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This study investigates how livelihood assets, food security, social capital, and institutional 

innovation are associated with community resilience in tourism villages, focusing on 

Ketapanrame Village, Trawas District, Mojokerto Regency, East Java, Indonesia. Amid global 

challenges such as COVID-19 and growing inequality in rural tourism, the research highlights 

the role of Badan Usaha Milik Desa (Village-Owned Enterprise (BUMDes)), community-

based tourism governance, and livelihood resource mobilization in supporting rural resilience. 

Using a mixed-methods approach and Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modelling 

(PLS-SEM) analysis based on 220 valid household responses, the study finds that social capital 

is the strongest contributor to livelihood assets, followed by physical and financial capital, 

while natural capital is not statistically significant. Livelihood assets and food security are 

positively associated with community resilience, and community resilience is positively 

associated with institutional innovation. Rather than confirming livelihood assets as a 

mediating variable, the revised model treats livelihood assets as a higher-order composite 

construct linking multiple capital dimensions to community resilience. However, intra-village 

variations, particularly between more tourism-integrated and less tourism-integrated hamlets, 

indicate uneven access to tourism-related benefits and resilience resources. The study 

emphasizes the importance of inclusive governance frameworks, infrastructure investment, 

food-security-sensitive livelihood policies, and community participation in reducing these 

gaps. It concludes by advocating adaptive, decentralized tourism policies that center local 

voices and promote equitable development. These findings contribute to the growing discourse 

on sustainable rural tourism and offer practical policy recommendations for strengthening 

resilience through livelihood-based, socially embedded, and institutionally responsive 

governance strategies. 
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1. INTRODUCTION

In many developing countries, tourism is increasingly 

positioned not only as a catalyst for economic growth but also 

as a strategic vehicle for supporting community resilience. 

Particularly in rural contexts, tourism can generate 

employment, improve local infrastructure, and preserve 

cultural heritage while fostering social cohesion [1-3]. As rural 

communities grapple with the pressures of agricultural 

decline, climate change, and demographic shifts, tourism 

offers an opportunity to diversify livelihoods and build 

adaptive capacities. These benefits are particularly evident 

during crises, such as the COVID-19 pandemic, which 

demonstrated that tourism-led economies, especially those 

embedded in strong community networks, may be better 

positioned to organize collective responses and recovery 

efforts [4-6]. 

Yet, the promise of tourism-led development is tempered by 

persistent structural inequalities. Within a single tourism 

village, disparities often emerge along lines of geography, 

social capital, livelihood assets, infrastructure access, food 

security, and access to decision-making. Communities with 

greater infrastructural connectivity, stronger political voice, 

and higher pre-existing capital often reap disproportionate 

benefits, while others remain less integrated into tourism flows 

[7, 8]. Such intra-village inequalities reflect not only spatial 

divides but also institutional limitations, including the 

misalignment between national tourism agendas and local 

priorities, weak coordination among stakeholders, and low 

levels of transparency [4, 9, 10]. Without mechanisms to 

ensure equitable access, tourism risks becoming a source of 

tension rather than empowerment. 

Institutional frameworks are central to addressing these 

tensions. Among the most prominent models in Indonesia is 
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the Village-Owned Enterprise, or Badan Usaha Milik Desa 

(BUMDes), which serves as an instrument of institutional 

innovation by managing village assets and supporting locally 

oriented development [11, 12]. BUMDes differs from 

conventional top-down institutions by providing a locally 

embedded mechanism for coordinating tourism activities, 

facilitating community participation, and linking village 

resources with local development priorities. Residents may 

participate as workers, entrepreneurs, community 

representatives, or beneficiaries, depending on the local 

governance arrangement. When effectively implemented, 

BUMDes can help bridge economic development and social 

equity by supporting local entrepreneurship, strengthening 

institutional participation, and broadening community access 

to tourism-related opportunities [11, 13]. 

However, institutional innovation alone is insufficient 

without robust social capital. Trust, cooperation, and 

community participation serve as key relational conditions in 

translating tourism benefits into livelihood resources, 

perceived security, and resilience [6, 14, 15]. In tourism 

villages with dense social networks, information sharing and 

collective action are more effective, enabling communities to 

mitigate risks and adapt to shifting economic and 

environmental conditions [6, 16]. Social capital not only 

enhances community cohesion and problem-solving capacity 

but also underpins participatory governance, thus reinforcing 

the institutional mechanisms that BUMDes promotes. 

At the same time, the interplay between institutional access 

and social capital may reinforce inequality. While some 

residents can leverage their networks and proximity to tourism 

hubs for economic gain, others—particularly those in 

geographically or socially marginalized hamlets—may face 

more limited access to tourism-related livelihood 

opportunities [8, 17]. These patterns of inequality challenge 

the assumption that tourism is inherently inclusive and 

highlight the need for governance structures that intentionally 

target equity outcomes. Intra-village inequalities are thus not 

only a matter of uneven infrastructure but also of asymmetric 

power, livelihood resources, food security, and participation. 

In response, participatory governance emerges as a critical 

factor in ensuring that tourism village development is 

associated with inclusive and sustainable outcomes. Research 

indicates that when communities are engaged in shared 

decision-making, they are more likely to identify local 

priorities, distribute resources equitably, and develop a 

collective vision for tourism [18, 19]. Such engagement 

reinforces social capital while fostering transparency and 

accountability. Moreover, participatory governance may 

enable tourism villages to adapt dynamically to market 

changes and environmental disruptions, thereby supporting 

their long-term viability [20, 21]. 

Although the literature affirms the value of community-

based institutions, social capital, and participatory 

governance, empirical studies integrating these variables in a 

systematic model remain limited. Most analyses focus either 

on governance structures or on social dynamics but rarely on 

their intersection with livelihood assets and food security. 

Furthermore, while many studies treat the village as a 

homogeneous unit, few explore intra-village disparities that 

result from uneven institutional access, unequal livelihood 

resources, and differentiated social capital. Additionally, the 

growing body of literature on tourism-based resilience tends 

to rely on qualitative case studies, with limited use of 

quantitative models that examine statistical associations 

among livelihood capital dimensions, food security, 

community resilience, and institutional innovation. 

To address these gaps, this study examines the relationship 

between livelihood capital dimensions, food security, 

community resilience, and institutional innovation in a 

nationally recognized tourism village: Ketapanrame Village, 

Trawas District, Mojokerto Regency, East Java Province, 

Indonesia. It investigates how human, physical, natural, 

financial, and social capital are associated with livelihood 

assets, how livelihood assets and food security are associated 

with community resilience, and how community resilience is 

associated with institutional innovation across three hamlets 

with varying levels of infrastructure and tourism integration. 

By employing a Partial Least Squares Structural Equation 

Modelling (PLS-SEM) approach complemented by qualitative 

governance evidence, the research advances a comprehensive 

model that captures direct associations and higher-order 

livelihood asset formation. The study’s novelty lies in its 

integration of livelihood-based, relational, food-security, and 

institutional variables, its intra-village comparative lens, and 

its empirical focus on the Global South context. 

Ultimately, this research aims to contribute to the 

theoretical and policy-oriented discourse on tourism 

governance by foregrounding the livelihood assets–food 

security–community resilience nexus within a BUMDes-

based tourism village context. It argues that building resilient 

tourism villages requires not only innovative institutions like 

BUMDes but also social capital, livelihood resources, and 

food-security-sensitive governance arrangements to sustain 

them. Moreover, it contends that equitable development must 

be spatially and socially targeted, ensuring that less tourism-

integrated hamlets are not left behind. Through its empirical 

findings and analytical framework, the study offers new 

insights for designing inclusive, community-driven tourism 

strategies in Indonesia and beyond. 
 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

2.1 Defining and operationalizing tourism village resilience 
 

Tourism village resilience in the Global South is widely 

defined as the community’s capacity to absorb disturbances, 

adapt to changes, and recover from external shocks without 

losing core functions and identity. This concept is deeply 

embedded in strategies such as participatory governance, 

leveraging local resources, and building collective capabilities 

through social capital [15, 22]. Emotional and cultural 

attachment to place also plays a critical role in sustaining 

resilience, fostering proactive responses to crises like natural 

disasters and economic downturns [23]. In tourism villages, 

resilience should also be understood through residents’ 

capacity to maintain livelihood assets, secure basic household 

needs, and participate in local institutions during periods of 

tourism-related change. 

Recent research shows that tourism village resilience is not 

only a matter of infrastructure or capital investment but also of 

institutional design, livelihood resources, food security, and 

community engagement. Villages that embed adaptive 

governance mechanisms are more likely to be associated with 

stronger resilience across social, economic, and environmental 

dimensions. These include forums for community input, 

accountability frameworks, and redistribution mechanisms 

that reinforce the community’s sense of ownership and shared 

responsibility [6]. Accordingly, this study operationalises 
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community resilience as a multidimensional condition shaped 

by livelihood assets, food-security conditions, and institutional 

participation rather than as a purely economic outcome. 

 

2.2 Governance models for rural tourism 

 

Rural tourism governance frameworks have evolved to 

address deep-rooted spatial and social inequalities. 

Participatory governance models are particularly important in 

ensuring equitable access to tourism benefits. These models 

actively involve local stakeholders in planning and decision-

making, increasing transparency and accountability [18]. The 

Penta Helix model—linking government, private sector, 

academia, community, and the environment—has emerged as 

a robust strategy to integrate diverse actors while maintaining 

a sustainability-oriented approach [10]. In this study, the Penta 

Helix framework is used as a qualitative governance lens 

rather than as a latent construct in the PLS-SEM model. 

Community-driven tourism initiatives may help reduce 

marginalisation by giving voice to underrepresented groups 

and promoting equitable access to economic opportunities 

[24]. However, such inclusive governance structures are still 

challenged by weak institutional capacity, elite capture, and 

limited data for monitoring outcomes [25]. Despite these 

challenges, inclusive models remain central in building 

adaptive, locally embedded, and socially just tourism systems. 

For BUMDes-based tourism villages, governance should 

therefore be examined not only through formal institutional 

presence, but also through how institutions support livelihood 

assets, social participation, and resilience across different 

hamlets. 

 

2.3 Social capital and economic adaptability in tourism 

communities 

 

Social capital, comprising trust, networks, and shared 

norms, is increasingly recognized as a foundation for tourism 

communities to adapt economically to external stressors [26]. 

Trust enables collective action and mitigates risks associated 

with tourism fluctuations [27]. Strong networks facilitate 

knowledge transfer and access to opportunities, while shared 

norms reinforce cooperation and mutual support [28]. These 

dimensions are crucial for tourism communities to withstand 

disruptions such as the COVID-19 pandemic and to sustain 

livelihood diversification. In livelihood-based tourism 

systems, social capital can function as a relational asset that 

enables residents to access information, participate in 

collective economic activities, and mobilise support during 

periods of uncertainty. 

Empirical cases such as Pujon Kidul in Indonesia illustrate 

how dense social networks and community cohesion were 

associated with stronger community adaptation during crisis 

periods [15]. Similarly, Gardner et al. [29] found that robust 

social ties allow tourism-dependent households to respond 

more effectively to market changes and environmental 

pressures. Social capital thus not only fosters economic 

resilience but also underpins governance legitimacy and 

inclusivity. This perspective supports the positioning of social 

capital as a key component of livelihood assets in the present 

study. 

 

2.4 Infrastructure and equitable benefit distribution 

 

Basic infrastructure remains a critical enabler of both access 

and equity in tourism development. Roads, sanitation systems, 

and telecommunications are not only essential for tourist 

satisfaction but also serve as mechanisms for spatial inclusion 

[30]. Infrastructure disparities often mirror and reinforce 

existing socio-economic inequalities, especially in remote or 

peripheral hamlets. In tourism villages, infrastructure also 

shapes physical capital by influencing residents’ access to 

tourism sites, markets, public facilities, and income-

generating opportunities. 

Studies from Indonesia indicate that improvements in basic 

infrastructure are positively associated with tourism income 

and employment while reducing marginalisation [31, 32]. 

Conversely, poorly developed areas tend to be excluded from 

tourism flows, exacerbating intra-village inequalities [13]. 

Addressing these disparities requires targeted infrastructure 

investments aligned with local development priorities and 

inclusive governance frameworks. However, infrastructure 

alone may not be sufficient to generate resilience unless it is 

connected with social capital, financial capacity, and food-

security conditions. 

 

2.5 Institutional frameworks: Tetrapreneur and Penta 

Helix 

 

The Tetrapreneur model integrates four key stakeholders, 

namely government, the private sector, academia, and 

communities, into a collaborative tourism governance 

approach aimed at building local entrepreneurship and 

empowerment [10]. It emphasizes horizontal leadership, 

shared responsibility, and capacity-building to facilitate 

tourism innovation at the grassroots level [33]. Although these 

frameworks are relevant for understanding multi-actor tourism 

governance, they are not treated as direct measurement 

constructs in this study. 

The Penta Helix model extends this by integrating 

environmental sustainability as a core element. This five-pillar 

approach ensures that governance not only focuses on 

economic performance but also on ecological integrity and 

social inclusion. Studies show that villages applying Penta 

Helix principles tend to demonstrate stronger resilience and 

better inter-stakeholder coordination [18]. In the present study, 

Penta Helix is used to interpret qualitative evidence on the 

roles of village government, BUMDes, community groups, 

tourism actors, external partners, and environmental-

management practices in shaping the institutional context of 

resilience. This distinction prevents the qualitative governance 

framework from being conflated with the PLS-SEM structural 

model. 

 

2.6 Measuring livelihood assets, food security, community 

resilience, and institutional innovation 

 

Operationalising complex constructs such as institutional 

innovation, social capital, and village resilience requires 

careful indicator development. For institutional innovation, 

relevant indicators include participatory decision-making, 

institutional accessibility, transparency, and community-

oriented resource management [27]. Social capital indicators 

typically involve measures of trust in local leadership, 

participation in community events, and perceptions of 

cohesion [34]. In this study, social capital is also 

conceptualised as one of the livelihood capital dimensions, 

alongside human, physical, natural, and financial capital. 

Tourism-based resilience is assessed through livelihood 
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diversification, adaptability, and subjective well-being [35, 

36]. These indicators are adapted to local contexts and 

measured using validated survey instruments. The revised 

model extends this measurement approach by including food 

security as a resilience-supporting condition and by modelling 

livelihood assets as a higher-order composite construct formed 

by multiple capital dimensions. PLS-SEM is widely applied in 

tourism and governance research to model complex statistical 

associations between institutional and social variables [37, 

38]. 

Recent studies stress the importance of assessing 

measurement validity and structural robustness in PLS-SEM 

applications, particularly when dealing with small to moderate 

samples and non-normal data distributions [39]. Tools such as 

SmartPLS offer advanced functionalities for modelling 

higher-order constructs, bootstrapped paths, predictive 

relevance, and model diagnostics, making them well-suited for 

research on community-based tourism resilience [40]. 

Accordingly, this study reports the measurement and structural 

models separately, including retained indicators, outer 

loadings, Cronbach’s alpha, rho_A, Composite Reliability 

(CR), AVE, discriminant validity assessment, VIF-based 

collinearity assessment, R² and adjusted R², f² effect sizes, Q² 

predictive relevance, and bootstrapped structural path 

coefficients with t-values and p-values. 

 

2.7 Positioning this study 

 

The reviewed literature provides critical insights into how 

institutional frameworks, social capital, infrastructure, 

livelihood assets, and food security influence tourism village 

resilience. However, most studies analyse these elements in 

isolation, neglecting their interdependencies. Moreover, intra-

village disparities—particularly those linked to geography, 

livelihood resources, food-security conditions, infrastructure, 

and governance access—remain underexplored. 

This study addresses these gaps by developing an integrated 

PLS-SEM model that simultaneously examines livelihood 

capital dimensions, food security, community resilience, and 

institutional innovation in the context of Ketapanrame Village, 

Trawas District, Mojokerto Regency, East Java, Indonesia. By 

incorporating intra-village comparisons and community-based 

data, the research offers a nuanced understanding of how 

livelihood resources, social capital, food-security conditions, 

and governance mechanisms are associated with tourism 

resilience across different hamlet contexts. The study positions 

BUMDes and Penta Helix governance as qualitative 

institutional contexts that help explain, rather than replace, the 

quantitative relationships identified in the PLS-SEM model. 

 

 

3. METHODOLOGY 

 
3.1 Research design  

 

This study adopts an explanatory case study design, 

employing a mixed-methods approach that integrates both 

quantitative and qualitative data to investigate the 

relationships among livelihood capital dimensions, food 

security, community resilience, and institutional innovation in 

the context of a community-based tourism village. The 

primary analytical tool is PLS-SEM, selected for its suitability 

in modelling complex interrelationships among latent 

constructs, especially within small to medium sample sizes 

and non-normal data distributions [24, 41]. The quantitative 

component was used to estimate the statistical associations 

among latent constructs, while the qualitative component was 

used to interpret the governance context, particularly the role 

of BUMDes, community participation, and Penta Helix-

related stakeholder interactions. 

The research was conducted in Ketapanrame Village, 

Trawas District, Mojokerto Regency, East Java Province, 

Indonesia, which has received national recognition as one of 

the country’s best tourism villages. The selection of this site is 

based on its advanced institutional development through 

BUMDes Mutiara Welirang, diverse hamlet characteristics, 

and evident intra-village variation in tourism integration, 

offering a fertile ground to explore both governance structures 

and resilience outcomes. The village consists of three hamlets, 

namely Ketapanrame, Sukorame, and Slepi, as shown in 

Figure 1. These hamlets have different levels of proximity and 

connection to major tourism assets, including Taman 

Ghanjaran, Sumber Gempong, and Dlundung Waterfall. 

 

3.2 Data sources and sampling 

 

Data for this study were obtained through a combination of 

quantitative and qualitative methods to ensure a 

comprehensive understanding of the research variables. The 

primary source of quantitative data was a household survey 

distributed to 220 valid respondents across three hamlets—

Ketapanrame, Sukorame, and Slepi—selected using 

proportionate stratified random sampling. Respondents were 

household heads or adult household representatives with 

permanent residency. The survey instrument was designed 

using structured Likert-scale questionnaires that captured 

livelihood capital dimensions, food security, community 

resilience, and institutional innovation. The livelihood capital 

dimensions included human capital, physical capital, natural 

capital, financial capital, and social capital, which were 

subsequently modelled as components of livelihood assets. 

A minimum sample size assessment was conducted to 

ensure the adequacy of the survey data for PLS-SEM 

estimation. The assessment was based on the complexity of the 

revised structural model, particularly the maximum number of 

predictors directed at an endogenous construct. Following 

commonly used PLS-SEM sample size guidelines, including 

the ten-times rule and model-complexity-based 

considerations, the achieved sample of 220 valid household 

responses exceeded the minimum requirement for estimating 

the revised model. Therefore, the sample size was considered 

adequate for assessing both the measurement model and the 

structural model. 

To complement the quantitative component, qualitative data 

were collected through semi-structured interviews with key 

stakeholders, including the village head, BUMDes managers, 

representatives of tourism awareness groups (Pokdarwis), 

MSME operators, and community representatives. These 

interviews provided contextual insights into tourism 

governance, social dynamics, community participation, 

livelihood conditions, and residents’ experiences of tourism 

development and resilience. A total of 18 informants were 

selected purposively based on their involvement in tourism 

governance, BUMDes-related activities, community 

participation, livelihood activities, and hamlet-level 

development processes. In addition, village archives, tourism-

planning documents, and selected BUMDes institutional 

records were reviewed and triangulated with the survey and 
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interview data to strengthen contextual interpretation and 

enhance the credibility of the findings. These documents were 

used primarily to provide background information on tourism 

development, institutional arrangements, community 

participation, and hamlet-level development conditions. 

 

 
 

Figure 1. Spatial distribution of major tourism assets and institutional nodes in Ketapanrame Village, Trawas District, Mojokerto 

Regency, East Java, Indonesia 
Notes: The map shows the relative location of the main road, BUMDes office, village hall, Taman Ghanjaran, Sawah Sumber Gempong, and Dlundung Waterfall. 

It provides spatial context for interpreting intra-village variation in tourism access, institutional proximity, and livelihood participation across Ketapanrame, 

Sukorame, and Slepi hamlets. 

 

3.3 Measurement and instrumentation 

 

A. Construct Operationalization 

 

Each latent construct was measured using multiple 

reflective indicators adapted from validated instruments in the 

literature: 

• Institutional Innovation: participatory decision-making, 

institutional accessibility, transparency, and oriented 

resource management [27]. 

• Social Capital: Trust in institutions, collective action, 

community participation [16, 34]. 

• Livelihood Assets: Human, physical, natural, financial, 

and social capital components [42]. 

• Resilience Dimensions: Economic diversification 

(resilience), subjective well-being (life satisfaction), 

adaptability (future-oriented perceptions) [43-45].  

Following the revised model specification, the final PLS-

SEM model operationalised human capital, physical capital, 

natural capital, financial capital, and social capital as 

sustainable livelihood dimensions. Food security was included 

as a resilience-supporting household condition, community 

resilience was treated as the main endogenous resilience 

construct, and institutional innovation was examined as an 

institutional outcome associated with community resilience. 

 

B. Reliability and Validity 

 

Following international PLS-SEM standards, reliability and 

validity were assessed using: 

• Cronbach’s alpha, rho_A, & CR: Values > 0.70 indicate 

internal consistency [46, 47]. 

• Average Variance Extracted (AVE): Threshold of > 0.50 

confirms convergent validity. 

• Discriminant Validity: Ensured via the Fornell–Larcker 

criterion and HTMT ratio using the recommended 

thresholds of 0.85 for conceptually distinct constructs 

and 0.90 for closely related constructs [48, 49]. 

• Outer loadings were also examined at the indicator level, 

and indicators with weak loadings were removed when 

their deletion improved construct reliability and validity. 
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3.4 Analytical procedures 

 

The analysis in this study employed PLS-SEM, 

implemented through SmartPLS 4.0 software. This technique 

was selected due to its ability to simultaneously estimate both 

the measurement model, which links observed indicators to 

latent constructs, and the structural model, which depicts the 

hypothesized relationships among constructs. Given the 

study's moderate sample size and potential non-normal data 

distribution, PLS-SEM offered an appropriate approach to 

model the complex interdependencies among livelihood 

capital dimensions, food security, community resilience, and 

institutional innovation. The analysis was conducted in two 

stages: measurement model assessment and structural model 

assessment. 

Model estimation proceeded by first validating the 

measurement model to ensure reliability and validity of all 

latent constructs. Indicators were assessed using outer 

loadings, while internal consistency was evaluated using 

Cronbach’s alpha, rho_A, and CR, with thresholds of 0.70 or 

higher indicating adequacy. Convergent validity was 

established through AVE, where values above 0.50 were 

considered acceptable. Discriminant validity was examined 

using the Fornell–Larcker criterion and the Heterotrait-

Monotrait (HTMT) ratio, ensuring that each construct 

measured distinct theoretical concepts. Collinearity was 

assessed using Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values before 

interpreting the structural relationships. 

Once the measurement model was validated, the structural 

model was analysed. This involved estimating the path 

coefficients between constructs and assessing the magnitude 

and significance of direct effects. The revised model did not 

treat livelihood assets as a conventional mediating variable. 

Instead, livelihood assets were specified as a higher-order 

composite construct formed by multiple capital dimensions. 

The structural model therefore tested the associations from 

livelihood assets and food security to community resilience, 

and from community resilience to institutional innovation. 

Bootstrapping with 5,000 resamples was used to generate 

robust standard errors and confidence intervals for hypothesis 

testing. In addition to p-values and t-statistics, the model’s 

explanatory power was examined using R-squared (R²) and 

adjusted R² values for the endogenous constructs. Collinearity 

was assessed using VIF values before interpreting the 

structural paths. Effect size was assessed using f², while 

predictive relevance was examined using Q². These 

diagnostics were used to support the interpretation of the 

structural model while avoiding overclaiming causal effects. 

Accordingly, the structural model results were interpreted 

cautiously by considering path significance, explanatory 

power, effect size, predictive relevance, higher-order construct 

specification, and the cross-sectional nature of the data. 

The decision to use PLS-SEM rather than covariance-based 

SEM or Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was based on 

methodological fit. PLS-SEM allows for exploratory testing of 

theoretical models and is particularly effective when analyzing 

models that include higher-order constructs, moderate sample 

sizes, and multiple constructs with reflective and composite 

specifications. This flexibility made it suitable for modelling 

the dynamic, interrelated processes that characterize 

community-based tourism governance and resilience. Given 

the cross-sectional nature of the survey, all structural paths 

were interpreted as statistical associations rather than 

definitive causal effects. 

Through this approach, the study was able to provide a 

detailed, empirically grounded picture of how livelihood 

assets, social capital, food security, community resilience, and 

institutional innovation are interrelated in a tourism village 

context. The quantitative model was complemented by 

qualitative evidence to explain how BUMDes governance, 

community participation, institutional coordination, and 

hamlet-level tourism integration shape the context of 

community resilience. 

 

3.5 Ethical considerations 

 

This study was a non-clinical social research project and did 

not involve medical treatment, clinical intervention, biological 

sample collection, or experimental manipulation. Therefore, 

clinical trial registration was not applicable. The study 

followed standard ethical principles for social research 

involving human participants, including informed consent, 

voluntary participation, anonymity, confidentiality, and secure 

data storage. 

Prior to data collection, all participants were informed about 

the objectives and procedures of the study and were asked to 

provide informed consent. Participation was entirely 

voluntary, and respondents had the right to decline 

participation or withdraw from the survey or interviews at any 

stage without any consequences. Participants were assured 

that their identities would remain confidential and that their 

responses would be used solely for academic purposes. 

All collected data were anonymized before analysis, and no 

personally identifiable information was reported in the 

manuscript. Digital and physical records were stored securely 

and accessed only by the research team. These ethical 

measures were particularly important given the community-

based setting, ensuring that trust, respect, confidentiality, and 

transparency were maintained throughout the research 

process. 

 

3.6 Integration of subjective and objective data 

 

A key strength of this research lies in its methodological 

triangulation, which integrated household survey data, 

qualitative interviews, contextual village documents, field 

observations, and distance-based spatial information to 

interpret tourism village resilience. Subjective data were 

gathered through household surveys capturing residents’ 

perceptions of livelihood capital dimensions, food security, 

community resilience, and institutional innovation. These 

perceptual indicators reflect residents’ lived experiences and 

provide insights into local governance and resilience 

processes. 

Contextual evidence was derived from village records, 

tourism-planning documents, BUMDes institutional records, 

interview notes, field observations, and distance information 

related to tourism access, hamlet-level participation, and local 

infrastructure conditions. These sources were used to interpret 

institutional coordination, community participation, tourism 

integration, livelihood opportunities, and differences among 

hamlets.  

Qualitative interviews with village leaders, tourism actors, 

and community representatives were used to contextualise the 

survey findings. Narratives concerning Slepi highlighted more 

limited tourism integration and different participation 

channels compared with the more tourism-integrated hamlets. 

These findings were interpreted as contextual evidence of 
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intra-village variation in tourism access, institutional 

participation, and livelihood opportunities rather than as 

definitive proof of spatial inequality. Interview notes, village 

documents, field observations, and distance information were 

examined to identify recurring themes related to trust, 

participation, livelihood opportunities, food-security 

concerns, institutional coordination, and hamlet-level 

inclusion. 

 

3.7 Limitations and mitigation strategies 

 

Despite its methodological strengths, the study has certain 

limitations. First, self-reported data are subject to biases such 

as social desirability and recall inaccuracy, which may 

influence the accuracy of responses. To mitigate this, the 

survey instrument was carefully designed using neutral 

wording, and anonymity was emphasised to encourage honest 

reporting. Second, the study’s focus on a single village, while 

enabling in-depth analysis, may limit the generalisability of 

the findings to other tourism villages with different socio-

cultural or institutional contexts. Third, the cross-sectional 

design limits the ability to establish temporal causality; 

therefore, all structural relationships are interpreted as 

associations. 

To address this, the research adopted a comparative intra-

village design, exploring three distinct hamlets with varying 

levels of tourism integration and infrastructure development. 

This internal comparison helped reveal spatial and social 

variation often overlooked in single-level village studies. 

Furthermore, the use of PLS-SEM provided robustness in 

testing complex associations among higher-order livelihood 

assets, food security, community resilience, and institutional 

innovation, and the integration of qualitative data added 

explanatory depth to the statistical findings. Together, these 

strategies ensured that the limitations were appropriately 

accounted for, and that the research remained theoretically 

grounded and empirically rigorous. Nevertheless, future 

studies should strengthen the analysis by incorporating 

longitudinal data, more detailed spatial indicators, and 

comparative evidence from multiple tourism villages. 

 

 

4. RESULT 

 

4.1 Socioeconomic profile of respondents 

 

As summarized in Table 1, the socioeconomic profile of 

respondents reveals a demographic largely composed of 

individuals in productive age groups, with most having 

attained middle-level education. This demographic 

characteristic is crucial as it suggests a labor force that is both 

active and potentially adaptive to tourism-driven 

transformations. The final survey dataset consisted of 220 

valid household responses used for the PLS-SEM analysis. A 

majority of 38.5% were aged 36–45, a productive age segment 

likely to be involved in economic and community activities, 

followed by 26.0% aged 26–35, which is typically associated 

with early family formation and economic consolidation. The 

relatively small proportion of respondents over 55 (7.4%) may 

indicate a demographic tilt toward younger, more 

economically active individuals in the village. These 

characteristics suggest that the respondents were sufficiently 

positioned to evaluate household livelihood assets, food-

security conditions, community resilience, and institutional 

participation in the tourism village context. 

 

Table 1. Characteristics of respondents by age, education 

level, and household size 

 
Socioeconomic 

Variable 
Category Percentage (%) 

Age 

17–25 years 12.5 

26–35 years 26.0 

36–45 years 38.5 

46–55 years 15.6 

>55 years 7.4 

Education Level 

No formal 

education 
2.1 

Elementary 

education 
25.5 

Junior high school 30.7 

Senior high school 33.8 

University or 

higher 
7.9 

Household Size 

Small (1–3 

persons) 
25.5 

Medium (4–6 

persons) 
66.1 

Large (> 6 

persons) 
8.4 

 

In terms of education, the distribution shows that while a 

significant number of residents have completed junior and 

senior high school (30.7% and 33.8% respectively), only a 

small fraction (7.9%) have attained higher education. This 

suggests that while formal education may not be widespread 

beyond secondary levels, there exists a baseline of literacy and 

skill sufficient to engage with tourism-related livelihoods. The 

dominance of medium-sized households (66.1%) further 

reflects a typical rural family structure, potentially indicating 

availability of labor within households for tourism and other 

local economic activities. Because the study examines 

resilience through livelihood assets and household-level 

perceptions, these demographic characteristics provide 

important context for interpreting the PLS-SEM results rather 

than serving as causal predictors in the model. 

  

4.2 Institutional role of BUMDes in tourism governance 

 

BUMDes Ketapanrame functions as an important 

institutional actor in coordinating tourism activities, managing 

village assets, and facilitating community participation. Its 

locally embedded governance arrangements connect the 

village government, tourism awareness groups, MSME 

operators, community representatives, and residents in 

supporting tourism development. Through these 

arrangements, residents may participate in tourism-related 

employment, entrepreneurship, community forums, 

destination maintenance, and other supporting activities. 

The qualitative evidence indicates that transparent rules, 

participatory decision-making, and coordination among local 

actors contribute to institutional trust and community 

engagement. The management of major tourism sites, 

including Taman Ghanjaran and Sawah Sumber Gempong, 

also demonstrates the capacity of BUMDes to coordinate 

village assets and tourism-related activities within a 

community-based governance framework. These institutional 

arrangements provide an important context for interpreting the 

positive relationship between community resilience and 

institutional innovation identified in the PLS-SEM model. 
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However, access to tourism-related opportunities remains 

uneven across the three hamlets. Residents living near major 

tourism assets appear to have more direct opportunities for 

employment, entrepreneurship, and participation, whereas 

residents in less tourism-integrated hamlets rely on more 

indirect livelihood and institutional channels. This variation 

suggests that institutional effectiveness should be assessed not 

only through formal participation mechanisms but also 

through the extent to which tourism opportunities are 

accessible across different parts of the village. 

 

Table 2. Qualitative evidence on tourism governance and 

community participation 

 

Theme 
Contextual 

Evidence 

Relevance to 

This Study 

Institutional 

coordination 

BUMDes coordinates 

with village 

government, tourism 

groups, MSME 

operators, and 

community 

representatives 

Provides the 

governance context for 

institutional innovation 

Community 

participation 

Residents participate 

through community 

forums, tourism-related 

employment, 

entrepreneurship, and 

destination-supporting 

activities 

Supports the role of 

social capital and 

livelihood participation 

Institutional 

trust 

Interview evidence 

indicates that 

transparency and 

locally embedded 

coordination 

strengthen confidence 

in village institutions 

Helps interpret the 

strong contribution of 

social capital 

Hamlet-

level 

variation 

Tourism participation 

differs according to 

tourism functions, 

institutional access, 

and proximity to major 

tourism assets 

Supports the intra-

village equity analysis 

Inclusive 

governance 

needs 

Less tourism-

integrated hamlets 

require stronger 

representation and 

broader access to 

tourism-related 

opportunities 

Supports place-based 

and equity-oriented 

policy 

recommendations 

 

Table 2 summarises qualitative evidence on institutional 

coordination, community participation, institutional trust, 

hamlet-level variation, and inclusive governance needs. These 

findings position BUMDes primarily as a resilience-

supporting governance institution rather than as a financial or 

business model. They also highlight the importance of 

broadening representation, strengthening participation from 

less tourism-integrated hamlets, and preventing excessive 

concentration of tourism benefits among residents already 

closely connected to major tourism assets. 

 

4.3 Social capital in tourism-based livelihoods 

 

As shown in Table 3, indicators of social capital in 

Ketapanrame reveal a socially cohesive environment that is 

conducive to collective decision-making and tourism 

governance. Participation rates in community events (78.4%) 

and decision-making forums (65.3%) indicate that residents 

are not passive beneficiaries but active stakeholders in shaping 

local development agendas. The interview evidence further 

suggests that social capital was expressed not only through 

formal community participation but also through residents’ 

involvement in tourism maintenance, parking management, 

local stalls, community forums, and other tourism-supporting 

activities. 

 

Table 3. Community participation and trust in local 

institutions 

 
Social Capital 

Indicators 

Level of 

Participation (%) 

Level of 

Trust (%) 

Participation in events 78.4 - 

Decision-making 

involvement 
65.3 - 

Trust in BUMDes - 82.7 

Trust in village leaders - 76.4 

 

Institutional trust levels are also high, with 82.7% of 

respondents expressing confidence in BUMDes and 76.4% in 

village leadership. These findings signal a fertile environment 

for social innovation, where institutional actors can rely on 

community support to implement tourism policies. Moreover, 

such high social capital plays a critical role in mitigating risks, 

ensuring cooperation in crisis contexts, and amplifying the 

effectiveness of institutional interventions. This interpretation 

is consistent with the PLS-SEM finding that social capital was 

the strongest contributor to livelihood assets. In Ketapanrame, 

trust and participation appear to operate as relational resources 

that enable residents to access livelihood opportunities, 

participate in tourism-related activities, and support collective 

resilience. 

The relationships among livelihood capital dimensions, 

livelihood assets, food security, community resilience, and 

institutional innovation are summarized in Figure 2. The figure 

clarifies that human, social, natural, financial, and physical 

capital are positioned as components of livelihood assets, 

while food security is treated as a direct resilience-supporting 

condition. This visual model helps distinguish the revised 

higher-order livelihood asset specification from the earlier 

unsupported mediation claim. 

 

 
 

Figure 2. Governance–livelihood–resilience mechanism in 

Ketapanrame 

 

4.4 Resilience of tourism village system 

 

The measurement of resilience indicators across the hamlets 

reveals notable intra-village variation. As shown in Table 4, 

the three hamlets differ in their distance to the main tourism 
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areas, namely Taman Ghanjaran, Sumber Gempong, and 

Dlundung Waterfall. Ketapanrame, as the village center and 

administrative hub, leads across all resilience dimensions: 

employment in tourism (72.1%), household income 

diversification (64.8%), and community adaptability (75.5%). 

This performance likely correlates with better access to 

infrastructure, greater institutional presence, and strategic 

location. To avoid overclaiming, these differences are 

interpreted as descriptive evidence of uneven tourism 

integration rather than definitive proof of spatial inequality.  

In contrast, Slepi hamlet exhibits lower resilience-related 

indicators, with tourism participation at only 24.4%, income 

diversification at 31.5%, and adaptability perception at 35.2%, 

as shown in Table 5. Although Table 4 shows that Slepi is not 

physically very distant from Taman Ghanjaran and Sumber 

Gempong, it does not function as a major tourism node and 

has more limited direct tourism activities. 

 

Table 4. Distance from each hamlet to main tourism areas 

(km) 

 

Hamlet 
Taman 

Ghanjaran 

Sumber 

Gempong 

Dlundung 

Waterfall 

Spatial 

Position 

Ketapanrame 0 2.0 0 Core 

Sukorame 1.0 0 3.6 
Semi-

core 

Slepi 1.3 1.5 3.4 
Tourism 

edge 

 

Table 5. Indicators of economic diversification and 

adaptability by hamlet 

 

Indicator 
Ketapanrame 

(%) 

Sukorame 

(%) 

Slepi 

(%) 

Tourism 

employment 

participation 

72.1 68.3 24.4 

Household income 

diversification 
64.8 58.7 31.5 

Community 

adaptability 

perception 

75.5 69.8 35.2 

Note: These indicators describe intra-village variation and are triangulated 
with interview evidence on tourism participation and institutional access. 

This suggests that intra-village variation is not determined 

by distance alone, but also by differences in tourism functions, 

institutional engagement, and household participation in 

tourism-related livelihood channels. Sukorame occupies an 

intermediate position because it has direct proximity to 

Sumber Gempong, while Ketapanrame functions as a core 

tourism area due to its direct connection with Taman 

Ghanjaran and Dlundung Waterfall. These variations 

underscore the need for place-based policy instruments that 

address not only geographic access but also livelihood 

participation, institutional inclusion, and benefit distribution 

across hamlets.  

 

4.5 Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modelling 

model of livelihood assets, food security, community 

resilience, and institutional innovation 

 

Before interpreting the structural relationships, the 

measurement model was assessed using retained indicators, 

outer loadings, Cronbach’s alpha, rho_A, CR, AVE, and 

discriminant validity statistics. Table 6 reports the retained 

indicators and reliability-validity statistics, while Table 7 

presents the retained outer loadings for each construct. The 

revised PLS-SEM model no longer treats institutional 

innovation as the main predictor of economic resilience. 

Instead, it examines how livelihood capital dimensions form 

livelihood assets, how livelihood assets and food security are 

associated with community resilience, and how community 

resilience is associated with institutional innovation. 

The structural model results in Table 8 show that social 

capital was the strongest contributor to livelihood assets (β = 

0.666, t = 18.741, p < 0.001), followed by physical capital (β 

= 0.345, t = 11.727, p < 0.001) and financial capital (β = 0.107, 

t = 2.425, p = 0.016). Human capital showed a significant 

negative association with livelihood assets (β = -0.166, t = 

3.448, p = 0.001), while natural capital was not statistically 

significant (β = -0.053, t = 0.925, p = 0.355). These results 

indicate that livelihood assets in Ketapanrame are more 

strongly shaped by relational, physical, and financial resources 

than by natural-resource availability alone. 

 

 

Table 6. Measurement model assessment 

 
Construct Retained Indicators Cronbach’s Alpha rho_A CR AVE 

Community Resilience CR1, CR2, CR9 0.799 0.799 0.883 0.717 

Financial Capital K1, K2, K3 0.778 0.824 0.868 0.687 

Food Security FC2, FC6, FC10, FC12 0.810 0.907 0.871 0.629 

Human Capital HC1, HC2, HC3 0.703 0.703 0.834 0.627 

Institutional Innovation I2, I5, I6 0.835 0.986 0.897 0.745 

Natural Capital A1, A3 0.725 0.994 0.867 0.766 

Physical Capital F3, F4, F6 0.783 0.794 0.872 0.695 

Social Capital SC1, SC4, SC7, SC8, SC12 0.845 0.848 0.890 0.618 

 

Table 7. Retained indicator loadings 

 
Construct Indicators and Outer Loadings 

Community Resilience CR1 = 0.851; CR2 = 0.915; CR9 = 0.767 

Financial Capital K1 = 0.874; K2 = 0.841; K3 = 0.768 

Food Security FC10 = 0.869; FC12 = 0.804; FC2 = 0.718; FC6 = 0.772 

Human Capital HC1 = 0.805; HC2 = 0.777; HC3 = 0.792 

Institutional Innovation I2 = 0.806; I5 = 0.938; I6 = 0.840 

Natural Capital A1 = 0.954; A3 = 0.789 

Physical Capital F3 = 0.821; F4 = 0.857; F6 = 0.822 

Social Capital SC1 = 0.762; SC12 = 0.758; SC4 = 0.814; SC7 = 0.772; SC8 = 0.822 
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Table 8. Bootstrapped structural path coefficients 

 
Path β t-Value p-Value Interpretation 

Social Capital → Livelihood Assets 0.666 18.741 0.000 Significant positive association 

Physical Capital → Livelihood Assets 0.345 11.727 0.000 Significant positive association 

Financial Capital → Livelihood Assets 0.107 2.425 0.016 Significant positive association 

Human Capital → Livelihood Assets -0.166 3.448 0.001 Significant negative association 

Natural Capital → Livelihood Assets -0.053 0.925 0.355 Not significant 

Livelihood Assets → Community Resilience 0.541 8.232 0.000 Significant positive association 

Food Security → Community Resilience 0.202 2.975 0.003 Significant positive association 

Community Resilience → Institutional Innovation 0.173 2.936 0.003 Significant positive association 
 

Although all retained constructs met the recommended 

reliability and convergent validity thresholds reported in Table 

6 and Table 7, the reliability values for some constructs should 

be interpreted with caution. Natural Capital was retained with 

only two indicators (A1 and A3), while Institutional 

Innovation and Natural Capital showed very high rho_A 

values. Such high reliability values may indicate strong 

internal consistency, but they may also suggest potential item 

redundancy or limited conceptual coverage when a construct 

is represented by a small number of indicators. Therefore, 

these constructs were retained because they satisfied the 

minimum statistical criteria, but their interpretation was made 

cautiously and remained grounded in the theoretical 

framework and qualitative evidence.  

As further shown in Table 8, livelihood assets were 

positively associated with community resilience (β = 0.541, t 

= 8.232, p < 0.001), indicating that stronger livelihood 

resources are linked to higher perceived community resilience. 

Food security was also positively associated with community 

resilience (β = 0.202, t = 2.975, p = 0.003), suggesting that 

food-security conditions function as an important resilience-

supporting factor in the tourism village context. Community 

resilience was positively associated with institutional 

innovation (β = 0.173, t = 2.936, p = 0.003), although Table 9 

indicates that the explanatory power for institutional 

innovation was weak. 

As shown in Table 9, the model explained 49.4% of the 

variance in community resilience, indicating moderate 

explanatory power. The R² value for livelihood assets reached 

1.000 because livelihood assets were modelled as a higher-

order composite construct formed by multiple capital 

dimensions. Therefore, this value should not be interpreted as 

a conventional endogenous R² but as a consequence of the 

higher-order construct specification. Given the cross-sectional 

design, all relationships are interpreted as statistical 

associations rather than causal effects.  

 

Table 9. Model explanatory power 
 

Endogenous 

Construct 
R² 

R² 

Adjusted  
Interpretation 

Livelihood 

Assets 
1.000 1.000 

Higher-order composite 

construct; not interpreted as 

conventional endogenous R² 

Community 

Resilience 
0.494 0.489 Moderate explanatory power 

Institutional 

Innovation 
0.030 0.026 Weak explanatory power 

 

As shown in Table 10, all VIF values were below the 

recommended threshold of 5, indicating that collinearity did 

not pose a critical concern for interpreting the structural paths. 

The f² values indicate that livelihood assets had a medium 

effect on community resilience, while food security had a 

small effect. Community resilience also had a small effect on 

institutional innovation. The f² values for the paths from the 

livelihood capital dimensions to livelihood assets were 

extremely large because livelihood assets was specified as a 

higher-order composite construct formed by these dimensions. 

Therefore, these f² values should not be interpreted in the same 

way as conventional predictor effects in a standard reflective 

structural model. Instead, they confirm the dominant 

contribution of livelihood capital dimensions to the formation 

of the higher-order livelihood assets construct. The Q² values 

for community resilience and livelihood assets were above 

zero, indicating predictive relevance, while the Q² value for 

institutional innovation was positive but weak. These results 

support the model’s predictive relevance while reinforcing the 

need to interpret institutional innovation cautiously because of 

its weak explanatory and predictive power. 
 

Table 10. Collinearity, effect size, and predictive relevance assessment 
 

Path VIF f² Effect Size Interpretation Q² 
Predictive Relevance 

Interpretation 

Livelihood Assets → 

Community Resilience 
2.153 0.268 Medium effect 0.339 Predictive relevance 

Food Security → Community 

Resilience 
2.153 0.037 Small effect 0.339 Predictive relevance 

Community Resilience → 

Institutional Innovation 
1.000 0.031 Small effect 0.017 

Weak predictive 

relevance 

Social Capital → Livelihood 

Assets 
1.535 1493.625 

Very large effect, interpreted cautiously due to 

higher-order construct specification 
0.271 Predictive relevance 

Physical Capital → Livelihood 

Assets 
1.518 403.848 

Very large effect, interpreted cautiously due to 

higher-order construct specification 
0.271 Predictive relevance 

Human Capital → Livelihood 

Assets 
1.135 125.810 

Very large effect, interpreted cautiously due to 

higher-order construct specification 
0.271 Predictive relevance 

Financial Capital → 

Livelihood Assets 
1.051 55.977 

Very large effect, interpreted cautiously due to 

higher-order construct specification 
0.271 Predictive relevance 

Natural Capital → Livelihood 

Assets 
1.044 14.020 

Very large effect, interpreted cautiously due to 

higher-order construct specification 
0.271 Predictive relevance 
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4.6 Qualitative triangulation of PLS-SEM findings  

 

The qualitative evidence summarised in Table 2 and the 

participation–trust indicators in Table 3 help explain why 

social capital and livelihood assets were central in the PLS-

SEM model. Interviews indicated that community 

participation in Ketapanrame extended beyond formal 

meetings to tourism-related employment, parking 

management, food stalls, attraction maintenance, local service 

provision, and community forums. These multiple forms of 

participation help explain why social capital contributed 

strongly to livelihood assets and why livelihood assets were 

positively associated with community resilience. 

 

 

5. DISCUSSION 

 

5.1 Livelihood assets, food security, and community 

resilience 

 

The revised PLS-SEM results indicate that community 

resilience in Ketapanrame is more directly associated with 

livelihood assets and food security than with institutional 

innovation as an initial predictor. These findings suggest that 

resilience in tourism villages should be understood not only 

through formal governance arrangements, but also through the 

household and community resources that enable residents to 

maintain livelihoods, adapt to tourism-related changes, and 

participate in local economic opportunities. Compared to top-

down tourism frameworks that often marginalize local voices 

[50, 51], Ketapanrame’s institutional context demonstrates 

how community-based organizations can reduce dependency 

on external actors while increasing local ownership of tourism 

outcomes [25, 52]. 

The structural model shows that livelihood assets were 

positively associated with community resilience (β = 0.541, p 

< 0.001), while food security was also positively associated 

with community resilience (β = 0.202, p = 0.003). This finding 

supports broader evidence that BUMDes can serve as engines 

of both economic and social transformation when grounded in 

democratic governance, inclusive participation, and equitable 

access to tourism opportunities [53]. However, the revised 

results suggest that BUMDes-based institutional arrangements 

operate through livelihood and resilience mechanisms rather 

than through a simple direct effect of institutional innovation 

on economic resilience. 

 

5.2 Social capital as the strongest component of livelihood 

assets 

 

The role of social capital in facilitating village resilience is 

reinforced by its strong contribution to livelihood assets. The 

PLS-SEM results show that social capital was the strongest 

contributor to livelihood assets (β = 0.666, p < 0.001), 

exceeding the effects of physical and financial capital. High 

levels of trust in BUMDes and local leadership (82.7% and 

76.4% respectively), coupled with robust community 

participation, illustrate the relational infrastructure that 

enables coordinated responses to tourism challenges [36, 54]. 

The significant negative association between human capital 

and livelihood assets should be interpreted with caution. This 

result does not suggest that human capital weakens livelihood 

development. Rather, it may indicate that formal education 

and skill-related indicators do not directly translate into 

participation in locally embedded tourism-based livelihoods. 

In Ketapanrame, livelihood assets appear to be more strongly 

shaped by social networks, physical access, household 

livelihood resources, and community involvement than by 

formal human-capital attributes. Residents with higher 

education or formal skills may also pursue livelihood 

opportunities outside village-based tourism activities, 

reducing their dependence on BUMDes-related livelihood 

channels. Therefore, this result reflects a context-specific 

mismatch between formal human-capital indicators and the 

community-based mechanisms through which tourism 

livelihood assets are mobilised. 

In line with earlier studies, these results confirm that social 

capital operates as a vital enabler of collaborative governance 

and innovation [34, 55]. In Ketapanrame, social cohesion 

appears to support livelihood mobilisation by enabling 

residents to participate in tourism work, parking management, 

food stalls, attraction maintenance, community forums, and 

other tourism-related activities. These dynamic counters the 

risks of institutional capture or over-tourism identified in other 

tourism-dependent villages [56]. The qualitative evidence 

indicates that many village households were involved in 

tourism-related activities through employment, 

entrepreneurship, service provision, community participation, 

or destination-supporting roles. 

Moreover, the significance of social capital in supporting 

livelihood assets underscores its function as a resilience-

enhancing asset beyond economic returns. Communities with 

dense trust networks and shared norms demonstrate higher 

flexibility in managing uncertainty, thus transforming social 

cohesion into an adaptive advantage [27, 54]. This explains 

why social capital is central in the revised model: trust and 

participation allow residents to mobilise collective resources, 

access tourism-related opportunities, and sustain community 

resilience during periods of tourism fluctuation. 

 

5.3 Intra-village variation, hamlet inclusion, and livelihood 

equity 

 

Despite village-wide improvements, intra-village variation 

between Ketapanrame, Sukorame, and Slepi indicates that 

resilience-related gains are not evenly experienced across 

hamlets. Slepi’s lower tourism employment participation, 

income diversification, and adaptability perception mirrors 

literature on the consequences of asymmetric infrastructure, 

institutional access, and social capital [57, 58]. However, these 

results should be interpreted as descriptive evidence of uneven 

tourism integration rather than definitive proof of spatial 

inequality, because stronger spatial evidence such as distance 

measures, infrastructure indices, and hamlet-level income data 

remains limited. 

The findings suggest that unless inclusive governance 

mechanisms deliberately engage less tourism-integrated 

hamlets, community-based tourism risks reinforcing existing 

inequalities [4, 59]. Participatory models must extend beyond 

village centers, incorporating peripheral voices into decision-

making and ensuring equitable access to tourism-related 

opportunities. The literature highlights how institutional 

innovation must be spatially sensitive to counteract 

exclusionary patterns [60]. In Ketapanrame, this means that 

tourism governance should not only maintain successful 

village-scale enterprises, but also ensure that tourism-related 

livelihood opportunities reach residents with weaker 

proximity to major tourism assets. 
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In Ketapanrame, the divergence in hamlet-level resilience 

indicators reflects the limits of centralized governance even 

within community-driven models. The case underscores the 

need for targeted interventions, such as infrastructure 

investment, capacity-building programs, and localized social 

capital mobilization in less tourism-integrated hamlets. Such 

interventions should be supported by systematic monitoring of 

tourism participation, access to BUMDes-supported 

opportunities, food-security conditions, and access to 

livelihood assets across hamlets. 
 

5.4 Institutional innovation as an outcome of community 

resilience 
 

These findings offer practical insights for policy and 

practice in strengthening inclusive tourism village 

governance. First, the Ketapanrame case suggests that 

institutional innovation is linked to community resilience 

rather than functioning only as its initial driver. The PLS-SEM 

results show that community resilience was positively 

associated with institutional innovation (β = 0.173, p = 0.003), 

although the explanatory power for institutional innovation 

was weak. This indicates that participatory governance 

structures—such as inclusive decision-making, transparent 

BUMDes management, and community representation— may 

broaden access to tourism-related opportunities and enhance 

institutional legitimacy [52, 55], but they are also reinforced 

by a resilient and economically engaged community. 

Second, to promote equitable resilience, future village 

tourism policies must prioritize bridging gaps between more 

tourism-integrated and less tourism-integrated hamlets. This 

includes: (1) investing in roads and public infrastructure; (2) 

creating digital platforms to support tourism marketing from 

less visible hamlets; (3) expanding training programs to 

enhance entrepreneurship and organizational capacity in 

underserved areas; (4) integrating food-security-sensitive 

livelihood support into tourism governance; and (5) 

monitoring the distribution of BUMDes-related benefits 

across hamlets [31, 61]. 

Third, strengthening village-level institutions requires 

sustained efforts to cultivate social capital through inclusive 

forums, inter-dusun collaboration, and transparent conflict-

resolution mechanisms. Policies should institutionalize 

meaningful community participation, ensuring that tourism 

governance is democratic not only in form but also in its 

distributional outcomes [19]. In Ketapanrame, participation in 

tourism-related governance arrangements illustrates how 

transparent rules, inclusive engagement, and locally embedded 

cooperation may strengthen institutional legitimacy. These 

mechanisms should be maintained while preventing the 

excessive concentration of tourism benefits among residents 

already connected to major tourism assets. 

Finally, adaptive governance should remain a central 

principle of tourism development. The COVID-19 pandemic 

demonstrated that tourism systems supported by responsive, 

transparent, and inclusive institutions are better positioned to 

withstand shocks and strengthen community resilience [53, 

62]. The Ketapanrame case further indicates that adaptive 

governance depends on accountable institutional 

arrangements, continued community participation, and the 

capacity to align tourism activities with local development 

priorities. Documentary evidence provided contextual 

indications that tourism-generated resources contributed to 

village development and community-oriented activities. These 

findings support the interpretation that institutional resilience 

is maintained through transparent governance, adaptive 

resource management, and sustained community engagement. 
 

5.5 Limitations and directions for future research 

 

While the study provides evidence of the livelihood assets–

food security–community resilience–institutional innovation 

nexus, its scope is limited by several methodological and 

contextual factors. First, as a cross-sectional study focused on 

a single village, its findings may not fully capture temporal 

dynamics or be generalizable across Indonesia’s diverse 

tourism villages [27]. Therefore, the structural relationships 

identified in the model should be interpreted as associations 

rather than causal effects. 

Second, reliance on perception-based indicators for 

constructs like livelihood assets, food security, and 

community resilience introduces subjectivity, which may not 

fully reflect objective conditions. Mixed-method 

approaches—combining surveys with ethnographic 

fieldwork—could yield richer insights [63]. Although this 

study triangulated survey results with interviews and 

contextual institutional documents, future research should 

include more detailed hamlet-level spatial and economic 

indicators. 

Third, the resilience indicators employed, while 

comprehensive, may not sufficiently account for cultural or 

ecological dimensions of resilience. Future research could 

integrate qualitative narratives and environmental data to 

complement socioeconomic metrics [42, 60]. This is 

particularly important because natural capital was not 

statistically significant in the revised model, even though 

environmental assets remain central to tourism attractiveness. 

Future studies should therefore examine whether natural 

capital affects resilience indirectly through destination 

attractiveness, tourism flows, or environmental governance. 

Moving forward, comparative case studies across multiple 

villages can illuminate how different configurations of 

institutional innovation, social capital, livelihood assets, and 

food security influence resilience. Furthermore, PLS-SEM 

modeling can be extended with longitudinal data to assess 

temporal relationships over time. The development of 

multidimensional resilience indices—capturing economic, 

social, cultural, and ecological dimensions—also holds 

promise for advancing community-based tourism governance 

models [64, 65]. Future research should also test whether the 

pathway from community resilience to institutional innovation 

holds in other BUMDes-based tourism villages or whether it 

is specific to Ketapanrame’s governance context. 

In conclusion, this study lays the groundwork for more 

inclusive, adaptive, and empirically grounded approaches to 

tourism village resilience. Its findings reaffirm that 

institutional and social dimensions are not peripheral but 

central to shaping sustainable and equitable tourism futures in 

rural communities. More specifically, the findings show that 

social capital, livelihood assets, and food security are central 

conditions for community resilience, while institutional 

innovation is linked to the capacity of a resilient community to 

sustain local governance arrangements. 

 

 

6. CONCLUSION 

 

This study concludes that community resilience in 
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Ketapanrame Tourism Village is strongly associated with 

livelihood assets and food security, while social capital is the 

most important contributor to livelihood assets. The 

participatory governance structure observed in Ketapanrame 

supports community involvement, institutional trust, and 

broader access to tourism-related livelihood opportunities. 

Social capital emerges as a critical enabler of resilience by 

fostering trust, participation, cooperation, and adaptability. 

Rather than identifying institutional innovation as a simple 

direct driver of economic resilience, the revised model shows 

that community resilience is positively associated with 

institutional innovation, although its explanatory power 

remains limited. 

The findings also reveal meaningful intra-village variation 

between more tourism-integrated and less tourism-integrated 

hamlets. These differences underline the need for policies that 

strengthen infrastructure, local capacity, food-security-

sensitive livelihood strategies, and meaningful participation 

beyond the village’s principal tourism areas. Addressing these 

gaps is essential for ensuring that tourism development 

contributes to equitable and sustainable rural transformation. 

This study contributes to community-based tourism 

research by integrating livelihood capital dimensions, food 

security, community resilience, and institutional innovation 

within a single empirical model. It also demonstrates the value 

of examining variation within a village rather than treating 

rural tourism communities as socially and spatially 

homogeneous. Resilient tourism villages must ultimately be 

grounded in livelihood security, institutional trust, inclusive 

governance, and collective agency. 
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