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A. Sample, variables and coding
Table 1. Variables and coding
	Variable
	Question wording
	
	Coding

	Q6w9/ Q6w9DE (Support for aid pre- and post-treatment)
	Thinking about overseas aid to poor countries - please indicate the extent to which you think that the German Government should give overseas aid, where a score of 0 means that it 'should not give aid at all' and a score of 10 means that it 'should give aid very generously'
	
	[bookmark: _Hlk536798783][bookmark: _Hlk536788001](0) Should not give aid at all –
[bookmark: _Hlk536785840](10) Should give aid very generously
(12) Don't know

	Q20w9/ Q20w9DE (Belief in aid effectiveness pre- and post-treatment)
	Overall, on a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 means 'very ineffective' and 10 means 'very effective,' how effective do you think government spending on overseas aid is?
	
	(0) Very ineffective – 
(10) Very effective
(12) Don't know

	Poverty
	Which best describes how you feel about levels of poverty in poor countries?
	
	(1) Very concerned –
(5) Not at all concerned
(6) Don't know

	Ideology
	In politics people sometimes talk about 'Left' and 'Right'.  Where would you place yourself on a scale from 0 to 10 where 0 means 'Left' and 10 means 'Right'?
	
	(0) Left – 
(10) Right
(12) Don’t know

	Male
	
	
	(0) female
(1) male 

	Age
	
	
	18-99

	Household income
	Household Income (based on Q124w9)
Q124w9 What is your total annual household income from all sources before taxes?
	
	(1) Low income
(2) Low-mid income
(3) Mid income
(4) Mid-High income
(5) High income

	Education
	
	
	(1) No formal qualifications
(2) Junior High School / GCSE
(3) High School / A-levels
(4) Undergraduate University / Bachelors
(5) Postgraduate (Masters/ PhD /Advanced Professional Qualification)
(6) Don't know

	Corruption
	Most overseas aid does not get to the intended recipients.
	
	(1) Strongly agree – 
(5) Strongly disagree
(6) Don't know

	Economic situation household 
	How do you think the financial situation of your household will change over the next 12 months? Will it:
	
	(1) Get a lot better – (4) significantly worsening

	Economic situation country
	How do you think the general economic situation in this country will develop over the next 12 months? Will it:
	
	(1) Get a lot better – (4) significantly worsening

	Moral obligations
	Countries like Great Britain should give more money to overseas aid because it is the morally right thing to do.
	
	(1) Strongly agree – (5) Strongly disagree
(6) Don't know



[bookmark: _Hlk87513736]Table 1 (continued). Variables and coding 
	Variable
	Question wording
	
	Coding

	Trust in institutions
	Trust index, based on the average of two items:
(1) How much do you trust the current parliament?
(2) In general, and not referring to any particular government, how much do you trust the federal government?
	
	(0) No trust – (10) a great deal of trust (Note: listwise deletion applied if a respondent chose "don’t know”)

	Treatment information
	(0) No information treatment (Treatments = 1)
(1) Information treatment (Treatments = 25)
	
	All groups receiving information were coded 1 and the control group was coded 0

	Treatments 
	(1) No information (control group)
(2) No evidence/ claim only
(3) Experimental evidence 
(4) Anecdotal evidence 
(5) Qualitative evidence
	
	

	Treatments sector 
	(1) No information (control group)
(2) No evidence/ claim only agriculture
(3) No evidence claim only employment
(4) Experimental evidence agriculture
(5) Experimental evidence employment
(6) Anecdotal evidence agriculture
(7) Anecdotal evidence employment
(8) Qualitative evidence agriculture
(9) Qualitative evidence employmen“
	
	




[bookmark: _Hlk87513854]Table 2. Original and translated treatment wordings
	Treatment wording:
	Original wording: German
	Translated version: English

	No evidence/ claim only agriculture

	Ein Entwicklungsprogramm zur Verbesserung der Ernteerträge durch Bewässerung hat den Anteil unterernährter Menschen in einer Region Afrikas in den letzten fünf Jahren um 30 Prozentpunkte reduziert
	A development program to improve crop yields through irrigation has reduced the proportion of malnourished people in a region of Africa by 30 percentage points over the past five years

	No evidence/ claim only employment

	Ein Entwicklungsprogramm zur Schaffung lokaler Arbeitsplätze hat den Anteil arbeitsloser Menschen in einer Region Afrikas in den letzten fünf Jahren um 30 Prozentpunkte reduziert.
	A local employment development program has reduced the proportion of unemployed people in a region of Africa by 30 percentage points over the past five years.

	Experimental evidence agriculture
	Ein Entwicklungsprogramm zur Verbesserung der Ernteerträge durch Bewässerung hat den Anteil unterernährter Menschen in einer Region Afrikas in den letzten fünf Jahren um 30 Prozentpunkte reduziert. Das nachfolgende Diagramm zeigt die Ergebnisse einer wissenschaftlichen Untersuchung. Dabei handelte es sich um ein Experiment. Das heißt, Regionen wurden zufällig dem Ernährungsprogramm zugeordnet („Programmregionen“). In den Kontrollregionen wurde das Programm hingegen nicht durchgeführt. Die beiden linken Balken zeigen die Unterernährung vor Beginn des Programms im Jahr 2012. Die beiden rechten Balken zeigen die Unterernährung im Jahr 2017.
	A development program to improve crop yields through irrigation has reduced the proportion of malnourished people in a region of Africa by 30 percentage points over the past five years. The following diagram shows the results of a scientific study. It was an experiment. Meaning that, regions were randomly assigned to the nutrition program ("program regions"). In contrast, the program was not carried out in the control regions. The two left bars show the malnutrition before the start of the program in 2012. The two right bars show the malnutrition in 2017.

	Experimental evidence employment

	Ein Entwicklungsprogramm zur Schaffung lokaler Arbeitsplätze hat den Anteil arbeitsloser Menschen in einer Region Afrikas in den letzten fünf Jahren um 30 Prozentpunkte reduziert. Das nachfolgende Diagramm zeigt die Ergebnisse einer wissenschaftlichen Untersuchung. Dabei handelte es sich um ein Experiment. Das heißt, Regionen wurden zufällig dem Arbeitsmarktprogramm zugeordnet („Programmregionen“). In den Kontrollregionen wurde das Programm hingegen nicht durchgeführt. Die beiden linken Balken zeigen die Arbeitslosigkeit vor Beginn des Programms im Jahr 2012. Die beiden rechten Balken zeigen die Arbeitslosigkeit im Jahr 2017.
	A Local Employment Development Program has reduced the proportion of unemployed people in a region of Africa by 30 percentage points over the past five years. The following diagram shows the results of a scientific study. It was an experiment. Meaning that, regions were randomly assigned to the labor market program ("program regions"). In contrast, the program was not carried out in the control regions. The two left-hand bars show unemployment before the start of the program in 2012. The two right-hand bars show unemployment in 2017.

	Anecdotal evidence agriculture

	Ein Entwicklungsprogramm zur Verbesserung der Ernteerträge durch Bewässerung hat den Anteil unterernährter Menschen in einer Region Afrikas in den letzten fünf Jahren um 30 Prozentpunkte reduziert. Robert Kabinga, der seit seiner Jugend in einer der Programmregionen lebt, kann dies bestätigen: „Durch das Programm hat sich mein Leben wirklich verbessert. Meine Familie und ich müssen uns keine Sorgen mehr um unsere Ernährung machen
	A development program to improve crop yields through irrigation has reduced the proportion of malnourished people in a region of Africa by 30 percentage points over the past five years. Robert Kabinga, who has been living in one of the program regions since his youth, confirms: "The program has really improved my life. My family and I no longer have to worry about our diet



Table 2 (continued). Original and translated treatment wordings
	Treatment wording:
	Original wording: German
	Translated version: English

	Anecdotal evidence employment
	Ein Entwicklungsprogramm zur Schaffung lokaler Arbeitsplätze hat den Anteil arbeitsloser Menschen in einer Region Afrikas in den letzten fünf Jahren um 30 Prozentpunkte reduziert. Robert Kabinga, der seit seiner Jugend in einer der Programmregionen lebt, kann dies bestätigen: „Durch das Programm hat sich mein Leben wirklich verbessert. Meine Familie und ich müssen uns keine Sorgen mehr um unser Einkommen machen.“
	A Local Employment Development Program has reduced the proportion of unemployed people in a region of Africa by 30 percentage points over the past five years. Robert Kabinga, who has been living in one of the program regions since his youth, confirms: "The program has really improved my life. My family and I no longer have to worry about our income.”

	Qualitative evidence agriculture

	Ein Entwicklungsprogramm zur Verbesserung der Ernteerträge durch Bewässerung hat den Anteil unterernährter Menschen in einer Region Afrikas in den letzten fünf Jahren um 30 Prozentpunkte reduziert. Zu diesem Ergebnis kam ein unabhängiger Gutachter, der mit den Projektverantwortlichen in den Programmregionen vor Ort Interviews geführt hat.
	A development program to improve crop yields through irrigation has reduced the proportion of malnourished people in a region of Africa by 30 percentage points over the past five years. This was the conclusion of an independent expert who interviewed the project managers in the program regions.

	Qualitative evidence employment
	Ein Entwicklungsprogramm zur Schaffung lokaler Arbeitsplätze hat den Anteil arbeitsloser Menschen in einer Region Afrikas in den letzten fünf Jahren um 30 Prozentpunkte reduziert. Zu diesem Ergebnis kam ein unabhängiger Gutachter, der mit den Projektverantwortlichen in den Programmregionen vor Ort Interviews geführt hat.
	A Local Employment Development Program has reduced the proportion of unemployed people in a region of Africa by 30 percentage points over the past five years. This was the conclusion of an independent expert who interviewed the project managers in the program regions.




Table 3. Descriptive statistics
	Metric variables (value range in parentheses)
	
	
	

	Variable 
	Mean
	SD
	Missings

	Age (in years)
	49.6
	15.47
	0

	Belief in aid effectiveness (pre-treatment;0–10)
	3.94
	2.37
	735

	Belief in aid effectiveness (post-treatment; 0–10)
	4.58
	2.35
	803

	poverty (1–5)
	3.47
	1.14
	362

	Corruption (1–5)
	3.92
	0.99
	520

	Economic situation country (1–5)
	2.98
	0.96
	436

	Economic situation household (1–5)
	2.89
	0.91
	357

	Ideology (0 „left“ – 10 „right“)
	4.9
	2.00
	789

	Moral (1–5)
	2.91
	1.08
	628

	Support for aid (pre-treatment; 0–10)
	4.78
	2.46
	439

	Support for aid (post-treatment; 0–10)
	5.43
	2.43
	726

	Trust in institutions (0–10)
	4.35
	2.71
	367

	Categorical variables 
	
	
	

	
	Category
	N
	

	Sex
	Female
	3,213
	

	
	Male 
	2,895
	

	
	Missing 
	0
	

	Education
	No formal education
	29
	

	
	Junior High School GCSE
	3,134
	

	
	High School/ A-levels
	1,387
	

	
	Undergraduate university/ Bachelors 
	397
	

	
	Postgraduate (Masters/ PhD/ Advanced professional qualifications)
	1,018
	

	
	Missing 
	143
	

	Household income 
	Low
	1,279
	

	
	Low-mid
	1,692
	

	
	Mid
	1,249
	

	
	Mid-high
	524
	

	
	High
	73
	

	
	Missing 
	1,291
	

	Treatments 
	No treatment (control group)
	1,262
	

	
	No evidence/ claim only
	1,171
	

	
	Experimental evidence 
	1,200
	

	
	Anecdotal evidence 
	1,264
	

	
	Qualitative evidence 
	1,211
	

	
	Missing
	0
	


Notes: Unweighted sample. Listwise deletion of missing values applied in analysis. For all variables higher value mean that the measured construct is endorsed to higher or more positive degree. For instance, the higher the value for economic situation of the household, the better the situation.


B. Regression tables and post-estimation comparisons
Table 4. Regression models average treatment effect all treatments combined
	
	Belief in aid effectiveness
	Support for aid

	 
	M1
	M2
	M3
	M4

	(Intercept)
	4.08***
	0.67**
	5.13***
	-0.42†

	 
	(0.07)
	(0.24)
	(0.07)
	(0.23)

	Information treatment (claim and evidence treatments combined)
	0.62***
	0.74***
	0.38***
	0.48***

	 
	(0.08)
	(0.07)
	(0.08)
	(0.06)

	Support for aid (pre-treatment)
	 
	0.12***
	 
	0.36***

	 
	 
	(0.02)
	 
	(0.02)

	Belief in aid effectiveness (pre-treatment)
	 
	0.38***
	 
	0.08***

	 
	 
	(0.01)
	 
	(0.01)

	Moral
	 
	0.28***
	 
	0.58***

	 
	 
	(0.04)
	 
	(0.04)

	Poverty
	 
	0.12***
	 
	0.24***

	 
	 
	(0.03)
	 
	(0.03)

	Corruption
	 
	-0.19***
	 
	0.00

	 
	 
	(0.03)
	 
	(0.03)

	Trust in institutions 
	 
	0.14***
	 
	0.07***

	 
	 
	(0.01)
	 
	(0.01)

	Ideology
	 
	-0.00
	 
	-0.05***

	 
	 
	(0.01)
	 
	(0.01)

	Male
	 
	-0.26***
	 
	-0.16**

	 
	 
	(0.06)
	 
	(0.05)

	Age
	 
	-0.01**
	 
	0.01***

	 
	 
	(0.00)
	 
	(0.00)

	Low-Mid Income
	 
	0.05
	 
	0.07

	 
	 
	(0.07)
	 
	(0.07)

	Mid Income
	 
	0.04
	 
	0.12

	 
	 
	(0.08)
	 
	(0.08)

	Mid-High Income
	 
	-0.10
	 
	0.11

	 
	 
	(0.10)
	 
	(0.10)

	High Income
	 
	0.57*
	 
	0.25

	 
	 
	(0.24)
	 
	(0.23)

	High School / A-levels
	 
	-0.06
	 
	0.05

	 
	 
	(0.07)
	 
	(0.07)

	Undergraduate University / Bachelors
	 
	-0.13
	 
	0.05

	 
	 
	(0.11)
	 
	(0.11)

	Postgraduate (Masters / PhD / Advanced Professional Qualification)
	 
	-0.20**
	 
	0.11

	 
	 
	(0.08)
	 
	(0.07)

	Economic situation household
	 
	0.07*
	 
	-0.00

	 
	 
	(0.03)
	 
	(0.03)

	Economic situation country 
	 
	0.12***
	 
	0.15***

	 
	 
	(0.03)
	 
	(0.03)

	Adj. R2
	0.01
	0.54
	0.00
	0.60

	N
	5305
	3622
	5382
	3630

	[bookmark: _Hlk86931184]Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05; †p < 0.1. Standard errors in parentheses.




Table 5. Regression models average effects treatment groups
	
	Belief in aid effectiveness
	Support for aid

	 
	M1
	M2
	M3
	M4

	(Intercept)
	4.08***
	0.70**
	5.13***
	-0.40†

	 
	(0.07)
	(0.24)
	(0.07)
	(0.23)

	No evidence/ claim only
	0.55***
	0.55***
	0.35***
	0.41***

	 
	(0.10)
	(0.09)
	(0.10)
	(0.08)

	Experimental evidence
	0.51***
	0.80***
	0.28**
	0.47***

	 
	(0.10)
	(0.08)
	(0.10)
	(0.08)

	Anecdotal evidence
	0.93***
	1.03***
	0.60***
	0.71***

	 
	(0.10)
	(0.08)
	(0.10)
	(0.08)

	Qualitative evidence
	0.48***
	0.58***
	0.29**
	0.31***

	 
	(0.10)
	(0.08)
	(0.10)
	(0.08)

	Support for aid (pre-treatment)
	 
	0.12***
	 
	0.36***

	 
	 
	(0.02)
	 
	(0.02)

	Belief in aid effectiveness (pre-treatment)
	 
	0.38***
	 
	0.08***

	 
	 
	(0.01)
	 
	(0.01)

	Moral
	 
	0.28***
	 
	0.58***

	 
	 
	(0.04)
	 
	(0.04)

	Poverty 
	 
	0.12***
	 
	0.24***

	 
	 
	(0.03)
	 
	(0.03)

	Corruption
	 
	-0.19***
	 
	0.00

	 
	 
	(0.03)
	 
	(0.03)

	Trust in institutions
	 
	0.14***
	 
	0.07***

	 
	 
	(0.01)
	 
	(0.01)

	Ideology
	 
	-0.01
	 
	-0.05***

	 
	 
	(0.01)
	 
	(0.01)

	Male
	 
	-0.26***
	 
	-0.16**

	 
	 
	(0.05)
	 
	(0.05)

	Age
	 
	-0.01**
	 
	0.01***

	 
	 
	(0.00)
	 
	(0.00)

	Low-Mid Income
	 
	0.05
	 
	0.07

	 
	 
	(0.07)
	 
	(0.07)

	Mid Income
	 
	0.03
	 
	0.12

	 
	 
	(0.08)
	 
	(0.07)

	Mid-High Income
	 
	-0.09
	 
	0.12

	 
	 
	(0.10)
	 
	(0.10)

	High Income
	 
	0.57*
	 
	0.24

	 
	 
	(0.24)
	 
	(0.23)

	High School / A-levels
	 
	-0.07
	 
	0.05

	 
	 
	(0.07)
	 
	(0.07)

	Undergraduate University / Bachelors
	 
	-0.12
	 
	0.05

	 
	 
	(0.11)
	 
	(0.11)

	Postgraduate (Masters / Phd / Advanced Professional Qualification)
	 
	-0.20**
	 
	0.11

	 
	 
	(0.08)
	 
	(0.07)

	Economic situation household
	 
	0.07*
	 
	-0.00

	 
	 
	(0.03)
	 
	(0.03)

	Economic situation country 
	 
	0.12***
	 
	0.15***

	 
	 
	(0.03)
	 
	(0.03)

	Adj. R2
	0.02
	0.55
	0.01
	0.60

	N
	5305
	3622
	5382
	3630

	Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05; †p < 0.1. Standard errors in parentheses.




Table 6. Estimated marginal means belief in aid effectiveness
	Contrast
	Estimate
	SE
	df
	t.ratio
	p.value

	[bookmark: _Hlk87458395]No information – No evidence/ claim only
	-0.555
	0.085
	3599
	-6.492
	0

	No information – Experimental evidence
	-0.795
	0.084
	3599
	-9.421
	0

	No information – Anecdotal evidence
	-1.028
	0.083
	3599
	-12.332
	0

	No information – Qualitative evidence
	-0.576
	0.084
	3599
	-6.842
	0

	No evidence/ claim only – Experimental evidence
	-0.241
	0.085
	3599
	-2.828
	0.038

	No evidence/ claim only – Anecdotal evidence
	-0.474
	0.084
	3599
	-5.623
	0

	No evidence/ claim only – Qualitative evidence
	-0.021
	0.085
	3599
	-0.252
	0.999

	Experimental evidence – Anecdotal evidence
	-0.233
	0.083
	3599
	-2.8
	0.041

	Experimental evidence – Qualitative evidence
	0.219
	0.084
	3599
	2.617
	0.068

	Anecdotal evidence – Qualitative evidence
	0.452
	0.083
	3599
	5.447
	0


[bookmark: _Hlk87458569][bookmark: _Hlk87459369]Note: For the comparisons metric covariates were set to their mean. The results were averaged across the values of the categorical variables. The column estimate presents the difference in belief in aid effectiveness of the group mentioned first compared to the group mentioned second. For instance, the first row means that the No information group (control group) scores on average -0.555 lower on the belief in aid effectiveness scale compared to the No evidence claim only group. 
Table 7. Estimated marginal means support for aid
	Contrast
	Estimate
	SE
	df
	t.ratio
	p.value

	No information – No evidence/ claim only 
	-0.406
	0.083
	3607
	-4.899
	0

	No information – No evidence/ claim only 
	-0.474
	0.082
	3607
	-5.771
	0

	No information – Anecdotal evidence
	-0.712
	0.081
	3607
	-8.831
	0

	No information – Qualitative evidence
	-0.314
	0.081
	3607
	-3.855
	0.001

	No evidence/ claim only– Experimental evidence
	-0.068
	0.083
	3607
	-0.819
	0.925

	No evidence/ claim only – Anecdotal evidence
	-0.307
	0.082
	3607
	-3.754
	0.002

	No evidence/ claim only – Qualitative evidence
	0.091
	0.083
	3607
	1.106
	0.803

	Experimental evidence – Anecdotal evidence
	-0.239
	0.081
	3607
	-2.952
	0.026

	Experimental evidence – Qualitative evidence
	0.159
	0.082
	3607
	1.95
	0.291

	Anecdotal evidence – Qualitative evidence
	0.398
	0.081
	3607
	4.947
	0


Note: For the comparisons metric covariates were set to their mean. The results were averaged across the values of the categorical variables. The column estimate presents the difference in support for aid of the group mentioned first compared to the group mentioned second. For instance, the first row means that the No information group (control group) scores on average -0.406 lower on the support for aid scale compared to the No evidence claim only group.


Table 8. Regression models moderation analysis support for aid pre-treatment
	[bookmark: _Hlk86931838]
	Belief in aid effectiveness
	Support for aid

	 
	M1
	M2
	M3
	M4

	(Intercept)
	1.74***
	0.64*
	1.50***
	-0.85***

	 
	(0.13)
	(0.26)
	(0.12)
	(0.25)

	No evidence/ claim only 
	0.74***
	0.89***
	0.99***
	1.26***

	 
	(0.19)
	(0.19)
	(0.17)
	(0.18)

	Experimental evidence
	0.36†
	0.58**
	0.45**
	0.77***

	 
	(0.19)
	(0.18)
	(0.16)
	(0.18)

	Anecdotal evidence
	0.76***
	1.15***
	1.12***
	1.40***

	 
	(0.19)
	(0.18)
	(0.16)
	(0.18)

	Qualitative evidence
	0.36†
	0.68***
	0.61***
	0.84***

	 
	(0.19)
	(0.19)
	(0.17)
	(0.18)

	Support for aid pre-treatment
	0.48***
	0.13***
	0.75***
	0.45***

	 
	(0.02)
	(0.03)
	(0.02)
	(0.03)

	[bookmark: _Hlk87002004]No evidence/ claim only x Support for aid (pre-treatment)
	-0.04
	-0.07*
	-0.13***
	-0.17***

	 
	(0.04)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	Experimental evidence x Support for aid (pre-treatment)
	0.05
	0.05
	-0.01
	-0.06†

	 
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	Anecdotal evidence x Support for aid (pre-treatment)
	0.04
	-0.02
	-0.10**
	-0.14***

	 
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	Qualitative evidence x Support for aid (pre-treatment)
	0.03
	-0.02
	-0.07*
	-0.10**

	 
	(0.04)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	Belief in aid effectiveness (pre-treatment)
	 
	0.38***
	 
	0.08***

	 
	 
	(0.01)
	 
	(0.01)

	Moral
	 
	0.28***
	 
	0.57***

	 
	 
	(0.04)
	 
	(0.04)

	Poverty
	 
	0.12***
	 
	0.24***

	 
	 
	(0.03)
	 
	(0.03)

	Corruption
	 
	-0.19***
	 
	-0.00

	 
	 
	(0.03)
	 
	(0.03)

	Trust in institutions
	 
	0.14***
	 
	0.07***

	 
	 
	(0.01)
	 
	(0.01)

	Ideology
	 
	-0.01
	 
	-0.05***

	 
	 
	(0.01)
	 
	(0.01)

	Male
	 
	-0.26***
	 
	-0.16**

	 
	 
	(0.05)
	 
	(0.05)

	Age
	 
	-0.01**
	 
	0.01***

	 
	 
	(0.00)
	 
	(0.00)

	Low-Mid Income
	 
	0.04
	 
	0.07

	 
	 
	(0.07)
	 
	(0.07)

	Mid Income
	 
	0.03
	 
	0.12

	 
	 
	(0.08)
	 
	(0.07)

	Mid-High Income
	 
	-0.09
	 
	0.11

	 
	 
	(0.10)
	 
	(0.10)

	High Income
	 
	0.55*
	 
	0.24

	 
	 
	(0.24)
	 
	(0.23)

	High School / A-levels
	 
	-0.07
	 
	0.05

	 
	 
	(0.07)
	 
	(0.07)

	Undergraduate University / Bachelors
	 
	-0.12
	 
	0.05

	 
	 
	(0.11)
	 
	(0.11)

	Postgraduate (Masters / Phd / Advanced Professional Qualification)
	 
	-0.20**
	 
	0.12

	 
	 
	(0.08)
	 
	(0.07)

	Economic situation household 
	 
	0.07*
	 
	0.00

	 
	 
	(0.03)
	 
	(0.03)

	Economic situation country
	 
	0.11***
	 
	0.14***

	 
	 
	(0.03)
	 
	(0.03)

	Adj. R2
	0.29
	0.55
	0.49
	0.60

	N
	5183
	3622
	5258
	3630

	Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05; †p < 0.1. Standard errors in parentheses.




Table 9. Estimated marginal means moderation analysis belief in aid effectiveness
	Contrast
	Estimate
	SE
	t.ratio
	p.value

	Support for aid (pre-treatment) = 2.32 (aid skeptics)
	
	
	
	

	No information – No evidence/ claim only
	-0.734
	0.125
	-5.881
	0

	No information – Experimental evidence
	-0.685
	0.12
	-5.686
	0

	No information – Anecdotal evidence
	-1.093
	0.121
	-9.032
	0

	No information – Qualitative evidence
	-0.631
	0.124
	-5.083
	0

	No evidence/ claim only – Experimental evidence
	0.049
	0.121
	0.404
	0.994

	No evidence/ claim only – Anecdotal evidence
	-0.359
	0.122
	-2.945
	0.027

	No evidence/ claim only – Qualitative evidence
	0.103
	0.125
	0.829
	0.922

	Experimental evidence – Anecdotal evidence
	-0.408
	0.117
	-3.48
	0.005

	Experimental evidence – Qualitative evidence
	0.054
	0.12
	0.453
	0.991

	Anecdotal evidence – Qualitative evidence
	0.462
	0.121
	3.824
	0.001

	
	
	
	
	

	Support for aid (pre-treatment) = 4.78 (moderates)
	
	
	
	

	No information – No evidence/ claim only
	-0.569
	0.086
	-6.64
	0

	No information – Experimental evidence
	-0.797
	0.084
	-9.433
	0

	No information – Anecdotal evidence
	-1.032
	0.084
	-12.363
	0

	No information – Qualitative evidence
	-0.58
	0.084
	-6.875
	0

	No evidence/ claim only – Experimental evidence
	-0.228
	0.085
	-2.678
	0.057

	No evidence/ claim only – Anecdotal evidence
	-0.464
	0.084
	-5.499
	0

	No evidence/ claim only – Qualitative evidence
	-0.012
	0.085
	-0.137
	1

	Experimental evidence – Anecdotal evidence
	-0.236
	0.083
	-2.836
	0.037

	Experimental evidence – Qualitative evidence
	0.216
	0.084
	2.581
	0.074

	Anecdotal evidence – Qualitative evidence
	0.452
	0.083
	5.439
	0

	
	
	
	
	

	Support for aid (pre-treatment) = 7.23 (aid supporters)
	
	
	
	

	No information – No evidence/ claim only
	-0.403
	0.115
	-3.515
	0.004

	No information – Experimental evidence
	-0.909
	0.115
	-7.905
	0

	No information – Anecdotal evidence
	-0.972
	0.113
	-8.63
	0

	No information – Qualitative evidence
	-0.53
	0.114
	-4.656
	0

	No evidence/ claim only– Experimental evidence
	-0.505
	0.116
	-4.364
	0

	No evidence/ claim only – Anecdotal evidence
	-0.569
	0.114
	-5
	0

	No evidence/ claim only – Qualitative evidence
	-0.127
	0.115
	-1.103
	0.805

	Experimental evidence – Anecdotal evidence
	-0.063
	0.114
	-0.556
	0.981

	Experimental evidence – Qualitative evidence
	0.378
	0.115
	3.291
	0.009

	Anecdotal evidence – Qualitative evidence
	0.442
	0.113
	3.911
	0.001


Note: For the comparisons metric covariates were set to their mean. The results were averaged across the values of the categorical variables. The column estimate presents the difference in belief in aid effectiveness of the group mentioned first compared to the group mentioned second at the respective value of support for aid measured pre-treatment. For instance, the first row means that the No information group (control group) scores on average
-0.734 lower on the belief in aid effectiveness scale compared to the No evidence claim only group.


Table 10. Estimated marginal means moderation analysis support for aid
	Contrast
	Estimate
	SE
	t.ratio
	p.value

	Support for aid (pre-treatment) = 2.32 (aid skeptics)
	
	
	
	

	No information – No evidence/ claim only
	-0.86
	0.121
	-7.136
	0

	No information – Experimental evidence
	-0.636
	0.116
	-5.469
	0

	No information – Anecdotal evidence
	-1.081
	0.117
	-9.241
	0

	No information – Qualitative evidence
	-0.593
	0.12
	-4.95
	0

	No evidence/ claim only – Experimental evidence
	0.225
	0.118
	1.907
	0.314

	No evidence/ claim only – Anecdotal evidence
	-0.22
	0.119
	-1.859
	0.34

	No evidence/ claim only – Qualitative evidence
	0.267
	0.121
	2.201
	0.179

	Experimental evidence – Anecdotal evidence
	-0.445
	0.114
	-3.91
	0.001

	Experimental evidence – Qualitative evidence
	0.042
	0.117
	0.363
	0.996

	Anecdotal evidence – Qualitative evidence
	0.487
	0.118
	4.146
	0

	
	
	
	
	

	Support for aid (pre-treatment) = 4.78 (moderates)
	
	
	
	

	No information – No evidence/ claim only
	-0.44
	0.083
	-5.322
	0

	No information – Experimental evidence
	-0.492
	0.082
	-6.017
	0

	No information – Anecdotal evidence
	-0.739
	0.081
	-9.174
	0

	No information – Qualitative evidence
	-0.336
	0.081
	-4.123
	0

	No evidence/ claim only – Experimental evidence
	-0.052
	0.083
	-0.629
	0.97

	No evidence/ claim only – Anecdotal evidence
	-0.299
	0.082
	-3.661
	0.002

	No evidence/ claim only – Qualitative evidence
	0.104
	0.083
	1.264
	0.713

	Experimental evidence – Anecdotal evidence
	-0.247
	0.081
	-3.06
	0.019

	Experimental evidence – Qualitative evidence
	0.156
	0.081
	1.919
	0.307

	Anecdotal evidence – Qualitative evidence
	0.403
	0.08
	5.015
	0

	
	
	
	
	

	Support for aid (pre-treatment) = 7.23 (aid supporters)
	
	
	
	

	No information – No evidence/ claim only
	-0.02
	0.111
	-0.181
	1

	No information – Experimental evidence
	-0.349
	0.111
	-3.131
	0.015

	No information– Anecdotal evidence
	-0.398
	0.109
	-3.662
	0.002

	No information – Qualitative evidence
	-0.079
	0.11
	-0.716
	0.953

	No evidence/ claim only – Experimental evidence
	-0.329
	0.113
	-2.914
	0.03

	No evidence/ claim only – Anecdotal evidence
	-0.377
	0.11
	-3.424
	0.006

	No evidence/ claim only – Qualitative evidence
	-0.058
	0.111
	-0.524
	0.985

	Experimental evidence – Anecdotal evidence
	-0.049
	0.11
	-0.44
	0.992

	Experimental evidence – Qualitative evidence
	0.27
	0.112
	2.423
	0.109

	Anecdotal evidence – Qualitative evidence
	0.319
	0.109
	2.928
	0.028


Note: For the comparisons metric covariates were set to their mean. The results were averaged across the values of the categorical variables. The column estimate presents the difference in support for aid of the group mentioned first compared to the group mentioned second at the respective value of support for aid measured pre-treatment. For instance, the first row means that the No information group (control group) scores on average -0.486 lower on the support for aid scale compared to the No evidence claim only group. 



Table 11. Regression models controlling for the agricultural and employment frame
	
	Belief in aid effectiveness
	Support for aid

	 
	M1
	M2
	M3
	M4

	(Intercept)
	4.08***
	0.68**
	5.13***
	-0.43†

	 
	(0.07)
	(0.24)
	(0.07)
	(0.23)

	No evidence/ claim only agricultural
	0.51***
	0.62***
	0.38**
	0.54***

	 
	(0.13)
	(0.10)
	(0.13)
	(0.10)

	No evidence/ claim only employment 
	0.60***
	0.49***
	0.31*
	0.27**

	 
	(0.13)
	(0.11)
	(0.13)
	(0.10)

	Experimental evidence agricultural 
	0.48***
	0.81***
	0.31*
	0.54***

	 
	(0.12)
	(0.10)
	(0.13)
	(0.10)

	Experimental evidence employment
	0.55***
	0.78***
	0.25†
	0.40***

	 
	(0.12)
	(0.10)
	(0.13)
	(0.10)

	Anecdotal evidence agricultural 
	0.88***
	1.07***
	0.59***
	0.76***

	 
	(0.12)
	(0.10)
	(0.13)
	(0.10)

	Anecdotal evidence employment 
	0.97***
	0.98***
	0.61***
	0.66***

	 
	(0.12)
	(0.10)
	(0.13)
	(0.10)

	Qualitative evidemce agricultural
	0.50***
	0.64***
	0.31*
	0.40***

	 
	(0.12)
	(0.10)
	(0.13)
	(0.10)

	Qualitative evidence employment 
	0.46***
	0.51***
	0.27*
	0.22*

	 
	(0.12)
	(0.10)
	(0.13)
	(0.10)

	Support for aid (pre-treatment)
	 
	0.12***
	 
	0.36***

	 
	 
	(0.02)
	 
	(0.02)

	Belief in aid effectiveness (pre-treatment)
	 
	0.38***
	 
	0.08***

	 
	 
	(0.01)
	 
	(0.01)

	Moral
	 
	0.28***
	 
	0.58***

	 
	 
	(0.04)
	 
	(0.04)

	Poverty
	 
	0.12***
	 
	0.24***

	 
	 
	(0.03)
	 
	(0.03)

	Corruption
	 
	-0.19***
	 
	0.00

	 
	 
	(0.03)
	 
	(0.03)

	Trust in institutions
	 
	0.14***
	 
	0.07***

	 
	 
	(0.01)
	 
	(0.01)

	Ideology
	 
	-0.01
	 
	-0.05***

	 
	 
	(0.01)
	 
	(0.01)

	Male
	 
	-0.26***
	 
	-0.16**

	 
	 
	(0.05)
	 
	(0.05)

	Age
	 
	-0.01**
	 
	0.01***

	 
	 
	(0.00)
	 
	(0.00)

	Low-Mid Income
	 
	0.05
	 
	0.06

	 
	 
	(0.07)
	 
	(0.07)

	Mid Income
	 
	0.03
	 
	0.12

	 
	 
	(0.08)
	 
	(0.07)

	Mid-High Income
	 
	-0.09
	 
	0.12

	 
	 
	(0.10)
	 
	(0.10)

	High Income
	 
	0.57*
	 
	0.24

	 
	 
	(0.24)
	 
	(0.23)

	High School / A-levels
	 
	-0.07
	 
	0.05

	 
	 
	(0.07)
	 
	(0.07)

	Undergraduate University / Bachelors
	 
	-0.12
	 
	0.06

	 
	 
	(0.11)
	 
	(0.11)

	Postgraduate (Masters / Phd / Advanced Professional Qualification)
	 
	-0.20**
	 
	0.11

	 
	 
	(0.08)
	 
	(0.07)

	Economic situation household
	 
	0.07*
	 
	0.00

	 
	 
	(0.03)
	 
	(0.03)

	Economic situation country
	 
	0.12***
	 
	0.15***

	 
	 
	(0.03)
	 
	(0.03)

	Adj. R2
	0.02
	0.55
	0.00
	0.60

	N.
	5305
	3622
	5382
	3630

	Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05; †p < 0.1. Standard errors in parentheses.





Table 12. Moderation analysis controlling for the agricultural and employment frame
	
	Belief in aid effectiveness
	Support for aid

	 
	M1
	M2
	M3
	M4

	(Intercept)
	1.74***
	0.63*
	1.50***
	-0.88***

	 
	(0.13)
	(0.26)
	(0.12)
	(0.25)

	No evidence/ claim only agricultural
	0.50*
	0.92***
	1.01***
	1.34***

	 
	(0.24)
	(0.23)
	(0.21)
	(0.22)

	No evidence/ claim only employment 
	0.98***
	0.85***
	0.96***
	1.16***

	 
	(0.24)
	(0.24)
	(0.21)
	(0.23)

	Experimental evidence agricultural 
	0.40†
	0.66**
	0.43*
	0.83***

	 
	(0.23)
	(0.22)
	(0.20)
	(0.21)

	Experimental evidence employment
	0.31
	0.49*
	0.49*
	0.71**

	 
	(0.23)
	(0.23)
	(0.20)
	(0.22)

	Anecdotal evidence agricultural 
	0.55*
	1.07***
	0.82***
	1.18***

	 
	(0.23)
	(0.23)
	(0.20)
	(0.22)

	Anecdotal evidence employment 
	0.98***
	1.22***
	1.43***
	1.61***

	 
	(0.23)
	(0.22)
	(0.20)
	(0.21)

	Qualitative evidemce agricultural
	0.35
	0.81***
	0.73***
	0.91***

	 
	(0.24)
	(0.23)
	(0.21)
	(0.22)

	Qualitative evidence employment 
	0.36
	0.53*
	0.49*
	0.74**

	 
	(0.24)
	(0.24)
	(0.21)
	(0.23)

	Support for aid (pre-treatment)
	0.48***
	0.13***
	0.75***
	0.45***

	 
	(0.02)
	(0.03)
	(0.02)
	(0.03)

	No evidence/ claim only agricultural x Support for aid (pre-treatment)
	0.01
	-0.06
	-0.12**
	-0.16***

	 
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)

	No evidence/ claim only employment x Support for aid (pre-treatment)
	-0.09*
	-0.07†
	-0.14***
	-0.18***

	 
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)

	Experimental evidence agricultural x Support for aid (pre-treatment)
	0.03
	0.03
	-0.00
	-0.06

	 
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)

	Experimental evidence employment x Support for aid (pre-treatment)
	0.07†
	0.06
	-0.02
	-0.06

	 
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)

	Anecdotal evidence agricultural x Support for aid (pre-treatment)
	0.07†
	0.00
	-0.04
	-0.08*

	 
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)

	Anecdotal evidence employment x Support for aid (pre-treatment)
	0.01
	-0.05
	-0.16***
	-0.19***

	 
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)

	Qualitative evidemce agricultural x Support for aid (pre-treatment)
	0.04
	-0.03
	-0.08*
	-0.10*

	 
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)

	Qualitative evidence employment x Support for aid (pre-treatment)
	0.02
	-0.00
	-0.05
	-0.10*

	 
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)

	Covariates included 
	no
	yes
	no
	yes

	Adj. R2
	0.29
	0.55
	0.49
	0.60

	N
	5183
	3622
	5258
	3630

	Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05; †p < 0.1. Standard errors in parentheses.




C. Robustness checks 
To check whether our results are robust, we conducted two checks. First, we estimated all analyses excluding covariates as due to missing values on included covariates the sample size for the regression models decreases. The combined treatment effect of all treatment groups the results did not change substantially for both dependent variables (models M1–M4 in Table 4). The same holds true for the average treatments of the individual treatment groups except that the effect of experimental evidence is somewhat larger when controlling for covariates (models M1–M4 in Table 5) For the moderator analysis, the findings are also largely robust but two differences must be noted: For belief in aid effectiveness, the interaction term No evidence claim only x Support for aid (pre-treatment) did not fulfill the 5% significance level when excluding the covariates (models M1 and M2 in Table 8). For support for aid, the interaction term Experimental evidence x Support for aid (pre-treatment) was above 10% threshold when excluding the covariates (models M3 and M4 in a Table 8). To explain the pattern of smaller effects in the analysis without covariates, it must be recalled the including covariates reduces the standard error of the treatment effects (Bloom, 2008, p. 123). 
Second, we re-run all analyses disaggregating the effects of the agricultural and the employment sector treatment versions, which were supposed to control for varying sectoral preferences among respondents. For the average treatment effects, the results are robust as the signs of the coefficients are identical and coefficients as well as p-values only change slightly (Table 11). With regard to the moderation analysis, the multiplicative interaction terms have mostly the same direction and their sizes only change slightly (Table 12). However, due to the smaller size of the sub-groups, the p-values partly do not fulfill the usual thresholds of statistical significance.
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