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S1. Pre-registration 

This study was pre-registered at the OSF platform: 
https://osf.io/8wcxb/?view_only=0a7299b4da6741d982223692a3f889cb 

S2. Ethical approval 

This study received an ethics approval (2023-015-ISGA-Mazepus) from the Ethics 
Committee at the Faculty of Governance and Global Affairs, Leiden University in The Hague 
on 3 May 2023. 

S3. Sample description 

The experiment was embedded in a larger survey that included additional between-subject 
experimental conditions. Therefore, the total sample of participants recruited is larger than the 
sample of participants who were assigned to the six conditions in the presented experiment. As 
the other experimental conditions were between-subject, they did not have an impact on the 
results. The recruitment agency was responsible for obtaining the total sample of Slovak and 
Finnish citizens representative in terms of age, gender, regions and education on the basis of 
official statistics presented below.  

Table S1. Sample characteristics Slovakia 

Demographic variables distribution in the Slovak population vs. sample  

Age group Target Response 

18-34 33% 37% 

35-54 35% 28% 

55-99 32% 34% 

Gender   

Male 48% 50% 

Female 52% 50% 

Regionsa    

Bratislava Region 11% 17% 

https://osf.io/8wcxb/?view_only=0a7299b4da6741d982223692a3f889cb
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Western Slovakia 34% 27% 

Central Slovakia 25% 28% 

Eastern Slovakia 30% 29% 

Education level   

Primary + Secondary 80% 68% 

Tertiary 20% 32% 

Note. N = 1006, a. = NUTS.  

Note. These values are for the full (including additional between-subject conditions) SK 
sample, N = 1006.  

 

Table S2. Sample characteristics Finland 

Demographic variables distribution in the Finnish population vs. sample  

Age group Target Response 

18-34 32% 31% 

35-54 33% 35% 

55-99 35% 35% 

Gender   

Male 50% 50% 

Female 50% 50% 

Regionsa    

Helsinki-Uusimaa 31% 28% 

Etelä-Suomi 21% 19% 

Länsi-Suomi 25% 32% 

Pohjois-ja Itä-Suomi 23% 22% 

Education level b   

Primary  27% 28% 

Secondary 43% 45% 
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Tertiary 31% 28% 

Note. N = 1015, a. = NUTS, b. = Eurostat 2013 

Note. These values are for the full FIN sample collected (including additional between-
subject conditions), N = 1015.  

 

S4. Experimental conditions 

Baseline scenario: the same in all conditions 

Is aged meat safe? 

Meat ageing is a process during which meat tenders and obtains a richer flavour. Recently, 
aged meat became more popular among the food industry and restaurants, but we do not 
know much about its safety. 

EFSA recommends: 

 The European Food Safety Authority (EFSA), an EU agency, carried out a scientific 
evaluation of the food poisoning risk involved in eating aged meat. In January 2023, EFSA 
published a scientific opinion concluding that aged meat does not pose any additional risks 
compared to fresh meat if aged under controlled conditions. EFSA recommends 
Slovak/Finnish authorities to enforce the following meat storage rules on the food 
industry and restaurants: 
  

• A meat surface temperature of −0.5 to 3.0°C 

• A relative humidity (RH) of 75–85% 

• An airflow of 0.2–0.5 m/s for up to 35 days 

Slovak/Finnish Parliament responds: 

However, the Slovak/Finnish Parliament members have expressed serious reservations about 
the commendations of EFSA. The Slovak/Finnish Parliament members disagree with the 
conditions foraged meat storage proposed by the European Food Safety Authority. 

Condition 1: submission & no competence 

Baseline scenario 

EFSA reacts: 

EFSA did not provide further explanations and in response to the political pressure from the 
Slovak/Finnish Parliament, EFSA issued a press release stating that it will adjust its 
recommendations to accommodate the preferences of the Slovak/Finnish Parliament. 
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Condition 2: Submission & scientific competence 

Baseline scenario 

EFSA explains: 

EFSA explained that scientific studies show that dangerous molds and bacteria (e.g., 
Penicilliumspp. and Salmonella spp.) may develop when meat is prepared in inappropriate 
conditions: too high temperature, too low humidity, inappropriate airflow, and too long 
storage time (over 35 days). 

EFSA reacts: 

In response to the political pressure from the Slovak/Finnish Parliament, EFSA issued a press 
release stating that it will adjust its recommendations to accommodate the preferences of the 
Slovak/Finnish Parliament. 

Condition 3: Submission & borrowed competence 

Baseline scenario 

EFSA explains: 

EFSA’s emphasised that their scientific conclusions have been endorsed by the most 
reputable regulatory bodies’ worldwide, for example, by the World Health Organization’s 
(WHO), the Food Safety Commission of Japan (FSCJ), the New Zealand Food Safety 
(NZFS), the Canadian Food Inspection Agency (CFIA). 

EFSA reacts: 

In response to the political pressure from the Slovak/Finnish Parliament, EFSA issued a press 
release stating that it will adjust its recommendations to accommodate the preferences of the 
Slovak/Finnish Parliament. 

Condition 4: Rejection & no competence information 

Baseline scenario 

EFSA reacts: 

EFSA did not provide further explanations and in response to the political pressure from the 
Slovak/Finnish Parliament, EFSA issued a press release stating that it will not adjust its 
scientific recommendations to accommodate the preferences of the Slovak/Finnish 
Parliament.  

Condition 5: Rejection & scientific competence 

EFSA explains: 

EFSA explained that scientific studies show that dangerous molds and bacteria (e.g., 
Penicilliumspp. and Salmonella spp.) may develop when meat is prepared in inappropriate 



 5 

conditions: too high temperature, too low humidity, inappropriate airflow, and too long 
storage time (over 35 days). 

EFSA reacts: 

EFSA did not provide further explanations and in response to the political pressure from the 
Slovak/Finnish Parliament, EFSA issued a press release stating that it will not adjust its 
scientific recommendations to accommodate the preferences of the Slovak/Finnish 
Parliament.  

Condition 6: Rejection & borrowed competence 

EFSA explains: 

EFSA’s emphasised that their scientific conclusions have been endorsed by the most 
reputable regulatory bodies’ worldwide, for example, by the World Health Organization’s 
(WHO), the Food Safety Commission of Japan (FSCJ), the New Zealand Food Safety 
(NZFS), the Canadian Food Inspection Agency (CFIA). 

EFSA reacts: 

EFSA did not provide further explanations and in response to the political pressure from the 
Slovak/Finnish Parliament, EFSA issued a press release stating that it will not adjust its 
scientific recommendations to accommodate the preferences of the Slovak/Finnish 
Parliament.  

Additional condition (baseline from another study):  

Is aged meat safe? 

 Meat ageing is a process during which meat tenders and obtains a richer flavour. Recently, 
aged meat became more popular among the food industry and restaurants, but we do not 
know much about its safety. 

EFSA recommends: 

 The European Food Safety Authority (EFSA), an EU agency, carried out a scientific 
evaluation of the food poisoning risk involved in eating aged meat. In January 2023, EFSA 
published a scientific opinion concluding that aged meat does not pose any additional risks 
compared to fresh meat if aged under controlled conditions. EFSA recommends 
Slovak/Finnish authorities to enforce the following meat storage rules on the food 
industry and restaurants: 
  

• A meat surface temperature of −0.5 to 3.0°C 

• A relative humidity (RH) of 75–85% 

• An airflow of 0.2–0.5 m/s for up to 35 days 

Warmth manipulation 
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Now imagine that following this scenario, an EFSA representative addresses the public and 
says: "Food comes in many shapes. Some are big. Some are tiny. Some are beautiful and 
shiny. Others, not so much. Some are delicious. Others, well… it’s a matter of taste. But 
whether you like them or not and wherever they come from, you can trust that your food is 
safe. And that’s thanks to EFSA who makes sure that the food you eat is safe for you and 
your loved ones." 

S5. Attention, comprehension, and manipulation checks 

Attention check 

Following out attention check results, we can reasonably assume that most participants were 
reading the survey attentively (97% of participants passed the attention check). 
 
Table S3. Attention check: “To let us know that you are reading, please pick green from the 
list of the colors below” 
 

Attention 
check 

Freq. Percent Cum. 

Green 1489 96.69 96.69 

Blue 19 1.23 97.92 

Red 11 0.71 98.64 

Orange 11 0.71 99.35 

Purple 10 0.65 100.00 

Total 1540 100.00  

 

Comprehension check 

Using a comprehension check, we tested whether our participants picked up the policy issue 
from the vignette they read. Across all conditions, most participants (93%) recalled the 
correct issue, namely the aged meat safety.  

Table S4. Comprehension check: “In the scenario you read, what was EFSA’s 
recommendation about?” 

 Condition 

  
sub_scic
omp 

sub_borco
mp 

sub_noco
mpinfo 

rej_scico
m 

rej_borco
mp 

rej_noco
mpinfo 

Aged meat 
safety 

224 225 241 230 234 229 
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Use of 
pesticides in 
farming 

7 5 6 4 6 13 

Farm animal 
care 

15 16 6 13 8 12 

 

Manipulation checks 

Finally, we have tested whether our manipulations of independence and competence were 
picked up as intended. We conducted a two-sample t-test to check whether there was a 
significant difference in the answer to the question “EFSA’s final recommendation was 
independent from the views of the Finnish/Slovak politicians (from 1- Not independent at all 
to 7-Fully independent)” across our independence conditions. The results show that the 
manipulation was successful and that participants in the Subjection condition (no 
independence) perceived the agency on average as less independent than participant in the 
rejection condition (independence). The difference (Mdiff = -.651) is statistically significant 
(t(2, 1482) = -7.5807, p < .001, Cohen’s d= .39). 
 
Table S5. Manipulation check for independence. 

Condition Obs. Mean SE SD [95% CI] 
Subjection  
(no independence) 

735 4.383673     .0610662      1.65556 4.263788    
4.503559 

Rejection 
(independence) 

749 5.034713 .0603883 1.652699 4.916162    
5.153264 

 
To check if our manipulation of competence worked, we used three questions. Two questions 
were intended to evaluate if providing additional information about expertise increased the 
agreement with these statement by comparison with the condition that did not provide it: “To 
what extent has EFSA explained the scientific grounds of its decision? (1- No scientific 
explanation at all to 7-Sound scientific explanation)” and “Based on the scenario you read; how 
would you evaluate EFSA's competence? (from 1- Fully incompetent to 7- Fully competent)”. 
The third question aimed specifically at checking is participants in the borrower expertise 
condition answered differently from the participants in the other two conditions to the question: 
“To what extent did EFSA rely on other reputable agencies to explain its recommendation? 
(from 1- Did not rely at all to 7- Fully relied)”.  
 
Providing additional information about expertise had an expected effect on the answers to the 
two first questions, see Tables S6, S7 & S8, S9.  
Table S6. Results of ANOVA for the manipulation check: “To what extent has EFSA 
explained the scientific grounds of its decision?” (N = 1494, adjusted R2 = 0.04.) 

 F df p Partial η2 

Model 30.32 2 < .001 0.04 
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Competence 30.32 2 < .001 0.04 

 

Table S7. Pairwise comparisons of adjusted predictions for scientific grounds of the decision 
(N = 1,494) 
 

   Delta-method  Unadjusted  Unadjusted 

   Contrast  Std.Err.  t  P>t [95% CI]   

 

Scientific 
Competence info vs 
No competence info   

 

    0.621     .097     6.370     0.000     0.429     0.812 

Borrowed 
competence vs No 
competence info 

 

    0.686    0.097     7.040     0.000     0.495     0.877 

Borrowed 
competence info vs 
Competence info   

    0.065    0.098     0.660     0.507    -0.127     0.258 

 

 
Table S8. Results of ANOVA for the manipulation check: “Based on the scenario you read, 
how would you evaluate EFSA's competence?” (N = 1494, adjusted R2 = 0.01.) 

 F df p Partial η2 

Model 8.56 2 < .001 0.01 

Competence 8.56 2 < .001 0.01 

 

Table S9. Pairwise comparisons of adjusted predictions for competence (N = 1,494) 
 

   Delta-method  Unadjusted  Unadjusted  

   Contrast  Std.Err.  t  P>t [95% CI]    
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Expertise info 
vs No 
competence 
info   

 

    0.260     0.089     2.930     0.003     0.086      0.364 

Borrowed 
competence 
vs No 
competence 
info 

 

    0.354     0.089     3.990     0.000     0.180      1.020 

Borrowed 
competence 
info vs 
Scientific 
competence 
info   

    0.094     0.089     1.050     0.293    -0.081      0.855 

  

 

The results of the ANOVAs and pairwise comparisons show that there is a statistical difference 
between “No competence information” condition and the other two competence conditions 
(“Scientific competence” and “competence”) in terms of providing scientific grounds for the 
decision and evaluations of EFSA’s competence. There is no statistically significant difference 
between borrowed and scientific expertise. This is in line with the intention of the manipulation 
of competence.  

Participants in the conditions that provided information about relying on the expertise of other 
reputable health agencies differed in their answers from the participants in the other two 
conditions, see Tables S10 & S11. 
Table S10. Results of ANOVA for the manipulation check: “To what extent did EFSA rely 
on other reputable agencies to explain its recommendation” (N = 1494, adjusted R2 = 0.05). 

 F df p Partial η2 

Model 36.86 2 < .001 0.07 

Competence 36.86 2 < .001 0.07 

 

Table S11. Pairwise comparisons of adjusted predictions for reliance on other reputable 
agencies (N = 1494). 
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   Delta-method  Unadjusted  Unadjusted 

   Contrast  Std.Err.  t  P>t  [95%CI] 

 

Scientific 
competence 
info vs No 
competence 
info   

 

    0.166     0.101     1.640     0.100    -0.032     0.364 

Borrowed 
competence 
vs No 
competence 
info 

 

    0.822     0.101     8.140     0.000     0.624     1.020 

Borrowed 
competence 
info vs 
Scientific 
competence 
info   

    0.656     0.102     6.450     0.000     0.456     0.855 

 

 

The results of the ANOVA and pairwise comparisons show that there is a statistical difference 
between “Borrowed competence” condition and the other two competence conditions 
(“Scientific competence” and “No competence information”). There is no statistically 
significant difference between “Expertise information” and “No competence information”. 
These results confirm that the borrowed competence manipulation worked as intended. 
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S6. Perceived legitimacy index 

 
Table S12. Observed means of the answers to questions measuring perceived legitimacy of 
EFSA (N = 1,519). 

Variable Mean SD 
Q1: Procedural acceptance 4.12 1.49 
Q2: Decision acceptance 4.19 1.49 
Q3: Trust in decision-maker 4.20 1.42 
Q4: Behavioral intentions to follow advice 4.40 1.46 
Overall perceived legitimacy of EFSA (EFSA legitimacy index) 4.23 1.28 
 
S7. Results 

Table S13. Perceived legitimacy estimated means across experimental conditions. 

Condition M SE 95% CI n 
Condition 1: Submission/No competence information 4.24 .08 4.09; 4.40 255 
Condition 2: Submission /Scientific competence 4.18 .08 4.02; 4.34 250 
Condition 3: Submission /Borrowed competence 4.34 .08 4.19; 4.50 255 
Condition 4: Rejection/No competence information 4.03 .08 3.87; 4.18 255 
Condition 5: Rejection/Scientific competence 4.25 .08 4.09; 4.40 252 
Condition 6: Rejection/Borrowed competence 4.33 .08 4.17; 4.49 252 
Mean across all conditions 4.23 .03 4.16; 4.29 1519 

Note. Participants who have completed the survey multiple times were removed from the sample. The total number 
includes participants who have provided answers to the dependent variable questions. 

 

Table S14. Marginal means across independence and competence conditions. N = 1519 

 Delta method    
   Margin  SE  t  P>t 95% CI 
Competence      
No competence info  4.134  0.06    72.97     .000 4.02; 4.245  
Competence info  4.213  0.06    73.78     .000 4.101; 4.325 
Borrowed competence info 4.337  0.06    76.33     .000 4.226; 4.449 
Independence      
Subjection   4.255  0.05    91.69     .000 4.164; 4.346 
Rejection  4.201  0.05    90.46     .000 4.110; 4.292 
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S8. Survey flow 
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S9. Country selection 

 
Table S15. Country selection: comparison between Slovakia and Finland 

Indicator Slovakia Finland 

System of governance Parliamentary republic Parliamentary republic 

Population 5.6 mn 5.5 mn 

Location Central-eastern Europe North-eastern Europe 

EU membership 2004 1995 

EP members 14 14 

Home of EU agency ELA (European Labor Authority) ECHA (European Chemicals 
Agency) 

Domestic food safety 
government agency 

ŠVPS SR (State Veterinary and 
Food Administration) 

Ruokavirasto (Finnish Food 
Safety Authority) 

Ministry MPSR (Ministry of agriculture and 
rural development) 

MMM (Ministry of agriculture 
and forestry) 

Trust in national 
government 

30% (Eurofound, 2021) 63% (Eurofound, 2021) 

Trust in the EU 50% (Eurobarometer, 2021) 50% (Eurobarometer, 2021) 

S10. Robustness checks and country effects analysis  

We conducted additional, non-pre-registered analyses to assess whether alternative analytical 
approaches—specifically OLS regression—produce results consistent with the ANOVA 
findings reported in the main text. We also used regression models to examine whether the 
experimental effects varied between participants from Slovakia and Finland. Specifically, we 
tested our main hypotheses using a series of OLS models and performed robustness checks 
with country fixed effects (see Table S16). First, we estimated an OLS regression on the full 
sample (see Figure S1). Second, we re-estimated the model with country fixed effects to 
account for unobserved heterogeneity. Finally, we ran separate regressions for each country to 
explore potential differences in effect patterns across the Slovak and Finnish subsamples. 
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Figure S1. Coefficient Plot for Model 1: Effects of Independence and Competence on 
Perceived Legitimacy of EFSA (N = 1,519) 

Across all specifications (Table S17), borrowed competence emerges as the most robust 
predictor of EFSA’s perceived legitimacy, although its strength varies by sample: in the pooled 
OLS (N = 1,519) a one-unit increase in borrowed competence raises legitimacy by about 0.20 
points (p < .05), and this effect is even larger in Slovakia (B ≈ 0.33, p < .01), but attenuates and 
loses significance in Finland. Neither independence nor scientific competence reaches 
conventional significance in any model. When we absorb country fixed effects in the full 
sample, the point estimates for all predictors remain similar but none attain statistical 
significance, indicating that between-country differences drive much of the pooled association 
for borrowed competence. Overall, these results suggest that while perceptions of borrowed 
competence are linked to legitimacy within some contexts, unobserved country‐level 
heterogeneity accounts for a substantial share of the cross‐country variation. Controlling non‐
parametrically for country‐level differences (via fixed effects) leaves only a positive but non-
significant association between borrowed competence and legitimacy. This suggests that part 
of the pooled‐sample borrowed competence effect may reflect between country differences 
rather than purely within‐country variation. 
 

Table S16. Regression analysis of EFSA Legitimacy perceptions 

  Pooled OLS 
(N = 1519) 

Country FE 
(N = 1519) 

OLS, SK 
(N = 772) 

OLS, FI 
(N = 747) 

(Intercept) 4.16***  4.01*** 4.31*** 
 (0.07)  (0.10) (0.08) 
Rejection (ref: 
Submission)  -0.05 -0.05 -0.12 0.02 

 (0.07) (0.07) (0.10) (0.08) 



 15 

  Pooled OLS 
(N = 1519) 

Country FE 
(N = 1519) 

OLS, SK 
(N = 772) 

OLS, FI 
(N = 747) 

 
Scientific 
Competence (ref: 
No information) 

0.08 0.08 0.01 0.14 

 (0.08) (0.07) (0.12) (0.10) 
Borrowed 
Competence 
(ref: No 
information) 

0.20* 0.20 0.33** 0.07 

 (0.08) (0.13) (0.12) (0.10) 
 * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

 
 
In addition, the results show that the level of perceived legitimacy of EFSA’s decision was, on 
average, higher in Finland (M = 4.40, SE = .05) than in Slovakia (M = 4.07, SE = .05). This 
difference was statistically significant (F(1, 1507) = 25.53, p < .001). 
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