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Ahmet Tayfur Küçüktığlı1,* and Erhan Örselli2
1Meram Vocational School, Necmettin Erbakan University; Konya; Türkiye
2Faculty of Political Science, Necmettin Erbakan University; Konya; Türkiye

Correspondence: akucuktigli@erbakan.edu.tr

Abstract Public trust is not only a foundation of democratic governance, political legitimacy, and the effective implementation
of public policies, but is also critically important for maintaining healthy relationships between states and their citizens.
It is extremely difficult for modern states to fulfill their responsibilities and functions without the trust and confidence of
their citizens. Throughout history, Türkiye has experienced frequent disasters because of its geographical location, geological
characteristics, and climatic conditions, and these events have had significant social and economic consequences. In particular,
the devastating earthquakes of February 6, 2023, deeply affected thousands of citizens, caused widespread destruction, and
inflicted considerable damage on the national economy. Therefore, adequate disaster preparedness and an effective capacity to
respond to and manage disasters are essential. In addition to increasing citizens’ awareness of disasters, disaster preparedness,
and appropriate responses, strengthening their trust in institutions involved in disaster management is highly important for
ensuring that disaster-related processes can be managed effectively. This study seeks to examine and analyze the levels of trust
that disaster-affected individuals place in institutions involved in disaster management and to investigate whether these levels
of trust vary according to citizens’ socio-demographic characteristics. According to the findings of this study, the Turkish
Armed Forces, the police and other law enforcement agencies, and the Disaster and Emergency Management Presidency
(DEMP/AFAD) were identified as the three most trusted institutions in Türkiye in the context of disaster management. The
findings further indicate that DEMP is perceived by participants as an important and capable public institution in disaster
management in Türkiye and that participants’ trust in the institution is comparatively high.
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I. Introduction

A s earthquakes, droughts, floods, forest fires, hurricanes,
and the adverse effects of climate change continue to

have negative consequences for societies, states have increas-
ingly directed their attention toward disasters and the for-
mulation and implementation of disaster management poli-
cies. Disasters, whether natural or human-induced, occur
frequently throughout the world and affect communities in
many different ways. In particular, disasters cause substantial
physical damage, human suffering, and significant economic
losses [1, p. 48]. Indeed, numerous disasters have occurred in
different regions of the world and at different periods through-
out history; when their social and economic consequences are
considered, these events have often left profound and lasting
impacts on affected societies. Disasters are generally defined
as events that cause physical, economic, and social losses
for individuals and communities, may interrupt or seriously
disrupt people’s normal social lives and daily activities, and
exceed the resources and capacities available to cope with
their consequences.

Disasters can generally be classified into two principal
categories: natural disasters and human-induced disasters.
Regardless of whether they arise from natural processes or
human activities, disasters can be described as extraordinary
events that cause serious disruptions to the social, economic,
and environmental structures of affected societies. Natural
disasters include earthquakes, floods, fires, volcanic eruptions,
and extreme meteorological events, including storms; human-
induced disasters include industrial accidents, radioactive
leaks, and mining accidents, among other events. Given their
sudden onset, potentially devastating effects, and far-reaching
consequences for communities, the importance of preventing,
preparing for, and responding effectively to disasters cannot
be overstated. Effective disaster management requires the
advance planning and coordinated implementation of appro-
priate measures and interventions before, during, and after a
disaster. According to the Emergency Events Database (EM-
DAT), also known as the International Disaster Database,
the annual number of recorded natural disasters worldwide,
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which averaged 125 in the early 1980s, reached 358 in 20251.
In 2025, these reported disasters resulted in 16,607 deaths,
affected approximately 110.2 million people, and caused an
estimated USD 169.68 billion in economic losses [2].

Modern states formulate and implement numerous public
policies designed to prevent threats that may emerge in the
future or, where prevention is not possible, to mitigate their
adverse effects. At the same time, states are becoming increas-
ingly involved in “regulating areas characterized by risk” and
are undertaking complex regulatory arrangements that create
burdensome expectations that “cannot reasonably be met” by
public authorities [3, pp. 30–33]. Such circumstances may
sometimes adversely affect public trust in the state and its
institutions, thereby creating dissatisfaction and disappoint-
ment among citizens. The literature draws attention to the
erosion of trust, which may hinder the acceptance of disaster-
related policies by citizens and undermine their effective im-
plementation [4, p. 233]; [5, p. 260]. Therefore, identifying the
measures that modern states can adopt to develop, strengthen,
and sustain public trust is of considerable importance. States
require a certain level of public trust in order to consolidate
their legitimacy and fulfill their duties and responsibilities
effectively [6, p. 687]. Indeed, the effective functioning of a
modern state depends substantially on citizens’ trust in the
state and their belief that public institutions are both willing
and able to respond to their needs [7, p. 302].

Trust can be understood as the willingness of an individual
or party to accept vulnerability to the actions of another party,
based on the expectation that the other party will act appro-
priately and reliably, even when its actions cannot be fully
monitored or controlled. This understanding emphasizes both
the acceptance of vulnerability and the presence of positive ex-
pectations regarding the behavior and intentions of the trusted
party [9]. Trust therefore becomes particularly important in
situations characterized by uncertainty, dependence, risk, and
limited opportunities for direct observation.

Trust plays a particularly critical role during periods of dis-
aster, when citizens must often depend on public institutions
for emergency assistance, accurate information, and essential
services [10, p. 39]. Consequently, understanding how disas-
ters affect citizens’ trust in the state and in public institutions,
precisely when this trust is most needed, is of considerable
importance. The relevant literature includes studies examining
the relationship between exposure to disasters and institutional
or political trust, as well as the extent to which disaster-
related experiences may influence public confidence [11, p. 1].
Against this background, the present study examines and ana-
lyzes the levels of trust that disaster-affected individuals place
in public institutions involved in disaster management and
investigates whether such trust differs according to citizens’
socio-demographic characteristics.

1The 2025 data were reported as of March 17, 2026.

II. Literature Review: Disasters and Trust in the State
In recent years, projected increases in the frequency, intensity,
and consequences of disasters throughout the world have gen-
erated greater scholarly and policy interest in the phenomenon
of disasters and the development of effective disaster manage-
ment policies [12, p. 979]. Whether natural or human-induced,
disasters constitute extraordinary events that adversely affect
individuals, communities, and entire societies through a wide
range of social, economic, and environmental consequences.
Earthquakes, floods, fires, droughts, volcanic eruptions, and
meteorological events, such as severe storms, are commonly
identified as natural disasters, whereas industrial accidents,
terrorism, radioactive leaks, and mining accidents represent
examples of human-induced disasters [13, p. 543]. Large-
scale natural disasters can also produce complex social and
political consequences because they may cause extensive fa-
talities, widespread displacement, and far-reaching disruption
to collective life [14, p. 142]. Thus, because disasters affect
societies profoundly through their sudden and potentially dev-
astating consequences, planning and implementing appropri-
ate preventive, preparedness, response, and recovery measures
before, during, and after such events are especially important
[15, p. 1].

A sudden event or situation that seriously disrupts the
functioning of a community or society may be characterized
as a disaster. In other words, a disaster is generally understood
as an unexpected, frequently sudden event that causes signif-
icant damage, destruction, and humanitarian needs, and that
generates requirements for external assistance at the national
or international level [12, p. 979]. A disaster may also be
defined as a natural, technological, or human-induced event
that causes physical, economic, and social losses for an entire
society or for particular segments of the population, interrupts
normal life and human activities, and exceeds the coping
capacity of the community affected by the event [16].

Trust may be conceptualized as a risky action undertaken
by one actor under conditions of uncertainty or incomplete in-
formation, based on the expectation that another actor will not
engage in opportunistic behavior [17, p. 292]. Trust is widely
recognized as being critically important for the formation,
maintenance, and success of relationships between individuals
and organizations [18, p. 176]. In this regard, trust is rooted in
both cognitive judgments and emotional responses, becomes
particularly relevant in situations involving risk or uncertainty,
may encourage risk-taking behavior, and rests on positive
expectations concerning the other party. Accordingly, trust has
also been defined as “the truster’s intentional and behavioral
suspension of the possibility of being harmed based on the
truster’s positive expectations regarding the trusted party” [19,
pp. 579–582]. Another formulation describes trust as “a state
in which one party holds a fundamental belief that the other
party will fulfill its obligations honestly and act in the best
interests of the other” [20, p. 2].

The phenomenon of trust is commonly discussed in the
literature through three broad categories: institutional trust,
social trust or interpersonal trust, and societal or generalized
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trust [21]–[24]. Institutional trust refers primarily to trust in
the state, public authorities, and formal institutions, while
interpersonal trust refers to trust between individuals, includ-
ing those who are personally known to one another. Social
trust may also involve the belief that other people will fulfill
their promises and behave in a trustworthy manner [25, p. 3].
Societal or generalized trust can be understood as trust in
people who are not personally known, including strangers
whom an individual encounters for the first time and expects to
act reliably [26, p. 118]. Institutional and interpersonal forms
of trust, both separately and in combination, are essential
elements in the functioning and stability of social life within
contemporary societies [27, p. 2]; [24, p. 1484].

Institutional trust is based on the proposition that individu-
als can direct their trust toward abstract systems, organized
structures, and formal institutions, rather than exclusively
toward particular people. These institutions consist of col-
lectively established rules, roles, procedures, and individuals
who carry out public or organizational activities; citizens’ trust
in such entities depends in part on how their activities are
perceived and evaluated [28]. Institutional trust consequently
encompasses citizens’ confidence in public institutions, po-
litical leaders, and services, and may also be distinguished
from trust in the technologies through which public services
are delivered [8]. Institutional, political, or system trust is
associated with perceptions of legitimacy, technical compe-
tence, and the ability of institutions to perform assigned tasks
effectively and efficiently [29, p. 192]. Put differently, trust
in the state reflects the extent to which citizens expect public
institutions to act in the public interest [30, pp. 1648–1649].
When an individual trusts an institution, that person generally
believes that the collective entity is competent, meets its
obligations, and acts in a responsible and dependable manner
[31, p. 294]. Institutional trust also “depends on perceived
legitimacy, technical competence, and the ability to perform
assigned tasks effectively” [32, p. 123]. In this context, public
trust can be considered a critical element of relations between
the state and its citizens before, during, and after a disaster
[33, p. 853].

In particular, an effective and coordinated disaster man-
agement system is fundamentally dependent on relationships
of trust between organizations responsible for disaster-related
activities and the citizens whom those organizations serve [34,
p. 336]. Furthermore, Waugh [35] argues that the effectiveness
of a disaster response “may depend more on interpersonal
skills, trust, and credibility than on technical skills and le-
gal authority,” an observation also discussed by McLaren
and Loosemore [12, p. 979]. This observation highlights the
importance of the human and institutional dimensions of
response activities alongside technical, administrative, and
operational capacity.

Before disasters occur, taking citizens’ expectations and
needs into account and involving relevant stakeholders in dis-
aster preparedness and planning may help to strengthen trust
in the state and its institutions. In addition, timely, reliable,
and transparent communication following a disaster is an

important factor in maintaining or rapidly rebuilding public
trust. Research has found that, following a disaster, citizens
who express greater trust in the government may be less likely
to attribute the resulting damage to inadequate government
management [33, p. 863]. At the same time, the literature
indicates that disasters can also represent adverse events that
weaken public support for the state. Following a disaster,
citizens may blame incumbent authorities either because they
believe that officials failed to prevent or mitigate the damage
or because assigning responsibility offers a means of regaining
some sense of control over an uncertain situation [11, p. 3].

III. Methodology of the Study
Disasters not only cause physical damage and destruction
but can also profoundly disrupt the social, economic, and
institutional structures of affected societies. For this reason,
the design, development, and implementation of effective
public policies addressing the prevention, management, and
consequences of disasters are of vital importance. However,
ensuring the effectiveness of disaster management policies is
not a responsibility that central and local governments can
discharge entirely on their own. Rather, it requires the coordi-
nated participation of civil society organizations and private-
sector stakeholders, together with citizens who possess an
adequate level of awareness concerning disaster preparedness,
response, and recovery. For these interconnected activities to
function effectively, it is particularly important that citizens
have confidence in the state and trust the public institutions
and other organizations involved in disaster management.

The principal aim of this study is to determine and analyze
the extent to which citizens in Türkiye who have person-
ally experienced a disaster, or whose close relatives have
experienced a disaster, trust the institutions involved in dis-
aster management. In addition, the study examines whether
levels of trust in disaster-related institutions vary according
to citizens’ socio-demographic characteristics, including gen-
der, age, educational attainment, and income level. These
characteristics are considered in relation to the participants’
reported perceptions of disaster management institutions and
their assessment of those institutions.

The study was conducted using a quantitative research
approach and a structured survey design. The target popu-
lation comprised citizens aged 18 years and older residing
in Konya province, Türkiye. The study sample was drawn
from residents of the Selçuklu, Meram, and Karatay districts,
which are located within Konya province. A fully structured
questionnaire was employed as the primary instrument for
collecting the study data. Ethical approval for conducting
the survey was obtained from the Scientific Research Ethics
Committee for Social Sciences and Humanities of Necmettin
Erbakan University on September 20, 2024, under approval
number 2024/727. The survey was administered to eligible
adult participants who met the specified disaster-exposure
criteria.

The data collected through the questionnaire were entered
and analyzed using the SPSS statistical software package,
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version 27. To address the objectives of the study, face-to-
face survey interviews were conducted with a total of 238
participants who had either personally experienced a disaster
or had a close relative who had been affected by a disaster.
Descriptive statistics were used to summarize participants’
socio-demographic characteristics and their reported levels of
trust, while group comparisons were undertaken using the
statistical tests described in the Results section.

IV. Results

The socio-demographic characteristics of the 238 respon-
dents, including their gender, age, marital status, educational
attainment, and income level, are summarized in Table 1. The
distributions provide a descriptive overview of the respondents
included in the survey analysis.

Table 1: Socio-Demographic Characteristics of Participants

Responses Number %

Gender Male 92 38,7
Female 146 61,3

Age

18-24 131 55,1
25-34 42 17,6
35-44 29 12,2
45-54 24 10,1
55-64 6 2,5
65 and over 6 2,5

Marital status
Married 71 29,8
Single 157 66,0
Separated from spouse 10 4,2

Education

Primary school 16 6,7
Middle school 12 5,0
High school or equivalent 126 52,9
University 76 31,9
Postgraduate 8 3,4

Income

Have no regular income 125 52,5
0–20,000 TL 49 20,6
20,001–50,000 TL 46 19,3
50,001–100,000 TL 17 7,1
100,001 TL and above 1 0,4

Total 238 100

As shown in Table 1, women accounted for a larger share
of the respondents than men, representing 61.3% of the sam-
ple compared with 38.7% for men. Examination of the age
distribution indicates that younger adults were particularly
well represented, with participants aged 18–24 years con-
stituting the largest age group. With respect to educational
attainment, respondents who had completed high school or an
equivalent level of education represented the largest category.
Examination of the income distribution also indicates that a
substantial proportion of respondents had no regular income,
while many of the remaining respondents reported compara-
tively low income levels. These characteristics should be taken
into account when interpreting the distribution of reported
institutional trust within the sample.

Table 2: Previous Disaster Exposure of Participants

Responses Number %
Yes, I experienced it myself 103 43,3
Yes, a relative experienced it 135 56,7
Total 238 100,0

Table 2 presents the previous disaster-exposure status of the
respondents, distinguishing between those who had personally
experienced a disaster and those whose close relatives had
experienced one. Among the participants, 43.3% reported
that they themselves had been directly exposed to a disaster,
whereas 56.7% indicated that a close relative had experi-
enced a disaster. Thus, all 238 respondents met one of the
two disaster-exposure conditions adopted for inclusion in the
study.

In order to identify the institutions and other channels
perceived as having provided effective services during or after
a disaster, respondents who had personally experienced a
disaster or had a close relative affected by one were asked the
following question: “Which of the following institutions pro-
vided you or your relative with effective services?” Their re-
sponses, summarized in Table 3, indicate which organizations
or communication channels the respondents considered most
effective in the context of their disaster-related experiences.

As presented in Table 3, the Disaster and Emergency
Management Presidency (DEMP/AFAD) was the organiza-
tion most frequently identified by respondents as having pro-
vided effective services during or after a disaster. The next
most frequently identified categories were non-governmental
organizations (NGOs), social media, and the Turkish Red
Crescent. These responses indicate that DEMP, civil society
organizations, social media, and the Turkish Red Crescent
occupy prominent positions in respondents’ perceptions of
effective disaster-related services. They also suggest that the
respondents differentiated between formal institutions, volun-
tary organizations, and communication channels when consid-
ering the services received by themselves or their relatives.

Table 3: Perceptions of Institutions Providing Effective Ser-
vices during Disasters

Responses Number %
Disaster and Emergency Management Presidency (DEMP) 126 52,9
Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) 24 10,1
Social Media 22 9,2
Turkish Red Crescent (Kızılay) 18 7,6
Municipalities 11 4,6
Presidency 10 4,2
Governor’s Office / District Governorship 9 3,8
Other 7 3,0
Print and Broadcast Media (TV, Radio, Newspaper) 6 2,5
International Aid Organizations 5 2,1
Total 238 100,0

Beyond identifying the organizations and communication
channels regarded as having provided effective assistance,
the study also examined the extent to which participants
trusted these bodies to play a constructive and reliable role
in disaster management during or after an emergency. To
assess this dimension, respondents were asked to rate their
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level of trust in the institutions and organizations involved
in disaster management on a numerical scale ranging from 0
to 10. The frequency distributions, percentages, mean scores,
and standard deviations obtained from these responses are
presented in Table 4, allowing the reported levels of trust to
be compared across different institutions.

As shown in Table 4, the Turkish Armed Forces received
the highest reported mean trust score among the institutions
and organizations included in the disaster management survey.
Considering the institutional structure of the Turkish Armed
Forces and its operational capacity within the country, this
comparatively high position may be understood in the con-
text of respondents’ perceptions of institutional capability.
The second-highest level of trust was reported for the police
and other law enforcement agencies. Their position is also
noteworthy because police and security personnel maintain
close contact with the public and perform important func-
tions in maintaining safety and public order following dis-
asters. The Disaster and Emergency Management Presidency
(DEMP/AFAD) ranked third in terms of the reported mean
trust score. Its position among the three leading organizations
may be interpreted in relation to its public visibility and its
central responsibilities in planning, coordinating, and imple-
menting disaster management activities in Türkiye. Many of
the remaining institutions and communication channels were
assigned lower mean trust scores than these three organiza-
tions. Mobile network operators, or GSM companies, received
the lowest reported mean trust score. Their relatively low
position may be associated with respondents’ concerns about
communication difficulties and interruptions following major
events, including the Kahramanmaraş earthquakes of Febru-
ary 6, 2023. Inadequate communication infrastructure and
restricted access to communication services during emergen-
cies can generate criticism and dissatisfaction among affected
citizens. However, the present descriptive results do not, by
themselves, establish the specific causes of respondents’ rela-
tively low trust in these operators.

According to the reported results of an independent-
samples t-test conducted to investigate differences in institu-
tional trust according to the respondents’ gender, no statisti-
cally significant difference was identified between male and
female participants. This result indicates that the analysis did
not detect a statistically significant gender-related difference;
it does not necessarily demonstrate that the levels of trust
among the two groups were identical. The reported results
of one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) for age suggested
that levels of institutional trust varied across age groups, with
higher levels of trust generally described among older respon-
dents. No statistically significant difference in the reported
levels of institutional trust was found according to educational
attainment. Similarly, the reported one-way ANOVA results
for income suggested that institutional trust varied across
income groups, with comparatively higher levels of trust de-
scribed among respondents in higher-income categories. Thus,
participants with lower reported incomes generally appeared
to have lower levels of trust in the organizations examined.

Overall, the study reported associations between participants’
age and income levels and their trust in institutions involved
in disaster management. The statistical interpretation of these
group differences should be supported by the relevant test
statistics, degrees of freedom, significance values, and, where
applicable, post-hoc comparisons.

V. Conclusion
In addition to adopting and implementing effective disaster-
related policies to minimize the destructive consequences of
disasters and strengthen social resilience, states must also es-
tablish and sustain effective, coordinated disaster management
systems. At the same time, citizens’ trust in the institutions
involved in disaster management is essential for encouraging
cooperation and supporting the effective delivery of disaster-
related assistance. Indeed, institutions that lack public con-
fidence may encounter substantial difficulties in obtaining
cooperation and ensuring that their services are accepted and
utilized effectively. Modern states therefore require an ade-
quate level of trust in the relevant institutions to achieve the
objectives of disaster management. Accordingly, the present
study sought to examine and analyze the levels of trust
that disaster-affected citizens place in institutions involved
in disaster management and to explore whether such trust
varies according to their socio-demographic characteristics.
In accordance with the objectives of the study, the sample
comprised respondents who had either personally experienced
a disaster or had a close relative who had been affected by a
disaster.

According to the findings of the study, the Disaster and
Emergency Management Presidency (DEMP/AFAD) was the
institution most frequently identified by respondents as having
provided effective services during or after disasters, followed
by non-governmental organizations and social media. The
findings relating to institutional trust, however, produced a
different ranking: the three highest mean trust scores were
recorded for the Turkish Armed Forces, the police and other
security forces, and DEMP, respectively. This distinction be-
tween perceived service effectiveness and reported levels of
institutional trust is important for an accurate interpretation of
the study’s descriptive findings.

The findings indicate that DEMP occupies a prominent
position within Türkiye’s disaster management system and
enjoys a comparatively high level of trust among the re-
spondents, although it was not the highest-rated institution
in terms of mean trust. At the same time, respondents gave
comparatively lower trust ratings to the Turkish Red Crescent
and mobile network operators. Public criticism concerning the
provision and distribution of relief supplies by the Turkish
Red Crescent and difficulties in maintaining uninterrupted
telecommunications services after the Kahramanmaraş earth-
quakes of February 6, 2023, and other recent disasters may
provide contextual explanations for these evaluations. Nev-
ertheless, the findings presented in this study do not directly
establish a causal relationship between these events and the re-
ported trust ratings. Regarding the socio-demographic charac-
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Table 4: Trust in Institutions Involved in Disaster Management

Responses 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Mean S/d

Turkish Armed Forces Number 1 3 1 6 1 16 13 22 32 45 88 8,2 2,11% 0,4 1,3 0,4 2,5 0,4 6,7 5,5 9,2 13,4 18,9 37,0

Police / Law Enforcement Agencies Number - 3 3 8 3 17 17 24 37 44 73 7,9 2,18% - 1,3 1,3 3,4 1,3 7,1 7,1 10,1 15,5 18,5 30,7
Disaster and Emergency Management
Presidency (DEMP/AFAD)

Number 9 - 3 17 8 21 25 21 33 38 54 7,1 2,67% 3,8 - 1,3 7,1 3,4 8,8 10,5 8,8 13,9 16,0 22,7
Non-Governmental Organizations
(NGOs)

Number 3 2 6 16 10 51 38 35 25 22 19 6,2 2,21% 1,3 0,8 2,5 6,7 4,2 21,4 16,0 14,7 10,5 9,2 8,0

Ministry of Health Number 9 4 7 14 11 39 37 26 32 22 23 6,2 2,55% 3,8 1,7 2,9 5,9 4,6 16,4 15,5 10,9 13,4 9,2 9,7

Social Media Number 22 11 11 14 10 39 16 18 24 29 31 5,7 3,20% 9,2 4,6 4,6 5,9 4,2 16,4 6,7 7,6 10,1 12,2 13,0

Municipalities Number 14 9 3 22 14 56 20 29 27 13 17 5,5 2,65% 5,9 3,8 1,3 9,2 5,9 23,5 8,4 12,2 11,3 5,5 7,1

Presidency Number 22 10 9 16 14 47 24 17 12 28 26 5,5 3,06% 9,2 4,2 3,8 6,7 5,9 19,7 10,1 7,1 5,0 11,8 10,9
Governor’s Office / District
Governorship

Number 17 4 13 19 13 45 31 26 28 18 12 5,4 2,68% 7,1 1,7 5,5 8,0 5,5 18,9 13,0 10,9 11,8 7,6 5,0

International Aid Organizations Number 11 11 10 18 14 49 37 28 17 14 14 5,4 2,56% 4,6 4,6 4,2 7,6 5,9 20,6 15,5 11,8 7,1 5,9 5,9
Print and Broadcast Media
(Newspaper/TV)

Number 19 8 11 22 11 45 20 27 22 21 15 5,3 2,86% 8,0 3,4 4,6 9,2 4,6 18,9 8,4 11,3 9,2 8,8 6,3
Turkish Red Crescent
(Kızılay)

Number 39 9 11 19 14 32 20 17 23 18 29 5,1 3,37% 16,4 3,8 4,6 8,0 5,9 13,4 8,4 7,1 9,7 7,6 12,2
Mobile Network Operators
(GSM Companies)

Number 42 12 15 23 18 49 18 20 12 12 5 4,1 2,85% 17,6 5,0 6,3 9,7 7,6 20,6 7,6 8,4 5,0 5,0 2,1
Note: A score of 0 indicates the least trusted, whereas a score of 10 indicates the most trusted. Percentages are calculated using the full survey sample
(N = 238); the number of valid responses differs between institutions because not all respondents provided a score for every item. The reported means and
standard deviations are based on the available scores for each institution.

teristics examined, the study reported statistically significant
differences in institutional trust according to age and income
level, with relatively older respondents and those in higher-
income categories generally described as having greater trust.
Gender and educational attainment were not reported to show
statistically significant group differences in this regard.

This study provides a situational and descriptive analysis
of how citizens who have been directly or indirectly affected
by disasters perceive institutions involved in disaster man-
agement in Türkiye and the extent to which those citizens
express trust in these institutions. In doing so, it offers a
snapshot of the views reported by the specific group of par-
ticipants surveyed in Konya province. The success of disaster
preparedness, response, and recovery activities depends not
only on technical and administrative capabilities but also on
the extent to which citizens regard responsible institutions as
reliable, competent, and responsive to their needs. Therefore,
institutions receiving comparatively low trust ratings should
consider developing and implementing policies that rebuild
public confidence and strengthen their relationships with the
communities they serve. Although public trust can deteriorate
rapidly after perceived failures or disappointing experiences,
establishing and maintaining durable trust generally requires
sustained effort and a considerable period of time. Practical
measures that may help improve institutional trust include
organizing public educational programs that increase aware-
ness of disaster risks and appropriate responses, communi-
cating institutional activities and decisions more clearly and
transparently, and encouraging the meaningful participation

of citizens and relevant stakeholders in disaster planning and
management processes. These measures may also help insti-
tutions understand citizens’ expectations more effectively and
communicate their own responsibilities and capacities in a
more accessible manner.
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