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ABSTRACT 
 

Little Drops Make the Mighty Ocean: The Influence of Collectivism in Addressing 

Collective Action Problems 

by 

 

Su Yi Leong 

 

 This present research maintains that collectivism facilitates the process of addressing 

large-scale collective action problems, such as the COVID-19 pandemic and climate change 

crisis. Addressing large-scale collective action problems requires the intervention of an 

authority to mobilize a large proportion of individuals to engage in community-benefitting 

behaviors. In Chapter 1, I propose a theoretical framework that describes the ways in which 

collectivism align with the characteristics of addressing large-scale collective action problem. 

Specifically, I propose three psychological mechanisms – other-orientation, susceptibility to 

social norms, and trust in authority – will explain collectivists’ tendencies to engage in 

community-benefitting behaviors. In Chapter 2, using the COVID-19 pandemic as a large-

scale collective action problem, I test how the three aspects of collectivism predicts greater 

compliance with people’s likelihood of opting-in to digital contact tracing and wearing a face 

covering in public (Study 1). Findings show that susceptibility to social norms consistently 

predict greater compliance with both health preventative measures, while other-orientation 

does not. Findings also show mixed effect of trust in government, where greater trust only 

predicts greater likelihood of opting-in to digital contact tracing, as the measure has direct 

relevance with the government. In Chapter 3, I probe the relationship between collectivism 



 

 xi 

and trust in government further in the context of climate crisis. Across Studies 2 and 3, I 

analyze two global datasets to show that collectivists have greater pro-environmental 

intention and support for climate change policies more, in part because they place greater 

trust in government. In Study 4, I test the causality of trust in government on policy support 

by asking participants to imagine themselves moving to a new country with a government 

that differs in their levels of competence and corruption, and test the moderating role of 

collectivism. Finding show the robust relationship between collectivism and policy support 

across conditions. Regardless of the levels of a government competence and corruption, high 

collectivists are still more likely to support climate policies compared to low collectivists. 

Lastly, I discuss the limitations, boundaries, and future directions of this research in Chapter 

4. This research expands our theoretical understanding of collectivism by identifying specific 

psychological mechanisms that relates to particular behaviors, and highlights the need to 

leverage collectivism to promote community-benefitting behaviors across different large-

scale collective action problems.  
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Little Drops Make the Mighty Ocean:  

The Influence of Collectivism in Addressing Collective Action Problems 

Addressing climate change crisis and preventing future public health outbreaks are 

examples of the most pressing global collective action problems impacted by human 

activities in modern societies. The disastrous, irreversible consequences of global warming 

impact every corner of the globe, and has caused widespread damage in communities, 

infrastructures, and the economy (NCEI, 2023). Yet, despite decades of warnings from 

scientists and experts about the increased global temperature, there is no sign of slowing 

down (NASA, 2023). Similarly, the COVID-19 pandemic has highlighted the importance of 

large-scale coordination without which a single outbreak can spread, disrupting societal 

operations and drastically transforming our daily lives (CDC, 2020). Addressing large-scale 

collective action problems such as the public health and climate change crises are 

challenging, because they require group effort and coordination, and involve compromise in 

short-term self-interest for long-term collective benefits (Olson, 1965). Entities face a 

dilemma between acting for the benefit of their group, or prioritizing their own short-term 

goals, which could lead to reducing or even nullifying the group coordination efforts. This 

dilemma raises a crucial psychological question in which the process of how individual 

weigh different costs and benefits of different courses of action.  

Among a myriad of factors that influence how individuals perceive costs and benefits 

of various behavioral options, the present research posits that one particularly important 

factor is culture. In particular, collectivism, a cultural orientation that is characterized by 

greater prioritization of group- over personal-goal, could be a key component that facilitates 

the process of addressing large-scale collective action problems. Collectivism has been 
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theoretically and empirically connected to larger societal-level threats (e.g., Fincher et al., 

2008; Hornsey et al., 2016; Kim et al., 2016). For example, in the context of public health 

crisis, research on historical disease demonstrated the positive associations between 

collectivism and regions with greater pathogen threats (Fincher et al., 2008; Murray & 

Schaller, 2010). This link could be attributed to collectivistic tendencies, where collectivists’ 

greater in- and out-group distinctions, as well as their tendency to conform, could be 

beneficial in inhibiting the spread of pathogenic diseases (Fincher et al., 2008).  In the 

context of addressing the climate change crisis, another type of societal-wide action that 

involves compromising personal interest for collective benefits, collectivism has been found 

to be positively associated with greater beliefs in climate change, and tendency to engage in 

more pro-environmental behavior (Hornsey et al., 2016; Lou & Li, 2022). Although there is 

increasing evidence pointing to the crucial relevance of culture in addressing real-life societal 

threats (e.g., Lu et al., 2021; Eom et al., 2016), many studies relied on country-level indices 

to examine the association between culture and the targeted outcomes. To advance our 

understanding of cultural influence and extend beyond cross-cultural differences on an 

aggregate-level (Matsumoto & Yoo, 2006), we need better theoretical understanding of the 

processes in which collectivism influences individual actions.  

To address this gap, the dissertation starts by reviewing different characteristics of 

collectivism and collective action problems, and posits that collectivists’ emphasis on other-

orientation, sensitivity to social norms, and trust in institutions, would facilitate the process 

of addressing collective action problems by overcoming barriers, such as the tension between 

self- and group-benefit, the need to achieve high rates of compliance, and the need to gain 

public trust. To test the theoretical proposition, Chapter 2 investigates the relationship 
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between there three aspects of collectivism on individuals’ compliance with health 

preventative measures during the COVID-19 public health crisis (Study 1). To test the 

generalizability of collectivism influence on different types of large-scale collective action 

problems, Chapter 3 examines whether and how collectivism shapes individuals’ their 

attitudes towards pro-environmental issues and various climate change policies on the 

individual- (Study 2) and national-level (Study 3). Given the vital role of institutions in 

spearheading and maintaining efforts to address collective action problems, Chapter 3 will 

also explore the relationship between collectivism and trust in institutions on support for pro-

environmental issues (Study 3) and test whether there is a causal role for trust by 

manipulating characteristics such as competence and integrity of the government, to see if 

they change views on climate policy (Study 4). Lastly, I will conclude by discussing some 

theoretical boundaries of collectivism and future directions. 

Characteristics of Collective Action Problems 

Collective action problems, or social dilemmas, are situations that require individuals 

to decide between maximizing short-term personal interest or cooperating with others for 

long-term collective benefits (Olson, 1965). Collective action problems come in many forms 

and are commonly studied in social sciences by asking participants in small groups to make 

choices (e.g., prisoner’s dilemma, public resource allocation tasks, etc.) between preserving 

their personal interest, or cooperating with others and contribute to a common pool to reap 

greater collective rewards later (see Van Lange et al., 2013, for review). However, addressing 

collective action problems is challenging, as individuals often face the temptation to 

prioritize short-term individual gains over long-term collective benefits. In situations where 

there are limited common resources, if everyone acts to maximize their own self-interest, 
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they will be worse off compared to if they contribute to the group and maximize the 

collective interest, a phenomenon also known as the “tragedy of the commons” (Olson, 

1965). In addition to the nature of the collective action problem that determines how much 

efforts and resources are required, human psychological tendencies play a profound role in 

shaping the extent to which individuals contribute to a collective effort to resolve a common 

issue (Jagers et al., 2020). The following section uses climate change crisis and the COVID-

19 pandemic as examples, and highlights three aspects of collective action problems - the 

tension between self- and group-interest, levels of public cooperation and compliance, and 

role of authorities - among others, that influence the extent to which these problems can be 

effectively resolved.  

Tension between Self- and Group-Interest 

A major challenge of resolving collective action problems is the “free-rider problem”, 

where individuals or collectives rely on others to cooperate and try to contribute as little as 

possible to preserve self-interest (Bornstein, 1992, Gavrilets, 2015; Olson, 1965). Take the 

climate change crisis as an example. To reduce carbon emissions and support pro-

environmental initiatives in developing nations, developed countries pledge to contribute an 

amount proportionate to the size of their economy and historical greenhouse gas emissions to 

a common fund with an annual climate finance goal of $100 billion. However, consistent 

reports revealed that most developed nations are not meeting their proportional contributions 

to the goal, having fulfilled only half of their pledged amounts (WRI, 2021). Similarly, 

before vaccinations were widely available during the COVID-19 pandemic, companies 

defied government recommendations to resume operations without proper health 

preventative measures, resulting in a surge in positive infection rates (the Washington Post, 
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2021). These strong tendencies to preserve self-interest often lead to less optimal outcomes, 

commonly termed as “the tragedy of the commons” (Hardin, 1968).  

Indeed, a systematic review of 17 studies on 7,107 individual patterns revealed that 

unconditional cooperation with others and prioritizing collective benefits was rare, and 

preservation of self-interest was common (Thoni & Volk 2018). Across a wide range of 

situations, it was found that in group settings where individuals can either cooperate with 

their group members to contribute to a public pool and yield the greatest collective benefits 

or privately keep their individual contributions, approximately 60% of the participants 

conditionally cooperate by making decisions or behave in ways based on how their group 

members act. 20% would defect from the group and keep the contribution to themselves (i.e., 

free-riding), while only 4% unconditionally cooperate (Thoni & Volk, 2018). The findings 

revealed human tendencies to make decisions that are contingent upon others’, followed by 

preserving their own self-interest, instead of acting in ways that benefit others altruistically. 

When trying to achieve a common goal or yield the greatest collective interest, unconditional 

cooperation would be rare, especially if the collective benefits are not immediate or obvious.  

Levels of Public Cooperation and Compliance 

The second key characteristic of resolving collective action problems is the need for a 

substantial amount of cooperation and compliance, especially if the problem has societal-

wide implications and involves many people and entities (Jagers et al., 2020). Large-scale 

collective action problems cannot be overcome or managed unless a large percentage of a 

population cooperates and takes actions that align with the collective goals (Jagers et al., 

2020). For example, researchers estimated that greenhouse gas emissions from U.S. 

households can be reduced by up to 20% if majority households make changes in several 
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domains, ranging from switching to energy-efficient equipment to daily interactions such as 

carpooling or trip-chaining (Dietz et al., 2009). Similarly, depending on the country and 

demographic characteristics, health experts estimated about 50% to 90% of the population 

needs to be vaccinated to achieve heard immunity in COVID-19 (Fontanet & Cauchemez, 

2020; Tetteh et al., 2021). To reach the optimal levels and effectively resolve large-scale 

CAPs, mobilizing the public, encouraging cooperation, and achieving high degrees of 

compliance is crucial. 

However, research has suggested the levels of cooperation is shaped by the nature of 

the trade-offs and group sizes (Barcelo & Capraro, 2015; Broom et al., 2019; Isaac et al., 

1994; Zelmer, 2003). A meta-analysis, along with experimental findings, reveals that, if 

individuals’ benefit for fully cooperating with others (i.e., collective benefit) increases 

proportionally with the size of the group, individuals are more likely to cooperate if more 

members are involved (Barcelo & Capraro, 2015). On the other hand, if individuals’ cost to 

cooperate and benefit for full cooperation remain the same, individuals are less likely to 

cooperate as the group size increases (Barcelo & Capraro, 2015). In addition to the payoff 

structure of the collective action problem, other group characteristics, such as being an early 

(vs. late) group member (Capraro & Barcelo, 2015), the ability to communicate among 

members (Kerr & Kaufman-Gilliland, 1994), existence of sanctioning systems for defectors 

(Yamagishi, 1992), or interpersonal factors such as trust (Sato, 1988), higher prosocial 

orientation (Brewer & Kramer, 1986) and stronger social norms (Ostrom, 1990) can increase 

the likelihood of cooperation and compliance.  

The Role of Authorities 

As more individuals and entities are required to resolve a collective action problem, 
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reliance on a leader or authority to regulate the effort and promote cooperation increases 

(Jagers et al., 2020; Tyler & Degoey, 1995; Yamagishi, 1988). The role of authority is crucial 

in the extent to which a collective action problem will be effectively addressed, as the 

authorities would likely determine the amount of resources devoted to resolve the issue, 

propose solutions to achieve optimal outcomes, and implement systems that would promote 

cooperation and possibly sanction defectors among the people involved (Jagers et al., 2020; 

Messick et al., 1983; Yamagishi, 1988, 1992). At the same time, individuals are more likely 

to cooperate when they perceive the authorities to be fair, democratic, and representative of 

their communities (Ostrom, 1990; Tyler & Degoey, 1995; Van Vugt et al., 2004). Indeed, 

there is abundant evidence that demonstrated that critical role of authorities in establishing 

support for pro-environmental policies (e.g., Fairbrother et al., 2019; Harring et al., 2013), 

more effective implementation of policy regulations and responses (Chen et al., 2021), and 

greater alignment between individual behaviors and authories’ recommendations (e.g., 

Travaligno & Moon, 2021). To effectively address complex collective action problems, it is 

equally important for authorities to emerge and sustain the effort, and to establish trust 

among their constituents.  

To summarize, this discussion focuses on three key characteristics of collective action 

problems. First, on the individual-level, the decision to engage in collective action often 

involves a compromise in self-interest for the sake of a collective benefit, yet individuals 

would likely base their actions or behaviors on others, or defect from the group to preserve 

their own self-interest. Second, in addition to the nature of the collective action problems, 

interpersonal factors and increased group sizes would add to the complexity of resolving 

collective action problems that require a substantial amount of cooperation and compliance. 
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Third, the role of authorities is crucial in facilitating the efforts and directions of resolving 

collective action problems, while public perception of the authorities would shape the extent 

to which these efforts are supported and maintained.  

Although there is a myriad of studies that examine human tendencies in social 

dilemmas, these studies are constructed in ways that participants could experience the direct 

impacts and consequences of their decisions, and teams are small enough that participants’ 

backgrounds and cultural predispositions may not have a huge impact. However, outside a 

lab environment, addressing large-scale collective action problems require a huge amount of 

people, coordination, and group mobilization, introduces diversity in cultural backgrounds, 

predispositions, and warrants external influence such as governmental regulations (Jagers et 

al., 2020). Given these characteristics, the present research posits that collectivism, a cultural 

orientation most commonly operationalized as the prioritization of group- over personal-

interest, could encourage cooperation and facilitate the process of addressing large-scale 

CAPs.  

Collectivism and Collective Action Problems 

Cultural values and orientation shape the ways individuals view themselves in 

relation to others, and influence individuals’ reaction, attitudes, and behaviors in social 

situations (Triandis, 1989; Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Collectivism, in particular, 

emphasizes interdependence, mutual obligation and shared responsibilities among group 

members (Schwartz, 1990; Triandis, 1989). Individuals who endorse more collectivistic 

values tend to cultivate a more interdependent view of self, where they define themselves as 

fundamentally connected to others, and value the maintenance of harmony with groups. 

Thus, collectivists tend to prioritize group goals over personal goals, and engage in behaviors 
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that serve to maintain interdependence and harmonious relationships with group members 

(Markus & Kitayama, 1991). The following section outlines three aspects of collectivism that 

serve and maintain the goal of interdependence, and posits that these aspects of collectivism 

can facilitate the process of addressing collective action problems. 

Other-Orientation 

One of the most widely discussed aspects of collectivism is collectivists’ greater 

proclivity towards their in-group members (Hui & Triandis, 1986; Triandis, 1989). 

Collectivists view the self as adaptable and flexible in different social contexts (Morling & 

Fiske, 1999), often define themselves by their social roles (Cousins, 1989), and allocentric 

tendencies (Bochner, 1994). Given the greater self-other overlap, collectivists are more 

concerned about the impacts and consequences of their actions on their in-group members, 

feel greater interdependence and involved in the lives of their in-group members, and are 

more likely to engage in behaviors that preserve group harmony (Hui & Triandis, 1986; 

Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Triandis, 1989;). In situations that involve compromising self-

interest for a collective goal, more collectivistic individuals were more likely to sacrifice 

their self-interest and allocated more rewards to benefit their in-group members (Leung & 

Bond, 1985). Even when resources are scarce, collectivists are more likely to allocate 

resources to people who made greater contribution to a collective entity and evaluate them 

more positively than less collectivistic individuals (Mullen & Sitka, 2009). Thus, when 

tension between self- and collective-interest arise in the process of addressing collective 

action problems, collectivists are more likely to engage in behaviors or make choices that 

prioritize group goals, even if they have to sacrifice or compromise their self-interest. 

Susceptibility to Social Norms 
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Another defining aspect of collectivism is collectivists’ greater susceptibility to social 

norms (Triandis, 1996; Oyserman et al., 2002). One line of research suggest that collectivists 

exhibit affiliative tendencies and conforming behaviors possibly because they wish to avoid 

social sanctions and disruption of group harmony (Yamaguchi et al., 1995). The tight social 

ties within a collectivistic society or network facilitate more social monitoring and 

sanctioning of in-group members, while protecting themselves from potential threat imposed 

by out-group members (Gelfand et al., 2011). As a result, collectivistic groups enforce 

stricter social norms, and are more likely to punish individuals who exhibit non-conforming 

attitudes and behaviors (Gelfand et al., 2011). Indeed, cross-cultural studies have shown that 

collectivists are more likely to conform to a majority than individualists (Bond & Smith, 

1996), and are more driven by social norms to engage in certain actions (Eom et al., 2016). 

Collectivists also show greater preference for conformity by making choices that reflect 

fitting in with the majority (Kim & Markus, 1999), and evaluate individuals who deviate 

from the norm more negatively, in part because they perceive standing out and uniqueness as 

selfish (Kinias et al., 2014).  

Alternatively, another line of research, the intersubjective norms model, suggests that 

social interactions among individuals are shaped by the awareness of how most others 

behave and react in a social environment, and react in ways that perpetuate and reinforce the 

dominant cultural ideas (Chiu et al., 2010; Zou et al., 2009). In other words, regardless of 

one’s personal cultural orientation, individuals will act according to the prevailing 

orientation among people in their respective cultural context. In more collectivistic cultural 

contexts, where values about conformity are more prevalent and highly regarded, individuals 

conform more because they are aware that most others in their social environment will likely 
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endorse the same conformity values and act accordingly. For example, individuals’ 

likelihood of complying with requests for help is more strongly predicted by their perception 

of whether most of their peers were collectivistic, instead of their personal levels of 

collectivism (Zou et al., 2009). Thus, this perspective maintains that social context is a more 

powerful factor that shapes people’s behaviors than a person’s cultural orientation. In more 

collectivistic cultural contexts, social interactions are tighter because adherence to social 

norms is simply a default and implicit mental heuristic that guides individuals’ choices and 

behaviors.  

Together, both perspectives suggest that collectivistic individuals are more 

susceptible to the influences of social norms, regardless of whether the influence is shaped by 

personal or contextual factors. An alternative way to interpret and integrate both perspectives 

is to view contextual and personal factors as mutually influencing one another. Thus, 

collectivistic social interactions are characterized by tighter social norms and greater 

susceptibility to conform, regardless of whether it is driven by personal or contextual factors, 

which facilitates the process of addressing CAPs that require high degree of group 

coordination and mobilization. 

Trust in Authority 

The third aspect of collectivism is the greater trust in authority. The close association 

between collectivism and trust in authority could be explained by the need to maintain social 

cohesion and protect one’s community, especially when facing a collective threat (Fincher et 

al., 2008). Historically, regions that had more instability and faced greater collective threat 

(e.g., pathogen) were more collectivistic (Fincher et al., 2008), and had more centralized 

authorities with greater decisive power (Chen et al., 2021; Schwartz, 2012). Establishing a 
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more centralized authority allowed greater efficiency to come up with rapid decisions and 

coordinate a large group of people to engage in certain behaviors to maintain social order and 

protect one’s community (Chen et al., 2021). Thus, with the influence of the social context, 

collectivists tend to be socialized with values that promote obedience and placed greater trust 

in authority (Chao & Chao, 1994; Travaglino & Moon, 2021). For example, children who 

were brought up with collectivistic values were more motivated to work on tasks associated 

with an authority figure (e.g., mother), even when they were under pressure and risk failure 

(Fu & Markus, 2014; Iyengar & Lepper, 1999). Even when an authority is not physically 

present, collectivists experienced greater guilt and negative affect when they perceived that 

they violated an authority figure’s expectations. For example, in deciding the outfits to 

choose in a social event, compared to European American participants, Indian participants 

who were reminded of their father, an authority figure, chose outfits that were consistent with 

their perception of what their father would expect them to wear (Savani et al., 2012). 

Collectivists’ greater trust in authorities enable the authorities to more effectively strategize 

and implement approaches that require public coordination, and navigate complex issues to 

advance the collective interests.  

 In summary, the three aspects of collectivism - other-orientation, adherence to social 

norms, and trust in authorities - are approaches that collectivists engage in to uphold the 

goals of social harmony and prioritization of group- over personal-interest. At the same time, 

these aspects of collectivism also closely align with the characteristics of addressing large-

scale collective action problems. Thus, in the next studies, I will use the COVID-19 

pandemic and climate change crisis as testbeds to empirically test whether and how these 

three aspects of collectivism influence the process of addressing large-scale CAPs.  
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CHAPTER 2: INDIVIDUAL COSTS AND COMMUNITY BENEFITS: 

COLLECTIVISM AND INDIVIDUALS’ COMPLIANCE WITH PUBLIC HEALTH 

INTERVENTIONS1 

In March 2020, after more than 118,000 cases in 114 countries and 4,291 deaths, the 

World Health Organization officially declared COVID-19 as a pandemic (CDC, 2022). The 

COVID-19 pandemic was undoubtedly one of the most significant and challenging public 

health crises that directly impacted each of us. All members of society had to abruptly change 

their daily routine, stay at home, and follow public health guidelines to mitigate the spread of 

the virus. Health authorities and the government had to quickly come up with a wide variety 

of health measures to avoid overloading the healthcare systems while prioritizing resources 

to the development of vaccines and scientific understanding of the virus. However, despite 

the governments’ and public health authorities’ best effort to take control of the situation, 

there was a large discrepancy in individuals’ compliance with public health interventions 

across societies, and varying degree of success in curbing the spread of the virus globally. 

To curb the spread of COVID-19, individuals and key institutions had to give up 

varying degrees of personal interest to cooperate and combat the spread of COVID-19. For 

example, individuals were instructed to stay at home (CDC, 2022), and only sectors or 

occupations that were deemed “essential” were allowed to operate, resulting in loss of 

personal freedom, economic gains, and public resources (NCSL, 2021). Proposed public 

health interventions would not be optimally effective unless societies achieved a high 

 
1 This research is published at PLOS ONE. 

Leong, S., Eom, K., Ishii, K., Aichberger, M.C., Fetz, K., Muller, T. S., Kim, H. S., & Sherman, D. K.
 (2021). Individual cost and community benefits: Collectivism and individuals’ compliance with public  

health interventions. PLOS ONE 17(11): e0275388. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0275388 
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proportion of public compliance that closely follow the recommended guidelines. Before 

vaccines were available, studies suggested that 80% of universal mask wearing could reduce 

COVID-19 positive and mortality rates (Eikenberry et al., 2020). After the development and 

implementation of vaccines, societies would need to achieve more than 90% vaccination 

rates globally to achieve herd immunity (Plans-Rubio, 2022). Furthermore, the dissemination 

of inconsistent messaging and abundance of misinformation and conspiracy theories related 

to the pandemic have significantly influenced public trust in government and scientific 

experts (Banai et al., 2022; Rieger & Wang, 2022).  

At the same time, the varying degree of success in curbing the spread of the virus, and 

the differences in individual’s compliance with public health interventions across societies, 

are reflective of the key role that collectivism plays in compliance with public health 

interventions. Consistent with the pathogen prevalence hypothesis (Fincher et al., 2008), 

countries that were more collectivistic had lower COVID-19 positive cases and death rates 

(Kumar, 2021; Maaravi et al., 2021). Studies on cultural orientation and compliance with 

health measures demonstrated that more collectivistic regions were associated with greater 

adherence to non-pharmaceutical interventions, such as wearing a face covering (Lu et al., 

2021). When evaluating COVID-19 vaccination intentions, a large-scale survey with more 

than 400,000 respondents revealed that people from more collectivistic regions had greater 

vaccination acceptance, compared to those from more individualistic regions (Leonhardt & 

Pezzuti, 2022). Using country-level cultural indices, findings of these studies suggested that 

collectivism played a crucial role in encouraging public coordination and compliance.  

Although illuminating, the existing literature has focused on the association between 

cultural variables such as collectivism and compliance on the societal-level. There was a lack 
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of understanding for how and why such positive association exists on the individual-level. 

While it was expected that individual-level collectivism functions similarly as has been 

shown at the societal level, the present study tests the three aspects of collectivism - other-

orientation, greater susceptibility to social norms, and greater trust in government - as distinct 

psychological mechanisms that explain the positive association between collectivism and 

greater compliance with public health interventions, expanding our knowledge about the role 

of collectivism in addressing large-scale CAPs.  

Study 1 

Because data collection was concluded before the development and implementation 

of vaccines, Study 1 focused on two key public health related behaviors, digital contact 

tracing (DCT) and wearing a face covering (FC). DCT effectively added traditional contact 

tracing efforts by identifying potential exposure to a virus based on the location and duration 

of interactions between two (or more) people through cellular technology; wearing face 

coverings created a barrier to prevent respiratory droplets from reaching others (CDC, 2020). 

Both behaviors resembled the dilemmas faced when resolving such large-scale CAPs. 

First, opting-in to DCT and wearing FCs imposed some individual costs to achieve a 

collective goal. Individuals may view DCT as a violation of their privacy, a new form of 

government surveillance, or a potential source of discrimination and stigmatization (Megnin-

Viggars et al., 2020; Whitelaw et al., 2020). Wearing FCs can be uncomfortable and 

inconvenient, and can be associated in some contexts with the stigma of being sick and weak 

(Bakhit et al., 2020; Eikenberry, 2020; Sotgiu, 2020), and was viewed as a violation of 

personal liberty (Stewart, 2020). Second, both measures required a sufficient proportion of 

the population to comply to be optimally effective. For example, at least 60% of the 
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population has to opt-in for DCT to be effective (Ferretti et al., 2020). Similarly, immediate 

or near universal face covering usage (>80%) could have decreased death and positive rates 

substantially from COVID-19 (Eikenberry et al., 2020). Third, DCT, if implemented, would 

likely be monitored and operated through the government or health authorities. Gathering 

public trust in these key institutions was crucial to encourage high opt-in rates given the vast 

amount of personal and sensitive information collected through this approach (He et al., 

2022; Riemer et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2022). Moreover, wearing face coverings was also 

associated with people’s level of trust in government, where individuals who trusted the 

government more were more likely to wear face coverings and engage in COVID-19 

preventative measures, compared to those with lower trust (Min et al., 2020; Lim et al., 2021; 

Liu et al., 2022).  

Taken together, there were two primary objectives in this study. The first goal was to 

examine the influence of collectivism in people’s decision to comply with health preventative 

measures with potential individual costs. I hypothesized that more collectivistic people would 

be more likely comply with these measures compared to less collectivistic people. The 

second goal was to test potential psychological mechanisms that explain greater compliance 

with health preventative measures. I tested three aspects of collectivism - other orientation, 

susceptibility to social norms, and trust in authorities - to explain the relationship between 

collectivism and compliance.  

Method 

Participants 

Determination of sample size was informed by Sherman et al., (2022), where there 

was a correlation of r = .13 between collectivism and compliance with environmental 
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behaviors. Power analyses conducted in G*Power (Faul et al., 2007) revealed that a 

correlation of this magnitude could be obtained with .80 power and an α = .05 with N = 462.  

 A total of 530 participants were recruited through Amazon Mechanical Turk. Data 

was collected between July 1 and July 17, 2020. 37.4% of the participants identified as 

female, 57.5% as male, 0.6% as non-binary/other, and 4.5% unspecified. The mean age of 

participants was 37.21 (SD = 11.28). 68.1% of the participants identified themselves as 

White, 13.4% as Black, 6.4% as Hispanic/Latino, 5.5% as Asian, 0.4% as American Indian, 

0.2% as Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, and 1.6% as multi-racial/others. The remaining 

participants did not identify their racial/ethnic identities. Refer to Table 1 for full 

demographic information.  

Table 1 
Study 1 – Participants’ Demographic Characteristics 

Characteristics M(SD) n % 
Age   37.21(11.28)   
Years of Education 14.58(4.30)   
Income (Median) $40,000 - $49,999   
Political Ideology 3.86(1.88)   
Gender     

 Male  305 57.5 

 Female  198 37.4 
 Other  3 .6 

 Missing  24 4.5 
Ethnicity   

  

 American Indian/Alaska Native 2 .4 

 Asian/Asian American 29 5.5 

 Black/African American 71 13.4 
 Hispanic/Latino American 34 6.4 

 Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1 .2 

 White/European American 361 68.1 
 Other/Unspecified 8 1.5 

 Missing  24 4.5 
Majority Racial Group Status   

 White  361 68.1 
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 Non-White  145 27.4 
  Missing   24 4.5 

 

Procedures 

The survey was conducted online in July 2020, when COVID-19 positive rates were 

increasing exponentially in the United States. The survey was conducted in English language. 

At the start of the survey, participants provided their written consent to take part in the study 

through selecting the “Yes, I agree to participate” option after reading a consent form that 

contained study information. After indicating their willingness to take part in the study, 

participants responded to measures of cultural orientation (e.g., individualism-collectivism, 

tightness-looseness). Then, they read a short passage about what digital contact tracing is, 

and how it works, and answered some questions about their attitudes and intention to opt in 

to DCT. In the second part of the study, participants reported their attitudes towards face 

covering, and indicated whether they wear a face covering when it is required, and when it is 

not required. Participants responded to the mediator variables after responding to the 

outcome variables (i.e., decision to opt-in to DCT and wear a face covering). Lastly, 

participants reported their demographic information. All participants were debriefed in 

writing at the end of the survey. The survey took approximately 12 minutes to complete, and 

participants were compensated $1.50. This study was reviewed and approved by UCSB 

Office of Research Application for the use of Human Subjects. 

Materials and Measures 

DCT Information 

Participants were provided the following information about DCT:  

“What is contact tracing? Contact tracing for COVID-19 is the process of 
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identifying, assessing, and managing people who have been exposed to the disease to prevent 

onward transmission. Digital contact tracing tools aid traditional contact tracing efforts by 

using data from people’s mobile phones. How does digital contact tracing work? To use 

digital contact tracing tools, people download an app on their mobile phones. When someone 

tests positive for COVID-19 and shares this information via the app, the app automatically 

and anonymously notifies other people who had contact with the person. These individuals 

with potential exposure are advised to be tested and/or quarantined.” 

Predictor Variable 

Individualism-Collectivism. Participants completed a 14-item validated 

individualistic and collectivistic value orientation measure (Oyserman et al., 2002; Kim et al., 

2016). Individualism items included “it is important for me to develop my own personal 

style”, while collectivism items included “it is important for me to think of myself as a 

member of my religious, national, or ethnic group.” All items were assessed on a 7-point 

scales ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Individualism and 

collectivism items were averaged and each form a composite score, with higher values 

indicating higher endorsement of each cultural value orientation (Individualism: M = 4.94, 

SD = 1.19, ɑ = .86; Collectivism: M = 5.65, SD = .81, ɑ = .76). See Table 2 for descriptive 

statistics, correlation coefficients, and alpha levels for all key measures
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Table 2 
Study 1 - Descriptive Statistics and Zero-Order Correlations between Key Variables 

  M SD ɑ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 Collectivism 4.94 1.19 .86 -         
2 Individualism 5.65 .81 .76 .39** -        
3 Comm. Concern (DCT) 61.53 28.44 - .35** .09 -       
4 Norm (DCT) 58.99 24.84 - .45** .20** .46** -      
5 Comm. Concern (FC) 61.96 30.32 - .29** .01 .66** .37** -     
6 Norm (FC) 59.68 26.23 - .45** .13** .42** .61** .38** -    
7 Trust in Gov. 3.05 1.08 .85 .56** .09* .33** .52** .32** .45** -   
8 DCT Decision - - - .25** .03 .27** .43** .18** .28** .32** -  
9 Face Covering - - - .10* .02 .12** .14** .12** .22** .08 .23** - 

*p <.05; **p <.01; ***p<.001 
†COL = collectivism; IND = individualism; Comm. Concern = concern for community; Norm = perceived social norm; Trust in 
Gov. = trust in government; DCT = digital contact tracing; FC = face covering 
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Outcome Variable 

  DCT Decision. Participants responded to the question “if your health authority 

administers digital contact tracing, would you opt in (sign up for the app) or opt out (not sign 

up for the app)?” to indicate their intention to opt in to DCT (0 = I would opt out; 1 = I would 

opt in). 

Face Coverings (FC). Participants responded to two dichotomous questions that 

assess two different situations where people may wear masks, where it was required and 

when it was not required. Specifically, they responded (0 = No, 1 = Yes) to the queries: “do 

you use face covering where it is required?”, and “do you generally use face covering even 

when it is not required (in social places where you interact with other people)?”. 

Mediator Variables 

Concern for Community Health. Although participants may engage in health 

preventative measures to protect themselves and their community, I want to measure whether 

people engage in these behaviors to prioritize the interest of others’ (i.e., other-orientation) or 

themselves (i.e., self-orientation). To contextualize the measure within this study, I created 

single item measures for each behavior to test participant’s primary motivation in their 

decision making process for each behavior. “in considering digital contact tracing, which 

factor is more important to you?” Participants rated on a sliding scale from 0 (protecting 

myself from COVID-19) to 100 (protecting my community from COVID-19), with higher 

values indicating higher other-orientation where participants prioritize the community’s 

health over oneself, M = 61.53, SD = 28.44. The same question was posed for wearing face 

coverings. Participants responded to the question “in considering wearing a face covering, 

which factor is more important to you?” Participants rated on a sliding scale from 0 
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(protecting myself from COVID-19) to 100 (protecting my community from COVID-19), M = 

61.96, SD = 30.32.  

Perceived Social Norms. We assessed participants’ susceptibility to social norms by 

asking their perceived proportion of people in their communities who engage in the different 

public health behaviors using a measure developed by Eom and colleagues (2016). 

Participants indicated on a 0 to 100% sliding scale the proportion of people in their 

community who they think would opt in to DCT, and the proportion of people in their 

community who they think would wear face coverings when is required, and when it is not 

required; with higher values indicating a larger perceived proportion of people in their 

community who comply with these health measures, DCT: M = 58.99, SD = 24.84; FC 

(Required): M = 73.91, SD = 19.40; FC (Not Required): M = 59.68, SD = 26.23. 

Trust in Government. As mentioned previously, because these behaviors were likely 

proposed and implemented by the government, capturing the varying perceptions and trust 

that Americans have of the government as it was making decisions during the COVID-19 

pandemic was important in shaping their behaviors. Participants completed four items that 

were adapted from the trust in government survey by Pew Research Center (Pew, 2015). 

Example items include “I generally think the government is run for the benefit of this 

country”. All items were assessed on 6-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 

(strongly agree). Items were averaged and formed a composite score, with higher values 

indicating greater trust in government, M = 2.82, SD = 1.09, ɑ = .75. 

Covariates 

Demographics. We controlled for participants’ gender, age, income, and political 

ideology. Given the political sentiment associated with COVID-19 related attitudes and 
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behaviors (Agarwal et al., 2021), we controlled for participants’ political ideology to assess 

the robustness of collectivism in predicting compliance. Participants responded to the 

question “when it comes to politics, do you consider yourself to be liberal, moderate, or 

conservative?” as a measure of their political ideology. The question was assessed on a 7-

point scale ranging from 1 (very liberal) to 7 (very conservative). 

Results 

Compliance with Health Preventative Measures 

Overall, 65.1% of participants indicated that available, they would opt in to digital 

contact tracing, whereas 34.9% would opt out. In terms of their current face-covering 

behavior, almost all participants (96.0%) reported that they use face covering when it is 

required. 77.2% participants reported that they still use a face covering, even if it was not 

required in places where social interactions took place. Subsequent analyses only focused on 

the decision to wear face covering when it is not required. Refer to Table 2 for zero-order 

correlations between key variables. 

I conducted a binary logistics regression and controlled for individualism, gender, 

age, majority group status,2 political orientation, annual income, and years of education. 

Collectivism significantly predicted DCT opt in rates, β = .63, SE = .13, p < .001, and 

participants’ likelihood of wearing face covering when not required, β = .35, SE = .14, p = 

.02. More collectivistic participants were more likely to opt in to DCT and to wear a face 

covering when it was not required (Table 3). 

 

 
2 As Whites/European Americans have been shown to be less collectivistic in their value orientation 

than other groups (Oyserman et al., 2022), we also conducted analyses that controlled for race/ethnicity (coded 
as White/European Americans vs. racial/ethnic minority Americans). This variable was not a significant 
predictor of the key DVs and the direction and magnitude of findings remain unchanged when it is included. 
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Table 3 
Study 1 - Collectivism Predicts Compliance with Health Measures 

 Variable β SE of β Wald p Exp 
(β) 

95% CI 

 LL UL 

Digital 
Contact 
Tracing 

Constant 1.30 .54 5.87 .02 3.68    
Collectivism .63 .13 25.17 <.001 1.88 1.47 2.40 
Individualism -.22 .12 3.71 .05 .80 .64 1.00 

Tightness-
Looseness .06 .12 .28 .60 1.06 .84 1.34 

Gender (Male) -.10 .21 .22 .64 .91 .61 1.36 
Gender 

(Female) -.95 1.27 .55 .46 .39 .03 4.71 

Age -.004 .01 .19 .67 .99 .98 1.01 
Political 
Ideology -.14 .06 5.63 .02 .87 .78 .98 

Income .09 .04 5.71 .02 1.10 1.02 1.18 
Years of 

Education -.03 .02 1.55 .21 .97 .93 1.02 

Face 
Covering 

Constant 2.33 .61 14.13 <.001 10.25     
Collectivism .35 .14 6.53 .01 1.42 1.09 1.86 
Individualism -.15 .13 1.14 .23 .86 .67 1.10 

Tightness-
Looseness .14 .13 1.15 .28 1.15 .89 1.49 

Gender (Male) -.15 .23 .40 .53 .86 .55 1.36 
Gender 

(Female) -1.99 1.26 2.48 .12 .14 .01 1.63 

Age -.002 .01 .03 .86 .99 .98 1.02 
Political 
Ideology -.33 .07 22.41 <.001 .73 .63 .83 

Income .16 .05 11.76 <.001 1.17 1.07 1.28 
Years of 

Education -.03 .02 1.43 .23 .97 .93 1.02 

* p < .05; ** p<.01; ***p <.001 
† R^2 DCT = .12, R^2 FC = .13 

 

I conducted mediation analyses controlling for the same covariates for each of the 

two health measures to test whether concern for community health in relation to each health 

behavior, trust in government and perceived social norms explain the relationship between 

collectivism and compliance. Refer to Tables 4a and 4b for full regression coefficients. 
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DCT Opt-In 

In relation to the intention to opt in to DCT (Figure 1), collectivism predicted greater 

concern for community health, β = .32, SE = .05, p < .001, greater trust in government. β = 

.51, SE = .05, p < .001, and greater perceived social norms, β = .34, SE = .05, p < .001. Those 

who were more collectivistic had greater concern for their community’s health, felt greater 

trust in their government, and saw a greater proportion of other people as likely to opt in to 

DCT. In turn, greater trust in government, β = .33, SE = .13, p = .01, and greater perceived 

social norms, β = .82, SE = .14, p < .001, but not greater concern for community health, β = 

.15, SE = .12, p = .22, predicted greater likelihood of opting-in to DCT. Consequently, trust 

in government and perceived social norms each mediated the effect of collectivism on 

opting-in, as indicated by significant indirect effects (trust in government.: β = .17, BootSE = 

.07, BootCI[.04, .33]; perceived social norms: β = .28, BootSE = .08, BootCI[.16, .47]). By 

contrast, greater concern for community health was not a significant mediator (β = .05, SE = 

.04, BootCI[-.03, .14]). After controlling for all mediators, the association between 

collectivism and DCT opt in was non-significant, β = .23, SE = .15, p = .12.  

 

Figure 1. The relationship between collectivism and decision to opt-in to DCT as mediated 
by concern for community health, perceived social norms, and trust in government. Numbers 
are standardized regression coefficients. 

 

 



 

 26 

Table 4A 
Study 1 - Regression Coefficients for Mediation Models (DCT) 

     95% CI of β 
β SE of β z p LL UL 

Direct Effects       
COL → DCT .23 .15 1.57 .12 -.06 .51 

       
Separate Effect Paths       

COL → concern for comm. .32 .05 6.22 <.001 .22 .42 
COL → trust in gov .51 .05 11.13 <.001 .42 .60 

COL → perceived social norms .34 .05 7.16 <.001 .25 .44 
Concern for comm. → DCT .15 .12 1.24 .22 -.09 .37 

Gov. → DCT .33 .13 2.43 .01 .06 .59 
Norm → DCT .82 .14 5.99 <.001 .55 1.09 

       
Bootstrapped Indirect Effects β BootSE Boot LLCI BootULCI   

Total Indirect Effect of COL .50 .10 .33 .74   
Concern for Comm .05 .04 -.03 .14   

Trust in Gov .17 .07 .04 .33   
Perceived Social Norms .28 .08 .16 .47     

* p < .05; ** p<.01; ***p <.001 
 

Face Covering 

The mediational pattern for wearing face coverings in public was somewhat different 

than for opting in to DCT (Figure 2). Collectivism was positively associated with all three 

mediators, as it was predicted greater concern for community health, β = .31, SE = .05, p < 

.001, greater trust in government, β = .51, SE = .05, p < .001, and greater perceived social 

norms, β = .36, SE = .05, p < .001. However, only greater perceived social norms predicted 

greater likelihood of wearing face coverings in public, β = .60, SE = .13, p < .001. Neither 

concern for community health, β = .06, SE = .12, p = .52, nor trust in government, β = -.07, 

SE = .14, p = .60, explained the relationship between collectivism and wearing face covering. 

Consequently, only perceived social norms mediated the effect of collectivism on wearing a 
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face covering (β = .22, BootSE = .06, BootCI[.12, .36]). Neither concern for community 

health (β = .02, BootSE = .04, BootCI[-.06, .10]), nor trust in government (β = -.04, BootSE 

= .07, BootCI[-.17, .10]) were significant mediators. After controlling for all mediators, the 

association between collectivism and intention to opt in to DCT was non-significant, β = .18, 

SE = .16, p = .31. 

 

Figure 2. The relationship between collectivism and decision to opt-in to DCT as mediated 
by concern for community health, perceived social norms, and trust in government. Numbers 
are standardized regression coefficients. 
 

Table 4B 
Study 1 - Regression Coefficients for Mediation Models (FC) 

Digital Contact Tracing     95% CI of β 
β SE of β z p LL UL 

Direct Effects       
COL → FC .18 .16 1.13 .26 -.13 .48 

       
Separate Effect Paths       

COL → concern for comm. .31 .05 5.71 <.001 .20 .40 
COL → trust in gov .51 .05 11.12 <.001 .42 .60 

COL → perceived social norm .36 .05 7.41 <.001 .27 .46 
Concern for comm. → FC .06 .12 .52 .60 -.18 .31 

Gov. → FC -.07 .14 -.52 .60 -.34 .20 
Norm → FC .60 .13 4.53 <.001 .34 .86 

       
Bootstrapped Indirect Effects β BootSE Boot LLCI BootULCI   
Total Indirect Effect of COL .20 .09 .03 .39   

Concern for Comm .02 .04 -.06 .10   
Trust in Gov -.04 .07 -.17 .10   
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Perceived Social Norms .22 .06 .12 .36   
* p < .05; ** p<.01; ***p <.001 

Chapter 2 Discussion 

Using the COVID-19 pandemic as an example of a large-scale CAP, findings from 

this study somewhat supported the theorized relationship between collectivism and engaging 

in actions that impose tension between personal and collective benefits. First, the association 

between collectivism and compliance with both public health measures - above and beyond 

other cultural values, political ideology, and demographic factors - highlights the role of 

culture in making decisions that impose some personal cost for a collective goods.  

Second, the present study examined how the three proposed aspects of collectivism 

shaped compliance. Across both public health measures, perceived social norms appeared to 

be a strong mediator for compliance. Specifically, those high on collectivism perceived that a 

greater proportion of people in their local community complied with public health measures 

than those low on collectivism, and in turn, they were more likely to comply themselves. 

These findings provided support that collectivists were more sensitive to social norms and 

may adjust their attitudes and behaviors to align with the actions of others within their social 

context. 

Concern for community health (i.e., other-orientation), on the other hand, did not 

explain the relationship between collectivism and compliance. Perhaps one reason why 

community concern was not associated with compliance was due to the way this item was 

measured. Opting in to contact tracing and wearing face coverings provide protection for 

both personal health as well as community health. While the purpose of putting personal and 

community health at two ends of a continuum was to enable a test of which was a stronger 

factor that shaped people’s decisions, this way of measuring this mediator overlooked the 
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possibility that people comply with public health interventions to protect both their personal 

and community health. One way to refine this measure is to separate personal and 

community health into two distinct items. Nevertheless, the results suggest that more 

collectivistic individuals do not comply with these interventions solely or primarily because 

they are more concerned about their communities. 

A third aspect of collectivism - trust in government - revealed some inconsistent 

mediating patterns. Although there was a positive association between collectivism and trust 

in government, greater trust in government only explained the relationship between 

collectivism and opting-in to DCT, but not wearing a face covering. The variability across 

behaviors suggested that the extent to which people’s trust in government translates to actual 

compliance is also condition on the behavior under consideration. Given that DCT is a tool 

that needed to be implemented, in part, by the government, establishing trust in government 

is particularly essential to encourage greater compliance (Shanka & Menebo, 2022). By 

contrast, for wearing a face covering, a behavior that is more visible among peers and 

communities, trust in government may not be a salient factor in individuals’ decisions, in 

particular, when individuals received mixed recommendation from the government during 

the onset of the pandemic (Noar & Austin, 2022).  

Finally, in the face of a common threat such as disease pathogens, prior research has 

revealed the psychological benefits of collectivism such as providing greater protection 

efficacy (Kim et al., 2016). Findings from the present study suggest that collectivists may 

feel more efficacious against threat by placing greater trust in authorities (Manson, 2020)., 

and perceiving greater social norms of compliance among their in-group members. A greater 

orientation towards others may also explain why individuals become more collectivistic in 
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the face of a common threat (e.g., pathogen; Fincher et al., 2008). 
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CHAPTER 3: AN EXPLORATION OF THE INFLUENCE OF 

COLLECTIVISM ON CLIMATE MITIGATION POLICIES 

“The effects of individual lifestyle choices are ultimately trivial compared with what 

politics can achieve” - David Wallace-Wells, the Uninhabitable Earth (2019) 

Chapter 1 provided some initial support for the theorized relationship between 

collectivism and addressing CAPs by focusing on people’s compliance with public health 

measures during the COVID-19 pandemic. While the COVID-19 pandemic is one of the 

most disruptive large-scale CAPs in recent years, the climate change crisis has been, and still 

remains, one of the most pressing CAPs impacted by human activities. While both crises 

shared some similarities and characteristics of CAPs, such as the large-scale, long-term 

consequences if left unaddressed and the need to make tradeoffs between short-term 

individual interest and long-term collective wellbeing among all members and institutions in 

society (Manzanedo & Manning, 2020), there are several key notable differences. First, 

individual action to combat COVID-19 is direct and visible, where people wear a mask or 

maintain social distance to stop the spread of the virus. In comparison, the payoffs for 

individual actions to combat climate change crises are much less obvious and span across 

domains. For example, composting food, reducing personal traveling or supporting climate 

policies are behaviors that could address climate change, but the impact of these behaviors is 

indirect and diffused (Manzanedo & Manning, 2020). Second, there may be a temporal 

distance in people’s views towards the consequences of climate change crises but not the 

pandemic. People perceived the COVID-19 pandemic as a health issue with direct 

consequences on oneself if they do not engage in preventative behaviors; but viewed the 

climate change crisis as a distant, future problem where they may not experience 



 

 32 

consequences from environmental issues (Geiger et al., 2021; see also Capstick et al., 2015, 

for review). It is possible that because of the different views towards both CAPs, people feel 

less personally responsible, view their actions as less efficacious to address climate change 

and are thus less likely to support climate mitigation policies, compared to the COVID-19 

pandemic (Poortinga et al., 2022). Indeed, as the opening quotes alluded, without large 

structural changes and strong environmental policies, slowing down global warming and 

addressing climate change crisis is extremely challenging. 

Although country authorities have implemented different types of climate mitigation 

initiatives, government interventions and strong carbon-regulation policies, such as 

implementing a carbon tax, are still one of the most effective ways to reduce carbon 

emissions (Fekete et al., 2021; Hagmann et al., 2019). Yet, despite its efficacy, only 27 

countries worldwide have adopted carbon tax policies as of 2023 (World Bank, 2023). Public 

opinions towards such policies were unfavorable, often because climate policies impose 

additional costs on households and businesses (Fairbrother, 2022; Drews & Van den Bergh, 

2015). For example, in an examination of Canadian citizens’ support (N = 1,306) for nine 

hypothetical climate policies, Rhodes and colleagues (2017) found that individual-action 

based policies, such as providing subsidies or tax rebates when purchasing “green” 

appliances, yield the highest levels of support, while market-based regulatory policies, such 

as implementing a carbon tax for all individuals and businesses, received the lowest levels of 

support. The findings were consistent with a review of public opinion about climate policies, 

where people favor policies that shift and re-allocate resources (e.g., shift government 

subsidies away from fossil fuels to renewable energy), and were less supportive of policies 

that impose cost on their households or personal income (Fairbrother, 2022).  
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Trust in Government and Support for Climate Change Policies 

 A key determinant that shapes the (lack of) support for climate change policies is 

closely associated with the levels of trust in government. Research has consistently 

demonstrated the importance of trust in government on garnering policy support, especially 

when the policies involve personal cost (Fairbrother et al., 2019; Kulin & Seva, 2021; 

Harring & Jagers, 2013). For example, in Sweden where carbon tax has already been 

implemented, respondents who placed greater trust in their politicians to use tax revenues in 

righteous and effective manners were more supportive of carbon tax compared to those who 

trust their politicians less (Hammer & Jagers, 2006). In Korea, citizen’s levels of trust in 

government were positively associated with their willingness-to-pay for public projects, such 

as improving air quality in subway stations (Oh & Hong, 2012). On a broader scale, a recent 

sentiment analysis of 96,834 Tweets across 20 English-speaking countries revealed that 

“government” was the most frequently occurring word in Tweets that mentioned “carbon 

tax”, and that although people’s sentiments towards carbon taxes were generally negative, the 

sentiments were more negative when people’s perceived cost of carbon taxes on individuals 

and businesses was higher, and when trust in government was lower (Zhang et al., 2021). 

The findings highlight that when considering the implementation of climate change policies, 

perceived costs and levels of trust in government are crucial in shaping people’s attitudes 

towards such policies (Hammer & Jagers, 2006; Zhang et al., 2021). When individuals 

perceive the government as trustworthy, they will more likely support climate change 

policies, even when these policies may impose individual costs.  

Despite the vital role that trust in government plays in garnering support for public 

efforts and climate policies, there is a lack of consensus in how trust is assessed across 
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different public datasets and empirical findings (Grimmelikhuijsen & Knies, 2015; Hamm et 

al., 2019; McEvily & Tortoriello, 2011). For instance, the International Social Survey 

Program (ISSP) operationalized trust as how much trust individuals would have in 

government departments to give them correct information about the causes of pollution 

(ISSP, 2020), while the Pew Research Center measured trust as the extent to which 

Americans “trust the government in Washington to do what is right” (Pew Research Center, 

2015). While both ISSP and the Pew Research Center assessed a government's perceived 

trustworthiness, the ISSP focused on evaluating trustworthiness through the government’s 

competence, expertise and performance. In contrast, the Pew Research Center's evaluation 

centered around a government's conduct and integrity. 

Perceived government trustworthiness evaluated by its competence and integrity has 

independent effects on predicting public support. For example, Kitt and colleagues (2021) 

evaluated 1,552 Canadian citizens’ levels of support for five low-carbon transportation 

policies and trust in their national government, among other measures. Trust in national 

government was evaluated in two ways. First, participants indicated their general level of 

trust in the national government on a single-item measure ranging from “no trust at all” to 

“high trust”. Then, competence-based trust was measured using two items (e.g., the national 

government is competent enough to deal with these issues), followed by a four-item measure 

of integrity-based trust (e.g., the government intends to act fairly). The policies included a 

carbon tax, subsidies for purchasing electric vehicles, and three regulation-based policies. 

The findings revealed that, while general trust in national government is low, participants 

who perceived the government as competent were more likely to support all five policies, 

whereas participants who perceived the government with higher levels of integrity were more 
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likely to support carbon tax and mandates for zero-emission vehicle sales (Kitt et al., 2021). 

To investigate which component of trust played a more influential role in shaping 

individuals’ support, Liu and colleagues (2020) experimentally manipulated participants’ 

levels of competence- and integrity-based trust by informing them about an energy 

company’s track record of successfully implementing projects (i.e., high vs. low levels of 

competence) and levels of transparency with the company practices (i.e., high vs. low levels 

of integrity). Then, participants evaluated their support for a wind energy project that would 

take place in their area of residence. Across two studies with participants from China (N = 

252) and the Netherlands (N = 188), Liu and colleagues (2020) found that perceived integrity 

of an organization, instead of perceived competence, played a more profound role in levels of 

support for both groups. Perceived competence was found to predict higher levels of project 

support only when perceived integrity was low, and this effect was observed specifically 

among Chinese participants. In other words, when an organization exhibited low levels of 

integrity, perceived competence did not matter among Dutch participants, but could still play 

a role in shaping attitudes among Chinese participants. 

The discussion above highlights the critical role of trust in government in 

encouraging support for climate change policies (e.g., Harring & Jagers, 2013), and more 

importantly, the need to consider how different aspects of government shape trust and public 

support. Correlational and experimental findings revealed that although it is still important 

for the government to exhibit high degree of competence (Kitt et al., 2021; Terwel et al., 

2009), it is even more important for the government to be transparent about their conducts 

and motives to garner support for climate change policies, especially when these policies are 

associated with potential cost to individuals and households (Kitt et al., 2021; Liu et al., 
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2020).  

Cultural Influence on Climate Change Policy Support 

Given the global impact of climate change, researchers have emphasized the 

importance of considering the influence of socio-cultural characteristics on climate change 

outcomes (Eom et al., 2019; Tam & Milfont, 2020). In particular, there is growing evidence 

that suggests culture, on the national- and individual-level, has distinct impact on individuals’ 

views towards climate change policies. On the national-level, secondary analyses of the 

World Values Survey (WVS) revealed that less individualistic countries (i.e., higher 

collectivism) exhibited greater support for prioritizing environmental protection, even at the 

expense of slower economic growth and some loss of jobs (Wave 6, N = 78,542 across 52 

countries/regions; Lou & Li, 2022). Similarly, more individualistic countries (i.e., less 

collectivistic) were associated with lower willingness to make financial sacrifices for the 

environment (Wave 5, N = 57,268 across 47 countries/regions, Eom et al., 2016). Similar 

patterns were observed across analyses of different datasets using different national-level 

cultural indices, including Hofstede’s individualism (Allo & Loureiro, 2014; Chan, 2020; 

Eom, 2016; Hofstede, 1980; Lou & Li, 2022), and institutional and in-group collectivism 

dimensions of the Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness measure 

(i.e., GLOBE; House, 2004; Parboteeah, 2012). Overall, evidence on the national-level 

suggested that higher levels of collectivism is positively associated with support for pro-

environmental policies or beliefs that involve sacrificing individual interest for a collective 

benefit.  

Although national-level evidence offers a broad understanding of cultural influence 

on climate change policy support, it is important to note that these findings do not imply that 
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individualism was associated with opposition for climate change policies. Instead, research 

studies that examine culture on the individual-level revealed distinct sociocultural 

determinants that would influence support for climate change policies among people with 

different culture orientations. For example, people who endorsed more individualistic values 

were more likely to sacrifice self-interest for the environment driven by their beliefs in 

climate change (Chan & Tam, 2021; Eom et al., 2016; Tam & Chan, 2017), and when they 

perceived a greater sense of agency over the impact of their actions on the environment 

(Sherman et al., 2022). Comparatively, people who endorsed more collectivistic values were 

more likely to sacrifice self-interest for the environment driven by their perceived norms 

towards environmental issues (Eom et al., 2016; Sherman et al., 2022), when they felt a 

greater sense of efficacy to overcome climate change crisis as a community (Xiang et al., 

2019), and if they perceived that protecting the environment is an important group value 

(Huang et al., 2022). Research findings on the individual-level suggested that individualism 

was likely a stronger determinant of situations where individualists can take control their pro-

environmental behaviors and outcomes driven by their personal beliefs; while collectivism is 

a stronger determinant of situations where collectivists participate in group effort driven by 

their perceived group’s views and attitudes towards a targeted issue.  

Given that the following research studies focus on climate change policy support as 

the targeted outcome, where some policies would involve compromising self-interest, it is 

expected that high collectivism, characterized by the prioritization of group over personal 

interest, will likely predict greater support, compared to low collectivism. 

Collectivism and Trust in Government 

In the context of climate change crisis, studies have demonstrated the independent 
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influence of collectivism and trust in institutions on climate mitigation policy support. 

Collectivism is associated with greater support for sustainability initiatives that impose 

personal and economic cost (e.g., carbon tax; Parboteeah et al., 2012), while trust in 

institution is an important determinant of encouraging policy support (Fairbrother et al., 

2019), and willingness to sacrifice self-interest for the environment (Harring et al., 2013). 

Yet, few studies have examined how cultural orientation would shape the relationship 

between trust in government and support for climate mitigation policies. As discussed in 

Chapter 1 and demonstrated in Study 1, the role of authority is more central in more 

collectivistic societies (Schwartz, 2012), and collectivists are likely more susceptible to the 

influence of an authority (Chao & Chao, 1994; Iyengar & Lepper, 1999; Savani et al., 2012). 

Empirical evidence from the COVID-19 pandemic provided supporting evidence that 

collectivists were more likely to comply to government implemented health measures, in part 

because they placed greater trust in government (Leong et al., 2022; Travaligno & Moon, 

2021). Both theoretical and empirical findings pointed to trust in government as a key 

psychological mechanism that explained collectivists’ greater tendencies to engage in group-

benefitting behaviors, even at the cost of their personal interest.  

Based on the preceding discussions and evidence from Study 1, the primary goal of 

this research was to hone in on the relationship between collectivism and trust in government 

in the context of addressing climate change crisis. To achieve this goal, Study 2 was a 

secondary analysis of the World Values Survey to test the theorized relationship using an 

existing global sample, followed by a secondary analysis of a dataset published by Kukowski 

and colleagues (2023) with specific environmental policies as the targeted outcome variables 

(Study 3). Lastly, Study 4 built upon the correlational findings and experimentally 
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manipulated government levels of competence and corruption to test whether there is a 

causal effect of trust in government, on support for climate change policies and whether that 

is moderated by collectivism. 

Study 2 

Study 2 was a secondary analysis of the World Values Survey (Wave 5; Inglehart et 

al., 2014) to explore and test the generalizability of the theorized relationship between 

culture, government, and pro-environmental tendencies using an existing global sample. 

Wave 5 was chosen as it was the most recent dataset that included key variables of interest, 

such as individual-level (L1) culture orientation (i.e., idiocentrism-allocentrism), confidence 

in government, and environmental behavioral intentions. I also included national-level (L2) 

indices such as the Global Collectivism Index (GCI; Pelham et al., 2022) to account for the 

variability in culture dimensions across countries. I hypothesized that both individual- and 

national-level culture orientation would predict greater environmental behavioral intentions. I 

also hypothesized that this relationship would be explained by allocentrists’ greater 

confidence in government.  

Additionally, I performed two exploratory analyses where I tested whether country-

level collectivism and trust in government would moderate the relationship between 

allocentrism, confidence in government, and environmental behavioral intentions. Using the 

GCI as the country-level variable (Pelham et al., 2022), the first exploratory analysis tested 

the intersubjective norm perspective (Eom & Kim, 2015; Zou et al., 2009), where 

collectivists engage in group behaviors more because they were aware that their surrounding 

others, who were also highly collectivistic, hold similar levels of environmental behavioral 

intentions as themselves Using the Edelman Trust Index (Edelman, 2024), the second 
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exploratory analysis tested the contextual influence of trust in government. Considering 

collectivists’ greater reliance and trust on authorities, it was possible that residing in a social 

context with high public trust can emphasize the interdependence between individuals and 

the government on shaping people’s behaviors. In other words, the relationship between 

allocentrism and confidence in government would be stronger in countries where public trust 

is high, and there would be cross-level influence of trust in government on allocentrists’ 

environmental behavioral intentions.  

Method  

WVS Wave 5 data was collected between 2005 and 2009, with a total of 67,268 

respondents across 48 nations.3 All individual-level variables were z-scored and mean-

centered within their respective countries prior to data analysis. After removing incomplete 

cases, the final sample included 30,716 participants across 37 nations. All analyses were 

conducted using R (R Core Team, 2021). 

Measures 

Individual-Level (L1) Variables 

Idiocentrism-Allocentrism. Individual-level individualistic and collectivistic 

tendencies were measured using idiocentrism and allocentrism  items included in the World 

Values Survey (Inglehart et al., 2014). Idiocentrism was measured by the following two 

items: “I seek to be myself rather than to follow others” and “I decide my goals in life by 

myself.” Items were measured on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). Items 

were averaged and formed a composite, with higher values indicating greater 

 
3 Although there was a more recent wave of World Values Survey (Wave 7), it was not used as the primary 

analysis as the dataset did not contain key variables of interest, including measures of idiocentrism and 
allocentrism.  
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idiocentric/individualistic tendencies, M = 3.35, SD = .53, r(30,716) = .38, p <.001. 

Allocentrism was measured by the following two items: “one of my main goals in life has 

been to make my parents proud” and “I make a lot of effort to live up to what my friends 

expect”. Items were measured on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). Items 

were averaged and formed a composite, with higher values indicating greater 

allocentric/collectivistic tendencies, M = 2.82, SD = .66, r(30,716) = .29, p<.001. 

Confidence in Government. Confidence in government was a single item measure 

used as a proxy to evaluate people’s trust in government. Participant reported how much 

confidence they have in their government on a scale from 1 (none at all) to 4 (a great deal), M 

= 2.45, SD = .90. 

Environmental Behavioral Intention. Following the operationalization of Eom et 

al., (2016), environmental behavioral intention (EBI) was operationalized by participants’ 

willingness to compromise part of their financial-interest to prevent environmental pollution, 

measured by the following two items: “I would give part of my income if I were certain that 

the money would be used to prevent environmental pollution”, and “I would agree to an 

increase in taxes if the extra money would be used to prevent environmental pollution”. 

Participants responded to the items on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 

(strongly agree), M = 2.73, SD = .75, r(30,716) = .62, p <.001 

National-Level (L2) Variable 

Global Collectivism Index (GCI). GCI was a national-level cultural measure of 

collectivism developed based on six population indices, such as family living arrangement, 

total fertility rates, and interdependent attitudes (Pelham et al., 2022). GCI measured cultural 

index for 188 nations, which accounted for approximately 99% of the global population. GCI 
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ranked countries by levels of collectivism, with 1 being the most collectivistic (e.g., 

Somalia), and 188 being the least collectivistic country (e.g., Monaco).  

Hofstede’s Individualism (IND). Hofstede’s (2010) individualism was included as 

another measure of national-level culture orientation. Hofstede’s cultural dimensions have 

profoundly shaped the ways psychologists and other researchers examine individuals’ values 

across different societies. Individualism-collectivism measured the extent to which people in 

a society were integrated as a group. More individualistic societies were characterized by 

looser social networks and the view of oneself as distinct from others; while more 

collectivistic societies were characterized by tighter social relations and perceived inherent 

connection between oneself and their close others (Hofstede, 1989; 2010). There were a total 

of 76 countries in Hofstede’s individualism index, with higher ranking being more 

individualistic.  

Both GCI (Pelham et al., 2022) and Hofstede’s (1980) cultural dimensions were 

compared for two key reasons: First, GCI included a wider range of countries compared to 

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, allowing us to test the generalizability of the hypothesis in a 

large sample size. Second, GCI was a more objective measure as it was built upon ecological 

or population data that reflected values of collectivism, such as family size or living 

arrangement; while Hofstede’s cultural dimensions were self-reported survey data that was 

more subjective and took place in smaller organizational settings. Both GCI and Hofstede’s 

individualism were strongly negatively correlated (r = -.65, p <.001), and would be analyzed 

in separate models. 

Covariates 

All analyses controlled for individual-level demographic data, including gender, age, 
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income, education, and political orientation; as well as national-level indices, including 

Environmental Performance Index (EPI) and Gross Domestic Product per Capita (GDP).  

Study 2 Results 

First, to examine the zero-order correlations grouped by country between all key 

variables of the study, I computed within-country mean values for each variable, followed by 

a grand mean across all countries. All variables, except for idiocentrism, were positively 

correlated with one another (see Table 5 for full correlation matrix, and Table 6 for 

descriptive statistics within each country). Given that idiocentrism did not correlate with any 

other variable, as well as the study’s primary focus on collectivism/allocentrism, I only 

reported the effect of allocentrism as the primary predictor variable.
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Table 5    

Study 2 - Zero-Order Correlations between Key Variables Aggregated by Countries (N = 37) 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1 Allocentrism -        
2 Idiocentrism .12 -       
3 Confidence in Government .31+ .08 -      
4 Environmental Behavioral Intention .40** .16 .41** -     
5 GCI .81*** .13 .19 .41** -    
6 Individualism -.51*** -.06 -.13 -.40** -.62*** -   
7 GDP Per Cap -.74*** -.08 -.18 -.27 -.83*** .70*** -  
8 Environmental Performance Index -.62*** .10 -.17 -.29+ -.69*** .52*** .71*** - 

 *p <.05; **p <.01; ***p<.001    
 

Table 6            
Study 2 - Descriptive Statistics between Key Variables by Country   
  

N GCI Individuali
sm 

Allocentris
m 

Idiocentris
m 

Confidence in 
Gov. 

Environmental Behavioral 
Intention 

 Country M SD M SD M SD M SD 

1 Australia 117
3 

-
1.17 90 2.48 .53 3.15 .51 2.32 .78 2.65 .75 

2 Brazil 128
0 

-
0.06 38 2.91 .56 3.33 .49 2.34 .91 2.48 .75 

3 Bulgaria 501 -0.6 30 2.56 .58 3.33 .51 2.19 .89 2.59 .82 
4 Burkina Faso 792 1.08 15 3.45 .51 3.41 .55 2.41 .96 3.15 .69 

5 Canada 123
0 -1.1 80 2.59 .56 3.31 .51 2.29 .77 2.81 .69 

6 Chile 601 -
0.14 23 2.84 .66 3.52 .49 2.46 .88 2.65 .87 
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7 Ethiopia 114
0 0.74 20 3.39 .56 3.48 .52 2.07 .88 3.02 .67 

8 Finland 793 -1.3 63 2.3 .58 3.43 .46 2.7 .64 2.61 .72 
9 Georgia 618 0.2 41 3.44 .58 3.5 .50 2.21 .86 2.72 .75 
1
0 Ghana 637 0.3 15 3.09 .57 3.53 .55 3.01 .86 3.12 .65 

1
1 Hungary 771 -

0.96 80 2.56 .73 3.37 .56 1.78 .77 2.31 .79 

1
2 India 658 0.25 48 3.25 .63 3.46 .58 2.84 .97 3.16 .69 

1
3 Indonesia 110

3 0.67 14 2.9 .44 3.35 .55 2.61 .78 2.81 .56 

1
4 Italy 468 -

0.73 76 2.7 .58 3.32 .49 2.09 .72 2.63 .72 

1
5 Japan 413 -

1.18 46 2.63 .52 3.21 .41 2.18 .75 2.66 .65 

1
6 Jordan 272 -

0.35 30 3.52 .55 3.51 .53 3.31 .95 2.62 .91 

1
7 Mexico 114

5 0.09 30 3 .56 3.32 .52 2.38 .90 2.97 .61 

1
8 Moldova 747 -

0.64 27 2.58 .53 3.37 .52 2.14 .86 2.72 .72 

1
9 Morocco 382 0.96 46 3.38 .54 3.42 .53 2.58 .84 2.5 .85 

2
0 Norway 917 -

1.33 69 2.12 .77 3.72 .41 2.54 .67 2.78 .92 

2
1 Peru 857 0.29 16 2.93 .52 3.27 .47 1.86 .76 2.87 .59 

2
2 Poland 554 -0.5 60 2.89 .65 3.43 .50 1.97 .71 2.52 .79 

2
3 Romania 665 -

0.43 30 2.53 .75 3.53 .51 2.03 .79 2.44 .86 
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2
4 Slovenia 537 -

0.78 27 2.6 .64 3.39 .49 2.13 .69 2.75 .68 

2
5 South Africa 186

0 -0.1 65 2.83 .60 3.41 .55 2.82 .93 2.51 .84 

2
6 South Korea 118

9 
-

0.74 18 2.93 .54 3.18 .55 2.41 .68 2.69 .57 

2
7 Spain 832 -0.9 51 2.78 .58 3.26 .49 2.41 .79 2.39 .81 

2
8 Sweden 863 -

1.43 71 2.24 .56 3.34 .46 2.36 .68 2.8 .62 

2
9 Switzerland 921 -

1.15 68 2.49 .67 3.45 .49 2.76 .63 2.68 .73 

3
0 Thailand 146

1 
-

0.14 20 2.98 .51 3.29 .50 2.36 .71 2.9 .50 

3
1 

Trinidad and 
Tobago 563 -

0.37 16 2.69 .48 3.32 .52 2.16 .86 2.74 .67 

3
2 Turkey 708 0.04 37 3.28 .46 3.45 .45 2.73 1.02 2.94 .62 

3
3 Ukraine 443 -

0.74 25 2.64 .64 3.3 .58 2.03 .87 2.46 .79 

3
4 United States 110

3 
-

1.18 91 2.52 .53 3.18 .51 2.31 .75 2.48 .74 

3
5 Uruguay 721 -

0.55 36 2.76 .57 3.18 .58 2.72 .98 2.38 .68 

3
6 Vietnam 110

6 0.12 20 3.08 .55 3.2 .53 3.82 .42 3.29 .55 

3
7 Zambia 692 1.01 35 2.97 .62 3.22 .67 2.5 .99 2.55 .73 
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  To examine whether allocentrism was associated with greater environmental 

behavioral intention, I conducted a multi-level analysis using the lme4 package from R to 

account for the hierarchical nature of the dataset, with respondents nested within their 

countries (Bates et al., 2021). To simultaneously test the independent effects of cultural 

orientation across levels on the environmental intention, the model included within-country-

mean-centered allocentrism as the individual-level (i.e., L1) predictor nested within 

countries, GCI as the national-level (i.e., L2) predictor, and the cross-level interaction 

between both predictors. Additionally, individual-level demographic variables (e.g., gender, 

age, income, education, political orientation) as well as culture-level indices (e.g., EPI, GDP) 

were included as covariates.  

Results showed that individual-level allocentrism predicted greater environmental 

behavioral intention, b = .18, SE = .01, t(30,716) = 22.08, p <.001 (Figure 3). Individuals 

who had greater allocentric tendencies had greater pro-environmental intention.  

 

Figure 3. Individual-level allocentrism was positively associated with greater environmental-

behavioral intention.  

National-level GCI did not predict environmental behavioral intention, b = .03, SE = 
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.03, t(39) = 1.10, p = .28. In other words, there was no difference in environmental 

behavioral intention regardless of country-level culture orientation. However, there was a 

significant cross-level interaction, b = .10, SE = .01, t(30,706) = 9.83, p <.001. The 

interaction seemed to be driven by more allocentric individuals residing in more collectivistic 

countries exhibiting the greatest environmental behavioral intention (Figure 4a)  

. 

Figure 4a. Interaction effect between individual-level allocentrism and national-level GCI on 
environmental behavioral intention. 

 

Similarly, Hofstede’s Individualism did not predict environmental behavioral 

intention, b < .001, SE <.001, t(34) = 16.50, p = .18, but there was a significant cross-level 

interaction, b = -.002, SE <.001, t(30,698) = -8.18, p <.001. As with GCI, more allocentric 

individuals residing in less individualistic countries exhibited highest levels of environmental 

behavioral intention (Figure 4b). 
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Figure 4b. Interaction effect between individual-level allocentrism and Hofstede’s 
Individualism on environmental behavioral intention. 
 

Next, to examine whether individual-level confidence in government explained the 

relationship between allocentrism and environmental behavioral intention, I conducted a 1-1-

1 mediation model4 controlling for individual- and country-level covariates using lavaan 

(Figure 5, Rosseel, 2012). Allocentrism was associated with greater environmental 

behavioral intention, b = .13, SE = .007, p <.001; and greater confidence in government, b = 

.12, SE = .008, p < .001. In turn, greater confidence in government predicted greater 

environmental behavioral intention, b = .08, SE = .005, p <.001. There was a small but 

significant indirect effect, suggested that more allocentric individuals had greater 

environmental behavioral intention in part because they had greater confidence in their 

 
4 A 1-1-1 mediation model was conducted for the following reasons: First, on the theoretical level, 

individuals’ views of the government would more likely shape their willingness-to-pay, regardless of the social 
context they are situated in. Second, given that country-level GCI did not predict the outcome variables, I do not 
expect people’s view of the government to significantly affect the outcome. Nevertheless, I tested a 2-1-1 
mediation model with GCI as a predictor, and as expected, there was no indirect effect of confidence in 
government. Theoretically and statistically, a 1-1-1 mediation model accounting for Level-2 variables were the 
most appropriate analysis. 
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government, ab = .01, SE = .001, p <.001. 

 

Figure 5. The relationship between allocentrism and environmental behavioral intention as 
mediated by confidence in government.  
 
Exploratory Analysis: Is the relationship between allocentrism, confidence in 

government, and pro-environmental intention stronger in more collectivistic culture 

contexts? 

  To test whether contextual influence of collectivism (i.e., national-level 

collectivism) would strengthen the relationship between individual-level collectivism, their 

views of the government, and environmental behavioral intention, I conducted another multi-

level analysis with allocentrism and confidence in government as the L1 variables, GCI as 

the L2 variable, and environmental behavioral intention as the dependent variable. Results 

showed that allocentrism predicted greater environmental behavioral intention, b = .17, SE = 

.008, t(30,715) = 20.64, p < .001; as did confidence in government, b = .08, SE = .005, 

t(30,711)= 15.10, p < .001. There was a significant two-way interaction between allocentrism 

and confidence in government, b = .03, SE = .009, t(30,709) = 2.88, p = .04. However, there 

was no significant cross-level interactions between confidence in government and GCI 

predicting environmental behavioral intentions, b = -.001, SE = .007, t(30,703) = -.18, p =.86. 

There was no contextual influence of collectivism on people’s levels of confidence in 

government and environmental behavioral intentions. There was no significant three-way 

interaction, b = .009, SE = .01, t(30,700) = .79, p =.43. The strength of relationship between 

allocentrism and confidence in government predicting environmental behavioral intention did 
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not differ across different cultural contexts. In other words, people’s environmental 

behavioral intentions were primarily driven by the positive association between individual-

level allocentrism and confidence in government, but not country-level collectivism.  

 There were some discrepancies when using Hofstede’s individualism as the country-

level (L2) variable. Allocentrism predicted greater environmental behavioral intention, b = 

.23, SE = .01, t(30,709) = 15.90, p < .001; as did confidence in government, b = .06, SE = 

.01, t(30,699)= 5.78, p < .001. Unlike GCI, there was no significant two-way interaction 

between allocentrism and confidence in government, b = .02, SE = .02, t(30,702) = .92, p = 

.36. There was a significant cross-level interaction between allocentrism and individualism, b 

= -.002, SE <.001, t(30,698) = -8.27, p <.001. More allocentric individuals residing in less 

individualistic countries had greater environmental behavioral intentions. There was also a 

significant cross-level interaction between confidence in government and individualism, b 

<.001, SE <.001, t(30,692) = 2.42, p =.02. Individuals who had greater confidence in their 

government residing in more individualistic countries had greater environmental behavioral 

intentions. There was no significant three-way interaction, b <.001, SE < .001, t(30,694) = 

.42, p =.68. The strength of relationship between allocentrism and confidence in government 

predicting environmental behavioral intention did not differ across nations with varying 

degree of individualism.  

Exploratory Analysis: Does Individual- and Country-Level Trust in Government Affect 

Collectivists’ Environmental Behavioral Intention? 

  To explore whether allocentrists’ greater environmental behavioral intentions are 

driven by other contextual influence, such as a country’s general sentiment towards their 

government, I conducted another multi-level model analysis with allocentrism and 
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confidence in government as the L1 predictors nested within country, Edelman’s Trust Index 

(2024) as the L2 predictor, and environmental behavioral intention as the outcome variable 

while controlling for individual- and country-level covariates. The Edelman’s Trust Index 

(2024) was an aggregated value of people’s trust in public institutions and government in 27 

countries. After assigning trust values to countries available across the World Values Survey 

and Edelman datasets, the final sample consisted of 14,778 participants across 14 countries. 

Results suggested that allocentrism marginally predicted greater environmental behavioral 

intentions, b = .08, SE = .05, t(14,777) = 1.78, p = .07. Confidence in government was 

associated with greater environmental behavioral intention, b = .12, SE = .03, t(14,778) = 

3.69, p <.001, and there was significant two-way interaction between allocentrism and 

confidence in government, b = -.13, SE = .06, t(14,777) = -2.36, p = .02. Pairwise 

comparison revealed that environmental behavioral intention was greatest among 

allocentrists who trusted the government more. There was no country-level influence on 

environmental behavioral intention, b = .01, SE = .01, t(12) = 1.26, p = .23. There was no 

cross-level interaction between allocentrism and country-level trust index, b = .01, SE = .01, 

t(14,777) = .63, p = .53; nor between confidence in government and country-level trust index, 

b = -.01, SE = .01, t(14,777) = -1.14, p = .25. There was a significant three way interaction, b 

= .01, SE = .01, t(14,777) = 3.30, p = .001., primarily driven by the interaction between both 

L1 variables – allocentrism and confidence in government. In other words, findings from this 

analysis suggested no country-level influence of trust on the relationship between 

allocentrism, confidence in government and environmental behavioral intentions. People who 

were more allocentric were not driven by their perceived others’ views towards the 

government. Instead, their environmental behavioral intentions were dependent on their 
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personal levels of confidence in the government.  

Study 2 Discussion 

Using a global sample, Study 2 revealed that within the same country, more 

allocentric individuals had greater environmental behavioral intention. Although there was 

no country-level influence on the outcomes measured using GCI (Pelham et al., 2022) and 

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions (Hofstede et al., 2010), the interactions suggested that the 

relationship between allocentrism and environmental behavioral intention were stronger 

among allocentrists who live in more collectivistic countries. This interaction could be 

explained by the intersubjective norm perspective, where more allocentric individuals relied 

on their surrounding others to inform their attitudes towards a targeted issue (Zou et al., 

2009). It was possible that allocentrists in more collectivistic cultural contexts perceived that 

their surrounding others had greater pro-environmental intention, and subsequently aligned 

their attitudes to these perceived norms.  

The mediation analysis also revealed that, within the same cultural context, more 

allocentric individuals had greater pro-environmental intention, in part because they had 

greater confidence in government. Although there was evidence that confidence in 

government has a profound impact in predicting environmental behavioral intentions among 

people with high levels of allocentrism (Exploratory Analysis 1), the consistent evidence that 

allocentric individuals have greater environmental behavioral intention, regardless of their 

levels of confidence in government, suggested allocentrism as a more robust psychological 

predictor. Furthermore, using GCI and Individualism as national-level cultural indices also 

revealed that cultural context did not profoundly influence the relationship between 

collectivism and confidence in government. Rather than a moderator, treating confidence in 
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government as a mediator revealed greater psychological nuance as it served as an 

explanation for why such strong association exist. In other words, the mediation analysis 

allowed inference of collectivists’ greater trust in government as a key psychological 

mechanism that shape their likelihood of engaging in group-benefitting behaviors that 

required government interventions. 

  A key limitation of Study 2 was the reliance on using existing measures in the 

WVS as proxies to our targeted constructs. For example, the single-item confidence in 

government measure could not account for the multi-faceted components of trust in 

government, and the dependent variables were not related to climate policy support. 

Additionally, the correlational nature of Study 3 introduced many areas of ambiguity and 

room for interpretation across different variables. Although my findings ruled out several 

alternative explanations, such as the possibility that allocentrists relied on their perceived 

others’ trust in government to inform their pro-environmental intentions (Exploratory 

Analyses 2), it was possible other researchers can interpret the data using their own 

theoretical lens.   

  Nevertheless, the large and diverse sample from WVS provided some initial 

insights about the positive associations between collectivism, trust in government, and pro-

environmental tendencies. To address some of the limitations, in Study 3, I sought to 

replicate these findings with more refined measurements and wider range of policies. 

Study 3 

To have a more concrete understanding of how these environmental behavioral 

intentions translate to actual support for climate policies, Study 3 was a secondary analysis of 

a dataset published by Kukowski and colleagues (2023) where I investigated the relationship 
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between culture, trust in government and policy support. The dataset consisted of a diverse 

sample of participants (N = 7,349) across 9 geographical regions, and included measures of 

trust in government, as well as 9 climate policies with varied degrees of coerciveness. For 

example, there were three policies that involved providing incentives to adopt climate 

friendly behaviors (i.e., incentive-based), three that involved imposing mandates to force 

compliance (i.e., tax-based), and the remaining three that were more general regulation-based 

policies (i.e., regulation-based). Due to the lack of information about country of residence in 

this dataset, I operationalized culture using two approaches. The first approach was to divide 

participants from the 9 geographical regions into two categories – individualism (coded as 0) 

and collectivism (coded as 1). The second approach was to create a continuous variable 

where I find the top 3 most populous countries within the geographical region and created an 

average collectivism score based on the GCI and Hofstede Individualism.  

There were several main hypotheses in this study. First, it was expected that 

participants from more collectivistic geographical regions would support climate change 

policies more in general, compared to participants from less collectivistic geographical 

regions. The differences in level of policy support between participants from more (vs. less) 

collectivistic geographical regions will be even greater when the policies were more coercive 

in nature, compared to the less coercive and regulation-based policies. Second, I 

hypothesized that participants from more collectivistic geographical regions would report 

higher levels of trust in government. Third, I expected a significant indirect effect of trust in 

government on the relationship between collectivism and policy support. 

Method 

Participants 
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The original survey was embedded in a game for 45 days (Kukowski et al., 2023). 

There were a total of 7,349 participants who consented the use of their data for research 

purposes. 49% participants identified as female, 42% male, and 9% others. 68% participants 

were between the ages 18-29, followed by 21% between ages 30-49, and 11% over 50. 

Participants identified their country of residence based on the following geographical 

regions, including USA (N = 3,573), Europe (N = 1, 283), Canada (N = 1,016), South Asia 

(N = 409), East Asia (N = 285), Rest of Asia (N = 299), Oceania (N = 241), Latin America 

(N = 131), and Africa (N = 110). On a scale from 1 (extremely left-leaning) to 7 (extremely 

right-leaning), participants’ mean political ideology was 3.57 (SD = 1.71). Refer to Table 7 

for full demographic information, and Kukowski and colleagues (2023) for specific 

recruitment procedures.  
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Table 7 
Study 3 – Participants’ Demographic Characteristics 

Characteristics USA (N = 
3,573) 

Canada 
(N = 

1,016) 

Europe 
(N = 

1,283) 

Latin 
America 

(N = 
131) 

Oceania 
(N = 
241) 

Africa 
(N = 
110) 

East 
Asia (N 
= 285) 

South 
Asia (N 
= 409) 

Rest of 
Asia (N 
= 299) 

Gender N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) 

 
Male 1,396 

(39%) 
586 

(58%) 
  583 
(45%) 

55 
(42%) 

116 
(34%) 

27 
(25%) 

85 
(30%) 

117 
(29%) 

91 
(30%) 

 
Female 1,943 

(54%) 
332 

(33%) 
604 

(47%) 
41 

(31%) 
82 

(48%) 
28 

(25%) 
161 

(56%) 
257 

(63%) 
164 

(55%) 

 
Other 234 

(6.5%) 
98 

(9.6%) 95 (7.4%) 
35 

(27%) 
43 

(18%) 
55 

(50%) 
39 

(14%) 35 (9%) 
44 

(15%) 
Age          

 
18 - 29 2,570 

(72%) 
662 

(65%) 
831 

(65%) 
75 

(57%) 
108 

(60%) 
60 

(55%) 
196 

(69%) 
283 

(69%) 
200 

(67%) 

 
30 - 49 611 

(17%) 
213 

(21%) 
335 

(26%) 
37 

(28%) 
85 

(26%) 
26 

(24%) 
69 

(24%) 
99 

(24%) 
71 

(24%) 

 
Over 50 392 

(11%) 
141 

(14%) 
117 

(9.1%) 
19 

(15%) 
48 

(24%) 
24 

(22%) 20 (7%) 27 (7%) 28 (9%) 
Education          

 
High school or less 956 

(27%) 
257 

(15%) 
247 

(19%) 
22 

(17%) 
25 

(10%) 10 (9%) 
37 

(13%) 
72 

(18%) 
59 

(20%) 

 
Some 
college/university 

1,474 
(41%) 

506 
(50%) 

312 
(24%) 

30 
(23%) 

65 
(27%) 

22 
(20%) 

94 
(33%) 

123 
(30%) 

103 
(34%) 

 
University degree 1,142 

(32%) 
353 

(35%) 
724 

(56%) 
79 

(60%) 
151 

(63%) 
78 

(71%) 
154 

(54%) 
214 

(52%) 
137 

(46%) 
Political Ideology (M, 
SD) 

3.39 
(1.77) 

3.64 
(1.47) 

3.41 
(1.57) 

4.04 
(1.87) 

3.64 
(1.57) 

4.89 
(2.24) 

4.12 
(1.56) 

4.32 
(1.63) 

3.99 
(1.60) 

Income (M, SD) 3.78 
(1.75) 

3.96 
(1.47) 

4.11 
(1.55) 

4.61 
(1.62) 

4.63 
(1.70) 

5.23 
(2.07) 

3.78 
(1.66) 

3.71 
(1.73) 

3.77 
(1.67) 
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Measures 

Predictor Variable 

Individualism-Collectivism (Binary). Participants’ culture orientation was measured 

by categorizing participants into relatively individualistic (vs. collectivistic) cultures based 

on their reported geographical regions. Specifically, participants who reported residing in 

USA, Canada, Europe, and Oceania were considered individualistic (coded as 0), and 

participants who reported residing in Latin America, Africa, East Asia, South Asia, and Rest 

of Asia were considered collectivistic (coded as 1). While we recognized that there is 

considerable amount of variability in culture orientation within each region, there was no 

information on the specific countries in which respondents were living in. Therefore, 

majority of the respondents from this sample were considered individualistic (N = 6003; 

82%), compared to those who were considered collectivistic (N = 1344;18%). 

GCI (Continuous). An alternative measure of culture orientation was to find the top 

three most populous countries within a geographical region and calculate the average 

collectivism score based on the GCI. For example, the score for Europe (-.68) was the 

average GCI scores of Germany (-1.35), United Kingdom (-1.35) and France (-1.17); while 

the score for Latin America (.03) was the average GCI scores of Brazil (-.16), Mexico (.09), 

and Colombia (.15). Higher, positive scores indicated greater collectivism. Once again, while 

this approach was an attempt to triangulate the binary method, the problem of overlooking 

diversity of culture orientation within each region remained. See Table 8 for detailed 

categorization of individualism-collectivism, and how GCI was computed for each region. 

Hofstede’s Individualism (Continuous). Using the same approach and list of 

countries, I have also assigned an Individualism value to each geographical region, with 
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higher scores indicating greater individualism.  

Table 8 
Study 3 - Computing Culture Variable using Binary and Continuous Approaches 

Geographical Region 
Binary  

(1 = COL,  
0 = IND) 

Continuous 
(Average GCI) 

Hofstede's 
Individualism 

USA 0 -1.18 60 
Canada 0 -1.10 72 
Europe (United Kingdom, 
France, Germany) 0 -1.21 76 

Oceania (Australia, New 
Zealand) 0 -.68 71 

Latin America (Brazil, Mexico, 
Colombia) 1 .03 33 

Africa (Nigeria, Ethiopia, Egypt) 1 .74 7 
East Asia (China, Japan, South 
Korea) 1 -.68 54 

South Asia (India, Pakistan, 
Bangladesh) 1 .73 11 

Rest of Asia (Indonesia, 
Philippines, Vietnam) 1 .49 17 

*Average GCI and Hofstede's Individualism were calculated based on the top 3 most 
populous countries in the region 

 

Mediator Variable 

Trust in Government. Trust in government was measured with a single-item 

measure, “how much do you trust your national government”. Participants rated their levels 

of trust on a scale of 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much), M = 3.59, SD = 2.10, with higher values 

indicating greater trust.  

Outcome Variable 

Climate Change Policy Support. Participants rated their support for 10 climate 

change policies on a scale of 1 (strongly oppose) to 7 (strongly support). Among the 10 

policies, 4 policies were tax-based where the policies involved force financial compliance if 

successfully implemented (e.g., “adopt a tax on carbon dioxide”, M = 4.22, SD = 1.55, ɑ = 
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.77). 3 policies were incentive-based where the policies provided incentives so that 

individuals could voluntarily engage with (e.g., “subsidize long-distance train and bus 

travel”, M = 5.06, SD = 1.51, ɑ = .68), and the remaining 3 policies were more general 

regulation-based policies (e.g., “adopt a mandatory carbon footprint label on consumer 

products”, M = 4.82, SD = 1.63, ɑ = .76). All items were averaged and formed a composite 

score for policy support (M = 4.65, SD = 1.35, ɑ = .84). 

Covariates 

All analyses controlled for participants’ age, gender, political ideology, education, 

and income.  

Study 3 Results 

First, I examined the zero-order correlation and descriptive statistics of all key 

variables. Binary measure of culture and GCI were highly correlated with each other, 

r(7,347) = .91, and positively correlated with trust in government (rbinary = .10, rgci = .10, rind= 

.10), as well as policy support (rbinary = .10, rgci = .10). Hofstede’s Individualism was 

negatively correlated with binary measure of culture (r = -.86), GCI (r = -.94), and trust in 

government (r = -.05). Trust in government was also positively correlated with policy 

support (r = .12). Table 9 contains information about descriptive statistics and correlation 

coefficient with all key variables, as well as different policy types.  
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Table 9 
Study 3 - Descriptive Statistics and Zero-Order Correlations between Key Variables 
  M SD ɑ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1 Culture (Binary) - - - -        
2 GCI -.90 .59 - .92*** -       
3 Individualism 57.48 17.76 - -.86*** -.94*** -      
4 Trust in Gov. 3.59 2.10 - .10*** .10*** -.05*** -     
5 Policy Support (Composite) 4.65 1.35 .84 .10*** .10*** -.05*** .21*** -    
6 Support (Incentive) 5.06 1.51 .68 .10*** .10*** -.06*** .17*** .85*** -   
7 Support (Tax) 4.22 1.55 .77 .08*** .08*** -.02*** .21*** .88*** .60*** -  
8 Support (Regulatory) 4.82 1.63 .76 .08*** .08*** -.05*** .17*** .87*** .67*** .62*** - 
*p <.05; **p <.01; ***p<.001 
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Binary Measure of Culture Predicting Trust in Government and Policy Support  

I first ran two independent sample t-tests to test whether there were cultural 

differences in levels of trust in government and policy support. As predicted, respondents 

from more collectivistic regions reported greater levels of trust in government (M = 4.05, SD 

= 2.21), and higher levels of policy support (M = 4.93, SD = 1.20) compared to respondents 

from more individualistic regions (trust: M = 3.49, SD = 2.06, t(1899) = -8.50, p <.001; 

policy support: M = 4.59, SD = 1.38, t(2214) = -9.05, p <.001).  

Next, I ran a mediation model with culture as the predictor variable, trust in 

government as the mediator variable, and policy support as the outcome variable (Figure 6). 

To test the robustness of culture orientation on policy support, all analyses controlled for 

participants demographic variables. As predicted, respondents from more collectivistic 

geographical region predicted greater trust in government, β = .16, SE = .03, p < .001. In 

turn, trust in government predicted greater support for climate change policies, β = .16, SE = 

.01, p <.001. There was a significant indirect effect of trust in government on the relationship 

between culture and support for climate change policies, ab = .03, 95% CI [.02, .04]. In other 

words, findings from Study 3 replicated Study 2, where respondents from more collectivistic 

regions supported climate change policies more, in part because they placed greater trust in 

government.  

 

Figure 6. The relationship between binary measure of culture and policy support as mediated 
by confidence in government. 
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I ran three additional mediation models for each policy type to examine whether the 

patterns were consistent. Across the different types of climate change policies (i.e., incentive-

, tax- or regulatory-based), trust in government consistently mediated the relationship 

between collectivism and policy support. Refer to Table 10A for full coefficient. 
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Table 10A 
Study 3 - Regression Coefficients for Mediation Models (Binary Measure of Culture) 
 β SE of β t p 
Total Effects (c)      

Culture (Binary) → Policy Support (Composite) .27 .03 9.62 <.001 
Culture (Binary) → Incentive .21 .02 9.36 <.001 

Culture (Binary) → Tax .17 .02 7.81 <.001 
Culture (Binary) → Regulatory .18 .02 7.71 <.001 

     
Separate Effect Paths     

Culture (Binary) → trust in gov. .16 .03 5.79 <.001 
Trust in gov → Policy Support (Composite) .16 .01 13.24 <.001 

Trust in gov → Incentive .10 .01 10.00 <.001 
Trust in gov → Tax .13 .01 13.46 <.001 

Trust in gov → Regulatory .10 .01 9.61 <.001 
     

Indirect Effect Paths (c')     
Culture (Binary) → Trust in gov. → Policy Support (Composite) .25 .03 8.82 <.001 

Culture (Binary) → Trust in gov. → Incentive .20 .02 8.73 <.001 
Culture (Binary) → Trust in gov. → Tax .15 .02 6.98 <.001 

Culture (Binary) → Trust in gov. → Regulatory .17 .02 7.09 <.001 
     
     

Indirect Effect Estimates β BootSE Boot LLCI BootULCI 
Policy Support (Composite) .03 .01 .02 .04 

Incentive .02 .01 .01 .02 
Tax .02 .01 .01 .03 

Regulatory .02 .01 .01 .02 
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Average GCI Predicting Trust in Government and Policy Support 

  I ran a series of mediation analyses to assess the relationship between average 

GCI, trust in government, and policy support (Figure 7). Results indicated that participants 

from more collectivistic regions, operationalized by greater GCI, had greater trust in their 

government, b = .08, SE = .02, t(7343) = 4.70, p <.001, and exhibited higher levels of policy 

support, b = .19, SE = .02, t(7343) = 10.16, p <.001. Trust in government was also associated 

with higher levels of policy support, b = .16, SE = .01, t(7342) = 13.32, p <.001. There was a 

significant indirect effect of trust in government on GCI and policy support, ab = .01, 

95%CI[.01, .02]. After accounting for the mediator, the relationship between GCI and policy 

support was significant but reduced, b = .17, SE = .02, t(7342) = 9.54, p <.001, providing 

support for a partial mediation. 

 

Figure 7. The relationship between continuous measure of culture and policy support as 
mediated by confidence in government. 

 

I ran three additional mediation models for each policy type to examine whether the 

patterns were consistent. Across the different types of climate change policies (i.e., incentive-

, tax- or regulatory-based), trust in government consistently mediated the relationship 

between collectivism and policy support. Refer to Table 10B for full coefficients.



 

 

66 

 

Table 10B 
Study 3 - Regression Coefficients for Mediation Models (Continuous Measure of Culture) 

 β SE of β t p 
Total Effects (c)      

GCI → Policy Support (Composite) .19 .02 10.17 <.001 
GCI → Incentive .14 .02 9.45 <.001 

GCI → Tax .12 .01 8.44 <.001 
GCI → Regulatory .13 .02 8.22 <.001 

     
Separate Effect Paths     

GCI → trust in gov. .08 .02 4.69 <.001 
Trust in gov → Policy Support (Composite) .16 .01 13.33 <.001 

Trust in gov → Incentive .10 .01 10.11 <.001 
Trust in gov → Tax .13 .01 13.52 <.001 

Trust in gov → Regulatory .01 .01 9.68 <.001 
     

Indirect Effect Paths (c')     
GCI → Trust in gov. → Policy Support (Composite) .17 .02 7.99 <.001 

GCI → Trust in gov. → Incentive .13 .02 8.95 <.001 
GCI → Trust in gov. → Tax .11 .01 7.79 <.001 

GCI → Trust in gov. → Regulatory .12 .02 7.73 <.001 
     
     

ab Estimates β BootSE Boot LLCI BootULCI 
Policy Support (Composite) .01 .01 .01 .02 

Incentive .01 .01 .01 .02 
Tax .01 .01 .01 .02 

Regulatory .01 .01 .01 .02 
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Average IND Predicting Trust in Government and Policy Support 

  Similarly, I ran a series of mediation analyses to assess the relationship between 

average Hofstede’s IND, trust in government, and policy support. Participants from more 

individualistic regions, operationalized by greater IND, had lower levels of trust in their 

government, b = -.002, SE = .001, t(7343) = -2.77, p = .01, and exhibited lower levels of 

policy support, b = -.004, SE = .001, t(7343) = -5.83, p <.001. Trust in government was 

associated with higher levels of policy support, b = .17, SE = .01, t(7342) = 13.63, p <.001. 

However, there was no significant indirect effect of trust in government on IND and policy 

support, ab <.001, 95%CI[.00, .00], suggesting that that trust in government did not mediate 

the relationship between IND and policy support. See Table 10C for full regression 

coefficients and specific paths for each types of policies. 

Table 10C 
Study 3 - Regression Coefficients for Mediation Models (Continuous Measure of Culture 
using Individualism) 
 β SE of β t p 
Total Effects (c)      

Individualism → Policy Support (Composite) -.004 .001 -5.83 <.001 
Individualism → Incentive -.003 .001 -6.57 <.001 

Individualism → Tax -.002 .001 -3.87 <.001 
Individualism → Regulatory -.003 .001 -5.62 <.001 

     
Separate Effect Paths     

Individualism → trust in gov. -.002 .001 -2.77 .01 
Trust in gov → Policy Support (Composite) .170 .012 13.63 <.001 

Trust in gov → Incentive .100 .010 10.38 <.001 
Trust in gov → Tax .130 .009 13.81 <.001 

Trust in gov → Regulatory .103 .010 9.91 <.001 
     

Indirect Effect Paths (c')     
Individualism → Trust in gov. → Policy Support 

(Composite) -.004 .001 -6.20 <.001 
Individualism → Trust in gov. → Incentive .100 .010 10.38 <.001 

Individualism → Trust in gov. → Tax -.002 .001 -3.47 <.001 
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Individualism → Trust in gov. → Regulatory -.003 .001 -5.62 <.001 
     

ab Estimates β BootSE 
Boot 
LLCI 

Boot 
ULCI 

Policy Support (Composite) <.001 <.001 .00 .00 
Incentive <.001 <.001 .00 .00 

Tax <.001 <.001 .00 .00 
Regulatory <.001 <.001 .00 .00 

 

Study 3 Discussion 

As expected, Study 3 provided further evidence that trust in government was an 

integral component of the relationship between collectivism and policy support. Regardless 

of whether the proposed policies were providing incentives, imposing taxes, or general 

regulation of sustainability practices, the correlational patterns were consistent: people from 

more collectivistic regions supported climate change policies more possibly because they 

placed greater trust in government.  

Nonetheless, there were a few limitations for Study 3. The primary limitation was the 

operationalization of individualism and collectivism. Culture was categorized based on 

respondents’ reported geographical regions when they participated in the study. Geographical 

regions were not only too broad a category to make inference of respondents’ country of 

origin or personal cultural worldviews, but it was also possible that participants’ stay in the 

reported geographical region was temporary. Although I used both binary and continuous 

approaches to operationalize culture, artificially categorizing respondents’ culture orientation 

led to an imbalance sample size for each category (82% vs. 18%), and computing continuous 

GCI or IND scores based on the top three most populous countries in that particular 

geographical region may not accurately reflect participants’ true demographic distributions. 

Most importantly, both approaches failed to account for the diversity of cultural backgrounds 
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and individual dispositions even if respondents were from the same country (Vandello & 

Cohen, 1999). Thus, in Study 4, I used established individualism-collectivism measures (Kim 

et al., 2016; Oyserman & Coon, 2002) for a more accurate representation of participants’ 

cultural orientation.   

The second limitation was the single-item trust in government measure. As with the 

first limitation, it was unclear which “national government” that respondents were referring 

to when responding to the question, given that there was a possibility that respondents’ 

perception of their national government may not align with the government in their reported 

geographical regions. Additionally, a single-item measure could not inform us whether 

participants were reporting their levels of trust based on their perceived government 

competence, integrity, or benevolence (McEvily & Tortoriello, 2011). Therefore, in the next 

study, I included a validated trust in government scale for a more comprehensive measure 

(Grimmelikhuijsen & Knies, 2015). 

Third, as with Study 2, findings from this study were correlational. Although the 

findings have consistently highlighted the importance of trust in government in shaping 

collectivists’ attitudes towards climate change policies, we cannot make strong claims on 

why collectivists seemed to inherently place greater trust in the government compared to 

individualists. One plausible explanation pointed to the government’s responsibilities of 

effectively maintaining social orders, facilitating group coordination, and serving a collective 

group better aligned with collectivistic values. Therefore, when a government proposed 

measures to serve their constituents and uphold their responsibilities, collectivists’ stronger 

social ties with their group and deference to authorities would more likely shape a more 

positive views of the government, and subsequently increased their tendencies to follow 
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government recommendations, compared to less collectivistic people.  

Study 4 

Across Studies 2 and 3, we found consistent evidence that collectivism was 

associated with greater trust in government, and in turn, trust in government predicted greater 

policy support. To overcome the limitations of a correlational design and establish a causal 

link between both variables, I followed the recommendations of Spencer and colleagues 

(2005) to manipulate trust in government (i.e., the proposed psychological process) and 

investigate how differing levels of trust in government affect support for climate policies. I 

also investigated how collectivism would moderate the relationship between trust and policy 

support (i.e., moderation-of-process) to provide more compelling evidence on why trust in 

government was crucial in shaping the relationship between collectivism and policy support.   

Although Studies 1 to 3 has established that trust in government was a key component 

in encouraging support for public initiatives, there was a notable gap in understanding 

precisely what aspects people trust the government for. For example, some individuals may 

support policies based on their perceived government competence and reliability in carrying 

out initiatives while others may support policies based on how much they believe the 

government is acting in their best interest (Kitt et al., 2021; Liu et al., 2020; Terwel et al., 

2009). To better understand why collectivists placed greater trust in government, Study 4 

manipulated government levels of competence and corruption to test specific aspects of the 

government that collectivists were more attuned to. In Study 4, we adapted an experimental 

paradigm from Liu and colleagues (2020) and asked participants to imagine themselves 

moving to a new country where the government exhibited varying degrees of competence 

and corruption. Given that climate change issues had been so polarized within the United 
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States, asking participants to imagine themselves moving to a new country can minimize 

some bias and pre-established views about the government and climate mitigation policies. 

Furthermore, some participants may be more familiar with the implementation of climate 

change policies within the United States than others. By encouraging participants to distance 

themselves from their current social context, they can more objectively assess the feasibility 

of each proposed policy.  

Study 4 was a 2 (competence: high vs low) by 2 (corruption: high vs. low) between-

subject experimental design that investigated the causal role of trust in government and 

support for climate change policies. There were three hypotheses in Study 4: First, 

participants who moved to a country with a government that exhibited high (vs. low) levels 

of competence would more likely support climate change policies. Second, participants who 

moved to a country with a government that exhibited low (vs. high) levels of corruption 

would more likely support climate change policies. Third, in line with prior evidence that 

perceived integrity played a more profound role in garnering support for climate related 

project (Liu et al., 2020), it was hypothesized that different levels of government corruption 

had a more profound impact of policy support when a government exhibited high (vs. low) 

levels of competence.  

Additionally, Study 4 also examined the moderating role of collectivism on 

government characteristics and policy support. It was hypothesized that more collectivistic 

individuals would be more attuned to a government’s levels of competence and corruption 

respectively (i.e., two significant two-way interactions); and the two-way interactions 

between perceived competence and corruptions were stronger for more collectivistic 

individuals compared to less collectivistic individuals (i.e., a significant three-way 
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interaction). All hypotheses were pre-registered.  

Method 

Participants 

  Sample size was determined prior to data collection using G*Power (Faul et al., 

2007). An estimated sample of 251 participants were needed to detect an effect size of .25 

and power of .8 across 4 groups (high vs. low competence and high vs. low corruption). 

However, we recruited more participants to ensure that the sample has sufficient statistical 

power to test the interaction effects of collectivism and government characteristics on policy 

support. Thus, 347 participants were recruited from Prolific. After excluding participants 

who did not permit the use of their data (N = 4), and those who failed more than 2 attention 

check questions (N = 4), the final sample consist of 339 participants. 64% identified as 

female, 34% male, and 2.1% identified as non-binary/other. The ethnicity breakdown of this 

sample was:  59% White/European American, 12% Asian/Asian American, 11% 

Hispanic/Latino, 9.4% Black/African American, 7.4% Multi-Racial, 0.6% American 

Indian/Alaska Native, 0.3% Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, and 0.3% Other. The average 

participant age was 39.03 (SD = 14.13). On a scale from 1 (extremely liberal) to 7 (extremely 

conservative), participants’ mean political ideology was 3.14 (SD = 1.68). In terms of 

political party affiliation, 49% identified as Democrats, 30% Independent, 16% Republicans, 

and 4.7% others. Refer to Table 11 for full demographic information. 

Table 11 
Study 4 – Participants’ Demographic Characteristics 

Characteristics M(SD) n % 
Age   39.03 (14.13)   
Income  6.61 (3.39)   
Political Ideology 3.14 (1.68)   
Gender  
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 Male  115 34% 
 Female  217 64% 

 Other  7 2% 
Ethnicity   

  

 American Indian/Alaska Native 2 1% 

 Asian/Asian American 41 12% 

 Black/African American 32 9% 
 Hispanic/Latino American 36 11% 

 Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1 0% 

 White/European American 201 59% 
 Multi-Racial  25 7% 

 Other/Unspecified 1 0% 
Party Affiliation    

 Democrats  167 49.0 
 Republicans  54 16.0 

 Independent  102 30.0 
  Other   16 4.7 

 

Procedure 

The survey was conducted online in January 2024. At the start of their survey, 

participants provided their consent through checking the “Yes, I agree to participate” option 

after reading a consent form that included study information. After indicating their 

willingness to take part in the study, participants responded to measures of cultural 

orientation (i.e., individualism-collectivism). Then, they were presented some information 

about how a government’s level of competence and corruption could affect people’s views 

and subsequent support for policies and public initiatives. Next, participants were asked to 

imagine themselves immigrating to a new country for a new job and were provided some 

information about that country’s government. Participants were randomly assigned to one of 

the four conditions with varying levels of government competence and corruption. After 

spending some time learning about the government of their new country of residence, 

participants rated how much they trust that government as a manipulation check and 
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indicated their levels of support for a series of climate change policies proposed by the 

government of their new country of residence. Participants also responded to a series of 

measures, including their perception of how much residents in their new country support or 

oppose the proposed climate policies; climate beliefs, and provided their demographic 

information. All participants were debriefed in writing at the end of the survey. The survey 

took approximately 15 minutes to complete, and participants were compensated $2.50. This 

study was reviewed and approved by UCSB Office of Research Application for the use of 

Human Subjects. 

Manipulation 

Cover Story 

Participants were randomly assigned to one out of four conditions: high competence, 

low corruption; high competence, high corruption; low competence, low corruption; and low 

competence, high corruption. An example of a high competence, low corruption government 

was as followed: 

“The country you are moving to is classified as a developed nation and is known for 

its exceptional government and minimal levels of corruption. 

According to the Government Effectiveness Index, this country’s government is 

ranked 5th out of 33 developed countries for its efficiency in implementing their proposed 

initiatives and high levels of competence in delivering public services. This country’s 

extensive infrastructure, high-quality education, and accessible community programs are 

some examples that reflect the government’s high competence in ensuring citizen’s access 

to vital public services.  

Additionally, this country’s government is often praised by the public as there is a 
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perception that corrupt practices, such as embezzlement and bribery among public officials, 

exist at minimal levels. According to the Corruption Perception Index, this country is ranked 

3rd out of 33 developed countries in levels of corruption within the government, making it the 

third least-corrupt among developed countries. This country's government exemplifies its 

commitment to maintaining a culture of integrity through regular audits and strict 

enforcement of transparency measures.”  

The bolded phrases were replaced with the corresponding prompts for differences in 

competence and corruption. 

Manipulation Check 

Trust in Government. After reading the cover story, participants responded to an 8-

item adapted trust in government measure on a scale from 1(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 

agree; Grimmelikhuijsen & Knies, 2015). Within this measure, four items measured 

participants perceived competence of a government (e.g., “I think the national government of 

my new country of residence is likely to carry out its duty very well”; M = 2.97, SD = 1.28, ɑ 

= .91), two items measured perceived benevolence of a government (e.g., “I think the 

national government of my new country of residence is likely to think in the long term”; M = 

2.91, SD = 1.40, ɑ = .93), and two items measured perceived integrity (“I think the national 

government of my new country of residence is likely to fulfill its promises”; M = 2.85, SD = 

1.34, ɑ = .64). All items were averaged and formed a composite score, with higher values 

indicating greater trust in government, M = 2.93, SD = 1.25, ɑ = .93).  

Comprehension Check 

Towards the end of the survey, participants responded to two comprehension check 

questions. The first question was a close-ended measure where participants were asked to 
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“select a statement that best reflected the characteristics of the government in their new 

country of residence”. They were presented with four choices that reflected the 2 by 2 

experimental design. An example item was “the government in my new country of residence 

has high (vs. low) levels of competence and high (vs. low) levels of corruption”. Then, they 

were also asked to describe the government characteristics in their own words using an open-

ended measure.  

Measures 

Outcome Variables 

Policy Support. Participants rated their support for 10 climate change policies on a 

scale from 1 (strongly oppose) to 5 (strongly support) adapted from Kukowski and 

colleagues (2023). Among the 10 climate change policies, 3 policies involved implementing 

a tax (i.e., tax-based) or imposing financial cost on individuals if successfully implemented 

(e.g., “the government will adopt a tax on air travel”, M = 3.02, SD = 1.10, ɑ = .82). 3 

policies involved providing incentives (i.e., incentive-based) and financial benefits to 

promote voluntary participation (e.g., “subsidize long-distance train and bus travel”; M = 

3.98, SD = .92, ɑ = .71). Lastly, 4 policies were general regulation (i.e., regulatory-based) of 

sustainability practices (e.g., “require energy providers to make renewable energy the default 

options for consumers”’ M = 3.82, SD = 1.13, ɑ = .76). All items were averaged and formed 

a composite policy support variable (M = 3.39, SD = .91, ɑ = .89), as well as three separate 

composites for each type of policies.  

Individualism-Collectivism. Participants completed a 14-item validated 

individualistic and collectivistic value orientation measure (Kim et al., 2016; Oyserman et al., 

2002). Individualism items included “it is important for me to develop my own personal 
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style”, while collectivism items included “it is important for me to think of myself as a 

member of my religious, national, or ethnic group.” All items were assessed on a 7-point 

scales ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Individualism and 

collectivism items were averaged and each form a composite score, with higher values 

indicating higher endorsement of each cultural value orientation (Individualism: M = 5.56, 

SD = .82, ɑ = .72; Collectivism: M = 4.33, SD = 1.11, ɑ = .79).  

Covariates 

Demographics. Participants provided some demographic information about 

themselves, including their age, ethnicity, political ideology, and income. Political ideology 

was measured on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (very liberal) to 7 (very conservative); and 

income was measured on a 12-point scale ranging from 1 (less than $10,000) to 12 (more 

than $150,000). 

Results 

First, I examined the zero-order correlation and descriptive statistics of all key 

variables across conditions. Support for climate policies was significantly correlated with 

trust in government, r(339) = .22, p<.001, and negatively correlated with political ideology, 

r(339) = -.53, p<.001. There was no significant correlation between individualism and policy 

support, r(339) = .02, p = .77, or trust in government, r(339) = -.01, p = .91. There was also 

no significant correlation between collectivism and policy support, r(339) = -.06, p = .23, and 

trust in government, r(339) = .08, p = .14. Table 12 contains information about descriptive 

statistics and correlation coefficient with all key variables.
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Table 12 
Study 4 - Descriptive Statistics and Zero-Order Correlations between Key Variables across Conditions 
  M SD ɑ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1 Individualism 5.57 .84 .72 -        

2 Collectivism 4.34 1.14 .79 .22 -       

3 Trust in Gov. 2.91 1.26 .93 -.01 .08 -      

4 Policy Support (Composite) 3.51 .93 .89 .02 -.06 .22*** -     

5 Support (Incentive) 3.99 .92 .71 .02 -.03 .20*** .85*** -    

6 Support (Tax) 3.03 1.10 .82 -.06 -.09 .24*** .90*** .62*** -   

7 Support (Regulatory) 3.69 1.06 .76 .11* -.04 .12* .89*** .72*** .68*** -  

8 Political Ideology 3.14 1.68 - .04 .30** .01 -.53*** -.48*** -.45*** -.49*** - 
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Manipulation Check 

First, I ran a 2 (competence: high vs. low) by 2 (corruption: high vs. low) ANOVA 

with trust in government as the dependent variable to test whether the manipulation worked. 

As expected, there was a main effect of competence, F(1, 335) = 162.18, p<.001, ηp2 = .33. 

Participants in the high competence condition reported greater trust in government (M = 3.47, 

SD = 1.16), compared to those in the low competence condition (M = 2.36, SD = 1.11). There 

was a main effect of corruption, F(1, 335) = 349.82, p <.001, ηp2= .51. Participants in the low 

corruption condition reported greater trust in government (M = 3.73, SD = .96), compared to 

those in the high corruption condition (M = 2.11, SD = .97). There was no significant 

interaction between competence and corruption on trust in government, F(1, 335) = .14, p = 

.71, ηp2<.001. 

 

Figure 8. Main effect and interaction between government characteristics and trust in 
government (composite). Levels of trust in government as a function of government 
competence and corruption 
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The results were similar when the three aspects of trust were treated as separate 

dependent variables. High competence and low corruption independently predicted greater 

perceived competence, benevolence, and integrity of the government. There was no 

significant interaction between the two manipulated variables. Refer to Tables 13A and 13B 

for detailed coefficients and descriptive statistics. 

Table 13A 
Study 4 - Descriptive Statistics for Trust in Government by Condition 

Trust in 
Government 

Low 
Competence 

High 
Competence 

Low 
Corruption 

High 
Corruption  

M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Composite 2.36 1.11 3.47 1.16 3.73 .96 2.11 .97 

Competence 2.26 1.06 3.70 1.07 3.59 1.15 2.37 1.11 
Benevolence 2.35 1.27 3.47 1.31 3.73 1.12 2.10 1.17 

Integrity 2.48 1.28 3.23 1.30 3.87 .93 1.86 .84 
 

Table 13B 
Study 4 - Main Effects and Interaction of Competence and Corruption on Trust  
  df SS MS F p ηp2 

Composite 

Competence 1 102.96 102.96 162.18 <.001 .33 
Corruption 1 222.09 222.09 349.82 <.001 .51 
Competence * Corruption 1 .09 .09 .14 .71 <.001 
Error 335 212.68 .63       

Competence 

Competence 1 173.94 173.94 227.96 <.001 .40 
Corruption 1 124.50 124.50 163.17 <.001 .33 
Competence * Corruption 1 1.37 1.37 1.79 .18 <.001 
Error 335 255.61 .76       

Benevolence 

Competence 1 106.20 106.20 105.80 <.001 .24 
Corruption 1 224.70 224.80 224.00 <.001 .40 
Competence * Corruption 1 <.001 <.001 <.001 .99 <.001 
Error 335 336.10 1.00       

Integrity 

Competence 1 48.40 48.40 74.89 <.001 .18 
Corruption 1 343.90 343.90 532.40 <.001 .61 
Competence * Corruption 1 .10 .10 .14 .71 <.001 
Error 335 216.40 .60       
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Government Characteristics on Policy Support 

Next, I ran a series of 2 (competence: high vs. low) by 2 (corruption: high vs. low) 

ANOVA predicting policy support as the outcome variable, while controlling for 

demographic variables. There was marginal main effect of competence, F(1, 321) = 2.74, p = 

.099, ηp2<.001. Participants’ support for climate change policies were marginally higher in 

high competence (M = 3.58, SD = .93) compared to low competence conditions (M = 3.44, 

SD = .92). There was a main effect of corruption, F(1, 321) = 4.60, p =.03, ηp2= .01. 

Participants in the low corruption (M = 3.60, SD = .94) condition reported greater policy 

support compared to participants in the high corruption condition (M = 3.42, SD = .91). 

There was no significant interaction between corruption and competence, F(1, 321) = 1.71, p 

= .19, ηp2<.001. 

 

Figure 9. Main effect and interaction between government characteristics and policy support 
(composite). Levels of policy support as a function of government competence and 
corruption. 
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I also ran separate analyses with support for tax-, incentive-, and regulatory-based 

policies as dependent variables. Findings for incentive- and regulatory-based policies were 

consistent with the composite items. There was a main effect of corruption on support for 

tax- and regulatory-based policies, but there was no main effect of competence or interaction. 

Participants in low corruption condition supported tax- and regulatory-based policies more, 

compared to those in the high corruption condition.  

On the other hand, there was a marginal main effect of competence, F(1, 321) = 3.39, 

p = .07, ηp2= .01, and main effect of corruption F(1, 321) = 4.95, p = .03, ηp2= .02 on support 

for incentive-based policies. Participants in the high competence condition  (M = 4.07, SD = 

.90) reported higher levels of support for incentive-based policies compared to those in the 

low competence condition  (M = 3.91, SD = .94); and participants in the low corruption 

condition  (M = 4.08, SD = .88) reported higher levels of support for incentive-based policies, 

compared to those in the high corruption condition  (M = 3.89, SD = .94). There was no 

significant interaction, F(1, 321) = .12, p = .73, ηp2<.001. See Tables 14A and 14B for full 

descriptive statistics and coefficients. 

Table 14A 
Study 4 - Descriptive Statistics for Policy Support by Condition 

Policy 
Support 

Low 
Competence 

High 
Competence 

Low 
Corruption 

High 
Corruption  

M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Composite 3.44 .92 3.58 .93 3.60 .94 3.42 .91 
Incentive 3.91 .09 4.07 .09 4.08 .88 3.89 .94 

Tax 2.98 1.10 3.07 1.10 3.16 1.13 2.89 1.06 
Regulatory 3.62 1.07 3.77 1.04 3.72 1.06 3.67 1.06 

 

Table 14B 
Study 4 - Main Effects and Interaction of Competence and Corruption on Policy Support  
  df SS MS F p ηp2 
Composite Competence 1 1.58 1.58 2.74 .09 <.01 
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Corruption 1 2.67 2.67 4.60 .04 .01 
Competence * Corruption 1 .99 .99 1.71 .19 <.01 
Error 321 185.91 .58       

Incentive 

Competence 1 2.11 2.11 3.39 .06 .01 
Corruption 1 3.08 3.08 4.95 .02 .02 
Competence * Corruption 1 .07 .07 .12 .73 <.001 
Error 321 199.39 .62       

Tax 

Competence 1 .86 .86 .92 .34 <.01 
Corruption 1 6.02 6.02 6.44 .01 .02 
Competence * Corruption 1 2.03 2.03 2.17 .14 <.01 
Error 321 299.85 .93       

Regulatory 

Competence 1 2.00 2.00 2.57 .11 <.01 
Corruption 1 .25 .25 .33 .57 <.01 
Competence * Corruption 1 1.64 1.64 2.10 .15 <.01 
Error 321           

 

The Moderating Role of Collectivism 

Prior to testing the moderating role of collectivism, I first ran a regression to test 

whether collectivism was associated with greater policy support, controlling for government 

characteristics (i.e., no interaction terms) and demographic variables, to replicate the findings 

of Studies 2 and 3. In line with prior evidence, collectivism was associated with greater 

policy support, b = .09, SE = .04, p = .03.  

Next, to explore whether collectivists are more attuned to government characteristics, 

I ran a series of 2 (competence: low vs. high) by 2 (corruption: low vs. high) by continuous 

(collectivism) multiple regressions with policy support as the dependent variable, and 

demographic variables as covariates. Neither competence, b = .28, SE = .04, p = .57, nor 

corruption, b = -.05, SE = .47, p = .91, predicted policy support. Instead, there was a 

marginally positive association between collectivism and policy support, b = .13, SE = .08, p 

= .08. There was no significant two-way interaction between collectivism and competence, b 

= .01, SE = .11, p = .98; or collectivism and corruption, b = -.01, SE = .10, p = .90. There was 
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also no significant three-way interaction, b = -.14, SE = .15, p = .33. In other words, 

regardless of government’s level of competence or corruption, policy support was greater 

among people who were more collectivistic (M = 3.62, SE = .06), compared to those who 

were less collectivistic (M = 3.40, SE = .06). When separated by the types of policies, the 

findings suggested that the association between collectivism and policy support was strongest 

when the policies were incentive-based, b = .20, SE = .08, p = .01. The relationship was 

nonsignificant when the policies were tax-based, b = .10, SE = .10, p = .31, or general 

regulation, b = .11, SE = .09, p = .21. See Table 14 for full regression coefficients.  

 

 
Figure 10. Multiple regressions between collectivism and government characteristics 
predicting policy support. Dotted lines indicated non-significant associations. 
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Table 15 
Study 4. Regression Coefficients for Collectivism*Competence*Corruption Predicting 
Policy Support 
 Variable β SE of 

β t p 
 

Policy Support 
(Composite) 

Intercept 3.5
8 .44 8.06 <.00

1 
Competence .28 .49 .58 .57 

Corruption -.0
5 .47 -.11 .91 

Collectivism .13 .08 1.75 .08+ 
Competence * Corruption .40 .67 .61 .54 

Competence * Collectivism .01 .11 .02 .98 

Corruption * Collectivism -.0
1 .10 -.12 .91 

Competence * Corruption * 
Collectivism 

-.1
4 .15 -.97 .33 

Policy Support 
(Incentive) 

Intercept 3.8
7 .45 8.55 <.00

1 
Competence .10 .49 .19 .85 
Corruption .18 .48 .38 .71 

Collectivism .20 .08 2.49 .01*
* 

Competence * Corruption .78 .67 1.14 .25 
Competence * Collectivism .03 .11 .28 .78 

Corruption * Collectivism -.0
9 .11 -.81 .42 

Competence * Corruption * 
Collectivism 

-.1
9 .15 -

1.26 .21 

Policy Support (Tax) 

Intercept 3.5
6 .56 6.36 <.00

1 
Competence .27 .61 .45 .66 

Corruption -.1
5 .59 -.25 .81 

Collectivism .10 .10 1.01 .31 
Competence * Corruption .23 .84 .28 .78 

Competence * Collectivism .01 .14 .04 .97 

Corruption * Collectivism -.0
1 .13 -.02 .99 

Competence * Corruption * 
Collectivism 

-.1
2 .19 -.66 .51 
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Policy Support 
(Regulatory) 

Intercept 3.3
6 .52 6.41 <.00

1 
Competence .38 .58 .66 .51 

Corruption -.1
6 .56 -.29 .77 

Collectivism .11 .09 1.25 .21 
Competence * Corruption .31 .79 .40 .69 

Competence * Collectivism -.0
1 .13 -.07 .94 

Corruption * Collectivism .05 .12 .40 .69 
Competence * Corruption * 

Collectivism 
-.1
4 .18 -.80 .42 

 

 Across varying degrees of competence and corruption, the relationship between 

collectivism and policy support remained robust. Based on prior correlational evidence where 

trust in government was a key mediator that explained this robust relationship, a follow-up 

analysis was conducted to test whether collectivists just inherently have elevated trust in 

government. I conducted a regression analysis with collectivism as the predictor variable, 

controlling for government competence and corruption (i.e., no interaction-term), and 

demographic covariates (i.e., political ideology, individualism, age, income). Collectivism 

was positively associated with greater trust in government, b = .14, SE = .04, p <.001. Across 

varying levels of competence and corruption, more collectivistic participants were more 

likely to trust the government. 

Study 4 Discussion 

Study 4 manipulated government competence and corruption to test whether there is a 

causal role of government characteristics on policy support. Findings revealed mixed 

evidence for the ways government competence and corruption affect policy support. As 

hypothesized, high government competence marginally predicted higher support for climate 

change policies, compared to low government competence. Similarly, low government 
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corruption predicted higher support for climate change policies, compared to low government 

corruption. Research on public trust and policy support has often focused on competence as 

the core government characteristics. Yet, more often than not, people relied on their views of 

their government benevolence and integrity to inform their decisions on whether they wanted 

to support a public initiative. In line with prior evidence (Liu et al., 2020), Study 4 findings 

highlighted that a government’s level of integrity may be an even more crucial factor in 

shaping people’s attitudes, compared to the levels of competence. Future research should 

evaluate public trust in a more holistic manner and focus on improving people’s views about 

a government’s integrity. 

A secondary objective of this study was to examine the moderating role of 

collectivism, and to test whether collectivists inherently trusted their governments more. 

While it was initially expected that collectivists would be more attuned to either or both 

government characteristics, findings revealed that the relationship between collectivism and 

policy support remained robust across varying levels of government competence and 

corruption. Follow up analyses suggested that this was possibly because high collectivists 

inherently placed greater trust in the government compared to low collectivists. In other 

words, people higher in collectivism support climate change policies in a hypothetical new 

country more than people lower in collectivism, across different levels of manipulated trust 

factors.  

Although Study 4 strengthened the correlational findings through experimentally 

manipulating government characteristics, it was possible that the paradigm might not have 

successfully instilled a sense of realism when responding to the dependent variables. 

Participants were being tasked with imagining themselves moving to an unspecified new 
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country and hypothetically indicating their support for climate policies proposed by that 

country’s government. While not specifying a country could mitigate some biases towards a 

particular country, this approach left a lot of room for ambiguity, as reflected in the findings. 

Despite statistical significance, the small effect size of competence and corruption on policy 

support suggested that participants’ responses to the dependent variables may be more 

reflective of their personal views, rather than being influenced by the manipulation. As more 

countries develop and promote climate policies, future studies should examine people’s 

attitudes for a more realistic evaluation of their support. 

Chapter 3 Discussion 

Correlational findings across all studies have demonstrated that collectivism was 

positively associated with willingness to make financial sacrifices to prevent environmental 

pollution (Study 2), and greater support for climate change policies (Studies 3 and 4), in part 

because they placed greater trust in government. Using a causal chain approach (Spencer et 

al., 2005), Study 4 manipulated government competence and corruption, and found that 

government corruption was a more integral factor in establishing public trust and informing 

people’s attitudes, compared to government competence. Yet, despite varying degrees of 

government competence and corruption, the association between collectivism and policy 

support remained robust.  

Across three studies with global and American samples, I used various approaches to 

assess culture orientation, including the two-item allocentrism-idiocentrism measure (Iglehart 

et al., 2014; Schwartz et al., 2005), categorizing participants based on their reported 

geographical regions (Kukrowski et al., 2023), and using individual-level culture orientation 

scales (Oyserman & Coon, 2002; Kim et al., 2014). I have also used multiple dependent 
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variables for pro-environmental intentions, including willingness to make financial sacrifices 

for environment (Iglehart et al., 2014) and climate policies that had different financial impact 

on individuals and households (Kukowski et al., 2023). The findings have consistently 

demonstrated the positive associations between collectivism and the targeted outcome 

variables; and this relationship remained robust even when the government, who was 

typically in charge of carrying out public initiatives, had (manipulated) varying degrees of 

competence and corruption.  

Additionally, collectivism has been consistently associated with greater trust in 

government across different measures, including a single-item confidence in government 

question (Iglehart et al., 2014), single-item generalized trust in government question 

(Kukowski et al., 2023), and a validated trust in government scale (Grimmelikhuijsen & 

Knies, 2015). Although future research could examine factors that gave rise to collectivist’s 

inherent trust in government, the consistent patterns highlighted the importance of 

considering the role of culture, an often overlooked individual characteristic, in the context of 

public trust and policy support. In practice, policymakers and politicians could also leverage 

collectivists’ greater trust in government to garner support for climate initiatives. In the 

current climate where trust has been declining at a rapid rate (Pew, 2023), it is possible that 

instilling some sense of community, or reminding people of some collectivistic values, could 

negate some negative sentiment towards a government and increase public trust.  
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CHAPTER 4: HARNESSING COLLECTIVISM TO ADDRESS COLLECTIVE 

ACTION PROBLEMS 

The present research investigated the influence of collectivism in addressing large-

scale collective action problems, such as the COVID-19 pandemic and climate change crisis. 

Chapter 2 demonstrated that collectivism can be powerful in encouraging compliance with 

public health measures, even if these measures imposed some personal cost. Study 1 also 

provided initial insights about how different aspects of collectivism - other-orientation, 

susceptibility to social norms, and trust in government - can distinctly shape and explain how 

and why people engage in certain behaviors. Then, Chapter 3 generalized the findings to the 

context of climate change crisis, and further examined the relationship between collectivism, 

trust in government and climate change policy support. Findings from the three studies 

highlighted the robustness of collectivism and climate change policy support, and this 

relationship remained strong across varying levels of government competence and 

corruption. Although the latter parts of my dissertation focused on trust in government as a 

key psychological mechanism that predicts collective actions in the context of climate change 

crisis, the following section synthesized insights from the COVID-19 pandemic and climate 

change crisis to shed greater nuances of other-orientation and susceptibility to social norms 

could distinctly influence people’s tendencies to engage in collective actions. 

First, other-orientation did not significantly predict greater compliance with COVID-

19 health preventative measures. When facing a common pathogen threat, the present way of 

measuring other-orientation, where participants were asked to prioritize their own (vs. 

community) health, was neither practical nor realistic. Along with the propositions that 

collectivists tend to make less distinctions between themselves and others (Hui & Triandis, 
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1986; Triandis, 1989), it was not meaningful to pit oneself and against their surrounding 

other. Therefore, it was likely that we did not observe an impact of other-orientation using 

the approach in the present research.  

Second, the present research found some evidence supporting the mutual influence of 

personal and contextual factors on collectivists’ susceptibility to social norms. More 

specifically, Study 1 suggested that collectivists complied to health preventative measures 

during COVID-19, in part because they perceived that more people in their community 

would engage in such behaviors. The mediating role of perceived social norms stemmed 

from collectivists’ personal views and inferences about what others in their social context 

might be doing. In comparison, Study 2 suggested that collectivists in more collectivistic 

countries were more willing to make financial sacrifices for the environment. The interaction 

between individual cultural orientation (ie., allocentrism) and contextual cultural orientation 

(i.e., Global Collectivism Index, Pelham et al., 2022) was in line with the intersubjective 

norms perspective, where perhaps collectivists relied on contextual information to inform 

their personal behaviors and attitudes (Eom & Kim, 2015; Zou et al., 2009). For example, a 

collectivistic individual in a highly collectivistic society may be more sensitive to social 

norms towards certain issues. When deciding on whether to support climate change policies, 

more collectivistic individuals may rely on what they think other people’s attitudes were, and 

align their attitudes accordingly. While future studies should keep examining the influence of 

personal and contextual influences of social norms, the present research demonstrated that 

social norms remained an important and powerful factor that shaped people’s attitudes and 

behaviors, especially among collectivists (Eom et al., 2016; Sherman et al., 2022). 

Third, the present study also revealed collectivists’ inherent trust in government and 
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its role in shaping collectivists’ attitudes and behaviors. When the targeted outcome was led 

by the government, collectivists tend to align their behaviors with government 

recommendations even when the targeted behaviors imposed personal costs, because they 

trusted the government more (Studies 1-3). This trust remained strong even when the 

government exhibited varying levels of competence and corruption (Study 4). The present 

study was one of the few that examined the joint influence of collectivism and trust in 

government on collective actions, future research should identify the psychological 

mechanisms that gave rise to collectivists’ inherent trust in government, as it could 

potentially inform strategies to increase public trust among low collectivists.  

Boundaries of Collectivism and Future Directions 

There were a few boundaries to consider when using collectivism to address 

collective action problems. First, collectivists drew clearer distinctions between in-group and 

out-group members (Iyengar et al., 1999). While collectivists showed greater concern over 

the welfare of their in-group members, they showed less consideration than individualists do 

for the welfare of strangers, and may even exclude marginalized communities to a greater 

extent (Leung & Bond, 1984; Triandis, 1989). For example, in Japan, day laborers, who were 

often perceived as outsiders and were never fully accepted in the larger society, were 

excluded from health promotions practices and were denied of public support (Kawabata, 

2013). Furthermore, the greater in-group favoritism among collectivists suggested that, if 

there was no accountability measure in place, corruption was more rampant and detrimental 

to group effort, especially when authorities were involved (Li et al., 2006). Thus, in the 

process of addressing collective action problems, it is even more important for leaders to 

consider potential members of society that they have left out, to highlight the benefit of 
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engaging in collective actions beyond the in-group members, and to keep leaders accountable 

among more collectivistic social contexts (Tsai et al., 2022). 

Second, social norms were more difficult to establish in collectivistic societies, but 

once established, social changes take place much more rapidly (Muthukrishna & Schaller, 

2020). Establishing a new norm face greater resistance among more collectivistic individuals, 

as they were less prone to change and preferred maintaining the status quo (Stamkou et al., 

2019). Thus, to alter an existing behavior or introduce new behaviors, leaders and authorities 

have to put in more effort in the beginning before reaching the threshold where rapid changes 

take place.  

Third, greater reliance on authority may not always be a positive thing. When there 

was too much dependence on a single entity to make decisions, poor decisions or inactions 

could backfire. For example, individuals within authoritarian states that prioritize economic 

interest over sustainability would less likely take actions when there is a lack of top-down 

influence from authorities (Beeson, 2018). Even if there were policies in place, poor 

formation and implementation vastly decrease its effectiveness (Gilley, 2012). For many 

collectivistic states, addressing a collective action problem largely depends on how much 

value their authorities place in them. If a problem is deemed unworthy, it is more unlikely 

that collective actions will take place. Even worse, if a problem is placed of high values but 

detrimental to society (e.g., wars), collectivists’ allegiance to authorities can even bring in 

more devastating consequences. 

Lastly, the dissertation did not regard individualism as useless or even detrimental in 

addressing collective action problems. Rather, the discussion referred specifically to 

collective action problems that imposed individual cost to yield collective benefits and 
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required group coordination and public compliance. In fact, individualism was more helpful 

when collective action problems involved creative solutions and greater risk (Goncalo & 

Stat, 2006; Stamkou et al., 2019); and collectivism could be more harmful when problem 

arise because of the greater interdependence among community members (Wei et al., 2023). 

More individualistic cultures led to more innovations and higher economic growth 

(Gorodnichenko & Roland, 2017). The record-breaking rapid development of COVID-19 

vaccines, for example, was a great demonstration and fruitful result of individualistic 

societies’ and individuals’ greater emphasis on exploration, being unique and standing out. 

Divergent thinking, creative solutions, public compliance and cooperation were equally 

valuable when facing a large-scale collective action problem. Ideally, each country or group 

would be able to utilize their strengths and develop a well-rounded approach. 

Nevertheless, the present research depicted a coherent story of collectivism in 

addressing large-scale collective action problems. Findings from all studies emphasized the 

importance of integrating cultural dimensions into strategies aimed at fostering collective 

engagement. Moving forward, future research could identify ways to evoke people’s 

collectivistic orientation and develop more effective interventions and policies that resonate 

with a diverse population. 

Closing Thoughts 

  Over the course of the years, there has been an increasing number of scholars and 

researchers that urge the need of considering culture influence when addressing collective 

action problems (e.g., van Bavel et al., 2020; Eom et al., 2019; Kitayama et al., 2022). 

Research has also identified distinct sociocultural determinants of collective actions (e.g., 

Eom et al., 2016; Sherman et al., 2022). The premise of my dissertation research stemmed 
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from a simple question that I had during the COVID-19 pandemic – why, despite having less 

resources, were collectivistic countries much more efficient in mobilizing the public that 

resulted in lower positive and mortality rates, compared to more individualistic countries? 

Upon theoretical review, I began to realize the overlapping characteristics of collective action 

problems and collectivism. This theorized relationship was put to the test through four 

empirical studies, and the findings remained consistent across different types of collective 

action problems, and different ways of operationalizing collectivism. Collectivism, on both 

the country- and individual-level has been consistently associated with increased likelihood 

of engaging in community-benefitting behaviors. Furthermore, my dissertation research 

identified several psychological mechanisms that explained these robust relationships. This 

dissertation has not only advanced our understanding of the intricate relationship between 

collectivism and collective action problems, but more importantly, holds the potential to 

inform practical solutions to advance our collective well-being by incorporating cultural 

influence to encourage actions that impose short-term personal sacrifices but have the 

potential for long-term collective benefits. 
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