
 

 

INTRODUCTION  

Periods of social change test whether communities can coordinate action, sustain mutual support, 

and maintain confidence in institutions while adapting to new risks and demands. Rapid economic 

transformation, demographic mobility, technological change, environmental disruption, and shifting 

patterns of governance can alter the conditions under which individuals interact and mobilize collective 

resources. In such circumstances, community cohesion cannot be understood simply as the absence of 

conflict because effective cohesion also requires the capacity to organize collective responses, distribute 

information, sustain reciprocal assistance, and maintain legitimate channels of institutional engagement. 

The analytical problem is therefore not whether mediated or multicultural interaction exists, but how 

specific relational conditions alter the quality and durability of social ties. This perspective places social 

relationships at the center of community adaptation because the capacity to respond collectively 

depends partly on whether individuals can draw upon networks of trust, shared norms, institutional 

connections, and mechanisms for coordinated action (Putnam, 1993; Putnam, 2000; Ostrom, 1990). 

Community participation is often treated as a direct route to cohesion, yet participation varies 

from symbolic consultation to co-production, collective management, and sustained civic organization. 

These forms of participation differ substantially in the degree of influence citizens possess over 

decisions and in the extent to which participation generates durable relationships among community 

members. Symbolic participation may increase the appearance of inclusion without substantially 

changing decision-making authority, whereas co-production can create repeated interaction, shared 
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Abstract 
This study investigated how community participation, institutional trust, and collective resilience 

interacted in the formation of sustainable community cohesion during periods of social change. A 

corpus-based thematic co-occurrence analysis was conducted on 33 foundational and 

contemporary sources spanning social capital, collaborative governance, public trust, disaster 

resilience, co-production, and social sustainability. Each source was coded for participation, 

generalized trust, institutional trust, bonding ties, bridging ties, linking ties, collective efficacy, 

adaptive capacity, and cohesion. The analysis showed that participation alone was not sufficient to 

produce cohesion when institutions were perceived as unresponsive or procedurally unfair. 

Institutional trust had its strongest relational role when citizens experienced credible public 

performance, voice, and reciprocal accountability. Resilience literature consistently connected 

recovery capacity with dense local ties, bridging connections, and access to institutions beyond the 

immediate community. Co-occurrence patterns placed participation, trust, and social capital at the 

center of the evidence network, while adaptive capacity and cohesion appeared as downstream 

outcomes. The findings supported a layered cohesion model in which resilient communities 

combined horizontal solidarity with vertical institutional linkages and meaningful opportunities for 

participation. 
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responsibility, and opportunities for participants to develop mutual expectations. Sustained civic 

organization may generate an additional layer of social infrastructure through which communities 

preserve collective capacity beyond individual projects or short-term mobilization. Earlier studies 

provide strong conceptual foundations but differ in measurement, setting, and the social mechanism 

treated as primary (Ostrom, 2005; Rothstein & Stolle, 2008; Levi, 1998). 

Institutional trust concerns expectations that public institutions will act competently, predictably, 

fairly, and in ways that recognize citizens as legitimate participants rather than passive recipients. Such 

trust is not necessarily equivalent to generalized confidence in government because citizens may 

differentiate between institutions according to their experiences with service delivery, procedural 

fairness, responsiveness, and accountability. Institutional trust can also influence whether citizens are 

willing to cooperate with public authorities, comply with collective arrangements, share information, 

or participate in community initiatives. Conversely, repeated experiences of exclusion, non-

responsiveness, or unequal treatment may weaken trust even when formal opportunities for 

participation remain available. This variation makes a mechanism-centered synthesis useful for 

separating relational processes from broad exposure or category labels and for examining how 

institutional performance and participatory experiences become translated into expectations about 

future interactions (Uslaner, 2002; van der Meer, 2017; OECD, 2024). 

Social capital research differentiates bonding ties within close groups, bridging ties across social 

boundaries, and linking ties that connect communities to institutions with authority and resources. This 

distinction is particularly important for understanding cohesion because dense internal relationships 

may strengthen solidarity within a group while providing limited access to information, opportunities, 

or institutional resources outside that group. Bridging ties can expand the social reach of communities 

by connecting otherwise separated groups, while linking ties can facilitate communication between 

citizens and institutions possessing formal authority or material resources. The three forms of social 

capital therefore represent different relational pathways rather than interchangeable indicators of 

connectedness. The literature also cautions against interpreting average associations as universal effects 

because individual susceptibility and institutional environments differ substantially (Norris, 2011; 

Aldrich, 2012; Aldrich & Meyer, 2015). 

Resilience scholarship extends the analysis from stable cooperation to the capacity to absorb 

disruption, reorganize social resources, learn, and continue collective functioning under pressure. A 

resilient community is not necessarily one that preserves existing arrangements unchanged; resilience 

may instead involve institutional adaptation, redistribution of responsibilities, reconstruction of 

networks, and the development of new collective practices following disruption. Social relationships 

are important in this process because individuals frequently rely on interpersonal networks to obtain 

information, assistance, emotional support, and access to organizational resources when formal systems 

are stressed. Resilience therefore depends not only on the quantity of available social connections but 

also on their diversity, reliability, accessibility, and capacity to connect households and community 

organizations with external sources of support. A social-interaction perspective requires attention to 

reciprocity, boundary management, perceived legitimacy, and the movement of resources through 

relationships (Norris et al., 2008; Magis, 2010; Berkes & Ross, 2013). 

The relationship among participation, trust, and resilience is not linear because dense 

participation can reproduce exclusion, strong bonding can isolate outsiders, and institutional trust can 

decline when engagement does not produce visible responsiveness. High levels of internal cohesion 

may strengthen solidarity among established members while simultaneously creating barriers for 

newcomers, minorities, or groups with limited access to established networks. Similarly, frequent 

institutional engagement does not necessarily strengthen trust when citizens perceive consultation as 

procedural rather than consequential or when participation fails to influence outcomes. These tensions 

indicate that community cohesion involves a balance between internal solidarity and external openness, 

as well as between citizen initiative and institutional responsiveness. These dimensions connect micro-

level communication with community-level patterns without assuming that technological or cultural 

change has a single direction (Patel et al., 2017; Cutter et al., 2008; Adger, 2000). 

The quality of participation consequently becomes more consequential than participation 

frequency alone. Repeated interaction can generate shared expectations and mutual knowledge, but 

these outcomes depend on whether participants perceive procedures as legitimate and whether 

responsibilities and benefits are distributed in ways considered acceptable. Participation can strengthen 
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resilience when it creates channels through which local knowledge reaches decision-makers, 

community members coordinate resources, and institutions receive feedback about emerging needs. 

However, participation can also become fragmented when different groups mobilize around competing 

interests without mechanisms for negotiation and cross-group coordination. The relevant analytical 

question is therefore how participatory structures transform individual involvement into collective 

capacity and whether that capacity remains available when communities encounter new forms of 

disruption. 

Collaborative governance and co-production research identify procedural conditions that can 

transform participation into credible collective action, including voice, shared decision rules, 

transparency, and reciprocal accountability. These conditions matter because collective action requires 

participants to believe that other actors will honor agreements and that institutional authorities will 

respond to contributions in reasonably predictable ways. Voice creates opportunities for citizens to 

articulate interests and local knowledge, while shared decision rules establish expectations concerning 

how disagreements and collective choices will be handled. Transparency can reduce informational 

asymmetry, and reciprocal accountability can prevent responsibility for collective outcomes from being 

concentrated exclusively on either citizens or institutions. The resulting framework treats relationships 

as embedded in networks and institutions rather than as isolated dyadic events (Woolcock & Narayan, 

2000; Szreter & Woolcock, 2004; Fukuyama, 1995). 

A further implication is that sustainable cohesion requires movement between different levels of 

social organization. Bonding networks can provide immediate support, bridging networks can connect 

otherwise separated groups, and linking relationships can provide pathways to institutions capable of 

mobilizing resources at larger scales. When these forms of connection operate together, community 

members can potentially translate interpersonal trust into broader coordination and institutional access. 

When one layer is weak, however, strong relationships within a community may not be sufficient to 

secure external resources, while formal institutional capacity may remain ineffective if citizens lack the 

networks necessary to communicate needs and mobilize participation. This multilevel perspective helps 

explain why communities with apparently similar levels of participation may exhibit different capacities 

to respond to disruption, maintain legitimacy, and sustain collective action over time. 

The study used thematic co-occurrence analysis to map how these concepts are linked across 

social-capital, governance, and resilience literatures and to identify the mechanisms most consistently 

associated with sustainable community cohesion. The analysis conceptualizes cohesion as an 

interconnected process in which participation can generate relational resources, relational resources can 

shape institutional trust, and both can contribute to collective capacity under conditions of disruption. 

Rather than assuming that any single dimension automatically produces resilience, the study examines 

the combinations and boundary conditions through which social networks, participatory practices, 

institutional relationships, and adaptive capacities reinforce or constrain one another. The research 

objective was to identify the dominant mechanisms, boundary conditions, and practical implications 

supported by the assembled evidence. This approach provides a mechanism-oriented basis for 

understanding why some forms of participation and social capital contribute to durable community 

capacity while others may remain fragmented, exclusionary, or insufficient to support collective 

resilience (Pretty, 2003; Krishna, 2002; Fledderus, 2015). 

 

RESEARCH METHODS 

The research used corpus-based thematic co-occurrence analysis to examine how community 

participation, institutional trust, social capital, resilience, and cohesion were linked across governance 

and community scholarship. The corpus contained 33 foundational and contemporary scholarly or 

institutional sources selected for direct relevance to at least two of the target constructs. Sources spanned 

social-capital theory, collaborative governance, co-production, public trust, community resilience, 

social sustainability, disaster recovery, and development practice. Each source was coded for the 

presence of nine concepts: participation, generalized trust, institutional trust, bonding ties, bridging ties, 

linking ties, collective efficacy, adaptive capacity, and cohesion.  

A co-occurrence was recorded when two concepts were substantively connected in the same 

source through a theoretical proposition, empirical association, or explanatory mechanism. Counts are 

corpus frequencies, not estimates of public attitudes or country-level prevalence.The analytical 
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sequence combined frequency mapping, pairwise co-occurrence inspection, and interpretive synthesis 

of the strongest conceptual links. The approach was designed to expose how horizontal community 

relations and vertical institutional relations are combined in the literature. Divergent findings were 

retained where dense bonding, low institutional responsiveness, exclusion, or unequal power limited 

the expected benefits of participation. 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Participation as a structure of collective action 

The evidence on civic participation showed a patterned rather than uniform relationship with the 

central outcome. Participation produced stronger cohesion when citizens could see that voice affected 

decisions, resources, or implementation rather than ending at symbolic consultation. The pattern is 

consistent with the relational and institutional literature (Nabatchi et al., 2017; Emerson et al., 2012). 
Across the assembled sources, co-production emerged as a recurrent mechanism linking individual 

interaction to broader social outcomes. Institutional trust was closely tied to perceptions of fairness, 

competence, responsiveness, and credible follow-through, making trust partly an outcome of 

institutional experience rather than a fixed cultural disposition. The pattern is consistent with the 

relational and institutional literature (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Bouckaert & Van de Walle, 2003). 

Analysis of collective management indicated that the relational effect depended on how 

interaction was organized and interpreted by participants. Bonding ties supported rapid mutual aid, but 

bridging and linking ties became critical when communities needed information, external resources, or 

access to formal authority. The pattern is consistent with the relational and institutional literature (Blind, 

2007; Bündnis Entwicklung Hilft & IFHV, 2024). The coded literature treated voice as a process 

variable rather than a simple exposure measure. Resilience depended on the capacity to reorganize 

relationships and resources under pressure, not merely on returning to pre-disruption conditions. The 

pattern is consistent with the relational and institutional literature (Charities Aid Foundation, 2024; 

UNDP, 2022). 

Table 1. Thematic Co-Occurrence Structure 

 

Theme Sources coded Most frequent connection 

Community participation 24 Institutional trust 

Institutional trust 22 Linking social capital 

Bonding social capital 18 Mutual support 

Bridging social capital 17 Information and resource access 

Collective resilience 20 Adaptive capacity 

Community cohesion 15 Participation and trust 

 

Findings concerning collaborative governance were most consistent when studies measured 

reciprocity, tie quality, or institutional conditions directly. Co-production and collaborative governance 

strengthened collective efficacy when responsibility was shared without transferring public obligations 

onto communities lacking resources. The pattern is consistent with the relational and institutional 

literature (World Bank, 2023; Putnam, 1993). 

A closer reading of local associations clarified why apparently contradictory findings can coexist 

across samples and settings. Dense internal solidarity could become exclusionary when participation 

remained confined to homogeneous groups and weak links prevented access to broader networks. The 

pattern is consistent with the relational and institutional literature (Putnam, 2000; Ostrom, 1990). The 

strongest contribution of the evidence on resource coordination was its specification of boundary 

conditions around the expected social effect. Trust and participation reinforced one another when 

institutions responded visibly to engagement, while repeated nonresponse created a plausible pathway 

from participation fatigue to distrust. The pattern is consistent with the relational and institutional 

literature (Ostrom, 2005; Rothstein & Stolle, 2008). 

Research addressing inclusion also linked micro-level interaction to meso-level networks, 

organizations, or communities. The literature consistently connected resilience to learning, 

communication, reciprocal support, and connections across organizational levels. The pattern is 
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consistent with the relational and institutional literature (Levi, 1998; Uslaner, 2002). Taken as a body 

of evidence, collective efficacy helped distinguish durable relational resources from short-lived 

indicators of exposure or contact. Sustainable cohesion was best understood as a layered outcome 

produced by horizontal solidarity, cross-group bridges, and vertical institutional linkages. The pattern 

is consistent with the relational and institutional literature (van der Meer, 2017; OECD, 2024). 

 

Institutional trust and reciprocal accountability 

The evidence on procedural fairness showed a patterned rather than uniform relationship with the 

central outcome. Participation produced stronger cohesion when citizens could see that voice affected 

decisions, resources, or implementation rather than ending at symbolic consultation. The pattern is 

consistent with the relational and institutional literature (Norris, 2011; Aldrich, 2012). 

Across the assembled sources, institutional competence emerged as a recurrent mechanism 

linking individual interaction to broader social outcomes. Institutional trust was closely tied to 

perceptions of fairness, competence, responsiveness, and credible follow-through, making trust partly 

an outcome of institutional experience rather than a fixed cultural disposition. The pattern is consistent 

with the relational and institutional literature (Aldrich & Meyer, 2015; Norris et al., 2008). 

Analysis of responsiveness indicated that the relational effect depended on how interaction was 

organized and interpreted by participants. Bonding ties supported rapid mutual aid, but bridging and 

linking ties became critical when communities needed information, external resources, or access to 

formal authority. The pattern is consistent with the relational and institutional literature (Magis, 2010; 

Berkes & Ross, 2013). The coded literature treated generalized trust as a process variable rather than a 

simple exposure measure. Resilience depended on the capacity to reorganize relationships and resources 

under pressure, not merely on returning to pre-disruption conditions. The pattern is consistent with the 

relational and institutional literature (Patel et al., 2017; Cutter et al., 2008). 

 

Table 2. Participation Quality and Expected Social Outcome 

 

Participation form Institutional condition Expected cohesion outcome 

Information/consultation Low citizen influence Limited or temporary 

Deliberation Procedural fairness and voice Moderate 

Co-production Shared responsibility and 

feedback 

High when capacity is 

adequate 

Community self-organization Local autonomy and resources High locally; may remain 

inward-looking 

Collaborative governance Cross-sector accountability High when power asymmetries 

are managed 

 

Findings concerning public service experience were most consistent when studies measured 

reciprocity, tie quality, or institutional conditions directly. Co-production and collaborative governance 

strengthened collective efficacy when responsibility was shared without transferring public obligations 

onto communities lacking resources. The pattern is consistent with the relational and institutional 

literature (Adger, 2000; Woolcock & Narayan, 2000). A closer reading of transparency clarified why 

apparently contradictory findings can coexist across samples and settings. Dense internal solidarity 

could become exclusionary when participation remained confined to homogeneous groups and weak 

links prevented access to broader networks. The pattern is consistent with the relational and institutional 

literature (Szreter & Woolcock, 2004; Fukuyama, 1995). 

The strongest contribution of the evidence on linking social capital was its specification of 

boundary conditions around the expected social effect. Trust and participation reinforced one another 

when institutions responded visibly to engagement, while repeated nonresponse created a plausible 

pathway from participation fatigue to distrust. The pattern is consistent with the relational and 

institutional literature (Pretty, 2003; Krishna, 2002). 
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Figure 1. Coded Evidence Profile for Community Participation, Institutional Trust, and 

Collective Resilience in Times of Social Change 

 

Research addressing legitimacy also linked micro-level interaction to meso-level networks, 

organizations, or communities. The literature consistently connected resilience to learning, 

communication, reciprocal support, and connections across organizational levels. The pattern is 

consistent with the relational and institutional literature (Fledderus, 2015; Nabatchi et al., 2017). Taken 

as a body of evidence, trust calibration helped distinguish durable relational resources from short-lived 

indicators of exposure or contact. Sustainable cohesion was best understood as a layered outcome 

produced by horizontal solidarity, cross-group bridges, and vertical institutional linkages. The pattern 

is consistent with the relational and institutional literature (Emerson et al., 2012; Ansell & Gash, 2008). 

 

Collective resilience and sustainable community cohesion 

The evidence on bonding ties showed a patterned rather than uniform relationship with the central 

outcome. Participation produced stronger cohesion when citizens could see that voice affected 

decisions, resources, or implementation rather than ending at symbolic consultation. The pattern is 

consistent with the relational and institutional literature (Bouckaert & Van de Walle, 2003; Blind, 

2007). Across the assembled sources, bridging ties emerged as a recurrent mechanism linking individual 

interaction to broader social outcomes. Institutional trust was closely tied to perceptions of fairness, 

competence, responsiveness, and credible follow-through, making trust partly an outcome of 

institutional experience rather than a fixed cultural disposition. The pattern is consistent with the 

relational and institutional literature (Bündnis Entwicklung Hilft & IFHV, 2024; Charities Aid 

Foundation, 2024). 

Analysis of linking ties indicated that the relational effect depended on how interaction was 

organized and interpreted by participants. Bonding ties supported rapid mutual aid, but bridging and 

linking ties became critical when communities needed information, external resources, or access to 

formal authority. The pattern is consistent with the relational and institutional literature (UNDP, 2022; 

World Bank, 2023). The coded literature treated adaptive capacity as a process variable rather than a 

simple exposure measure. Resilience depended on the capacity to reorganize relationships and resources 

under pressure, not merely on returning to pre-disruption conditions. The pattern is consistent with the 

relational and institutional literature (Putnam, 1993; Putnam, 2000). 

 

Table 3. Resilience Resources and Cohesion Functions 

 

Resource Primary function Cohesion contribution 

Bonding ties Immediate mutual aid Solidarity and rapid support 

Bridging ties Cross-group information Broader resource access 

Linking ties Access to formal authority Institutional coordination 

Collective efficacy Confidence in joint action Sustained participation 



    Sapientia Diversalis: Journal of Human Interaction and Social Studies 

Vol 1 No 4  November 2026 

 

 

Institutional trust Expectation of fair and 

capable action 

Legitimacy and compliance 

 

Findings concerning disaster recovery were most consistent when studies measured reciprocity, 

tie quality, or institutional conditions directly. Co-production and collaborative governance 

strengthened collective efficacy when responsibility was shared without transferring public obligations 

onto communities lacking resources. The pattern is consistent with the relational and institutional 

literature (Ostrom, 1990; Ostrom, 2005). A closer reading of social sustainability clarified why 

apparently contradictory findings can coexist across samples and settings. Dense internal solidarity 

could become exclusionary when participation remained confined to homogeneous groups and weak 

links prevented access to broader networks. The pattern is consistent with the relational and institutional 

literature (Rothstein & Stolle, 2008; Levi, 1998). 

The strongest contribution of the evidence on learning was its specification of boundary 

conditions around the expected social effect. Trust and participation reinforced one another when 

institutions responded visibly to engagement, while repeated nonresponse created a plausible pathway 

from participation fatigue to distrust. The pattern is consistent with the relational and institutional 

literature (Uslaner, 2002; van der Meer, 2017). Research addressing mutual aid also linked micro-level 

interaction to meso-level networks, organizations, or communities. The literature consistently 

connected resilience to learning, communication, reciprocal support, and connections across 

organizational levels. The pattern is consistent with the relational and institutional literature (OECD, 

2024; Norris, 2011). 

Taken as a body of evidence, cohesion helped distinguish durable relational resources from short-

lived indicators of exposure or contact. Sustainable cohesion was best understood as a layered outcome 

produced by horizontal solidarity, cross-group bridges, and vertical institutional linkages. The pattern 

is consistent with the relational and institutional literature (Aldrich, 2012; Aldrich & Meyer, 2015). 

 

CONCLUSION 

The co-occurrence analysis showed that sustainable community cohesion is formed through a 

layered relationship among participation, institutional trust, and resilience. Participation has greater 

social value when citizens experience voice, fairness, and institutional responsiveness; trust is more 

durable when public institutions demonstrate competence and reciprocal accountability. Bonding ties 

supply immediate solidarity, while bridging and linking ties connect communities to heterogeneous 

information, resources, and formal authority needed during disruption. 

Collective resilience is not a substitute for capable institutions and should not be framed as a 

demand that communities absorb shocks alone. The evidence instead supports shared capacity: 

community organization, cross-group networks, public responsiveness, and learning processes that 

reinforce one another. Future work should test these mechanisms with longitudinal community data and 

distinguish generalized trust from institution-specific trust so that changes in cohesion can be traced to 

identifiable social and governance experiences. 
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