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1 ABSTRACT

A review of academic and grey literature in disasiek reduction, construction, urban planning and
architecture shows that the term ,resilience” hasrbincreasingly adopted to describe an ethicaupos
towards interventions in the built environment.i&plmakers in the United Kingdom (UK) have followed
this trend and increasingly adopt the resiliencgylmge in policy and Government agendas. However, a
detailed examination of over 20 UK policy documeaus! 19 interviews with stakeholders involved ie th
planning, design, construction and operation oflihiét environment, reveals a multiplicity of diwer uses
and representations of resilience. Moreover, thanimg attributed to the term is often influencedtbg
professional remits and decision space of polioy decision makers. Given these results, we argae th
resilience should not be seen as a consensual giobgerather as an unfolding ethical paradigm ugro
which stakeholders create their own dynamic reptesiens and meanings. By illustrating how the tésm
often reified in divergent and incompatible wayse vdentify five tensions that this creates, and the
implications from both a theoretical and a poliergpective. Given the malleable and nebulous nafuitee
term we suggest that it should be used cautioughimboth contexts.

2 INTRODUCTION

The term ,resilience” is increasingly adopted byhbpolicy makers and practitioners in the fielddidaster
risk reduction; however both the conceptual claaitygl practical relevance of this term are uncléas.used

on a variety of scales and in a variety of waysa @aescripting term, as a tormative nerm, as adjErg as
well as theory (e.g. Strunz, 2011). The originabmnieg was largely constructed in the field of eggldy
authors such as Holling (1973). Resilience was rgtded as a measure of the ability of ecologicateays

to persist in the face of disturbance and maintalationships between different elements of theéesgsthis
idea has been recently adapted (and, while doingdidsted and stretched) by many other disciplines,
creating ambiguity and uncertainty (Brand and 2897). Unsurprisingly, this has led to major difflites

in operationalising and applying resilience in #@arch for more harmonious relationships between th
natural, the social and the built environment (&lecer, 2013). Despite this lack of clarity, the bemof
governmental and non-governmental reports mentipnasilience and aiming at developing ,resilience-
building” is increasing (Davoudi, 2012). Similarithe term has become common among local authgrities
construction stakeholders and emergency servicesh@, 2014).

Resilience has generally been defined in two wagsa desired outcome, or as a process leadinddsiied
outcome (Kaplan, 1999). Bahadur et al. (2010) ootetl a comprehensive literature review in order to
demonstrate how ,resilience” is conceptualised ahdracterised, and concluded that while the term is
widely used, its meaning is increasingly ambigudumfgeld and Mcevoy (2012) argue that ,resilierece
not used in an exact, defined way, but more agsatike (and seemingly fashionable) umbrella temmch
loosely express some of the conceptual underpihiing26).

What is clear is that the term resilience is insnegly used to signify a particular state of beiogset of
processes to bring about a state of being. In otloeds, rather than recognising the malleable eatfithe
term, and the ways in which it is continually shéyg discourse, it is increasingly mobilised toresent
and/or to justify a cause of action. Building upgbe work of Marx and Weber, Lukacs (1971) introghlic
the concept of reification in his critique of theoeomic construct of ,labour’. Lane et al. (200&58
explain that ,reification is the outcome of the @ges by which we forget the authorship of ideas and
theories, objectify them (turn them into things)dahen forget that we have done so”. The actiitation

is a key component of learning but, as Wenger (L@®lains, every community of practice produces
artifacts, such as tools, procedures, storiesJamgliage that reify some aspect of its practicexs€quently
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the construct’s original meaning may get obscureduccessive practitioners and researchers adiapfitit
the needs of their work and their personal biasato(r, 1987).

This paper aims to illustrate how resilience idiediin a multiplicity of different, and often inogpatible,
ways. UK policy documents and interviews will beedsas empirical evidence of this reification and th
tensions it creates. The final section includedsaugsion of empirical results and their implicatofor
policy and practice.

3 METHODOLOGY

There are a number of ways of examining how pdiegt decision makers define, understand and implemen
the resilience paradigm. This paper reports theltesf a study that focused on the following apites of
the inquiry. Firstly, from the perspective of thegtitioner: examining common ,practices’. This imp
inquiring about what stakeholders perceive as bémgortant in resilience. Secondly, from the policy
perspective: identifying what institutions considieportant and urgent by distilling results fronetivay
objectives, targets and goals are exposed in pdicyments). Thirdly, from the perspective of nowmnsl
standards, exploring what institutions do effedtivenforce.

The first step of the study was to define a methagioal framework to scrutinise policy and stakelesk"
perspectives. Carpenter et al. (2001) highlight heommon problem in resilience studies whicloiddfine
Jfesilience of what?” and ,resilience to what?”. Vdelopted a framework that included five scales of
analysis (the building, the neighbourhood, thele®ttnt or city and the country) and two types mfgers:

(a) Natural triggers (sudden triggers such as gaakes, floods and tsunamis; and incremental sliggers
such as climate change); and (b) human-made tdg@ecluding fire, violence and crime, internatibna
terrorism, industrial threats and pollution).

The second step consisted of creating a databadeconiments related to resilience, which included UK
national policy documents ranging from 2000 to 20p8blished on the UK government web site
(www.gov.uk) and written by national agencies sashthe Cabinet Office, Home Office etc. Overall, 23
policy documents were thoroughly analysed.

The third step examined the database through fremge of word use (including the use of conceptual
mapping and clouds) that allowed us to identify ti@st commonly used terms. This was carried out wit
the aid of Nvivo 8 software.

We then analysed transcripts from 19 interviewsdoated with various stakeholders that are direotly
indirectly involved in ,resilience” agenda implentation. We interviewed the following stakeholders:

¢ Three architects working in the private sector

* The Head of regeneration, city council

« The Flood management officer, city council

« Three emergency planning officers, city council

« Two liaison architectural officer, police

¢ The Fire and rescue service officer

e The Counter-terrorism security advisor

* Two property developers

* An officer of the Civil Contingencies Research O police
e Three urban planners working in the private sector.

The semi-structured interviews were aimed at id@nty the perceptions and representations that
stakeholders make of resilience. They were condubstween May and October 2013 and lasted for
approximately one hour each. Each interviewee wgischto define resilience and to comment on whether
and how resilience is implemented in their day-agy-dractice.

The final step of the study consisted of compamvayd uses, frequencies and discourses among policy
documents and the transcripts of the interviewsis Tddlowed us to draw patterns and analytical
generalisations. We transcribe here some quotesdifaillustrate the differences and synergiesitbu
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4 RESULTS: UK NATIONAL POLICY ON RESILIENCE

4.1 Brief introduction to the resilience policy framewak in the UK

Since the introduction of the Civil Contingency Attte Act) in 2004, civil protection activity inehUK has
been conducted under the epithet ,UK resilienceM(Bovernment, 2004). The civil protection plan was
significantly restructured to codify existing priaess, and introduce new statutory duties (O’Briad Read,
2005). A process of Integrated Emergency Managentattincludes six related activities - anticipatio
assessment, prevention, preparation, responsecaader — was adopted (HM Government, 2012). Under
this process, civil protection duties are now eatrout by a range of designated Category 1 andyGate
responders, which are expected to collaborate h@ee this common goal. Whilst UK Cabinet officesha
ultimate responsibility for civil protection, reigihce is carried out through is the Local Resileforum
(LRF).

The Act describes the duties of stakeholders tpe@de in a LRF, and formal meetings and allocatiain
work to responsible stakeholders. The LRF typicalgets three times a year to discuss emergencgiptan
within its county. In the event of a major emerggrtbe group forms the Strategic Coordinating Gréamp
that emergency, i.e. it would provide a forum foe to-ordination of a multi-agency response. Fangle,
during the recent Thames Valley flooding, the Thaalley LRF facilitated Strategic Coordination Gpo
meetings at 10am and 4pm every day during the mohtRebruary. While Environmental Agency was
presented by the media as the main repondent ¢ald|othey did so in coordination with the LRF (e.g.
Buckinghamshire FRS, 2014). A number of sub-grouipis specific areas of responsibility meet six tgrae
year and report to the LRF. The UK Resilience Raogne thus improves coordination among the
emergency services but it does not take into adccommunity involvement.

The UK policy defines community resilience in aheat restrictive way: ,Community and individuals
harnessing local resources and expertise to helpgélves in an emergency, in a way that complentkats
response of the emergency services” (Cabinet offt@l1b). This definition does not provide any
information on the activities that would ,complerhéime response” nor does it emphasise the impatahc
self-reliance or emergency prevention.

41.1 UK Government definition of resilience

The UK Civil Protection Lexicon (Cabinet Office, 28b) defines resilience as: ,The ability of the
community, services, and of infrastructure to detpecevent, and, if necessary to withstand, haradie
recover from disruptive challenges”. The definitialates back to the statutory guidance document
.Emergency Preparedness” (HM Government, 2006) ravitevas used in a context of risk management. It
however differs slightly from an earlier definitiarsed in the document ,Dealing with Disasters* (iGab
office, 2003) (,The ability at every relevant leveldetect, prevent, and, if necessary, to hanaeracover
from disruptive challenges”). The definition used the Lexicon underpins the development of all
subsequent resilience-related work: it has guideddevelopment of the LRF framework, as well as the
creation of the National Risk Register and Natiossdcurity Strategy (Cabinet Office, 2013; HM
Government, 2010). It also influences the iderdtiizn of people who might be vulnerable in a cridista
protection protocols, cyber-security, the protecta critical national infrastructure, preventiohwolent
extremism, etc. Although Birkmann et al. (2012)npeiout that an examination of all current UK Civil
protection guidance reveals that a total of 21leddifit definitions are used, all of them share efdsef
detection, prevention, resistance, managementeauyery.

When exploring ,resilience of what’, the analysmws that the majority (65%) of policy documenterdo
measures and initiatives having a national/coustope of influence (compared to 17% at the regitmvall,
8% at the city level, 4 % at the neighbourhood llearel 4% at the building level). At first glancedstlis
hardly surprising, given that we examined policyti®n by the national government. However, consider
the strong influence that the idea of community aityl resilience has had in literature (Norris bt 2008;
Pelling, 2003; Stumpp, 2013; Tobin, 1999) it becsnsear that UK policy has had to make efforts to
redefine the boundaries of the resilience approach.

Resilience is mentioned in documents aimed at doreaffairs, for example: The UK government’s
humanitarian policy (DFID, 2011), which ,outlinesv the UK will help build resilience to crises and
respond to humanitarian need resulting from conflicd natural disasters”. One of the programmes is
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Building Resilience and Adaptation to Climate Ertes and Disasters Programme (BRACED) supported by
the Department for International Development. lalso used in relation to terms of data protec{savice
resilience) and telecommunications (Cabinet OffR@]1a). The definition of resilience thereforeorestes
with a wider discussion within the UK Governmenttmw to handle new forms of risk triggered by a enor
globalised and interconnected world. As demongtrdig the policy analysis (Figure 1), the policy
framework focuses on using a multi-hazard approtadting into account natural hazards as well as-man
made threats (although the term ,resilience” isus#d in the Terrorism Act).

Social
Triggers
Wqdustrial disasters, etc.)

Natural
Triggers
(earthquakes, flood

Externally produced
Triggers (international terrorism, climate change, etc.)

Fig. 1: Mapping of Resilience policy documents ia thK, identifying ,resilience to what* according tioree types of disaster /
emergency triggers

All the activities are based around the integrad@tergency planning (cycle of emergency planning):
.Resilience is built around several key activitiegstly, risks of disruptive challenge must, whasssible,

be identified, either by considering internal weads or scanning the horizon for external threats.
Anticipation allows choices to be made. In someuwinstances it is possible to prevent disruptivdlehges
occurring by taking action at an early stage. Iheotcases, planning has to take place to deal avith
disruptive challenge. This cycle — anticipatiorey@ntion, preparation, response, recovery — iseaheart of
resilience” (Cabinet Office, 2003). It is appreedtthat it is impossible to fully eliminate someks,
therefore resilience is seen by the Governmentveayaof building capacity to respond to emergenanés
while taking into account the potential interdepamdes of services/systems that maybe disruptethign
perspective, resilience primarily refers to theamay to respond to emergencies and to quicklyrreta
some form of ,normality’.

Essentially, local efforts in enhancing resilieraze built on collaboration between organisationenehs
central efforts are based on command and contaticyPon resilience in the UK put much emphasistos
capacities expected from other stakeholders inra@achieve ,resilience’, however these documenés
extremely vague, and so local stakeholders undetstad adjust the principles differently.

4.2 The differences in interpretations and the tensionthey create

The definition of resilience provided by the natibpolicy is not strictly accepted at the localdeand in
addition is reified by the professional remits bbse who are ,implementing resilience’. This ledds
tensions not only among national policy makers laedl level policy implementers, but also amongsto
who are directly and indirectly affected by the iReisce Programme. Five identified tensions arewulsed
here:

Tension 1: National vs. local scale: The widespnesalof term resilience in the national policy doeunts is
not reflected on local level and is often at oddthwhe practical understanding of resilience (Ealil
highlights different characteristics of resilience)

|Construction ‘ Emergency ‘ Regulators Policy |
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Flexibility Business continuity Preparedness Buséneontinuity

Durability Preparedness Protection Recovery

Robustness Recovery Security/ safety Preparsdnes

Coping Coping Business continuityDetection

Business as usual Robustness Prevention
Resistance
Bounce back-ability

Table 1: Characteristics of resilience within foact®rs of intervention

Unsurprisingly, the definition of resilience proem by the emergency services goes in line withothe
provided by the Act, and is infiltrated into eveagpect of emergency services" activities:” [ urstiand
resilience] fairly technically in the sense of BEA 2004, which defines resilience. (...) | defmsilience
as the ability to withstand disrupting events asckts, man-made, terrorist or natural” (Emergen@nRing
Officer). But at the same time, stakeholders adéxra layer to the definition, explaining thatiliesce is
more about the organisational capacity of the nedpnts: ,We have to be resilient enough. (...) Wednto
have resources and the infrastructure in placen&dble us not only to deal with incidents but alsweh
enough capacity for another incident coming intéFRind Rescue Service Officer).

Construction stakeholders define resilience inatwetext of buildings and urban environment, althotlge
term ,resilience” is not often (if at all) usedtimeir daily practices. Their definitions focus dmaracteristics

of resilience rather than the process of implemgntesilience (as emphasised by the policy andl loca
authorities). The key characteristics for respomame durability: ,Resilience is about buildings paces
lasting for beyond one or two generations” (UrbdanRer), and flexibility in a sense that the burlgli
should be able to adapt to changing conditionsirah{e.g. climate change), economic (e.g. buildihguld

be sellable and thus should be multi-purpose) anihis(e.g. migration and change in demographics).

Tension 2: Response and preparedness vs. preventiiist the UK policy acknowledges the importance
of prevention, the majority of documents (notallipge that emphasise the importance of local rasgie
focus on response. Local level respondents unaerstsilience as a way to deal with an event bieéng
prepared for the event in order to be able to nredpo it rather than to eliminate it: ,| am not suesilience
is a more upfront thing. | am not sure that you dafine it in terms of being ready because | ddnitk you
ever are. | think [you can] cope but you never hiineebest solution ready at your fingertips” (Enegrcy
Service Officer). Another respondant argues: ,Wangor the contingency of the actual event and then
are there to respond thereafter if something hagp®rt we don’t at this moment in time (...) geggared to
make ourselves more resilient prior to it. [It'shat would happen if something happened now ratiea t
trying to make it safer immediately, if that malense? Our team is very much more a responsetladter
event and planning towards such events” (Emerg&tayning Officer).

On the contrary, construction stakeholders undedstasilience as inherent safety, and assume st
and resistance as the critical part of resilientieis about risk avoidance as in where in the tiaig is
located and how it is designed” (Architect). Robess - a term that is often interchangeably used wi
resilience among the construction stakeholdersargsied to be a part of their daily practice: ,[Vkapw
that the building has got to be secure, (...). Baogs have got an element of robustness again&testal
damage which actually also transfers to intendedadge” (Architect). ,We are designing out risk, ahdt's
how it should be done” (Urban Planner). Local atitles however argue that in some cases, whenenkher
safety cannot be achieved due to practical (inolgidinancial) reasons, preparedness and protegiibith
are used as synonyms to resilience) are the beststo,There’'ll always be a flood area where it is
unaffordable to build something to stop it from paping, and in which case you will have to go ddia
resilience type route” (Flood risk manager).

Tension 3: Business continuity vs. community resitie: Preparedness, prevention and response are all
aimed at least to two different audiences: commyuaiitd business. Practitioners on the local levéebe

that the key to achieving resilience is communitypgaredness (and therefore community resiliendaegy T

aim at making sure that the community is prepamdahy event and does not need to rely on external
support. Policy promotes the opposite: to an exieahderestimates the ability of the communitydepond

and instead suggests to rely on the Category bnelgmts. Curiously, however, when policies are yeeal
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(Table 2), the words such as ,community’, ,publiahd ,localism“ appear much more often in policy
documents that in practitioners” vocabulary, theuof which is on ,planning’, ,designing” and ,lding“
for the event.

Policy Practitioners
national resilience
regulations plan
flood building
risk flood
power business
localism people
community ability
land event
water design
public risk

Table 1: Ten most frequently used words relevanesdience among policy documents and practitishexsponses

In several policy documents, resilience is usegrtonote business continuity in any circumstancess-is
also reflected in activities carried out by thogedly influenced by the policy documents. Locatterities
and emergency services emphasise the importarfmgsofess continuity and promote its importance gmon
the business sector: ,It's not just the case opding everything and dealing with the event théking
place; it's also being resilient enough to carry yayur daily business and at the same time maintain
continuity” (Regulator). These stakeholders ardumyever, that this may lead to the underestimatibn
community resilience. In contrast, constructionketelders do not see business continuity as a atruci
aspect of resilience, and deplore that continuggsdnot actually leave a place for change and atiapt
They argue that continuity is not always the bgstiom as an event may present an opportunity for
improvement.

Tension 4: Negative vs. positive connotations ailience: In both policy and practice resiliencecliesely
associated with security. However this creates hamotension: while policy makers and implementers
promote the security aspect of the resilience qunddey often underestimate the fear and increased
isolation that is effecively triggered by the tejsecurity’. Due to its negative connotation, measufor
increasing resilience are not flagged up by thernernsial developers as there is a fear of alarmotgryial
clients. There is a lack of interest - and themiarvestment - in an incident which (in the eyeshef clients
and developer) is highly unlikely (i.e. a terrorgtack on a building or a flooded housing estd&e)phasis
on resilience is seen as counterproductive beaausglies that something may happen to a propeAi:
marketing literature is too positive to be abldrtcorporate the reality and the negatives. (..yolfi had a
building next to a river you wouldn't see in thdesabrochure the fact that it's been lifted up toeatain
height because it just flags up an issue into thehaser's mind. (...) The developer only wantsetba
positive story”.

Construction stakeholders and emergency servicts dgree that this perception should be changedi, an
instead the idea that security can be achievednbyeased inclusiveness and participation should be
promoted: ,Security (...) means putting up wallsl yates and that sort of stuff. [While] the inhabts
inside feel secure, it is very difficult to explaim them that interacting with the street and mghktrmore
friendly puts the antisocial behaviour off becaudley [people who conduct antisocial behaviour] feel
overlooked” (Architect).

Tension 5: Business as usual vs. low probabilitgnévThe term resilience appears more to be useful
policy and among the local level regulators whearoihes to the unexpected events. Resilience igstodel
as preparedness to something that is out of omldrough it is seen as a long-term process thdt wil
eventually lead to the incorporation of resiliemti® day-to-day practice: ,Resilience is built ilmat we are
trying to achieve, that's what the planning systerall about creating robust environments, building..) It

is central, it is everything” (Regeneration Plann&@onstruction stakeholders and emergency servaes
the other hand, argue that resilience is a busmessual type of activity: ,[Resilience] is nonsething that

is ,Oh, it is resilience!" and it is put into atlé pigeon hole. Resilience is mainstreamed. I.i9 normal
business, it's business as usual” (Fire and ReSengce Officer). Resilience is not seen as aniexglart

of the design, planning and construction procasg-an embedded process that does not get ackdgedt
unless the issues of safety and security are $pabif expressed by the client. This understandifig
resilience however does not focus on a more segwest with a low(er) probability. Resilience ipart of a
day-to-day practice included in business as usudl, its implementation is assumed: ,We make suaie th
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things don't fall off buildings and make sure thihé occupants are essentially surrounded by tH# rig
construction and technology (...) but nothing meggous than that” (Architect).

5 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

There is no problem per se with having multipleidgbns of a term, however if the term is too realble

and is used in a number of scales, it raises coacabout how practitioners can make sure that they
understand it similarly. As this analysis has iitated, neither stakeholders nor policy documeegsrsto
take into account the limits of these scales: thgrchangeably navigate the term of resilienceamas
objective, a means to attain an objective, a fraonkwf analysis, a concept, or an aspiration amoagy
other scales. This, together with malleability lné term raises the possibility of tensions emergieigveen

the agendas that a focus on differential defingiofiresilience induces.

The use of the term ,resilience” presents us witbudous dilemma: while the UK policy definition of
resilience is widely known and accepted, practéigruse the meaning of the term (as opposed ttethe
itself) or the synonyms (according to their undamging) of the term. For example, prevention, pregaess
and response all appear to be important compoméntsilience - but their prominence in practice te
different from one discipline to the other. Simijarboth policy and practitioners talk about remiste and
robustness, but the implied meaning is differefitom the ability to withstand to the ability not twe
affected at all. Resilience can be seen as twadfame one hand, it is a descriptive concept usedagy
academics, and on the other hand it is a boundajgcowith a wide range of meanings used by policy-
makers and practitioners. In any case, resilienostrbe increasingly viewed as a vague and malleable
concept (Alexander 2013; Bosher 2014); this howeskreruld not be seen as a negative notion, as such
vagueness and malleability may also bring advastabee interpretation of ,resilience has movedira
term to a way of thinking, a paradigm that collegtaumber of concepts rather than a concept ifshls
investigation suggests that resilience has becoimeuadary object, meaning that it now plays a ail@&
term that facilitates communication across varidigsiplines and is used as a shared vocabulartheugh
the understanding of the parties would differ rdgay the term in question. But at the same timed- as
demonstrated here - the vagueness and malleabilitthe term ,resilience* has led to a variety of
interpretations and applications. It could be adgtmat such vagueness makes this term politicaltgassful
and useful helping — to a certain extent — to retterthe interests of politicians and practitioneBoundary
objects however have a fundamental disadvantagtteircase of resilience, the extension of the teas
become so wide that it hides conflicts and powdatians, since everyone agrees on ,implementing
resilience” while implying different meanings. Inlang-term this may lead to further tensions nolyon
among those involved in ,implementing resiliencelit those affects by ,resilience’, which could be
reinforced by policies and their stance on theaigbe term ,resilience.

Resilience has thus become an idea used on mdeyedif scales with many different intentions anthvei
very wide extension. It includes a range of compdsiefrom international aid and leadership (as
demonstrated by the UK policy) to resistance amdrsy (as discussed by the interviewees) to snahality

and community well-being (as often argued by thadamic literature). It is used to connet discourses
separate stakeholders but in equal measure it oayse them by conflating many meanings. This mitkes
impossible to decide whether a specific state sdieat or not, and to find out how a resilienttstaan be
achieved. The principle of resilience therefore udthobe adopted with prudence, and the long term
consequences of interrelated variables must beidamesl: instead of trying to come up with a new
definition, both academics and practitioners shoistead try to overcome the drawbacks the term
Jfesilience” may pose while taking advantage ofcigpacity to create a collective narrative to depgarof
ethical positions .

6 REFERENCES

ALEXANDER, D: Resilience and disaster risk reductian:etymological journey. In: Natural Hazards amgitlE System Sciences
Discussions, Vol. 1, pp.1257-1284. 2013

BAHADUR, A.V., IBRAHIM, M and TANNER, T: The resilienceenaissance? Unpacking of resilience for tackliimgate change
and disasters. Report for Strengthening climatdiease. Available at:
http://community.eldis.org/.59e0d267/resilienceaierance.pdf (accessed 20 Feb. 2014). 2010

BIRKMANN, J, CHANGSENG, D., WOLFERTZ, J. et al.: Eadyscussion and gap analysis on resilience. Worgayger.
Available at: http://www.academia.edu/1845104/Eddiscussion_and_Gap_Analysis_on_Resilience (accdssed
Feb. 2014). 2012

Proceeding®REAL CORP 2014 Tagungsband ISBN: 978-3-9503110-6-8 (CD-ROM); ISBN: 978-3-950817-5 (Print) @
21-23 May 2014,Vienna, Austria. http://www.corp.aEditors: Manfred SCHRENK, Vasily V. POPOVICH, Pef&EILE, Pietro ELISEI



The Reification of Resilience and the ImplicationsTaeory and Practice

BOSHER, L.S: Built-in resilience” through Disaster RB&duction: Operational issues. In: Building Rese&r¢hformation, Vol.
42, No.2, pp. 240-254. 2014

BRAND, F.S., and JAX. K: Focusing the meaning(s)esilience: resilience as a descriptive conceptaandundary object. In:
Ecology and Society, vol. 12, iss. 1, pp. 23-30720

BROWN, K: Lost in translation? Resilience ideas irinational development. Seminar presentation.

BUCKINGHASHIRE FIRE AND RESCIE SERVICE: marlow flooding date, Tuesday 11 February. Available at:
http://www.bucksfire.gov.uk/BucksFire/News/Marlowefiding+update+11+February+2014.htm (accessed 18hMar
2014). 2014

CABINET OFFICE: Dealing with Disaster. Available atft/webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/2005052851%
http://ukresilience.info/contingencies/dwd/dwdrexdspdf (accessed 12 Feb. 2014). UK, 2003.

CABINET OFFICE: Resilient communications: documentsaifable at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publioas/resilient-
communications-documents (accessed 12 Feb. 2014)20K1a.

CABINET OFFICE: Strategic national framework on comiityiresilience. Available at: https://www.gov.ukiger
nment/publications/community-resilience-resourced-tols (accessed 12 Feb. 2014).UK, 2011b

CABINET OFFICE: National Risk register for Civil Emergeées. Available at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/natieriak-register-for-civil-emergencies-2013-editiat¢essed 12
Feb. 2014). UK, 2013a.

CABINET OFFICE: UK Civil Protection lexicon (version121). Available at: https://www.gov.uk/governmenititicati
ons/emergency-responder-interoperability-lexicatéased 12 Feb. 2014). UK, 2013b.

CARPENTER, S., WALKER, B., ANDERIES, J. M., and ABEL, NoRf metaphor to measurement: resilience of whatiat? In:
Ecosystems, vol. 4, iss.8, pp. 765-781. 2001.

DAVOUDI, S: Resilience: a bridging concept or a dead? In: Planning theory and practice, vol. 18,2s pp. 299-307. 2012.

DEPARTMENT FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT (DFID): Saviplives, preventing suffering and building resitten
The UK Government’s humanitarian policy. UK, 2011.

FUNFGELD, H. AND MCEVOQY, D: Resilience as a usefuhcept for climate change adaptation? In: Planrfiegty and practice,
vol.13, iss.2, pp. 324-28. 2012.

HM GOVERNMENT: Civil Contingencies Act. Available dittp://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/36/conte(dccessed 20
Feb. 2014). UK, 2004.

HM GOVERNMENT: Emergency preparedness. Availablehdtps://www.gov.uk/government/publications/emerge
preparedness (accessed 20 Feb. 2014). UK, 2006

HM GOVERNMENT: National Security Strategy. Availaldée http://www.direct.gov.uk/prod_consum_dg/grddgs digitalass
ets/@dg/@en/documents/digitalasset/dg_191639.pdégaed 20 Feb. 2014). UK, 2010.

HM GOVERNMENT: Emergency response and recovery (tgeigersion). Available at: https://www.gov.uk/gaveent/publi
cations/emergency-response-and-recovery (accefsedi2 2014). UK, 2012.

HOLLING, C.S: Resilience and stability of ecologisgktems. In: Annual review of ecology and systetsatiol. 4, pp.1-23. 1973.

KAPLAN, H.B: Towards an understanding of resilienaeritical review of definitions and models. In:[M Glantz and J.L.
Johnson (eds.) Resilience and Development. KluwadAmic, New York, pp. 17-83. USA, 1999.

LANE, P. J., KOKA, B. R., and PATHAK, S: The reifita of absorptive capacity: a critical review ae§uvenation of the
construct. In: Academy of management review, vd|.i8s.4, pp. 833-863. 2006.

LATOUR, B: Science in action. Cambridge, MA: Harvarditérsity Press. USA,1987.

LUKACS, G: History and class consciousness: Stuididdarxist dialectics. London: Merlin Press. UK,719

NORRIS, F. H., STEVENS, S. P., PFEFFERBAUM, B., WYCHEFK.and PFEFFERBAUM, R. L: Community resilience as a
metaphor, theory, set of capacities, and strateggiaster readiness. In: American Journal of Conityu
Psychology, vol. 41, iss.1, pp. 127-150. 2008.

O'BRIEN, G. and READ, P: Future UK emergency managenrm@aw wine, old skin? In: Disaster prevention amhagement, vol.
14 ,iss. 3, pp.353 — 361. 2005.

PELLING, M: The vulnerability of cities: naturalshisters and social resilience. London: EarthscKn2003.

STRUNZ, S: Is conceptual vagueness an asset? Resiliesearch from the perspective of philosophyieinee. In: Working paper
series in Economics. Univeristy of Luneburg. No.28%ailable at: www.leuphana.de/institute/ivwi/pikal
tionen/working-papers.html (accessed 20 March 2014)

STUMPP, E.M: New in town? On resilience and ,Reslli€ities”. In: Cities, vol.32, pp.164-166. 2013.

TOBIN, G. A: Sustainability and community resilientee holy grail of hazards planning? In: GlobalvEonmental Change Part B:
Environmental Hazards, vol. 1, iss. 1, pp. 13-Z89

WENGER, E: Communities of practice: Learning, meanargl identity. Cambridge: Cambridge University Preis, 1998.

—m REAL CORP 2014:
PLAN IT SMART



