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Supplemental Study 1 (S1): Increasing Visibility Via Note Size
	Study 5 found that people may not notice dynamic norm notes in menus. Study S1 tests the effects of making the note larger to increase the proportion of people who notice and read the note. To help ensure that our attempts to increase visibility do not come at the cost of other important properties, we also include measures regarding the notes’ accuracy, if it is perceived to be normal or strange, and whether it causes coercion. If the note is perceived as inaccurate, strange or causes coercion, it may undermine the messages’ effectiveness.
Method

Participants. 1377 adults with a unique IP address in the United States took part through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk in a “4-5 minute Psychology Survey” for 50 cents. Those who may have participated in Study 5 or 6 were ineligible to participate. Out of our total sample, 8.35% (115) responses were coded as likely coming from non-U.S. participants and were dropped from analysis.
As in Studies 5 and 6, participants who chose more than one item or specified a dish that did not resemble anything on the menu were dropped from analysis (4.7% of total participants). Participants were also dropped from analysis if they took the survey on a smart phone, as it would not make it easy to see the full materials (7.4%). This survey had a 30-second minimum time requirement on the page that showed the study materials. A clear subset of participants submitted their response immediately after the 30 seconds (within 3 seconds), suggesting they had completed the task very quickly and did not take the minimum 30 seconds as instructed. These participants were dropped from analysis (10.0%). As customers typically take longer than 30 seconds to select a dish, this criterion should improve external validity. Participants were asked several free response questions; if they did not answer some of them, either by leaving the questions blank or by typing something incoherent, they were dropped from analysis (0.7% of total participants).
This left a sample of 966 participants. Of the remaining participants, 49.9% self-identified as a man, 49.9% as a woman, and 0.2% as non-binary. The mean age was 38.7. Roughly 200 participants per condition, with five conditions, yields over 80% power to detect medium-small effect sizes in differences between ratings of intervention materials (d=0.3). Whether food selections were vegetarian are not analyzed for lack of statistical power and because it is not the primary focus of this study.
Procedure. Participants were given the same menu task and instructions as Study 6, followed by questions about the menu and note.
Manipulation. Participants were randomly assigned to one of five conditions: Control, Small Original Note, Small Brief Note, Medium Brief Note, and Large Brief Note (see Fig. S1). The control condition did not have a note on the menu. The remaining four conditions each had a text box near the top of the menu made to resemble a small note about a customer trend toward increasing selection of vegetarian items. In all conditions, vegetarian items were marked with a leaf to the right of the item name. The Small Original Note used language from Study 3: “We’ve noticed our customers are starting to choose our meatless dishes for lunch more often.” In an attempt to increase visibility by making the note slightly shorter, the three other manipulation conditions used slightly modified language: “Many customers are switching to our plant-based dishes”, and the size of the note in these conditions was additionally manipulated, resulting in the Small Brief Note, Medium Brief Note, and Large Brief Note conditions. The Small Original Note and Small Brief Note were the same size. The Medium Brief Note and Large Brief Note were both made full-page width (while the Small Original Note and Small Brief Note were only half-page width). The Large Brief Note used even larger font and was twice as large vertically as the Medium Brief Note. To increase salience moreover in the Medium Brief Note and Large Brief Note conditions, vegetarian items were marked with an additional leaf on the left-side of the item.
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Fig. S1. The notes used in each condition in Study 6. Panel A: Small Original Note. Panel B: Small Brief Note. Panel C: Medium Brief Note. Panel D: Large Brief Note.

Dependent Measures.

Visibility. The same recall questions as those used in Study 5 were included. 
Note Ratings. Two of the norm rating questions from Study 5 were included:
“How accurate or inaccurate would you think this note is?” (1 = Very inaccurate, 6 = Very accurate)
“How normal or strange do you think this is?” (1 = Very strange, 7 = Very normal)
Coercion. Two coercion questions from Study 6 were averaged and used as a scale (r = 0.58): 
“If you saw this while ordering food, to what extent would you feel annoyed?” (1 = Not at all annoyed, 5 = Extremely annoyed)
“If you saw this, to what extent would you feel that you were being pressured to order a meatless dish?” (1 = No pressure at all, 5 = A great deal of pressure)
Results
We report the primary results from each condition across measures in Table S1.
Table S1
Participants’ Responses by Condition
	Measure
	Original
	Small Brief
	Medium Brief
	Large Brief

	Visibility
	
	
	
	

	Saw the note
	59.6%
	46.9%
	62.6%
	66.1%

	% read the note fully
	50.0%
	37.2%
	50.3%
	53.8%

	Recalled dynamic norm
	44.4%
	30.6%
	35.5%
	38.2%

	Norm Ratings
	
	
	
	

	Accurate (6pt scale)
	4.52 (1.24)
	4.43 (1.30)
	4.49 (1.21)
	4.54 (1.24)

	Normal (7pt scale)
	4.55 (1.76)
	4.78 (1.64)
	4.85 (1.58)
	4.61 (1.66)

	Coercion
	
	
	
	

	2-item coercion scale
	1.49 (0.78)
	1.58 (0.88)
	1.57 (0.79)
	1.61 (0.87)



Visibility. On average, 58.7% of participants reported seeing the note. Significantly fewer participants saw the Small Brief note as compared to all other notes, all zs > 2.5, ps < 0.02. However, there were no significant differences between the Small Original Note, Medium Brief, and Large Brief, all zs < 1.32, ps > 0.186. 
On average, 47.7% of participants said they fully read the note. Significantly fewer participants read the Small Brief note as compared to all other notes, all ts > 2.9, ps < 0.01. There were no significant differences between the Small Original Note, Medium Brief, and Large Brief, all ts < 0.833, ps > 0.405.
Compared to the Small Original Note, participants in Small Brief were significantly less likely to recall the dynamic norm trend, z = 2.82, p < 0.01. There were no significant differences in recalling the trend between the Small Original Note and Medium or Large Brief, all zs < 1.8, ps > 0.07.
Note Ratings. The contents of the note were rated as being between slightly and mostly accurate, and there were no pairwise differences by condition, ps > 0.379, ts < 0.881. The note on the menu was rated between neutral and slightly normal. There were no pairwise differences by condition, all ps > 0.086, all ts < 1.72.
Coercion. Participants reported feeling between not at all and a little coercion, and there were no significant pairwise differences by condition all ts < 1.42, all ps <0.157.
Discussion
	Increasing the size of the note did not significantly improve its visibility as compared to a smaller note used in our field studies. However, it is possible that the online context for assessing visibility may be limited in that participants are not very responsive to changes in the note’s appearance during a hypothetical online task. We also found that, even when the note became quite large, this did not significantly increase coercion (pressure or annoyance), and that the contents of the note were rated as equally accurate and normal. However, there is still room for improvement as a substantial portion of participants (about 1/3rd) still did not notice the note. Further, while many reported seeing the note, still less than half actually appear to have read and recalled what the note said. Notably, the large sizes tested may not be practical for a restaurant (a banner crossing the full width of the menu and with very large font is a large change to make to a restaurant’s menu). 
Supplemental Study 2 (S2): Increasing Visibility Via Visual Contrast
	A paperclipped note may be hard to mass produce, but an image of a colored note is highly scalable. Therefore, Study S2 tested the effects of increasing the contrast by adding color to the note, and by bolding the font. We also measured how sincere the note appeared. One possibility is that a note that is physically clipped to a menu may be seen as more sincere as it implies it was individually attached to the menu by someone, rather than mass produced as part of the menu.
Method

Participants. 998 adults with a unique IP address in the United States took part through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk in a “4-5 minute Psychology Survey” for 50 cents. Those who may have participated in Studies 5-8 were ineligible to participate. The same criteria were used to drop participants as in Study 7, including 4.7% likely coming from non-U.S. participants, 1.0% of total participants for faulty dish selection, 9.4% for smart phone use, 9.5% for waiting for the page timeout, and 0.4% for failing to answer free responses.
This left a sample of 748 participants. Of the remaining participants, 46.2% self-identified as men, 52.9% as women, and 0.8% as non-binary. The mean age was 37. Roughly 175 participants per condition, with four conditions, yields over 80% power to detect medium-small effect sizes in differences between ratings of intervention materials (d=0.30).
Procedure. Participants were given the same menu task and instructions as Study 6, followed by questions about the menu and note. 
Manipulation. Participants were randomly assigned to one of four conditions: Control, Corner Note, Clipped Corner Note, and Bold Corner Note (See Fig. S2). The Control condition did not have a note on the menu. The remaining three conditions had a text box in the top left corner of the menu that was the same size, content, and location as the Corner condition in Study 7. The Corner condition was the same as Corner condition in Study 7, but the background of the box was green. The Clipped Corner Note condition was the same as the one used in Study 7. The Bold Corner Note condition was the same as Corner Note, but the text was bolded. 
[image: ]
Fig. S2. The notes used in each condition in Study 8. Panel A: Corner Note. Panel B: Clipped Corner Note. Panel C: Bold Corner Note.

Dependent Measures. The same dependent measures were used from Study 7. Additionally, one Likert question measured the sincerity of the note ratings: “How sincere do you believe this note to be?” (1 = Not at all sincere, 5 = Extremely sincere). 
Results
We report the primary results from each condition across measures in Table S2.
Table S2
Participants’ Responses by Condition
	Measure
	Corner Note
	Clipped Corner Note
	Bold Corner Note

	Visibility
	
	
	

	Saw the note
	65.7%,
	77.4% *
	61.6%

	% read the note fully
	50.8%
	53.4%
	44.2%

	Recalled dynamic norm
	40.2%
	38.8%
	33.0%

	Norm Ratings
	
	
	

	Accurate (6pt scale)
	4.39 (1.08)
	4.45 (1.19)
	4.45 (1.13)

	Normal (7pt scale)
	4.58 (1.63)
	4.43 (1.76)
	4.71 (1.66)

	Sincerity (7pt scale)
	3.47 (1.00)
	3.39 (1.02)
	3.44 (0.94)

	Coercion
	
	
	

	2-item coercion scale
	1.78 (1.00)
	1.87 (1.03)
	1.73 (0.88)


Note: Values outside of parentheses are means (or percentages as indicated). Values in parentheses are standard deviations. All indicators of significance are in pairwise contrasts to the Corner Note condition: †p<0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.

Visibility. On average, 67.9% of participants reported seeing the note. More participants reported seeing the Clipped Corner Note than the Corner Note. Further, 49.3% of participants across conditions said they fully read the note, which did not differ significantly by condition. Participants also did not differ across conditions in whether they could recall the dynamic norm about meat consumption.
Note Ratings. The contents of the note did not differ by condition on ratings of accuracy, normalcy, or sincerity. Generally, the notes were judged as being between moderately and very sincere.
Coercion. Participants reported feeling a little coercion, with no differences by condition
Discussion 
Like Study 7, participants reported seeing the Clipped Corner Note more than the Corner Note, even though they were both now colored to increase visibility. However the Clipped Corner Note was read and its contents recalled about as much as the Corner Note. Generally, the Bold Corner note appears to have been seen, read, and recalled less by participants. There were no differences in note ratings or coercion measures across conditions. Overall, it appears that a note with a contrasting color to the menu located in the top left corner may be able to improve visibility: While the original notes used in the intervention were seen by roughly 25% – 50% of participants in Studies 5–7, Studies 7 and S2 find that the Corner note and similar variants are seen by 60% – 75% of participants.
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