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This supplementary material contains table A1 giving the constituent questions for sections two and four of the questionnaire, factor loadings, and internal consistency using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. Table A1 also gives the sources of the questions for sections two and four. Table A2 details the constituent questions with sources for section 3. Figures A1 and A2 show our models for mediation analysis using food neophobia and science has benefited the world as predictor variables. 
Table A1: Factor loadings, Cronbach’s reliability coefficient for each measure and the source of the questions
	Measure/Statement:
	Factor Loading
	Source

	1. Investment in science is important for the future:
	
	

	Science is very important for a country’s development
	0.773
	(Francis and Greer 1999)

	Science and technology have improved the world or tackled some of its problems
	0.771
	Adapted from: (Francis and Greer 1999)

	Future development in science and technology will be positive for the world
	0.729
	(Costa-Font and Gil 2012)

	The problems of current technology will be solved by future technology
	0.702
	(Costa-Font and Gil 2012)

	In the future, science and technology benefits will overcome its risks
	0.697
	(Costa-Font and Gil 2012)

	Money spent on science is well worth spending
	0.696
	(Francis and Greer 1999)

	Science is relevant to everyday life
	0.663
	(Francis and Greer 1999)

	Cronbach’s reliability coefficient:  0.874
	
	

	2. Science has benefited the world:
	
	

	Science and technology have made this world dangerous
	0.804
	(Costa-Font and Gil 2012)

	Science and technology are the cause of many of the world’s problems
	0.790
	(Francis and Greer 1999)

	Scientific advancement comes at a huge cost to the environment 
	0.732
	Adapted from: (Francis and Greer 1999)

	Scientific discoveries do more harm than good
	0.589
	(Francis and Greer 1999)

	Cronbach’s reliability coefficient:  0.769
	
	

	3. Personal interest in science:
	
	

	I do not have much interest in science
	0.784
	(Francis and Greer 1999)

	Science is hard to understand 
	0.736
	Adapted from: (Francis and Greer 1999)

	Reading about science gives me pleasure
	-0.736
	Adapted from: (Francis and Greer 1999)

	I feel well informed about science and technology
	-0.735
	(Costa-Font and Gil 2012)

	I like to have scientific explanations for things
	-0.577
	Adapted from: (Francis and Greer 1999)

	Cronbach’s reliability coefficient:  0.817
	
	

	4. Green behaviour:
	
	

	I try to eat food that is locally grown and in season whenever possible
	0.711
	(Whitmarsh et al. 2011)

	I avoid products with a lot of packaging
	0.709
	(Whitmarsh et al. 2011)

	I try to reduce my fuel consumption when driving
	0.672
	Adapted from: (Whitmarsh et al. 2011)

	I would write to my MP about an environmental issue
	0.652
	(Whitmarsh et al. 2011)

	I have reduced the amount of air travel I do
	0.626
	Adapted from: (Whitmarsh et al. 2011)

	I try to eat food that is organic whenever possible
	0.618
	(Whitmarsh et al. 2011)

	I travel by car as little as possible
	0.607
	Adapted from: (Whitmarsh et al. 2011)

	I would never take part in an environmental protest
	-0.470
	(Whitmarsh et al. 2011)

	I never compost kitchen waste
	-0.384
	(Whitmarsh et al. 2011)

	I always try to reuse or repair items rather than throw them away
	0.373
	(Whitmarsh et al. 2011)

	Cronbach’s reliability coefficient:  0.779
	
	

	5. Belief in the sanctity of food:
	
	

	I do not care about additives in my daily diet
	-0.816
	(Roininen et al. 1999)

	I try to eat foods that do not contain additives
	0.807
	(Roininen et al. 1999)

	I avoid eating processed food
	0.740
	(Roininen et al. 1999)

	Artificially flavoured foods are not harmful for my health
	-0.659
	(Roininen et al. 1999)

	Pesticide use on food crops is bad for human health
	0.556
	D

	Organically grown foods are no more nutritious than those grown conventionally
	-0.318
	Adapted from: (Roininen et al. 1999)

	Cronbach’s reliability coefficient:  0.748
	
	

	6. Food neophobia:
	
	

	I am afraid to eat things I have never eaten before
	0.809
	(Pliner and Hobden 1992)

	I don’t trust new foods
	0.775
	(Pliner and Hobden 1992) 

	I am constantly sampling new and different foods
	-0.680
	(Pliner and Hobden 1992)

	If I don’t know what is in a food, I won’t try it
	0.608
	(Pliner and Hobden 1992)

	I will eat almost anything
	-0.580
	(Pliner and Hobden 1992)

	Technology should be kept away from food production
	0.433
	D

	Cronbach’s reliability coefficient:  0.732
	
	

	7. UK food security is important:
	
	

	Ensuring that the UK has enough food to go around will become a big issue in the future
	0.898
	(Castell et al. 2014)

	The UK Government is not doing enough to ensure the UK has enough food to go around in the future
	0.898
	(Castell et al. 2014)

	Cronbach’s reliability coefficient:  0.761
	
	

	8. Willing to take health risks:
	
	

	Driving a car without wearing a seatbelt
	0.696
	(Blais and Weber 2006)

	Walking home alone at night in an unsafe area of town
	0.673
	(Blais and Weber 2006)

	Engaging in unprotected sex
	0.659
	(Blais and Weber 2006)

	Buying a ‘legal high’ substance for your own use
	0.653
	(Blais and Weber 2006)

	Sunbathing without sunscreen
	0.612
	(Blais and Weber 2006)

	Drinking five or more units of alcohol in a single evening
	0.604
	(Blais and Weber 2006)

	Cronbach’s reliability coefficient:  0.713
	
	

	9. Trust in the integrity of government and multinational companies regarding GM:
	
	

	I trust the UK government to provide accurate information on GM food products
	0.786
	(Veeman et al. 2005)

	I trust the UK government to set up an appropriate legal framework for the production of GM food
	0.777
	Adapted from: (Gaskell et al. 2010)

	I trust the UK Government to tell the truth about GM food
	0.753
	Adapted from: (Veeman et al. 2005)

	I trust multinational companies to develop GM food responsibly
	0.729
	Adapted from: (Gaskell et al. 2010)

	I trust multinational companies to provide accurate information on GM food
	0.683
	Adapted from: (Gaskell et al. 2010)

	I trust research organisations to develop GM food responsibly
	0.585
	(Veeman et al. 2005)

	Cronbach’s reliability coefficient:  0.917
	
	

	10. Trust in the information about GM from universities, medical professionals, NGOs and campaign groups:
	
	

	I trust universities to provide accurate information on GM food
	0.801
	Adapted from: (Gaskell et al. 2010; Veeman et al. 2005)

	I trust medical professionals to give accurate information about GM food
	0.710
	Adapted from: (Gaskell et al. 2010)

	I trust charities (such as  Oxfam) to provide accurate information on GM food
	0.668
	D

	I trust scientists to tell the truth about GM food
	0.657
	Adapted from: (Gaskell et al. 2010)

	I trust campaign groups (such as Friends of the Earth or Greenpeace) to provide accurate information on GM food
	0.593
	Adapted from: (Gaskell et al. 2010)

	I trust GM research funded by charities (such as Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation)
	0.564
	Adapted from: (Gaskell et al. 2010)

	Cronbach’s reliability coefficient:  0.823
	
	

	11. Trust in the information about GM from media sources and friends:
	
	

	I trust newspapers to be an accurate source of information about GM food
	0.808
	Adapted from: (Gaskell et al. 2010)

	I trust the television to provide accurate information about GM food
	0.778
	Adapted from: (Gaskell et al. 2010)

	I trust the radio to provide accurate information about GM food
	0.765
	Adapted from: (Gaskell et al. 2010)

	I trust the media to be an accurate source of information on GM food
	0.726
	Adapted from: (Gaskell et al. 2010)

	I trust the internet to be an accurate source of information about GM food
	0.721
	Adapted from: (Gaskell et al. 2010)

	I trust friends to give good advice about GM food
	0.657
	(Veeman et al. 2005)

	Cronbach’s reliability coefficient:  0.887
	
	

	12. Emotional dislike of GM-food:
	
	

	GM food could damage future generations
	0.861
	Adapted from: (Gaskell et al. 2010)

	GM food could harm nature
	0.838
	Adapted from: (Gaskell et al. 2010)

	GM food is unnatural
	0.810
	Adapted from: (Castell et al. 2014; Veeman et al. 2005) 

	GM food is alien
	0.773
	D

	GM food is immoral
	0.766
	(Bredahl 1999)

	GM food is unnecessary
	0.708
	(Bredahl 1999; Veeman et al. 2005)

	Using GM technology to produce food will only benefit multinational corporations
	0.678
	(Bredahl 1999)

	Cronbach’s reliability coefficient:  0.897
	
	

	13. GM agri-food can be eco-friendly:
	
	

	GM food could reduce the use of insecticides
	0.830
	D

	GM technology could reduce the need for factory farming of animals
	0.806
	D

	GM food could reduce world hunger
	0.787
	Adapted from: (Castell et al. 2014)

	Cronbach’s reliability coefficient:  0.760
	
	

	14. Benefits-to-risks rating:
	
	

	Using GM technology to produce food can provide benefits
	0.760
	D

	GM-derived food will be risky for human consumption
	-0.741
	Adapted from: (Castell et al. 2014)

	Feeding animals with GM crops will lead to poorer animal health
	-0.737
	Adapted from: (Veeman et al. 2005)

	Eating meat and dairy products from GM-fed animals will be detrimental to human health
	-0.732
	Adapted from: (Veeman et al. 2005)

	GM technology may be used to produce food that is environmentally friendly
	0.728
	Adapted from: (Veeman et al. 2005)

	GM-derived food will increase the risk of illness or disability
	-0.688
	D

	GM technology may be used to produce food with improved nutrient content (e.g., greater vitamin content or less fat)
	0.683
	Adapted from: (Veeman et al. 2005)

	GM technology may be used to produce food crops that need less chemicals (such as weedkillers)
	0.673
	D

	GM crops will lead to increased use of chemicals
	-0.672
	D

	Using GM technology to produce food will harm the environment (plants or animals)
	-0.671
	Adapted from: (Costa-Font and Gil 2012)

	GM-derived food is less nutritious than the equivalent non-GM food
	-0.650
	Adapted from: (Bredahl 1999; Castell et al. 2014)

	GM crops may increase world food production
	0.640
	(Castell et al. 2014)

	GM-derived food will cause food allergies
	-0.629
	Adapted from: (Veeman et al. 2005)

	GM technology may have health benefits for farmers through reduced chemical exposure
	0.628
	D

	GM technology may be used to produce food that does not need additives
	0.627
	D

	GM technology may be used to remove levels of toxins and allergens in food
	0.619
	D

	GM technology could be used to make food taste better
	0.597
	Adapted from: (Castell et al. 2014)

	GM technology may be used to produce food crops which are drought resistant
	0.588
	Adapted from: (Castell et al. 2014)

	Using GM technology to produce food involves substantial risks
	-0.586
	D

	GM technology may be used to increase food choice
	0.570
	Adapted from: (Castell et al. 2014)

	GM technology may be used to produce cheaper food
	0.531
	D

	GM plants will invade natural habitats
	-0.442
	Adapted from: (Castell et al. 2014)

	Using GM technology to produce food has unknown long-term consequences
	-0.340
	Adapted from: (Castell et al. 2014)

	GM crops will pass modified genes to non-GM crops
	-0.318
	Adapted from: (Castell et al. 2014)

	Cronbach’s reliability coefficient:  0.930
	
	

	15. Acceptance of GM-agri-medical applications:
	
	

	I am in favour of GM plants and crops for human consumption
	0.931
	D

	I am in favour of feeding meat and dairy animals with feed containing GM ingredients
	0.898
	Adapted from: (Veeman et al. 2005)

	I am not in favour of applying GM technology in food production
	-0.803
	D

	I am in favour of applying gene technology in areas other than food production (e.g., medical applications)
	0.754
	Adapted from: (Veeman et al. 2005)

	Cronbach’s reliability coefficient:  0.869
	
	

	16. Personal acceptance of GM:
	
	

	I am happy for GM food to be grown in the UK
	0.954
	D

	I am happy for GM food to be sold in the UK
	0.953
	D

	I am willing to eat GM food
	0.932
	D

	I am happy to eat cheese made with milk produced by cows fed a GM diet
	0.913
	D

	I am happy for GM food to be grown elsewhere in Europe
	0.896
	D

	I am happy for GM food to be grown outside Europe
	0.868
	D

	The idea of GM food worries me
	-0.789
	Adapted from: (Costa-Font and Gil 2012)

	Cronbach’s reliability coefficient:  0.961
	
	


D = Developed during the research process

Table A2: Knowledge of the GM-debate questions and source
	Knowledge of the GM-debate
	Source:

	Genetic modification can only be applied to plants, but not to animals
	(Veeman et al. 2005)

	By eating a genetically modified food, a person's genes will also become modified
	(Veeman et al. 2005)

	Components of ordinary food can alter the structure of human genes
	D

	Genetic modification is used for the production of insulin for diabetics
	D

	Genetic modification is used to make vaccines
	D

	Genetically modification can be used to prevent smallpox
	D

	Genetically modified crops are currently grown in the UK for human consumption
	Adapted from: (Veeman et al. 2005)

	Meat and dairy products from animals fed on a diet containing genetically modified ingredients are sold in UK supermarkets
	Adapted from: (Veeman et al. 2005)

	Conventional crop breeding alters the genes in plants
	D

	Genetically modified food undergoes rigorous testing in the UK
	D

	Genetic modification was invented by Charles Darwin in 19th Century
	D

	Golden Rice is a genetically modified food product
	D

	Ordinary tomatoes do not have genes
	(INRA (Europe) - Ecosa 2000)

	The UK Government fund scientists to develop genetic modification technology
	D

	Animal genes can be added to plants
	Adapted from: (INRA (Europe) - Ecosa 2000)

	Genes code for proteins that are essential for life
	D

	Nearly all of human gene sequences are identical to those of bacteria
	Adapted from: (Castell et al. 2014; INRA (Europe) - Ecosa 2000)

	Monsanto is the only company that sells genetically modified crops
	D

	Pharmaceutical drugs can be made by plants through genetic modification 
	D

	All genetically modified products worldwide are funded by multinational corporations
	D

	Genetically modified soya is the most widely grown GM crop
	Adapted from:(Veeman et al. 2005)

	In the UK and Europe genetically modified food products do not need to be labelled
	Adapted from: (Castell et al. 2014; Veeman et al. 2005)


D = Developed during the research process





Figure 1A: Results of the mediation analysis for the effect of food neophobia on personal acceptance of GM-food. A) Shows the total effect. B) Shows the model with emotional dislike of GM-food, GM agri-food can be eco-friendly, benefits-to-risks rating of GM-food and trust in the integrity of government and MNCs regarding GM as mediator variables. Both A and B pathways are adjusted for belief in the sanctity of food, effect of science has benefited the world and investment in science is important for the future. ***p < 0.001,**p < 0.01, *p < 0.05



Figure 2A: Results of the mediation analysis for the effect of science has benefited the world on personal acceptance of GM-food. A) Shows the total effect. B) Shows the model with emotional dislike of GM-food, GM agri-food can be eco-friendly, benefits-to-risks rating of GM-food and trust in the integrity of government and MNCs regarding GM as mediator variables. Both A and B pathways are adjusted for belief in the sanctity of food, food neophobia and investment in science is important for the future. ***p < 0.001,**p < 0.01, *p < 0.05
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