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Abstract 
 

Although undesirable, disasters offer us many lessons to learn. They provide us a unique 

opportunity to dip into deeper structure of the societies. Disasters tend to unravel the 

social structure of the society and expose their strengths and weaknesses. They help us to 

untake the everyday taken for granted world. Disasters create a situation of social crisis 

and chaos among affected individuals and communities. Unequal power structure and 

deep rooted socioeconomic inequalities further aggravate the impacts of catastrophic 

events. A disaster of same magnitude may hit the people in different way. After 

undergoing a catastrophic disaster; some people recover at a greater pace while others lag 

behind. The differential disaster recovery is attributable to the social characteristics of the 

disaster hit communities. 

This cross-sectional study was conducted to understand the life recovery of the victims 

affected by 2010 catastrophic floods in Pakistan. The study was carried out in 

Muzaffargarh district of the Punjab province. During 2010, a mega flood disaster hit 

Pakistan. Muzaffargarh was one of the worst disaster affected district of the Punjab. The 

reason is that this district is flanked by two major rivers namely, The Chenab and The 

Indus (Sindh) at its east and west sides respectively. Unusual heavy rain falls and rapid 

melting of snow at the glaciers made these rivers overflow with water. The consequence 

was a catastrophic flood that inundated a huge area of this district and swept heavily 

through physical as well as social infrastructure.  

The study employed a mixed methodology of social research using both quantitative and 

qualitative approaches to draw the data. A sample of 493 flood victims was drawn and 

face to face interviews were conducted with all the heads of selected household. The 

overall response rate was 91.3%. During quantitative phase structured interviews were 

conducted with the flood victims while during qualitative phase of the research in-depth 

interviews were conducted. 
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The major objective of the study was to see the level of life recovery of the flood victims 

after two years of the disaster and to investigate whether social capital has explanatory 

power for the life recovery of the respondents. In order to measure the life recovery of 

flood victims’ Life Recovery Scale was used. While social capital was measured by Post-

disaster Inventory of Received Social Support, Perceived Leadership Effectiveness Scale, 

Trust Scale and Post-disaster Community Cohesion Scale. In addition to these in order to 

measure the disaster experience of the flood victims, psychological trauma and material 

loss incurred by the flood were measured. Besides this the flood victims were asked 

about perceived fairness in the distribution of disaster aid and the flood victims’ 

involvement in recovery and rehabilitation related decisions. Detailed socio-demographic 

information of the respondents was taken into account to get a better comprehension of 

the life recovery phenomenon. 

The results of the study showed that out of 450 respondents interviewed, 258 (57.3%) 

respondents reported that their lives were recovering. A considerable number 120 

(26.7%) of the respondents were ambivalent about their life recovery progress while 72 

(16%) respondents categorically reported that their lives were not recovering. The study 

unveiled that majority of the respondents received social support from their family, 

friends and relatives. The study revealed that the respondents’ level of trust did increase 

in their friends and relatives and the level of trust had diminished in the federal 

government and district government after the flood experience. Majority of the 

respondents evaluated the performance of local political leadership negatively and also 

reported low level of perceived community cohesion after the disaster recovery 

experience.  

The flood affectees who received high level of social support, had positive opinion about 

political leadership, showed high level of trust, expressed high level of post-flood 

community cohesion and also reported that they were on their way to life recovery. By 

contrast, the respondents who received low social support, they also evaluated political 

leadership negatively, reported low level of trust and community cohesion and reported 

low level of life recovery or were ambivalent about their recovery status.   
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Majority of flood victims revealed that the distribution of disaster aid during recovery 

period was unfair and their voices were not heard. A considerable number of flood 

victims reported that they were not satisfied with their current dwellings (home 

instability) as they had not been able to repair or reconstruct their damaged or destroyed 

homes as compared to pre-flood days. The study explored that perceived unfairness in the 

distribution of disaster aid, lack of flood victims’ involvement in recovery process, 

psychological trauma, material loss and home instability affected the life recovery 

feelings and social capital perceptions of the flood victims.  

 The flood victims’ perceptions of the social capital and level of life recovery were 

determined by their socio-demographic characteristics. The respondents with higher level 

of education, more annual income, greater amount of landholdings and more heads of 

livestock and having small family scored high on social capital scales and life recovery 

scale. The study concluded that both social capital and life recovery were differentially 

distributed among the flood disaster victims. Although the flood victims showed 

resilience in the wake of disaster as they used flood as an opportunity to help one another 

and increased the mutual help, yet the deep rooted socio-economic inequalities and 

particularly the power structure inherent in flood affected communities prevented the 

marginalised section of the society to recover at same pace as compared to the more 

privileged community members. The study unveiled that disasters may not be completely 

destructive. The flood disaster led to erosion of community level social capital yet, it also 

enhanced the informal level of social capital among the flood affected people. The study 

contains important policy and practice lessons for disaster risk reduction and disaster 

management. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

This chapter presents the various considerations that shape the rationale and logic of this 

study. The chapter also contains statement of the problem, objectives of the study and 

research questions.  

1.1 Background 

In 2010 Pakistan was hit by a monstrous flood. Millions of people were affected. Houses 

were severely damaged or destroyed. Roads, public properties and infrastructure were 

washed away by the strong currents of water. The flood affected people had to evacuate 

to safer places that caused a large scale disaster induced population dislocation. The 

catastrophic flood caused a huge loss of property value that halted the pace of 

development of the country. Economy had to suffer billion dollars of loss. With regard to 

its scope and intensity the 2010 flood was the biggest and the worst natural disaster faced 

by Pakistan in its history (Imam, 2010; National Disaster Management Authority 

[NDMA], 2011).   

Floods impact the communities in multiple ways. Besides material damages there 

are psycho-social consequences of the floods. They can “turn the society upside down for 

a long period and have a lifelong impact on flood victims” (Coninx, 2010 p.5). Floods 

impact the people at individual, household and community level. They cause 

psychological trauma, death and injuries. Floods cause the disruption of routine social 

lives, social disorganization and destabilization of existing structure and function of 

society. Whether natural or unnatural; disasters lead to break down of normal way of 

patterned behaviour (Adeola & Picou, 2012).  

By the end of 2010, majority of the flood affectees; particularly those who own 

land had returned to their native areas for rehabilitation and restoration of their lives 

(Robotka, 2011). Due to large scale disaster caused by floods, the relief phase of flood 

victims continued for six months from October 2010 to February 2011 (Murtaza, 2011).  
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Pakistan army did a tremendous job during rescue and relief phase (Federal Flood 

Commission [FFC], 2010). The rescue operation enabled to save many human lives 

(Oxfam, 2011). In Februeary 2011, the government of Pkistan announced the end of  

emergency relief phase (UNHCR, 2011). During the recovery and rehabilitation stage, 

the flood victims had to start their social, economic and cultural life anew. At this stage 

Morshed (2007) narrated the flood victims’ position as under: 

Flood affected people are keen to get back to normal life. After suffering losses in 

terms of crops, livestock, and property, they often find themselves in extremely 

difficult situations and cannot rehabilitate themselves without assistance from the 

government, rich benefactors, or NGOs/CBOs. Sometimes, neighbors help one 

another towards getting back to `normal life'. Interpersonal relationship and 

kinship also play vital roles in helping some flood affected people to find their 

feet again. Community effort can be useful in repairing partially damaged houses, 

often by means of collective free labor supporting one another. Well-to-do people 

sometimes employ poor neighbors in restoration activities, thereby offering 

temporary employment. In the case of large-scale flood devastation, government's 

role in relief and rehabilitation becomes crucial (p, 17).  

It is worth mentioning that the three stages of disaster response i.e. emergency 

rescue, relief and recovery are not distinct phases. During rescue and relief phases both 

the disaster victims and emergency managers are thinking about recovery stage. The 

boundaries among these phases are blurred and interpenetrating. There are no definite 

dividing lines among three phases of disaster response (Lindell, 2011). However, in 

contrary to short period emergency rescue and relief phases, the post-disaster recovery is 

a protracted process that extends to a considerable period of time. 

At this stage, the survivors of disaster garner all their resources and find the ways 

and means to “move forward” and “recover” (Mainka & McNeedy, 2011). Many non- 

government organizations (NGOs), faith based organizations, philanthropists, 

government led agencies and international agencies including UN joined hands to help 

the 2010 flood victims in Pakistan (Oxfam, 2011). The governement of Pakistan started 
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recovery and rehabilitation program. During this stage the federal government alongwith 

provincial governments and local and international NGOs devised plans to distribute food 

packages, constructuion material and tents among flood victims. The government also 

devised a mechanism to distribute financial aid among the flood victims. 

In order to put the flood victims on the track of recovery; the government of the 

Pakistan started Watan1 Card (WC) Program. This was a cash compensation program. 

Through this program the government announced to distribute PKR 100,000 in two 

instalments to each head of the damaged or destroyed household. Provincial Disaster 

Management Authority (PDMA) of each province was responsible to distribute the 

financial aid. For this purpose first of all the process of registration of flood victims was 

completed. The WCs were machine readable and the flood victims were able to draw the 

amount through Automatic Teller Machines (ATMs). Initially PKRs 20,000 were 

disbursed to each registered flood victim, while PKR 80,000 rupees were to be given in 

the second instalment. But the government could not fulfil its promise and due to 

financial crisis this scheme could not be completed. Flood victims could get only PKR 

20,000 through one instalment.  

The delivery of WCs was very slow because of complicated and prolonged 

verification and identification process of the flood victims. According to PDMA (2012) 

the process of distribution of WCs continued till January 2012. The premature ending of 

this financial aid scheme proved an additional blow for the flood victims particularly 

those who had not the enough savings to reconstruct or repair their homes. This cash 

compensation scheme could not evade deep rooted corrupt practices prevalent in 

Pakistani society and governmental institutions. The flood victims complained extortion 

during registration process for WC scheme and majority of them had to give PKR 500 to 

5000 as bribery to government official or middle man (UNHCR, 2011).   

During recovery period, the provincial government along with partner NGOs 

distributed one room construction material, prefabricated homes and food packages and 

                                                             
1Watan is Urdu translation for country. 
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tents. The pace of the program was very slow and many flood affected people had to wait 

a long for this formal source of help. The distribution of relief goods was made through 

local political elite. Unfortunately the distribution process was plagued by political 

favouritism, nepotism, inefficiencies and sluggishness on the part of government agencies 

and the local power elites (Oxfam, 2011). During recovery process preferential and unfair 

distribution of aid was observed (Arai, 2012). The disaster victims who could not access 

the post-disaster aid were futher marginalised and pushed to hidden vulnerabilities 

(Hoffman, 2003). Politicization of recovery related decisions engenders the policy 

confusion and lengthens the recovery process (Sutter, 2011). 

Such recovery related measures left the flood victims in lurch. The unplanned and 

haphazard recovery measures taken by the government and patchy response of UN and 

other agencies could not prove very much effective (Oxfam, 2011). The outstanding  

scale of flood disaster, vulnerabilities inherent in flood affected communities and 

government institutions made the recovery an uphill task. Further more, the disasters 

affecting a large geographical area outpace the capacity of formal emergency 

management efforts and make it impossible for them to provide the formal assistance to 

all the affected individuals (Ada & Bolat, 2010). In 2010 the emergency management 

mechanism of Pakistan was newly born and ill equipped and it was not possible for 

government agencies to tackle such a large scale disaster (Arai, 2012).  

The scale of the 2010 flood disaster was so large that it would have strained the 

government of any country (Azad & McElhinney, 2011).  Although being at risk of both 

natural and non-natural disasters; the government of Pakistan could not manifest an 

optimal level of disaster management and failed to minimize the losses during 2010 flood 

(Ahmad, Kazmi, & Pervez, 2011). The poor performance of Pakistani government can be 

attributed to many factors e.g. weak economy, wide spread corruption, political 

instability and long standing war against terrorism (UNHCR, 2011).  

 Consequently the distribution of aid after flood remained sporadic and 

inconclusive. The 2010 flood caused a “breach of trust” between the flood affected 

people and government emergency management apparatus (Semple, 2011). The flood 
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vctims had to rely on other sources of help mainly NGOs, private individuals and their 

social network. The recovery became a private and family concern. The flood affected 

people had no option other than to rely on own their economic and social resources.  

1.2 Social capital 

Disasters involve mass dislocation, death of near and dear ones and destruction of 

physical infrastructure. Therefore scientists observe that disasters tend to destroy all types 

of capital including social capital and people’s bonds of kinship are lost away (e.g. 

Adeola & Picou, 2012; Erikson, 1976; Wind, Fordham, & Komproe, 2011). In constrast 

to this, Dynes (2006) states that although disasters cause damage to different types of 

capitals e.g. economic, built (physical), human and social ones, yet social capital is the 

most durable capital possessed by human communities. Social capital is one of the least 

destroyed capital of disaster hit communities and an important attribute of disaster 

resilient communities (Ada & Bolat, 2010). Scientists (e.g. Dynes, 2006; Murphy, 2007; 

Norris et al., 2008) observe that disaster resilient communities possess high stock of 

social capital that enables them to withstand and recover from the disruptive events.  

Investigating the social capital in context of natural disaster spawned after 

pioneering work of Dynes (2002), as he focussed on the significance of social capital in 

disaster response. Social capital has proved its explanatory power for disaster recovery in 

context of Kobe earthquake in Japan in 1995, Indian Ocean tsunami in Tamil Nadu State, 

Bhuj earthquake in India, Indian Ocean Tsunami and Java earthquake in Indonesia (e.g. 

Aldrich 2010; Joshi & Aoki, 2013; Nakagawa & Shaw, 2004; Sakamoto & Yamori, 

2009). Social research conducted around the world regarding social capital and disaster 

management has proved the benefits of social capital for efficient and speedy disaster 

recovery. A substantive body of sociological evidence demonstrated social capital as 

“critical factor” for disaster recovery (Dufty, 2013). Communities and individuals that 

possess high stock of social capital recover at greater pace despite sustaining the heavy 

damage by the disasters (Aldrich, 2011).  
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The term social capital has gained considerable popularity in social sciences and 

international development discourse (Nakagawa & Shaw, 2004). This concept accrued 

academic attention since last two decades after the scholarly writings of (Putnam, 1993; 

1995a; 1995b). Putnam’s version of social capital was mainly related to civic engagement 

of the people in creating good governance. Bourdieu (1986) stated that there are different 

forms of capitals in the society that can be interconverted. 

Social capital is related to norms of reciprocity, expectations and trust among 

community members. It refers “resources embedded in formal and informal networks and 

relationships that can be tapped into or mobilized in emergency situations” (Coleman, 

1990). Social capital is “collection of norms, networks and trust that facilitate 

coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit and well being” (Putnam, 1995a). These 

norms usually arise due to “social similarity” among community individuals and structure 

of the society. These may be the norms of reciprocity, mutual help in case of extreme 

situations, expressing sympathy with fellow men, giving useful information and advice in 

case of need (Putnam, Leonardi, & Nanetti, 1993).  

 In contrast to collectivistic definition of social capital as advanced by Putnam; 

Lin (1999) presented an individualistic definition of social capital. According to him 

social capital refers to resources extracted by individuals embedded in their social 

networks. So it is the pool of resources embedded in individuals and community social 

networks. These social networks help to minimize the costs of transaction among its 

members. Such networks of social relations help the people to overcome the “collection 

action problem” and work for their mutual benefits (Putnam, 1993).  

Woolcock (2000) presented three types of social capital i.e. bonding, bridging and 

linking social capital. Bonding social capital refers individual level/personalized network. 

For example an individual’s social ties with the members of the family outside the 

household, friends, distant relatives, neighbours, co-workers and business partners etc. 

This is also called the informal social capital. Bridging social capital refers to connections 

with extra-local groups e.g. caste, ethnic, religious groups. While a person’s participation 

and relationship of trust in formalized associations, for example, the community based 
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associations and clubs etc constitute the linking or formal social capital. Social capital 

cannot be measured in the same way in all the societies of the world. Krishna (2003) says 

that it should be measured according to characteristics of the communities under the 

study. 

Lin (1999) observed that all the social scientists termed the social capital as 

function of “trust”, “ norms” and networks. Social networks are the source of assistance, 

advice and information for its members. Informal and formal networks prove as engines 

of disaster recovery (Abramson et al., 2010). Family and kinship networks are critical 

sources of tangible and non-tangible support during post-disaster recovery period 

(Kirschenbaum, 2006). High level of social capital is characterized by high level of trust, 

cohesiveness and also reciprocity among family and kinship networks (Adeola & Picou, 

2012). Personal networks of the disaster hit ndividuals also help them to access formal 

aid during recovery (Beggs, Haines, & Hulbert, 1996). 

Traditionally, Pakistani rural community holds communal values and 

collectivistic culture. Individual or personalized informal social networks are very strong 

although there exist no formal types of networks e.g. Community Based Organisations 

(CBOs) etc. Strong family ties form the basis of the society. People are related to one 

another through multiple layers of relationship. Cultural factors e.g. extended family 

system, mutual obligations among community members and strong kinship relations act 

as protective factors for the individuals. Resources embedded in one’s social network are 

the most dependable asset in the aftermath of disaster (Dynes, 2006). There are also 

negative aspects of social capital. Strong social bonding among some individual may act 

as too to marginalize the others (Portes & Landolt, 1996). 

Crisis is the time to materialize the social ties and practically help those who are 

in trouble and dire need of assistance. The victims who had been severely hit by the flood 

were badly in need of all out help from their personalized or formal social networks. At 

this time social support provided and offered to the disaster victims is an important 

source to leverage them and help them to recover. Intuitively, at the time of crisis, the 

social support offered to flood victims or actually received by them logically reflects the 
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extent of their social ties. The social support provided or offered to flood victims 

indirectly represents the reciprocity among the members of a social network. 

Social support has been regarded as a significant source of help in perturbing 

situation like natural disasters (Kaniasty & Norris, 1995). Norris et al., ( 2008) have 

divided social support into received social support and perceived social support. 

According to them;received social support  refers to support received by the individuals 

and perceived social support refers to belief that help would be available in case of need. 

Here the perceived social support relates to support offered to the flood victims. There 

are three types of social support namely tangible or physical social support, emotional 

and informational social support (Norris et al., 2008). 

Social network is just one component of social capital. Trust is another important 

component of (Coninx, 2010). This component is based on the conventional definition of 

social capital advanced by Putnam. Trust is critical element for reciprocal relations. Trust 

takes on many forms. Trust in family, friends and neighbors forms the informal trust or 

trust in familiars. While the formal or institutional trust is the trust in formal agencies e.g. 

government, bureaucracy, rescue agencies, police and legal system etc (Coninx, 2010). 

Disasters may erode or strengthen the victims’ informal or formal level of trust (Nicholls 

& Picou, 2013). 

During disaster recovery the role of local leadership also assumes prime 

significance. A close liaison between local leadership and a disaster affected community 

not only provides a chance to share the grass root challenges but it also helps to convey 

the grievances of the individuals to higher authorities. Relationship between people and 

those who possess formal or institutionalized authority refers to linking social capital 

(Woolcock, 2000). Usually after being hit by disasters, the people feel alienated and 

helpless. Presence of responsive local leadership is not only a source of solace, it also 

plays an important role to inform local people about the recovery policies of the 

government and future prospects of the disaster victims (Nakagawa & Shaw, 2004). 

Local leaders also can lobby to fetch relief organisations to disaster hit areas. During 
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2010 floods in Pakistan, absence of local governments added more miseries to the 

troubles of the flood victims (Mustafa & Wrathall, 2011). 

Disasters are disturbing events. They disrupt the routine social life (Coninx, 

2010). Disasters need special response from all the sections of society as by definition 

disasters are the events that go beyond the human capacity to control. Crisis situations 

require the very efficient and effective leadership that is present there to help the victims 

and motivate the victims to rise from the desperate situation (Joshi & Aoki, 2013). 

Effective and localized leadership is an important aspect of community level social 

capital (Nakagawa & Shaw, 2004). 

Disasters are the occasions to test the leadership quality of the leaders involved. 

Disaster experiences affect the disaster victims’ trust in their leadership that has 

consequences for their recovery prospects (Joshi & Aoki, 2013). The trust in the leaders 

is diminished or enhanced by their performance (Owen &Dennis, 2001). Understandably 

it is the actual performance of the leaders that matters more during crisis, not the trust per 

se.   

The concept of social capital encompasses a variety of categorization and ranges 

(Joshi & Aoki, 2013). Norris et al. (2008) have expanded the concept of social capital and 

termed that social bonds and rootedness are psychological dimension of social capital. 

According to them, individuals’ sense of community is psychological dimensions of 

social capital. Sense of community is related to field of community psychology. Sense of 

community is not related to structure of community but a person’s feelings, perceptions 

and experiences of the community (McMillan & Chavis, 1986). Scholars have different 

views about whether disasters tend to unify a community or fragment it. Usually it is 

perceived that a common threat may create the feelings of togetherness and a sense of 

solidarity (Norris et al., 2008). Nonetheless a study conducted by Erickson (1977), 

unveiled that flash flood led to loss of a community’s communality. Conversely Murphy 

(2007) states that a common crisis tends to solidify the community members and create a 

sense of cohesiveness. Community cohesion is more related to emotional dimension of 

social capital (Norris et al., 2008). 
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In order to employ it in the field of disaster research, disaster researchers have 

extended the concept of social capital. In addition to individuals social networks, trust 

and effective leadership; community cohesion also makes an important component of 

social capital. Only the members of a cohesive community are capable to make the 

stronger bonds and capable to contain a common challenge. Norris et al., (2008) have 

termed the community cohesion as an important component of social capital that help the 

communities to prepare for and respond to disaster. Community solidarity and mutual 

trust provides social environment to take the collective action to get an objective 

(Putnam, 1993).   

Cohesive communities possess high stock of social capital. In such communities 

people help each other during and after the disaster that leads to further increase in the 

social cohesion. Consequently such people recover more easily from disasters like 

flooding etc (Coninx, 2010). Cohesive and strong communities possess high level of 

social capital as compared to “corrosive” and “fragmented” communities (Kaniasty & 

Norris, 2012). A study in the Bangladesh flood affected villages found that villages 

possessing greater social cohesion were able to recover early. The study also showed that 

floods tend to weaken the social cohesion of the villages that has negative impact on their 

disaster losses recovery (Alam-Chowdhury, 2011). 

Disasters affect the individuals and communities differentially (Lindell, 2011). 

Vulnerabilities inherent in a social system aggravate the impacts of disasters (Ada & 

Bolat, 2010). The power structure of the society, poverty level, quality of governance, 

unequal distribution of resources and lack of political voice further create disaster 

vulnerabilities (Galliard et al., 2014). It is noteworthy that it is not the characteristic of 

hazard agent that is related to well-being of the victims but the socio-structural processes 

occurring after the disaster (Hutton, 2001). The underlying political, economic and social 

relations influence the recovery of the post-disaster recovery individuals (Green & Bates, 

2007). 

Disasters create winners and losers (Scanlon, 1988). Disasters may further 

marginalize some segments of the community. The effects of disasters are more skewed 
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towards poor as they have minimum access to disaster aid (Beggs, Haines, & Hulbert, 

1996). It is not the very nature of disasters that affect the relief, recovery and 

rehabilitation processes but the consequences of the disasters. These social processes 

occur when the disasters interact with social vulnerabilities in the communities (Galliard 

et al., 2014). Unfairness in disaster aid distribution and elite capture of aid distribution 

creates fragmentation among the flood victims that weakens its social capital (Arai, 

2012). Also the voices of disaster victims are critical during community recovery after 

disaster (Onstad et al., 2012). As the emergency management institutions in Pakistan are 

highly centralised and do not invlove local people so the participation of the disaster 

victims regarding decision making remains equal to nil (Ainuddin et al., 2013). 

As a result of unequal and preferential distribution of disaster aid and disregarding 

the voices of the flood victims the government program to help the flood victims to build 

their homes could not attain its objectives. Those who were at the bottom of social 

hierarchy had not sufficient finances to reconstruct their home to its level as it was before 

the flood. Living in a house that is not according to living needs of the family is a 

constant painful experience undergone by the flood victims that hampers the recovery 

(Abramson et al., 2010). Such home instability further diminished trust level of the flood 

victims, particularly in government agencies. 

 Impacts of disasters are related to many socio-structural factors e.g. economic 

status, gender, education, age, loss of residence, loss of supportive network i.e. social 

capital, feelings of apathy on the part of government, access to information and 

communication channels relating aid programs and meaningful participation (Hutton, 

2001). Therefore it is also conceivable that disasters have potential to partially damage or 

destroy the social capital. For example Adeola & Picou (2012) in a study regarding the 

relationship between social capital and health related problems found that the respondents 

who lacked high level of social capital had been suffering from more health related 

problems. Social capital in the form of social support and mutual reciprocity is positively 

related to post-disaster good mental health (Wind, Fordham, & Komproe, 2011).  
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Disaster recovery takes a long time. Particularly, recovery after hurricanes and 

floods is laden with complications (Green & Bates, 2007). Some scientists argue that 

disaster affected communities and individuals never recover, while some others claim 

that disaster recovery takes more than ten years (e.g. Brown et al., 2008; Lindell, 2011). 

In particular, disaster victims who cannot afford relocation, repair and reconstruction may 

take years to attain recovery (Masozera, Bailey, & Kerchner, 2007). It is also difficult to 

determine when the disaster victims have completely recovered. Brown and colleagues 

(2008) state that there is usually disagreement among different stakeholders regarding the 

recovery status of disaster victims. For example a local community may term its recovery 

as unsuccessful, while the government may claim that recovery process has been 

completed. The top down approach of measuring disaster recovery at aggregated level 

that involves the infrastructural recovery does not give the picture of individual and 

community level recovery differences (Abramson et al., 2010). 

Communities consist of many distinct segments e.g. demographic, housing, 

critical infrastructure and community health and wellbeing etc. These sectors of disaster 

hit communities recover at different pace. Each subset of sector or each sector requires 

different measures (Rathfon, 2010).  Community recovery after disasters is a product of 

multifaceted economic, social, political, physical and environmental processes (Rathfon, 

2010). Disaster recovery can be studied at multiple levels including individual, 

neighborhood, household, business, and community level (Brown et al., 2008). After the 

phase of recovery starts, there is not one type of recovery but different types of 

“recoveries” (Elliot & Pais, 2010). For instance, researchers have investigated different 

aspects of recovery that include livelihood recovery, family recovery, house hold 

recovery, business recovery and physical infrastructure recovery etc. Disaster recovery 

does not include mere visible physical recovery i.e. reconstruction and repair of buildings 

and physical infrastructure. Social recovery of the affected communities is also essential 

for better and healthy lives of people (Nakagawa & Shaw, 2004). 

The prime objective of recovery after disaster is to restore the life of the 

individuals who have been the victims of a disastrous event. In other words; it is aimed to 
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bring the life of victims to an “acceptable stable state” as stated by Quarantelli (1999). 

The restoration of ordinary daily life to satisfactory level is imperative to minimize the 

vulnerability to hazards. Well being of community members is one of the distinct sectors 

of recovery after disaster (Rathfon, 2010).  

In order to measure the social well-being of Kobe earthquake victims, Tatsuki & 

Hayashi (2000) have presented the concept of life recovery. Ruiter (2009) termed the life 

recovery as a social recovery of disaster victims. Life recovery is about every day social-

well being of the disaster victims. It is sociological approach to disaster recovery that 

focuses on social aspects and distinguishes it from physical recovery that focuses only on 

built environment (Abramson et al., 2010). Instead of measuring the disaster recovery at 

community level the concept of life recovery is used to measure the recovery feelings of 

disaster victims at individual level. By adopting bottom up approach to recovery this 

concept asks about the subject evaluation of recovery trajectory of disaster victims.  

Life recovery refers to subjective evaluation of life readjustment, life satisfaction 

and future optimism of disaster victims (Tatsuki & Hayashi, 2000; Tatsuki, 2007; 

Koshiyama, 2003). It relates to restoration of every day social life of disaster victims. 

Readjustment of life is related to restoration of routine social life, work, and living, the 

meanings of life, enjoyment, hope, and liveliness of everyday life. Life satisfaction after 

disaster is related to contentment with restored life after disaster. It is also related with 

one’s perception of quality of life after disaster. While, the future prospects of 

individuals’ life; particularly in relation to disaster come under the purview of optimism 

level. 

1.3 Statement of the problem 

The literature regarding the relationship between social capital and disaster response is 

riddled with differences and contradictions. Some researchers claim that disasters tend to 

destroy all types of capital including the social capital. While some others claim that 

social capital remains intact and provides a significant reference for disaster response. 

The social, political and economic vulnerabilities may interact with disasters to affect the 
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social capital disaster hit communities. The disaster experience of the flood victims is 

likely to shape their perceptions about social capital and life recovery.  

Pakistani government adopted the top down approach during relief and recovery phase of 

disaster response. Socio-political processes involving unfairness in the distribution of 

disaster aid, apathy of government to flood victims and centralized recovery related 

decisions may have serious repercussions for the flood affected communities’ stock of 

social capital. On contrary floods have also tended to increase the social capital stock of 

the victims. It is also possible that flood experience of the disaster victims may have 

strengthened the some aspect of social capital while at the same time it has diminished 

the other aspect. So the thesis is that it is not only the disaster itself that affects the social 

capital but also the social and political processes that raise their heads after the disaster. 

Accordingly, it is expected that flood victims’ life recovery can be best explained 

by social capital keeping all other factors constant. So the formal hypothesis can be stated 

as follows: flood victims having positive perception of social capital will report high 

level of life recovery as compared to those reporting negative perception of social capital. 

However the flood victims’ feelings of life recovery and their perceptions about social 

capital can vary with regard to other socio-demographic attributes. In  order to seek the 

answers of all these questions this study has been conducted to investigate whether flood 

disaster has affected the perceived social capital of flood affected communities and 

whether the social capital along with demographic variables has explanatory power for 

the life recovery feelings of the flood victims. Whether perceptions of flood victims vary 

with regard to social capital and life recovery? It is noteworthy that this study has not 

been designed to measure the rise and fall of communities’ social capital stock. 

Achieving this task would involve longitudinal studies involving data before and after the 

flood. Rather than this research focused solely on flood victims’ perceptions, subjective 

evaluation and their unique experiences of flood. 
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1.4 Objectives of the Study 

Following are the objectives of the study. 

1. To find out/assess the life recovery feelings of the flood victims. 

2. To investigate the flood victims’ perceptions of social capital. 

3. To examine relationship between flood experience and flood victims’ 

perceptions of social capital. 

4. To analyze the relationship between flood victims’ perceptions of social 

capital and their life recovery feelings.  

1.5 Research Questions 

The study has been designed to answer the following questions 

1.  What are the life recovery feelings of the flood victims?  

2. What are the flood victims’ experiences of social support?  

3. What are the flood victims’ perceptions of informal and formal trust? 

4. How did the flood victims evaluate the performance of local leaders? 

5. What are the flood victims’ perceptions about post-flood community 

cohesion? 

6. What are the flood victims’ perceptions about fairness in the distribution 

of aid? 

7. What are the flood victims’ perceptions about their involvement in 

recovery related decisions? 

8. What is the relationship between social flood experience and flood 

victims’ perceptions of social capital? 

9. What is the relationship between flood victims’ perceptions of social 

capital and their life recovery feelings? 

10. What is the relationship between flood victims’ social experience and 

their life recovery feelings? 
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11. To what extent the flood victims’ perceptions of social capital and 

feelings of life recovery vary with respect to flood victims’ occupation, 

education, gender, amount of landholding, family size, annual income, 

number of live stock heads, home stability and flood damage?  

1.6 Significance of the study 

Although unwanted, disasters afford as “natural laboratories” for social scientists to study 

the societies’ response to such unusual events (Oliver-Smith, 1996). For effective service 

delivery and increasing the disaster resilience among communities; understanding the 

social aspects of community is necessary (Bushnell & Cottrell, 2007). The post-disaster 

recovery of communities and individuals cannot be understood without considering the 

social dynamics at work during recovery process. Disasters create various forms of 

resilience and vulnerabilities for affected communities. In consequence, these 

vulnerabilities and resilience may potentially affect the recovery prospects of the victims.  

Although developing countries are more prone to disaster and have scarcity of 

resources to avert the adverse consequences of the disasters, yet a few numbers of 

scientific inquiries are conducted to investigate the human aspects of disaster. Only 14% 

of the published studies in developing countries contribute to knowledge on disasters 

(Norris et al., 2005). Dearth of scientific literature on human response to disaster in 

developing countries demands more research in this field of study; particularly, the post 

disaster recovery phase of disaster cycle as this stage of disaster response has accrued a 

little scholarly attention.  

The paradigmatic shift in disaster response from reactive to pro-active strategies 

has necessitated gaining insight into how much local communities are resilient to 

disasters. Communities that are more vulnerable and less resilient to disaster suffer heavy 

financial loss in case of an extreme event. Floods are recurrent disaster in Pakistan and 

pose a serious threat to flood prone communities and economy of the country as well. 

However no formal mechanism exists to evaluate the social impacts of floods and 

monitor the recovery and rehabilitation of the flood victims. Pakistan had to suffer billion 
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dollars of financial loss that could have been minimized if our communities had 

demonstrated resilience and readiness to disaster.  

Understanding the link between social capital and life recovery of flood victims 

would inform us the social dynamics of post-disaster recovery. Comparing the impact of 

social capital within the same population will help us to understand the differential 

impacts among different respondents. Studies on social capital and disaster response have 

been mainly conducted in developed countries and at aggregate level. This study has been 

conducted to provide disaggregated data that provides a better picture of disaster recovery 

dynamics. This research will represent a picture of recovery experiences as narrated by 

the flood victims contrary to top down technical approach to post disaster recovery that 

emphasizes on recovery of physical infrastructure only.  

An escalation in the number disaster events and damages associated with them 

has led to increase the importance of disaster recovery related policies and programs 

(Hales, Walzer, & Calvin, 2012). This study will garner significant lessons for policy 

makers, disaster managers and relief agencies to formulate and implement post disaster 

recovery programs in rural areas of the Punjab province; particularly in context of flood 

disaster. The study will contribute to the overall body of theoretical knowledge of post 

disaster life recovery and social capital. It will reveal what type of the social 

characteristics of disaster hit communities played an important role or downplayed the 

recovery period of disaster. With the help of this study, it will be possible to integrate the 

factors that contributed to life recovery in broader spectrum of disaster management 

policies in Pakistan. In order to tap the limited resources available, the inherent capacities 

of the disaster prone communities should be utilized to minimize the effects of disasters 

and make the efficient recoveries. The lessons learned from this study will help to plan 

for next disasters and providing the opportunity to make the community resilience as part 

and parcel of disaster recovery.  
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1.7 Delimitations of the study 

The study was delimited to: 

i) Head of the sampled household. 

ii) The data were collected from rural areas MuzaffarGarh district of Punjab 

province. 

iii) As the data were collected two year after the flood disaster, some of the important 

information might have lost/ lapsed by the disaster victims. 

iv) As this study was not conducted to investigate the gender aspect of the disaster 

only a limited number of female respondents were interviewed. 

1.8 Operational definitions 

 Disaster 

 Disaster here refers to any event natural or unnatural that transcends the capability 

of individuals and communities to cope with it. It involves the disruption of normal 

routine of life, causes disease, death injury and physical damage to built environment. 

Disasters may force the people to relocate permanently or for a short or long period of 

time. Tierney (2007) states that the impacts of disasters are not compressed to time and 

space. Rather disasters are succession of events and their consequences unfold across 

time and space. In this study disaster stands for flood disaster. 

Flood victims 

Flood victims are defined here as persons who suffered from economic and 

physical loss due to flood. It refers to individuals who have been officially declared as 

natural disaster victims. Individuals who left their homes due to flood, returned or did not 

return, or who did not leave. It deals with the individuals and communities that were 

involved in restoring their properties, repairing/reconstruction of their houses and 

involved in recovery process at the time of survey. 
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Life recovery  

Life recovery here refers to subjective feelings of social-well being of flood 

victims. It involves the flood victims’ re-adjustment to life, life satisfaction and their 

perceptions about future life. 

Social capital  

Social capital here refers to social network of flood victims from where they 

received social support, their level of informal (family, friends, relatives) and formal trust 

(institutions), flood victims’ perceptions about local leaders and their perceptions about 

post-flood community cohesion.  

Home stability 

Home stability refers to housing recovery of flood victims. It asks about flood 

victims’ satisfaction with their current dwelling as compared to it was before being hit by 

flood disaster.  

Flood experience 

Flood experience refers to psycho-social experience of flood victims during 

recovery period as well as physical/material and psychological trauma incurred by the 

flood. Psycho-social experience refers to their perceptions about fairness in the 

distribution of aid, flood victims involvement in recovery related decisions. Physical 

damage or material loss refers to damage caused to movable and immovable assets. 

While psychological trauma refers to life threat, disease experience, death and injury 

caused by the flood to any flood victim or his/her immediate family member. 

Head of the household 

Head of the household refers to a person whether male or female responsible to 

fulfil the minimum life sustaining needs of his/her family members or as it was indicated 

by the members of the sampled household. 

 



20 

 

 

 

Chapter 2 

Natural disasters in Pakistan 

This chapter briefly examines the global trends in natural disasters. It presents a historical 

survey of natural disasters in Pakistan. Discusses the flood disaster risk in the country and 

situates it in context of global climate change scenario and local political and social 

processes. This part also provides an overview of the extent and impact of 2010 flood 

disaster in Pakistan. After that a brief history of the evolution of institutional framework 

to deal with disasters in Pakistan has been given. A debate on the origin of disaster 

concludes that disasters are socially constructed phenomenon so these should be studied 

in context of their social consequences.  

2.1 Global disaster risk 

Everyday news media around the world reports many disasters. In recent years, the world 

has undergone many economic and financial crises along with multitude of natural 

disasters (WB, 2013). This represents that our societies are highly prone to multiple types 

of risks. More than two decades ago, Beck (1992) termed the modern society as “risk 

society”. The very design of these societies exposes them to multiple risks including 

natural and non-natural (man-made) disasters (Mileti, 1999). Large scale disasters are 

becoming widespread due to human activities e.g. rapid increase in human population, 

technological vulnerability, greater pace of climate change and more people inhabiting in 

disaster prone areas (Alexander, 2006 ; Mainka & McNeedy, 2011) and unsustainable 

development practices (Lewis & Kelman, 2013). Along with natural disasters, a modest 

escalation has been observed in the social catastrophes like conflicts, wars, terrorist 

attacks, morbidity rate, hunger and vulnerability (Ahmed, 2010). 

With the passage of time, societies around the globe are becoming more and more 

disaster prone. Particularly in recent years the frequency and severity of natural disasters 

has been continuously on the increase (Calvin, 2012, WB, 2013). According to 



21 

 

 

International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies [IFRC] (2011) world 

disasters report the number of natural disasters has increased by “11%” as compared to 

the lowest number of disaster reported in 2008 and 2009 (p.199). Disasters have become 

part and parcel of daily life (IFRC, 2010 p.1). It engenders the notion that catastrophes 

would be the central feature of 21st century and “risks” the major concern of the social 

scientists. That is why “risk management” has been major theme of the recent World 

Bank World Disaster Report (WB, 2013). 

During the last decade, “natural disasters” have wreaked a heavy toll of deaths, 

damages, injuries, economic and social disruptions in many societies across the globe. 

Humanity has repeatedly faced multifaceted natural disasters e.g. floods, tsunami, 

hurricanes, earthquake, tornadoes, bush fire, wind storms and sea storms etc. Recently, a 

series of earthquakes jolted Pakistan, Indonesia, China, and Haiti in 2005, 2006, 2008 and 

2010 respectively.  In 2005 hurricane Katrina and Rita played havoc in United States of 

America. Widespread Indian Ocean tsunami in 2004 and deadliest tsunami in Japan in 

2011 affected a large proportion of population. Pakistan has been hit by one of the 

biggest flood of its history in 2010. One fifth of the area of the country was submerged by 

flood water. In 2011 and 2012 again some parts of the Punjab and Sindh were hit by 

small floods caused by heavy rains.  

In 2013, USA city Oklohama has been hit by one of the biggest twister in its 

history. Such a twister has chances of occurrence in 1000 years. Dramatic floods in 

Germany broke 500 years record in 2013. The UttarKhand state of India was battered by 

deadly flood in 2013 that took more than 6000 human lives along with massive 

destruction of built infrastructure. The impacts of disasters are likely to increase in the 

future (Alexander, 2006). Brunsma and Picou (2008) have termed this phenomenon as 

“global intensification of death and destruction” due to disastrous events. Previously, 

such recurring events of disasters have not been observed in human history. Given the 

disaster history of last decade and predictions of global climate change, we can assume 

that the frequency of severity of such events is likely to increase in future. While I am 
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writing my dissertation many parts of the world will be undergoing both natural and 

manmade disasters. 

As the disasters are becoming a part of daily life and risk the major concern of 

scientists, the mechanism to cope and withstand the disasters should be embedded in the 

everyday life of the people. In this regard, United Nations International Strategy for 

Disaster Reduction (UNISDR) announced International Decade for Disaster Reduction 

(IDNDR) between 1990 to 1999. In 2005, Hyogo Framework of Action (HFA) 2005-

2015 was adpoted by 168 nations in Japan to reduce the disaster risk globally. Despite all 

these measures, it is evident that the world is not on the right track to substantially reduce 

the disasters (Oxley, 2011). The poor nations are disproportionately condemned to bear 

the brunt of  disasters although they contribute little to global climate change. Due to high 

vulnerability to natural hazards, 80% of disaster impacts are concentrated in developing 

countries (Alexander, 1991, p.212). Particularly, the disadvantaged are constrained to live 

in hazard prone areas and hence by default they are “risk takers” (Alexander, 2013). 

Disasters expose the vulnerabilities and risks associated with human system. 

Catastrophes “are the greatest educators” of the inhabitants of this planet (Sorokin, 1942). 

They lay bare the strengths and weaknesses of disaster hit individuals and communities. 

Disasters serve as “natural laboratories” (Oliver-Smith, 1996) for scientist to investigate 

the social processes under specific circumstances. Fritz (1961) pointed out that “latent 

social processes become evident during the course of disasters as they are compressed 

temporally and spatially”. Disasters shatter our pre-conceived notions of  “taken for 

granted” world and bring forth new challenges and realities. Lessons learnt from disasters 

offer important policy options to improve the societies…hence “the study of disasters is 

the study of societies for without human vulnerabilities in organized social systems, there 

would be no such thing as a disaster” (Adler, 2008). They provide the opportunity to 

understand how disasters affect the communities, communities’ response to disasters and 

how do they survive (Dynes, 2002)? 
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2.2 Are natural disasters essentially “natural”?   

Humanity has been continuously facing catastrophes particularly the natural disasters. 

However the sole use of the term “natural disasters” for such events has been plagued 

with conceptual problems. The word “natural” usually connotes the idea that a 

disturbance in the natural system causes disruption in the human social system. In this 

way there appears “disconnection” between natural and social systems. Based on this 

presumption disasters are usually categorized into two types, either natural or 

anthropogenic (manmade). Technological or manmade (Furedi, 2007) disasters occur 

sheer due to human activity or failure of man-made systems. Wars, terrorist attacks, 

suicide bombing, plane crashes, leakage of a nuclear plant and failure of information 

communication system etc. are few examples of manmade disasters. Natural disasters 

occur due to unusual changes in the natural environment that cause calamitous events e.g. 

floods, earthquakes, tsunamis, droughts, hurricanes, tornadoes, volcanic eruptions and 

windstorms etc. Disasters never come alone. One event of disaster may lead to 

emergence of another disastrous event. This new species of disaster is called “natechs” 

(Alexander, 2012). These types of events occur due to collision of natural and 

technological disasters (Steinberg & Cruz, 2004). The three types of disasters are 

interlinked and intertwined (Alexander, 2005).  

Nonetheless scientists have fractured the “binarism” of manmade and natural 

disasters. They claim that natural disasters are not essentially “natural” and “there’s no 

such thing as a natural disaster” (Smith, 2006).Now a days, the term “natural disaster” is 

deemed as a “misnomer” (Kelman, 2010).  Scientists deem that natural disasters are 

socially constructed phenomenon (e.g. Kelman, 2010; Quarantelli, 1987). Disasters arise 

from everyday social practices of the people (Nakagawa & Shaw, 2004). Risks faced by 

the modern societies of the world have been termed categorically by Giddens (1999) as “ 

manufactured risks” that arise due tosheer human agency and not by “ God or mother 

nature”. Being social in nature, risk is not equally divided over all the members of the 

community, some people are more “at risk” as compared to others (Boyce, 2000) . In 
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consonance with it there is differential recovery rate among individuals and communities 

hit by the same disaster.  

Scientists have attributed the increase in weather related extreme events like 

floods and droughts to human induced (anthropogenic) global climate changes 

(Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [IPCC], 2007 p.25). Disasters are 

escalating in extremity and extensiveness through the combined effects of “social, 

economic, political, technological” (Wisner et al., 2003; Wong & Zhao, 2001) 

demographic, ideological and religious characteristics of the societies of the world. 

Dialectically, “disasters also modify the social, economic and political processes that 

make some people more vulnerable to extreme events in the future (Wisner et al., 2003 

p.7) and lead to “disaster risk creation” (Lewis & Kelman, 2013). In modern world 

disasters are product of “commercialism” and “hegemonous globalisation” (Alexander, 

2005).  

Although there are different views about the impact of global climate change, an 

analysis of data on recent floods in Germany and other parts of Europe in 2013 reveals 

that human induced global climate change was major contributing factor (Quaile, 2013). 

South Asia Network on Dams, River and People (2013) attributed the deadliest flood in 

UttarKhand province of India to interaction of global climate and local unsustainable 

development practices. Disasters occur at the interplay of potential hazardous events and 

vulnerable human population. There will be no disaster if a natural hazard hits a “no 

man’s land”. In this context hazards are “naturally occurring phenomenon with potential 

to harm human population or social system" (Adler, 2008). Hazards are “geophysical” 

while disasters are “social” (Dynes, 2002 p.40). 

The preceding debate establishes that disasters are “mostly social in character” 

(Alexander, 2005). They bear not only the scientific and technical dimensions but also 

social. Given that, the disasters should be studied in context of their impact on the 

societies. It is not the characteristic of hazard agent that is related to well-being of the 

victims but the socio-structural processes occurring after the disaster. The underlying 

political, economic and social relations influence the post-disaster recovery of the 
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individuals (Hutton, 2001). As the social structure of society leads to amplifying the 

severity of disasters, it also has the potential to ameliorate the ill effects of the social 

disruptors like disasters. How a community recovers from disaster depends upon the 

social organization of the disaster hit individuals and communities rather than the very 

nature of disaster.  

2.3 A survey of disaster risk and natural disasters in Pakistan 

Pakistan is vulnerable to “extreme seismic and hydro-meteorological events and suffers 

the hazard of earthquakes, floods, droughts, cyclones, landslides avalanches and glacial 

lake outbursts flood (GLOF)” (Semple, 2011; WB, 2011). Farooqi, Khan and Mir (2005) 

state that global climate change has brought a shift in the regional temperature and in 

Pkistan the average temperature has been on increase. Temperature variations due to 

global warming and climate change have caused serious threats of flash flooding, unusual 

heavy rains, rapidly melting glaciers, storms and droughts (WB, 2011). Large number of 

people living in Pakistan are vulnerable to sea level rise and flooding due to rise in the 

temperature. The increased tepmperature has posed serious threats to marginalised 

sections of population specifically (Farooqi, Khan, & Mir, 2005).  

Pakistan has been a victim to human induced natural disasters. The increasing 

scale of natural disasters e.g. floods could be attributed to the global climate change 

phenomenon; although the country adds only a tiny proportion to global warming 

(Federal Flood Commission [FFC], 2010). The World Meteorological Organization 

[WMO] (2010) confirmed that global climate change is a significant contributor to 

“extreme weather” in Pakistan. Robotka (2011) states that Pakistan has been victim of 

global climate change and specific patterns of droughts and floods have been recorded in 

the countrythat could be explained in terms of global climate changes in the world. Being 

an agrarian society, the country is at serious risk of global climate change (Rizvi, 2013).  

Overall, the country suffered a financial loss of 400 billion rupees due to climate change 

(Kiani, 2010). Keeping in view the global climate change challenges, Pakistan has first 

time in its history created climate change ministry and adopted a climate change plan 

(Naseem, 2013).  
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Disasters occur at the intersection of global, regional and local level processes. 

Although scientists link the occurring of disasters like floods to global climate change; 

the underlying local social and political drivers of vulnerability lead to severe impacts of 

disaster. For example in Pakistan poor river management system, over emphasis on 

engineering solutions to adjust the flood hazards and continuously ignoring the social 

landscape of the people that emphasize on the minimization of structural vulnerabilities 

has made the situation more worse (Mustafa & Wrathall, 2011). In addition, deforestation 

and illegal wood logging were the major contributors to 2010 flooding in Pakistan (Lewis 

& Kelman, 2013). 

The social and political landscape of the country has been a major contributor to 

aggravate the impacts of the flood. Flood dykes are not repaired regularly. Local elites 

have occupied the pond areas that retain the excessive water. After the 2010 flood; a 

blame game started that the flood waters have been deliberately diverted to the populated 

areas to save the crops and ranches of the local political elites. Similarly many anomalies 

have been observed on behalf of the government officials to manage the flood waters. All 

these circumstances lead to increase trust deficit between people and government. Many 

flood victims filed petitions against local elites and the government officials due to 

mishandling the flood situation. The supreme court of Pakistan issued a detailed decision 

that held that the government agencies and officials had demonstrated inefficiency and 

mishandled the situation that further aggravated the sufferings of the flooded 

communities. The apex court decision report categorically established that the 

government agencies have failed to enhance the flood protective measures during the 

course of time2.  

                                                             
2 A detailed decision of this petition is available at the 

http://www.supremecourt.gov.pk/web/user_files/File/Const.P.NO.62OF2010_orderdt06062011.pdf.  
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Despite the clear cut decision of the supreme court of Pakistan, no legal action has 

been taken against any government official regarding their negligence and inefficiency. 

Highly density of population living in the hazard prone areas, poor building practices, 

inefficient early warning system, absence of disaster professionals, lack of disaster 

education and low disaster awareness are major underlying risk factors that make hazards 

disastrous in Pakistan (WB & GFDRR, 2012).   

Similarly earthquakes have become killing machines due to poor building 

standards and ignoring the safety measures on workplaces. During 2005 earthquake in 

Pakistan, the majority of the buildings collapsed were public sector schools and hospitals 

because the building material used was not according to government approved standards 

(WB, 2011). The quality and standard were compromised due to prevailing corruption in 

awarding building contracts and collusion between government officials and contractors.  

Pakistan faces the perennial threat of floods. Pakistan is the most flood prone area 

in South Asia (WB, 2011; WB & GFDRR, 2012). According to Center for Research on 

Epidemiology of Disasters [CRED], out of top ten natural disasters affecting the people 

of Pakistan from 1978 to 2010, nine are flood disasters (CRED, 2013).  According to 

CRED, deaths caused by floods are lower as compared to other major disaster like 

earthquake. However the number of total people affected by flood disasters is greater as 

compared to earthquakes. The 2010 flood disaster affected 20,359,496 people which is 

four times greater as compared to mega earthquake in 2005  that affected 5,128, 309 

people (CRED, 2013). Pakistan has so far experienced 20 medium and large scale floods 

excluding the small scale seasonal floods (FFC. 2010). While from 1954 to 2010 Pakistan 

experienced 34 floods in total. The Punjab and Sindh provinces face the perennial threats 

of river related floods. Northern areas of the country face the risk of hill torrents.  Besides 

these every year many parts of the Punjab, Baluchistan and Sindh experience monsoon 

related floods that cause a heavy damage to cash crops.  

After the deadly earthquake in Azad Kashmir and northern areas of Pakistan, 

people became more sensitive about origin and cause of earthquakes. Pakistan is located 

on Indo-Australian Plate. The continuous movement of this plate has created many fault 
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lines that pose a great earthquake threat in the hilly areas (WB, 2011). Different parts of 

the country are facing different hazard risks. The country receives very small rain fall 60 

% of the country is arid or semi-arid. Baluchistan province faces the perennial drought 

hazard due to very little rain fall every year (WB, 2011).  While some parts of Sindh 

province face a serious cyclone hazard. Pakistan has faced more than 14 cyclones since 

1971 to 2010. These cyclones caused heavy damages to human settlements, affected 

millions of people, killed the livestock and destroyed the crops (WB, 2011). 

Table 2.1 Top ten natural disasters in Pakistan sorted by number of killings (1900-2013) 

Disaster Date No. Killed 
Earthquake (seismic activity) 8/10/2005 73338 
Earthquake (seismic activity) 31/5/1935 60000 
Storm 15/12/1965 10000 
Earthquake (seismic activity) 28/12/1974 4700 
Earthquake (seismic activity) 27/11/1945 4000 
Flood 1950 2900 
Flood 28/7/2010 1985 
Flood 8/9/1992 1334 
Flood 2/3/1998 1000 
Flood Jun-77 848 

Source: "EM-DAT: The OFDA/CRED International Disaster Database 

 

Table 2.2 Top ten natural disasters in Pakistan sorted by number of people affected 
(1900-2013) 

Disaster Date No. Total Affected 
Flood 28/7/2010 203,594,96 
Flood 9/2/2005 7000450 
Flood 8/9/1992 6655450 
Flood 15/7/1992 6184418 
Flood 2/8/1976 5566000 
Flood 12/8/2011 5400755 
Earthquake (seismic activity) 8/10/2005 5128309 
Flood Aug-12 5049364 
Flood Aug-73 4800000 
Flood Jul-78 2246000 

Source: "EM-DAT: The OFDA/CRED International Disaster Database 
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Table 2.3 Top ten natural disasters in Pakistan sorted by economic damage (1900-2013) 

Disaster Date Damage (000 US$) 
Flood 28/7/2010 9500000 
Earthquake (seismic activity) 8/10/2005 5200000 
Flood 12/8/2011 2500000 
Flood Aug-12 2500000 
Storm 26/6/2007 1620000 
Flood 8/9/1992 1000000 
Flood Aug-73 661500 
Flood 2/8/1976 505000 
Flood 10/8/2007 327118 
Drought Nov-99 247000 

Source: "EM-DAT: The OFDA/CRED International Disaster Database 

Along with natural disasters, Pakistan also suffers from manmade hazards like 

social conflicts, civil war and terrorism (WB, 2011). These factors have led to emergence 

of “complex emergencies characterized by military, social and economic breakdown” 

(Alexander, 2013).  Natural disasters cause fragmentation and ill will among members of 

the society because due to economic damages, more people have to live on fewer 

resources that may lead to civil war and social conflict. Climate change induced water 

scarcity can escalate the conflict among nations and within the nations (Zakar, Rubeena 

& Fischer, 2012). Water shortage in Pakistan and disputes over its distribution has always 

been source of contention among and within the provinces.  

2.4 Impacts of 2010 floods in Pakistan 

The spectre of flood is always haunting the country and floods are recurrent disaster in 

Pakistan (WB & GFDRR, 2012). Disaster history of Pakistan is dominated by flood 

disasters (Mustafa & Wrathall, 2011). Each year, many parts of Pakistan are inundated by 

small and medium size floods. Pakistan has been hit by one of its history’s mega 

catastrophic flood in 2010 and consecutively two small floods in 2011 and 2012. 

Paradoxically, the causal mechanism behind all these floods was intensifying rains of 

different degrees. However the risk perception and risk management is at minimal level. 

Fortunately the flood was preceded by the clear and substantial warning time that 
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precluded higher incidents of death and injury. The people found enough time to shift 

their movable properties to safer places. However the volume of flood water was so high 

that it destroyed or severely damaged the immovable assets e.g. houses, crops and built 

physical capital.  

 The “supreme flood” (Bhatti, Jamali, Ghumro, & Shaikh, 2011) of 2010 was of 

enormous proportion. It was one of the worst floods that occurred in this region since 

1929 (World Bank [WB] and Asian Development Bank [ADB], 2010). Overall; Pakistan 

suffered a loss of 43 billion dollars during this flood (Oxley, 2011).  About 160,000 

Sq.km (1/5th of the total area of Pakistan) was inundated by the flood waters (FFC, 

2010). The area that came under water is bigger than the total area of England (United 

Nations Office for Human Assistance [UNOCHA], 2011). National Disaster 

Management Authority [NDMA] (2010) reported that 20 million people (more than 

1/10th of Pakistan population) and 78 districts were affected by the floods. The number 

of people affected by monstrous flood in 2010 exceeded the total number of individuals 

affected in 2004 Indian Ocean tsunami, 2005 earth quake in Kashmir and 2010 

earthquake in Haiti (Arai, 2010; UNOCHA, 2011). 1700 deaths were reported due to 

direct impact of the floods (FFC, 2010). While deaths caused due to indirect impacts of 

floods remained unreported. Approximately 2,946 people sustained injuries (NDMA, 

2011).  

The image of a flood affected area brings into mind submerged houses, factories, 

crops, damaged or destroyed bridges, roads, life lines, and sewerage and sanitation 

system. It also brings into mind human misery in the form of food shortage, insecurity, 

relocation and sense of loss of loved ones and hard-earned personal property. 

Two millions houses were washed away and 400 miles roads were damaged 

(Dixon & Schaffer, 2010). 17,553 villages were destroyed completely (FFC, 2010). The 

extreme Houses made of kiln bricks were swept away by the speedy flood waters while 

“kuccha” houses (houses made of unburnt bricks) were turned to mud. The debris of the 

houses was taken far away by the flood waters. Along with affecting the human 

populations; floods inundated 170,000 acres of cultivated crops, killed 200,000 heads of 
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livestock and spoiled enormous quantity of stored grains (Murtaza, 2011). Physical 

infrastructure like educational institutions, health facilities, bridges, roads, and power, gas 

and water supply lines were destroyed or damaged in flood hit areas (Arai, 2012). The 

people faced communication and transportation hardships due to fuel shortage. The flood 

affected areas were disconnected from other parts of the country due to destruction of 

roads and bridges (Dixon & Schaffer, 2010). After the water receded, Engineering Core 

of Pakistan Army deployed temporary bridges, so that system of transportation and 

communication could be started for the temporarily.  

Sewerage and sanitation system of the affected areas was partially or completely 

damaged by floods (Arai, 2010). Standing crops were destroyed in many flooded areas 

(Dixon & Schaffer, 2010). Agricultural infrastructure was also destroyed by the sweep of 

water. Floods caused a damage of 23.60 billion rupees to irrigation, drainage and flood 

protection infrastructure. This report states that Pakistan will need 83 billion rupees for 

“building back” better and safer destroyed physical infrastructure (ADB & WB, 2010).  

The flood deprived the farmers of their savings to pay tenancy to feudal lords and to buy 

seeds and fertilizer to restart the farming (Arai, 2012). 

The extensive flood forced 15, 50,000 people to take shelter in safer areas 

(UNISDR, 2011). The flood affected people sought asylum with their relatives and 

friends, in government run schools and colleges, camps provided by international 

humanitarian agencies and under the open sky. In addition, the flood evacuees had to take 

their movable property including cattle that further added their sufferings. Providing the 

adequate food and security particularly for women and children in the camps was a huge 

challenge for the government. The scale of the 2010 flood disaster was so large that it 

would have strained the government of any country (Oxfam, 2011). There was shortage 

of sanitation facilities, medical health care and food for the evacuees. The victims of the 

flood were also under psychological stress due to loss of property like crops, cattle, 

houses and other immovable property. They were also undergoing emotional qualms due 

to fear of losing loved ones. Many non- government organizations, faith based 

organizations, philanthropists and government led agencies and international agencies 
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including UN rushed to help the flood victims. Due to large scale disaster caused by the 

floods, the relief phase of flood victims remained for six months from October 2010 to 

February 2011 (Murtaza, 2011). 

Population of Pakistan is highly vulnerable to hazardous events. The range of 

vulnerabilities include: poor housing quality, population pressure, mismanagement of 

watersheds (Semple, 2011), lack of local government system, political apathy, economic 

downfall and looming threats of terrorism. The vulnerabilities to disasters are further 

worsening due to environmental degradation, population increase (Semple, 2011) and 

political instability. Therefore, the majority of the flood hit people are poor and are 

already living under vulnerable conditions. Poverty and disaster risks are closely 

interrelated (UNISDR, 2011). Due to social marginalization, the rural poor are often 

overlooked in terms of efforts to assess their needs and to provide resources for their 

recovery after disaster (Nigg, 1995). The vulnerability of the people is more structural 

rather than being social. The predominant proportion of people who were severely 

affected was small agricultural farmers and unskilled labourers. The severely affected 

people were already living below or just above the poverty line. The average income of 

60% flood victims dropped due to loss of livelihood opportunities. Approximately one 

fourth of the population suffered from acute food shortage and this problem was 

exacerbated due to increase in inflation. The flood affected people lost their 40% of 

livestock (World Food Program [WFP], 2010).  

Each type of disaster has its own dynamics and patterns of damages. The loss 

distribution of disasters depends upon the nature of the disasters and also on the social 

characteristics of communities where these disasters occur. The global trend in disaster 

losses has led to paradigm shift in disaster risk mitigation, hazard exposure and coping 

capacity. The losses incurred by disasters will continue to undo the development 

achievements of many countries particularly the developing country like Pakistan which 

is also in the grips of terrorism and global economic downfall. Keeping in view the global 

disaster trends and recurrence of multiple disasters particularly the flood disaster it is 

evident that disaster studies have become an important area of research. During last 
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decade it has been emphasized that only disaster resilient communities have the capacity 

to prepare for the disasters and rapidly recover after being hit by an unprecedented event. 

The scale and severity of the floods made an important context to study the experiences 

of the disaster victims. The flood experienced by the communities is not a discrete event 

that vanished, but it poses a constant threat to durability and sustainability of the 

community. As the flood victims returned to their native places they faced the problems 

of rebuilding their houses and earning livelihood (Dixon & Schaffer, 2010). 

2.5 Institutional framework for disaster risk management in Pakistan  

Both urban and rural areas of Pakistan are prone to multiple types of disaster. In urban 

areas, the development of physical infrastructure and population growth increases the 

hazard proneness of communities. While in the rural setting, absence of development of 

infrastructure does not exempt local communities from disaster risk. The rural population 

that resides near flood plains uses river plains for cultivation, cuts wood for heat, cooking 

food and commercial use. If a rural community is flooded; due to deforestation and lack 

of physical infrastructure, the flood waters move unhindered and plays havoc with 

families, households, crops, cattle and built rural capital. The increased societal 

susceptibility to adverse natural occurrences such as floods, earthquakes, tsunami, storms, 

volcanic and wildfires (Paton, 2007) or unnatural disasters, for example terrorist attacks, 

epidemics, nuclear leak outs and social conflicts has catalyzed the importance of disaster 

management. 

The 2010 floods have exposed the quality of governance in Pakistan (White, 

2011). Although Pakistan experienced one of the worst floods of the history, the response 

of the national government was very sluggish and apathetic that led to increase the level 

of mistrust between the government and people. The newly born “quasi civilian” NDMA 

had not enough resources to tackle with this monstrous disaster (White, 2011). Due to 

absence of local governments the situation was more aggravated (Semple, 2011). Once 

again the main actor in the flood response was Pakistan Military that helped the civilian 

government during emergency response phase (Dixon & Schaffer, 2010). Pakistan army 

played a commendable role during relief and rescue phase. Due to its newness and ill 
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equipped and sluggish response, flood affected people were left on their own to cope with 

the disasters. The flood victims were left at the mercy of the philanthropist, NGOs and 

local militant groups (White, 2011). The poor role of government during 2010 floods led 

to increase the trust deficit between the government and people (Dorosh & Malik, 2010).  

The 2010 flood sowed hatred between the ruling party and flood victims. Due to 

inefficient and sluggish response to flood victims, shoes were thrown by the flood victims 

at a politician during his visit to flood affected areas. While people of Pakistan were 

facing flood disasters, president of this country was enjoying foreign visits (White, 2011). 

Sardar (2010) states that disharmony between the federal and provincial governments 

during 2010 floods further aggravated its disastrous consequences. The absence of local 

governments made it more difficult to reach at grass root level (Semple, 2011). Mustafa 

and Wrathall (2011) advocated the revival of local government system in Pakistan to 

manage the disasters effectively. 

Unfortunately, Pakistan did not have any formal disaster management body 

before 2007. In 2006 National Disaster Management Authority was formulated to 

manage the disaster risks in Pakistan. As the floods are major natural disasters that hit 

Pakistan many times, authorities were concerned only about the dangers of the flood. 

Federal flood Commission was established in 1977 to monitor, evaluate and prepare for 

flood related situations. While before establishment of this commission, the provincial 

governments were responsible to plan and evaluate flood protection mechanisms. It was 

the responsibility of each province to take flood protection measures. It was the 

responsibility of FFC to chalk out the plans for flood protection. However FFC was 

highly centralized organizing body at federal level. It has always taken technocratic 

measures to control the flood damages, ignoring the social aspects of the disaster. FFC 

was more concerned about flood warnings, building of flood dikes, repairing, monitoring 

of flood situations and evaluation of the scientific data. The flood management was the 

core function of the FFC. It had neither mandate nor resources to tackle a disaster. The 

major tasks of FFC are flood monitoring, forecasting and presenting the engineering 

solutions to control the floods. However as we have seen that all these measures did not 
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work effectively and each year different parts of Pakistan experienced small or medium 

size floods. 

Pakistan was not very much concerned about disaster management issues until 

2005 when an intense earthquake hit major parts of northern region and Kashmir (WB, 

2011). This earthquake proved a test case for Pakistan government. In order to tackles the 

problems of the earthquake hit areas; the Earthquake Reconstruction Rehabilitation 

Authority (ERRA) was established. The main task of this authority was to manage the 

issues of recovery and rehabilitation of the earthquake victims. This authority was an 

adhoc arrangement to resolve the problems of a specific disaster hit community. Only the 

resettlement and rehabilitation of the earthquake victims was the task of this authority.  

However this mega disaster has sensitized the Pakistani governments about the 

importance of disaster management. An era of adhocism in disaster management came to 

an end in 2007. In 2006 National Disaster Management Authority (NDMA) was 

established to tackle the issue of disaster management. NDMA came into being under the 

National Disaster Management Ordinance (NDMO) 2006 that replaced the old fashioned 

1958 Calamity Act (WB & GFDRR, 2012). NDMA is the highest coordination agency 

that works with ERRA and other agencies to ensure the effective disaster response and 

reconstruction (WB, 2011). This is a federal level statutory body that works under the 

direct supervision of the Prime Minister Secretariat. NDMA has formulated National 

Disaster Risk Management Framework (NDMRF) which is the agreed policy document 

on Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) in Pakistan. The mandate of NDMRF is to ensure the 

integration of disaster risk reduction in all development projects. This framework “holds 

the promotion of multi-stakeholder, multi-sectoral and multi-disciplinary approaches in 

disaster risk reduction as its foremost policy principle” (WB, 2011 p.390).  

Keeping in view the demand of time Provincial Disaster Management Authority 

(PDMA) was created at provincial level. The PDMA is headed by chairman. Each 

PDMA was further decentralized at district level and in each District Disaster 

Management Authority (DDMA) has been established. For the first time in the history of 

Pakistan NDMA has chalked out a comprehensive National Disaster Risk Reduction 
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Policy and chalked out a ten year (2012-2022) National Disaster Management Plan 

(NDMP). Although national, provincial and local level bodies have been created, they do 

not possess enough resources to tackle a disaster. In 2010 NDMA was a newly born 

institution that could not effectively respond to such a large scale flood. Despite this, 

NDMA along with its lower wing PDMAs and DDMAs played an effective role to 

provide the relief to flood victims to a possible extent. However the scale of 2010 flood 

was so large that it could have constrained government of any country. The actual 

performance of this institution will be judged in the future. 

 District Disaster Management Authority (DDMA) of each district is responsible 

to carry out the emergency rescue, relief and rehabilitation operations in case of any 

extreme event, officially declared as disaster. DDMA is also responsible to maintain the 

record of disaster hit communities and disaster response activities performed thereof. 

DDMA works under the management of District Coordinating Officer (DCO) of the 

respective district. DDMAs work under the direct supervision of Provincial Disaster 

Management Authority (PDMA). The problem with DDMAs is that these are not 

separate entities but an extension of district management authority’s responsibilities. 

Each DDMA has Disaster Response Force (DRF) on its behalf that can be mobilized at 

the time of emergency. This disaster response force is collection of many government 

institutions e.g. emergency rescue, civil defence, police and health department of each 

district. These actors can be mobilized according to need at the time of emergency. 

During 2010 flood the Major role of NDMA was to supervise, facilitate and manage the 

flood relief work being dispensed by government institutions, Pakistan Army, local and 

international agencies and United Nations. Under the supervision of NDMA, PDMAs and 

DDMAs were responsible to execute relief efforts at provincial and district level 

respectively (Arai, 2012).  

NDMA established National Institute of Disaster Management (NIDM) to train 

the government officials, disaster managers and NGOs etc. The development of 

mitigation plans, disaster management curriculum, and disaster response plan 

development is the major task of National Institute of Disaster Management.  NDMA 
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also adopted National Disaster Risk Management Framework (NDMRF) that seeks 

national and international consultation to integrate disaster risk assessment in 

development projects (WB & GFDRR, 2012). Following figure represents the 

organizational structure of NDMA in Pakistan. 
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Fig 2.1 Organizational structure of National Disaster Management Authority (NDMA) of 
Pakistan 
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Chapter 3 

 Literature review and Conceptual framework  

This chapter contains a brief description of disaster cycle, the concept of resilience and 

disaster resilience. Along with discussing the intellectual roots of social capital; previous 

research on social capital and disaster response has been reviewed in this part. Various 

components of social capital have been examined in context of disaster response. This 

discussion provides the conceptual logic of the study. The chapter ends with the 

description of the concept of life recovery and an overview of predictors and outcome 

variables.  

3.1 Disaster cycle  

Disaster cycle is generally divided into four phases i.e. mitigation, preparedness, response 

and recovery (Fothergill, 1998; Mileti, 1999). Although these four stages of disaster cycle 

seem discrete, responding to disaster is not a unidirectional and linear process. The four 

phases of disaster response are overlapping, having no sense of sequence and continuity 

(Alexander, 2007). A community being hit by the disaster may start the recovery process 

during preparedness and relief phase. The planning for recovery begins when it becomes 

evident that an immediate disaster is inevitable. Similarly after being hit by the same 

disaster; victims can be at the different stages of the disaster recovery at the same time. 

For example members of a house that has been completely destroyed due to flood may be 

preparing to rebuild a new house while others may be involved in debris removal at the 

same time. 

Increasing risk and number of disasters has forced the nations of the world to take 

preventive measures. Although now it has now been realized that for human beings it is 

not possible to stop or predict all the disaster (Dufty, 2013); however a better planning 

can minimize the ill effects of disaster. Mitigation refers to eliminating or reducing the 

risks of hazards and enhancing the capacity of communities’ resilience disasters. Disaster 
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mitigation involves the identification of hazard risks and taking necessary measures to 

minimize the human exposure to such hazard. 

Mitigation measures can be taken both at the technological and social level. For 

example in case of flood hazards, it is necessary to repair the flood banks regularly. River 

management should be effective and an efficient flood monitoring and evaluation system 

must exist. At the same time people should be discouraged to make human settlement in 

flood plains and flood prone areas, although it is paradoxical that such areas are more 

fertile and considered as best for cultivation. Likewise earthquake disaster mitigation 

involves building the infrastructure that could resist the high voltage tremors.  

In context of flood disaster, mitigation or prevention from flood includes both 

structural (physical) and non-structural measures (non-physical). Menzel and 

Kundzewics (2003) explain that structural measures to prevent the floods include 

building of dikes, dams, reservoir, flood diversion and constructing flood ways. While 

non-structural measures include source control (minimize surface run off, erosion and 

sediment, transport  through vegetation and afforestation), zoning and relocation, flood 

proofing, insurance, flood forecasting and warning, raising the awareness and improving 

the information system. The authors have termed the structural measures as “hard” 

measures and non-structural measures as “soft” measures. 

Disaster preparedness involves all the plans to face a disturbing event when it 

becomes evident that a socially disrupting event like disaster is inevitable. This stage 

includes preparing the food, shelter, taking water and all other things that are deemed 

necessary. It involves preparation for evacuation and flight. Preparedness also includes 

educating the community to tackle the extreme situations in an effective way. As flood 

disaster and hurricanes are more predictable than earthquake, preparedness before the 

flood strikes can minimize the damages caused by the floods. Evacuation is one of the 

important measures to prepare for the flood. Communities that have enough time to move 

to safer places and shift their assets to safer places are expected to have more chances to 

recover earlier than those communities that do not have enough opportunity to flee away. 

The pre-disaster activities have significant impact on the communities’ capability to 
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respond and recover. So the evacuation decision of the communities and their level of 

evacuation as what they were able to save from disaster have dramatic impact on the 

communities’ response and recovery process. During the course of flood disaster, people 

usually evacuate on the basis of evacuation warnings issued by government agencies. So 

the system of disaster warning should be reliable, efficient and messages disseminated 

should be clear and explicit.  

The disaster relief or response phase involves addressing the immediate basic 

needs of the disaster hit communities. This stage involves, providing the shelter, food, 

water, health facilities, security and safety to disaster victims. It involves taking active 

measures to deal with emergencies in case an extreme event like disaster occurs. It 

includes evacuation to safer places, shifting of movable property so that damage could be 

minimized. During disaster relief phase the role of government and non-government 

organizations is crucial. 

The last stage is called as recovery or rehabilitation stage. This is a long term 

stage and it depends upon the social and cultural characteristic of the disaster hit 

communities. This stage involves rebuilding the physical infrastructure and economic and 

social revival of the individuals and communities. It includes restoration of everyday 

normal life, psychological wellbeing, physical wellbeing, repair and reconstruction of 

damaged or destroyed houses and livelihood restoration. 

3.2 Resilience 

The concept of resilience proliferated in many areas of research and has been used in 

different contexts (Bhamra, Dani, & Burnard, 2011). The origin and use of term in 

different fields is contested (Manyena, 2006). Alexander (2013) has traced the 

“etymological history” of this concept. He states that this concept was passed from 

mechanics to ecology and psychology and after that it was employed in social and 

sustainability sciences. According to him this term migrated to social sciences in 1950 

and it entered into sociology and human geographyin the sense of resilient communities 

(Alexander, 2013). 
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Mayunga (2007) states that this concept has emerged in ecological field three 

decades ago. Hollings (1973) could be called the pioneer of this concept who used this 

term in ecological system perspective. The ecological definitions of resilience place 

emphasis on the amount of disturbance a system can absorb without a change in its state. 

This perspective has focused on “stability”, “resistance to disturbance” and “speed of 

return to equilibrium point” (Mayunga, 2007). In ecological terms, the resilience has 

been defined by all the researchers somehow or the others as the capability of a system 

to restore its functionality after being disturbed by an extreme event. 

 

Resilience is a multidiscipline, multidimensional and multilevel concept. It has 

been employed in both physical and social sciences at individual, community, 

institutional, governmental and ecological level. While economic, organizational, 

infrastructural resilience are some of other dimensions (Paton, 2007). Over the last 

several decades, since last part of the 20th century, the concept of resilience has been 

applied in various ways in different academic fields like psychology, psychiatry, 

psychopathology, computer science, environmental science and sociology of disaster 

(Oyane, 2010). 

Likewise ecological systems, the social systems are also prone to disturbances 

and perturbations. The concept of resilience has been employed in order to understand 

the stability of social systems in the face of disturbance. The definition of resilience 

more or less carries the same connotation as this was applied to explain the ecological 

systems. Delineation of factors that protect the people from ill effects of adversities is 

the major thrust of resilience construct (Luthar, Cicchetti & Becker, 2000). 

 

In social and behavioural sciences this concept has been primarily employed in 

societal and ecological perspectives (Bahadur, Ibrahim, & Tanner, 2010).  The social 

resilience is the capability of the social body to heal after inflicted by an extreme event. 

It is the capacity of self-healing. In psychopathology this concept has been used to 

investigate how individuals who experience distress overcame the adverse situations and 
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resiliece has also been termed as essential attribute of clinicians so that they do not under 

go “mental fatigue” and create resilient personality (Oyane, 2010 p.109).This concept 

has been used in child resilience as what are the factors that protect the children from 

significant disturbance and help them adapt well. It connotes that resilience has also 

been used in child development (Luthar, Cicchetti & Becker, 2000). 

 

The concept moved to sociology of disaster to understand the adaptive capacities 

of the communities under adverse circumstances. In this context it is the ability of the 

communities to prepare for and weather the adverse events and their capacity to adapt to 

climate change (Alexander, 2013). “Resilient  societies are able to overcome the 

damages brought by the occurrence of natural hazards, either through maintaining their 

pre-disaster social fabric, or through accepting marginal or larger change in order to 

survive” (Gaillard, 2006 p.5). 

 

3.2.1 Disaster resilience 

Since the disaster risk reduction decade of UNISDR (1990-1999), disaster scholars have 

been continuously in search of paradigm as how communities could be involved in 

disaster mitigation and management. Increasing scale of disaster has led to realization 

that governments alone cannot tackle this menace and communities should be resilient 

enough to absorb the shocks.  

Disasters tend to “transcend the administrative boundaries” (Tobin, 1999).  The 

ever increasing  toll of disasters (Dufty, 2013) has led to a paradigm shift to build disaster 

resilient comunities. As the disaster coping paradigm has shifted from vulnerability to 

disaster risk management, community based disaster management, mitigation and 

disaster preparedness and recovery; the importance of construct of resilience has been 

widely recognized. Resileince does not involve a “deficit or loss paradigm” that  

emphasizes on strategies to minimize the losses incurred by disasters but it emphasizes 

on “growth paradigm” that  lays importance on maintaining the quality of life in case of 

disruptive activities like disasters whether these are natural or anthropogenic. Resileince 

has become the slogan to make the communities to rise up without external help. Instead 
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of waiting for a disaster to occur, a proactive approach to disasters demands building 

disaster resilient communities which are not only able to mitigate the disasters but also 

recover speedily. Building a resilient community helps to minimize the costs when an 

unnatural or natural process interacts with human society creating disruptions and 

discontinuities. Development of community resilience contributes the capability of the 

society to utilize its individual, collective and institutional competencies and resources to 

respond, cope with, adapt to and develop from demands, challenges and changes brought 

about by disaster (Paton, 2007). 

The concept of resilience gained more academic and policy attention in the field 

of disaster after the adoption Hyogo Framework for Action (2005-15) for disaster risk 

reduction. This framework emphasizes to build disaster resilient communities along with 

the minimization of disaster vulnerability (Mayunga, 2007). The use this concept has 

been gradually increased in tackling the consequences of climate change and disaster 

mitigation programs and policies (Bahadur, Ibrahim, & Tanner, 2010). It is being used in 

disaster management since last decade as there has been increased focus on the “self- 

recovery” of disaster hit communities (Manyena, 2006). Mayunga (2007) states that the 

term “recovery” has been frequently used in the defintions of disaster resilience and this 

concept has been defined as the pace of recovery of disaster hit individuals, groups, 

communities and societies. The disaster resilience approach has placed greater emphasis 

on the concept of resilience in disaster reduction and recovery discourse (Ibid, 2007).  

In the sociology of disaster, the concept of community resilience has been 

introduced recently and it attracted a significant academic attention (Oyane, 2010). There 

has been disagreement among researchers on the definition of the resilience due to 

diversity and complexity of the concept and presence of different degree of resilience on 

individual, groups and community level (Mayunga, 2007). Multiple usage of this concept 

has created the confusion and ambiguity within and across the fields (Bahadur, Ibrahim, 

& Tanner, 2010). However to use the concept of resilience in context of disasters, it is 

essential to clarify its definitions, determinants of resilience so that it could be measured, 

sustained and enhanced (Ibid, 2010). 
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Dynes (2006) states that communities exhibit considerable resilience to cope with 

variety of disasters and these capabilities can be enhanced through learning. Certain 

individuals and communities have better “coping capacity” (Mayunga, 2007; Paton, 

2007) against disaster and “bounce back” (Paton, Millar, & Johnston, 2001) speedily than 

others. This bouncing back capability of the communities is termed as community 

resilience (Paton, 2007). Manyena (2006)  observes that “disaster resilience is inherent 

capability of communities prone to shocks and disturbances to survive and adapt without 

changing its essential attributes and rebuilding themselves”. Norris et al. (2008) have 

presented a processual definition of disaster resilience. According to them disaster 

reslience is  “a process linking a set of networked adaptive capacities to a positive 

trajectory of functioning and adaptation in a constituent population after disturbance”. 

Hence they linked the resilience to functional recovery and grwoth of disaster affected 

populations. 

Vallance (2011) has presented three definitions of resilience. According to her; 

resilience represents a system’s ability to “bounce back” to steady equilibrium state. 

Secondly, resilience refers to system’s ability of “self organisation” and thirdly, “adaptive 

capacity” of the system to changed reality after disaster. She holds that these three 

deinitions have diferent connotations. Some definitions involve the rebuilding of physical 

infrastructure while others privilege the other needs that do not include the construction 

of physical infrastructure ( Ibid, 2011). For Luthar et al., (2000) it is “a dynamic process 

encompassing positive adaptation despite experiencing a significant adversity”. Overall 

resilience refers to the capacity to “come back” in case of perturbation (Vallance, 2011). 

The resilient communities possess capability to withstand the shocks and recover 

speedily from disasters such as flood, drought, earthquake and cyclones (Department for 

International Development [DFID], 2011). Increasing toll of disasters in the world has led 

to the notion that communities should be resilient enough  to “self help” in case of 

disruptive situations (Dufty, 2013). 

Contrary to traditional notion that communities are vulnerable and helpless; 

resilience paradigm implies that disaster hit communities have a potential to play active 
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role (Berke, Chuenpagdee, Juntarashote, & Chang, 2008). This perspective 

conceptualizes that local communities and individuals possess the capabilities to utilize 

the existing social resources and personal skills to cope with the demands of adversity. 

These communities have competency to encounter the challenges and changes brought by 

the extreme events and possess the ability to “jump back” (Mayunga, 2007). A resilient 

community is structured in a way that it has ability to diminish the ill effects of disasters 

and simultaneously has ability to restore its socioeconomic life (Mayunga, 2007; 

Tobin,1999; Vallance, 2011). Resilience arises out of local knowledge and culture of 

disaster stricken communities. It depends upon a society’s pre-existing social, 

structural,cultural, economic and political conditions  and as well as response, relief and 

rehabilitation efforts in case a disaster strikes it (Boyce, 2000; Manyena, 2006). 

The concept of resilience has been analysed at “ecological, physical, social, city 

and community and individual levels” (Norris et al., 2008). Its usage depends upon the 

design of the study being conducted. Whatever the unit of analysis; this concept should 

provide an important analysis regarding resilence of the communities (Mayunga, 2007). 

At individaul level; resilience of a disaster victim depnds upon his social position in the 

community. Indivuals who have greater social resources in the form of social network 

and personal resources are likely to recover earlier as compared to those who do not 

possess such resources (Tobin & Whiteford, 2002). 

All the definitions of the disaster resilience imply the self recovery capability of 

disturbed communities or people. The question arises what are the attributes of such 

communities or individuals? What types of social characteristics make them resilient to 

disasters and enable them to recover. Whether disasters diminsh or strengthen the 

resilience of the affected communities that influence their chances of recovery. 

Researchers have presented different characteristics of disaster resilient communities. 

Majority of them who used this concept in context of disasters have presented capital 

based approach. Resilience and social capital has been employed interchangeably in 

many sociological studies of disasters ( e.g.Ada & Bolat, 2010; Aldrich, 2010; Mayunga, 

2007; Oyane, 2010; Nakagawa & Shaw, 2004).  For example Oyane (2010) employed the 
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concept of social capital as conceptual device to understand the resilience of two disaster 

hit communities. He conducted action research and employed this concept to gain deeper 

understanding into how members of community were involved in preparing a disaster 

prevention map, disamantling and rebuilding of the old private houses. These activities 

were used as tools to unearth the the resilience of the communities. These activities 

helped to evaluate the process of social capital creation as varous activities that involved 

the social interaction at micro level tend to erode or strengthen the resilience of these 

communities. 

Harda (2012)  conducted a study to unearth the the structure of  public 

consciousness in context of disaster prevntion and disaster reduction. He applied the 

concept of social capital to understand the social processes before and after earthquake 

disaster and its implications for other factors e.g.indivdual disaster prevention, 

communities’disaster prevention capability and public assistance. He operationalised the 

social capital as trust in society and trust in travelling alone. In a covariance and 

structural analysis, Harda found that social capital becomes an exogenous variable that 

strogly influences the communities’ capability for mutual assistance, to prevent the 

disaster and expedite the public assistance. Social capital indirectly influences the 

individual disaster prevention awareness. He concluded that both bonding and bridging 

type of social capital contributed to resilience of earthquake hit communities. 

Harda also tested the impact of great east earthquake on the trust in different 

social actors. In this regard he evaluated the level of trust of Japanese in different social 

organisations e.g family, civil defense, polic, firefighting, and hospitals etc before and 

after the earthquake disaster. He assessed the trust before and after the disaster. His 

results revealed that as a result of disaster the overall degree of trust in these institutions 

has increased among earthquake victims. On further analysis the trust in relatives, 

friends, coworkers, firefighters, police, NPOs and civil defense forces was found to be 

significant for disaster response. He concluded that trust in public institutions is 

dependent upon the fairness and neutrality of these institutions. He further warned that 

disasters shuold not considered as opportunity to broeaden the role of public institutions. 
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This situation may alter the values of the people and may change the public private 

(citizen) relationships. People may become more demanding and it may change threshold 

of their structure of consciousness. 

The social norm of helping each other at the time of crisis and disaster victims’ 

embedded social networks are main source of such help. Communities exhibiting social 

capital or resilience have capability to prepare, respond to and recover from disaster (all 

three phases of disaster management). The response of public institutions is always 

sluggish (Tobin, 1999). People’s relationship with their fellowmen are major source of 

help during emergency situations. Social capital hase helped to build resilient 

communites that recoverd at greater pace. Social capital exercised in the form of people’s 

relationship within the neighbourhood or wider community and it has demonstrated its 

efficacy in disaster managemnt (Nakagawa & Shaw, 2004).  

Marumo (2012) conducted a survey study in Japan to explore the relationship 

between social capital and communities’ local capability for disaster management. In this 

study social capital was conceptualised as “social capital in general” and “social capital 

in neighbourhood”. Social capital in neighbourhood was measured in terms of reliability 

on neighboures, friends or acquaintances and neighbourhood associations. Local capbility 

for disaster management was measured as individuals’ reliability in public assistance, 

disaster preparedness efforts and perceptions about community disaster preparedness 

capability. Respondents were also asked about their sociodemogrphic attributes like age, 

occupation, life quality as compared to five years before and their predictions after five 

years and dgree of satisfaction of living in study area. Structural equation model 

demonstrated the cause and effect relation with three fcators of communit capability of 

disaster management. Social capital in general was measuresd as overall reliability in 

society and reliability in people while travelling. In this case when a structural eqaution 

model was applied to see the relationshp of the community’s ability with disaster 

preparedness; it was found that social capital in general did not show correlation and 

neighbourhood social capital came out as exogenous variable. Thus in this situation the 

neighbourhood social capital is more significant as compared to general social capital. 
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The study also showed a significant difference with respect social capital and disaster 

preparedness among respondents of less than 60 years and more than 60 years of age. So 

the social capital is not equally distributed among all the members of the community. The 

study also contains an important lesson that all types of social capitals are not siginificant 

at all the level. A particular type of social capital siginificant in one situation may prove 

insignificant in other situations.  

The situation of flood disaster in Pakistan is quite different as compared to the 

disasters like earthquake and tsunami. If during flood all the people in neighbourhood 

evacaute, then the persaonl level social capital of an individual gains a crucial 

significance. An individual’s social network becomes important for him. However along 

with his/her personal social capital, social capital in genral e.g. trust in different 

organisations, leadership efficiacy, social bonding and public assistance are also 

important for his recovery. Fair teatment and involvement in community matters may 

also affect his social capital. For example his network may prove helpful while at the 

same time different social processes e.g competition to get more public assistance, 

unfairness and biasness, apathy of government offcials may weaken the general social 

capital that has important implications for his reocvery after disaster. 

The concept of social capital has been operationalised variedly according to study 

design and specific disaster circumstances. It has been tested both at individual and 

community level. Three core components of social capital viz trust, norms, networks and 

sense of solidarity make the essential gredients of this recipe. While along with these 

dimensions Nakagawa & Shaw (2004) has termed the quality and engegement of local 

leadership as an attribute of disaster resilient communities. Both approaches to  disaster 

resilience term social capital as one of the most important attribute of disaster resilient 

communities (Norris et al., 2008). Berke and colleagues (2008) have termed social capital 

as source of local community resilience and resilience as capability to ‘restructure’, 

‘adapt’ and ‘adjust’ to disruptive events. 

Dealing with disasters does not require only the economic capital to build and 

restore the physical infrastructures. For greater pace of recovery, disaster hit communities 
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and individuals mobilise social resources inherent in their social network and community 

structure. Community members benefit the linkages embedded in their networks and their 

level of relationship with formal and non formal organsations. The individuals in resilient 

communities are connected through norms of mutual obligations and trust. The 

“network” and “norms” that facilitate collective action make the social capital of the 

communities (Dynes, 2006). The interplay of social cohesion, social network and social 

support contribute to human emotional ecosystem that enable individuals to thrive in the 

face of adversities e.g. floods, droughts and wars etc (Almedom & Tumwine, 2008). 

Disasters tend to cause social disruption and loss of community (Erickson, 1977). 

The social circumstances/processess emerged after a disaster have the potential to destroy 

or influence the bonds or solidarity among disastert hit communities. Such circumstances 

may lead to loss/enhance the trust, change the sense of place, alter the relatioship with 

local leaders as the vertical social relationship between disaster victims and local leaders 

enahnce the recovery speed. In a Pakistani rural communty, people are related to 

eachother through blood kinship, network of friends. Marriage is a strong institution that 

leads to a more srongrer institution in th rform of family. Every individual is embedded 

ina network of kinship. The individual level social capital embedded in social ties 

becomes active at the time of crisis and it is usully norm of mutual help and reciprocity 

that holds the people united. The incorporation of political and socioeconomic conditions 

to disaster mitigation and recovery has led to realization that some groups and 

communities are more resilient than others. However at the same time the collective level 

social capital e.g. mutual trust, community solidarity, and relations with local leaders may 

be altered or exposed. It depends upon the social characteristics of these communities and 

individuals. 

Aldrich (2011 & 2012) conducted studies to investigate whether harm caused by 

disaster has impacted the recovery speed of disaster hit communities? His empirical 

studies proved that communities that showed greater resilience in the form of high stock 

of social capital recovered at greater pace as compared to those that showed lower 

resilience. Aldrich proved that disaster damage was not an important determinant of 



51 

 

 

disaster recovery but the resilience inherent in the communities. Communities that 

exhibited a greater level of social capital reported greater pace from disaster recovery. 

Despite institutional challenges, that hampered the process of reconstruction 

during 2010 flood in Pakistan, much was achieved by all stakeholders of flood response 

(Azad & McElhinney, 2011). During every phase of disaster flood affected communities 

manifested remarkable strength and resilience by helping each other to overcome the 

extreme event (Robotka, 2011; UN, 2011). Before the end of 2010, majority of the flood 

affectees; particularly those who hold the land had returned to their native areas for 

resettlement and restoration of their lives (Robotka, 2011). The rapid pace of return after 

disaster could be referred to one’s attachment to place (Airriess et al., 2008) and 

optimism of flood affectees that they have capability to restore their lives. The return to 

home hints at the completion of emergency phase and beginning of post- disaster 

recovery process.  

After the emergency phase of disasters comes to an end; following questions raise 

their heads. How do the individuals or communities overcome these extreme events and 

how do they rise above such discontinuities and disruption? What types of resources are 

utilized by disaster hit individuals or communities to recover after disaster? What type of 

individuals and communities gain recovery speedily while others lag behind and what are 

the important underlying causes and drivers of recovery? It has been acknowledged that 

some individuals and communities adapt and cope with disasters more successfully than 

others (Paton, 2007). Such communities are more resilient to disasters. This adaptive 

capacity of resilient communities is contingent upon capability of the disaster hit 

individuals, communities, institutions and governments to cope with disruptive events. 

Socioeconomic development level, institutional framework, relationship of the 

communities with government, presence of non-government organizations, structure of 

family system, social ties, kinship relations, social cohesion and beliefs and ideas about 

disasters may play a significant and differential role to cope with extreme disturbances. 

All above mentioned features of communities are essential to take into account while 

studying the disaster resilience of the communities.  
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               Resilience is set of community capacities and social capital is one of those 

capacities (Norris et al., 2008). As the role of the communities has been acknowledged in 

disaster management due to inability of the governments to cope with the disasters; the 

social, economic, political and cultural characteristics of the local communities has 

gained significant importance. The internal strength of the communities to tackle the 

extreme disruptive events is considered an important asset. Communities have ability to 

absorb the shocks and bounce back in case of a discontinuity in the form of disasters. 

This capability of the communities has been termed as community resilience. The 

communities have weaknesses in the form of social inequality, poverty, fragmentation 

and geographically prone to disasters. Disaster mitigation requires the minimization of 

community vulnerabilities and to enhance the resilient of the communities against 

disasters.  

           During crisis; communities draw on multiple capitals e.g. political, social, cultural, 

financial, human, natural and built capital (Smith & Boruff, 2011 ). Both the external and 

the intrenal resources of communite play critical role to weather the social disruptions. 

Community capitals are important components of this “ innate resilience” of the 

communities (Smith & Boruff, 2011 ). Demographic characteristics of the communities, 

social capital (social embeddedness, social cohesion) and presence of faith based 

organisations are the social indicators of community resilience to disasters (Cutter et al., 

2008). Here the resilience to disaster has been conceptualised as social capital of disaster 

hit communities. Disasters tend to accentuate the social capital or diminish. It is not only 

the charactersitic of the event the affects the communities resiience to disaster but also 

the social conditionds emeged as a result of disaster may enhance or harm the 

communities’ resilience to disasters. This situation is likely to affect the recovery 

prospects of disaster hit communities. Following section represents the explanatory 

variables of the study alongwith debate on social capital in context of disaster response. 
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3.3 Explanatory variables description 

3.3.1 Socio-demographic characteristics and disaster response 

Which type of individuals and communities exhibit more resilience in the wake of a 

disastrous event and what are the attributes of these communities and individuals? In a 

disaster context, community resilience depends upon on how people respond to pre and 

post disaster situations (Tobin & Whiteford, 2002). Structural, cognitive and situational 

factors impact the community resilience in different ways. Structural factors include 

structural and social change. Situational factors include physical location, gender, age, 

education, income, social network and health. While cognitive factors include 

psychological and attitudinal features of disaster hit individuals (Tobin & Whiteford, 

2002). Situational factors vary from society to society. Pakistan is an agricultural country 

and amount of land holding by the individuals and heads of livestock play an mportant 

role to come out of emergency situations (Mustafa & Wrathall, 2011 p.74) . People who 

are socially and ceonomically marginalised suffer greater in disaster as compared to the 

people who are economically and socially viable (Bolin & Bolton, 1986; Comerio, 2005). 

In addition family size and race also impact household economic recovery (Bolin & 

Bolton, 1986). 

Peacock (1987) identified that along with damage caused by earthquake, formal 

aid extended by different types of organizations in the form of housing construction, and 

social characteristics of the head of the household e.g. education, assets, age, households 

size and his social position in social and political affairs have significant impact on the 

household recovery of the disasters. The impacts of disasters are unequally distributed 

among different groups in the society (Coninx, 2010). Wealth, gender, occupation and 

social network (social capital) are significant factors that cause variations in disaster 

impacts (Wisner et al., 2003). 

Socioeconomic status is closely related to reconstruction the life after disaster. 

Disaster victims with high socioeconomic status fare through disaster successfully as 

compared to those who do not possess such sources (Fothergill & Peek, 2004).  Such 
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individuals have ability to activate their savings to deal with emergency situations. 

Conversely those positioned at lower level of social hierarchy experience a lot of 

difficulties to sustain through disasters. As disasters tend to disrupt normal social and 

economic activities, those who are located at the bottom of social stratification system 

suffer from loss of jobs for long period. Such individuals are more dependent on disaster 

aid. Disaster victims having salaried positions are able to get regular income during crisis 

situations (Fothergill & Peek, 2004). This implies that occupation of the flood victims has 

greater implication to cope with the disaster.  

Gender of an individual is also important during disaster recovery period. Men 

and women may experience disasters differentially, so they may face different problems 

during resettlement stage (Enarson, 1998). Generally, women are more likely to live in 

poverty as they possess fewer economic resources. Their sufferings are multiplied during 

disasters that may jeopardize their chances of successful resettlement after disaster 

(Fothergill & Peek, 2004). However the vulnerability of women depends upon broader 

social and cultural factors. In Pakistan women are usually dependent upon men for their 

social and economic needs. This social mechanism also acts as a protective shield for 

them. For example if an immediate disaster is going to happen it is the responsibility of 

men to evacuate their families, arrange for shelters and fulfil the survival needs of family 

members. 

3.3.2 Flood experience  

Psychological trauma and material loss 

It is usually held that damage incurred by disasters has important implication for 

disaster recovery. The more damage caused by a disaster slower is the pace of recovery. 

Disasters cause psychological trauma and material loss. Disasters are midwife of disease, 

death, injuries. They cause disruption of normal economic and social life. Disasters leave 

behind trails of psycho-social, economic, demographic, physical and political impacts 

(Lindell, 2011). Physical symptoms usually fatigue, gastrointestinal upset and skin 

diseases. Cognitive symptoms are attention deficits, impaired concentration, confusion 
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and uncertainty etc. Psychosocial impacts include behavioural and emotional signs. 

Emotional dilemmas that emerge during disaster are grief, anxiety and depression. 

Behavioural aspects include loss of sleep, compulsiveness, substance use and ritualistic 

behaviour.  Socio-economic impacts include the loss of property, assets and value of 

assets. Socio-demographic impacts include loss of home. Political impacts include 

disruption of political life (Lindell & Prater, 2003) while institutional impacts include 

overburdened traditional bureaucratic structures. 

Those who succeed to survive carry the burden of bitter memories throughout 

their lives. Meanings of life alter and world seems to them a troubled place to live in. 

Separation from loved ones and disruption of normal life, economic downfall and 

emotional dilemma that “why us” are few examples of human sufferings. However, the 

damage caused by disasters depends upon the characteristic of hazardous event (Lindell, 

2011). For example trauma incurred by an earthquake disaster may be more severe as 

compared to flood disaster that is more predictable. Multidimensional impacts of 

disasters pose a great challenge and opportunities to public leaders, policy makers, 

philanthropists and disaster researchers. It is usually assumed that damage caused by the 

disasters is directly related to disaster response and recovery.  

A considerable amount of disaster literature suggests that disaster damage 

seriously affects the pace of recovery. Peacock (1987) examined the impact of housing 

damage and housing aid on the household recovery of earthquake victims. He adopted the 

objective aspect of household recovery by assessing the socioeconomic of mobility of 

household after being hit by earthquake as compared to this socioeconomic status before 

being hit by earthquake. Earthquake damage was measured by depreciation in the value 

of pre-disaster assets. Results of the study indicated that damage was significant in 

household recovery. Greater disaster damage had negative consequences even after four 

years of earthquake.  

Along with material damage disasters bear serious consequences for the social 

organisations of the societies. Kaniasty (2012) conducted a longitudinal research to 

examine the impact of disaster exposure on the social support perceptions and social 
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cohesion among flood victims. The study showed that disaster induced psychological 

trauma and material loss were significantly associated with lower perceptions of social 

support and loss of interpersonal relations. Disaster trauma was found to be associated 

with erosion of belief in mutual assistance and material loss was related to lower post 

disaster community cohesion. It is likely that such social processes create “social 

stagnancy” and halt the process of recovery. So it is assumed that damage caused by 

disasters whether material or non-material is related to recovery of the victims. For 

example death of an immediate family member who is sole earner may jeopardize the 

chances of recovery. Similarly a serious injury of an immediate member may put at halt 

on the recovery process of the disaster victims. 

In this study trauma was measured at household level keeping in view Kaniasty 

(2012) categories of psychological trauma and material loss incurred by the flood. Such 

type of disaster exposure is measured in objective form. The actual trauma exposure 

(objective trauma) for example personal injuries, life threat, death of significant other, 

degree of destruction are easily to measure in contrast to perceived or subjective trauma  

(Wahlstrom, 2010 p.27). 

Perceived fairness in the distribution of disaster assistance 

Formal support refers to different types of support received from different sources 

i.e. government, NGOs, UN, religious organization and local philanthropists. Formal 

support is termed as support received from professional/semi-professional sources. 

Although each disaster is unique, yet the process of recovery reveals some of the 

common characteristics. Recovery is a dynamic and confusing process. Traditional 

bureaucratic structure is not suited to emergent demands of recovery after disaster. This 

vacuum is filled by NGOs and other newly emerged organizations (Olshansky, 2010).  

 

Type of formal aid received in context of disasters is an important contributor to disaster 

recovery. It is not the source of aid that is important but the type of aid. Disaster 

assistance is critical for household economic recovery (Bolin & Bolton, 1986). Peacock 

(1987) examined the socioeconomic recovery of the household after earthquake disaster. 
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He found that formal aid in the form of permanent housing has increased the chances of 

household recovery of earthquake victims as compared to temporary housing that 

retarded the pace of recovery.  

 

Formal aid receiving is an important factor in context of disasters and an 

important factor affecting the disaster recovery (Beggs, 1996). Researchers have always 

been interested to examine the amount of formal aid received during disasters. Not all the 

disaster victims receive equal amount of external aid. Individual level factors e.g. gender, 

family income, education house damage etc impact the receipt of formal aid. Besides 

there factors personal networks and community contexts e.g. owner occupancy also 

influences the aid receiving (Beggs, 1996). 

 

Communities’ relationship with formal organization plays a significant role 

during crisis situations. These organizations take on different forms e.g. Community 

Based Organizations (CBOs), NGOs or government originations. CBOs are run by 

community members; so these organizations can be helpful during recovery period. For 

example in India; communities impacted by Bhuj earthquake recovered at greater pace 

because these communities were able to exert pressure on government agencies and more 

able to fetch other funding agencies as compared to other communities where CBOs were 

not so efficient (Nakagawa & Shaw, 2004). 

 

In Pakistani rural community no such organizations exist. During flood many 

foreign based and foreign funded NGOs arrived in flood hit areas. These organizations 

had no roots among local people. Secondly, they were hijacked by local political elites. 

Consequently the distribution of aid by these organizations was politically motivated. 

Rather than involving the local people in recovery process, these organizations played a 

“paternalistic” role. So the aid distributed was not according to needs of the locals but 

according to discretion, mandates and policies of these organizations. It has been 

established that unfair, patron client oriented and politically tarnished distribution of aid 

has tended to diminish the post disaster community resilience. Unscrupulous distribution 
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of aid tends to torn apart the communities and weaken their post disaster community 

cohesion (Cox & Perry, 2011; Kaniasty & Norris, 2004).  So disasters tend to both foster 

social capital and at the same time different social processes may lead to weaken it. 

 

External support is critical for disaster victims as the local authorities may not 

find them able to tackle the disaster. However such assistance has on negative aspect that 

creates the sense of alienation and helplessness among the victims (Jimba et al., 2011). 

Aid influx has both healing and corrosive impacts. In a study conducted to see the role of 

place and social capital in context of post disaster resilience; Cox and Perry (2011) have 

discussed the implications of external aid on the sense of community. During interviews; 

the victims of bush fire complained that external aid was fracturing their community 

cohesion. Disaster victims complained that some were taking advantages of aid influx 

while others were ignored. Indiscriminate provision of aid not only creates sense of 

competition but also sense of deprivation among certain members of community. 

It is still debatable whether external aid provided by different agencies contributes 

to the recovery of disaster victims. Aldrich (2010; 2011) conducted studies to find the 

factors associated with recovery of earthquake victims. He found that communities that 

demonstrated a greater stock of social capital recovered more speedily as compared to 

those which received external aid but possessed low stock of social capital. The influx of 

external aid tends to diminish the social capital. Cox and Perry (2011) demonstrated that 

such type of aid minimizes the possibility of natives to help each other and breeds 

conflicts over the distribution of aid. They also concluded that bureaucratization of such 

aid reduces its positive potential.  

In this study external aid was defined as the aid given to flood victims by different 

types of formal organization whether government based or NGOs. During 2010 flood the 

distribution was aid was politicized by local elites and local feudal landlords. Arai (2012) 

conducted a qualitative study to find out flood victims’ issues of relief and rehabilitation. 

He conducted in depth interviews with flood victims, representative of NGOs, 

government and other stakeholders. Based on his findings he concluded that: 
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There were clear signs of preferential, discriminatory treatment of some flood-

affected communities over others in the same areas in the distribution of tents, 

food, medical supplies and other necessities. The skewed nature of aid 

distribution was attributed largely to the traditional feudal system, in which some 

landlords – many of them connected to or representing political parties – favored 

their own political constituents over those of their opponents in directing or 

facilitating aid distribution (Arai, 2012 p.56).  

The traditional power structure in rural communities does not allow the institutional 

interference. Although the disaster aid was handed over in the presence and patronage of 

government agencies; they were unable to question the local landlords and political 

parties who used the aid distribution for their political gains (Arai, 2012). 

Flood victims’ involvement/participation in recovery and rehabilitation 

decision making 

In rural areas of flood hit communities, no formal community level organizations 

existed. Therefore there was a social distance among local communities and district 

government regarding recovery and rehabilitation related decisions. In such situation the 

victims feel isolated and powerless that impacts the recovery prospects of the disaster 

victims (Coninx, 2010). Disasters victims’ lack of involvement in the restoration 

decisions sowed the seeds of distrust and tended to weaken the formal social capital e.g. 

trust in the stakeholders that are helping the disaster victims to recover. It also created the 

negative image of political leadership. 

In this context, Coninx (2010) has surveyed in details the social impacts of floods. 

He states that when the people are not given the chance to represent themselves in the 

political and governmental decisions they are thrown aside when the measures are taken 

to them from floods and providing them material support for rehabilitation and recovery. 

He proves that the weaker section of the society bears the brunt of flood 

disproportionately. 
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Home stability 

The flood experience of the victims who have been able to rebuild or repair their 

houses satisfactorily is different from those who have not been successful to build or 

repair their dwellings to satisfactory level. Living an incomplete house as compared to 

pre-flood period is constant source of flood experience. Home is not only place of living; 

it also carries with it the symbolic importance. It is not mere loss of physical structure but 

also “loss of privacy, loss of memories, and loss of equality. All these losses are 

intertwined and have significant impacts on the well-being of the people” (Meggos, 

2006p.12). Repair or reconstruction of destroyed or damaged house is an important point 

of reference for the recovery of the flood victims. Sakamoto and Yamori (2009) state that 

along with other social factors e.g. social ties, the life recovery also depends upon 

reconstruction of built infrastructure particularly home stability.  

Besides all the losses caused by the flood, the loss or damage of house 

accentuates the overall social impacts of the flood (Coninx, 2010). Life recovery after a 

disaster also depends upon construction of built infrastructure along with human relations 

(Sakamoto & Yamori, 2009). Keeping in view the importance of housing stability for 

disaster recovery; respondents were asked about their satisfaction with 

reconstruction/repair of their homes after damaged or destroyed by the flood. Living in a 

house that has been destroyed or damaged by the flood and it has not yet achieved the 

same status as it was before the flood is an experience that has been related to solely 

flood. 

3.3.3 Social capital: An overview  

The concept of social capital has gained a lot of academic attention since last two decades 

and rose to “prominence across all social sciences discipline” (Woolcock & Narayan, 

2000). However it has been remained an elusive concept. Researchers have presented 

several definitions of social. Social capital has been used in nine disciplines (Woolcock & 

Narayan, 2000). This concept has been related to civic engagement, good governance, 

economic development, mental and physical health, mortality rated, crimes, general well 

being, longevity and academic achievement. As the concept of community resilience has 
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gained popularity in the field of disaster management, this concept has gained a 

significance importance. The reason is that social capital lies at the heart of communities. 

Due to natural tendency of human beings to live in groups; bonding social capital is 

found in every society and human beings associate with comfort group and circles of 

mutual trust for support (Daubon & Saunders, 2002). It deals with the social assets of the 

individuals in contrary to economic capital (Griffin, 2009). All the definitions of social 

capital converge on the idea that it refers to social networks among people that result in 

reciprocal gains (Griffin, 2009; Lin, 2005). 

          Recently social capital has gained considerable popularity in social sciences and 

international development discourse (Nakagawa & Shaw, 2004). James Coleman was the 

first Sociologist who used the term social capital in social structural terms (Smith & 

Boruff, 2011 ). He proposed functional definition of social capital. According to him “ 

social capital is defined by its functions. It is not a single entity but comprises of different 

entities that have two things commom: these entities consist of some aspect of social 

structures, and they facilitate certain actons of the actors; whether persons or corporate 

actos within the structure” (Coleman, 1988). He applied the concept of social capital to 

evaluate the academic success of the children. Coleman (1988) analysed the educational 

achievements of the school going shildren by keeping inview three forms of social capital 

namely; obligations and expectations, information and norms accompanied with 

sanctions. He proposed that these three forms of social capital are crucial for the 

academic achievement of the school students. Besides this, he concluded that vertical 

network between parents and chlidren and horizontal network of the children were also 

important for their academic performance. 

          Bourdieu (1986) defined social capital as “the aggregate of the actual or potential 

resources which are linked to possession of a durable network of more or less 

institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition or in other words, 

to membership in a group”. He presented three forms of social capital i.e.economic, 

social and cultural can be interconverted. Bourdieu linked the concept of capital with the 

idea of social class and social positions are determined by the help of these capitals. 
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According to him the exchange of these capitals is mediated by another form of capital 

known as “symbolic capital” and different types of capital are required in different fields 

of life. He connected the concept with social conflict and and functions of power in the 

society i.e. social capital is utilised by different agents to advance their own interests. 

Usually the exchange of different forms of capital takes place among homogenoeus 

groups (Siisiainen, 2000). 

          This concept accrued significant academic attention after the scholarly writings of 

Robert Putnam (1993; 1995a; 1995b). Putnam’s version of social capital was mainly 

related to “civic engagement” of the people in creating good governance. For Putnam, 

civic engegement is mainly determined by social connectedness, social trust and norms of 

recprocity (1995b p.665). 

Putnam (1995b)  defined social capital as “features of social organization such as 

networks, norms and social trust that facilitate cooperation and coordination for mutual 

benefit” (p.664). In their research, conducted on social capital in Italy; Putnam, Leonardi, 

& Nanetti (1993) measured the social capital through density of  membership of people in 

different formal organisations.  They concluded that active engagement of citizens in 

social affairs is the major determinant of  performance of social institutions and 

government. Social trust and civic engegement are closely related to eachother (1995b). 

Although this measure does not indicate the trust and norm; yet this type of measure is 

manifestation of social capital in context of that specific society (Krishna, 2003).  

Putnam also expressed his concern over disappearnce of social capital in Amreica 

due to many factors that led to privatisation of individual life (1995a; 1995b). He found 

that memebreship of American people in different formal organisations was going down . 

According to him social capital grows when the relations among citizens increase as they 

are rooted for a long time at the same place. Place rootedness ceates familiarity with 

fellow citizens and continuous mobility leads to disengegement (1995b).  

Putnam, Leonardi, & Nanetti (1993) adocate that social capital enhances the 

benefits of investing in the other forms of capital and it also leads to good governaance 
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and economic progress because it helps to surmount the “collective action problem.  

However they admitted that there is no single from of social capital and along with 

memebership in formal organisations, there are invisible form of informal social capital 

that cannot be dismisses. They also agreed that  benefits of social capital are not equally 

distributed among everyone. Different social groups (e.g. minorities and female) have 

unneqaul access to social capital and possess deficient amount of it as compared to these 

who are located at higher position in social hierarchy (Lin, 2000). 

          Putnam’s version of social capital covered the vertical aspect of social capital and 

ignoring the horizontal one. Woolcock fulfilled this conceptual deficiency and presented 

a broader version of social capital. Serageldin and Grootaert (2000) expanded the 

purview of social capital to formal institutions of goverenment, law and courts etc. 

          Woolcock (1998) linked the social capital with economic development. According 

to him, for economic development, both “embedded” and “autonomous” social capital 

are essential. He advocated the presence of social capital both at the micro and 

macrolevel. He has proposed to adopt “social structural” approach to social capital 

(p.185).  According to this approach social relations among individuals, instututional 

capacity to formulate these relations and their emergence and continuity are important. 

He presented four forms of relationships at micro level and macro level. At micro level, 

he termed intra-community ties as “integration” and extra-community ties as “linkage”, 

while at macro level, the relationship between state and society have been termed as 

“synergy” and capacity, coherence and competency of institutions has been termed as “ 

organisational integrity” (Woolcock, 1998). He proposed that the definition of social 

capital must be centred on its sources rather than consequence and according to him the 

consequences of social capital should not be intermingled with social capital else.  

Woolcock (2000) divided social capital into three categories: (1) bonding social 

capital refers to social ties between immediate family members, neighbours, close 

friends, and business partners and co-workers sharing similar socio-demographic 

characteristics, (2) bridging social capital represents the ties among people from diverse 

occupational, ethnic and geographical backgrounds having similar social standing (3) 
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linking social capital refers to ties between community and those having influential 

authority positions in formal organizations such government officials, police, political 

leaders, agricultural extension offices, schools, housing authorities. He observes that poor 

people tend to have strong bonding social capital and some level of bridging social 

capital, but little linking social capital, which is the most important for betterment of the 

economic environment. For instance, during natural disasters or crop failure resulting 

from sudden climate change, bonding and bridging social capital might work as a very 

fragile safety-net. However, to eliminate vulnerability of livelihood and make a safer and 

sustainable environment, linking social capital plays a critical role. 

          Lin (1999) proposed a network based theory of social capital. She defined social 

capital as “resources embedded in a social structure which are accessed and/or mobilized 

in purposive actions” (p.35).  This means that an individual in a network can borrow the 

resources (material or non material) of other actors. According to her; networked based 

social capital has been recognised by all the researchers in this field (Lin, 2005).  So it 

appears that social connectedness or social ties are important manifestation of social 

capital along with resources embedded in these connections.  

          Uphoff (2000) has presented asset based definition of social capital. He proposed 

that all types of capitals represent different forms of asset that yield benfits for 

community members. According to him “ocial capital  is an accumulation  of various  

types  of social, psychological,  cultural,  cognitive,  institutional,  and related  assets that  

increase  the  amount  (or probability)  of mutually beneficial  cooperative  behavior” 

(p.216).  He divided social capital into two categories: structural and cognitive. “The 

structural category is associated with various forms of social organization,  particularly  

roles, rules, precedents and procedures as well as awide variety of networks that 

contribute to cooperation, and specifically to mutually beneficial collective action 

(MBCA), which is the stream ofbenefits that results from social capital”. “The cognitive 

category derives from mental processes and resulting ideas, reinforced by culture and 

ideology, specifically norms, values, attitudes, and beliefs that contribute cooperative 

behavior and MBCA” (p.218). In a study conducted on Srilankan farmers, he found that 
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both types of social capital have proved benefcial to them. The structural form of social 

capital minimizes the “transacion costs” while the cognitive form of social capital 

“rationalizes the cooperative behaviour”. 

          Social capital is “web of relational norms of behavior and reciprocity that connect 

individuals” (Daubon & Saunders, 2002).The concept of social capital has been utilized 

more in non-emergency situations particularly to understand the civic engagement in the 

course of efficient development. Social capital ensures smooth public relations that 

minimize transaction costs, helps to start projects for larger public interest, helps to 

resolve the disputes, increases mutual understanding, and simplifies the behaviour 

monitoring of the other. Social capital could be utilized as a strategy to enhance the 

capacity of communities to act jointly for economic development (Daubon & Saunders, 

2002). 

          Krishna (2003) terms the social capital as quality of relationship among individuals 

that is utilized to gain particular objectives. It is the common resource used by the 

individuals to take collective actions. Social capital is the inclination of the individuals in 

a community to resolve the collective problems (Krishna, 2003). He measured social 

capital by the participation of villagers in different types of informal networks to resolve 

an immediate problem. The activities in which different people were engaged were 

informal and context bound. Such “activities can be dealing with crop disease, dealing 

with natural disasters, reciprocity, membership in local sharing group, trust and solidarity 

among villagers” (Krishna, 2003). 

          Social capital is a double edged weapon (Woolcock & Narayan, 2000). 

Researchers doubt over the outcome of social relations and ability of different segments 

of communities to utilize these networks. Similarly it is also debatable whether social 

capital is an outcome or it leads to different types of outcome or it is an individual 

response (Pilkington, 2002). 

          World Bank has widely used this concept in development sector. The World Bank 

has listed eleven topics in social capital: crime and violence, economics and trade, 
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education, environment, finance, health, nutrition, and population, information 

technology, poverty and economic development, rural development, urban development, 

water supply and sanitation. World Bank has also developed universally applicable Social 

Capital Assessment Tool (SOCAT) to measure the social capital (World Bank 2003). 

          Nakagawa and Shaw (2004) term the quality of relationship between community 

and local leader an important aspect of social capital. According to them for a community 

to progress, it is necessary that local leaders are very attentive of the needs of the 

community and maintain close bond with members.  

          Yandong and Dalen (2006) have termed social capital as “social structural 

resource” that is embedded both at micro level social structures and at macro level. 

“Resources embedded in personal networks, which enables actors to acquire more 

external social resources” constitute micro-level social capital. This type of social capital 

helps individuals to obtain knowledge, information and social support from his or her 

immediate social network e.g. family, friends and relatives. This version of macro-level 

social capital converges with that of Robert Putnam’s (1995b) description of social 

capital. Marco-level social capital “features of social organization, such as networks, 

norms, and trust that facilitate coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit”. He 

linked both types of social capital with the well-being of community and individuals. 

However, all the social scientists termed the social capital as function of “trust”, “ norms” 

and “networks”. 

With the passage of time, the concept of social capital has been used to 

understand and tackle the emergency situations and its dimensions have been expanded. 

For example, Norris et al., (2008) expanded the concept of social capital by introducing 

the psychological dimensions of this concept. They have put forward community sense, 

place attachment and citizen participation as three psychological dimensions of social 

capital. They theorized that social capital can be an important asset for disaster readiness. 

Owing to its varied definitions and explanations, social capital has become 

complex research area. It holds a lot of methodological implications with reference to 
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measurement. There is disagreement among researchers as what constitutes social capital 

and how it should be measured (Abdul-Hakim, Ismail & Abdul-Razak, 2010). Social 

bonding and networking has offered quantification problems. At micro level, social 

capital has been measured through proxy measures e.g. number of contacts one has with 

others, extent of contacts and membership in organizations (Adger, 2000). 

          Woolcock and Narayan (2000)  state that developing single measure of social 

capital is porbably impossible. They have presented eseveral justifications. For example 

the researchers state that social capital has been defined variedly, it has multiple 

dimensions and it operates at different level and has different unit of analysis, social 

capital appears in different forms and types and unavailability of large scale cross-

countries on social capital.  

           Intuitively, the measure of social capital could be different in emergency and non-

emergency situations. For example in case of natural disaster that has destroyed the 

whole community, the neighbourhood social networks of the community members are 

also destroyed.  While a disaster that does not affect the whole community may mobilize 

different forms of social capital. Type of disaster and characteristic of a society determine 

whether a natural disaster destroys its social capital or not. Most of the researchers have 

utilized proxy measures to measure the social capital (Woolcock & Narayan, 2000).  

Social capital is “culture specific”. A social capitial measure relevant in one social 

context might be irrelevant in other context (Krishna, 2003). Similarly diverse forms of 

activities emerge in different froms of social contexts. Accordingly different forms of 

social capital may be applied in different contexts. A type of social capital functional in 

routine activites might be dysfunctional in non routine activities. 

           The different types of social capital measured in developed countries may be 

different in developing countries. For example voluntary associations and different 

community level groups are rarely present in Pakistani rural society. In rural areas of 

developing countries the underlying stock of social capital can be measured through 

informal social connections (Woolcock & Narayan, 2000). 
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Keeping in view above discussion, it is evident that defining and measuring social 

capital depends upon the perspective of the researcher and the context in which social 

capital is being measured. Measuring social capital in context of disaster response is 

different as compared to non-emergency situations. Social capital is not a unified 

concept. In the study under review, the social capital was measured as function of social 

ties between individuals, social norm of helping other people in caught in crisis (norms of 

reciprocity, helping), disaster victims’ linkages with formal organizations, trust in 

different stake holders in disaster recovery process, quality of relationship between 

disaster victims and community leadership (linking social capital), and cohesion among 

community members (bonding social capital). Social ties are the social bonding among 

family, friends and relatives. It also deals with people’s involvement in rehabilitation 

efforts by government agencies and their perceptions about fairness in distribution of aid. 

3.3.4 Social Capital and disaster response 

The construct of social capital has proved its explanatory power in context of many 

disasters that hit the particular communities (Dufty, 2013). Those with strong kin support, 

social network and personal resources bounce back themselves by using these sources 

(Tobin & Whiteford, 2002). While the “marginalized population is vulnerable to disaster 

not only due to lack of resources and geographical location but they are also kept in 

disadvantageous position due to social and cultural processes” (Seidenberg, 2006 p.5).  

Strength of social relationships has important implication for community resilience and 

recovery. Active involvement of local people in disaster prevention map and dismantling 

and building of old houses led to utilisation of buried cultural and social sources drove 

the process of restoration and recovery. Involvement of local people and their inherent 

capabilites of communication, problem solving and unifying spirit reflect the inherent 

social capital of the communities that is quite significant to community resilience (Oyane, 

2010). Social capital has structural, cultural (Adler, 2008) and psychosocial aspect 

(Norris et al., 2008). 

          Smith and Boruff  ( 2011 ) have emphasized a multidisciplinary approach in which 

community capitals are at the centre of disaster recovery. All these capitals make the 
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internal and external strength of the communities. Community resilient paradigm 

emphasizes on this internal strength to tackle the disaster. Social capital capitalizes on 

this strength of the communities. As the outcome of social capital proved fruitful in non-

emergency situations, this concept moved to emergency situations where it is assumed 

that social capital will play “performative” role i.e. people will utilize this asset to 

overcome the crisis situations. Social capital represents both the informal and formal 

social ties of households and communities as well as feelings of trust, reciprocity and 

exchange that provide the basis for social and economic interaction and activities (DFID, 

1999). It has been analyzed both at micro level (bottom up) and macro level approach to 

social capital. According to Woolcock  (1998), this approach involves the individual, 

household, small groups and communities. 

           Along with the contributing role of social capital in disaster resilience, it can also 

be studied with respect to consequences of disasters. Adler (2008) contends that “natural 

disasters impact the social capital in nuanced and complicated ways, based on human 

vulnerabilities and buoyancies” (p.53). Disasters are “collective trauma” and tend to 

destroy the social capital of the communities (Erickson, 1977). Disasters tend to decimate 

the neighbourhoods, social networks and resources embedded in these networks due to 

death, injury and dislocation of network members (Kaniasty & Norris, 1993). Intuitively, 

disasters can destroy the social ties and also the resources embedded in these ties. It is 

also possible that social network are available but “the people typically counted on for 

support in times of crisis may be victims themselves and unable to offer help” (Norris, 

Phifer & Kaniasty, 1994 p.393). 

But the natural disasters are “only partially natural and not entirely disastrous” 

(Adler, 2008 p.24). Also social capital is not equally divided among all the community 

members and not all have the equal access to common public good. It is highly 

“stratified” and highly “differentiated” resource (Adler, 2008). The consequences of 

disasters depend upon its severity, loss of social networks and demographic contextual 

factors of the disaster victims. 
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Ritchie and Gill (2007) conducted a mixed method comparative study to 

investigate the natural and man-made disaster hit communities’ experience of social 

capital and its relationship with disaster outcome, particularly the psychosocial stress. 

The findings of the study revealed that disaster hit communities experience an increase of 

trust in social networks and civic engagement that represents “therapeutic” communities. 

However a loss of trust was observed in emergency response agencies. People who 

perceived Katrina disaster as caused by human induced practices and activities, showed a 

decreased level of trust in emergency agencies. The study also found that people who 

perceived loss of social capital after disaster also experienced more psychosocial stress. 

The authors concluded that disasters can negatively disrupt the social capital of the 

communities and at the same type presence of high level of social capital can diminish 

the impacts of disaster and contribute to positive disaster response. 

            Researchers have also investigated the down side of social capital. There is not 

always goody goody about the consequences of social capital. Researchers demonstrated 

that social capital could act as hindrance to early recovery or can be a potential cause of 

delay in recovery process. Social scientists argue that civil society can play a dual role in 

post-disaster rebuilding. Aldrich and Crook (2008a) conducted a quantitative study to see 

the impact of strong civil society (an indicator of social capital) on the rebuilding process 

in the New Orleans affected by hurricane Katrina. In this study secondary data analysis 

technique of social research was used. The study was conducted to test the theory that 

strong civil society has potential to hinder the recovery process that it senses as harmful 

to its existence. After the hurricane Katrina hit the New Orleans, many houses were 

damaged or partially damaged. Government prioritized to provide the trailer parks to the 

people whose houses were damaged or destroyed. For this purpose different sites were 

chosen to construct the trailer parks. In this study social capital was measured as turnover 

rate of the votes and dependent variables were number of trailers in zip code or number 

of trailer parks. Besides voting turnover, population density, socioeconomic status, 

education, employment status, space available in the respective community were also 

taken into account while studying the impact of strength of civil society on the number of 

trailers or trailer parks in the communities. Although other variables e.g. space of the 
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community, employment rate, population density and population were significant, the 

results revealed that stronger civil society, well connected had larger effect on the number 

of trailers or trailer parks. Communities that had strong civil society and active citizenry 

opposed the construction of trailer parks in their neighborhoods. Whereas fragmented 

communities did not resist and received more trailer parks. The study has important 

lessons for disaster planners, government and also for developers.   

           Eliot, Haney and Sams-Abiodun (2010) conducted a comparative quantitative 

research to investigate the utilization of social network during the course of disaster and 

displacement among socially unequal hurricane Katrina hit communities. In this regard 

hundred disaster victims of social unequal neighbourhoods were surveyed. The 

respondents were asked about use of their personal ties during different phases of disaster 

and during displacement. The study was conducted to explore the temporal and spatial 

dynamics of the social capital. The findings of the study indicate that localized social 

capital has limitations for disadvantaged section of disaster hit community. During the 

course of dislocation, the disadvantaged individuals have no capability to use their trans-

local ties either due to scarcity of financial capital or due to their they do not have such 

ties or such kind of ties may not be able to help them. The study emphasized the need to 

availability of financial capital to convert the human vulnerability into capability. Hence 

the social capital was lost in the disadvantaged community as compared to affluent one. 

Inherent inequalities between communities were got exposed by the disaster. So there are 

many dynamics that enhance or impede the social capital as a result of disaster. 

The above discussion illustrates that disaster should also be studied in context to 

their impacts on social capital. Disasters tend to destroy social capital, crate negative 

social capital, and also strong social capital may not always create disaster resilient 

communities. 

Nakagawa and Shaw (2004) state that “social capital is a missing link to disaster 

recovery” and this concept has been inadequately incorporated in disaster recovery 

process. During a post-earthquake recovery study, they concluded that absence of social 

capital hampered the speed of recovery of earthquake communities.While communities 



72 

 

 

that manifested a considerable level of social capital were satisifed with the pace and 

quality of the post disaster recovery. Dynes (2002) term “community social capital as 

primary basis for resilience” and he states that social capital has not been applied 

adequately to disaster response. Needless to state that in order to understand the resilience 

of a community to disaster, it is essential to identify the role community social capital in 

disaster recovery process. 

            Communities possess capabilities to adapt successfully in the aftermath of disaster 

(Norris et al., 2008). They presented a community resilience model consisting of of  four 

types of networked adapted capacities,  namely “information and communication, 

community competence, economic development and social capital”.Vallance, (2011) in 

her research on social capital and disaster recovery concluded that social capital plays an 

important role in the recovery process of the communities and adds to community 

resilience. Mayunga (2007) has used community capital approach to formulate theoretical 

and methodological frameworkof how the resilience of disaster communities could be 

assessesd. In his theoretical frame work, he used social capital with other types of 

community capitals and developed a disaster resilience index (DRi). Mayunga (2007) 

termed social capital as comprised of “trust , norms and networks that facilitate the 

cooperation and coordination and access to resources”. 

Norris et al., (2008) have presented a relatively different version of social capital. 

According to them “social capital consists of network structures, social linkages, social 

support received and perceived, community bonds, roots and commitment”. So, they 

have presented that social capital entails social structural, social psychological and 

emotional aspects. Relationship of the community members to government and non-

government organisations and degree of coordination among these organisations affect 

the coping capacity of disaster hit communities. Involvement of community members 

during recovery process and assigning leadership roles can enhance the recovery process 

and create the sense of belonging among its members. Networking of individuals, groups 

and organisations plays an important role to withstand an extreme event. Linkages among 

different stakeholders improve the service delivey during  post disaster stage (Norris et 
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al., 2008). It is apparent that social capital here is community level as well as individual 

level phenomenon. Social capital is one of the important component of “networked 

capacities” of the community resilience to disaster readiness (Norris et al., 2008). At 

individual level it stands for an individual’s  social bonding that he is able to recourse in 

case of troubles. While at community level it is the mutual trust among different 

stakeholders in the community. 

Social capital also depends upon emotional bonding among community members 

(social ties), their attachment with place where they live (place attachment), community 

concern of the individuals (sense of community) and social support receivedand expected 

in case of need (Norris et al., 2008). People’s shared feelings of memebership in a 

community, mutual influence of group on the individuals and individuals on the group, 

sense of being rewarded through community participation and emotional connectivity 

among them is called sense of community (McMillan & Chavis, 1986). A common threat 

to the community may enhance  sense of community among members.  

Murphy (2007) argues that internal resources of community in the form of social 

capital that arise out of weaker and stronger relationship are critical to enhance the 

community resilience to disaster. He conducted two case studies to investigate how 

disasters tend to increase the social capital. Murphy found that a manmade disaster for 

example long electricity blackout has led to emergence of disaster resilient community 

3.4 Components of social capital 

“Social capital is a quality that exists inside peoples’ heads; it can never be observed and 

measured directly (Krishna, 2003). A number of proxy measures have been constructed 

that are each relevant for scaling this concept in a particular cultural and social setting, 

and different sets of proxies are more suitable for this purpose in different societal 

contexts” (Krishna, 2003 p.3).  The above theoretical literature reviewed on social capital 

illustrates that social support (social ties), trust, relationship between community and 

local leaders, social solidarity are the major components of social capital in disaster 

context. I will discuss these concepts in context of post-disaster recovery. 
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3.4.1 Post-disaster Received Social Support 

The magnitude of the flood was so high that it transcended the capability of the 

government to provide the basic needs to flood victims (Arai, 2012). So the victims had 

no other option to help themselves or seek help from their social networks. In disaster 

affected mutual assistance among the victims has assumed critical importance along 

public assistance. The importance of mutual help among community memebrs in the time 

of ermergencies cannot be denied. Disaster victims seek the help of their immediate 

members of family, friends and relatives. Peoople prefer to ‘take refuge in bonding social 

capital” (Harda, 2012). Sakamoto and Yamori (2009) have termed different types of 

social support received after disaster from family, friends and neighbors. So the informal 

social support received directly represents the social ties of a flood victim. During 

recover process people benefit from “network of connections” (Abramson & Culp, 2013). 

Social support is referred to as those social interactions that provide individuals 

with actual assistance and embed them into a web of social relationships perceived to be 

loving, caring, and readily available in times of need (e.g. Barrera, 1986; Hobfoll & 

Stokes, 1988; Sarason et al., 1992). Received social support represents the bonding social 

capital, social norm of helping the fellow being in crisis and norm of reciprocity. Social 

ties and social support are alternate to each other. Sakamoto and Yamori (2009) have 

termed social ties as equivalent to different types of social support received after disaster 

from family, friends and neighbours. So the informal social support received directly 

represents the social ties of a flood victim (Ibid, 2009). Social ties or social 

embeddedness of community members acts as “social cement” to bind them together and 

lead to mutual expectations. People usually extract social support from social ties that 

may be inherent in the structure of the relationships. Seeking the support from others is 

functions of trust, norms and networks that are important component of social capital 

presented by Dynes (2006) and Putnam (1995a). 

Social support has been regarded as a significant source of help in perturbating 

situation like natural disasters (Kaniasty & Norris, 1995). Norris et al., ( 2008) have 

divided social support into received social support and perceived social support. 
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According to them received social support  refers to support received by the individuals 

and perceived social support refers to belief that help would be available in case of need. 

This means that gaining social support is function of trust on community members. Social 

support varies in two dimensions as; type of resource received (informational, physical 

and emotional) and sources of support (Norris et al., 2008). Social ties or social 

embeddedness of community members acts as “social cement” to bind them together and 

lead to mutual expectations. People usually extract social support from social ties that 

may be inherent in the structure of the relationships. Seeking the support from others is 

functions of trust, norms and networks that are important component of social capital 

presented by Dynes (2002) and Putnam (1995a). 

According to this study post-disaster received social support is equal to social 

support received or the support that was made available by different sources. Whether it 

was sought by the recipient or offered by the provider of the support. And to me all the 

three concepts i.e. social embeddedness, received social support and perceived social 

support are not three distinct concepts. 

Disaster recovery is the stage at which disaster victims are actually in need of 

help. At this stage they need the help of different individual to whom they have carved 

out social ties in their life. At the times of stress, the protective role of social support has 

been well established. However, the greater part of theoretical and empirical research on 

social support has focused on the perceptions about social support. The perceived 

(cognitive, intrapersonal) aspects of the social support were not related to actual support 

received but about the perceptions that support will be available if needed. This perceived 

social support implicitly connotes the notions that some sort of actual help has been 

exchanged. Disaster victims’ different type of needs can be only met through actual help 

extended by family, friends and relatives.  Thus, in order to completely understand the 

roles of social support in disaster response and recover; it is essential that research should 

concentrate on the actual exchange of support when it is needed (Kaniasty & Norris, 

1995). 
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There are multiple constructs under the rubric of social support (Lakey & Cohen 

p.29). Social support has been correlated with number of personality characteristics in 

many studies. Also with positive and negative life events...but these events may be 

according to each person’s social circumstances. Sarason et al., (1983 p.135) found that 

social support was related to positive life events or buffered the social stress leading to 

positive life events. Respondents also displayed hopefulness regarding the availability of 

social support in future. The absence of social support leads to negative feelings. 

Previous disaster research has established that usually during emergency periods, 

formal aid is not heavily relied upon. Majority of the disaster victims take the help or 

offered help by family, friends and neighbours (Bolin & Bolton, 1986; Sweet, 1998; 

Kaniasty & Norris, 2004). “Tangible, informational, and emotional forms of social 

support are all needed by disaster victims, regardless of the disaster’s cause” (Kaniasty & 

Norris, 2004 p.220) 

 Pioneering work on social support started since 1970s. The Majority of the social 

support studies have been conducted to see its relation to psychological health/or post-

traumatic psychological rehabilitation/recovery and aversion of stressful situation 

(Barrera, 1986). So, many researchers have proved correlation of social support with 

psychological well-being (mental, emotional health etc.) of the respondents after a 

stressful situation. The protective role of social support has been well established at the 

times of stress (Kaniasty & Norris, 1995). Correspondingly, this study investigates the 

correlation of social support with social recovery /everyday life rehabilitation and well 

being of the people affected by the flood. 

There are two types of social support. Perceived social support and received 

social support. Perceived social support is cognitive aspect of the social support. It is 

related to the idea that if there is need, mutual support will be available from different 

sources in which the individual is embedded. Received social support is related to actual 

receipt of social support in the times of need. Researchers have divided social support 

into three forms i.e. informational, physical and emotional social support. 
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Social support has been regarded as a significant source of help in perturbing 

situation like natural disasters (Kaniasty & Norris, 1995). Norris et al. (2008) have 

divided social support into received social support and perceived social support. 

According to them, received social support refers to support received by the individuals 

and perceived social support refers to belief that help would be available in case of need. 

This means that gaining social support is function of trust on community members. Social 

Type of support received (informational, physical and emotional) and sources of support 

are the other two dimensions of social support (Norris et al., 2008). 

Disasters tend to mobilize the wide spread social support, systematize and uphold 

communities’ true capacities and functions. The true potential of communities to utilize 

its individual, community and societal resources at the time of significant disturbance 

helps to bounce back to changed societal reality after disaster (Paton, 2007). However as 

the time passed this initial mobilization of social support is deteriorated (Kaniasty & 

Norris, 1995). The gradual deterioration of social support is not counterintuitive. Many 

disaster victims may not need this and it is also possible that social support provided at 

first time may be adequate to restart their life again. 

3.4.2 Disaster recovery and perceived community cohesion  

Social cohesion can be defined as “connectedness and social bonds” among 

community members. Social cohesion “taps the communal social bonds” (Kaniasty, 

2012). Chang (2010) termed cohesion as “measure of social integration” (p. 291). It 

represents the combination of social solidarity among community members and their 

sense of community (Kaniasty, 2012). Disasters tend to divide the communities or unite 

them. Intense polarization can hamper the recovery process while absence of disputed 

terrain leads to effective recovery (Abramson & Culp, 2013). 

There is disagreement among social researchers regarding the impacts of disasters 

on social cohesion. Whether a disaster disrupts the social structure or not depends upon 

the type of disaster (Sweet, 1998) and to some extent on the type community. Magnitude 

and origin of disasters determine their social impacts on the communities. Although there 
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are some points of convergence, natural and technological disasters differ in their impacts 

on community and social life (Kaniasty & Norris, 2004). 

In order to study the social consequences of the disasters, Sweet (1998) conducted 

a longitudinal study to assess the impact of windstorm on the social cohesion of 

community members. He compared the social cohesion level of the communities before 

the onset of disaster and one month after it was hit by the disaster. The results of the 

study revealed that initially one month after the communities reported an increase in the 

social cohesion. This initial increase in social cohesion did not prevail for long time. One 

month after the disaster, the social cohesion of the community members returned to its 

baseline level before the disaster. Even some of the residents reported decline in their 

feelings about community relations and expressed their desire to leave the community if 

financial constraints do not hinder them. The victims who sustained heavy damage 

reported a steady decline in their community solidarity and were more inclined to leave 

the community.  

Coninx (2010) state that disasters cause the “social impoverishment” of the 

communities. He states that this social hollowness may be because of the evacuation of 

the people, reluctance of the people to return or relocation to other places. This in turn 

results in the loss of community life that leads to decrease in the social cohesion (Tapsell 

and Tunstall, 2008). However, according to Coninx (2010) it is not the disaster itself that 

socially disrupts the social bonds but the social processes that trigger the social 

impoverishment. For example the unfair treatment with the disaster victims weakens the 

social fabric. The unequal treatment with different members of the community creates the 

hostilities. 

Kaniasty and Norris (2004) conducted a literature review of empirical studies to 

examine the social response to disasters. They found that initially disasters tend to create 

the sense of togetherness and cohesion among disaster hit communities. At this stage 

people take disaster as common threat to their lives and they unite to fight. As the time 

passes, the initial sense of cohesion erodes away that creates a fragmented community 

characterized by individual efforts to come out of crisis situation. Despite all these the 
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authors claim that this loss of sense of community and social support is not inevitable.  In 

longitudinal studies conducted on victims of Hurricane Hugo and Hurricane Andrew, 

they found that this initial mobilization of social support counteracts the deterioration of 

initial support  and it leads to the positive evaluation of support availability the lends to 

strengthen the sense of community and has positive impacts on the recovery and well 

being of disaster victims. 

Whether it is the disaster that impacts the social cohesion or the way calamity is 

handled? Type of disaster and the way a society responds to disaster may weaken or 

enhance the social bonding and trust among community members (Toya & Skidmore, 

2012).  Disasters tend to deepen the already “structural inequities” and “polarized 

communal” relations (Arai, 2012).  The way a society is structured determines the 

impacts of the disasters. “Systemic inequities” embedded in the disaster hit communities 

further divide them (Arai, 2012). Differential treatment of formal institutions or the 

relative advantage of powerful section of the society to get more disaster aid is likely to 

create ill will and social friction among its members. The prevalence of “rule of relative 

advantage” as compared to rule of “relative needs” leads to “corrosive” and 

“antagonistic” community (Kaniasty & Norris, 2004). 

Chang (2010) conducted a survey to find out the factors associated with 

community cohesion alteration after flood disaster. In this study the respondents were 

asked retrospectively about their perceptions about community cohesion as compared to 

pre-flood circumstances. Analysis of the data showed that community cohesion was 

positively correlated to group membership, group identity, and participation in group 

activities. Flood disaster caused to enhance the community cohesion. However it was 

negatively associated with severity of disaster. However this solidarity was not equally 

experienced among all the flood victims. Victims who were severely impacted by the 

flood reported low level of community cohesion as compared to those who were 

moderately affected. The study showed that there was no relationship between socio-

demographic factors e.g. marital status, length of residence, family size and home 

ownership. 
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 Deep rooted socio-economic disparities raise their head during crisis situation.  

Arai (2012) conducted an impressionistic field study to examine the impacts of 2010 

flood on the rural communities in Pakistan. He interviewed with flood victims and 

members of organization engaged in the relief and rehabilitation of these communities.  

He observed that during 2010 flood in Pakistan different social processes related to relief 

efforts divided the rural communities between different sections of the society. The 

discriminatory distribution of disaster aid, deprivation of basic needs, loss of self-control, 

strained relationship between farmers and landlord have led to risk of emergence of 

social conflict among flood hit communities.  

Disasters have different consequences for different people. Kaniasty (2012) 

conducted a longitudinal study to examine the post-disaster social processes of a flood hit 

communities. He measured the relationship between socio-demographic factors, disaster 

exposure, perceived social support, satisfaction with support received and perceived 

community cohesion among flood victims. The findings of the study showed that people 

with higher formal education, male gender and those who received more help after 

disaster reported more social cohesion. While those who suffered greater material loss 

and showed dissatisfaction with aid distribution process reported low level of community 

solidarity and sense of community. 

Sense of community is an attitude of bonding (trust and belonging) with other 

members of one’s group or locale (Perkins et al., 2002 p. 37), including mutual concerns 

and shared values. Local people involvement in recovery related decision making i.e. 

community experience of the flood victims and its relationship with their life recovery as 

it is essential to restore the community life after a disaster so that victims could be 

prevented from feelings of isolation and powerlessness. 

It was hypothesized that individuals who have reported low community bonding 

after flood will have low level of life recovery as compared to those who experiences 

high community cohesion. Cohesion enhancement or corrosion may affect the life 

recovery of the flood victims. So the hypothesis was that those who report that social 

cohesion has augmented are likely to have attained greater level of life recovery as 
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compared to those who reported erosion of social bonding. The community level impact 

of disaster can be both due to severity of disaster itself and social processes that emerge 

as consequences of disasters. Usually it is believed that traditional Pakistani society 

upholds “collectivist” culture so the study of community cohesion has assumed crucial 

significance. 

3.4.3 Disaster recovery and perceived effectiveness of local leadership 

Disasters transcend the local boundaries. The response to disaster depends upon 

social and political processes prevalent in the disaster hit communities. During crisis 

situations, local leadership has important responsibility to guide the people and uplift 

them. It is the period of directionlessness and chaos. Even when the response phase of 

disasters is over, a process of recovery and reconstruction starts. At this stage the role of 

community leaders assumes prime importance. Disaster hit communities expect a special 

role played by their leaders that is much different from ordinary course of action. 

Communities that find themselves disconnected and a situation of political apathy created 

suffer during disaster recovery.  Recovery is a phase to take the decisions. A highly 

involved, visible and accessible and competent local leadership enhances the recovery 

speed (Abramson & Culp, 2013).  

Relationship between leadership and disaster victims has considerable impact on 

recovery of the victims. The autocratic type of leadership might not have the same level 

of public rootedness than liberal and democratic. Communities that lack local 

government systems may suffer a lot during disaster recovery process. Differential 

response of different section of communities reveals the leadership’s inability to serve 

these communities. Leaders have the ability to request the federal government for special 

disaster aid package. They can bring the philanthropists, NGOs, and motivate the other 

communities that did not suffer the disaster for their help. Leaders can communicate the 

immediate response and recovery needs of disaster victims with federal government and 

other government institutions.  During crisis situations leaders can play an important role 

in keeping the enthusiasm up and keep the disaster victims away from ill effects of 

disaster.  
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Public expect the leaders to play significant role for their safety and security. Boin 

and Hart (2003) enumerated different public expectations such as greater concern for the 

public, preparation to face the challenges, knowledgeable, able to advice the people and 

guide them through crisis and should be compassionate to disaster victims both in terms 

of words and deeds. Their major concern was with political leaders and bureaucrats. 

However in Pakistani society there has always been a distance between communities and 

bureaucratic structure and people do not deem them to play leadership role and consider 

them as representative of government. In crisis situations people usually expect from 

local political leadership and deem them as bridge among different stakeholders.   

Leadership should be capable to identify the special needs of disaster victims. 

Fulker (2005) examined the role of leadership in understanding the diverse needs of 

Katrina victims. He criticized the failure leadership responsible for Katrina victims’ 

rehabilitation and cited that the aftermath of Katrina cannot be understood without 

understanding the role of leadership. He also emphasized the ethical dimensions of 

leadership. He underscored that the leadership during and before and after crisis should 

be evaluated on the criteria of integrity, empathy and hope. Leaders must demonstrate 

integrity to people expectations, they should be able to empathize with fellow human 

being and capable to instil hope. The capability of a community to effectively manage 

and tackle the disasters depends upon the caring and effective leadership. 

Disaster leadership studies have not attracted adequate scholarly attention. 

Beckett, Wilkinson and Potangaroa (2010) have observed that there is a dearth of 

literature on disaster leadership. They conducted a qualitative study to delve out the vital 

qualities of leaders in post-disaster environments. They interviewed the academicians and 

disaster experts who had potential experience of disaster recovery process. The 

respondents reported that a good leader must be able to inculcate “hope, certainty and 

direction for affected communities.” The findings of the study showed that crisis leader 

should have ability to community effectively and must be accessible. The leader should 

demonstrate empathy and emotional intelligence. The leaders should have connections 
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with diverse individuals and agencies so that he could recourse to them in case of 

emergency. The flood victims were asked about these characteristics of local leadership. 

Involved leaders push up and motivate the people to rise from the bottom and 

recover as soon as possible. Nakagawa and Shaw (2004) measured the social capital as 

local leaders’ effectiveness. They conducted a comparative study in Japan and India to 

explore the relationship between social capital and post-disaster recovery of earthquake 

hit communities. The study was conducted in Kobe and Bhuj communities of District 

Gujrat that were severely hit by earthquake in 1995 and 2001 respectively. Social capital 

was defined by researchers as function of trust, network and norms that affect the overall 

disaster outcome and lead to collective action. Community social capital was measured 

by the participation level of local communities in all three levels of disaster response i.e. 

relief, rescue and rehabilitation. Case study method was used to explore the relationship 

between social capital and recovery speed and satisfaction with recovery rate of the 

earthquake hit communities. The researchers used the methods field survey and 

interviews with various stakeholders. It was observed that communities that exhibited 

high level of trust in community leaders, communities that had active community based 

organizations, strong network with other community groups, communities that had easy 

flow of communication among members, communities that pooled their resources and 

where the norms of participation and democratic decision making were strong had high 

stock of social capita. However, it was noteworthy that strong social capital was the 

potential that was utilised by motivated and highly trusted leadership. The researchers 

concluded that strong leadership was essential to facilitate and gear up the recovery 

process. 

 3.4.4 Disaster recovery and trust 

Putnam (1995) termed “trust” as an important feature of social life. Mutual trust 

enables the society members to constitute social network and act together to pursue a 

shared goal. According to him, the social capital “refers to our relations with one 

another” (p.665). Like Putnam, other prominent social capital theorists as James Coleman 

and Bourdieu have termed trust as an important component of such type of social capital. 
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Bourdieu (2001) presented the process through social capital is built.  He states that when 

an individual invests his time, energy and reciprocates the network members; it tends to 

create and enhance the trust among members. With the passage of time the level of trust 

continues to grow among the network members. Coleman (1988) states that social capital 

emerges among closely knitted social networks like family because the level of trust in 

these networks is very high. Unlike Bordieue, Coleman did not specify the process of 

trust development. Bourdieu terms the exchange relationships that foster trust, while 

according to Coleman and Putnam, it is the presence of trust the enables members to 

enter into mutually beneficial relationships. Trust is one of the important measures of 

social capital (Toya & Skidmore, 2012). 

Coninx (2010) terms that besides social network of which an individual is part, 

trust is also important. Trust has been categorized by Stone (2001) into three types; trust 

in familiar, trust in formal institution and generalized trust. Familiar trust refers to trust in 

the people who are part of immediate network and known to individuals. Institutional 

trust refers to trust in formal organizations e.g. bureaucracy, federal and local 

governments, police and military etc. Nicholls and Picou (2013) termed the trust in state, 

federal and local governments as political trust. While generalized trust refers to trust in 

the people who are stranger to us. In this study, the institutional and familiar trust level 

was measured while the generalized trust was excluded because this trust has been 

indirectly measured by the community cohesion scale.  

Disaster experience of the individuals may enhance or decrease their level of trust 

in different stakeholders the recovery e.g. friends, social institutions, political leadership, 

district and state government and NGOs. Such increase in trust deficit may diminish the 

overall disaster resilience of the communities. Disasters may tend to enhance the trust in 

one actor while at the same time it may lead to trust deficit in the others. Performance of 

the government at central level and local governments, the attitude of neighbours and 

friends, treatment of NGOs with flood victims may frame their perceptions about these 

actors. However, it is not the disaster that causes to enhance or erode the trust level of 

disaster victims but the social processes that impact their trust level. Disaster victims who 
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have positive experience will have more trust in these stakeholders while those who had 

negative experiences during recovery process are likely to have lower trust level. Fairness 

in the distribution of aid (Onstad et al., 2012), impartiality, and positive involvement may 

lead to increase the trust level. During crisis many actors are responsible and have to play 

their role. Level of trust indirectly reflects the level of recovery of disaster victims. 

Disasters may impact the social trust negatively or enhance it. Toya and Skidmore 

(2012) conducted a secondary data based cross national study to examine the impact of 

natural disasters on the social trust. They used number of disasters as independent 

variable occurring in a country 1970-2000. The social trust data were measured 2000-

2010. Findings of the study revealed that disasters have differential impact social trust. 

Storms have positive impact on the social trust while floods impact the social rust 

negatively. However aggregated measure of lack of trust does not depict level of trust in 

different actors of the society. A disaster might have increased the level of trust of an 

individual in his personal social network, while it may have diminished the trust in 

government institutions and vice versa. In this research the impact of disasters was not 

measured on the overall social trust but trust in different actors in the society related to 

disaster response.  

Fleming, Chong and Bejarano (2011) conducted an experimental study to 

examine the level of trust among 2010 earthquake hit communities in Chile.  Experiments 

were conducted in two villages one that was hit by earthquake while other that was not 

hit by earthquake. The findings of the study showed that villages that were hit by disaster 

reported low level of trust and trustworthiness as compared to those that were not 

affected. Three underlying reason for trust deficit were found out. One was competition 

among disaster hit communities to grab more aid. The other reason was “aftermath moral 

hazard” that arose due to revocation of mutual contracts among different actors in 

community due to disaster. Disasters provide the excuse not to fulfil the mutual 

responsibilities that led to low level of trustworthiness. The third reason was found as 

social dislocation of earthquake victims that led to emergence of new social structure. 

The study concluded that not only disaster affects the communities but also different 
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circumstances emerged in the aftermath of disaster may seriously affect the trust of the 

communities that is an important component of social capital. 

Lack of trust in different stakeholders has serious implications for the recovery 

prospects of disaster victims. Nicholls and Picou (2013) investigated the impact of 

hurricane Katrina on the trust in government and subsequently relationship with their 

perceptions about recovery time. They measured the relationship between disaster 

experience and level of trust n government. Trust was measured at three level viz local 

government, state government and federal government. The respondents were asked 

about their level of trust in these three institutions. Trust was measured as proxy of 

performance of these institutions to handle the disaster. Katrina experience was measured 

in respect of psychological stress and material devastation caused by it. The results of the 

study demonstrated that greater level of damage sustained by the Katrina victims has led 

to negative evaluation of government that tended to lower their trust in government. The 

researchers also examined the relationship between level of respondents’ trust and their 

expectations about recovery. Those who had minimum level of trust also revealed that 

they will take a long time to recover or they will never recover. 

During 2010 flood many international and national NGOs coordinated with 

federal and provincial governments for relief and rehabilitation activities. NGOs were 

“major players during 2010 flood response (Ahemd, 2011). The role of NGOs has also 

been recognized widely in context of disaster response. These organizations remain for a 

longer time in disaster hit areas (Peters & McDonald, 2011). Loss of trust in these actors 

of recovery may affect the resilience and vulnerability of the hazard prone communities. 

This study investigates trust in NOGs along with other stake holders e.g. state 

government and district government.                                                                                                                                                                                                            

3.5 Life recovery 

Recovery is the last stage of disaster cycle that begins as individuals, households and 

communities begin to “re-establish normal social, economic and political routines” 

(Lindell, 2011). Disaster recovery starts with “stabilization of disaster incident”. 

“Incident stabilization refers to the point in time at which the immediate threats to human 
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safety and property resulting from the physical impacts of the primary and secondary 

hazard agents have been resolved” (Lindell, Prater & Perry, 2006 p.313). Thus the sense 

of ambiguity, confusion and directionlessness is replaced by thoughts to return to restore 

lifelines, build the damaged physical infrastructure and begin the routine activities. 

Accordingly the flood recovery will start when water recedes, people return to their 

houses or relocate and there is no more danger of next wave of flood.  

Disaster recovery is a multidimensional and complex process. It is an all-

encompassing ‘dynamic’ and ‘endless’ process that continues till the onset of another 

disaster (Brown et al., 2008). Although all the stages of disaster demonstrate their own 

human dynamics, the recovery stage is fraught with hopes and fears. This stage tests the 

waters of disaster victims’ abilities to cope with the challenges of recovery. Particularly, 

recovery after hurricanes and floods is laden with complications (Green & Bates, 2007). 

Disaster victims who cannot afford to relocation, repair and reconstruction may take 

years to attain recovery (Masozera, Bailey, & Kerchner, 2007). 

The concept of post disaster recovery has been conceptually very problematic for 

disaster researchers. It is problematic not only in the sense as what “ recovery” stands for 

but also what type of resources are required for recovery, recovery of whom and what is 

the level of measurement (Olshansky & Chang, 2009). Without defining the post-disaster 

recovery in an explicit way, it is not possible to measure it. Post-disaster recovery has 

been defined variedly in disaster literature. Olshansky and Chang (2009) summarized that 

disaster researchers consider recovery after disaster “return to pre-disaster conditions”. In 

this way, post-disaster recovery refers to community resemblance (e.g., in terms of 

population composition or economic output) what it would have been had the disaster not 

occurred. Yet another definition recognizes that after a disaster, a community often 

undergoes significant change, so that it may never return to either the pre- disaster or 

without-disaster states. From this perspective, recovery should be defined as the post-

disaster attainment of a stable state (Lindell, Prater & Perry, 2006; Olshansky & Chang, 

2009). 
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 Quarantelli (1999) defined recovery as “post-disaster attainment of acceptable 

stable state that might not be the same as pre-impact level”. Post-disaster recovery is 

restoration of “status-quo ante” or possibly equivalent to that status (Chamlee-Wright & 

Storr, 2009). However many researchers object to this definition of recovery. They state 

that post-disaster recovery must be taken as an opportunity to reduce the vulnerability 

and enhance the resilience of disaster hit communities (e.g. Mileti, 1999). Quarantelli 

(1999) states that nomenclature used by disaster researchers for the pose-disaster 

measures such as “reconstruction”, “restoration”, “rehabilitation”, “rebuilding”, 

“restitution”, and “recovery” have been vague and inconsistent. Researchers, planners or 

operational personnel must be specific in the meanings of the term in order to avoid 

communication error and conflict of interests (Quarantelli, 1999). Comerio (2005) states 

that measuring the post-disaster recovery depends upon the perspective of the researcher 

and study design he adopts correspondingly. 

Communities consist of many distinct segments e.g. demographic, housing, 

critical infrastructure and community health and wellbeing etc. These sectors of disaster 

hit communities recover at different pace. Each subset of sector or each sector requires 

different measures (Rathfon, 2010). Different types of resources are required to recover 

these segments of communities. Hence, community recovery after disasters is a product 

of multifaceted economic, social, political, physical and environmental processes 

(Rathfon, 2010). Also varied segments of community recovery have different 

significance for different people. For a farmer to recover, he needs to prepare his land and 

cultivate it, while for a businessman the reinstatement of his business activities is most 

important for him. 

After the phase of recovery starts, there is not one type of recovery but different 

types of “recoveries”(Elliot & Pais, 2010). For instance, researchers have investigated 

different aspects of recovery that include livelihood recovery, family recovery, house 

hold recovery, business recovery and physical infrastructure recovery etc. Disaster 

recovery does not include mere visible physical recovery i.e. reconstruction and repair of 

buildings and physical infrastructure. Social recovery of the affected individuals and 



89 

 

 

communities is also essential to constitute them as safer places to live (Nakagawa & 

Shaw, 2004). 

 People with different level of personal and collective sources will have different 

level of recoveries (Elliott & Pais, 2010).  Recovery is “spatially and sectorally uneven” 

(Olahansky & Chang, 2009 p.200). As compared to measuring community level 

recovery; individual level of recovery measure that takes into account variability of 

different groups of community. For example those who have been relocated as a result of 

disaster will have different level of recovery than those not dislocated. People with 

different social resources i.e. social ties, strong kinship relations and socioeconomic 

status would have different level of recovery. Similarly people with different personal 

attributes e.g. self-efficacy, social skills to convert the challenge into opportunity; will 

have different level of recovery.  

The studies on disaster recovery have been divided into classic macro level 

studies and contemporary case studies. However, now researchers have realized that 

disaster recovery can be measured at multiple levels including individual, household, 

business neighbourhood etc (e.g. Brown, Seito, Spence, & Chenvidyakarn, 2008). 

However it is not necessary that the results of measuring at all the level may not be same. 

Brown and colleagues (2008) state that the individual perspective of recovery is more 

important than that of community. Similarly communities recover at greater pace than 

individuals  as communities are resolved to ‘re-establish the utilities’ , ‘provide access’ 

and ‘create reconstruction policies’, while individual level problems begin to toll .This 

situation puts the individuals at “disconnect” (p.4). In addition the community level needs 

may be different than individual level needs. Disaster recovery studies conducted at 

macro level overlook its impacts on vulnerable groups (Eliott & Pais, 2010). The 

variance in priorities and methods for recovery highlights that a ‘one size fits all’ 

approach doesn’t result in the most effective recovery for a community (Beckett, 

Wilkinson & Potangaroa, 2010). Ruiter (2009) states that post-disaster recovery can be 

measured in several aspects: physical infrastructure, business continuity, economic 

activities and restoration, health and safety and natural capital and ecosystem etc. 
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According to him the way one measures the recovery depends upon the definition of 

recovery. 

As the communities are not monolithic homogenous entities, the different social 

groups experience varied level of recovery (Nigg, 1995; Stallings, 2002). Instead of 

taking “top down” approach i.e. measuring the recovery technically through aerial images 

and remote sensing, this research uses a bottom up methodological approach (Gismondi, 

2012) by measuring recovery at individual level.  Social disparities derived from different 

factors e.g. gender, income, land holding etc. result in differential impacts of disaster. 

Poor are more vulnerable to disasters as compared to wealthy because they are 

constrained to live in more fragile areas (Zoleta-Nantes, 2003). Correspondingly, 

different social groups recover at different pace although being hit by the same disaster. 

Personal resources and support from others e.g. government, private sectors, kinship etc 

facilitate the disaster victims to recover soon (Finch, Emrich & Cutter, 2010). 

Given the complexity of recovery process and meanings carried with it; the 

question is “recovery of what and whom”? Along with infrastructural recovery of the 

disaster hit area that is usually carried out at community level, social recovery of the 

disaster hit individuals and household is also essential. Life recovery takes the social 

aspect of recovery and it focuses on the recovery of the individuals rather than on 

community recovery (Nakagawa & Shaw, 2004; Ruiter, 2009). Life recovery is ingrained 

in the perspective that after all the ultimate goal of all the recovery efforts is recovery of 

household and individuals (Olshansky & Chang, 2009). Only the victims of disasters can 

report well whether they are recovering or not or they have recovered. Government and 

state agencies may declare a disaster community fully recovered or on the path of 

recovery, while the victims might have different feelings about the social position. A 

tentative solution of this riddle is to ask the disaster victims to subjectively evaluate their 

feelings of recovery after disaster. Researchers have found answer of this question in the 

concept of life recovery. 

The concept of life recovery was advanced by Tatsuki & Hayashi (2000).  Life 

recovery is bottom up approach to measure the post-disaster recovery and defies the “one 
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size fits all” formula. It takes into account the individual differences regarding their 

recovery after undergoing an extreme event. Life recovery is about how people 

subjectively evaluate their recovery of everyday life, after being hit by disaster. It is 

“people focused” approach to disaster recovery. Life recovery is related to self 

assessment of recovery of health, work, everyday life, livelihoods and quality of life. It is 

related with ability of individuals to recover but also grow (Tatsuki & Hayashi, 2000).  

Life recovery is related to bounce back better, not their return to position that was 

before the occurrence of flood. This concept has three dimensions: (1) life re-adjustment 

(2) life quality and (3) future optimism. Life re-adjustment refers to recovery of daily 

activities e.g. daily living, the meanings of life, social life, enjoyment, hope, liveliness 

and work. Life satisfaction or quality of life is about satisfaction in everyday life, health, 

human relationship, finance, family life, and work after being hit by disaster. While the 

last dimension of this concept asks about disaster victims’ prospects about future life. 

The construct of life recovery has been used in Japan after Kobe earthquake in 

1995. A number of studies were conducted to measure the life recovery level of earth 

quake victims at different points of time and to sort out new factors associated with life 

recovery. A series of grass root workshops were conducted in 1999, five years after Kobe 

earthquake to find out the determinants of life recovery. In these workshops all the stake 

related with recovery of Kobe took part. These participants were earth quake victims, 

academicians and representatives of local governments. It was found that following seven 

factors were associated with life recovery of earthquake victims. These factors were 

housing, social ties, community rebuilding, physical and psychological health, 

preparedness, economic and financial situation and relation to government (Tatsuki, 

2007).  These factors were re-examined in 2001, 2003, and 2005 panel studies (Kuromiya 

et al., 2006). After initial study in 1999, it was found that “housing” was most critical 

factor followed by “community rebuilding” and “preparedness”. However as the time 

passed and the issue of housing was solved. 

During the study conducted in 2003 it was found that “social ties” was important 

determinant of life recovery. Satisfactory construction of houses after disaster lessen the 
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sufferings of disaster victims because house not only has physical importance but also 

psychological. Those victims who had stronger social ties and got assistance from their 

social network had also reported higher level of life recovery. The sense that community 

had rebuilt and they are prepared to face next disaster also imparted to recovery level. 

Those who resolved the psychological trauma and recovered from earth quake injuries 

also reported higher level of life recovery. People’s relation to government also impacted 

their level of life recovery level.  

The concept of life recovery has also been investigated in disaster context of 

developing countries. Sakamoto and Yamori (2009) conducted a study in Indonesia to 

investigate the factors associated with the life recovery of victims of Indian Ocean 

Tsunami 2004 and Java Earthquake 2006. The study was conducted in two different 

disaster hit area with different situations. One area was hit by Tsunami and other was hit 

by earthquake. People who were constructing their houses were included in the study 

sample. Initially informal in depth interviews were conducted with victims of both 

disasters to determine the critical elements related to their life recovery. During initial 

interviews social ties were found an important factor for life recovery along with other 

factor e.g. housing construction, physical and psychological health, disaster preparedness, 

financial health and relation to government. The study also found that religion was also 

important factor in the life recovery of both disaster victims. After sorting out the factors 

important for their life recovery, another phase of research was started. During this phase 

a semi-structured interviews were conducted with the victims of both the disasters. 

Respondents were also asked which factors among eight critical factors had influence 

their feeling about recovery. People termed social ties as one of the most important factor 

for their life recovery. Existence of strong social capital led to gear up the life recovery of 

the disaster victims. The authors measured the social ties as support provided by family 

friends and relatives. This support include both physical e.g. food, clothes, shelter and 

also emotion e.g. appreciation and encouragements. The study also found that life 

recovery level of disaster victims varies with respect to damage caused by disaster, 

satisfaction with housing and demographic factors e.g. gender, age and occupation. 
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After the flood disaster hit the areas, initial damage and need assessment was 

carried out. But no effort has been made to investigate the recovery process. Such a 

reactive approach does not take into account the whole process of disaster i.e. from 

response to recovery. In contrary to earthquake disaster, people have plenty of time to 

evacuate and escape during flood disaster. So timely evacuation might also predict the 

life recovery or contribute to life recovery. The previous studies conducted in Japan 

investigated the role of social ties, but did not sorted out what kind of social ties has 

impacted the life recovery of flood victims. 

The life recovery level of flood victims is impacted by many factors; the degree of 

their contributions has not been investigated systematically in context of rural Pakistani 

context. A little attention has been given to subjective feelings of those who have been 

directly impacted by catastrophes. Life recovery also depends upon to what disaster has 

damaged the household e.g. destruction of house, death or injury of family member or 

loved ones, relocation, loss of asset, capital other movable or immoveable property. 

The studies conducted to identify the factors related with life recovery represent a 

developed country with lot of economic resources on its behalf. These studies have been 

conducted in urban areas in the context of earthquake disaster. Life recovery of the flood 

affectees is mediated by many factors. No detailed study has been conducted to sort out 

what kinds of factors are related to life recovery of flood victims; particularly in 

developing country like which is already in the grips of war on terrorism and economic 

downfall. The sense of life recovery depends upon restoration routine family life and 

social ties of the individual affected. It depends upon the reconstruction and repair of 

their houses that had been destroyed during disaster i.e. sense of life recovery depends 

upon housing recovery of the disaster hit population. 

Because of proneness/susceptibility to disruption and loss from flood activity, 

identification of characteristics of resilient communities is important for sustainable 

community development. Resilience enables the communities to fully realize the inherent 

social potential and capacities. In case of large scale disasters, the emergency services are 

overstretched and response to such events ultimately becomes the responsibility of the 
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community (Manyena, 2006). The example is repairing and reinforcing of flood dykes by 

local people when they were at risk to flood water. Bhamra et al., (2011) state that theory 

building has been the major area of work in resilience literature and survey research was 

the least used methodology to investigate and measure the resilience construct. They 

reviewed seventy four articles and found that only six studies used suevey methodology. 

Focus on case studies and survey reaserch will significantally add to theoretical 

construction. This study has been conducted to fill this mehtodological research gap by 

adopting a survey research method. The study also fills tha gap that many researchers 

have focussed on the flood disaster mitigation aspect but ignored the recovery stage of 

the disaster.  

There is paucity of research on post disaster recovery particularly in developing 

country in Pakistan. Seemingly no such research has been conducted to investigate the 

factors associated with and level of life recovery of flood victims in rural community of 

the Punjab. So, what are the perceptions of people about their life recovery after affected 

by flood? What are the factors that fostered or impeded the life recovery? Do different 

people have different sense of life recovery? Answering such questions bear important 

policy implications and lessons for disaster managers. 

Literature on disaster recovery is sparse and fragmented although a recent upsurge 

has been observed regarding the research in disaster recovery. The reason behind this is 

the complicated recovery process and methodological limitations as how to measure and 

what to measure? The greater part of research on disaster has investigated pre-disaster 

scenario and changes occurred in the course of disaster paying little attention to post-

disaster situations (Chang, 2010). Similarly majority of the research in the field of 

disaster recovery has been conducted at macro level ignoring the individual/household 

level niceties of the recovery process. This research has been conducted to advance the 

knowledge on disaster recovery and fill the research gap regarding the measurement of 

life recovery of flood victims at individual/household level. Actually measuring social 

capital and recovery in all the previous studies has been ambiguous and most of the 

studies are impressionistic or qualitative and some studies are based on secondary data. 
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 Table 3.1An overview of predictors and outcome variable 

Variables/factors    Description 

 

Socio-demographic   Gender, education, landholding, annual income, 
characteristics    home stability, heads of livestock, occupation,  

family size. 
 

Flood Experience   Psychological trauma and material loss  
suffered by flood victims 
 

Received social support  Informal social support offered by or received from  
     family, friends and relatives 
 
Perceived Unfairness   Victims’ perceptions about fairness in the  

distribution of formal support 
 

Flood victims’ participation              Voices of flood victims during recovery period 

Perceived leadership effectiveness Perceptions about leaders’ role during   
rehabilitation and recovery period 
 

Post-disaster community cohesion Flood victims’ perceptions about community   
cohesion after flood experience  

 
Trust      Mutual trust, partnership with neighbours,  

trust in state, district government and NGOs 
 

Life recovery outcome  Life readjustment, quality of life, future  
optimism  
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Chapter 4 

Study Methodology 

This chapter discusses the research methodology of the study of locating social capital in 

the life recovery of flood victims. It delineates the study design, population of the study, 

sampling procedure, final sample, variables of the study, measuring instruments and 

validation and pilot testing of the measuring instrument. Ethical considerations and 

statistical techniques used for data analysis are discussed at the end of the chapter. 

4.1 Study design 

As compared to routine social phenomena, studying the social consequences of disasters 

requires the application of methodological triangulation. Whether natural or 

anthropogenic, disasters disrupt ongoing social life and engender new social realities. 

Disasters are very complex and multifaceted phenomena that require not only 

quantitative methods, but also qualitative exploratory approaches that enable researchers 

to collect detailed and in-depth data to grasp the specific disaster circumstances 

(Stallings, 1997). Particularly, the post-disaster recovery is an “iterative process” and 

qualitative study reveals the factors that can be analyzed quantitatively and quantitative 

analysis provides a feedback for the next qualitative studies (Sutter, 2011). 

Correspondingly, in order to investigate the relationship between social capital and life 

recovery of the flood victims, a combination of qualitative and quantitative social 

research technique was employed. 

For qualitative phase of the research, in-depth interviews were conducted with 

flood victims to gain deeper understanding of recovery process and factors associated 

with their life recovery and their experience of social capital. Twenty flood victims were 

purposively selected for in-depth interviews. These interviews were conducted to gain the 

deeper understanding of the disaster victims’ experiences during relief and recovery 

phase. In-depth interviews were conducted only with male flood victims. 
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During quantitative phase of the research, survey research technique was 

employed. In this regard, a structured interview schedule was used and face to face 

interviews were conducted with heads of the sampled household. The reason for using 

interview schedule was that majority of the population is illiterate. According to 19983 

census in Pakistan, the literacy rate of Muzaffargarh is 28.5 %.87.05% people live in the 

rural areas (Census Department, 1998). However a modest increase in literacy rate has 

been observed after 1998. According to Pakistan Social and Living Standards 

Measurement Survey (PSLM) 2010-11, the adult literacy rate (15 years and older) is 

38%.  The overall male literacy rate is 53% and female literacy rate is dismally low as 

23% (Government of Pakistan, 2011). The study is correlational, cross-sectional in 

temporal terms and measures the life recovery of flood victims at individual level. 

4.2 Materials and methods 

4.2.1 Study setting 

 This study was conducted in Muzaffargarh district of the Punjab Province. The 

question arises why I have focused on this particular district for this study.  Muzaffargarh 

district is located in southern part of the Punjab Province and stretched over an area of 

8,435km2. In local language, the district is called “Doaba” meaning a piece of land that 

lies between two rivers (Akram & Aijazi, 2010). The district is located between Chenab 

River on eastern side and Indus River on the western side. Its land is flat; so the flood 

water runs unrestricted. Geographically, this district is anchored in the range of riverine 

flood and its population is highly vulnerable to flood disaster (Doaba Foundation, 2013).  

During 2010 flood disaster, Muzaffargarh was one of the highly affected districts 

of the Punjab province. Majority of the district’s population (87%) lives in villages. The 

rural areas of the district were badly hit (Akram & Aijazi, 2011). The district consists of 

93 Union Councils (UCs) out of which 63 UCs were badly affected. More than 700,000 

                                                             
3Although according to constitution of Pakistan census should be conducted after 10 years. Unfortunately 
no census has been conducted in Pakistan after 1998 due to volatile economic and political conditions in 
the country.  
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people were displaced due to floods in Chenab and Indus River and breaches in canals 

(Akram & Aijazi, 2010). Out of 3.504 million total populations, more than 2 million were 

affected (FFC, 2010). According to Provincial Disaster Management Authority of Punjab 

(PDMA, 2011) approximately 300,000 household were affected with average household 

consisting of seven members.  

The land is fertile and suitable for agriculture. The flood destroyed 91% of cotton, 

93% of rice, 70% of sugar cane and 97% of fodder. Out of 7,83,283 acres of agricultural 

land, 3,98,203 acres were submerged by flood waters. Fish farms on 1700 acres of land 

had been swept away by gushing flood water. Muzaffargarh is the second largest district 

of Punjab province in livestock sector. During floods, 33 veterinary health facilities were 

destroyed out of total 89. Thousands of houses in 599 villages were destroyed or 

damaged. 805.82 km (30%) of roads were destroyed. 600 schools were affected. The 

number of health units damaged was 21.The communication system between 

Muzaffargarh and other districts became suspended because the floods destroyed the 

roads and bridges making the flow of traffic impossible. A railway track of 9 km was 

washed away by flood waters. Water continued to flow in the flooded areas for more than 

one month which is beyond the normal flood that recedes after a few days (FFC, 2010). 

The floods affected many villages severely that were located near or in the flood plains. 

However the scale of the flood was so large that it also hit many far-flung areas. The 

flood waters covered an area of 140 km and reached at the other end of the district (FFC, 

2010). Owing to proneness to flood disasters and being highly affected district during 

2010 floods, Muzaffargarh represents a logical place for this study.  
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Fig 4.1Muzaffargarh district and its rivers. Source: 

http://floodrelief.punjab.gov.pk/DistrictMuzaffarGarh.aspx 

 

4.2.2 Population of the study  

 The victims of 2010 flood disaster constituted the population of this study. 

Majority of the flooded population lives in the rural areas. Fortunately the flood water did 

not hit the city areas of four Tehsils (sub-districts) of Muzaffargarh. The institution of 

marriage is strong. The people usually live in joint family system and are tied through 

formal and informal overlapping relations. Majority of the population is Muslim and 

religion plays an important part in social life of the people. Government and private 

employment, land cultivation, small scale dairy/cattle farming, chicken hatchery, fish 

farming and wage labour are major sources of livelihoods.  In a traditional Pakistani rural 

family, usually male are heads of the family and take precedence in decision making and 

are responsible to fulfil the financial needs of the household. While women usually work 

River 
Chenab 

River 
Indus 

Shaded region represents the extent of 
2010 flood 
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at home and take household responsibilities. Participation of women is minimal in wider 

community affairs and public life. However women in Pakistan, particularly in rural areas 

play a complementary role and help men in preparing the land, cultivation of crops, 

harvesting, threshing and cotton picking (Hassan, 2008). Culturally, women do not 

interact with “na-mehram”. So the male researcher was unsuitable to conduct interview 

with women (Arai, 2012). The researcher had been able to interview the flood affected 

women through their male members of the household. Women were interviewed in the 

presence of their male family members.  

4.2.3 Sampling frame  

In order to help the flood victims to recover and rehabilitate speedily, the 

government of the Punjab distributed Watan Cards (WCs) among the flood victims. 

Initially the government decided to distribute 80,000 rupees to every flood victim in four 

instalments. A holder of WC was eligible to draw 20,000 rupees from any bank branch of 

Pakistan in one transaction.  However the flood affectees were able to draw only one 

instalment and this program was suspended due to financial constraints. One WC was 

distributed to each head of the flood affected household through National Database and 

Registration Authority (NADRA). Only highly affected households qualified for WC. 

These households were identified by government officials after conducting windshield 

and walking surveys. At district level, District disaster Management Authority (DDMA) 

was responsible to identify and distribute the WCs among the flood victims. DDMA was 

also responsible to ensure transparency and redress the grievances of flooded 

communities. A list of the flood victims’ household receiving WCs was taken from 

DDMA office. This sampling frame enabled the researcher to draw a representative 

sample of the flood victims by using simple random method. Random number table was 

used to draw a representative sample. It also helped to locate the households and victims 

who received the WC because the sampling frame contained the household address and 

mobile phone number. In order to locate the severely affected households and distribute 

the WCs efficiently, Muzaffargarh district was divided into nine zones. These zones were 

made on administrative basis keeping in view the magnitude of flood in these areas. The 
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rural population of Muzaffargarh district is homogeneous (WFP, 2010). Following is the 

detail of the cards issued to the flood victims of each zone in Muzaffargarh district. 

Table 4.1Nine highly flood affected zones of Muzaffargarh district 

Name of the zone No. of WCs issued to flood victims 

Ali Pur 24,343 

Jataoi 14,548 

Kot Addu I 61,010 

KotAdduII 34,232 

KotAdduIII(Sanawan) 17,638 

MuzaffargarhI 47,922 

MuzaffargarhII 34,153 

MuzaffargarhIII 

(ShahJamal) 

8388 

Total 2,42,234 
Source:  PDMA: http://floodrelief.punjab.gov.pk/WatanCardsProgressReport.asp.  

4.2.4 Sample size 

Sample size was calculated by using the following formula proposed by Yamane (1967). 

This formula is applied when sampling frame is available and the study is cross-sectional 

in temporal terms.  

21
Nn
Ne




 

where; 

n = required sample size 

N = Target Population size (No. of households impacted by flood) = 2,42,234 

e = Margin of error (level of signifcance) = 0.045 
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4.2.5 Why more men than women? 

The final sample contained 400 males and 50 females. The representation of male 

respondents has been disproportionately very high as compared to female ones. There are 

many reasons to explain this phenomenon in Pakistani social and cultural context. 

Culturally, Pakistan has a strong patriarchal system and a majority of women are 

uneducated and are supposed to take care of the household and live in a joint family 

setting. Though the country has shown some progress in social and economic 

development, the picture is still gloomy in the area of gender equality. In a traditional 

Pakistani rural society usually a male is the head of the household and it is the 

responsibility of the head of the household to look after the family members.  The social 

status of the head of the household reflects the social standing of the other family 

members. In rare cases a female is the head of the household. Even in more conservative 

families the male are reluctant to allow a female member of the household meet the 

interviewers they do not know (Oxfam, 2010).  

4.3 Quantitative study 

A household-based, face-to-face, cross-sectional survey was conducted between February 

2013 to May 2013 to measure the role of different socio-demographic factors and social 

capital in the life recovery of the flood victims. Out of 493 selected households, 450 

respondents were interviewed from the sampled household. Only 9 sampled household 

heads refused to take interviews due to shortage of time. While 34 household heads could 

not be contacted because many skilled and semiskilled wage earners seasonally migrate 

to other cities particularly Karachi, Lahore, Quetta, Peshawar, Rawalpindi and Multan to 

earn their livelihood. The overall response rate was 91.3%. 
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4.3.1 Measuring instrument  

A pre-coded, close-ended interview schedule was first prepared in English and 

then translated into Urdu for collecting information through face-to-face interviews. The 

interview scheduled was prepared in light of information gathered during preliminary in-

depth interviews and literature reviewed in context of social capital and disaster response.  

The interview schedule4 comprised of four major parts: socio- demographic 

information, flood exposure information (trauma experience and material loss), social 

capital variables (received social support, perceived community cohesion, community 

involvement and leadership, trust level) and life recovery variables (life-readjustment, life 

satisfaction, prospect of future life). The detail of each scale and sub-scale is given in the 

section of explanatory variable. Prior to administration, the interviewed schedule was 

reviewed by the experts, pre-tested and refined. Each interview was completed in 25-30 

minutes. Consent of the flood victims was solicited before conducting the interview. 

Respondents were also told that they can withdraw from the interview at any stage. None 

of the respondent withdrew during the interview. The interviews were completed with the 

help of students of MPhil and Master Degree in Sociology. It had been observed that 

majority of the respondents were very much eager and enthusiastic to share their flood 

related experiences and observations. Story telling is cultural attribute in the rural Punjab. 

Because the interviews were conducted two years following the floods, questions 

on different aspects of social capital, recovery and reconstruction experiences of 2010 

flood victims were asked retrospectively. The respondents were requested to recall and 

share their perceptions and unique personal experiences of 2010 floods. The questions 

were asked by introducing:"I am interested in learning about your return to normal life 

after experiencing 2010 flood. These questions relate to the period when flood water 

receded and the process of recovery and reconstruction was started”. The respondents 

                                                             
4 A copy of the interview schedule is available in the appendix.  
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were interviewed in Urdu language. The questions were framed in such a way that they 

related to the recovery of flood disaster victims. 

4.4 Explanatory Variables 

4.4.1 Socio-demographic information       

Gender. Both male and female genders have been used as reference in this study.  

Education. Education is one of the three components of socioeconomic status and an 

important predictor of social well-being. The level of education was divided into five 

categories, illiterate, primary (5 years), middle (8 years), secondary (10 years), 

intermediate and above (12 years and above). All the categories have been used as 

reference in the analysis. 

Occupation. Government servant, farmer, self-employed, private employee and wage 

earner (skilled labourer, semi-skilled, unskilled) were the occupations enlisted in the 

analysis. 

Land holding. Pakistan is an agricultural country and 60% of the population depends 

upon agriculture sector for livelihood. Land possession plays a significant role in the 

social standing of the people. Amount of landholding possessed by the flood victims was 

measured in acres.  

Family size. Family size represents total number of dependents of the head of the 

household. 

Livestock. Livestock includes number of sheep, goats, cows, buffalo and camel possessed 

by the flood victims before the flood. In traditional Pakistani rural communities livestock 

is the key asset to deal with emergency situations and plays a significant role to stretch 

livelihood (Mustafa & Wrathwall, 2011). 

Annual Income. Annual Income (Pak rupees) of the head of the household from all 

resources. 
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4.4.2 Flood Experience Measures 

Flood experience measure assesses the direct impact of flood by measuring the 

disaster trauma, material loss experienced by the respondents. For this purpose the scale 

was adapted from Kaniasty (2012) who developed it to measure the trauma experienced 

by 1997 flood victims in Poland. This scale comprises of two subscales. One subscale 

measures the psychological trauma experienced by the disaster victims while the other 

subscale measures the material loss suffered. In addition to measuring the direct impacts 

of the flood on the respondents, the social experiences of the respondents during the 

recovery period were also measured. This psycho-social experience was measured by 

three indicators/questions. One was flood victims’ perception about fairness in the 

distribution of disaster assistance, second was flood victims’ participation in recovery and 

rehabilitation related decisions and the third was flood victims’ satisfaction with their 

current dwelling. 

4.4.2.1 Psychological Trauma Measure 

The scale assesses the actual trauma exposure (objective trauma) in contrast to 

perceived (subjective trauma). Objective trauma for example personal injuries, life threat, 

death of significant other, degree of destruction are easily to measure (Wahlstrom, 2010 

p.27). The original subscale measures the psychological trauma with three questions 

namely: life threat experienced by flood victims, injury/illness undergone by flood victim 

and injury/illness undergone by flood victims’ immediate family member. As the flood 

caused 1700 reported deaths, following additional item was added in the trauma subscale. 

 Death of any immediate member of household due to flood related injury or 

illness. 

The flood victims’ response was recorded on Yes/No dichotomous format. The original 

scale measured the trauma at three levels viz “low trauma”, “moderate trauma” and “high 

trauma”. With the addition of one item, new level of trauma measure was created and 

trauma experienced by the flood victims was categorized into four levels by different 

combination of exposures. Following are the four levels of trauma: 
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 A. No/low trauma (neither life threat nor injury) 

B. Moderate trauma (either life threat or injury to self or immediate member of 

the household) 

C. High trauma (both life threat and injury to self or immediate member of the 

household) 

D. Very high trauma (Death of an immediate member of the household due to 

direct impact of the floods). 

4.4.2.2 Material Loss Measure 

Material loss was measured by asking 12 items about: house damage  (destroyed, 

severely damaged, partially damaged), furnishings, appliances, other dwellings (e.g. 

basement locker, garage, barn), loss of vehicles ( e.g. bicycle, motorcycle, car etc.), loss 

of documents, keepsakes, photographs (symbolic importance/non-tangible), loss of 

livestock (e.g. sheep, cow, goats, buffalo etc.), loss of crops ( cash crops, fodder/feeder  

for livestock), destruction of poultry farm , destruction of fish farm, loss of business, loss 

of jewellery, loss of clothes. The original subscale had 11 items to measure the material 

loss. One additional item was added after conducting preliminary informal interviews 

with the flood victims. Response was recorded on Yes/ No dichotomous format. The 

more a respondent answers “Yes”, the greater material loss he suffered due to flood. In 

contrast to actual scale that contained five levels of material loss, following four levels of 

material losses were created with the combination of different items.  

A. Lowest level of losses (Yes answers to none or only one of the loss items)   

B. Medium level of losses (Yes answers on two or three loss items) 

C. High material Loss (Yes answers on four, five, six, or seven loss items) 

D. Very high material loss (Yes answers on eight, nine, ten, eleven or all 12 loss 

items) 
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4.4.2.3 Home stability 

Respondents were asked about their home recovery. They were asked whether 

they were happy with their present condition of home after the flood. As the flood victims 

included in the sampling from were those who were selected for Watan Card and the 

criteria for Watan Card was only that the flood victims whose houses were damaged or 

destroyed by the flood.  So it was understood that victims who were selected in the 

sample had their houses damaged or destroyed by the flood. Home stability was 

measured by dichotomous Yes/No scale. The response was coded as Yes (1) and No (0).  

One question was asked from the respondent regarding their satisfaction with current 

housing condition as compared to pre-flood condition. 

4.4.2.4 Perceived unfairness in the distribution of disaster assistance and the flood      

victims’ involvement in relief and rehabilitation process 

During preliminary interviews, many flood victims complained about unfairness in 

the distribution of aid by different agencies and philanthropists. Also the victims 

complained about apathy of aid agencies and stated that the opinions of the flood victims 

regarding recovery were disregarded. Such circumstances may lead to erosion of trust in 

formal aid agencies. The flood victims also revealed that those who were well connected 

to local politicians and government officials got a disproportionate quantity of formal aid. 

These conditions are assumed create ill will, mistrust and jealousy among the flood 

victims due to disparities in the aid received. Consequently such social circumstance may 

influence the recovery prospects of many disaster victims. Accordingly, the following 

two questions were framed to ask about fairness in the distribution of aid and flood 

victims’ participation regarding recovery decisions. These questions were asked on 

dichotomous Yes/No scale. These items were coded as Yes (1) and No (0). The victims 

who scored high on these items did not experience unfairness and their concerns were 

heard during recovery related decisions. 

(a) Was the distribution of disaster assistance fair and just during flood recovery 

period?  (Adapted from Onstad et al., 2012) 



108 

 

 

      (b) Were your voices heard during flood recovery and rehabilitation process?  

4.4.3 Social Capital Assessment  
 

4.4.3.1 Post-disaster Received Social Support Scale  

Post-disaster received social support scale was used to measure the informal 

social support received by the flood victims. Social support received by the disaster 

victims reflects the quality of interpersonal relations (Kaniasty, 2012). This scale was 

based on Inventory of Socially Supportive Behaviour (ISSB) developed by Barrera, 

Sandley and Ramsay (1981). ISSB was developed to assess the exchange of social 

support among the respondents i.e. support received and offered by the 

respondents/utilization of various ties for everyday life recovery. Social support refers to 

three types of informal supports i.e. emotional, informational and tangible received from 

embedded social ties (family, friends, relatives, neighbors and co-workers) during 

recovery period.   

This scale has been used in many disaster studies (e.g. Kaniasty & Norris, 2000; 

Kaniasty, 2012; Kaniasty & Norris, 2000; Norris et al., 2001) to measure the informal 

social support received by natural disaster victims in different contexts. Norris et al. 

(2001) have established that this inventory is reliable to study the socially supportive 

behaviour retrospectively. Recently, Kaniasty (2012) has used this inventory to 

investigate the role of post-disaster social support on the psychological well-being of the 

disaster victims. The actual scale consists of 12 items. To my knowledge this scale has 

never been used in context of third world countries. In order to contextualize and make it 

more relevant in Pakistani rural set up, 17 new items were incorporated after conducting 

preliminary informal interviews with the flood victims during pilot testing. One question 

regarding mobile phone was added in emotional support subscale. The reason for adding 

this item is that Pakistan has one of the highest mobile phone users around the globe. 86 

% of men and 40% of women use mobile phones in Pakistan (Mustafa & Wrathall, 

2011). This figure is increasing day by day. This technical gadget has become a “social 

artefact” and an essential part of daily lives of the people. People now like to send news, 

invitation and condolences through mobile phone. Different types of SMS (short 
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messaging services) and free long call packages have made it easier for the users to 

remain “in touch”. This is also an important source of information and communication. 

Mobile phones are used now to get latest news alerts, to listen local FM radio stations and 

sources of entertainment. Mobile phone is not only an important source of 

communication and information it also plays an important role in dealing with emergency 

situations (Mahmood, Ullah & Akbar, 2013). Many victims told that mobile phone 

proved an important source of information during flood. It enabled to connect them with 

the members of their social network.  

 Consoled you through mobile phone SMS and telephone calls.(item no.4) 

 Following three questions were added in informational support subscale (items no. 8, 9 

& 10) 

 Offered/ provided some technical help. 

 Offered/ helped to find job/work/ start business. 

 Gave information about how to get aid from government agencies, NGOs etc. or 

disaster related relief policies and procedures. 

 

After conducting preliminary interviews, field observation and keeping in view 

cultural attributes of Pakistani society, the physical social support scale was 

supplemented with the following thirteen additional items/questions (items no. 16-28).  

 Offered/ provided shelter for livestock. 

 Offered/ provided fodder for livestock 

 Offered/ provided technical assistance etc. (regarding construction of home, 

preparing land for cultivation, restoring business e.g. fish/poultry farm other etc). 

 Offered/ helped in the medical treatment of an ailing family member. 

 Offered/ helped in medical treatment of the diseased livestock/cattle (e.g. sheep, 

cow, goat, buffalo, camel etc). 

 Offered/ provided clothes for kids/elders etc. 

 Offered/ provided transportation facility (evacuation, return, shifting movable 

assets to safer places etc). 
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 Offered/ provided/loaned fertilizers, seeds etc. for cultivation. 

 Offered/ paid fee for school or college going children. 

 Offered/ provided milk for baby. 

 Offered/ watched belongings. 

 Offered/ loaned you grain. 

 Offered/ provided utensils (cooking, baking) etc. 

 

After pilot testing the instrument the word “offered” was added in social support 

items because some of the respondents revealed that they were offered assistance by their 

friends, relatives or colleagues but they refused to take help because they had sufficient 

resources to help themselves. Moreover, taking help from others was against their dignity 

and social prestige. One item, worded as “Loaned/gave something other than money” was 

deleted from original scale because the respondents termed it as ambiguous and 

confusing as what it means “other than money”. In this way eleven items were adapted 

from the actual scale. The actual scale did not contain neutral category. A neutral 

category “undecided” was incorporated to allow the respondents more freedom. This 

converted the response format into five point Likert Scale. 

 

The respondents were asked about social support received from immediate social ties 

i.e. family members (people to whom the respondent was related by blood or marriage), 

friends (including companions, neighbours, and co-workers), and relatives. Informal 

social support is implicit manifestation of the respondents’ social embeddedness. The 

respondents were asked about different types of social support received viz (a) emotional 

social support (Q1-Q4), (b) informational social support (Q5-Q10), and (c) physical 

social support (Q11-Q28). The response categories were ranged from “never” to “many 

times”. The respondents scoring high on this scale are likely to receive high level of 

informal support from their support network.  Nunnaly (1978) stated that the Cronbach 

Alpha for a scale should be equal to or greater than 0.70;if the items of that scale are used 

compositely. However many research studies also use this measure below this threshold. 

Cronbach alpha for this scale was calculated as 0.878. 
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4.4.3.2 Perceived Leadership Effectiveness Scale 

This scale measures the flood victims’ perceptions of local leadership. It asks 

about leaders’ role during recovery process. Previous studies (e.g. Nakagawa & Shaw, 

2004) have demonstrated that presence of active leadership speeded up the recovery pace 

of natural disaster hit communities.  Four questions (Items no. 29, 30, 31 and 32) were 

asked about accessibility of flood victims to local political leaders, efforts of the leaders 

to restore physical infrastructure, local leaders’ connectivity to national and international 

actors and their sympathy with the flooded communities. These items were developed 

keeping in view the perceptions of flood victims during preliminary informal interviews 

and based on the review of Beckett, Wilkinson and Potangaroa, (2010), Fulker, (2005), 

Kelly (2004), Kweit and W. Kweit (2004) and Nakagawa and Shaw (2004). The scale 

was set on from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. High score of a respondent on 

this scale represents positive perceptions about local leadership while low score 

represents negative perceptions. The Cronbach alpha for this scale was calculated as 

0.946. 

 
4.4.3.3 Perceived Post-flood Community Cohesion Scale 

Community cohesion represents the social-psychological dimension of social 

capital (Norris et al., 2008). Perceived Post-flood Community Cohesion Scale was 

adapted from Kaniasty (2012). He developed this scale to measure the “perceptions 

regarding the presence of communal solidarity and sense of community” of the flood 

victims in Poland. Before starting the interviews following statement was read to 

respondents. “These questions ask about your feelings and opinions about other people, 

particularly about how the community members feel towards each other close to 2 years 

after the flood disaster. Please answer these as they apply to the people that live in your 

community and people immediately living around you”. Three items (35, 37 and 39) of 

the interview schedule were reverse scored because they were negatively stated. Five 

point Likert scale was used to record the response of the flood victims. Score ranged from 

“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. The respondents securing high scores on this 
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scale are assumed to experience greater level of community cohesion after the flood 

disaster. In order to contextualize in Pakistan rural set up, the scale was pilot tested. After 

pilot testing, minor changes were made in the wording of the two items (item 40, 41). 

There was no neutral category in the original scale. Many respondents suggested adding a 

neutral category during pilot testing. A neutral category “undecided” was incorporated by 

the researcher to give the respondents more freedom about their views regarding the 

perceived impact of flood on social cohesion.  The Cronbach alpha for this scale was 

calculated as 0.822. 

 

4.4.3.5 The Flood Victims’ Trust Scale 

This scale was used to assess the flood victims’ level of trust in different social 

actors. The scale was adapted from Nakagawa and Shaw (2004) who used it to measure 

the trust level of natural disaster victims and its relationship with their pace of recovery. 

The respondents were asked whether the flood experience has increased or eroded their 

trust in the state government (item no.45), district government (item no.46), NGOs (item 

no.47), mutual trust (item no.43) and partnership with neighbours (item no.44). The 

questions were asked on five point Likert scale, ranging from “strongly disagree” to” 

strongly agree”. The score obtained by a respondent represents the level of trust. The 

Cronbach alpha for this scale was calculated as 0.782. Two types of trust were measured 

in this study. Mutual trust and partnership with neighbours represent the trust of familiars 

while trust in state government and district government and trust in NGOs represents the 

institutional trust. 

 

4.5 Outcome variable 

4.5.1 Life Recovery Scale  

This scale measures the level of life recovery of the flood victims. This scale was 

adapted from Tatsuki and Hayashi (2000). Life recovery scale is a 5-point Likert scale, 

which asks for subjective evaluations of disaster victims’ life recovery and satisfaction. 

The scale contains three subscales: (i) life re-adjustment (recovery of daily activities), (ii) 

level of life satisfaction (quality of life), (iii) prospect of future life (optimism). Seven 
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questions were asked about life-readjustment, six questions were asked for life 

satisfaction and one question was asked about future optimism. The subscales were set on 

five point Likert scale. Life readjustment items ask about such areas as daily living, the 

meanings of life, social life, enjoyment, hope, liveliness and work. Life satisfaction items 

inquire about satisfaction in everyday life, health, human relationship, finance, family 

life, and work. While the last subscale item asks about future optimism.  

 Life re-adjustment was set on from “much decreased” to “much increased”. 

Before asking the questions to respondents, the following statement was read to the 

respondents: “have the following items increased or decreased following the 2010 flood”. 

Life satisfaction or quality of life was asked on: “not satisfied at all” to “very satisfied”.  

Prospect of future was set on from “much worse” to” much better”. Before asking the 

questions about life satisfaction the respondents were asked “are you satisfied with 

following after the flood”? Future optimism was set on from “much worse” to “much 

better”.  

This scale was first used by Tatsuki and Hayashi (2000) to measure the life 

recovery of Kobe earthquake victims in Japan. This scale has been very successful in 

measuring the life recovery and showed unidimensionality and reliability (Cronbach’s 

Alpha = 0.91) in context of developed countries like Japan. This scale was subsequently 

used in a series of Panel study in Japan to assess the life recovery of the flood victims 

(See e.g. Kuromiya et al., 2006). The scale has also been used in different contexts to 

study the life recovery of disaster victims. This scale also demonstrated consistency in 

context of developing countries like Indonesia where this scale has been used to assess 

the life recovery level of earthquake victims and victims of Indian Ocean Tsunami 

(Sakamoto & Yamori, 2009). The Cronbach alpha for this scale was calculated as 0.965. 

4.6 Pre-testing of the measuring instrument 

Before the actual field research, the instruments of data collection were pre-tested. Pre-

testing was done in non-sampled areas to check the workability of the interview 

schedule. Forty respondents were interviewed for pre-testing purposes. These were 
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excluded from the actual study sample. In the light of pre-testing, the draft interview 

questions were modified and the measuring instrument was finalized.   

4.7Ethical considerations 

In order to prevent the respondents from physical and psychological harm, a strict code of 

ethics was observed during the interviews.  As this study was conducted to investigate the 

experiences of respondents during and after a disastrous situation i.e. floods, prior 

consents of the respondents was sought before the interview. The respondents were also 

told that they can withdraw from interview at any stage. Although no Ethical Review 

Board exists in University of the Punjab, this right of respondents was protected with the 

help of principal supervisor in the guideline of ethical considerations contained in social 

research. 

4.8 Methodological limitations 

Disaster research is typically fraught with methodological limitations (Sweet, 1998). The 

present research was a one shot survey study that did not capture the dynamic nature of 

disaster response and recovery process. Secondly, unavailability of baseline data on the 

variables studied in this research made it difficult to compare the results with pre-disaster 

situations. Financial and time constraints prevented the researcher to conduct a 

longitudinal study and capture the trends of the disaster victims’ recovery over a longer 

period of time. Although in-depth interviews were conducted with the flood victims, this 

study has adopted a strict quantitative approach. This approach has both strengths and 

shortcomings. Quantitative approach is suitable to test the hypothesis statistically that is 

not possible in case of qualitative study. While the disadvantage of this approach is that it 

does not tap the micro level social context. A study involving an intensive mixed 

methodology is likely to yield more rigorous results. The researchers do not have control 

over disasters nor is it easy to predict those (Kaniasty & Norris, 2004). Consequently they 

are forced to accommodate them to what the circumstances allow and what is available to 

them (Sweet, 1998). 

 



115 

 

 

4.9 Statistical Analysis 

4.9.1 Collapsing the Likert Scale categories 

In order to run descriptive analysis and get the overall data trend the five point 

Likert scale response categories were collapsed to three point categories. Such measure 

gives a vivid picture of the respondents’ response on a particular scale (Semsar et al., 

2011). “Strongly disagree” and “disagree” were collapsed to “disagree”. “Strongly agree” 

and “agree” were merged to “agree”. While the neutral category, “undecided” was not 

combined. Social Support was collapsed into “once or twice”, “many time” and 

“undecided”. For Life Recover Scale the collapsed categories were made as “recovering”, 

“not recovering” and “undecided”. Mean, median, mode and frequency distribution of the 

respondents were calculated for descriptive analysis. 

Mean scores of the respondents were calculated in order to apply the parametric 

statistical data analysis technique. Correlational analysis was carried out to see the 

relationship among different variables and Multivariate Analysis of Variance 

(MANOVA) was run to see the group differences. SPSS 20 version was used for data 

analysis. 
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Chapter 5 

 
Data analysis and Interpretation 

 
This chapter contains the statistical analysis of the data collected through structured 

interview schedule. Data were analyzed by computing the measures of central tendency, 

chi square test, correlational analysis and multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA).  

 
 
5.1 Descriptive Analysis 
 

 Table 5.1 Gender wise distribution of respondents 

Gender Number Percentage 

Male 

Female 

 400 

50 

88.9 

11.1 

Total 450 100 

 
The above table depicts that final sample contained 400 male and 50 female out of total 

450 respondents. 

 
Table 5.2 Education wise breakdown of respondents 

 

Education Number Percentage 

Illiterate 

Primary 

Middle 

Matriculation 

Intermediate and above 

  139 

62 

40 

98 

111 

30.9 

13.8 

8.9 

21.8 

24.7 

 

Total 450 100 

 
This table shows that majority of the respondents had education level equivalent to 10 

grades (matriculation) or below it. 139 respondents were illiterate, 62 respondents had 



117 

 

 

primary level (five grades) of education, 40 respondents had middle level (eight grades) 

education and 98 respondents had education level equivalent to matriculation (ten 

grades). 111 respondents had education level intermediate and above (twelve grades and 

above). 

 

Table 5.3 Occupation of respondents 

Occupation Number Percentage 

Government Servant 

Farmer 

Self employed 

Private employee 

Wage earner 

Housewife 

  131 

86 

82 

29 

91 

31 

29.1 

19.1 

18.2 

6.4 

20.2 

6.9 

 

Total 450 100 

 

This table shows that 131 respondents were government servants, 86 were farmers, 82 

were self employed, 29 were private employees, and 91 were wage earners. While out of 

50 women respondents, 31 women were housewives. 
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Table 5.4 Annual income, landholding, family size and number of livestock heads owned by the respondents 

 

Variables` 

 

Mean 

 

Median 

 

Mode 

 

Std. Deviation 

 

Percentiles 

       25            50             75         

Annual income (PKR) 

Landholding (Acres) 

No. of livestock heads 

Family size 

420095.79 

5.2606 

2.0668 

4.6993 

200000.0 

1.0000 

1.0000 

5.000 

100000.0 

0.00 

0.00 

4.00 

24096.40 

0.44994 

2.80863 

2.61538 

 

100000   200000     500000 

  0.00          1.00          5.00 

  0.00          1.00          3.00 

  3.00          5.00          6.00  

 

 

The mean ± S.D (standard deviation) annual income of respondents was PKR 420095 ± 

24096 with95% C-I: 372739.76- 467451.80. It is also reported that 50 % respondents had 

annual income rupees 200,000. 25 % percent respondents had annual income more than 

rupees 500,000. Our figures also reports that minimum annual income was equivalent to 

nil as the women who were housewives had no opportunity to earn income in direct way, 

although they work in the households and on agricultural land but this contribution is not 

converted into monetary terms. It also depicts that majority of the respondents had annual 

income equal to 100,000 rupees although the mean income is far greater than this 

amount. These facts refer to gross economic inequalities prevalent in Pakistani society. 

The mean ± S.D amount of landholding (acres) was 5.26 ± 0.49 with 95% C-I: 0.5988-

0.6886. While 50 % respondents owned only one acre of land.  25 % respondents had 

more than 5 acres of land. The above table indicates that a maximum number of 

respondents were landless in our cross-sectional study. Minimum landholding was zero 

acres while maximum landholding was 80 acres. As Pakistan still has eighteenth century 

feudal system, a gross disparity has been observed among respondents in possessing the 

landholding. The mean ± S.D number of livestock was 2.06 ± 0.1325 with 95% C-I: 

1.8063-2.3273. While 50 % of the respondents possessed only one head of livestock. 25 

% respondents had more than 3 heads of livestock. The above table indicates that a 
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maximum number of respondents did not possess any head of livestock. Maximum heads 

of livestock possessed by respondents were 20.  The mean ± S.D family size was of 

respondents was 4.6993± 2.61538 with 95% C-I: 4.4568-4.9419. 50 % respondents had 

family size of 5. 25% of the respondents had family size more than six. 

 

Table 5.5 Percentage of respondents with respect to home stability 
 

Home stability Number Percentage 

Yes 

No 

 283 

167 

62.9 

37.1 

Total 450 100 

 
This table depicts the house stability of flood victims. 283 respondents told that their 

houses were completely repaired/reconstructed, while 167 respondents told that they 

were not satisfied with their current housing condition. 

 

 Table 5.6 Respondents’ perceptions about fairness in the distribution of disaster assistance 
 

Fairness Number Percentage 

No 

Yes 

 347 

102 

77.1 

22.7 

Total 449 99.8 

 

This table depicts the respondents’ perceptions about fairness in the distribution of 

disaster assistance. It shows that the overwhelming majority of the respondents 377 

(77.1%) reported that the distribution of disaster assistance was unfair while 102 (22.7%) 

of the respondents reported that distribution was fair. 



120 

 

 

 

Table 5.7 Respondents’ perceptions regarding their involvement during recovery decisions process 

Involvement Number Percentage 

No 

Yes 

 347 

94 

77.1 

20.9 

Total 441 98.0 

 

This table depicts the respondents’ involvement in disaster recovery process. It shows 

that the overwhelming majority of the respondents 347 (77.1%) complained that their 

voices were not heard during recovery decisions while only 94 (20.9%) respondents 

reported that they were made the part of recovery decisions. 

 

Table 5.8 Percentage of respondents with respect to psychological trauma 

Trauma experienced Number Percentage 

No/low trauma 

Moderate trauma 

High trauma 

Very high trauma 

  218 

143 

55 

34 

 

48.4 

31.8 

12.2 

7.6 

Total 450 100 

 
This table depicts that 218 respondents experienced “No/low trauma”, 143 respondents 

experienced “moderate trauma”, 55 respondents experience “ high trauma” while 44 

respondents experienced “ very high trauma”.  
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Table 5.9 Percentage of respondents with respect to material loss 

Level of material loss Number Percentage 

Low loss 

Medium loss 

High loss 

Very high loss 

  2 

91 

281 

71 

 

4 

20.2 

62.4 

15.8 

Total 445 92.4 

 
This table shows the extent of material loss due to flood. It shows that overwhelming 

majority of the respondents 281 (62.4%) suffered “high loss”. 91(20.2%) respondents 

suffered “medium loss” and 71 (15.8%) respondents suffered “very high material loss”. It 

is evident from above two tables that psychological trauma experienced by the flood 

victims was negligible while material loss suffered was quite very high. 
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Table 5.10 Level of life recovery feelings of flood victims 
 

Responses Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

 

Not recovering 72 16.0 16.0 16.0 

Recovering 258 57.3 57.3 73.3 

Undecided 120 26.7 26.7 100.0 

Total 450 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Fig 5.1 Level of life recovery feelings of flood victims 

Above table (5.10) represents the life recovery feelings of flood victims. It depicts that 

258 (57.3%) respondents reported that their lives were recovering. 72 (16%) respondents 

reported that their lives were not recovering while 120 (26.7%) respondents were 

ambivalent whether their social recovery was in progress or not. The possible reason 

behind that many flood victims were undecided whether they were on the track of 

recovery was the volatile political and economic situation in the Pakistan and pervasive 

uncertainty.  
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Table 5.11 Level of post-disaster received social support 

    

 Emotional social 

support 

Informational social 

support 

Physical social support 

Responses N (%) N (%) N (%) 

Once or Twice 10 (2.2) 12 (2.7)     322 (71.6) 

Many Times    411(91.3)     434 (96.4) 39 (8.7) 

Undecided               29 (6.4)               4 (.9)  89 (19.8) 

 
This table represents that majority of the respondents 411 (91.3%) and 434 (96.4%) were 

extended emotional and informational social support many times. While 322 (71.6%) the 

flood victims received physical one or twice as material social support at one time was 

also sufficient. 

 

Table 5.12 Trust level of flood victims  

 

      

 Mutual trust Partnership 

with neighbors 

Trust in state in 

government 

Trust in district 

government 

Trust in NGOs 

Responses N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) 
Disagree 80 (17.8) 103 (22.9) 349 (77.6) 366 (81.3) 77 (39.3) 

Agree  350 (77.8) 298 (66.2) 47 (10.4) 40 (8.9) 190 (42.2) 

Undecided     20 (4.4)      49 (10.9) 54 (12.0) 44 (9.8) 83 (18.4) 

 

This table depicts that majority of the respondents 350 (77.8%) and 289 (66.2%) reported 

that due to disaster experience their level of trust has increased in their families, friends, 

relatives and neighbours. While majority of the respondents 349 (77.6%) and 366 

(81.3%) reported that due to flood experience their level of trust has decreased in state 

government and district governments respectively. It is interesting to note that flood 
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victims have reported that their level of trust has increased in NGOs 190 (42.2%) as 

compared to federal and local government. 

Table 5.13 Level of perceived local leadership effectiveness and Post-flood community cohesion 

   

 Perceived leadership 

effectiveness 

Post-flood Community cohesion 

Responses N (%) N (%) 

Disagree 160 (35.6) 304 (67.6) 

Agree 77 (17.1) 40 (8.9) 

Undecided 213 (47.3) 105 (23.3) 
 

This table represents the perceptions of the flood victims regarding local leaders’ 

effectiveness during recovery process and community cohesion after experiencing the 

disaster. The table depicts that a large number of the respondents 160 (35.6%) negatively 

evaluated the role of local leaders. Only 77 (17.1%) respondents agreed about the 

effective role of the respondents while majority of the respondents 213 (47.3%) were 

undecided about the role of local leaders. Majority of the respondents 304 (67.6%) 

reported that after flood experience overall community cohesion has decreased. 

Summary of descriptive analysis 

Descriptive analysis was conducted to find out the socio-demographic characteristics and 

observe the overall response trend of flood victims. The data shows that an overwhelming 

majority of male contained the sample while the proportion of female was very low. 

Majority of the respondents had education level below matriculation and a considerable 

number of the sample contained illiterate. With respect to occupation the number of 

farmers, self employed and wage earners was close to each other. While there was a 

small number of private employees and housewives in the sample contained. The number 

of government employees was slightly greater than farmers and self employed.The mean 

annual income of the respondents was PKR420095.79, mean of land possessed by the 

respondents was 5.2606acres, mean number of live stock heads was 2.0668 and mean 
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family size was 4.6993. However the majority of the respondents had very low income 

and land possession. The data revealed gross disparities among the respondents with 

respect to income and land possession. 

More than one third of the respondents reported that as compared to pre-flood days they 

were not satisfied with their home stability. An overwhelming majority of the 

respondents reported that distribution of disaster assistance was unjust and their voices 

were not heard during recovery related decisions. The number of the respondents 

undergoing psychological trauma was very small while the majority of the respondents 

reported medium level to very high level material loss. The reason was that early warning 

of the flood allowed them to evacuate to safer places while it was not possible to shift all 

the movable and immovable assets. So the material damage sustained by the flood 

victims was considerably high and psychological trauma was very low.  

Slightly more than half (57.3%) of the respondents reported that they were on the path of 

recovery. A considerable number of the respondents (26.7%) reported that they were 

undecided and 16% reported that they were not recovering. An overwhelming majority of 

the respondents reported that they were offered or received social support. However more 

respondents reported that they received more emotional and informational social support 

as compared to physical social support. This was that may be those who were social 

support providers were also themselves affected by the flood. The data revealed that 

flood experience led to increase their trust in their family, friends, neighbours and NGOs 

while the flood victims reported that their level of trust has decreased in federal and 

district government. Majority of the respondents evaluated the role of local leaders 

negatively during the flood disaster. An overwhelming majority reported that after flood 

disaster overall community solidarity has declined. 
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5.2 Inferential statistics 

5.2.1 Chi-square test 

In order to know the relationship between gender, occupation, education, landholding, 

family size, annual income, housing stability, flood damage and to assess whether the life 

recovery of flood victims vary with respect to these socio-demographic variables, a 

bivariate analysis involving Pearson Chi-square tests were conducted.  

Table 5.14   Association between socio-demographic variables, home stability, flood damage and life 
recovery of flood victims 
 

 
Variable 

 

Chi-Square 
 

d.f 
 

P-value 

Gender 

Education 

Occupation 

Land holding 

Annual income 

Livestock 

Home stability 

Family size 

Psych. trauma 

Material loss 

2.4174 

176.143 

206.372 

144.616 

242.964 

86.259 

262.145 

10.383 

74.472 

71.946 

 

2 

8 

10 

8 

8 

8 

2 

6 

6 

6 

0.299 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.109 

0.000 

0.000 

Note: Psych trauma= Psychological trauma 

Above table depicts that except gender of the respondents all the socio-demographic 

variables and flood damage (psychological trauma and material loss) are significantly 

associated with life recovery feelings of the flood victims. 
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5.2.2 Correlational Analysis 

Spearman’ rho was carried out to see the relationship among different variables. 

Table 5.15 Relationship between flood experience and life recovery feelings of the flood victims  
 

         Variables  Life recovery              

Psychological trauma 

Material loss 

Fairness in aid distribution  

Flood victim involvement 

Home stability  

 

 

 

                     -0.247** 

-0.371** 

                      0.433** 

 0.421** 

 0.731** 

Correlation significant at 0.01** 

Table 5.15 depicts that psychological trauma and material loss incurred by the flood were 

negatively correlated with life recovery of the respondents. Fairness in the distribution of 

disaster aid, greater voices of flood victims during recovery and home stability were 

positively correlated with the life recovery of the flood victims. 

 
Relationship between flood experience and different manifestations of social capital 
 

Correlation between disaster damage, perceived fairness in the distribution of disaster 
aid, flood victims’ involvement in recovery process, flood victims’ level of political trust 
(state government, district government), post-disaster community cohesion and perceived 
leadership effectiveness.  

Table 5.16 Relationship between flood experience and flood victims’ political trust 

         Variables Trust in district government            Trust in state government            

Psychological trauma 

Material loss 

Fairness in aid distribution  

Flood victim involvement 

 Home stability                             

-0.237** 

-0.247** 

 0.620** 

 0.666** 

 0.374** 

-0.219** 

-0.214** 

 0.608** 

 0.614** 

 0.322** 

Correlation significant at 0.01** 
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Table 5.16 depicts that flood damage was negatively associated with the trust in district 

government and trust in state. Fairness in the distribution of disaster aid, greater voices of 

flood victims during recovery and home stability were positively correlated with the 

flood victims’ trust in district government and state government. 

Table 5.17 Relationship between flood experience and post-flood community cohesion 

         Variables  Post-flood community cohesion            

Psychological trauma 

Material loss 

Fairness in aid distribution  

Flood victim involvement 

Home stability  

 

 

 

                    -0.219** 

                    -0.341** 

                      0.581** 

 0.556** 

 0.320** 

Correlation significant at 0.01** 

Table 5.17 depicts the flood damage was negatively associated with the post-flood 

community cohesion. Fairness in the distribution of disaster aid, greater voices of flood 

victims during recovery and home stability were positively correlated with post-flood 

community cohesion. 

Table 5.18 Relationship between flood experience and perceived leadership effectiveness 

         Variables  Perceived leadership effectiveness             

Psychological trauma 

Material loss 

Fairness in aid distribution  

Flood victim involvement  

Home stability 

 

 

 

-0.239** 

-0.262** 

 0.636** 

                                        0.639** 

                                        0.308** 

Correlation significant at 0.01** 

Table 5.18 depicts the flood damage was negatively associated with the perceived 

leadership effectiveness. Fairness in the distribution of disaster aid, greater voices of 

flood victims during recovery and home stability were positively correlated with 

perceived leadership effectiveness. 
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Table 5.19 Relationship between flood experience and perceived leadership effectiveness 

         Variables  Received social support             

Psychological trauma 

Material loss 

Home stability     

Fairness in aid distribution  

Flood victim involvement                                               

 

 

 

       -0.106** 

        0.020** 

        0.469** 

        0.139** 

        0.104* 

Correlation significant at 0.01**, 0.05* 

Table 5.19 depicts the psychological trauma was negatively associated with the received 

social support. Material loss, fairness in the distribution of disaster aid, greater voices of 

flood victims during recovery and home stability were positively correlated with received 

leadership effectiveness. 

Table 5.20 Correlation between post-disaster received social support, partnership with neighbours and 
mutual trust (trust in family, friends, relatives)  

         Variables Mutual trust Partnership with neighbours             

Received social support 

Home stability 

Trauma experience   

Material loss                                                          

0.189** 

0.163** 

0.090**  

         -0.200**                                                                            

0.075** 

                             0.205** 

                             0.103* 

                            -0.124** 

Correlation significant at 0.01**, 0.05* 

Table 5.20 shows that received social support, home stability and trauma experience were 

positively correlated with mutual trust and partnership with neighbours. Material loss was 

negatively associated with mutual trust and partnership with neighbours. The reason 

behind this is that as compared to more emotional and information social support the 

flood victims were offered or they received less tangible social support.  
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Table 5.21 Correlation between different manifestations of social capital and life recovery feelings of flood 
victims 

                                     Variables Life recovery feelings 

Post-flood received social support 

Perceived leadership effectiveness 

Trust level 

Post-flood community cohesion  

 

                                0.401**  

0.436** 

0.302** 

0.633** 

Correlation significant at 0.01** (2-tailed) 

Table 5.21 depicts that post-flood received social support, perceived leadership 

effectiveness, trust level of flood victims and post-flood community cohesion were 

positively associated with life recovery of the flood victims. 

Summary of Correlational Analysis 

Chi-square analysis was carried out to see the preliminary relationship between socio-

demographic variables, flood damage and life recovery feelings of flood victims. All the 

variables were found to be associated with life recovery feelings of flood victims. 

Spearman’s rho revealed that psychological trauma and material loss were negatively 

associated with the life recovery feelings of flood victims. While fairness in disaster aid 

distribution, greater voice of flood victims and home stability were positively correlated. 

Spearman’s rho revealed that psychological trauma and material loss were negatively 

correlated with trust in state government and trust in district government. While fairness 

in disaster aid distribution, greater voice of flood victims and home stability were 

positively correlated with trust in state government and trust in district government. 

Spearman’s rho revealed that psychological trauma and material loss were negatively 

correlated with post-flood community cohesion. While fairness in disaster aid 

distribution, greater voice of flood victims and home stability were positively correlated 

with post-flood community cohesion. 
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Spearman’s rho revealed that psychological trauma and material loss were negatively 

correlated with perceived leadership effectiveness. While fairness in disaster aid 

distribution, greater voice of flood victims and home stability were positively correlated 

with perceived leadership effectiveness. Spearman’s rho revealed that psychological 

trauma was negatively correlated with post-flood received social support. While material 

loss, fairness in disaster aid distribution, greater voice of flood victims and home stability 

were positively correlated with post-flood received social support. Spearman’s rho 

revealed that post-flood received social support, psychological trauma and home stability 

were positively correlated with mutual trust and partnership with neighbours. While 

material loss was found to be negatively associated with mutual trust and partnership 

with neighbours. Pearson correlation revealed a positive association between different 

manifestation of social capital (post-flood received social support, perceived leadership 

effectiveness, trust level of flood victims, post-flood community cohesion) and life 

recovery feelings of flood victims. 

5.2.3 Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) 

Multivariate analysis of variance was carried out to capture the group differences and 

compare the respondents’ scores on the 5 dependent variables (Post-flood received Social 

Support Scale, Perceived Leadership effectiveness, Post-flood Community Cohesion, 

Trust Level of flood Victims and Life Recovery feelings of Flood Victims) with regard to 

gender, education, occupation, landholding, family size, annual income, number of live 

stock heads, home stability and flood experience (psychological trauma and material 

loss). The analysis showed that there was no statistically significant difference in the 

flood victims’ scores regarding gender F (5, 432) = 676, p = 0.642, partial eta squared = 

.008 and family size F (15, 1176) = 1.790, p = 0.31, partial eta squared = .021. While the 

respondents’ score were statistically significant on these scales regarding education F (20, 

1433) = 4.181, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .046; occupation F (25, 1606) = 6.65, p < 

0.001, partial eta squared = .071; land holding F (20, 1414) = 4.37, p < 0.001, partial eta 

squared = .049; annual income F (20, 1414) = 8.233, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = 

.087; number of livestock heads F (20, 1414) = 2.36, p = 0.001, partial eta squared = 
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.027; home stability F (5, 441) = 107, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .548; trauma 

experience F (15, 1204) = 3.75, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .041 and material loss F 

(15, 1204) = 7. 456, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .078. 

Univariate analysis (see table 5.22) showed that gender of the respondents was not 

significantly different in their scores on Post-flood received Social Support Scale F (1, 

432) = 0.103, p = .748, partial eta squared = .000; Perceived Leadership effectiveness F 

(1, 432) = 0.658, p = .418, partial eta squared = .002, Post-flood Community Cohesion F 

(1, 432) = 2.456, p = .118, partial eta squared = .006, Trust Level of flood Victims F (1, 

432) = 1.305, p = .254, partial eta squared = .003 and Life Recovery feelings of Flood 

Victims F (1, 432) = .804, p = .370, partial eta squared = .002. The difference between 

different genders was non-significant was small proportion of women in the final sample. 

Table 5.22Mean scale scores and (standard errors) by gender 

Scales                                            Male                            Female                                               Partial eta                                                                         
                                                    (n= 397)                        (n= 50)                                                 squared 
                                                     M(SE)                          M(SE) 

Received social support           2.95(.036)                      2.98(.100)                                                .000 

Leadership effectiveness         2.15(.059)                       2.20(.165)                                                .002 

Community cohesion              2.39(.035)                       2.22(.100)                                                .006 

Trust level                               2.73(.042)                       2.80(.118)                                                .003 

Life recovery feelings            3.44 (.040)                       3.50(.113)                                                .002 
Note: M= Mean scores; SE= Standard error 

Table 5.22 shows adjusted mean scores of the respondents on five scales with respect to 

gender of the respondents. As compared to men women achieved slightly high scores on 

all the scales except pos-flood community cohesion scale. However these differences are 

at minimum level. 

Univariate tests (see table 5.23) showed that respondents of varied educational 

background differed significantly in their scores on Post-flood received Social Support 

Scale F (4, 435) = 7.86, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .067; Perceived Leadership 

effectiveness F (4, 435) = 4.72, p = 0.001, partial eta squared = .042, Trust Level of flood 

Victims F (4, 435) = 4.48, p = 0.001, partial eta squared = .039 and Life Recovery 
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feelings of Flood Victims F (4, 435) = 12.921, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .106. 

While no significant different was found on Post-flood Community Cohesion Scale F (4, 

435) = 1.880, p = .113, partial eta squared = .017. Because of large sample size small 

differences among the groups may appear statistically significant therefore eta squared 

was computed to see the effect size. Cohen (1988) regards the values of partial eta 

squared of .01, .06, and .14 as small, medium and large effects respectively. According to 

the values of partial eta squared there were medium difference among respondents on the 

scale of post disaster received social support, perceived leadership effectiveness and trust 

level of flood victims. While there was large difference among respondents on the life 

recovery scales. The respondents did not differ significantly on the post-disaster 

community cohesion scale.  

Table 5.23Mean scale scores and (standard errors) by years of education 

 
     Scales                                    0                 5                 8                  10           12 and above       Partial eta                                                                           
                                               (n=139)      (n=62)         (n=40)          (n=98)           (n=11)              squared                                                                                                                      
                                               M(SE)        M( SE)          M(SE)         M(SE)           M(SE) 

Received social support       2.73(.083)    2.64(.099)    2.79(.114)    3.23(.091)     3.18(.097)            .067*** 

Leadership effectiveness     1.66(.133)    2.03(.160)     1.61(.184)   2.11(.146)      2.37(.156)            .042 

Community cohesion          2.09(.083)    2.28(.099)     2.22(.114)   2.22(.091)      2.38(.097)            .017 

Trust level                           2.47(.092)     2.59(.111)     2.40(.128)   2.76(.101)      2.97(.108)           .039 

Life recovery feelings         3.13(.075)     3.12(.090)     3.08(.104)   3.71(.082)      3.67(.088)           .106*** 

 

*** p< 0.001  
 

Table 5.23 shows adjusted mean scores of the respondents on five scales. The 

respondents having education 12 grades and above achieved high mean scores on all five 

scales as compared to respondents who had less education level. This depicts that 

respondents who had higher level of education had received more social support, 

positively evaluated the local leadership, had more level of trust, high community 

cohesion and reported positive feelings about their life recovery. 
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Univariate tests (see table 5.24) showed that respondents of varied occupations differed 

significantly in their scores on Post-flood received Social Support Scale F (5, 436) = 

9.65, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .100; Perceived Leadership effectiveness F (5, 436) 

= 3.25, p = 0.007, partial eta squared = .036; Post-flood Community Cohesion Scale F (5, 

436) = 3.90, p = .002, partial eta squared = .043;  Trust Level of flood Victims F (5, 436) 

= 7.55, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .080 and Life Recovery feelings of Flood Victims 

F (5, 436) = 22.94, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .208. 

The values of partial eta squared showed the small and medium differences in 

respondents’ scores on perceived leadership effectiveness, post-disaster community 

cohesion and trust scale. While large difference was found among respondents on the 

received social support and life recovery scales. 

Table 5.24Mean scale scores and (standard errors) by occupation 

                 Scales                   GS                F                   SE                PE           WE              HW    Partial eta                                         
                                            (n=131)      (n=86)            (n=82)          (n=29)      (n=91)         (n=31)   squared 
                                            M(SE)        M( SE)           M(SE)         M(SE)         M(SE)        M(SE)           

Received social support    2.84(.102)    3.37(.111)     2.93(.102)   2.56(.137)   2.82(.116) 2.97(.142) .100*** 

Leadership effectiveness   2.38(.164)    1.87(.178)    2.23(.165)    1.65(.221)    1.67(.186)    1.95(.228)   .036 

Community cohesion        2.54(.102)    2.05(.111)    2.39(.103)    2.07(.137)    2.12(.116)    2.30(.142)   .043 

Trust level                         2.86(.114)    2.66(.124)   2.78(.114)   2.56(.153)   2.10(.129)   2.90(.158) .043*** 

Life recovery feelings       3.58(.093)   3.57(.100)    3.50(.093)   3.22(.124)   2.67(.105)   3.50(.129) .208*** 
Note: GS=Government servant; F= Farmer; SE= Self employed; PE= Private employed; WE= Wage earner 

HW= Housewife          *** p< 0.001 

 

Table 5.24 shows adjusted mean scores of the respondents of different occupations on 5 

scales. Government servants obtained higher scores on life recovery and high scores on 

received social support, perceived leadership effectiveness, community cohesion and 

trust scale. Farmers obtained higher scores on received social support and life recovery 

scale, high scores on community cohesion and trust scale while low scores on perceived 

leadership effectiveness. Self employed obtained higher scores on life recovery scale 

while high scores on other four scales. Private employees obtained high scores on life 
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recovery and social support, trust and community cohesion scale while they achieved low 

scores on perceived leadership effectiveness scale. Wage earners obtained low scores on 

all scales as compared to respondents of other professions. Housewives obtained high 

scores on received social support, trust and life recovery scale. Housewives obtained low 

scores on perceived leadership effectiveness scale. 

 

Univariate tests (see table 5.25) showed that respondents with various amount of land 

holdings differed significantly in their scores on Post-flood received Social Support Scale 

F (4, 429) = 3.42, p = 0.009, partial eta squared = .031; Post-flood Community Cohesion 

Scale F (4, 429) = 3.110, p = .015, partial eta squared = .028  Trust Level of flood 

Victims F (4, 429) = 7.98, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .069 and Life Recovery 

feelings of Flood Victims F (4, 429) = 6.02, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .053 except 

Perceived Leadership effectiveness F (4, 429) = .67, p = .61, partial eta squared = .006. 

The values of partial eta squared showed medium and large differences among flood 

victims holding different amount of land. While no statistical difference was found with 

regard to perceived leadership effectiveness.  

Table 5.25Mean scale scores and (standard errors) by landholdings (acres) 

Scales                                    00           1.00 - 1.00     2.00 - 4.00      5.00 - 8.00          9.00+        Partial eta                                                                                   
                                           (n=161)        (n=71)           (n=73)              (n=72)             (n=72)       squared 
                                            M(SE)           M(SE)           M(SE)            M(SE)              M(SE) 

Received social support      2.97(.078)     2.93(.087)     2.77(.083)      2.99(.084)        3.20(.093)         .031 

Leadership effectiveness    2.0(.123)       2.10(.138)     2.21 (.131)     2.02(.133)        2.20(.147)         .006 

Community cohesion         2.24(.077)     2.38( .086)    2.45(.082)      2.52( .083)       2.21(.092)         .028 

Trust level                          2.70(.083)     2.21(.093)     2.75(.089)      2.89(.090)        2.77(.099)     .069*** 

Life recovery feelings        3.41(.070)     3.08(.078)     3.47(.075)      3.53(.076)        3.60(.084)      .053*** 
*** p< 0.001 

Table 5.25 shows the adjusted mean scores of respondents having different amount of 

land holding. This table shows hat respondents with highest amount of land achieved 

high to medium scores on received social support, life recovery, perceived leadership 

effectiveness, community cohesion and trust scale as Compared to respondents having no 

land o lesser quantity of land. Respondents having land holding more than 9 acres 
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achieved higher scores on social support and life recovery scale. While all the 

respondents achieved medium scores on all the scales it is noteworthy that as compared 

to other respondents those who were landless obtained lowest scores on perceived 

leadership effectiveness and community cohesion scale. 

Univariate tests (see table 5.26) showed that respondents having varied annual income 

differed significantly in their scores on Post-flood received Social Support Scale F (4, 

429) = 6.60, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .058; Perceived Leadership effectiveness F 

(4, 429) = 15.49,p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .126; Post-flood Community Cohesion 

Scale F (4, 429) = 13.46, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .111;  Trust Level of flood 

Victims F (4, 429) = 13.93, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .115 and Life Recovery 

feelings of Flood Victims F (4, 429) = 28.73, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .211. The 

values of partial eta squares showed that there were medium and large differences among 

the respondents on all five scales. 

Table 5.26Mean scale scores (and standard errors) by annual income (rupees) 

 
      Scales                 <=100000.0  100001-150000   150001-300000  300001- 600000   600001.0+  Partial                                     
                                        (n=121)        (n=72)                (n=87)                 (n=80)             (n=89)   eta Squared 
                                         M(SE)         M(SE)                M(SE)                 M(SE)               M(SE) 

Received social support     2.78(.074)    2.69(.083)     3.17(.077)          3.15(.088)        3.07(.094)    .058*** 

Leadership effectiveness   1.54(.117)    1.57(.132)      2.02(.122)         2.80(.139)         2.61(.149)     .126*** 

Community cohesion        2.12(.073)    2.02(.082)      2.22(.076)         2.78(.087)         2.66(.093)     .111*** 

Trust level                         2.27(.079)    2.29(.089)      2.74(.082)         3.06(.094)         2.97(.100)     .115*** 

Life recovery feelings      2.89(.067)     3.00(.075)      3.58(.069)         3.81(.079)         3.81(.084)     .211*** 
*** p< 0.001 

Table 5.26 shows the adjusted mean scores of the respondents of different levels of 

annual income. It depicts that respondents having higher level of annual income obtained 

relatively higher scores on all scales. The respondents who had annual income between 

rupees 300,000 to 600,000 or greater than this amount obtained high scores on all the five 

scales. Particularly these respondents achieved high scores on received social support and 

life recovery scales. While the respondents having annual income between rupees 150000 

to 300000 achieved relatively lower scores as compared to those having higher annual 
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income. While the respondents having lowest level of annual income achieved lower 

scores on received social support, community cohesion, trust and life recovery scales. 

These respondents achieved lowest scores on perceived leadership effectiveness scale. 

Univariate tests (see table 5.27) showed that respondents owning different heads of 

livestock differed significantly in their scores on Post-flood received Social Support 

Scale F (4, 429) = 5.78, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .051 and Life Recovery feelings 

of Flood Victims F (4, 429) = 2.62, p = 0.035, partial eta squared = .024. While 

respondents did not differ significantly in their scores on Perceived Leadership 

effectiveness F (4, 429) = 1.76,p = .136, partial eta squared = .016; Post-flood 

Community Cohesion Scale F (4, 429) = 1.417, p = .227, partial eta squared = .013 and 

Trust Level of flood Victims F (4, 429) = 1.605, p = .172, partial eta squared = .015. With 

regard to number of livestock heads partial eta squared showed small to medium 

difference among the respondents on received social support and life recovery scales. 

Table 5.27Mean scale scores and (standard errors) by umber of livestock heads 

 
Scales                                 <= .00       1.00 - 2.00   2.00 - 3.00      4.00 - 5.00         5.00+     Partial eta                                                                              
                                            (n=216)       (n=24)        (n=109)            (n=30)            (n=70)      squared 
                                             M(SE)         M(SE)        M(SE)             M(SE)             M(SE) 

Received social support      2.92(.059)   2.65(.138)    2.88(.068)     3.14(.125)      3.29(.083)         .051*** 

Leadership effectiveness    2.33(.093)    2.03(.218)    2.21(.108)    2.06(.198)      1.90(.130)         .016 

Community cohesion         2.46(.058)    2.38(.136)    2.39(.067)    2.35(.123)       2.21(.081)        .013 

Trust level                          2.79(.063)    2.52(.147)    2.78(.073)    2.49(.133)       2.74(.088)        .015 

Life recovery feelings        3.00(.053)    3.28(.124)    3.39(.061)    3.30(.112)       3.53(.074)        .024 
*** p< 0.001 

Table 5.27 shows the adjusted mean score of the respondents owning different number of 

heads of livestock. It shows that respondents having more heads of livestock (5.00+) has 

higher scores on received social support and life recovery scales. While it is noteworthy 

that these respondents obtained lower scores on community cohesion perceived 

leadership effectiveness scale. 
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Univariate tests (see table 5.28) showed that respondents with different family 

size differed significantly in their scores on Perceived Leadership effectiveness F (3, 428) 

= 4.32, p = .005, partial eta squared = .029 and Life Recovery feelings of Flood Victims 

F (3, 428) = 2.87, p = 0.037, partial eta squared = .020. While respondents did not differ 

significantly in their scores on Post-disaster received Post-flood Received Social Support 

Scale F (3, 428) = .79, p = .499, partial eta squared = .005; Post-flood Community 

Cohesion Scale F (3, 428) = 1.30, p = .275, partial eta squared = .009 and Trust Level of 

flood Victims F (3, 428) = 1.95, p = .122, partial eta squared = .013. Partial eta squared 

showed that there were between small and medium differences among the respondents on 

perceived leadership effectiveness and life recovery feelings scale. However the 

respondents did not differ significantly on received social support, community cohesion 

and trust scale. 

Table 5.28Mean scale scores and (standard errors) by family size 

 
Scales                                 <= 3.00          4.00 - 5.00        6.00 - 7.00         7.00+                   Partial eta                                                                      
                                             (n=115)         (n=184)             (n=73)             (n=77)                    squared 
                                               M(SE)          M(SE)               M(SE )           M(SE ) 

Received social support     3.04(.083)      2.94(.059)        3.00(.080)         2.90(.079)                    .005 

Leadership effectiveness    2.19(.131)      2.05(.094)        2.39(.126 )       1.80(.124)                     .029 

Community cohesion         2.42(.082)      2.39(.058)        2.39(.079)         2.24(.077)                    .009 

Trust level                          2.77(.088)      2.65(.063)        2.73( .085)        2.52(.084)                    .013 

Life recovery feelings        3.45(.074 )     3.29(.053)        3.50(.072)         3.40(.070)                    .020 
 

Table 5.28 depicts the adjusted mean scores of the respondents with respect to family 

size. It reveals that respondents with family size 3 to 5 achieved higher scores on received 

social support ,perceived  leadership effectiveness, community cohesion, trust and life 

recovery scales. While the respondents with large family size (7 above it) achieved 

lowest score on all the five scales. It seems evident that respondents who had reported 

more positive feelings towards life recovery achieved more scores on other scales also. 
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Univariate tests (see table 5.29) showed significant difference among  respondents 

undergoing psychological trauma in their scores on Post-flood received Social Support 

Scale F (3, 438) = 2.72, p = .044, partial eta squared = .018; Perceived Leadership 

effectiveness F (3, 438) = 8.55,p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .055; Post-flood 

Community Cohesion Scale F (3, 438) = 9.02, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .058;  

Trust Level of flood Victims F (3, 438) = 9.57, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .061 and 

Life Recovery feelings of Flood Victims F (3, 438) = 5.22, p = 0.001, partial eta squared 

= .034. Partial eta squared values showed that there was small difference among 

respondents on community cohesion scale. While there was medium to large difference 

among respondents on perceived leadership effectiveness, community cohesion, trust 

level and life recovery of flood victims. 

Table 5.29Mean scale scores and (standard errors) by psychological trauma 

 
Scales                                        LT              MT               HT                    VHT                Partial eta                                                                         
                                               (n=218)       (n=143)        (n=55)               (n=34)               squared 
                                                M(SE)        M(SE)          M(SE)              M(SE)                           

Received social support        3.17(.131)    2.99(.140 )    2.95(.158)       3.08(.176)           .018 

Leadership effectiveness      2.09(.200)    1.57(.214 )    1.44(.242)       1.95(.269)            .055 

Community cohesion           2.57(.123)     2.25( .131)    2.14(.148 )       2.30(.165)           .058*** 

Trust level                            2.98(.141)    2.85(.151)     2.70(.171)        2.91(.189)            .061*** 

Life recovery feelings          3.41(.136)    3.09(.146)     3.19(.165)        3.48(.183 )           .034 
*** p< 0.001 

Table 5.29 shows the adjusted mean scores of the respondents undergoing psychological 

trauma on the 5 scales. Respondents having low level of psychological trauma scored 

high on received social support, perceived leadership effectiveness, community cohesion, 

trust and life recovery scales as compared to respondents undergoing moderate, high and 

very high psychological trauma. While it is significant to note that respondents who 

underwent a very high trauma scored higher on received social support scale and life 

recovery scale than the respondents undergoing moderate and high psychological trauma. 

It seems that respondents who experience high trauma attracted more social support and 

consequently obtained more scores on life recovery scale. 
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Univariate tests (see table 5.30) showed significant difference among  respondents 

sustaining different levels of material loss in their scores on Perceived Leadership 

effectiveness F (3, 438) = 11.94,p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .075; Post-flood 

Community Cohesion Scale F (3, 438) = 7.60, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .049;  

Trust Level of flood Victims F (3, 438) = 12.95, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .081 and 

Life Recovery feelings of Flood Victims F (3, 438) = 15.68, p < 0.001, partial eta squared 

= .097 except Post-flood Received Social Support Scale F (3, 438) = 1.71, p = .164, 

partial eta squared = .012. The values of partial eta squared showed that there were large 

differences among respondents in their scores on perceived leadership effectiveness, trust 

and life recovery scales. While there was medium to large difference among the 

respondents on post-disaster community cohesion scale and small differences among the 

respondents on received social support scale. 

Table 5.30Mean scale scores and (standard errors) by material loss 

Scales                                       L                 M                    H                      VH       Partial eta                                                                         
                                              (n=2)          (n=143)           (n=28)                (n=71)     squared 
                                              M(SE)         M(SE)            M(SE)                M(SE) 
Received social support      3.37(.501)      2.87(.086)     2.89(.049)      3.08(.088)      .012 

Leadership effectiveness     0.67(.766)     2.66(.131)     1.96(.075)       1.76(.135)      .075*** 

Community cohesion          2.25(.469)     2.60(.080)     2.18(.046)       2.19(.083)      .049*** 

Trust level                           3.85(.540)     3.08(.092)     3.75(.053)       2.28( .095)     .081*** 

Life recovery feelings         3.87(.522)     3.83(.089)     3.42(.051)       2.99(.092)      .097*** 

*** p< 0.001 

Table 5.30 depicts the adjusted mean scores of the respondents on all 5 scales. The 

respondents sustaining low level of material loss achieved high scores on received social 

support while they scored lower on perceived leadership effectiveness and moderate 

scores on community cohesion scale. While the respondents with medium and high level 

of material loss received lower social support as compared to respondents with low and 

very high material loss respectively. Respondents with gradually high material loss 

achieved lower scores on perceived leadership, community cohesion and trust scales. 

Although it is strange that respondents with very high material loss obtained high scores 

on received social support scales but lowest scores on life recovery scores. It is evident 
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that flood victims who had sustained very high material loss achieved lowest scores on 

life recovery scale. Although these respondents scored high on social support scale, yet 

they could not appreciate that social support proved significant when the level of material 

loss was very high. 

Univariate tests (see table 5.31) showed that  with regard to home stability 

differed significantly in their scores on Post-flood Received Social Support Scale F (1, 

441) = 114, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .204; Perceived Leadership effectiveness F 

(1, 441) = 79.55,p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .152; Post-flood Community Cohesion 

Scale F (1, 441) = 48.97, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .099; Trust Level of flood 

Victims F (1, 441) = 217.78, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .329 and Life Recovery 

feelings of Flood Victims F (1, 441) = 417.38, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = .484. With 

regard to home stability the values of partial eta squared showed that there was huge 

difference among respondents on all five scales. 

Table 5.31Mean scale scores and (standard errors) by home stability 

        Scales                                     No                   Yes                                         Partial eta                                                                               
                                                    (n=167)            (n=283)                                     Squared   
                                                     M(SE)              M (SE ) 

Received social support             2.54(.049)             3.20(.038)                                  .204*** 

Leadership effectiveness           1.5(.083)               2.49(.064)                                  .152*** 

Community cohesion                2.08(.052)             2.54(.040)                                   .099*** 

Trust level                                 2.12(.053)             3.10(.041)                                   .329*** 

Life recovery feelings               2.73(.044)             3.87(.034)                                   .484*** 
*** p< 0.001 

Table 5.31 depicts the adjusted mean scores of the respondents with regard to home 

stability on all 5 scales. Respondents with greater home stability achieved high scores on 

all scales as compared to respondents with lesser or no home stability. 

5.3 Summary of MANOVA results 

MANOVA was run to see the group difference among respondents. Univariate tests 

identified the scales with regard to which flood victims differed significantly. The gender 
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of the respondents was found non-significant regarding their mean scores on all five 

scales. Respondents with high education level received high mean scores on all five 

scores. Government servants obtained high mean scores on all five scales. Farmers 

obtained minimum scores on Perceived Leadership Scale. Wage earners obtained least 

mean scores on all the five scales. Respondents owning greater acres of land and having 

greater annual income achieved high mean scores on all the five scales. Those having 

more heads of live stock achieved high scores on life recovery scale and post-flood 

received social support. Respondents with small family size (3 to 5) achieved high mean 

scores on all five scales. Respondents with low level of psychological trauma achieved 

high scores on all five scales. Respondents who underwent a very high trauma scored 

higher on received social support scale and life recovery scale than the respondents 

undergoing moderate and high psychological trauma. Respondents with high material 

loss obtained low mean score on all scales except pot-flood received social support. 

Respondents with greater home stability obtained high mean scores on all the scales. 
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Chapter 6 

Findings, Discussion and Conclusion 
6.1 Findings 

Following are the important findings of this study:  

 There was disparity among flood victims regarding their life recovery level.  

 Slightly more than 50% of the respondents reported that they were on the path of 

recovery. While the other 50% respondents reported that either they were 

undecided about their recovery status or they were not on the path of life 

recovery. 

 These differential feelings of life recovery are explainable with regard to gender, 

education, occupation, landholding, family size, annual income and flood 

experience of the victims. Except gender of the respondents, all the socio-

demographic variables are significantly associated with life recovery feelings of 

the flood victims. 

 The majority of flood victims suffered low and moderate psychological trauma 

while a large number of flood victims sustained either high or very high level of 

material loss. So the material loss was considerably very high as compared to 

psychological trauma experienced by the flood affected people.  

 An overwhelming majority of the respondents reported that the distribution of 

disaster aid was unfair and their voices were not heard during recovery period.  

 A considerable number of respondents 167 (37.1%) out of 450 reported that they 

were dissatisfied with their current living status (home instability). 

 The flood experience of the victims i.e. flood damage (psychological trauma and 

material loss), perceived unfairness in the distribution of disaster, lack of flood 

victims’ representation and home instability were significantly associated with 

life recovery feelings of the flood victims.  
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 The damage incurred by the flood disaster was negatively associated with life 

recovery of the flood victims. The flood victims who underwent high 

psychological trauma and sustained high material loss reported low level of life 

recovery. More damage led to reduced pace of recovery after disaster. While 

perceived unfairness in the  distribution of disaster aid, lack of the flood victims’ 

voices and home instability were negatively associated with life recovery of the 

flood victims and vice versa.  

 The damage incurred by the flood disaster in terms of psychological trauma and 

material loss significantly affected the social capital of the affected communities. 

The flood victims who underwent high psychological trauma and sustained high 

material loss reported low level of trust in state government and district 

government, low community cohesion and negatively perceived the local 

leadership. However it is noteworthy that high psychological trauma was 

negatively correlated with received social support. High material loss was 

negatively associated with mutual trust and partnership with neighbors.   

 Besides the flood damage, the socio-political processes during the period of 

recovery e.g. flood victims’ disengagement during recovery phase and unfairness 

(elite capture of disaster aid) in distribution of disaster aid has also affected the 

social capital of disaster hit communities. The perceived unfairness in the 

distribution of disaster assistance, lack of flood victims involvement and home 

instability were negatively associated with trust level of flood victims, post-flood 

community cohesion and perceived leadership effectiveness. 

 The flood disaster led to emergence of informal social capital (activation of social 

support) during disaster recovery period and it strengthened the mutual trust, 

(flood victims’ trust in family, friends and relatives), trust in NGOs and increased 

partnership with neighbors. An overwhelming majority of the respondents 

reported that either they received or they were offered social support by their 

social network.  
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 The flood experience has tended to weaken the community level social capital i.e. 

erosion of trust in federal government and district government, negative 

evaluation of local leadership and weakening post-flood community cohesion.  

 Life recovery of the flood victims was found to be positively associated with 

different manifestations of social capital. 

 A positive association was observed between social capital and life recovery 

feelings of the flood victims. The respondents receiving more social support, 

having high level of trust, positive evaluation of local leaders and reporting high 

level of post-disaster community cohesion had reported high level of life recovery 

and vice versa.  

 Both social capital and life recovery feelings of the flood victims reflect the gross 

socio-economic disparities inherent in Pakistani society that surfaced up during 

crisis situation induced by the floods. Respondents having high level of education, 

possessing more land, having greater annual income, having more heads of 

livestock, having small family size, more home stability, low level of 

psychological trauma and material loss have scored high on life recovery scale, 

post-disaster received social support, perceived leadership effectiveness scale, 

trust scale and post-disaster community cohesion scale. With respect to 

occupation, the wage earners obtained lowest scores on life recovery scale, post-

disaster received social support scale, perceived leadership effectiveness, trust 

scale and post-disaster community cohesion scale as compared to private 

employees, farmers, government employees. While no significant effect of gender 

was found. 

 The respondents received more emotional and informational social support as 

compared to physical or tangible social support. 

6.2 Discussion 

The present study was aimed at investigating the flood victims’ perceptions of social 

capital and to know whether social capital along with other socio-demographic variables 

has explanatory power for the social recovery of flood victims. A cross-sectional study 
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involving survey method was used to gather the data from 450 victims affected by 2010 

monstrous flood in Pakistan. This was the biggest flood encountered by this region in the 

previous hundred years and it affected millions of people. The flood had ripped apart 

both the physical and social fabric of the society. The material damage incurred by the 

flood disaster was worth billions and it forced millions of people to evacuate to safer 

places.  

This flood disaster led to emergence of one of the biggest emergency relief and 

rescue operation in the history of the country after deadly Kashmir earthquake in 2005. A 

long recovery and rehabilitation phase kicks off after an emergency stage during the 

disaster comes to an end. Although recovery after a major disaster has many facets yet 

this study focussed on investigating the social recovery of the flood victims. Social 

recovery relates to everyday social life of the disaster victims. That is why it is commonly 

called life recovery. Life recovery is related to subjective feelings of the everyday 

recovery of the disaster victims that asks about their life satisfaction, everyday life 

adjustment and future prospects of life after being hit by a disaster. 

Life recovery feelings of flood victims were measured by a 14 items life recovery 

scale. Seven items asked questions about flood victims’ life satisfaction, six items related 

to everyday life re-adjustment and one item probed into future prospects of life. While 

social capital was measured through received social support, perceived leadership 

effectiveness, trust in government, family friends and relatives and post-disaster 

community cohesion. Besides this the socio-demographic information of flood victims 

was also collected. The disaster experience of flood victims was measured at two aspects. 

The damage caused by the flood was measured through the psychological trauma and 

material loss incurred by the flood. At social level this experience was measured by 

asking the respondents whether their voices were heard during recovery related decisions 

and their perceptions about fairness in the distribution of disaster aid. 

The descriptive analysis of the data illustrated that there was overwhelming 

majority of male 400 (88.9%) while the sample contained only 50 (11.1%) females. 

Majority of the respondents had education below matriculation (grade 10). With respect 
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to occupation the sample contained government employees, self employed, private 

employees, farmers, wage earners and housewives. With respect to annual income and 

land holding a gross disparity was observed. Majority of the respondents had annual 

income equivalent to 100,000 rupees while the mean income was 420,095 rupees. This 

means that many people had very low annual income while some respondents had very 

high annual income. This difference reflects the pervasive socio-economic inequality in 

Pakistani society. Similarly majority of the respondents were landless while a few had 

disproportionately owned high acreage. This statistics also depicts the gross land owning 

disparities inherent in the rural feudalistic society of Pakistan. The average family size of 

the household was five members. 

 A considerable majority of the respondents 283 (62.9%) reported that they had 

achieved home stability while 167 (37.1%) had not yet achieved home stability. An 

overwhelming majority of the respondents 347 (77.1%) reported that distribution of 

disaster aid was unfair while 102 (22.7%) reported that the distribution of the disaster aid 

was just. In consonance with this, it was astonishingly found that same number of the 

respondent 347 (77.1%) told that their voices were not heard during relief and recovery 

process while only 94 (20.9%) reported that they were involved in the decision making 

process during relief and recovery process.  

Majority of the respondents reported low or moderate trauma experience while a 

few number of respondents reported high and very high level of psychological trauma. It 

means that the flood disaster did not affect the majority of the respondents 

psychologically. Because of timely evacuation, the flood victims were able to evacuate so 

the incidents of injury and loss of life were minimal. On contrary, majority of the 

respondents had reported high and very high material loss. Explicitly the flood victims 

had to bear a lot of material loss in the form of damage to home, crops and small business 

etc. As majority of the respondents were farmers and wage earners, flood disaster had 

affected them disproportionately more as compared to government and private employees 

and big businessmen. 
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Majority of the respondents reported that they were recovering 258 (57.3%) while 

72 (16%) respondents reported that they were not recovering and 120 (26.7%) 

respondents were undecided about whether they were recovering or not. There are many 

reasons why a considerable number of respondents were still at cross roads with respect 

to their recovery status. A situation of persistent uncertainty prevails because of volatile 

socio-political conditions in Pakistan. In a country plagued with war on terrorism and 

ever rising inflation level, predictability is very rare. There is a persistent situation of 

directionlessness and chaos. People find it difficult to sort out what will happen in the 

future. Most of the respondents were undecided when they were asked about their future 

prospects in the life. In addition to over all fragile socio-political situation of the country, 

the danger of next disaster also looms as the study area is the most flood prone place in 

the Pakistan. 

The descriptive analysis also represented that majority of the flood victims were 

offered or extended informal social support by family friends and relatives during 

recovery phase. Pakistani society upholds a collectivistic culture especially because of 

joint family system. Helping each other during the moments of crisis is the normative 

ethos of the society. This provision of social support has tended to increase their trust in 

friends and relatives and with neighbours. These findings concur with Beggs, Haines & 

Hulbert (1996) who observed that personal networks and local community context impact 

the disaster victims’ receipt of disaster aid. 

The flood disaster exposed or perpetuated the vulnerabilities inherent in Pakistani 

society. The respondents showed a very low level of trust in the federal government and 

district government. These findings are in consonant with Miller & Rivera (2011) who 

observe that disasters do not create the distrust in the government but further perpetuate 

and add to it because of faulty government policies, political isolation, neglect, 

unemployment, alienation and deep rooted social inequities. All such conditions were 

already prevailing in the 2010 flood affected communities in Pakistan. Similarly Aldrich 

(2010) also observed that more than a decade after Kobe earthquake, the victims 

expressed that disaster had changed the moral fabric of the society and they do not trust 
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their government. However as compared to their own government, the flood victims 

reported that their level of trust had increased in other people, neighbours and NGOs 

which helped them to build their lives again.  

The flood victims evaluated the local leadership negatively and majority of them 

reported that the leaders were not very much effective and efficient during relief and 

recovery phase. Also the overwhelming majority of the respondents reported that after 

flood disaster experience they felt that overall community cohesion/solidarity had 

decreased. The pouring of formal aid by different individuals and philanthropists created 

an atmosphere of competition for getting more and more disaster aid. The scarcity of 

resources put limitations on the people to participate in the social life and they were more 

concerned about their own problems as compared to the needs of group life (Arai, 2012). 

The flood victims also reported that distribution of disaster aid was unfair and 

politically motivated. During relief and recovery phase the distribution of disaster aid was 

carried out through local political elites. Correlational analysis revealed that 

psychological trauma and material loss were negatively associated with perceived 

leadership effectiveness. While perceived fairness in the distribution of disaster aid, flood 

victims’ involvement in recovery process and home stability were positively associated 

with perceived leadership effectiveness and vice versa. During qualitative interview the 

respondents narrated that disaster aid was diverted towards the less needy and those who 

were the voters and supporters of the political party of that particular political leader. One 

respondent shared his story about local political leader as:  

Our MNA5 (he named a woman MNA who belonged to a local feudal family) 

came after 15 days of the flood occurrence. She was wearing black glasses and 

riding a much costly land cruiser with many body guards and police men. We 

were very much angry at her. She did not come when we were in trouble. We 

were in need of transport to shift our families, livestock, granary and other 

household essentials but no one helped us. Our MNA had lot of tractors and 
                                                             
5Member of National Assembly. National Assembly is supreme legislature body in the democratic political 
system of Pakistan 
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trolleys but they kept on hiding them in their fields… and our families were 

weeping to escape from the flood…when our MNA came to our village and tried 

to talk with the flood stricken men and women… people threw shoes at her and 

expressed an intense hatred and anger.  

The flood victims reported that they were not involved in the decisions regarding 

rehabilitation and recovery of their lives. Their needs were not considered when different 

donors and the government agencies evaluated their disaster damage. The flood disaster 

has weakened the community solidarity of the affected communities.  Majority of the 

respondents 304 (67.6%) showed their concerns that their community cohesion has 

eroded after flood disaster. Psychological trauma and material loss were negatively 

correlated with post-flood community cohesion. This implies that the respondents who 

were more severely affected by the flood reported low level of community cohesion. 

While those who were happy with the distribution of disaster aid and their involvement in 

recovery process reported high level of community cohesion. Those who were satisfied 

with home stability also reported more community cohesion. When the flood victims 

were asked why they feel that after the flood people are not more integrated, one of the 

respondents replied that: 

When disaster aid was being distributed, the people fought and competed with 

one another to get more and more material. Many people who had links with 

political elites and government officials got more and many could get nothing. 

There is no justice in this country (he sighs)... Even our people are also greedy. 

They do not fear God. Many people formed groups and looted the goods. Both 

our people and politician are dishonest. May Allah help us and forgive our sins. 

This flood was a test from God and consequences of our sins.  

A chi square test was carried out to see the relationship between socio-demographic 

characteristics of the respondents and the life recovery feelings of the flood victims. 

Except gender of the respondents all the socio-demographic indicators including 

education, occupation, landholding, family size, annual income, housing stability, flood 

damage were significantly related to life recovery of the flood victims. 
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 The possible reason for the gender of the respondents was found insignificant 

because the number of female respondents was very low. Another reason for this was that 

annual income, land and number of livestock heads was significantly related to the life 

recovery feelings of the flood victims. The women in Pakistan do not participate in 

economic activities and they do not earn money directly. Although women help their 

menfolk in agricultural and household chores yet their contribution is not converted into 

monetary terms. As the 38 out of 50 women had zero annual income so the relation of 

gender with the life recovery feelings was found insignificant.  

The correlation between disaster experience and life recovery feelings of the flood 

victims showed that material loss and trauma experience were negatively correlated with 

the life recovery of the flood victims. The respondents who sustained greater loss 

reported low level of recovery. These findings militate with that of Aldrich (2011) who 

found that recovery of Kobe earthquake victims was determined by the social capital 

inherent in the communities rather than damage sustained by the disaster victims. 

However the study conducted by the Aldrich was conducted at an aggregated level and 

measured the disaster recovery at community level as compared to this study that focused 

on individual level of flood recovery. The flood affected people who underwent high 

psychological trauma also reported low level of life recovery. The respondents who 

perceived that distribution of disaster aid was fair and just reported high level of life 

recovery and those who reported their involvement in recovery process also reported high 

level of life recovery.  

The flood disaster damaged or destroyed most of the victims’ homes. Home 

stability was found to be highly correlated with life recovery feelings of the flood 

victims. This finding is in consonant with (Abramson et al., 2010). This depicts that the 

recovery of disaster victims not only depends upon social factors but also on physical 

infrastructure. Living without proper home or living in less capacious home as it was 

before 2010 flood was a painful experience for the flood victims. When the flood victims 

were asked how they felt living in smaller home than their former homes, one of the 

flood victims replied as under: 
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We have a big family and live in joint family system. My grandfather and 

grandmother live with us. Before 2010 flood we were living in a six room house 

but now we have only three rooms. We feel like pigeons living in a small cage. 

We do not have money to build more. One room is used as store for house and 

only two are left. The flood has snatched our peace of life and made us poorer…. 

The government and NGOs have provided construction material for only one 

room which is not sufficient for a large family.  

The correlaional analysis showed that psychological trauma was negatively associated 

with received social support while material trauma was positively associated with 

received social support. It means that the flood victims who sustained more material loss 

received more social support. As high psychological trauma was found to be negatively 

associated with received social support, it can be assumed that either the respondents 

undergoing high trauma could not appreciate social support they received or their 

situation was considered by the people as being referable to the psychologist. People 

might have considered it as a medical matter. Home stability, perceived fairness in 

disaster aid and flood victims’ involvement in recovery process were positively 

associated with the life recovery of the flood victims. 

 Received social support was positively associated with mutual trust (family, 

friends and relatives) and partnership with neighbours. These findings are in consonance 

with Abramson et al., (2010). They observed that informal social support is positively 

associated with recovery of disaster victims. This shows that receipt of assistance during 

crisis tended to increase trust in particular others. Received social support was found to 

be positively associated with home stability. This implies that the flood victims who 

received social support from others were able to construct or repair their homes. Material 

loss was found to be negatively associated with received social support.  

It is important here to note that high material loss was negatively associated with 

mutual trust and partnership with neighbours. This implies that social capital was 

severely disrupted in the areas which were highly affected by the flood disaster. Flood 

affected people who sustained high material damage could not help each other because 
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they themselves were affected by the flood. The other possible reason of this 

phenomenon can be that the unprecedented damage received by the disaster victims 

created an environment of conflict and social distress that led to erosion of mutual trust 

and partnership with neighbours. We can say that although many disaster victims were 

offered social help or they received it from their near and dear ones yet the high material 

damage nullified it. During interview one respondent hinted about this situation as: 

When the flood disaster was going to occur, people were preoccupied about their 

self and immediate family safety. No one cared about others. It was the situation 

of extreme selfishness. Even the relatives and neighbours and friends did not care 

about each other. Everyone was trying to save his family and luggage. When we 

returned to our native village after one and half month all of us were needy. The 

wealthy faced little problems. Those who were clever and had social connections 

were able to collect more disaster aid material while the poor like us were ignored 

by all.   

The correlational analysis between different manifestations of social capital i.e. received 

social support, perceived leadership effectiveness, trust level of flood victims and 

perceived post-flood community cohesion and life recovery feeling of flood victims 

showed positive association. This relationship demonstrates that those who were less 

affected by the flood disaster or were able to cope with it had low loss of social capital 

and more level of life recovery. Social disorder was negatively correlated with disaster 

recovery (Abramson et al., 2010). 

Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) 

Multivariate analysis of variance was carried out to see the group differences. This 

statistical analysis has provided very valuable insights. It answered the questions as what 

types of respondents received more social support, what type of respondents perceived 

positively the local leadership, who had more level of trust and community cohesion and 

what type of respondents had high level of life recovery. The results are very astonishing 

and carry important lessons for policy makers. 
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This result showed that there was no significant difference among men and 

women in their mean scores on received social support, perceived leadership 

effectiveness scale, post-flood community cohesion and life recovery scale. The results 

indicated that government servants achieved high scores on all the scales as compared to 

private employees and house wives. While the wage earners who had no systematic 

source of livelihood had perceived negatively the community cohesion, negatively 

evaluated the leadership, reported low level of community cohesion and low life recovery 

feelings. Farmers and self employed obtained high scores on life recovery and social 

support, trust and community cohesion scale while they achieved low scores on perceived 

leadership effectiveness scale. A study in Tamil Nadu India after India Ocean Tsunami 

proved that a close liaison and cooperation among leaders and disaster victims speeded 

up the pace of recovery. While the community where leaders were not successful, had 

slow pace of recovery, diminished social bonding and less trust in national government 

(Joshi & Aoki, 2013). 

The question arises why the farmers and self employed negatively evaluated the 

local leadership? The possible answer to this question lies in the socio-political scenario 

of the flood disaster hit communities.  After the flood disaster many question headed up 

to investigate the possible causes of such a high scale flood. People questioned why the 

flood water was diverted to a particular area that inundated the crops of small farmers and 

destroyed the businesses of small businessmen. After the onset of flood disaster the 

rumours persisted that the local political feudal in collusion with corrupt government 

officials diverted flood waters to land of poor farmers to save their crops instead of 

diverting it to pond areas of the river. The local feudal had illegally occupied these pond 

areas of the river and use it as hunting resort and cultivating the crops. One of the farmers 

narrated this story as: 

Our “godays” (a term used for feudal in local Saraiki language) have saved their 

land which is used for hunting and crops. They have occupied the pond area and 

do not let others to enter in it. They use it as their hunting resort and for 

cultivation of sugar cane. They deliberately diverted the flood water to our land. 
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Flood water has destroyed our crops, fish farms and poultry sheds and small 

business shops. They do not fear God….they have no concerns for the poor…they 

safeguard their own interests. They come to us during voting season only. 

People raised their voices upon such unjust practices and mismanagement of flood water. 

This matter was taken to the Supreme Court of Pakistan and hundred petitions were filed 

against local feudal and government officials. The petitioners blamed these local political 

elites and government officials for poor management of the flood water. The supreme 

court of Pakistan issued a detailed decision6 and recommended a legal action against 

government officials of Irrigation Department. However no such action was taken against 

any officials. This scenario also reflects how the flood disaster led to erosion of trust in 

government institutions.  

The flood disaster affected mostly those who were socially excluded and 

marginalised. The people with low income, unemployed and landless had to bear the 

brunt of the disaster, particularly those who were unskilled wage earners and worked as 

the agricultural labourer. As the crops in the majority of the flood affected area destroyed 

or severely damaged, those who were related with this sector were severely affected.  The 

pervasive power structure in the society further marginalised them and added to their 

sufferings.  One of the daily wage earners narrated his flood disaster experience as: 

The flood disaster has ruined our life. We could not find work here as all the 

crops of the farmers have been destroyed. Flood turned us into beggar…we are 

destitute now…nothing to eat and no work…we had to go to local NGO office to 

get food…all the day we waited there in queues to get the ration while our 

children waited for us…the flood destroyed the privacy of our women and we had 

to live in tents for six months.7…river Indus had made us nomads for six months. 

                                                             
6 Decision by Supreme Court of Pakistan can be downloaded from: 
http://supremecourt.gov.pk/web/user_files/File/Const.P.NO.62OF2010_orderdt06062011.pdf 

7 A cultural and religious tradition of wearing “Burqa” (veil) by Muslim women. Women are not allowed to 
go in public places without wearing veil particularly in rural areas of Pakistan 
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The respondents with high level of annual income, greater land possession, more number 

of livestock heads, small family size, low psychological trauma , low material loss and 

more home stability have reported high level of life recovery, received more social 

support,  high level of trust, positively evaluated the political leadership and high 

community cohesion. This trend indicates that respondents positioned at the top level of 

social stratification system were less impacted by the disaster as compared to these 

located at the bottom of the social hierarchy.  

This situation refers to “just world phenomena ” where people located at the top 

of social hierarchy see the world as just and fair while those positioned at the bottom of 

hierarchy perceive the world as unjust and oppressive. The findings of this study are in 

line with the theory stated above that those who reported high level of life recovery 

received more social support, evaluated the local leadership positively, and had high level 

of trust and high community cohesion. These findings are also in consonant with Scanlon 

(1988). He evidenced that the injured, the wage earners, having low income and 

sustaining more material damages, those who could not build houses were the losers of 

the disasters. 

The findings are also in consonant with Peacock & Killian (1987). They 

conducted a study on the Guatemalian earthquake disaster victims and observed that 

household recovery was highly correlated to housing stability, prior wealth, education 

level of the head of the household, disaster damage and household size had significant 

effects on the disaster recovery. However in contrary to present study, the bigger 

household size was significantly related to disaster recovery. The level of income does 

not always predict the post-disaster recovery pace (Zhang & Peacock, 2010). Abramson 

et al., (2010) also reported that income of the household was positively associated with 

disaster recovery. 

Ganapati, Cheng, & S.Ganapati, (2012)  observed that social capital in the form of civic 

association was significantly related to disaster housing recovery while no such 

association existed in Pakistani rural community. Therefore the respopnse to flood 

disaster was individualistic rather group based. They found that employment, income and 
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education were significantly positive associated with housing recovery. However disaster 

damage had no significant impact on the housing recovery.The strength of social 

networks, the commitment of residents to the community, the leader's popularity, and 

various social factors influence the progress of recovery. The findings of the study are 

also in concurrence with Nicholls & Picou (2013). In a research study on hurricane 

Katrina, they found that low level of trust in state and federal government was positively 

associated with low predictions of recover recovery from hurricane. Nakagawa & Shaw 

(2004) researched on earthquake victims and found that an active leadership during 

disaster recovery affected the pace of recovery while communities with weaker 

relationship with their leaders showed slow pace of recovery. 

The data revealed that respondents with high level of material loss received more 

social support however their level of life recovery was low. This implies that those who 

were severely hit by the flood received more social support but it did not work because of 

high level of disaster damage. In this context it can be surmised that the “rule of relative 

need” (extent of flood damage) did not prevail and the “rule of relative advantage” was 

dominant (Norris et al., 2005).The data implies that either the social support offered or 

provided to the flood victims was inadequate or not according to the needs of the flood 

victims. This stands that flood damage was directly related to life recovery. Greater the 

flood induced damage, lower the recovery level. This phenomenon could also be 

explained in context of type of aid provided or offered. A high level of material damage 

requires more material social support along with emotional and informational support.  

Another reason is that more emotional and informational social support was provided as 

compared to tangible social support.  

The flood experience led to split of civil society by weakening the community 

cohesion. Sweet (1998) conducted a longitudinal study to see the impact of natural 

disaster on the social cohesion of the affected communities. He found that initially the 

community cohesion increased but one month after the disaster it came to its pre-disaster 

level. Alam-Chowdhary (2011) conducted a study to find the impact of natural disaster 

on social cohesion. He found that in highly damaged areas the social cohesion was very 
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low and there was negative association between village level social cohesion and 

household loss recovery. However, Aldrich (2012) observes that the alteration in social 

fabric due to disaster is temporary and it returns to normality with the passage of time. 

6.3 Conclusion 

Although the recovery of flood victims may be influenced by numerous underlying 

factors, yet this study confirms that along with the socio-demographic characteristics, the 

social capital has also explanatory power for life recovery of the flood victims. Disasters 

expose the social fault lines in the society. During crisis situation vulnerabilities inherent 

in the human societies raise their heads and further complicate the circumstances. 

Unequal power structure, gross socio-economic inequalities and societal rules of 

marginalisation affect disproportionately those who are at the bottom of social 

stratification system. Disasters further deepen these lines of social division. The same 

phenomenon happened here in case of recovery of the flood victims. The flood disaster 

has exposed and further perpetuated the embedded social vulnerabilities. 

The results of the study showed that after being affected by the same disaster the 

victims do not recover at the same pace. Recovery is not an equal opportunity for all. 

People with unequal socioeconomic status recover at unequal pace. Similarly the study 

also confirmed that social capital is not equally divided among all the members of the 

society. The interplay of unequal social capital and gross socioeconomic inequities led to 

“differential recovery” among flood victims. Those who were located at the lower 

position in social strata reported low level of recovery. 

The study showed that disasters only do not impact the social capital of the 

communities but the social and political processes tend to weaken the social capital of the 

disaster hit communities. In this study unfair distribution of disaster aid and 

disengagement of disaster victims in the relief and recovery related decisions has sowed 

the seeds of mistrust not only among the members of communities but also in the 

political leaders and the government. One of the positive aspects of flood disaster is that 

it has strengthened the informal social capital in the form of mutual social support. Many 
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respondents benefited from their social ties in form of received social support and this 

phenomenon led to increase their level of trust in their near and dear ones. However the 

flood victims positioned at the higher level in social strata received more social support 

and reported more trust in political leaders, the government and reported more cohesive 

society. As these respondents have received a lot of support not only from the 

government but also their wealthy near and dear ones, they have no complaints against 

any one. Naturally, those who were able to grab more from the disaster aid should praise 

the government and see the world as just and fair. 

The compelling conclusion of the study is that consequences of disasters should 

not be studied solely in terms of extent of a disaster but the social attributes of the 

disaster hit communities should also be taken into account. Although the study showed 

that disaster damage affected the life recovery feelings of the flood victims yet those who 

had a lot of social and economic resources were able to cope with it successfully and 

recover at greater pace. As poor socioeconomic status does not allow the people to save 

for the rainy day, unequal power structure further alienates such people during the 

disaster. The result is perpetuation of social vulnerabilities and more misery for poor 

section of the society. 

The study also showed that disasters are not completely destructive. Although the 

flood harmed more the weaker sections of the society yet at the same time it provided 

them opportunity to help one another and reaffirm their bonds of love and solidarity. That 

is why majority of victims reported that due to flood experience their level of trust in 

their family, friends and relatives increased. However this bonding social capital can act 

as a tool to further marginalise the disenfranchised section of the society. 

Restoration of physical infrastructure is also important immediately after the 

disaster. Housing stability has been one of the most significant factors affecting the life 

recovery of the flood affected people. So along with social recovery of the disaster hit 

areas; the infrastructural recovery cannot be overshadowed. Both the broken communities 

and broken houses hinder the pace and quality of recovery. 
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Natural disasters do not destroy the community cohesion only due to relocation 

and social dislocation of the communities as observed by Erickson (1977). The study 

reveals that the social, economic and political inequalities interact to create weaker 

communities and disasters further exacerbate. During the flood disaster response and 

recovery period the elite capture of disaster aid, institutional inefficiencies, perceived 

unfairness in aid distribution and alienation on the part of local and federal government 

created an atmosphere of social vacuum. Such a situation led to erosion of trust in public 

authorities. An atmosphere of competition and conflict came into being for getting more 

and more aid distributed by different formal and non-formal entities. 

The lack of flood victims’ involvement during flood response and recovery 

process was a major hurdle to their recovery prospects. The rollback of local government 

system by the previous federal government proved an additional setback for the flood 

affected people. Consequently the social distance between common people and their 

elected representatives further widened which led to emergence of highly centralised 

government system. At this phase, the stage was set to further the political alienation. 

Consequently the voices of the communities remained subdued and this prevailing sense 

of alienation and deprivation surfaced up during the crisis situation.  

This study provided us further insight that a reliable early warning system that 

ensures the timely evacuation of disaster prone communities can prevent a considerable 

amount of losses both material and human lives. The material damage sustained by the 

flood victims was a major determinant of flood victims’ life recovery. The shifting of 

movable assets to safer places is only possible when there is adequate time for the 

disaster prone communities to evacuate to safer places. The minimisation of damage 

caused by the disaster can ensure the recovery as early as possible.     

The rural flood affected communities showed resilience to flood disaster to some 

extent. At family and household level the flood victims displayed their capability to 

tackle the disaster. However the resilience is not the community level characteristic of the 

flood affected people. At the collective level social fragmentation ensued after the flood 

disaster. Instead of tackling a collective problem collectively, people showed 
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individualistic response. They fought for disaster aid, cheated their fellow citizens and 

played in the hands of politically motivated people.   

The flood disaster led to lack of trust in political leaders, general trust in 

community and weakening of community cohesion. As a result, the disaster experience of 

the flood victims proved a serious blow to social capital. Such a situation has serious 

consequences for the disaster risk reduction policy and community based disaster risk 

management. After all it is the community which has to play greater role to mitigate the 

disaster risk. A fragmented community cannot overcome the “collective action problem” 

(Putnam, 1995a) like disasters. Community is the first responder during the disaster and a 

lack of trust and cohesion may amplify the disastrous consequences of the disasters. 

The study showed that flood affected people located high at social hierarchy 

pyramid had high level of recovery and reported high level of social capital. This implies 

that such respondents were able to handle the dangerous consequences of the flood 

disaster. They were able to enact their social connectedness to come out of this disaster. 

Also they were able to utilise their own assets to start the journey of recovery. While 

those located at the low level of hierarchy pyramid were still struggling to recover.  

The findings of the study unveiled that the flood victims rely on both their private 

resources and also support extended by their social ties. Lindell (2011) termed such types 

of recoveries as “autonomous” and “kinship” modes of recovery respectively. Yet the 

flood victims with high material damage did not report the kinship recovery. It implies 

that either kinship network of such people was themselves unable to help those who were 

in need or the help provided by them was not according to their needs as the most of the 

respondents reported that they were provided more informational and emotional social 

support as compared to tangible social support.   

6.4 Limitations of the study 

Limited use of qualitative data is the major limitation of this study although the in-depth 

interviews have been conducted; yet the data were not extracted at broader scale. The 

study was limited to one district so the variation in the data could not be attained and it 
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became impossible to get cross district comparison. The study was conducted after two 

years of the flood so the flood victims might have forgotten a few things. Although 

during interviews it was evident that memories of flood disaster were still fresh in the 

minds of flood victims yet there is possibility of data loss. Although the respondents were 

told that this was an academic research, many of them took the data collection team as 

NGOs employees who were collecting the data for the purpose of aid distribution, so it is 

possible that some of the respondents might have concealed or distorted some 

information that might have affected the quality of data. 

6.5 Strength of the study  

The quantitative data were collected from 450 flood victims and a comprehensive socio-

demographic data were collected to get a greater understanding of the life recovery of the 

flood victims. Social capital and life recovery feelings are two major variables of this 

study. The concept of social capital has been broadened and it has been measured by four 

measures including received social support, perceived effectiveness of local leaders, trust 

and community cohesion. It has provided a better understanding of the recovery 

phenomenon. Pilot study of the borrowed instrument was carried out and these were 

modified according to Pakistani context. The borrowed instruments showed high 

reliability in Pakistani rural set up. A few numbers of in-depth interviews were conducted 

to complement the quantitative data and to further elaborate the phenomenon.  

Furthermore the along with the direct impact of disaster on life recovery and social 

capital, socio-political processes (fairness in the distribution of disaster aid and flood 

victims’ involvement in recovery process) were also included in the study so that post-

disaster recovery could be comprehended in a more rigorous way. 

6.6 Implications for policy and practice 

This study has important lessons for Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) policies. The lessons 

learned in this research can be made the part of policies to minimise the damage caused 

by the flood disaster. This study suggests that trust of local communities is critical and 

they should be involved to solve the community problems. During disaster it is important 
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to evacuate, this is only possible when there is high level of trust in the government and 

local leaders. It also suggests that the gap between local leaders and communities should 

be bridged so that the crisis situations can be tackled effectively. The community 

members should be involved in disaster recovery related decisions so that they could set 

their priorities according to their needs and interests. Education should be improved and 

made available to the most marginalised members of community. During crisis situation 

the livestock assets should be protected particularly in the rural areas of the Punjab 

province where most of the people rely on such assets during emergency situations. It is 

also important that the relocation and evacuation should not separate the family and 

communities so this important source of social help could be available to the disaster 

victims. After disaster the immediate community and social networks should be re-

established so that these communal networks could prove an important source of 

psychosocial support. This study suggests that in order to tackle the disasters, 

vulnerabilities inherent in the society should be tackled effectively. The ingrained 

socioeconomic divisions should be minimised and the government should prioritise the 

marginalised section of the society during relief and recovery process. An inclusive 

mechanism of recovery (Hutton, 2001) should be devised by the authorities so that the 

segments of the society that cannot rely on their social resources could benefit from the 

formal assistance. Furthermore there is need to decentralise the disaster management 

system in Pakistan (Ainuddin et al., 2013), so that local people could be effectively 

invloved in disasrer risk reduction process. 

6.7 Future research suggestions 

The future studies should focus on the positional characteristics, network density, size 

and diversity of the social network. The future research should also focus the on the 

processes of exclusion of the disaster victims. Research should focus on how the existing 

pool of social capital can be enhanced to prepare the communities for future emergencies. 

As compared to one-shot cross-sectional research, a longitudinal research will give more 

rigorous details of the impacts of disaster on the social capital and recovery process of the 

flood victims. 
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Appendix A 
 

Interview Schedule for cross-sectional survey  

Part 1 

Demographic Information 

Questions  Response categories    
Coding 

 

Q1. Gender   Male 1  

Female 2 

Q2. Education 
 
 
 

Illiterate 1  
 
 Primary 2 

Middle  3 

Secondary 4 

Intermediate and 
above 

5 

Q3. Occupation Gov’t servant 1  

Farmer 2 

Self employed  3 

Private employee  4 

Wage earner 
(Skilled labourer   
Semi-skilled      
Unskilled) 
 
Housewife 

5 
 
 
 
 

6 
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Q4. Land holding      
 
 

Yes 1 Skip Q5 in 
case of “No” 

No 0 

 

Q5. Amount of land holding 
(Acres)  

   

 
Q6. Family size (number of 
dependents) 

   

 
Q7. Livestock heads (total) 

   

 
Q8. Annual Income (PKR) 

   

 

Part 2 

Flood experience measure 
(a)  Trauma experience (Life threat, Flood related injury, Death) 

 
(a)Did you ever feel like your life was in danger during 2010 flood? 

 

 
Yes 

No 
 

(b)Death of any immediate member of household due to flood related injury or 
illness?  

Yes 

No 

(c) Had you personally experienced bodily injury or illness as a direct result of 
flooding? 

Yes 

No 
 

(d)Did any immediate member of your household experience flood related 
injury/illness? 

Yes 

No 

Overall loss (to be calculated by interviewer)    __________  
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Levels of disaster trauma                                 

 
Coding 

A. Neither life threat nor injury  (No to all)                      (no/low 
trauma) 

0 

B. Either life threat or injury (yes to a or c or d )             (moderate 
trauma) 

1 

C. Both life threat and injury  (yes to a,c and d )              (high trauma) 2 

D. Both life threat and injury and death of a household member   (yes to 
a, b, c & d  OR yes to b)                                                                        
(very high trauma ) 

3 

(b) Material loss 
1. House loss 

Destroyed 
 
 
Severely damaged  
 
 
Partially damaged 

 
 
Yes 
No 
 
Yes 
No 
 
Yes 
No 

2. Damage/destruction of furnishings (Furniture, fittings, curtains, 
carpets, decorative accessories etc) 

Yes 
No 

3. Appliances (household machines using electricity e.g. washing 
machine, refrigerator, water pump, cloth iron, skimming machine 
etc) 

Yes 
No 

4. Loss of vehicles ( e.g. tractor, car, motorcycle, bicycle etc) Yes 
No 

5. Loss of documents, keepsakes, photographs (symbolic 
importance/non tangible)e.g. educational documents, CNIC, 
Passport, Land registration documents, house registration documents 
etc 

Yes 
No 

6. Loss of crops ( cash crops, fodder/feeder for livestock etc) Yes 
No 

7. Loss of (livelihood) job/ business (both small and large ) e.g. 
destruction of poultry farm, fish farm, retail shop, others 

Yes 
No 

8. Loss of jewellery Yes 
No 

9. Loss of clothes Yes 
No 

10. Loss of livestock and productive asset (e.g. sheep, cow, goats, 
buffalo, camel, horse, Oxen donkey etc) 

Yes 
No 



192 

 

 

11. Loss of other dwellings (e.g.  locker, garage, barn, cattle shed) Yes 
No 

12. Loss of food stock (stored grain, pulses)/stored chaff etc Yes 
No 

 

Overall level of material loss (to be calculated by interviewer) _______________ 

Levels of material loss            Coding   

A. Lowest level of losses based on yes answers to none to 
three  loss items  (Low) 

0 

B. Yes answers on two or three (2 to 3) loss items ( 
Medium) 

1 

C. Yes answers on four, to twelve (4 to 12) loss items  
(High) 

2 

D. Yes answers on eight, nine, ten, eleven or all 12 (8 to 12) 
loss items        (Very high) 

3 

 
 
  (c) Home stability 
 

Are you satisfied with your current dwelling/house as compared to it 
was before being hit by the flood? 

No 
0 

Yes 
1 

 
(d) Perceived fairness in the distribution of disaster assistance 
 
Was the distribution of formal support fair and just during flood 
recovery process? 
 

No 
0 

Yes 
1 

 

(e) Flood victims’ participation scale 

 Were your voices heard during flood recovery process? No 
0 

Yes 
1 
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Part 3   Social capital assessment 

3.1 Inventory of Post-disaster Received Social Support (family, friends, relatives) 

(Emotional social support) 
 
Q1. Expressed interest or concern.    

Never 
 

1 
 

Once or 
twice 

2 

 Undecided 
 

3 

A few  
times  

4 

Many  
times 

5 

Q2. Let you know they would be there.          
Q3. Comforted with physical affection 
(hug, wept with you). 

     

Q4. Consoled you through mobile phone 
SMS and telephone calls. 

     

(Informational social support) 
Q5.  Offered/ gave information on how 
to do something (e.g. construction of 
house, animal sheds, prepare land for 
cultivation, clean the mud). 

     

 Q6.  Offered/ helped you understand a 
situation (e.g. how to start a new life 
after flood, helped to set priority). 

     
 

Q7. Suggested an action you could take.      
Q8.  Offered/ provided some technical 
help. 

     

Q9.  Offered/ helped to find job/work/ 
start business. 
 

     

 
Q10. Gave information about how to get 
aid from government agencies, NGOs 
etc or disaster related relief policies and 
procedures. 
 

   
 

  

 (Physical social support) 
Q11.Offered/ loaned/ gave (free of cost) 
tools, appliances, equipment, 
instruments (tractor/trailer/land leveller, 
plough etc) for construction of home or 
to cultivate land. 
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Q12.Offered/ helped cleaning or 
improving your property.       

     

Q13. Offered/ brought food or cooked 
for you.     

     

Q14. Offered or provided place to stay.   
 

     

Q15. Gave, loaned, or offered money?  
 

     

Q16. Offered/ provided shelter for 
livestock. 
 

     

Q17. Offered/ provided fodder for 
livestock. 
 

     

Q18. Offered/ provided 
assistance/technical etc (regarding 
construction of home, preparing land for 
cultivation, restoring business e.g. 
fish/poultry farm other etc). 
 

     

Q19. Offered/ helped in the medical 
treatment of an ailing family member. 

     

Q20.Offered/ helped in medical 
treatment of diseased livestock/cattle 
(e.g. sheep, cow, goat, buffalo, camel 
etc). 

     

Q21. Offered/ provided clothes for 
kids/elders etc. 

     

Q22. Offered/ provided transportation 
facility (evacuation, return, shifting 
movable assets to safer place etc). 
 

     

Q23. Offered/provided/loaned fertilisers, 
seeds etc for cultivation. 
 

     

Q24. Offered/ paid fee for school or 
college going children. 
 

     

Q25. Offered/ provided milk for baby.      
Q26. Offered/ watch belongings.      
Q27.Offered/ loaned you grain.      
Q28. Offered/ provided utensils 
(cooking, baking) etc. 
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3.4 Perceived Leadership Effectiveness Scale 

Q29. Local leaders were 
accessible or remained 
frequently in touch with local 
population during and after 
flood. 
 

Strongly  
Disagree 

1 

Disagree 
 

2 

Undecided 
 

3 

 Agree 
 

4 

Strongly 
agree 

5 

Q30. Local leaders tried a lot to 
restore the life after the flood? 
(e.g. asked government to 
restore the life lines e.g. 
electricity, gas, water supply 
etc). 
 

     

Q31. Local leaders lobbied and 
fetched NGOs/funding agencies 
to help the flood victims. 
 

     

Q32. Leaders met daily with 
flood victims to keep their 
morale high (keep them 
involved, keep their enthusiasm 
up and keep them from getting 
more depressed than they were). 
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3.5 Perceived Post-disaster Community Cohesion Scale 

Questions 
 
Q33. Now, almost 2 years after the 
flood, on a day-to-day basis people are 
nicer toward each other than they were 
before disaster. 
 

Strongly 
disagree 

 
 

1 

Disagree 
 
 
 

2 

Undecided 
 
 
 
3 
 

Agree 
 
 
 

4 
 

Strongly 
agree 

 
5 

Q34. I believe that now, almost 2 years 
after the flood, people are more sincere, 
honest, and open toward each other. 
 

     

Q35. The saying that “people are 
fighting like cats and dogs with one 
another” is today more accurate than 
before the flood.    (R) 
 

     

Q36. I believe that in result of the flood 
people here are more integrated and 
united. 

     

Q37. It seems that since the flood people 
became less tolerant and less forgiving.     
(R) 
 

     

Q38. The flood taught people to have 
greater respect for the feelings and 
opinions of other people. 

     

Q39. The flood is the reason why 
nobody trusts anybody.      (R) 

     

Q40. I think that because of the flood 
people understood how important it is to 
live in peace and with kindness toward 
each other. 

     

Q41. After experience flood, I believe 
that today people have a stronger sense 
that we are all part of one community. In 
other words, people now have a greater 
sense of solidarity with others. 
 

     

Q42. Nowadays, people have a stronger 
sense of trust toward one another than 
before the flood. 
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3.7 Flood Victims’ Trust Scale 

Q43. Flood disaster has 
increased level of trust 
among community members 
(family, friends, and 
relatives). 

Strongly       
Disagree 
 

1 
 

Disagree 
 
 

2 

 Undecided 
 
 

3 

Agree 
 
 

4 

Strongly 
agree 
 

5 

 Q44. Floods have caused to 
deepen relationships with 
my neighbours. 

     

 Q45. Government response 
to flood disaster has tended 
to increase level of trust in 
the government. 

     

Q46. After the flood disaster 
the level of trust has 
increased in local 
government.  

     

Q47. After the flood 
disaster, the level of trust in 
NGOs has increased. 
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Part 4 

Flood Victims’ Life Recovery Scale 

Questions (1-7) 
 

Have the following items increased or decreased following the 2010 
flood?  
 

Q1. Busy and active daily 
life   
 

Much 
decreased 

1 

Decreased 
 

2 

   Undecided 
 

3 

  Increased 
 

4 

Much 
increased 

5 
 

Q2. Significance in what 
you are doing 

     

Q3. Good relationships 
with people around you 

     

Q4. Enjoying daily life      
Q5. Thinking that your 
future is bright 

   
 

 
 

 

Q6. Health and activity      
Q7. Work that you have to 
do 

     

Questions (8-13) Are you satisfied with following after the flood?  
Q8. Daily life Not 

satisfied 
at all 

1 
 

Not 
satisfied 

 
2 

Undecided 
 
 

3 

Satisfied 
 
 

4 

Very satisfied 
 
 
5 

Q9. Health  
 

    

Q10. Human relationship    
 

  

Q11. Current husbandry 
(the science, skill, or art of 
farming, the economical 
and sensible management 
of resources)  

     

Q12. Home life       
 Q13. Job/work      
Question  (14) 
 

 

Q14. Do you think that 
your life will be better 
next year? 

Much 
worse 

1 

Worse 
 

2 

Undecided 
 

3 

Better 
 

4 

Much better 
 

5 
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Appendix B 
 
Krys 
To MeKrys.Kaniasty@iup.edu 
Jan 5, 2013 
Dear Muhammad, 
Happy New Year. Thank you for your interest in our work. I am very honored by your request to use measures we developed. Of 
course I give consent for you to use these instruments. Next week I will send you requested materials. Please stay in touch, I am 
very interested in your project. Good luck, 
 
Krys Kaniasty 

****************************************************** 
Krys Kaniasty, Ph.D. 
Professor 
Department of Psychology 
Uhler Hall, 1020 Oakland Avenue 
Indiana University of Pennsylvania 
Indiana, PA 15705-1068 
USA 
 
Office: (724) 357 5559/2426 
Fax: (724) 357 2214 
 
E-mail:  kaniasty@iup.edu 
http://www.iup.edu/page.aspx?id=44401 
 
President of the Stress and Anxiety Research Society (STAR) 
Please visit www.star-society.org & join us for our 34th annual STAR conference in Faro, Portugal (July 1-3, 2013) 
 
On Dec 21, 2012, at 1:43, ms akbar <ms_akbar41@yahoo.com> wrote: 

Dear Sir, 
 
I hope this mail will find you in good health and true spirit of life. I am PhD candidate in department of sociology, University of the 
Punjab, Lahore, Pakistan. Pakistan has been hit by severe flood in 2010 and this disaster provided the opportunity to researchers 
and academicians to investigate the social aspects of this phenomenon. I am conducting my PhD research on " Locating social 
capital in the life recovery of flood victims". Social support and sense of community are among  independent variables of my 
study. You have tremendous experience of research in this field and it is also source of guidance for me. 
In your recent article titled as " Predicting Social Psychological Well-Being Following 
Trauma: The Role of Post-disaster Social Support" you have developed and used following three scales that are much relevant to 
my study 
 
1.Inventory of post-disaster social support (Received social support) 
2. Perceived social support scale (derived from Provision social support scale) 
3. Perceived Post-disaster Community Cohesion Scale 
 
I will be greatly thankful to you if you send me not only these instruments but also your CONSENT to use these scales in my study. 
The scales will be used after pilot testing and contextualizing in Pakistani society.  
 
Best regards 
 
Muhammad Siddique Akbar 
PhD candidate (Sociology) 
University of the Punjab, Lahore, Pakistan 

 

 

 


