e

and Public Health

International Journal of
Environmental Research

Article

In Whom Do We Trust? A Multifoci Person-Centered
Perspective on Institutional Trust during COVID-19

Lixin Jiang 1*{, Erica L. Bettac 2(J, Hyun Jung Lee 2

check for
updates

Citation: Jiang, L.; Bettac, E.L.; Lee,
H.]J.; Probst, T.M. In Whom Do We
Trust? A Multifoci Person-Centered
Perspective on Institutional Trust
during COVID-19. Int. ]. Environ. Res.
Public Health 2022, 19, 1815.

https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/
ijerph19031815

Academic Editors: Silvia Pignata and

Paul B. Tchounwou

Received: 14 December 2021
Accepted: 3 February 2022
Published: 5 February 2022

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral
with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affil-

iations.

Copyright: © 2022 by the authors.
Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.
This article is an open access article
distributed under the terms and
conditions of the Creative Commons
Attribution (CC BY) license (https://
creativecommons.org/licenses /by /
4.0/).

and Tahira M. Probst 2

1 School of Psychology, University of Auckland, Auckland 1010, New Zealand

Department of Psychology, Washington State University Vancouver, Vancouver, WA 98686, USA;
erica.bettac@wsu.edu (E.L.B.); hyunjung.lee2@wsu.edu (H.J.L.); probst@wsu.edu (T.M.P.)

*  Correspondence: ljiang@auckland.ac.nz

Abstract: Institutional trust plays a crucial role when a nation is facing mega crises (e.g., the COVID-19
pandemic) and has implications for employee work experiences and well-being. To date, researchers
largely consider how institutional trust or trust in government may predict variables of interest in
isolation. However, this variable-centered perspective ignores the possibility that there are subpopula-
tions of employees who may differ in their trust in different institutions (i.e., the state government, the
federal government). To address this, we examined institutional trust with two foci (i.e., trust in state
government and trust in federal government) from a person-centered perspective. Using latent profile
analysis and data from 492 U.S.-based employees, we identified five trust profiles: high trustors,
federal trustors, state trustors, the ambivalent, and distrusters, and found that these profiles differen-
tially predicted attitudes towards and behavioral compliance with CDC recommended COVID-19
prevention practices, job insecurity, affective commitment, helping behavior, and psychological
well-being.
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COVID-19
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1. Introduction

In recent years, there has been an erosion of institutional trust in American government.
In 2020, one in five American adults said that they trust the federal government to “do the
right thing” just about always or most of the time, whereas four in five in 1964 said so [1].
Indeed, since 2007, public trust in federal government has generally fluctuated between
20% and 25% [1]

However, institutional trust, or beliefs about the degree to which the government is
honest, cares for the public, has benevolent and caring intentions towards the public, and
makes an effort in good faith to react to the needs and concerns of the public [2], is impor-
tant, especially when a nation faces enormous crises such as the COVID-19 pandemic [3,4]
because institutional trust is vital for the operation of democracy, efficient governance,
institutional productivity, societal interactions, and compliance with governmental deci-
sions [5-8].

Indeed, research has repeatedly shown that trust is a key determinant in the public’s
compliance with regulations during a pandemic [9-12]. In the current COVID-19 pandemic,
leaders of countries that rank high on interpersonal trust in the World Values survey were
able to react to the pandemic quickly, put forward a plan, and depend on the public to
comply with the new rules, leading to more collective action and less death [13]. Thus, it is
imperative to have a better understanding of the role of trust in government in shaping the
public’s reactions to a pandemic.

However, the current trust literature has two omissions. First, previous research has
mainly focused on “trust in government” in general [14] or “trust in the federal government”
in particular [15]. Yet, within the United States, there are multiple tiers of governance: the
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federal government operates at the national level and its powers are vested by the U.S.
constitution in the Congress (the legislative branch), President (the executive branch), and
the federal courts (the judicial branch). Importantly, however, under the 10th amendment
to the U.S. constitution, any powers not specifically granted to the federal government are
reserved to the states, which themselves have their own executive branch led by a governor,
legislative branch, and judiciary. Thus, for individuals living within the U.S., the federal
government represents just one of several foci for trust in government. Notably, the public
may also have varying levels of trust toward their state government.

Much of the research in the trust field has focused solely on institutional trust in the
federal government and largely overlooked whether trust in state government might make
a difference to the attitudes, behavior, and well-being of the public. Distinguishing trust
in federal government and trust in state government is especially important when facing
COVID-19 in the U.S. because the federal government delegated primary responsibility
for containing the virus to states, and the pandemic prompted different governmental
responses from each state government [16]. For example, at the time of our data collec-
tion, the federal government was led by President Trump (a Republican) who delivered
inconsistent messaging regarding the severity and expected course of the pandemic [17].
Moreover, approximately half of the states (24) were led by Democratic governors, whereas
26 were led by Republican governors. With vastly different strategies for dealing with the
pandemic informed in part by their politics, some state governors chose not to take many
restrictive actions or not to exercise their executive authority, believing that the public
should instead voluntarily use their own discretion in taking preventative measures rather
than have those be mandated by the state; in contrast, other state governors had more
sweeping responses, closing restaurants, bars, and schools and implementing shutdowns
and lengthy stay-at-home orders [18]. Because of the varying approaches across the federal
and state governments, one may expect varying levels of trust in federal government and
trust in state government.

The distinction between trust in federal government and trust in state government
can be compared to the differences between trust in the supervisor and trust in the organi-
zation [19]. It is plausible that a person may trust the state but not the federal government.
Likewise, a person may trust the federal government but not the state. They may trust
both the state and federal government or not trust either state government or federal
government. Thus, it is important to extend our current understanding of institutional
trust to incorporate both foci—trust in federal government and trust in state government.

Second, to date, the most common way to examine institutional trust and trust in
government is to ask the public to self-report the extent to which they trust the government
or the institution of interest. That is, previous research has adopted a variable-centered
strategy in which the independent relationships of trust in different foci with variables of
interest are examined. However, such an approach does not account for the ways in which
individuals may experience differing levels of trust in both federal government and state
government. For example, in the face of COVID-19, some may have trust in both federal
and state government, whereas others may primarily trust either the state government or
the federal government. In other words, distinct profiles of institutional trust may exist.
To investigate such a possibility, a person-centered approach is needed to understand the
presence of distinct subpopulations of trustors that differentially experience trust in state
government and trust in federal government. Given that institutional trust can be directed
at multiple foci, the idea of a trust-in-government profile raises questions about how
different profiles are differentially related to employees’ attitudes towards and behavioral
compliance with COVID-19 prevention practices, job insecurity, helping behavior, affective
commitment, and psychological well-being (see Figure 1 for a conceptual model).
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Figure 1. A conceptual model.

In light of these unexplored areas of institutional trust, the current study makes three
primary contributions to the extant literature. First, unlike the vast majority of previous
studies that focus on only one aspect of institutional trust (e.g., [20]), we examine two foci of
institutional trust (i.e., trust in federal government and trust in state government), thereby
providing a more comprehensive understanding of trust in government. Second, unlike
previous research that adopts a variable-centered approach (e.g., [21]), we use latent profile
analysis (LPA [22]) to explore the potential existence of distinct latent trust-in-government
profiles. LPA is designed to understand research questions that involve effects of quali-
tatively different configurations of variables that cannot easily be investigated by other
methods. In doing so, we are able to identify how different subpopulations of employees
characteristically experience distinct combinations of trust in federal government and trust
in state government during the COVID-19 pandemic. For example, there might be quali-
tative differences (or shape differences) and quantitative differences (or level differences)
between trust-in-government profiles. Third, we linked these profiles to various outcomes,
which cast light on subpopulations under which trust in federal government and trust in
state government might be more or less beneficial for employees’ attitudes towards and
compliance with governmental policies, work-related variables, and well-being indicators.
Because our study is conducted against the backdrop of COVID-19, we use people’s atti-
tudes towards and behavior compliance with recommended prevention practices that aim
to control the spread of COVID-19 to represent people’s attitudes towards and compliance
with government health policies; to comprehensively represent people’s work experiences,
we focus on employee job insecurity (a type of work stressor), workplace helping behaviors
(a type of work behavior), and affective commitment (a type of work attitude). Finally,
psychological well-being is used to evaluate people’s well-being. Thus, these three sets
of outcomes allow us to paint a complete picture of the relevance of trust-in-government
profiles that expands from attitudes towards and compliance with government health
policies to people’s working and personal life. In what follows, we more fully delineate our
proposed relationships.

1.1. A Person-Centered Approach to Trust in Government

The main aim of the current study is to identify distinct profiles of employees based on
their levels of institutional trust towards two foci—state government and federal govern-
ment. Given that this is the first study to apply a person-centered perspective to the study
of trust in government and the first to do so with two foci of trust, we adopt an inductive
approach to establish our trust-in-government profiles. We seek to assess whether distinct
profiles exist. Thus, we are guided by the following general research question:

Research Question 1: Are there distinct profiles of trust in government?

We further explore three sets of outcomes of trust-in-government profiles. Below we
discuss the rationale for examining each of these outcomes.



Int. |. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 1815 4 0of 20

1.2. Trust-in-Government Profiles and COVID-19 Attitudes and Compliance

Trust in government positively relates to the extent to which individuals believe in
and adopt recommended precautionary measures during a pandemic. For example, during
the HIN1 pandemic, previous studies have found that trust in government is positively
associated with vaccination intentions in the Netherlands [23], the acceptance of an Emer-
gency Use Authorization drug for oneself in the U.S. [14], and hand hygiene in Hong Kong
via greater understanding of HIN1 cause and HIN1 prevention self-efficacy [10]. In sum,
studies conducted in various countries have confirmed that people who trust the govern-
ment and authorities are willing to cooperate [24-26] and tend to display recommended
behaviors more than those who do not trust the authorities [27]. Thus, we pursue the
following research questions:

Research Question 2: Are trust-in-government profiles related to different levels of
attitudes toward COVID-19 prevention practices?

Research Question 3: Are trust-in-government profiles related to different levels of
behavioral compliance with CDC recommendations?

1.3. Trust-in-Government Profiles and Job Insecurity

Job insecurity can be defined as “perceived threat to the continuity and stability of em-
ployment as it is currently experienced” [28] (p. 1911). A number of factors at the individual,
organizational, and society levels have been proposed to trigger job insecurity [29,30]. For
example, Shoss identifies increased political uncertainty and instability as a predictor of
job insecurity [28]. Because both the federal and state governments establish and enforce
employment-related laws and regulations (e.g., restrictions on organizations’ ability to fire
employees) and protect the rights of employees, the public can expect security in their
employment if they believe that the government cares for their well-being and if they trust
the government to make decisions that have significant impacts on their livelihood [31].
Moreover, Keele states that “trust is a reflection of government performance” [32] (p. 242).
Thus, trust may be considered a barometer of how well government performs [33]. When
trust in government is decreased as a result of poor economic growth, employees may also
worry about the possibility of losing their employment. Relatedly, Anderson and Pontus-
son have revealed that governmental provision of social protection reduces employee job
insecurity in 15 OECD countries [34]. Thus, we propose the following research question:

Research Question 4: Are trust-in-government profiles related to different levels of
perceived job insecurity?

1.4. Trust-in-Government Profiles and Affective Commitment

Affective commitment to one’s organization can be defined as employees’ sense of be-
longing towards and identification with their employer, which increases their involvement
in the organization’s activities, their willingness to pursue the organization’s goals, and
their desire to stay with the organization [35,36]. Trust is crucial to maintain the exchange
relationship between two parties [37]. In an organizational setting, trust in organization [38]
and trust in management [39] are related to affective commitment.

Institutional trust is the belief that the government is honest and caring, has benevolent
intentions towards the public, and makes an effort, in good faith, to react to the needs of
the public [2]. Trust arises when government fulfills an explicit or implicit agreement with
its citizens. When citizens trust their government, they have a generalized expectancy that
their social environment can be relied upon [40]. Because individual attitudes and values
(e.g., institutional trust) often color the way people interpret their environments and their
relationships with this environment, it is possible that a high level of institutional trust may
facilitate the development of high affective organizational commitment. Thus, we propose
the following research question:

Research Question 5: Are trust-in-government profiles related to different levels of
affective commitment?
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1.5. Trust-in-Government Profiles and Helping Behavior

Defined as voluntarily helping others with, or the prevention of, work-related prob-
lems, helping behavior is an important type of organizational citizenship behavior [41].
Research has found that institutional trust facilitates social trust, or the belief that one can
trust strangers [42]. More specifically, social trust indicates confidence in other people,
believing that “people will manifest sensible and, when needed, reciprocally beneficial
behavior in their interactions with others” [43] (p. 457). Building on the research find-
ings that trust in the organizational setting, including interpersonal trust [44], trust in
coworkers [45], and trust in supervisors [46], positively relates to helping behavior, trust in
government may enhance helping behavior via social trust, where the helpers may expect
reciprocally beneficial behavior from the receivers of help in the future. Moreover, people
with high institutional trust also have confidence in the system and believe that the system
will punish wrongdoers [47]. Thus, trust in government may prompt helping behavior
because employees believe that the institution may induce others to reciprocate. Thus, we
pursue the following question:

Research Question 6: Are trust-in-government profiles related to different levels of
workplace helping behavior?

1.6. Trust-in-Government Profiles and Psychological Well-Being

Institutional factors impact well-being. Coleman in his seminal work proposes that
trust is one of the three major forms of social capital [48]. Expanding upon the narrow con-
ceptualization of trust in Coleman [49], trust in government can also be conceptualized as a
type of social capital [50], thereby relating to higher levels of psychological well-being [51].
For example, trust in government may allow citizens to believe that they have sustained ac-
cess to a wide range of resources (e.g., social security system [52]). Empirically, research has
indicated that trust in national government is positively associated with people’s well-being
based on data from China [53] and 15 European countries [54]. Moreover, institutional
trust has been identified as a determinant of psychological well-being by empirical articles
(e.g., [55]) and a systematic review [56]. Thus, we propose the following research question:

Research Question 7: Are trust-in-government profiles related to different levels of
psychological well-being?

2. Method
2.1. Participants, Procedure, and Measures

To test our research propositions, we gathered two waves of anonymous survey data
from 492 employed adults representing 48 states plus the District of Columbia in the United
States using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk), an online data collection crowdsourcing
tool. Data collection was part of a larger ongoing study entitled, “Longitudinal Study
of Work/Life Experiences During the COVID-19 Pandemic” (classified as exempt by the
(author institution’s) IRB; protocol #18240). To facilitate the collection of high quality data
and as recommended by Peer et al. [57], only “high reputation” MTurkers with a prior
approval rating of 90%+ coupled with completion of at least 100 prior MTurk tasks were
allowed to participate.

To reduce common method bias by providing temporal separation [58] between the
data used to create respondent profiles and our dependent variables of interest, data on
trust in federal government and trust in state government were collected in June of 2020
(Time 1), while all outcomes were collected in August of 2020 (Time 2). In exchange for their
participation, respondents were paid $3.00 for the first wave, and a slightly higher amount
($3.50) for the second wave to incentivize continued participation. Of the 492 participants
at Time 1, 427 returned to complete the Time-2 survey resulting in an 86% retention rate.
Attrition analyses indicated no significant differences between Time-2 completers and
Time-2 dropouts on the basis of sex, race, marital status, household income, age, work
hours, or education level.

Table 1 presents the demographic information of participants.
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Table 1. Demographic information of participants.

Demographic Categories Percentage
Gender
Male 60.9
Female 39.1
Race
African American or Black 115
American Indian or Native American 0.6
Asian or Pacific Islander 7.4
Anglo/White 69.8
Hispanic or Latino/a 9.3
Other 1.3
Education
Less than a high school diploma 0.3
High school diploma or GED 8.7
High school diploma plus some technical training or apprenticeship 1.0
Some college 22.8
Graduate from college (BA /BS or other Bachelor’s degree) 49.8
Some graduate school 2.4
Graduate or professional degree 15.0
Marital status
Married or living with a partner 55.7
Separated 14
Divorced 5.7
Widowed 0.5
Never married 36.6
Income
Less than $10,000 1.9
$10,000 to $19,999 6.6
$20,000 to $29,999 8.6
$30,000 to $39,999 12.8
$40,000 to $49,999 12.5
$50,000 to $59,999 11.6
$60,000 to $69,999 11.6
$70,000 to $79,999 10.1
$80,000 to $89,999 5.0
$90,000 to $99,999 4.8
$100,000 to $149,999 10.2
$150,000 or more 4.4
Industrial sectors
Accommodation or food services 49
Administration and Support Services 4.6
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, and Hunting 0.8
Arts, entertainment or recreation 3.1
Construction 3.5
Educational Services 8.1
Finance or Insurance 11.7
Health Care or Social Assistance 9.1
Information 8.1
Management of companies or enterprises 2.8
Manufacturing 8.2
Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction 0.1
Other Services 1.9
Professional, Scientific or Technical Services 13.7
Real Estate, Rental and Leasing 1.2
Retail Trade 11.3
Self-Employed 0.9
Transportation or Warehousing 3.5
Utilities 0.6
Other 2.1

Table 2 presents all measurement scales.
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Table 2. Measurement scales used in this study.

Variable

Definition

Items & Origin

Response Option Reliability

Trust in federal government
(Time 1)

Beliefs about the degree to which
the federal government are honest,
care for the public, have benevolent
and caring intentions towards the
public, and make a good faith effort
to react to the needs and concerns of
the public [2].

Read each statement and indicate the extent to which you agree or
disagree with each [2].

(1) I trust the leaders of the federal government to make decisions
that are good for everyone in the U.S.

(2) People’s basic rights are well protected by the federal
government

(3) The federal government cares about the well-being of
everyone in the U.S.

(4) The federal government is honest

(5) The federal government considers the views of the people in
the U.S.

(6) The federal government takes account of the needs and
concerns of the people in the U.S.

(7) The federal government gives honest explanations for their
actions to the people in the U.S.

1-7
strongly disagree to strongly 0.96
agree

Trust in state government
(Time 1)

Beliefs about the degree to which
the state government are honest,
care for the public, have benevolent
and caring intentions towards the
public, and make a good faith effort
to react to the needs and concerns of
the public [2].

Read each statement and indicate the extent to which you agree or
disagree with each [2].

(1) I trust the leaders of the state government to make decisions
that are good for everyone in the state

(2) People’s basic rights are well protected by the state
government

(3) The state government cares about the well-being of everyone
in the state

(4) The state government is honest

(5) The state government considers the views of the people in the
state

(6) The state government takes account of the needs and concerns
of the people in the state

(7) The state government gives honest explanations for their
actions to the people in the state

1-7 strongly disagree to strongly 0.97
agree ’
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Table 2. Cont.

Variable

Definition

Items & Origin

Response Option Reliability

Attitudes toward COVID-19
prevention guidelines
(Time 2)

The extent to which individuals
have positive attitudes toward the
recommended COVID-19
prevention guidelines [59]

Please indicate your thoughts regarding physical/social
distancing and hygiene recommendations from the CDC [59].

(1) It is important to maintain a distance of at least 6 ft. from
others when out in public or at work.

(2) Staying at home except to conduct essential tasks (e.g., grocery
shopping, medical appointments) is an effective way of stopping
the spread of COVID-19.

(3) Disinfecting frequently used items and surfaces is beneficial to
prevent spreading the virus.

(4) Frequently washing hands for a minimum of 20 s can reduce
the spread of the virus.

(5) Avoiding touching my face will help protect me from
COVID-19.

(6) When coughing or sneezing, people should aim inside their
elbow or into a tissue.

(7) The economic cost of social distancing measures is worth the
price to protect public health.

(8) Wearing a mask (e.g., N95 respirator masks, medical masks, or
fabric masks) while out in public can reduce my chances of
potentially spreading COVID-19 to others.

1-7 strongly disagree to strongly 0.90
agree ’

Behavioral compliance with
COVID-19 prevention
guidelines

(Time 2)

The extent to which individuals
comply with the recommended
COVID-19 prevention guidelines
[60]

Please indicate how often you currently engage in the following
behaviors to prevent spreading the coronavirus [60].

(1) I maintain a distance of at least 6 ft. from others when out in
public or at work;

(2) I stay at home except to conduct essential tasks (e.g., grocery
shopping, medical appointments).

(3) I disinfect frequently used items and surfaces.

(4) I frequently wash hands for a minimum of 20 s.

(5) I avoid touching my face.

(6) When coughing or sneezing, I aim inside my elbow or into a
tissue.

(7) I wear a mask (e.g., N95 respirator masks, medical masks, or
fabric masks) when I am out in public.

1-5

Never to always 084
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Table 2. Cont.

Variable Definition

Items & Origin Response Option

Reliability

What is your FUTURE EMPLOYMENT like in your organization?

[61]
My future employment is:
(1) Sure
“perceived threat to the continuity ~ (2) Unpredictable No
Perceived job insecurity and stability of employment asitis  (3) Up in the air Do’
. . . on’t know 0.97
(Time 2) currently experienced” ([28], p. (4) Stable Yes
1911) (5) Questionable
(6) Unknown
(7) My job is almost guaranteed
(8) Can depend on being here
(9) Certain
The following statements are about how you feel about your
Employees’ sense of belonging organization. Please read each statement carefully and indicate to
towards and identification with what extent you agree that each of the following statements [62].
their employer that increases their (1) Iwould be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this
Affective commitment involvement in the organization’s organization. 1-7 strongly disagree to strongly 0.94
(Time 2) activities, their willingness to (2) I really feel as if this organization’s problems are my own. agree ’
pursue the organization’s goals, and  (3) I do not feel a strong sense of “belonging” to my organization.
their desire to stay with the (4) I do not feel “emotionally attached” to this organization.
organization [35] (5) I do not feel like “part of the family” at my organization.
(6) This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me.
Read each statement and indicate the extent to which you agree or
. . . disagree with each [63].
Helping behaviors Voluntarily .helpmg others with, or 1) Iielp others who have been absent. 1-7 strongly disagree to strongly
. the prevention of, work-related 0.88
(Time 2) roblems [41] (2) I help others who have heavy workloads. agree
pro (3) I take time to listen to co-workers” problems and worries.
(4) I go out of my way to help new employees.
During the past month ... [65]
(1) How often have you been a very nervous person?
Psychological well-being The extent to which individuals g; ng ggiz izzg i’lgz ig: fiao}vlzfln?lr;ig:gcaerﬁlclllilue? 1-6 0.90

(Time 2) experience positive emotions [64].

(4) How often have you felt so down in the dumps that nothing
could cheer you up?
(5) How often were you a happy person?

none of the time to all of the time
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2.2. Statistical Analyses: Latent Profile Analysis (LPA)

All analyses were conducted with Mplus Version 8 [66] with robust maximum likeli-
hood estimator (MLR). First, we ran confirmatory factor analyses to establish the validity of
the two-factor trust construct. Second, the three-step approach was adopted to model auxil-
iary variables (i.e., outcomes [67]). In the first step, we conducted the LPA to determine the
number of trust-in-government profiles that fit the data [67]. To select the best fitting profile
solution, we considered both multiple fit values and content decision criteria. Specifically,
we used a stepwise approach to determine the number of latent profiles, starting with a LPA
with two profiles and successively adding profiles [68]. In each step, we examined seven
fit information criteria, including log likelihood (LL), sample-sized-adjusted bootstrap
likelihood ratio test (SABIC), bootstrap likelihood ratio test (BLRT), Lo-Mendell-Rubin
likelihood ratio test (LMR), Akaike information criterion (AIC), Bayesian information crite-
rion (BIC), and Entropy [69]. Although there are no cutoff scores for LPA fit statistics, the
following rule of thumb is recommended: compared to other profile solutions, LL, AIC,
BIC, and SABIC should be lower, while entropy should be larger; and LMR and BLRT
should be statistically significant at p < 0.05. Second, based on the posterior distribution
from the previous step [67], we obtained most likely class membership and determined the
profile to which an individual is most likely to belong. Finally, we assessed the auxiliary
variables in relation to the profile solution, considering the most likely class membership
and classification error rate. We employed the Mplus DE3STEP command to test the out-
comes of trust-in-government profiles [67]. Notably, the parameters that are fixed in Step
3 reflect membership probabilities, and are not directly associated with the means and
variances of the focal indicators. As the auxiliary variables are not directly incorporated
into profile estimation, this approach can account for individuals’ likelihood of being
assigned to a single profile, while simultaneously avoiding shifts in latent profiles with
the introduction of new variables in the subsequent steps [70], unless auxiliary variables
were extremely non-normal [71]. This analysis also provides Wald chi-square statistics
for examining whether there are statistically meaningful variations across all profiles on a
given variable (overall), as well as across each pairing of profiles. Following guidelines by
Spurk et al. [72], we applied MLR estimation and the full information maximum likelihood
estimation (FIML) approach because of missing values caused by dropouts over time. To
prevent local solutions, we set the number of random starts to 7000 and the final stage
optimizations to 200 [73]. See Ram and Grimm for the order of decision steps [74].

3. Results

Means, standard deviations, and correlations of variables are shown in Table 3. CFA
results in Table 4 supported the two-factor trust model as the best fitting model. Table 5
shows the fit statistics for possible latent profile structures. We first considered the two-
profiles solution, which showed the higher entropy value and a nonsignificant adjusted
LMR-test when continuing to three profiles. However, the SABIC and AIC values kept
descending with additional profiles. We chose the five-profile solution because it exhibited
the highest value of Entropy, lower LL, AIC, BIC, and SABIC values, as well as significant
LMR and BLRT values, in comparison to the two-, three-, and four-profile solutions.
Although the six- and seven-profile solution had slightly lower LL, AIC, BIC, and SABIC
values in comparison to the five-profile solution, the LMR or BLRT was nonsignificant.
Finally, the five-profiles solution showed a number of different profiles of theoretical interest
that are relatively different in content (see Figure 2).
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Table 3. Means, standard deviations, and correlations of all variables.

N M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Trust in federal 492 331 1.60 0.96

government
2. Trust in state 492 426 151 045 097
government
3. COVID-19 422 618 100 —0.07 019 ** 090
attitudes
& COYID—19 410 3.99 0.69 —0.01 0.20 ** 0.73 ** 0.84
behaviors
5. Job insecurity 399 091 1.18 —0.20 ** —0.16 ** 0.00 —0.04 0.97
g' Helping 38 550 113 019* 0.27 ** 0.19%  032%  —024*™ 088
ehavior
7. Affective 399 455 169  028* 0.28 ** 0.07 025%  —045*  046* 094
commitment
8 Psychological  45) 444 120  o018% 0.17 ** 010%  015%  —036%  030%  040% 090
well-being
Note. Reliabilities are along the diagonal. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01. Trust was measured at Time 1. All other variables
were assessed at Time 2.
Table 4. Results of Confirmatory Factor Analyses of Institutional Trust Construct.
Model e df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR
One-factor 2522.25 77 0.535 0.450 0.255 0.255
Two-factor 372.57 76 0.944 0.932 0.089 0.024
Note. CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index; RMSEA = Root mean square error of approximation;
SRMR = standardized root-mean-square residual.
Table 5. Fit Indices of Profile Indicators.
No. of Profiles LL FP SABIC BLRT (p) LMR (p) AIC BIC Entropy
2 —1301.11 7 2623.35 0.0000 0.0000 2616.21 2645.57 0.840
3 —1258.43 10 2547.05 0.1371 0.1260 2536.85 2578.79 0.763
4 —1205.60 13 2450.46 0.0129 0.0150 2437.19 2491.72 0.833
5 —1185.18 16 2418.68 0.0057 0.0071 2402.35 2469.46 0.862
6 —1165.85 19 2389.08 0.1637 0.1741 2369.69 2449.38 0.841
7 —1152.87 22 2372.20 0.0785 0.0856 2349.75 2442.02 0.831

Note. LL = log-likelihood; FP = free parameters; SABIC = Sample-size-adjusted Bayesian information criteria;
BLRT (p) = p-Value for the bootstrapped likelihood ratio test. LMR (p) = p-Value for the adjusted Lo-Mendell-
Rubin-test; AIC = Akaike information criteria; BIC = Bayesian information criteria.

Table 6 shows the mean of the trust indicators in each profile and counts of each profile
for the sample. We labeled those in the most common profile as “high trustor” (n = 130,
26.5%), showing high levels of both trust in federal government (M = 5.486) and trust in
state government (M = 5.774). The second group, termed as “state trustor” (n = 126, 25.7%),
was characterized by low levels of trust in federal government (M = 1.777) but high levels
of trust in state government (M = 5.278). We called the third group the “ambivalent” profile
(n = 117, 23.9%) because it showed medium values for both foci of trust (Mgt federal =
3.741, Mirust state = 4.170). The fourth group was called “distruster” (n = 106, 21.6%) because
they reported low values for both foci of trust (Miyust federal = 1.742; Mirust state = 1.948). We
called the last group “federal trustor” (n = 11, 2.2%) because it featured high levels of trust
in federal government (M = 4.912) but low levels of trust in state government (M = 1.928).
These results revealed two qualitatively different profiles (state trustor and federal trustor)
and three quantitatively different profiles (high trustor, ambivalent, and distruster). In
response to Research Question 1, these results suggest that, quantitatively and qualitatively,
different trust-in-government profiles exist in the sample.
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Figure 2. Standardized means in the indicators of trust in federal government and trust in state
government for the five-profile solution.

Table 6. Profile Counts and Trust Means.

Profile N % of Sample Trust in Federal Trust in State
Government Government
High Trustor 130 26.5% 5.486 5.774
State Trustor 126 25.7% 1.777 5.278
The ambivalent 117 23.9% 3.741 4.170
Distrustor 106 21.6% 1.742 1.948
Federal Trustor 11 2.3% 4912 1.928

Table 7 shows the outcomes of these trust-in-government profiles. State trustors
reported the highest level of attitudes towards COVID-19 prevention strategies (M = 6.596),
significantly higher than all other profiles, and the highest level of behavioral compliance
with COVID-19 prevention strategies (M = 4.227), significantly higher than federal trustors,
distrusters, and the ambivalent. High trustors reported the lowest levels of perceived
job insecurity (M = 0.482), significantly lower than distrusters (M = 1.187), state trustors
(M =1.012), and ambivalent profiles (M = 1.017). High trustors also reported the highest
levels of affective commitment (M = 5.369), significantly higher than all other profiles,
as well as the highest levels of helping behavior (M = 5.916), significantly higher than
distrusters (M = 5.105), state trustors (M = 5.607), and the ambivalent (M = 5.330). Federal
trustors reported the highest level of psychological well-being (M = 5.015), significantly
higher than distrusters (M = 4.061), while high trustors reported the second highest level of
psychological well-being (M = 4.781), significantly higher than distrusters, state trustors
(M = 4.374), and the ambivalent (M = 4.444). These results speak to the importance of
Research Questions 2-6, indicating that different profiles of trust-in-government relate to
different levels of attitudes towards and behavioral compliance with COVID-19 guidelines,
job insecurity, affective commitment, helping behaviors, and psychological well-being.
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Table 7. Three-Step Results for Outcomes of Trust-in-government Profiles.

Federal Trust (a) Distrust (b) High Trust State Trust Ambivalent Chi Square
(V] (d) (e)
COVID-19 Attitudes 5.892 4 6.068 4 6.252 4 c 6.596 o p.c.c 5.849 4 42,02 **
COVID-19 Compliance 3.750 ¢ q 3914 4 4105 4. 4227 10 3743 .. 21.93 ***
Perceived job %
insecurity 0.877 1.187 ¢ 0482y g 1.012 ¢ 1.017 ¢ 26.71
Affective commitment 3.714 3.804 g 5.369 ap.d.e 4572 4408, 55.438 ***
Helping behavior 4.819 5.105 .4 5916 p g, 5.607 1, . 5.330 ¢ 36.24 ***
Psychological ot
well-being 50154, 4.061 o 4781 4. 4374 . 4444 19.40

Note. The values for attitudes, compliance, job insecurity, affective commitment, helping, and psychological
well-being for each profile are means. ** p< 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Each subscript indicates that there is a significant
difference between the target profile and the other profile(s).

4. Discussion

Adopting a person-centered approach to investigate trust-in-government profiles, we
identified the existence of five distinct trustor profiles, or subpopulations: high trustors,
federal trustors, state trustors, the ambivalent, and distrusters. In turn, these profiles
were associated with different levels of attitudes towards and behavioral compliance with
governmental policy relating to COVID-19, work-related variables including job insecurity,
affective commitment, and helping behaviors, as well as psychological well-being.

4.1. Theoretical Implications

One major theoretical contribution of the current study is that we identify distinct
latent trust-in-government profiles by simultaneously examining two foci of institutional
trust (i.e., trust in federal government and trust in state government) and adopting a person-
centered approach (i.e., LPA). Our results show five profiles that vary in their level (i.e.,
quantitative differences—distrusters, ambivalent, and high trustors) and shape (i.e., quali-
tative differences—federal trustors and state trustors). In other words, the three profiles of
distrusters, the ambivalent, and high trustors indicate that trust in federal government and
trust in state government can coexist within individuals at comparable levels. Moreover,
the two profiles of federal trustors and state trustors indicate that individuals may only
trust one institution but not the other, suggesting a negative relationship between trust
in federal government and trust in state government among individuals in those profiles.
In doing so, we show that trusting in one institution (e.g., one’s state) doesn’t necessarily
mean trusting the other (i.e., the federal government). Although antecedents of these
latent profiles were not explored in this study, this may be due to individuals whose trust
in government is a function of political party. As such, if different political parties are
in control at the state vs. federal level, this may manifest as distinct profiles of trust in
state vs. federal government. This also implies that profile membership may shift over
time as power shifts from one party to another in the state and/or federal governments.
Unfortunately, because our data were collected prior to the November 2020 elections in the
U.S., we could not test this proposition.

Our results also highlight how outcomes differ as a function of profile membership. Pre-
vious research found that when the public trusts their government, they perceive government
health policies as legitimate and follow these based on positive expectations [75]. During the
current pandemic, Dohle et al. found that trust in politics and trust in science are important
predictors for the acceptance and adoption of preventative measures [76]. Interestingly, we
find that state trustors report the highest level of attitudes towards COVID-19 prevention
practices, which is significantly higher than all four other profiles, as well as the highest
level of behavioral compliance with COVID-19 prevention strategies, which is significantly
higher than three of the four other profiles (i.e., federal trustors, distrusters, ambivalence). In
other words, state trustors, who only trust their local state government but not the federal
government, were related to more positive attitudes toward and behavioral compliance with
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COVID-19 prevention measures compared to other profiles. As noted earlier, while this
was an untested proposition, it may be that state-only trustors were primarily comprised of
Democratic-leaning individuals living in Democratic-controlled states, which largely enacted
more COVID-19 prevention policies compared to Republican-led states.

Theoretically speaking, given that trust-in-government profiles reveal varying atti-
tudes toward and behavior compliance with recommendations to control the spread of
COVID-19, this indicates the importance of incorporating both foci (i.e., trust in state
government and the federal government) with a person-centered approach to understand
institutional trust. LPA allows us to identify the unique subpopulation—state trustors
who are most likely to have positive attitudes toward and behavioral compliance with
CDC guidelines relating to stop the spread of COVID-19. Doing so responds to the call f
researchers to understand factors that may account for variability in responses to COVID-19
prevention measures (cf. [77]).

On the other hand, high trustors report the highest levels of affective commitment and
helping behaviors and the lowest level of job insecurity, which are significantly different
from distrusters, state trustors, and those in the ambivalent profile. That is, trusting both
federal and state government allows one to experience low job insecurity, report high
affective commitment to the employer, and provide more helping behaviors towards others
in the organization. Both state and federal government establish the rules and legal protec-
tions for employees. Thus, trusting both institutions, which influence one’s employment
via regulations, decreases one’s perceived job insecurity. Moreover, research has sug-
gested that institutional trust influences employees’ relationships with their employer and
coworkers (cf. [78]). Thus, trusting both the state government and the federal government
facilitates the development of affective commitment towards one’s organization. Finally,
cross-national research has linked higher levels of trust in government to individual proso-
cial behavior [79]. Our research provides more nuanced evidence that trusting both state
and federal government is the key to trigger helping behaviors in the organization, given
that social trust is known to prompt employees to believe in and cooperate with others [80].

However, federal trustors experienced the highest level of psychological well-being,
which is significantly higher than distrusters. High trustors report the second highest
level of psychological well-being, which is significantly higher than distrusters, state
trustors, and the ambivalent. These findings align with similar streams of research, which
connect the government’s ability to provide a trustworthy environment with individual
subjective well-being [81]. Recent research also indicates that: a person’s perceived efficacy
of government actions is negatively associated with reported psychological distress [82].
Interestingly, our study reveals that, among all trust-in-government profiles, federal trustors
experience the highest psychological well-being. It is plausible that the federal government,
representing the highest level of power in the U.S., has most predictive power in terms of
one’s well-being. Thus, to improve one’s well-being, it is important to make sure that the
public have trust in the federal government.

4.2. Practical Implications

Our findings indicate that: (1) state trustors relate to the highest levels of attitudes to-
ward and behavioral compliance with CDC recommended prevention guidelines;
(2) high trustors relate to the highest levels of affective commitment and helping behavior
and the lowest levels of job insecurity; and (3) federal trustors relate to the highest levels of
psychological well-being. Consequently, distrusters and the ambivalent have low attitudes
towards and behavioral compliance with prevention guidelines, low affective commitment,
helping behavior, and psychological well-being, but high job insecurity. This indicates the
importance of increasing people’s trust in state government and federal government. Doing
so is particularly crucial given that trust has diminished in recent decades and has been
found to decrease amid pandemic times [23]. Indeed, the Pew Research Center found that
many U.S. adults believe that federal officials and news media withhold vital information
from the public, and report challenges discerning what is true or false on social media
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platforms [83]. Thus, a major question remains as to how to rebuild institutional trust.
Several studies suggest that institutional trust is related to government performance in the
economy, citizen participation, and transparency [84,85]. With the COVID-19 pandemic
as the backdrop, more recent research has found that governments perceived as well-
organized, able to disseminate clear messages on COVID-19, and fair, are positively related
to trust in government [79]. Together, federal and state officials can work to build trust
through several avenues, such as practicing transparency, improving political leadership
and government performance, participative problem solving, and clearly disseminating
consistent messages on governmental policies.

Our findings also have implications beyond the outcomes examined. For example,
although COVID-19 vaccination is now widely available, vaccine hesitancy is a roadblock
to achieving a high vaccination rate. Research has suggested the vital role of institutional
trust in vaccine uptake [14,23], where the public must trust the scientific community to
produce safe and reliable vaccines and the government bodies to protect the public from
harm from the uptake of vaccines.

At the organizational level, our findings indicate that management must be mindful
of their workers’ trust toward the state and federal government because such trust, or lack
thereof, has implications for employee job insecurity, affective commitment, and helping
behaviors, in addition to attitudes towards and behavioral compliance with prevention
practices and psychological well-being. For example, organizations may create a just orga-
nizational climate and have ethical leaders to facilitate employees’ trust in the organization,
their leadership, and the department (e.g., [86]). Yet it may also be important to share
information regarding the organization’s (hopefully, positive) interactions with state and
federal regulators to build stronger trust in these institutions among employees.

4.3. Limitations and Future Directions

Although our study shows the vital role of trust-in-government profiles in employees’
perception, attitudes, and behaviors, there are some limitations. First, we collected all
measures from the same source. Future studies should collect data from additional sources
(e.g., supervisors or coworkers) on constructs such as helping behavior to minimize the
common method bias [58]. Moreover, although we investigated how latent profiles of
trust-in-government are related to various outcomes using a two-wave lagged dataset, the
relationships between trust profiles and investigated outcomes are only theory driven. Like
other correlational studies, our study does not allow us to draw causal conclusions because
there might be other unexamined variables impacting the relationships among the variables
of interest. Additionally, it is plausible that some of the examined outcomes (e.g., helping
behavior) may be the antecedents of trust profiles [80]. For example, Sztompka has argued
that “trust is the precondition for cooperation, and also the product of successful coopera-
tion” [87] (p. 62). Thus, in the organizational setting, engaging in helping behaviors may
facilitate institutional trust. Indeed, experimental studies and survey-based research have
suggested that social trust is malleable, and its fluctuation largely stems from individuals’
interactions and experiences [88]. Future research may therefore consider bidirectional or
cyclical relationships in the context of institutional trust.

Second, Spurk et al. recommended a minimum sample size of about 500 to achieve
enough accuracy in identifying a correct number of latent profiles [72]. Our current sample
size of 492 participants is slightly lower than this recommendation. Unfortunately, one of
our profiles (i.e., the federal trustor) has a very small number of cases (n = 11). We kept this
profile because it is theoretically meaningful (in that it qualitatively differs from the state
trustor profile), and accounts for 2.3% of the total sample (which exceeds the rule of thumb
of 1% [89]). Although this small profile size might be an artifact of a smaller-than-ideal
overall sample size, including this profile might result in lower power, lower precision
relative to other larger profiles, and less parsimony [89]. Thus, readers should be cautious
when interpreting the results relating to the federal trustor profile, and future research
should replicate our findings with a larger sample size.
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Third, we used a convenience sample, which raises the issue of generalizability of
our findings. For example, our sample was highly educated (66% of respondents had a
college degree or higher compared to 32% in the general population) and had a higher
percentage of males (61% compared to 49%) [90]. However, our respondents showed similar
characteristics with the U.S. population regarding racial diversity (70% White compared to
76% in the population) and household income (median income ranging from $60,000-69,999
compared to $63,000 in the population) [90]. Cautions should be made when generalizing
our findings to the entire U.S. population. Future research should therefore replicate our
findings with a more representative sample.

As the first attempt, we did not examine the underlying mechanisms linking trust-in-
government profiles and outcomes of interest. Future research may continue this line of
research and examine the plausible mediators that may explain the associations between
trust-in-government profiles and outcomes of interest (e.g., social trust [91]). Relatedly,
because of our interest in the consequences of trust-in-government profiles, we did not
examine the antecedents of trust-in-government profiles. As indicated earlier, preferences
for the political party in power may in fact predict trust-in-government profiles. Similarly,
it would be important to determine whether membership in the trust profiles shifts as
elections take place and the political party in power at the state and/or federal-level also
shifts. For example, following the November 2020 election, control of the White House
and the Senate both shifted from Republican control to Democratic control. Therefore, it is
possible that individuals who were initially members of a profile with higher trust in the
federal government may have shifted to one of the profiles with low trust in the federal
government following that election. Likewise, one might observe that individuals who were
initially members of a profile with lower trust in the federal government may have shifted
to one of the profiles with higher trust in the federal government following the 2020 election.
Additionally, other major contextual events may also influence the potential fluctuation of
trust profiles. For example, the Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security (CARES)
Act made by Congress in late March 2020 is likely to be relevant to changes in trust profiles.
This act includes an aid package, designed in part to assist households in the COVID-19
derived economic crisis, with a stimulus check program offering up to $1200 for each
eligible adult and $500 per child to eligible families [92]. Using a sample based in Detroit,
Michigan, Wileden and Rodems found that those who did not receive a stimulus check
payment reported significantly lower levels of trust in the government than those who
had [93]. Together, future research may investigate the role of political party preferences
and influencing political events (e.g., changes in parties and political power) in impacting
trust-in-government profile membership and their correlates.

Indeed, the ever-changing landscape of the COVID-19 pandemic requires our adap-
tation to a new way of life, such as working from home, remote learning, contact tracing,
social distancing, and wearing face masks when going out. To cope with the pandemic,
state and federal government also constantly update their guidelines (e.g., vaccination pass
and vaccine booster) and protection framework (e.g., from Alter Levels to Traffic Lights
in New Zealand). Therefore, future research may consider these changing factors when
examining institutional trust (e.g., how the continually evolving governmental guidelines
themselves may erode or enhance trust among citizens).

5. Conclusions

“Trust is one of the most important synthetic forces within society” [94] (p. 326).
Given the important role of institutional trust (e.g., [9]), a greater understanding of trust
in government is critical. Through a person-centered lens, we use the LPA approach to
examine trust-in-government profiles with two foci—trust in state government and trust in
federal government—and their linkages with COVID-19-related variables (i.e., employees’
attitudes toward and behavioral compliance with CDC guidelines) as well as work-related
outcomes (i.e., job insecurity, affective commitment, workplace helping behavior) and
a well-being indicator (i.e., psychological well-being). This study reveals five distinct
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trust profiles (i.e., high trustors, state trustors, the ambivalent, distrusters, and federal
trustors). That is, the three profiles of distrusters, the ambivalent, and high trustors reveal
that individuals may have comparable levels of trust in federal government and trust in
state government, while the two profiles of federal trustors and state trustors reveal that
individuals may only trust one institution but not the other. Interestingly, our results also
demonstrate that each profile has differing relationships with the outcomes of interest,
where state trustors have the highest levels of positive attitudes towards and behavioral
compliance with CDC guidelines relating to control the pandemic, high trustors have
the highest levels of affective commitment and helping behaviors but the lowest levels
of job insecurity, and federal trustors have the highest levels of psychological well-being.
Our results show the benefits of adopting a person-centered approach to better explicate
institutional trust.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, formal analysis, writing—introduction and results, L.J.;
Methodology, data curation, writing—discussion, E.L.B. and H.J.L.; Methodology, data curation,
funding acquisition, writing—method, review, and editing, T.M.P. All authors have read and agreed
to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: Funding for this research was supported by a Marchionne Summer Research Grant awarded
to the third author and a WSU Vancouver Research Mini-Grant awarded to the fourth author.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Data collection was part of a larger ongoing study entitled,
“Longitudinal Study of Work/Life Experiences During the COVID-19 Pandemic” (classified as exempt
by the [author institution’s] IRB; protocol #18240).

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all participants involved in
the study.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are available on request from the
corresponding author. The data are not publicly available due to privacy concerns.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Pew Research Center. American’s Views of Government: Low Trust, but Some Positive Performance Ratings. Available
online: https://www.pewresearch.org/politics /2020/09 /14 /americans-views-of-government-low-trust-but-some-positive-
performance-ratings (accessed on 13 December 2021).

Tyler, T.R. Policing in black and white: Ethnic group differences in trust and confidence in the police. Police Q. 2005, 8, 322-342.
[CrossRef]

Helsloot, I.; Boin, A.; Jacobs, B.; Comfort, L.K. Mega-Crises: Understanding the Prospects, Nature, Characteristics, and the Effects of
Cataclysmic Events; Charles C Thomas Publisher: Springfield, MA, USA, 2012.

Van Bavel, ].].; Baicker, K.; Boggio, P.S.; Capraro, V.; Cichocka, A.; Cikara, M.; Willer, R. Using social and behavioural science to
support COVID-19 pandemic response. Nat. Hum. Behav. 2020, 4, 460-471. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Bangerter, A. Investigating and rebuilding public trust in preparation for the next pandemic. Eur. Psychol. 2014, 19, 1-3. [CrossRef]
Newton, K. Trust, social capital, civil society, and democracy. Int. Polit. Sci. Rev. 2001, 22, 201-214. [CrossRef]

Vigoda-Gadot, E.; Mizrahi, S. Prologue: The conflict between good governance and open democracy: A crisis of trust. In Managing
Democracies in Turbulent Times; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2014; pp. 1-9.

Warren, MLE. 11 Democratic theory and trust. Democr. Trust. 1999, 310, 310-345.

Condon, B.J.; Sinha, T. Who is that masked person: The use of face masks on Mexico City public transportation during the
Influenza A (HIN1) outbreak. Health Policy 2010, 95, 50-56. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Liao, Q.; Cowling, B.; Lam, W.T.; Ng, M.W.; Fielding, R. Situational awareness and health protective responses to pandemic
influenza A (HIN1) in Hong Kong: A cross-sectional study. PLoS ONE 2010, 5, €13350. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Podlesek, A.; Roskar, S.; Komidar, L. Some factors affecting the decision on non-mandatory vaccination in an influenza pandemic:
Comparison of pandemic (HIN1) and seasonal influenza vaccination. Slov. J. Public Health 2011, 50, 227-238. [CrossRef]

Prati, G.; Pietrantoni, L.; Zani, B. A social-cognitive model of pandemic influenza HIN1 risk perception and recommended
behaviors in Italy. Risk Anal. Int. ]. 2011, 31, 645-656. [CrossRef]

Brooks, D. America Is Having a Moral Convulsion. The Atlantic. Available online: https://www.theatlantic.com/ideas/archive/
2020/10/ collapsing-levels-trust-are-devastating-america/616581 (accessed on 13 December 2021).

Quinn, S.C.; Kumar, S.; Freimuth, V.S.; Kidwell, K.; Musa, D. Public willingness to take a vaccine or drug under Emergency Use
Authorization during the 2009 HIN1 pandemic. Biosecur. Bioterror. Biodef. Strat. Pract. Sci. 2009, 7, 275-290. [CrossRef]


https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2020/09/14/americans-views-of-government-low-trust-but-some-positive-performance-ratings
https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2020/09/14/americans-views-of-government-low-trust-but-some-positive-performance-ratings
http://doi.org/10.1177/1098611104271105
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-020-0884-z
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32355299
http://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000173
http://doi.org/10.1177/0192512101222004
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2009.11.009
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19962777
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0013350
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20967280
http://doi.org/10.2478/v10152-011-0002-8
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2010.01529.x
https://www.theatlantic.com/ideas/archive/2020/10/collapsing-levels-trust-are-devastating-america/616581
https://www.theatlantic.com/ideas/archive/2020/10/collapsing-levels-trust-are-devastating-america/616581
http://doi.org/10.1089/bsp.2009.0041

Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 1815 18 of 20

15.
16.
17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.
29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.
41.

42.
43.

44.

45.

46.

Brewer, P.R.; Sigelman, L. Trust in government: Personal ties that bind? Soc. Sci. Q. 2002, 83, 624-631. [CrossRef]

Altman, D. Understanding the US failure on coronavirus—an essay by Drew Altman. BM] 2020, 370, m3417. [CrossRef]

Qiu, L. Analyzing the Patterns in Trump’s Falsehood about Coronavirus. The New York Times. Available online: https:
/ /www.nytimes.com/2020/03/27/us/politics / trump-coronavirus-factcheck.html (accessed on 13 December 2021).

Strauss, D.; Singh, M. U.S. Governors and Coronavirus: Who has Responded Best and Worst? The Guardian. Available online:
https:/ /www.theguardian.com /us-news/2020/apr/17/us-governors-coronavirus-best-worst-andrew-cuomo (accessed on 13
December 2021).

Tan, H.H.; Tan, C.S. Toward the differentiation of trust in supervisor and trust in organization. Genet. Soc. Gen. Psychol. Monogr.
2000, 126, 241-260. [PubMed]

Chanley, V.A.; Rudolph, T.J.; Rahn, WM. The origins and consequences of public trust in government: A time series analysis.
Public Opin. Q. 2000, 64, 239-256. [CrossRef]

Chanley, V.A. Trust in Government in the Aftermath of 9/11: Determinants and Consequences. Polit. Psychol. 2002, 23, 469-483.
[CrossRef]

Marsh, HW.,; Lidtke, O.; Trautwein, U.; Morin, A.]. Classical latent profile analysis of academic self-concept dimensions: Synergy
of person-and variable-centered approaches to theoretical models of self-concept. Struct. Equ. Model. A Multidiscip. ]. 2009, 16,
191-225. [CrossRef]

van der Weerd, W.; Timmermans, D.R.; Beaujean, D.].; Oudhoff, J.; van Steenbergen, J.E. Monitoring the level of government trust,
risk perception and intention of the general public to adopt protective measures during the influenza A (HIN1) pandemic in the
Netherlands. BMC Public Health 2011, 11, 575. [CrossRef]

Earle, T.C.; Cvetkovich, G. Culture, cosmopolitanism, and risk management. Risk Anal. 1997, 17, 55-65. [CrossRef]

Nakayachi, K.; Cvetkovich, G. Public trust in government concerning tobacco control in Japan. Risk Anal. Int. J. 2010, 30, 143-152.
[CrossRef]

Siegrist, M.; Cvetkovich, G.; Roth, C. Salient value similarity, social trust, and risk /benefit perception. Risk Anal. 2000, 20, 353-362.
[CrossRef]

Siegrist, M.; Zingg, A. The role of public trust during pandemics: Implications for crisis communication. Eur. Psychol. 2014, 19, 23.
[CrossRef]

Shoss, M.K. Job insecurity: An integrative review and agenda for future research. J. Manag. 2017, 43, 1911-1939. [CrossRef]
Jiang, L.; Xu, X.; Wang, H.-J. A resources—demands approach to sources of job insecurity: A multilevel meta-analytic investigation.
J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2021, 26, 108-126. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Probst, TM.; Jiang, L.; Benson, W.L. Job insecurity and anticipated job loss: A primer and exploration of possible interventions. In
The Oxford Handbook of Job Loss and Job Search; Klehe, U., van Hooft, E., Eds.; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2018; pp. 31-53.
Wroe, A. Political trust and job insecurity in 18 European polities. J. Trust. Res. 2014, 4, 90-112. [CrossRef]

Keele, L. The authorities really do matter: Party control and trust in government. J. Politics 2005, 67, 873-886. [CrossRef]
Bovens, M.; Wille, A. Deciphering the Dutch drop: Ten explanations for decreasing political trust in the Netherlands. Int. Rev.
Adm. Sci. 2008, 74, 283-305. [CrossRef]

Anderson, C.J.; Pontusson, J. Workers, worries and welfare states: Social protection and job insecurity in 15 OECD countries. Eur.
J. Polit. Res. 2007, 46, 211-235. [CrossRef]

Meyer, J.P,; Allen, N.J. A three-component conceptualization of organizational commitment. Hum. Resour. Manag. Rev. 1991, 7,
61-89. [CrossRef]

Mowday, R.T.; Porter, L.W.; Steers, R.M. Employee-Organizational Linkages: The Psychology of Commitment, Absenteeism, and Turnover;
Academic Press: San Diego, CA, USA, 1982.

McCauley, D.P; Kuhnert, K.W. A theoretical review and empirical investigation of employee trust in management. Public Adm. Q.
1992, 16, 265-284.

Guh, W.Y;; Lin, S.P; Fan, CJ.; Yang, C.F. Effects of organizational justice on organizational citizenship behaviors: Mediating
effects of institutional trust and affective commitment. Psychol. Rep. 2013, 112, 818-834. [CrossRef]

Nyhan, R.C. Increasing affective organizational commitment in public organizations: The key role of interpersonal trust. Rev.
Public Pers. Adm. 1999, 19, 58-70. [CrossRef]

Lee, Y. Gender equity and trust in government: Evidence from South Korea. Sex. Gend. Policy 2019, 2, 132-142. [CrossRef]
Podsakoff, PM.; MacKenzie, S.B.; Paine, J.B.; Bachrach, D.G. Organizational citizenship behaviors: A critical review of the
theoretical and empirical literature and suggestions for future research. . Manag. 2000, 26, 513-563. [CrossRef]

Uslaner, E.M. The Moral Foundations of Trust; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 2002.

Welch, ML.R;; Rivera, R.E.; Conway, B.P,; Yonkoski, J.; Lupton, PM.; Giancola, R. Determinants and consequences of social trust.
Sociol. Inq. 2005, 75, 453-473. [CrossRef]

Singh, U.; Srivastava, K.B. Organizational trust and organizational citizenship behaviour. Glob. Bus. Rev. 2016, 17, 594-609.
[CrossRef]

Halbesleben, J.R.; Wheeler, A.R. To invest or not? The role of coworker support and trust in daily reciprocal gain spirals of
helping behavior. J. Manag. 2015, 41, 1628-1650. [CrossRef]

Poon, ].M. Trust-in-supervisor and helping coworkers: Moderating effect of perceived politics. |. Manag. Psychol. 2006, 21,
518-532. [CrossRef]


http://doi.org/10.1111/1540-6237.00105
http://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.m3417
https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/27/us/politics/trump-coronavirus-factcheck.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/27/us/politics/trump-coronavirus-factcheck.html
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2020/apr/17/us-governors-coronavirus-best-worst-andrew-cuomo
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10846623
http://doi.org/10.1086/317987
http://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00294
http://doi.org/10.1080/10705510902751010
http://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-11-575
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.1997.tb00843.x
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2009.01306.x
http://doi.org/10.1111/0272-4332.203034
http://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000169
http://doi.org/10.1177/0149206317691574
http://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000267
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33119333
http://doi.org/10.1080/21515581.2014.957291
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2508.2005.00343.x
http://doi.org/10.1177/0020852308091135
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.2007.00692.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/1053-4822(91)90011-Z
http://doi.org/10.2466/01.21.PR0.112.3.818-834
http://doi.org/10.1177/0734371X9901900305
http://doi.org/10.1002/sgp2.12008
http://doi.org/10.1177/014920630002600307
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-682X.2005.00132.x
http://doi.org/10.1177/0972150916630804
http://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312455246
http://doi.org/10.1108/02683940610684373

Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 1815 19 of 20

47.

48.
49.

50.

51.
52.

53.

54.
55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.
67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.
74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

McKnight, D.H.; Cummings, L.L.; Chervany, N.L. Initial trust formation in new organizational relationships. Acad. Manag. Rev.
1998, 23, 472-490. [CrossRef]

Coleman, J.S. Social capital in the creation of human capital. Am. J. Sociol. 1988, 94, S95-5120. [CrossRef]

Allum, N.; Patulny, R.; Read, S.; Sturgis, P. Re-evaluating the links between social trust, institutional trust and civic association. In
Spatial and Social Disparities; Springer: Dordrecht, The Netherlands, 2010; pp. 199-215.

Paxton, P. Association memberships and generalized trust: A multilevel model across 31 countries. Soc. Forces 2007, 86, 47-76.
[CrossRef]

Hobfoll, S.E. Conservation of resources: A new attempt at conceptualizing stress. Am. Psychol. 1989, 44, 513. [CrossRef]
Murayama, H.; Taguchi, A.; Ryu, S.; Nagata, S.; Murashima, S. Institutional trust in the national social security and municipal
healthcare systems for the elderly in Japan. Health Promot. Int. 2012, 27, 394-404. [CrossRef]

Zhang, Z.; Zhang, ]. Belief in a just world mediates the relationship between institutional trust and life satisfaction among the
elderly in China. Personal. Individ. Differ. 2015, 83, 164-169. [CrossRef]

Hudson, J. Institutional trust and subjective well-being across the EU. Kyklos 2006, 59, 43-62. [CrossRef]

Leung, A.; Kier, C.; Fung, T.; Fung, L.; Sproule, R. Searching for happiness: The importance of social capital. ]. Happiness Stud.
2011, 12, 443-462. [CrossRef]

Dolan, P,; Peasgood, T.; White, M. Do we really know what makes us happy? A review of the economic literature on the factors
associated with subjective well-being. J. Econ. Psychol. 2008, 29, 94-122. [CrossRef]

Peer, E.; Vosgerau, J.; Acquisti, A. Reputation as a sufficient condition for data quality on Amazon Mechanical Turk. Behav. Res.
Methods 2014, 46, 1023-1031. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Podsakoff, PM.; MacKenzie, S.B.; Podsakoff, N.P. Sources of method bias in social science research and recommendations on how
to control it. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 2012, 63, 539-569. [CrossRef]

Bazzoli, A.; Probst, TM.; Lee, H.]. Economic stressors, COVID-19 attitudes, worry, and behaviors among US working adults: A
mixture analysis. Int. ]. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 2338. [CrossRef]

Probst, TM.; Lee, H.]J.; Bazzoli, A. Economic stressors and the enactment of CDC-recommended COVID-19 prevention behaviors:
The impact of state-level context. J. Appl. Psychol. 2020, 105, 1397-1407. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Probst, T.M. Development and validation of the Job Security Index and the Job Security Satisfaction Scale: A classical test theory
and IRT approach. . Occup. Organ. Psychol. 2003, 76, 451-467. [CrossRef]

Meyer, ].P.; Allen, N.J.; Smith, C.A. Commitment to organizations and occupations: Extension and test of a three-component
conceptualization. J. Appl. Psychol. 1993, 78, 538-551. [CrossRef]

Williams, L.J.; Anderson, S.E. Job satisfaction and organizational commitment as predictors of organizational citizenship and
in-role behaviors. J. Manag. 1991, 17, 601-617. [CrossRef]

Diener, E. Subjective well-being: The science of happiness and a proposal for a national index. Am. Psychol. 2000, 55, 34—43.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

McHorney, C.A.; Ware, J.E., Jr. Construction and validation of an alternate form general mental health scale for the Medical
Outcomes Study Short-Form 36-Item Health Survey. Med. Care 1995, 33, 15-28. [CrossRef]

Muthén, L.K.; Muthén, B.O. Mplus User’s Guide, 8th ed.; Muthén & Muthén: Los Angeles, CA, USA, 2017.

Asparouhov, T.; Muthén, B. Auxiliary variables in mixture modeling: Three-step approaches using M plus. Struct. Equ. Model.
2014, 21, 329-341. [CrossRef]

Nylund, K.L.; Asparouhov, T.; Muthén, B.O. Deciding on the number of classes in latent class analysis and growth mixture
modeling: A Monte Carlo simulation study. Struct. Equ. Model. 2007, 14, 535-569. [CrossRef]

Morin, A.].; Morizot, J.; Boudrias, ].S.; Madore, I. A multifoci person-centered perspective on workplace affective commitment: A
latent profile/factor mixture analysis. Organ. Res. Methods 2011, 14, 58-90. [CrossRef]

Nylund-Gibson, K.; Grimm, R.; Quirk, M.; Furlong, M. A latent transition mixture model using the three-step specification. Struct.
Equ. Model. A Multidiscip. J. 2014, 21, 439-454. [CrossRef]

Bakk, Z.; Vermunt, ].K. Robustness of stepwise latent class modeling with continuous distal outcomes. Struct. Equ. Model. A
Multidiscip. ]. 2016, 23, 20-31. [CrossRef]

Spurk, D.; Hirschi, A.; Wang, M.; Valero, D.; Kauffeld, S. Latent profile analysis: A review and “how to” guide of its application
within vocational behavior research. J. Vocat. Behav. 2020, 120, 103445. [CrossRef]

Hipp, J.R.; Bauer, D.]. Local solutions in the estimation of growth mixture models. Psychol. Methods 2006, 11, 36-53. [CrossRef]
Ram, N.; Grimm, K.J. Methods and measures: Growth mixture modeling: A method for identifying differences in longitudinal
change among unobserved groups. Int. J. Behav. Dev. 2009, 33, 565-576. [CrossRef]

Meyer, S.B.; Mamerow, L.; Taylor, A.W.; Henderson, J.; Ward, PR.; Coveney, ]. Demographic indicators of trust in federal, state
and local government: Implications for Australian health policy makers. Aust. Health Rev. 2012, 37, 11-18. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Dohle, S.; Wingen, T.; Schreiber, M. Acceptance and adoption of protective measures during the COVID-19 pandemic: The role of
trust in politics and trust in science. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 2020, 15, 1-23. [CrossRef]

Rosenfeld, D.L.; Balcetis, E.; Bastian, B.; Berkman, E.T.; Bosson, ].K.; Brannon, T.N.; Tomiyama, A.]. Psychological science in the
wake of COVID-19: Social, methodological, and meta-scientific considerations. Perspect. Psychol. Sci. 2021. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Pearce, J.L.; Branyiczki, I; Bigley, G.A. Insufficient bureaucracy: Trust and commitment in particularistic organizations. Organ.
Sci. 2000, 11, 148-162. [CrossRef]


http://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1998.926622
http://doi.org/10.1086/228943
http://doi.org/10.1353/sof.2007.0107
http://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.44.3.513
http://doi.org/10.1093/heapro/dar052
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.04.015
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6435.2006.00319.x
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-010-9208-8
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2007.09.001
http://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-013-0434-y
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24356996
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18052338
http://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000797
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33271028
http://doi.org/10.1348/096317903322591587
http://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.78.4.538
http://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700305
http://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.34
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11392863
http://doi.org/10.1097/00005650-199501000-00002
http://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.915181
http://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701575396
http://doi.org/10.1177/1094428109356476
http://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.915375
http://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.955104
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103445
http://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.11.1.36
http://doi.org/10.1177/0165025409343765
http://doi.org/10.1071/AH11073
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23116546
http://doi.org/10.32872/spb.4315
http://doi.org/10.1177/1745691621999374
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34597198
http://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.11.2.148.12508

Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 1815 20 of 20

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.
88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

Han, Q.; Zheng, B.; Cristea, M.; Agostini, M.; Belanger, ]J.J.; Giitzkow, B.; Kreienkamp, J.; Reitsema, A.M.; van Breen, J;
Abakoumkin, G.; et al. Trust in government and its associations with health behaviour and prosocial behaviour during the
COVID-19 pandemic. Psychol. Med. 2021, 1-11. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Newton, K,; Stolle, D.; Zmerli, S. Social and political trust. Oxf. Handb. Soc. Polit. Trust. 2018, 37, 961-976.

Helliwell, J.F.; Huang, H. How’s your government? International evidence linking good government and well-being. Br. J. Polit.
Sci. 2008, 38, 595-619. [CrossRef]

Meekelee, M.].; Reggev, N.; Dutra, N.; Tamayo, R.M.; Silva-Sobrinho, R.A.; Klevjer, K.; Pfuhl, G. Perceived efficacy of COVID-19
restrictions, reactions and their impact on mental health during the early phase of the outbreak in six countries. R. Soc. Open Sci.
2020, 7, 200644. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Pew Research Center Trust and Distrust in America. Available online: https:/ /www.pewresearch.org/politics /2019/07 /22 / trust-
and-distrust-in-america (accessed on 13 December 2021).

Barnett, J.; Cooper, H.; Senior, V. Belief in public efficacy, trust, and attitudes toward modern genetic science. Risk Anal. Int. ].
2007, 27, 921-933. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Kim, S. Public trust in government in Japan and South Korea: Does the rise of critical citizens matter? Public Adm. Rev. 2010, 70,
801-810. [CrossRef]

Xu, AJ; Loi, R.;; Ngo, H.Y. Ethical leadership behavior and employee justice perceptions: The mediating role of trust in
organization. J. Bus. Ethics 2016, 134, 493-504. [CrossRef]

Sztompka, P. Trust: A Sociological Theory; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 1999.

Karlsson, M.; Astrém, J.; Adenskog, M. Democratic innovation in times of crisis: Exploring changes in social and political trust.
Policy Internet 2021, 13, 113-133. [CrossRef]

Lubke, G.; Neale, M.C. Distinguishing between latent classes and continuous factors: Resolution by maximum likelihood?
Multivar. Behav. Res. 2006, 41, 499-532. [CrossRef]

U.S. Census Bureau QuickFacts: United States. 2019. Available online: https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/
PST045219 (accessed on 8 September 2021).

McLarnon, M.J.; O'Neill, T.A. Extensions of auxiliary variable approaches for the investigation of mediation, moderation, and
conditional effects in mixture models. Organ. Res. Methods 2018, 21, 955-982. [CrossRef]

Courtney, J. Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security Act or the CARES Act. Available online: https://www.congress.
gov /bill/116th-congress /house-bill /748 (accessed on 13 December 2021).

Wileden, L.; Rodems, R. Reach and Impact of Federal Stimulus Checks in Detroit. Available online: https:/ /poverty.umich.edu/
files/2020/07 /Poverty-Solutions_Brief DMACS_Stimulus_7142020.pdf (accessed on 13 December 2021).

Simmel, G. The Sociology of Georg Simmel; Wolff, K., Ed.; Free Press: Glencoe, MN, USA, 1950.


http://doi.org/10.1017/S0033291721001306
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34583785
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123408000306
http://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.200644
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32968525
https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2019/07/22/trust-and-distrust-in-america
https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2019/07/22/trust-and-distrust-in-america
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2007.00932.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17958501
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2010.02207.x
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2457-4
http://doi.org/10.1002/poi3.248
http://doi.org/10.1207/s15327906mbr4104_4
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/PST045219
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/PST045219
http://doi.org/10.1177/1094428118770731
https://www.congress.gov/bill/116th-congress/house-bill/748
https://www.congress.gov/bill/116th-congress/house-bill/748
https://poverty.umich.edu/files/2020/07/Poverty-Solutions_Brief_DMACS_Stimulus_7142020.pdf
https://poverty.umich.edu/files/2020/07/Poverty-Solutions_Brief_DMACS_Stimulus_7142020.pdf

	Introduction 
	A Person-Centered Approach to Trust in Government 
	Trust-in-Government Profiles and COVID-19 Attitudes and Compliance 
	Trust-in-Government Profiles and Job Insecurity 
	Trust-in-Government Profiles and Affective Commitment 
	Trust-in-Government Profiles and Helping Behavior 
	Trust-in-Government Profiles and Psychological Well-Being 

	Method 
	Participants, Procedure, and Measures 
	Statistical Analyses: Latent Profile Analysis (LPA) 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	Theoretical Implications 
	Practical Implications 
	Limitations and Future Directions 

	Conclusions 
	References

