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Table S1. Question on image associations and affective evaluations of image associations (e.g.
hydropower)

b) What are your feelings about the thoughts you mentioned before about hydropower?

a) What are the first images or thoughts

(minimum 1, maximum 3) that come to your ne\;?‘gve pc\)]sei’fi}; o
mind when you think about hydropower?
1. First thought: ..... O 0O O O O O O
2. Second thought: .... ©) 0O O O O O O
3. Third thought: ... O O O O O O O
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Table S2. Question on affective evaluations of the impacts of electricity generation

The electricity generation technologies mentioned above all have negative effects on several
levels. How do you feel when you think about the following impacts of different
technologies?

Please use the scale below to describe your feelings. At one end of the scale, you feel completely
relaxed, calm while at the other end of the scale you feel restless, tense or excited about the
different impacts. The scale also allows you to choose intermediate feelings (between the figures).

Please specify your feelings for each = Il =
of the impacts separately. . 5 | "'
5 E ARY

R i&

1 Impact on climate change O O O @) @) O O O O

2 Impact on air quality ©) ©) ©) ©) O ©) ©) ©) O

3 Impacts on water quality ©) ©) ©) O O ©) ©) ©) O

4 Land usage and impact on o o o o o o o o o

landscape
5 Impact on biodiversity ©) ©) ©) ©) ©) ©) ©) ©) O
6 Accidents and rzs{cs related to o o o o o o o o o
technologies

7 Raw material production and o o o o o o o o o
waste management

8 Electricity costs ©) ©) ©) ©) ©) ©) ©) ©) O

9 Security of energy supply ©) ©) ©) ©) ©) O O O O
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Figure 1. summarizing the severity of the impacts for each technology using a 5-color scale (green

strong negative impact). The table is reprinted from

weak or inexistent negative impact, red

Trutnevyte et al. [1].
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Table 3. Correlations between preferences for individual electricity generation technologies and

affective evaluations of image associations.

Pearson correlation
Coefficients (r)

Correlation between individual technologies and affective survey
evaluation of image association survey #3 survey
#1 survey #7
#5
Hydropower 296 277 322
Nuclear 617%* 528** 665%**

Solar cells .523** .640%** .365*

Wind power .559** 527%* 497

Deep geothermal 745%** .632%%* 190

Large gas power plans .500% .531** 125
Woody biomass .709%** 717 342

Biogas .636™* 126 214
Waste incineration .786™** 403* -.047
Electricity savings and efficiency 266 332 -.075

*p <0.05, **p <0.01 and **p <0.001
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Table 4. Average mix preferences of the informed citizen panel before and after discussion during the

workshops.
Individual Before Discussion After Discussion
Technolosi Contribution to Used Contribution to Used
S Mix (TWh) Potential (%) Mix (TWh) _ Potential (%)
Large hydro dams 203+1.1 46% 205+1.1 54%
Large run-of-river 192+1.1 65% 193+1.1 69%
hydropower
Small hydropower 46+0.9 50% 47+09 53%
Nuclear 21+42 8% 1.6+4.1 6%
Solar cells 10.8 £3.6 57% 11.7 +£3.5 63%
Wind power 23+12 55% 23+12 57%
Deep geothermal 13+15 29% 11+15 26%
Large gas power 0.6+1.7 2% 04+15 2%
plants
Woody biomass 0.5+0.3 28% 04+03 25%
Biogas 09+0.4 44% 0.8+0.5 44%
Waste incineration 29+05 54% 3.0+05 66%
Net import 1.0+22 5% 0.6+0.8 3%
Electricity savings 5121 76 % 58+17 85%
and efficiency
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