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Abstract
Natural disasters are a source of shocks that have the potential to impact community well-being in a sustainable manner, not only through material losses but also through changes in household perceptions and expectations. This study aims to analyze the effect of disaster intensity on community well-being by focusing on two dimensions of subjective well-being: life satisfaction and five-year life expectancy. This study uses household data from the Indonesia Family Life Survey (IFLS) and measures disaster intensity based on the frequency of disaster events experienced by households. Empirical analysis was conducted using linear regression with robust standard errors to estimate the relationship between disaster intensity and well-being indicators, controlling for household socioeconomic characteristics. The results show that disaster intensity significantly influences the decline in life satisfaction and weakens community life expectancy in the future. This finding indicates that disaster impacts are intertemporal, where repeated disaster exposure not only reduces current well-being but also erodes households' hopes and sense of security regarding the sustainability of their livelihoods. Overall, this study emphasizes the importance of incorporating subjective well-being and future expectations into disaster impact analysis to gain a more comprehensive understanding of the implications of disasters on community well-being.
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1. Introduction
Natural disasters are a major source of shocks that directly impact people's well-being. In many regions, disasters not only cause physical damage and economic losses, but also create ongoing uncertainty in household life (Ahmad et al., 2022; Bonanno et al., 2024; Guo et al., 2023). These impacts make disasters an important factor in determining the quality of life of people, especially in vulnerable areas and those experiencing repeated disasters.
In the context of well-being, the impact of disasters is often analyzed through objective indicators such as income loss, asset damage, or increased poverty levels. However, this approach does not fully reflect how households actually experience and assess the impact of disasters in their daily lives. Community well-being also encompasses a subjective dimension, namely how individuals assess their life satisfaction and how they view future life prospects. This dimension is important because it reflects the psychological state, sense of security, and expectations of households, which are not always reflected in conventional economic indicators.
Disasters, especially those that occur repeatedly, have the potential to reduce the subjective well-being of households (Bhadra & Dyer, 2022; Gunby & Coupé, 2023; Huang, 2022). The damage and loss experienced can reduce satisfaction with current living conditions, while the uncertainty created by future disaster risks can undermine medium- to long-term optimism and hope (Buheji & Mushimiyimana, 2024; Mende et al., 2024). Thus, disasters not only impact actual well-being, but also shape household perceptions and expectations of future life.
Despite their importance, empirical studies specifically linking disaster frequency to community well-being are relatively limited. Most studies view disasters as temporary events with short-term impacts, while the cumulative effects of repeated disaster exposure on household well-being remain underexplored. Yet, repeated exposure can create ongoing stress that has the potential to systematically erode well-being.
This study aims to analyze the impact of disasters on community well-being, focusing on the frequency of disasters experienced by households. Well-being is measured using two main indicators: life satisfaction and expectations of living conditions in the next five years. With this approach, the study assesses not only the impact of disasters on current well-being but also on households' perspectives on their future.
2. Data and Method
This study uses household data containing information on disaster experiences and subjective well-being indicators, sourced from the Indonesia Family Life Survey (IFLS 5). The unit of analysis in this study is the household, with a coverage area representing varying levels of disaster exposure. The data used includes the frequency of disaster events experienced by households over a specific period, as well as well-being assessments based on respondents' perceptions.
The welfare indicators analyzed encompass two main dimensions. First, household life satisfaction, which reflects subjective assessments of current living conditions. Second, expectations about living conditions in the next five years, which reflect households' views of their future well-being prospects. The primary variable of interest in this study is disaster frequency. This variable measures how often a household experiences a disaster during the observation period, allowing for analysis of the cumulative impact of repeated disaster exposure. 
This study uses regression and descriptive analysis to estimate the relationship between disaster frequency and household well-being. In general, the approach aims to identify the effect of disaster frequency on subjective well-being indicators, controlling for relevant household characteristics. The model specification is designed to capture variations in well-being across households with varying levels of disaster exposure.
Disaster frequency is included as an independent variable. The coefficient of this variable is interpreted as the average change in well-being associated with an increase in the frequency of disaster events. To minimize potential bias, the model also controls for various household characteristics that may influence well-being, such as socioeconomic conditions and demographic characteristics. Thus, the estimated relationship reflects the impact of disasters on well-being after accounting for differences in baseline characteristics across households.
The analysis focused on the significance and direction of the relationship between disaster frequency and household well-being. This approach allows conclusions to be drawn about whether more frequent disaster exposure is associated with decreased life satisfaction and weakened expectations of future well-being. All empirical results were then interpreted within a societal well-being framework.
3. Result and Disscusion
In general, empirical results indicate a consistent and significant relationship between disaster frequency and decreased household well-being. Households experiencing more frequent disasters tend to report lower levels of life satisfaction compared to households with less or no disaster exposure. This finding indicates that disasters act as shocks that directly affect perceived quality of life, beyond their tangible economic impacts.
In addition to affecting life satisfaction, disaster frequency also negatively impacts household expectations regarding their future living conditions. Households experiencing repeated disasters exhibit lower levels of optimism regarding their living conditions in the next five years. This confirms the intertemporal nature of disaster impacts, where ongoing risk exposure not only reduces current well-being but also erodes hope and a sense of security for the future.
These findings reinforce the argument that disasters cannot be viewed solely as temporary events with short-term effects. Instead, recurring disasters create ongoing stress that has the potential to undermine the resilience of household well-being (Frijters et al., 2023; Strough et al., 2024). Persistent uncertainty, the risk of asset loss, and disruption to the stability of daily life can create persistent negative perceptions, reflected in low life satisfaction and weakened expectations for the future.
From a societal well-being perspective, these results indicate that disaster impacts extend beyond the material dimension to encompass psychological and perceptual aspects. Decreases in subjective well-being and future expectations have the potential to influence household decisions in the medium to long term, including investment decisions in education, health, and livelihood strategies. Thus, disasters can exacerbate structural vulnerabilities and hinder the process of sustainable well-being recovery.
Table 1. The Influence of Disaster Intensity on the Level of Community Welfare
	Variable
	Coefisient
	Robust Standard Error
	t
	p>|t|
	[95% Conf. Interval]

	Disaster Intensity
	0.0074664
	0.0017332
	4.31
	0.000
	0.0040688
	0.010864

	Constanta
	2.738035
	0.0107939
	253.66
	0.000
	2.7168760
	2.759195


Note - Dependent Variable: Level of Community Welfare
   - Independent Variable: Disaster Intensity
The results in Table 1 show that disaster intensity significantly impacts community well-being. This relationship reflects the reality of Indonesia as a country with a high level of disaster vulnerability, where floods, earthquakes, landslides, and droughts occur repeatedly in various regions. Continuous exposure to disasters not only causes material losses but also creates prolonged uncertainty in household life. In such situations, community well-being is difficult to fully recover because the sense of security, livelihood stability, and life satisfaction are continuously eroded by the risk of recurring disasters. This phenomenon indicates that the impacts of disasters are cumulative and can structurally weaken community well-being, especially for households located in vulnerable areas and with limited adaptive capacity.
This finding also indicates that the recovery of community welfare after a disaster is not solely determined by physical improvements or short-term economic recovery (Galderisi et al., 2022; Park et al., 2024). Household well-being appears to be strongly influenced by the ability of social and institutional systems to reduce uncertainty and rebuild a sense of security in daily life. In the Indonesian context, this underscores the importance of a development approach that implicitly integrates disaster risk reduction with efforts to improve community well-being. Infrastructure resilience, livelihood stability, and the sustainability of social support are key factors that indirectly determine the extent to which communities can maintain and restore their well-being amidst recurring disaster risks.
Table 2. The Influence of Disaster Intensity on People's Life Expectancies in the Next 5 Years
	Variable
	Coefisient
	Robust Standard Error
	t
	p>|t|
	[95% Conf. Interval]

	Disaster Intensity
	0.0053251
	0.0016165
	3.29
	0.001
	0.0021563
	0.0084939

	Constanta
	2.4224640
	0.0092620
	264.55
	0.000
	2.404308
	2.4406210


Note - Dependent Variable: Expectations of Community Life in the Next 5 Years
   - Independent Variable: Disaster Intensity
The results in Table 2 show that disaster intensity significantly influences people's expectations of life in the next five years. This finding indicates that disasters not only affect current perceived well-being but also shape how households view their future. In the Indonesian context, where disasters are often recurrent and difficult to predict, the experience of facing a disaster can undermine households' optimism about improving their living conditions in the medium term. Uncertainty about the sustainability of livelihoods, the risk of asset loss, and the potential for repeated disruptions to daily life lead households to assess the future more pessimistically, even though the immediate impact of the disaster may have passed.
This decline in five-year life expectancy reflects the intertemporal effects of disasters on community well-being. Lower expectations can influence household behavior and choices, such as the tendency to delay investments, limit spending on education or health, and adopt more defensive survival strategies. In the Indonesian context, this phenomenon demonstrates that disasters have the potential to prolong socioeconomic vulnerability through perceptions and expectations, not just through direct losses (Cvetković & Šišović, 2024; Wahyono et al., 2023). Thus, these results confirm that environmental stability and certainty play an important role in shaping people's views of the future, which in turn influences the dynamics of development and long-term welfare.
Table 3. Number of Households by Satisfaction Category
	Satisfaction Category
	Frequensy
	Percentage (%)
	Cumulaitve (%)

	Very satisfied
	291
	4.07
	4.07

	Satisfied
	2570
	35.97
	40.05

	Moderately satisfied
	3036
	42.50
	82.54

	Dissatisfied
	1084
	15.17
	97.72

	Very dissatisfied
	163
	2.28
	100.00

	Total
	7144
	100.00
	



Table 3 presents the distribution of people's life satisfaction levels based on respondents' perceptions of their lives as a whole. Overall, the majority of households fall into the moderate satisfaction category. 42.50 percent of respondents reported being somewhat satisfied, while 35.97 percent were satisfied. Combined, more than three-quarters of respondents (78.47 percent) reported relatively positive levels of life satisfaction. Conversely, the proportion of respondents with low subjective well-being was relatively smaller, with 15.17 percent reporting some dissatisfaction and 2.28 percent stating they were not satisfied at all. These findings indicate that while most people still maintain moderate levels of life satisfaction, a significant group is experiencing a vulnerable state of well-being.
This distribution provides important context for understanding the results of previous empirical analyses related to disaster impacts. The dominance of the medium satisfaction category indicates that community well-being is in a relatively fragile position, where external shocks such as disasters have the potential to shift perceptions from relatively satisfied to dissatisfied. In the context of disaster-prone Indonesia, this structure of life satisfaction reflects that disaster impacts do not always trigger extreme dissatisfaction immediately, but more often erode well-being gradually. Thus, these descriptive findings reinforce the regression results indicating that disaster intensity significantly influences community well-being, primarily through a decline in perceived quality of life and increased well-being vulnerability in certain household groups.
Table 4. Number of Households by Life Expectancy Category in the Next 5 Years
	Expectation Category
	Frequency
	Percentage (%)
	Cumulaitve (%)

	Very Good
	366
	5.12
	5.12

	Good
	3868
	54.15
	59.27

	Poor
	2342
	32.79
	92.06

	Very Poor
	567
	7.94
	100.00

	Total
	7143
	100.00
	



The distribution of life expectancies for the next five years in Table 4 shows that the majority of the population still holds a relatively optimistic view of their ability to maintain their standard of living. Fifty-four percent of respondents stated that it was possible and 5.12 percent stated that it was very likely, resulting in a total of approximately 59.27 percent of households holding positive expectations regarding their future living conditions. However, the proportion of respondents with negative expectations was also quite large. Thirty-two percent stated that it was unlikely and 7.94 percent stated that it was very unlikely, meaning that approximately 40.73 percent of households viewed their future with a relatively high level of pessimism. This pattern indicates a fragmentation of expectations in society, where optimism and vulnerability about the future coexist significantly.
This distribution provides important insights into how uncertainty shapes people's perceptions of the future, particularly in a country like Indonesia with a high level of disaster exposure. The proportion of households with negative expectations reflects structural concerns about livelihood stability and the sustainability of well-being. In this context, the experience of repeated shocks, including disasters, has the potential to weaken people's confidence in their ability to maintain their standard of living in the medium term. Thus, these descriptive findings reinforce previous empirical results showing that disaster intensity not only impacts current well-being but also erodes people's hopes and optimism for their future.
Table 5. Number of Households by Standard of Living Assessment Category
	Standard of Living Assessment Categories
	Frequency
	Percentage (%)
	Cumulaitve (%)

	Less Than Needs
	1773
	24.82
	24.82

	Sufficient for Household Needs
	3971
	55.59
	80.41

	More Than Needs
	1399
	19.59
	100.00

	Total
	7143
	100.00
	



The distribution of household living standards assessments in Table 5 shows that the majority of households assess their living conditions as adequate to meet their needs. Fifty-five percent of respondents stated that their standard of living was adequate, while 19.59 percent assessed it as exceeding their needs. However, the proportion of households assessing their standard of living as below their needs was still relatively large, at 24.82 percent. This pattern indicates that although most households enjoy relatively adequate living conditions, nearly a quarter of households still face limitations in meeting their basic needs, placing them in a vulnerable welfare position.
This structure of living standards provides important context for understanding the vulnerability of community well-being, particularly amidst the risk of external shocks such as disasters. Households in the subsistence category tend to have more limited adaptive capacity when faced with disruptions to livelihoods or assets. In the context of disaster-prone Indonesia, this situation suggests that disaster shocks have the potential to push households already on the edge of sufficiency into deeper deprivation. Thus, this distribution of living standards demonstrates how inequality in initial well-being capacity can magnify the impact of disasters on overall community well-being, consistent with previous empirical findings on the influence of disaster intensity on household well-being and life expectations.

4. Conclusion
This study shows that disaster intensity significantly impacts community well-being, both in terms of current perceived well-being and life expectancy over the next five years. Households exposed to disasters more frequently tend to have lower levels of life satisfaction and more pessimistic views of the future, indicating that disaster impacts are continuous and intertemporal. These findings emphasize that disasters not only cause material losses but also shape households' perceptions, sense of security, and expectations regarding the sustainability of their livelihoods. The community's welfare structure, dominated by the middle class, increasingly demonstrates vulnerability to external shocks, with repeated disaster exposure potentially eroding well-being gradually. Therefore, this study broadens understanding of disaster impacts by emphasizing the importance of subjective well-being and future expectations in assessing the implications of disasters on overall community well-being.
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