Supplement for 
The scientific impotence excuse as a bounded defence against unwelcome evidence

Supplementary Methods
Across our experiments, we drew on topics from different domains that are relevant to individual and societal decision-making. In Experiments 1–2, partly for the purpose of replicating prior work (Thomm et al., 2021; Futterleib et al., 2022), we used the effectiveness of grade retention as focal topic, with the claim "Repeating a grade helps low-achieving students catch up on their deficits." For Experiments 3–8, we selected topics from the health domain that are subject to public controversy, namely the effects of energy drinks (Exp. 3, 5, 7; "Consuming energy drinks helps improve cognitive performance") and THC (Exp. 4, 6, 8; "Consuming THC helps reduce perceived personal stress").
In all experiments, participants first reported their prior beliefs on the respective topic. They were then presented with a brief introductory text that provided context on the topic and informed them that they would subsequently read several short texts (study abstracts) representing typical empirical research on the issue (92 – 111 words, depending on topic and language). Whereas participants in Experiments 1–2 were presented with five texts each (Σ = 571 words), those in Experiments 3–8 received four texts (Σ = 473 – 820 words). This reduction was necessary because the factorial design (uncertainty communication and methodological details) would have resulted in considerably longer texts in the most extensive conditions (i.e., with uncertainty communication and detailed methodological information) compared to Experiments 1–2 (see Supplementary Table 3). 
We used R (4.5.2) and RStudio (2026.04) for data preparation analysis and GPower (3.1) for a-priori power analyses.  
Supplementary Results
As preregistered, we hypothesized that belief–evidence conflicts would also affect source choice (H2b), such that individuals would not only exhibit a lower preference (H2, Exp. 1–2) or reduced trust (H2, Exp. 3–8) toward scientific (vs. non-scientific) sources, but that this pattern would also manifest in the selection of a single source for further engagement with the topic. Due to a floor effect on non-scientific source selections in Experiments 3–8 (see Supplementary Table 2), we opted to report this analysis exclusively in the Supplement. This very low base rate of non-scientific source selections, led to wide standard errors in the logistic regression models produced, rendering the parameter estimates unreliable.
In only one of the eight experiments did the logistic regression reveal an interaction effect between evidence and prior belief consistent with Hypothesis 2b (Experiment 6, χ²(3) = 25.13, p < .001, McFadden R² = .052; b = −0.30, SE = 0.130, z = −2.305, p = .021). In this experiment, individuals were less likely to select scientific sources when their prior beliefs conflicted with the presented evidence. In contrast, the analyses yielded no stable or replicable effects in any of the remaining experiments (see Supplementary Tables 28–35).
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Supplementary Tables
Supplementary Table 1. Schematic representation of the abstract composition (Exp. 3 – 8). Each abstract consists of a brief introduction, methods, results, and a conclusion. Methods (detailed [left] vs. basic [right]); evidence direction (confirming [left], disconfirming [right]); uncertainty (present [boldface] vs. absent [no information]). Word count = [126; 203]. All study materials are openly available via the OSF repository: https://osf.io/aywfk/overview?view_only=cb8a291a3c9242df83eb278783df0ecf.  
	Introduction

	Medrano and colleagues (2022) investigated whether the use of energy drinks can enhance cognitive performance in demanding situations. This includes not only recalling learned content but also solving more complex problems, which is required, for example, during exams.

	Methods

	Detailed
	Basic

	The authors conducted a study involving 26 adults. In this study, the participants consumed either an energy drink or a placebo with the same taste in a random order on two consecutive days. Both the researchers and the participants were unaware of whether the latter were given an energy drink or a placebo. One hour after consumption, participants’ cognitive performance was assessed using various performance tests, and their subjective fatigue was measured with standardized questionnaires and then compared.
	The authors conducted a study on adults in which the participants consumed either an energy drink or a placebo. After consumption, their cognitive performance and subjective fatigue were assessed and compared.


	Results

	Confirming, uncertain (bold)
	Disconfirming, uncertain (bold)

	The results of the study suggest that the consumption of energy drinks had a positive impact on cognitive performance. Drinking an energy drink resulted in a significant improvement in performance (15%) and a reduction in subjective fatigue (13%), on average. According to the authors, the statistical uncertainty of the results must be considered. The actual effects on performance and subjective fatigue could be slightly larger or smaller than reported.
	The results of the study suggest that the consumption of energy drinks did not have a significant impact on cognitive performance. Drinking an energy drink resulted in only a minor improvement in performance (0.6%) and subjective fatigue (0.9%), on average. According to the authors, the statistical uncertainty of the results must be considered. The actual effects on performance and subjective fatigue could be slightly larger or smaller than reported.


	Conclusion

	Effect, uncertain (bold)
	Effect, certain
	No effect, uncertain (bold)
	No effect, certain

	The authors conclude that the consumption of energy drinks may potentially lead to an improvement in performance.
	The authors conclude that the consumption of energy drinks leads to an improvement in performance.
	The authors conclude that the consumption of energy drinks is unlikely to lead to an improvement in performance.
	The authors conclude that the consumption of energy drinks does not lead to an improvement in performance.





Supplementary Table 2. Overview of measures used in Experiments 1-8. Reliability of multiple item scales is indicated by Cronbachs alpha; numbers behind alphas relate to the respective experiments. Results of additional explorative analyses are not further reported. All variables are available in the datasets: https://osf.io/aywfk/overview?view_only=cb8a291a3c9242df83eb278783df0ecf. 
	Concept
	Included in
	Scale type and reliability
	Wording
	

	Primary outcomes
	
	
	
	

	Topic-specific potency assessment (direct measure of devaluation)	Comment by Eva Thomm: Ist Leser:innen klar, was direct vs. indirect bedeutet - du meinst direct measure of devaluation, oder? Wir können es erst einmal so versuchen, sonst würde ich das einfach so ergänzen.
	Experiments 1, 3-8
	9-point rating item
	The question of whether [insert topic] can be investigated using scientific methods cannot be answered.
(1 – do not agree at all, 9 – totally agree)
Exp. 1: [whether repeating a grade helps low-achieving students catch up on their deficits]
Exp. 3,5,7: [whether consuming energy drinks improves cognitive (mental) performance]
Exp. 4,6,8: [whether consuming THC reduces perceived personal stress]
	H1

	
	
	
	
	

	Topic-specific pertinence assessment (direct measure of devaluation)
	Experiment 2
	9-point rating item
	Science is not responsible for investigating the question of whether [insert topic]. 
	H1

	
	
	
	(1 – do not agree at all, 9 – totally agree)
Exp. 2: [whether repeating a grade helps low-achieving students catch up on their deficits]
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Potency assessment regarding further educational topics (indirect measure of devaluation)
	Experiment 1
	mean score of 9-point rating scale
αeducation = .69 [a – f]

	To what extent can scientific methods be used to determine whether:
a) … active learning approaches in school instruction (e.g., problem-based learning) are more effective for learning than direct instruction? 
b) … computer-based learning supports knowledge acquisition among students? 
c) … student performance in large-scale assessments (e.g., PISA, TIMSS) can predict later success in vocational training and professional careers? 
d) … girls receive better school grades than boys at comparable levels of achievement? 
e) … class size affects student learning outcomes?
f) … parental support influences student achievement?
The question can be answered using scientific methods (1 – not at all, 9 – very well)

	H3

	Supplementary Table 2 continued.
	

	Pertinence assessment of further educational topics (indirect measure of devaluation)
	Experiment 2
	mean score of 9-point rating scale 
αeducation = .76 [a – f]

	To what extent is it the responsibility of science to investigate whether … 
a) … active learning approaches in school instruction (e.g., problem-based learning) are more effective for learning than direct instruction? 
b) … computer-based learning supports knowledge acquisition among students? 
c) … student performance in large-scale assessments (e.g., PISA, TIMSS) can predict later success in vocational training and professional careers? 
d) … girls receive better school grades than boys at comparable levels of achievement? 
e) … class size affects student learning outcomes?
f) … parental support influences student achievement?

Science is (1 – not responsible, 9 – responsible) for investigating the question.

	

	Potency assessment of unrelated topics (indirect measure of devaluation)
	Experiment 1
	mean score of 9-point rating scale
αpseudoscience = .71 [a – c]
αmedicine = .76 [d – h]


	To what extent can scientific methods be used to determine whether…: (1 – do not agree at all, 9 – totally agree)
a) … clairvoyance is possible? 
b) … exposure to violence on television promotes violent behavior in everyday life? 
c) … astrology can accurately describe people's personalities? 
d) … herbal medicine is beneficial to health? 
e) … taking vitamin D supplements protects against illness? 
f) … caffeinated energy drinks are suitable for enhancing athletic performance? 
g) … mobile phone radiation causes cancer? 
h) … there is an association between the use of aluminum-containing deodorants and the development of breast cancer?







	H3

	Supplementary Table 2 continued.

	Preferences for sources 
	Experiments 1-2
	mean score of 9-point rating scale
αscientific1 = .87 [a - d]
αscientific2 = .84 [a - d]
αn-scientific1 = .78 [g – i]
αn-scientific2 = .73 [g – i]
	Imagine you were to seek further information on this topic. To get an elaborated view, I would consult the following sources: (1 – do not agree at all, 9 – totally agree)
a) Research findings on various aspects of the topic from articles published in academic journals
b) Academic reference works and textbooks on educational science topics (e.g. learning, development)
c) A statement by an educational scientist who conducts research on this topic (e.g. from an interview)
d) Articles in a practice-oriented professional educational journals (e.g. Pädagogik) or in popular science magazines (e.g. Geo Wissen)
e) Articles from the education sections of daily or weekly newspapers (e.g. the education pages of FAZ, Die Zeit, Der Spiegel) including their online versions
f) Advice literature on parenting and schooling
g) Experiences from everyday school practice of an experienced teacher
h) Experience of pre-service teachers
i) Experience of people from my family or friends

	H2

	Trust in sources 
	Experiments 3-8
	mean score of 9-point rating scale
αscientific3 = .67 [a - b]
αscientific4 = .69 [a - b]
αscientific5 = .81 [a - b]
αscientific6 = .79 [a - b]
αscientific7 = .80 [a - b]
αscientific8 = .83 [a - b]
αn-sci3 = .76 [c – g]
αn-sci4 = .71 [c – g]
αn-sci5 = .80 [c – g]
αn-sci6 = .78 [c – g]
αn-sci7 = .84 [c – g]
αn-sci8 = .81 [c – g]


	Imagine you were to seek further information on this topic. To what extent would you trust the following sources to provide you with reliable information? Please indicate your answer on the scale from 1 (= very little trust) to 9 (= a great deal of trust).
a) scientists
b) doctors and medical staff
c) politicians
d) representatives of public authorities and government agencies
e) journalists
f) relatives, acquaintances and friends
g) individuals and pages on social media
(1 – do not agree at all, 9 – totally agree)
	H2

	Source choice
	Experiments 1-8
	single choice
	If you could select only one of the available sources to further engage with the topic, which one would you choose? 
[see preference for sources / trust in sources above]

	H2b


Supplementary Table 3. Descriptive statistics for central and additional variables. All variables are available in the datasets: https://osf.io/aywfk/overview?view_only=cb8a291a3c9242df83eb278783df0ecf.
	
	
	Exp. 1
	Exp. 2
	Exp. 3
	Exp. 4
	Exp. 5
	Exp. 6
	Exp. 7
	Exp. 8

	Central variables

	Age
	
	M = 44.95
SD = 13.99
[18;67]

	M = 44.55
SD = 14.29 
[18;67]

	M = 23.45
SD = 4.31
[18;54]

	M = 23.52
SD = 4.61
[18;57]

	M = 44.43
SD = 15.04
[18;69]

	M = 44.82
SD = 14.61
[18;69]

	M = 48.47
SD = 14.16
[22;69]

	M = 47.37
SD = 14.24
[20;69]


	Gender
	
	female: 53.0%
male: 46.4%
	female: 53.0%
male: 46.4%
	female: 77.6%
male: 22.4%
	female: 78.8%
male: 19.7%
	female: 48.9%
male: 49.9%
	female: 47.9%
male: 52.0%
	female: 53.7%
male: 45.8%
	female: 56.1%
male: 43.8%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Education
	
	low: 18.6% med.: 33.1%
high: 48.3%

	low: 16.5% med.: 35.6%
high: 47.9%

	low: 0% 
med.: 0%
high: 100%

	low: 0% 
med.: 0%
high: 100%

	low: 0% 
med.: 0%
high: 100%

	low: 0% 
med.: 0%
high: 100%

	low: 0% 
med.: 0%
high: 100%

	low: 0% 
med.: 0%
high: 100%


	Topic-specific belief (t1)
	
	M = 6.91
SD = 1.78
[1;9]

	M = 6.87
SD = 1.92
[1;9]

	M = 4.13
SD = 2.15
[1;9]

	M = 5.77
SD = 2.08
[1;9]

	M = 3.63
SD = 2.30
[1;9]

	M = 5.46
SD = 2.27
[1;9]

	M = 4.41
SD = 2.36
[1;9]

	M = 5.91
SD = 2.36
[1;9]


	Topic-specific belief (t2)
	
	M = 6.13
SD = 2.37
[1;9]

	M = 6.30
SD = 2.45
[1;9]

	M = 4.60
SD = 2.61
[1;9]

	M = 5.38
SD = 2.49
[1;9]

	M = 4.14
SD = 2.79
[1;9]

	M = 5.11
SD = 2.60
[1;9]

	M = 4.77
SD = 2.77
[1;9]

	M = 5.61
SD = 2.47
[1;9]


	Potency / pertinence (topic-specific)
	
	M = 3.74
SD = 2.43
[1;9]

	M = 3.69
SD = 2.50
[1;9]

	M = 2.79
SD = 2.00
[1;9]

	M = 3.25
SD = 2.18
[1;9]

	M = 3.10
SD = 2.40
[1;9]

	M = 3.65
SD = 2.52
[1;9]

	M = 3.07
SD = 2.35
[1;9]

	M = 3.53
SD = 2.35
[1;9]


	Potency / pertinence (related domain)

	
	M = 6.22
SD = 1.28
[1;9]
	M = 6.42
SD = 1.50
[1;9]
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Potency (unrelated domain)
	Medicine
	M = 5.34
SD = 1.62
[1;9]
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	Pseudoscience
	M = 3.11
SD = 2.02
[1;9]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Supplementary Table 3 continued.

	Preference for / trust in scientific sources
	
	M = 5.91
SD = 1.77
[1;9]

	M = 5.86
SD = 1.79
[1;9]

	M = 7.52
SD = 1.13
[2;9]

	M = 7.59
SD = 1.18
[2;9]

	M = 7.24
SD = 1.47
[2;9]

	M = 7.14
SD = 1.50
[2;9]

	M = 7.20
SD = 1.47
[2;9]

	M = 7.11
SD = 1.57
[2;9]


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Preference for / trust in non-scientific sources
	
	M = 6.05
SD = 1.70
[1;9]

	M = 6.26
SD = 1.64
[1;9]

	M = 4.14
SD = 1.31
[1;9]

	M = 4.10
SD = 1.28
[1;9]

	M = 3.85
SD = 1.52
[1;9]

	M = 3.74
SD = 1.46
[1;9]

	M = 3.81
SD = 1.68
[1;9]

	M = 3.82
SD = 1.61
[1;9]


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Source choice
	
	scientific: 50.5%
non-scientific:
46.1%

	scientific: 50.2%
non-scientific:
44.7%

	scientific: 95.3%
non-scientific:
4.7%

	scientific: 93.2%
non-scientific:
6.8%

	scientific: 92.3%
non-scientific:
7.7%

	scientific: 90.4%
non-scientific:
9.6%

	scientific: 91.9%
non-scientific:
8.1%

	scientific: 88.3%
non-scientific:
11.7%


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Additional variables

	Prior knowledge
	
	M = 4.91
SD = 2.42
[1;9]
	M = 5.18
SD = 2.31
[1;9]
	M = 4.13
SD = 2.02
[1;9]
	M = 4.18
SD = 2.20
[1;9]
	M = 4.37
SD = 2.26
[1;9]
	M = 4.24
SD = 2.48
[1;9]
	M = 4.79
SD = 2.32
[1;9]
	M = 4.80
SD = 2.53
[1;9]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Certainty topic-specific belief (t1)
	
	-
	-
	M = 4.94
SD = 2.28
[1;9]

	M = 5.03
SD = 2.38
[1;9]

	M = 5.42
SD = 2.43
[1;9]

	M = 5.21
SD = 2.61
[1;9]

	M = 5.49
SD = 2.41
[1;9]

	M = 5.66
SD = 2.37
[1;9]


	Certainty topic-specific belief (t2)
	
	-
	-
	M = 6.33
SD = 2.02
[1;9]

	M = 6.08
SD = 2.03
[1;9]

	M = 6.79
SD = 2.11
[1;9]

	M = 6.10
SD = 2.25
[1;9]

	M = 6.81
SD = 1.91
[1;9]

	M = 6.24
SD = 2.09
[1;9]


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Topic relevancy
	
	-
	-
	M = 4.27
SD = 2.51
[1;9]
	M = 3.85
SD = 2.51
[1;9]
	M = 3.14
SD = 2.49
[1;9]
	M = 3.33
SD = 2.50
[1;9]
	M = 4.09
SD = 2.82
[1;9]
	M = 3.75
SD = 2.83
[1;9]


	Left-right orientation
	
	M = 5.75
SD = 1.76
[1;11]
	M = 5.17
SD = 1.90
[1;11]
	M = 5.17
SD = 1.90
[1;11]
	M = 4.96
SD = 1.75
[1;11]
	M = 5.47
SD = 1.85
[1;11]
	M = 5.66
SD = 1.99
[1;11]
	M = 6.17
SD = 2.72
[1;11]
	M = 5.95
SD = 2.75
[1;11]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Supplementary Table 3 continued.

	Conservatism (economic)
	
	-
	-
	M = 5.26
SD = 1.92
[1;11]
	M = 5.13
SD = 1.88
[1;11]
	M = 5.64
SD = 1.80
[1;11]
	M = 5.65
SD = 1.93
[1;11]
	M = 6.61
SD = 2.83
[1;11]
	M = 6.41
SD = 2.90
[1;11]

	
	
	-
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conservatism (social)
	
	
	
	M = 4.74
SD = 2.23
[1;11]
	M = 4.50
SD = 2.17
[1;11]
	M = 5.27
SD = 2.24
[1;11]
	M = 5.39
SD = 2.33
[1;11]
	M = 5.51
SD = 3.03
[1;11]
	M = 5.41
SD = 3.04
[1;11]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	





Hypothesis 1 – Potency / pertinence devaluation
Supplementary Table 4. Regression table for Hypothesis 1 (potency devaluation, Experiment 1). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (topic-specific potency) is square-root transformed.
	Effect
	Model 1

	Intercept
	1.753 (0.048)***	Comment by Eva Thomm: Holger: Bitte überflieg nochmal, ob ich die Nullen in den Tabellen richtig ergänzt habe - mir schien es etwas inkonsistent berichtet zu sein. Das kann aber bei der Menge der Daten auch schnell passieren, dass man einfach einen Tippfehler hat.	Comment by Holger Futterleib: Sind richtig ergänzt, danke! Die sind hier wohl beim ersten Mal rausgeflogen ;-)

	Belief
	-0.058 (0.029)*

	Evidence 
	0.163 (0.071)*

	Belief*Evidence
	0.111 (0.040)**

	Summary
	F(3, 313) = 4.34, p = .005, R² = .040, adj. R² = .031




Supplementary Table 5. Regression table for Hypothesis 1 (pertinence devaluation, Experiment 2). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p <.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (topic-specific pertinence) is square-root transformed. 
	Effect
	Model 1

	Intercept
	1.762 (0.051)***

	Belief
	0.017 (0.026)

	Evidence
	0.098 (0.073)

	Belief*Evidence
	0.076 (0.038)*

	Summary
	F(3, 305) = 4.37, p = .005, R² = .041, adj. R² = .032





Supplementary Table 6.  Regression tables for Hypothesis 1 (potency devaluation, Experiment 3). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Methods = detailed methodological information (vs. basic); Uncertainty = communication of uncertainty (vs. absent). Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (topic-specific potency) is log10 transformed.
	Effect
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Intercept
	0.326 (0.051)***
	0.323 (0.051)***
	0.361 (0.048)***

	Belief
	0.026 (0.024)
	0.034 (0.023)
	0.005 (0.019)

	Evidence
	0.006 (0.071)
	0.009 (0.070)
	-0.056 (0.062)

	Methods
	0.140 (0.072)
	0.142 (0.072)*
	0.076 (0.062)

	Uncertainty
	-0.005 (0.071)
	-0.004 (0.071)
	-0.066 (0.062)

	Belief*Evidence
	-0.018 (0.034)
	-0.034 (0.029)
	-0.014 (0.024)

	Belief*Methods
	-0.060 (0.034)
	-0.075 (0.029)**
	-0.039 (0.024)

	Belief*Uncertainty
	-0.021 (0.034)
	-0.037 (0.029)
	0.015 (0.017)

	Evidence*Methods
	-0.124 (0.100)
	-0.125 (0.100)
	0.003 (0.071)

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.066 (0.100)
	-0.069 (0.100)
	0.046 (0.071)

	Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.133 (0.101)
	-0.132 (0.101)
	-0.012 (0.071)

	Belief*Evidence*Methods
	0.060 (0.047)
	0.091 (0.033)**
	0.090 (0.033)**

	Belief*Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.002 (0.048)
	0.034 (0.033)
	

	Belief*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.034 (0.047)
	0.065 (0.033)
	

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.231 (0.141)
	0.231 (0.141)
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.061 (0.066)
	
	

	Summary
	F(15, 239) = 2.00, p = .016,
R² = .112, adj. R² = .056
	F(14, 240) = 2.09, p = .013, 
R² = .109, adj. R² = .057
	F(11, 243) = 1.92, p = .038, 
R² = .080, adj. R² = .038



Supplementary Table 7.  Regression tables for Hypothesis 1 (potency devaluation, Experiment 4). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Methods = detailed methodological information (vs. basic); Uncertainty = communication of uncertainty (vs. absent). Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (topic-specific potency) is log10 transformed.
	Effect
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Intercept
	0.442 (0.052)***
	0.442 (0.052)***
	0.436 (0.049)***
	0.411 (0.041)***

	Belief
	0.043 (0.027)
	0.033 (0.025)
	0.014 (0.018)
	-0.008 (0.009)

	Evidence
	0.008 (0.073)
	0.008 (0.073)
	0.020 (0.063)
	0.037 (0.051)

	Methods
	-0.078 (0.075)
	-0.072 (0.075)
	-0.036 (0.064)
	-0.001 (0.036)

	Uncertainty
	-0.157 (0.072)*
	-0.160 (0.072)*
	-0.147 (0.063)*
	-0.112 (0.051)*

	Belief*Evidence
	-0.029 (0.037)
	-0.009 (0.032)
	-0.008 (0.018)
	

	Belief*Methods
	-0.071 (0.034)*
	-0.055 (0.030)
	-0.009 (0.018)
	

	Belief*Uncertainty
	-0.064 (0.038)
	-0.043 (0.032)
	-0.029 (0.018)
	

	Evidence*Methods
	0.073 (0.104)
	0.066 (0.103)
	0.020 (0.072)
	

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.206 (0.102)*
	0.210 (0.102)*
	0.181 (0.072)*
	0.170 (0.072)*

	Methods*Uncertainty
	0.108 (0.103)
	0.105 (0.103)
	0.059 (0.072)
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods
	0.073 (0.051)
	0.035 (0.036)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.006 (0.051)
	-0.033 (0.036)
	
	

	Belief*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.091 (0.049)
	0.056 (0.036)
	
	

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.078 (0.145)
	-0.081 (0.145)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.075 (0.072)
	
	
	

	Summary
	F(15, 248) = 1.95, p = .020,
 R² = .105, adj. R² = .051
	F(14, 249) = 2.01, p = .018,
 R² = .101, adj. R² = .051
	F(10, 253) = 2.27, p = .015,
 R² = .082, adj. R² = .046
	F(5, 258) = 3.77, p = .003,
 R² = .068, adj. R² = .050




Supplementary Table 8.  Regression tables for Hypothesis 1 (potency devaluation, Experiment 5). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Methods = detailed methodological information (vs. basic); Uncertainty = communication of uncertainty (vs. absent). Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (topic-specific potency) is log10 transformed.
	Effect
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Intercept
	0.348 (0.033)***
	0.348 (0.033)***
	0.348 (0.033)***

	Belief
	-0.011 (0.015)
	-0.013 (0.014)
	-0.009 (0.010)

	Evidence
	0.028 (0.046)
	0.027 (0.046)
	0.025 (0.046)

	Methods
	0.122 (0.046)**
	0.122 (0.046)**
	0.123 (0.046)**

	Uncertainty
	0.092 (0.046)*
	0.092 (0.046)*
	0.091 (0.046)*

	Belief*Evidence
	0.033 (0.020)
	0.037 (0.017)*
	0.044 (0.010)***

	Belief*Methods
	-0.001 (0.020)
	0.004 (0.017)
	-0.010 (0.010)

	Belief*Uncertainty
	-0.008 (0.020)
	-0.003 (0.018)
	-0.012 (0.010)

	Evidence*Methods
	-0.210 (0.065)**
	-0.209 (0.065)**
	-0.206 (0.065)**

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.118 (0.065)
	-0.118 (0.065)
	-0.117 (0.065)

	Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.180 (0.065)**
	-0.180 (0.065)**
	-0.179 (0.065)**

	Belief*Evidence*Methods
	0.011 (0.028)
	0.002 (0.020)
	

	Belief*Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.021 (0.028)
	0.012 (0.020)
	

	Belief*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.021 (0.029)
	-0.031 (0.020)
	

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.188 (0.092)*
	0.188 (0.092)*
	0.187 (0.092)*

	Belief*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.018 (0.040)
	
	

	Summary
	F(15, 753) = 3.67, p <.001, 
R² = .068, adj. R² = .050
	F(14, 754) = 3.92, p <.001, 
R² = .068, adj. R² = .051
	F(11, 757) = 4.75, p <.001, 
R² = .065, adj. R² = .051





Supplementary Table 9.  Regression tables for Hypothesis 1 (potency devaluation; Experiment 6). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Methods = detailed methodological information (vs. basic); Uncertainty = communication of uncertainty (vs. absent). Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (topic-specific potency) is log10 transformed.
	[bookmark: _Hlk233019388]Effect
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Intercept
	0.407 (0.033)***
	0.407 (0.033)***
	0.398 (0.031)***
	0.411 (0.023)***

	Belief
	-0.030 (0.014)*
	-0.027 (0.014)*
	-0.035 (0.010)***
	-0.035 (0.007)***

	Evidence
	0.098 (0.046)*
	0.098 (0.046)*
	0.116 (0.040)**
	0.096 (0.023)***

	Methods
	0.007 (0.047)
	0.006 (0.047)
	0.030 (0.040)
	0.000 (0.023)

	Uncertainty
	-0.042 (0.046)
	-0.040 (0.046)
	-0.021 (0.040)
	-0.025 (0.023)

	Belief*Evidence
	0.046 (0.020)*
	0.040 (0.017)*
	0.044 (0.010)***
	0.044 (0.010)***

	Belief*Methods
	-0.012 (0.020)
	-0.018 (0.017)
	0.006 (0.010)
	

	Belief*Uncertainty
	-0.003 (0.021)
	-0.009 (0.018)
	-0.006 (0.010)
	

	Evidence*Methods
	-0.005 (0.066)
	-0.004 (0.066)
	-0.047 (0.046)
	

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.049 (0.066)
	0.047 (0.065)
	0.006 (0.046)
	

	Methods*Uncertainty
	0.031 (0.066)
	0.032 (0.066)
	-0.014 (0.046)
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods
	0.012 (0.029)
	0.024 (0.021)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.032 (0.029)
	-0.020 (0.021)
	
	

	Belief*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.013 (0.029)
	0.025 (0.021)
	
	

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.087 (0.093)
	-0.087 (0.093)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.024 (0.041)
	
	
	

	Summary
	F(15, 755) = 3.34, p <.001, 
R² = .062, adj. R² = .044
	F(14, 756) = 3.56, p <.001,
 R² = .062, adj. R² = .044
	F(10, 760) = 4.51, p <.001, 
R² = .056, adj. R² = .044
	F(5, 765) = 8.74, p <.001, 
R² = .054, adj. R² = .048




Supplementary Table 10.  Regression tables for Hypothesis 1 (potency devaluation, Experiment 7). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Methods = detailed methodological information (vs. basic); Uncertainty = communication of uncertainty (vs. absent). Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (topic-specific potency) is log10 transformed.
	Effect
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Intercept
	0.376 (0.033)***
	0.376 (0.032)***
	0.368 (0.030)***
	0.378 (0.023)***

	Belief
	-0.005 (0.014)
	-0.003 (0.013)
	0.001 (0.010)
	0.003 (0.006)

	Evidence
	-0.034 (0.045)
	-0.034 (0.045)
	-0.020 (0.039)
	-0.047 (0.022)*

	Methods
	0.012 (0.045)
	0.012 (0.045)
	0.026 (0.039)
	0.022 (0.022)

	Uncertainty
	-0.004 (0.046)
	-0.004 (0.046)
	0.010 (0.039)
	0.003 (0.022)

	Belief*Evidence
	0.051 (0.020)*
	0.048 (0.017)**
	0.047 (0.010)***
	0.047 (0.010)***

	Belief*Methods
	0.001 (0.019)
	-0.002 (0.017)
	-0.010 (0.010)
	

	Belief*Uncertainty
	0.022 (0.019)
	0.020 (0.016)
	0.014 (0.010)
	

	Evidence*Methods
	-0.001 (0.064)
	-0.001 (0.064)
	-0.026 (0.045)
	

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.002 (0.064)
	-0.002 (0.064)
	-0.028 (0.045)
	

	Methods*Uncertainty
	0.042 (0.064)
	0.042 (0.064)
	0.016 (0.045)
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods
	-0.010 (0.028)
	-0.004 (0.019)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.005 (0.028)
	0.001 (0.019)
	
	

	Belief*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.017 (0.026)
	-0.012 (0.019)
	
	

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.050 (0.090)
	-0.050 (0.090)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.011 (0.039)
	
	
	

	Summary
	F(15, 751) = 3.96, p <.001, 
R² = .073, adj. R² = .055
	F(14, 752) = 4.24, p <.001, 
R² = .073, adj. R² = .056
	F(10, 756) = 5.89, p <.001, 
R² = .072, adj. R² = .060
	F(5, 761) = 1.95, p <.001, 
R² = .067, adj. R² = .061





Supplementary Table 11.  Regression tables for Hypothesis 1 (potency devaluation, Experiment 8). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Methods = detailed methodological information (vs. basic); Uncertainty = communication of uncertainty (vs. absent). Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (topic-specific potency) is square-root transformed.
	Effect
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Intercept
	1.698 (0.062)***
	1.699 (0.063)***
	1.721 (0.058)***
	1.703 (0.044)***

	Belief
	-0.049 (0.026)
	-0.039 (0.025)
	-0.044 (0.019)*
	-0.050 (0.014)***

	Evidence
	0.087 (0.089)
	0.088 (0.089)
	0.042 (0.077)
	0.117 (0.044)**

	Methods
	0.070 (0.089)
	0.073 (0.089)
	0.024 (0.077)
	0.033 (0.044)

	Uncertainty
	0.045 (0.088)
	0.044 (0.088)
	-0.001 (0.076)
	-0.009 (0.044)

	Belief*Evidence
	0.126 (0.041)**
	0.102 (0.035)**
	0.099 (0.021)***
	0.096 (0.020)***

	Belief*Methods
	-0.006 (0.040)
	-0.030 (0.035)
	-0.014 (0.021)
	

	Belief*Uncertainty
	0.012 (0.037)
	-0.008 (0.033)
	-0.001 (0.020)
	

	Evidence*Methods
	-0.001 (0.126)
	-0.003 (0.126)
	0.092 (0.089)
	

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.026 (0.127)
	-0.034 (0.126)
	0.054 (0.089)
	

	Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.165 (0.126)
	-0.165 (0.126)
	-0.072 (0.089)
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods
	-0.044 (0.058)
	0.005 (0.041)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.059 (0.058)
	-0.008 (0.041)
	
	

	Belief*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.023 (0.057)
	0.025 (0.041)
	
	

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.181 (0.179)
	0.184 (0.179)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.101 (0.083)
	
	
	

	Summary
	F(15, 747) = 2.34, p = .003, 
R² = .045, adj. R² = .026
	F(14, 748) = 2.40, p = .003, 
R² = .043, adj. R² = .025
	F(10, 752) = 3.22, p <.001, 
R² = .041, adj. R² = .028
	F(5, 757) = 5.94, p <.001, 
R² = .038, adj. R² = .031






Hypothesis 2 – Preferences for / trust in scientific sources
Supplementary Table 12. Regression table for Hypothesis 2 (source preference – scientific sources, Experiment 1). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (preference for scientific sources) is reflected and square-root transformed.
	Effect
	Model 1

	Intercept
	1.953 (0.034)***

	Belief
	-0.023 (0.020)

	Evidence
	0.044 (0.050)

	Belief*Evidence
	-0.019 (0.028)

	Summary
	F(3, 313) = 2.24, p = .083, R² = .021, adj. R² = .012




Supplementary Table 13. Regression table for Hypothesis 3 (source preference – scientific sources, Experiment 2). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (preference for scientific sources) is reflected and square-root transformed.
	Effect
	Model 1

	Intercept
	1.948 (0.035)***

	Belief
	-0.000 (0.018)

	Evidence
	0.082 (0.050)

	Belief*Evidence
	0.050 (0.026)

	Summary
	F(3, 305) = 3.06, p = .029, R² = .029, adj. R² = .020





Supplementary Table 14. Regression table for Hypothesis 2 (trust in sources – scientific sources, Experiment 3). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Methods = detailed methodological information (vs. basic); Uncertainty = communication of uncertainty (vs. absent). Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (trust in scientific sources) is reflected and square-root transformed.
	Effect
	Model 1

	Intercept
	0.384 (0.036)***

	Belief
	0.003 (0.017)

	Evidence
	0.003 (0.050)

	Methods
	-0.006 (0.050)

	Uncertainty
	-0.060 (0.050)

	Belief*Evidence
	-0.013 (0.024)

	Belief*Methods
	0.029 (0.024)

	Belief*Uncertainty
	-0.014 (0.024)

	Evidence*Methods
	-0.028 (0.070)

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.017 (0.070)

	Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.020 (0.071)

	Belief*Evidence*Methods
	-0.021 (0.033)

	Belief*Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.026 (0.034)

	Belief*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.042 (0.033)

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.052 (0.099)

	Belief*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.083 (0.047)

	Summary
	F(15, 239) = 1.31, p = .199, R² = .076, adj. R² = .018





Supplementary Table 15. Regression table for Hypothesis 2 (trust in sources – scientific sources, Experiment 4). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Methods = detailed methodological information (vs. basic); Uncertainty = communication of uncertainty (vs. absent). Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (trust in scientific sources) is reflected and square-root transformed.
	Effect
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Intercept
	1.530 (0.064)***
	1.530 (0.064)***
	1.549 (0.060)***
	1.543 (0.050)***

	Belief
	-0.048 (0.033)
	-0.061 (0.030)*
	-0.055 (0.022)*
	-0.036 (0.011)**

	Evidence
	0.085 (0.089)
	0.085 (0.089)
	0.047 (0.077)
	0.061 (0.044)

	Methods
	-0.064 (0.092)
	-0.057 (0.092)
	-0.109 (0.078)
	-0.134 (0.063)*

	Uncertainty
	-0.094 (0.089)
	-0.098 (0.089)
	-0.128 (0.077)
	-0.084 (0.063)

	Belief*Evidence
	-0.060 (0.046)
	-0.034 (0.039)
	-0.006 (0.022)
	

	Belief*Methods
	0.013 (0.041)
	0.034 (0.037)
	0.011 (0.022)
	

	Belief*Uncertainty
	0.037 (0.047)
	0.064 (0.040)
	0.033 (0.022)
	

	Evidence*Methods
	-0.137 (0.128)
	-0.145 (0.127)
	-0.057 (0.089)
	

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.009 (0.126)
	0.015 (0.126)
	0.085 (0.089)
	

	Methods*Uncertainty
	0.110 (0.127)
	0.107 (0.127)
	0.187 (0.089)*
	0.186 (0.088)*

	Belief*Evidence*Methods
	0.084 (0.063)
	0.036 (0.044)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.067 (0.063)
	0.019 (0.044)
	
	

	Belief*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.033 (0.060)
	-0.077 (0.044)
	
	

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.161 (0.179)
	0.157 (0.179)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.094 (0.088)
	
	
	

	Summary
	F(15, 248) = 1.78, p = .038,
 R² = .097, adj. R² = .042
	F(14, 249) = 1.82, p = .036,
 R² = .093, adj. R² = .042
	F(10, 253) = 2.08, p = .027,
 R² = .076, adj. R² = .039
	F(5, 258) = 3.35, p = .006,
 R² = .061, adj. R² = .043





Supplementary Table 16. Regression table for Hypothesis 2 (trust in sources – scientific sources, Experiment 5). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Methods = detailed methodological information (vs. basic); Uncertainty = communication of uncertainty (vs. absent). Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (trust in scientific sources) is reflected and log10 transformed.
	Effect
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Intercept
	0.365 (0.023)***
	0.365 (0.023)***
	0.371 (0.022)***
	0.384 (0.016)***

	Belief
	0.001 (0.010)
	-0.002 (0.010)
	-0.015 (0.007)*
	-0.017 (0.005)***

	Evidence
	-0.007 (0.033)
	-0.007 (0.033)
	-0.021 (0.028)
	-0.019 (0.016)

	Methods
	0.031 (0.033)
	0.031 (0.033)
	0.018 (0.028)
	-0.003 (0.016)

	Uncertainty
	0.063 (0.033)
	0.063 (0.033)
	0.051 (0.028)
	0.017 (0.016)

	Belief*Evidence
	-0.003 (0.014)
	0.003 (0.012)
	0.024 (0.007)***
	0.024 (0.007)***

	Belief*Methods
	-0.026 (0.014)
	-0.020 (0.012)
	-0.001 (0.007)
	

	Belief*Uncertainty
	-0.021 (0.015)
	-0.015 (0.013)
	-0.002 (0.007)
	

	Evidence*Methods
	-0.012 (0.046)
	-0.011 (0.046)
	0.015 (0.033)
	

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.037 (0.046)
	-0.037 (0.046)
	-0.011 (0.033)
	

	Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.082 (0.046)
	-0.082 (0.046)
	-0.057 (0.033)
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods
	0.039 (0.020)
	0.028 (0.014)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.026 (0.020)
	0.014 (0.014)
	
	

	Belief*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.024 (0.020)
	0.012 (0.014)
	
	

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.055 (0.066)
	0.055 (0.066)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.023 (0.029)
	
	
	

	Model summary
	F(15, 753) = 1.68, p = .050, 
R² = .032, adj. R² = .013
	F(14, 754) = 1.76, p = .041, 
R² = .032, adj. R² = .014
	F(10, 758) = 1.88, p = .045, 
R² = .024, adj. R² = .011
	F(5, 763) = 3.07, p = .009, 
R² = .020, adj. R² = .013





Supplementary Table 17. Regression table for Hypothesis 2 (trust in sources – scientific sources, Experiment 6). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Methods = detailed methodological information (vs. basic); Uncertainty = communication of uncertainty (vs. absent). Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (trust in scientific sources) is reflected and log10 transformed.
	Effect
	Model 1

	Intercept
	0.372 (0.023)***

	Belief
	0.001 (0.010)

	Evidence
	0.054 (0.032)

	Methods
	0.015 (0.033)

	Uncertainty
	0.043 (0.032)

	Belief*Evidence
	-0.011 (0.014)

	Belief*Methods
	-0.021 (0.014)

	Belief*Uncertainty
	-0.019 (0.015)

	Evidence*Methods
	-0.044 (0.046)

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.061 (0.046)

	Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.077 (0.046)

	Belief*Evidence*Methods
	0.015 (0.020)

	Belief*Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.035 (0.021)

	Belief*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.044 (0.020)*

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.133 (0.065)*

	Belief*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.055 (0.029)

	Summary
	F(15, 755) = 1.50, p = .097, R² = .029, adj. R² = .010





Supplementary Table 18. Regression table for Hypothesis 2 (trust in sources – scientific sources, Experiment 7). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Methods = detailed methodological information (vs. basic); Uncertainty = communication of uncertainty (vs. absent). Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (trust in scientific sources) is reflected and log10 transformed.
	Effect
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Intercept
	0.400 (0.024)***
	0.400 (0.024)***
	0.403 (0.022)***
	0.410 (0.017)***

	Belief
	-0.027 (0.010)**
	-0.028 (0.009)**
	-0.027 (0.007)***
	-0.026 (0.005)***

	Evidence
	0.021 (0.033)
	0.021 (0.033)
	0.015 (0.029)
	0.009 (0.016)

	Methods
	-0.002 (0.033)
	-0.003 (0.033)
	-0.010 (0.029)
	-0.015 (0.016)

	Uncertainty
	-0.019 (0.034)
	-0.019 (0.034)
	-0.025 (0.029)
	-0.040 (0.016)*

	Belief*Evidence
	0.023 (0.015)
	0.025 (0.013)*
	0.023 (0.007)**
	0.022 (0.007)**

	Belief*Methods
	0.003 (0.014)
	0.004 (0.012)
	-0.004 (0.007)
	

	Belief*Uncertainty
	-0.001 (0.014)
	0.001 (0.012)
	0.005 (0.007)
	

	Evidence*Methods
	-0.012 (0.047)
	-0.012 (0.047)
	0.002 (0.033)
	

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.027 (0.047)
	-0.027 (0.047)
	-0.015 (0.033)
	

	Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.027 (0.047)
	-0.027 (0.047)
	-0.014 (0.033)
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods
	-0.012 (0.020)
	-0.016 (0.014)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.014 (0.020)
	0.011 (0.014)
	
	

	Belief*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.001 (0.019)
	-0.002 (0.014)
	
	

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.027 (0.066)
	0.027 (0.066)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.007 (0.028)
	
	
	

	Summary
	F(15, 751) = 2.70, p < .001, 
R² = .051, adj. R² = .032
	F(14, 752) = 2.89, p < .001, 
R² = .051, adj. R² = .033
	F(10, 756) = 3.85, p < .001, 
R² = .048, adj. R² = .036
	F(5, 761) = 7.50, p < .001, 
R² = .047, adj. R² = .041





Supplementary Table 19. Regression table for Hypothesis 2 (trust in sources – scientific sources, Experiment 8). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Methods = detailed methodological information (vs. basic); Uncertainty = communication of uncertainty (vs. absent). Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (trust in scientific sources) is reflected and log10 transformed.
	Effect
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Intercept
	0.403 (0.023)***
	0.403 (0.023)***
	0.408 (0.022)***

	Belief
	-0.037 (0.010)***
	-0.041 (0.009)***
	-0.036 (0.008)***

	Evidence
	0.024 (0.033)
	0.024 (0.033)
	0.014 (0.029)

	Methods
	0.013 (0.033)
	0.011 (0.033)
	0.002 (0.028)

	Uncertainty
	-0.019 (0.033)
	-0.019 (0.033)
	-0.029 (0.028)

	Belief*Evidence
	-0.013 (0.015)
	-0.002 (0.013)
	-0.006 (0.011)

	Belief*Methods
	-0.012 (0.015)
	-0.001 (0.013)
	-0.008 (0.011)

	Belief*Uncertainty
	0.017 (0.014)
	0.026 (0.012)*
	0.016 (0.008)*

	Evidence*Methods
	-0.061 (0.047)
	-0.060 (0.047)
	-0.042 (0.033)

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.006 (0.047)
	0.009 (0.047)
	0.030 (0.033)

	Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.007 (0.046)
	-0.007 (0.047)
	0.013 (0.033)

	Belief*Evidence*Methods
	0.060 (0.022)**
	0.037 (0.015)*
	0.036 (0.015)*

	Belief*Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.016 (0.022)
	-0.007 (0.015)
	

	Belief*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.008 (0.021)
	-0.015 (0.015)
	

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.039 (0.066)
	0.038 (0.066)
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.046 (0.031)
	
	

	Summary
	F(15, 747) = 4.37, p < .001, 
R² = .081, adj. R² = .062
	F(14, 748) = 4.51, p < .001, 
R² = .078, adj. R² = .061
	F(11, 751) = 5.61, p < .001, 
R² = .076, adj. R² = .062






Hypothesis 2 – Preferences for / trust in non-scientific sources
Supplementary Table 20. Regression table for Hypothesis 2 (source preference – non-scientific sources, Experiment 1). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (preference for non-scientific sources) is untransformed.
	Effect
	Model 1

	Intercept
	6.252 (0.121)***

	Belief
	0.323 (0.073)***

	Evidence
	-0.455 (0.180)*

	Belief*Evidence
	-0.004 (0.101)

	Summary
	F(3, 313) = 15.59, p < .001, R² = .130, adj. R² = .122




Supplementary Table 21. Regression table for Hypothesis 2 (source preference – non-scientific sources, Experiment 2). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (preference for non-scientific sources) is reflected and square-root transformed.
	Effect
	Model 1

	Intercept
	1.840 (0.034)***

	Belief
	-0.052 (0.017)**

	Evidence
	0.094 (0.048)

	Belief*Evidence
	0.014 (0.025)

	Summary
	F(3, 305) = 5.90, p < .001, R² = .055, adj. R² = .046





Supplementary Table 22. Regression table for Hypothesis 2 (trust in sources – non-scientific sources, Experiment 3). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Methods = detailed methodological information (vs. basic); Uncertainty = communication of uncertainty (vs. absent). Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (trust in non-scientific sources) is square-root transformed.
	Effect
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Intercept
	1.987 (0.057)***
	1.986 (0.057)***
	2.001 (0.053)***
	1.971 (0.044)***

	Belief
	-0.014 (0.027)
	-0.009 (0.025)
	-0.007 (0.019)
	0.024 (0.009)**

	Evidence
	-0.086 (0.079)
	-0.084 (0.079)
	-0.115 (0.068)
	-0.070 (0.056)

	Methods
	-0.026 (0.080)
	-0.025 (0.080)
	-0.055 (0.069)
	-0.044 (0.057)

	Uncertainty
	0.096 (0.080)
	0.096 (0.080)
	0.060 (0.069)
	0.112 (0.039)**

	Belief*Evidence
	0.036 (0.038)
	0.027 (0.032)
	0.016 (0.018)
	

	Belief*Methods
	-0.004 (0.038)
	-0.014 (0.032)
	0.015 (0.018)
	

	Belief*Uncertainty
	0.064 (0.038)
	0.055 (0.032)
	0.029 (0.018)
	

	Evidence*Methods
	0.104 (0.112)
	0.104 (0.112)
	0.160 (0.079)*
	0.158 (0.079)*

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.020 (0.112)
	0.018 (0.111)
	0.077 (0.079)
	

	Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.049 (0.114)
	-0.048 (0.113)
	0.017 (0.079)
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods
	0.025 (0.053)
	0.044 (0.037)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.088 (0.054)
	-0.069 (0.037)
	
	

	Belief*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.005 (0.053)
	0.014 (0.037)
	
	

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.114 (0.158)
	0.114 (0.158)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.037 (0.074)
	
	
	

	Summary
	F(15, 239) = 2.04, p = .014, 
R² = .114, adj. R² = .058
	F(14, 240) = 2.18, p = .009, 
R² = .113, adj. R² = .061
	F(10, 244) = 2.49, p = .007, 
R² = .093, adj. R² = .055
	F(5, 249) = 4.00, p = .002, 
R² = .074, adj. R² = .056





Supplementary Table 23. Regression table for Hypothesis 2 (trust in sources – non-scientific sources, Experiment 4). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Methods = detailed methodological information (vs. basic); Uncertainty = communication of uncertainty (vs. absent). Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (trust in non-scientific sources) is square-root transformed.
	Effect
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Intercept
	2.022 (0.056)***
	2.022 (0.056)***
	2.006 (0.053)***
	1.971 (0.044)***

	Belief
	0.036 (0.029)
	0.018 (0.027)
	0.038 (0.020)
	0.050 (0.013)***

	Evidence
	-0.165 (0.078)*
	-0.164 (0.079)*
	-0.133 (0.068)
	-0.065 (0.039)

	Methods
	0.042 (0.081)
	0.052 (0.081)
	0.094 (0.069)
	0.138 (0.056)*

	Uncertainty
	0.018 (0.078)
	0.013 (0.078)
	0.050 (0.067)
	0.081 (0.055)

	Belief*Evidence
	0.038 (0.040)
	0.072 (0.034)*
	0.037 (0.019)
	

	Belief*Methods
	-0.025 (0.036)
	0.003 (0.032)
	-0.005 (0.019)
	

	Belief*Uncertainty
	-0.047 (0.041)
	-0.011 (0.035)
	-0.051 (0.019)**
	-0.046 (0.019)*

	Evidence*Methods
	0.158 (0.112)
	0.147 (0.112)
	0.072 (0.078)
	

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.125 (0.110)
	0.132 (0.110)
	0.061 (0.078)
	

	Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.085 (0.111)
	-0.089 (0.111)
	-0.167 (0.078)*
	-0.173 (0.078)*

	Belief*Evidence*Methods
	0.064 (0.055)
	-0.001 (0.039)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.001 (0.055)
	-0.066 (0.039)
	
	

	Belief*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.044 (0.053)
	-0.015 (0.039)
	
	

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.131 (0.156)
	-0.136 (0.157)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.126 (0.077)
	
	
	

	Model summary
	F(15, 248) = 2.23, p = .006,
 R² = .119, adj. R² = .065
	F(14, 249) = 2.18, p = .009,
 R² = .109, adj. R² = .059
	F(10, 253) = 2.69, p = .004,
 R² = .096, adj. R² = .060
	F(6, 257) = 3.51, p = .002,
 R² = .076, adj. R² = .054





Supplementary Table 24. Regression table for Hypothesis 2 (trust in sources – non-scientific sources, Experiment 5). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Methods = detailed methodological information (vs. basic); Uncertainty = communication of uncertainty (vs. absent). Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (trust in non-scientific sources) is untransformed.
	Effect
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Intercept
	3.704 (0.148)***
	3.704 (0.148)***
	3.751 (0.138)***

	Belief
	0.044 (0.066)
	0.033 (0.062)
	0.042 (0.057)

	Evidence
	0.260 (0.209)
	0.258 (0.209)
	0.166 (0.181)

	Methods
	0.170 (0.209)
	0.169 (0.209)
	0.075 (0.181)

	Uncertainty
	0.358 (0.210)
	0.359 (0.210)
	0.263 (0.182)

	Belief*Evidence
	0.103 (0.091)
	0.123 (0.079)
	0.108 (0.065)

	Belief*Methods
	0.248 (0.091)**
	0.267 (0.079)***
	0.267 (0.079)***

	Belief*Uncertainty
	0.146 (0.093)
	0.167 (0.080)*
	0.148 (0.065)*

	Evidence*Methods
	-0.468 (0.296)
	-0.463 (0.296)
	-0.273 (0.209)

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.557 (0.296)
	-0.557 (0.296)
	-0.368 (0.210)

	Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.142 (0.297)
	-0.143 (0.296)
	0.048 (0.210)

	Belief*Evidence*Methods
	-0.237 (0.126)
	-0.275 (0.091)**
	-0.279 (0.091)**

	Belief*Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.005 (0.129)
	-0.035 (0.092)
	

	Belief*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.191 (0.130)
	-0.231 (0.092)*
	-0.230 (0.091)*

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.379 (0.420)
	0.380 (0.419)
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.080 (0.183)
	
	

	Summary
	F(15, 753) = 5.80, p <.001,
 R² = .104, adj. R² = .086
	F(14, 754) = 6.21, p <.001,
 R² = .103, adj. R² = .087
	F(12, 756) = 7.17, p <.001,
 R² = .102, adj. R² = .088





Supplementary Table 25. Regression table for Hypothesis 2 (trust in sources – non-scientific sources, Experiment 6). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Methods = detailed methodological information (vs. basic); Uncertainty = communication of uncertainty (vs. absent). Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (trust in non-scientific sources) is square-root transformed.
	Effect
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Intercept
	1.890 (0.039)***
	1.889 (0.039)***
	1.894 (0.036)***
	1.916 (0.027)***

	Belief
	0.017 (0.017)
	0.025 (0.016)
	0.021 (0.012)
	0.033 (0.006)***

	Evidence
	-0.046 (0.054)
	-0.045 (0.054)
	-0.056 (0.047)
	-0.086 (0.027)**

	Methods
	0.074 (0.055)
	0.072 (0.055)
	0.058 (0.047)
	0.032 (0.027)

	Uncertainty
	0.052 (0.055)
	0.055 (0.055)
	0.042 (0.047)
	0.011 (0.027)

	Belief*Evidence
	0.023 (0.024)
	0.006 (0.021)
	0.017 (0.012)
	

	Belief*Methods
	0.030 (0.023)
	0.014 (0.020)
	0.007 (0.012)
	

	Belief*Uncertainty
	0.003 (0.025)
	-0.016 (0.021)
	-0.001 (0.012)
	

	Evidence*Methods
	-0.053 (0.077)
	-0.052 (0.077)
	-0.029 (0.055)
	

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.054 (0.077)
	-0.060 (0.077)
	-0.033 (0.054)
	

	Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.060 (0.078)
	-0.058 (0.078)
	-0.028 (0.055)
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods
	-0.048 (0.034)
	-0.013 (0.024)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.000 (0.035)
	0.036 (0.024)
	
	

	Belief*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.040 (0.034)
	-0.005 (0.024)
	
	

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.051 (0.109)
	0.052 (0.109)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.071 (0.049)
	
	
	

	Summary
	F(15, 755) = 3.16, p <.001, 
R² = .059, adj. R² = .040
	F(14, 756) = 3.23, p <.001, 
R² = .056, adj. R² = .039
	F(10, 760) = 4.27, p <.001, 
R² = .053, adj. R² = .041
	F(4, 766) = 9.92, p <.001, 
R² = .049, adj. R² = .044





Supplementary Table 26. Regression table for Hypothesis 2 (trust in sources – non-scientific sources, Experiment 7). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Methods = detailed methodological information (vs. basic); Uncertainty = communication of uncertainty (vs. absent). Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (trust in non-scientific sources) is square-root transformed.
	Effect
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Intercept
	1.903 (0.042)***
	1.901 (0.041)***
	1.901 (0.039)***

	Belief
	0.085 (0.018)***
	0.091 (0.017)***
	0.087 (0.014)***

	Evidence
	-0.041 (0.058)
	-0.038 (0.058)
	-0.038 (0.050)

	Methods
	0.007 (0.058)
	0.008 (0.058)
	0.012 (0.050)

	Uncertainty
	0.038 (0.059)
	0.039 (0.059)
	0.039 (0.050)

	Belief*Evidence
	-0.002 (0.026)
	-0.015 (0.022)
	-0.007 (0.012)

	Belief*Methods
	-0.045 (0.025)
	-0.056 (0.021)**
	-0.036 (0.018)*

	Belief*Uncertainty
	-0.001 (0.024)
	-0.012 (0.021)
	-0.023 (0.018)

	Evidence*Methods
	-0.011 (0.082)
	-0.012 (0.082)
	-0.020 (0.058)

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.000 (0.082)
	-0.003 (0.082)
	-0.006 (0.058)

	Methods*Uncertainty
	0.017 (0.082)
	0.017 (0.082)
	0.013 (0.058)

	Belief*Evidence*Methods
	0.018 (0.036)
	0.041 (0.025)
	

	Belief*Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.048 (0.035)
	-0.025 (0.025)
	

	Belief*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.030 (0.033)
	0.051 (0.025)*
	0.049 (0.025)*

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.013 (0.115)
	-0.013 (0.115)
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.045 (0.049)
	
	

	Summary
	F(15, 751) = 8.76, p <.001,
 R² = .149, adj. R² = .132
	F(14, 752) = 9.33, p <.001,
 R² = .148, adj. R² = .132
	F(11, 755) = 11.51, p <.001,
 R² = .144, adj. R² = .131





Supplementary Table 27. Regression table for Hypothesis 2 (trust in sources – non-scientific sources, Experiment 8). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Methods = detailed methodological information (vs. basic); Uncertainty = communication of uncertainty (vs. absent). Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (trust in non-scientific sources) is square-root transformed.
	Effect
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Intercept
	1.887 (0.040)***
	1.888 (0.040)***
	1.872 (0.038)***
	1.885 (0.029)***

	Belief
	0.055 (0.017)**
	0.062 (0.016)***
	0.074 (0.013)***
	0.059 (0.007)***

	Evidence
	-0.064 (0.058)
	-0.064 (0.058)
	-0.030 (0.050)
	-0.046 (0.029)

	Methods
	-0.015 (0.058)
	-0.013 (0.058)
	0.022 (0.050)
	0.022 (0.029)

	Uncertainty
	0.079 (0.057)
	0.079 (0.057)
	0.111 (0.049)*
	0.074 (0.029)**

	Belief*Evidence
	0.031 (0.026)
	0.016 (0.023)
	-0.009 (0.013)
	

	Belief*Methods
	0.025 (0.026)
	0.011 (0.023)
	-0.014 (0.013)
	

	Belief*Uncertainty
	0.012 (0.024)
	-0.000 (0.022)
	-0.006 (0.013)
	

	Evidence*Methods
	0.087 (0.081)
	0.085 (0.081)
	0.018 (0.058)
	

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.011 (0.082)
	0.007 (0.082)
	-0.054 (0.057)
	

	Methods*Uncertainty
	0.049 (0.081)
	0.049 (0.081)
	-0.021 (0.057)
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods
	-0.076 (0.038)*
	-0.046 (0.027)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.038 (0.038)
	-0.007 (0.027)
	
	

	Belief*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.035 (0.037)
	-0.006 (0.027)
	
	

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.135 (0.115)
	-0.134 (0.115)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.062 (0.053)
	
	
	

	Summary
	F(15, 747) = 6.53, p <.001,
 R² = .116, adj. R² = .098
	F(14, 748) = 6.90, p <.001,
 R² = .114, adj. R² = .098
	F(10, 752) = 9.22, p <.001,
 R² = .109, adj. R² = .097
	F(4, 758) = 22.33, p <.001,
 R² = .105, adj. R² = .101






Hypothesis 2B – Source choice
Supplementary Table 28. Logistic regression table for Hypothesis 2B (source choice, Experiment 1). Dependent variable is dummy-coded (0 – non-scientific source, 1 – scientific source). Coefficients are displayed as Log Odds B (SE). Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. χ² = likelihood ratio test (model vs. null model); Nagelkerke R² = pseudo R-squared (Nagelkerke, 1991). Reference categories: Belief = grand mean centred; Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming). Caution: Large standard errors may indicate quasi-complete separation due to low event counts in the outcome variable.
	Effect
	Model 1

	Intercept
	-0.284 (0.158)

	Belief
	-0.175 (0.096)

	Evidence
	0.427 (0.235)

	Belief*Evidence
	-0.030 (0.136)

	Model fit
	χ²(3) = 11.46, p = .010, Nagelkerke R² = .049, AIC = 42.1, N = 306




Supplementary Table 29. Logistic regression table for Hypothesis 2B (source choice). Dependent variable is dummy-coded (0 – non-scientific source, 1 – scientific source). Coefficients are displayed as Log Odds B (SE). Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. χ² = likelihood ratio test (model vs. null model); Nagelkerke R² = pseudo R-squared (Nagelkerke, 1991). Reference categories: Belief = grand mean centred; Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming). Caution: Large standard errors may indicate quasi-complete separation due to low event counts in the outcome variable.
	Effect
	Model 1

	Intercept
	-0.104 (0.166)

	Belief
	-0.180 (0.086)*

	Evidence
	-0.028 (0.236)

	Belief*Evidence
	0.103 (0.124)

	Model fit
	χ²(3) = 5.29, p = .152, Nagelkerke R² = .024, AIC = 407.9, N = 293





Supplementary Table 30. Logistic regression table for Hypothesis 2B (source choice, Experiment 3). Dependent variable is dummy-coded (0 – non-scientific source, 1 – scientific source). Coefficients are displayed as Log Odds B (SE). Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. χ² = likelihood ratio test (model vs. null model); Nagelkerke R² = pseudo R-squared (Nagelkerke, 1991). Reference categories: Belief = grand mean centred; Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Methods = detailed methodological information (vs. basic); Uncertainty = communication of uncertainty (vs. absent). Caution: Large standard errors may indicate quasi-complete separation due to low event counts in the outcome variable.
	Effect
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Intercept
	20.566 (3214.562)
	20.555 (3214.125)
	4.511 (1.494)**
	4.560 (0.893)***

	Belief
	-0.000 (15340.258)
	0.220 (13150.516)
	-0.453 (0.432)
	-0.513 (0.164)**

	Evidence
	-18.120 (3214.563)
	-18.109 (3214.125)
	-1.713 (1.547)
	-1.739 (0.809)*

	Methods
	-16.748 (3214.563)
	-16.737 (3214.126)
	1.092 (1.900)
	-0.441 (0.635)

	Uncertainty
	-17.066 (3214.563)
	-17.055 (3214.125)
	-0.146 (1.915)
	0.950 (0.668)

	Belief*Evidence
	-0.528 (1534.258)
	-0.748 (1315.516)
	-0.163 (0.417)
	

	Belief*Methods
	-0.452 (1534.258)
	-0.672 (1315.516)
	-0.365 (0.399)
	

	Belief*Uncertainty
	-0.218 (1534.258)
	-0.438 (1315.516)
	0.580 (0.400)
	

	Evidence*Methods
	20.393 (3214.565)
	20.382 (3214.128)
	-0.676 (1.758)
	

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	35.187 (4502.463)
	35.181 (4435.651)
	1.360 (1.901)
	

	Methods*Uncertainty
	33.814 (4578.632)
	33.911 (4658.343)
	-1.444 (1.695)
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods
	-1.191 (1534.259)
	-0.971 (1315.517)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.746 (2224.259)
	1.222 (135.676)
	
	

	Belief*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.670 (2117.953)
	1.099 (1418.964)
	
	

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-55.469 (5559.015)
	-55.570 (5427.772)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.685 (266.659)
	
	
	

	Model fit
	χ²(15) = 31.30, p = .008, Nagelkerke R² = .366,
 AIC = 97.5, N = 255
	χ²(14) = 31.30, p = .005, Nagelkerke R² = .366,
 AIC = 95.5, N = 255
	χ²(10) = 23.74, p = .008, Nagelkerke R² = .282,
 AIC = 95.0, N = 255
	χ²(4) = 19.46, p <.001, Nagelkerke R² = .233,
 AIC = 87.3, N = 255





Supplementary Table 31. Logistic regression table for Hypothesis 2B (source choice, Experiment 4). Dependent variable is dummy-coded (0 – non-scientific source, 1 – scientific source). Coefficients are displayed as Log Odds B (SE). Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. χ² = likelihood ratio test (model vs. null model); Nagelkerke R² = pseudo R-squared (Nagelkerke, 1991). Reference categories: Belief = grand mean centred; Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Methods = detailed methodological information (vs. basic); Uncertainty = communication of uncertainty (vs. absent). Caution: Large standard errors may indicate quasi-complete separation due to low event counts in the outcome variable.
	Effect
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Intercept
	3.815 (1.553)*
	3.445 (1.264)**
	4.210 (1.170)***
	3.824 (0.853)***

	Belief
	-0.935 (0.646)
	-0.746 (0.547)
	-1.160 (0.412)**
	-1.050 (0.341)**

	Evidence
	1.393 (2.708)
	3.386 (2.758)
	0.090 (1.168)
	-0.087 (0.512)

	Methods
	-1.100 (1.736)
	-0.675 (1.498)
	-0.690 (1.115)
	0.208 (0.512)

	Uncertainty
	-1.310 (1.702)
	-0.857 (1.454)
	-1.804 (1.253)
	-1.365 (0.832)

	Belief*Evidence
	-0.893 (1.245)
	-1.895 (1.213)
	-0.121 (0.290)
	

	Belief*Methods
	0.596 (0.742)
	0.333 (0.657)
	0.281 (0.294)
	

	Belief*Uncertainty
	0.705 (0.759)
	0.428 (0.676)
	1.237 (0.380)**
	1.176 (0.374)**

	Evidence*Methods
	86.548 (6719.597)
	1.955 (2.573)
	0.055 (1.062)
	

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	-1.620 (2.863)
	-3.680 (2.879)
	-0.269 (1.233)
	

	Methods*Uncertainty
	1.543 (2.053)
	1.121 (1.903)
	1.229 (1.271)
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods
	-32.055 (2533.635)
	-0.608 (0.678)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Uncertainty
	1.253 (1.332)
	2.378 (1.224)
	
	

	Belief*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.068 (0.913)
	0.350 (0.826)
	
	

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-86.496 (6719.598)
	-1.956 (3.052)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	31.700 (2533.635)
	
	
	

	Model fit
	χ²(15) = 27.77, p = .023, Nagelkerke R² = .255,
 AIC = 135.7, N = 264
	χ²(14) = 25.16, p = .033, Nagelkerke R² = .232,
 AIC = 136.3, N = 264
	χ²(10) = 17.81, p = .058, Nagelkerke R² = .166,
 AIC = 135.6, N = 264
	χ²(5) = 16.28, p = .006, 
Nagelkerke R² = .152,
 AIC = 127.1, N = 264





Supplementary Table 32. Logistic regression table for Hypothesis 2B (source choice, Experiment 5). Dependent variable is dummy-coded (0 – non-scientific source, 1 – scientific source). Coefficients are displayed as Log Odds B (SE). Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. χ² = likelihood ratio test (model vs. null model); Nagelkerke R² = pseudo R-squared (Nagelkerke, 1991). Reference categories: Belief = grand mean centred; Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Methods = detailed methodological information (vs. basic); Uncertainty = communication of uncertainty (vs. absent). Caution: Large standard errors may indicate quasi-complete separation due to low event counts in the outcome variable.
	Effect
	Model 1

	Intercept
	3.137 (0.512)***

	Belief
	0.029 (0.232)

	Evidence
	0.344 (0.797)

	Methods
	-0.579 (0.646)

	Uncertainty
	-0.928 (0.636)

	Belief*Evidence
	0.144 (0.363)

	Belief*Methods
	-0.062 (0.283)

	Belief*Uncertainty
	0.251 (0.292)

	Evidence*Methods
	0.554 (1.111)

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.847 (0.927)

	Methods*Uncertainty
	0.656 (0.830)

	Belief*Evidence*Methods
	-0.409 (0.461)

	Belief*Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.538 (0.422)

	Belief*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.105 (0.374)

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.365 (1.329)

	Belief*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.586 (0.568)

	Model fit
	χ²(15) = 23.62, p = .072, Nagelkerke R² = .072, AIC = 424.7, N = 769





Supplementary Table 33. Logistic regression table for Hypothesis 2B (source choice, Experiment 6). Dependent variable is dummy-coded (0 – non-scientific source, 1 – scientific source). Coefficients are displayed as Log Odds B (SE). Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. χ² = likelihood ratio test (model vs. null model); Nagelkerke R² = pseudo R-squared (Nagelkerke, 1991). Reference categories: Belief = grand mean centred; Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Methods = detailed methodological information (vs. basic); Uncertainty = communication of uncertainty (vs. absent). Caution: Large standard errors may indicate quasi-complete separation due to low event counts in the outcome variable.
	Effect
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Intercept
	2.542 (0.393)***
	2.548 (0.395)***
	2.364 (0.340)***
	2.429 (0.261)***

	Belief
	0.023 (0.171)
	-0.035 (0.167)
	0.028 (0.119)
	0.059 (0.101)

	Evidence
	-0.233 (0.547)
	-0.290 (0.535)
	0.089 (0.461)
	-0.050 (0.282)

	Methods
	-0.024 (0.598)
	-0.124 (0.566)
	0.173 (0.465)
	0.088 (0.283)

	Uncertainty
	-0.269 (0.527)
	-0.263 (0.532)
	0.069 (0.449)
	-0.005 (0.252)

	Belief*Evidence
	-0.293 (0.241)
	-0.180 (0.216)
	-0.290 (0.133)*
	-0.293 (0.130)*

	Belief*Methods
	-0.469 (0.270)
	-0.332 (0.230)
	-0.339 (0.134)*
	-0.344 (0.130)**

	Belief*Uncertainty
	0.093 (0.230)
	0.197 (0.211)
	0.059 (0.132)
	

	Evidence*Methods
	0.066 (0.812)
	0.316 (0.767)
	-0.117 (0.528)
	

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.499 (0.775)
	0.637 (0.777)
	-0.173 (0.521)
	

	Methods*Uncertainty
	0.453 (0.813)
	0.570 (0.796)
	-0.056 (0.513)
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods
	0.397 (0.384)
	0.110 (0.275)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.059 (0.350)
	-0.302 (0.272)
	
	

	Belief*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.233 (0.374)
	-0.039 (0.274)
	
	

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.597 (1.177)
	-1.095 (1.070)
	
	

	Belief*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.581 (0.544)
	
	
	

	Model fit
	χ²(15) = 37.60, p = .001, 
Nagelkerke R² = .102,
 AIC = 481.9, N = 771
	χ²(14) = 36.47, p <.001, Nagelkerke R² = .099,
 AIC = 481.0, N = 771
	χ²(10) = 33.46, p <.001, Nagelkerke R² = .091,
 AIC = 476.1, N = 771
	χ²(6) = 33.16, p <.001,
 Nagelkerke R² = .090,
 AIC = 468.4, N = 771





Supplementary Table 34. Logistic regression table for Hypothesis 2B (source choice, Experiment 7). Dependent variable is dummy-coded (0 – non-scientific source, 1 – scientific source). Coefficients are displayed as Log Odds B (SE). Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. χ² = likelihood ratio test (model vs. null model); Nagelkerke R² = pseudo R-squared (Nagelkerke, 1991). Reference categories: Belief = grand mean centred; Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Methods = detailed methodological information (vs. basic); Uncertainty = communication of uncertainty (vs. absent). Caution: Large standard errors may indicate quasi-complete separation due to low event counts in the outcome variable.
	Effect
	Model 1

	Intercept
	2.424 (0.391)***

	Belief
	-0.116 (0.159)

	Evidence
	-0.019 (0.538)

	Methods
	0.698 (0.680)

	Uncertainty
	-0.428 (0.507)

	Belief*Evidence
	0.165 (0.237)

	Belief*Methods
	0.383 (0.278)

	Belief*Uncertainty
	0.074 (0.202)

	Evidence*Methods
	-0.217 (0.900)

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.705 (0.778)

	Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.182 (0.853)

	Belief*Evidence*Methods
	-0.466 (0.381)

	Belief*Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.458 (0.324)

	Belief*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.165 (0.344)

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.102 (1.253)

	Belief*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.009 (0.508)

	Model fit
	χ²(15) = 22.73, p = .090, Nagelkerke R² = .068, AIC = 44.0, N = 767





Supplementary Table 35. Logistic regression table for Hypothesis 2B (source choice, Experiment 8). Dependent variable is dummy-coded (0 – non-scientific source, 1 – scientific source). Coefficients are displayed as Log Odds B (SE). Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. χ² = likelihood ratio test (model vs. null model); Nagelkerke R² = pseudo R-squared (Nagelkerke, 1991). Reference categories: Belief = grand mean centred; Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Methods = detailed methodological information (vs. basic); Uncertainty = communication of uncertainty (vs. absent). Caution: Large standard errors may indicate quasi-complete separation due to low event counts in the outcome variable.
	Effect
	Model 1

	Intercept
	2.114 (0.342)***

	Belief
	-0.189 (0.156)

	Evidence
	0.548 (0.544)

	Methods
	-0.095 (0.471)

	Uncertainty
	-0.132 (0.466)

	Belief*Evidence
	0.233 (0.252)

	Belief*Methods
	0.311 (0.212)

	Belief*Uncertainty
	0.070 (0.211)

	Evidence*Methods
	-0.612 (0.704)

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	-1.072 (0.684)

	Methods*Uncertainty
	0.518 (0.680)

	Belief*Evidence*Methods
	-0.394 (0.324)

	Belief*Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.123 (0.320)

	Belief*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.127 (0.311)

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.904 (0.971)

	Belief*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.159 (0.459)

	Model fit
	χ²(15) = 16.60, p = .343, Nagelkerke R² = .042, AIC = 565.0, N = 763






Hypothesis 3 – Generalizing devaluation

Supplementary Table 36. Regression table for Hypothesis 3 (generalization of devaluation effects – same domain, i.e. educational topics, Experiment 1). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (potency for educational topics) is reflected and square-root transformed.
	Effect
	Model 1

	Intercept
	1.888 (0.025)***

	Belief
	-0.043 (0.015)**

	Evidence
	0.059 (0.037)

	Belief*Evidence
	-0.005 (0.021)

	Summary
	F(3, 313) = 7.36, p < .001, R² = .066, adj. R² = .057



Supplementary Table 37. Regression table for Hypothesis 3 (generalization of devaluation Effects – other domain, i.e. medical topics, Experiment 1). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (potency for medical topics) is untransformed.
	Effect
	Model 1

	Intercept
	5.400 (0.123)***

	Belief
	-0.041 (0.074)

	Evidence
	-0.123 (0.182)

	Belief*Evidence
	0.164 (0.102)

	Summary
	F(3, 313) = 1.27, p = .286, R² = .012, adj. R² = .003





Supplementary Table 38. Regression table for Hypothesis 3 (generalization of devaluation Effects – other domain, i.e. pseudoscientific topics, Experiment 1). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (potency for pseudoscientific topics) is reflected and log10 transformed.
	Effect
	Model 1

	Intercept
	0.392 (0.022)***

	Belief
	-0.018 (0.013)

	Evidence
	0.018 (0.033)

	Belief*Evidence
	0.020 (0.018)

	Summary
	F(3, 313) = .71, p = .546, R² = .007, adj. R² = -.003




Supplementary Table 39. Regression table for Hypothesis 3 (generalization of devaluation Effects – same domain, i.e. educational topics, Experiment 2). Coefficients are displayed as B (SE) and reflect unstandardized regression coefficients. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Reference categories: Evidence = confirming evidence (vs. disconfirming); Belief reflects grand mean centred prior belief. The dependent variable (pertinence for educational topics) is reflected and log10 transformed.
	Effect
	Model 1

	Intercept
	6.474 (0.120)***

	Belief
	-0.019 (0.061)

	Evidence
	-0.105 (0.172)

	Belief*Evidence
	-0.046 (0.090)

	Summary
	F(3, 305) = .48, p = .697, R² = .005, adj. R² = -.005





Hypothesis 4 – Belief change
Supplementary Table 40. Mixed ANOVA (type III) for Hypothesis 4 (belief change, Experiment 1). Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. Between-participants factors: Evidence (confirming vs. disconfirming). Within-participants factor: Time (before vs. after reading scientific evidence).
	Effect
	df1
	df2
	SS₁
	SS₂
	F
	p
	η²p

	Evidence
	1
	315
	342.170
	1549.063
	69.580
	< .001
	.181

	Time
	1
	315
	132.834
	527.598
	79.308
	< .001
	.201

	Evidence*Time
	1
	315
	352.392
	527.598
	210.394
	< .001
	.400




Supplementary Table 41. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons for significant effects from the mixed repeated measures ANOVA (Experiment 1). ΔM = mean difference; d = Cohen’s d with 95% confidence interval. Magnitude: |d| < 0.20 = negligible, ≥ 0.20 = small, ≥ 0.50 = moderate, ≥ 0.80 = large. p-values are Bonferroni-adjusted across all comparisons. Within-participant comparisons used paired-samples t-tests; between-participant comparisons used Welch’s t-tests. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. 
	Effect
	Grouping
	Comparison
	ΔM
	t
	df
	p (adj.)
	d
	d 95% CI

	Evidence
	—
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	1.475
	8.934
	484.6
	< .001
	0.725
	[0.570; 0.880]

	Time
	—
	t1 vs. t2
	0.782
	5.902
	316.0
	< .001
	0.331
	[0.220; 0.440]

	Evidence*Time
	Time = t1
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	-0.022
	-0.107
	284.8
	1.000
	-0.012
	[-0.250; 0.210]

	
	Time = t2
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	2.973
	13.794
	242.7
	< .001
	1.583
	[1.340; 1.860]

	
	Evidence = 0
	t1 vs. t2
	-0.578
	-4.819
	172.0
	< .001
	-0.366
	[-0.530; -0.210]

	
	Evidence = 1
	t1 vs. t2
	2.417
	13.849
	143.0
	< .001
	1.154
	[0.960; 1.370]





Supplementary Table 42. Mixed ANOVA (type III) for Hypothesis 4 (belief change, Experiment 2). Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. Between-participants factors: Evidence (confirming vs. disconfirming). Within-participants factor: Time (before vs. after reading scientific evidence).
	Effect
	df1
	df2
	SS₁
	SS₂
	F
	p
	η²p

	Evidence
	1
	307
	327.156
	1882.799
	53.344
	< .001
	.148

	Time
	1
	307
	58.321
	503.576
	35.555
	< .001
	.104

	Evidence*Time
	1
	307
	271.155
	503.576
	165.307
	< .001
	.350




Supplementary Table 43. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons for significant effects from the mixed repeated measures ANOVA (Experiment 2). ΔM = mean difference; d = Cohen’s d with 95% confidence interval. Magnitude: |d| < 0.20 = negligible, ≥ 0.20 = small, ≥ 0.50 = moderate, ≥ 0.80 = large. p-values are Bonferroni-adjusted across all comparisons. Within-participant comparisons used paired-samples t-tests; between-participant comparisons used Welch’s t-tests. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. 
	Effect
	Grouping
	Comparison
	ΔM
	t
	df
	p (adj.)
	d
	d 95% CI

	Evidence
	—
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	1.456
	8.554
	551.6
	< .001
	0.691
	[0.540; 0.870]

	Time
	—
	t1 vs. t2
	0.576
	4.515
	308.0
	< .001
	0.257
	[0.150; 0.360]

	Evidence*Time
	Time = t1
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	0.130
	0.597
	306.8
	1.000
	0.068
	[-0.150; 0.280]

	
	Time = t2
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	2.781
	11.935
	245.9
	< .001
	1.367
	[1.110; 1.650]

	
	Evidence = 0
	t1 vs. t2
	-0.711
	-6.411
	158.0
	< .001
	-0.508
	[-0.650; -0.360]

	
	Evidence = 1
	t1 vs. t2
	1.940
	10.974
	149.0
	< .001
	0.896
	[0.740; 1.060]




Supplementary Table 44. Mixed ANOVA (type III) for Hypothesis 4 (belief change, Experiment 3). Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. Between-participants factors: Evidence (confirming vs. disconfirming), Methodological details (detailed vs. basic), Uncertainty communication (present vs. absent), Within-participants factor: Time (before vs. after reading scientific evidence).
	Effect
	df1
	df2
	SS₁
	SS₂
	F
	p
	η²p

	Evidence
	1
	247
	452.794
	1402.922
	79.719
	< .001
	.244

	Methods
	1
	247
	1.308
	1402.922
	0.230
	.632
	.001

	Uncertainty
	1
	247
	1.601
	1402.922
	0.282
	.596
	.001

	Time
	1
	247
	33.947
	513.268
	16.336
	< .001
	.062

	Evidence*Methods
	1
	247
	2.505
	1402.922
	0.441
	.507
	.002

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	1
	247
	8.275
	1402.922
	1.457
	.229
	.006

	Methods*Uncertainty
	1
	247
	1.335
	1402.922
	0.235
	.628
	.001

	Evidence*Time
	1
	247
	502.804
	513.268
	241.964
	< .001
	.495

	Methods*Time
	1
	247
	0.781
	513.268
	0.376
	.540
	.002

	Uncertainty*Time
	1
	247
	2.967
	513.268
	1.428
	.233
	.006

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	1
	247
	0.013
	1402.922
	0.002
	.962
	.000

	Evidence*Methods*Time
	1
	247
	1.933
	513.268
	0.930
	.336
	.004

	Evidence*Uncertainty*Time
	1
	247
	0.466
	513.268
	0.224
	.636
	.001

	Methods*Uncertainty*Time
	1
	247
	6.265
	513.268
	3.015
	.084
	.012

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty*Time
	1
	247
	0.035
	513.268
	0.017
	.897
	.000




Supplementary Table 45. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons for significant effects from the mixed repeated measures ANOVA (Experiment 3). ΔM = mean difference; d = Cohen’s d with 95% confidence interval. Magnitude: |d| < 0.20 = negligible, ≥ 0.20 = small, ≥ 0.50 = moderate, ≥ 0.80 = large. p-values are Bonferroni-adjusted across all comparisons. Within-participant comparisons used paired-samples t-tests; between-participant comparisons used Welch’s t-tests. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. 
	Effect
	Grouping
	Comparison
	ΔM
	t
	df
	p (adj.)
	d
	d 95% CI

	Evidence
	—
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	1.888
	9.637
	501.1
	< .001
	0.855
	[0.680; 1.060]

	Time
	—
	t1 vs. t2
	-0.463
	-2.594
	254.0
	0.060
	-0.162
	[-0.280; -0.030]

	Evidence*Time
	Time = t1
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	-0.103
	-0.381
	251.6
	1.000
	-0.048
	[-0.280; 0.210]

	
	Time = t2
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	3.879
	17.770
	249.8
	< .001
	2.221
	[1.830; 2.720]

	
	Evidence = confirming
	t1 vs. t2
	-2.508
	-13.596
	123.0
	< .001
	-1.221
	[-1.440; -1.040]

	
	Evidence = disconfirming
	t1 vs. t2
	1.473
	8.330
	130.0
	< .001
	0.728
	[0.550; 0.950]



Supplementary Table 46. Mixed ANOVA (type III) for Hypothesis 4 (belief change, Experiment 4). Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. Between-participants factors: Evidence (confirming vs. disconfirming), Methodological details (detailed vs. basic), Uncertainty communication (present vs. absent), Within-participants factor: Time (before vs. after reading scientific evidence).
	Effect
	df1
	df2
	SS₁
	SS₂
	F
	p
	η²p

	Evidence
	1
	256
	236.023
	1483.711
	40.723
	< .001
	.137

	Methods
	1
	256
	0.096
	1483.711
	0.017
	.898
	.000

	Uncertainty
	1
	256
	41.229
	1483.711
	7.114
	.008*
	.027

	Time
	1
	256
	22.247
	622.836
	9.144
	.003*
	.034

	Evidence*Methods
	1
	256
	10.240
	1483.711
	1.767
	.185
	.007

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	1
	256
	3.715
	1483.711
	0.641
	.424
	.002

	Methods*Uncertainty
	1
	256
	6.815
	1483.711
	1.176
	.279
	.005

	Evidence*Time
	1
	256
	346.734
	622.836
	142.516
	< .001
	.358

	Methods*Time
	1
	256
	9.608
	622.836
	3.949
	.048*
	.015

	Uncertainty*Time
	1
	256
	0.802
	622.836
	0.330
	.566
	.001

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	1
	256
	0.021
	1483.711
	0.004
	.952
	.000

	Evidence*Methods*Time
	1
	256
	0.409
	622.836
	0.168
	.682
	.001

	Evidence*Uncertainty*Time
	1
	256
	0.050
	622.836
	0.021
	.886
	.000

	Methods*Uncertainty*Time
	1
	256
	0.074
	622.836
	0.030
	.862
	.000

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty*Time
	1
	256
	0.636
	622.836
	0.261
	.610
	.001





Supplementary Table 47. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons for significant effects from the mixed repeated measures ANOVA (Experiment 4). ΔM = mean difference; d = Cohen’s d with 95% confidence interval. Magnitude: |d| < 0.20 = negligible, ≥ 0.20 = small, ≥ 0.50 = moderate, ≥ 0.80 = large. p-values are Bonferroni-adjusted across all comparisons. Within-participant comparisons used paired-samples t-tests; between-participant comparisons used Welch’s t-tests. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. 
	Effect
	Grouping
	Comparison
	ΔM
	t
	df
	p (adj.)
	d
	d 95% CI

	Evidence
	—
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	1.347
	7.025
	515.8
	< .001
	0.612
	[0.440; 0.810]

	Uncertainty
	—
	present vs. absent
	-0.596
	-2.999
	523.9
	0.031
	-0.261
	[-0.430; -0.090]

	Time
	—
	t1 vs. t2
	0.394
	2.342
	263.0
	0.219
	0.144
	[0.020; 0.260]

	Evidence*Time
	Time = t1
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	-0.277
	-1.083
	260.8
	1.000
	-0.133
	[-0.390; 0.120]

	
	Time = t2
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	2.972
	12.044
	247.5
	< .001
	1.484
	[1.190; 1.810]

	
	Evidence = confirming
	t1 vs. t2
	-1.218
	-7.242
	132.0
	< .001
	-0.628
	[-0.800; -0.460]

	
	Evidence = disconfirming
	t1 vs. t2
	2.031
	9.538
	130.0
	< .001
	0.833
	[0.640; 1.060]

	Methods*Time
	Time = t1
	detailed vs. basic
	0.247
	0.964
	261.3
	1.000
	0.119
	[-0.120; 0.370]

	
	Time = t2
	detailed vs. basic
	-0.290
	-0.945
	261.8
	1.000
	-0.116
	[-0.360; 0.130]

	
	Methods = detailed
	t1 vs. t2
	0.664
	2.933
	130.0
	0.044*
	0.256
	[0.080; 0.440]

	
	Methods = basic
	t1 vs. t2
	0.128
	0.517
	132.0
	1.000
	0.045
	[-0.120; 0.220]





Supplementary Table 48. Mixed ANOVA (type III) for Hypothesis 4 (belief change, Experiment 5). Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. Between-participants factors: Evidence (confirming vs. disconfirming), Methodological details (detailed vs. basic), Uncertainty communication (present vs. absent), Within-participants factor: Time (before vs. after reading scientific evidence).
	Effect
	df1
	df2
	SS₁
	SS₂
	F
	p
	η²p

	Evidence
	1
	761
	1445.181
	5248.076
	209.559
	< .001
	.216

	Methods
	1
	761
	0.837
	5248.076
	0.121
	.728
	.000

	Uncertainty
	1
	761
	23.275
	5248.076
	3.375
	.067
	.004

	Time
	1
	761
	104.837
	1780.493
	44.808
	< .001
	.056

	Evidence*Methods
	1
	761
	1.171
	5248.076
	0.170
	.680
	.000

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	1
	761
	0.105
	5248.076
	0.015
	.902
	.000

	Methods*Uncertainty
	1
	761
	1.050
	5248.076
	0.152
	.697
	.000

	Evidence*Time
	1
	761
	1524.891
	1780.493
	651.753
	< .001
	.461

	Methods*Time
	1
	761
	1.852
	1780.493
	0.792
	.374
	.001

	Uncertainty*Time
	1
	761
	0.788
	1780.493
	0.337
	.562
	.000

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	1
	761
	5.787
	5248.076
	0.839
	.360
	.001

	Evidence*Methods*Time
	1
	761
	0.068
	1780.493
	0.029
	.864
	.000

	Evidence*Uncertainty*Time
	1
	761
	10.371
	1780.493
	4.433
	.036*
	.006

	Methods*Uncertainty*Time
	1
	761
	0.016
	1780.493
	0.007
	.934
	.000

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty*Time
	1
	761
	1.260
	1780.493
	0.539
	.463
	.001





Supplementary Table 49. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons for significant effects from the mixed repeated measures ANOVA (Experiment 5). ΔM = mean difference; d = Cohen’s d with 95% confidence interval. Magnitude: |d| < 0.20 = negligible, ≥ 0.20 = small, ≥ 0.50 = moderate, ≥ 0.80 = large. p-values are Bonferroni-adjusted across all comparisons. Within-participant comparisons used paired-samples t-tests; between-participant comparisons used Welch’s t-tests. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. 
	Effect
	Grouping
	Comparison
	ΔM
	t
	df
	p (adj.)
	d
	d 95% CI

	Evidence
	—
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	1.939
	15.967
	1498.0
	< .001
	0.815
	[0.710; 0.940]

	Time
	—
	t1 vs. t2
	-0.515
	-4.857
	768.0
	< .001
	-0.175
	[-0.240; -0.100]

	Evidence*Time
	Time = t1
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	-0.052
	-0.315
	767.0
	1.000
	-0.023
	[-0.170; 0.130]

	
	Time = t2
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	3.931
	27.447
	739.6
	< .001
	1.980
	[1.750; 2.230]

	
	Evidence = confirming
	t1 vs. t2
	-2.514
	-22.124
	382.0
	< .001
	-1.130
	[-1.250; -1.020]

	
	Evidence = disconfirming
	t1 vs. t2
	1.469
	13.733
	385.0
	< .001
	0.699
	[0.590; 0.800]

	Evidence*Uncertainty*Time	Comment by Eva Thomm: Ich war ich mir unsicher, ob man eigentlich die dreifache Interaktion die ANOVA nicht aufbrechen müsste - also sprich sind nochmals in zwei ANOVAs zerlegt und einen Faktor damit aufbricht.

Es kann meiner Ansicht nach aber auch so bleiben - ich wäre da jetzt pragmatisch, Hauptsache die Info ist irgendwie abgedeckt.	Comment by Holger Futterleib: Ich denke, dass das Aufsplitten auf zwei ANOVAs nicht erforderlich ist: 

1. Die ANOVA prüft ja lediglich auf Mittelwertsunterschiede als Omnibus-Hypothese. 2. würde durch das Aufsplitten möglicherweise erklärte und zugerechnete Varianz verloren gehen (sodass ein Test mglw. n.s. wird). 3. wäre die Konsequenz bei zwei aufgesplitteten ANOVAs weiterhin, dass die aufgeführten t-Tests durchgeführt werden müssten - die decken bereits alle möglichen Vergleiche ab (bitte darauf achten, dass die Vergleiche ab der Zeile Uncertainty = present, Time = t2 beginnen)
	Uncertainty = present, Time = t1
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	-0.233
	-0.975
	383.7
	1.000
	-0.099
	[-0.300; 0.110]

	
	Uncertainty = present, Time = t2
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	4.078
	21.084
	371.6
	< .001
	2.146
	[1.840; 2.520]

	
	Uncertainty = absent, Time = t1
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	0.128
	0.558
	380.5
	1.000
	0.057
	[-0.150; 0.260]

	
	Uncertainty = absent, Time = t2
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	3.781
	17.905
	366.8
	< .001
	1.831
	[1.510; 2.190]

	
	Evidence = confirming, Time = t1
	present vs. absent
	0.111
	0.473
	381.0
	1.000
	0.048
	[-0.150; 0.230]

	
	Evidence = confirming, Time = t2
	present vs. absent
	0.348
	1.578
	377.4
	1.000
	0.161
	[-0.050; 0.370]

	
	Evidence = disconfirming, Time = t1
	present vs. absent
	0.472
	2.013
	382.1
	0.808
	0.205
	[0.005; 0.410]

	
	Evidence = disconfirming, Time = t2
	present vs. absent
	0.052
	0.284
	381.3
	1.000
	0.029
	[-0.190; 0.240]

	
	Evidence = confirming, Uncertainty = present
	t1 vs. t2
	-2.632
	-15.720
	192.0
	< .001
	-1.132
	[-1.320; -0.960]

	
	Evidence = confirming, Uncertainty = absent
	t1 vs. t2
	-2.395
	-15.608
	189.0
	< .001
	-1.132
	[-1.280; -1.000]

	
	Evidence = disconfirming, Uncertainty = present
	t1 vs. t2
	1.679
	10.943
	192.0
	< .001
	0.788
	[0.650; 0.920]

	
	Evidence = disconfirming, Uncertainty = absent
	t1 vs. t2
	1.259
	8.511
	192.0
	< .001
	0.613
	[0.450; 0.780]




Supplementary Table 50. Mixed ANOVA (type III) for Hypothesis 4 (belief change, Experiment 6). Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. Between-participants factors: Evidence (confirming vs. disconfirming), Methodological details (detailed vs. basic), Uncertainty communication (present vs. absent), Within-participants factor: Time (before vs. after reading scientific evidence).
	Effect
	df1
	df2
	SS₁
	SS₂
	F
	p
	η²p

	Evidence
	1
	763
	616.093
	6002.637
	78.312
	< .001
	.093

	Methods
	1
	763
	26.865
	6002.637
	3.415
	.065
	.004

	Uncertainty
	1
	763
	5.887
	6002.637
	0.748
	.387
	.001

	Time
	1
	763
	46.344
	1729.343
	20.447
	< .001
	.026

	Evidence*Methods
	1
	763
	13.251
	6002.637
	1.684
	.195
	.002

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	1
	763
	0.062
	6002.637
	0.008
	.929
	.000

	Methods*Uncertainty
	1
	763
	4.016
	6002.637
	0.511
	.475
	.001

	Evidence*Time
	1
	763
	771.372
	1729.343
	340.336
	< .001
	.308

	Methods*Time
	1
	763
	0.041
	1729.343
	0.018
	.893
	.000

	Uncertainty*Time
	1
	763
	0.135
	1729.343
	0.060
	.807
	.000

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	1
	763
	1.586
	6002.637
	0.202
	.654
	.000

	Evidence*Methods*Time
	1
	763
	1.262
	1729.343
	0.557
	.456
	.001

	Evidence*Uncertainty*Time
	1
	763
	0.958
	1729.343
	0.423
	.516
	.001

	Methods*Uncertainty*Time
	1
	763
	0.042
	1729.343
	0.019
	.891
	.000

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty*Time
	1
	763
	0.375
	1729.343
	0.166
	.684
	.000



Supplementary Table 51. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons for significant effects from the mixed repeated measures ANOVA (Experiment 6). ΔM = mean difference; d = Cohen’s d with 95% confidence interval. Magnitude: |d| < 0.20 = negligible, ≥ 0.20 = small, ≥ 0.50 = moderate, ≥ 0.80 = large. p-values are Bonferroni-adjusted across all comparisons. Within-participant comparisons used paired-samples t-tests; between-participant comparisons used Welch’s t-tests. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. 
	Effect
	Grouping
	Comparison
	ΔM
	t
	df
	p (adj.)
	d
	d 95% CI

	Evidence
	—
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	1.265
	10.512
	1523.5
	< .001
	0.535
	[0.430; 0.650]

	Time
	—
	t1 vs. t2
	0.349
	3.799
	770.0
	< .001
	0.137
	[0.070; 0.210]

	Evidence*Time
	Time = t1
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	-0.149
	-0.912
	768.7
	1.000
	-0.066
	[-0.190; 0.070]

	
	Time = t2
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	2.680
	16.712
	750.7
	< .001
	1.204
	[1.040; 1.390]

	
	Evidence = confirming
	t1 vs. t2
	-1.068
	-11.154
	384.0
	< .001
	-0.568
	[-0.660; -0.490]

	
	Evidence = disconfirming
	t1 vs. t2
	1.762
	14.784
	385.0
	< .001
	0.752
	[0.640; 0.860]



Supplementary Table 52. Mixed ANOVA (type III) for Hypothesis 4 (belief change, Experiment 7). Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. Between-participants factors: Evidence (confirming vs. disconfirming), Methodological details (detailed vs. basic), Uncertainty communication (present vs. absent), Within-participants factor: Time (before vs. after reading scientific evidence).
	Effect
	df1
	df2
	SS₁
	SS₂
	F
	p
	η²p

	Evidence
	1
	759
	1289.095
	5782.964
	169.191
	< .001
	.182

	Methods
	1
	759
	20.430
	5782.964
	2.681
	.102
	.004

	Uncertainty
	1
	759
	0.134
	5782.964
	0.018
	.895
	.000

	Time
	1
	759
	55.908
	1709.402
	24.824
	< .001
	.032

	Evidence*Methods
	1
	759
	1.568
	5782.964
	0.206
	.650
	.000

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	1
	759
	0.325
	5782.964
	0.043
	.836
	.000

	Methods*Uncertainty
	1
	759
	7.609
	5782.964
	0.999
	.318
	.001

	Evidence*Time
	1
	759
	1329.998
	1709.402
	590.539
	< .001
	.438

	Methods*Time
	1
	759
	0.000
	1709.402
	0.000
	.998
	.000

	Uncertainty*Time
	1
	759
	1.538
	1709.402
	0.683
	.409
	.001

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	1
	759
	0.219
	5782.964
	0.029
	.865
	.000

	Evidence*Methods*Time
	1
	759
	0.280
	1709.402
	0.124
	.725
	.000

	Evidence*Uncertainty*Time
	1
	759
	5.633
	1709.402
	2.501
	.114
	.003

	Methods*Uncertainty*Time
	1
	759
	0.179
	1709.402
	0.079
	.778
	.000

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty*Time
	1
	759
	3.660
	1709.402
	1.625
	.203
	.002




Supplementary Table 53. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons for significant effects from the mixed repeated measures ANOVA (Experiment 7). ΔM = mean difference; d = Cohen’s d with 95% confidence interval. Magnitude: |d| < 0.20 = negligible, ≥ 0.20 = small, ≥ 0.50 = moderate, ≥ 0.80 = large. p-values are Bonferroni-adjusted across all comparisons. Within-participant comparisons used paired-samples t-tests; between-participant comparisons used Welch’s t-tests. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. 
	Effect
	Grouping
	Comparison
	ΔM
	t
	df
	p (adj.)
	d
	d 95% CI

	Evidence
	—
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	1.831
	14.858
	1526.9
	< .001
	0.759
	[0.650; 0.880]

	Time
	—
	t1 vs. t2
	-0.365
	-3.582
	766.0
	0.002*
	-0.129
	[-0.200; -0.060]

	Evidence*Time
	Time = t1
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	-0.032
	-0.186
	756.5
	1.000
	-0.013
	[-0.150; 0.120]

	
	Time = t2
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	3.694
	24.745
	747.2
	< .001
	1.786
	[1.570; 2.030]

	
	Evidence = confirming
	t1 vs. t2
	-2.245
	-20.055
	379.0
	< .001
	-1.029
	[-1.130; -0.940]

	
	Evidence = disconfirming
	t1 vs. t2
	1.481
	14.146
	386.0
	< .001
	0.719
	[0.620; 0.850]



Supplementary Table 54. Mixed ANOVA (type III) for Hypothesis 4 (belief change, Experiment 8). Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. Between-participants factors: Evidence (confirming vs. disconfirming), Methodological details (detailed vs. basic), Uncertainty communication (present vs. absent), Within-participants factor: Time (before vs. after reading scientific evidence).
	Effect
	df1
	df2
	SS₁
	SS₂
	F
	p
	η²p

	Evidence
	1
	755
	534.230
	5750.725
	70.138
	< .001
	.085

	Methods
	1
	755
	13.661
	5750.725
	1.793
	.181
	.002

	Uncertainty
	1
	755
	0.124
	5750.725
	0.016
	.898
	.000

	Time
	1
	755
	36.555
	1390.063
	19.855
	< .001
	.026

	Evidence*Methods
	1
	755
	22.771
	5750.725
	2.990
	.084
	.004

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	1
	755
	2.503
	5750.725
	0.329
	.567
	.000

	Methods*Uncertainty
	1
	755
	18.213
	5750.725
	2.391
	.122
	.003

	Evidence*Time
	1
	755
	538.811
	1390.063
	292.650
	< .001
	.279

	Methods*Time
	1
	755
	0.851
	1390.063
	0.462
	.497
	.001

	Uncertainty*Time
	1
	755
	0.835
	1390.063
	0.454
	.501
	.001

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	1
	755
	4.826
	5750.725
	0.634
	.426
	.001

	Evidence*Methods*Time
	1
	755
	0.912
	1390.063
	0.496
	.482
	.001

	Evidence*Uncertainty*Time
	1
	755
	1.345
	1390.063
	0.731
	.393
	.001

	Methods*Uncertainty*Time
	1
	755
	0.038
	1390.063
	0.021
	.885
	.000

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty*Time
	1
	755
	1.848
	1390.063
	1.004
	.317
	.001




Supplementary Table 55. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons for significant effects from the mixed repeated measures ANOVA (Experiment 7). ΔM = mean difference; d = Cohen’s d with 95% confidence interval. Magnitude: |d| < 0.20 = negligible, ≥ 0.20 = small, ≥ 0.50 = moderate, ≥ 0.80 = large. p-values are Bonferroni-adjusted across all comparisons. Within-participant comparisons used paired-samples t-tests; between-participant comparisons used Welch’s t-tests. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. 
	Effect
	Grouping
	Comparison
	ΔM
	t
	df
	p (adj.)
	d
	d 95% CI

	Evidence
	—
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	1.185
	10.244
	1495.4
	< .001
	0.525
	[0.420; 0.630]

	Time
	—
	t1 vs. t2
	0.307
	3.760
	762.0
	0.001
	0.136
	[0.070; 0.210]

	Evidence*Time
	Time = t1
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	-0.002
	-0.015
	760.1
	1.000
	-0.001
	[-0.140; 0.140]

	
	Time = t2
	confirming vs. disconfirming
	2.373
	15.087
	714.3
	< .001
	1.093
	[0.930; 1.270]

	
	Evidence = confirming
	t1 vs. t2
	-0.880
	-10.873
	381.0
	< .001
	-0.556
	[-0.650; -0.460]

	
	Evidence = disconfirming
	t1 vs. t2
	1.496
	13.273
	380.0
	< .001
	0.680
	[0.580; 0.790]



Additional Analyses
Supplementary Table 56. Linear mixed model with random intercepts for participants validating mixed ANOVA analyses (see Hypothesis 4, Experiment 1).  Linear mixed model with random intercepts for participants, estimated via REML. Contrasts were set to sum-to-zero for Type III tests. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05. B = unstandardized coefficient; SE = standard error; CI = confidence interval; σ² = variance component; SD = standard deviation; ICC = intraclass correlation coefficient. In the random effects section, B and SE columns display σ² and SD, respectively. Marginal R² reflects variance explained by fixed effects; conditional R² includes both fixed and random effects (Nakagawa & Schielzeth, 2013).
	Effect
	B
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	p

	Intercept
	6.453
	0.088
	[6.279; 6.627]
	72.96
	< .001

	Time
	0.460
	0.052
	[0.358; 0.561]
	8.91
	< .001

	Evidence
	0.738
	0.088
	[0.564; 0.912]
	8.34
	< .001

	Time*Evidence
	-0.749
	0.052
	[-0.850; -0.647]
	-14.50
	< .001

	Random effects
	
	
	
	
	

	  Participant (Intercept)
	1.621
	1.273
	
	
	

	  Residual
	1.675
	1.294
	
	
	

	  ICC
	.492
	
	
	
	

	Model fit
	
	
	
	
	

	  Observations
	634 (317 participants)
	
	
	
	

	  Marginal R² / Conditional R²
	.275 / .632
	
	
	
	

	  AIC / BIC
	2489.9 / 2516.6
	
	
	
	





Supplementary Table 57. Linear mixed model with random intercepts for participants validating mixed ANOVA analyses (see Hypothesis 4, Experiment 2).  Linear mixed model with random intercepts for participants, estimated via REML. Contrasts were set to sum-to-zero for Type III tests. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05.  B = unstandardized coefficient; SE = standard error; CI = confidence interval; σ² = variance component; SD = standard deviation; ICC = intraclass correlation coefficient. In the random effects section, B and SE columns display σ² and SD, respectively. Marginal R² reflects variance explained by fixed effects; conditional R² includes both fixed and random effects (Nakagawa & Schielzeth, 2013).
	Effect
	B
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	p

	Intercept
	6.565
	0.100
	[6.368; 6.761]
	65.87
	< .001

	Time
	0.307
	0.052
	[0.206; 0.409]
	5.96
	< .001

	Evidence
	0.728
	0.100
	[0.532; 0.924]
	7.30
	< .001

	Time*Evidence
	-0.663
	0.052
	[-0.764; -0.561]
	-12.86
	< .001

	Random effects
	
	
	
	
	

	  Participant (Intercept)
	2.246
	1.499
	
	
	

	  Residual
	1.640
	1.281
	
	
	

	  ICC
	.578
	
	
	
	

	Model fit
	
	
	
	
	

	  Observations
	618 (309 participants)
	
	
	
	

	  Marginal R² / Conditional R²
	.213 / .668
	
	
	
	

	  AIC / BIC
	2488.9 / 2515.4
	
	
	
	





Supplementary Table 58. Linear mixed model with random intercepts for participants validating mixed ANOVA analyses (see Hypothesis 4, Experiment 3).  Linear mixed model with random intercepts for participants, estimated via REML. Contrasts were set to sum-to-zero for Type III tests. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05.  B = unstandardized coefficient; SE = standard error; CI = confidence interval; σ² = variance component; SD = standard deviation; ICC = intraclass correlation coefficient. In the random effects section, B and SE columns display σ² and SD, respectively. Marginal R² reflects variance explained by fixed effects; conditional R² includes both fixed and random effects (Nakagawa & Schielzeth, 2013).
	Effect
	B
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	p

	Intercept
	4.389
	0.106
	[4.181; 4.597]
	41.56
	< .001

	Time
	-0.258
	0.064
	[-0.384; -0.132]
	-4.04
	< .001

	Evidence
	0.943
	0.106
	[0.735; 1.151]
	8.93
	< .001

	Methods
	0.051
	0.106
	[-0.157; 0.259]
	0.48
	0.632

	Uncertainty
	-0.056
	0.106
	[-0.264; 0.152]
	-0.53
	0.596

	Time*Evidence
	-0.994
	0.064
	[-1.119; -0.868]
	-15.56
	< .001

	Time*Methods
	0.039
	0.064
	[-0.087; 0.165]
	0.61
	0.540

	Time*Uncertainty
	0.076
	0.064
	[-0.049; 0.202]
	1.20
	0.233

	Evidence*Methods
	0.070
	0.106
	[-0.138; 0.278]
	0.66
	0.507

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.127
	0.106
	[-0.081; 0.335]
	1.21
	0.229

	Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.051
	0.106
	[-0.259; 0.157]
	-0.48
	0.628

	Time*Evidence*Methods
	-0.062
	0.064
	[-0.187; 0.064]
	-0.96
	0.336

	Time*Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.030
	0.064
	[-0.096; 0.156]
	0.47
	0.636

	Time*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.111
	0.064
	[-0.015; 0.237]
	1.74
	0.084

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.005
	0.106
	[-0.213; 0.203]
	-0.05
	0.962

	Time*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.008
	0.064
	[-0.117; 0.134]
	0.13
	0.897

	Random effects
	
	
	
	
	

	  Participant (Intercept)
	1.801
	1.342
	
	
	

	  Residual
	2.078
	1.442
	
	
	

	  ICC
	.464
	
	
	
	

	Model fit
	
	
	
	
	

	  Observations
	510 (255 participants)
	
	
	
	

	  Marginal R² / Conditional R²
	.339 / .646
	
	
	
	

	  AIC / BIC
	2147.3 / 2223.5
	
	
	
	



[bookmark: _Hlk229495620]
Supplementary Table 59. Linear mixed model with random intercepts for participants validating mixed ANOVA analyses (see Hypothesis 4, Experiment 4).  Linear mixed model with random intercepts for participants, estimated via REML. Contrasts were set to sum-to-zero for Type III tests. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05.  B = unstandardized coefficient; SE = standard error; CI = confidence interval; σ² = variance component; SD = standard deviation; ICC = intraclass correlation coefficient. In the random effects section, B and SE columns display σ² and SD, respectively. Marginal R² reflects variance explained by fixed effects; conditional R² includes both fixed and random effects (Nakagawa & Schielzeth, 2013).
	Effect
	B
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	p

	Intercept
	5.562
	0.105
	[5.355; 5.768]
	53.05
	< .001

	Time
	0.205
	0.068
	[0.072; 0.339]
	3.02
	0.003*

	Evidence
	0.669
	0.105
	[0.463; 0.875]
	6.38
	< .001

	Methods
	-0.013
	0.105
	[-0.220; 0.193]
	-0.13
	0.898

	Uncertainty
	-0.280
	0.105
	[-0.486; -0.073]
	-2.67
	0.008*

	Time*Evidence
	-0.811
	0.068
	[-0.945; -0.677]
	-11.94
	< .001

	Time*Methods
	0.135
	0.068
	[0.001; 0.269]
	1.99
	0.048*

	Time*Uncertainty
	0.039
	0.068
	[-0.095; 0.173]
	0.57
	0.566

	Evidence*Methods
	0.139
	0.105
	[-0.067; 0.346]
	1.33
	0.185

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.084
	0.105
	[-0.290; 0.123]
	-0.80
	0.424

	Methods*Uncertainty
	0.114
	0.105
	[-0.093; 0.320]
	1.08
	0.279

	Time*Evidence*Methods
	0.028
	0.068
	[-0.106; 0.162]
	0.41
	0.682

	Time*Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.010
	0.068
	[-0.124; 0.144]
	0.14
	0.886

	Time*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.012
	0.068
	[-0.146; 0.122]
	-0.17
	0.862

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.006
	0.105
	[-0.200; 0.213]
	0.06
	0.952

	Time*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.035
	0.068
	[-0.099; 0.168]
	0.51
	0.610

	Random effects
	
	
	
	
	

	  Participant (Intercept)
	1.681
	1.297
	
	
	

	  Residual
	2.433
	1.560
	
	
	

	  ICC
	.409
	
	
	
	

	Model fit
	
	
	
	
	

	  Observations
	528 (264 participants)
	
	
	
	

	  Marginal R² / Conditional R²
	.239 / .550
	
	
	
	

	  AIC / BIC
	2266.7 / 2343.6
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Supplementary Table 60. Linear mixed model with random intercepts for participants validating mixed ANOVA analyses (see Hypothesis 4, Experiment 5).  Linear mixed model with random intercepts for participants, estimated via REML. Contrasts were set to sum-to-zero for Type III tests. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05.  B = unstandardized coefficient; SE = standard error; CI = confidence interval; σ² = variance component; SD = standard deviation; ICC = intraclass correlation coefficient. In the random effects section, B and SE columns display σ² and SD, respectively. Marginal R² reflects variance explained by fixed effects; conditional R² includes both fixed and random effects (Nakagawa & Schielzeth, 2013).
	Effect
	B
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	p

	Intercept
	3.890
	0.067
	[3.759; 4.022]
	58.09
	< .001

	Time
	-0.261
	0.039
	[-0.338; -0.185]
	-6.69
	< .001

	Evidence
	0.969
	0.067
	[0.838; 1.101]
	14.48
	< .001

	Methods
	0.023
	0.067
	[-0.108; 0.155]
	0.35
	0.728

	Uncertainty
	0.123
	0.067
	[-0.008; 0.254]
	1.84
	0.067

	Time*Evidence
	-0.996
	0.039
	[-1.072; -0.919]
	-25.53
	< .001

	Time*Methods
	-0.035
	0.039
	[-0.111; 0.042]
	-0.89
	0.374

	Time*Uncertainty
	0.023
	0.039
	[-0.054; 0.099]
	0.58
	0.562

	Evidence*Methods
	-0.028
	0.067
	[-0.159; 0.104]
	-0.41
	0.680

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.008
	0.067
	[-0.140; 0.123]
	-0.12
	0.902

	Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.026
	0.067
	[-0.158; 0.105]
	-0.39
	0.697

	Time*Evidence*Methods
	0.007
	0.039
	[-0.070; 0.083]
	0.17
	0.864

	Time*Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.082
	0.039
	[-0.159; -0.006]
	-2.11
	0.036*

	Time*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.003
	0.039
	[-0.073; 0.080]
	0.08
	0.934

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.061
	0.067
	[-0.070; 0.193]
	0.92
	0.360

	Time*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.029
	0.039
	[-0.105; 0.048]
	-0.73
	0.463

	Random effects
	
	
	
	
	

	  Participant (Intercept)
	2.278
	1.509
	
	
	

	  Residual
	2.340
	1.530
	
	
	

	  ICC
	.493
	
	
	
	

	Model fit
	
	
	
	
	

	  Observations
	1538 (769 participants)
	
	
	
	

	  Marginal R² / Conditional R²
	.305 / .648
	
	
	
	

	  AIC / BIC
	6589.0 / 6685.1
	
	
	
	



Supplementary Table 61. Linear mixed model with random intercepts for participants validating mixed ANOVA analyses (see Hypothesis 4, Experiment 6).  Linear mixed model with random intercepts for participants, estimated via REML. Contrasts were set to sum-to-zero for Type III tests. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05.  B = unstandardized coefficient; SE = standard error; CI = confidence interval; σ² = variance component; SD = standard deviation; ICC = intraclass correlation coefficient. In the random effects section, B and SE columns display σ² and SD, respectively. Marginal R² reflects variance explained by fixed effects; conditional R² includes both fixed and random effects (Nakagawa & Schielzeth, 2013).
	Effect
	B
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	p

	Intercept
	5.285
	0.071
	[5.145; 5.426]
	73.99
	< .001

	Time
	0.173
	0.038
	[0.098; 0.249]
	4.52
	< .001

	Evidence
	0.632
	0.071
	[0.492; 0.772]
	8.85
	< .001

	Methods
	0.132
	0.071
	[-0.008; 0.272]
	1.85
	0.065

	Uncertainty
	-0.062
	0.071
	[-0.202; 0.078]
	-0.87
	0.387

	Time*Evidence
	-0.707
	0.038
	[-0.783; -0.632]
	-18.45
	< .001

	Time*Methods
	0.005
	0.038
	[-0.070; 0.080]
	0.14
	0.893

	Time*Uncertainty
	0.009
	0.038
	[-0.066; 0.085]
	0.24
	0.807

	Evidence*Methods
	0.093
	0.071
	[-0.048; 0.233]
	1.30
	0.195

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.006
	0.071
	[-0.134; 0.147]
	0.09
	0.929

	Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.051
	0.071
	[-0.191; 0.089]
	-0.71
	0.475

	Time*Evidence*Methods
	0.029
	0.038
	[-0.047; 0.104]
	0.75
	0.456

	Time*Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.025
	0.038
	[-0.100; 0.050]
	-0.65
	0.516

	Time*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.005
	0.038
	[-0.070; 0.081]
	0.14
	0.891

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.032
	0.071
	[-0.108; 0.172]
	0.45
	0.654

	Time*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.016
	0.038
	[-0.091; 0.060]
	-0.41
	0.684

	Random effects
	
	
	
	
	

	  Participant (Intercept)
	2.800
	1.673
	
	
	

	  Residual
	2.267
	1.505
	
	
	

	  ICC
	.553
	
	
	
	

	Model fit
	
	
	
	
	

	  Observations
	1542 (771 participants)
	
	
	
	

	  Marginal R² / Conditional R²
	.160 / .624
	
	
	
	

	  AIC / BIC
	6682.2 / 6778.3
	
	
	
	



Supplementary Table 62. Linear mixed model with random intercepts for participants validating mixed ANOVA analyses (see Hypothesis 4, Experiment 7).  Linear mixed model with random intercepts for participants, estimated via REML. Contrasts were set to sum-to-zero for Type III tests. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05.  B = unstandardized coefficient; SE = standard error; CI = confidence interval; σ² = variance component; SD = standard deviation; ICC = intraclass correlation coefficient. In the random effects section, B and SE columns display σ² and SD, respectively. Marginal R² reflects variance explained by fixed effects; conditional R² includes both fixed and random effects (Nakagawa & Schielzeth, 2013).
	Effect
	B
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	p

	Intercept
	4.599
	0.070
	[4.461; 4.738]
	65.25
	< .001

	Time
	-0.191
	0.038
	[-0.266; -0.116]
	-4.98
	< .001

	Evidence
	0.917
	0.070
	[0.779; 1.055]
	13.01
	< .001

	Methods
	0.115
	0.070
	[-0.023; 0.254]
	1.64
	0.102

	Uncertainty
	-0.009
	0.070
	[-0.148; 0.129]
	-0.13
	0.895

	Time*Evidence
	-0.931
	0.038
	[-1.007; -0.856]
	-24.30
	< .001

	Time*Methods
	-0.000
	0.038
	[-0.075; 0.075]
	-0.00
	0.998

	Time*Uncertainty
	0.032
	0.038
	[-0.044; 0.107]
	0.83
	0.409

	Evidence*Methods
	-0.032
	0.070
	[-0.170; 0.106]
	-0.45
	0.650

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	-0.015
	0.070
	[-0.153; 0.124]
	-0.21
	0.836

	Methods*Uncertainty
	0.070
	0.070
	[-0.068; 0.209]
	1.00
	0.318

	Time*Evidence*Methods
	0.014
	0.038
	[-0.062; 0.089]
	0.35
	0.725

	Time*Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.061
	0.038
	[-0.015; 0.136]
	1.58
	0.114

	Time*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.011
	0.038
	[-0.064; 0.086]
	0.28
	0.778

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.012
	0.070
	[-0.150; 0.126]
	-0.17
	0.865

	Time*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.049
	0.038
	[-0.026; 0.124]
	1.27
	0.203

	Random effects
	
	
	
	
	

	  Participant (Intercept)
	2.684
	1.638
	
	
	

	  Residual
	2.252
	1.501
	
	
	

	  ICC
	.544
	
	
	
	

	Model fit
	
	
	
	
	

	  Observations
	1534 (767 participants)
	
	
	
	

	  Marginal R² / Conditional R²
	.264 / .664
	
	
	
	

	  AIC / BIC
	6618.8 / 6714.8
	
	
	
	



Supplementary Table 63. Linear mixed model with random intercepts for participants validating mixed ANOVA analyses (see Hypothesis 4, Experiment 8).  Linear mixed model with random intercepts for participants, estimated via REML. Contrasts were set to sum-to-zero for Type III tests. Significant effects are shown in boldface for the significance level of .05.  B = unstandardized coefficient; SE = standard error; CI = confidence interval; σ² = variance component; SD = standard deviation; ICC = intraclass correlation coefficient. In the random effects section, B and SE columns display σ² and SD, respectively. Marginal R² reflects variance explained by fixed effects; conditional R² includes both fixed and random effects (Nakagawa & Schielzeth, 2013).
	Effect
	B
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	p

	Intercept
	5.762
	0.071
	[5.623; 5.901]
	81.55
	< .001

	Time
	0.155
	0.035
	[0.087; 0.223]
	4.46
	< .001

	Evidence
	0.592
	0.071
	[0.453; 0.730]
	8.37
	< .001

	Methods
	0.095
	0.071
	[-0.044; 0.233]
	1.34
	0.181

	Uncertainty
	0.009
	0.071
	[-0.130; 0.148]
	0.13
	0.898

	Time*Evidence
	-0.594
	0.035
	[-0.663; -0.526]
	-17.11
	< .001

	Time*Methods
	0.024
	0.035
	[-0.045; 0.092]
	0.68
	0.497

	Time*Uncertainty
	0.023
	0.035
	[-0.045; 0.092]
	0.67
	0.501

	Evidence*Methods
	-0.122
	0.071
	[-0.261; 0.017]
	-1.73
	0.084

	Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.041
	0.071
	[-0.098; 0.179]
	0.57
	0.567

	Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.109
	0.071
	[-0.248; 0.029]
	-1.55
	0.122

	Time*Evidence*Methods
	-0.024
	0.035
	[-0.093; 0.044]
	-0.70
	0.482

	Time*Evidence*Uncertainty
	0.030
	0.035
	[-0.039; 0.098]
	0.85
	0.393

	Time*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.005
	0.035
	[-0.073; 0.063]
	-0.14
	0.885

	Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	0.056
	0.071
	[-0.082; 0.195]
	0.80
	0.426

	Time*Evidence*Methods*Uncertainty
	-0.035
	0.035
	[-0.103; 0.033]
	-1.00
	0.317

	Random effects
	
	
	
	
	

	  Participant (Intercept)
	2.888
	1.699
	
	
	

	  Residual
	1.841
	1.357
	
	
	

	  ICC
	.611
	
	
	
	

	Model fit
	
	
	
	
	

	  Observations
	1526 (763 participants)
	
	
	
	

	  Marginal R² / Conditional R²
	.140 / .665
	
	
	
	

	  AIC / BIC
	6432.2 / 6528.2
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