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Abstract 1 

In the present study, I explored the relationship between people’s trust in different agents 2 

related to prevention of spread of COVID-19 and their compliance with pharmaceutical and non-3 

pharmaceutical preventive measures. The COVIDiSTRESSII Global Survey dataset, which was 4 

collected from international samples, was analysed to examine the aforementioned relationship 5 

across different countries. For data-driven exploration, network analysis and Bayesian 6 

generalized linear model (GLM) analysis were performed. The result from network analysis 7 

demonstrated that trust in the scientific research community was most central in the network of 8 

trust and compliance. In addition, the outcome from Bayesian GLM analysis indicated that the 9 

same factor, trust in the scientific research community, was most fundamental in predicting 10 

participants’ intent to comply with both pharmaceutical and non-pharmaceutical preventive 11 

measures. I briefly discussed the implications of the findings, the importance of trust in the 12 

scientific research community in explaining people’s compliance with measure to prevent spread 13 

of COVID-19. 14 
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Introduction 15 

Since the onset of the current COVID-19 pandemic, different agents, including but not 16 

limited to, governments, organizations, and scientific communities, have been developing, 17 

implementing, and enforcing measures to prevent spread of COVID-19. Such measures embrace 18 

both pharmaceutical and non-pharmaceutical means. Since late 2020, there have been several 19 

COVID-19 vaccines approved for public use [1]. Even before approval of the first COVID-19 20 

vaccine, diverse non-pharmaceutical measures, such as mask use, social distancing, mandatory 21 

self-isolation, stay-at-home order, have been implemented and enforced [2]. Although the 22 

pandemic has not concluded, data collected so far suggests that implementation of such 23 

preventive measures have significantly contributed to prevention and mitigation of severe 24 

COVID-19 outbreaks [3,4]. 25 

Given the importance of preventive measures in prevention of spread of COVID-19, 26 

whether public is compliant with such measures would be critical in the current pandemic 27 

situation [5]. Even if diverse preventive measures that have been found to be effective are 28 

planned and implemented by agents, without people’s compliance with the measures, successful 29 

control of the pandemic could not be achieved [6]. For instance, rejection of and noncompliance 30 

with the recommended and required preventive measures associated with political debates 31 

resulted in the recent drastic increase in COVID-19 cases and deaths caused by the Delta variant 32 

in multiple countries across the globe [5,7]. Hence, it would be important to understand which 33 

factors are involved in people’s compliance as well as noncompliance with preventive measures. 34 

Previous research has suggested that trust in agents addressing pandemic-related matters 35 

is one of the most fundamental factors predicting compliance with preventive measures [8]. For 36 

instance, several researchers have examined and reported significant association between trust in 37 
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governmental agents and organizations in the domain of health care (e.g., World Health 38 

Organization), and vaccination intent and compliance with non-pharmaceutical preventive 39 

measures [9–11]. Furthermore, trust in science and scientific research communities, which play 40 

fundamental roles in developing preventive measures and proposing guidelines based on 41 

evidence, has also been considered as a central factor in predicting compliance [12,13]. This 42 

would be particularly important within the context of the current pandemic, because spread of 43 

misinformation and conspiracy theories, which are closely associated with distrust in science and 44 

particularly problematic in recent days, drives people’s tendency to disobey mandatory 45 

preventive measures and vaccination requirement [14].  46 

Although the aforementioned previous studies have examined the importance of trust in 47 

compliance with preventive measures, several limitations would warrant further investigations. 48 

First, the majority of the previous studies was conducted with datasets collected from single or a 49 

limited number of countries. Given the current COVID-19 pandemic is a global issue [15], it 50 

would be necessary to collect data across diverse countries in examining the mechanism of 51 

compliance tendency. Such relatively small-scale research based on data from a small number of 52 

countries might not be sufficient to draw conclusions that can be well generalizable across the 53 

globe.  54 

Second, in terms of methodology, the previous studies employed conventional analysis 55 

methods, which are based on frequentist perspective; such conventional methods are suitable to 56 

test one specific null hypothesis and/or model, but not ideal for model exploration [16]. For 57 

instance, if we are primarily interested which trust factor is central in prediction of compliance 58 

tendency, the previous studies employing conventional methods might not be able to address our 59 

interest in a complete manner. In fact, exploration of the best prediction model among multiple 60 
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competing candidate models requires analysis methods specialized in data-driven analysis, in 61 

lieu of conventional hypothesis-driven analysis [17]. Thus, the findings from the previous studies 62 

that primarily focused on trust in specific agents and used conventional methods would not show 63 

us the full picture of how trust in different agents is associated with compliance with different 64 

types of preventive measures. Of course, data-driven analysis has limitations, so we need to be 65 

careful while employing the approach [41]. Because data-driven analysis is performed without 66 

being guided by specific theory, results from the analysis should be interpreted with caution. If a 67 

researcher does not refer to relevant theory while interpreting results, the researcher may make a 68 

spurious conclusion. Hence, results shall be carefully interpreted while considering their 69 

theoretical implications [41]. It would also be desirable to re-test the results from data-driven 70 

analysis [42]. For example, a model identified through data-driven analysis might inform 71 

additional hypothesis-driven analysis. 72 

Current Study 73 

In the current study, how people’s trust in different agents predicts their intent to 74 

compliance with preventive measures and get vaccinated within the context of the COVID-19 75 

pandemic will be examined in a data-driven manner with a large-scale international survey 76 

dataset to address the aforementioned limitations in the prior research. Unlike the previous 77 

studies employing conventional analysis methods, which are suitable for one null-hypothesis 78 

testing, I intend to explore which trust factor is particularly important in predicting compliance 79 

by exploring the large-scale dataset, the COVIDiSTRESSII Global Survey dataset [18], with 80 

data-driven analysis methods. 81 

To conduct the data-driven exploration, I plan to implement two novel analysis methods. 82 

First, network analysis will be performed to explore how trust in different agents and compliance 83 
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with different types of preventive measures are associated with each other. In this exploration, I 84 

intend to examine which factor is positioned in the most central and influential position in the 85 

network [19]. Second, I will explore the best model predicting compliance with different types of 86 

preventive measures with Bayesian model exploration [20]. Through this process, all possible 87 

candidate regression models in terms of all possible combinations of trust in different agents will 88 

be tested, and the most probable model given data will be identified. Finally, based on results 89 

from the aforementioned processes employing data-driven methods, I will examine which trust 90 

factors are relatively more important in predicting their compliance with preventive measures 91 

across different countries. While interpreting the results, I intend to refer to previous studies 92 

addressing topics related to trust and compliance to address the previously mentioned limitation 93 

of data-driven analysis. 94 

Methods 95 

Dataset 96 

In the present study, I analysed the COVIDiSTRESSII Global Survey dataset, which was 97 

collected by the COVIDiSTRESS Global Survey Consortium and is available to public via the 98 

Open Science Framework (https://osf.io/36tsd). Originally, the data was collected from 20,601 99 

participants from 62 countries. However, as I employed mixed-effects model analysis to include 100 

the between-country effect in analysis, to prevent potential convergence issue [8,21], only data 101 

collected from countries where 100 or more participants completed the survey was used in the 102 

present study. As a result, I analyzed a subset of the data collected from 14,349 participants from 103 

35 countries. Demographics of the participants included in the subset is presented in Table 1. 104 

Further details about data collection and cleaning procedures are explained in the project 105 

page (https://osf.io/36tsd). All procedures regarding data collection and informed consent were 106 
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reviewed and approved by the Research, Enterprise and Engagement Ethical Approval Panel at 107 

University of Salford (approval number: 1632) where the project manager of the consortium was 108 

affiliated during the data collection period. The author asserts that all procedures contributing to 109 

this work comply with the ethical standards of the relevant institutional committee on human 110 

experimentation and with the Helsinki Declaration of 1975, as revised in 2008. 111 

Measures 112 

The employed items were developed by the COVIDiSTRESS Global Survey Consortium 113 

members. They were translated and back translated by the consortium members from different 114 

countries. Further details about the measures are described in the survey project page 115 

(https://osf.io/36tsd). 116 

Trust Items 117 

Trust in seven different agents related to development, implementation, and/or 118 

enforcement of preventive measures against COVID-19 was surveyed. Participants were asked to 119 

what extent they trust each agent based on their general impression. The seven agents were: a 120 

parliament or government (Trust 1); police (Trust 2); civic service (Trust 3); health system (Trust 121 

4); WHO (Trust 5); government’s effort to handle Coronavirus (Trust 6); and scientific research 122 

community (Trust 7). Participants’ responses were anchored to an eleven-point Likert-type Scale 123 

(0: no trust—10: complete trust). 124 

Compliance Intent Items 125 

Participants’ intent to comply with eight different types of preventive measures was also 126 

surveyed. First, in the domain of pharmaceutical measures, one item, “How willing are you to 127 

get the vaccine if one becomes available to you?” was presented to assess their intent to get 128 
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vaccinated (Compliance 1). Participants’ responses to this item were anchored to five-point 129 

Likert scale (1: not willing at all—5: very willing).  130 

Second, in the case of compliance with non-pharmaceutical preventive measures, 131 

compliance with seven different types of measures was surveyed. Participants were asked to 132 

what extent they were compliant with each measure during the last month. The seven surveyed 133 

measures were: washing hands regularly (Compliance 2); wearing a face covering in public 134 

when indoors (Compliance 3); wearing a face covering in public when outdoors (Compliance 4); 135 

staying at least the recommended distance (Compliance 5); staying at home unless going out for 136 

essential reasons (Compliance 6); self-isolating if you suspected that you had been in contact 137 

with the virus (Compliance 7); staying away from crowded places generally (Compliance 8). 138 

Answers to the items were anchored to a seven-point Likert scale (1: strongly disagree—7: 139 

strongly agree). 140 

Demographics 141 

Following previous studies examining behavioural and psychological responses to 142 

COVID-19 using international survey datasets [8,15,20], several demographic variables were 143 

also employed as control variables in the present study. I used participants’ age, gender, and 144 

education level in analysis. Participants’ gender was surveyed by presenting three options: 145 

female; male; other or would rather not say. The survey presented seven options to ask 146 

participants’ education level: PhD or doctorate; university degree (e.g., MA, MSc, BA, BSc); 147 

some university or equivalent (still ongoing, or completed a module or more, but did not 148 

graduate); up to 12 years of school; up to 9 years of school; up to 6 years of school; none. 149 
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Analysis Plan 150 

Network Analysis 151 

To examine the overall association between responses to the seven trust and eight 152 

compliance items, I conducted network analysis with bootnet R package. The main purpose of 153 

network analysis is to demonstrate associations between nodes, trust and compliance in the case 154 

of the present study. A connection between two specific node is defined as an edge, which has a 155 

weight representing the strength of the association [22]. An edge weight is quantified in term of 156 

partial correlation between two nodes by bootnet. As an illustrative example, in the case of the 157 

edge between Trust 1 and Compliance 1, the edge weight can be understood in terms of 158 

correlation between Trust 1 and Compliance 1 after controlling for correlation with all other 159 

items in the same network (i.e., Trust 2 … Compliance 8). In a network plot, which visualizes 160 

the result of network analysis, an edge between two nodes is presented in the format of a line 161 

with a specific thickness, which represents its edge weight, the strength of the association.  162 

While exploring a partial correlation network, bootnet employs one technique, graphical 163 

LASSO (GLASSO), to identify a regularized partial correlation network through penalizing 164 

spurious edge weights [19]. Implementation of GLASSO is required to minimize false positives 165 

that may exist in a network of interest. For instance, we can imagine that there is no true non-166 

zero partial correlation between two specific nodes. In the reality, possibly due to noise and/or 167 

measurement error, even after controlling for association with other nodes, the edge weight 168 

between the two nodes could not exactly become zero, although that is a false positive [19]. Such 169 

spurious edge weights can be excluded by GLASSO. Moreover, use of such a penalization 170 

method can contribute to prevention of model overfitting [17,23]. Hence, in the present study 171 
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bootnet identified the best network model with the smallest extended Bayesian Information 172 

Criterion (EBIC) value to penalize unnecessarily complex and spurious network edge structures.  173 

Once a partial correlation network model was identified with GLASSO, I performed 174 

centrality analysis to examine which node located at the most central and influential position in 175 

the network. For this purpose, three indicators resulting from centrality analysis, i.e., strength, 176 

closeness, and betweenness, were examined for each node [24]. Strength is calculated by 177 

summing the absolute values of association strengths, edge weights, of a specific node. 178 

Closeness is defined in terms of the inverse of summed distances from one specific node to the 179 

other nodes in the same network. Finally, betweenness is estimated in terms of how many times 180 

one specific node is in the shortest path between two other nodes in the whole network. In the 181 

present study, I examined which node reported the highest strength, closeness, and betweenness 182 

values. 183 

Bayesian Model Exploration 184 

To examine the best regression model predicting each compliance variable with trust 185 

variables, I conducted Bayesian model selection with the Bayesian generalized linear model 186 

(GLM) implemented in BayesFactor R package. Unlike conventional regression analysis based 187 

on frequentist perspective, Bayesian regression analysis enables us to examine to what extent 188 

evidence supports a regression model of interest [25]. In the case of conventional regression 189 

analysis, only one model can be tested each time, and the resultant p-values can only inform us 190 

whether a null hypothesis (e.g., whether a null model is the case) shall be rejected [26]. Thus, if 191 

our interest is exploration of the best model among all possible candidate models, conventional 192 

regression analysis could not be an ideal solution.  193 
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Bayesian analysis can provide us with more direct information about whether a specific 194 

hypothesis of interest is likely to be accepted given evidence [26]; in the same vein, we can also 195 

learn about to what extent a specific model is more likely to be the case compared with other 196 

candidate models given evidence as well [27]. Once Bayesian GLM is performed with 197 

BayesFactor, we can examine the Bayes Factor (BFM0) of each model quantifying to what extent 198 

the model of interest, Model M, is more strongly supported by data compared with a null model 199 

(Model 0) [25]. In the present study, 2log(BFMo) was used for result interpretation. Statistical 200 

guidelines suggest that 2log(BFM0) ≥ 3 indicates presence of positive evidence supporting Model 201 

M against Model 0, 2log(BFM0)≥ 6 presence of strong evidence, and 2log(BFM0)≥ 10 presence of 202 

very strong evidence. When 2log(BFM0) < 3, I concluded that evidence is merely trivial or 203 

anecdotal [26].  204 

Given the methodological and epistemological benefits of Bayesian analysis, I conducted 205 

Bayesian GLM analysis for each compliance dependent variable to identify which trust 206 

predictors shall be included in the best regression model [20]. For each dependent variable, I 207 

used seven trust variables as candidate predictors, the country as a random effect, and 208 

demographic variables as control variables. All trust and compliance variables were standardized 209 

at the country level for better convergence, and more straightforward interpretation and 210 

comparison of estimated coefficients. Through the process, all possible 128 candidate models, 211 

which were created in terms of all possible combinations of seven trust predictors (2(7+1)), were 212 

estimated and their BFM0 were calculated [28]. I identified the best model with the highest BFM0 213 

value. Furthermore, I also compared the identified best model and the full model including all 214 

seven trust predictors by calculating BFMF, a BF value indicating to what extent evidence more 215 

strongly supported the best model against the full model. In general, a full model including all 216 
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candidate predictors is tested and evaluated by resultant p-values in conventional regression 217 

analysis [16], so I compared the full model with the best model suggested from Bayesian GLM 218 

analysis. For both BFM0 and BFMF, I calculated 2log(BF) values for interpretation. To examine 219 

whether the inclusion of the selected covariates significantly altered the outcomes, I performed 220 

Bayesian GLM analysis without the covariates. I compared identified best models with results 221 

from Bayesian GLM analysis with versus without covariates. 222 

Furthermore, I performed mixed-effects analysis with the indicated best model with 223 

lmerTest and brms R packages. This additional analysis was conducted to examine the effect size 224 

of each trust variable included in the best models. Although all predictors included in the best 225 

models might be statistically significant in terms of p-values, such a significance is perhaps due 226 

to a large sample size even if an actual effect is nearly zero or trivial in a practical manner [26]. 227 

Effect sizes were calculated in terms of Cohen’s D values with EMAtools R package after 228 

performing multilevel modelling with lmerTest. In this process, for each dependent compliance 229 

variable, I employed trust variables that were identified to be included in the best models as 230 

predictors, the country as a random effect, and demographic variables as control variables. Then, 231 

the resultant D values were interpreted qualitatively as well as quantitatively. For qualitative 232 

interpretation, following [29]’s guidelines, I assumed that a Cohen’s D value within the range of 233 

-.10 and +.10 as an indicator of a practically non or trivial effect. 234 

In addition to the qualitative interpretation of effect sizes, I also conducted Bayesian 235 

multilevel modelling with brms for quantitative interpretation. The same mixed-effects model 236 

analysed with lmerTest was tested with brms for each compliance variable. In this process, I 237 

employed the default Cauchy prior, Cauchy (0, 1), suggested by [30] following the previous 238 

studies [8,21]. After conducting Bayesian multilevel modelling for each dependent variable, the 239 
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result was analysed with bayestestR package for Bayesian quantitative interpretation of effect 240 

sizes. I estimated to what extent the 95% highest density interval (HDI) of the posterior 241 

distribution of each trust predictor was within the region of practical equivalence (ROPE) 242 

[31,32]. A 95% HDI means an interval that “any parameter value inside the HDI has higher 243 

probability density than any value outside the HDI, and the total probability of values in the 95% 244 

HDI is 95% [31] (p. 271)”. If 100% of the HDI falls inside the defined ROPE, then the most 245 

credible (95%) values of the effect size are completely within the regions of trivial effect, so 246 

accepting a null hypothesis (e.g., the effect does not significantly differ from zero) becomes 247 

practically reasonable. In this context, a ROPE means a range of a parameter of interest that shall 248 

be considered practically near-zero or trivial [32]. Since the guideline that I employed stated that 249 

-.10 ≤ D ≤ .10 indicates zero or trivial effect [29], I set [-.10 .10] as the ROPE for this 250 

quantitative interpretation. By following these steps, I examined to what extent the estimated 251 

posterior value of the effect size of each trust predictor in each best model was within the defined 252 

ROPE. 253 

Results 254 

Network Analysis 255 

Figure 1 is a network plot demonstrating connectivity between seven trust and eight 256 

compliance items in the best network model with the lowest EBIC value identified by bootnet. 257 

Figure 2 shows the result of centrality analysis. In this plot, three centrality indicators, strength, 258 

closeness, and betweenness of each node, were presented. All three indicators unequivocally 259 

suggest that Trust 7, trust in the scientific research community, is most central in the analysed 260 

network. 261 
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Bayesian Model Exploration 262 

Table 2 demonstrates the results from Bayesian model exploration via Bayesian GLM 263 

analysis. The outcome of Bayesian GLM analysis with each compliance dependent variable was 264 

presented in each row. Only the coefficients and effect sizes of trust predictors that were 265 

included in each best model were presented in Table 2. In addition, the same table reports the 266 

proportion of the 95% HDI of each survived trust predictor within the defined ROPE, [-.10 .10].  267 

In terms of BFM0 and BFMF, all best models identified by Bayesian GLM analysis, except 268 

for the best model predicting vaccination intent (Compliance 1), were supported by very strong 269 

evidence compared with both the null and full models. In the case of Compliance 1, the full 270 

model including all seven trust predictors was identified as the best model. 271 

When the best models identified with versus without covariates were compared, in the 272 

cases of Compliance 1, 3, 4, 6, and 8, there was no significant change. When Compliance 2 was 273 

examined, the best model identified without covariates included Trust 2, 4, and 7 as predictors. 274 

In the case of Compliance 5, the predictors in the best model without covariates were Trust 2, 5, 275 

6, and 7. When the best model predicting Compliance 7 was explored without covariates, Trust 276 

2, 5, 6, and 7 were identified as predictors. Although the best models changed in these cases, in 277 

the cases of Compliance 2 and 7, the originally identified best models with covariates were not 278 

significantly worse given 2log(BF) < 3. Only in the case of Compliance 5, the best model 279 

identified with covariates was significantly but not very different from that identified without 280 

covariates, 2log(BF) = 4.09. 281 

Discussion 282 

In the present study, first, I conducted network analysis to understand association 283 

between participants’ trust in seven different agents addressing the COVID-19 pandemic and 284 
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their intent to comply with eight different types of preventive measures. Second, Bayesian GLM 285 

analysis was performed to explore the best model predicting each compliance intent variable 286 

with trust predictors. From network analysis, robust connectivity between trust and compliance 287 

variables even after penalizing unnecessary edge features via GLASSO was demonstrated in the 288 

visualized network plot. Among all nodes, including both all seven trust and eight compliance 289 

variables, Trust 7, trust in the scientific research community, was found to be most central in the 290 

network according to all three centrality indicators, strength, closeness, and betweenness. The 291 

similar trend was also reported from Bayesian GLM analysis to identify the best model 292 

predicting each compliance variable. Although several other trust variables were included in the 293 

identified best models, only Trust 7 was included in all eight best prediction models. Such a 294 

trend was consistent even when Bayesian GLM analysis was conducted without covariates. 295 

Although I found the significant model change in the case of Compliance 5, the significance of 296 

Trust 7 in prediction was consistently supported. Furthermore, in terms of the Cohen’s D and 297 

proportion of the 95% HDI within the [-.10 .10] ROPE [29,31,32], Trust 7 reported the greatest 298 

effect size, which was most likely to be out of the region of near-zero or trivial effect, compared 299 

with all six other trust predictors.  300 

The findings suggest that in predicting people’s intent to comply with both 301 

pharmaceutical (e.g., vaccination) and non-pharmaceutical measures to prevent spread of 302 

COVID-19 (e.g., hand washing, mask use, social distancing, self-isolation), trust in scientific 303 

research and the community of scientists play the most fundamental role in the prediction 304 

compared with trust in other agents, e.g., government, healthcare system, health organization 305 

[12,13]. Given that such measures were primarily tested and suggested by scientific studies with 306 

empirical evidence, even if their implementation and enforcement are tasks to be done by other 307 
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agents, trust in science is expected to make the greatest, fundamental influence on people’s 308 

compliance [33]. Hence, if people do not have robust trust in scientific research regarding 309 

COVID-19, then they are unlikely to abide by preventive measures implemented by governments 310 

and health-related organizations [13].  311 

Given the prevalence of distrust in science, which is being closely linked to widespread 312 

of misinformation and conspiracy theories [34], within the current situation, the potential reason 313 

of why such distrust contributing to noncompliance with preventive measures would be worth 314 

consideration. [35] argued that epistemological doubts and ontological insecurity about scientific 315 

knowledge shared within the modern society has promoted and reinforced conspiracy theories 316 

and then challenged trust in science among public. A trend related to widespread conspiracy 317 

theories and distrust in science is also influential in the current pandemic situation [14]. 318 

Conspiracy theories and distrust in science regarding COVID-19 have been promoted by 319 

political motive and ideology, authoritarianism, and extremism in particular, and resulted in 320 

distrust in scientific evidence supporting preventive measures, and finally, rejection of and 321 

noncompliance with recommended preventive measures [34,36]. Furthermore, lack of rational 322 

deliberation and reflection upon information and messages is also reported to relate to 323 

acceptance of conspiracy theories and distrust in science, which eventually cause noncompliance 324 

[37]. 325 

Therefore, if researchers and policy makers are interested in promoting people’s 326 

compliance with preventive measures, which are suggested and supported by scientific research, 327 

they need to consider how to promote people’s trust in scientific research and scientists. 328 

Although consideration of concrete solutions for promoting trust in science in public is out of the 329 

scope of the current study, let me list a couple of possible starting points. Educators may start 330 
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with improving science education to educate science-informed citizens who are capable of 331 

rationally evaluating and accepting knowledge and information around them in a scientific 332 

manner [38]. Moreover, it would be possible to examine how to improve science communication 333 

with public, which improve people’s understanding and perception on science [39]. Because 334 

many of the current social issues related to noncompliance with COVID-19 preventive measures 335 

have been emerged from and reinforced by misinformation shared through diverse forms of 336 

media, improvement of science communication would be required to address the issues [40]. 337 

We may consider several strengths of the present study and how it could make significant 338 

contributions to literature. First, a large-scale international survey dataset, the COVIDiSTRESSII 339 

Global Survey dataset, was analysed instead of a relatively small-size dataset collected from a 340 

limited number of countries. Because the COVID-19 pandemic is a global issue, findings from 341 

the current study will be able to provide researchers and policy makers across the globe with 342 

useful insights about how to promote people’s compliance with preventive measures based on 343 

generalizable evidence from a cross-national investigation. Second, I explored the overall 344 

association between compliance and trust in different agents instead of testing specific 345 

hypotheses. With novel quantitative methods, network analysis and Bayesian GLM analysis, I 346 

was able to demonstrate that trust in scientific research is most influential and fundamental in 347 

predicting compliance. 348 

However, several limitations in the present study may warrant further investigations. 349 

First, while collecting data regarding compliance, the project consortium employed the self-350 

report method for the feasibility of the global survey project. Hence, whether the reported 351 

compliance intent predicts compliance behaviour in the reality could be questionable. Second, 352 

we only employed demographical variables as covariates, although previous research suggested 353 
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other potential factors, e.g., political orientation, religiosity, significantly associated with 354 

people’s trust in science as well as compliance with preventive measures [14]. Third, only one 355 

item per trust in each specific agent or compliance with each specific preventive measure was 356 

employed in the survey. Because the consortium was not able to use multiple items per construct 357 

due to the feasibility issue, the psychometrical aspects of the trust and compliance items could 358 

not be tested in a complete manner. Thus, future studies shall employ more direct measures for 359 

compliance and additional covariates, and conduct psychometrics tests by employing multiple 360 

items per construct to address the limitations in the current study. 361 
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Tables 495 

Table 1: 496 

Demographics of the whole dataset and each country 497 

  

N 

Age Gender Education level 

M SD Female Male 

Other/ 

Would 

rather  

not say 

Doctorate University 

University  

or  

equivalent 

≤ 12  

years 

≤ 9  

years 

≤ 6  

years 

None 

All 14,349 36.56 14.48 67.52% 31.55% .93% 6.03% 47.65% 26.71% 16.19% 2.33% .49% .60% 

Bolivia 115 39.56 11.23 65.22% 34.78% .00% 13.91% 72.17% 13.91% .00% .00% .00% .00% 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 109 39.85 11.51 76.15% 23.85% .00% 13.89% 65.74% 7.41% 12.04% .00% .93% .00% 

Brazil 448 38.56 13.22 72.32% 27.23% .45% 15.18% 66.07% 15.40% 3.35% .00% .00% .00% 

Bulgaria 299 41.47 16.74 73.58% 25.75% .67% 6.04% 50.67% 32.55% 10.40% .00% .00% .34% 

Colombia 548 40.04 12.63 67.88% 31.57% .55% 5.67% 77.15% 11.52% 4.20% .73% .37% .37% 

Costa Rica 270 35.92 10.37 69.63% 29.26% 1.11% 1.11% 78.15% 14.81% 3.70% 1.85% .37% .00% 

Czech Republic 365 34.14 11.31 70.68% 27.95% 1.37% 5.75% 46.03% 31.51% 16.44% .00% .27% .00% 

Denmark 127 42.30 10.59 61.42% 38.58% .00% 11.81% 57.48% 23.62% 2.36% 1.57% 3.15% .00% 

Ecuador 291 31.78 10.80 66.32% 32.99% .69% 2.75% 69.76% 22.68% 3.44% .69% .34% .34% 

Estonia 246 39.36 10.21 86.53% 13.47% .00% 1.22% 56.33% 22.04% 18.37% 2.04% .00% .00% 

Finland 963 46.07 14.38 78.40% 20.15% 1.45% 4.69% 54.95% 18.56% 16.68% 2.61% 1.88% .63% 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted January 24, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.08.21267486doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.08.21267486
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Running Head: TRUST IN SCIENCE AND COMPLIANCE 26 

Germany 152 36.73 12.49 67.76% 29.61% 2.63% 8.55% 55.92% 20.39% 13.82% 1.32% .00% .00% 

Guatemala 287 36.94 14.02 84.32% 15.68% .00% 4.88% 65.85% 26.83% 1.74% .35% .35% .00% 

Honduras 429 25.86 8.13 66.90% 32.17% .93% 1.40% 20.05% 62.00% 14.22% .93% .70% .70% 

Ireland 401 29.01 10.79 68.00% 31.00% 1.00% 4.74% 48.38% 45.89% .50% .50% .00% .00% 

Italy 310 44.83 16.27 74.43% 25.24% .32% 6.54% 45.75% 23.20% 22.22% 1.96% .33% .00% 

Japan 2,133 45.49 11.08 41.87% 56.96% 1.17% 1.03% 31.77% 20.84% 36.46% 6.34% .84% 2.72% 

Kyrgyzstan 254 32.44 12.46 82.28% 14.96% 2.76% 2.77% 52.57% 14.23% 27.67% 2.77% .00% .00% 

Lebanon 141 29.31 12.24 73.05% 26.24% .71% 6.43% 43.57% 37.86% 9.29% 2.14% .71% .00% 

Malaysia 225 27.22 8.83 69.33% 28.44% 2.22% 4.44% 53.78% 39.11% 2.67% .00% .00% .00% 

Norway 376 40.86 13.58 80.32% 19.68% .00% 8.24% 61.17% 18.35% 9.57% 1.06% .80% .80% 

Pakistan 157 24.33 6.54 97.45% 2.55% .00% 8.92% 45.22% 38.22% 7.01% .64% .00% .00% 

Portugal 484 33.33 14.94 70.25% 28.51% 1.24% 23.55% 42.56% 21.90% 11.16% .83% .00% .00% 

Russian  2,260 26.05 10.49 70.93% 28.14% .93% .66% 28.98% 46.70% 19.58% 3.54% .31% .22% 

Slovakia 313 34.49 13.64 88.82% 10.86% .32% 8.09% 49.19% 26.21% 13.92% .97% .97% .65% 

Spain 575 40.44 13.83 64.52% 34.96% .52% 20.70% 53.91% 21.39% 3.30% .70% .00% .00% 

Sweden 134 39.28 13.91 76.87% 18.66% 4.48% 12.88% 54.55% 22.73% 8.33% 1.52% .00% .00% 

Switzerland 593 44.84 19.01 63.58% 36.09% .34% 6.91% 45.36% 18.21% 24.28% 4.38% .34% .51% 

Taiwan 221 34.94 9.81 61.99% 36.20% 1.81% 5.43% 89.14% 1.81% 3.62% .00% .00% .00% 

Turkey 200 23.79 8.26 68.50% 30.50% 1.00% 3.00% 34.50% 4.50% 57.50% .00% .00% .50% 

Uganda 135 24.37 4.17 32.59% 67.41% .00% .00% 23.70% 74.81% 1.48% .00% .00% .00% 
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Ukraine 252 31.39 10.06 63.49% 35.71% .79% 10.32% 77.38% 5.95% 5.16% .79% .40% .00% 

United Kingdom  134 36.58 12.88 76.12% 22.39% 1.49% 28.36% 52.99% 11.19% 6.72% .75% .00% .00% 

United States 114 34.74 11.49 64.04% 34.21% 1.75% 22.81% 47.37% 23.68% 3.51% .88% 1.75% .00% 

Uruguay 288 41.97 12.94 88.15% 11.85% .00% 5.90% 74.31% 13.19% 5.21% 1.04% .00% .35% 

498 
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Table 2: 499 

Results from Bayesian GLM analysis 500 

  
Trust 1 Trust 2 Trust 3 Trust 4 Trust 5 Trust 6 Trust 7 log(Bayes Factor) vs. 

 

β  

(SE) 

ES  

(ROPE %) 

β  

(SE) 

ES  

(ROPE %) 

β  

(SE) 

ES  

(ROPE %) 

β  

(SE) 

ES  

(ROPE %) 

β  

(SE) 

ES  

(ROPE %) 

β  

(SE) 

ES  

(ROPE %) 

β  

(SE) 

ES  

(ROPE %) 

Null  

model 

(BFM0) 

Full  

model 

(BFMF) 

Comp. 1 

.04 

(.01) 

.06  

(100.00%) 

-.04 

(.01) 

-.07  

(100.00%) 

-.04 

(.01) 

-.06  

(100.00%) 

.08 

(.01) 

.12  

(99.63%) 

.15 

(.01) 

.25  

(.00%) 

.05 

(.01) 

.08  

(100.00%) 

.27 

(.01) 

.46  

(.00%) 1375.36 

 

Comp. 2 

-.03 

(.01) 

-.04  

(100.00%) 

.04 

(.01) 

.06 

(100.00%) 

  

.07 

(.01) 

.10 

(100.00%) 

    

.14 

(.01) 

.25 

(.00%) 256.86 5.91 

Comp. 3 

      

.03 

(.01) 

.05  

(100.00%) 

.07 

(.01) 

.11 

(100.00%) 

.04 

(.01) 

.08 

(100.00%) 

.17 

(.01) 

.28 

(.00%) 480.29 5.57 

Comp. 4 

.06 

(.01) 

.11 

(100.00%) 

      

.07 

(.01) 

.12 

(100.00%) 

  

.11 

(.01) 

.19 

(9.10%) 254.77 3.72 

Comp. 5 

        

.07 

(.01) 

.11 

(100.00%) 

.05 

(.01) 

.09 

(100.00%) 

.10 

(.01) 

.17 

(30.44%) 225.27 8.82 

Comp. 6 

        

.06 

(.01) 

.10  

(100.00%) 

.03 

(.01) 

.05 

(100.00%) 

.09 

(.01) 

.16 

(74.11%) 158.90 9.18 

Comp. 7 

        

.07 

(.01) 

.12 

(100.00%) 

.04 

(.01) 

.07 

(100.00%) 

.11 

(.01) 

.18 

(24.57%) 177.70 7.67 

Comp. 8 

                

.06 

(.01) 

.09 

(100.00%) 

.03 

(.01) 

.05 

(100.00%) 

.13 

(.01) 

.22 

(.00%) 227.54 10.53 
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Comp. 1—Comp. 8: Compliance 1—Compliance 8. β (SE): Standardized regression coefficient (standard error). ES (ROPE %): Effect 501 

size in Cohen’s D (% of 95% HDI within the defined region of practical equivalence). 502 
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Figures 503 

Figure 1: 504 

Network plot 505 

 506 

Solid line: positive edge weight. Dashed line: negative edge weight.507 
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Figure 2: 508 

Result from centrality analysis 509 

 510 
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