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COVID-19 created an information crisis for 
Americans unlike any other in the twenty-first 
century. Across the country, citizens became 
desperate for information about the pandemic, 
including scientific and medical information 
about how the virus spread, technological in-
formation about the prospect of vaccines, and 
policy information to better understand local, 
state, and national responses. Most citizens 
have a set group of sources they rely on for po-
litical information and health-related advice. 
But in the context of the pandemic, many re-
quired new and different kinds of information, 
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urgently. Citizens who generally relied on their 
family doctor or the advice of local school 
nurses for health-care-related information were 
left scrambling to sort through the new-to-
them world of infectious disease experts, epi-
demiologists, and national health agencies. 
Savvy followers of American politics are used 
to consuming specific policy information 
through the lens of the news media, but the 
pandemic put press conferences front and cen-
ter and led many more citizens to consume in-
formation directly from the president, their 
governor, or local officials. Many of us not only 
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learned that such things as county public 
health departments exist, but also learned the 
names of the directors of those agencies. Amer-
ican citizens, particularly early on in the 
COVID-19 pandemic, were desperate for infor-
mation and overwhelmed by choices of whom 
to trust for that information. That highly sa-
lient information environment was also far 
more federated and decentralized than we have 
come to expect in modern American politics. 
Americans could choose to get pandemic-
related information from President Donald 
Trump, the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention (CDC), Dr. Anthony Fauci, their 
state government officials, their local govern-
ment officials or national, state or local media 
sources. Whom citizens chose to trust for pan-
demic information was, we argue, shaped by 
their partisanship, their ideological views of 
federalism, and their own place-based identi-
ties.

Whom you trust to provide pandemic-
related information matters a great deal. As po-
litical scientists Courtney Page-Tan, Summer 
Marion, and Daniel P. Aldrich (2022) show 
elsewhere in this issue, citizens’ adoption of 
behaviors designed to curb the spread of 
COVID-19 was fundamentally shaped by the 
civic networks and information sources they 
chose to rely on. The political scientist Eliza-
beth Suhay and her colleagues (2022, this is-
sue) also show that citizens’ trust in govern-
ment was associated with either higher or 
lower likelihood of engaging in protective 
behaviors based on the information being pro-
vided by leaders of those governments. If citi-
zens with greater trust in their state govern-
ments are more likely to support increased 
state responsibility for policymaking, as the 
political scientists Marc Hetherington and 
John Nugent (2001) argue, trust in state govern-
ments, and the information they provide, 
should matter a great deal for citizens’ ulti-
mate assessments of the pandemic response 
and, in some cases, their likelihood of engag-
ing in potentially life-saving behaviors.

We argue that citizens’ existing attitudes 
fundamentally shaped their assessment of 
whom to trust in the pandemic crisis environ-
ment. As research elsewhere in this issue dem-
onstrates, who citizens chose to trust for infor-

mation, in turn, influenced their health-related 
decision-making (Page-Tan, Marion, and Al-
drich 2022, this issue; Suhey et al. 2022, this is-
sue). We identify three individual-level vari-
ables that, based on existing literature, we 
might expect to influence citizens’ assessments 
of a federated pandemic information environ-
ment: partisanship, ideology, and state iden-
tity. We examine the effect of each characteris-
tic on Americans’ trust in a range of national 
and state-level politicians and agencies to pro-
vide pandemic-related information, drawing on 
survey data from a representative sample of 
U.S. adults. We find some measure of support 
for each theory; partisanship, ideology, and 
state identity all affect Americans’ trust in fed-
eral and state officials to provide pandemic in-
formation in an environment where federalism 
is highly salient.

To many scholars of political behavior, these 
findings will not come as a surprise; research-
ers have found for decades that partisanship 
plays a significant role in individuals’ political 
beliefs, including their media habits and trust 
in government institutions and information 
(see, for example, Campbell et al. 1960; Green, 
Palmquist, and Schickler 2002). Existing politi-
cal science frameworks would predict that 
Americans’ pandemic information-seeking be-
havior is driven by their partisan identity and 
by national political narratives. America’s pan-
demic response relied heavily on its federal 
structure and devolved both policymaking and 
information dissemination to the state level. 
Even in that environment of heightened sa-
lience for state politics and issues of federal-
ism, we find that existing frameworks still 
hold—partisanship still drives citizens’ trust in 
national leaders, particularly copartisans, for 
pandemic information.

However, our findings also extend the exist-
ing literature in two ways. First, we find evi-
dence that, at the state level, virus-mitigation 
policies broke down the relationship between 
partisanship and trust in information. In July 
2022, as long as the state had mask mandates 
and stay-at-home orders in effect, Democrats 
had more trust in their state to provide them 
with reliable information about the pandemic 
regardless of the governor’s political party. At 
the state level, the power of partisan identity 
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could be overcome by policies that addressed 
the threat posed by the pandemic.

Second, we find that state identity matters 
in citizens’ choices of whom to trust for 
COVID-19 information, highlighting the need 
for consideration of national and state-level 
identities and attitudes in conjunction with 
one another. Most political-psychological 
frameworks that emphasize place-based iden-
tity focus on the role of national identity or the 
distinct experiences of rural citizens relative to 
urban ones. But in a political moment when 
federalism is highly salient, Americans rely on 
their attachment to their state to guide their 
assessment of information sources. State-level 
variables matter for and should be included in 
analyses of national political attitudes, particu-
larly when federalism is highly salient.

Liter ature Review
Although the COVID-19 pandemic certainly 
changed day-to-day life and politics, it is rea-
sonable to start with the assumption that Amer-
icans’ information habits in the face of this 
novel threat nonetheless can be understood 
through the lens of existing frameworks and 
theories in American political behavior. Four 
broad categories of literature can provide some 
guidance in answering the question of what 
drives citizens’ trust in their state and national 
officials to provide relevant pandemic informa-
tion. First, a large existing literature identifies 
the features that tend to shape citizens’ trust 
in government and officeholders. As we try to 
better understand whom citizens turned to for 
information in a crisis, we begin by investigat-
ing the factors that shape citizens’ trust in their 
state and national officeholders generally. Sec-
ond, literature on information-seeking behav-
ior informs our understanding of whom citi-
zens are most likely to turn to in moments of 
crisis, particularly when that crisis has been 
politicized. Third, we know that America’s pan-
demic response made significant use of the 
country’s federal structure and that citizens 
faced a federated information environment. 
Therefore, literature on citizens’ views of fed-
eralism and their preferences for policy decen-
tralization is useful in understanding citizens’ 
relative trust in state and national leaders. That 
literature highlights the role of partisanship 

and ideology in those individual-level prefer-
ences—partisanship and ideology frequently 
shape the frames through which citizens ana-
lyze information from local, state, and national 
leaders. Finally, in a pandemic environment 
where geography and physical space matter a 
great deal, real differences in state and place-
based identities and citizens’ attachments to 
their states may impact who they trust to pro-
vide pandemic-related information.

Trust is a foundational component to demo-
cratic theory, as scholars in both American pol-
itics and political theory have observed. Trust 
is an individual-level evaluative or affective ori-
entation that varies based on citizens’ under-
standing of the purposes of government (Miller 
1974; Stokes 1962; Hetherington 2004). In a 
democratic society in particular, political trust 
is closely associated with political legitimacy 
and the rule of law and is needed to secure cit-
izen compliance with the law (Barber 1983; Levi 
1997, 1998; Scholz and Lubell 1998). When citi-
zens trust their government and its officehold-
ers, politicians are accorded greater political 
capital and institutional legitimacy (Easton 
1967; Gamson 1968). In short, trust matters, 
perhaps especially in a life-and-death crisis sit-
uation such as the one the pandemic posed.

Trust, particularly in a federal system where 
citizens are presented with choices of who to 
rely on for information and policy, is shaped by 
partisanship. Time and again, scholars have 
found that citizens prefer policymaking to be 
done by whichever level of government most 
closely aligns with their partisan affiliation 
(Wolak 2016; Dinan and Heckelman 2020; Riker 
1964). The legal scholar Jessica Bulman-Pozen 
writes that “individuals’ beliefs about whether 
the state or federal government is the proper 
government to ‘run . . . things’ depend on 
which party is in control at both levels” (2014, 
1120). Citizens have similarly shown a tendency 
to trust the national government more when it 
is controlled by copartisans (Morisi, Jost, and 
Singh 2019), and in general, people infer trust-
worthiness from partisan stereotypes, trusting 
copartisans over rival partisans (Carlin and 
Love 2013).

Generally, states and state officials have en-
joyed higher levels of political trust than the 
national government in recent years (Gallup 
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2020). Although national political trust has 
steadily declined since World War II, faith in 
state government has remained flat, and high 
(McCarthy 2018; Pew Research Center 2019). 
The scholarship on predictors of state trust 
falls into two camps. The first group of studies 
finds that citizens’ trust in their states generally 
follows from their trust in the national govern-
ment or from their feelings about national con-
ditions (Hetherington and Nugent 2001; Us-
laner 2001). Others, however, argue that trust 
in specific institutions or leaders at the state 
level is driven by state economic performance 
or legislative professionalism (Kelleher and 
Wolak 2007; Richardson, Konisky, and Milyo 
2012). In a more recent study, the political sci-
entist Jennifer Wolak finds that citizens trust 
their state government more when it is con-
trolled by copartisans, that trust in state gov-
ernments does reflect state economic condi-
tions, and that more homogeneous states 
engender more trust (Wolak 2020).

The political scientists Bethany Albertson 
and Shana Kushner Gadarian’s (2015) research 
into information-seeking and trust in an anx-
ious political environment provides additional 
insight into how Americans decide who to trust 
in a pandemic. They demonstrate that, in a 
public health emergency, people selectively 
trust specific experts (including the CDC, doc-
tors, and friends in the medical field) over po-
litical figures, celebrities, and other govern-
ment agencies (Albertson and Gadarian 2015). 
Anxiety also generates increased information-
seeking behavior, and more biased patterns of 
information searching. Politicized threats will 
exacerbate those patterns (Albertson and 
Gadarian 2015).

Feder alism Matt ers
Given the decentralized nature of the pandemic 
response in the United States and the resulting 
salience of federalism, it would be reasonable 
to assume that citizens’ trust in their state lead-
ers for pandemic information would be 
grounded in their personal ideological commit-
ments and their views of federalism. If citizens 
hold strong beliefs about which level of govern-
ment should engage in policy administration, 
they are likely to express trust in the officehold-
ers at that level to provide pertinent informa-

tion related to that policymaking. We might 
particularly expect this to be true in an environ-
ment when policy dispersion is a prominent 
topic. Generally, studies of public opinion and 
federalism have concluded that support for de-
centralized policymaking is highly correlated 
with partisanship and ideology (Schneider and 
Jacoby 2003; Konisky 2011; Thompson and El-
ling 1999). Particularly given that the COVID-19 
pandemic highlighted American federalism, 
and at times direct competition between states 
over case rates and regulations, we can expect 
citizens’ ideological commitments in favor of 
or against decentralization to inform their 
information-seeking behavior.

One aspect of the existing literature on at-
titudes toward state government that demands 
reevaluation in the context of the COVID-19 
pandemic is the sense that issues of federalism 
and state authority are low salience and out of 
the public view. In the past, scholars argued 
that citizens face significant hurdles in collect-
ing information on state government and state 
policymaking, and do not generally find state 
political action to be interesting or important 
(Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996; Jennings and 
Zeigler 1970). The extraordinarily heightened 
salience of state policy during the pandemic 
has almost certainly changed the landscape in 
terms of federalism and public opinion. Al-
though recent literature has claimed that “in-
tuitive federalism” allows citizens to make rea-
sonable decisions about the allocation of 
policymaking authority, COVID policymaking 
almost certainly commands highly salient, ex-
plicit attitudes (Schneider and Jacoby 2003; 
Schneider, Jacoby, and Lewis 2011).

Scholars of federalism have long wrestled 
with the question of whether American states 
reflect truly distinct identities. Myriad scholar-
ship argues that federalism is only justified if 
states command loyalty from their citizens 
(Feeley and Rubin 2008; Riker 1964; Choudhry 
2001). Most famously, political scientist Daniel 
Elazar (1966) argued that states did have unique 
cultures. More recently, scholars have asserted 
that state identity simply does not exist for 
most states (Feeley and Rubin 2008; Levy 2007). 
Place-based identity has been the subject of a 
surge in political psychology research in the 
past decade, but much of this work has focused 
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on national identity or rural identity (see Cra-
mer 2016; Jacobs and Munis 2019). Daniel Hop-
kins (2018), a political scientist, argues that 
state identities are also less political in nature; 
he finds that people report greater pride in 
their state’s landscapes, natural resources, or 
size than they do its political culture or values. 
Bulman-Pozen posits a partisan formulation of 
state identity that might be particularly helpful 
in understanding citizens’ relative trust in state 
and federal leaders to provide pandemic infor-
mation. She argues that “our contemporary 
federal system generates a check on the federal 
government and fosters divided citizen loyal-
ties . . . because it provides durable and robust 
scaffolding for partisan conflict” (2014, 1080–
81). From this perspective, state-based identity 
exists, but it is fluid, partial, and based on the 
state’s ability to provide a competing vision of 
the national will when compared with the na-
tional government. If Bulman-Pozen is right, 
the pandemic should have provided a unique 
opportunity for states to offer alternative policy 
responses and alternative information environ-
ments to contrast with the national narrative.

In the section that follows, we identify spe-
cific hypotheses about citizens’ trust in state 
and national leaders to provide pandemic in-
formation based on this literature.

Hypotheses
Hypotheses on citizen trust in leaders fall into 
three broad categories. First is the theory that 
trust in state leaders and institutions to provide 
reliable information is driven by partisanship. 
Second is whether ideology and ideological 
commitments to federalism drive higher trust 
in state leaders to provide pandemic-related in-
formation given the federated nature of the 
COVID-19 information environment. Third is 
that state identity matters and significantly in-
fluences how citizens seek out state-centered 
pandemic information at a moment of height-
ened salience for federalism.

Partisanship
The cited literature makes it clear that both cit-
izens’ trust in officials and their information-
seeking behavior is political. People tend to get 
their news and information from copartisan 
sources, and their trust in both state and na-

tional governments is often shaped by partisan-
ship. As pandemic federalism took center stage 
in 2020, partisanship became the guiding nar-
rative to explain state policy decision-making 
and citizens’ responses to those choices; poll 
after poll in 2020 demonstrated that regardless 
of state residency, relative to Democrats, Re-
publicans were less likely to support policies 
such as mask mandates, stay-at-home orders 
and social distancing protocols, and were more 
hesitant to get a vaccine (Newport 2020a, 2020b, 
2020c; Tyson 2020). The pandemic also took 
place during a highly contested, close, national 
election—a situation in which we might expect 
even normally nonpartisan events to become 
highly politicized. Even basic information was 
quickly subjected to politicization as Demo-
crats and Republicans diverged in their under-
standing and analysis of how COVID-19 spread 
and its severity relative to other viruses. Previ-
ous work suggests that pandemic public health 
information would not be particularly politi-
cized (Albertson and Gadarian 2015). the specif-
ics of this pandemic, however, point in another 
direction.

Elsewhere in this issue, the political scien-
tist Sarah James and her colleagues discuss the 
highly polarized political environment that 
shaped responses to the pandemic. They point 
in particular to the ways in which partisan bat-
tles and an increasingly polarized political en-
vironment interfered with governors’ efforts to 
respond to the pandemic threat (James, Tervo, 
and Skocpol 2022, this issue). Given that we 
might ordinarily expect citizens’ trust and in-
formation preferences to be driven by parti-
sanship, and that a looming presidential elec-
tion and clashes between the president and 
governors over pandemic response measures 
were depicted in a highly partisan light, we ex-
pect that

H1a: Republicans will be more trusting in 
President Trump to provide pandemic infor-
mation than Democrats.

Although participants’ trust in Trump’s in-
formation will fall along partisan lines, we ex-
pect a different relationship between partisan-
ship and trust in information coming from the 
CDC and Dr. Fauci, the leading U.S. infectious 
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disease expert. A 2019 poll by the Pew Research 
Center finds that Democrats are more likely to 
support scientists playing an active role in pol-
icy debates, 54 percent (relative to 34 percent of 
Republicans) expressing a belief that scientific 
experts are better at making decisions about 
scientific issues than other people are (Funk et 
al. 2019). Studies that focus explicitly on Fauci’s 
expertise in the context of the COVID-19 pan-
demic suggest that his approval of policies 
such as vaccination can improve all partisan 
groups’ confidence and uptake of the policy—
but that these effects are strongest for Demo-
crats (Bokemper et al. 2021; Evans and Hargittai 
2020). Given both the general findings about 
Democrats’ trust in experts and specific re-
search about Fauci’s role in relaying pandemic 
information, we hypothesize that

H1b: Democrats will be more trusting than 
Republicans of the CDC and Dr. Fauci to 
provide pandemic information.

National politics set the stage for a relation-
ship between partisanship and trust in na-
tional leaders to provide pandemic-related in-
formation, but the president’s devolved policy 
approach also means that partisanship should 
affect trust in state leaders as information 
sources. In nearly every case, it was America’s 
governors who assumed leadership of the pan-
demic response (as opposed to state courts or 
legislatures) and thus gubernatorial partisan-
ship likely became more prominent and salient 
for citizens who may have previously paid little 
attention to state-level partisan politics. The ef-
fects of partisanship on trust in information 
provided by state-level officials should mirror 
that at the national level—copartisans will pro-
duce more trustworthy information than mem-
bers of the other party.

However, public opinion research suggests 
not only that mass opinion is shaped by elite 
cues (Lenz 2012; Zaller 1992), but also that it can 
be particularly influenced by cues that appear 
to go against the party position (Chiang and 
Knight 2011). For example, the political scien-
tist Guy Grossman and his colleagues (2020) 
find that, in the context of the COVID-19 re-
sponse, state government leaders’ stay-at-home 
recommendations were more effective at reduc-

ing mobility in Democratic counties than Re-
publican counties—what we would expect, 
given that Democrats were more anxious about 
the pandemic. Furthermore, the effect on Dem-
ocrats’ mobility increased when stay-at-home 
recommendations were coming from Republi-
can governors, because Republican governors 
who instituted strict COVID-19 policy were go-
ing against their national party’s stated prefer-
ences. In this case, seeing Republican gover-
nors act against their party’s position made 
Democrats even more likely to comply than 
when the policy was implemented by Demo-
cratic governors. Combined with the literature 
that suggests Americans are more likely to trust 
copartisans, we are left with two competing hy-
potheses:

H1c: Partisanship shapes trust in informa-
tion from state officials, on the basis of the 
Governor’s party.

H1d: Democrats are more likely to trust state 
officials to provide pandemic information if 
their state is governed by a Republican who 
supports more restrictive COVID-19 policy.

Ideology
Pandemic policymaking was highly devolved 
with regulations and policies coming from 
state, county, and sometimes even city officials, 
and citizens faced a highly federated set of in-
formation sources. We know that attitudes to-
ward highly salient policy issues that evoke 
questions of federalism may be driven by citi-
zens’ long-standing beliefs about political 
structure and the proper distribution of power 
in the American system (Green and Guth 1989). 
Many studies (such as Dinan and Heckelman 
2020; Wolak 2016; Konisky 2011) find that atti-
tudes toward issues of federalism are shaped 
by core ideological preferences for devolution 
and for decentralized policymaking. American 
conservatism has long embraced federalism 
and decentralized governance as a core belief. 
We therefore expect that

H2a: Conservatives’ trust in state officials is 
not shaped by the governor’s party.

Although we expect conservatives to main-
tain a theoretical and ideological commitment 
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to decentralized policymaking and information 
across the board, liberalism generally councils 
a preference for centralization and authority at 
the national level. The political scientist John 
Dinan and the economist Jae Heckelman (2020) 
find, as expected, that liberals are generally less 
supportive of decentralization. Essentially, this 
implies that federalism is salient for conserva-
tives and not for liberals. Given that liberals 
have a general preference for centralization, 
but that partisanship is likely the stronger force 
in driving liberals’ attitudes toward state poli-
cymaking, we expect that

H2b: Liberals are more trusting of informa-
tion from Dr. Fauci and the CDC than they 
are of state officials, even when state offi-
cials are copartisans.

Identity
If Elazar (1966) was correct that states have 
unique political cultures, and if those cultures 
remain clearly defined today, then they must 
have become extraordinarily salient during the 
COVID-19 pandemic. Time and again the news 
media highlighted distinct state demographics, 
geography, cultures, and politics as explana-
tions for highly differentiated COVID case 
counts and lockdown policies.

Partisanship and ideology are guiding ex-
planations for Americans’ political attitudes, 
but a focus solely on these characteristics fails 
to capture the importance of place-based iden-
tity during the pandemic. We argue that the de-
centralized government handling of the pan-
demic also increased the salience of another 
identity—individuals’ attachment to their state 
and to the nation writ large. Research on na-
tional identity suggests that attachment to 
Americans as a group has a profound impact 
on political behavior from voting to one’s will-
ingness to donate to charity (Huddy and Khatib 
2007; Theiss-Morse 2009). Thus it seems equally 
plausible that those who feel most strongly 
connected to Americans as a group will also 
view federal-level information as particularly 
trustworthy in response to the pandemic. A 
shared sense of nationwide community and 
that we must protect all Americans would lead 
individuals to place their trust in the president, 
Congress, and other officials in Washington to 

provide pandemic-related guidance that would 
help the group.

H3a: Stronger national identity will increase 
trust in federal officials to provide pandemic 
information.

Although the primacy of national over state 
identity might be the status quo in contempo-
rary American politics, the COVID-19 pandemic 
and the subsequent response create a context 
in which attachment to home state and the 
sense of being a member of the state “group” 
influenced Americans’ attitudes toward govern-
ment. Suddenly, state citizenship became a 
matter of life and death. State identity should 
therefore shape individuals’ relative trust in 
various leaders’ pandemic information. At the 
start of the lockdowns (or lack thereof) citizens 
who found themselves living in states to which 
they were closely attached were comforted, 
knowing that the pandemic response would be 
handled by trusted entities. Citizens who con-
sidered themselves strangers in a strange land, 
in contrast, were wary of state-based policy-
making that might reflect precisely the political 
culture and distinct identity that they did not 
share.

H3b: Stronger state identity leads to greater 
trust in state officials to provide pandemic 
information.

In summary, our hypotheses suggest that 
Americans’ trust in various government enti-
ties to provide reliable and accurate informa-
tion is, to some extent, politics as usual. Parti-
sanship and ideology will guide people’s 
feelings about the information they receive, 
with favorable attention to copartisans. Con-
servative commitments to devolution will lead 
them to be more trusting of information from 
lower levels of government. We recognize that 
neither of these expectations is novel in the 
context of American political behavior but find 
the possibility of evidentiary support for each 
to be reassuring—the discipline does not need 
to dismantle its frameworks for understanding 
behavioral phenomena in the face of a novel 
stimulus.

However, we do see our final set of hypoth-
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1. An a priori power analysis for logistic regressions with an odds ratio of 1.3 and alpha equal to 0.05 calculates 
the required sample size at 988, calculated using G*Power (Faul et al. 2009).

2. The categories used on Prolific to prescreen for ethnicity are White, Mixed, Asian, Black, and Other, so although 
our sample is representative of the national population when it comes to white and black participants, it under-
represents Hispanic identification.

eses, particularly H3b with its focus on state 
identity, as highlighting the disruptive poten-
tial of COVID-19. Given wide disparities in state 
pandemic response policies, and the high sa-
lience of state-based pandemic statistics such 
as case counts and death rates, it seems more 
likely that citizens’ trust in their state officials 
to handle COVID is related to their attachment 
to the state and sense of state-level community 
rather than a by-product of their trust in na-
tional leaders. If the pandemic heightened 
Americans’ awareness and understanding of 
federated policymaking and slowed the march 
toward a nationalized politics, political-
psychological frameworks centered on national 
identities will need to focus more on individu-
als’ identification with their state and with 
state copartisans, as we do here.

Methodology
The survey used for this study drew on a repre-
sentative sample of 1,0481 English-speaking 
Americans who were registered on the online 
participant-pool site Prolific (Palan and Schit-
ter 2018) and was completed between July 24 
and August 1, 2020 (for more information about 
how they collect representative samples, see 
Prolific Team 2019). Prolific users have been 
found to be reliable, honest participants in ac-
ademic research who produce data quality com-
parable to MTurk and better than some other 
online research platforms (Peer et al. 2017), and 
their representative sampling schemes have 
been used for other research on COVID-19 at-
titudes (Oreffice and Quintana-Domeque 2020). 
Although we should be cautious about assum-
ing generalizability from any nonprobability 
sample, this approach lets us consider the at-
titudes of a wide range of Americans at a finan-
cially affordable price.

Even though Prolific’s representative sam-
ple stratifies across age, sex, and ethnicity  
to draw subgroups with the same proportions 
as the national population, it nonetheless is 
susceptible to the educational and partisan 

skew common to online samples in which par-
ticipants are not drawn randomly from the 
population (see Berinsky, Huber, and Lenz 
2012; Levay, Freese, and Druckman 2016). Thus, 
although our survey is representative of the 
United States on age, sex, and ethnicity,2 it 
oversamples the more highly educated at the 
expense of those without high school degrees 
and Democrats relative to Republicans and In-
dependents (for a full demographic breakdown 
and comparison with census data, see table 1). 
To compensate for this sampling bias, we run 
our models in three ways: unweighted, with a 
correction for education, and with a correction 
for partisanship. Across the board, weighting 
on these single variables does not substantially 
alter the results of our analyses, reducing our 
concerns about the nonprobabilistic nature of 
our sample. We also considered running addi-
tional analyses with weights across multiple 
variables simultaneously. However, in some 
cases a very small number of observations (for 
example, seven participants who did not grad-
uate from high school) are counting for a sub-
stantial amount of the weighted sample, blow-
ing up the variance in the model and raising 
concerns about the introduction of additional 
bias (for concerns about bias introduced by 
weighting nonprobability surveys, see Kennedy 
et al. 2016). Because our goal is to reduce bias 
rather than introduce new ones, we see the 
single-variable weights as an effective method-
ological compromise. We include the models 
using the unweighted sample in the discussion 
and present the models with weights in appen-
dix B; that our findings do not dramatically 
change when these weights are used increases 
our confidence in our findings.

To further reduce concerns about the qual-
ity of findings from our nonprobability sample 
at a single point in time, we ran additional 
analyses on publicly available data from the 
Axios-Ipsos Coronavirus Index, a series of 
probability-based surveys capturing Ameri-
cans’ attitudes on COVID-19 and government 
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handling of the pandemic. Although the ques-
tions in these surveys do not allow us to test 
all of our hypotheses, they give us insight into 
the first set of hypotheses (1a–1d) at two mo-
ments in time: July and October 2020. These 
analyses, included in appendix C, show similar 
relationships to those we find in our sample, 
increasing our confidence that the findings 
discussed are not unique to the individuals 
who chose to participate in our study; nor are 
they limited to the moment in time captured 
in our data.

Participants who consented to participate in 
the survey were first asked what state they lived 
in and how long they had lived there, then an-
swered a series of questions designed to mea-
sure their state and national identities. Both 
the national and state identity indices have 

been used in previous political science research 
(Huddy and Khatib 2007; Hopkins 2018) and re-
flect a larger set of psychological measures that 
tap subjective group identity (Huddy, Mason, 
and Aarøe 2015; Schildkraut 2011; Theiss-Morse 
2009). Each index consists of four questions: 
“How important is being an [American/state 
demonym] to you?” “To what extent do you see 
yourself as a typical [American/state dem-
onym]?” “How well does the term [American/
state demonym] describe you?” and “When 
talking about [Americans/state demonym], 
how often do you say we instead of they?” Both 
sets of items have high internal consistency as 
measured by Cronbach’s alpha (state identity 
items’ alpha = 0.91, national identity items; al-
pha = 0.88) and were thus added together and 
standardized to create indices that run from 

Table 1. Characteristics of Sample Relative to the National Population

Prolific Sample National Population

Median income $30,000–$45,000 $62,843
Median age 45 38

Education
< High school diploma 1 12
High school graduate or some college 31 56
College graduate + 68 32

Race-ethnicity
White 72 76
Black 13 13
Hispanic 5 18

Sex
Female 51 51

Partisanship
Democrat 45 30
Republican 22 25
Independent 25 44

Ideology
Liberal 50 25
Moderate 29 36
Conservative 21 35

N 1,048 —

Source: Authors’ calculations for sample data; national data from U.S. Census 2021; 
party and ideology data based on quarterly average data from Gallup for the first 
quarter of 2021 and late 2020 (Jones 2021; Saad 2002).
Note: Excepting age and population, numbers in percentages. Participants in survey 
could check only one race or ethnicity, including Hispanic identification. 
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zero (no identity with the state or nation) to 
one (highest possible identification with  
the state or nation). Although the distribution 
of national identity is slightly left-skewed 
(M = 0.63, median = 0.625, SD = 0.26), indicat-
ing that the average person identifies reason-
ably strongly as American, state identity is  
flatter and normally distributed (M = 0.5, me-
dian = 0.5, SD = 0.29). The average participant 
felt reasonably attached to their state identity, 
but some felt little identification with their 
state and others felt very strongly connected.

Once they had completed the American and 
state identity scales, participants were asked a 
series of questions about their perceptions of 
the government’s handling of the pandemic. 
First was whether they saw the federal or state 
government as leading the response to the 
coronavirus outbreak in their area. The vast 
majority (79 percent) saw their state as the 
leader of the COVID-19 response; the remain-
der (21 percent) attributed the bulk of the re-
sponse to the national government. They were 
then asked about their level of trust (using a 
4-point scale that runs from not at all to a great 
deal) in various individuals and organizations 
to provide reliable information on coronavi-
rus. This question explicitly operationalizes 
our primary outcome of interest—trust in in-
formation from government entities: how 
much do you trust the individuals and organi-
zations below to provide reliable information 
on coronavirus? Participants evaluated a list 
of entities as part of this question, including 
President Trump and state government offi-
cials as well as the CDC, Dr. Anthony Fauci, 
and the World Health Organization (WHO). 

Table 2 displays the average trust in each entity 
across the entire sample; in general, partici-
pants placed the most trust in expert bureau-
crats—Fauci, the CDC, and WHO—to provide 
reliable information, followed by state govern-
ments. Trump received the least trust across 
the full sample. Participants were also asked 
about their level of concern about coronavirus 
spread, and their general trust in the presi-
dent, their state’s governor, and the federal 
and state governments.

Respondents finished the survey by answer-
ing a series of demographic questions, includ-
ing partisanship and ideology. Both partisan-
ship and ideology were measured using the 
typical questions deployed by the American Na-
tional Election Studies. Participants were first 
asked whether they usually thought of them-
selves as a Democrat, Republican, Indepen-
dent, or something else, and then offered a fol-
low-up question that allowed them to indicate 
the strength of their party identity or to note 
whether they lean more toward one major party 
or the other. To capture ideology, they were 
asked “which of the following best describes 
you?” and to choose a position on a 5-point 
scale from very liberal to very conservative. As 
mentioned and seen in table 1, the sample in-
cluded more Democrats and liberals than the 
general population but still had a substantial 
number of Republicans and conservatives—
more 20 percent.

Findings
Although our hypotheses are broken down by 
partisanship, ideology, and identity, we start 
our discussion of findings in the context of at-

Table 2. Average Trust in Information from Government Entities, Full Sample

Average Trust  
(SD) N

President Trump 0.80 (1.08) 1,013
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2.07 (0.85) 1,013
Anthony Fauci 2.17 (0.96) 1,012
World Health Organization 1.83 (1.02) 1,011
State government 1.78 (0.96) 1,012

Source: Authors’ calculations.
Note: Trust measured on a 4-point scale from 0 (no trust) to 3 (trust a great deal). 
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titudes toward the federal government versus 
those toward the state government. Hypotheses 
1a, 1b, and 3a speak to trust in federal govern-
ment entities and individuals to provide 
COVID-19 information, predicting that Repub-
licans will be more trusting of information 
from Trump, Democrats of information from 
bureaucrats, and those who more strongly 
identify as Americans will be more trusting of 
federal entities’ information as a whole. Hy-
potheses 1c, 1d, 2a, 2b, and 3b all predict rela-
tionships between our three key variables of 
interest and trust in the state government to 
provide pandemic information.

To examine the relationships between par-
tisanship, national identity, and the federal re-
sponse to COVID-19, we focus primarily on our 
three variables that capture trust in informa-
tion from specific national-level individuals or 
agencies: President Trump, the CDC and An-
thony Fauci. Each is included in a separate or-
dinary least squares (OLS) regression with the 
independent variables of interest, including 
partisanship, ideology, national and state iden-
tity, as well as control variables for the individ-
ual’s concern about the virus and demographic 
characteristics such as gender, education, race, 
and income.

Table 3 presents results from the three OLS 
models. At first glance, we see support for hy-
potheses 1a and 1b and mixed support for 3a. 
Partisanship is one of the strongest predictors 
for trust in President Trump to provide infor-
mation—and in the expected direction—with 
a move from the strongest partisans to partisan 
leaners equating to about half a point shift in 
trust. In other words, strong Republicans have 
almost a full point greater trust in Trump to 
provide pandemic information than strong 
Democrats. Partisanship is a statistically sig-
nificant but substantively weaker explanation 
for trust in the federal bureaucracy’s informa-
tion, producing at most a half-point shift in 
trust in information from Fauci between strong 
Democrats and Republicans and an even 
smaller change for trust in the CDC to provide 
information on COVID. As expected, we see that 
the directionality of the relationship between 
partisanship and trust flips; whereas Republi-
cans are more trusting of Trump to provide 

pandemic information, Democrats are more 
trusting of Fauci and the CDC. National iden-
tity plays a statistically significant but weaker 
role in shaping trust toward both Trump and 
the CDC and has a nonsignificant effect on 
trust in Fauci for pandemic information. Mov-
ing from one end of the national identity 
scale—those who do not identify at all as Amer-
icans—to the other—those whose American 
identity is central to their self-conception, only 
increases trust in Trump and the CDC by 0.03 
to 0.05 on a 4-point scale. Although we pre-
dicted that national identity would shape trust 
in Trump, the CDC and Fauci to provide infor-
mation on the crisis, it is possible that partici-
pants were making a distinction between the 
president and a bureaucratic agency as na-
tional decisionmakers relative to Fauci as an 
individual expert.

The most powerful predictor of trust in each 
federal entity to provide information was indi-
vidual concern about the coronavirus; those 
who were more concerned were less likely to 
trust the president and more likely to trust 
Fauci and the CDC. The effect of coronavirus 
concern on trust in the pre+sident was equiva-
lent to the effect of partisanship, but played a 
much stronger role in shaping trust in the CDC 
and Fauci to guide individuals’ understanding 
of the pandemic—those who were not at all 
concerned about the virus were a full point less 
trusting in all three entities than their very con-
cerned peers.

Turning to trust in the state government’s 
provision of information, our hypotheses de-
pend on the partisan affiliation of each state’s 
governor and their policy response to the virus. 
We added three variables to the survey data to 
capture this variability. First, we included a 
dummy variable that took on a value of one if 
the participant lived in a state with a Republi-
can governor. Sixty percent of our sample lived 
in states with Democratic governors. Second, 
we included a measure of whether a partici-
pant’s state had a mask mandate as of July 24, 
2020 (CDC 2021). Seventy-five percent of par-
ticipants lived in states with mask mandates as 
of late July 2020. Finally, we created a combined 
measure that took on a value of zero if the state 
had no mask policy, one if a Democratic gover-
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3. Eight states had Republican governors who instituted mask mandates by the end of July: Alabama, Arkansas, 
Indiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Ohio, Texas, and West Virginia. Only one state with a Democratic governor—
Wisconsin—had not implemented a mask mandate. We also ran these tests using stay-at-home orders and see 
the same patterns for stay-at-home orders that we do mask mandates. For length purposes, our results relating 
to stay-at-home orders are included in appendix B, table B.7.

nor had implemented the mask policy, and two 
if a Republican governor had instated a mask 
mandate.3 These variables help us assess hy-
potheses 1c, 1d, 2a, and 2b.

Hypotheses 1b and 1c present slightly differ-

ent takes on the relationship between partici-
pant partisanship and the party affiliation of 
their state’s governor. Hypothesis 1b suggests 
that partisans trust copartisans—Democrats 
will express greater trust in their state to pro-

Table 3. Effects of Key Variables on Trust in Information from Federal COVID-19 Responders

President Trump
Centers for Disease 

Control and Prevention Anthony Fauci

Partisanship 0.20**
(0.0175)

–0.036*
(0.0189)

–0.10**
(0.019)

Ideology 0.11**
(0.035)

–0.042
(0.037)

–0.13**
(0.038)

National identity 0.059**
(0.0081)

0.031**
(0.0086)

–0.01
(0.0086)

State identity 0.023**
(0.0065)

0.0094
(0.0069)

0.013
(0.0069)

Concern about COVID-19 –0.24**
(0.034)

0.25**
(0.036)

0.38**
(0.036)

Income –0.011
(0.0082)

0.0078
(0.0086)

0.007
(0.0087)

Own home –0.12*
(0.054)

-0.078
(0.057) 

0.052
(0.057)

Sexual orientation: straight 0.048
(0.080)

-0.13
(0.087) 

0.14
(0.089)

Any military connection –0.071
(0.051)

–0.014
(0.054)

0.19**
(0.055)

Race: White 0.095
(0.058)

0.023
(0.061)

–0.0024
(0.062)

Education 0.0035
(0.020)

0.006
(0.021)

0.061**
(0.021)

Gender: female –0.034
(0.051)

–0.11*
(0.054)

–0.089
(0.054)

Gender: nonbinary –0.19
(0.273)

–0.30
(0.288)

–0.26
(0.290)

Constant –0.29
(0.312)

1.45**
(0.174)

1.44**
(0.176)

R2 0.50 0.11 0.30
N 951 950 949

Source: Authors’ calculations.
Note: Cell entries are OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. Lower values on 
the partisan/ideology variables indicate greater identification with Democrats or liberals.
* p < .05; ** p < .01
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vide pandemic information when they live in 
states with Democratic governors at the helm, 
and Republicans will feel the same when a Re-
publican leads their state. Hypothesis 1c argues 
that a Republican governor breaking with the 
national narrative on partisan attitudes toward 
masking can actually receive even greater trust 
from Democrats than copartisan governors. 
Using OLS regression models, we once again 
find partial evidence for both hypotheses (see 
models in the appendix). Figure 1 displays the 
linear prediction of trust in the state govern-
ment to provide pandemic information for 
Democrats, Republicans, and true Indepen-
dents (leaners were categorized with partisans), 
broken down by whether they are represented 
by a Democratic or Republican governor. Al-
though we see no significant differences in Re-
publicans’ trust in the state government across 
gubernatorial partisan affiliation, we do see a 
half-point increase in Independents’ trust 
when they are governed by a Democrat, and a 
full point increase in Democrats’ trust under 
copartisans, both of which are statistically sig-

nificant. In more substantive terms, this sug-
gests that Democrats trust their state govern-
ments to provide information “not much” 
when they have a Republican at the helm, and 
Democrat-led states “a fair amount.” Mean-
while, Republicans trust their state govern-
ment somewhere between “not much” and “a 
fair amount” regardless of the partisan affilia-
tion of the state executive.

Figure 2 shows us that when assessing hy-
pothesis 1c we see a similar pattern for Repub-
licans. Their trust in the state government’s in-
formation does not depend on the partisan 
affiliation of the governor or the implementa-
tion of a mask mandate in their state. However, 
in states where Republican governors have 
acted contrary to national partisan narratives 
about support for masking, we do see increased 
trust in state government information among 
Independents and Democrats. These differ-
ences are not statistically different from one 
another for Independents but are for Demo-
crats. Although trust in information from the 
state government under mask-mandating Re-

Figure 1. Partisan Trust in Information from State Governments

Source: Authors’ calculations.
Notes: Predictions based on an OLS regression (full model available in appendix). Trust in state govern-
ment is measured on a 4-point scale, 0 indicating no trust and 3 indicating a great deal of trust. Partic-
ipants who identified as independents who lean toward a party were categorized as partisans.
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4. Although participants’ identification on the ideology and partisan scales are highly correlated (r = 0.72 when 
using the 5- and 7-point scales that assess strength of identification), approximately 35 percent of participants 
hold ideological positions that are different from those associated with the contemporary Democratic and Re-
publican Parties.

publican governors does not surpass that un-
der a copartisan Democratic governor, thereby 
failing to support our hypothesis, the improved 
trust in states where these governors have in-
stituted mask mandates offers some support 
for the argument that contra-party positional 
cues can be particularly important for mem-
bers of the opposite party.

The consistent pattern in the relationship 
between respondents’ party identity and their 
governor’s party affiliation also plays out when 
we shift to looking at ideology, per hypotheses 
2a and 2b. In support of these two hypotheses, 
figure 3 displays results from an OLS regression 
that includes the interactive effect of partici-
pant ideology and gubernatorial partisanship 
on trust in the state government to provide 
pandemic guidance. From the figure, it is easy 

to see that conservatives’ trust in the state gov-
ernment is not shaped by state party control, 
whereas liberals, much like Democrats, see a 
full point increase in their trust in state govern-
ment information when the state is run by a 
Democrat.4

We can also take a more descriptive ap-
proach to assessing hypotheses 2a and 2b. Al-
though our measures do not allow for a direct 
comparison of individuals’ trust in national 
government information relative to state gov-
ernment information (the ideal for assessing 
liberals’ commitment to centralized policy re-
sponse), we can nonetheless assess the average 
trust each group has in the information from 
federal and state officials and compare those 
values. Because we ask about specific govern-
ment officials at the national level, but about 

Figure 2. Democrats’ Trust in Information from State Governments Based in Gubernatorial Party and 
Policy

Source: Authors’ calculations.
Notes: Predictions based on an OLS regression (full model available in appendix). Trust in state govern-
ment measured on a 4-point scale, zero indicating no trust and three indicating a great deal of trust. 
Participants who identified as independents who lean toward a party were categorized as partisans.
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the more generic state government, we collapse 
participants’ trust in Trump, Fauci, and the 
CDC into a general trust in information from 
the federal government measure, and create a 
second trust in information from federal bu-
reaucrats measure that does not include 
Trump. As expected, the two indices look very 
similar for conservatives (trust in bureau-
crats = 1.69, trust in federal government = 1.69), 
but less so for liberals (trust in bureau-
crats = 2.33, trust in government = 1.65).

Finally, our last hypothesis (3b) speaks to 
the role of state identity—attachment to state 
community and culture—in participants’ trust 
in the state to provide pandemic information. 
To assess the role of state identity, we return to 
a simpler OLS model of the relationship be-
tween trust in state government and our list of 
key independent variables and controls with-
out any interactive effects, similar to those used 
in table 1 to explain trust in federal entities. 
The results depicted in figure 4 to facilitate 
comparisons of the variables’ substantive ef-
fects. We see support for our hypothesis: as 

state identity increases, the increase in trust in 
state government information is small but sig-
nificant. Substantively, this translates to a shift 
of about 0.06 on the trust scale when moving 
from someone who feels no connection to their 
state to someone who expresses extreme state 
identity. Although state identity has nowhere 
near the explanatory power of gubernatorial 
party affiliation, it nonetheless plays an impor-
tant role in shaping state trust, as it remains 
statistically significant across the range of in-
teractive models as well (see appendix).

In summary, we find some measure of sup-
port for each theory—partisanship, ideology, 
and state and national identity all affect Amer-
icans’ trust in different levels of government to 
provide pandemic information. Republicans 
were more likely to trust the president, a copar-
tisan, to effectively provide information, and 
Democrats to trust federal bureaucrats and 
their state governments, especially when those 
states were run by Democratic governors. Al-
though Republican governors’ implementation 
of mask mandates increased Democrats’ trust 

Figure 3. Liberals Trust Information from State Governments More Under Democratic Governors

Source: Authors’ calculations.
Notes: Predictions based on an OLS regression (full model in appendix A). Trust in state government is 
measured on a 4-point scale, 0 indicating no trust and 3 indicating a great deal of trust.
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in their state governments relative to governors 
who did not implement similar policies, it was 
not enough to overcome the copartisan prefer-
ence. In contrast, Republican and conservative 
trust in their state governments held fast across 
gubernatorial party affiliation and pandemic 
policy implementation, potentially reflecting 
an underlying commitment to devolution and 
decentralization, or, as the political scientist 
Deborah Schildkraut and her colleagues argue, 
that “at this point in time, the central philo-
sophical difference between liberals and con-
servatives over the scope of government seems 
to have given way to partisanship” (2020). Fi-
nally, our results show that place-based identi-
ties also play a role in shaping individuals’ trust 
in various levels of government to provide pan-
demic information. Whereas those who more 
strongly identify as Americans were more trust-
ing of both Trump and the CDC to guide their 
understanding of the pandemic, strong state 
identifiers were more likely to trust their state 
government.

Discussion
In the highly salient and highly federated infor-
mation environment created by the COVID-19 
pandemic, partisanship, ideology, and place-
based identity all affected whom citizens chose 
to trust for crucial pandemic-related informa-
tion. Elsewhere in this issue, scholars show that 
trust in government and in officeholders be-
came, during the pandemic, a life and death 
issue. As Page-Tan and her colleagues demon-
strate, communities with access to information 
through horizontal and vertical linkages were 
more likely to engage in behaviors designed to 
slow the spread of the coronavirus (Page-Tan, 
Marion, and Aldrich 2022, this issue). Suhay 
and her colleagues show that individuals’ trust 
in government was similarly correlated with en-
gaging in protective health behaviors (Suhay et 
al. 2022, this issue). In each case, who citizens 
chose to trust for pandemic-related informa-
tion ultimately led either to behavior associated 
with better health outcomes or greater risk for 
those individuals and their communities

Figure 4. Relative Change in Trust in Information from the State Government Across Key Variables

Source: Authors’ calculations.
Note: Points represent coefficients from an OLS regression (full model available in appendix A), with  
95 percent confidence intervals. Variables in bold have a statistically significant effect on trust in state 
government to handle the COVID-19 pandemic.
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The story of political trust during the 
COVID-19 pandemic is obviously a partisan 
one. Across many of the articles in this issue, 
research shows just how much polarization im-
pacted policy decisions and individual behav-
ioral choices. Our research adds to that narra-
tive by demonstrating that individual-level 
partisanship was associated with greater trust 
in copartisans to provide pandemic-related in-
formation. In this sense, the COVID-19 pan-
demic was, perhaps surprisingly, a kind of 
politics as usual. Existing, dominant frame-
works in political science that point to parti-
sanship as the driving force behind political 
information-seeking behavior held true, even 
in the context of a public health emergency 
when we might have expected politics to fade 
into the background. Early in the pandemic, it 
seemed as though the highly federated nature 
of pandemic policymaking and information 
dissemination might prove to be a critical junc-
ture, turning Americans’ attention away from 
the national politics, narratives, and informa-
tion that had come to dominate their lives. 
COVID-19 did, perhaps, prove to be a disruptive 
point in the general trend toward nationalized 
policymaking—pandemic policies varied re-
markably from one state to the next. But citi-
zens still turned to national copartisans for 
trustworthy information.

Our results also show, however, that other 
individual-level identities, including place-
based and ideological attachments, influenced 
citizens information-seeking behavior in a 
time of heightened information salience, and 
a particularly federated information environ-
ment. What is more, policies designed to 
counter the threats posed by the pandemic 
dramatically reduced the power of partisan-
ship at the state level. Democrats in our study 
did not care whether their governor was a Re-
publican—if he or she had overseen the imple-
mentation of mask mandates and stay-at-
home orders, they trusted the state government 
to provide them with reliable information. 
These findings suggest that existing political 
science frameworks focused on national par-
tisan narratives might be helpfully augmented 
by more focus on state-level partisanship and 
state identities.

Our research is limited in important and 

significant ways. We do not, for instance, hy-
pothesize about other potentially important 
individual-level factors that likely influence 
pandemic trust behavior including, for exam-
ple, a citizen’s relative concern about the coro-
navirus. Nor do we demonstrate a link between 
trust in information from different sources 
and behavioral changes that could promote or 
prevent community transmission. However, an 
increasing body of research suggests that we 
should expect a link between individuals’ trust 
in governments to provide information and 
their willingness to adhere to certain types of 
behavior, both generally and in the specific 
context of the COVID-19 pandemic (Marien 
and Hooghe 2011; Pagliaro et al. 2021; Suhay et 
al. 2022, this issue; Zhao et al. 2020). As Page-
Tan and her colleagues (2022, this issue) sug-
gest, vertical ties—government officials, may-
ors, and other elected representatives—are 
important guides in adopting health practices.

Our survey also reflects a particular moment 
in time. The summer of 2020 presented citizens 
with a set of federated information choices that 
were different than those available at other 
points in the pandemic. Suhay and colleagues 
find that between March and November 2020, 
trust in officials at every level of government 
declined, but that the decline was uneven (Su-
hay et al. 2022, this issue). We have no reason 
to believe that the factors we point to (partisan-
ship, ideology, and place-based identity) be-
came unimportant over that period, and our 
supplemental analyses of Axios-Ipsos poll data 
from July and October 2020 suggest that, at 
least for a short time, the patterns we have 
identified hold. We are cautious to say anything 
about how citizens’ relative weighing of their 
various identities may have changed over the 
extended course of the pandemic as their need 
for information and the available sources of 
that information also shifted.

Finally, our findings are limited by the non-
probabilistic nature of our sampling process. 
Although we have run a variety of robustness 
checks to feel confident about the validity of 
the analyses above, we nonetheless acknowl-
edge that our methodological approach biases 
our findings. For example, although our sam-
ple distribution of Democrats and Republicans 
mirrors the national numbers as reported by 
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Gallup, almost 40 percent of our sample are 
strong partisan identifiers. We might expect 
strong identifiers to be guided by partisanship 
more than the average American, thus overes-
timating the actual effect of partisanship on 
our dependent variables of interest. We also 
have a much higher proportion of highly edu-
cated participants than is present in the na-
tional population. These individuals are more 
knowledgeable about the pandemic and more 
worried about the effects of COVID-19 (Rattay 
et al. 2021). Thus they might be more respon-
sive to policy implementation, leading to the 
overestimation of the power of mask mandates 
to overcome shared partisan identity as a mo-
tivator for trust in information from the state 
government. In spite of these concerns, our 
auxiliary analyses lend credence to our findings 
and we appreciate the flexibility offered when 
fielding an original survey, particularly the abil-
ity to ask participants about their state identity 
and more fully integrate questions about fed-
eral and state-level attitudes.

The political scientists Malcom Feeley and 
Edward Rubin (2008) argue that federalist 
structures should only be used when citizens’ 
identities are truly divided and that federalism 
is only truly justified by the existence of varied 
and divided place-based identities among the 
citizenry. In other words, America’s devolution 
of pandemic policymaking to the states should 
have been justified by its citizens’ state attach-
ments. As we broadly assess the lasting impact 

of COVID-19 on America’s federal system, it will 
be crucial to understand how citizens’ identi-
ties—whether partisan, ideological, or place-
based—shaped their views of state and na-
tional responses. In states where citizens 
already identified strongly with their state gov-
ernments, either because they shared the par-
tisan identity of the state leaders or they felt a 
strong sense of belonging to their state com-
munity, the pandemic afforded an opportunity 
to reinforce the necessity of the federalist sys-
tem. In places where people only weakly identi-
fied with their states or disagreed with the par-
tisan policy preferences of their leaders, the 
nation’s decentralized pandemic response may 
well bolster calls for reform.

James, Tervo, and Skocpol (2022, this issue) 
argue that, from a policy response perspective, 
federalism failed to provide Americans with the 
policymaking tools required to manage the 
COVID-19 pandemic. In fact, they argue, our 
reliance on federalism for the pandemic re-
sponse left Americans vulnerable to policymak-
ing failures. Given the obvious centrality of fed-
eralism in the story of the COVID-19 pandemic, 
future research will need to account for both 
the ways that our federated response may have 
failed in the execution of acute public health 
policies, and the ways that a federated informa-
tion system and opportunities for local, state, 
and federal leadership may have engendered 
the trust of citizens where a unitary state would 
have failed.
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Table A.1. Effect of Partisanship, Gubernatorial Party Affiliation, and Gubernatorial Mask Mandates on 
Trust in Information from State Government

Variables

(1)
Trust in State Government: 

Copartisan Governors

(2)
Trust in State Government: 

Governors + Mask Mandates

Independents –0.495*** 0.234
(0.187) (0.228)

Republicans –0.416*** 0.578***
(0.0808) (0.120)

Ideology –0.0731** –0.0648*
(0.0341) (0.0338)

National identity 0.0122 0.0147*
(0.00883) (0.00877)

State identity 0.0558*** 0.0530***
(0.00725) (0.00721)

Concern about coronavirus 0.0603 0.0642*
(0.0367) (0.0364)

GOP governor –0.955*** –0.508**
(0.0831) (0.222)

Independent x GOP governor 0.683** —
(0.273)

Republican x GOP governor 0.763*** —
(0.114)

Democratic governor mask mandate — 0.722***
(0.228)

Republican governor mask mandate — 0.616***
(0.127)

Independent x Democratic governor 
mask mandate

— –0.696**
(0.297)

Independent x GOP governor mask 
mandate

— –0.0825
(0.416)

Republican x Democratic governor 
mask mandate

— –1.010***
(0.133)

Republican x GOP governor mask 
mandate

— –0.597***
(0.178)

Income –0.00421 –0.00545
(0.00890) (0.00882)

Owns home –0.0812 –0.0651
(0.0588) (0.0583)

Sexual orientation: straight 0.0611 0.0452
(0.0893) (0.0886)

Any military connection 0.145*** 0.147***
(0.0558) (0.0553)

Race: white 0.0606 0.0605
(0.0630) (0.0625)

(continued)

Appendix A:  OLS Models 
Underlying Figures 1– 4
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Education 0.0508** 0.0549**
(0.0219) (0.0217)

Gender: female 0.00200 0.0127
(0.0553) (0.0548)

Gender: nonbinary –0.0241 –0.0143
(0.297) (0.296)

Constant 1.393*** 0.640**
(0.181) (0.287)

Observations 944 944
R2 0.270 0.289

Source: Authors’ calculations.
Note: Cell entries are OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
* p < .1; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 

Table A.1. (continued)

Variables

(1)
Trust in State Government: 

Copartisan Governors

(2)
Trust in State Government: 

Governors + Mask Mandates



r s f :  t h e  r u s s e l l  s a g e  f o u n d a t i o n  j o u r n a l  o f  t h e  s o c i a l  s c i e n c e s

	 c o v i d -1 9  a n d  t h e  c u l t u r e  o f  a m e r i c a n  f e d e r a l i s m 	 2 01

Table A.2. Effect of Ideology and Gubernatorial Party Affiliation on Trust in 
State Government Information

Variables
(1)

Trust in State Government

Party identification –0.0765***
(0.0194)

Moderate –0.187**
(0.0889)

Conservative –0.417***
(0.115)

National Identity 0.0146*
(0.00861)

State Identity 0.0554***
(0.00716)

Concern about coronavirus 0.0661*
(0.0363)

Republican governor –0.949***
(0.0803)

Moderate x GOP governor 0.532***
(0.128)

Conservative x GOP governor 1.139***
(0.142)

Income –0.000631
(0.00877)

Owns home –0.0888
(0.0579)

Sexual orientation: straight 0.0225
(0.0880)

Any military connection 0.142**
(0.0552)

Race: White 0.0691
(0.0621)

Education 0.0582***
(0.0216)

Gender: female –0.0220
(0.0545)

Gender: nonbinary 0.0919
(0.289)

Constant 1.322***
(0.170)

Observations 944
R2 0.290

Source: Authors’ calculations.
Note: Cell entries are OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in paren-
theses. Lower values on the partisan variables indicate greater identification 
with Democrats.
* p < .1; ** p < .05; *** p < .01
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Table A.3. Effects of Key Variables on Trust in Information from State 
COVID-19 Responders

State Government 

Partisanship –0.068**
(0.019) 

Ideology –0.019
(0.039)

National identity 0.014
(0.0090)

State identity 0.058**
(0.0074)

Concern about COVID-19 0.041
(0.037)

GOP governor –0.54
(0.059)

Income –0.0037
(0.0090)

Own home –0.085
(0.060)

Sexual orientation: straight 0.045
(0.091) 

Any military connection 0.14*
(0.057)

Race: White 0.097
(0.064)

Education 0.049*
(0.022)

Gender: female –0.014
(0.056)

Gender: nonbinary 0.041
(0.300)

Constant 1.27**
(0.184)

R2 0.24
N 944

Source: Authors’ calculations.
Note: Cell entries are OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in 
parentheses. Lower values on the partisan-ideology variables indicate 
greater identification with Democrats and liberals.
* p < .05; ** p < .01
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Appendix B:  OLS Models Using 
Corrective Partisan Weights
We ran each of our models three ways: un-
weighted, weighted by the census distribution 
of the U.S. population on education, and 
weighted on Gallup’s distribution of the U.S. 
population’s partisan identity. We used single 
weights rather than any sort of combination of 
factors to avoid introducing greater bias into 
our results; with so few people in certain demo-
graphic and political categories, we were con-
cerned about increasing the variance in certain 
categories. This appendix displays the un-
weighted and weighted models for each test 
next to one another for ease of comparison.

The vast majority of key relationships stay 
the same regardless of the weighting choices. 
Differences that do exist do not substantially 
affect the specific hypotheses. They do high-
light one pattern that impacts our conclusions: 
the relationship between party identification 
and national identity. Several models suggest 
that national identity plays a statistically sig-
nificant role in relevant measures of trust in 
information when we weight on party identifi-
cation but is statistically insignificant in the 
unweighted and education-weight models. In 

each of those cases, national identity positively 
affects trust in information from state officials. 
Thus this article could underestimate the im-
pact of national identity on trust in informa-
tion from state officials because our survey un-
dersamples independents and Republicans 
relative to the national population.

Research based on the Grinnell College Na-
tional Poll has found a positive relationship be-
tween national identity and support for Donald 
Trump (Rawhouser-Mylet and Hanson 2020); 
our data also suggest that this is the case. We 
find that national identity and partisanship 
(measured on the 7-point scale that combines 
identity and strength) are correlated at 0.36, 
such that strong Republicans are more likely to 
also score highly on the national identity scale. 
The correlation is stronger (0.48) if we look at 
approval of President Trump. However, these 
moderate correlations should not be taken to 
suggest that national identity and partisanship 
are the same underlying concept. Instead, they 
highlight the importance of controlling for par-
tisanship when making claims about the ef-
fects of national identity, and for the possibility 
that national identity operates differently for 
Democrats and Republicans.
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Table B.1. Trust in Information from President Trump Across Weighting Schemes

Variables
(1)

Unweighted

(2)
Weighted by  

Party ID

(3)
Weighted by 

Education

Party ID (7 pt) 0.202*** 0.213*** 0.206***
(0.0177) (0.0199) (0.0229)

Ideology 0.108*** 0.0905** 0.123**
(0.0354) (0.0400) (0.0500)

National identity 0.0585*** 0.0664*** 0.0518***
(0.00812) (0.00862) (0.0101)

State identity 0.0234*** 0.0198** 0.0135
(0.00653) (0.00768) (0.00981)

Concern about COVID-19 –0.238*** –0.270*** –0.280***
(0.0340) (0.0405) (0.0451)

Income –0.0105 –0.0158* -0.0117
(0.00816) (0.00908) (0.00976)

Owns home –0.122** –0.135** -0.113
(0.0539) (0.0591) (0.0775)

Heterosexual 0.0408 0.0466 0.0112
(0.0823) (0.0770) (0.109)

Connection to military –0.0714 –0.0917 –0.0263
(0.0515) (0.0567) (0.0772)

White 0.0948 0.106 0.189**
(0.0579) (0.0655) (0.0848)

Education 0.00357 –0.00446 0.0125
(0.0202) (0.0221) (0.0280)

Gender: female –0.0342 –0.0306 –0.0630
(0.0509) (0.0563) (0.0798)

Gender: nonbinary –0.189 –0.206 –0.0249
(0.273) (0.156) (0.184)

Constant –0.292* –0.218 –0.172
(0.165) (0.181) (0.212)

Observations 951 951 951
R2 0.495 0.490 0.489

Source: Authors’ calculations.
Note: Cell entries are OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
* p < .1; ** p < .05; *** p < .01
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Table B.2. Trust in Information from the CDC Across Weighting Schemes

Variables
(2)

Unweighted

(2)
Weighted by  

Party ID

(3)
Weighted by 

Education

Party ID (7 pt) –0.0367** –0.0340* –0.00746
(0.0186) (0.0191) (0.0224)

Ideology –0.0429 –0.0367 –0.130***
(0.0373) (0.0392) (0.0442)

National identity 0.0312*** 0.0288*** 0.0342***
(0.00856) (0.00980) (0.0104)

State identity 0.00938 0.0131* 0.00987
(0.00690) (0.00772) (0.00843)

Concern about COVID-19 0.248*** 0.276*** 0.222***
(0.0360) (0.0422) (0.0506)

Income 0.00783 0.00694 0.00799
(0.00861) (0.00908) (0.00957)

Owns home –0.0777 –0.0423 –0.109
(0.0569) (0.0596) (0.0694)

Heterosexual –0.132 –0.164* –0.202**
(0.0869) (0.0942) (0.0984)

Connection to military –0.0137 –0.0228 0.0679
(0.0544) (0.0587) (0.0698)

White 0.0233 0.0194 –0.0165
(0.0611) (0.0663) (0.0798)

Education 0.00607 0.00707 –0.00809
(0.0213) (0.0221) (0.0223)

Gender: female –0.114** –0.101* –0.0931
(0.0537) (0.0560) (0.0663)

Gender: nonbinary –0.296 –0.269 –1.014***
(0.288) (0.292) (0.259)

Constant 1.454*** 1.356*** 1.751***
(0.174) (0.195) (0.232)

Observations 950 950 950
R2 0.110 0.121 0.150

Source: Authors’ calculations.
Note: Cell entries are OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
* p < .1; ** p < .05; *** p < .01
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Table B.3. Trust in Information from Dr. Fauci Across Weighting Schemes

Variables
(1)

Unweighted

(2)
Weighted by  

Party ID

(3)
Weighted by 

Education

Party ID (7 pt) –0.102*** –0.107*** –0.0802***
(0.0188) (0.0202) (0.0248)

Ideology –0.130*** –0.118*** –0.209***
(0.0377) (0.0410) (0.0547)

National identity –0.0104 –0.0105 –0.00139
(0.00864) (0.00975) (0.0119)

State identity 0.0129* 0.0173** 0.00773
(0.00695) (0.00777) (0.00860)

Concern about COVID-19 0.383*** 0.410*** 0.380***
(0.0361) (0.0409) (0.0552)

Income 0.00701 0.00950 0.0113
(0.00867) (0.00976) (0.0114)

Owns home 0.0525 0.0680 0.0475
(0.0573) (0.0616) (0.0872)

Heterosexual 0.139 0.153 0.00551
(0.0874) (0.100) (0.106)

Connection to military 0.192*** 0.212*** 0.229***
(0.0547) (0.0595) (0.0763)

White –0.00240 –0.0335 0.0623
(0.0616) (0.0673) (0.0904)

Education 0.0612*** 0.0571** 0.0589**
(0.0214) (0.0233) (0.0272)

Gender: female –0.0884 –0.0843 –0.177**
(0.0541) (0.0603) (0.0839)

Gender: nonbinary –0.259 -0.287 –0.394*
(0.290) (0.255) (0.208)

Constant 1.436*** 1.316*** 1.615***
(0.176) (0.196) (0.262)

Observations 949 949 949
R2 0.302 0.301 0.312

Source: Authors’ calculations.
Note: Cell entries are OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
* p < .1; ** p < .05; *** p < .01
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Table B.4. Trust in Information from State Officials Across Weighting Schemes

Variables
(1)

Unweighted

(2)
Weighted by  

Party ID 

(3)
Weighted by 

Education 

Party ID (7 pt) –0.0680*** –0.0726*** –0.0490*
(0.0195) (0.0195) (0.0258)

Ideology –0.0189 -0.0186 –0.00699
(0.0390) (0.0410) (0.0487)

National identity 0.0141 0.0204** 0.00209
(0.00901) (0.00974) (0.0117)

State identity 0.0579*** 0.0597*** 0.0628***
(0.00738) (0.00798) (0.0111)

Concern about COVID-19 0.0407 0.0509 0.0783
(0.0375) (0.0443) (0.0534)

Republic governor –0.544*** –0.457*** –0.407***
(0.0586) (0.0638) (0.102)

Income –0.00371 –0.00687 0.00168
(0.00904) (0.00971) (0.0111)

Owns home –0.0848 –0.0570 –0.0652
(0.0598) (0.0628) (0.0869)

Heterosexual 0.0447 0.00911 -0.111
(0.0908) (0.0937) (0.138)

Connection to military 0.141** 0.139** 0.205**
(0.0568) (0.0597) (0.0988)

White 0.0967 0.0845 0.0964
(0.0641) (0.0673) (0.108)

Education 0.0487** 0.0487** 0.0160
(0.0222) (0.0229) (0.0322)

Gender: female –0.0135 –0.00863 0.0735
(0.0562) (0.0584) (0.0858)

Gender: nonbinary 0.0414 –0.0704 –0.109
(0.300) (0.245) (0.299)

Constant 1.266*** 1.193*** 1.292***
(0.184) (0.203) (0.224)

Observations 944 944 944
R2 0.240 0.223 0.219

Source: Authors’ calculations.
Note: Cell entries are OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
* p < .1; ** p < .05; *** p < .01
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Table B.5. Effect of Partisanship and Gubernatorial Party Affiliation on Trust in State Government 
Information Across Weighting Schemes

Variables
(1)

Unweighted

(2)
Weighted by  

Party ID

(3)
Weighted by  

Education

Independents –0.495*** –0.432*** –0.290**
(0.187) (0.104) (0.121)

Republicans –0.416*** –0.646*** –0.437***
(0.0808) (0.0921) (0.130)

Ideology –0.0731** –0.0598 –0.0683
(0.0341) (0.0378) (0.0490)

National identity 0.0122 0.0247*** 0.00300
(0.00883) (0.00944) (0.0113)

State identity 0.0558*** 0.0567*** 0.0570***
(0.00725) (0.00775) (0.0100)

Concern about coronavirus 0.0603 0.0691 0.102*
(0.0367) (0.0434) (0.0527)

GOP Governor –0.955*** –0.923*** –0.849***
(0.0831) (0.0805) (0.0919)

Independent x GOP governor 0.683** 0.574*** 0.543**
(0.273) (0.170) (0.274)

Republican x GOP governor 0.763*** 1.046*** 1.142***
(0.114) (0.138) (0.175)

Income –0.00421 –0.00384 0.00535
(0.00890) (0.00930) (0.0107)

Owns home –0.0812 –0.0809 –0.0653
(0.0588) (0.0612) (0.0791)

Sexual orientation: straight 0.0611 0.0141 –0.0872
(0.0893) (0.0920) (0.132)

Any military connection 0.145*** 0.138** 0.179**
(0.0558) (0.0580) (0.0797)

Race: White 0.0606 0.0506 0.0916
(0.0630) (0.0665) (0.0956)

Education 0.0508** 0.0555** 0.0341
(0.0219) (0.0220) (0.0267)

Gender: female 0.00200 –0.0108 0.0857
(0.0553) (0.0565) (0.0737)

Gender: nonbinary –0.0241 –0.0841 –0.171
(0.297) (0.257) (0.337)

Constant 1.393*** 1.259*** 1.331***
(0.181) (0.196) (0.224)

Observations 944 944 944
R2 0.270 0.278 0.281

Source: Authors’ calculations.
Note: Cell entries are OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
* p < .1; ** p < .05; *** p < .01
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Table B.6. Effect of Partisanship, Gubernatorial Party Affiliation, and Mask Mandates Across Weighting Schemes

Variables
(1)

Unweighted

(2)
Weighted by  

Party ID

(3) 
Weighted by  

Education 

Independents 0.234 0.183 0.833***
(0.228) (0.190) (0.268)

Republicans 0.578*** 0.637*** 0.989***
(0.120) (0.153) (0.204)

Ideology –0.0648* –0.0508 –0.0682
(0.0338) (0.0373) (0.0472)

National identity 0.0147* 0.0264*** 0.00839
(0.00877) (0.00933) (0.0104)

State identity 0.0530*** 0.0540*** 0.0591***
(0.00721) (0.00772) (0.00849)

Concern about coronavirus 0.0642* 0.0792* 0.0991**
(0.0364) (0.0435) (0.0502)

GOP governor –0.508** –0.488** –0.475*
(0.222) (0.238) (0.252)

Democratic governor mask mandate 0.722*** 0.649*** 0.629**
(0.228) (0.237) (0.248)

Republican governor mask mandate 0.616*** 0.523*** 0.610***
(0.127) (0.133) (0.124)

Independent x Democratic governor mask mandate –0.696** –0.597*** –1.115***
(0.297) (0.215) (0.284)

Independent x GOP governor mask mandate –0.0825 -0.287 –1.395***
(0.416) (0.255) (0.355)

Republican x Democratic governor mask mandate –1.010*** –1.303*** –1.464***
(0.133) (0.157) (0.196)

Republican x GOP governor w/mask mandate –0.597*** –0.669*** –0.842***
(0.178) (0.240) (0.257)

Income –0.00545 –0.00520 0.00397
(0.00882) (0.00932) (0.0102)

Owns home –0.0651 –0.0651 –0.0949
(0.0583) (0.0608) (0.0698)

Sexual orientation: straight 0.0452 –0.00111 –0.0456
(0.0886) (0.0897) (0.101)

Any military connection 0.147*** 0.135** 0.174**
(0.0553) (0.0576) (0.0726)

Race: White 0.0605 0.0411 0.0981
(0.0625) (0.0657) (0.0867)

Education 0.0549** 0.0525** 0.0382
(0.0217) (0.0218) (0.0241)

Gender: female 0.0127 –0.0173 0.0838
(0.0548) (0.0563) (0.0671)

Gender: nonbinary –0.0143 –0.0776 –0.367
(0.296) (0.243) (0.320)

Constant 0.640** 0.618** 0.624**
(0.287) (0.290) (0.305)

Observations 944 944 944
R2 0.289 0.294 0.317

Source: Authors’ calculations.
Note: Cell entries are OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
* p < .1; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 



210 	 t h e  s o c i a l  a n d  p o l i t i c a l  i m pa c t  o f  t h e  c o v i d -1 9  pa n d e m i c

r s f :  t h e  r u s s e l l  s a g e  f o u n d a t i o n  j o u r n a l  o f  t h e  s o c i a l  s c i e n c e s

Table B.7. Effect of Partisanship, Gubernatorial Party Affiliation, and Stay-at-Home Orders on Trust in Information 
from State Officials Across Weighting Schemes

Variables
(1)

Unweighted

(2)
Weighted by  

Party ID

(3)
Weighted by  

Education

Independents 0.735** 0.785* 1.394**
(0.346) (0.414) (0.591)

Republicans 0.766** 0.829*** 0.920***
(0.328) (0.313) (0.320)

Ideology –0.0542 –0.0559 –0.0701
(0.0384) (0.0406) (0.0513)

National identity 0.0183** 0.0240** 0.00516
(0.00924) (0.00989) (0.0117)

State identity 0.0572*** 0.0595*** 0.0562***
(0.00754) (0.00825) (0.0105)

Coronavirus concern 0.0619 0.0697 0.123**
(0.0387) (0.0457) (0.0534)

GOP governor –1.644*** –1.701*** –1.589***
(0.196) (0.145) (0.158)

Democratic governor x mandatory order — — —
Republican governor x mandatory order 0.790*** 0.863*** 0.840***

(0.198) (0.154) (0.157)
Independents x governor with mandatory order –1.178*** –1.224*** –1.620***

(0.361) (0.425) (0.597)
Independents x Democratic governor with mandatory order –0.641* –0.699 –1.297**

(0.372) (0.435) (0.643)
Republicans x GOP governor with mandatory order –1.462*** –1.527*** –1.338***

(0.332) (0.317) (0.330)
Republicans x Dem. governor with mandatory order –0.388 –0.480 –0.267

(0.336) (0.328) (0.339)
Income –0.00315 –0.00584 0.00397

(0.00917) (0.00977) (0.0109)
Owns home –0.0923 –0.0638 –0.0594

(0.0622) (0.0655) (0.0841)
Sexual orientation: straight 0.0511 0.00973 –0.145

(0.0927) (0.0942) (0.150)
Any military connection 0.194*** 0.186*** 0.224***

(0.0586) (0.0613) (0.0755)
Race: White 0.0136 0.00378 0.0796

(0.0676) (0.0709) (0.0971)
Education 0.0490** 0.0462** 0.0199

(0.0226) (0.0226) (0.0274)
Gender: female –0.00401 –0.00775 0.0897

(0.0580) (0.0599) (0.0740)
Gender: nonbinary 0.00661 –0.102 –0.187

(0.294) (0.261) (0.361)

Constant 1.309*** 1.283*** 1.343***
(0.195) (0.212) (0.252)

Observations 845 845 845
R2 0.301 0.286 0.300

Source: Authors’ calculations.
Note: Cell entries are OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. By late July, all states had some 
form of stay-at-home order; 15 percent of participants lived in states where those orders were recommendations or advi-
sories rather than mandates for some or all of the population.
* p < .1; ** p < .05; *** p < .01
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Table B.8. Effect of Ideology and Gubernatorial Party Affiliation on Trust in State Government 
Information

Variables
(1)

Unweighted

(2)
Weighted by  

Party ID

(3)
Weighted by  

Education

Party identification –0.0765*** –0.0812*** –0.0624**
(0.0194) (0.0194) (0.0254)

Moderate –0.187** –0.175** –0.255**
(0.0889) (0.0842) (0.114)

Conservative –0.417*** –0.426*** –0.343**
(0.115) (0.117) (0.142)

National identity 0.0146* 0.0206** 0.00258
(0.00861) (0.00911) (0.0106)

State identity 0.0554*** 0.0572*** 0.0554***
(0.00716) (0.00771) (0.0106)

Concern about coronavirus 0.0661* 0.0780* 0.0994**
(0.0363) (0.0431) (0.0499)

Republican governor –0.949*** –0.928*** –0.959***
(0.0803) (0.0895) (0.0925)

Moderate x GOP governor 0.532*** 0.530*** 0.815***
(0.128) (0.138) (0.205)

Conservative x GOP governor 1.139*** 1.159*** 1.140***
(0.142) (0.152) (0.167)

Income –0.000631 –0.00293 0.00591
(0.00877) (0.00927) (0.0104)

Owns home –0.0888 –0.0609 –0.0880
(0.0579) (0.0601) (0.0829)

Sexual orientation: straight 0.0225 –0.0193 –0.0871
(0.0880) (0.0913) (0.126)

Any military connection 0.142** 0.137** 0.211**
(0.0552) (0.0582) (0.0951)

Race: White 0.0691 0.0591 0.0700
(0.0621) (0.0657) (0.0997)

Education 0.0582*** 0.0566*** 0.0348
(0.0216) (0.0218) (0.0273)

Gender: female –0.0220 –0.0171 0.0547
(0.0545) (0.0564) (0.0752)

Gender: nonbinary 0.0919 0.0110 0.227
(0.289) (0.229) (0.282)

Constant 1.322*** 1.277*** 1.389***
(0.170) (0.183) (0.219)

Observations 944 944 944
R2 0.290 0.276 0.277

Source: Authors’ calculations.
Note: Cell entries are OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. Lower values on 
the partisan variables indicate greater identification with Democrats.
* p< .1; ** p < .05; *** p < .01
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Appendix C:  Findings Using 
Alternative Data Sources
Our data are from an online sample of partici-
pants who self-selected into the study, but the 
findings parallel those from other studies in 
the summer of 2020. Axios-Ipsos, a national 
polling collaboration, conducted a series of 
surveys about Americans’ attitudes toward the 
coronavirus and the government handling of 
the pandemic, beginning in March 2020. The 
seventeeth wave of the survey was fielded at the 
time nearest to our own data collection, run-
ning from July 17 through 20, 2020, and collect-
ing responses from 1,037 individuals through 
the web-enabled KnowledgePanel, the oldest 
and largest probability-based online panel in 
the United States (Ipsos 2022). To examine 
whether our results are unique to July 2020, we 
also run the same analyses on an additional 
wave of the survey conducted in October 2020 
(sample size 1,079).

The Axios-Ipsos surveys do not allow us to 
exactly duplicate our analyses because they do 
not include all the measures we incorporated 
into our survey. Most notably, they ask partici-
pants about their ideology or their state identity, 
which means we are unable to evaluate hypoth-
eses 2a, 2b, 3a, and 3b using these datasets. Their 
value, however, comes from their measure of 
partisan identity and of trust in government in-
formation, which is phrased similarly to that 
used in our survey. In both the July and October 
waves, participants were asked “How much trust 
do you have in each of the following to provide 
you with accurate information about coronavi-
rus or COVID-19?” In July, they were asked to 
consider five entities: the federal government, 
their state government, the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention (CDC), national public 
health officials, and the White House. In Octo-
ber, participants were asked about their trust in 
the federal government, their state government, 
the CDC, national public health officials, Don-
ald Trump, and Joe Biden. Thus we can effec-
tively assess the effect of partisan identity on 
trust in information from President Trump 
(H1a), information from the CDC (H1b), and 
state officials (H1c and H1d).

Hypothesis 1a argues that Republicans 
would be more trusting in President Trump to 

provide pandemic information than Demo-
crats would. The October 2020 survey also al-
lows us to examine the converse of this rela-
tionship: the expectation that Democrats will 
be more trusting of information from (at the 
time) Democratic presidential candidate Joe 
Biden. Table C.1 demonstrates that this is the 
case and that, if anything, the role of partisan-
ship in predicting trust in information from 
national-level elected officials (or candidates) 
only increased as we approached the November 
2020 presidential election. As is clear from col-
umn 1, Republican trust in information from 
the White House was a full point higher than 
that of Democrats in July. By October, Republi-
can trust in information from Trump was 1.4 
points higher that of Democrats, but trust in 
Democratic presidential candidate Joe Biden 
was 1.3 points lower. Thus the data from the 
Axios-Ipsos polls offers further support for hy-
pothesis 1a and highlights the way in which 
partisan identification shaped partisan trust in 
information not only from President Trump 
but also from Democratic candidate Joe Biden.

We also see support for our hypothesis that 
Democrats will be more trusting federal bu-
reaucrats (H1b), particularly the CDC and na-
tional public health officials. Across both waves 
of the Axios-Ipsos poll, Republicans are about 
0.14 to 0.3 points less trusting in information 
from the CDC and national public officials than 
their Democratic counterparts (see table C.2). 
This partisan effect is substantially smaller in 
size than that on trust in Trump and Biden to 
provide reliable information but nonetheless 
suggests that individuals were assessing infor-
mation from nonpartisan bureaucrats differ-
ently than they were elected officials and can-
didates for federal office. What is more, the 
effect sizes for the relationship between parti-
sanship and trust in both partisan elected of-
ficials and nonpartisan public health officials 
in the Axios-Ipsos poll waves are similar to 
those found in our sample.

Although the results for hypotheses 1a and 
1b reflect those found in our Prolific sample, 
those for hypotheses 1c retain the same pattern 
of findings but with weaker effect sizes. Hy-
pothesis 1c focuses on the interaction between 
participants’ partisan identification and the 
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party affiliation of their state’s governor, 
whereas 1d expects trust in information from 
the state government to depend on the interac-
tion between participants’ partisanship and 
the state’s decision to implement strict 
COVID-19 containment policies. Figure C.1 de-
picts the relationship between participant par-
tisanship, gubernatorial party affiliation, and 
trust in information from the state govern-
ment, replicating the analysis of our own data 
shown in figure 3 (full regression models in ta-
ble C.3). Whereas Democrats in our study were 
a full point more trusting of information from 
the state government if it was led by a coparti-
san, the Axios-Ipsos participants’ trust in infor-
mation from the state government during the 
same period shows no statistically significant 

difference. In the October data, we see the ex-
pected effect, Democrats trusting information 
from state governments run by a copartisan 
about half a point more than those run by Re-
publicans. Turning to Republican participants, 
we see little difference in our data in Republi-
can trust in information under Republican or 
Democratic governors; in contrast, in both July 
and October, the Republicans in the Axios-
Ipsos poll trust information from state govern-
ments more when the governor is a copartisan. 
In short, although the effects are weaker in 
some contexts, the Axios-Ipsos data still rein-
forces our finding that partisanship shapes 
trust in information from the state government 
and gives us added leverage in understanding 
Republican attitudes.

Table C.1. Trust in Information from Federal Elected Officials, July and October 2020

Variables

(1)
July 2020:  

White House

(2)
October 2020:  

Trump

(3)
October 2020:  

Biden

Party identification
Independent 0.274*** 0.411*** –0.731***

(0.0698) (0.0570) (0.0720)
Republican 1.034*** 1.358*** –1.266***

(0.0810) (0.0843) (0.0766)

Concern about COVID –0.227*** –0.285*** 0.344***
(0.0327) (0.0321) (0.0267)

Income –0.0226*** –0.0209*** 0.0294***
(0.00737) (0.00623) (0.00715)

Home ownership
Renter –0.103 -0.0913 0.0147

(0.0786) (0.0659) (0.0668)
Occupied without payment 0.470* 0.0689 0.0481

(0.250) (0.277) (0.169)

White 0.00209 0.0735 0.0124
(0.0691) (0.0652) (0.0640)

Female 0.0860 0.0307 –0.169***
(0.0592) (0.0584) (0.0562)

Constant 1.435*** 1.344*** 0.802***
(0.172) (0.160) (0.157)

Observations 1,011 1,049 1,050
R2 0.292 0.454 0.459

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data from Axios-Ipsos Coronavirus Index, waves 17 and 29.
Note: Cell entries are OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
* p < .1; ** p < .05; *** p < .01
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Finally, the Axios-Ipsos data reinforce our 
argument that policy implementation de-
signed to address the threat posed by the pan-
demic reduced the impact of partisanship on 
trust in information from the state govern-
ment, particularly for Democrats. In July 2020, 
Democrats trust in information from state gov-
ernments run by Republican or Democratic 
governors are statistically indistinguishable, as 
long as they have implemented a mask policy. 
In October, partisanship has regained some of 
its power—Democrats have higher trust in in-
formation from governments run by coparti-
sans who have implemented mask mandates 
than they do if their state is run by the out-
party—but the presence of a mask mandate 
still strongly affects trust in information from 

the state. We also see in this data that Republi-
cans are not making a distinction across guber-
natorial party or policy; if anything, they are 
more trusting of information from the state 
government when that state has not imple-
mented a mask mandate.

Ultimately, the data from the two Axios-
Ipsos waves reinforce our findings about the 
role of partisanship in shaping responses to 
COVID-19, particularly the trust Americans had 
in information from state and federal leaders. 
By examining this data at two different time 
points, we can feel more confident that the re-
lationships we identify in our original survey 
are not an artifact of the sample or the period 
at which the data is collected, but an enduring 
pattern of behavior.

Table C.2. Trust in Information from Federal Bureaucrats

Variables
(1)

July 2020: CDC

(2)
July 2020: 

National Public 
Health Officials

(3)
October 2020: 

CDC

(4)
October 2020: 
National Public 
Health Officials

Party identification
Independent –0.179** –0.187*** –0.125* –0.167**

(0.0726) (0.0716) (0.0697) (0.0699)
Republican –0.306*** –0.261*** –0.162** –0.144*

(0.0834) (0.0798) (0.0764) (0.0742)
COVID concern 0.296*** 0.246*** 0.205*** 0.181***

(0.0309) (0.0299) (0.0282) (0.0278)
Income 0.0173** 0.0117* 0.0240*** 0.0219***

(0.00697) (0.00662) (0.00683) (0.00685)

Home ownership
Rent 0.0928 0.0673 –0.0843 –0.0687

(0.0741) (0.0741) (0.0741) (0.0773)

Occupy without payment 0.322 0.465 0.270 0.205
(0.310) (0.290) (0.205) (0.207)

White 0.0354 0.0758 –0.0206 0.0322
(0.0682) (0.0663) (0.0650) (0.0670)

Female –0.0259 –0.0714 0.0224 0.0316
(0.0608) (0.0593) (0.0569) (0.0564)

Constant 1.027*** 1.067*** 1.056*** 1.099***
(0.159) (0.157) (0.153) (0.158)

Observations 1,012 1,010 1,052 1,051
R2 0.176 0.133 0.125 0.104

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data from Axios-Ipsos Coronavirus Index, waves 17 and 29.
Note: Cell entries are OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
* p < .1; ** p < .05; *** p < 0.01
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Figure C.1. Trust in Information from the State Government, by Partisanship and Governor’s Partisan 
Identification

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data from Axios-Ipsos Coronavirus Index, waves 17 and 29.
Notes: Predictions based on an OLS regression (full model in table C.3). Trust in state government is 
measured on a 4-point scale, 0 indicating no trust and 3 indicating a great deal of trust.
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Source: Authors’ calculations based on data from Axios-Ipsos Coronavirus Index, waves 17 and 29.
Notes: Predictions based on an OLS regression (full model in table C.3). Trust in state government is 
measured on a 4-point scale, 0 indicating no trust and 3 indicating a great deal of trust.

Figure C.2. Trust in Information from State Government, by Partisanship, Governor’s Partisan 
Affiliation, and Policy Implementation
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Table C.3. Trust in Information from State Government, Considering Elite Partisanship and Policy

Variables

(1)
Government 

Party
July

(2)
Governors + 

Mask Mandates
July

(3)
Government 

Party
October

(4)
Governors + 

Mask Mandates
October

Party identification
Independent –0.225 0.250 –0.543*** 0.542***

(0.159) (0.162) (0.115) (0.140)
Republican –0.561*** 0.671*** –0.754*** 0.687***

(0.165) (0.146) (0.132) (0.144)
Republican governor –0.160 –0.0441 –0.520*** 0.117

(0.120) (0.226) (0.0907) (0.187)
Democratic governor w/mask mandate 0.882*** 1.203***

(0.259) (0.215)
Republican governor w/mask mandate 0.860*** 0.690***

(0.135) (0.113)

Partisanship x gubernatorial party
Independent x GOP governor 0.00976 0.518***

(0.175) (0.140)
Republican x GOP governor 0.485*** 0.753***

(0.181) (0.151)

Partisanship x mask mandate
Independent x Democratic governor w/mask 

mandate
–0.542** –1.123***
(0.228) (0.180)

Independent x Republican governor w/mask 
mandate

–0.547*** –0.727***
(0.183) (0.164)

Republican x Democratic governor w/mask 
mandate

–1.359*** –1.509***
(0.223) (0.190)

Republican x Republican governor w/mask 
mandate

–0.957*** –0.903***
(0.170) (0.163)

COVID-19 concern 0.186*** 0.195*** 0.181*** 0.188***
(0.0299) (0.0296) (0.0292) (0.0288)

Income 0.00416 0.00331 0.0250*** 0.0250***
(0.00670) (0.00658) (0.00677) (0.00686)

Home Ownership
Rent 0.0382 0.0567 0.0769 0.0837

(0.0754) (0.0748) (0.0756) (0.0757)
Occupy without payment 0.638** 0.637*** –0.0646 0.0453

(0.263) (0.244) (0.297) (0.263)

White –0.0364 –0.00402 0.135** 0.128*
(0.0684) (0.0668) (0.0663) (0.0654)

Female 0.0422 0.0665 –0.0537 –0.0430
(0.0620) (0.0609) (0.0571) (0.0568)

Constant 1.268*** 0.413 1.171*** –0.0224
(0.189) (0.275) (0.166) (0.255)

Observations 1,007 1,007 1,049 1,049
R2 0.100 0.148 0.115 0.147

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data from Axios-Ipsos Coronavirus Index, waves 17 and 29.
Note: Cell entries are OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
* p< .1; ** p < .05; *** p < .01
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