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 This study examines the influence of collective action and social capital 

on community resilience in disaster-prone areas in Indonesia. The 

research adopts a quantitative approach using a cross-sectional survey 

design. Data were collected from 100 respondents selected from 

disaster-affected communities and measured using a structured 

questionnaire based on a five-point Likert scale. The collected data 

were analyzed using SPSS version 25, employing descriptive statistics, 

reliability and validity testing, classical assumption tests, and multiple 

linear regression analysis. The results indicate that both collective 

action and social capital have a positive and significant effect on 

community resilience. Social capital shows a stronger influence 

compared to collective action. The model explains 67.2% of the variance 

in community resilience, indicating a strong explanatory power. These 

findings highlight that trust, social networks, and reciprocity play a 

central role in strengthening community resilience, while collective 

action further reinforces coordinated community responses during 

disasters. This study contributes to disaster resilience literature by 

empirically validating the combined role of social capital and collective 

action in Indonesian disaster-prone contexts. Practically, the findings 

suggest that strengthening community networks and participatory 

disaster preparedness programs is essential for improving resilience 

capacity. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Indonesia is one of the most disaster-

prone countries in the world due to its 

geographic location along the Pacific Ring of 

Fire and its exposure to multiple hydro-

meteorological hazards. Earthquakes, 

tsunamis, volcanic eruptions, floods, and 

landslides occur frequently and affect millions 

of people annually [1], [2]. Beyond physical 

destruction, disasters in Indonesia also 

generate long-term socio-economic 

disruptions, including loss of livelihoods, 

displacement of communities, and 

degradation of social systems. In this context, 

understanding the determinants of 

community resilience becomes critical for 

reducing vulnerability and improving 

adaptive capacity in disaster-prone areas. 

Community resilience refers to the 

ability of a community to withstand, adapt to, 

and recover from adverse events while 

maintaining essential functions and 

structures. In disaster management literature, 
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resilience is increasingly recognized not only 

as a function of infrastructure and 

government response, but also as a socially 

constructed outcome shaped by interaction 

among individuals, institutions, and 

collective behaviors [3], [4], [5]. This shift 

highlights the importance of social 

dimensions such as collective action and 

social capital in strengthening local resilience. 

Collective action refers to coordinated 

efforts undertaken by individuals within a 

community to achieve shared objectives, 

particularly in response to common risks such 

as disasters. In disaster contexts, collective 

action manifests through community-based 

preparedness activities, mutual aid during 

emergencies, and joint recovery initiatives [6], 

[7]. The effectiveness of collective action is 

often influenced by the willingness of 

individuals to cooperate, the existence of 

shared norms, and the level of trust among 

community members [6], [7]. 

Closely related to collective action is 

the concept of social capital, which 

encompasses the networks, trust, reciprocity, 

and social norms that facilitate coordination 

and cooperation within a society. Social 

capital plays a crucial role in disaster 

resilience by enabling information sharing, 

resource mobilization, and collective 

problem-solving during crises [8], [9]. 

Communities with strong social capital tend 

to respond more effectively to disasters due to 

higher levels of mutual trust and stronger 

interpersonal networks. 

Although prior studies have 

separately examined the roles of collective 

action and social capital in disaster resilience, 

there remains a need for integrated empirical 

analysis that examines their combined effects 

within the Indonesian context [10], [11], [12]. 

Many existing studies focus on either 

institutional preparedness or physical 

vulnerability, while relatively fewer 

emphasize the socio-behavioral dimensions 

that drive community-level resilience. This 

gap is particularly relevant in Indonesia, 

where community-based disaster 

management is a key component of national 

resilience strategy. 

Therefore, this study aims to analyze 

the influence of collective action and social 

capital on community resilience in disaster-

prone areas in Indonesia using a quantitative 

approach. Specifically, this study seeks to test 

the direct effects of collective action and social 

capital on community resilience, as well as to 

identify the relative strength of each variable 

in explaining resilience outcomes. 

The findings of this research are 

expected to contribute both theoretically and 

practically. Theoretically, the study enriches 

disaster resilience literature by integrating 

collective action and social capital into a 

unified explanatory model. Practically, the 

results are expected to provide insights for 

policymakers, local governments, and 

disaster management agencies in designing 

community-based resilience programs that 

strengthen social cohesion and encourage 

active participation in disaster preparedness 

and response activities. 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Community Resilience 

Community resilience is a 

multidimensional concept referring to the 

capacity of a community to anticipate, 

absorb, adapt to, and recover from 

disruptive events such as natural 

disasters. It extends beyond individual 

coping mechanisms and emphasizes 

collective capacity to maintain essential 

functions during crises. [4], [13], [14] 

define community resilience as a set of 

adaptive capacities economic 

development, social capital, information 

and communication, and community 

competence that collectively enable 

communities to respond effectively to 

adversity [7], [15]. In disaster-prone 

contexts, resilience is not merely about 

recovery speed but also about the ability 

to reduce future vulnerability through 

learning and adaptation. In Indonesia, 

community resilience is particularly 

relevant due to frequent exposure to 

natural hazards, where the decentralized 

governance structure and strong local 

cultural systems create both opportunities 

and constraints for resilience building. 
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Communities that are socially cohesive 

and participatory tend to demonstrate 

stronger recovery outcomes compared to 

those with fragmented social structures 

[16]. Therefore, in this study, community 

resilience is conceptualized as the 

perceived ability of community members 

to collectively respond to, withstand, and 

recover from disasters while maintaining 

social and functional stability. 

2.2 Collective Action 

Collective action refers to 

coordinated behavior among individuals 

who share common interests or face 

shared risks, where cooperation is 

necessary to achieve desired outcomes. 

[17], [18] initially emphasized the 

difficulty of sustaining collective action 

due to free-rider problems; however, later 

studies argue that social norms, trust, and 

institutional arrangements can 

significantly enhance participation in 

collective efforts. In disaster management, 

collective action manifests in various 

forms, including community-based 

evacuation planning, mutual aid during 

emergencies, voluntary participation in 

preparedness training, and shared 

recovery efforts after disasters. Effective 

collective action is characterized by high 

participation rates, shared responsibility, 

and coordinated decision-making. 

According to [17], [19], collective action is 

more likely to succeed in communities 

where trust and reciprocity are well 

established. Empirical studies have 

shown that collective action improves 

disaster outcomes by enhancing 

preparedness, facilitating rapid response, 

and reducing dependency on external aid. 

In Indonesian disaster-prone areas, 

collective action is often embedded in 

local traditions such as gotong royong, 

which reflects culturally grounded 

cooperation and mutual assistance. 

2.3 Social Capital 

Social capital refers to the 

resources embedded within social 

networks that individuals and 

communities can access and mobilize. It 

includes trust, norms of reciprocity, and 

social networks that facilitate coordinated 

action. [20] distinguishes between 

bonding social capital (strong ties within 

close-knit groups), bridging social capital 

(connections across different social 

groups), and linking social capital 

(relationships with formal institutions 

and authorities) [21], [22]. In disaster 

contexts, social capital plays a critical role 

in enabling communities to share 

information quickly, mobilize resources, 

and provide emotional and material 

support [9], [12], [23]. High levels of trust 

reduce transaction costs during 

emergencies and improve compliance 

with evacuation and recovery procedures. 

Moreover, communities with strong 

bridging and linking social capital tend to 

have better access to external assistance 

and institutional support. In Indonesia, 

social capital is often reinforced through 

religious organizations, neighborhood 

associations (RT/RW structures), and 

customary institutions, which function as 

key channels for communication and 

coordination during disaster events and 

thereby strengthen overall resilience 

outcomes. 

2.4 The Relationship Between Collective 

Action, Social Capital, and Community 

Resilience 

The relationship between 

collective action, social capital, and 

community resilience is theoretically 

interconnected. Social capital provides 

the structural foundation that enables 

collective action to occur effectively. Trust 

and social networks reduce coordination 

costs and increase willingness among 

individuals to participate in collective 

efforts. In turn, collective action reinforces 

social capital by strengthening 

interpersonal relationships and shared 

norms through repeated cooperation [19], 

[24], [25]. From a resilience perspective, 

both collective action and social capital 

function as key adaptive capacities. 

Communities with strong social capital 

are more capable of organizing collective 

responses during disasters, while 

sustained collective action enhances long-
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term resilience by institutionalizing 

cooperation mechanisms [26], [27], [28]. 

This reciprocal relationship suggests that 

social capital and collective action do not 

operate independently but instead 

reinforce each other in shaping 

community resilience outcomes. 

2.5 Previous Studies and Research Gap 

Several empirical studies have 

confirmed the importance of social capital 

and collective action in disaster resilience. 

For instance, research by [26], [29], [30] 

highlights that communities with strong 

social networks recover faster after 

disasters due to improved coordination 

and resource sharing. Similarly, [29], [31] 

emphasize that social capital significantly 

influences disaster preparedness and 

recovery in Asian contexts, including 

Indonesia. However, most existing 

studies tend to examine social capital or 

collective action separately, without 

sufficiently integrating both variables into 

a single explanatory model. Additionally, 

limited quantitative evidence exists 

focusing specifically on Indonesian 

disaster-prone communities using 

survey-based statistical analysis, which 

creates a methodological and contextual 

gap in understanding how these variables 

interact to influence community 

resilience. 

Based on the theoretical review, 

this study proposes a conceptual 

framework in which collective action and 

social capital are independent variables, 

while community resilience is the 

dependent variable. Social capital is also 

conceptualized as a reinforcing 

mechanism that strengthens collective 

action. Accordingly, the following 

hypotheses are formulated: 

H1: Collective action has a positive and 

significant effect on community resilience.  

H2: Social capital has a positive and 

significant effect on community resilience.  

H3: Social capital strengthens collective 

action in disaster-prone communities.  

3. RESEARCH METHODS 

3.1 Research Design 

This study employs a quantitative 

research approach with a descriptive and 

explanatory design. The purpose of this 

design is to examine and explain the 

causal relationships between collective 

action, social capital, and community 

resilience in disaster-prone areas in 

Indonesia. A cross-sectional survey 

method is used, where data are collected 

at a single point in time to capture 

respondents’ perceptions regarding the 

studied variables. The research is 

classified as explanatory research because 

it aims to test hypotheses regarding the 

influence of independent variables 

(collective action and social capital) on the 

dependent variable (community 

resilience). 

3.2 Population and Sample 

The population of this study 

consists of community members living in 

disaster-prone areas in Indonesia, which 

are characterized by frequent exposure to 

natural hazards such as floods, 

earthquakes, landslides, and volcanic 

activity. A total of 100 respondents were 

selected as the sample using a non-

probability sampling technique, 

specifically purposive sampling. The 

selection criteria include residents who 

have lived in disaster-prone areas for at 

least two years, individuals aged 18 years 

and above, respondents who have 

experienced or been directly exposed to 

disaster events or preparedness activities, 

and those willing to participate in the 

study. This sampling approach is 

considered appropriate due to the 

contextual and situational nature of 

disaster-related community research. 

3.3 Research Variables and Operational 

Definition 

This study consists of three main 

variables, namely the independent 

variables and the dependent variable. The 

independent variables are Collective 

Action (X1) and Social Capital (X2), while 

the dependent variable is Community 

Resilience (Y). Collective Action (X1) is 

defined as the degree to which 

community members participate in 
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coordinated efforts such as disaster 

preparedness activities, mutual 

assistance, and collective decision-making 

in disaster response [26], [32], [33]. Social 

Capital (X2) refers to the level of trust, 

social networks, norms of reciprocity, and 

community relationships that facilitate 

cooperation in disaster situations [5], [34]. 

Meanwhile, Community Resilience (Y) is 

defined as the perceived ability of the 

community to withstand, adapt to, and 

recover from disaster events while 

maintaining social and functional stability 

[7], [14]. 

3.4 Data Collection Technique 

Data were collected using a 

structured questionnaire distributed to 

respondents in disaster-prone areas. The 

questionnaire was designed based on 

indicators derived from previous 

literature on social capital, collective 

action, and disaster resilience. The 

instrument employed a five-point Likert 

scale ranging from 1 = Strongly Disagree, 

2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, to 5 = 

Strongly Agree. This scale was used to 

measure respondents’ perceptions of each 

indicator within the variables, enabling 

quantification of attitudes and 

experiences related to collective action, 

social capital, and community resilience. 

3.5 Data Analysis Technique 

The collected data were analyzed 

using SPSS version 25. The analysis 

procedures include descriptive analysis, 

validity and reliability testing, classical 

assumption tests, multiple linear 

regression analysis, and hypothesis 

testing. Descriptive analysis was used to 

describe the demographic characteristics 

of respondents and the distribution of 

responses for each variable, including 

frequency, mean, and standard deviation. 

Validity testing was conducted using 

Pearson Product Moment correlation to 

assess whether each questionnaire item 

accurately measures the intended 

construct, while reliability testing 

employed Cronbach’s Alpha, where a 

value above 0.70 indicates reliable 

instruments. Classical assumption tests 

were carried out to ensure the suitability 

of regression analysis, including 

normality, multicollinearity, and 

heteroscedasticity tests. Multiple linear 

regression analysis was then used to 

examine the influence of collective action 

and social capital on community 

resilience, with the regression model 

formulated as Y = α + β₁X₁ + β₂X₂ + ε, 

where Y represents community resilience, 

X1 represents collective action, X2 

represents social capital, α is the constant, 

β1 and β2 are regression coefficients, and 

ε is the error term. Finally, hypothesis 

testing was conducted using t-tests for 

partial effects, F-tests for simultaneous 

effects, and the coefficient of 

determination (R²) to measure the 

explanatory power of the model, with a 

significance level of 0.05 as the decision 

threshold. 

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

4.1 Respondent Profile 

The study collected data from 100 

respondents living in disaster-prone areas 

in Indonesia. The demographic profile 

indicates that respondents were relatively 

balanced in terms of gender, age, and 

experience with disaster events, ensuring 

adequate representation of community 

perceptions. 

Table 1. Respondent Demographic Characteristics 

Variable Category Frequency Percentage (%) 

Gender 
Male 54 54 

Female 46 46 

Age 

18–25 years 18 18 

26–35 years 32 32 

36–45 years 28 28 

>45 years 22 22 

Education High School 40 40 
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Diploma 25 25 

Bachelor 30 30 

Postgraduate 5 5 

Disaster Experience 
Yes 78 78 

No 22 22 

 

Table 1 presents the demographic 

characteristics of the respondents in this 

study, consisting of 100 individuals living 

in disaster-prone areas. Based on gender, 

54% of respondents are male and 46% are 

female, indicating a relatively balanced 

distribution. In terms of age, the largest 

group is 26–35 years (32%), followed by 

36–45 years (28%), >45 years (22%), and 

18–25 years (18%), showing that most 

respondents are in productive age groups. 

Regarding education level, 40% of 

respondents have completed high school, 

25% hold a diploma, 30% hold a 

bachelor’s degree, and 5% have a 

postgraduate degree, indicating a 

moderate to high educational background 

among participants. Furthermore, 78% of 

respondents have experienced disasters 

directly, while 22% have not, suggesting 

that the majority of respondents have 

relevant exposure to disaster events, 

which strengthens the validity of their 

responses in assessing community 

resilience. 

4.2 Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive analysis was 

conducted to determine the general 

perception of respondents regarding 

collective action, social capital, and 

community resilience. 

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of Variables 

Variable Mean Std. Deviation Interpretation 

Collective Action (X1) 3.87 0.62 High 

Social Capital (X2) 4.02 0.58 High 

Community Resilience (Y) 3.95 0.60 High 

Table 2 presents the descriptive 

statistics of the research variables, 

including Collective Action (X1), Social 

Capital (X2), and Community Resilience 

(Y). The results show that all variables are 

perceived at a high level by respondents, 

indicating relatively strong community 

engagement and resilience capacity in 

disaster-prone areas. 

Collective Action (X1) has a mean 

value of 3.87 with a standard deviation of 

0.62, indicating a high level of coordinated 

community participation with moderate 

variation among respondents. Social 

Capital (X2) records the highest mean 

value of 4.02 with a standard deviation of 

0.58, suggesting that trust, social 

networks, and reciprocity are strongly 

established within the community and 

relatively consistent across respondents. 

Meanwhile, Community Resilience (Y) 

shows a mean value of 3.95 with a 

standard deviation of 0.60, reflecting a 

high perceived ability of communities to 

withstand and recover from disaster 

events.  

4.3 Validity and Reliability Test 

All measurement items were 

tested using Pearson correlation and 

Cronbach’s Alpha. 

Table 3. Reliability Results 

Variable Cronbach’s Alpha Threshold Interpretation 

Collective Action 0.871 0.70 Reliable 

Social Capital 0.889 0.70 Reliable 

Community Resilience 0.903 0.70 Highly Reliable 
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Table 3 presents the reliability 

results of the research instruments 

measured using Cronbach’s Alpha. The 

results show that all variables exceed the 

minimum threshold value of 0.70, 

indicating that the instruments used in 

this study are reliable and internally 

consistent. Collective Action (0.871) and 

Social Capital (0.889) are classified as 

reliable instruments, while Community 

Resilience (0.903) demonstrates a higher 

level of reliability and is categorized as 

highly reliable.  

4.4 Classical Assumption Tests 

The regression model was tested 

for classical assumptions to ensure its 

validity prior to hypothesis testing. The 

normality test using the Kolmogorov-

Smirnov approach produced a 

significance value of 0.087 (> 0.05), 

indicating that the data are normally 

distributed. The multicollinearity test 

showed that the VIF values for Collective 

Action (1.842) and Social Capital (1.842) 

were both below the threshold of 10, 

confirming that there is no 

multicollinearity problem among the 

independent variables. In addition, the 

heteroscedasticity test using the Glejser 

method resulted in significance values 

above 0.05, indicating the absence of 

heteroscedasticity.  

4.5 Multiple Regression Analysis 

The effect of collective action and 

social capital on community resilience 

was tested using multiple linear 

regression. 

Table 4. Regression Results 

Variable Coefficient (β) t-value Sig. Decision 

Constant 1.214 2.981 0.004 - 

Collective Action (X1) 0.312 3.845 0.000 Significant 

Social Capital (X2) 0.468 5.912 0.000 Significant 

 

Table 4 presents the results of the 

multiple linear regression analysis 

examining the influence of Collective 

Action and Social Capital on Community 

Resilience. The results show that the 

constant value is 1.214 with a t-value of 

2.981 and a significance value of 0.004. 

Collective Action (X1) has a regression 

coefficient of 0.312 with a t-value of 3.845 

and a significance value of 0.000, 

indicating a positive and significant effect 

on community resilience. Similarly, Social 

Capital (X2) shows a higher regression 

coefficient of 0.468 with a t-value of 5.912 

and a significance value of 0.000, also 

indicating a positive and significant 

influence. Based on these results, both 

independent variables significantly affect 

community resilience, with Social Capital 

demonstrating a stronger effect compared 

to Collective Action. 

In addition, the model shows 

strong explanatory power, with an R² 

value of 0.672 and an Adjusted R² of 0.659, 

indicating that 67.2% of the variation in 

community resilience can be explained by 

Collective Action and Social Capital. The 

F-value of 99.21 with a significance level 

of p < 0.001 confirms that the overall 

regression model is statistically 

significant and fit for analysis. Based on 

hypothesis testing results, H1 is accepted 

as Collective Action significantly affects 

community resilience, H2 is accepted as 

Social Capital significantly affects 

community resilience, and H3 is also 

accepted as Social Capital has a stronger 

effect compared to Collective Action 

based on standardized beta coefficients.  

4.6 Discussion 

The findings demonstrate that 

both collective action and social capital 

significantly influence community 

resilience in disaster-prone areas in 

Indonesia. However, social capital 

exhibits a stronger effect compared to 

collective action, indicating that trust, 

social networks, and reciprocity play a 

more dominant role in shaping resilience 

outcomes. This suggests that the quality 

of interpersonal relationships within 

communities is a critical determinant in 
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strengthening their ability to respond to 

and recover from disasters [7], [35]. 

This result aligns with [20] 

theory, which emphasizes that social 

capital is a fundamental driver of 

coordinated behavior and collective 

problem-solving. In disaster contexts, 

strong social ties enable faster information 

dissemination, mutual assistance, and 

coordinated evacuation processes, 

thereby improving survival and recovery 

rates. Communities with dense and 

trusting networks tend to respond more 

efficiently during emergency situations 

due to reduced coordination barriers. 

Collective action also 

significantly contributes to resilience, 

confirming [6], [7] argument that 

coordinated group behavior is essential in 

addressing shared risks. In Indonesian 

communities, collective action is often 

reinforced by cultural practices such as 

gotong royong, which strengthens 

cooperation during emergency situations 

and facilitates shared responsibility in 

disaster preparedness and response 

activities.  

The relatively higher influence of 

social capital suggests that collective 

action is not fully effective without 

underlying trust and strong social 

networks. This indicates a hierarchical 

relationship in which social capital 

functions as a structural foundation that 

enables effective collective action. Overall, 

the findings confirm that community 

resilience is not only determined by 

physical preparedness or institutional 

support, but is also strongly shaped by 

social structures and behavioral 

cooperation within communities. 

5. CONCLUSION 

This study aimed to analyze the 

influence of collective action and social capital 

on community resilience in disaster-prone 

areas in Indonesia using a quantitative 

approach involving 100 respondents, with 

data analysis conducted through SPSS version 

25. The findings confirm that both 

independent variables significantly affect 

community resilience, with social capital 

demonstrating a stronger influence compared 

to collective action. The regression results 

indicate that social capital plays a dominant 

role in enhancing community resilience by 

facilitating trust, cooperation, and effective 

communication among community members, 

while collective action also contributes 

significantly through coordinated efforts in 

disaster preparedness, response, and recovery 

activities. Together, these variables explain a 

substantial portion of the variance in 

community resilience, indicating that social 

and behavioral factors are critical components 

of disaster resilience systems. In conclusion, 

strengthening social capital and encouraging 

sustained collective action are essential 

strategies for improving resilience in disaster-

prone communities in Indonesia, and 

policymakers as well as disaster management 

institutions should prioritize community-

based approaches that reinforce social 

networks, trust-building, and participatory 

engagement to enhance long-term resilience 

capacity. 
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