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Studies 1 and 2: EROS Measure: Adaptation to government leader context
	Original Items
(Madrid, Niven & Vasquez, 2019)
	Adapted to government leader context 
(Studies 1 and 2)

	Team members were asked to rate the extent to which their leader uses behaviors to influence the way they feel.
	Instructions: As you watched the ministerial briefing, to what extent did the minister(s) use the following strategies to influence the way the public felt?

	Improving
	

	Discusses team members’ positive characteristics 
	Discussed citizen's positive characteristics

	Makes team members laugh 
	Makes citizen's see the positive

	Listens to team members’ problems 
	Indicated that they had listened to citizen's problems

	Gives team members helpful advice 
	Gave helpful advice to citizens

	Spends time to listen team members 
	Indicated that they had spent time listening to citizens

	Shows him/herself as a nice person within the team 
	Showed themselves as a reasonable person

	Worsening
	

	Talks about team members’ shortcomings 
	Talked about shortcomings in citizen's actions

	Acts annoyed towards team members 
	Acted annoyed towards citizens

	Makes unpleasant comments within the team 
	Made unpleasant comments with regard to citizens

	Shows him/herself unfriendly towards team members 
	Showed themselves as unfriendly towards citizens

	Uses the cold shoulder within the team 
	Demonstrated a coldness in their communication

	Makes team members feel guilty 
	Made citizen’s feel guilty

	Likert Scale response:
1: not at all – 5: a great extent.
	Likert Scale response:
1; not at all to 5: a great deal





Table. S1. Study 1 and Study 2: Simultaneous path analysis examining the indirect effect of IER strategies on compliance via perceived trustworthiness & negative affect (Study 2 results in bold) without controls.
	
	Perceived Trustworthiness
	Negative Affect
	Compliance intentions‡

	
	B
	SE
	p
	
	p
	CI95
	B
	SE
	p
	
	p
	CI95
	B
	SE
	p
	
	p
	CI95

	Predictor variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	IER affect-improving (AI)
	.464**
.770**
	.087
.049
	.000
.000
	.591**
.613**
	.000
.000
	.326, .670
.672, .864
	-6.19**
-.811**
	1.98
.144
	.002
.000
	-.262**
-.299**
	.002
.000
	-10.74, 
-2.86
-1.10, 
-.526
	.009
-.014
	.007
.011
	.240
.203
	.089
-.097
	.240
.195
	-.005, .025
-.037, .007

	IER affect-worsening (AW)
	.055
-.420**
	.223
.074
	.804
.000
	.140
-.209**
	.538
.000
	-.610, .105
-.571, 
-.279
	1.84
1.28**
	3.62
.213
	.616
.000

	.153**
.295**
	.006
.000
	.909, 11.66
.849, 1.69
	-.002
.004
	.012
.018
	.858
.844
	-.044
.015
	.535
.842
	-.033, .005
-.035, .037

	Perc. Trustworth. (TW)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.032*
.048**
	.014
.010
	.025
.000
	.256*
.413**
	.010
.000
	.007, .064
.029, .068

	Negative Affect (NA)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.000
-.002
	.000
.003
	.744
.627
	0.035
-.030
	.728
.628
	-.001, .001
-.009, .005

	Indirect effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AI -> TW ->Compliance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.015*
.037**
	.007
.008
	.039
.000
	.151*
.253**
	.021
.000
	.004, .034
.022, .053

	AI -> NA ->Compliance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.001
.001
	.003
.003
	.750
.638
	-.009
.009
	.735
.638
	-.008, .004
-.004, .007

	AW -> TW ->Compliance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.002
-.020**
	.006
.006
	.778
.000
	.036
-.086**
	.510
.000
	-.009, .006
-.033, -.011

	AW -> NA ->Compliance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.000
-.002
	.003
.004
	.918
.631
	.005
-.009
	.782
.631
	-.003, .007
-.011, .006

	R2
	.314** (p = .001)
.466** (p = .000)
	.118* (p =.015)
.209** (p = .000)
	.100 (p = .105)
.130** (p = .001)

	AIC, BIC
	1509, 1554
1522, 1574


Note: Study 1 N = 181, Study 2 N = 300. The standardized coefficients as well as the R2 values were obtained suing the STDYX command in Mplus. Indirect effects were calculated using the IND command in Mplus. *p < .05. **p < .01. ‡ Intention to comply was transformed using the Log10 command. 95% confidence intervals (CI95) report unstandardized effects. 


Table S2. Studies 1 and 2: Simultaneous path analysis examining the indirect effect of IER strategies on compliance via perceived trustworthiness & positive affect (Study 2 results in bold).
	
	Perceived Trustworthiness
	Positive Affect
	Compliance intentions‡

	
	B
	SE
	p
	
	p
	CI95
	B
	SE
	p
	
	p
	CI95
	B
	SE
	p
	
	p
	CI95

	Predictor variables

	IER affect-improving (AI)
	.489**
.771**
	.057
.049
	.000
.000
	.550**
.613**
	.000
.000
	.377, .602
.674, .866
	-.008
.954**
	.195
.111
	.967
.000
	-.004
.444**
	.967
.000
	-.382, .385
.739, 1.17
	.009
-.014
	.009
.012
	.311
.214
	.087
-.097
	.314
.204
	-.007, .029
-.038, .008

	IER affect-worsening (AW)
	-.445**
-.419**
	.133
.076
	.001
.000
	-.258**
-.209**
	.000
.000
	-.681, 
-.159
-.569, 
-.278
	-.035
.242
	.424
.184
	.934
.190
	-.008
.070
	.933
.188
	-.870, .822
-.125, .592
	-.030
.000
	.024
.019
	.211
.990
	-.142
.001
	.279
.990
	-.072, .020
-.041, .034

	Perc. Trustworth. (TW)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.020
.047**
	.014
.010
	.157
.000
	.168
.405**
	.099
.000
	-.004, .053
.026, .067

	Positive Affect (PA)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.001
.002
	.005
.005
	.777
.571
	.027
.031
	.767
.565
	-.008, .012
-.005, .010

	Control Variables

	SES
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.012**
-.002
	.004
.005
	.007
.714
	-.219**
-.021
	.000
.713
	-.022, -.004
-.011, .007

	Personal impact of COVID-19
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.019**
-.006
	.007
.008
	.005
.479
	.181*
-.038
	.015
.474
	.007, .034
-.022, .009

	Indirect effects

	AI -> TW ->Compliance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.010
.036**
	.007
.008
	.155
.000
	.093
.248**
	.100
.000
	-.002, .026
.020, .052

	AI -> PA ->Compliance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.000
.002
	.001
.004
	.991
.576
	.000
.014
	.991
.570
	-.002, .002
-.005, .010

	AW -> TW ->Compliance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.009
-.020**
	.007
.006
	.214
.000
	-.043
-.085**
	.168
.000
	-.030, .001
-.033, -.010

	AW -> PA ->Compliance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.000
.001
	.002
.001
	.981
.670
	.000
.002
	.980
.670
	-.005, .003
-.001, .005

	R2
	.525** (p = .000)
.466** (p = .000)
	.000 (p = .997)
.191** (p = .000)
	.179** (p = .009)
.129** (p = .002)

	AIC, BIC
	549, 601
1390, 1450


Note: Study 1 N = 181, Study 2 N = 300. The standardized coefficients as well as the R2 values were obtained suing the STDYX command in Mplus. Indirect effects were calculated using the IND command in Mplus. *p < .05. **p < .01. ‡ Intention to comply was transformed using the Log10 command. 95% confidence intervals (CI95) report unstandardised effects. 



Table S3. Studies 1 and 2 CFA comparing 1-factor and 3-factor solutions for trustworthiness

	
	χ2
	df
	p
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA (90% CI)
	SRMR
	AIC
	BIC
	ssBIC

	Study 1 One-factor model
	249
	119
	<.000
	.936
	.927
	.077 (.064 -.090)
	.045
	6313
	6477
	6316

	Study 1 Three-factor model
	193
	116
	<.000
	.962
	.955
	.060 (.045 -.075)
	.039
	6263
	6437
	6266

	Study 2 One-factor model
	351
	119
	<.000
	.957
	.951
	.080 (.071 -.090)
	.026
	11477
	11666
	11504

	Study 2 Three-factor model
	267
	116
	<.000
	.972
	.967
	.066 (.056 -.076)
	.023
	11399
	11599
	11428


Note: Estimator = MLR; χ2 = Chi-square Goodness of Fit statistic; df = degrees of freedom; p = Statistical significance; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker Lewis Index; RMSEA (90% CI) = Root-Mean-Square Error of Approximation with 90% confidence intervals; SRMR = Standardized Root-Mean Square Residual; AIC = Akaike Information Criterion; BIC = Bayesian Information Criterion; ssBIC = sample size adjusted BIC


Table S4. Studies 1 and 2: Simultaneous path analysis examining the indirect effect of IER strategies on compliance via three components of  perceived trustworthiness (Study 2 results in bold).
Note: All paths in each study were estimated into simultaneously but are separated into two tables for ease of presentation. 
Table S3(a) Direct effects of affect improving and affect worsening on the 3 components of perceived trustworthiness (mediators)
	
	Perceived Trustworthiness (Ability)
	Perceived Trustworthiness (Benevolence)
	Perceived Trustworthiness (Integrity)

	
	B
	SE
	p
	
	p
	CI95
	B
	SE
	p
	
	p
	CI95
	B
	SE
	p
	
	p
	CI95

	Predictor variables

	IER affect-improving (AI)
	.456**
.809**
	.095
.054
	.000
.000
	.554**
.593**
	.000
.000
	.303, .682
.703, .911
	.511**
.748**
	.096
.055
	.000
.000
	.594**
.574**
	.000
.000
	.357, .730
.640, .855
	.425**
.753**
	.085
.049
	.000
.000
	.509**
.608**
	.000
.000
	.287, .627
.659, .849

	IER affect-worsening (AW)
	.047
-.397**
	.236
.085
	.841
.000
	.115
-.182
	.600
.000
	-.659, .097
-.567, -.237
	.055
-.497**
	.229
.085
	.810
.000
	.128
-.239
	.542
.000
	.623, .111
-.669, -.336
	.048
-.377**
	.227
.075
	.832
.000
	.115
-.191**
	.583
.000
	-.620, .111
-.528, -.239

	R2
	.278* (p = .022)
.424** (p = .000)
	.320** (p = .000)
.437** (p = .000)
	.234** (p = .004)
.449** (p = .000)



Table S4(b) Direct and indirect effects on compliance intentions with the 3 components of trustworthiness as mediators
	
	Compliance intentions‡

	
	B
	SE
	p
	
	p
	CI95

	Predictor variables

	IER affect-improving (AI)
	.016
-.012
	.009
.011
	.076
.274
	.152
-.085
	.049
.268
	.000, .036
-.035, .009

	IER affect-worsening (AW)
	-.003
.001
	.012
.018
	.805
.933
	-.056
.006
	.378
.931
	-.034, .005
-.037, .033

	Perceived Trustworthiness Ability (TWA)
	-.009
.033*
	.027
.014
	.731
.017
	-.074
.307*
	.720
.011
	-.063, .041
.005, .059

	Perceived Trustworthiness Benevolence (TWB)
	-.016
.020
	.019
.018
	.399
.253
	-.135
.180
	.360
.230
	-.059, .017
-.013, .055

	Perceived Trustworthiness Integrity (TWI)
	.056
-.007
	.040
.020
	.155
.731
	.451
-.058
	.078
.721
	-.011, .130
-.045, .032

	Control Variables

	SES
	-.013**
-.001
	.005
.005
	.003
.859
	-.260**
-.011
	.000
.858
	-.023, -.005
-.010, .009

	Personal impact of COVID-19
	.021**
-.006
	.007
.008
	.002
.442
	.182**
-.041
	.007
.431
	.008, .034
-.022, .009

	Indirect effects

	AI -> TWA ->Compliance
	-.004
.026*
	.012
.011
	.721
.019
	-.041
.182*
	.715
.013
	-.028, .019
.005, .049

	AI -> TWB ->Compliance
	-.008
.015
	.010
.013
	.395
.257
	-.080
.103
	.355
.233
	-.032, .008
-.010, .042

	AI -> TWI ->Compliance
	.024
-.005
	.018
.015
	.173
.731
	.230
-.035
	.081
.722
	-.003, .066
-.034, .024

	AW -> TWA ->Compliance
	.000
-.013*
	.007
.006
	.949
.034
	-.008
-.056*
	.853
.023
	-.017, .011
-.028, -.003

	AW -> TWB ->Compliance
	-.001
-.010
	.006
.009
	.877
.278
	-.017
-.043
	.658
.255
	-.011, .005
-.030, .006

	AW -> TWI ->Compliance
	.003
.003
	.014
.008
	.851
.741
	.052
.011
	.572
.730
	-.034, .005
-.012, .019

	R2
	.304* (p = .012)
.116* (p = .033)

	AIC, BIC
	598, 665
1746, 1824


Note: Study 1 N = 181, Study 2 N = 300. The standardized coefficients as well as the R2 values were obtained suing the STDYX command in Mplus. Indirect effects were calculated using the IND command in Mplus. *p < .05. **p < .01. ‡ Intention to comply was transformed using the Log10 command. 95% confidence intervals (CI95) report unstandardised effects. 


Table S5. Study 3 Pairwise Comparisons across conditions
	Dependent Variable
	Condition
	Condition
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error
	p
	95% Confidence Interval for Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	Trustworthiness
	Negative affect engagement strategy
	Positive affective engagement
	-.358*
	0.103
	0.002
	-0.607
	-0.109

	
	
	Acceptance: Attention (valuing)
	-0.091
	0.100
	1.00
	-0.333
	0.151

	
	Positive affective engagement
	Negative affect engagement strategy
	.358*
	0.103
	0.002
	0.109
	0.607

	
	
	Acceptance: Attention (valuing)
	.267*
	0.100
	0.024
	0.026
	0.508

	
	Acceptance: Attention (valuing)
	Negative affect engagement strategy
	0.091
	0.100
	1.00
	-0.151
	0.333

	
	
	Positive affective engagement
	-.267*
	0.100
	0.024
	-0.508
	-0.026

	Negative affect
	Negative affect engagement strategy
	Positive affective engagement
	1.943*
	0.302
	.000
	1.216
	2.67

	
	
	Acceptance: Attention (valuing)
	1.497*
	0.293
	.000
	0.791
	2.203

	
	Positive affective engagement
	Negative affect engagement strategy
	-1.943*
	0.302
	.000
	-2.67
	-1.216

	
	
	Acceptance: Attention (valuing)
	-0.446
	0.292
	0.383
	-1.15
	0.257

	
	Acceptance: Attention (valuing)
	Negative affect engagement strategy
	-1.497*
	0.293
	.000
	-2.203
	-0.791

	
	
	Positive affective engagement
	0.446
	0.292
	0.383
	-0.257
	1.15

	Positive affect
	Negative affect engagement strategy
	Positive affective engagement
	-1.279*
	0.215
	.000
	-1.798
	-0.761

	
	
	Acceptance: Attention (valuing)
	-.874*
	0.209
	.000
	-1.378
	-0.371

	
	Positive affective engagement
	Negative affect engagement strategy
	1.279*
	0.215
	.000
	0.761
	1.798

	
	
	Acceptance: Attention (valuing)
	0.405
	0.208
	0.158
	-0.096
	0.907

	
	Acceptance: Attention (valuing)
	Negative affect engagement strategy
	.874*
	0.209
	.000
	0.371
	1.378

	
	
	Positive affective engagement
	-0.405
	0.208
	0.158
	-0.907
	0.096

	Compliance with restrictions/10
	Negative affect engagement strategy
	Positive affective engagement
	0.273
	0.326
	1.00
	-0.513
	1.059

	
	
	Acceptance: Attention (valuing)
	0.262
	0.317
	1.00
	-0.501
	1.026

	
	Positive affective engagement
	Negative affect engagement strategy
	-0.273
	0.326
	1.00
	-1.059
	0.513

	
	
	Acceptance: Attention (valuing)
	-0.011
	0.316
	1.00
	-0.771
	0.749

	
	Acceptance: Attention (valuing)
	Negative affect engagement strategy
	-0.262
	0.317
	1.00
	-1.026
	0.501

	
	
	Positive affective engagement
	0.011
	0.316
	1.00
	-0.749
	0.771


Table S6. Study 3: Simultaneous path analysis examining the indirect effect of IER strategies on compliance intentions via perceived trustworthiness and negative affect without control variables.
	
	Trustworthiness
	Negative Affect
	Compliance intentions‡

	
	b
	SE
	p
	
	p
	CI95
	b
	SE
	p
	
	p
	CI95
	b
	SE
	p
	
	p
	CI95

	Predictor variables

	Condition Dummy: Positive affective engagement (PAE)
	.348**
	.092
	.000
	.241**
	.000
	.167, .528
	-1.86**
	.285
	.000
	-.414**
	.000
	-2.43, 
-1.31
	-.020
	.027
	.456
	-.044
	.061
	-.072, 
.033

	Condition Dummy: Acceptance: Attention (AA)
	.120
	.098
	.221
	.083
	.224
	-.069, .315
	-1.41**
	.286
	.000
	-.316**
	.000
	-1.97, 
-.846
	-.043
	.033
	.191
	-.095
	.070
	-.111,
 .019

	Trustworthiness (TW)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.113**
	.041
	.006
	.362**
	.001
	.035, .195

	Negative affect (NA)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.003
	.006
	.645
	-.026
	.642
	-.015, .008

	Indirect effects

	PAE -> TW -> Compliance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.039*
	.018
	.027
	.087**
	.014
	.012, .084

	PAE -> NA -> Compliance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.005
	.011
	.649
	.011
	.647
	-.014, .029

	AA -> TW -> Compliance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.014
	.008
	.650
	.030
	.239
	-.004, .042

	AA -> NA -> Compliance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.004
	.008
	.650
	.008
	.647
	-.010, .042

	R2
	.045 (p = .051)
	.140** (p = .000)
	.135 (p = .082)

	AIC, BIC
	1837, 1890


Notes: N = 312. The standardized coefficients, as well as the R2 values, were obtained using the STDYX command in Mplus. *p < .05. **p < .01.
Reference category for dummy condition variables was the affect-worsening condition (negative affective engagement). ‡ Intention to comply was transformed using the Log10 command. 95% confidence intervals (CI95) report unstandardized effects.

Table S7. Study 3 Exploratory investigation of differences in the three components of perceived trustworthiness across conditions (Pairwise Comparisons).
	Dependent Variable
	(I) Condition
	(J) Condition
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval for Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	Trustworthiness - Ability
	Negative affect engagement strategy
	Positive affective engagement
	-.376*
	0.117
	0.004
	-0.657
	-0.096

	
	
	Acceptance: Attention
	-0.052
	0.113
	1
	-0.324
	0.221

	
	Positive affective engagement
	Negative affect engagement strategy
	.376*
	0.117
	0.004
	0.096
	0.657

	
	
	Acceptance: Attention
	.325*
	0.113
	0.013
	0.053
	0.596

	
	Acceptance: Attention
	Negative affect engagement strategy
	0.052
	0.113
	1
	-0.221
	0.324

	
	
	Positive affective engagement
	-.325*
	0.113
	0.013
	-0.596
	-0.053

	Trustworthiness - Benevolence
	Negative affect engagement strategy
	Positive affective engagement
	-.369*
	0.112
	0.003
	-0.639
	-0.099

	
	
	Acceptance: Attention
	-0.082
	0.109
	1
	-0.344
	0.18

	
	Positive affective engagement
	Negative affect engagement strategy
	.369*
	0.112
	0.003
	0.099
	0.639

	
	
	Acceptance: Attention
	.287*
	0.108
	0.026
	0.026
	0.548

	
	Acceptance: Attention
	Negative affect engagement strategy
	0.082
	0.109
	1
	-0.18
	0.344

	
	
	Positive affective engagement
	-.287*
	0.108
	0.026
	-0.548
	-0.026

	Trustworthiness - Integrity
	Negative affect engagement strategy
	Positive affective engagement
	-.330*
	0.1
	0.003
	-0.572
	-0.088

	
	
	Acceptance: Attention
	-0.137
	0.098
	0.485
	-0.372
	0.098

	
	Positive affective engagement
	Negative affect engagement strategy
	.330*
	0.1
	0.003
	0.088
	0.572

	
	
	Acceptance: Attention
	0.193
	0.097
	0.143
	-0.041
	0.427

	
	Acceptance: Attention
	Negative affect engagement strategy
	0.137
	0.098
	0.485
	-0.098
	0.372

	
	
	Positive affective engagement
	-0.193
	0.097
	0.143
	-0.427
	0.041


Based on estimated marginal means; Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni.
* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
