Supplementary materials

Table S1	2
Tables S2.1 – S2.6	3
Table S3:	5
Orthognality/Independence of Felt Understanding and Felt Positive Regard	6
Confirmatory factor analyses	8
Figure S1	10
Table S4:	11
Table S5:	13
Tables S6.1 - S6.3:	15
Table S7:	18
Figure S2:	20
Figure S3:	21



1


[bookmark: _Toc140240547]Table S1
Cronbach’s  values for each multi-item outcome scale in each study

	Study
	Scale
	Cronbach’s 

	1
	Felt understanding
	.85

	
	Felt positive regard
	.80

	
	Trust
	.67

	
	Positive relational emotions
	.73

	2
	Felt understanding
	.93

	
	Felt positive regard
	.92

	
	Trust
	.92

	
	Positive relational emotions
	.92

	3
	Felt understanding
	.87

	
	Felt positive regard
	.87

	
	Trust
	.85

	
	Positive relational emotions
	.93

	
	Perception of ingroup-outgroup relations
	.90

	4
	Felt understanding
	.89

	
	Felt positive regard
	.90

	
	Trust
	.84

	
	Positive relational emotions
	.94

	
	Perception of ingroup-outgroup relations
	.91

	5
	Felt understanding
	.92

	
	Felt positive regard
	.94

	
	Trust
	.91

	
	Positive relational emotions
	.94

	
	Perception of ingroup-outgroup relations
	.92

	6
	Felt understanding
	.93

	
	Felt positive regard
	.92

	
	Trust
	.76

	
	Positive relational emotions
	.95

	7
	Felt understanding (Time 1, Time 2)
	.94, .94

	
	Felt positive regard (Time 1, Time 2)
	.86, .88

	
	Trust (Time 1, Time 2)
	.81, .82



[bookmark: _Toc140240548]Tables S2.1 – S2.6 
Zero-order correlations between all measured variables in each of Studies 1-6. FU = Felt understanding, FPR = Felt positive regard, TR = Trust, EM = positive relational emotions, IGR = perception of the intergroup relationship. *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001

S2.1: Study 1 
	 
	FU
	FPR
	TR

	FPR
	
	.616***
	—
	
	
	

	TR
	
	.452***
	.566***
	—
	

	EM
	
	.132*
	.335***
	.339***




S2.2: Study 2
	 
	FU
	FPR
	TR
	EM

	FPR
	
	0.731
	***
	—
	
	 
	
	 
	

	TR
	
	0.759
	***
	0.797
	***
	—
	
	 
	

	EM
	
	0.542
	***
	0.597
	***
	0.664
	***
	—
	

	Outgroupfeelings
	
	0.622
	***
	0.665
	***
	0.728
	***
	0.603
	***



S2.3: Study 3
	 
	FU
	FPR
	TR
	EM
	Outgroupfeelings

	FPR
	
	0.546
	***
	—
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	TR
	
	0.548
	***
	0.551
	***
	—
	
	 
	
	 
	

	EM
	
	0.538
	***
	0.528
	***
	0.555
	***
	—
	
	 
	

	Outgroupfeelings
	
	0.514
	***
	0.477
	***
	0.550
	***
	0.551
	***
	—
	

	IGR
	
	0.479
	***
	0.520
	***
	0.361
	***
	0.441
	***
	0.472
	***



S2.4: Study 4
	 
	FU
	FPR
	TR
	EM
	Outgroupfeelings

	FPR
	
	0.659
	***
	—
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	

	TR
	
	0.496
	***
	0.444
	***
	—
	
	 
	
	 
	
	

	EM
	
	0.477
	***
	0.365
	***
	0.276
	***
	—
	
	 
	
	

	Outgroupfeelings
	
	0.330
	***
	0.325
	***
	0.612
	***
	0.248
	***
	—
	
	

	IGR
	
	0.481
	***
	0.566
	***
	0.362
	***
	0.341
	***
	0.291
	***
	




 S2.5: Study 5
	 
	FU
	FPR
	TR
	EM
	Outgroupfeelings

	FPR
	
	0.758
	***
	—
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	TR
	
	0.670
	***
	0.799
	***
	—
	
	 
	
	 
	

	EM
	
	0.422
	***
	0.336
	***
	0.282
	***
	—
	
	 
	

	Outgroupfeelings
	
	0.590
	***
	0.665
	***
	0.744
	***
	0.263
	***
	—
	

	IGR
	
	0.582
	***
	0.616
	***
	0.611
	***
	0.283
	***
	0.550
	***



S2.6: Study 6
	 
	FU
	FPR
	TR

	FPR
	
	0.627
	***
	—
	
	 
	
	

	TR
	
	0.537
	***
	0.552
	***
	—
	
	

	EM
	
	0.125
	
	0.268
	**
	0.284
	**
	






[bookmark: _Toc140240549]Table S3: 
Manipulation check summary (Studies 3-6). In each case, the effect is of the felt understanding manipulation (understood vs. misunderstood) on the felt understanding scale. Note that the response scale ranged from -3 to 3 in Studies 3-5, and from 1-7 in Study 6.

	Study
	F(df)
	p
	2p
	M (SD)
understood condition
	M (SD) misunderstood condition

	3
	29.03 (1, 253)
	< .001
	.103
	0.91 (0.83)
	0.31 (0.93)

	4
	51.09 (1, 289)
	< .001
	.150
	0.13 (1.18)
	-0.78 (1.00)

	5
	28.42 (1, 264)
	< .001
	.097
	-0.003 (1.36)
	-0.84 (1.22)

	6
	31.06 (1, 108)
	< .001
	.223
	3.95 (1.36)
	2.62 (1.13)





[bookmark: _Toc140240550]Orthognality/Independence of Felt Understanding and Felt Positive Regard
[bookmark: _Toc140240551][bookmark: _Toc140240552]During the review process, we were asked to reflect upon whether felt understanding and felt positive regard could be truly independent, and particularly whether specific examples exist wherein one could be ‘high’ and the other ‘low’ – for instance, could someone feel they're understood non-judgmentally, but also strongly disliked.
[bookmark: _Toc140240553]On the one hand, an instance in which felt understanding may be low and perceived positive regard relatively high might be a (admittedly stereotypical) teenager’s view of their parents: they love me, sure, but they don’t ‘get’ me/what’s going on for me. 
[bookmark: _Toc140240554]In contrast, the combination of high felt understanding but low positive regard may be less easy to imagine in extremis. An example of relatively high felt understanding (at least in response to the items we use to measure it) but relatively low positive regard might be an enemy in an espionage situation, who knows a lot about ‘our’ culture, values, motivations, intentions etc., but who uses that sophisticated understanding against us. Put another way, in a war situation our enemy clearly does not regard us positively, but may be very interested in understanding our perspectives. It might be responded that this ‘understanding’ is unlikely to be experienced as ‘non-judgmental’; in turn, though, we would argue that this might be the difference between a relatively high level of felt understanding and ‘total’ felt understanding; in contrast, if an outgroup totally misreads what ‘we’ believe, then it would drag that perception down into felt misunderstanding. The actual (cognitive) understanding of ‘our’ perspectives is thus still a major component of the experience, even if it’s not the whole part.
	So, if we address the question in terms of matters of degree rather than whether it is possible to have ‘extreme’, opposed levels of either variable if the other is in the opposite direction, then we do believe that felt understanding and positive regard can be pulled apart in this way. At the same time, we don’t believe that the overall observable relation between them is truly orthogonal – they are clearly likely to be positively correlated in most situations, as is the case with many combinations of variables we accept as distinct in social psychology. The question at hand is instead whether they are sufficiently distinct conceptually and empirically to be regarded as separate things.

[bookmark: _Toc140240555]Confirmatory factor analyses 
[bookmark: _Hlk129677548][bookmark: _Hlk129677627]Prior to the main analyses in each study, we wanted to test the assumption that felt understanding and felt positive regard were empirically distinct. To do so, we conducted confirmatory factor analyses for each data set to test between a model in which felt understanding and felt positive regard are represented as distinct-but-correlated factors indicated by scores on their respective scale items (Model 1), and a model in which all of these items are specified as loading on to a single factor (Model 2). We also tested a third model (Model 3) that had a two-factor structure, but which randomly allocated the felt understanding and felt positive regard items to load on to one of the two factors. One factor was indicated by six items (three from the felt understanding scale and three from the felt positive regard scale), and the second factor was indicated by the remaining felt understanding and felt positive regard items. The rationale for testing this ‘random’ two-factor Model 3 was that potentially any two-factor solution may have a fit advantage over a one-factor solution because it can accidentally leverage the fact that the inter-item correlations are unlikely to be uniform, even if there is no multi-factor structure to them. We could therefore test whether our expected two-factor model had better fit than the one-factor alternative, and a ‘random’ specification of the items into a two-factor solution. These models are summarized in Figure 1 below. 
Confirmatory factor analyses and model comparisons
[bookmark: _Hlk129677692]	Fit indices and comparative statistics for the three models in Studies 1-8 are reported in Table 4. Model comparison involved assessing AIC and 2, and computing Akaike weights for the three models for each sample (Wagenmakers & Farrell, 2004).
[bookmark: _Hlk129677980][bookmark: _Hlk129678341]	Across all nine data sets (including two time points in Study 8), comparison of Model 2 with Model 1 suggests that Model 1 is preferable, 21 ≥ 164.22, ps < .001, AICs ≥ 161.22. Comparison of Model 3 with Model 2 in turn suggests that the ‘random’ two-factor specification in Model in some cases had no advantage at all over the one-factor Model 2, 21 = -0.02 to -62.29, and in all cases had much worse fit than Model 1. Moreover, Akaike weights calculated across all three models for each data set indicated that the normalized probability that Model 1 is the preferred model was >.9999 in all nine data sets; thus, the probability that any other model is preferable was extremely small.




[bookmark: _Toc140240556]Figure S1
CFA models tested in each sample (example from Study 7): One-factor model (A), two-factor model (B), and ‘random’ alternative two-factor model (C). Indicators labelled ‘FU#’ were felt understanding items, and indicators labelled ‘FPR#’ were felt positive regard items.
A:		B:						C:
[image: http://127.0.0.1:49173/1137cc6a-5e75-416c-9ae8-e9fdc980738f/22/res/22%20cfa/resources/f11fa7ed2f493889.png][image: http://127.0.0.1:49173/1137cc6a-5e75-416c-9ae8-e9fdc980738f/24/res/24%20cfa/resources/bdc92537d805946f.png] [image: http://127.0.0.1:49173/1137cc6a-5e75-416c-9ae8-e9fdc980738f/56/res/56%20cfa/resources/a6ffd71f634adaa2.png]



[bookmark: _Toc140240557]Table S4: 
Summary of CFA model statistics for each sample, including model fit and comparisons.
	Study
	Model
	2 (df)
	2/df
	AIC
	i (AIC)
	wi(AIC)
	RMSEA
	TLI; CFI
	2(df)from    preceding model

	Study 1
	1
	606.405 (118)
	5.14
	16035.11
	0
	>.999
	.125
	.712;.750
	

	
	2
	770.628 (119)
	6.48
	16197.33
	161.223
	<.001
	.144
	.619; .667
	164.22*** (1)

	
	3
	770.608 (118)
	6.53
	16199.31
	163.203
	<.001
	.144
	.615; .666
	-0.02 (1)

	Study 2
	1
	619.64(118)
	5.25
	9042.64
	0
	>.999
	.154
	.772; .802
	

	
	2
	807.98 (119)
	6.79
	9228.98
	186.337
	<.001
	.18
	.689; .728
	188.34*** (1)

	
	3
	801.63 (118)
	6.79
	9224.63
	181.989
	<.001
	.18
	.689; .730
	-6.35* (1)

	Study 3
	1
	382.08 (118)
	3.24
	13466.82
	0.00
	>.999
	.094
	.841; .862
	

	
	2
	707.60 (119)
	5.95
	13790.35
	323.53
	<.001
	.139
	.649; .692
	325.53*** (1)

	
	3
	704.70 (118)
	5.97
	13789.45
	322.63
	<.001
	.14
	.647; .693
	-2.90 (1)

	Study 4
	1
	454.56 (76)
	5.98
	12608.02
	0.00
	>.999
	.131
	.825; .854
	

	
	2
	740.98 (77)
	9.62
	12892.44
	284.42
	<.001
	.172
	.698; .744
	286.42*** (1)

	
	3
	734.65  (76)
	9.67
	12888.11
	280.09
	<.001
	.173
	.696; .746
	-6.33* (1)

	Study 5
	1
	386.09 (76)
	5.08
	11262.68
	0.00
	>.999
	.124
	.884; .903
	

	
	2
	708.52 (77) 
	9.20
	11583.12
	320.44
	<.001
	.176
	.767; .803
	322.44*** (1)

	
	3
	707.83 (76)
	9.31
	11584.42
	321.74
	<.001
	.177
	.764; .803
	-0.70 (1)

	Study 6
	1
	177.08 (64)
	2.77
	4406.12
	0.00
	>.999
	.127
	.883; .904
	

	
	2
	396.15 (65)
	6.09
	4623.20
	217.07
	<.001
	.215
	.662; .719
	219.07*** (1)

	
	3
	379.24 (64)
	5.93
	4608.28
	202.16
	<.001
	.212
	.673; .732
	-16.91*** (1)

	Study 7
	1
	600.75 (76)
	7.90
	11393.65
	0.00
	>.999
	.15
	.881; .901
	

	
	2
	1069.10 (77)
	13.88
	11860.00
	466.35
	<.001
	.205
	.778; .812
	468.35*** (1)

	
	3
	1044.14 (76)
	13.74
	11837.05
	443.40
	<.001
	.204
	.780; .817
	-24.96*** (1)

	Study 8 (T1)
	1
	308.68 (64)
	4.82
	11873.78
	0.00
	>.999
	.097
	.921; .935
	

	
	2
	732.59 (65)
	11.27
	12295.69
	421.91
	<.001
	.158
	.789; .824
	423.91*** (1)

	
	3
	727.51 (64)
	11.37
	12292.62
	418.84
	<.001
	.159
	.787; .825
	-5.07* (1)

	Study 8 (T2)
	1
	633.31 (64)
	9.90
	11737.47
	0.00
	>.999
	.147
	.826; .857
	

	
	2
	1389.72 (65)
	21.38
	12491.88
	754.41
	<.001
	.223
	.600; .667
	756.41*** (1)

	
	3
	1327.43 (64)
	20.74
	12431.59
	694.12
	<.001
	.22
	.613; .682
	-62.29*** (1)






[bookmark: _Toc140240558]Table S5: 
‘a’ (felt understanding  felt positive regard), ‘b’ (felt positive regard  outcome), and total effects for each outcome variable in Studies 1-6

	STUDY
	Outcome variable
	‘a’ path (CIs)
	‘b’ path (CIs)
	Total effect (CIs)

	1 (Lebanon)
	Trust
	.71 (.61, .82)
	.42 (.30, .54)
	.48 (.37, .59)

	
	Positive relational emotions
	.71 (.61, .82)
	.42 (.24, .60)
	.16 (.01, .30)

	2 (Refugees)
	Trust
	.74 (.62, .85)
	.58 (.41, .74)
	.85 (.75, .96)

	
	Positive relational emotions
	.74 (.62, .85)
	.50 (.29, .69)
	.62 (.48, .76)

	
	Outgroup evaluation (feelings thermometer)
	.74 (.62, .85)
	8.05 (4.90, 10.98)
	11.18 (9.12, 13.24)

	3 (Students)
	Trust
	.34 (.09, .59)
	.51 (.39, .62)
	.19 (-.04, .42)

	
	Positive relational emotions
	.34 (.09, .59)
	.54 (.41, .66)
	.40 (.14, .66)

	
	Outgroup evaluation (feelings thermometer)
	.34 (.09, .59)
	7.37 (5.35, 9.42)
	3.45 (-0.45, 7.35)

	
	Perception of intergroup relationship
	.34 (.09, .59)
	.49 (.39, .58)
	.24 (.01, .48)

	4 (Feminism)
	Trust
	.37 (.11, .63)
	.42 (.32, .52)
	.23 (-.02, .47)

	
	Positive relational emotions
	.37 (.11, .63)
	.41 (.26, .54)
	1.57 (1.26, 1.89)

	
	Outgroup evaluation (feelings thermometer)
	.37 (.11, .63)
	6.06 (3.93, 8.10)
	1.62 (-3.29, 6.54)

	
	Perception of intergroup relationship
	.37 (.11, .63)
	.50 (.40, .59)
	.31 (.08, .55)

	5 (BLM)
	Trust
	.29 (-.05, .63)
	.77 (.69, .84)
	.12 (-.20, .43)

	
	Positive relational emotions
	.29 (-.05, .63)
	.31 (.21, .41)
	1.37 (1.06, 1.69)

	
	Outgroup evaluation (feelings thermometer)
	.29 (-.03, .65)
	12.11 (10.31, 13.73)
	4.58 (-1.44, 10.60)

	
	Perception of intergroup relationship
	.29 (-.04, .62)
	.44 (.37, .51)
	.27 (.03, .51)

	6 (Brexit)
	Trust
	.68 (0.22, 1.16)
	.42 (.30, .55)
	.37 (-.01, .74)

	
	Positive relational emotions
	.68 (0.21, 1.14)
	.26 (.08, .42)
	-.09 (-.51, .34)





[bookmark: _Toc140240559]Tables S6.1 – S6.3: 
In Study 7, given the effect of the manipulation on felt understanding, we proceeded with pre-registered secondary analyses of a possible indirect effect of the manipulation on the outcome variables via felt understanding. These models specified condition (positive regard = 0.5 vs negative regard = -0.5) as the predictor, felt understanding as the mediator, and trust, positive relational emotion, and perception of the intergroup relationship respectively as the outcome in three separate models with standard errors estimated using 5000 bias-corrected bootstrap samples. We then re-ran these models adding measured felt positive regard as a covariate.
In the initial set of three models, the indirect effect of condition via felt understanding was positive and highly significant (b = .97, se = .104, 95% CIs = .78, 1.18 for trust; b = 50, se = .097, 95% CIs = .32, .70 for positive relational emotion; and b = .68, se = .091, 95% CIs = .51, .87 for perceptions of the intergroup relationship). However, these indirect paths became non-significant when measured felt positive regard was added as a covariate to the model (b = .02, se = .059, 95% CIs = -.09, .15 for trust; b = .01, se = .028, 95% CIs = -.04, .07 for positive relational emotion; and b = .01, se = .018, 95% CIs = -.02, .05 for perceptions of the intergroup relationship). The outcomes of these analyses are summarized in more detail in Tables 6.1-6.3 below.
Table S6.1: Analysis for trust
	Indirect and Total Effects

	
	95% C.I. (a)
	

	Type
	Effect
	Estimate
	SE
	Lower
	Upper
	β
	z
	p

	Indirect
	
	Condition1 ⇒ FU ⇒ Trust
	
	0.02
	
	0.06
	
	-0.09
	
	0.15
	
	0.01
	
	0.39
	
	0.698
	

	 
	
	FPR ⇒ FU ⇒ Trust
	
	0.36
	
	0.04
	
	0.28
	
	0.45
	
	0.48
	
	8.55
	
	< .001
	

	Component
	
	Condition1 ⇒ FU
	
	0.04
	
	0.11
	
	-0.18
	
	0.28
	
	0.02
	
	0.39
	
	0.695
	

	 
	
	FU ⇒ Trust
	
	0.51
	
	0.06
	
	0.40
	
	0.62
	
	0.59
	
	9.13
	
	< .001
	

	 
	
	FPR ⇒ FU
	
	0.70
	
	0.04
	
	0.63
	
	0.78
	
	0.81
	
	19.04
	
	< .001
	

	Direct
	
	Condition1 ⇒ Trust
	
	-0.24
	
	0.10
	
	-0.43
	
	-0.05
	
	-0.10
	
	-2.48
	
	0.013
	

	 
	
	FPR ⇒ Trust
	
	0.23
	
	0.05
	
	0.13
	
	0.33
	
	0.30
	
	4.43
	
	< .001
	

	Total
	
	Condition1 ⇒ Trust
	
	-0.22
	
	0.12
	
	-0.45
	
	0.02
	
	-0.09
	
	-1.83
	
	0.068
	

	 
	
	FPR ⇒ Trust
	
	0.59
	
	0.04
	
	0.51
	
	0.66
	
	0.78
	
	15.01
	
	< .001
	

	Note. Confidence intervals computed with method: Bias corrected bootstrap

	Note. Betas are completely standardized effect sizes

	


 
Table S6.2: Analysis for perceptions of the intergroup relationship
	Indirect and Total Effects

	
	95% C.I. (a)
	

	Type
	Effect
	Estimate
	SE
	Lower
	Upper
	β
	z
	p

	Indirect
	
	Condition1 ⇒ FU ⇒ IGR
	
	0.01
	
	0.02
	
	-0.02
	
	0.05
	
	0.00
	
	0.36
	
	0.723
	

	 
	
	FPR ⇒ FU ⇒ IGR
	
	0.10
	
	0.04
	
	0.01
	
	0.18
	
	0.12
	
	2.22
	
	0.026
	

	Component
	
	Condition1 ⇒ FU
	
	0.04
	
	0.11
	
	-0.17
	
	0.27
	
	0.02
	
	0.39
	
	0.694
	

	 
	
	FU ⇒ IGR
	
	0.14
	
	0.06
	
	0.01
	
	0.25
	
	0.15
	
	2.26
	
	0.024
	

	 
	
	FPR ⇒ FU
	
	0.70
	
	0.04
	
	0.63
	
	0.77
	
	0.81
	
	19.16
	
	< .001
	

	Direct
	
	Condition1 ⇒ IGR
	
	0.32
	
	0.09
	
	0.13
	
	0.50
	
	0.13
	
	3.42
	
	< .001
	

	 
	
	FPR ⇒ IGR
	
	0.45
	
	0.05
	
	0.35
	
	0.56
	
	0.57
	
	8.34
	
	< .001
	

	Total
	
	Condition1 ⇒ IGR
	
	0.32
	
	0.11
	
	0.11
	
	0.54
	
	0.13
	
	2.92
	
	0.003
	

	 
	
	FPR ⇒ IGR
	
	0.55
	
	0.04
	
	0.48
	
	0.62
	
	0.69
	
	14.95
	
	< .001
	

	Note. Confidence intervals computed with method: Bias corrected bootstrap

	Note. Betas are completely standardized effect sizes

	


 
 Table S6.3: Analysis for positive relational emotions
	Indirect and Total Effects

	
	95% C.I. (a)
	

	Type
	Effect
	Estimate
	SE
	Lower
	Upper
	β
	z
	p

	Indirect
	
	Condition1 ⇒ FU ⇒ Positiveemotion
	
	0.01
	
	0.03
	
	-0.04
	
	0.07
	
	0.00
	
	0.37
	
	0.712
	

	 
	
	FPR ⇒ FU ⇒ Positiveemotion
	
	0.16
	
	0.05
	
	0.06
	
	0.27
	
	0.13
	
	2.90
	
	0.004
	

	Component
	
	Condition1 ⇒ FU
	
	0.04
	
	0.11
	
	-0.18
	
	0.27
	
	0.02
	
	0.40
	
	0.689
	

	 
	
	FU ⇒ Positiveemotion
	
	0.23
	
	0.08
	
	0.08
	
	0.38
	
	0.16
	
	2.98
	
	0.003
	

	 
	
	FPR ⇒ FU
	
	0.70
	
	0.04
	
	0.63
	
	0.77
	
	0.81
	
	19.04
	
	< .001
	

	Direct
	
	Condition1 ⇒ Positiveemotion
	
	2.48
	
	0.16
	
	2.17
	
	2.80
	
	0.66
	
	15.51
	
	< .001
	

	 
	
	FPR ⇒ Positiveemotion
	
	0.16
	
	0.07
	
	0.02
	
	0.30
	
	0.13
	
	2.32
	
	0.020
	

	Total
	
	Condition1 ⇒ Positiveemotion
	
	2.49
	
	0.14
	
	2.21
	
	2.77
	
	0.66
	
	17.26
	
	< .001
	

	 
	
	FPR ⇒ Positiveemotion
	
	0.32
	
	0.05
	
	0.23
	
	0.42
	
	0.26
	
	6.78
	
	< .001
	

	Note. Confidence intervals computed with method: Bias corrected bootstrap

	Note. Betas are completely standardized effect sizes

	


 

[bookmark: _Toc140240560]Table S7: 
Summary of demographic characteristics (Study 8)
	




	W1
	W2
	p value
	W1
(N=693)
	W2
(N=576)
	p value

	
	Mapuche
(N=345, 49.8%)
	Non-Indigenous
(N=348, 50.2%)
	Mapuche (N=290, 50.3%)
	Non-Indigenous (N=286, 49.7%)
	
	
	
	

	Part.
	  1 Wave
	345 (100.0%)
	348 (100.0%)
	143 (49.3%)
	23 (8.0%)
	-
	693 (100.0%)
	166 (28.8%)
	-

	
	  2 Waves
	0 (0.0%)
	0 (0.0%)
	147 (50.7%)
	263 (92.0%)
	
	0 (0.0%)
	410 (71.2%)
	

	Sex
	  Man
	173 (50.1%)
	175 (50.3%)
	143 (49.3%)
	143 (50.0%)
	0.995
	348 (50.2%)
	286 (49.7%)
	0.842

	
	  Woman
	172 (49.9%)
	173 (49.7%)
	147 (50.7%)
	143 (50.0%)
	
	345 (49.8%)
	290 (50.3%)
	

	Age (years)
	  Mean (SD)
	38.429 (12.174)
	40.638 (12.449)
	40.117 (11.842)
	43.573 (12.621)
	< 0.001
	39.538 (12.354)
	41.833 (12.346)
	0.001

	
	  Median (Q1, Q3)
	37 (28, 47)
	39 (31, 50)
	39 (31, 49)
	43 (33, 53)
	
	38 (29, 49)
	41 (32, 51)
	

	Age (cat.)
	  18-25
	50 (14.5%)
	38 (10.9%)
	27 (9.3%)
	19 (6.6%)
	0.008
	88 (12.7%)
	46 (8.0%)
	0.040

	
	  26-35
	111 (32.2%)
	104 (29.9%)
	97 (33.4%)
	73 (25.5%)
	
	215 (31.0%)
	170 (29.5%)
	

	
	  36-45
	87 (25.2%)
	86 (24.7%)
	75 (25.9%)
	71 (24.8%)
	
	173 (25.0%)
	146 (25.3%)
	

	
	  46-55
	58 (16.8%)
	64 (18.4%)
	55 (19.0%)
	64 (22.4%)
	
	122 (17.6%)
	119 (20.7%)
	

	
	  56 or more
	39 (11.3%)
	56 (16.1%)
	36 (12.4%)
	59 (20.6%)
	
	95 (13.7%)
	95 (16.5%)
	

	Education
	  Without formal ed.
	0 (0.0%)
	1 (0.3%)
	0 (0.0%)
	0 (0.0%)
	0.036
	1 (0.1%)
	0 (0.0%)
	0.099

	
	  Primary ed., unfin.
	0 (0.0%)
	1 (0.3%)
	0 (0.0%)
	0 (0.0%)
	
	1 (0.1%)
	0 (0.0%)
	

	
	  Primary ed., fin.
	2 (0.6%)
	4 (1.1%)
	4 (1.4%)
	1 (0.3%)
	
	6 (0.9%)
	5 (0.9%)
	

	
	  Secondary ed., unfin.
	12 (3.5%)
	11 (3.2%)
	7 (2.4%)
	10 (3.5%)
	
	23 (3.3%)
	17 (3.0%)
	

	
	  Secondary ed., fin.
	77 (22.3%)
	55 (15.8%)
	50 (17.2%)
	42 (14.7%)
	
	132 (19.0%)
	92 (16.0%)
	

	
	  Prof. or tech. institute, unfin.
	43 (12.5%)
	31 (8.9%)
	24 (8.3%)
	24 (8.4%)
	
	74 (10.7%)
	48 (8.3%)
	

	
	  Prof. or tech. institute, fin.
	51 (14.8%)
	53 (15.2%)
	55 (19.0%)
	41 (14.3%)
	
	104 (15.0%)
	96 (16.7%)
	

	
	  University (4 or more years), unfin.
	52 (15.1%)
	57 (16.4%)
	35 (12.1%)
	34 (11.9%)
	
	109 (15.7%)
	69 (12.0%)
	

	
	  University (4 or more years), fin.
	79 (22.9%)
	107 (30.7%)
	98 (33.8%)
	98 (34.3%)
	
	186 (26.8%)
	196 (34.0%)
	

	
	  Postgraduate.
	29 (8.4%)
	28 (8.0%)
	17 (5.9%)
	36 (12.6%)
	
	57 (8.2%)
	53 (9.2%)
	

	Job Status
	  Independent worker
	61 (17.7%)
	70 (20.1%)
	44 (15.2%)
	56 (19.6%)
	0.058
	131 (18.9%)
	100 (17.4%)
	0.033

	
	  Employee
	219 (63.5%)
	195 (56.0%)
	185 (63.8%)
	168 (58.7%)
	
	414 (59.7%)
	353 (61.3%)
	

	
	  Student (does not work)
	20 (5.8%)
	24 (6.9%)
	11 (3.8%)
	10 (3.5%)
	
	44 (6.3%)
	21 (3.6%)
	

	
	  Unemployed, having searched for a job before
	23 (6.7%)
	29 (8.3%)
	25 (8.6%)
	24 (8.4%)
	
	52 (7.5%)
	49 (8.5%)
	

	
	  Unemployed, searching for 1st job
	4 (1.2%)
	1 (0.3%)
	5 (1.7%)
	1 (0.3%)
	
	5 (0.7%)
	6 (1.0%)
	

	
	  Retired
	4 (1.2%)
	4 (1.1%)
	8 (2.8%)
	12 (4.2%)
	
	8 (1.2%)
	20 (3.5%)
	

	
	  Pensioner
	3 (0.9%)
	5 (1.4%)
	0 (0.0%)
	2 (0.7%)
	
	8 (1.2%)
	2 (0.3%)
	

	
	  Disabled
	0 (0.0%)
	3 (0.9%)
	1 (0.3%)
	0 (0.0%)
	
	3 (0.4%)
	1 (0.2%)
	

	
	  Unpaid housework
	11 (3.2%)
	17 (4.9%)
	11 (3.8%)
	13 (4.5%)
	
	28 (4.0%)
	24 (4.2%)
	

	Marital Status
	  Single (never married)
	141 (40.9%)
	134 (38.5%)
	119 (41.0%)
	96 (33.6%)
	0.688
	275 (39.7%)
	215 (37.3%)
	0.708

	
	  Married or living with a partner (domestic partnership)
	162 (47.0%)
	177 (50.9%)
	142 (49.0%)
	155 (54.2%)
	
	339 (48.9%)
	297 (51.6%)
	

	
	  Separated or divorced
	39 (11.3%)
	34 (9.8%)
	25 (8.6%)
	32 (11.2%)
	
	73 (10.5%)
	57 (9.9%)
	

	
	  Widowed
	3 (0.9%)
	3 (0.9%)
	4 (1.4%)
	3 (1.0%)
	
	6 (0.9%)
	7 (1.2%)
	

	Children
	  Yes
	219 (63.5%)
	224 (64.4%)
	186 (64.1%)
	192 (67.1%)
	0.796
	443 (63.9%)
	378 (65.6%)
	0.528

	
	  No
	126 (36.5%)
	124 (35.6%)
	104 (35.9%)
	94 (32.9%)
	
	250 (36.1%)
	198 (34.4%)
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[bookmark: _Toc140240561]Figure S2: 
Dynamic mediation analyses for trust (Study 8) for the Mapuche sample (upper panel) and the non-Indigenous Chilean sample (lower panel), based on self-identification at Time 2. Path estimates are unstandardized coefficients, and paths without estimates were fixed as 1. The model also included other parameters which are not illustrated here for simplicity. These include ‘coupling’ paths from baseline/T1 scores of each variable to each of the latent change variables. For instance,  felt understanding was predicted by T1 felt positive regard and T1 trust, as well as T1 felt understanding. Also modelled were covariances between each pair of T1 variables. ***p < .001  **p < .01
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[bookmark: _Toc140240562][bookmark: _GoBack]Figure S3: 
Dynamic mediation analyses for trust (Study 8) for the Mapuche sample (upper panel) and the non-Indigenous Chilean sample (lower panel), using only participants whose self-identification was consistent at Times 1 and 2. Path estimates are unstandardized coefficients, and paths without estimates were fixed as 1. The model also included other parameters which are not illustrated here for simplicity. These include ‘coupling’ paths from baseline/T1 scores of each variable to each of the latent change variables. For instance,  felt understanding was predicted by T1 felt positive regard and T1 trust, as well as T1 felt understanding. Also modelled were covariances between each pair of T1 variables. ***p < .001  **p < .01
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