinion research showing that the 
public is often not well informed on specific policy issues18. For 
example, in national surveys of public views on hydraulic fracturing 
(‘fracking’) in the United States, most respondents said they knew 
little about the technology19,20. Although survey results in the United 
Kingdom indicate higher levels of awareness of fracking (70–80%)21, 
only 12% of respondents claimed to know a lot about the subject; 
42% claimed to know a little; and 22% said they were aware but did 
not really know what it was21. Those living in areas proximate to 
development in the United States reported higher levels of familiar-
ity, though still only hovering around half of respondents15,20.

Measures of actual knowledge of energy technologies, as 
opposed to self-reported familiarity, also reveal gaps. For example,  
when asked about smart meters and smart grids, only about one-
third of participants in a convenience panel of US online respon-
dents had heard of either term22. Participant-written definitions 
indicated no understanding of smart meters among 64% of respon-
dents and no understanding of the smart grid among 47% of  
respondents22. Representative surveys of residents in 21 US cities 
about plug-in electric vehicles also exposed widespread misper-
ceptions about basic features, such as appearance, costs and  
driving range, as well as limited awareness of state and local incen-
tives for purchasing23. Such findings often frustrate scientists, 
technologists and developers, who wish for a more engaged and 
informed public. Yet, given important advances in our under-
standing about how people process information and make deci-
sions (see below), in some ways, it may be scientists, technologists  
and developers who are operating on outdated assumptions of 
human decision-making.

Low levels of public awareness and understanding do not neces-
sarily indicate an inability to understand energy technologies but 
instead suggest a lack of salience. Except in times of crisis, energy 
is often invisible to the average consumer, particularly those living 
in developed countries. Such crises can be acute and affect entire 
populations, such as the energy crisis of the 1970s, or chronic 
and affect vulnerable groups, such as energy and fuel poverty. 
Methods of energy production and/or generation are often distant 
and unknown; modes of transport are often buried or purposively  

camouflaged; use is embedded in commonplace daily routines; 
cost is often relatively low; and environmental impacts are neither 
apparent nor direct24,25. Moreover, our centralized energy systems 
often remove the public from decision-making26 and privilege 
expert technical knowledge over other types of knowledge (local, 
traditional and so on)27. In short, for the average consumer, energy 
consumption is a ubiquitous yet largely unobserved phenomenon, 
except when supplies are disrupted or prices spike. In this sense, 
people tend to focus their attention more on energy disruptions 
than on everyday energy matters, unless such everyday energy mat-
ters are a chronic source of financial stress.

Lack of familiarity, knowledge and salience often leave the public 
unwilling to take a stance on a specific energy technology, particu-
larly early in its deployment. A study by Whitmarsh et al.28 of UK 
attitudes towards a range of energy technologies found large seg-
ments of respondents (30–70%) to be ambivalent about particular 
technologies, particularly less well-known technologies such as 
carbon capture and storage and underground coal gasification. 
Research on British views of smart meters found similar ambiva-
lence, with 53% reporting that they were undecided whether smart 
meters should be installed in every British home29. The exception 
seems to be renewable energy, which consistently receives high  
levels of support in opinion polling2,30.

This lack of information and ambivalence towards new energy 
technologies, and indeed emerging technologies more generally, ini-
tially led scholars to posit the scientific literacy model—also referred 
to as the information deficit model or familiarity hypothesis of risk 
and science communication31,32. Proponents of this model contend 
that providing more information about emerging technologies will 
lead to their acceptance, or at least shift public support/opposition 
to better reflect ‘reality’33,34. In contrast, more recent scholarship has 
argued that, due to limited time and resources, people instead often 
act as ‘cognitive misers’, using mental shortcuts to filter informa-
tion and develop opinions32. These mental shortcuts can be based 
on things like ideological predispositions, environmental and altru-
istic values35, cultural worldviews36, media portrayals37 and elite 
cues7. According to the related concept of motivated reasoning, for 
new, contentious issues, people tend to seek out and believe infor-
mation that is consistent with and confirms their prior attitudes38. 
The science literacy model and cognitive miser model may work to 
describe certain types of people or opinion formation at a certain 
time in a technology’s lifecycle. For instance, the cognitive miser 
model may work well to describe the vast majority of the public 
but not those highly interested in scientific topics39, whereas the sci-
entific literacy model may work well to describe shifts in attitudes 
about new energy technologies for initially undecided populations 
after the provision of additional information28. Additional research 
is needed to evaluate shortcuts in contexts beyond the western, edu-
cated, industrial, rich and democratic countries, where these ana-
lytical concepts were developed and tested40.

Once energy technologies become familiar, they often quickly 
become divisive, particularly those involving conventional fossil 
fuels3. When an energy technology becomes salient—which could 
be driven by extensive deployment, media coverage or proximity 
to proposed development—views often split, especially along par-
tisan lines31. In short, recent social science research suggests that 
knowledge is not a panacea for improving public understanding and 
encouraging informed discussions of energy technologies. Instead, 
studies increasingly show that preconceived attitudes often deter-
mine how new information is processed.

Common factors shaping public perceptions and responses
Social scientists from a range of disciplines have assembled a vast 
amount of literature on the factors that shape public perceptions of 
and responses to new energy technologies. Instead of focusing on 
specific theories or models (summarized in Box 1), which are often 
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discipline and/or technology specific, I categorize the dominant fac-
tors that researchers have identified as shaping public perceptions 
of new energy technologies into technology, people, place and pro-
cess (Fig. 1). While I present these categories as distinct, there is 
considerable overlap and interaction between them. Writing about 
studies of energy facility siting, Oltra et al.41 point out that one of the 
literature’s main contributions was its rejection of one-dimensional 
explanations, arguing that it is now widely accepted that local oppo-
sition is not only the result of a technology’s risk or its proximity to 
population centres but instead contingent on contextual factors. The 
same is true of the literature on public perceptions of and responses 
to new energy technologies—its contribution is in providing a more 
nuanced and more complicated explanation.

Technology. While ‘objective’ risks and benefits of particular tech-
nologies and projects may be quantified by natural scientists, engi-
neers and risk management professionals, it is the perceptions of 
social, economic and environmental risks and benefits that have 
been linked to attitudes, policy preferences and behaviour42,43. In 
their seminal work on risk perceptions of technology, Slovic and 
co-authors42 identified several key technological factors associated 
with increased risk perceptions and increased desire for stricter 
regulation. Specifically, they highlighted a technology’s dread risk 
(for instance, perceived lack of control, catastrophic potential, fatal 
consequences, inequitable distribution of costs and benefits, invol-
untariness, high risk to future generations) and its unknown risk 
(for instance, unobservable, new, delayed, unknown to science). 

Box 1 | Common theoretical frameworks and models

Researchers studying public perceptions of and responses to new 
energy technologies draw on a wide array of theoretical frame-
works and models, leading some scholars to lament the fragmented 
nature of insights in the field26. Even more troubling, many articles 
do not explicitly draw on a theory base, remaining largely descrip-
tive, making advancements in the field difficult9,47. Here, I briefly 
review some commonly used theoretical frameworks and models.

The theory of planned behaviour. The theory of planned 
behaviour (TPB) postulates that one’s intention to act is the result 
of a rational decision-making process that considers attitudes 
towards the behaviour, perceived social pressure to perform the 
behaviour and an evaluation of one’s capability to perform it47,121. 
Thus, TPB largely views decisions to act in terms of one’s own 
self-interest.

Value–belief–norm theory. Value–belief–norm theory (VBN) 
contends that an individual’s motivations for pro-environmental 
behaviours are rooted in one’s values, specifically concern for 
others and the environment122. These general values and others 
(self-interest, traditionalism, openness to change) shape one’s 
general beliefs about the relationship between humans and the 
environment, which, in turn, shape one’s beliefs about the effects 
of environmental issues on those things one holds dear and one’s 
sense of responsibility to attend to those effects. These beliefs then 
affect one’s sense of moral obligation to act47.

Diffusion of innovation theory. Scholars have largely used 
TPB and VBN to explain consumer adoption of new energy 
technologies at the individual level. Diffusion of innovation (DOI) 
theory seeks to explain how an innovation spreads through a 
social system as a group-based phenomenon. Consequently, DOI 
focuses on how information about an innovation is communicated 
through the media and interpersonal channels44. The rate at 
which an innovation diffuses depends on characteristics of the 
innovation and its adopters.

Social practice theory. TPB, VBN and DOI focus on the 
different aspects of people and technology that shape perceptions 
and ultimately behaviour towards new consumer-facing energy 
innovations, typically using surveys32,55. Rather than putting 
individuals or technologies at the centre of analysis, social practice 
theory (SPT) focuses on the practices of everyday life—eating, 
cleaning, cooling and so on. These practices—composed of 
materials (things, technologies), competences (skills, know-how) 
and meanings (symbols, ideas, desires)123—often require energy124. 
SPT scholars explore how everyday practices change over time to 
become normal routines, often through historical case studies that 
show how such practices evolve in unexpected ways125. Openly 
critical of attitude–behaviour–choice models such as TPB and 
VBN that focus on understanding and encouraging individual 
pro-environmental behaviour126, SPT has become increasingly 

influential in studies of how the public perceives and responds to 
smart meters, smart homes and demand response programmes127.

A ‘standard model’ of public perceptions of risky technologies. 
To understand perceptions, opinions and responses to larger-scale 
energy development, sociological and psychological theories have 
again been important, as have contributions from geography 
(given important spatial elements) and risk communication 
(given concerns about public health and environmental risk).  
In the survey-based literature on these technologies, which is often 
focused on understanding public opinion as opposed to intent to 
adopt, a ‘standard model’ has developed that incorporates elements 
similar to those found in TPB, VBN and DOI: sociodemographic 
factors, issue familiarity, risk–benefit perceptions and views about 
important actors31. Place-based and process-based factors have 
started to be included in these models83,99.

Social representations theory. Some scholars have encouraged 
more widespread engagement with social representations 
theory (SRT)73. They argue that a focus on the individual fails to 
incorporate the macro-level processes of social change associated 
with energy transitions and the role of social representations, 
identities and communication. Just as SPT challenges attitude–
behaviour–choice models of consumer adoption and changes the 
lens of analysis from individuals to practices, SRT challenges long-
held assumptions about the link between cognitive beliefs and 
attitudes and widens the lens of analysis beyond the individual33. 
SRT scholars argue that, instead of being shaped by cognitive 
beliefs, attitudes are influenced by social representations that 
include affect, attitudes, beliefs and practices73. These social 
representations make unfamiliar new energy technologies 
familiar by anchoring them in existing worldviews and by making 
them concrete using images or metaphors. Concepts from the 
study of social movements have also been applied to understand 
community response to proposals for energy facilities and echo 
similar factors, including threats (or perceived risks), framing, 
political opportunity and resources76,84.

By approaching the transition to renewable energy sources and 
distributed generation as requiring the transformation of an entire 
sociotechnical system, scholars in these traditions emphasize 
the need to move beyond aggregating individual opinions about 
a particular technology (public acceptance) to consideration of 
social acceptance—a multilevel, polycentric, institutional process 
requiring sociopolitical, market and community acceptance of 
relevant technologies, polices and projects92. Scholars using these 
approaches often rely on case studies and/or content analysis. 
They also emphasize the importance of incorporating the views 
of multiple actors and how these groups interact, including 
considerations of the role of power and institutions in facilitating 
or impeding change92,128.
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Notably, nuclear power tends to score high on public perceptions of 
both of these risk types.

For energy technologies that require consumer purchasing, such 
as solar panels, electric vehicles or smart appliances, the aspects of 
an innovation that facilitate its diffusion are its relative advantage, 
compatibility, simplicity, trialability and observability44. Indeed, 
technical factors—such as performance, speed, style, recharging 
time, reliability, safety and driving range in the case of electric vehi-
cles—and the perceived advantages and disadvantages these new 
technologies offer consumers compared with standard technologies 
are often found to be a major factor shaping consumer readiness 
or intent to adopt45. In the tradition of reasoned action models of 
behaviour (Box 1), higher upfront costs23 and long payback peri-
ods46 have long been identified as barriers, with financial incentives 
seen as preferred strategies for overcoming them45.

For larger-scale energy projects (fossil fuel extraction, wind 
farms, utility-scale solar), questions about risks (safety, aesthetic, 
environmental, community character) and benefits (employment, 
tax revenue, services) also arise. Visual and auditory characteristics 
such as turbine colour, size and acoustics are important for public 
perceptions of wind energy3,26. Such physical characteristics echo 
similar considerations (style, speed, performance) for electric vehi-
cle adoption. For offshore renewable energy, a project’s proximity 
to the coast and associated visual impacts shape the public’s view 
of development16.

Table 1 summarizes the commonly cited benefits and risks for 
a range of new energy technologies. Perhaps unsurprisingly, con-
sumer-facing technologies such as electric vehicles and residential 
solar share common risk–benefit profiles, with risks residing largely 
in short-term economic and ease-of-use categories and benefits in 
environment, social and long-term economic categories45,47. In terms 
of larger-scale development, wind, utility-scale solar and fracking 
share similar risk–benefit profiles (carbon emissions excepted) in 
that commonly cited risks to host communities largely fall into the 
environmental and social categories and benefits in the economic 
category3,12,30. Interestingly, studies of marine renewable energies 
show that simply moving energy development away from popula-
tion centres does not necessarily facilitate acceptance48. Many of 
the same concerns remain in terms of their impacts to coastal and 
ocean habitats and industries. In contrast, few environmental or 
economic risks have been associated with smart meters, with per-
ceived risks mostly falling in the social category. Carbon capture 
and storage is another interesting hybrid in that it shares many of 
the same perceived benefits of utility-scale renewables but raises 
concerns about public safety and slowing a transition to renewables, 
like fracking49. One common concern across all new energy tech-
nologies is whether they will exacerbate existing inequalities (rich/
poor; developed/developing; rural/urban)50.

Recommended policy actions to facilitate adoption and accep-
tance have thus often centred on correcting unequal distributions 
of costs and benefits to consumers and host communities. Indeed, 
in their comprehensive assessment of US public attitudes towards 
energy choices, Ansolabehere and Konisky2 concluded that people 
want sources that are ‘cheap and clean’, positing a consumer model 
(in contrast to a political or values model) of public attitudes. Yet, 
financial incentives or compensation alone have often been found 
insufficient to explain acceptance51 or adoption52. Moreover, social 
scientists studying sustainable behaviour and low-carbon transi-
tions have consistently called for incorporating social, political 
and practice-based considerations into a field that has traditionally  
been dominated by techno-economic models and explanations53. 
We turn to some of these considerations now.

People. Sociodemographic factors, such as gender, age, ethnicity, 
income and education, have been repeatedly tested in terms of 
how they shape risk perceptions of and attitudes towards energy 

technologies. In general, women and young people are more likely 
to oppose fossil fuel technologies and are more concerned about 
its risks15. For renewable energy, the same divide has not been 
detected, but there are indications of an age gap in the other direc-
tion for public acceptance of demand response programmes, with 
younger people more accepting than older people54. Higher levels 
of income and education are often associated with early adop-
tion of high-cost innovations, such as electric vehicles and roof-
top solar55; but income and education have been less consistently 
linked to views on larger-scale energy development15. Openness to 
innovation and/or change has also been identified as an important 
trait among early adopters46,47.

In the literature on risk perceptions, a so-called white-male 
effect—a tendency among US white males to rate all sorts of risks as 
low compared with women and minorities56—has been attributed 
not so much to gender and ethnicity but to identity, power and con-
trol. Those best served by the current system (that is, white males) 
consistently rank the risks associated with all manner of technolo-
gies, and indeed environmental risks more generally, as low. Those 
least served (that is, women, minorities) judge new technologies 
as riskier because they see themselves as vulnerable to exploita-
tion56,57. Along similar lines, a recent survey of public perceptions of 
demand-side management in the United Kingdom found respon-
dents concerned about affordability to be both more willing to 
reduce energy use and less willing to share energy data17.

In the United States, the white-male effect has been further 
dubbed the ‘conservative white-male effect’, highlighting the role of 
political ideology in shaping views on environmental and energy 
issues57. The role partisanship plays in shaping views on energy has 
intensified in the United States, particularly when it comes to fos-
sil fuel technologies, as industry donors have become increasingly 
associated with the Republican Party58,59. Indeed, political ideology 
has been one of the most consistent and strongest predictors of 
attitudes towards fracking in the United States, with conservatives 
more supportive and liberals less so19,60–62. The United States is not 
alone; political affiliations have also been shown to be important 
predictors of attitudes towards shale gas in the United Kingdom28 
and Canada63. Researchers have also found partisan divides in terms 
of support for and adoption of renewable energy technologies30,55. 

Technology People

Place Process

Public perceptions
and responses

Risk/benefit perceptions, pros/cons
Cost, effect on energy prices
Scale of footprint, aesthetics
Dread risk, unknown risk
Observability

Sociodemographic factors
Values
Norms

Cues from elites, peers
Trust in industry, government and so on

Existing landscape
Physical infrastructure
Existing economies, jobs
Social, political institutions

Public engagement
Transparency

Economic involvement
Fairness

Fig. 1 | Factors affecting public perceptions of and responses to new energy 
technologies.
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As described above, political ideology may serve as a mental short-
cut to establish views on energy issues, especially for those with lim-
ited experience with a particular technology such that its risks and 
benefits are largely experienced in the abstract20,64,65.

Interestingly, while we might assume that those expressing 
environmental attitudes would support renewable energy uncon-
ditionally, results have been mixed due to conflicting conserva-
tion priorities, pitting local harms to wildlife, landscape and so on 
against global benefits from reduced carbon emissions3. Moreover, 

results from studies on rooftop solar and electric vehicle adoption 
have cautioned against framing these technologies solely as ‘green’ 
choices (thus appealing to environmental values) because this may 
alienate more conservative adopters and may not align with percep-
tions of the technology’s actual environmental impacts45,46.

Public perceptions and responses are not formed in a vacuum. 
The views of others (or the perceived views of others) matter. The 
media, elites, peers and trusted messengers (for example, govern-
ment, industry, academics or social movement activists)—and 

Table 1 | Commonly cited risk–benefit perceptions of various new energy technologies

Benefits/advantages risks/disadvantages

Rooftop solar47 Reduced air pollution
Carbon savings
Eventual elimination of electricity bill
Tax advantages

Initial expense
Toxicity/flammability of materials

Electric vehicles45 Reduced air pollution
Carbon savings
Cheaper fuel
Maintenance less frequent, less expensive
Quiet
Tax advantages
High-occupancy vehicle lanes

Initial expense
Recharging time
Limited driving range
Getting stuck without ability to recharge

Smart meters/grid81 Consumer savings through feedback, better 
management of energy usage
Carbon savings
Automated demand-side response
A solution to renewable energy’s intermittency and grid 
management
Peak demand management
Enhanced resilience

Individual privacy, hacking
Cyber-terrorism
Trust in automation, algorithms
Health from wireless networks

Utility-scale wind3 Economic development
Tax revenue
Landowner and/or community compensation
Reduced air pollution
Carbon savings

Ecosystem impacts
Visual impacts
Impacts to property values, electricity rates, tourism and so on
Sound annoyance and health effects
Intermittency

Utility-scale solar30 Economic development
Tax revenue
Landowner and/or community compensation
Reduced air pollution
Carbon savings

Ecosystem impacts
Visual impacts
Impacts to property values, electricity rates, tourism and so on
Toxicity/flammability of materials
Intermittency

Fracking15 Economic development
Tax revenue
Landowner and/or community compensation
Energy security

Ecosystem impacts
Impacts to property values, tourism and so on
Water pollution, use
Air pollution
Methane leaks
Seismicity
Health effects
Social disruption
Reduced investment in renewables

Marine renewables16 Economic development
Tax revenue
Community compensation
Energy security
Reduced air pollution
Carbon savings
Reliability (tidal, wave)

Ecosystem impacts
Visual impacts
Impacts to other marine industries, activities
Intermittency (wind, solar)

Carbon capture and storage49 Carbon mitigation
Economic development
Tax revenue
Community compensation

Ecosystem impacts
Impacts to property values, tourism and so on
Increased electricity price
Leakage
Public safety
Seismicity
Reduced investment in renewables
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the strategies they select (for example, protest, educational efforts 
or social media campaigns)—shape public perceptions of and 
responses to energy technologies31,37,66–71. Researchers have high-
lighted the role of ‘social representations’—or socially constructed 
summary views72—of a new energy technology in shaping indi-
vidual attitudes and community responses73,74 (Box 1). Such rep-
resentations allow people to assign meaning to unfamiliar objects, 
such as new energy technologies, through social processes, such as 
interactions with others or examining mass media coverage. Often, 
such representations connect these new technologies to pre-existing 
mental constructs. For example, people have been shown to per-
ceive and respond to emergent natural resource extraction activities 
such as fracking through the lens of shared views about the legacy of 
past resource extraction activities in their community75.

Place. Not only are aspects of the proposed technology and the 
people involved important in shaping public perceptions of a new 
energy technology so too are the characteristics of the place(s) 
within which it is proposed or deployed, such as historical expe-
riences with similar technologies and industries75–77 or residence 
in a ‘green’ neighbourhood45. Indeed, while risks and benefits may 
be determined in isolation, acceptability and adoption are always 
context dependent5. For larger-scale developments, depending on 
a particular technology’s perceived risks, its proximity to popula-
tion centres or protected areas can be an important driver of percep-
tions76,78. Moreover, energy development—while sometimes greeted 
more favourably in rural areas60—can become problematic if it is 
seen as only serving urban interests without adequate compensa-
tion for the rural residents most affected or is incompatible with 
the existing landscape, tourism and recreational opportunities79. 
Moreover, place-based factors, such as a community’s economic 
need for development, have been shown to shape perceptions of 
newly proposed development75–77.

Urban–rural divides have been less prominent in the literature 
on consumer-facing technologies, with rooftop solar even offering 
an alternative for rural residents who are not well served (or who 
do not wish to be served) by the grid46. A recent analysis of solar 
panel adoption in the United States found a nonlinear relation-
ship between population density and adoption, with peak adoption 
occurring at 1,000 people per square mile80. For electric vehicles and 
smart meters, however, infrastructure access in rural areas can be 
an issue23,81. Indeed discussions about rural–urban divides for these 
technologies have been largely focused on lack of rural access81.

Whether a new energy technology’s development ‘fits’ with a 
particular place is important in shaping peoples’ perceptions and 
ultimately their behaviour76,82–84. In this sense, ‘what was’ often 
plays a critical role in perceptions of ‘what will be’85. Scholars define 
‘place’ to include both its physical aspects and the meanings and 
emotions individuals and groups associate with a particular loca-
tion83. Positive emotional connections to a particular location cre-
ate ‘place attachment’ and can be incorporated into one’s sense of 
self or identity83. When energy development disrupts place-based 
attachments or threatens place-based identities, people are likely 
to perceive such development negatively and take place-protective 
action, such as launching petitions, filing lawsuits and protest-
ing82,83,86,87. In one of the first studies to apply these place-based con-
cepts to energy, Vorkinn and Riese88 surveyed residents in a small 
Norwegian town slated for hydropower development and showed 
that place attachment explained more of the variance in attitudes 
towards the development than all other sociodemographic variables 
combined. Place-based constructs have since been used to explain 
attitudes towards offshore wind89, wave energy90, tidal energy82 and 
hydraulic fracturing91.

The place in which a new energy technology is proposed also 
matters because different locations have varying levels of technical 
potential and different regulatory and political contexts that shape 

risk and benefit structures. Regulatory and political contexts also 
establish the rules of the game in terms of, for instance, decision-
making procedures as to whether a proposed development will 
move forward and financial incentives for consumer adoption. They 
also shape the cues that members of the public receive from political 
elites. Scholars are increasingly considering the entire sociotechni-
cal system, particularly the role of social and political institutions, in 
both facilitating and constraining social acceptance of new energy 
technologies73,92,93. In contrast to public acceptance (the aggregated 
degree of acceptance by individuals), social acceptance is character-
ized as a multilayered process, incorporating sociopolitical accep-
tance of policies and technologies by the public, policymakers and 
key stakeholders; market acceptance by consumers, investors and 
firms; and community acceptance of individual projects92,93 (Box 1).

Process. Particularly for large-scale energy development, char-
acteristics of the decision-making process such as transparency, 
consultation and collaboration94–96 shape public perceptions of new 
energy technologies. Public involvement is discussed in both politi-
cal terms (having a say in decisions, access to important decision-
makers and so on) and economic terms (community ownership, 
favourable leasing terms, appropriate compensation)26. Indeed, 
one reason we see higher levels of support for shale gas develop-
ment in the United States than in other countries is likely due to 
the United State’s unique mineral rights ownership structures that 
allow individual landowners to lease and earn income from such 
development33. Public participation can also accomplish important 
social goals, such as building trust in institutions and educating the 
public97, which if done well, can in turn shape public perceptions of 
future energy technologies and development.

These process-based factors may be more important in shaping 
views and ultimately acceptance of new energy development than 
the actual distribution of costs and benefits72,98,99. Moreover, people 
appear to be more willing to accept decisions with which they do not 
agree if they feel those decisions were arrived at fairly100. Scholarship 
in this area highlights the need for both recognition justice (individ-
uals must be fairly represented and have the right to participate in 
decision-making processes free from harm) and procedural justice 
(individuals must have equitable access to decision-making pro-
cesses), in addition to the more commonly discussed distributional 
justice (costs and benefits should be equally shared)50. In contrast to 
the traditional ‘decide–announce–defend’ strategy of energy devel-
opment, such work encourages increased consultation, engagement 
and collaboration78,101.

Despite both the normative and substantive reasons for public 
participation in energy development, many large-scale energy proj-
ects continue to be sited using more traditional, less collaborative 
methods. Recent smart meter rollouts in the United Kingdom and 
Quebec have been criticized for their lack of public engagement in 
the process81,102. One reason for such hesitancy is that forums for 
public participation provide important opportunities for opponents 
to voice concerns and connect with one another to form opposition 
groups27,76,103–106. Moreover, more collaborative forms of engagement 
require industry and/or government leaders to devolve authority, 
control and power over decision-making to members of the public, 
which they are often loath to do107.

One need only examine the literature highlighting the virtues 
of China’s ‘authoritarian environmentalism’, in terms of its capac-
ity to generate rapid national response to pressing environmental 
dangers, to see why some advocate for more streamlined decision-
making processes—often involving less public participation—to 
facilitate energy transitions108,109. One oft-cited example is the role 
of municipal bans on gasoline-powered motorcycles in China 
in facilitating the explosive growth in the use of electric bikes109. 
Interestingly, studies of Chinese public opinion of hydraulic frac-
turing—a technology for which Chinese authorities have made a 
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big push—indicate high levels of (reluctant) support, particularly 
among rural residents nearest to development. Such support is 
linked to both perceived economic benefits and political pressure 
from the central government110–112. Similarly, in Poland, where the 
central government has made a big push for shale gas development, 
public opinion has remained quite supportive, despite pockets of 
resistance113,114, indicating the importance of both elite cues via 
policy signals and processes in shaping public opinions. While the 
climate crisis may justify swift, centralized decision-making to tran-
sition to cleaner energy technologies, one has to wonder about the 
long-term implications of selectively circumventing public engage-
ment for particular technologies, given what we know about this 
engagement’s potential social benefits.

Putting it all together
I have highlighted four categories of factors researchers have identi-
fied as shaping public perceptions of and responses to new energy 
technologies—technology, people, place and process (Fig. 1). Yet, 
scholars often privilege certain categories, depending on meth-
odological and theoretical choices. In fact, two types of studies 
have dominated the field (Table 2): surveys aimed at explaining  
what types of individuals do (or do not) adopt/support, and case 
studies that seek to explain what factors facilitate (or impede)  
adoption/support.

Survey-based studies necessarily focus on the individual as the 
unit of analysis and overwhelming rely on rational models of atti-
tude formation and/or behaviour, focusing on aspects of technology 
(particularly its risks/benefits or its advantages/disadvantages) and 
people (sociodemographics, knowledge, values). Place- and pro-
cess-based factors have been incorporated into these models but are 
not yet part of the ‘standard’ model for these types of studies (Box 1). 
Case-based studies, in contrast, use a larger unit of analysis (com-
munity, nation) and often rely on sociological theories that empha-
size contextual and institutional factors. While one could view these 
two approaches as at odds with one another, I think we would do 
better to view them as complementary and look for opportunities 
to incorporate insights from each into more comprehensive models.

To more closely match the reality of public perceptions and 
response requires examining how technology, people, place and 
process interact. In their article examining the impact of shale gas 
development in the US West, Haggerty et al.115 argue that interac-
tions between economic cycles, geology, technology and local con-
text create particular social impacts in particular spaces and places. 
They go on to identify different types of impact geographies (boom-
towns, industrialized countrysides, borderlands, petro-suburbs). 
Applying this approach would create typologies of public percep-
tions and responses to new energy technologies based on combi-
nations of relevant factors. It is likely that specific combinations of 
technology, people, place and process come together to produce 
particular ‘perception geographies’116 or ‘adoption hotspots’67. Once 

identified, scholars could then see whether such geographies or 
hotspots could be generalized to similar types of places and peoples 
confronting similar types of technologies and decision-making pro-
cesses. Given advances in sensing technology deployment80, meter-
ing real-time energy usage, and linking social data to geographic 
locations over larger time and spatial scales20, the field seems 
uniquely poised for research in this vein. Such a focus would allow 
scholars and practitioners to discover links between individual atti-
tudes, larger institutional structures and the physical environment. 
Such an approach would not only enrich the scholarly literature but 
also probably prove to be useful to developers and policymakers.

One particularly thorny issue that plagues the field as a whole 
is a tendency to focus on the atypical—the new ‘hot’ technology, 
the most contentious cases, the early adopters or the opponents78,99.  
In general, we need more studies that explore the entire range of 
technologies and outcomes76. Other areas ripe for research include 
how perceptions and responses evolve over time117; how they com-
pare across multiple technologies and associated infrastructures, 
not only in the abstract but also in specific places experiencing 
development2,64,118; how perceptions relate to actual behaviour45; and 
what things look like beyond North America and Europe114.

For practitioners wishing to engage the public and potentially 
change perceptions, technological design and decision-making 
processes appear to be the most mutable in the short term. Perhaps 
this is why we see so much interest in these aspects in practice. 
Yet, many scholars argue against a focus on technological fixes 
alone to overcome public opposition, as the reasons for opposi-
tion often go beyond the technology92. Of course, changing people 
and place is more difficult and requires long-term investments. 
We do, however, have examples of such investments in efforts to 
build support for nuclear energy in post-war Japan119 and wind 
energy globally70, as well as to maintain support for coal mining 
in West Virginia69. Given recent trends in populism and partisan-
ship120, it is likely that people and place factors will play outsized 
roles in shaping public perceptions of new energy technologies in 
the future. Thus, understanding and adapting technologies and 
decision-making processes to a particular place and people will 
become increasingly important for the successful deployment of 
new energy technologies.

Research on public perceptions of and responses to new energy 
technologies has and will continue to shed valuable light on the 
complex interface between energy technologies and the broader 
society they serve. The ultimate goal is to provide more useful—
and, even more importantly, more broadly used—energy technolo-
gies that will provide generations to come with access to the energy 
they need to live productive lives with minimal impact on our sur-
rounding environment.
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Table 2 | Dominant study types in the study of public perceptions and response to new energy technologies

Individual adoption/public opinion Community response/social acceptance

Typical research questions Who adopts (or not)? Who supports (or opposes)? Under what conditions do communities, regions, nations 
and so on oppose (or support or accept)? What facilitates 
(or impedes) widespread adoption/social acceptance?

Theoretical approach Psychology/social psychology (reasoned action, rational 
choice, theory of planned behaviour, value–belief–norm)

Sociology (diffusion of innovations, social representations, 
sociotechnical systems, social movements)

Primary methodology of choice Surveys Case studies of actual deployment, opposition, adoption; 
media/discourse analysis; institutional analysis

Preferred unit of analysis Individual Neighbourhood, community, region, country

Main factors emphasized Technology
People

Place
Process

Nature eNergy | www.nature.com/natureenergy

http://www.nature.com/natureenergy


Review ARticle NaTURE ENERgy

references
 1. IPCC Global Warming of 1.5 °C (eds Masson-Delmotte, V. et al.)  

(World Meteorological Organization, 2018).
 2. Ansolabehere, S. & Konisky, D. M. Cheap and Clean: How Americans Think 

about Energy in the Age of Global Warming (MIT Press, 2014).
 3. Rand, J. & Hoen, B. Thirty years of North American wind energy 

acceptance research: What have we learned? Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 29, 
135–148 (2017).

 4. Hess, D. J. & Coley, J. S. Wireless smart meters and public acceptance: the 
environment, limited choices, and precautionary politics. Public Underst. 
Sci. 23, 688–702 (2014).

 5. Slovic, P., Fischhoff, B. & Lichtenstein, S. Why study risk perception?  
Risk Anal. 2, 83–93 (2006).

 6. Bauer, M. W. Editorial. Public Underst. Sci. 18, 378–382 (2009).
 7. Clarke, C. E. et al. Public opinion on energy development: the interplay  

of issue framing, top-of-mind associations, and political ideology.  
Energy Policy 81, 131–140 (2015).

 8. Yin, R. K. Case Study Research and Applications: Design and Methods 
(SAGE, 2017).

 9. Ellis, G., Barry, J. & Robinson, C. Many ways to say ‘no’, different ways to 
say ‘yes’: applying Q-Methodology to understand public acceptance of wind 
farm proposals. J. Environ. Plann. Manag. 50, 517–551 (2007).

 10. Hui, I., Cain, B. E. & Dabiri, J. O. Public receptiveness of vertical axis wind 
turbines. Energy Policy 112, 258–271 (2018).

 11. Rothensee, M. in The Internet of Things Vol. 4952 (eds Floerkemeier, C. et al.)  
123–139 (Springer, 2008).

 12. Thomas, M., Partridge, T., Harthorn, B. H. & Pidgeon, N. Deliberating the 
perceived risks, benefits, and societal implications of shale gas and oil 
extraction by hydraulic fracturing in the US and UK. Nat. Energy 2,  
17054 (2017).

 13. Balta-Ozkan, N., Davidson, R., Bicket, M. & Whitmarsh, L. The development  
of smart homes market in the UK. Energy 60, 361–372 (2013).

 14. Klick, H. & Smith, E. R. A. N. Public understanding of and support for 
wind power in the United States. Renew. Energy 35, 1585–1591 (2010).

 15. Thomas, M. et al. Public perceptions of hydraulic fracturing for shale gas 
and oil in the United States and Canada. Wiley Interdiscip. Rev. Clim. 
Change 8, e450 (2017).

 16. Wiersma, B. & Devine-Wright, P. Public engagement with offshore 
renewable energy: a critical review. Wiley Interdiscip. Rev. Clim. Change 5, 
493–507 (2014).

 17. Spence, A., Demski, C., Butler, C., Parkhill, K. & Pidgeon, N. Public 
perceptions of demand-side management and a smarter energy future.  
Nat. Clim. Change 5, 550–554 (2015).

 18. Carpini, M. X. D. & Keeter, S. What Americans Know about Politics and 
Why It Matters (Yale Univ. Press, 1996).

 19. Boudet, H. et al. “Fracking” controversy and communication: using national 
survey data to understand public perceptions of hydraulic fracturing. 
Energy Policy 65, 57–67 (2014).

 20. Boudet, H. S., Zanocco, C. M., Howe, P. D. & Clarke, C. E. The effect of 
geographic proximity to unconventional oil and gas development on public 
support for hydraulic fracturing. Risk Anal. 38, 1871–1890 (2018).

 21. Energy and Climate Change Public Attitudes Tracker: Wave 25 Summary 
Report (Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy, 2018); 
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/energy-and-climate-change-
public-attitudes-tracker-wave-25

 22. Raimi, K. T. & Carrico, A. R. Understanding and beliefs about smart energy 
technology. Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 12, 68–74 (2016).

 23. Krause, R. M., Carley, S. R., Lane, B. W. & Graham, J. D. Perception and 
reality: public knowledge of plug-in electric vehicles in 21 U.S. cities.  
Energy Policy 63, 433–440 (2013).

 24. Hargreaves, T., Nye, M. & Burgess, J. Making energy visible: a qualitative 
field study of how householders interact with feedback from smart energy 
monitors. Energy Policy 38, 6111–6119 (2010).

 25. Smale, R., van Vliet, B. & Spaargaren, G. When social practices meet smart 
grids: flexibility, grid management, and domestic consumption in The 
Netherlands. Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 34, 132–140 (2017).

 26. Devine-Wright, P. Beyond NIMBYism: towards an integrated framework  
for understanding public perceptions of wind energy. Wind Energy 8, 
125–139 (2005).

 27. Espeland, W. N. The Struggle for Water: Politics, Rationality, and Identity in 
the American Southwest (Univ. Chicago Press, 1998).

 28. Whitmarsh, L. et al. UK public perceptions of shale gas hydraulic 
fracturing: the role of audience, message and contextual factors on risk 
perceptions and policy support. Appl. Energy 160, 419–430 (2015).

 29. Ipsos MORI Quantitative Research into Public Awareness, Attitudes, and 
Experience of Smart Meters: Wave 4 (Department of Energy and Climate 
Change, 2014); https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/277045/key_findings_summary_
quantitative_sm_public_attitudes_research_wave_4.pdf

 30. Carlisle, J. E., Kane, S. L., Solan, D. & Joe, J. C. Support for solar energy: 
examining sense of place and utility-scale development in California. 
Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 3, 124–130 (2014).

 31. Besley, J. C. & McComas, K. A. Something old and something new: 
comparing views about nanotechnology and nuclear energy. J. Risk Res. 18, 
215–231 (2014).

 32. Ho, S. S. et al. Science literacy or value predisposition? A meta-analysis of 
factors predicting public perceptions of benefits, risks, and acceptance of 
nuclear energy. Environ. Commun. 13, 457–471 (2018).

 33. Stedman, R. C., Evensen, D., O’Hara, S. & Humphrey, M. Comparing the 
relationship between knowledge and support for hydraulic fracturing 
between residents of the United States and the United Kingdom.  
Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 20, 142–148 (2016).

 34. Stoutenborough, J. W. & Vedlitz, A. The role of scientific knowledge  
in the public’s perceptions of energy technology risks. Energy Policy 96, 
206–216 (2016).

 35. Jacquet, J. B. Landowner attitudes toward natural gas and wind farm 
development in northern Pennsylvania. Energy Policy 50, 677–688 (2012).

 36. Krause, R. M., Carley, S. R., Warren, D. C., Rupp, J. A. & Graham, J. D. 
“Not in (or under) my backyard”: geographic proximity and public 
acceptance of carbon capture and storage facilities. Risk Anal. 34,  
529–540 (2014).

 37. Vasi, I. B., Walker, E. T., Johnson, J. S. & Tan, H. F. “No fracking way!” 
Documentary film, discursive opportunity, and local opposition against 
hydraulic fracturing in the United States, 2010 to 2013. Am. Sociol. Rev. 80, 
934–959 (2015).

 38. Druckman, J. N. & Bolsen, T. Framing, motivated reasoning, and opinions 
about emergent technologies. J. Commun. 61, 659–688 (2011).

 39. Scheufele, D. A. & Lewenstein, B. V. The public and nanotechnology:  
how citizens make sense of emerging technologies. J. Nanopart. Res. 7, 
659–667 (2005).

 40. van der Linden, S. A conceptual critique of the cultural cognition thesis. 
Sci. Commun. 38, 128–138 (2016).

 41. Oltra, C. et al. Public responses to CO2 storage sites: lessons from five 
European cases. Energy Environ. 23, 227–248 (2012).

 42. Slovic, P. Perception of risk. Science 236, 280–285 (1987).
 43. Stoutenborough, J. W., Vedlitz, A. & Liu, X. The influence of specific risk 

perceptions on public policy support: an examination of energy policy.  
Ann. Am. Acad. Pol. Soc. Sci. 658, 102–120 (2015).

 44. Rogers, E. M. Diffusion of Innovations 5th edn (Free Press, 2003).
 45. Rezvani, Z., Jansson, J. & Bodin, J. Advances in consumer electric vehicle 

adoption research: a review and research agenda. Transp. Res. D. 34, 
122–136 (2015).

 46. Schelly, C. Residential solar electricity adoption: What motivates, and  
what matters? A case study of early adopters. Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 2, 
183–191 (2014).

 47. Wolske, K. S., Stern, P. C. & Dietz, T. Explaining interest in adopting 
residential solar photovoltaic systems in the United States: toward  
an integration of behavioral theories. Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 25,  
134–151 (2017).

 48. Haggett, C. Over the sea and far away? A consideration of the planning, 
politics and public perception of offshore wind farms. J. Environ. Policy 
Plann. 10, 289–306 (2008).

 49. Selma, L., Seigo, O., Dohle, S. & Siegrist, M. Public perception of carbon 
capture and storage (CCS): a review. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 38, 
848–863 (2014).

 50. Jenkins, K., McCauley, D., Heffron, R., Stephan, H. & Rehner, R.  
Energy justice: a conceptual review. Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 11,  
174–182 (2016).

 51. Cotton, M. Shale gas — community relations: NIMBY or not? Integrating 
social factors into shale gas community engagements. Nat. Gas. Electr. 29, 
8–12 (2013).

 52. Sierzchula, W., Bakker, S., Maat, K. & van Wee, B. The influence of financial 
incentives and other socio-economic factors on electric vehicle adoption. 
Energy Policy 68, 183–194 (2014).

 53. Geels, F. W., Berkhout, F. & van Vuuren, D. P. Bridging analytical approaches  
for low-carbon transitions. Nat. Clim. Change 6, 576–583 (2016).

 54. Howe, P. D. & Mathieu, J. L. Age and perceived benefits are associated with 
willingness to participate in an electric load control program. Preprint at 
https://doi.org/10.31235/osf.io/rpg46 (2018).

 55. Sigrin, B., Pless, J. & Drury, E. Diffusion into new markets: evolving 
customer segments in the solar photovoltaics market. Environ. Res. Lett. 10, 
084001 (2015).

 56. Finucane, M. L., Slovic, P., Mertz, C. K., Flynn, J. & Satterfield, T. A. 
Gender, race, and perceived risk: the ‘white male’ effect. Health Risk Soc. 2, 
159–172 (2000).

 57. McCright, A. M. & Dunlap, R. E. Bringing ideology in: the conservative 
white male effect on worry about environmental problems in the USA.  
J. Risk Res. 16, 211–226 (2013).

Nature eNergy | www.nature.com/natureenergy

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/energy-and-climate-change-public-attitudes-tracker-wave-25
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/energy-and-climate-change-public-attitudes-tracker-wave-25
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/277045/key_findings_summary_quantitative_sm_public_attitudes_research_wave_4.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/277045/key_findings_summary_quantitative_sm_public_attitudes_research_wave_4.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/277045/key_findings_summary_quantitative_sm_public_attitudes_research_wave_4.pdf
https://doi.org/10.31235/osf.io/rpg46
http://www.nature.com/natureenergy


Review ARticleNaTURE ENERgy

 58. Jacques, P. J., Dunlap, R. E. & Freeman, M. The organisation of denial: 
conservative think tanks and environmental scepticism. Environ. Polit. 17, 
349–385 (2008).

 59. Farrell, J. Corporate funding and ideological polarization about climate 
change. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 113, 92–97 (2016).

 60. Davis, C. & Fisk, J. M. Energy abundance or environmental worries? 
Analyzing public support for fracking in the United States. Rev. Policy Res. 
31, 1–16 (2014).

 61. Clarke, C. E. et al. How geographic distance and political ideology interact 
to influence public perception of unconventional oil/natural gas 
development. Energy Policy 97, 301–309 (2016).

 62. Brown, E., Hartman, K., Borick, C. P., Rabe, B. G. & Ivacko, T. M. The 
National Surveys on Energy and Environment Public Opinion on Fracking: 
Perspectives from Michigan and Pennsylvania (May 2013) (Center for Local, 
State, and Urban Policy, 2013).

 63. O’Connor, C. D. & Fredericks, K. Citizen perceptions of fracking: the risks 
and opportunities of natural gas development in Canada. Energy Res. Soc. 
Sci. 42, 61–69 (2018).

 64. Gravelle, T. B. & Lachapelle, E. Politics, proximity and the pipeline: 
mapping public attitudes toward Keystone XL. Energy Policy 83,  
99–108 (2015).

 65. Baiocchi-Wagner, E. A. & Talley, A. E. The role of family communication in 
individual health attitudes and behaviors concerning diet and physical 
activity. Health Commun. 28, 193–205 (2013).

 66. Howell, E. L. et al. How do U.S. state residents form opinions about 
‘fracking’ in social contexts? A multilevel analysis. Energy Policy 106, 
345–355 (2017).

 67. Graziano, M. & Gillingham, K. Spatial patterns of solar photovoltaic system 
adoption: the influence of neighbors and the built environment. J. Econ. 
Geogr. 15, 815–839 (2015).

 68. Meckling, J. & Nahm, J. The politics of technology bans: industrial policy 
competition and green goals for the auto industry. Energy Policy 126, 
470–479 (2019).

 69. Bell, S. E. & York, R. Community economic identity: the coal industry and 
ideology construction in West Virginia. Rural Sociol. 75, 111–143 (2010).

 70. Vasi, I. B. Winds of Change: The Environmental Movement and the Global 
Development of the Wind Energy Industry. (Oxford Univ. Press, 2011).

 71. Boudet, H. S. From NIMBY to NIABY: regional mobilization against 
liquefied natural gas in the United States. Environ. Polit. 20, 786–806 (2011).

 72. Evensen, D. & Stedman, R. Beliefs about impacts matter little for attitudes 
on shale gas development. Energy Policy 109, 10–21 (2017).

 73. Batel, S. & Devine-Wright, P. Towards a better understanding of people’s 
responses to renewable energy technologies: insights from social 
representations theory. Public Underst. Sci. 24, 311–325 (2015).

 74. Moscovici, S. in Social Cognition (ed. Forgas, J.) 181–209  
(Academic Press, 1981).

 75. Bugden, D., Evensen, D. & Stedman, R. A drill by any other name: social 
representations, framing, and legacies of natural resource extraction in the 
fracking industry. Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 29, 62–71 (2017).

 76. McAdam, D. & Boudet, H. Putting Social Movements in their Place: 
Explaining Opposition to Energy Projects in the United States, 2000–2005 
(Cambridge Univ. Press, 2012).

 77. Boudet, H., Bugden, D., Zanocco, C. & Maibach, E. The effect of industry 
activities on public support for ‘fracking’. Environ. Polit. 25, 593–612 (2016).

 78. Giordono, L. S., Boudet, H. S., Karmazina, A., Taylor, C. L. & Steel, B. S. 
Opposition “overblown”? Community response to wind energy siting in the 
western United States. Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 43, 119–131 (2018).

 79. Cotton, M. & Devine-Wright, P. Putting pylons into place: a UK case study 
of public perspectives on the impacts of high voltage overhead transmission 
lines. J. Environ. Plann. Manag. 56, 1225–1245 (2013).

 80. Yu, J., Wang, Z., Majumdar, A. & Rajagopal, R. DeepSolar: A machine 
learning framework to efficiently construct a solar deployment database in 
the United States. Joule 2, 2605–2617 (2018).

 81. Sovacool, B. K., Kivimaa, P., Hielscher, S. & Jenkins, K. Vulnerability and 
resistance in the United Kingdom’s smart meter transition. Energy Policy 
109, 767–781 (2017).

 82. Devine-Wright, P. Place attachment and public acceptance of renewable 
energy: a tidal energy case study. J. Environ. Psychol. 31, 336–343 (2011).

 83. Devine-Wright, P. Rethinking NIMBYism: the role of place attachment and 
place identity in explaining place-protective action. J. Community Appl. Soc. 
Psychol. 19, 426–441 (2009).

 84. Wright, R. A. & Boudet, H. S. To act or not to act: context, capability,  
and community response to environmental risk. Am. J. Sociol. 118,  
728–777 (2012).

 85. Unruh, G. C. Understanding carbon lock-in. Energy Policy 28,  
817–830 (2000).

 86. Stedman, R. C. Toward a social psychology of place: predicting behavior 
from place-based cognitions, attitude, and identity. Environ. Behav. 34, 
561–581 (2002).

 87. Jacquet, J. B. & Stedman, R. C. The risk of social-psychological disruption 
as an impact of energy development and environmental change. J. Environ. 
Plann. Manag. 57, 1285–1304 (2014).

 88. Vorkinn, M. & Riese, H. Environmental concern in a local context: the 
significance of place attachment. Environ. Behav. 33, 249–263 (2001).

 89. Devine-Wright, P. & Howes, Y. Disruption to place attachment and the 
protection of restorative environments: a wind energy case study. J. Environ. 
Psychol. 30, 271–280 (2010).

 90. McLachlan, C. ‘You don’t do a chemistry experiment in your best china’: 
symbolic interpretations of place and technology in a wave energy case. 
Energy Policy 37, 5342–5350 (2009).

 91. Willow, A. J., Zak, R., Vilaplana, D. & Sheeley, D. The contested landscape 
of unconventional energy development: a report from Ohio’s shale gas 
country. J. Environ. Stud. Sci. 4, 56–64 (2014).

 92. Wolsink, M. Social acceptance revisited: gaps, questionable trends, and an 
auspicious perspective. Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 46, 287–295 (2018).

 93. Wüstenhagen, R., Wolsink, M. & Bürer, M. J. Social acceptance of 
renewable energy innovation: an introduction to the concept. Energy Policy 
35, 2683–2691 (2007).

 94. Bomberg, E. Shale we drill? Discourse dynamics in UK fracking debates.  
J. Environ. Policy Plann. 19, 72–88 (2017).

 95. Whitton, J., Brasier, K., Charnley-Parry, I. & Cotton, M. Shale gas 
governance in the United Kingdom and the United States: opportunities for 
public participation and the implications for social justice. Energy Res. Soc. 
Sci. 26, 11–22 (2017).

 96. Strupeit, L. & Palm, A. Overcoming barriers to renewable energy diffusion: 
business models for customer-sited solar photovoltaics in Japan, Germany 
and the United States. J. Clean. Prod. 123, 124–136 (2016).

 97. Beierle, T. C. & Cayford, J. Democracy in Practice: Public Participation in 
Environmental Decisions (Routledge, 2002).

 98. Agterbosch, S., Meertens, R. M. & Vermeulen, W. J. The relative importance 
of social and institutional conditions in the planning of wind power 
projects. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 13, 393–405 (2009).

 99. Firestone, J. et al. Reconsidering barriers to wind power projects: 
community engagement, developer transparency and place. J. Environ. 
Policy Plann. 20, 370–386 (2017).

 100. Garvin, D. A. & Roberto, M. A. What you don’t know about making 
decisions. Harv. Bus. Rev. 79, 108–119 (2001).

 101. Bell, D., Gray, T. & Haggett, C. The ‘social gap’ in wind farm siting 
decisions: explanations and policy responses. Environ. Polit. 14,  
460–477 (2005).

 102. Jegen, M. & Philion, X. D. Power and smart meters: a political perspective 
on the social acceptance of energy projects. Can. Public Adm. 60,  
68–88 (2017).

 103. Boudet, H. S. An “insiteful” comparison: contentious politics in liquefied 
natural gas facility siting in the U.S. MIT Proj. 11, 47–76 (2016).

 104. McAdam, D. et al. “Site fights”: explaining opposition to pipeline projects in 
the developing world. Sociol. Forum 25, 410–427 (2010).

 105. Eaton, E. & Kinchy, A. Quiet voices in the fracking debate: ambivalence, 
nonmobilization, and individual action in two extractive communities 
(Saskatchewan and Pennsylvania). Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 20, 22–30 (2016).

 106. Boudet, H. S. & Ortolano, L. A tale of two sitings: contentious politics in 
liquefied natural gas facility siting in California. J. Plann. Educ. Res. 30, 
5–21 (2010).

 107. Arnstein, S. R. A ladder of citizen participation. J. Am. Inst. Plann. 35, 
216–224 (1969).

 108. Gilley, B. Authoritarian environmentalism and China’s response to climate 
change. Environ. Polit. 21, 287–307 (2012).

 109. Yang, C.-J. Launching strategy for electric vehicles: lessons from China and 
Taiwan. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Change 77, 831–834 (2010).

 110. Aczel, M. R. & Makuch, K. E. The lay of the land: the public, participation 
and policy in China’s fracking frenzy. Extr. Ind. Soc. 5, 508–514 (2018).

 111. Sher, C. & Wu, C. Fracking in China: community impacts and public 
support of shale gas development. J. Contemp. China 27, 626–641 (2018).

 112. Yu, C.-H., Huang, S.-K., Qin, P. & Chen, X. Local residents’ risk perceptions 
in response to shale gas exploitation: evidence from China. Energy Policy 
113, 123–134 (2018).

 113. Jaspal, R., Nerlich, B. & Lemańcyzk, S. Fracking in the Polish press: 
geopolitics and national identity. Energy Policy 74, 253–261 (2014).

 114. Lis, A. Co-production of shale gas publics in Poland and the negotiation of 
state citizens relations. Extr. Ind. Soc. 5, 673–681 (2018).

 115. Haggerty, J. H., Kroepsch, A. C., Walsh, K. B., Smith, K. K. & Bowen, D. W. 
Geographies of impact and the impacts of geography: unconventional oil 
and gas in the American West. Extr. Ind. Soc. 5, 619–633 (2018).

 116. Stoffle, R. W., Stone, J. V. & Heeringa, S. G. Mapping risk perception 
shadows: defining the locally affected population for a low-level radioactive 
waste facility in Michigan. Environ. Prof. 15, 316–333 (1993).

 117. Pasqualetti, M. J. Wind energy landscapes: society and technology in the 
California Desert. Soc. Nat. Resour. 14, 689–699 (2001).

Nature eNergy | www.nature.com/natureenergy

http://www.nature.com/natureenergy


Review ARticle NaTURE ENERgy

 118. Visschers, V. H. M. & Siegrist, M. Find the differences and the similarities: 
relating perceived benefits, perceived costs and protected values to acceptance 
of five energy technologies. J. Environ. Psychol. 40, 117–130 (2014).

 119. Lesbirel, S. H. NIMBY Politics in Japan: Energy Siting and the Management 
of Environmental Conflict (Cornell Univ. Press, 1998).

 120. Fraune, C. & Knodt, M. Sustainable energy transformations in an age of 
populism, post-truth politics, and local resistance. Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 43, 
1–7 (2018).

 121. Ajzen, I. The theory of planned behavior. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. 
Process. 50, 179–211 (1991).

 122. Stern, P. C. Toward a coherent theory of environmentally significant 
behavior. J. Soc. Issues 56, 407–424 (2000).

 123. Shove, E., Pantzar, M. & Watson, M. The Dynamics of Social Practice: 
Everyday Life and How it Changes (SAGE, 2012).

 124. Shove, E. & Walker, G. What is energy for? Social practice and energy 
demand. Theory Cult. Soc. 31, 41–58 (2014).

 125. Strengers, Y. Peak electricity demand and social practice theories:  
reframing the role of change agents in the energy sector. Energy Policy 44, 
226–234 (2012).

 126. Shove, E. Beyond the ABC: climate change policy and theories of social 
change. Environ. Plann. A 42, 1273–1285 (2010).

 127. Strengers, Y. in Smart Energy Technologies in Everyday Life: Smart Utopia? 
(ed. Strengers, Y.) 34–52 (Palgrave Macmillan, 2013).

 128. Devine-Wright, P. et al. A conceptual framework for understanding the 
social acceptance of energy infrastructure: insights from energy storage. 
Energy Policy 107, 27–31 (2017).

acknowledgements
I thank J. Flora and D. Schaffer for their thoughtful insights.

Competing interests
The author declares no competing interests.

additional information
Reprints and permissions information is available at www.nature.com/reprints.

Correspondence should be addressed to H.S.B.

Publisher’s note: Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in 
published maps and institutional affiliations.

© Springer Nature Limited 2019

Nature eNergy | www.nature.com/natureenergy

http://www.nature.com/reprints
http://www.nature.com/natureenergy

	Public perceptions of and responses to new energy technologies
	Often hidden, sometime contentious
	Common factors shaping public perceptions and responses
	Technology. 
	People. 
	Place. 
	Process. 
	Common theoretical frameworks and models

	Putting it all together
	Acknowledgements
	Fig. 1 Factors affecting public perceptions of and responses to new energy technologies.
	Table 1 Commonly cited risk–benefit perceptions of various new energy technologies.
	Table 2 Dominant study types in the study of public perceptions and response to new energy technologies.




