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A. [bookmark: _Toc227676143]Ethical Statement
Both surveys conducted were approved by the institutional ethics board of the University of XX and was assessed to be of minimal risk. In this section, we discuss how our research approach adheres to ethical standards for human subjects research. 
Power: A key ethical issue regarding human subjects research are the power differentials between researcher and researched. It is important to note that our research does not focus on vulnerable participants and is not conducted in vulnerable communities. We also took several steps to ensure that participants did not feel coerced into taking part in the study. We used a reputable survey company (YouGov), which meant that we were never directly interacted with survey participants. Participants were given the option to skip any questions in the survey they did not want to answer and had the option to answer ``don’t know`` to all questions and still accumulate points from the survey company for completing the survey (see ‘compensation for participants’ below). Participants were not identifiable.
Consent: Participation in the surveys conducted in this study was based on informed consent. Participants were first asked to consent to being part of the online survey panel by the survey company (YouGov), and then at the start of our specific online survey experiment, participants were shown an informed consent page, and only those participants that agreed to be part of the survey were shown the rest of the survey. The informed consent page provided information about our identities as researchers, the general purpose of the research, funding for the research, and informed participants about the measures taken to ensure confidentiality. 
Deception: The study uses a survey experiment in which participants are presented with vignettes based on recent media coverage and public opinion about climate protests. These vignettes include examples of protests led by both health professionals and non-health professionals, as well as subsequent government responses (e.g., reported by outlets such as the BBC and The Guardian). Although the messages in the vignettes are drawn from real quotes by activists, the identity of the speaker is occasionally altered for the purposes of the experiment. This involves a minor form of deception, as the same message may be attributed to different types of messengers. However, no false information is presented to participants, as all statements themselves are authentic.
Harm: The potential for harm from participation in our surveys is very low. The survey questions are general in nature, and highly unlikely to induce harm. There are no physical or psychological risks to participants, nor are there any social or economic risks of participating in the surveys. 
Confidentiality: Several steps were taken to ensure confidentiality. The survey data was collected and delivered to us by YouGov in an anonymous form. The survey does not include any questions that may lead to identifying information. As we discuss above, we inform participants of the measures used to ensure confidentiality in the informed consent statement.
Compensation for Participants:  YouGov compensates survey participants using a points system, whereby participants can accumulate points for completing surveys, which they can later redeem as cash or gift cards.  The number of points that participants receive is based on the length of the survey. Participants agree to this approach to compensation when they join YouGov's online panels, and YouGov seeks to ensure this points-based compensation is fair to ensure they retain participants for the online panels. 
B. [bookmark: _Toc227676144]Survey Design and Outcome Variables
Both surveys were pre-registered and fielded via YouGov (Study 1: July/August 2025; Study 2: October 2025). The design was identical in both surveys. Respondents were randomly assigned to treatment arms, and each group read a vignette with some information related to recent protest events (the exact wording of the vignettes for both surveys are presented in the main text in Tables 1 and 2). 
The vignettes are based on recent media coverage and public opinion on climate protests, including those led by health professionals and non-health professionals, and subsequent government sentences. Sources include a BBC article reporting the sentencing of a UK doctor who damaged fuel pumps during a Just Stop Oil protest, [footnoteRef:1] two reports in The Guardian (UK) covering the arrest of eight climate activists blocking access to Heathrow Airport,[footnoteRef:2] and messaging from sixteen UK climate activists appealing lengthy protest-related sentences,[footnoteRef:3] and an opinion piece written by the Head of the Right to Health Campaign at the charity Just Fair which frames the health impacts of climate change as a human rights issue, particularly for marginalised populations in the UK.[footnoteRef:4] [1:  Article published by the BBC on 14th April 2025: https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/articles/c1lmmlpmgldo [accessed 21st July 2025].]  [2:  Article published by the Guardian (UK) on 26th July 2024: https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/article/2024/jul/26/climate-activists-arrested-heathrow-airport-area-remanded-prison [accessed 21st July 2025].]  [3:  Article published by the Guardian (UK) on 29th January 2025: https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2025/jan/29/sixteen-jailed-uk-climate-activists-to-appeal-against-sentences [accessed 21st July 2025].]  [4:  Article published in Bill of Health, the blog of the Petrie-Flom Center at Harvard Law School on 25th November 2024: https://petrieflom.law.harvard.edu/2024/11/25/the-impacts-of-climate-change-on-the-right-to-health-in-the-united-kingdom/ [accessed 21st July 2025].
] 

Each respondent answered some pre-treatment questions, read a random vignette, and then responded to some post-treatment questions. Here we present the exact wording of the outcome questions that were included in both surveys. 

Thinking about the issue of climate protests you just read about, do you think that the climate protesters should or should not be prosecuted for taking part is disruptive protests?
1. Should definitely be prosecuted
2. Should probably be prosecuted
3. Should probably not be prosecuted
4. Should definitely not be prosecuted
5. Don’t know

Thinking about the example of the climate protests you just read, do you think that the two-year prison sentence for those taking part in the disruptive climate protests is too harsh or not harsh enough (too lenient)?
1. Much too harsh
2. Somewhat harsh
3. About right
4. Somewhat lenient
5. Much too lenient
6. Don’t know

Thinking about the example of the climate protests you just read, to what extent, if at all, do you support or oppose the climate protesters?
1. Strongly support
2. Somewhat support
3. Neither support nor oppose
4. Somewhat oppose
5. Strongly oppose
6. Don’t know

How concerned, if at all, are you about the impacts of climate change?
1. Not at all concerned
2. Not very concerned
3. Fairly concerned
4. Very concerned
5. Don’t know

Thinking about how much the government is doing to tackle climate change, which of the following best reflects your view?
1. The government should do much more
2. The government should do a little more
3. The government is doing the right amount
4. The government should do a little less
5. The government should do much less
6. Don’t know
To what extent do you agree or disagree that climate change is negatively impacting people’s health?
1. Strongly agree
2. Somewhat agree
3. Somewhat disagree
4. Strongly disagree
5. Not sure

To what extent do you agree or disagree that climate change is negatively impacting people’s human rights?
1. Strongly agree
2. Somewhat agree
3. Somewhat disagree
4. Strongly disagree
5. Not sure
Please say whether you think each of the following should or should not happen. Do you think…?
• “Doctors that participate in disruptive climate protests should have their medical licenses suspended for 12 months”
• “People should undertake actions that can help tackle climate change e.g., switching to a green energy supplier, reducing car travel, or eating less red meat”
• “New laws that impose harsher prison sentences on peaceful protest violate people’s right to protest, and should be overturned”
• “The government should halt any exploration of new oil fields and other sources of fossil fuels in the UK”
• “The government should end financial subsidies (giving money) to fossil fuel companies”
• “Political protests should only ever be peaceful and non-disruptive.”
• “New laws that impose harsher prison sentences on disruptive protests should be kept as they help discourage people from causing disruptions.”
• “Doctors, nurses, and other medical professionals should inform the general public about how climate change affects people’s health.”
1. This should definitely happen
2. This should probably happen
3. This should probably not happen
4. This should definitely not happen
5. Don’t know

C. [bookmark: _Toc227676145]Sample description and balance in covariates
We offer various descriptive statistics of our two survey samples. We first conduct balance tests for each of the surveys comparing the distribution of the background covariates of the different treatment groups to the control group. Tables C.1-C.8 report difference in means for pre-treatment covariates and associated p-values. Tables C.1-C.4 present balance in covariates for the first study, and Tables C.5-C.5 for the second. We consider individuals’ age, gender, education (whether respondent has a university degree or not), social class (0-3), ideology (whether respondent voter for a conservative or far right party in the previous elections of 2024), climate concern (0-3). The covariates are rather equally balanced, with differences that are overall negligible across the board and large p-values. There are only few minor exceptions but the differences in covariates are very small (see Table C.3, C.5).
Table C‑1: Balance in covariates Study 1 (Control-Extinction)
	
	Control (N=438)
	Extinction (N=439)
	

	
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Diff. in Means
	p

	Age
	53.72
	17.02
	53.46
	17.35
	-0.26
	0.82

	Female
	0.60
	0.49
	0.56
	0.50
	-0.03
	0.32

	Education
	0.51
	0.50
	0.50
	0.50
	-0.01
	0.86

	Social class
	2.71
	1.53
	2.74
	1.47
	0.03
	0.76

	Conservative voter
	0.47
	0.50
	0.44
	0.50
	-0.03
	0.53

	Climate concern
	1.91
	0.96
	1.96
	0.90
	0.05
	0.44

	* , ** , *** .



Table C‑2: Balance in covariates Study 1 (Control-Health and human rights)
	
	Control (N=438)
	Health – Human rights (N=473)
	

	
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Diff. in Means
	p

	Age
	53.72
	17.02
	53.34
	16.87
	-0.38
	0.73

	Female
	0.60
	0.49
	0.56
	0.50
	-0.04
	0.25

	Education
	0.51
	0.50
	0.51
	0.50
	0.00
	0.94

	Social class
	2.71
	1.53
	2.65
	1.56
	-0.06
	0.54

	Conservative voter
	0.47
	0.50
	0.48
	0.50
	0.01
	0.72

	Climate concern
	1.91
	0.96
	1.94
	0.91
	0.04
	0.54

	* , ** , *** .



Table C‑3: Balance in covariates Study 1 (Control-Health pros, health frame)
	
	Control (N=438)
	Health – Health pros (N=442)
	

	
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Diff. in Means
	p

	Age
	53.72
	17.02
	51.31
	16.96
	-2.41*
	0.04

	Female
	0.60
	0.49
	0.58
	0.49
	-0.01
	0.66

	Education
	0.51
	0.50
	0.55
	0.50
	0.04
	0.26

	Social class
	2.71
	1.53
	2.88
	1.48
	0.17
	0.09

	Conservative voter
	0.47
	0.50
	0.42
	0.49
	-0.04
	0.29

	Climate concern
	1.91
	0.96
	1.96
	0.92
	0.06
	0.37

	* , ** , *** .





Table C‑4: Balance in covariates Study 1 (Control-Health frame)
	
	Control (N=438)
	Health (N=465)
	

	
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Diff. in Means
	p

	Age
	53.72
	17.02
	51.72
	17.53
	-2.00
	0.08

	Female
	0.60
	0.49
	0.55
	0.50
	-0.04
	0.19

	Education
	0.51
	0.50
	0.53
	0.50
	0.03
	0.41

	Social class
	2.71
	1.53
	2.74
	1.52
	0.03
	0.80

	Conservative voter
	0.47
	0.50
	0.44
	0.50
	-0.02
	0.57

	Climate concern
	1.91
	0.96
	1.88
	1.00
	-0.02
	0.72

	* , ** , *** .



Table C‑5:Balance in covariates Study 2 (Control-Health pros, extinction)
	
	Control (N=417)
	Health pros, extinction(N=408)
	

	
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Diff. in Means
	p

	Age
	48.45
	16.73
	47.10
	16.95
	-1.35
	0.25

	Female
	0.54
	0.50
	0.62
	0.49
	0.07*
	0.04

	Education
	0.53
	0.50
	0.47
	0.50
	-0.05
	0.13

	Social class
	2.74
	1.47
	2.70
	1.45
	-0.04
	0.71

	Conservative voter
	0.44
	0.50
	0.39
	0.49
	-0.05
	0.29

	Climate concern
	1.89
	0.96
	1.89
	0.93
	0.01
	0.92

	* , ** , *** .



Table C‑6:Balance in covariates Study 2 (Control-Health pros, no statement)
	
	Control (N=417)
	Health pros, no statement (N=416)
	

	
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Diff. in Means
	p

	Age
	48.45
	16.73
	49.09
	17.11
	0.64
	0.59

	Female
	0.54
	0.50
	0.56
	0.50
	0.01
	0.75

	Education
	0.53
	0.50
	0.49
	0.50
	-0.04
	0.22

	Social class
	2.74
	1.47
	2.86
	1.42
	0.13
	0.20

	Conservative voter
	0.44
	0.50
	0.41
	0.49
	-0.02
	0.62

	Climate concern
	1.89
	0.96
	1.88
	0.95
	-0.01
	0.94

	* , ** , *** .




Table C‑7: Balance in covariates Study 2 (Control-Scientists, health)
	
	Control (N=417)
	Scientists, health(N=411)
	

	
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Diff. in Means
	p

	Age
	48.45
	16.73
	49.03
	17.01
	0.59
	0.62

	Female
	0.54
	0.50
	0.55
	0.50
	0.00
	0.93

	Education
	0.53
	0.50
	0.48
	0.50
	-0.05
	0.14

	Social class
	2.74
	1.47
	2.76
	1.43
	0.03
	0.78

	Conservative voter
	0.44
	0.50
	0.43
	0.50
	-0.00
	0.96

	Climate concern
	1.89
	0.96
	1.85
	0.94
	-0.04
	0.56

	* , ** , *** .



Table C‑8: Balance in covariates Study 2 (Control-Teachers, health)
	
	Control (N=417)
	Teachers, health(N=400)
	

	
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Diff. in Means
	p

	Age
	48.45
	16.73
	48.82
	17.24
	0.38
	0.75

	Female
	0.54
	0.50
	0.58
	0.49
	0.04
	0.27

	Education
	0.53
	0.50
	0.55
	0.50
	0.02
	0.49

	Social class
	2.74
	1.47
	2.81
	1.51
	0.08
	0.45

	Conservative voter
	0.44
	0.50
	0.42
	0.50
	-0.01
	0.78

	Climate concern
	1.89
	0.96
	1.96
	0.95
	0.08
	0.25

	* , ** , *** .




We provide additional information on our survey samples by showing the distributions of pre-treatment variables (see Figure C.1 for the first study and Figure C.2 for the second study). Specifically, we show the distribution of age, gender, education, social class, climate concern, Brexit voting in the 2016 referendum, and party voting in the 2024 UK national elections. 
[image: ]
Figure C.1: Distribution of pre-treatment covariates (Study 1)


[image: ]
Figure C.2: Distribution of pre-treatment covariates (Study 2)
D. [bookmark: _Toc227676146]Tables of Main Results

Table D‑1:Effect of different messages/messengers on support for climate protesters (Study 1)
	
	Model 1
	Model 2

	Intercept
	1.547***
	1.118***

	
	(0.063)
	(0.151)

	Extinction frame
	0.233**
	0.147+

	
	(0.088)
	(0.085)

	Health frame
	0.159+
	0.154+

	
	(0.087)
	(0.085)

	Health frame + health pros
	0.179*
	0.045

	
	(0.088)
	(0.086)

	Health and human rights frame
	0.087
	-0.045

	
	(0.087)
	(0.084)

	Age
	
	-0.004*

	
	
	(0.002)

	Region
	
	-0.015+

	
	
	(0.009)

	Female
	
	0.133*

	
	
	(0.054)

	Education
	
	0.117*

	
	
	(0.059)

	Social class
	
	-0.013

	
	
	(0.025)

	Conservative voter
	
	-0.726***

	
	
	(0.067)

	Climate concern
	
	0.582***

	
	
	(0.032)

	Brexit voter
	
	-0.172*

	
	
	(0.067)

	Observations
	2156
	1359

	R2
	0.004
	0.455

	R2 Adjusted
	0.002
	0.450

	+ p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. OLS estimation. Standard errors in parentheses. Figure 1 of the main text is based on Model 1 of the table.





Table D‑2: Effect of different messages/messengers on concern about climate change (Study 1)
	
	Model 1
	Model 2

	Intercept
	1.905***
	0.214***

	
	(0.045)
	(0.053)

	Extinction frame
	0.065
	0.031

	
	(0.063)
	(0.029)

	Health frame
	0.003
	0.034

	
	(0.063)
	(0.029)

	Health frame + health pros
	0.119+
	0.048

	
	(0.063)
	(0.030)

	Health and human rights frame
	0.046
	0.024

	
	(0.062)
	(0.029)

	Age
	
	-0.000

	
	
	(0.001)

	Region
	
	-0.003

	
	
	(0.003)

	Female
	
	0.057**

	
	
	(0.019)

	Education
	
	0.002

	
	
	(0.021)

	Social class
	
	0.011

	
	
	(0.009)

	Conservative voter
	
	-0.064**

	
	
	(0.023)

	Climate concern
	
	0.895***

	
	
	(0.011)

	Brexit voter
	
	-0.043+

	
	
	(0.023)

	Observations
	2203
	1386

	R2
	0.002
	0.871

	R2 Adjusted
	0.000
	0.870

	+ p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. OLS estimation. Standard errors in parentheses. Figure 2 of the main text is based on Model 1 of the table.







Table D‑3: Effect of different messages/messengers on pro-climate attitudes (Study 1)
	
	Governmental action
	Individual action
	Halt fossil exploration
	End fossil subsidies

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5
	Model 6
	Model 7
	Model 8

	Intercept
	0.537***
	0.329***
	0.662***
	0.356***
	0.406***
	0.402***
	0.489***
	0.497***

	
	(0.024)
	(0.057)
	(0.022)
	(0.061)
	(0.024)
	(0.074)
	(0.024)
	(0.071)

	Extinction frame
	0.072*
	0.025
	0.017
	-0.038
	0.031
	0.064
	0.049
	0.004

	
	(0.033)
	(0.032)
	(0.032)
	(0.034)
	(0.033)
	(0.042)
	(0.034)
	(0.040)

	Health frame
	0.014
	0.008
	-0.013
	-0.029
	0.009
	0.061
	0.019
	-0.023

	
	(0.033)
	(0.032)
	(0.031)
	(0.034)
	(0.033)
	(0.041)
	(0.033)
	(0.040)

	Health frame + health pros
	0.070*
	0.016
	0.064*
	0.004
	0.080*
	0.045
	0.079*
	0.029

	
	(0.033)
	(0.032)
	(0.032)
	(0.034)
	(0.033)
	(0.042)
	(0.034)
	(0.040)

	Health and human rights frame
	0.030
	0.008
	-0.000
	-0.007
	0.025
	0.060
	0.008
	-0.031

	
	(0.033)
	(0.032)
	(0.031)
	(0.033)
	(0.033)
	(0.041)
	(0.033)
	(0.039)

	Age
	
	-0.002***
	
	-0.001+
	
	-0.002*
	
	-0.002*

	
	
	(0.001)
	
	(0.001)
	
	(0.001)
	
	(0.001)

	Region
	
	-0.004
	
	0.003
	
	0.003
	
	-0.009*

	
	
	(0.003)
	
	(0.004)
	
	(0.004)
	
	(0.004)

	Female
	
	-0.035+
	
	-0.017
	
	0.009
	
	-0.066**

	
	
	(0.021)
	
	(0.022)
	
	(0.027)
	
	(0.025)

	Education
	
	0.014
	
	0.017
	
	-0.037
	
	0.083**

	
	
	(0.022)
	
	(0.024)
	
	(0.029)
	
	(0.028)

	Social class
	
	-0.001
	
	0.021*
	
	0.014
	
	-0.002

	
	
	(0.010)
	
	(0.010)
	
	(0.012)
	
	(0.012)

	Conservative voter
	
	-0.160***
	
	-0.053*
	
	-0.089**
	
	-0.127***

	
	
	(0.025)
	
	(0.027)
	
	(0.033)
	
	(0.031)

	Climate concern
	
	0.261***
	
	0.212***
	
	0.080***
	
	0.136***

	
	
	(0.012)
	
	(0.013)
	
	(0.016)
	
	(0.015)

	Brexit voter
	
	-0.070**
	
	-0.050+
	
	-0.059+
	
	0.008

	
	
	(0.025)
	
	(0.027)
	
	(0.033)
	
	(0.031)

	Observations
	2257
	1393
	2257
	1393
	2257
	1393
	2257
	1393

	R2
	0.003
	0.427
	0.003
	0.271
	0.003
	0.074
	0.003
	0.150

	R2 Adjusted
	0.002
	0.422
	0.002
	0.265
	0.001
	0.066
	0.002
	0.142

	+p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. OLS estimation. Standard errors in parentheses. Figure 3 of the main text is based on Models 1, 3, 5, 7 of the table.










Table D‑4: Effect of different messages/messengers on support for prosecuting protesters and attitudes towards harshness of sentences (Study 1)
	
	Support for prosecution
	Sentence too harsh

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Intercept
	2.128***
	2.097***
	2.453***
	2.049***

	
	(0.049)
	(0.126)
	(0.058)
	(0.145)

	Extinction frame
	-0.161*
	-0.095
	0.103
	0.048

	
	(0.070)
	(0.072)
	(0.082)
	(0.082)

	Health frame
	-0.210**
	-0.186**
	0.064
	0.098

	
	(0.069)
	(0.071)
	(0.080)
	(0.082)

	Health frame + health pros
	-0.229***
	-0.126+
	0.231**
	0.191*

	
	(0.069)
	(0.071)
	(0.081)
	(0.082)

	Health and human rights frame
	-0.062
	0.026
	0.109
	0.028

	
	(0.069)
	(0.070)
	(0.080)
	(0.080)

	Age
	
	0.007***
	
	-0.002

	
	
	(0.001)
	
	(0.002)

	Region
	
	0.003
	
	-0.019*

	
	
	(0.008)
	
	(0.009)

	Female
	
	-0.168***
	
	0.451***

	
	
	(0.046)
	
	(0.052)

	Education
	
	-0.113*
	
	0.157**

	
	
	(0.050)
	
	(0.057)

	Social class
	
	0.010
	
	0.036

	
	
	(0.021)
	
	(0.024)

	Conservative voter
	
	0.562***
	
	-0.636***

	
	
	(0.056)
	
	(0.065)

	Climate concern
	
	-0.323***
	
	0.362***

	
	
	(0.027)
	
	(0.031)

	Brexit voter
	
	0.145*
	
	-0.279***

	
	
	(0.056)
	
	(0.065)

	Observations
	2091
	1329
	2110
	1344

	R2
	0.008
	0.379
	0.004
	0.400

	R2 Adjusted
	0.006
	0.374
	0.002
	0.395

	+ p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. OLS estimation. Standard errors in parentheses. Figure 4 of the main text is based on Model 1 and 3 of the table.






Table D‑5: Effect of different messages/messengers on opposition to retaining harsher sentences for disruptive protests (Study 1)
	
	Model 1
	Model 2

	Intercept
	1.584***
	1.444***

	
	(0.055)
	(0.154)

	Extinction frame
	-0.117
	-0.056

	
	(0.078)
	(0.087)

	Health frame
	-0.112
	-0.050

	
	(0.077)
	(0.087)

	Health frame + health pros
	-0.189*
	-0.116

	
	(0.076)
	(0.087)

	Health and human rights frame
	-0.078
	0.077

	
	(0.077)
	(0.086)

	Age
	
	0.004*

	
	
	(0.002)

	Region
	
	0.009

	
	
	(0.009)

	Female
	
	-0.199***

	
	
	(0.055)

	Education
	
	-0.009

	
	
	(0.061)

	Social class
	
	0.005

	
	
	(0.025)

	Conservative voter
	
	0.506***

	
	
	(0.069)

	Climate concern
	
	-0.236***

	
	
	(0.032)

	Brexit voter
	
	0.235***

	
	
	(0.069)

	Observations
	1895
	1219

	R2
	0.003
	0.247

	R2 Adjusted
	0.001
	0.239

	+p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. OLS estimation. Standard errors in parentheses. Figure 5 of the main text is based on Model 1 of the table.






Table D‑6: Effect of different messages/messengers on support for climate protesters (Study 2)
	
	Model 1
	Model 2

	Intercept
	1.711***
	1.066***

	
	(0.065)
	(0.157)

	Health pros, extinction frame
	0.324***
	0.312***

	
	(0.092)
	(0.090)

	Health pros, no statement
	0.182*
	0.191*

	
	(0.091)
	(0.086)

	Scientists, health frame
	0.200*
	0.228**

	
	(0.092)
	(0.086)

	Teachers, health frame
	0.210*
	0.114

	
	(0.092)
	(0.086)

	Age
	
	-0.004*

	
	
	(0.002)

	Region
	
	-0.006

	
	
	(0.009)

	Female
	
	0.061

	
	
	(0.056)

	Education
	
	0.000

	
	
	(0.061)

	Social class
	
	-0.068*

	
	
	(0.027)

	Conservative voter
	
	-0.527***

	
	
	(0.073)

	Climate concern
	
	0.687***

	
	
	(0.033)

	Brexit voter
	
	-0.181**

	
	
	(0.070)

	Observations
	1913
	1211

	R2
	0.007
	0.461

	R2 Adjusted
	0.005
	0.455

	+p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. OLS estimation. Standard errors in parentheses. Figure 6 of the main text is based on Model 1 of the table.







Table D‑7: Effect of different messages/messengers on concern about climate change (Study 2)
	
	Model 1
	Model 2

	Intercept
	1.892***
	0.288***

	
	(0.047)
	(0.055)

	Health pros, extinction frame
	0.067
	0.082**

	
	(0.066)
	(0.032)

	Health pros, no statement
	0.003
	0.014

	
	(0.066)
	(0.031)

	Scientists, health frame
	-0.001
	0.039

	
	(0.066)
	(0.030)

	Teachers, health frame
	0.110+
	0.060*

	
	(0.066)
	(0.031)

	Age
	
	-0.001

	
	
	(0.001)

	Region
	
	-0.003

	
	
	(0.003)

	Female
	
	0.034+

	
	
	(0.020)

	Education
	
	0.017

	
	
	(0.022)

	Social class
	
	0.011

	
	
	(0.010)

	Conservative voter
	
	-0.061*

	
	
	(0.026)

	Climate concern
	
	0.877***

	
	
	(0.012)

	Brexit voter
	
	-0.038

	
	
	(0.025)

	Observations
	1990
	1255

	R2
	0.002
	0.868

	R2 Adjusted
	0.000
	0.866

	+p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. OLS estimation. Standard errors in parentheses. Figure 7 of the main text is based on Model 1 of the table.







Table D‑8: Effect of different messages/messengers on pro-climate attitudes (Study 2)
	
	Governmental action
	Individual action
	Halt fossil exploration
	End fossil subsidies

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5
	Model 6
	Model 7
	Model 8

	Intercept
	0.561***
	0.276***
	0.638***
	0.386***
	0.398***
	0.388***
	0.511***
	0.581***

	
	(0.024)
	(0.058)
	(0.023)
	(0.064)
	(0.024)
	(0.076)
	(0.024)
	(0.073)

	Health pros, extinction frame
	0.020
	-0.036
	0.031
	0.010
	0.036
	0.032
	-0.025
	-0.055

	
	(0.034)
	(0.034)
	(0.033)
	(0.037)
	(0.034)
	(0.044)
	(0.035)
	(0.042)

	Health pros, no statement
	-0.001
	-0.027
	0.030
	0.051
	0.037
	0.043
	-0.008
	-0.026

	
	(0.034)
	(0.032)
	(0.032)
	(0.036)
	(0.034)
	(0.042)
	(0.035)
	(0.041)

	Scientists, health frame
	-0.009
	-0.017
	0.058+
	0.063+
	0.052
	0.043
	0.015
	0.003

	
	(0.034)
	(0.032)
	(0.033)
	(0.035)
	(0.034)
	(0.042)
	(0.035)
	(0.040)

	Teachers, health frame
	0.054
	0.006
	0.072*
	0.028
	0.009
	0.003
	0.014
	-0.017

	
	(0.035)
	(0.032)
	(0.033)
	(0.036)
	(0.035)
	(0.042)
	(0.035)
	(0.041)

	Age
	
	-0.003***
	
	-0.001
	
	-0.003**
	
	-0.003***

	
	
	(0.001)
	
	(0.001)
	
	(0.001)
	
	(0.001)

	Region
	
	-0.004
	
	-0.005
	
	-0.003
	
	-0.003

	
	
	(0.003)
	
	(0.004)
	
	(0.005)
	
	(0.004)

	Female
	
	0.037+
	
	0.016
	
	-0.026
	
	-0.084**

	
	
	(0.021)
	
	(0.023)
	
	(0.027)
	
	(0.026)

	Education
	
	0.002
	
	0.049+
	
	-0.013
	
	0.081**

	
	
	(0.023)
	
	(0.025)
	
	(0.030)
	
	(0.029)

	Social class
	
	0.015
	
	-0.000
	
	-0.005
	
	-0.006

	
	
	(0.010)
	
	(0.011)
	
	(0.013)
	
	(0.013)

	Conservative voter
	
	-0.121***
	
	-0.079**
	
	0.014
	
	-0.126***

	
	
	(0.027)
	
	(0.030)
	
	(0.036)
	
	(0.034)

	Climate concern
	
	0.279***
	
	0.193***
	
	0.123***
	
	0.129***

	
	
	(0.012)
	
	(0.014)
	
	(0.016)
	
	(0.016)

	Brexit voter
	
	-0.024
	
	-0.017
	
	-0.052
	
	0.021

	
	
	(0.026)
	
	(0.029)
	
	(0.035)
	
	(0.033)

	Observations
	2052
	1266
	2052
	1266
	2052
	1266
	2052
	1266

	R2
	0.002
	0.455
	0.003
	0.238
	0.002
	0.081
	0.001
	0.157

	R2 Adjusted
	0.000
	0.450
	0.001
	0.230
	-0.000
	0.073
	-0.001
	0.149

	+p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. OLS estimation. Standard errors in parentheses. Figure 38of the main text is based on Models 1, 3, 5, 7 of the table.











Table D‑9: Effect of different messages/messengers on support for prosecuting protesters and attitudes towards harshness of sentences (Study 1)
	
	Support for prosecution
	Sentence too harsh

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Intercept
	1.990***
	1.700***
	2.581***
	2.168***

	
	(0.052)
	(0.139)
	(0.054)
	(0.149)

	Health pros, extinction frame
	-0.346***
	-0.268***
	0.371***
	0.331***

	
	(0.075)
	(0.080)
	(0.077)
	(0.086)

	Health pros, no statement
	-0.311***
	-0.267***
	0.319***
	0.249**

	
	(0.074)
	(0.077)
	(0.076)
	(0.082)

	Scientists, health frame
	-0.282***
	-0.216**
	0.275***
	0.246**

	
	(0.074)
	(0.076)
	(0.076)
	(0.081)

	Teachers, health frame
	-0.322***
	-0.251**
	0.378***
	0.296***

	
	(0.074)
	(0.077)
	(0.077)
	(0.082)

	Age
	
	0.008***
	
	0.002

	
	
	(0.002)
	
	(0.002)

	Region
	
	0.007
	
	-0.002

	
	
	(0.008)
	
	(0.009)

	Female
	
	-0.137**
	
	0.147**

	
	
	(0.050)
	
	(0.053)

	Education
	
	-0.015
	
	0.010

	
	
	(0.054)
	
	(0.058)

	Social class
	
	0.098***
	
	-0.053*

	
	
	(0.024)
	
	(0.026)

	Conservative voter
	
	0.553***
	
	-0.606***

	
	
	(0.065)
	
	(0.069)

	Climate concern
	
	-0.309***
	
	0.347***

	
	
	(0.029)
	
	(0.032)

	Brexit voter
	
	0.138*
	
	-0.051

	
	
	(0.063)
	
	(0.067)

	Observations
	1858
	1170
	1897
	1208

	R2
	0.016
	0.339
	0.017
	0.280

	R2 Adjusted
	0.014
	0.332
	0.015
	0.272

	+ p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. OLS estimation. Standard errors in parentheses. Figure 9 of the main text is based on Models 1 and 3 of the table.







Table D‑10:Effect of different messages/messengers on opposition to retaining harsher sentences for disruptive protests (Study 2)
	
	Model 1
	Model 2

	Intercept
	1.520***
	1.510***

	
	(0.056)
	(0.160)

	Health pros, extinction frame
	-0.183*
	-0.196*

	
	(0.080)
	(0.093)

	Health pros, no statement
	-0.190*
	-0.194*

	
	(0.079)
	(0.089)

	Scientists, health frame
	-0.059
	-0.116

	
	(0.079)
	(0.088)

	Teachers, health frame
	-0.230**
	-0.225*

	
	(0.080)
	(0.089)

	Age
	
	0.003

	
	
	(0.002)

	Region
	
	0.016+

	
	
	(0.010)

	Female
	
	-0.108+

	
	
	(0.057)

	Education
	
	0.006

	
	
	(0.063)

	Social class
	
	0.029

	
	
	(0.028)

	Conservative voter
	
	0.487***

	
	
	(0.074)

	Climate concern
	
	-0.245***

	
	
	(0.034)

	Brexit voter
	
	0.110

	
	
	(0.072)

	Observations
	1670
	1078

	R2
	0.007
	0.209

	R2 Adjusted
	0.005
	0.200

	+ p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. OLS estimation. Standard errors in parentheses. Figure 10 of the main text is based on Model 1 of the table.



E. [bookmark: _Toc227676147]Additional Analyses
Here we present additional analyses that complement the results discussed in the main text. We first present results with different operationalization of some of the outcome variables used in the main text; then we show results for additional outcome variables; and finally, we examine some heterogeneous treatment effects based on respondents’ pre-treatment attributes. 
[bookmark: _Toc227676148]E.1. Different operationalization of outcome variables
In the main text, Figure 3 (study 1) and Figure 8 (study 2) show results based on binary outcome variables. Table E.1 and Table E.2 present supplementary analyses replicating the results shown in the figures of the main text, but instead of using binary outcome variables, we employ their ordinal counterparts. 
	When comparing results between Figure 3 and Table E.1, there are some differences. When the ordinal measures are used, the results are not statistically significant. This lack of significance is likely due to the high number of “Don’t know” responses, which reduce the effective sample size and increase measurement noise (see discussion in the main text). When comparing results between Figure 8 and Table E.2, results are very similar.

Table E‑1: Effect of different messages/messengers on pro-climate attitudes (Study 1 - categorical variables)
	
	Governmental action
	Individual action
	Halt fossil fuel exploration
	End fossil fuel subsidies

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Intercept
	2.762***
	2.062***
	1.558***
	1.851***

	
	(0.071)
	(0.048)
	(0.059)
	(0.059)

	Extinction frame
	0.163
	0.040
	0.093
	0.015

	
	(0.100)
	(0.067)
	(0.084)
	(0.081)

	Health frame
	-0.119
	-0.029
	0.029
	0.015

	
	(0.098)
	(0.067)
	(0.083)
	(0.081)

	Health frame + health pros
	0.134
	0.062
	0.153+
	0.102

	
	(0.099)
	(0.066)
	(0.082)
	(0.080)

	Health and human rights frame
	-0.031
	-0.025
	0.017
	-0.050

	
	(0.098)
	(0.066)
	(0.082)
	(0.080)

	Observations
	1973
	1924
	1753
	1769

	R2
	0.006
	0.002
	0.003
	0.002

	R2 Adjusted
	0.004
	-0.001
	0.000
	-0.000

	+ p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. OLS estimation. Standard errors in parentheses. 









Table E‑2:Effect of different messages/messengers on pro-climate attitudes (Study 2 - categorical variables)
	
	Governmental action
	Individual action
	Halt fossil fuel exploration
	End fossil fuel subsidies

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Intercept
	2.716***
	2.003***
	1.621***
	1.863***

	
	(0.071)
	(0.050)
	(0.062)
	(0.059)

	Health pros, extinction frame
	0.067
	0.116
	0.038
	-0.018

	
	(0.100)
	(0.071)
	(0.088)
	(0.084)

	Health pros, no statement
	-0.014
	0.073
	0.004
	-0.010

	
	(0.099)
	(0.070)
	(0.087)
	(0.083)

	Scientists, health frame
	0.070
	0.142*
	0.037
	0.052

	
	(0.100)
	(0.070)
	(0.087)
	(0.083)

	Teachers, health frame
	0.157
	0.167*
	-0.045
	0.036

	
	(0.101)
	(0.071)
	(0.088)
	(0.084)

	Observations
	1816
	1747
	1582
	1562

	R2
	0.002
	0.004
	0.001
	0.001

	R2 Adjusted
	-0.000
	0.002
	-0.002
	-0.002

	+ p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. OLS estimation. Standard errors in parentheses. Figure E.2 is based on the Models of the table.




[bookmark: _Toc227676149]E.2. Additional outcome variables
We examine the effect of the treatments on three additional outcome variables: public attitudes toward the impacts of climate change on people’s health (CC impacts health); public attitudes toward the impacts of climate change on people’s human rights (CC impacts human rights); and people’s views on whether they believe health professionals should inform the public about the adverse effects of climate change on health (Health pros inform public). Table E.3 shows the results for study 1. Table E.3 shows that the health frame combined with the health professional messenger has the strongest effect on people’s views (as in most of our analyses). In this case, individuals exposed to this vignette express greater concern that climate change negatively affects both their health and their human rights (Models 1 and 2). Additionally, when focusing on health professionals’ role in informing the public, the health frame combined with the health professional messenger is the only vignette that significantly influences participants’ views (Model 3). This may be because participants who recognize that they themselves were influenced by this message also perceive doctors as credible and appropriate messengers for communicating information about these issues.
Table E‑3: Effect of different messages/messengers on additional outcomes (Study 1)
	
	CC impacts health
	CC impacts human rights
	Health pros inform public

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Intercept
	2.536***
	1.657***
	1.958***

	
	(0.069)
	(0.085)
	(0.051)

	Extinction frame
	0.114
	0.173
	0.075

	
	(0.097)
	(0.121)
	(0.072)

	Health frame
	-0.001
	0.205+
	-0.110

	
	(0.096)
	(0.117)
	(0.071)

	Health frame + health pros
	0.177+
	0.350**
	0.148*

	
	(0.096)
	(0.120)
	(0.071)

	Health and human rights frame
	-0.030
	0.024
	-0.014

	
	(0.095)
	(0.117)
	(0.070)

	Observations
	1887
	1589
	1886

	R2
	0.004
	0.007
	0.008

	R2 Adjusted
	0.002
	0.005
	0.006

	+ p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. OLS estimation. Standard errors in parentheses.



Table E.4 shows the results for study 2. According to Table E.4 Models 1 and 2, none of the vignettes produce a statistically significant effect for public attitudes toward the impacts of climate change on people’s health (CC impacts health) and toward the impacts of climate change on people’s human rights (CC impacts human rights). This may suggest that, when it comes to perceptions of impacts, only the combination of the health frame and the health professional messenger is capable of influencing people’s views. In other words, it is the interaction between the message and the messenger that drives the effect. The results are more mixed when focusing on health professionals’ role in informing the public (Model 3). It appears that the health frame combined with scientists influences individuals’ views on whether they should inform the public about the negative impacts of climate change. A positive effect (though only significant at the 90% confidence level) is also observed for the extinction frame combined with health professionals. These findings suggest that messages delivered by experts can be persuasive, leading individuals to believe that such experts have an important role in informing the general public about the health consequences of climate change.


Table E‑4: Effect of different messages/messengers on additional outcomes (Study 2)
	
	CC impacts health
	CC impacts human rights
	Health pros inform public

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Intercept
	2.569***
	1.768***
	1.884***

	
	(0.075)
	(0.088)
	(0.053)

	Health pros, extinction frame
	0.017
	0.075
	0.139+

	
	(0.105)
	(0.124)
	(0.074)

	Health pros, no statement
	-0.046
	0.074
	0.037

	
	(0.104)
	(0.124)
	(0.074)

	Scientists, health frame
	0.048
	-0.126
	0.202**

	
	(0.104)
	(0.125)
	(0.075)

	Teachers, health frame
	0.039
	-0.073
	0.125+

	
	(0.104)
	(0.125)
	(0.075)

	Observations
	1689
	1440
	1719

	R2
	0.001
	0.003
	0.006

	R2 Adjusted
	-0.002
	0.000
	0.003

	+ p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. OLS estimation. Standard errors in parentheses.



[bookmark: _Toc227676150]E.3. Heterogeneous treatment effects 
We examine heterogeneous effects by dividing our sample according to three key pre-treatment covariates: Brexit voting, conservative ideology, and climate concern. Previous research shows that these factors shape individuals’ attitudes toward climate mitigation. In particular, people who are more conservative and less concerned about climate change tend to be less supportive of climate policies and more opposed to climate protests (Badullovich et al., 2024; Kalatzi Pantera, 2025; McCright et al., 2016). It is therefore important to investigate whether emphasizing specific types of messages (e.g., health-related messages) or highlighting the participation of certain professional groups in protests (such as health professionals, teachers, or scientists) can influence these harder-to-convince audiences. Based on our results, in some cases these audiences can be reached, and it seems that both messages and messengers matter in communicating issues like climate change and climate protests. 
Figures E.1–E.3 present the coefficient plots for Study 1 (The Figures are based on Tables E.5-E.7 of Section E.4). Figure E.1 examines effects by Brexit vote. For most outcomes, there are no statistically significant differences between Brexit and Remain voters. When differences do appear, they align with expectations: Brexit voters are generally not driving the effects and appear largely unaffected by the vignettes. However, there is one notable exception: Brexit voters exposed to the health and human rights frame were significantly less likely to support the prosecution of protesters. 
Figure E.2 shows results by political ideology (conservative vs. non-conservative). Here, ideology plays a strong role: conservative respondents were mostly unaffected by the different message frames. The exception is that conservatives who viewed the health and human rights frame expressed greater support for individual climate action compared to conservatives in the control group.
Figure E.3 presents results by climate concern. In this case, the vignettes were often effective in persuading individuals less concerned about climate change. Specifically, the extinction frame and the health pros, health frame increased support for governmental action, ending fossil fuel subsidies, and halting fossil fuel exploration among this group. Furthermore, across all vignettes, less climate-concerned individuals were less likely to support the prosecution of protesters compared to similar individuals in the control group.

[image: ]
Figure E.1: Average treatment effects (ATE) by Brexit vote for protest message framing and messenger on: (top left) whether government should do more or less to address climate change (binary outcome); (top middle) support for individual climate action (binary outcome); (top right) support for climate protesters (ordinal outcome); (bottom left) whether government should or should not end financial subsidies to fossil fuel companies (binary outcome); (bottom middle) whether government should or should not halt exploration of new oil fields and other fossil fuel sources (binary outcome); support for prosecuting protesters (ordinal outcome). Horizontal lines indicate 95% confidence intervals.
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Figure E.2: Average treatment effects (ATE) by conservative ideology for protest message framing and messenger on: (top left) whether government should do more or less to address climate change (binary outcome); (top middle) support for individual climate action (binary outcome); (top right) support for climate protesters (ordinal outcome); (bottom left) whether government should or should not end financial subsidies to fossil fuel companies (binary outcome); (bottom middle) whether government should or should not halt exploration of new oil fields and other fossil fuel sources (binary outcome); support for prosecuting protesters (ordinal outcome). Horizontal lines indicate 95% confidence intervals.

[image: ]
Figure E.3: Average treatment effects (ATE) by climate concern for protest message framing and messenger on: (top left) whether government should do more or less to address climate change (binary outcome); (top middle) support for individual climate action (binary outcome); (top right) support for climate protesters (ordinal outcome); (bottom left) whether government should or should not end financial subsidies to fossil fuel companies (binary outcome); (bottom middle) whether government should or should not halt exploration of new oil fields and other fossil fuel sources (binary outcome); support for prosecuting protesters (ordinal outcome). Horizontal lines indicate 95% confidence intervals.

Figures E.4–E.6 present the results for Study 2 (The Figures are based on Tables E.8-E.10 of Section E.4). Figure E.4 examines effects by Brexit vote. Here, messenger effects appear particularly strong among Brexit voters. Specifically, Brexit voters exposed to the teachers, health frame and scientists, health frame were more supportive of individual climate action and more sympathetic toward climate protesters compared to the control group. At the same time, they were less likely to support the prosecution of protesters.

[image: ]
Figure E.4: Average treatment effects (ATE) by Brexit vote for protest message framing and messenger on: (top left) whether government should do more or less to address climate change (binary outcome); (top middle) support for individual climate action (binary outcome); (top right) support for climate protesters (ordinal outcome); (bottom left) whether government should or should not end financial subsidies to fossil fuel companies (binary outcome); (bottom middle) whether government should or should not halt exploration of new oil fields and other fossil fuel sources (binary outcome); support for prosecuting protesters (ordinal outcome). Horizontal lines indicate 95% confidence intervals.

Figure E.5 shows results by political ideology (conservative vs. non-conservative). The pattern closely mirrors that observed in Figure E.4: the teachers, health frame and scientists, health frame again positively influenced respondents’ views, increasing support for individual action and reducing opposition toward protesters.

[image: ]
Figure E.5: Average treatment effects (ATE) by conservative ideology for protest message framing and messenger on: (top left) whether government should do more or less to address climate change (binary outcome); (top middle) support for individual climate action (binary outcome); (top right) support for climate protesters (ordinal outcome); (bottom left) whether government should or should not end financial subsidies to fossil fuel companies (binary outcome); (bottom middle) whether government should or should not halt exploration of new oil fields and other fossil fuel sources (binary outcome); support for prosecuting protesters (ordinal outcome). Horizontal lines indicate 95% confidence intervals.

Figure E.6 presents results by climate concern. Among individuals less concerned about climate change, the teachers, health frame and scientists, health frame increased support for individual action. Moreover, all vignette conditions positively affected these less-concerned participants, increasing support for climate protesters and reducing approval of their prosecution.
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Figure E.6: Average treatment effects (ATE) by climate concern for protest message framing and messenger on: (top left) whether government should do more or less to address climate change (binary outcome); (top middle) support for individual climate action (binary outcome); (top right) support for climate protesters (ordinal outcome); (bottom left) whether government should or should not end financial subsidies to fossil fuel companies (binary outcome); (bottom middle) whether government should or should not halt exploration of new oil fields and other fossil fuel sources (binary outcome); support for prosecuting protesters (ordinal outcome). Horizontal lines indicate 95% confidence intervals.

[bookmark: _Toc227676151]E.4. Tables of heterogeneous treatment effects

Table E‑5: Effect of different messages/messengers on pro-climate attitudes by Brexit vote (Study 1)
	
	Support protesters
	Support prosecution
	Governmental action
	Individual action
	Halt fossil fuel exploration
	End fossil fuel subsidies

	
	Model 1a
	Model 1b
	Model 2a
	Model 2b
	Model 3a
	Model 3b
	Model 4a
	Model 4b
	Model 5a
	Model 5b
	Model 6a
	Model 6b

	Intercept
	1.955***
	1.065***
	1.824***
	2.497***
	0.656***
	0.379***
	2.272***
	1.766***
	0.444***
	0.358***
	0.573***
	0.389***

	
	(0.084)
	(0.083)
	(0.068)
	(0.063)
	(0.029)
	(0.035)
	(0.057)
	(0.077)
	(0.032)
	(0.035)
	(0.032)
	(0.036)

	Extinction frame
	0.145
	0.169
	-0.096
	-0.129
	0.093*
	0.006
	0.057
	-0.071
	0.040
	0.001
	0.027
	0.053

	
	(0.114)
	(0.123)
	(0.094)
	(0.092)
	(0.040)
	(0.052)
	(0.078)
	(0.114)
	(0.044)
	(0.052)
	(0.043)
	(0.053)

	Health frame
	0.115
	0.048
	-0.220*
	-0.086
	0.032
	-0.063
	0.013
	-0.185
	0.033
	-0.036
	0.017
	0.002

	
	(0.113)
	(0.120)
	(0.093)
	(0.090)
	(0.040)
	(0.051)
	(0.078)
	(0.113)
	(0.044)
	(0.051)
	(0.043)
	(0.052)

	Health frame + health pros
	0.147
	-0.051
	-0.169+
	-0.124
	0.085*
	-0.016
	0.040
	-0.022
	0.114**
	0.005
	0.084+
	0.028

	
	(0.113)
	(0.125)
	(0.092)
	(0.094)
	(0.040)
	(0.053)
	(0.076)
	(0.116)
	(0.044)
	(0.053)
	(0.043)
	(0.054)

	Health and human rights frame
	-0.042
	0.166
	0.056
	-0.189*
	0.022
	0.038
	-0.068
	0.006
	0.020
	0.038
	-0.051
	0.076

	
	(0.113)
	(0.117)
	(0.094)
	(0.088)
	(0.040)
	(0.050)
	(0.078)
	(0.109)
	(0.044)
	(0.050)
	(0.043)
	(0.051)

	Observations
	1292
	832
	1242
	816
	1362
	850
	1192
	708
	1362
	850
	1362
	850

	R2
	0.004
	0.006
	0.010
	0.006
	0.006
	0.005
	0.003
	0.005
	0.006
	0.003
	0.008
	0.004

	R2 Adjusted
	0.001
	0.001
	0.007
	0.001
	0.003
	0.000
	-0.001
	-0.000
	0.003
	-0.002
	0.005
	-0.001

	+ p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. OLS estimation. Standard errors in parentheses. Models 1a, 2a, 3a, 4a, 5a, and 6a correspond to non-Brexit voters whereas Models 1b, 2b, 3b, 4b, 5b, and 6b correspond to Brexit voters. Figure E.1 is based on them Models of the table.



Table E‑6: Effect of different messages/messengers on pro-climate attitudes by conservative vote (Study 1)
	
	Support protesters
	Support prosecution
	Governmental action
	Individual action
	Halt fossil fuel exploration
	End fossil fuel subsidies

	
	Model 1a
	Model 1b
	Model 2a
	Model 2b
	Model 3a
	Model 3b
	Model 4a
	Model 4b
	Model 5a
	Model 5b
	Model 6a
	Model 6b

	Intercept
	2.126***
	0.945***
	1.719***
	2.520***
	0.725***
	0.362***
	2.380***
	1.615***
	0.510***
	0.323***
	0.644***
	0.400***

	
	(0.100)
	(0.089)
	(0.086)
	(0.061)
	(0.035)
	(0.041)
	(0.066)
	(0.090)
	(0.041)
	(0.042)
	(0.039)
	(0.043)

	Extinction frame
	0.265+
	-0.033
	-0.223+
	0.072
	0.042
	-0.041
	0.032
	-0.083
	0.030
	0.044
	0.006
	-0.009

	
	(0.139)
	(0.127)
	(0.120)
	(0.087)
	(0.048)
	(0.059)
	(0.093)
	(0.127)
	(0.057)
	(0.060)
	(0.054)
	(0.061)

	Health frame
	0.324*
	-0.089
	-0.425***
	0.134
	0.092+
	-0.108+
	0.054
	-0.151
	0.040
	0.020
	-0.017
	-0.027

	
	(0.138)
	(0.125)
	(0.119)
	(0.086)
	(0.047)
	(0.058)
	(0.091)
	(0.127)
	(0.056)
	(0.059)
	(0.054)
	(0.060)

	Health frame + health pros
	0.187
	-0.011
	-0.232*
	-0.099
	0.046
	0.009
	-0.023
	0.058
	0.066
	-0.000
	0.050
	0.044

	
	(0.137)
	(0.128)
	(0.117)
	(0.087)
	(0.047)
	(0.059)
	(0.090)
	(0.128)
	(0.056)
	(0.060)
	(0.054)
	(0.062)

	Health and human rights frame
	0.010
	0.034
	-0.010
	0.001
	0.041
	-0.008
	-0.159+
	0.313*
	0.015
	0.070
	-0.008
	-0.007

	
	(0.139)
	(0.122)
	(0.120)
	(0.083)
	(0.048)
	(0.056)
	(0.092)
	(0.123)
	(0.057)
	(0.057)
	(0.054)
	(0.059)

	Observations
	777
	655
	751
	647
	813
	666
	730
	561
	813
	666
	813
	666

	R2
	0.012
	0.002
	0.024
	0.013
	0.005
	0.008
	0.009
	0.030
	0.002
	0.003
	0.002
	0.002

	R2 Adjusted
	0.007
	-0.004
	0.018
	0.006
	-0.000
	0.002
	0.004
	0.023
	-0.003
	-0.003
	-0.002
	-0.004

	+ p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. OLS estimation. Standard errors in parentheses. Models 1a, 2a, 3a, 4a, 5a, and 6a correspond to non-conservative voters whereas Models 1b, 2b, 3b, 4b, 5b, and 6b correspond to conservative voters. Figure E.2 is based on the Models of the table.



Table E‑7: Effect of different messages/messengers on pro-climate attitudes by climate concern (Study 1)
	
	Support protesters
	Support prosecution
	Governmental action
	Individual action
	Halt fossil fuel exploration
	End fossil fuel subsidies

	
	Model 1a
	Model 1b
	Model 2a
	Model 2b
	Model 3a
	Model 3b
	Model 4a
	Model 4b
	Model 5a
	Model 5b
	Model 6a
	Model 6b

	Intercept
	1.132***
	2.472***
	2.389***
	1.541***
	0.393***
	0.899***
	1.775***
	2.637***
	0.325***
	0.612***
	0.407***
	0.713***

	
	(0.066)
	(0.104)
	(0.051)
	(0.093)
	(0.029)
	(0.024)
	(0.059)
	(0.060)
	(0.028)
	(0.043)
	(0.029)
	(0.039)

	Extinction frame
	0.252**
	0.213
	-0.123+
	-0.248+
	0.083*
	0.048
	0.066
	0.002
	0.076+
	-0.059
	0.069+
	0.014

	
	(0.093)
	(0.147)
	(0.072)
	(0.132)
	(0.041)
	(0.034)
	(0.083)
	(0.085)
	(0.040)
	(0.061)
	(0.041)
	(0.055)

	Health frame
	0.142
	0.178
	-0.147*
	-0.320*
	-0.003
	0.017
	-0.001
	-0.130
	0.004
	0.017
	0.005
	0.035

	
	(0.091)
	(0.143)
	(0.071)
	(0.129)
	(0.040)
	(0.033)
	(0.083)
	(0.083)
	(0.039)
	(0.060)
	(0.040)
	(0.054)

	Health frame + health pros
	0.095
	0.289*
	-0.177*
	-0.278*
	0.069+
	0.036
	0.060
	0.027
	0.103*
	0.016
	0.076+
	0.058

	
	(0.093)
	(0.144)
	(0.071)
	(0.128)
	(0.041)
	(0.033)
	(0.082)
	(0.082)
	(0.040)
	(0.060)
	(0.041)
	(0.054)

	Health and human rights frame
	0.194*
	-0.084
	-0.122+
	0.032
	0.045
	0.001
	0.051
	-0.141+
	0.060
	-0.048
	0.025
	-0.042

	
	(0.090)
	(0.145)
	(0.070)
	(0.130)
	(0.040)
	(0.033)
	(0.081)
	(0.084)
	(0.039)
	(0.060)
	(0.040)
	(0.054)

	Observations
	1458
	664
	1415
	649
	1518
	684
	1259
	646
	1518
	684
	1518
	684

	R2
	0.006
	0.014
	0.005
	0.020
	0.005
	0.005
	0.001
	0.012
	0.007
	0.004
	0.004
	0.006

	R2 Adjusted
	0.003
	0.008
	0.002
	0.014
	0.002
	-0.001
	-0.002
	0.006
	0.004
	-0.001
	0.001
	0.000


+ p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. OLS estimation. Standard errors in parentheses. Models 1a, 2a, 3a, 4a, 5a, and 6a correspond to non-conservative voters whereas Models 1b, 2b, 3b, 4b, 5b, and 6b correspond to conservative voters. Figure E.2 is based on the Models of the table.









Table E‑8: Effect of different messages/messengers on pro-climate attitudes by Brexit vote (Study 2)
	
	Support protesters
	Support prosecution
	Governmental action
	Individual action
	Halt fossil fuel exploration
	End fossil fuel subsidies

	
	Model 1a
	Model 1b
	Model 2a
	Model 2b
	Model 3a
	Model 3b
	Model 4a
	Model 4b
	Model 5a
	Model 5b
	Model 6a
	Model 6b

	Intercept
	2.064***
	1.159***
	1.801***
	2.291***
	0.678***
	0.371***
	2.309***
	1.515***
	0.438***
	0.333***
	0.554***
	0.440***

	
	(0.081)
	(0.093)
	(0.066)
	(0.074)
	(0.029)
	(0.039)
	(0.056)
	(0.085)
	(0.031)
	(0.038)
	(0.031)
	(0.039)

	Health pros, extinction frame
	0.292**
	0.202
	-0.377***
	-0.187+
	-0.020
	0.038
	0.002
	0.180
	0.014
	0.060
	-0.017
	-0.070

	
	(0.112)
	(0.139)
	(0.092)
	(0.111)
	(0.040)
	(0.058)
	(0.077)
	(0.128)
	(0.043)
	(0.057)
	(0.043)
	(0.059)

	Health pros, no statement
	0.119
	0.138
	-0.391***
	-0.067
	-0.021
	-0.018
	-0.052
	0.195
	0.032
	0.028
	0.004
	-0.057

	
	(0.111)
	(0.137)
	(0.091)
	(0.109)
	(0.040)
	(0.057)
	(0.077)
	(0.126)
	(0.043)
	(0.056)
	(0.043)
	(0.058)

	Scientists, health frame
	0.152
	0.299*
	-0.380***
	-0.171
	0.003
	-0.021
	0.041
	0.299*
	0.076+
	0.017
	0.015
	0.016

	
	(0.115)
	(0.131)
	(0.095)
	(0.104)
	(0.042)
	(0.054)
	(0.079)
	(0.121)
	(0.044)
	(0.054)
	(0.044)
	(0.055)

	Teachers, health frame
	0.108
	0.296*
	-0.307***
	-0.298**
	0.031
	0.059
	0.030
	0.320*
	0.007
	-0.000
	0.023
	-0.018

	
	(0.113)
	(0.136)
	(0.092)
	(0.108)
	(0.041)
	(0.057)
	(0.078)
	(0.126)
	(0.044)
	(0.056)
	(0.043)
	(0.058)

	Observations
	1227
	686
	1190
	668
	1338
	714
	1137
	610
	1338
	714
	1338
	714

	R2
	0.006
	0.010
	0.021
	0.013
	0.002
	0.004
	0.002
	0.014
	0.003
	0.002
	0.001
	0.004

	R2 Adjusted
	0.003
	0.004
	0.018
	0.007
	-0.001
	-0.002
	-0.002
	0.007
	-0.000
	-0.004
	-0.002
	-0.001

	+p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. OLS estimation. Standard errors in parentheses. Models 1a, 2a, 3a, 4a, 5a, and 6a correspond to non-Brexit voters whereas Models 1b, 2b, 3b, 4b, 5b, and 6b correspond to Brexit voters. Figure E.4 is based on them Models of the table.



Table E‑9: Effect of different messages/messengers on pro-climate attitudes by conservative vote (Study 2)
	
	Support protesters
	Support prosecution
	Governmental action
	Individual action
	Halt fossil fuel exploration
	End fossil fuel subsidies

	
	Model 1a
	Model 1b
	Model 2a
	Model 2b
	Model 3a
	Model 3b
	Model 4a
	Model 4b
	Model 5a
	Model 5b
	Model 6a
	Model 6b

	Intercept
	2.294***
	0.991***
	1.574***
	2.459***
	0.760***
	0.328***
	2.336***
	1.433***
	0.440***
	0.336***
	0.653***
	0.431***

	
	(0.099)
	(0.101)
	(0.082)
	(0.078)
	(0.035)
	(0.044)
	(0.066)
	(0.101)
	(0.041)
	(0.044)
	(0.039)
	(0.045)

	Health pros, extinction frame
	0.434**
	0.290+
	-0.445***
	-0.215+
	0.028
	-0.048
	0.156+
	0.074
	0.101+
	-0.024
	-0.044
	-0.055

	
	(0.142)
	(0.150)
	(0.120)
	(0.117)
	(0.050)
	(0.065)
	(0.094)
	(0.153)
	(0.058)
	(0.067)
	(0.055)
	(0.068)

	Health pros, no statement
	0.210
	0.092
	-0.293*
	-0.216+
	-0.038
	-0.024
	0.040
	0.149
	0.073
	0.021
	0.018
	-0.092

	
	(0.138)
	(0.142)
	(0.116)
	(0.111)
	(0.049)
	(0.062)
	(0.092)
	(0.143)
	(0.057)
	(0.063)
	(0.054)
	(0.064)

	Scientists, health frame
	0.060
	0.409**
	-0.255*
	-0.211+
	-0.019
	0.003
	0.054
	0.298*
	0.092
	0.019
	0.024
	-0.001

	
	(0.139)
	(0.141)
	(0.116)
	(0.110)
	(0.049)
	(0.061)
	(0.092)
	(0.140)
	(0.057)
	(0.062)
	(0.054)
	(0.063)

	Teachers, health frame
	0.138
	0.282*
	-0.312**
	-0.251*
	0.023
	0.065
	0.088
	0.309*
	0.027
	0.039
	0.064
	-0.092

	
	(0.139)
	(0.142)
	(0.116)
	(0.111)
	(0.049)
	(0.062)
	(0.093)
	(0.143)
	(0.058)
	(0.063)
	(0.054)
	(0.064)

	Observations
	717
	533
	689
	517
	764
	554
	683
	471
	764
	554
	764
	554

	R2
	0.015
	0.020
	0.021
	0.013
	0.003
	0.006
	0.005
	0.015
	0.006
	0.002
	0.005
	0.007

	R2 Adjusted
	0.010
	0.013
	0.016
	0.005
	-0.002
	-0.001
	-0.001
	0.007
	0.001
	-0.005
	0.000
	0.000

	+p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. OLS estimation. Standard errors in parentheses. Models 1a, 2a, 3a, 4a, 5a, and 6a correspond to non-conservative voters whereas Models 1b, 2b, 3b, 4b, 5b, and 6b correspond to conservative voters. Figure E.5 is based on the Models of the table.











Table E‑10: Effect of different messages/messengers on pro-climate attitudes by climate concern (Study 2)
	
	Support protesters
	Support prosecution
	Governmental action
	Individual action
	Halt fossil fuel exploration
	End fossil fuel subsidies

	
	Model 1a
	Model 1b
	Model 2a
	Model 2b
	Model 3a
	Model 3b
	Model 4a
	Model 4b
	Model 5a
	Model 5b
	Model 6a
	Model 6b

	Intercept
	1.275***
	2.730***
	2.236***
	1.389***
	0.421***
	0.941***
	1.740***
	2.611***
	0.344***
	0.571***
	0.453***
	0.697***

	
	(0.069)
	(0.102)
	(0.058)
	(0.091)
	(0.029)
	(0.022)
	(0.060)
	(0.061)
	(0.028)
	(0.045)
	(0.029)
	(0.041)

	Health pros, extinction frame
	0.321**
	0.370*
	-0.311***
	-0.428**
	0.029
	0.014
	0.152+
	0.072
	0.016
	0.080
	-0.034
	-0.010

	
	(0.097)
	(0.145)
	(0.082)
	(0.131)
	(0.041)
	(0.032)
	(0.086)
	(0.087)
	(0.040)
	(0.064)
	(0.041)
	(0.059)

	Health pros, no statement
	0.217*
	0.160
	-0.290***
	-0.344**
	-0.001
	-0.010
	0.110
	0.031
	0.034
	0.044
	-0.037
	0.038

	
	(0.097)
	(0.145)
	(0.082)
	(0.129)
	(0.042)
	(0.032)
	(0.086)
	(0.086)
	(0.040)
	(0.063)
	(0.042)
	(0.059)

	Scientists, health frame
	0.301**
	0.197
	-0.299***
	-0.368**
	-0.007
	0.012
	0.195*
	0.069
	0.029
	0.120+
	0.020
	0.003

	
	(0.096)
	(0.150)
	(0.081)
	(0.135)
	(0.041)
	(0.033)
	(0.085)
	(0.088)
	(0.040)
	(0.065)
	(0.041)
	(0.060)

	Teachers, health frame
	0.243*
	-0.018
	-0.370***
	-0.125
	0.062
	-0.035
	0.180*
	0.024
	-0.000
	-0.017
	-0.030
	0.068

	
	(0.099)
	(0.141)
	(0.083)
	(0.126)
	(0.042)
	(0.031)
	(0.087)
	(0.084)
	(0.041)
	(0.062)
	(0.042)
	(0.057)

	Observations
	1327
	557
	1284
	542
	1417
	583
	1190
	539
	1417
	583
	1417
	583

	R2
	0.010
	0.017
	0.019
	0.028
	0.003
	0.006
	0.006
	0.002
	0.001
	0.011
	0.002
	0.004

	R2 Adjusted
	0.007
	0.010
	0.016
	0.021
	-0.000
	-0.001
	0.002
	-0.006
	-0.002
	0.004
	-0.001
	-0.003

	+ p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. OLS estimation. Standard errors in parentheses. Models 1a, 2a, 3a, 4a, 5a, and 6a correspond to individuals with lower concern whereas Models 1b, 2b, 3b, 4b, 5b, and 6b correspond to individuals with higher concern. Figure E.6 is based on the Models of the table.
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