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In the aftermath of terrorist attacks and disasters, public institutions play an important role in re-establishing safety and justice. However, little is known about the importance of institutional trust for victims’ potential for healing in the aftermath of mass trauma. This study examines levels of post-terror trust in the police and in the justice system among young survivors from the 2011 Utøya terror attack and their parents. Furthermore, it investigates how institutional trust develops over time among directly affected populations, and whether it is associated with psychological distress. 325 survivors and 463 parents were interviewed face-to-face at wave one (4–5 months post-terror) and 285 survivors and 435 parents at wave two (14–15 months). Levels of institutional trust in victims were compared to general population data from the European Social Survey adjusted for age, gender, and ethnic background. Measures included trust in the police and justice system, post-traumatic stress reactions, anxiety and depression, and quality of life. Trust in the police among survivors and parents was higher than or comparable to trust levels in the general population at wave one, but decreased for survivors and parents at wave two. Trust in the justice system was higher among those directly affected than in the general population, and increased from wave one to wave two. Levels of institutional trust were negatively associated with distress for survivors in both waves and for parents in wave two. Levels of institutional trust were positively associated with perceived quality of life in parents and survivors. Directly affected groups’ institutional trust differed from that of the general population following the terrorist attack, although being directly affected did not necessarily imply weakened institutional trust. This study found trust to be institution specific, however, trust in institutions changed with time, and the passing of time might be an important factor in better understanding whether trust will generalize across institutions or not. Institutional trust was negatively associated with psychological distress. This finding highlights the potential for institutions to create a healing post-disaster environment.
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INTRODUCTION

Mass traumas such as terrorist attacks may influence the general public’s trust in institutions (e.g., Wollebæk et al., 2012; Dinesen and Jæger, 2013). Little is known, however, about how institutional trust is affected among those who experience these events first-hand, and how their levels of trust develop as time passes after the disaster. To help fill this knowledge gap, this study examined post-disaster institutional trust among young survivors of the 2011 terrorist attack on Utøya Island in Norway and their parents, as compared to the general population. Additionally, we investigated the temporal development of institutional trust among the directly affected after the terrorist attack, as well as the potential relationship between trust, mental health and wellbeing. The terrorist attack on Utøya island was perpetrated by a single terrorist, who committed a shooting spree targeting young people who were taking part in the Norwegian Labour Youth’s annual summer camp.

Institutional trust is important for society at large; high levels of trust are believed to promote economic growth, increase people’s willingness to engage in communal activities, and contribute to well-functioning democracies (see e.g., Fukuyama, 1995; Putnam, 2000). At the individual level, institutional trust may impact psychological health and wellbeing (see e.g., Hudson, 2006; Lindström and Mohseni, 2009). The concept of trust continues to be debated and competing conceptualizations exist, although a point of consensus is found in the frequent inclusion of a definition of the trustor, the trustee, and the connection between the two (PytlikZillig and Kimbrough, 2016). Moreover, studies of institutional trust are often embedded in examinations of the more overarching concept of social capital. Definitions of social capital vary, but it commonly refers to the ties or linkages between individuals in a network or community, including trust and norms for reciprocity (see e.g., Coleman, 1988; Putnam, 2000). Some argue that social capital is not something that individuals “have,” but rather something that is generated in the social contexts in which individuals find themselves and operate (Newton, 2001). Others perceive social capital to be individually held or perceived [e.g., the concept of cognitive social capital by Wind et al. (2011)]. Trust can be conceived as generalized or particularized, where generalized trust refers to a general belief in a benevolent human nature, while particularized trust is directed toward specific people (Carpiano and Fitterer, 2014). Institutional trust is particularized in the sense that it concerns trust in specific institutions. More specifically, it can refer to the extent to which the trustor expects the trustee (the institution) to carry out its responsibilities to a satisfactory degree (Hudson, 2006). Beyond such instrumental expectations, trust in institutions may also be linked to how individuals perceive their relationship to those institutions. For instance, a study of a group of terror victims and their perceptions of institutions, revealed that they not only expected institutions to carry out their responsibilities, but also to do so in a humane manner, acknowledging the individual needs (Waldman et al., 2011). Furthermore, perceptions of institutions of law and justice, including trust in them, may to some extent derive from experiences of justice. This could include whether one perceives oneself to be identified and acknowledged as a victim, and whether responsibility is placed with the perpetrator (Wenzel et al., 2008).

Major disasters can impact the fabric of society, and a few studies have investigated institutional trust at the societal level in the aftermath of mass trauma. Following terrorist attacks, several studies have found trust to exhibit a “rally effect,” where it increases significantly just after the attack, remaining high for a few months, but returning to pre-attack levels within a fairly short time span of up to a year (Putnam, 2002; Woods, 2011; Wollebæk et al., 2012; Dinesen and Jæger, 2013). Whether the rally effect generalizes across institutions is debated, however, when studying trust in a range of institutions following the 2004 terrorist attack in Madrid, Spain, Dinesen and Jæger (2013) found that even though trust in political, media, judicial, and other institutions generally increased significantly right after the attack, the effect varied across types of institutions, and was more short-lived for some institutions than others.

After terror and other disasters, trust may also vary at subnational levels. A mass trauma represents a strain on any community, but its impact can vary within and across communities (Rumbach et al., 2016), and high-trust and low-trust communities may be affected in different ways (Dussaillant and Guzman, 2014). Communities will differ in terms of the resources they have available to cope with and adapt to a disaster (Bos et al., 2005; Cutter et al., 2008). Often, disasters can be followed by a period of conflict between affected communities and public institutions if the latter are perceived to have failed to uphold their institutional responsibilities (Sauri et al., 2003; Thoresen et al., 2018).

On an individual level, factors such as personal experiences and life course developments may influence levels of trust. Although some believe institutional trust, at least in part, may be learned early in life, others argue that it forms later on, and is based on institutional performance or other factors (Hetherington, 1998; Mishler and Rose, 2001; Hudson, 2006). Oosterhoff et al. (2018) found that discontent with the government in an American youth sample was associated with level of criminal victimization, regardless of demographic characteristics and the socio-political environment at any given time, that is, which party was in government and what their priorities were. These authors therefore argue that discontent with government, including a lack of trust in public institutions, should be understood as rooted in the experience of having personal rights violated. This study focuses on individual trauma, but similar findings can be seen in the disaster literature. Studying trust in governmental institutions after an earthquake disaster in Japan, for instance, Hommerich (2012) found an association between higher affectedness by the disaster and lower institutional trust. At the same time, people’s experiences with different institutions appear to impact their trust in these institutions (Hudson, 2006), and institutional failure to prevent potentially traumatic events from occurring or to adequately address such events can leave those affected with a perception of institutional betrayal, which has previously been found to exacerbate anxiety and posttraumatic reactions (Smith and Freyd, 2013).

Finally, institutional trust appears to be related to individual mental health and wellbeing. Previous studies have found a significant association between low political trust and poor psychological health, also when controlling for generalized trust (Lindström and Mohseni, 2009). Furthermore, a positive association has been found between institutional trust and perceived life satisfaction (Hudson, 2006). Other studies have also found negative associations between social capital, including trust, and negative mental health outcomes following disasters, such as PTSD, anxiety, and depression (Wind et al., 2011). Associations between low institutional trust and a lower quality of life, mental health problems, lack of social support, and barriers to seeking support from others have also been found among disaster victims (Thoresen et al., 2018).

As demonstrated by the above-mentioned studies, institutional trust may not only be of importance for upholding well-functioning democracies, but may also be a question of psychological wellbeing. It has been established that terrorist attacks can influence short-term institutional trust in the general population (Wollebæk et al., 2012; Dinesen and Jæger, 2013), but, to our knowledge, there are no previous studies that have compared post-terror institutional trust among the general population and those directly affected by the terrorist attack. Survivors from other types of disasters have been found to have lower institutional trust than the general population (Thoresen et al., 2018). Most research conducted in this field is, however, cross-sectional, and thereby unable to describe how institutional trust develops in the different phases post-disaster. The longitudinal design of the current study allowed us to investigate how institutional trust develops over time among directly affected victims. There is also a need to further investigate whether the level of institutional trust may affect health and wellbeing among those directly affected. In the current study, we investigated these issues in two separate samples, one consisting of young terror victims and the other of their parents, in two study waves at 4–5 months post-terror and 14–15 months post-terror. Among survivors, the age range was 14–57, with 90% being below 25 at the time of the interview in both study waves. The following research questions were investigated:


1.Is there a difference in institutional trust between directly affected groups after a terrorist attack and the general population?

2.How will institutional trust among directly affected populations develop over time?

3.Is institutional trust related to mental health and wellbeing in directly affected populations?





MATERIALS AND METHODS


Research Context: The Utøya Island Terrorist Attack

On July 22, 2011, a terrorist with extreme, right-wing sympathies, intending to target the Labour Party, detonated a bomb in the government buildings in Oslo, Norway, killing eight people and injuring several more. He then traveled to Utøya, an island in a rural area approximately 40 km outside Oslo, where the Norwegian Labour Youth were gathered for their annual summer camp. Dressed as a police officer, the perpetrator pursued camp participants, shooting at those he came across. The police were notified a few minutes into the attack, and started mobilizing the local police force. However, due to several factors, including decreased staff at the local police station and lack of access to the police helicopter, mobilization took time. The perpetrator attempted to turn himself in by calling the local police approximately 40 min into the attack, however, the call was interrupted before the police managed to gather sufficient information (Nou 2012:14, 2012). Because of the severity of the situation, the police’s Emergency Response Unit (Delta) was mobilized from Oslo. However, they were also somewhat delayed due to inadequate communication with the local police regarding where to meet up and launch a police boat in order to reach the island. The police boat turned out to be too small for the heavily armed police force, and civilian boatmen had to assist in their transportation (Nou 2012:14, 2012). Members of the Emergency Response Unit reached the island and arrested the perpetrator approximately 1 h and 20 min after the shooting began (Nou 2012:14, 2012). Of the 564 individuals on the island during the attack, 69 were killed and several others were severely injured (Dyb et al., 2014; Bugge et al., 2015). Many survivors fled the island by swimming long distances in cold water to get ashore, or were rescued by civilians with boats, including individuals living in the area and tourists camping nearby.

After the attack, 495 investigative interviews with survivors were conducted by the police, most of them within the first month (Langballe and Schultz, 2017). The interviews followed an interview manual developed by the National Criminal Investigation Service (NCIS), and were conducted by members of the regional police force. Langballe and Schultz (2017) found that 72.6% of survivors did not find the interrogative interview stressful, or only to a very small extent, whereas 10.3% found it to be very stressful (p. 65). The remaining 17.1% found the interview to be somewhat stressful.

The court case against the terrorist began on April 16, 2012 and lasted 10 weeks. Prior to trial, the perpetrator had admitted to committing the acts, but had pleaded not guilty. A central question before the court case was whether the perpetrator would be declared sane or insane. This question was also important for many victims, as declaring the perpetrator insane would imply that he should be committed to psychiatric care, rather than detention. Before the trial, two expert reports written by two separate pairs of psychiatrists came to opposing conclusions regarding this question. This discrepancy sparked a comprehensive debate in the media. A verdict was announced on August 24, 2012; the perpetrator was declared sane and sentenced to preventive detention for acts of terror, premediated murder and attempted murder (Oslo District Court, 2012). During the trial, efforts were made to facilitate the victims’ presence. This included the appointment of assistance attorneys for survivors and the bereaved, and video transmission of the court case to premises in other parts of the country so that victims not residing in Oslo could follow the trial if they chose to.

In the aftermath of the terrorist attack, a commission was summoned to investigate the work of the police and other relevant public institutions. In the commission’s final report, the police action on July 22, 2011 was criticized (Nou 2012:14, 2012). For instance, a witness had observed the perpetrator acting suspiciously near the government buildings just after the initial attack and recorded his car’s registration plate. Some of the information from this witness was eventually distributed to other police districts, but it was revealed that none of the nearby police districts actually registered the information in the initial phase (Nou 2012:14, 2012). Following the release of this report, the criticism was also thoroughly debated in Norwegian media, in particular why the perpetrator had not been stopped before the attacks took place as well as why it took the police so long to mobilize the operation at Utøya island (Sethne, 2017). The police also released a report on their internal evaluation (National Police Directorate, 2012). The police’s own evaluation differed from that of the commission in several ways, most importantly when it came to whether the attack could have been prevented (Sethne, 2017).



Participants and Procedure

Police records were used to identify survivors from the Utøya shooting. All 495 survivors were invited to partake in the study through postal invitation, with the exception of four survivors who were 13 years old or younger and one survivor living abroad, who was therefore unavailable for interviews. Survivors 13 years and younger were not included because of their age and because they were there with camp employees who had brought their smaller children to stay with them during the camp. These small children were not camp participants, and were not invited to the study. The current study uses data from wave one (4–5 months post terror) and wave two (14–15 months post-terror) of the Utøya study. In wave one, 325 survivors participated in the study, whereas 285 participated in wave two. Based on contact information collected from the survivors, their parents or caregivers were also invited to participate in the study, with the exception of parents of survivors aged 33 or older. This cut-off was set because the older survivors were not camp participants, but rather working, volunteering or visiting the camp (Haga, 2019). The parents of 482 survivors were eligible for participation (Stene and Dyb, 2016). Parents of young disaster victims are an important, but understudied, group of directly affected individuals, as experiencing your child being in danger of death or serious injury has been found to affect mental health (Thoresen et al., 2016). Among the parents and caregivers, 463 participated in wave one, whereas 435 participated in wave two. All survivors, and parents of youths born in 1992 or later, were interviewed face-to-face by trained personnel. Parents of youths born in 1991 or earlier were invited to respond to a questionnaire. The different data collection methods were utilized in order to ensure that everyone could participate, given the logistical and practical constraints of the research project. In their invitation to participate, study participants were given information about the background and purpose of the study and what participation would involve for them, as well as about how information about them would be securely stored and what voluntary participation entails. Postal information letters were sent simultaneously to survivors and their care-givers. If survivors were below 16 years of age, it was described in the letters that parental consent was necessary for participation, in accordance with Norwegian law. The study was approved by the Norwegian Regional Committee for Medical and Health Research Ethics and is based on written consent from all participants, with parents giving consent for children below the age of 16.



Measures

Institutional trust was measured using two items (1) “How much do you trust the police?”, and (2) “How much do you trust the legal system?” Both items are scored on a scale from 0 (no trust at all) to 10 (complete trust), and are identical to items used in the European Social Survey. The levels of institutional trust among survivors and their parents were compared to levels of institutional trust in the general population, using data from the 2012 wave of the European Social Survey (ESS) (ESS Round 6: European Social Survey Round 6 Data, 2012). These data were collected throughout 2012 and 2013, with fieldwork in Norway between August 2012 and February 2013 (ESS Round 6: European Social Survey, 2018). The ESS is conducted every 2 years, surveying attitudes, beliefs and behavior in a cross-national sample, and is nationally representative for citizens above the age of 15 in over 30 European countries. Thus, the survey allows for cross-national comparison, as well as comparison over time. Data from the ESS is available on their webpage, as is information about survey methods (European Social Survey, n.d.). For this study, only ESS data from the Norwegian version of the survey was used.

Mental health and wellbeing after the terrorist attack was measured using three measures. Psychological distress was measured using the shortened, eight-item version (SCL-8) of the Hopkins Symptom Checklist-25 (Derogatis et al., 1974; Wilhelmsen, 2009; Solberg et al., 2011). This scale measures depression and anxiety symptoms in the preceding 2 weeks, on a scale from 1 (not at all bothered) to 4 (very much bothered). Six valid items were needed to compute the mean score. Cronbach’s alphas for the scale were 0.86 (wave one) and 0.90 (wave two) in the survivor sample, 0.90 (wave one) and 0.92 (wave two) in the parent sample. Post-traumatic stress reactions in the past month were measured using the UCLA PTSD Reaction Index (UCLA PTSD-RI) (Steinberg et al., 2004). The scale covers 20 items measuring post-traumatic stress (PTS) reactions. Fourteen PTS reactions are measured by single items on the scale, whereas three PTS reactions are covered by two items each. The reaction scale score thus consists of 17 items measuring PTSD according to the DSM-IV criteria on a five-point Likert scale from 0 (never) to 4 (all the time). Mean score was used for analysis, and 13 valid items were required to compute the score. Cronbach alphas were 0.89 for both wave one and wave two in the survivor sample, and 0.92 for both wave one and wave two in the parent sample. In addition, perceived quality of life was measured using one item in which participants were asked to indicate how satisfied they were with life in general on a scale from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 10 (very satisfied) (In accordance with Wilhelmsen, 2009).

Demographic information included gender, age, and ethnic background (non-Norwegian origin was defined in accordance with Statistics Norway (2018) as a person born abroad to non-Norwegian parents).



Analyses

All parent respondents were included in the analysis when comparing with the ESS. However, only survivors aged 15 or older at the time of the interview were included in the comparison due to the lack of comparable data for younger respondents. This left us with 319 survivors from wave one and 284 survivors from wave two who were eligible for comparison. The 2012 wave of the ESS contained 1154 respondents in the comparable age group for survivors (15–57 years of age), and 1198 respondents in the comparable age group for parents (28–74 years of age).

Differences between the ESS population and the survivor and parent populations were analyzed using linear regressions. One unadjusted model and one model adjusting for age, gender, and ethnic background were estimated. In accordance with ESS recommendations, design weights and post-stratification weights were applied in the analysis. Design weights are used in the ESS to correct for sampling bias created by the fact that some individuals in a given country may not be as likely to be included in the sample due to the sampling design used there. For the sample used in this analysis, however, all design weights were = 1. Post-stratification weights are used in order to correct for sampling errors and non-response errors.

Pearson’s r was used for correlations between institutional trust and psychological health measures. Bootstrapping was used when calculating the confidence intervals (bias-corrected and accelerated, BCa, based on 10000 bootstrap replications).

IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, version 25, and R (The R Foundations for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria) were used for the analysis, with the R package boot for bootstrapping.



RESULTS

Of the 325 survivors who participated in wave one of the study, 47.1% were women; the corresponding number was 47.0% among the 285 who participated in wave two. In wave one, 12.5% had non-Norwegian ethnic background; the corresponding number in wave two was 10.0%. Among the 453 parents who participated in wave one, 56.7% were mothers, compared to 59.7% of the 426 individuals who participated in wave two. Among the parents, 7.3% at wave one and 6.1% at wave two were ethnically non-Norwegian. In the first wave of interviews, survivors were, on average, 19.7 years old on the day of the interview (SD: 4.6), whereas parents were, on average, 48.4 (SD: 6.5) years old. At wave two, the average ages were 20.6 years (SD: 4.3) and 49.4 (SD: 6.0) years, respectively.

Average trust levels in survivors and their parents are presented in Table 1.


TABLE 1. Trust levels for survivors and parents range 0–10.

[image: Table 1]
Post-terror Institutional Trust: Comparing Survivors and Their Parents With the General Population

For the comparison with data from the European Social Survey, only survivors aged 15 or older were included in the analysis. 319 survivors from wave one (47.6% female), and 284 survivors from wave two (47.2% female) were eligible for comparison with the ESS. Average age was 19.3 years (SD: 4.6) at wave one and 20.1 years (SD: 4.2) at wave two. As there were very minor differences between the unadjusted and adjusted models when comparing the directly affected groups to the general population, only the adjusted models are presented in the table.

As displayed in Table 2, survivors had a significantly higher level of trust in the justice system compared to the general population at wave one, 4–5 months post terror. This increased further at wave two, 14–15 months after the terrorist attack. Regarding the police, however, the trend was different. At wave one the survivors had more trust in the police than the general population. At wave two, however, the survivors’ level of trust was lower than among the general population.


TABLE 2. Unweighted and weighted models for trust in the police and justice system for survivors and parents wave 1 (4–5 months post-terror) and wave 2 (14–15 months post-terror), compared to the general population sample (ESS).

[image: Table 2]Parents, on the other hand, did not vary significantly from the general population in terms of their trust in the police at wave one, but were significantly lower at wave two. Their trust in the justice system was higher than the general population at wave one, although not as elevated as survivors. Parents’ trust in the justice system also increased compared to the general population at wave two.



Institutional Trust and Mental Health

As is evident in Table 3, trust in the police and the justice system were both negatively associated with post-traumatic stress symptoms and psychological distress among survivors. This was true in both waves. All survivors had sufficient valid items for mean scores for HSCL and PTSR to be calculated in both waves. For perceived quality of life, the association was positive for both institutions and in both waves, though with a somewhat stronger association at wave two.


TABLE 3. Terror survivors: Concurrent associations between institutional trust and anxiety and depression (HSCL), post-traumatic stress reactions (PTSR) and perceived quality of life at wave 1 (4–5 months post-terror) and wave 2 (14–15 months post-terror) with 95% confidence intervals.

[image: Table 3]For parents, the only significant association at wave one was found between psychological distress and trust in the justice system, and this was a weak, negative association, as can be seen in Table 4. At wave two, however, stronger, though still moderate, negative associations were found between both post-traumatic stress symptoms and psychological distress, and trust in both institutions. At wave one, n = 4 parents had insufficient valid items for mean score to be calculated for HSCL. The corresponding number for PTSR was n = 2. At wave two, n = 2 was missing for the HSCL score, whereas n = 1 was missing for PTSR. For parents, the association between institutional trust and perceived quality of life was positive in both waves, although the association was stronger at wave two.


TABLE 4. Parents: Concurrent associations between institutional trust and anxiety and depression (HSCL), post-traumatic stress reactions (PTSR) and perceived quality of life at wave 1 (4–5 months post-terror) and wave 2 (14–15 months post-terror) with 95% confidence intervals.
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DISCUSSION

A comprehensive literature exists on human adaptation after disasters. More knowledge is needed, however, about how directly affected individuals relate to public institutions after a disaster and the current study is, to our knowledge, the first to compare levels of trust among terror victims, to those of the general population. In an early time perspective, institutional trust among both survivors and parents was comparable to, or higher than, in the general population. One year later, however, we observed changes in institutional trust in the groups directly affected by terror. Trust in the legal system increased over time, both in survivors and their parents, but in both groups trust in the police dropped to a level significantly lower than in the general population.

In accordance with other studies (Hommerich, 2012; Thoresen et al., 2018) our results indicate that disasters can be followed by a change in levels of trust among those directly affected. However, contrary to previous studies, we found that being directly affected does not necessarily imply a negative development in levels of trust. Rather, the development turned out to be institution specific. Previous studies have found conflicting results regarding whether changes in institutional trust after experiencing disaster or other adversities appear to spread across different institutions. Whereas Hudson (2006) found that loss of trust after adverse experiences would generalize across institutions, Dinesen and Jæger (2013) found the development of institutional trust after a terrorist attack to be institution specific, and not generalizable across institutions, in accordance with our results. The two referenced studies vary, however, with regards to the type of experiences included in the analysis, as well as time passed since these adverse experiences. How the potential generalization across institutions will develop over an even longer time span than the one covered in the current study, thus remains an open question. Since most studies looking into institutional trust are cross-sectional, changes in trust over time are generally an under-theorized aspect. Thoresen et al. (2018) found that survivors from a ferry disaster had lower trust than the general population across institutions 26 years after the event. Seen in association with our results, this could suggest that the passing of time may be a key to understanding whether changes in institutional trust will generalize across institutions. As our results demonstrated, institutional trust will not necessarily decrease abruptly after experiencing a disaster. However, if distrust persists this could potentially lead to a generalization of this lack of trust across institutions. The passing of time, as well as the timing of when trust is measured in relation to events following a disaster, such as investigations and trials could therefore be highly important for understanding levels of institutional trust. Future research should incorporate time as an axis when investigating institutional trust post-terror and after other disasters, as it appears to be an important factor in understanding the development of this phenomenon.

As our results clearly illustrate, trust levels will not necessarily remain constant with the passing of time after a disaster, but can both increase and decrease over time. Thus, the current study lends support to the notion that institutional trust may develop over a lifetime, based on, for instance, institutional performance (Hudson, 2006) and the individuals’ experiences with the insititutions in question. With regards to the current study it is therefore important to consider how institutional performance, as well as people’s perceptions of institutional performance, may have developed in the time after the terrorist attacks. Measuring institutional performance objectively is challenging and beyond the scope of the current study. However, previous studies have pointed to some examples of institutional performance in the aftermath of the July 22, terrorist attacks which can help explain the development of institutional trust in this particular case. In a previous study investigating the same group of survivors, more than 7 out of 10 reported that they found the interrogative interview with the police after the terrorist attack to be not at all stressful, or only to a very small extent (Langballe and Schultz, 2017). However, the police force’s actions on the day of the terrorist attack were heavily criticized by the July 22, commission approximately a year after the attack – a criticism that was also covered extensively in Norwegian media (Nou 2012:14, 2012). There was no equivalent criticism of the legal system. On the contrary, a study found that, overall, those who testified in the court case were satisfied with how they were included in the trial and taken care of by their legal representatives (Laugerud and Langballe, 2017). The fact that the trial ended with the perpetrator being sentenced to preventive detention (Oslo District Court, 2012) may also have contributed to the sense that justice had been done.

Negative, although moderate, associations between institutional trust and post-traumatic stress reactions, anxiety, and depression were found in survivors at both waves of data collection. A similarly clear association was not observed for the parents shortly after the terrorist attack, with the exception of a negative association found between psychological distress and trust in the legal system. For this group, however, associations similar to those found in survivors could be established later on. Similarly, positive associations were found between institutional trust and perceived life quality for both survivors and parents at both waves. These findings are in line with previous literature (Wind et al., 2011; Hommerich, 2012; Thoresen et al., 2018), and emphasize the potential for negative consequences associated with low institutional trust. Studying victims of sexual assault, Smith and Freyd (2013) found that institutional betrayal, that is, the perception of being betrayed by institutions that have not upheld their responsibilities post-trauma, can worsen trauma reactions. The perception of institutions and their performance in the time after disasters, therefore seems to be significant in the link between institutional trust and psychological health and wellbeing. Similarly, previous studies have suggested that stress in disaster victims may, at least to some extent, result from negative experiences with public institutions (Freudenburg, 1997; Bos et al., 2005). Thoresen et al. (2018) argue that reaching out to public institutions for help after trauma, but experiencing that help is lacking or insufficient, could contribute to maintaining mental health issues over time by giving disaster victims the feeling that they are unprotected. Conversely, given that the current study found that trust will not necessarily decrease after a disaster, it highlights a potential for positive development post-disaster.


Strengths and Limitations

The current study is, to our knowledge, the first to measure institutional trust longitudinally among a group of individuals directly affected by a terrorist attack. Strengths include the longitudinal design, the ability to compare levels of institutional trust with data from the general population, the inclusion of two separate samples, the relatively high response rate and relatively low attrition rate, and the low level of missing data. There are some limitations that should be taken into consideration. First of all, every disaster is different, occurs in a specific place and context, and to a particular group of victims. The groups studied in this paper are unique in some respects, which could limit the generalizability of the results. In the Utøya case, the survivors, as well as their parents, can be assumed to represent individuals with a high level of political affinity, given that the survivors were present at a summer camp organized by the Labour Youth, which is presumably associated with particularly high institutional trust (Catterberg and Moreno, 2005). It should also be noted that the two groups studied are not independent of each other, and that one could expect that survivors’ levels of institutional trust could be affected by their parents’ levels, and vice versa. Further, the study design enabled the examination of correlations, but could not establish causality. Thus, one cannot exclude the possibility that other underlying variables are involved. Additionally, as with other longitudinal studies, non-response and attrition may have affected study results. Previous analyses of the survivor sample, found that those who only participated in the first wave of interviews, were more likely to be of non-Norwegian origin, to report higher terror exposure, and not being members of the Labour Youth, as compared to those who participated in both waves (Stene and Dyb, 2016). At the same time, those who only participated in the second wave of interviews, were more likely to report higher levels of psychological and somatic symptoms, compared to those who participated in both rounds. Given that the study found an association between post-disaster negative mental health outcomes and lower levels of institutional trust, a potential implication could be overestimation of institutional trust in both study waves. We did not account for potential clustering in the parent sample. An additional shortcoming of the study was the one-item measure of trust in the police and the justice system, respectively. There is an extensive literature on the measurement of trust, demonstrating that it is a complex and multidimensional construct (e.g., Moorman et al., 2018; Ruelens et al., 2018). In the present study, we were unable to engage in more complex or extensive measurement of trust, because of the need to keep questionnaires short for the particular population sampled, as well as the need to compare constructs measured in this sample with those measured in the ESS. It is important that future studies measure trust more comprehensively, to explore these phenomena in more detail. Finally, the first measurement of institutional trust among survivors was made 4–5 months after the terrorist attack, but the only comparison material which could be found was gathered 13–19 months after the attack. However, institutional trust has been shown to be stable over time in the Norwegian general population (Catterberg and Moreno, 2005).



CONCLUSION

From the current study we can conclude that directly affected groups’ institutional trust appears to differ from that of the general population following terrorist attacks, although direct trauma experiences do not necessarily imply weakened institutional trust. Rather, this study suggests an institution specific development of trust, which could imply that institutional performance and the victims’ experiences with particular institutions are significant for determining trust levels. Furthermore, the passing of time after a disaster and the unfolding of events in the aftermath, such as investigations and trials, may influence trust levels, including whether and when they will generalize across institutions.

Lower institutional trust is associated with psychological distress and could therefore affect victims negatively if it persists. However, given that institutional trust appears to be institution specific, and thereby reliant on how these institutions appear and are perceived, findings from the current study highlight the potential institutions have for nurturing a healing environment post-terror.


Further Research

First and foremost, there is a need for studies of institutional trust integrating time as an axis in their study design, enabling further scrutiny of the importance of the passing of time for the development of institutional trust and the generalization of trust across institutions. Further, there is a need for studies measuring perceptions of institutional performance in more detail and how this is related to institutional trust. Studies examining the processes involved when victims of terror are in contact with public institutions, and how this affects their institutional trust, would also be beneficial. Finally, there is a need for further studies comparing different groups of directly affected individuals to increase our understanding of how institutional trust may vary across groups, contexts, and different types of disasters.



DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The datasets used to analyze terror survivors and their parents for this manuscript are not publicly available because they contain identifiable and sensitive data. Requests to access the datasets should be directed to GD, grete.dyb@nkvts.no. The data used to analyze the general population in this study was obtained from a third party, the European Social Survey. These data can be used without restrictions, for not-for-profit purposes. For further information on conditions of use, please refer to www. europeansocialsurvey.org/data/conditions_of_use.html. The datasets can be accessed through www.europeansocialsurvey.org.



ETHICS STATEMENT

The Utøya study, involving terror survivors and their parents, was reviewed and approved by the Norwegian Regional Committee for Medical and Health Research Ethics (Approval Nos. REK HSø 2011/1625 and REK N 2014/246). Written informed consent to participate in this study was provided by all participants, with the participants’ legal guardian/next of kin giving consent for children below the age of 16.



AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

GD is the PI of the study and responsible for the data collection. GD and ST contributed to data collection. All authors contributed to the conception and design of the study and revisions of the manuscript, and read and approved the submitted version. LN and TW-L performed the statistical analysis. LN wrote the first draft of the manuscript. ST wrote sections of the manuscript.



FUNDING

This study was funded by the Norwegian Directorate of Health.



REFERENCES

Bos, C. K., Ullberg, S., and Hart, P. (2005). The long shadow of disaster: memory and politics in holland and Sweden. Int. J. Mass Emerg. Disasters 23, 5–26.

Bugge, I., Dyb, G., Stensland, S. Ø, Ekeberg, Ø, Wentzel-Larsen, T., and Diseth, T. H. (2015). Physical injury and posttraumatic stress reactions. a study of the survivors of the 2011 shooting massacre on Utøya Island, Norway. J. Psychosom. Res. 79, 384–390. doi: 10.1016/j.jpsychores.2015.09.005

Carpiano, R. C., and Fitterer, L. M. (2014). Questions of trust in health research on social capital: what aspects of personal network social capital do they measure? Soc. Sci. Med. 116, 225–234. doi: 10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.03.017

Catterberg, G., and Moreno, A. (2005). The individual bases of political trust: trends in new and established democracies. Int. J. Public Opin. Res. 18, 31–48. doi: 10.1093/ijpor/edh081

Coleman, J. S. (1988). Social capital in the creation of human capital. Am. J. Sociol. 94, 95–120.

Cutter, S. L., Barnes, L., Berry, M., Burton, C., Evans, E., Tate, E., et al. (2008). A place-based model for understanding community resilience to natural disasters. Glob. Environ. Chang. 18, 598–606. doi: 10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2008.07.013

Derogatis, L. R., Lipman, R. S., Rickels, K., Uhlenhuth, E. H., and Covi, L. (1974). The hopkins symptom checklist (HSCL): a self report symptom inventory. Behav. Sci. 19, 1–15. doi: 10.1002/bs.3830190102

Dinesen, P. T., and Jæger, M. M. (2013). The effect of terror on institutional trust: new evidence from the 3/11 madrid terrorist attack. Polit. Psychol. 34, 917–926. doi: 10.1111/pops.12025

Dussaillant, F., and Guzman, E. (2014). Trust via disasters: the case of Chile’s 2010 earthquake. Disasters 38, 808–832. doi: 10.1111/disa.12077

Dyb, G., Jensen, T. K., Nygaard, E., Ekeberg, Ø, Diseth, T. H., Wentzel-Larsen, T., et al. (2014). Post-traumatic stress reactions in survivors of the 2011 massacre on Utøya Island, Norway. Br. J. Psychiatry 204, 361–367. doi: 10.1192/bjp.bp.113.133157

ESS Round 6: European Social Survey (2018). ESS-6 2012 Documentation Report. Edition 2.4. Bergen: European Social Survey Data Archive, NSD - Norwegian Centre for Research Data for ESS. London: ESS. doi: 10.21338/NSD-ESS6-2012

ESS Round 6: European Social Survey Round 6 Data (2012). Data File Edition 2.4. NSD - Norwegian Centre for Research Data, Norway – Data Archive and Distributor of ESS data for ESS ERIC. London: ESS. doi: 10.21338/NSD-ESS6-2012

European Social Survey, (n.d.). About the European Social Survey European Research Infrastructure – ESS ERIC. Available at: http://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/about/ (accessed May 24, 2018).

Freudenburg, W. R. (1997). Contamination, corrosion and the social order: an overview. Curr. Sociol. 45, 19–39. doi: 10.1177/001139297045003002

Fukuyama, F. (1995). Trust: The Social Virtues and the Creation of Prosperity. New York, NY: Free Press.

Haga, J. M. (2019). Post-disaster Healthcare for Parents – a Longitudinal Study of the Mothers and Fathers of the Utøya Survivors. Ph.D. thesis, University of Oslo, Oslo.

Hetherington, M. (1998). The political relevance of political trust. Am. Polit. Sci. Rev. 92, 791–808. doi: 10.2307/2586304

Hommerich, C. (2012). Trust and subjective well-being after the great east japan earthquake, tsunami and nuclear meltdown: preliminary results. Int. J. Japanese Sociol. 21, 46–64. doi: 10.3390/ijerph16152696

Hudson, J. (2006). Institutional trust and subjective well-being across the EU. Kyklos 59, 43–62. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-6435.2006.00319.x

Langballe, Å, and Schultz, J.-H. (2017). I couldn’t tell such things to others’: trauma-exposed youth and the investigative interview. Police Pract. Res. 18, 62–74. doi: 10.1080/15614263.2016.1229185

Laugerud, S., and Langballe, Å (2017). Turning the witness stand into a speaker’s platform: victim participation in the norwegian legal system as exemplified by the trial against anders behring breivik. Law Soc. Rev. 51, 227–251. doi: 10.1111/lasr.12268

Lindström, M., and Mohseni, M. (2009). Social capital, political trust and self-reported psychological health: a population-based study. Soc. Sci. Med. 68, 436–443. doi: 10.1016/j.socscimed.2008.11.004

Mishler, W., and Rose, R. (2001). What are the origins of political trust?: testing institutional and cultural theories in post-communist societies. Comp. Polit. Stud. 34, 30–62. doi: 10.1177/0010414001034001002

Moorman, R. H., Blakely, G. L., and Darnold, T. C. (2018). Understanding how perceived leader integrity affects follower trust: lessons from the use of multidimensional measures of integrity and trust. J. Leadership Organ. Stud. 25, 277–289. doi: 10.1177/1548051817750544

National Police Directorate (2012). 22. Juli 2011. Evaluering av Politiets Innsats [22 July 2011, Evaluation of the Police’s Efforts. Available at: https://evalueringsportalen.no/evaluering/22.-juli-2011-evaluering-av-politiets-innsats/22-juli-2011-evaluering-av-politiets-innsats.pdf/@@inline (accessed January 31, 2018).

Newton, K. (2001). Trust, social capital, civil society, and democracy. Int. Polit. Sci. Rev. 22, 201–214. doi: 10.1177/0192512101222004

Nou 2012:14, (2012). Rapport Fra 22. Juli-Kommisjonen [Report from the 22 July Commision]. Oslo: Departementenes Servicesenter.

Oosterhoff, B., Kaplow, J. B., Layne, C. M., and Pynoos, R. S. (2018). Civilization and its discontended: links between youth victimization, beliefs about government, and political participation across seven american presidencies. Am. Psychol. 73, 230–242. doi: 10.1037/amp0000189

Oslo District Court, (2012). Judgment of July 22th. TOSLO-2011-188627-24 - RG-2012-1153. Availabe at: https://lovdata.no/static/file/834/toslo-2011-188627-24e.pdf (accessed November 10, 2017).

Putnam, R. D. (2000). Bowling Alone. The Collapse and Revival of American Community. New York, NY: Simon & Schuster.

Putnam, R. D. (2002). “Bowling together,” in The American Prospect, eds R. Kuttner and P. Starr (Washington, DC: The American Prospect, Inc).

PytlikZillig, L. M., and Kimbrough, C. D. (2016). Consensus on conceptualizations and definitions of trust: are we there yet? in Interdisciplinary Perspectives on Trust. eds E. Shockley, T. M. S. Neal, L. M. PytlikZillig, and B. H. Bornstein (New York, NY: Springer). 17–48

Ruelens, A., Meuleman, B., and Nicaise, I. (2018). Examining measurement isomorphism of multilevel constructs: the case of political trust. Soc Indic. Res. 140, 907–927. doi: 10.1007/s11205-017-1799-6

Rumbach, A., Makarewicz, C., and Nemeth, J. (2016). The importance of place in early disaster recovery: a case study of the 2013 Colorado floods. J. Environ. Plan. Manag. 59, 2045–2063. doi: 10.1080/09640568.2015.1116981

Sauri, D., Domingo, V., and Romero, A. (2003). Trust and community building in the Doñana (Spain) toxic spill disaster. J. Risk Res. 6, 145–162.

Sethne, M. (2017). 22. Juli-Kommisjonen Versus Politiet. [The 22nd of July Commision Versus the Police]. Master thesis, University of Oslo, Oslo.

Smith, C. P., and Freyd, J. J. (2013). Dangerous safe havens: institutional betrayal exacerbates sexual trauma. J. Trauma. Stress 26, 119–124. doi: 10.1002/jts.21778

Solberg, O., Dale, M. T., Holmstrom, H., Eskedal, L. T., Landolt, M. A., and Vollrath, M. E. (2011). Long-term symptoms of depression and anxiety in mothers of infants with congenital heart defects. J. Pediatric Psychol. 36, 179–187. doi: 10.1093/jpepsy/jsq054

Statistics Norway (2018). Immigrants and Norwegian-born to Immigrant Parents. Available at: https://www.ssb.no/en/befolkning/statistikker/innvbef/aar (accessed August 10, 2018).

Steinberg, A. M., Brymer, M. J., Decker, K. B., and Pynoos, R. S. (2004). The university of california at los angeles post-traumatic stress disorder reaction index. Curr. Psychiatry Rep. 6, 96–100. doi: 10.1007/s11920-004-0048-2

Stene, L. E., and Dyb, G. (2016). Research participation after terrorism: an open cohort study of survivors and parents after the 2011 Utøya attack in Norway. BMC Res. Notes 9:57. doi: 10.1186/s13104-016-1873-1

Thoresen, S., Birkeland, M. S., Wentzel-Larsen, T., and Blix, I. (2018). Loss of trust may never heal. institutional trust in disaster victims in a long-term perspective: associations with social support and mental health. Front. Psychol. 9:1204. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01204

Thoresen, S., Jensen, T. K., Wentzel-Larsen, T., and Dyb, G. (2016). Parents of terror victims. a longitudinal study of parental mental health following the 2011 terrorist attack on Utøya Island. J. Anxiety Disord. 38, 47–54. doi: 10.1016/j.janxdis.2016.01.004

Waldman, D. A., Carmeli, A., and Halevi, M. Y. (2011). Beyond the red tape: how victims of terrorism perceive and react to organizational responses to their suffering. J. Organ. Behav. 32, 938–954. doi: 10.1002/job.710

Wenzel, M., Okimoto, T. G., Feather, N. T., and Platow, M. J. (2008). Retributive and restorative justice. Law Hum. Behav. 32, 375–389.

Wilhelmsen, M. (2009). Samordnet Levekårsundersøkelse 2008 – Tverrsnittsundersøkelsen. Dokumentasjonsrapport. [Coordinated Survey on Living Conditions 2008 – The Cross Sectional Study. Documentation Report]. Available at: http://www.ssb.no/emner/00/90/notat_200940/notat_200940.pdf (accessed November 10, 2017).

Wind, T. R., Fordham, M., and Komproe, I. H. (2011). Social capital and post-disaster mental health. Glob. Health Action 4:6351. doi: 10.3402/gha.v4i0.6351

Wollebæk, D., Enjolras, B., Steen-Johnsen, K., and Ødegård, G. (2012). After Utøya: how a high-trust society reacts to terror - trust and civic engagement in the aftermath of july 22. PS Polit. Sci. Polit. 45, 32–37. doi: 10.1017/s1049096511001806

Woods, J. (2011). The 9/11 effect: toward a social science of the terrorist threat. Soc. Sci. J. 48, 213–233. doi: 10.1037/a0019086


Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2019 Nilsen, Thoresen, Wentzel-Larsen and Dyb. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.


OPS/images/cross.jpg
3,

i





OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Trust After Terror: Institutional Trust Among Young Terror Survivors and Their Parents After the 22nd of July Terrorist Attack on Utøya Island, Norway



		INTRODUCTION



		MATERIALS AND METHODS



		Research Context: The Utøya Island Terrorist Attack



		Participants and Procedure



		Measures



		Analyses







		RESULTS



		Post-terror Institutional Trust: Comparing Survivors and Their Parents With the General Population



		Institutional Trust and Mental Health







		DISCUSSION



		Strengths and Limitations







		CONCLUSION



		Further Research







		DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT



		ETHICS STATEMENT



		AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS



		FUNDING



		REFERENCES

















OPS/images/cover.jpg
frontiers
in Psychology

Trust After Terror: Institutional
Trust Among Young Terror
Survivors and Their Parents
After the 22nd of July Terrorist
Attack on Utgya Island, Norway









OPS/images/logo.jpg
’ frontiers
in Psychology





OPS/images/fpsyg-10-02819-t004.jpg
Wave 1 Trust in the police

Trust in the justice system

—0.11 (—-0.23, -0.01)
—0.10 (—-0.21,0.01)
0.19 (0.07,0.30)

HSCL —0.09 (—0.19,0.01)
PTSR —0.09 (—0.19,0.01)
Quality of life 0.16 (0.05, 0.26)
Wave 2 Trust in the police
HSCL —0.24 (—0.33,-0.14)
PTSR —0.21 (—0.30,-0.11)
Quality of life 0.26 (0.16, 0.38)

Trust in the justice system

—0.15 (- 0.26, -0.05)
—0.14 (—0.24, —0.04)
0.25 (0.15,0.35)

The table presents correlation coefficient for Pearson r-correlations. 95%
confidence intervals calculated using BC,, based on 10000 bootstrap replications.





OPS/images/fpsyg-10-02819-t003.jpg
Trust in the justice system

—0.20 (—0.30, —0.09)
—0.27 (—0.37, -0.16)
0.20 (0.08,0.32)

Trust in the justice system

Wave 1 Trust in the police
HSCL —0.30 (—0.40,-0.19)
PTSR —0.33 (—0.43,-0.22)
Quality of life 0.19 (0.07,0.32)
Wave 2 Trust in the police
HSCL —0.33 (—0.44,-0.21)
PTSR —0.32 (—0.43,-0.21)

Quality of life 0.30 (0.16,0.43)

—0.29 (—0.43, —0.17)
~0.29 (- 0.41, -0.17)
0.36 (0.22, 0.49)

The table presents correlation coefficient for Pearson r-correlations. 95%
confidence intervals calculated using BC,, based on 10000 bootstrap replications.





OPS/images/fpsyg-10-02819-t002.jpg
Survivors Parents

Regression coefficient 95% CI p-value Regression coefficient 95% CI p-value
Wave 1
Trust in the police (range 0-10)
Unweighted 0.53 0.23,0.83 0.001 0.21 —0.01,0.42 0.058
Design and post-stratification weights 0.50 0.20,0.81 0.001 0.24 0.03,0.46 0.029
Trust in the justice system (range 0-10)
Unweighted 1.13 0.83,1.42 <0.001 0.55 0.34,0.77 <0.001
Design and post-stratification weights 1.13 0.83,1.42 <0.001 0.63 0.42,0.85 <0.001
Wave 2
Trust in the police (range 0-10)
Unweighted —0.37 —0.69,-0.05 0.022 —1.04 —1.27,-0.80 <0.001
Design and post-stratification weights —0.38 —0.70,-0.06 0.019 —1.00 —1.24,-0.76 <0.001
Trust in the justice system (range 0-10)
Unweighted 1.38 1.08,1.68 <0.001 1.19 0.98,1.41 <0.001
Design and post-stratification weights 1.38 1.08,1.68 <0.001 1.28 1.06,1.49 <0.001

The table presents the effect of being in the directly affected group. The model is adjusted for age, gender, and ethnic background.





OPS/images/fpsyg-10-02819-t001.jpg
Wave 1 Wave 2

Trustin police Trustinlegal Trustinpolice Trustin legal

Mean (SD) system Mean (SD) system
Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Survivors 7.70 (2.40) 8.18 (2.12) 6.85 (2.70) 8.45 (2.10)
Parents 7.39 (2.24) 7.85 (2.21) 6.09 (2.61) 8.47 (1.82)





