Supplementary File 2: Effects of consensus messages on concern, intentions and policy opinions

The Gateway Belief Model also posits that increases in belief that human caused climate change is occurring have a ‘cascading’ effect on related attitudes and beliefs, increasing concern about climate change and support for public action. In the current study we included a number of attitudinal measures to investigate the wider effects of consensus messages. While not the focus of the study, for completeness we report here these measures and compare results between experimental groups. A full list of all survey items can be found in File S1. 
Measures
Climate concern: A 3-item scale from Spence, Poortinga and Pidgeon [1] was used to measure concern regarding the effects of climate change was measured using. These items covered the three main types of concern associated with climate change: general concern, personal concern and societal concern (example: Considering any potential effects of climate change there might be on society in general, how concerned are you about climate change?). Participants responded on a scale ranging from 1 (Not at all concerned) to 7 (Very concerned). The scale displayed good reliability (α = .88), similar to that reported in Spence et al. (α = .83).
Climate intentions: Personal intentions to act to address climate change were measured using a 3-item scale developed by van der Linden [2]. Rather than focusing on specific actions, this scale captures an overall general intent (example: I intend to do my bit to help tackle climate change). Participants indicated their agreement with the statements on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree). The scale displayed excellent reliability (α = .94), higher than that reported by van der Linden (α = .85),
Climate policy support: An ad hoc policy support scale was constructed to measure participants’ support for climate mitigation policy options.  The design was modelled on previous scales [3,e.g., ,4] but incorporated four real world, New Zealand-specific climate change mitigation policy options drawn from media reports and policy documents [5–7]. For these items and the GM policy items detailed below, participants were provided with the following instructions:  Below are some actions the New Zealand government could take in relation to climate change or GM food. Please let us know how much you would support or oppose these policies (example item: Providing tax rebates for people who purchase electric vehicles). Participants indicated their level of support for each policy on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly oppose) to 5 (strongly support). The reliability of this scale was poor (α = .56), however Cronbach’s α tends to be artificially deflated when there are only a small number of items in a scale. The mean inter-item correlation was .25 and the corrected item-total correlations for all items were above .30 which, as a rule of thumb, indicates that the items are measuring the same construct and could be usefully retained [8].
GM intentions: Participants’ personal intentions regarding GM food (eating, purchasing and checking labels) were measured using a 4-item scale adapted from Spence and Townsend [9]. Two additional items were added to the original 2-item scale to improve reliability (example item: I intend to never buy food containing GM ingredients). Responses were captured on a 7-point Likert scale. The scale displayed good reliability (α = .86). 
GM policy support: As with the climate policy support scale, GM policy preferences were measured using an ad hoc scale comprised of four New Zealand policy options sourced from the media and policy documents [10–13]. Most relevant policy discussion relating to GM food safety has focused on restrictions around GM food availability and labelling. As such, the wording of items in this scale means that higher values indicate greater support for restrictions and regulations for GM food (example: Banning the sale of food containing GM ingredients in New Zealand). Participants indicated their level of support for each policy on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly oppose) to 5 (strongly support).The scale displayed marginal acceptability (α = .68).All corrected item-total correlations were greater than .30 and the mean inter-item correlation was .35. 
Results
A multivariate ANOVA found no significant differences between high and low consensus message and control conditions across all dependent climate variables, F (8, 818) = .871, p = .54; Wilk's Λ = 0.983, ηp2 = .01 (table S2.1).  That is, participants who read a message about high or low consensus regarding the reality of human-caused climate change did not significantly differ from the control group in terms of: belief in the reality of human-caused climate change, concern over climate change, intentions to personally act to mitigate climate change or support for climate change policies. This finding doesn’t support the Gateway Belief Model, which posits that interventions which change perceptions of consensus should also change personal beliefs about climate change. 
Table S2.1. Descriptive statistics for climate-related outcomes after reading a high or low climate consensus message or no message.
	
	Climate belief
	Concern
	Policy support
	Intentions

	
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	M
	SD

	High (97%) climate message 
	5.47
	(0.88)
	5.78
	(1.18)
	3.64
	(0.62)
	5.09
	(1.05)

	Low (63%) climate message 
	5.44
	(0.80)
	5.65
	(1.06)
	3.54
	(0.58)
	4.97
	(1.05)

	Control
	5.40
	(0.87)
	5.58
	(1.10)
	3.49
	(0.57)
	4.84
	(1.20)



A MANOVA examining GM food safety beliefs, intentions and policy preferences  indicated a significant difference between the high GM consensus message and control conditions, F (3, 249) = 3.12, p = .03; Hotelling’s T2 = 5.73, ηp2 = .04 (table S2.2). Independent samples t-tests revealed significant differences between the message and control conditions for GM food safety beliefs, t(251)=-2.31, p = .02, d = 0.29, and anti-GM policy support t(251)= 0.54, p = .008, d = 0.34. These results indicate that exposure to a message about a high level of scientific agreement regarding the safety of GM food increases individuals’ reported belief that GM food is safe and lowers their support for policies regulating GM food products. These findings offer support for the Gateway Belief Model which predicts that changes in perceptions of scientific consensus are causally related to changes in personal beliefs. 
Table S2.2. Descriptive statistics for GM-related outcomes after reading a high GM consensus message or no message.  
	
	GM food safety
	GM intentions
	Anti GM-policy

	
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	M
	SD

	High (97%) GM message a
	4.37 b
	(1.21)
	3.02
	(1.24)
	3.31b
	(0.64)

	Control b
	4.02 a
	(1.23)
	3.11
	(1.25)
	3.51 a
	(0.55)


Superscripts denote significant difference at p < .05. 

Discussion
The current study found that consensus messages had no overall effect on concern over climate change, personal intentions to act or support for climate mitigation policies, as seen in previous studies examining similar constructs [14–16]. Exceptions include an experiment by Bolsen et al. [17] which found that while a high consensus message did not influence belief in human-caused climate change, it did increase support for climate policies and willingness to take personal action. A large (N = 3,150) survey experiment undertaken by van der Linden et al. [18] also found that a single consensus statement led to significant within-subjects increases in worry about climate change and general support for action. Taken in the context of this previous research, the current results suggest that any immediate effects of consensus messaging on more distal beliefs related to climate change, such as personal intentions and policy support, are at best small and difficult to detect. 
This is the first study to date to examine the effects of consensus messages on personal intentions to buy or consume GM food and GM policy preferences. The results imply that actors seeking to decrease support for GM regulation would find consensus messaging a useful tactic in shifting public opinion. 
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