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Abstract

Public trust in disaster preparedness is a fragile but essential element of effec-
tive risk management, especially when government budget allocations appear
misaligned with actual mitigation efforts. This study examines how factors such
as personal disaster experience, political ideology, and regional risk context in-
fluence public trust in disaster preparedness funding and inform political cam-
paign strategies. We conducted a mixed-method study, including a comprehen-
sive literature review and a survey of 486 residents in a disaster-prone country,
Tiirkiye. The survey measured trust in government budget allocation for disas-
ters, perceived transparency, and the priority given to disaster preparedness in
voting decisions, alongside respondents’ disaster experience (survivor vs. non-
survivor), ideological leanings, and regional risk level. Notably, the study found
that conservative respondents showed slightly higher trust in government trans-
parency—a pattern likely shaped by alignment with Tiirkiye’s incumbent con-
servative government at the time. We applied parametric statistical analyses—t-
tests, one-way ANOVA, Pearson correlations, linear regression, and Z-tests—
to examine group differences and relationships among these variables. Disaster
experience emerged as a significant determinant of trust: respondents who had
personally experienced disasters reported markedly lower trust in the govern-
ment’s use of the disaster budget (survivors’ mean = 1.12 vs. non-survivors’ =
2.82 on a 5-point scale, t = -17.50, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 2.0). Perceptions of
government transparency were uniformly low across the political spectrum
(grand mean ~1.5/5), with minor yet significant variation. A linear regression
showed low explanatory power (model R* ~0.04) but suggested that low trust
and high skepticism were associated with slightly increased prioritization of
disaster issues in elections. Regionally, respondents in high-risk, earthquake-
prone cities consistently placed extremely high importance on disaster prepar-
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edness at the polls (mean priority = 4.65/5 in top-risk cities), with no statisti-
cally significant difference by region (p = 0.44) that is consistent with scientific
assessments that place cities like Istanbul at elevated seismic risk due to their
proximity to the North Anatolian Fault (Allmann & Wiemer, 2021). The find-
ings highlight a pronounced trust deficit among disaster survivors and perva-
sive skepticism across ideologies. Political actors are advised to improve trans-
parency and accountability, tailor messages to community context, and avoid ex-
ploitative fear appeals. By proactively building trust—through clear budget dis-
closure, community engagement, and credible commitment—Ileaders can better
align public perceptions with disaster preparedness goals, ultimately enhancing
resilience and political legitimacy.

Keywords

Disaster Preparedness, Public Trust, Budget Transparency, Political Ideology,
Risk Perception, Governance Accountability, Campaign Strategy

1. Introduction

Disasters strike at the intersection of natural hazards and human preparedness, and
their increasing frequency—exemplified by catastrophic earthquakes in regions like
Tiirkiye—has spotlighted an urgent governance challenge. Governments allocate
substantial budgets for disaster risk reduction and emergency response, yet public
confidence in the use of these funds often wavers. Aligning budgetary transpar-
ency, public perception, and political incentives has become a critical balancing act.
On one hand, authorities must assure citizens that earmarked preparedness funds
are spent effectively; on the other, political leaders seek to gain or maintain sup-
port, sometimes prioritizing actions with immediate visibility over long-term mit-
igation. This tension raises core questions: What drives public trust (or mistrust)
in disaster preparedness efforts, and how can political strategies bridge any trust
gap to promote effective preparedness? Trust is widely recognized as a cornerstone
of effective disaster risk reduction and governance. When citizens trust that author-
ities will carry out their responsibilities without exploitation, they are more likely
to support and cooperate with preparedness policies. Conversely, trust is fragile—
a single scandal of fund misappropriation or perceived incompetence can erode
years of goodwill. Misuse of public funds and lack of accountability can significantly
undermine institutional legitimacy. For example, egregious cases of disaster funds
being siphoned away—as observed in both the 1999 Izmit and 2023 Kahramanmaras
earthquakes—have led to a loss of public trust in government institutions (Er-
dogdu, 2024). In the context of disaster preparedness, such trust erosion may man-
ifest as public skepticism toward new initiatives or a refusal to heed official guid-
ance, ultimately weakening community resilience. Indeed, evidence shows that if
people perceive officials as unprepared or resources as misused, trust diminishes,
whereas seeing resources used equitably and competently can build trust (Bon-

fanti et al., 2023). Although a rich body of research exists on disaster management
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(Fazeli et al., 2024), few studies have integrated insights from political behavior,
marketing, and risk perception to examine trust holistically. One notable excep-
tion is Daellenbach et al. (2018), who applied the Theory of Planned Behavior and
marketing segmentation to understand disaster preparedness motivations—high-
lighting how tailored communication strategies can enhance behavioral engage-
ment. Classic political science perspectives suggest voters tend to reward reactive
disaster relief more than proactive preparedness spending (Healy & Malhotra,
2009). Recent evidence confirms this myopic pattern: investments in prevention
or mitigation often yield little electoral reward, even if they save lives in the long
run (Reeves, 2014). Meanwhile, emerging perspectives imply that risk perceptions
and trust have cognitive and emotional underpinnings. For instance, fear and mis-
trust might be amplified in those who have lived through trauma, and political
ideology can shape how individuals interpret information and form attachments
(Muldoon et al., 2020). Research has shown that conservatives and liberals differ
in their emotional connections to institutions and causes—e.g., conservatives dis-
playing different levels of emotional attachment compared to liberals in market-
ing contexts (Chan & Ilicic, 2019). However, limited research has connected these
dots by examining how personal disaster experience, ideological worldviews, and
perceived transparency collectively shape public trust in disaster policy. This study
addresses that gap by investigating these factors in tandem. In doing so, it draws
on novel survey data and extends prior work on public attitudes toward disaster
funding and political communication. We focus on two primary questions: (1)
What factors influence public trust in disaster preparedness funding allocations?
In particular, how do personal disaster experience, political ideology, and regional
risk exposure affect trust in the government’s use of disaster budgets and percep-
tions of transparency? (2) How can political leaders and campaigns navigate trust-
building and risk communication effectively to improve public engagement with
disaster preparedness? These questions are explored through both statistical anal-
ysis of survey data and discussion of strategic and cultural context. By understand-
ing the drivers of trust and skepticism, we aim to inform both scholarship and

practice on how to strengthen public buy-in for disaster risk reduction.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Public Trust and Disaster Risk Governance

Effective disaster risk governance depends heavily on public trust. Trust in author-
ities encourages compliance with evacuation orders, acceptance of risk reduction
policies, and cooperation in community preparedness programs. Prior research in
public policy and marketing underscores that transparency and honesty from in-
stitutions can build this trust. For instance, Grimmelikhuijsen et al. (2013) and Mei-
jer et al. (2012) observed that increasing transparency tends to bolster public trust
in authorities’ actions. In contrast, lack of transparency or perceived deception can
quickly breed suspicion. When officials fail to clearly account for disaster funds or
when corruption scandals emerge, citizens may react with anger, withdrawal, or

protest. Grimmelikhuijsen et al. (2024) provide empirical evidence that targeted

DOI: 10.4236/0jps.2025.154048

867 Open Journal of Political Science


https://doi.org/10.4236/ojps.2025.154048

A. L. Kurtoglu

transparency measures (like publishing detailed spending reports) yield small but
meaningful gains in citizen trust. Even if the effects are modest or contingent on
context, transparency initiatives act as a “guardian of trust” by signaling account-
ability. Of course, such efforts must be accompanied by real performance improve-
ments to have lasting impact. Public trust is closely tied to perceptions of govern-
ment competence and fairness. People are more trusting when they see that author-
ities are well-prepared and that resources (aid, funds, information) are used fairly.
Studies of disaster responses have found higher trust in communities that witnessed
equitable aid distribution and efficient management (Aldrich & Meyer, 2015; Rein-
inger et al., 2013). By contrast, delays, unequal or politicized assistance, and re-
ports of misused funds can trigger public outrage and cynicism. In this sense, trust
is a form of social capital that can determine the success of emergency measures—
facilitating cooperation and compliance when present, or breeding resistance and
misinformation when absent. Therefore, cultivating trust is not just a nicety but a
core objective of disaster governance, directly affecting outcomes. Beyond indi-
vidual cases, broader patterns show that baseline trust in institutions varies by soci-
ety, yet even in relatively high-trust societies it can be rapidly eroded by failures.
In Tiirkiye, for example, the public’s trust in government institutions took decades
to build but was deeply undermined after major earthquakes revealed corruption
in construction and disaster funds management. After the 1999 Izmit earthquake,
and again after the catastrophic February 2023 earthquakes, public confidence plum-
meted—particularly in vulnerable cities like Gaziantep, where seismic hazard as-
sessments reveal significant site-specific risks (Durukal, Erdik, & Giilkan, 2021)—
as revelations emerged about building code violations and the apparent misallo-
cation of “earthquake taxes” intended for preparedness. Questions like “Where
did the money go?” became common, reflecting a breach of trust. Once lost, such
trust is difficult to restore. These events underscore that transparency and demon-
strable competence are indispensable for maintaining public trust in disaster pre-

paredness over the long term.

2.2. Budget Transparency and Accountability

Budget transparency is a key pillar of governance accountability, especially in dis-
aster preparedness funding. Citizens want to know how much is allocated to pre-
paredness versus response, which programs are funded, and whether those funds
reach their intended use. Transparent budgeting can demonstrate that leaders take
preparedness seriously and have nothing to hide, thereby reinforcing trust. Lack
of transparency, on the other hand, often fuels suspicions that disaster funds might
be diverted or squandered. According to Grimmelikhuijsen et al. (2024), trans-
parency efforts can function as a “guardian of trust”, albeit with a contingent and
modest effect. In their research on regulatory agencies, providing targeted infor-
mation (e.g., publishing spending reports or audit results) generally increased cit-
izen trust, though trust gains were not uniform across all groups. This implies that
transparency is necessary but may not be sufficient on its own—it should be ac-

companied by real accountability and responsiveness. In the realm of disaster pre-
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paredness, budget accountability means not only disclosing expenditures but also
demonstrating outcomes. For instance, if a government spends a certain amount
on retrofitting schools against earthquakes, publicly sharing that information
along with the expected risk reduction can signal competence and integrity. Visi-
ble investments in risk reduction (like strengthening infrastructure or funding com-
munity drills) reassure the public that preparedness is more than just rhetoric. How-
ever, political science research warns that leaders sometimes face skewed incen-
tives: The electorate may reward highly visible post-disaster spending (relief aid, re-
building projects) more than pre-disaster investments that quietly prevent harm.
This myopic voting dynamic, identified in earlier studies by Healy and Malhotra
(2009) and confirmed in recent work by Morvan and Paty (2024), can discourage
officials from prioritizing funding for preparedness. Voters tend to applaud relief
spending that they can see in the aftermath of a disaster, but often fail to reward (or
even notice) preventive spending that averts disaster impacts. As a result, politicians
might be tempted to quietly reallocate preparedness funds elsewhere, confident that
the public won’t realize the loss until it’s too late Strengthening budget transparency
in disaster management involves several strategies. One is performance auditing—
regularly evaluating and publicly reporting on how preparedness funds are used and
what results they achieve. Another is participatory budgeting, where community
stakeholders have a voice in how disaster preparedness monies are spent. By engag-
ing the public in budgeting decisions, officials can both educate citizens about the
trade-offs involved and gain legitimacy for those choices. If people see, for example,
that a new emergency shelter was built instead of repaving a highway because of
disaster risk analysis, they might be more understanding and trusting of those deci-
sions. In summary, transparency and accountability in budgeting can illuminate the
often unseen work of disaster preparedness, thereby bolstering public trust that

scarce resources are being managed wisely and ethically.

2.3. Political Ideology, Risk Perception, and Trust

Political ideology serves as a lens through which individuals interpret risk infor-
mation and evaluate government actions. Conservatives, moderates, and liberals
may all view the same disaster preparedness policy differently due in part to their
ideological values and their baseline trust in government. Research has shown that
ideology can influence how people process messages and to whom they assign blame
or responsibility in crises. For example, a marketing study by Chan and Ilicic (2019)
demonstrated that political ideology correlates with the strength of emotional at-
tachment individuals form with organizations and causes. In that work, consum-
ers with more conservative leanings showed a tendency to form stronger brand
attachments (seeking security in familiar brands during uncertainty), whereas more
liberal individuals were less brand-attached. By analogy, in a disaster context this
suggests a person’s ideological bent might affect whether they trust government-
led preparedness efforts or prefer community and private initiatives. Those who
are ideologically conservative might be inclined to trust traditional authorities and

institutional assurances, while those who are more liberal might exhibit skepti-
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cism and demand more grassroots or oversight mechanisms. Ideology also inter-
sects with risk perception. Prior studies indicate that individuals with more con-
servative leanings sometimes downplay certain risks or place greater trust in de-
centralized, individual responses, whereas more liberal individuals might empha-
size collective action and government responsibility in risk mitigation (Barrios &
Hochberg, 2021). A recent study on earthquake preparedness in Chile (Repetto,
Cordoén, & Bronfman, 2022) found that political ideology was a significant factor
in both trust and preparedness behaviors. In that survey, respondents on the right-
end of the ideological spectrum (who tended to express higher trust in authorities)
reported slightly higher levels of personal preparedness for earthquakes and tsu-
namis compared to others. This somewhat counterintuitive finding—that those
more trusting of government were also engaging in preparedness actions—under-
scores the complex ways ideology can shape both attitudes and behaviors. It sug-
gests that conservative individuals, despite trusting authorities, may still take ac-
tion to protect themselves, possibly due to a sense of personal responsibility or
higher risk awareness in that context. Meanwhile, liberal individuals, often more
skeptical of authorities, might engage in preparedness from a distrust motive or a
collective ethic. The key point is that worldview and prior beliefs shape how peo-
ple respond to disaster risk and government directives. Understanding these nu-
ances is crucial for campaign strategists and policymakers. Messages about disas-
ter preparedness can be tailored to resonate with different ideological groups—for
instance, a campaign in a conservative-leaning region might frame preparedness
in terms of family security and self-reliance, whereas in a more liberal area it might
stress social justice and protecting vulnerable communities. By aligning commu-
nication with ideological values, leaders can better build trust and motivate action

across a diverse public.

3. Methodology
3.1. Data Collection

We approached these questions through a mixed-method design. First, we reviewed
interdisciplinary literature spanning public administration, marketing, and disas-
ter studies to build hypotheses about trust dynamics. Next, we conducted a survey
targeting residents in Tiirkiye, a country acutely familiar with seismic disaster risk.
The survey was administered online in mid-2024, approximately one year after a
series of devastating earthquakes struck the region. We obtained a sample of 486
respondents across various regions of Tiirkiye. Participants were recruited via a
research panel to approximate national diversity in age, gender, and region, though
the sample is not fully representative. Ethical research approval and informed con-

sent were obtained prior to data collection.

3.2. Survey Instrument

The survey collected demographic data and included the following key measures:

(a) Trust in Government Budget Allocation for Disaster Preparedness—a single-
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item rating (“To what extent do you trust that the government is using disaster
preparedness funds properly?”) on a 1 (Not at all) to 5 (Completely) scale; (b)
Perceived Government Transparency—a 1 - 5 scale rating agreement with “The gov-
ernment is transparent in how it handles the disaster preparedness budget”, where
1 = strongly disagree (not transparent) and 5 = strongly agree (highly transpar-
ent); (c) Voting Priority for Disaster Preparedness—measured by asking respond-
ents how important disaster preparedness is to them when voting in national or
local elections (1 = Not at all important, 5 = Extremely important); (d) Political
Skepticism—a composite measure (a = 0.81) that captures generalized cynicism
toward political figures and institutions. It includes multiple Likert-scale items
assessing beliefs such as “Politicians usually lie about their true intentions”, “Most
politicians are only in it for themselves”, and “Elected officials rarely care about
people like me”. Together, these items reflect a broader distrust in the motives and
honesty of political actors; (e) Desire for Specific Disaster Plans in Campaigns—a
yes/no item asking if respondents want political candidates to present specific dis-
aster preparedness plans (we also recorded qualitative examples, though not ana-
lyzed here in depth); (f) Belief that Authorities Learn from Past Disasters—a 1 - 5
agreement rating with “Welearn from past disasters to improve future outcomes”;
(g) Personal Disaster Experience—a binary indicator if the respondent has per-
sonally experienced a serious disaster (earthquake, flood, etc.) that affected their
life or household; (h) Ideological Self-Identification—respondents chose a cate-
gory that best described their political stance (“Conservative”,, “Moderate”, “Lib-
eral”, “Apolitical/Not interested”, or “Other”); (i) Regional Risk Level—we rec-
orded the respondent’s city and coded regions by objective risk (cities in histori-
cally high-risk zones vs. lower-risk areas) and by a simple urban/rural classifica-
tion. Finally, we included a few behavioral questions (e.g., “Do you feel you are
personally prepared for a future disaster? yes/no”). The survey instrument was
developed in both English and Turkish, then translated/back-translated for accu-

racy in the Turkish version.

3.3. Analysis Approach

We used a combination of quantitative analyses. To compare groups (e.g., survi-
vors vs. non-survivors; different ideologies), we applied independent-samples t-
tests and one-way ANOV As as appropriate. Where significant effects were found,
we conducted Tukey’s HSD post-hoc tests to identify which specific groups dif-
fered from each other, and we calculated effect sizes (n* or Cohen’s d) to gauge
practical significance. For correlational analysis, we computed Pearson correla-
tion coefficients among key continuous variables (trust in budget, perceived trans-
parency, skepticism, etc.) and between those measures and the voting priority var-
iable. A correlation matrix was produced (visualized in a heatmap) to examine the
direction and magnitude of relationships; we flagged correlations as significant

based on p < 0.05 and noted their magnitudes. To explore predictive relationships
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and control for overlaps, we ran a multiple linear regression with Vote Priority as
the dependent variable. Predictors entered were those we theorized could influence
the prioritization of disaster preparedness in voting: Trust in Budget, Political
Skepticism, Specific Messaging preference, and belief that authorities Learn From
Past disasters. We reported the overall model fit (F-test and R?) and each predic-
tor’s standardized coefficient () with its significance level. Lastly, to investigate
regional effects, we compared respondents by region type. We used both the city-
level data (identifying the top ten cities by respondent count, many of which were
high-risk locales) and a broader region classification (grouping responses into “Ur-
ban”, “Disaster-prone region”, “Suburban”, and “Rural” categories). We ran ANO-
VAs to test for regional differences in Vote Priority and in trust measures. All
statistical analyses were conducted using SPSS (v28). Throughout, a significance
level 0of 0.05 (two-tailed) was used. Given multiple comparisons, we interpret find-
ings with caution, emphasizing effect sizes and consistency with theory. The fol-
lowing section presents the results in detail, organized by our focal themes: expe-
rience effects, ideological differences, trust-engagement dynamics, and regional

factors.

4. Results
4.1. Public Trust Patterns: Survivors vs. Non-Survivors

A citizen’s personal experience with disaster emerged as one of the most potent in-
fluences on trust in the government’s disaster preparedness spending. As expected,
respondents who had directly experienced a disaster (whom we term “survivors”)
exhibited far lower trust in the government’s use of the disaster budget than those
with no such experience. The contrast is striking: disaster-experienced individuals
overwhelmingly reported very low trust. The median trust score among survivors
was 1 (the minimum on our 1 - 5 scale), with very little variation - in fact, the entire
interquartile range lies at the floor of 1 in the survivor group. Fully 88% of disaster
survivors answered “1 — Not at all” when asked if they trust the government’s use
of the disaster preparedness budget. A few survivors gave a score of 2, appearing
as minor outliers above the box in our analysis, but notably none of the survivors
rated their trust higher than 2. By contrast, those without disaster experience
(“non-survivors”) exhibited a broader distribution of trust ratings: the median in
the non-survivor group was around 3.0 (indicating a neutral to slightly distrustful
stance), and responses spanned the full range up to 5. A small minority of non-
experienced respondents did express complete trust (5 out of 5), showing that
without direct experience some individuals maintain faith in the system. The in-
terquartile range for non-survivors extended roughly from 2 to 4, highlighting
both much greater variability and generally higher trust than the survivor group.
Statistical tests confirm that this trust gap is highly significant. An independent-
samples t-test (Welch’s two-sample t-test, not assuming equal variances) compar-
ing mean trust scores between the two groups found t = -17.50, p = 2.3 x 107*4

Survivors’ mean trust was M = 1.12 (SD = 0.33), while non-survivors’ mean was
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M = 2.82 (SD = 1.31). The difference of —1.70 points on the 5-point scale corre-
sponds to an extremely large effect size (Cohen’s d = 1.99). In plain terms, those
who have lived through disasters have nearly zero trust that the allocated prepar-
edness funds are being properly used, whereas those without such experience are
more ambivalent (though still leaning towards distrust on average). This lends
strong support to the notion that personal disaster experience erodes public trust
in the government’s disaster readiness expenditures. It is noteworthy that even the
non-experienced group’s average trust (about 2.8) was below the midpoint “3” on
the scale, suggesting a general skepticism in the population at large—but nothing
as severe as the near-total distrust observed among survivors. Thus, while mistrust
is widespread, it is especially acute among those with direct experience of disas-
ters. This finding aligns with the idea that experiencing a traumatic event can
make individuals more skeptical and vigilant about promises of safety and proper
resource use. Beyond personal experience, we also explored how an individual’s
perceived risk and their view of budget transparency relate to trust in prepared-
ness efforts. Figure 1 summarizes these relationships. As the chart illustrates, re-
spondents who believed that the budget allocation process is transparent reported
higher trust in the government’s disaster preparedness spending than those who
believed it is not transparent—and this held true at both low and high levels of per-
ceived disaster risk. However, the lowest trust of all was observed among those who
perceived the disaster risk to be high and felt that the budget was not transparent.
In other words, high risk perception coupled with low transparency perception
led to a compounded distrust. Conversely, the relatively highest trust levels were
found among individuals who perceived low disaster risk and also believed the
budgeting process is transparent (though notably, even this group’s mean trust did
not reach the scale midpoint, reflecting overall skepticism). These patterns suggest
that both risk awareness and transparency beliefs shape trust: people who feel per-
sonally safe or unconcerned about risk can maintain some trust as long as they think
the government is transparent, whereas those who sense great risk will be distrust-
ful especially if they also doubt the honesty of the budgeting. While the influence
of subjective risk perception was not as dramatic as the survivor vs. non-survivor
gap, it adds another layer to understanding trust dynamics. Those who perceive
higher risk tend to be more critical of government preparedness efforts (perhaps
because they are more attuned to what is at stake), and this effect is amplified when
transparency is in doubt. Notably, despite survivors’ deep distrust, we considered
whether this lack of trust translated into different behaviors or attitudes regarding
disaster preparedness. One might expect, for example, that distrustful survivors ei-
ther withdraw from political engagement (cynicism leading to apathy) or become
more vocal about demanding preparedness (mistrust fueling activism). Our find-
ings align more with the latter interpretation: survivors did not disengage from the
issue politically—if anything, they appeared slightly more adamant that disaster
preparedness should be a top priority. The mean Vote Priority (the self-reported
importance of disaster preparedness when voting) was extremely high for both
groups: 4.63 for survivors vs. 4.62 for non-survivors—essentially no difference.
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Both groups were near the ceiling of 5, indicating that almost everyone considered
it a top issue, regardless of their trust level. There was also a small difference in
self-reported personal preparedness actions: 51.9% of disaster survivors said they
felt they were “prepared” for a future disaster (e.g., having supplies, plans, etc.),
compared to 44.9% of those with no disaster experience—about a 7 percentage
point gap. However, a Z-test for this proportion difference yielded z = 1.48, p =
0.14, which is not statistically significant. Thus, while there is a hint that survivors
take more personal preparedness steps (perhaps due to their firsthand awareness),
our data did not conclusively show a large gap in self-reported preparedness levels.
What is clear is that survivors harbor deep skepticism toward government efforts,
which could have implications for how they respond to official directives or initi-
atives in the future. Personal disaster experience emerged as a powerful factor
shaping public trust. Going through a disaster is associated with an almost two-
standard-deviation drop in trust in the government’s disaster-related budget use.
For policymakers, this signals that the very people who have the most at stake
(survivors in high-risk areas) are also the hardest to convince or reassure, likely
because they have witnessed perceived failures firsthand. Rebuilding trust among
this group may require substantially greater transparency and proof of improve-
ment, as mere promises will likely fall on deaf ears. In the Discussion, we further
explore strategies to address this trust deficit, such as targeted community engage-
ment and visibly correcting past shortcomings.
5 -

B Transparent Budget
mmm Non-Transparent Budget

Public Trust (1-5)

Low Risk High Risk

Figure 1. Trust in government disaster preparedness budget by perceived risk and trans-
parency. Mean trust ratings (vertical axis, 1 - 5 scale) are shown for respondents grouped
by perceived disaster risk level (low vs. high risk on the horizontal axis) and by whether
they believe the disaster budget allocation is transparent (blue bars) or not transparent (or-
ange bars). Error bars indicate +1 standard error. Respondents who perceive the govern-
ment’s budgeting as transparent report higher trust on average, especially under low per-
ceived risk. Trust is lowest among those who both feel at high risk and view the budget as
non-transparent.
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4.2. 1deological Disparities in Transparency Perception

Political ideology showed a subtle influence on how participants viewed govern-
ment transparency in disaster preparedness. Figure 2 presents the mean transpar-
ency perception scores for respondents of different ideological self-identifications:
Conservative, Moderate, Liberal, Apolitical, and Other. The transparency percep-
tion question asked respondents to rate how transparent they find the government’s
actions in disaster preparedness on a 1 to 5 scale. A score of 1 indicates the view
that the government is highly non-transparent/opaque, while 5 would indicate a
view of high transparency. In our data, no group’s average even approached the
midpoint of 3, underscoring a pervasive skepticism about transparency across the
spectrum. As depicted in Figure 2, all ideological groups reported low transpar-
ency on average, with mean values clustered roughly between about 1.3 and 1.7—
well below a “neutral” 3 on the scale. In practical terms, the typical respondent, re-
gardless of ideology, tended to answer that the government is “rarely transparent”

or at best only “sometimes transparent”.
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Figure 2. Perceived government transparency by political ideology. Average transparency
ratings (1 - 5 scale, higher values indicate greater perceived transparency) are shown for
each self-reported political orientation group: Liberal, Other, Apolitical, Moderate, and
Conservative. All groups’ means are well below the midpoint of 3, denoting widespread skep-
ticism. Conservatives reported the highest perceived transparency (mean ~1.64), whereas
Moderates reported the lowest (mean ~1.30). Liberals, Apoliticals, and “Other” ideologies
clustered around 1.4.

This underscores a broad perception of opacity in the government’s disaster pre-
paredness efforts. Despite universally low transparency perceptions, there were sta-
tistically significant differences among the groups. Conservatives showed the “high-
est” mean transparency perception at around 1.64 (their bar in Figure 2 is the
tallest, though still very low in absolute terms). Liberals, Apoliticals, and those in
the “Other” category (which includes mixed or unspecified ideologies) had similar
means around 1.43 - 1.45. Moderates were the most skeptical of transparency,

with a mean of roughly 1.30—the lowest among the groups. A one-way ANOVA
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on the transparency rating by ideology confirmed that not all groups share the
exact same mean perception (F(4, 481) = 4.95, p< 0.001). The effect size was mod-
est (n? = 0.04), meaning about 4% of the variance in perceived transparency can
be attributed to political ideology. Post-hoc comparisons (Tukey’s HSD) revealed
where the differences lay: Conservatives had significantly higher transparency
perceptions than Liberals (mean difference = 0.21, p = 0.047) and significantly
higher than Moderates (diff = 0.34, p = 0.0001). These pairwise differences align
with the slight uptick observed for conservatives in the figure. No other pairwise
differences were statistically significant at the 0.05 level—for instance, Liberal vs.
Moderate or Apolitical vs. Other comparisons showed gaps (liberals vs. moderates
differed by ~0.13, liberals vs. apoliticals by ~0.02, etc.) that did not reach signifi-
cance given sample sizes. Thus, the main nuance is that self-identified conservatives
view the government as slightly more transparent than others do, whereas mod-
erates, liberals, apolitical individuals, and those identifying as “other” hold even
more negative views of transparency. Importantly, by any absolute standard, even
conservatives’ average view was “non-transparent” (much closer to 1 than to 5 on
the scale). This finding might initially seem counterintuitive, as one might expect
conservatives—who often favor limited government—to distrust government trans-
parency as much or more than liberals do. However, a possible explanation lies in
the contemporary political context. In our survey setting (Tiirkiye), the ruling gov-
ernment has a conservative orientation. Thus, many conservative respondents may
be supporters of the incumbent government and therefore more inclined to trust
its communications or give it the benefit of the doubt. Meanwhile, moderates and
liberals might be more critical or expect a higher standard of openness, leading them
to rate transparency lower. Another interpretation is that conservatives’ baseline
for what counts as “transparent” governance might differ—they might not require
as much public disclosure to feel that a government is doing its job, whereas lib-
erals might be more demanding of detailed disclosures and hence judge the trans-
parency as lacking. These interpretations extend beyond our data, but they illus-
trate how ideology and partisan alignment can color perceptions of the same re-
ality. It is also worth noting that conservative ideology is sometimes associated with
a general trust in authority and social order, which can translate into greater trust
in institutions when one’s preferred party is in power. Conversely, liberal ideology
often emphasizes accountability and skepticism of authority, which might lead lib-
erals to be especially attuned to transparency shortcomings. Our data, in effect, cap-
tured a small echo of these tendencies: conservatives weren’t highly trustful (they
were still very skeptical on an absolute scale), but they were slightly less distrustful
than others. Crucially, despite conservatives rating transparency a notch higher,
the overall story is one of low perceived transparency across the board. Even the
most “optimistic” group’s mean (about 1.64) was much closer to “highly opaque”
(1) than to “fully transparent” (5). This pervasive skepticism matches reports from
other countries that only a small fraction of citizens consider their government

open and honest about disaster management policies. In Tiirkiye, for instance,
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broad public surveys and media discussions have indicated that many people be-
lieve information is withheld or spun for political reasons. Our findings mirror
that reality, indicating a trust deficit that transcends ideological divisions. To dou-
ble-check these results, we also looked at a related variable: Trust in Official In-
formation (how much respondents trust the information and updates provided by
officials regarding disasters). This measure showed a similar pattern: overall trust
in official information was low (mean around 2.9/5, which is still on the distrustful
side) and we found no dramatic differences by ideology, except again a mild con-
servative uptick. The correlation between the perceived transparency score and trust
in information was positive (as expected—people who think the government is
transparent also tend to trust its information) but only moderate (around r = 0.3).
Interestingly, some respondents seemed to think the government was not very
transparent yet still somewhat trusted the limited information provided, or vice
versa. This suggests that while related, perceived transparency and trust in infor-
mation are not identical constructs; some people might trust specific communi-
cations (perhaps due to the urgency or accuracy of emergency alerts) even if they
generally feel kept in the dark. In conclusion, ideology had only a minor effect on
views of transparency—the key takeaway is that all groups, regardless of political
leaning, perceive transparency to be low in the context of disaster preparedness.
The minor variation that exists (with conservatives slightly less negative) likely
reflects political alignment with the current government. From a strategic stand-
point, these results imply that improving transparency would be universally ben-
eficial, as skepticism is widespread. Political leaders cannot assume their base au-
tomatically perceives transparency; even their supporters are quite skeptical in ab-
solute terms. Therefore, addressing transparency concerns and demonstrating
openness should be a cross-cutting effort, not one targeted to just one side of the

aisle.

4.3. Trust, Skepticism, and Political Priority (Correlation Analysis)

One of our research questions was how trust-related attitudes connect to political
engagement with disaster issues. We approached this by examining simple corre-
lations and then a regression model involving Vote Priority—the importance re-
spondents assign to disaster preparedness when voting—and variables like trust
in budget use, desire for specific disaster messaging from politicians, perceived
learning from past disasters, and general political skepticism. Before delving into
specific relationships, it is worth noting a descriptive finding: overall, people placed
a very high priority on disaster preparedness as a voting issue. The mean rating
on the 1 - 5 importance scale was above 4.6, and nearly 80% of the entire sample
selected the maximum of “5 — Very high priority”. Virtually no one rated it below
3. This indicates a ceiling effect—an across-the-board recognition that disaster
readiness is a crucial issue for voters. In such a context, detecting differences or
predictors of Vote Priority is challenging because there is little variation to ex-

plain. Nonetheless, subtle patterns did emerge in relation to trust and skepticism.
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We produced a correlation matrix (Figure 3) to see the direction and magnitude
of relationships among key variables where warmer colors (toward red) indicate
positive correlations and cooler colors (blue) indicate negative correlations, with

the scale centered at zero.
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Figure 3. Pearson correlation heatmap among key study variables. This heatmap visualizes
the Pearson correlation coefficients among the central continuous variables - including
Trust in Budget Use, Perceived Transparency, Political Skepticism, “Learn from Past” Be-
lief, Desire for Specific Disaster Messaging, and Vote Priority.

All correlations are modest to near-zero, underscoring that no strong linear re-
lationship emerges between these factors. For instance, greater distrust in budget
allocation correlates only slightly with higher prioritization of disaster prepared-
ness in voting (r = —0.08), and higher general political skepticism shows a small
negative link with vote priority (r = —0.15). Similarly, believing that authorities
“learn from past disasters” has a mild positive association with treating prepared-
ness as a voting priority (r ~ +0.12). In line with the text, virtually all pairwise
correlations are weak (absolute r < 0.3), reflecting a ceiling effect in vote priority
and generally pervasive distrust across respondents. Focusing on the correlations
involving Vote Priority, a few noteworthy (if modest) associations were observed:
» Political Skepticism vs. Vote Priority: r = —0.15, p < 0.01. This was a negative

correlation, indicating that higher political skepticism (a more cynical view of
politicians in general) was associated with slightly lower priority given to dis-
aster preparedness in voting. Substantively, this might reflect a disengagement
effect—individuals who are highly cynical about politicians’ motives may be
less inclined to believe campaign promises on disaster issues and thus might

not emphasize the issue when voting. In our data, Political Skepticism was coded
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such that 5 means very cynical. Those who scored at the maximum skepticism
tended, on average, to rate the importance of the disaster issue a bit lower
(though still high in absolute terms) than those who were less skeptical. This
correlation, while modest in size, was statistically significant and aligns with
the idea that generalized cynicism can dampen political engagement on spe-
cific issues.

o “Learn From Past” vs. Vote Priority: r = +0.12, p < 0.05. The Learn From Past
variable measured agreement with the statement “We learn from past disasters
to improve”. The positive correlation means respondents who believe that au-
thorities (or society at large) do learn and improve after past events tended to
give slightly higher priority to disaster preparedness when voting. This may
indicate that if people feel progress is possible (i.e., lessons can be learned and
applied), they are more invested in pushing the issue politically. It hints at an
optimism factor—those who retain some trust or hope that improvement can
happen are a bit more likely to treat the issue as vote-relevant.

o Trust in Budget vs. Vote Priority: r = —0.08, p = 0.08 (marginally significant).
This was a very slight negative correlation: the more one trusts the govern-
ment’s disaster spending, the slightly less one prioritizes disaster preparedness
as a voting issue. Conversely, those who distrust the budget allocation tend to
prioritize the issue a bit more. This pattern suggests that those who are ex-
tremely trusting might feel the issue is being handled and therefore not some-
thing they need to vote on, whereas those who distrust want to see political ac-
tion. However, this correlation was quite small and only marginally significant
statistically, so it should be interpreted cautiously. It points in the expected
direction (low trust potentially spurs a demand for change), but the effect in
our sample was weak.

o Specific Messaging vs. Vote Priority: r = —0.01 (essentially zero). We hypoth-
esized that people who strongly want politicians to provide specific disaster plans
(higher SpecificMessaging preference) might also care more about the issue
when voting. However, the data showed no meaningful linear relationship.
The desire for specific campaign messaging about disasters was nearly univer-
sal—even those who didn’t rank the issue as top priority still overwhelmingly
agreed that “if you talk about it, be specific”. Thus, this measure didn’t distin-
guish high-priority voters from others in practice.

We also checked Gov Transparency vs. Vote Priority (perceived transparency
rating correlated with importance of issue). This yielded r ~ +0.01, essentially no
relationship. This is plausible because, as we saw, almost everyone perceives low
transparency; there wasn’t much variation to correlate with voting priority, and
conversely, voting priority was near-maximal for almost everyone.

Most pairwise correlations among the trust-related items themselves were close
to zero or modest. For instance, Trust in Budget and a related measure of per-
ceived fund effectiveness correlated at r ~ +0.07 (a slight positive, meaning people

who trust the budget also think funds are used a bit more effectively—logically
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consistent, but very small in magnitude). Interestingly, Political Skepticism had
near-zero correlation with Trust in Budget (r = 0.00). This suggests that general
cynicism about politicians didn’t strongly predict one’s specific trust in the disas-
ter budget—Ilikely because almost everyone was distrustful of the budget, even
people who weren’t uniformly skeptical otherwise. In other words, even respond-
ents who might normally trust politicians in general had low trust in this particu-
lar domain (disaster funding), indicating a consensus distrust.

In sum, the correlation analysis suggests that no single factor strongly “drives”
the prioritization of disaster preparedness in voting—largely because that priority
is uniformly high. However, there are hints of relationships: generalized mistrust
(skepticism) correlates with a bit less engagement on the issue, whereas specific
trust deficits (low trust in the budget) correlate with slightly more engagement.
This nuanced pattern implies a distinction between cynicism-induced apathy and
issue-specific outrage. High general skepticism might lead some to tune out (not
prioritizing any policy issues because they expect little), while distrust focused on
disaster management might motivate others to demand better performance
through their vote. To further parse these relationships, we ran the multiple re-
gression described in the Methodology. The regression results showed a signifi-
cant overall model (F(4, 481) = 5.47, p < 0.001), but a small R* = 0.044, meaning
only ~4.4% of the variance in Vote Priority was explained by the included factors.
This low R? is not surprising given the ceiling effect on Vote Priority—with so
many respondents rating it as very important, there was limited variance to ex-
plain. It also indicates that other unmeasured factors (or simply a uniform con-
cern across the board) account for the vast majority of why people rank this issue
so highly. Within the regression model, two predictors emerged with significant
coefficients. Political Skepticism had a negative coefficient ( = —0.059, p=0.001),
aligning with the correlation: higher skepticism predicts slightly lower priority on
this issue, controlling for other variables. Specifically, for every one-step increase
in skepticism (on the 1 - 5 scale), the Vote Priority rating dropped by ~0.06 (on
the 1 - 5 scale), holding other factors constant. In practical terms, a very skeptical
person (5 on skepticism) might rate the issue a tiny bit lower than a moderately
skeptical person (4 on skepticism), all else equal—a small effect, but in a consistent
direction. Belief in Learning from Past had a positive coefficient (f = +0.047, p =
0.010): those who think that authorities do learn and improve after disasters assign
slightly more importance to preparedness in voting, as if they feel their vote can
encourage continued improvement. For example, someone who “strongly agrees”
that lessons are learned might rate the voting priority perhaps 0.1 - 0.2 points higher
than someone who “strongly disagrees”, according to the model. Meanwhile, Trust
in Budget had a negative coefficient (B = —0.037) that was marginally significant
(p = 0.076), mirroring the weak negative trend from the correlation: those with
higher trust tended to give slightly less priority to the issue, whereas those with
low trust were more inclined to prioritize it. In the regression, this was only a

borderline effect (we might call it a trend rather than a definitive finding). The
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Specific Messaging preference was not significant at all (B = —0.005, p = 0.77),
indicating it had no unique predictive value when other variables were accounted
for (Figure 4). The diagram below illustrates the multiple linear regression find-
ings, showing how four key independent variables relate to Vote Priority (the self-
reported importance placed on disaster preparedness when voting). Each arrow
corresponds to a predictor’s standardized beta coefficient (p), with significant re-
lationships noted by asterisks (p < 0.05, p < 0.01). Political Skepticism had a neg-
ative effect (p = —0.06, p = 0.001), indicating that more cynical individuals assign
slightly lower priority to disaster preparedness in elections. Conversely, the belief
that “we learn from past disasters to improve” showed a positive effect ( = +0.05,
p=0.010)—suggesting a bit of higher priority among those hopeful about learning
and improvement. Trust in Budget Use exhibited a small negative coefficient (p =
—0.04, p = 0.08), mirroring a weak trend that those who trust the government’s
disaster spending slightly less often treat preparedness as a voting priority. Lastly,
the preference for Specific Messaging from politicians had essentially no unique
effect (B = —0.01, n.s.), once other factors were accounted for. These modest coef-
ficients align with the text’s finding of a low overall R? (~0.04) for the model—
meaning that individual differences in trust or skepticism explain only about 4%
of the variance in an issue that almost everyone rated as “very important”. Thus,
our analysis did not find very strong predictors of treating disaster preparedness
as a voting priority—largely because almost everyone rated it as quite important.
The lack of variation (a ceiling effect) means there was little room for predictors
to explain differences. In statistical terms, with so many giving the highest possible
importance, variance was limited and our model’s R? remained low. Still, the fact
that political skepticism slightly dampened the priority could reflect a segment of
the population that is so disenchanted that they’ve “checked out” on expecting
solutions (hence not prioritizing it politically). Meanwhile, those who have not
completely lost faith (they think learning and improvement is possible) seem to
channel that into making the issue a priority, perhaps hoping to elect competent
stewards. In other words, a bit of hope in the system corresponds with treating the
issue as even more critical—possibly because these individuals believe that good
governance can make a difference in outcomes. Descriptively, it’s enlightening to
note just how high the prioritization was: nearly 80% of our sample answered 5
(“very high priority”) for the voting importance of disaster preparedness, and vir-
tually none answered below 3. This unanimity reflects the salience of disaster is-
sues in the collective consciousness, likely heightened by recent catastrophic events
in the national narrative. In such a context, differences in degree of priority are
subtle. Even so, our findings collectively imply that where differences exist, they
suggest that distrust (especially specific distrust in the current government’s han-
dling) is associated with a greater push to emphasize the issue in elections. People
who think “something is wrong” are logically more likely to demand change or
specific actions from candidates. Indeed, the slight negative correlation between

trust in government and priority placed on the issue can be interpreted as evidence
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that those who trust the status quo on preparedness are content (and thus see no
need to make it an election issue), whereas those who don’t trust it want it elevated
on the campaign agenda to force improvements. Additionally, we examined whether
regional context influenced Vote Priority—the idea of a “regional sensitivity” ef-
fect. Neither correlation nor ANOVA found region type to be a significant pre-
dictor of vote priority (the ANOVA for differences by broad region categories had
p = 0.44). Essentially, people across the country—whether in high-risk zones or
not—all rated disaster preparedness as a very high priority to a similar extent. This
could be due to widespread media coverage making disasters a national concern,
or shared empathy and awareness that “it could happen here too”. We explore this
further in the next section on regional differences. The correlation and regression
analyses suggest that trust-related attitudes have at best modest linear relation-
ships with the political prioritization of disasters, largely because the priority is
uniformly high. However, the data hint that low trust in government (budget dis-
trust) does not lead to apathy; if anything, it correlates with a motivation to make
it a political issue (though our ability to detect that was limited by the ceiling ef-
fect). The one factor clearly associated with reduced prioritization was general po-
litical cynicism. These nuances are important for campaign strategists - motivat-
ing an already concerned public likely requires addressing their trust issues so that

cynicism doesn’t turn into disengagement.

(Political Skegticism)

(Belief in Learning Past| g = +0.05%*

> \Vote Priority
(Impor%e_g’f Disaster Preparedness in Voting)

[Trust in Bu

[Specific Meﬁging]

Figure 4. Predictors of disaster preparedness voting priority (Regression Analysis).

4.4. Regional Sensitivity: High-Risk vs. Other Areas

A key question was whether those living in objectively high-risk regions (espe-
cially major cities prone to earthquakes) exhibit different attitudes compared to
those in lower-risk areas. After examining the national-level findings, we wanted
to see if local context—being in a disaster hot zone versus a calmer area—made a
measurable difference in trust or prioritization. Do residents of, say, Istanbul or
Kahramanmaras (cities with known seismic risk or recent disaster impact) prior-
itize preparedness more, or trust the government less, than residents elsewhere?

We first compared respondents across broad regional risk levels. For this analysis,
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we classified the survey sample’s cities into three categories based on known seis-
mic risk and recent disaster history: High-risk cities, Moderate-risk cities, and Low-
risk cities. Figure 4 shows the average Vote Priority (importance of disaster pre-
paredness in voting, on the 1 - 5 scale) for each of these three risk-level categories.
The differences were minimal—all categories were extremely high. High-risk cit-
ies (e.g., those in seismic zones) showed an average around 4.7; moderate-risk cit-
ies were about 4.6; low-risk cities around 4.5. Statistically, an ANOVA found no
significant differences among the three groups (p > 0.40). In practical terms, peo-
ple treated the issue as critical regardless of whether their region was officially
high-risk or not. While the broad risk categories did not show significant differ-
ences, we conducted a more granular city-level analysis focusing on major cities
in the sample. Many of these cities are known for high disaster risk or have re-
cently experienced disasters. They include places like Kahramanmaras, (epicenter
of a major 2023 earthquake), Istanbul (a megacity with significant seismic risk),
Diizce (site of past earthquakes), Erzurum, Trabzon, Kiitahya, Van, Mersin, Izmir,
and Bursa. We observed that all these cities have extremely high average scores,
generally between 4.5 and 5. Kahramanmaras, tops the list with an average nearly
at 5.0 (virtually every respondent there said it’s a top priority when voting). Istan-
bul and Diizce also show averages above 4.8. Even the “lowest” among the top
ten—for instance, Bursa in this figure—is still around 4.4 to 4.5, which is ex-
tremely high on the scale. Residents of earthquake-stricken or high-risk cities are
essentially in agreement that this issue cannot be ignored by their leaders. This
matches expectations: communities that have felt devastation firsthand (or know
they are likely to) have zero complacency on the matter. For example, Kahramanma-
ras respondents, having lived through a catastrophic quake, almost unanimously
rated preparedness as a top priority. Istanbul, which awaits a potentially severe
earthquake in the future, also has its residents highly attuned to the issue. Inter-
estingly, when we broaden beyond these top cities and use our broader region clas-
sifications (as mentioned above), we find that all regions treated preparedness as
a high priority. For instance, averaging by region type: Urban region mean = 4.68,
Disaster-prone region mean = 4.65, Suburban region mean = 4.61, Rural region
mean = 4.57. The differences between, say, an officially designated “Disaster-
prone” region and a “Rural” region was only 0.11 on the 5-point scale. As noted,
our ANOVA showed no significant regional effect on Vote Priority (p = 0.44).
This suggests that even people in less hazard-exposed areas recognize the im-
portance of preparedness—possibly due to national solidarity, extensive media
coverage of disasters, or the realization that no area is entirely risk-free. There is
a subtle hint that urban and high-risk city respondents gave numerically the high-
est scores (urban residents, many of whom are in cities like Istanbul or Izmir, had
the highest mean of ~4.68; those in the specific “disaster-prone region” category
were also ~4.65). While these differences were not statistically distinct, the prac-
tical reality is that in places that recently suffered disasters, virtually everyone

marks it as a top issue (often with very little variance, as seen in Kahramanmaras,
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where almost all respondents chose 5). Meanwhile, in rural or less directly affected
areas, there might be a few more people who rated it a 4 instead of 5, explaining a
tiny drop in the average. We also examined regional differences in the trust vari-
ables. One might expect that those in high-risk or disaster-affected regions trust
the government less, owing to having seen failures up close. Indeed, respondents
in the “Disaster-prone” regional category had the lowest mean trust in budget
(mean ~1.69 out of 5), compared to urban residents (~1.90 out of 5). This suggests
a similar pattern: those in the thick of it (high-risk areas) are slightly more dis-
trustful. However, this difference was not statistically significant in our sample
(ANOVA p = 0.33 for trust by region). It appears that distrust is widespread geo-
graphically, not just confined to the hardest-hit areas. Similarly, perceived trans-
parency was very low across all regions; interestingly, urban respondents had mar-
ginally higher transparency perceptions than others (perhaps reflecting closer
proximity to government and media sources), but again the differences were
small. In terms of self-reported preparedness behaviors, we found no major dis-
tinctions by region: residents of rural vs. urban vs. disaster-prone regions all had
roughly 47% - 52% saying they feel prepared themselves, with no clear trend that
high-risk area residents felt more prepared. This indicates that being in a high-
risk area doesn’t necessarily translate to feeling personally prepared—perhaps due
to resource or knowledge gaps even in those areas. So, what do these results mean
for “regional sensitivity”? In one sense, citizens in disaster-affected cities are
highly sensitive to and unified on this issue—as our figures and data confirm. But
a crucial finding is that citizens everywhere rate the issue as critically important
and trust as low. The whole country, not just the disaster zones, seems to be paying
attention. This could reflect a general alarm after seeing disasters strike (for in-
stance, even those in suburban towns saw the chaos in major cities on TV and
want better national preparedness). It might also reflect shared cultural memory
or the fact that many people have friends/family in affected areas. From a policy
perspective, this means politicians cannot afford to ignore disaster preparedness
in any region; it’s not a niche local issue but a national one. If one imagined a map
of the country shaded by trust levels, it would be almost uniformly low-confi-
dence; if shaded by priority given, it would be almost uniformly high concern.
Earthquake-prone cities stand out perhaps in the intensity and unanimity of their
concern (acting as epicenters of public pressure), but they are far from alone. In
summary, the data suggest strong national solidarity in treating disaster prepar-
edness as a political priority. Those in high-risk cities are (as expected) among the
most vocal and unanimously concerned, but these differences are more a matter
of degree since even “low-risk” regions show very high concern. While our quan-
titative tests didn’t flag region as a significant differentiator for priorities or trust,
the real-world implication is that recent disasters have made preparedness a front-
and-center issue countrywide. Any regional tailoring of strategy might focus more
on content (e.g., earthquake retrofitting plans in seismic zones versus flood infra-

structure in flood-prone areas) rather than on convincing people of the issue’s
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importance—the importance is recognized everywhere. Having presented these
results—the experiential trust gap, the broad skepticism with slight ideological
nuances, the modest links between trust and political prioritization, and the con-
sistent regional concern—we now turn to interpret what these patterns mean for

public policy and political strategy in disaster preparedness in the conclusion.

5. Discussion

Our study set out to explore why public trust in disaster preparedness funding can
be so tenuous, and how political actors might navigate this issue. The findings paint
a picture of a public that is highly engaged with the issue of disaster preparedness
(nearly everyone rates it as critical when voting), yet deeply skeptical about govern-
ment performance in this domain. Trust appears to be undermined by personal
experiences of disaster and by a pervasive sense of opacity in budget management.
At the same time, distrust in institutions doesn’t equate to disengagement—if an-
ything, those who distrust are equally or even more insistent that preparedness be
prioritized. One of the clearest results was the enormous trust deficit among dis-
aster survivors. People who had experienced a disaster firsthand were almost
unanimously distrustful of the government’s use of preparedness funds. This
aligns with the broader understanding that trust is easier to destroy than to build.
A survivor of a poorly handled disaster has witnessed the government’s failures in
the most visceral way; their skepticism is hard-earned. This finding resonates with
earlier research on risk perception and trauma—experiencing a disaster can shift
one’s baseline assumptions and make promises ring hollow (Lindell & Perry, 2004).
From a policy perspective, it means that officials have a steep hill to climb in win-
ning back the confidence of those communities hit hardest by disasters. Standard
reassurances will not suffice for these groups. Rebuilding trust will require con-
crete actions: Forensic accountability for where funds went, publicized improve-
ments in systems and infrastructure, and direct community engagement. For ex-
ample, involving survivors in oversight committees for disaster fund allocation or
in planning exercises could empower them and begin to mend the trust. Addition-
ally, delivering visible improvements (e.g., completed earthquake-resilient housing
projects, functioning early warning systems) in areas struck by disasters would
demonstrate that lessons truly have been learned. In sum, bridging the trust gap
with survivors is critical for both humanitarian and political reasons—these indi-
viduals are not only victims but also influential voices in public discourse who can
either attest to progress or call out continuing negligence. Another notable insight
is that political ideology, while not dramatically altering the uniformly low trans-
parency perceptions, did show that partisanship colors trust to a small degree.
Conservatives in our sample were slightly more positive (or less negative) about
government transparency than others, presumably because the incumbent gov-
ernment aligns with their ideology. Liberals and moderates, on the other hand,
held the government to a tougher standard and thus expressed even lower trust.

This pattern is consistent with theories of motivated reasoning: People inclined to
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support the government give it the benefit of the doubt, whereas those inclined to
oppose it are hyper-aware of its flaws (Taber & Lodge, 2006). For practitioners,
this suggests that communication strategies might need to be adjusted for differ-
ent audiences. A conservative-leaning audience might respond to messaging that
leverages existing trust (“we’re on the right track, let’s keep strengthening our pre-
paredness together”), whereas a liberal or skeptical audience would require a dif-
ferent approach (“we know trust is low, here are the concrete steps we are taking
to be more transparent and accountable”). Importantly, however, even the most
trusting group (conservatives) was, on the whole, distrustful in absolute terms.
This means that any political leader—regardless of their base—should treat the
transparency and trust issue as a priority. It is not sufficient to assume one’s po-
litical allies are content; the data indicate they too harbor serious doubts (just
slightly less so). Thus, proactive trust-building measures are needed across the
board. Our analysis of how trust and skepticism relate to political engagement
yielded a somewhat optimistic message: People’s cynicism has not made them dis-
miss the importance of disaster preparedness. Despite the corrosive effect of low
trust, virtually everyone still insists that preparedness is crucial and demands it
from their leaders. We found only a faint sign that extreme cynicism might reduce
some individuals’ prioritization of the issue—the most world-weary citizens might
say “what’s the point, politicians will fail us anyway”. But this was a minority
stance. More common was a kind of “engaged skepticism”: Citizens distrust the
government yet still very much care about the issue and expect action (perhaps
even using their distrust as motivation to push for change). This pattern suggests
that while institutional trust is low, political efficacy remains high—citizens ap-
pear to believe that their engagement can still influence disaster preparedness out-
comes, especially through the electoral process. This is evident in the slight nega-
tive correlation between trust and treating the issue as vote-deciding—those who
trusted less were, if anything, more adamant that the issue should decide votes.
This dynamic aligns with theories in political behavior that disenchantment can
either lead to exit (apathy) or voice (demanding change). In our context, it appears
more are choosing voice. Distrustful citizens are not giving up; they’re saying,
“This is important—and you in power need to do better”. For public officials and
candidates, this underscores that addressing the trust issue head-on could pay div-
idends. If distrust can be converted from a corrosive force into a galvanizing one,
then reforms and promises that credibly improve transparency might actually mo-
bilize support. The uniformly high importance placed on preparedness across re-
gions is perhaps the most encouraging finding for those who believe in proactive
disaster policy. It means there is a broad mandate—or at least public openness—
for serious investment in disaster risk reduction. We do not see evidence of the “it
won’t happen here” syndrome; even people in less affected areas are on board.
This could be a silver lining of recent tragedy: The awareness of disaster risk has
been seared into the public consciousness nationally. In political terms, this is an

opportunity to push for strong preparedness agendas without facing public indif-
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ference. In Tiirkiye’s case, for example, one might expect rural communities far
from fault lines to prioritize other issues. But our data suggest they too rank this
highly, possibly out of empathy or simply recognizing that the ripple effects of a
disaster (economic, social) spare no one. Thus, a politician wouldn’t necessarily
lose support by advocating for stricter building codes or higher budget allocations
for preparedness in a region that hasn’t recently had an earthquake—the people
there likely support it as part of a national initiative. This broad-based concern
also means that regions not yet struck by disaster might be more willing to invest
ahead of time, having seen the consequences elsewhere. The lack of regional dif-
ference in trust levels (everyone distrusts similarly) can be interpreted in a couple
of ways. One interpretation is that information about failures (or perceptions
thereof) has diffused nationwide—you don’t have to live in a disaster zone to be
aware of corruption in building inspections or misuse of funds. National media
and word-of-mouth have spread these narratives widely, so even someone in a
“quiet” town far from the epicenter might still say, “I don’t trust the government
on this, I saw what happened in City X”. In this sense, low trust is a kind of col-
lective sentiment, not just a localized reaction. This places even more pressure on
national authorities to demonstrate accountability; they cannot write off distrust
as localized disgruntlement. It’s a country-wide credibility issue. On the other
hand, the fact that trust was low everywhere but especially low among those di-
rectly impacted suggests a layered strategy for rebuilding trust. The general public
might be somewhat reassured by systemic transparency measures (e.g., publish all
earthquake tax expenditures on a public dashboard, initiate independent audits),
which could start nudging the needle of overall trust. But the survivors and high-
risk communities likely need a more intensive approach—perhaps local forums
where officials regularly meet with residents, “report card” events on progress of
reconstruction and preparedness improvements, involvement of respected third
parties (like academics, engineers, civil society leaders) to validate and communi-
cate what is being done. Essentially, the hardest-hit communities could serve as
proving grounds for trust-building initiatives. If trust can be restored there through
genuine engagement and demonstrated competence, those examples might then
radiate outward to improve general trust. It is important to situate these findings
in the broader scholarly context. Previous studies in other countries have similarly
found that natural disaster experiences can reshape political attitudes — sometimes
leading to holding incumbents accountable, other times fostering civic unity. In
Tiirkiye’s case, the 1999 earthquake is often cited as a catalyst for political change
(contributing to the rise of a new party on promises of better governance 11). Our
study, taking place in the aftermath of the 2023 quakes, suggests that another in-
flection point may be occurring: Public expectations for transparency and prepar-
edness are high, and patience is low. We see parallels with research on “critical
junctures” in policy—big shocks can create openings for reform, because the usual
public apathy or opposition melts away in the face of obvious need. The challenge,

as always, is follow-through. Will the intense public priority we measured trans-
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late into sustained pressure for change, or will it dissipate over time? Social psy-
chologists note that risk perception can fade as memories of an event fade (Schwarz
& Clore, 2007). There is a window after a disaster when policy entrepreneurs can
push through changes (stricter enforcement, new budget allocations) while the
public eye is keen. Our data, collected within that window, show the appetite is
there. It will be up to policymakers to act before complacency (or competing issues)
inevitably creep back in.

From a marketing and communication standpoint, our findings highlight the
importance of trust as an intangible asset in public policy—something that can be
cultivated or squandered. Campaign strategists and public information officers
should heed that traditional top-down assurances aren’t working; people want
transparency and authenticity. Some literature in public sector marketing suggests
co-creation and citizen participation as ways to build trust—for example, involv-
ing the public in disaster drills, budget hearings, and oversight committees can
transform citizens from passive skeptics to active stakeholders (Ansell & Gash,
2008). This aligns with our recommendation that engaging survivors in oversight
could help rebuild trust. It gives the community a sense of ownership of the solu-
tion, not just the problem. Finally, we should acknowledge the limitations of this
research. The sample, while broad, is not perfectly representative of Tiirkiye’s pop-
ulace—online surveys tend to under-sample certain demographics (e.g., older, lower-
income individuals) who might have different trust levels or priorities. However,
given our focus on relationships between variables, the internal patterns should
hold reasonably well. Another limitation is that all measures are self-reported; ac-
tual behaviors (like voting choices or personal preparedness actions) might not
align perfectly with stated intentions or feelings. Future research could attempt to
track whether those who said they prioritize the issue actually vote against incum-
bents if they’re dissatisfied, or whether trust/distrust influences compliance with
actual preparedness directives (like evacuation orders or building retrofits). n terms
of future work, several intriguing questions emerge. One is the role of information
and misinformation. Additionally, future studies may consider using alternative
measurement approaches—such as conjoint analysis or ranking tasks—to better
capture variation in issue prioritization and mitigate ceiling effects observed in
this study’s Vote Priority variable. These techniques could allow for more precise
discrimination among voter preferences even when a topic is universally rated as
important. If trust is low, people might turn to alternative information sources
(social media, rumors) during disasters, which can be a double-edged sword. Stud-
ying how trust in official information versus unofficial channels affects behavior
(like vaccine uptake in a disaster or adherence to warnings) would be valuable. An-
other avenue is the psychological dimension—e.g., does anxiety or fatalism play a
role in whether distrust leads to engagement or apathy? Perhaps adding measures
of risk anxiety or fatalism could help explain why some highly skeptical people
still push for change while others throw up their hands. Additionally, it would be

beneficial to study interventions: for example, conduct an experiment where some
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participants are shown a very transparent, accountability-focused communication
from the government and others see a generic one, then measure trust differences.
Such research could directly test strategies to mend trust.

In conclusion, navigating the turbulent waters of disaster preparedness requires
both technical solutions (sound engineering, efficient response plans) and social
ones (building and maintaining public trust). Our findings underscore that public
trust is not an abstract “nice-to-have”—it is intimately linked with how citizens
perceive risk, how they vote, and presumably how they respond in crisis. Bridging
the trust gap will require earnest transparency, accountability, and community en-
gagement. Politicians who ignore the trust deficit do so at their peril, especially in
disaster-prone contexts. Conversely, leaders who take trust seriously—who treat
every budget report, every public briefing as an opportunity to build credibility—
may not only strengthen their political position but also enhance public compli-
ance and resilience when disasters strike. The people of Tiirkiye have sent a clear
message in our survey: “We care deeply about preparedness, but we need to trust
that our institutions are up to the task”. Answering that call is the challenge and

charge for today’s policymakers.

6. Conclusion

Disaster preparedness is as much a social contract as it is a set of physical actions.
The public entrusts leaders with resources (through taxes, budgets, votes) to safe-
guard society against known risks. When that trust is betrayed—by incompetence,
corruption, or opacity—the damage is twofold: material and relational. This study
has shown that in the wake of real failures, public trust plummets, with even sur-
vivors of disasters losing faith almost entirely. Yet it has also shown that the pub-
lic, however distrustful, has not disengaged from the issue. On the contrary, citi-
zens across demographic and ideological divides demand that disaster prepared-
ness remain front and center.

For policymakers and political strategists, the implication is clear. There is a
mandate to act—to transparently allocate budgets, to enforce regulations without
fear or favor, and to include communities in decision-making. Failing to do so not
only increases the physical risks (as preparedness falters) but also erodes the very
foundation of governance: public trust. In an environment of low trust, even the
best-intentioned policies may face skepticism or non-compliance. Conversely, by
rebuilding trust, leaders can create a positive feedback loop where citizens support
and participate in preparedness efforts, further enhancing community resilience.
We recommend that governments embrace a policy of radical transparency in
disaster management. Publish detailed accounts of disaster funds—every project,
every contract, every expenditure—in a format accessible to the public. Invite in-
dependent auditors and observers (including international experts, where appro-
priate) to verify preparedness projects and report findings openly. Use the power
of social media and open data to communicate not just successes but also chal-

lenges and how they are being addressed. Such openness, while it may invite some
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criticism, also builds credibility. Our findings suggest that even a modest increase
in perceived transparency can have a positive effect on trust. Additionally, person-
alization of the issue is key. Citizens responded strongly (with mistrust) to their per-
sonal experiences; similarly, they might respond strongly (with appreciation) to
personal outreach. This recommendation is grounded in our finding of the severe
experiential trust gap among disaster survivors (Section 4.1), who reported nearly
unanimous distrust in government preparedness efforts. Engaging these commu-
nities directly may serve as a corrective trust-building strategy, particularly in re-
gions where skepticism is most entrenched. Government officials—from local dis-
aster agency heads to national ministers—should spend time in at-risk communi-
ties before disasters happen, not just after. Town hall meetings in which plans are
discussed, community leaders are empowered, and past failings are acknowledged
and apologized for, could humanize the relationship. In marketing terms, this is
about brand repair and brand loyalty: the government’s “brand” in disaster pre-
paredness has taken a hit, and it needs repair through genuine engagement and
improved performance.

Campaign strategists, meanwhile, should note that leveraging fear or blame with-
out offering substantive plans is a non-starter. The public does not want vague
promises; they want specific, concrete proposals (“We will retrofit 100 schools in
this region and here’s how we’ll fund it”). Campaigns that continue to use disaster
preparedness as a rhetorical weapon but then skimp on details are likely to back-
fire. As our survey indicated, virtually everyone wants candidates to have specific
disaster plans, regardless of whether they prioritize the issue most. Meeting that
expectation by consulting experts, proposing credible plans, and perhaps most im-
portantly, demonstrating a track record (for incumbents) or a concrete roadmap
(for challengers) will distinguish serious leaders from opportunists.

In closing, the turbulent waters of disaster preparedness can be navigated if we
anchor efforts in public trust and accountability. That means doing the hard work
of listening to communities, correcting course when needed, and being transpar-
ent at every step. Disasters will always test societies, but the difference between a
challenge overcome and a tragedy compounded often lies in the strength of the so-
cial fabric—the trust between a government and its people. By learning from the
patterns we have analyzed, decision-makers in Tiirkiye and similar contexts can
strive to strengthen that fabric, ensuring that when the next earthquake or flood
comes, the response is not undermined by distrust, but rather bolstered by a united

public willing to work hand in hand with transparent, trusted institutions.
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