Supplementary Materials A: Background information.

The following text was used to outline the tasks in both studies. 
 “There is growing evidence that local levels of wildlife biodiversity can fluctuate quite considerably over relatively short time periods (e.g. 20 years). Some of these changes are ‘natural’ and some are related to human behaviours. Although losses in biodiversity, due to factors such as pollution, often hit the headlines, there are also places where, for instance following conservation efforts, there is now greater biodiversity than there was 20 years ago. 
This study aims to find out how people feel about these changes in biodiversity. Although it uses hypothetical examples, these are based on real case studies and the techniques for establishing biodiversity levels and the types of species mentioned all reflect actual methods of conducting these surveys and the types of species found in these contexts in actual surveys. Although it is therefore a simulation, we would like you to image that the situation is real and to report on your initial emotions as if you had just found out about this information for real. 

Below you will be asked to read a 1 page Executive Summary about changes in Biodiversity in a specific site. The Executive Summary (drawn from a 120-page report) has three sections: 1) Background context to the site; b) Methods by which the survey was conducted and c) Results and Discussion which summarise the key findings and potential reasons for these findings. After reading the results you will be asked to say how much you felt different emotions on learning about the changes in biodiversity from the report.”



Supplementary Materials B: Full Scenario text Study 1

Biodiversity in Western US and Canada: Executive Summary

Background
       The Michelin Flatlands is a small patch of mixed woodland and tall-grass prairie in Central Texas.  The area covers 40 square miles and provides a refuge for a variety of migratory birds that travel through on the North American Central Flyway. Because of the diversity of species traveling through the area, it is a popular destination for bird-watchers. It is bordered on the south and east by small towns (both pop. approximately 10,000). European settlers initially came to this region in the mid-1800’s, and used the area for grazing of cattle and sheep. This activity altered the landscape through small-scale deforestation and other land-conversion activities.
  
[image: ]

Bioblitzes 1996 and 2016.
      Throughout April and May of 1996 and again in April and May of 2016, a team of ecologists from the university in the nearby city, with the aid of local volunteers, conducted an extensive “bioblitz” of the area as part of a nationwide project to establish the levels of bird biodiversity in the North American Central Flyway. These ‘bioblitzes’ took place over five full days, in April and May, as this is the time of year expected to find the greatest number of species, from early, mid and late season migratory flyways. At both times the teams used the same standard protocols to obtain bird distribution data:
 
· Citizen scientists conducted surveys through a series of 3-minute point counts, recording birds seen or heard. This raw count data was then translated into presence/absence information for each species.                        
      [image: ]         
Figure 1: Citizen scientists observing and accounting for bird counts.
 
· Researchers from the university used computer modeling of historical bird observations to predict current distribution and abundance estimates, incorporating habitat change over the past twenty years resulting from human activity and climate change.

 
      [image: ]
Figure 2: Example of model-generated habitat suitability (“prioritization rankings”) for bird species given change from human activity and climate change.
 
The species observed using these methods were then classified into three broad categories of spring migrants in the North American Central Flyway: 
 
1. Early season migrants, including American Golden-Plovers and Chimney Swifts;
2. Mid-season migrants, including Hudsonian Godwits and Yellow-billed Cuckoos; and
3. Late-season migrants, including Olive-sided Flycatchers and Bay-breasted Warblers.

[Differences in outcome framing, e.g. @ 10 species, highlighted in yellow]

[Loss frame 10 Species]

Results
      The results showed an important DECREASE in the total number of species across the two sampling periods in 1996 and 2016, from 44 to 34 species.  The breakdown by the three different categories can be seen in the figure below, where it is clear that the biggest loss in biodiversity was amongst the late-season migrants, although there was a single additional ‘early-season’ species present in 2016 that was not present in the 1996 bioblitz survey. 
 
[image: ]
               
Conclusions.
      The drop in bird biodiversity was attributed to many factors including increased urbanization (and associated habitat loss), invasive species, tree disease, seasonal variability shifts associated with climate change, and increase in pesticide use from nearby agricultural lands.



[Gain frame 10 Species]

Results.
       The results showed an important INCREASE in the total number of species across the two sampling periods in 1996 and 2016, from 44 to 54 species. The breakdown by the three different categories can be seen in the figure below, where it is clear that the biggest gain in biodiversity was amongst the late-season migrants, although there was a single additional ‘early-season’ species not present in 2016 that was present in the 1996 bioblitz survey. 
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Conclusions.       
The increase in bird biodiversity was attributed to many factors including decreased urbanization (and associated habitat conservation), fewer invasive species, and a decrease in pesticide use from nearby agricultural lands.


 Reactions. 
Thinking about the information you have just read, in terms of biodiversity change in Michelin Flatlands from 1996-2016, please rate the degree to which you experienced each of the following feelings from 0 (not at all) to 6 (Very strongly): Positive, Angry, Unpleasant, Joyful, Bad, Afraid, Pleasant, Negative, Good, Sad, Happy, Contented (i.e. the SPANE emotional items) 


Supplementary Materials C: Full Scenario text Study 2

Biodiversity in St Martin’s Bay 1996-2016: Executive Summary
Background. 
St Martin’s Bay is a small bay in a rural part of South East England. It’s about 2 miles from Gribble Head in the north to Gurnard Point in the south. To the south of the bay lies the small town of Haversham (pop. 9,272, 2012 Census). Haversham was originally a fishing village though today only a handful of fisherman still operate, mainly crabbing and lobster boats as well as tourist trips in the summer to catch mackerel. Larger scallop trawlers, from up the coast, still visit the bay during certain periods to dredge for scallops on the seabed. Much of the year round population is now retired although the population doubles during the summer holiday season with families from the nearby city (approx. 20 miles away) visiting the bay with their children. Favourite activities include swimming in the calm, sandy bottomed waters in the middle of the beach and rock pooling in the flat slate-based rock pools at the north and south ends of the bay.
Figure 1: ‘St Martin’s Bay’
[image: ]
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Bioblitzes 1996 and 2016.
In June 1996 and again in June 2016 a team of marine ecologists from the university in the nearby city, with the aid of local volunteers, conducted an extensive “bioblitz” of the bay as part of a nationwide project to establish the levels of marine biodiversity in British waters. These ‘bioblitzes’ took place over two full days in mid-June when water visibility was expected to be particularly good (due to low levels of micro-plankton). At both times the teams used the same standard “sea-search” protocols to establish biodiversity in the bay including:
a) Divers counting all species within a series of 10 x 3 meter cubed sections across the bay. 
[image: Image result for diving counting species]

 Figure 2: Divers during a St Martin’s Bay Bioblitz



b) Video footage gained by towing a video camera across the bay 10 times behind a slow speed boat, focusing on those areas not explored by the diving team. 
[image: ]

Figure 3: Towed underwater HD videography equipment used for the St Martin’s Bay Bioblitz




Although the full report also provides details on species of marine algae (e.g. kelp) and invertebrates (e.g. crabs), we want you to concentrate here on the numbers of fish species observed during the two bioblitzes (i.e. ‘fish species richness’). In particular the ecologists divided the species into three groups according to where they are most frequently found in the water column (ranging from the surface to the seabed). For example, the following types of fish tend to be found at three different levels in UK waters: 
 
1. Top (near the surface): e.g. Garfish, Atlantic Herring, Thick Lipped Mullett; 
2. Middle: e.g. Black sea bream, Bass, Mackerel, Whiting;
3. Bottom (sea floor): e.g.  Plaice, Sole, Red gurnard, Common dragonet. 

[Loss frame 10 species]
Results. 
The results showed an important DECREASE in the total number of species across the two periods in 1996 and 2016, from 44 to 34 species. The breakdown by the three different categories can be seen in the Figure 4 below, where it is clear that the biggest loss in biodiversity was amongst the bottom feeders, although there was a single additional ‘top feeder’ species present in 2016 that was not present in the 1996 bioblitz survey.

Figure 4, summary of the findings.   

[image: ]

Conclusions
The drop in biodiversity was attributed to many factors including increased scallop dredging, warmer waters associated with climate change, and increased pollution from the nearby city.

[Gain frame 10 species]
Results. 
The results showed an important INCREASE in the total number of species across the two periods in 1996 and 2016, from 44 to 54 species. The breakdown by the three different categories can be seen in the Figure 4 below, where it is clear that the biggest gain in biodiversity was amongst the bottom feeders, although there was a single additional ‘top feeder’ species present in 2016 that was present in the 1996 bioblitz survey.
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Conclusions       
The increase in biodiversity was attributed to many factors including decreased scallop dredging and decreased pollution from the nearby city.


 Reactions. 
Thinking about the information you have just read, in terms of biodiversity change in St Martin’s Bay from 1996-2016, please rate the degree to which you experienced each of the following feelings from 0 (not at all) to 6 (Very strongly): Positive, Angry, Unpleasant, Joyful, Bad, Afraid, Pleasant, Negative, Good, Sad, Happy, Contented (i.e. the SPANE emotional items)






Supplementary Materials D: Additional questions in the survey not examined in the current manuscript
For full transparency the following questions were also asked of participants in the final section of the study but not used in the current analyses:  
a) The Inclusion of Nature in the Self (INS) scale (Schulz, 2002), where respondents are asked to select from a series of 7 increasingly overlapping circles denoting the ‘self’ and ‘nature’ and to ‘Please select the picture that best describes your relationship with the natural environment. How interconnected are you with nature?’; 
b) ‘In the last 12 months, how often, on average, have you spent your leisure time at green (parks, woods, fields) and blue spaces (rivers, lakes, sea)?’ With response options ‘Everyday’ [5], ‘Several times a week’ [4], ‘Once a week’ [3], ‘One or twice a month’ [2], ‘A few times in the last 12 months’ [1], ‘Not at all in the last 12 months’ [0] (White et al., 2017); 
Initial analysis suggested these questions, pertaining to nature connectedness and contact correlated strongly with the NRS-6 (Visits ρ = .72; INS r = .74; ps < .001) thus we avoid repetition for this exploratory analysis and report only results relating to the NRS-6 given its focus on nature relatedness and inherently more reliable structure based on 6 items. 
We had also initially discussed exploring the potentially moderating role of the following demographics, but in the event sample sizes at the condition level were too small to do this reliably so these analyses were never conducted. 
c) ‘Which of these best describes your ethnic group?’ With response categories: White; African-American; Hispanic; Asian-Pacific Islander; Native American; Any mixed background ;Any other background; Rather not say.

d) How would you describe your political views? With five response options from ‘very conservative’ to ‘very liberal’

e) Please select one option: ‘Do you ….
· believe humans are contributing substantially to climate change
· believe climate change is occurring, but that humans are not contributing substantially to it 
· believe that the climate is not changing’

f) What is your yearly household income in US Dollars/UK Pounds; with response options in 9 bands from ‘Under US$10,000 a year’ to ‘Over US$150,000’, plus ‘prefer not to say’. 





Supplementary Materials E: Positive and Negative affect scores by condition for Studies 1 & 2

Table E1 

Means (SDs) for Positive Affect, Negative Affect and Affect-balance by Condition Study 1
	Condition (Number of Species)
	Participants
	     SPANE

	Baseline
	
	Follow-up
	by condition
	     Affect balance
	   Positive affect
	    Negative affect

	1996 (n)
	Change
	2016 (n)
	      N
	      M
	    (SD)
	         M
	    (SD)
	M
	   (SD)

	Low 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     24
	Increase
	+20
	44
	      24
	2.51
	(1.42)
	3.28
	(1.41)
	0.77
	(0.94)

	     24
	Increase
	+15
	39
	      22
	3.58
	(1.96)
	4.12
	(1.50)
	0.55
	(0.89)

	     24
	Increase
	+10
	34
	      24
	2.94
	(1.70)
	3.79
	(1.07)
	0.85
	(1.02)

	     24
	Increase
	+5
	29
	      23
	3.64
	(1.36)
	4.14
	(1.10)
	0.49
	(0.62)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     24
	Decrease
	-5
	19
	      24
	-2.35
	(1.88)
	0.90
	(0.88)
	3.26
	(1.46)

	     24
	Decrease
	-10
	14
	      27
	-2.69
	(2.06)
	0.65
	(0.88)
	3.34
	(1.68)

	     24
	Decrease
	-15
	9
	      24
	-2.35
	(2.07)
	0.69
	(1.09)
	3.04
	(1.86)

	     24
	Decrease
	-20
	4
	      28
	-2.74
	(2.05)
	0.78
	(1.01)
	3.52
	(1.63)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	High
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     44
	Increase
	+20
	64
	      27
	3.30
	(1.87)
	3.83
	(1.54)
	0.62
	(0.75)

	     44
	Increase
	+15
	59
	      25
	2.81
	(1.76)
	3.11
	(1.55)
	0.44
	(0.67)

	     44
	Increase
	+10
	54
	      22
	3.01
	(1.82)
	3.19
	(1.55)
	0.42
	(0.84)

	     44
	Increase
	+5
	49
	      27
	2.86
	(1.72)
	3.62
	(1.14)
	0.88
	(1.10)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     44
	Decrease
	-5
	39
	      23
	-2.20
	(1.38)
	0.71
	(0.64)
	2.91
	(1.53)

	     44
	Decrease
	-10
	34
	      24
	-2.85
	(1.91)
	0.75
	(1.11)
	3.60
	(1.49)

	     44
	Decrease
	-15
	29
	      24
	-2.99
	(1.80)
	0.59
	(0.90)
	3.58
	(1.42)

	     44
	Decrease
	-20
	24
	      25
	-2.50
	(1.54)
	0.73
	(0.83)
	3.34
	(1.40)


Note: Follow-up 2016 ns = 29, 34 & 39 in italic were deliberately duplicated in the High and Low baseline scenarios to enable us to test Hypothesis 1. 


Table E2

Means (SDs) for Positive Affect, Negative Affect and Affect-balance by Condition Study 2
	Condition (Number of Species)
	Participants
	     SPANE

	Baseline
	
	Follow-up
	by condition
	     Affect balance
	   Positive affect
	    Negative affect

	1996 (n)
	Change
	2016 (n)
	      N
	      M
	    (SD)
	         M
	    (SD)
	M
	   (SD)

	Low 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     24
	Increase
	+20
	44
	      37
	3.66
	(1.30)
	4.48
	(0.90)
	0.82
	(0.78)

	     24
	Increase
	+15
	39
	      35
	3.07
	(2.19)
	4.08
	(1.16)
	1.01
	(1.31)

	     24
	Increase
	+10
	34
	      37
	3.18
	(1.98)
	4.25
	(1.12)
	1.07
	(1.31)

	     24
	Increase
	+5
	29
	      32
	3.34
	(1.73)
	4.35
	(0.95)
	1.01
	(1.02)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     24
	Decrease
	-5
	19
	      36
	-1.25
	(2.28)
	1.77
	(1.33)
	3.02
	(1.31)

	     24
	Decrease
	-10
	14
	      38
	-2.45
	(1.71)
	0.89
	(1.05)
	3.34
	(1.32)

	     24
	Decrease
	-15
	9
	      37
	-3.11
	(1.67)
	0.73
	(0.93)
	3.84
	(1.17)

	     24
	Decrease
	-20
	4
	      33
	-2.61
	(1.69)
	0.92
	(1.10)
	3.53
	(1.30)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	High
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     44
	Increase
	+20
	64
	      33
	3.14
	(2.34)
	4.20
	(1.44)
	1.06
	(1.42)

	     44
	Increase
	+15
	59
	      42
	3.58
	(1.37)
	4.20
	(1.02) 
	0.62
	(0.73)

	     44
	Increase
	+10
	54
	      35
	3.01
	(1.72)
	4.06
	(1.08)
	1.05
	(1.15)

	     44
	Increase
	+5
	49
	      35
	2.93
	(2.20)
	4.09
	(1.20)
	1.16
	(1.44)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     44
	Decrease
	-5
	39
	      36
	-2.29
	(1.91)
	1.40
	(1.39)
	3.69
	(1.24)

	     44
	Decrease
	-10
	34
	      36
	-2.43
	(1.68)
	1.16
	(1.08)
	3.58
	(1.28)

	     44
	Decrease
	-15
	29
	      29
	-1.96
	(2.10)
	1.32
	(1.30)
	3.28
	(1.28)

	     44
	Decrease
	-20
	24
	      39
	-3.00
	(1.86)
	0.91
	(1.17)
	3.91
	(1.15)




Supplementary Materials F: Positive and Negative affect scores by condition for Studies 1 & 2
Table F1 summarises the results of condition on positive and negative affect separately, with the main results of affect-balance as presented in the main text also shown for comparison. The basic pattern of results held across outcome measure with one notable exception. In Study 1 there was no overall significant effect of direction on affect-balance (as discussed in the main text) whereas direction had marked effects on positive and negative affect separately, but which effectively cancelled each other out. There was also some suggestion of a quadratic relationship for positive emotions in Study 2 but given the number of tests carried out here we are reluctant to over-interpret it as it may be the result of a Type 1 error. 
Table F1 
Summary of Key Results 
	
	Affect balance
	
	Positive affect
	
	Negative affect

	
	
df
	      
      F
	Contrast estimate
	    
     p 
	
	 
  df
	     
      F
	Contrast estimate
	
     p
	
	
df
	
    F
	Contrast estimate
	
     p

	Study 1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	H1: Reference dependence
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Baseline (relativities)
	 1
	443.97
	-
	<.001
	
	1
	332.73
	-
	<.001
	
	   1
	176.72
	-
	<.001

	Species number (absolutes)
	 2
	1.67
	-
	.192
	
	2
	0.22
	-
	.806
	
	   2
	1.99
	-
	.141

	Baseline x species number
	 2
	0.98
	-
	.379
	
	2
	0.70
	-
	.500
	
	   2
	0.98
	-
	.379

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	H2: Loss aversion
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Direction (Loss/gain)
	 1
	5.89
	-
	.016
	
	1
	626.45
	-
	<.001
	
	   1
	436.32
	-
	<.001

	Change magnitude
	 3
	0.23
	-
	.879
	
	3
	0.71
	-
	.548
	
	   3
	0.45
	-
	.717

	Direction x magnitude
	 3
	0.88
	-
	.453
	
	3
	0.22
	-
	.882
	
	   3
	0.63
	-
	.453

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	H3: Diminishing sensitivity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Losses
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Linear
	-
	-
	-.21 
	.416
	
	-
	-
	-.05
	.717
	
	-
	-
	.17
	.454

	   Quadratic
	-
	-
	.27 
	.309
	
	-
	-
	.11
	.385
	
	-
	-
	-.15
	.489

	Gains
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Linear
	-
	-
	-.15 
	.535
	
	-
	-
	-.19
	.326
	
	-
	-
	-.04
	.735

	   Quadratic
	-
	-
	.00 
	.995
	
	-
	-
	.13
	.519
	
	-
	-
	.13
	.311

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	H1: Reference dependence
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Baseline (relativities)
	 1
	399.97
	-
	<.001
	
	1
	317.66
	-
	<.001
	
	   1
	203.59
	-
	<.001

	Species number (absolutes)
	 2
	0.55
	-
	.581
	
	2
	0.21
	-
	.814
	
	   2
	0.55
	-
	.578

	Baseline x species
	 2
	0.12
	-
	.883
	
	2
	0.66
	-
	.517
	
	   2
	0.46
	-
	.635

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	H2: Loss aversion
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Direction (Loss/gain)
	 1
	32.70
	-
	<.001
	
	1
	1033.74
	-
	<.001
	
	   1
	632.66
	-
	<.001

	Change magnitude
	 3
	3.15
	-
	.025
	
	3
	2.55
	-
	.055
	
	   3
	0.35
	-
	.792

	Direction x magnitude
	 3
	0.41
	-
	.747
	
	3
	3.00
	-
	.030
	
	   3
	1.79
	-
	.148

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	H3: Diminishing sensitivity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Losses
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Linear
	-
	-
	-.74 
	.001
	
	-
	-
	-.46
	.001
	
	-
	-
	.24
	.083

	   Quadratic
	-
	-
	.22 
	.321
	
	-
	-
	.28
	.060
	
	-
	-
	.02
	.896

	Gains
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Linear
	-
	-
	.25 
	.274
	
	-
	-
	.08
	.529
	
	-
	-
	-.16
	.246

	   Quadratic
	-
	-
	.05 
	.829
	
	-
	-
	.13
	.330
	
	-
	-
	.08
	.559



Supplementary Materials G: Affect balance results including straight-liners and those who failed the manipulation check
Table G1 presents the results with ‘straight-liners’ (Study 1 n = 16; Study 2 n = 68) and those who failed the manipulation check (Study 1 n = 88; Study 2 n = 179) included. 
Table G1 
Tests of Hypotheses on Affect-balance in Studies 1 and 2 (Straight-liners & Manipulation Check Failures Included) 
	
	Study 1
	Study 2

	
	
df
	      
      F
	Contrast estimate 
	    
     p 
	eta2
	 
  df
	     
      F
	Contrast estimate
	
     p
	
    eta 2

	
	
	
	(95% CIs)
	
	
	
	
	(95% CIs)
	
	

	H1: Reference dependence
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Baseline (relativities)
	 1
	256.98
	-
	<.001
	  .59
	 1
	194.45
	-
	<.001
	  .40

	Species number (absolutes)
	 2
	1.48
	-
	.230
	  .02
	 2
	0.38
	-
	.687
	<.01

	Baseline x species
	 2
	1.63
	-
	.200
	  .02
	 2
	0.53
	-
	.588
	<.01

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	H2: Loss aversion
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Direction (Loss/gain)
	 1
	1.98
	-
	.160
	<.01
	 1
	20.46
	-
	<.001
	.03

	Change magnitude
	 3
	0.21
	-
	.888
	<.01
	 3
	2.19
	-
	.088
	.01

	Direction x magnitude
	 3
	0.98
	-
	.403
	<.01
	 3
	0.32
	-
	.808
	<.01

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	H3: Diminishing sensitivity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Losses
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Linear
	-
	-
	-.26 (-.77, .24)
	.311
	-
	-
	-
	-.58 (-1.02,  -.15)
	.008
	-

	   Quadratic
	-
	-
	.44 (-.07, .95)
	.088
	-
	-
	-
	.33 (-  .10,   .77)
	.136
	-

	Gains
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Linear
	-
	-
	-.08 (-.60, .43)
	.755
	-
	-
	-
	.25 (-  .20,   .70)
	.269
	-

	   Quadratic
	-
	-
	.28 (-.23, .80)
	.283
	-
	-
	-
	-.02 (-  .47,   .43)
	.934
	-





Supplementary Materials H: The moderating effect of nature relatedness
Table H1 presents the results moderated by nature relatedness treated as a binary variable. 

Table H1 
Exploratory Analysis of the Moderating Role of Nature Relatedness for Hypotheses in Studies 1 and 2 
	
	Study 1
	Study 2

	
	
df
	      
      F
	β  (95% CIs)
	    
     p 
	[bookmark: _GoBack]eta 2
	 
  df
	     
      F
	
β  (95% CIs)
	
     p
	
    eta 2

	H1: Reference dependence
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Baseline (relativities)
	 1
	473.70
	-
	<.001
	  .77
	 1
	346.18
	-
	<.001
	  .64

	Species number (absolutes)
	 2
	2.53
	-
	.084
	  .04
	 2
	1.22
	-
	.296
	  .01

	Nature relatedness (NR)
	 1
	0.88
	-
	.767
	  .01
	 1
	2.21
	
	.139
	  .01

	Baseline x species
	 2
	1.15
	-
	.319
	  .02
	 2
	0.52
	
	.596
	  .01

	Baseline x NR
	 2
	4.50
	-
	.036
	.03
	 2
	6.13
	
	.014
	.03

	Species x NR
	 2
	0.02
	-
	.977
	.00
	 2
	2.91
	
	.057
	.03

	Baseline x Species x NR
	 2
	2.34
	-
	.101
	.04
	 2
	0.25
	
	.780
	.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	H2: Loss aversion
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Direction (Loss/gain)
	 1
	5.30
	-
	.022
	.01
	 1
	30.40
	-
	<.001
	.05

	Magnitude
	 3
	0.32
	-
	.811
	<.01
	 3
	3.19
	-
	.023
	.02

	Nature relatedness (NR)
	 1
	12.82
	-
	<.001
	.03
	 1
	22.93
	-
	<.001
	.04

	Direction x magnitude
	 3
	0.98
	-
	.403
	<.01
	 3
	0.23
	-
	.874
	<.01

	Direction x NR
	 1
	1.18
	-
	.279
	<.01
	 1
	0.94
	-
	.334
	<.01

	Magnitude x NR
	 3
	1.49
	-
	.218
	.01
	 3
	0.34
	-
	.798
	<.01

	Direction x magnitude x NR
	 3
	0.35
	-
	.789
	<.01
	 3
	0.83
	-
	.476
	<.01

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	H3: Diminishing sensitivity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Losses
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Linear
	-
	-
	.05 (-.38, .48)
	.810
	-
	-
	-
	-.02 (-.41, .36)
	.363
	-

	      Quadratic
	-
	-
	.00 (-.02, .02)
	.970
	-
	-
	-
	.00 (-.02, .02)
	.809
	-

	      Nature relatedness 
	-
	-
	-2.57 (-5.11, -.04)
	.047
	-
	-
	-
	-1.56 (-3.51, .40)
	.118
	-

	      Linear x relatedness
	-
	-
	-.06 (-.16, .03)
	.198
	-
	-
	-
	-.04 (-.13, .05)
	.342
	-

	      Quadratic x relatedness
	-
	-
	.00 (-.00, .01)
	.569
	-
	-
	-
	.00 (-.00, .01)
	.820
	-

	Gains
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Linear
	-
	-
	-.23 (-.66, .20)
	.286
	-
	-
	-
	-.24 (-.66, .17)
	.248
	-

	      Quadratic
	-
	-
	.01 (-.02, .03)
	.587
	-
	-
	-
	.01 (-.01, .03)
	.350
	-

	      Nature relatedness 
	-
	-
	-1.44 (-3.79, .92)
	.230
	-
	-
	-
	1.28 (-.50, 3.05)
	.159
	-

	      Linear x relatedness
	-
	-
	.06 (-.03, .16)
	.199
	-
	-
	-
	.06 (-.03, .16)
	.187
	-

	      Quadratic x relatedness
	-
	-
	-.00 (-.01, .00)
	.522
	-
	-
	-
	-.00 (-.01, .00)
	.358
	-
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