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Table S2. Bootstrap mediation analyses of the relationship between the political ideology
composite and support for investment in energy-efficient technology based on participants’
energy-related values (reduced carbon emissions, reduced dependence on foreign oil, and lower
energy costs)

Variables
Bootstrapped
coefficient SE

95% confidence
interval

Lower Upper

Carbon emissions −0.11 0.02 −0.15 −0.07
Foreign oil −0.03 0.01 −0.05 −0.01
Cost −0.03 0.01 −0.06 −0.01
Carbon emission vs. foreign oil −0.08 0.02 −0.12 −0.04
Carbon emission vs. cost −0.08 0.02 −0.13 −0.03
Foreign oil vs. cost 0.00 0.02 −0.03 0.04

Age, sex, education level, and income are included as control variables.

Table S3. Differences in ratings of incandescent and fluorescent
light bulbs

Measures Incandescent Fluorescent P value

Function 4.85 (1.29) 5.09 (1.08) 0.01
Savings 3.06 (1.86) 5.54 (1.62) <0.001
Environmental benefit 2.12 (1.16) 6.11 (1.09) <0.001

SDs are in parentheses.

Table S4. Logistic regression predicting light-bulb choice (blank-
label, unequal-cost condition)

Predictor variables B SE Wald P value eB

Ideology composite (linear) 0.15 0.34 0.19 0.661 1.16
Ideology composite (quadratic) −0.38 0.41 0.86 0.354 0.69
Constant 0.67 0.40 2.74 0.098 1.95

The ideology composite comprises standardized political ideology and
party affiliation scores (M = −0.01, SD = 0.83). Higher numbers indicate
greater conservatism.

Table S5. Logistic regression predicting light-bulb choice
(environmental-label, unequal-cost condition)

Predictor variables B SE Wald P value eB

Ideology composite (linear) −1.11 0.53 4.33 0.037 0.33
Ideology composite (quadratic) 0.99 0.47 4.44 0.035 2.70
Constant −0.67 0.41 2.71 0.10 0.51

The ideology composite comprises standardized political ideology and
party affiliation scores (M = −0.01, SD = 0.83; higher numbers indicate
greater conservatism).
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Table S6. Floodlight regressions of light bulb choice based on
label across the linear ideology composite from −1 to 1
(unequal-cost condition only)

Ideology value B SE Wald P value eB (odds ratio)

−1 1.29 0.88 2.14 0.144 3.63
−0.8 0.54 0.67 0.65 0.420 1.72
−0.6 −0.09 0.55 0.28 0.868 0.91
−0.4 −0.62 0.52 1.41 0.234 0.54
−0.2 −1.03 0.54 3.68 0.055 0.36
0 −1.34 0.57 5.45 0.020 0.26
0.2 −1.54 0.60 6.48 0.011 0.22
0.4 −1.62 0.62 6.82 0.009 0.20
0.6 −1.60 0.64 6.36 0.012 0.20
0.8 −1.47 0.66 4.96 0.026 0.23
1 −1.23 0.72 2.90 0.089 0.29

We conducted floodlight regression analyses that assessed whether light
bulb choice based on label varied significantly across the political ideology
composite from −1 to 1 in increments of 0.2. For each regression, new linear
and quadratic ideology terms were calculated for the specific level investi-
gated. Thus, we conducted the 11 logistic regressions predicting light bulb
choice at each level of the ideology composite listed in the table. The blank
label was coded as 0, and the environmental label was coded as 1. Each
regression predicting light bulb choice contained all the predictors listed
in Table 2.
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