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Abstract 

The ability of the public to remain psychologically resilient in the face of public health emergencies and disasters 
(such as the COVID-19 pandemic) is a key factor in the effectiveness of a national response to such events. Commu-
nity resilience and social capital are often perceived as beneficial and ensuring that a community is socially and psy-
chologically resilient may aid emergency response and recovery. This review presents a synthesis of literature which 
answers the following research questions: How are community resilience and social capital quantified in research?; 
What is the impact of community resilience on mental wellbeing?; What is the impact of infectious disease outbreaks, 
disasters and emergencies on community resilience and social capital?; and, What types of interventions enhance 
community resilience and social capital?

A scoping review procedure was followed. Searches were run across Medline, PsycInfo, and EMBASE, with search 
terms covering both community resilience and social capital, public health emergencies, and mental health. 26 
papers met the inclusion criteria.

The majority of retained papers originated in the USA, used a survey methodology to collect data, and involved 
a natural disaster. There was no common method for measuring community resilience or social capital. The associa-
tion between community resilience and social capital with mental health was regarded as positive in most cases. 
However, we found that community resilience, and social capital, were initially negatively impacted by public health 
emergencies and enhanced by social group activities.

Several key recommendations are proposed based on the outcomes from the review, which include: the need 
for a standardised and validated approach to measuring both community resilience and social capital; that there 
should be enhanced effort to improve preparedness to public health emergencies in communities by gauging cur-
rent levels of community resilience and social capital; that community resilience and social capital should be bol-
stered if areas are at risk of disasters or public health emergencies; the need to ensure that suitable short-term support 
is provided to communities with high resilience in the immediate aftermath of a public health emergency or disaster; 
the importance of conducting robust evaluation of community resilience initiatives deployed during the COVID-19 
pandemic.
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Background
For the general population, public health emergen-
cies and disasters (e.g., natural disasters; infectious dis-
ease outbreaks; Chemical, Biological, Radiological or 
Nuclear incidents) can give rise to a plethora of negative 
outcomes relating to both health (e.g. increased mental 
health problems [1–4]) and the economy (e.g., increased 
unemployment and decreased levels of tourism [4–6]). 
COVID-19 is a current, and ongoing, example of a pub-
lic health emergency which has affected over 421 million 
individuals worldwide [7]. The long term implications 
of COVID-19 are not yet known, but there are likely to 
be repercussions for physical health, mental health, and 
other non-health related outcomes for a substantial time 
to come [8, 9]. As a result, it is critical to establish meth-
ods which may inform approaches to alleviate the longer-
term negative consequences that are likely to emerge in 
the aftermath of both COVID-19 and any future public 
health emergency.

The definition of resilience often differs within the lit-
erature, but ultimately resilience is considered a dynamic 
process of adaptation. It is related to processes and capa-
bilities at the individual, community and system level 
that result in good health and social outcomes, in spite 
of negative events, serious threats and hazards [10]. Fur-
thermore, Ziglio [10] refers to four key types of resilience 
capacity: adaptive, the ability to withstand and adjust to 
unfavourable conditions and shocks; absorptive, the abil-
ity to withstand but also to recover and manage using 
available assets and skills; anticipatory, the ability to 
predict and minimize vulnerability; and transformative, 
transformative change so that systems better cope with 
new conditions.

There is no one settled definition of community resil-
ience (CR). However, it generally relates to the ability 
of a community to withstand, adapt and permit growth 
in adverse circumstances due to social structures, net-
works and interdependencies within the community 
[11]. Social capital (SC) is considered a major deter-
minant of CR [12, 13], and reflects strength of a social 
network, community reciprocity, and trust in people 
and institutions [14]. These aspects of community are 
usually conceptualised primarily as protective factors 
that enable communities to cope and adapt collec-
tively to threats. SC is often broken down into further 
categories [15], for example: cognitive SC (i.e. percep-
tions of community relations, such as trust, mutual 

help and attachment) and structural SC (i.e. what actu-
ally happens within the community, such as participa-
tion, socialising) [16]; or, bonding SC (i.e. connections 
among individuals who are emotionally close, and 
result in bonds to a particular group [17]) and bridging 
SC (i.e. acquaintances or individuals loosely connected 
that span different social groups [18]). Generally, CR is 
perceived to be primarily beneficial for multiple reasons 
(e.g. increased social support [18, 19], protection of 
mental health [20, 21]), and strengthening community 
resilience is a stated health goal of the World Health 
Organisation [22] when aiming to alleviate health ine-
qualities and protect wellbeing. This is also reflected by 
organisations such as Public Health England (now split 
into the UK Health Security Agency and the Office for 
Health Improvement and Disparities) [23] and more 
recently, CR has been targeted through the endorse-
ment of Community Champions (who are volunteers 
trained to support and to help improve health and 
wellbeing. Community Champions also reflect their 
local communities in terms of population demograph-
ics for example age, ethnicity and gender) as part of the 
COVID-19 response in the UK (e.g. [24, 25]).

Despite the vested interest in bolstering communi-
ties, the research base establishing: how to understand 
and measure CR and SC; the effect of CR and SC, both 
during and following a public health emergency (such 
as the COVID-19 pandemic); and which types of CR or 
SC are the most effective to engage, is relatively small. 
Given the importance of ensuring resilience against, 
and swift recovery from, public health emergencies, 
it is critically important to establish and understand 
the evidence base for these approaches. As a result, 
the current review sought to answer the following 
research questions: (1) How are CR and SC quanti-
fied in research?; (2) What is the impact of community 
resilience on mental wellbeing?; (3) What is the impact 
of infectious disease outbreaks, disasters and emergen-
cies on community resilience and social capital?; and, 
(4) What types of interventions enhance community 
resilience and social capital?

By collating research in order to answer these 
research questions, the authors have been able to pro-
pose several key recommendations that could be used 
to both enhance and evaluate CR and SC effectively to 
facilitate the long-term recovery from COVID-19, and 
also to inform the use of CR and SC in any future pub-
lic health disasters and emergencies.
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Method
A scoping review methodology was followed due to the 
ease of summarising literature on a given topic for policy 
makers and practitioners [26], and is detailed in the fol-
lowing sections.

Identification of relevant studies
An initial search strategy was developed by authors CH 
and DW and included terms which related to: CR and 
SC, given the absence of a consistent definition of CR, 
and the link between CR and SC, the review focuses on 
both CR and SC to identify as much relevant literature as 
possible (adapted for purpose from Annex 1: [27], as well 
as through consultation with review commissioners); 
public health emergencies and disasters [28–31], and 
psychological wellbeing and recovery (derived a priori 
from literature). To ensure a focus on both public health 
and psychological research, the final search was carried 
across Medline, PsycInfo, and EMBASE using OVID. 
The final search took place on the 18th of May 2020, the 
search strategy used for all three databases can be found 
in Supplementary file 1.

Selection criteria
The inclusion and exclusion criteria were developed 
alongside the search strategy. Initially the criteria were 
relatively inclusive and were subject to iterative develop-
ment to reflect the authors’ familiarisation with the lit-
erature. For example, the decision was taken to exclude 
research which focused exclusively on social support and 
did not mention communities as an initial title/abstract 
search suggested that the majority of this literature did 
not meet the requirements of our research question.

The full and final inclusion and exclusion criteria 
used can be found in Supplementary file 2. In summary, 
authors decided to focus on the general population (i.e., 
non-specialist, e.g. non-healthcare worker or govern-
ment official) to allow the review to remain community 
focused. The research must also have assessed the impact 
of CR and/or SC on mental health and wellbeing, resil-
ience, and recovery during and following public health 
emergencies and infectious disease outbreaks which 
affect communities (to ensure the research is relevant to 
the review aims), have conducted primary research, and 
have a full text available or provided by the first author 
when contacted.

Charting the data
All papers were first title and abstract screened by CH or 
DW. Papers then were full text reviewed by CH to ensure 
each paper met the required eligibility criteria, if unsure 
about a paper it was also full text reviewed by DW. All 
papers that were retained post full-text review were 

subjected to a standardised data extraction procedure. A 
table was made for the purpose of extracting the follow-
ing data: title, authors, origin, year of publication, study 
design, aim, disaster type, sample size and characteris-
tics, variables examined, results, restrictions/limitations, 
and recommendations.  Supplementary file 3 details the 
charting the data process.

Analytical method
Data was synthesised using a Framework approach [32], 
a common method for analysing qualitative research. 
This method was chosen as it was originally used for 
large-scale social policy research [33] as it seeks to iden-
tify: what works, for whom, in what conditions, and why 
[34]. This approach is also useful for identifying com-
monalities and differences in qualitative data and poten-
tial relationships between different parts of the data 
[33]. An a priori framework was established by CH and 
DW. Extracted data was synthesised in relation to each 
research question, and the process was iterative to ensure 
maximum saturation using the available data.

Results
Study selection
The final search strategy yielded 3584 records. Follow-
ing the removal of duplicates, 2191 records remained and 
were included in title and abstract screening. A PRISMA 
flow diagram is presented in Fig. 1.

At the title and abstract screening stage, the process 
became more iterative as the inclusion criteria were 
developed and refined. For the first iteration of screening, 
CH or DW sorted all records into ‘include,’ ‘exclude,’ and 
‘unsure’. All ‘unsure’ papers were re-assessed by CH, and 
a random selection of ~ 20% of these were also assessed 
by DW. Where there was disagreement between authors 
the records were retained, and full text screened. The 
remaining papers were reviewed by CH, and all records 
were categorised into ‘include’ and ‘exclude’. Following 
full-text screening, 26 papers were retained for use in the 
review.

Study characteristics
This section of the review addresses study character-
istics of those which met the inclusion criteria, which 
comprises: date of publication, country of origin, study 
design, study location, disaster, and variables examined.

Date of publication
Publication dates across the 26 papers spanned from 2008 
to 2020 (see Fig. 2). The number of papers published was 
relatively low and consistent across this timescale (i.e. 
1–2 per year, except 2010 and 2013 when none were pub-
lished) up until 2017 where the number of papers peaked 
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at 5. From 2017 to 2020 there were 15 papers published 
in total. The amount of papers published in recent years 
suggests a shift in research and interest towards CR and 
SC in a disaster/ public health emergency context.

Country of origin
The locations of the first authors’ institutes at the time 
of publication were extracted to provide a geographical 
spread of the retained papers. The majority originated 
from the USA [35–41], followed by China [42–46], Japan 
[47–50], Australia [51–53], The Netherlands [54, 55], 

New Zealand [56], Peru [57], Iran [58], Austria [59], and 
Croatia [60].

Design
There were multiple methodological approaches carried 
out across retained papers. The most common formats 
included surveys or questionnaires [36–38, 42, 46–50, 
53–55, 57, 59], followed by interviews [39, 40, 43, 51, 52, 
60]. Four papers used both surveys and interviews [35, 
41, 45, 58], and two papers conducted data analysis (one 
using open access data from a Social Survey [44] and one 
using a Primary Health Organisations Register [56]).

Fig. 1 PRISMA flow diagram
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Study location
The majority of the studies were carried out in Japan [36, 
42, 44, 47–50], followed by the USA [35, 37–41], China 
[43, 45, 46, 53], Australia [51, 52], and the UK [54, 55]. 
The remaining studies were carried out in Croatia [60], 
Peru [57], Austria [59], New Zealand [56] and Iran [58].

Disaster
Multiple different types of disaster were researched 
across the retained papers. Earthquakes were the most 
common type of disaster examined [45, 47, 49, 50, 53, 
56–58], followed by research which assessed the impact 
of two disastrous events which had happened in the same 
area (e.g. Hurricane Katrina and the Deepwater Horizon 
oil spill in Mississippi, and the Great East Japan earth-
quake and Tsunami; [36–38, 42, 44, 48]). Other disaster 
types included: flooding [51, 54, 55, 59, 60], hurricanes 
[35, 39, 41], infectious disease outbreaks [43, 46], oil spill-
age [40], and drought [52].

Variables of interest examined
Across the 26 retained papers: eight referred to exam-
ining the impact of SC [35, 37, 39, 41, 46, 49, 55, 60]; 
eight examined the impact of cognitive and structural 
SC as separate entities [40, 42, 45, 48, 50, 54, 57, 59]; one 
examined bridging and bonding SC as separate entities 
[58]; two examined the impact of CR [38, 56]; and two 
employed a qualitative methodology but drew findings 
in relation to bonding and bridging SC, and SC generally 
[51, 52]. Additionally, five papers examined the impact 
of the following variables: ‘community social cohesion’ 
[36], ‘neighbourhood connectedness’ [44], ‘social support 
at the community level’ [47], ‘community connected-
ness’ [43] and ‘sense of community’ [53]. Table 1 provides 
additional details on this.

How is CR and SC measured or quantified in research?
The measures used to examine CR and SC are presented 
Table 1. It is apparent that there is no uniformity in how 
SC or CR is measured across the research. Multiple 
measures are used throughout the retained studies, and 
nearly all are unique. Additionally, SC was examined at 
multiple different levels (e.g. cognitive and structural, 
bonding and bridging), and in multiple different forms 
(e.g. community connectedness, community cohesion).

What is the association between CR and SC on mental 
wellbeing?
To best compare research, the following section reports 
on CR, and facets of SC separately.  Please see Supple-
mentary file 4  for additional  information on retained 
papers methods of measuring mental wellbeing.

Community resilience
CR relates to the ability of a community to withstand, 
adapt and permit growth in adverse circumstances due to 
social structures, networks and interdependencies within 
the community [11].

The impact of CR on mental wellbeing was consistently 
positive. For example, research indicated that there was a 
positive association between CR and number of common 
mental health (i.e. anxiety and mood) treatments post-dis-
aster [56]. Similarly, other research suggests that CR is posi-
tively related to psychological resilience, which is inversely 
related to depressive symptoms) [37]. The same research also 
concluded that CR is protective of psychological resilience 
and is therefore protective of depressive symptoms [37].

Social capital
SC reflects the strength of a social network, community 
reciprocity, and trust in people and institutions [14]. 

Fig. 2 Graph to show retained papers date of publication
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These aspects of community are usually conceptualised 
primarily as protective factors that enable communities 
to cope and adapt collectively to threats.

There were inconsistencies across research which 
examined the impact of abstract SC (i.e. not refined into 
bonding/bridging or structural/cognitive) on mental 
wellbeing. However, for the majority of cases, research 
deems SC to be beneficial. For example, research has 
concluded that, SC is protective against post-traumatic 
stress disorder [55], anxiety [46], psychological distress 

[50], and stress [46]. Additionally, SC has been found to 
facilitate post-traumatic growth [38], and also to be use-
ful to be drawn upon in times of stress [52], both of which 
could be protective of mental health. Similarly, research 
has also found that emotional recovery following a dis-
aster is more difficult for those who report to have low 
levels of SC [51].

Conversely, however, research has also concluded that 
when other situational factors (e.g. personal resources) 
were controlled for, a positive relationship between 

Table 1 Measures used by retained papers to examine CR and SC.

Variable Measure Reference

SC Social capital and Community Engagement subscale of the Community Resources Scale [60]

American Community Survey five-year estimate [39]

12-item instrument that includes perceived availability of different types of assistance dur-
ing disaster(s)

[37]

The PSCI-16 [46]

Six scales adapted scales from another research study. [41]

SA-SCAT [55]

Community-level social capital was obtained as the average score of individual responses 
to a social capital scale

[49]

Neighbourhood Collective Efficacy Scale [35]

Structural and Cognitive SC SA-SCAT [54, 57]

Cognitive social capital measure involved measures of perceived trust, fairness, helpfulness, con-
sideration, participation and community involvement.
Structural social capital was measured using estimates on provided and received help measured 
in person-days during the response and recovery phase.

[59]

Questionnaire with items measuring: residents’ perceptions of trust in the community, norms 
of mutual help, and community attachment; and the frequency of meeting with friends, 
the number of friends with whom the respondent met during the past month, and the frequency 
participating in sports and hobby clubs per week

[42]

Items derived from the Sense of Community Index and Informal Social Control. Community 
participation.

[40]

Measure of generalised trust: i.e. Would you say that most people can generally be trusted? [50]

Structural social capital was measured using the Association Scale, which was adapted 
from the Social Network and Association Scales.
Cognitive social capital was measured according to respondents’ perception of three aspects, 
namely sense of community, trust, and social connectedness.

[45]

Cognitive social capital was measured by asking about perception of fairness, trust and reciprocity 
toward the community a participant belonged to.
Structural social capital was measured by social support and social participation.

[48]

Bonding and Bridging SC Persian version of the Bonding and Bridging social capital Questionnaire [58]

CR Communities Advancing Resilience Toolkit (CART) [38]

Community resilience mapping and earthquake impact analysis sections of the 2011 and 2012 
community profiles created by the Christchurch Community Advisors

[56]

Community Social Cohesion Questionnaire relating to residents’ perceptions of trust in the community, levels of mutual help, 
and community attachment

[36]

Neighbourhood Connectedness Two questions asked:
How often do you talk with your neighbours?
How often do you tell your neighbours about your troubles or vice versa?

[44]

Social Support at the Community level Calculation relating to social support and social participation by prefabricated temporary housing 
communities

[47]

Community Connectedness Personal Wellbeing Index [43]

Sense of Community Brief Sense of Community Scale [53]
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community resources and life satisfaction was no longer 
significant [60]. Furthermore, some research has con-
cluded that a high level of SC can result in a community 
facing greater stress immediately post disaster. Indeed, 
one retained paper found that high levels of SC correlate 
with higher levels of post-traumatic stress immediately 
following a disaster [39]. However, in the later stages fol-
lowing a disaster, this relationship can reverse, with SC 
subsequently providing an aid to recovery [41]. By way 
of explanation, some researchers have suggested that 
communities with stronger SC carry the greatest load 
in terms of helping others (i.e. family, friends and neigh-
bours) as well as themselves immediately following the 
disaster, but then as time passes the communities recover 
at a faster rate as they are able to rely on their social net-
works for support [41].

Cognitive and structural social capital
Cognitive SC refers to perceptions of community rela-
tions, such as trust, mutual help and attachment, and 
structural SC refers to what actually happens within the 
community, such as participation, socialising [16].

Cognitive SC has been found to be protective [49] 
against PTSD [54, 57], depression [40, 54]) mild mood dis-
order; [48]), anxiety [48, 54] and increase self-efficacy [59].

For structural SC, research is again inconsistent. On 
the one hand, structural SC has been found to: increase 
perceived self-efficacy, be protective of depression [40], 
buffer the impact of housing damage on cognitive decline 
[42] and provide support during disasters and over the 
recovery period [59]. However, on the other hand, it has 
been found to have no association with PTSD [54, 57] or 
depression, and is also associated with a higher preva-
lence of anxiety [54]. Similarly, it is also suggested by 
additional research that structural SC can harm women’s 
mental health, either due to the pressure of expectations 
to help and support others or feelings of isolation [49].

Bonding and bridging social capital
Bonding SC refers to connections among individuals who 
are emotionally close, and result in bonds to a particu-
lar group [17], and bridging SC refers to acquaintances or 
individuals loosely connected that span different social 
groups [18].

One research study concluded that both bonding and 
bridging SC were protective against post-traumatic stress 
disorder symptoms [58]. Bridging capital was deemed 
to be around twice as effective in buffering against post-
traumatic stress disorder than bonding SC [58].

Other community variables
Community social cohesion was significantly associ-
ated with a lower risk of post-traumatic stress disorder 

symptom development [35], and this was apparent even 
whilst controlling for depressive symptoms at baseline 
and disaster impact variables (e.g. loss of family member 
or housing damage) [36]. Similarly, sense of community, 
community connectedness, social support at the commu-
nity level and neighbourhood connectedness all provided 
protective benefits for a range of mental health, wellbeing 
and recovery variables, including: depression [53], sub-
jective wellbeing (in older adults only) [43], psychological 
distress [47], happiness [44] and life satisfaction [53].

Research has also concluded that community level 
social support is protective against mild mood and anxi-
ety disorder, but only for individuals who have had no 
previous disaster experience [48]. Additionally, a study 
which separated SC into social cohesion and social par-
ticipation concluded that at a community level, social 
cohesion is protective against depression [49] whereas 
social participation at community level is associated with 
an increased risk of depression amongst women [49].

What is the impact of Infectious disease outbreaks / 
disasters and emergencies on community resilience?
From a cross-sectional perspective, research has indi-
cated that disasters and emergencies can have a nega-
tive effect on certain types of SC. Specifically, cognitive 
SC has been found to be impacted by disaster impact, 
whereas structural SC has gone unaffected [45]. Disaster 
impact has also been shown to have a negative effect on 
community relationships more generally [52].

Additionally, of the eight studies which collected data 
at multiple time points [35, 36, 41, 42, 47, 49, 56, 60], 
three reported the effect of a disaster on the level of SC 
within a community [40, 42, 49]. All three of these stud-
ies concluded that disasters may have a negative impact 
on the levels of SC within a community. The first study 
found that the Deepwater Horizon oil spill had a nega-
tive effect on SC and social support, and this in turn 
explained an overall increase in the levels of depression 
within the community [40]. A possible explanation for 
the negative effect lays in ‘corrosive communities’, known 
for increased social conflict and reduced social support, 
that are sometimes created following oil spills [40]. It is 
proposed that corrosive communities often emerge due 
to a loss of natural resources that bring social groups 
together (e.g., for recreational activities), as well as social 
disparity (e.g., due to unequal distribution of economic 
impact) becoming apparent in the community follow-
ing disaster [40]. The second study found that SC (in the 
form of social cohesion, informal socialising and social 
participation) decreased after the 2011 earthquake and 
tsunami in Japan; it was suggested that this change cor-
related with incidence of cognitive decline [42]. How-
ever, the third study reported more mixed effects based 
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on physical circumstances of the communities’ natural 
environment: Following an earthquake, those who lived 
in mountainous areas with an initial high level of pre-
community SC saw a decrease in SC post disaster [49]. 
However, communities in flat areas (which were home to 
younger residents and had a higher population density) 
saw an increase in SC [49]. It was proposed that this dif-
ference could be due to the need for those who lived in 
mountainous areas to seek prolonged refuge due to sub-
sequent landslides [49].

What types of intervention enhance CR and SC and protect 
survivors?
There were mixed effects across the 26 retained papers 
when examining the effect of CR and SC on mental well-
being. However, there is evidence that an increase in SC 
[56, 57], with a focus on cognitive SC [57], namely by: 
building social networks [45, 51, 53], enhancing feelings 
of social cohesion [35, 36] and promoting a sense of com-
munity [53], can result in an increase in CR and poten-
tially protect survivors’ wellbeing and mental health 
following a disaster. An increase in SC may also aid in 
decreasing the need for individual psychological inter-
ventions in the aftermath of a disaster [55]. As a result, 
recommendations and suggested methods to bolster CR 
and SC from the retained papers have been extracted and 
separated into general methods, preparedness and policy 
level implementation.

General methods
Suggested methods to build SC included organising rec-
reational activity-based groups [44] to broaden [51, 53] 
and preserve current social networks [42], introduc-
ing initiatives to increase social cohesion and trust [51], 
and volunteering to increase the number of social ties 
between residents [59]. Research also notes that it is 
important to take a ‘no one left behind approach’ when 
organising recreational and social community events, 
as failure to do so could induce feelings of isolation for 
some members of the community [49]. Furthermore, 
gender differences should also be considered as research 
indicates that males and females may react differently 
to community level SC (as evidence suggests males are 
instead more impacted by individual level SC; in compar-
ison to women who have larger and more diverse social 
networks [49]). Therefore, interventions which aim to 
raise community level social participation, with the aim 
of expanding social connections and gaining support, 
may be beneficial [42, 47].

Preparedness
In order to prepare for disasters, it may be beneficial to 
introduce community-targeted methods or interventions 

to increase levels of SC and CR as these may aid in ame-
liorating the consequences of a public health emergency 
or disaster [57]. To indicate which communities have low 
levels of SC, one study suggests implementing a 3-item 
scale of social cohesion to map areas and target interven-
tions [42].

It is important to consider that communities with a 
high level of SC may have a lower level of risk perception, 
due to the established connections and supportive net-
work they have with those around them [61]. However, 
for the purpose of preparedness, this is not ideal as per-
ception of risk is a key factor when seeking to encourage 
behavioural adherence. This could be overcome by intro-
ducing communication strategies which emphasise the 
necessity of social support, but also highlights the need 
for additional measures to reduce residual risk [59]. Fur-
thermore, support in the form of financial assistance to 
foster current community initiatives may prove beneficial 
to rural areas, for example through the use of an asset-
based community development framework [52].

Policy level
At a policy level, the included papers suggest a range of 
ways that CR and SC could be bolstered and used. These 
include: providing financial support for community ini-
tiatives and collective coping strategies, (e.g. using asset-
based community development [52]); ensuring policies 
for long-term recovery focus on community sustainable 
development (e.g. community festival and community 
centre activities) [44]; and development of a network 
amongst cooperative corporations formed for recon-
struction and to organise self-help recovery sessions 
among residents of adjacent areas [58].

Discussion
This scoping review sought to synthesise literature con-
cerning the role of SC and CR during public health emer-
gencies and disasters. Specifically, in this review we have 
examined: the methods used to measure CR and SC; the 
impact of CR and SC on mental wellbeing during disas-
ters and emergencies; the impact of disasters and emer-
gencies on CR and SC; and the types of interventions 
which can be used to enhance CR. To do this, data was 
extracted from 26 peer-reviewed journal articles. From 
this synthesis, several key themes have been identified, 
which can be used to develop guidelines and recommen-
dations for deploying CR and SC in a public health emer-
gency or disaster context. These key themes and resulting 
recommendations are summarised below.

Firstly, this review established that there is no con-
sistent or standardised approach to measuring CR or 
SC within the general population. This finding is con-
sistent with a review conducted by the World Health 
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Organization which concludes that despite there being 
a number of frameworks that contain indicators across 
different determinants of health, there is a lack of con-
sensus on priority areas for measurement and no widely 
accepted indicator [27]. As a result, there are many meas-
ures of CR and SC apparent within the literature (e.g., 
[62, 63]), an example of a developed and validated meas-
ure is provided by Sherrieb, Norris and Galea [64]. Simi-
larly, the definitions of CR and SC differ widely between 
researchers, which created a barrier to comparing and 
summarising information. Therefore, future research 
could seek to compare various interpretations of CR and 
to identify any overlapping concepts. However, a previ-
ous systemic review conducted by Patel et  al. (2017) 
concludes that there are nine core elements of CR (local 
knowledge, community networks and relationships, 
communication, health, governance and leadership, 
resources, economic investment, preparedness, and men-
tal outlook), with 19 further sub-elements therein [30]. 
Therefore, as CR is a multi-dimensional construct, the 
implications from the findings are that multiple aspects 
of social infrastructure may need to be considered.

Secondly, our synthesis of research concerning the 
role of CR and SC for ensuring mental health and well-
being during, or following, a public health emergency 
or disaster revealed mixed effects. Much of the research 
indicates either a generally protective effect on mental 
health and wellbeing, or no effect; however, the litera-
ture demonstrates some potential for a high level of CR/
SC to backfire and result in a negative effect for popula-
tions during, or following, a public health emergency or 
disaster. Considered together, our synthesis indicates that 
cognitive SC is the only facet of SC which was perceived 
as universally protective across all retained papers. This is 
consistent with a systematic review which also concludes 
that: (a) community level cognitive SC is associated with 
a lower risk of common mental disorders, while; (b) com-
munity level structural SC had inconsistent effects [65].

Further examination of additional data extracted from 
studies which found that CR/SC had a negative effect on 
mental health and wellbeing revealed no commonalities 
that might explain these effects (Please see Supplemen-
tary file 5 for additional information)

One potential explanation may come from a retained 
paper which found that high levels of SC result in an 
increase in stress level immediately post disaster [41]. 
This was suggested to be due to individuals having 
greater burdens due to wishing to help and support their 
wide networks as well as themselves. However, as time 
passes the levels of SC allow the community to come 
together and recover at a faster rate [41]. As this was the 
only retained paper which produced this finding, it would 
be beneficial for future research to examine boundary 

conditions for the positive effects of CR/SC; that is, 
to explore circumstances under which CR/SC may be 
more likely to put communities at greater risk. This fur-
ther research should also include additional longitudi-
nal research to validate the conclusions drawn by [41] as 
resilience is a dynamic process of adaption.

Thirdly, disasters and emergencies were generally 
found to have a negative effect on levels of SC. One 
retained paper found a mixed effect of SC in relation to 
an earthquake, however this paper separated participants 
by area in which they lived (i.e., mountainous vs. flat), 
which explains this inconsistent effect [49]. Dangerous 
areas (i.e. mountainous) saw a decrease in community 
SC in comparison to safer areas following the earthquake 
(an effect the authors attributed to the need to seek pro-
longed refuge), whereas participants from the safer areas 
(which are home to younger residents with a higher pop-
ulation density) saw an increase in SC [49]. This is con-
sistent with the idea that being able to participate socially 
is a key element of SC [12]. Overall, however, this was the 
only retained paper which produced a variable finding in 
relation to the effect of disaster on levels of CR/SC.

Finally, research identified through our synthesis pro-
motes the idea of bolstering SC (particularly cognitive 
SC) and cohesion in communities likely to be affected by 
disaster to improve levels of CR. This finding provides 
further understanding of the relationship between CR 
and SC; an association that has been reported in vari-
ous articles seeking to provide conceptual frameworks 
(e.g., [66, 67]) as well as indicator/measurement frame-
works [27]. Therefore, this could be done by creating and 
promoting initiatives which foster SC and create bonds 
within the community. Papers included in the current 
review suggest that recreational-based activity groups 
and volunteering are potential methods for fostering SC 
and creating community bonds [44, 51, 59]. Similarly, 
further research demonstrates that feelings of social 
cohesion are enhanced by general social activities (e.g. 
fairs and parades [18]). Also, actively encouraging activi-
ties, programs and interventions which enhance con-
nectedness and SC have been reported to be desirable to 
increase CR [68]. This suggestion is supported by a recent 
scoping review of literature [67] examined commu-
nity champion approaches for the COVID-19 pandemic 
response and recovery and established that creating and 
promoting SC focused initiatives within the commu-
nity during pandemic response is highly beneficial [67]. 
In terms of preparedness, research states that it may be 
beneficial for levels of SC and CR in communities at risk 
to be assessed, to allow targeted interventions where the 
population may be at most risk following an incident [42, 
44]. Additionally, from a more critical perspective, we 
acknowledge that ‘resilience’ can often be perceived as a 
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focus on individual capacity to adapt to adversity rather 
than changing or mitigating the causes of adverse con-
ditions [69, 70]. Therefore, CR requires an integrated 
system approach across individual, community and 
structural levels [17]. Also, it is important that commu-
nity members are engaged in defining and agreeing how 
community resilience is measured [27] rather than it 
being imposed by system leads or decision-makers.

In the aftermath of the pandemic, is it expected that 
there will be long-term repercussions both from an eco-
nomic [8] and a mental health perspective [71]. Further-
more, the findings from this review suggest that although 
those in areas with high levels of SC may be negatively 
affected in the acute stage, as time passes, they have 
potential to rebound at a faster rate than those with lower 
levels of SC. Ongoing evaluation of the effectiveness of 
current initiatives as the COVID-19 pandemic progresses 
into a recovery phase will be invaluable for supplement-
ing the evidence base identified through this review.

Recommendations
As a result of this review, a number of recommendations 
are suggested for policy and practice during public health 
emergencies and recovery.

• Future research should seek to establish a standard-
ised and validated approach to measuring and defin-
ing CR and SC within communities. There are ongo-
ing efforts in this area, for example [72]. Additionally, 
community members should be involved in the pro-
cess of defining how CR is measured.

• There should be an enhanced effort to improve pre-
paredness for public health emergencies and disas-
ters in local communities by gauging current levels 
of SC and CR within communities using a standard-
ised measure. This approach could support specific 
targeting of populations with low levels of CR/SC in 
case of a disaster or public health emergency, whilst 
also allowing for consideration of support for those 
with high levels of CR (as these populations can be 
heavily impacted initially following a disaster). By dis-
tinguishing levels of SC and CR, tailored community-
centred approaches could be implemented, such as 
those listed in a guide released by PHE in 2015 [73].

• CR and SC (specifically cognitive SC) should be 
bolstered if communities are at risk of experienc-
ing a disaster or public health emergency. This can 
be achieved by using interventions which aim to 
increase a sense of community and create new social 
ties (e.g., recreational group activities, volunteer-
ing). Additionally, when aiming to achieve this, it is 

important to be mindful of the risk of increased lev-
els of CR/SC to backfire, as well as seeking to advo-
cate an integrated system approach across individual, 
community and structural levels.

• It is necessary to be aware that although communities 
with high existing levels of resilience / SC may expe-
rience short-term negative consequences following a 
disaster, over time these communities might be able 
to recover at a faster rate. It is therefore important to 
ensure that suitable short-term support is provided 
to these communities in the immediate aftermath of 
a public health emergency or disaster.

• Robust evaluation of the community resilience ini-
tiatives deployed during the COVID-19 pandemic 
response is essential to inform the evidence base 
concerning the effectiveness of CR/ SC. These evalu-
ations should continue through the response phase 
and into the recovery phase to help develop our 
understanding of the long-term consequences of 
such interventions.

Limitations
Despite this review being the first in this specific topic 
area, there are limitations that must be considered. 
Firstly, it is necessary to note that communities are gen-
erally highly diverse and the term ‘community’ in aca-
demic literature is a subject of much debate (see: [74]), 
therefore this must be considered when comparing and 
collating research involving communities. Additionally, 
the measures of CR and SC differ substantially across 
research, including across the 26 retained papers used 
in the current review. This makes the act of comparing 
and collating research findings very difficult. This issue is 
highlighted as a key outcome from this review, and sug-
gestions for how to overcome this in future research are 
provided. Additionally, we acknowledge that there will 
be a relationship between CR & SC even where studies 
measure only at individual or community level. A review 
[75] on articulating a hypothesis of the link to health 
inequalities suggests that wider structural determinants 
of health need to be accounted for. Secondly, despite the 
final search strategy encompassing terms for both CR 
and SC, only one retained paper directly measured CR; 
thus, making the research findings more relevant to SC. 
Future research could seek to focus on CR to allow for 
a comparison of findings. Thirdly, the review was con-
ducted early in the COVID-19 pandemic and so does 
not include more recent publications focusing on resil-
ience specifically in the context of COVID-19. Regard-
less of this fact, the synthesis of, and recommendations 
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drawn from, the reviewed studies are agnostic to time 
and specific incident and contain critical elements nec-
essary to address as the pandemic moves from response 
to recovery. Further research should review the effective-
ness of specific interventions during the COVID-19 pan-
demic for collation in a subsequent update to this current 
paper. Fourthly, the current review synthesises findings 
from countries with individualistic and collectivistic cul-
tures, which may account for some variation in the find-
ings. Lastly, despite choosing a scoping review method 
for ease of synthesising a wide literature base for use by 
public health emergency researchers in a relatively tight 
timeframe, there are disadvantages of a scoping review 
approach to consider: (1) quality appraisal of retained 
studies was not carried out; (2) due to the broad nature 
of a scoping review, more refined and targeted reviews 
of literature (e.g., systematic reviews) may be able to pro-
vide more detailed research outcomes. Therefore, future 
research should seek to use alternative methods (e.g., 
empirical research, systematic reviews of literature) to 
add to the evidence base on CR and SC impact and use in 
public health practice.

Conclusion
This review sought to establish: (1) How CR and SC are 
quantified in research?; (2) The impact of community 
resilience on mental wellbeing?; (3) The impact of infec-
tious disease outbreaks, disasters and emergencies on 
community resilience and social capital?; and, (4) What 
types of interventions enhance community resilience and 
social capital?. The chosen search strategy yielded 26 rel-
evant papers from which we were able extract informa-
tion relating to the aims of this review.

Results from the review revealed that CR and SC are 
not measured consistently across research. The impact 
of CR / SC on mental health and wellbeing during emer-
gencies and disasters is mixed (with some potential for 
backlash), however the literature does identify cogni-
tive SC as particularly protective. Although only a small 
number of papers compared CR or SC before and after a 
disaster, the findings were relatively consistent: SC or CR 
is negatively impacted by a disaster. Methods suggested 
to bolster SC in communities were centred around social 
activities, such as recreational group activities and volun-
teering. Recommendations for both research and prac-
tice (with a particular focus on the ongoing COVID-19 
pandemic) are also presented.

Abbreviations
CR  Community resilience
SC  Social Capital

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1186/ s12889- 023- 17242-x.

Additional file 1. 

Additional file 2. 

Additional file 3. 

Additional file 4. 

Additional file 5. 

Acknowledgements
Not applicable.

Authors’ contributions
DW, JSo and JSt had the main idea for the review. The search strategy and 
eligibility criteria were devised by CH, DW, JSo and JSt. CH conducted the 
database searches. CH and DW conducted duplicate, title and abstract and 
full text screening in accordance with inclusion criteria. CH conducted data 
extraction, CH and DW carried out the analysis and drafted the initial manu-
script. All authors provided critical revision of intellectual content. All authors 
approved the final manuscript.

Authors’ information
Not applicable.

Funding
This study was supported by the National Institute for Health Research 
Research Unit (NIHR HPRU) in Emergency Preparedness and Response, 
a partnership between Public Health England, King’s College London 
and the University of East Anglia. The views expressed are those of the 
author(s) and not necessarily those of the NIHR, Public Health England, 
the UK Health Security Agency or the Department of Health and Social 
Care [Grant number: NIHR20008900]. Part of this work has been funded 
by the Office for Health Improvement and Disparities, Department of 
Health and Social Care, as part of a Collaborative Agreement with Leeds 
Beckett University.

Availability of data and materials
The datasets used and/or analysed during the current study are available from 
the corresponding author on reasonable request.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Author details
1 Behavioural Science and Insights Unit, Evaluation & Translation Directorate, 
Science Group, UK Health Security Agency, Porton Down, Salisbury SP4 0JG, 
UK. 3 Health Protection Research Unit, Institute of Psychology, Psychiatry 
and Neuroscience, King’s College London, 10 Cutcombe Road, London SE5 
9RJ, UK. 2 School of Health and Community Studies, Leeds Beckett University, 
Portland Building, PD519, Portland Place, Leeds LS1 3HE, UK. 4 King’s Centre 
for Military Health Research, Institute of Psychology, Psychiatry and Neurosci-
ence, King’s College London, 10 Cutcombe Road, London SE5 9RJ, UK. 

Received: 4 April 2022   Accepted: 16 November 2023

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-023-17242-x
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-023-17242-x


Page 12 of 13Hall et al. BMC Public Health         (2023) 23:2482 

References
 1. Zortea TC, Brenna CT, Joyce M, McClelland H, Tippett M, Tran MM, et al. 

The impact of infectious disease-related public health emergencies on 
suicide, suicidal behavior, and suicidal thoughts. Crisis. 2020;42(6):474–87.

 2. Davis JR, Wilson S, Brock-Martin A, Glover S, Svendsen ER. The impact of 
disasters on populations with health and health care disparities. Disaster 
Med Pub Health Prep. 2010;4(1):30.

 3. Francescutti LH, Sauve M, Prasad AS. Natural disasters and healthcare: 
lessons to be learned. Healthc Manage Forum. 2017;30(1):53–5.

 4. Jones L, Palumbo D, Brown D. Coronavirus: How the pandemic has 
changed the world economy. BBC News; 2021. Accessible at: https:// 
www. bbc. co. uk/ news/ busin ess- 51706 225.

 5. Below R, Wallemacq P. Annual disaster statistical review 2017. Brussels: 
CRED, Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters; 2018.

 6. Qiu W, Chu C, Mao A, Wu J. The impacts on health, society, and economy 
of SARS and H7N9 outbreaks in China: a case comparison study. J Environ 
Public Health. 2018;2018:2710185.

 7. Worldometer. COVID-19 coronavirus pandemic. 2021.
 8. Harari D, Keep M. Coronavirus: economic impact house of commons 

library. Briefing Paper (Number 8866); 2021. Accessible at: https:// commo 
nslib rary. parli ament. uk/ resea rch- briefi ngs/ cbp- 8866/.

 9. Nabavi N. Covid-19: pandemic will cast a long shadow on mental health, 
warns England’s CMO. BMJ. 2021;373:n1655.

 10. Ziglio E. Strengthening resilience: a priority shared by health 2020 and 
the sustainable development goals. No. WHO/EURO: 2017-6509-46275-
66939. World Health Organization; Regional Office for Europe; 2017.

 11. Asadzadeh A, Kotter T, Salehi P, Birkmann J. Operationalizing a concept: 
the systematic review of composite indicator building for measuring 
community disaster resilience. Int J Disaster Risk Reduct. 2017;25:147.

 12. Sherrieb K, Norris F, Galea S. Measuring capacities for community resil-
ience. Soc Indicators Res. 2010;99(2):227.

 13. Poortinga W. Community resilience and health: the role of bond-
ing, bridging, and linking aspects of social capital. Health Place. 
2011;18(2):286–95.

 14. Ferlander S. The importance of different forms of social capital for health. 
Acta Sociol. 2007;50(2):115–28.

 15. Nakagawa Y, Shaw R. Social capital: a missing link to disaster recovery. Int 
J Mass Emerge Disasters. 2004;22(1):5–34.

 16. Grootaert C, Narayan D, Jones VN, Woolcock M. Measuring social capital: 
an integrated questionnaire. Washington, DC: World Bank Working Paper, 
No. 18; 2004.

 17. Adler PS, Kwon SW. Social capital: prospects for a new concept. Acad 
Manage Rev. 2002;27(1):17–40.

 18. Aldrich DP, Meyer MA. Social capital and community resilience. Am Behav 
Sci. 2015;59(2):254–69.

 19. Rodriguez-Llanes JM, Vos F, Guha-Sapir D. Measuring psychological 
resilience to disasters: are evidence-based indicators an achievable goal? 
Environ Health. 2013;12(1):115.

 20. De Silva MJ, McKenzie K, Harpham T, Huttly SR. Social capital and mental Ill-
ness: a systematic review. J Epidemiol Community Health. 2005;59(8):619–27.

 21. Bonanno GA, Galea S, Bucciarelli A, Vlahov D. Psychological resilience 
after disaster: New York City in the aftermath of the september 11th ter-
rorist attack. Psychol Sci. 2006;17(3):181.

 22. World Health Organization. Health 2020: a European policy framework 
and strategy for the 21st century. World Health Organization. Regional 
Office for Europe; 2013.

 23. Public Health England. Community-Centred Public Health: Taking a 
Whole System Approach. 2020.

 24. SPI-B. The role of Community Champion networks to increase engage-
ment in the context of COVID19: Evidence and best practice. 2021.

 25. Public Health England. Community champions: A rapid scoping review 
of community champion approaches for the pandemic response and 
recovery. 2021.

 26. Arksey H, O’Malley L. Scoping studies: towards a methodological frame-
work. Int J Soc Res Methodol. 2005;8(1):19–32.

 27. World Health Organisation. WHO health evidence network synthesis 
report: what quantitative and qualitative methods have been developed 

to measure health-related community resilience at a national and local 
level. 2018.

 28. Hall C, Williams N, Gauntlett L, Carter H, Amlôt R, Peterson L et al. Findings 
from systematic review of public perceptions and responses. PROACTIVE 
EU. Deliverable 1.1. 2019. Accessible at: https:// proac tive- h2020. eu/ wp- 
conte nt/ uploa ds/ 2021/ 04/ PROAC TIVE_ 20210 312_ D1.1_ V5_ PHE_ Syste 
matic- Review- of- Public- Perce ptions- and- Respo nses_ revis ed. pdf.

 29. Weston D, Ip A, Amlôt R. Examining the application of behaviour change 
theories in the context of Infectious disease outbreaks and emergency 
response: a review of reviews. BMC Public Health. 2020;20(1):1483.

 30. Patel SS, Rogers MB, Amlôt R, Rubin GJ. What do we mean by ‘community 
resilience’? A systematic literature review of how it is defined in the litera-
ture. PLoS Curr. 2017;9:ecurrents.dis.db775aff25efc5ac4f0660ad9c9f7db2.

 31. Brooks SK, Weston D, Wessely S, Greenberg N. Effectiveness and accept-
ability of brief psychoeducational interventions after potentially traumatic 
events: a systematic review. Eur J Psychotraumatology. 2021;12(1):1923110.

 32. Pawson R, Greenhalgh T, Harvey G, Walshe K. Realist review-a new 
method of systematic review designed for complex policy interventions. 
J Health Serv Res Policy. 2005;10(1_suppl):21–34.

 33. Gale NK, Heath G, Cameron E, Rashid S, Redwood S. Using the framework 
method for the analysis of qualitative data in multi-disciplinary health 
research. BMC Med Res Methodol. 2013;13:1–8.

 34. Bearman M, Dawson P. Qualitative synthesis and systematic review in 
health professions education. Med Educ. 2013;47(3):252–60.

 35. Heid AR, Pruchno R, Cartwright FP, Wilson-Genderson M. Exposure to 
Hurricane Sandy, neighborhood collective efficacy, and post-traumatic 
stress symptoms in older adults. Aging Ment Health. 2017;21(7):742–50.

 36. Hikichi H, Aida J, Tsuboya T, Kondo K, Kawachi I. Can community social 
cohesion prevent posttraumatic stress disorder in the aftermath of a 
disaster? A natural experiment from the 2011 Tohoku Earthquake and 
tsunami. Am J Epidemiol. 2016;183(10):902–10.

 37. Lee J, Blackmon BJ, Cochran DM, Kar B, Rehner TA, Gunnell MS. Community 
resilience, psychological resilience, and depressive symptoms: an examina-
tion of the Mississippi Gulf Coast 10 years after Hurricane Katrina and 5 years 
after the Deepwater Horizon oil spill. Disaster med. 2018;12(2):241–8.

 38. Lee J, Blackmon BJ, Lee JY, Cochran DM Jr, Rehner TA. An exploration of 
posttraumatic growth, loneliness, depression, resilience, and social capital 
among survivors of Hurricane Katrina and the deepwater Horizon oil spill. 
J Community Psychol. 2019;47(2):356–70.

 39. Lowe SR, Sampson L, Gruebner O, Galea S. Psychological resilience after 
Hurricane Sandy: the influence of individual- and community-level 
factors on mental health after a large-scale natural disaster. PLoS One. 
2015;10(5):e0125761.

 40. Rung AL, Gaston S, Robinson WT, Trapido EJ, Peters ES. Untangling the 
disaster-depression knot: the role of social ties after deepwater Horizon. 
Soc Sci Med. 2017;177:19–26.

 41. Weil F, Lee MR, Shihadeh ES. The burdens of social capital: how socially-
involved people dealt with stress after Hurricane Katrina. Soc Sci Res. 
2012;41(1):110–9.

 42. Hikichi H, Aida J, Matsuyama Y, Tsuboya T, Kondo K, Kawachi I. Commu-
nity-level social capital and cognitive decline after a Natural Disaster: 
a natural experiment from the 2011 Great East Japan Earthquake and 
Tsunami. Soc Sci Med. 2018;257:111981.

 43. Lau AL, Chi I, Cummins RA, Lee TM, Chou KL, Chung LW. The SARS (severe 
acute respiratory syndrome) pandemic in Hong Kong: effects on the 
subjective wellbeing of elderly and younger people. Aging Ment Health. 
2008;12(6):746–60.

 44. Sun Y, Yan T. The use of public health indicators to assess individual 
happiness in post-disaster recovery. Int J Environ Res Public Health. 
2019;16(21):4101.

 45. Wong H, Huang Y, Fu Y, Zhang Y. Impacts of structural social capital and 
cognitive social capital on the psychological status of survivors of the 
yaan Earthquake. Appl Res Qual Life. 2018;14:1411–33.

 46. Xiao H, Zhang Y, Kong D, Li S, Yang N. Social capital and sleep quality in 
individuals who self-isolated for 14 days during the coronavirus disease 
2019 (COVID-19) outbreak in January 2020 in China. Med Sci Monit. 
2020;26:e923921.

https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-51706225
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-51706225
https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cbp-8866/
https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cbp-8866/
https://proactive-h2020.eu/wp-content/uploads/2021/04/PROACTIVE_20210312_D1.1_V5_PHE_Systematic-Review-of-Public-Perceptions-and-Responses_revised.pdf
https://proactive-h2020.eu/wp-content/uploads/2021/04/PROACTIVE_20210312_D1.1_V5_PHE_Systematic-Review-of-Public-Perceptions-and-Responses_revised.pdf
https://proactive-h2020.eu/wp-content/uploads/2021/04/PROACTIVE_20210312_D1.1_V5_PHE_Systematic-Review-of-Public-Perceptions-and-Responses_revised.pdf


Page 13 of 13Hall et al. BMC Public Health         (2023) 23:2482  

•
 
fast, convenient online submission

 •
  

thorough peer review by experienced researchers in your field

• 
 
rapid publication on acceptance

• 
 
support for research data, including large and complex data types

•
  

gold Open Access which fosters wider collaboration and increased citations 

 
maximum visibility for your research: over 100M website views per year •

  At BMC, research is always in progress.

Learn more biomedcentral.com/submissions

Ready to submit your researchReady to submit your research  ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: 

 47. Matsuyama Y, Aida J, Hase A, Sato Y, Koyama S, Tsuboya T, et al. Do com-
munity- and individual-level social relationships contribute to the mental 
health of disaster survivors? A multilevel prospective study after the great 
East Japan earthquake. Soc Sci Med. 2016;151:187–95.

 48. Ozaki A, Horiuchi S, Kobayashi Y, Inoue M, Aida J, Leppold C, Yamaoka K. 
Beneficial roles of social support for mental health vary in the Japanese 
population depending on disaster experience: a nationwide cross-sec-
tional study. Tohoku J Exp Med. 2018;246(4):213–23.

 49. Sato K, Amemiya A, Haseda M, Takagi D, Kanamori M, Kondo K, et al. 
Post-disaster changes in Social Capital and Mental Health: a natural 
experiment from the 2016 Kumamoto Earthquake. Am J Epidemiol. 
2020;189(9):910–21.

 50. Tsuchiya N, Nakaya N, Nakamura T, Narita A, Kogure M, Aida J, Tsuji I, 
Hozawa A, Tomita H. Impact of social capital on psychological distress 
and interaction with house destruction and displacement after the 
great East Japan earthquake of 2011. J Neuropsychiatry Clin Neurosci. 
2017;71(1):52–60.

 51. Brockie L, Miller E. Understanding older adults’ resilience during the Bris-
bane floods: social capital, life experience, and optimism. Disaster Med 
Pub Health Prep. 2017;11(1):72–9.

 52. Caldwell K, Boyd CP. Coping and resilience in farming families affected by 
drought. Rural Remote Health. 2009;9(2):1088.

 53. Huang Y, Tan NT, Liu J. Support, sense of community, and psychological 
status in the survivors of the Yaan earthquake. J Community Psychol. 
2016;44(7):919–36.

 54. Wind T, Fordham M, Komproe H. Social capital and post-disaster mental 
health. Glob Health Action. 2011;4(1):6351.

 55. Wind T, Komproe IH. The mechanisms that associate community social 
capital with post-disaster mental health: a multilevel model. Soc Sci Med. 
2012;75(9):1715–20.

 56. Hogg D, Kingham S, Wilson TM, Ardagh M. The effects of spatially varying 
earthquake impacts on mood and anxiety symptom treatments among 
long-term Christchurch residents following the 2010/11 Canterbury 
Earthquakes, New Zealand. Health Place. 2016;41:78–88.

 57. Flores EC, Carnero AM, Bayer AM. Social capital and chronic post-trau-
matic stress disorder among survivors of the 2007 earthquake in Pisco, 
Peru. Soc Sci Med. 2014;101:9–17.

 58. Rafiey H, Alipour F, LeBeau R, Salimi Y, Ahmadi S. Exploring the buffer-
ing role of social capital in the development of posttraumatic stress 
symptoms among Iranian earthquake survivors. Psychol Trauma. 
2019;14(6):1040–6.

 59. Babcicky P, Seebauer S. The two faces of social capital in private Flood 
mitigation: opposing effects on risk perception, self-efficacy and coping 
capacity. J Risk Res. 2017;20(8):1017–37.

 60. Bakic H, Ajdukovic D. Stability and change post-disaster: dynamic rela-
tions between individual, interpersonal and community resources and 
psychosocial functioning. Eur J Psychotraumatol. 2019;10(1):1614821.

 61. Rogers RW. A protection motivation theory of fear appeals and attitude 
change. J Psychol. 1975;91(1):93–114.

 62. Lindberg K, Swearingen T. A reflective thrive-oriented community resil-
ience scale. Am J Community Psychol. 2020;65(3–4):467–78.

 63. Leykin D, Lahad M, Cohen O, Goldberg A, Aharonson-Daniel L. Conjoint 
community resiliency assessment measure-28/10 items (CCRAM28 and 
CCRAM10): a self-report tool for assessing community resilience. Am J 
Community Psychol. 2013;52:313–23.

 64. Sherrieb K, Norris FH, Galea S. Measuring capacities for community resil-
ience. Soc Indic Res. 2010;99:227–47.

 65. Ehsan AM, De Silva MJ. Social capital and common mental disorder: a 
systematic review. J Epidemiol Community Health. 2015;69(10):1021–8.

 66. Pfefferbaum B, Van Horn RL, Pfefferbaum RL. A conceptual framework 
to enhance community resilience using social capital. Clin Soc Work J. 
2017;45(2):102–10.

 67. Carmen E, Fazey I, Ross H, Bedinger M, Smith FM, Prager K, et al. Building 
community resilience in a context of climate change: the role of social 
capital. Ambio. 2022;51(6):1371–87.

 68. Pfefferbaum B, Van Horn RL, Pfefferbaum RL. A conceptual framework 
to enhance community resilience using social capital. Clin Soc Work J. 
2017;45(2):102–10.

 69. Humbert C, Joseph J. Introduction: the politics of resilience: problematis-
ing current approaches. Resilience. 2019;7(3):215–23.

 70. Tanner T, Bahadur A, Moench M. Challenges for resilience policy and 
practice. Working paper: 519. 2017.

 71. Vadivel R, Shoib S, El Halabi S, El Hayek S, Essam L, Bytyçi DG. Mental 
health in the post-COVID-19 era: challenges and the way forward. Gen 
Psychiatry. 2021;34(1):e100424.

 72. Pryor M. Social Capital Harmonised Standard. London: Government 
Statistical Service. 2021. Accessible at: https:// gss. civil servi ce. gov. uk/ polic 
ystore/ social- capit al/.

 73. Public Health England NE. A guide to community-centred approaches for 
health and wellbeing. 2015.

 74. Hawe P. Capturing the meaning of ‘community’ in community interven-
tion evaluation: some contributions from community psychology. Health 
Promot Int. 1994;9(3):199–210.

 75. Uphoff EP, Pickett KE, Cabieses B, Small N, Wright J. A systematic review of 
the relationships between social capital and socioeconomic inequalities 
in health: a contribution to understanding the psychosocial pathway of 
health inequalities. Int J Equity Health. 2013;12:1–12.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub-
lished maps and institutional affiliations.

https://gss.civilservice.gov.uk/policystore/social-capital/
https://gss.civilservice.gov.uk/policystore/social-capital/

	Examining the€role of€community resilience and€social capital on€mental health in€public health emergency and€disaster response: a€scoping review
	Abstract 
	Background
	Method
	Identification of€relevant studies
	Selection criteria
	Charting the€data
	Analytical method

	Results
	Study selection
	Study characteristics
	Date of€publication
	Country of€origin
	Design
	Study location
	Disaster
	Variables of€interest examined

	How is€CR and€SC measured or€quantified in€research?
	What is€the€association between€CR and€SC on€mental wellbeing?
	Community resilience
	Social capital
	Cognitive and€structural social capital
	Bonding and€bridging social capital
	Other community variables

	What is€the€impact of€Infectious disease outbreaks  disasters and€emergencies on€community resilience?
	What types of€intervention enhance CR and€SC and€protect survivors?
	General methods
	Preparedness
	Policy level


	Discussion
	Recommendations
	Limitations

	Conclusion
	Anchor 34
	Acknowledgements
	References


