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Abstract
Researches have highlighted the impor-

tance of social capital existing in a communi-
ty for post-disaster recovery and therefore for 
strengthening the social infrastructure of a com-
munity in order to increase the level of resilience 
to hazards. The article analyzes the manifesta-
tions of cognitive social capital before, during 
and after a disaster, with the aim of identifying 
whether communities where people tend to help 
each other more are perceived to be more re-
silient in the case of natural and human caused 
disasters. 

The analysis is based on a research con-
ducted at the national level on a sample of 277 
City Halls from Romania between September 
and November 2016. The fi ndings of the re-
search show that people provide help to others 
with which they are emotionally connected, such 
as relatives and neighbors. Residents tend to 
provide help in the form of sharing information 
and contributing to saving lives and the belong-
ings of other people; they provide emotional sup-
port and carrying for children, disabled or elderly 
people. The research found an association be-
tween different forms of community support and 
the perception on community resilience.

Keywords: community resilience, hazards, 
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1. Introduction

The paper aims to analyze the characteristics of a community that help it recover 
after a major disruption, whether it is a natural disaster (such as fl ood, fi re or earth-
quake) or a social upheaval (such as a terrorist att ack or a major work accident). In 
particular, we aimed to analyze if citizens’ involvement and support throughout an 
emergency situation makes people perceive a community as being more resilient. The 
paper analyzes the case of Romania, a country that faces recurrent natural hazards 
and other forms of disasters. A plane accident from January 2014 in which two doc-
tors died generated lively debates about the slow and unorganized intervention of 
public institutions in saving the victims and highlighted the major contribution that 
local people had in fi nding and rescuing the victims. In the summer of the same year, 
severe fl oods damaged over 2,300 homes. On October 30, 2015 a deadly fi re took place 
in the ‘Colectiv’ club in Bucharest, killing 26 people on site and other 38 in hospitals; 
it was one of the deadliest fi res in the history of Romania, and it caused people up rise 
against the government, which generated the resignation of the prime minister and of 
the entire cabinet at that time. The ‘Colectiv’ accident showed the solidarity of people 
who helped rescue the victims, and who mobilized massively afterwards to donate 
blood and money for the victims. These examples show the diversity and the severe 
impact of natural or man-made hazards that took place in Romania, and that citizens’ 
involvement in search and rescue activities was benefi cial. However, the interaction 
between emergency personnel and unorganized volunteers is challenging and some-
times risky, as it will be later shown.

Even though Romania has a well-functioning warning system in the case of natu-
ral and man-made hazards, local authorities are criticized for insuffi  cient infrastruc-
ture investments that would prevent and reduce the impact of disasters. For example, 
the historical buildings in the downtown area of Bucharest (the capital city) have a 
high risk of collapsing in the case of an earthquake (Armaș, 2008, 2012). Important 
steps were made toward building and strengthening the institutional capacity of pub-
lic institutions to intervene in the case of emergency situations; for example, in 2001 a 
national legislation was passed requiring all local authorities to establish a Voluntary 
Service for Emergency Situations at the level of each community in order to prepare 
and organize the intervention eff orts in the case of disasters or major accidents. Start-
ing with 2008, a law requires all house owners to purchase a mandatory insurance 
for their properties (house and land) covering natural disaster, such as earthquake, 
fl ooding and landslide; nonetheless, the level of conformity among households is low 
(Hanger et al., 2018). In addition, investments were made in strengthening the inter-
vention capacity of inspectorates for emergency situations and the reaction time in 
the case of hazards. However, natural disasters continue to produce major damages 
in Romania. In this context, we analyze the infl uence of social capital on the resilience 
of communities aff ected by disasters.
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2. Literature review

Community disaster resilience refers to the ability of a community ‘to anticipate 
and reduce risks and vulnerabilities and increase the adaptive capacity and the po-
tential for transformative learning in the face of disasters and other major changes’ 
(Cox and Hamlen, 2015, p. 221). Orencio and Fujii (2013), Masterson et al. (2014) and 
Aldrich (2011) highlight that a resilient community succeeds to maintain its structure 
and functions after disaster, while Norris et al. (2008) argue that a resilient communi-
ty might not return to the state previous to the disaster, but to a diff erent state that it 
is bett er adapted to new conditions. 

There are two diff erent elements that help a community overcome an emergency 
situation, physical and perceptual. Physical elements refer to infrastructure, econom-
ic resources, availability and access to services. Individuals’ perceptions of their com-
munity include elements such as social trust, leadership and previous experiences 
with crises (Leykin et al., 2013, p. 314). 

Cheshire, Esparcia and Shucksmith (2015, p. 11) classifi ed the approaches toward 
conceptualizing community resilience in three categories based on the perspective 
on the trajectory after disruption: engineering, ecological and evolutionary. From an 
engineering approach, a community is resilient if it returns back to its pre-crisis state. 
The ecological perspective views a resilient community as returning to a new equi-
librium state, while the evolutionary resilience is characterized by change into a new 
state as response to disruption. 

Kimhi (2016) has highlighted three diff erent levels of social resilience: individual, 
community and national. Individual resilience refers to the capacity of individuals to 
cope with periods of distress. Community resilience incorporates both objective and 
subjective components; objective components refer to caring for physical aspects of 
a community, such as water, food and physical protection, while subjective compo-
nents of resilience refer to the citizens’ perceptions of the threats or the availability of 
resources, social cohesion and trust in elected offi  cials (Kimhi, 2016, p. 166). National 
resilience is based on maintaining four social components (patriotism, optimism, so-
cial integration and trust in political and public institutions) during times of confl ict 
(Kimhi, 2016, p. 166).

In the recent years, researchers have analyzed community resilience from the per-
spective of the characteristics that make a community resilient (Adger, 2000; Norris 
et al., 2008; Meerow, Newell and Stults, 2016; Besser, 2013; Buckle, 2006; Crowe, Foley 
and Collier, 2016; Maguire and Cartwright, 2008); others aimed to measure commu-
nity resilience by using diff erent indexes and indicators (Leykin et al., 2013; Cox and 
Hamlen, 2015; Orencio and Fujii, 2013; Cutt er, Burton and Emrich, 2010; Hung et al., 
2016; Sherrieb, Norris and Galea, 2010). 

Communities have diff erent types of capitals that infl uence their resilience to nat-
ural disasters, such as: geographic capital, economic capital, institutional capital, hu-
man capital, social capital, information and communication capital (Sherrib, Norris 
and Galea, 2010; Radu, 2015). There are more voices that advocate for strengthen-
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ing the social infrastructure of a community for natural disasters mitigation (Aldrich, 
2010; Aldrich and Meyer, 2015; Nakagawa and Shaw, 2004; Chamlee-Wright and 
Storr, 2011; Hawke, Girard and Carr, 2016). In the same vein, Chamlee-Wright (2010) 
urges to switch the focus on analyzing post-disaster recovery from the assistance pro-
vided by national and regional agencies to the role played by the social capital ex-
isting in the community. However, the focus on strengthening social capital is more 
suitable for developed countries that already have a robust emergency system, and 
less for developing countries.

Researches on natural disasters have highlighted the importance of social capi-
tal for the preparedness, response and recovery (Islam and Walkerden, 2014; Bihari 
and Ryan, 2012; Nirupa and Maula, 2013; Storr and Haeff ele-Balch, 2012). Cham-
lee-Wright and Storr (2011) analyzed the post-disaster recovery strategies employed 
by residents of St. Bernard Parish, USA after Hurricane Katrina and found that resi-
dents who returned after the hurricane embraced a self-reliant strategy on their own 
eff orts, and they activated the net of family and neighborhood relations to rebuild 
the community; the residents perceived themselves as being able to recover the com-
munity. The strategy proved to be successful in a context in which state and federal 
assistance was slow. 

Studies have also analyzed diff erent dimensions of social capital that manifest 
themselves during the period of natural disaster recovery. For example, Uphoff  apud 
Sherrib, Norris and Galea (2010) distinguishes between structural and cognitive so-
cial capital. Structural social capital refers to diff erent forms of community organiza-
tions and networks, while cognitive social capital refers to norms, values, att itudes 
and beliefs that encourage cooperation among community residents. 

Social capital refers to both received and perceived social support (Norris et al., 
2008); perceived support refers to the belief that help can be received if needed, while 
the received support refers to actual help that a person received. Aldrich (2014) makes 
the distinction between fi nancial and non-fi nancial support that can be acquired 
through diff erent networks of social capital. Financial support refers to loans that are 
given to families in need by their relatives, friends or other members of the commu-
nity. Non-fi nancial support refers to physical help for search and rescue, debris re-
moval, sheltering, providing information, child or elderly care or emotional support. 
Similarly, Kimhi (2016) distinguishes between objective and subjective components 
of the social capital that strengthen the degree of community resilience during natu-
ral disasters. The author highlights the need to care for physical needs such as food, 
water, shelter (that he calls objective components of a community), and social cohe-
sion, trust, personal att itudes, perceptions, feelings, that can be instrumental for faster 
recovery. 

Social support can come from family, friends, neighbors, agencies, public institu-
tions, non-governmental organizations, etc. Studies have shown that the larger the 
number of one’s social connections, the more likely to receive support. From a net-
work perspective, Aldrich and Meyer (2015) distinguish between three types of social 
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ties: bonding, bridging and linking. Bonding ties refer to the connections with people 
who are emotionally close, such as family and friends. Bridging social capital comes 
from the membership in diff erent organizations, such as civic and professional or-
ganizations, political parties, religious groups. Linking ties describe the formal and 
institutionalized connections between regular citizens and those in power. Aldrich 
(2011) found that communities with strong bonding and linking ties are more resil-
ient to disasters. Connections with people outside damaged communities can provide 
critical resources for surviving, such as food, shelter, tools and information. Linking 
social capital is important for voicing the needs of residents and collaborating with 
the public institutions responsible with rescue and mitigation actions.

Norris et al. (2008) analyzed from a theoretical perspective the set of capacities that 
make a community resilient to disasters, and distinguished between three key psy-
chological dimensions of social capital, namely sense of community, place att achment 
and citizen participation. Place att achment refers to the emotional connection to a 
city or a neighborhood, and it is important in post-disaster recovery because it fosters 
citizens’ eff orts to revitalize the community. Chamlee-Wright and Storr (2011) found 
that the sense of community and place att achment were important determinants for 
residents who wanted to return in the city to rebuild their houses after Hurricane Ka-
trina. Similarly, Leykin et al. (2013), studying 15 small and medium size communities 
throughout Israel during 2011-2012, found that the self-reliant citizens att ached to 
their city were the key ingredients for resilient communities. The research conducted 
by Spialek et al. (2016) on residents of Washington and Pekin, Illinois aff ected by the 
2013 tornadoes found that a greater sense of belonging had important benefi ts for 
communities recovering from disasters.

Even though, before and in the aftermath of emergency situation the support of 
social network is important for dealing with the disaster, at the disaster site the re-
lationship between professionals and spontaneous, unorganized volunteers who 
are willing to help is ambivalent. Previous researches showed that volunteers might 
bring helpful contributions, but they also might be potential liabilities to the response 
activities (Barsky et al., 2007; Rivera and Wood, 2016; Linnell, 2014). Volunteers can 
participate in a variety of support activities on the sites of disasters, such as providing 
information, clearing debris, collecting food or providing shelter. However, even if 
many volunteers are willing to help, they lack skills, training and adequate equip-
ment, and might expose themselves to potential risks, thus becoming victims (Barsky 
et al., 2007). 

3. Methodology

The research was conducted between September and November 2016. 567 ques-
tionnaires were sent by mail to a representative sample of City Halls from 22 coun-
ties, as follows: 26 municipalities, 51 cities and 490 communes. Out of 41 counties in 
Romania, we selected every other county to include in the sample, and then from 
each selected county we chose the municipality county residence, the every second 
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city and commune from the list of all administrative units listed in the alphabetical 
order. In addition, we included in the sample all City Halls of the six administrative 
sectors of City of Bucharest, and the General City Hall of Bucharest. We accompanied 
the questionnaires by a lett er addressed to the mayor in which we asked him/her to 
fi ll out the questionnaire or hand it out to the person responsible for the Voluntary 
Service for Emergency Situations established at the level of each City Hall. We as-
sumed that the mayor or the person responsible for the Emergency Voluntary Service 
is a knowledgeable person and can provide a general overview of the behavior of 
residents in the case of an emergency situation. 

The questionnaires included questions about the emergency situations faced in the 
past ten years (frequency, intensity, causes and impact on the community), the mea-
sures and strategies adopted to combat disasters, collaboration with diff erent institu-
tions for preparing for emergency situations, and about the opinion on the involve-
ment of citizens before, during and after a major hazard event. Two questions aimed 
to measure the perception on the degree of individual and community resilience. We 
used a fi ve-point Likert scale to measure the respondents’ perception regarding the 
citizens’ involvement during an emergency situation and regarding individual and 
community resilience. We used a list with multiple answers from where respondents 
could choose one for the questions about the intensity of the emergency situation, 
degree of anticipation, causes of the event, and the recovery time. 

We received back 277 questionnaires, and the response rate was 48.85%. 17.6% of 
the respondents are females and 57.9% males (65 respondents did not disclose their 
gender). The majority of them are over 40 years old (74.8%). 48.9% of the respondents 
have lived for more than 10 years in the community, and 41.7% of them were born in 
the community, therefore they know well the community. The majority of the com-
munities from where we received back questionnaires are rather small communities: 
69.1% of them have a population between 2,001 and 10,000 people, while 18.0% have 
bellow 2,000 inhabitants. 60.1% of the communities are located at a distance greater 
than 30 kilometers away from the city county residence, and we received back ques-
tionnaires from 13 cities county residence. We received responses from 228 communes 
(82.31%), 29 cities (10.46%), 7 municipalities (2.52%), and 13 county seats (4.69%). 

Out of 277 communities for which we obtained data, 216 faced at least one emer-
gency situation in the past 10 years. The responses are divided by the development 
regions of the country as follows: North-East Region (22.02%), South-East Region 
(12.63%), South-Muntenia Region (10.46%), South-Vest Oltenia Region (9.74%), West 
Region (8.66%), North-West Region (21.29%), Center Region (13.35%) and Bucha-
rest-Ilfov Region (1.80%). 

4. Results and discussions

The fi rst part of the research aimed to identify which are the threats that might 
aff ect the communities in the future. In this respect, respondents were asked to assess 
on a fi ve-point Likert scale the probability that diff erent hazards could aff ect their 
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communities. The fi ndings show that natural disasters, such as prolonged periods 
of drought, fi re, earthquake and fl oods were perceived by the City Hall represen-
tatives as having higher probability of aff ecting their communities. Human caused 
accidents, such as work accidents, car accidents, nuclear accidents or terrorist att acks 
are perceived to have less probability of occurrence. When asked about how pre-
pared communities were to diff erent types of hazards, the respondents assessed their 
communities as being less prepared or not knowing the level of preparedness. For 
example, even though the respondents perceived that the earthquakes or prolonged 
periods of drought were probable to aff ect their communities, they felt that their com-
munities were rather unprepared to such threats. On the other side, the respondents 
assessed that their communities were rather prepared for fl ooding or fi res, which are 
more frequent hazards in Romania.

In order to analyze the perception on the citizens’ behavior during emergency sit-
uations, we aimed to bett er understand the type of hazards that aff ected the com-
munities in the past ten years, their causes, level of anticipation, intensity and their 
impact. Respondents from 216 out of 277 communities that answered the question-
naire declared that their sett lements were aff ected by emergency situations. Flood-
ing was the most frequently mentioned hazard, which aff ected 145 communities, fi re 
117 communities, prolonged periods of drought 80 communities, landslides 31 sett le-
ments, while earthquakes took place in 7 communities. In several cases, respondents 
reported that their communities faced more than one hazard in the past ten years. 

A factor aff ecting the preparedness and the resilience of a community to an emer-
gency situation is its capacity to anticipate the event. From this perspective, we asked 
the respondents to choose a statement that bett er described the level of preparedness 
when thinking to the most severe event that aff ected their community in the past 
ten years. In 82 cases, respondents answered that the event was unexpected, in 50 
situations similar but less serious events took place previously; in 21 cases events of 
similar intensity took place in the past and they anticipated the occurrence of others 
in the future; while 43 communities were warned in advance about the imminence of 
the emergency situation. 

When asked about the causes of the same severe event that aff ected their commu-
nity in the past, City Hall representatives had to choose from a list of possible causes 
such as deforestation, work accidents, carelessness or incompetence of individuals or 
fi rms, lack of preventive measures, lack of fi nancial resources or diffi  culties in imple-
menting infrastructure projects for preventing the hazards. The respondents had the 
option to choose more than one cause of the hazard. In most cases, City Hall employ-
ees reported that deforestation was the main source of the hazard. This fi nding cor-
relates with the fact that fl ooding aff ected most of the communities included in this 
research. In one quarter of the cases, incompetence or carelessness of people or fi rms, 
and the lack of infrastructure investments for preventing hazards were the causes of 
events. In the case of several communities the emergency situations were caused by a 
combination of natural and human-caused factors. 
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We measured the estimated time for recovery of the communities after the emer-
gency situation on a scale with four levels ranging from not very long time, medium 
recovery time, recovery was diffi  cult and lengthy, and community could not over-
come all problems. The estimated time for recovery of the communities shows that 
most of the emergency situations were of low or medium intensity. In 175 cases the 
respondents declared that the communities recovered shortly after the event or that 
communities needed a medium time for recuperation. In 19 cases respondents an-
swered that the recovery was diffi  cult and lengthy, while in 15 cases the communities 
could not overcome all problems generated by emergency situations. The most aff ect-
ed components of sett lements were agricultural land, houses and roads. 

Having this context laid out about the types, causes, anticipation level, intensi-
ty and impact of the emergency situations, we aimed to analyze the opinion of City 
Halls representatives on diff erent types of manifestations of citizens’ involvement 
throughout emergency events. In addition, we aimed to assess whether communi-
ties having a higher level of citizens’ involvement in mitigating emergency situations 
were more resilient than those with a lower level of citizens’ participation. In this re-
gard, we asked the respondents to evaluate on a fi ve-point Likert scale (ranging from 
1 – total disagreement to 5 – total agreement) their agreement with several statements 
that characterize people’s behavior during an emergency situation. The results are 
presented in Table 1.

Table 1: Statements that characterize the behavior of people during an emergency situation

N Mean Median Mode Std. 
Deviation

1. Residents help each other during an emergency situation. 211 3.87 4.00 4 0.872
2. Residents help each other after an emergency situation. 204 3.73 4.00 4 0.942
3. Relatives help each other. 210 4.26 4.00 4 0.649
4. Neighbors help each other. 211 4.15 4.00 4 0.745

5. Residents help people who cannot cope alone with the 
emergency situation (e.g. elderly, children, disabled). 209 3.88 4.00 4 0.855

6. Residents of different ethnicities help each other. 179 3.60 4.00 4 0.980
7. Residents help rescue people who live in isolated areas. 195 3.71 4.00 4 0.920

8. People prefer to put their lives in danger than to leave 
their home. 193 2.87 3.00 2 1.105

9. Residents expect public authorities to help them rather 
than helping each other. 198 3.14 3.00 2 1.179

Source: Data collected by the author

The general perception of the respondents is that people tend to help each other 
during and after an emergency situation. The research showed an agreement among 
the majority of the respondents that relatives and neighbors tend to provide mutual 
support: the mean score for the statement ‘Relatives help each other.’ is 4.26 and the 
standard deviation is 0.649, while for the statement ‘Neighbors help each other.’ is 
4.15 and the standard deviation is 0.745. This fi nding indicates the existence of strong 
bonding ties among emotionally connected people, which are important vehicles for 
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providing support over diffi  cult times. In addition, people tend to provide help to 
vulnerable social groups, such as people who cannot cope alone with emergency sit-
uations (elderly, children and disabled people) (mean score – 3.88; std. deviation – 
0.855) and people who live in isolated areas (mean score – 3.71; std. deviation – 0.920). 

The respondents’ perception is divided with regard to the help people expect from 
public authorities in case of a hazard. City Hall representatives perceive that residents 
expect public authorities to help them rather than helping each other (mean score is 
3.14). However, the mode having the value of 2 indicates that the majority of peo-
ple tend to disagree with the statement. Nevertheless, standard deviation being 1.179 
shows that the perceptions diff er, and there are communities where mayors tend to 
blame residents for expecting public institutions to help them rather than helping 
each other. Still, there might be the case of severe emergency situations when people 
do not have the capacity and the means to help themselves and others, or it is not ad-
visable for residents to intervene because they would be put at a higher risk. 

The perceptions of the City Hall representatives are also divergent regarding the 
att itude of people to put their lives in danger rather than leaving their homes (mean 
score is 2.87 and std. deviation is 1.105). People might consider the home as their most 
valuable property, and therefore they are not willing to leave it out of fear of losing it. 
No statistically signifi cant correlation was found between the reluctance to leave the 
home and the size of the community or the distance from a major urban center, which 
indicates a general preference among people to safeguard their properties. However, 
a weak positive correlation was found between the reluctance to leave the home and 
the level of anticipation of an emergency situation (Pearson correlation – 0.138 and 
sig. 0.030). The more predictable are the events the more willing are people to leave 
their homes, since they might have a bett er understanding on the danger they might 
be exposed to.

Another objective of the research was to analyze diff erent types of support people 
provide each other during an emergency situation. We asked City Hall representa-
tives to evaluate on a fi ve-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 – total disagreement 
to 5 – total agreement) their agreement with several statements that characterize the 
support residents provide each other during an emergency situation (Table 2 sum-
marizes the fi ndings). Warning other people of the imminent occurrence of an emer-
gency situation is the most frequent type of support (mean score – 4.04, std. devia-
tion – 0.811). In addition, respondents reported that people get involved in search 
and rescue activities, as they contribute to saving lives of other people (mean score – 
3.99, std. deviation – 0.861), and saving the belongings of people aff ected by a hazard 
(mean score – 3.85, std. deviation – 0.841). During an emergency situation, residents 
provide emotional support to each other (mean score – 3.78, std. deviation – 0.913), 
and take care of the children whose families were aff ected by a calamity (mean score 
– 3.78, std. deviation – 0.938). The respondents perceived that people tend to provide 
fi nancial and material support, and to get involved in helping rebuild public infra-
structure, but to a lesser degree. 
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Table 2: Types of support provided by residents during an emergency situation

N Mean Median Mode Std. 
Deviation

1. Residents announce each other on the imminent 
occurrence of an emergency. 201 4.04 4.00 4 0.811

2. Residents provide fi nancial support to people in need. 193 2.76 3.00 2 1.019
3. Residents provide material support to people in need. 197 3.05 3.00 2 1.009
4. Residents provide emotional support to each other. 194 3.78 4.00 4 0.913

5. Residents help saving the belongings of people affected 
by a calamity. 208 3.85 4.00 4 0.841

6. Residents participate to saving lives of people in danger. 202 3.99 4.00 4 0.861

7. Residents take care of children whose families were 
affected by a calamity. 196 3.78 4.00 4 0.938

8. Residents help with physical work to rebuild the houses 
destroyed by a calamity. 200 3.39 4.00 4 1.046

9. Residents help rebuild public infrastructure. 182 2.59 2.00 2 1.072

Source: Data collected by the author

We asked the respondents to evaluate their level of resilience and the resilience 
level of their community on a fi ve-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (minimum) to 5 
(maximum). We provided the respondents with a defi nition of resilience as the capac-
ity to rapidly return to the normal state after the occurrence of an emergency situa-
tion. The mean score for the level of individual resilience was 3.83, while for the level 
of community resilience was 3.49 (Table 3). 

Table 3: Perception on the level of personal and community resilience

N Mean Median Mode Std. 
deviation

1. Level of individual resilience 192 3.83 4.00 4 .808
2. Level of community resilience 188 3.49 3.00 3 .756

Source: Data collected by the author

We aimed to analyze any correlation between the level of community resilience 
and the perception regarding the level of preparedness in the case of an emergency 
situation. We found that the level of community resilience is positively correlated with 
the perception on the existence of equipment and necessary materials for emergency 
intervention (0.223**), and the perception on how well trained are members of Volun-
teer Emergency Service (0.255**) (see Table 4); however, the relationship is rather low. 
The fi nding shows that if the City Hall representatives perceive that the community 
has the necessary equipment and trained personnel for emergency interventions, then 
they perceive the community as being bett er prepared to face such threats.

In addition, we aimed to test if there is a relation between the perception on com-
munity resilience and the perception on the support among residents. The research 
showed that City Hall representatives perceived that communities were more resil-
ient when residents tended to help each other more during and after an emergency
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Table 4: Correlation between the level of community resilience and the perception
on the existence of equipment and necessary materials, and well as trained volunteers

The settlement has the equipment
and the materials necessary
for emergency intervention

People who are members of
Volunteer Emergency Service are trained

to intervene in emergency situations.

Level of 
community 
resilience

Pearson Correlation .223** .255**

Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .000
N 188 188

Note: **. Correlation is signifi cant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Source: Data collected by the author

situation (see Table 5). However, when residents expect public authorities to help 
them rather than helping each other, the level of community resilience is perceived to 
be lower. In addition, communities are perceived more resilient when people of dif-
ferent ethnicities help each other. This might be the case when the more marginalized 
group within a community, such as Roma population, is supported during and 

Table 5: Correlation between level of community resilience and the behavior
of residents during an emergency situation

Level of community 
resilience

1. Residents help each other during an emergency situation.
Pearson Correlation .394**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 184

2. Residents help each other after an emergency situation.
Pearson Correlation .426**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 178

3. Relatives help each other.
Pearson Correlation .332**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 183

4. Neighbors help each other.
Pearson Correlation .320**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 182

5. Residents help people who cannot cope alone with the 
emergency situation (eg. elderly, children, disabled).

Pearson Correlation .397**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 180

6. Residents of different ethnicities help each other.
Pearson Correlation .419**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 155

7. Residents help rescue people who live in isolated areas.
Pearson Correlation .342**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 171

8. Residents expect public authorities to help them
rather than helping each other.

Pearson Correlation -.258**

Sig. (2-tailed) .001
N 173

Note: **. Correlation is signifi cant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Source: Data collected by the author
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after a hazard. This fi nding indicates that City Hall representatives perceive that their 
communities can overcome the periods of distress caused by emergency situations 
when the support among residents is more intense, and therefore community social 
capital is stronger. 

The research showed an association between the level of community resilience 
and diff erent forms of support that people provide each other. We found that the 
existence of strong ties among the residents of a community is correlated with higher 
perception on community resilience (see Table 6). The higher is the emotional sup-
port provided by the residents, the higher is the perception of community resilience 
(Pearson correlation is 0.401). In addition, the more people announce each other on 
the occurrence of an emergency, a community is perceived as being more resilient 
(Pearson correlation is 0.398). In addition, City Hall representatives perceived that 
their communities had a higher capacity to rapidly return to the normal state after the 
occurrence of an emergency situation if residents provided diff erent forms of support 
to each other.

Table 6: Correlation between level of community resilience and different forms of support among residents

Level of community 
resilience

1. Residents announce each other on the imminent 
occurrence of an emergency.

Pearson Correlation .398**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 180

2. Residents provide fi nancial support to people in need.
Pearson Correlation .284**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 170

3. Residents provide material support to people in need.
Pearson Correlation .326**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 174

4. Residents provide emotional support to each other.
Pearson Correlation .401**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 171

5. Residents help saving the belongings of people 
affected by a calamity.

Pearson Correlation .307**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 184

6. Residents participate to saving lives of people in 
danger.

Pearson Correlation .312**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 178

7. Residents take care of children whose families were 
affected by a calamity.

Pearson Correlation .338**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 175

8. Residents help with physical work to rebuild the houses 
destroyed by a calamity.

Pearson Correlation .337**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 180

9. Residents help rebuild public infrastructure.
Pearson Correlation .351**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 162

Note: **. Correlation is signifi cant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Source: Data collected by the author
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Furthermore, we built a regression model for the communities that faced an emer-
gency situation in the past (216 communities) in order to identify how much of the 
perception of the City Hall representatives on community resilience is infl uenced by 
the following independent variables: the perception on the behavior of people during 
an emergency situation (seven variables/statements), the perception on the types of 
support provided by residents during an emergency situation (nine variables/state-
ments), the perception on the existence of equipment, necessary materials, and the 
level of training of volunteers, and the perception on individual resilience (see Table 
7). The model we constructed explains 48.8% of the variance of community resilience 
and it is statistically signifi cant. The independent variables we found to have a sta-
tistically signifi cant infl uence on community resilience are: a) ‘Residents help each 
other during an emergency situation.’ (Beta coeffi  cient is 0.472 and sig. is 0.002); b) 
‘Residents of diff erent ethnicities help each other.’ (Beta coeffi  cient is 0.219 and sig. is 
0.043), and c) level of individual resilience (Beta coeffi  cient is 0.376 and sig. is 0.000). 

Table 7: Factors that infl uence the perception of City Hall representatives
on community resilience in case of emergency situation

Unstandardized 
Coeffi cients

Stand. 
Coeffs. t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta
Constant -.102 .433 -.235 .814
Level of individual resilience is …. .357 .072 .376 4.964 .000
Residents help each other during an emergency situation. .409 .130 .472 3.140 .002
Residents help each other after an emergency situation. -.199 .133 -.249 -1.492 .139
Relatives help each other. .236 .151 .198 1.561 .122
Neighbors help each other. -.069 .139 -.068 -.498 .620
Residents help people who cannot cope alone with the 
emergency situation (e.g. elderly, children, disabled). .100 .113 .115 .884 .379

Residents of different ethnicities help each other. .173 .084 .219 2.052 .043
Residents help rescue people who live in isolated areas. .089 .099 .105 .893 .374
Residents announce each other on the imminent occurrence
of an emergency. .102 .090 .111 1.131 .261

Residents provide fi nancial support to people in need. .057 .098 .071 .582 .562
Residents provide material support to people in need. .118 .102 .146 1.162 .248
Residents provide emotional support to each other. .021 .078 .024 .267 .790
Residents help saving the belongings of people affected
by a calamity. -.173 .109 -.194 -1.591 .115

Residents participate to saving lives of people in danger. -.132 .107 -.151 -1.233 .221
Residents take care of children whose families were affected
by a calamity. -.165 .093 -.193 -1.761 .081

Residents help with physical work to rebuild the houses 
destroyed by a calamity. -.025 .101 -.033 -.243 .809

Residents help rebuild public infrastructure. .039 .065 .055 .604 .547
The settlement has the equipment and the materials necessary 
for emergency intervention. -.028 .066 -.037 -.425 .672

People who are members of Volunteer Emergency Service are 
trained to intervene in emergency situations. .047 .042 .097 1.128 .262
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Model statistics
R 0.758
R square 0.574
Adjusted R Square 0.488
Std. Error of the Estimate 0.540
Sum of Squares 36.938
df 19
Mean Square 1.944
F 6.664
Sig. 0.000

Source: Data collected by the author

Based on the results presented in Table 7 we can conclude that the fact that people 
help each other infl uences in a moderate degree the level of community resilience, 
while the existence of tolerance among people of diff erent ethnicities and the level of 
individual resilience of City Hall representatives have a low infl uence.

5. Conclusion

The research aimed to identify whether communities in which social capital is 
higher are more resilient in the case of natural and human caused disasters. We found 
that City Hall representatives indeed perceive that their communities have a higher 
capacity to recover after the occurrence of an emergency situation if the level of social 
capital is higher. The manifestation of social capital takes the following forms: peo-
ple announce each other on the imminent occurrence of an emergency, contribute to 
saving lives and belongings of people, and take care of children whose families were 
aff ected by a calamity. The support is more frequent among emotionally connected 
people, such as relatives and neighbors. In addition, people tend to provide help to 
vulnerable groups, such as people who cannot cope alone with emergency situations 
and people who live in isolated areas. Communities are perceived to be more resilient 
if residents are tolerant as people of diff erent ethnicities help each other.

The representatives of local authorities perceive that citizens expect public author-
ities to help them rather than helping each other. This fi nding is important because it 
shows that even though people tend to help each other in general, people still expect 
support from public authorities. Respondents’ opinions are split regarding the att i-
tude of people to put their lives in danger rather than leave their homes. People are 
not willing to leave their homes in case of a disaster because they consider the home 
the most valuable property; however, the more predictable are the events the more 
willing are people to leave their homes, since they might have a bett er understanding 
on the dangers they might be exposed to. The research showed that communities are 
perceived as being more resilient if people perceive that communities have the neces-
sary equipment to cope with distress situations. 

The research revealed that communities having a stronger bonding capital 
can overcome more easily periods of distress. We recommend local authorities to 
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strengthen the ties and tolerance among residents in order to increase the prepared-
ness of communities to overcome natural and man-caused hazards. However, the 
help provided by unorganized members of the community is both benefi cial and un-
safe, therefore communities should plan in advance how to manage the involvement 
of residents without exposing them to additional risks. 

The fi ndings of this research should be analyzed carefully because we measured 
community resilience as the perception of City Hall representatives (either mayors or 
employees responsible with emergency situations). Therefore, it is the perception of 
only one individual about an entire community, which is a subjective evaluation on 
community resilience rather than an objective one. Nonetheless, the results are still 
valid because the majority of the communities from where we received responses are 
small, and the respondents are knowledgeable people who lived for a long period of 
time in their communities.
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