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Introduction
Global-local power dynamics are often framed with the phrase: “all geopolitics is local.” This
adage references the convergence of global forces at the local level, presenting small communities with
complex ranges of globalization-produced challenges. As more and more of these forces intersect and
interact, local politics has gradually become more complex, with previously reliable patterns of
demographics, environment, and economics fundamentally disrupted. From the elimination of traditional
sources of livelihood to the introduction of revolutionary information technologies, local leaders
everywhere have had to “sink or swim” – by either depending passively on the status quo, or taking an
active, adaptive approach to confronting present and future challenges. The latter approach, while
certainly requiring more investment from all actors involved, holds the key to a community’s
empowerment, legitimacy, and ultimately, survival.
It must be noted that communities do not always act benevolently, and their boundaries are not
always clear – as Robert argues, “community is fundamentally contested ground” and exclusionary
practices can be readily observed (Chaskin 2008, 73). Nevertheless, as a localized form of social
organization, community governance systems are best-placed to uphold and adapt the principles of
resilience to sustainably maintain the wellbeing of their populations. Resilience measures will remain at a
significant disadvantage if they do not take into account input from the local communities they are
addressed to. Community members know their area’s needs, offer unique streams of innovation, possess
legitimacy in the discursive process, and can build and leverage beneficial social support systems intrinsic
to their community. The end benefits are clear: countless studies have found flexible, nuanced, and
locally-adapted resilience strategies to be most effective (cite sources here).
However, this is not to say that there is no role for the state to play. Central policymakers can
initiate, aid, and accelerate resilience-building processes in a variety of ways. This paper attempts to
identify the most effective approaches that governments may take to foster resilience at the local level,
after both empirical and theoretical justifications are considered. First, I introduce a theoretical framework
within which key concepts are defined and general context is provided. Resilience will not be viewed
simply in terms of material resources, as significant weight will be given to relational resources vis-à-vis
the overlapping social connectedness and capabilities approaches. Following this framework, I examine
the experiences of numerous communities with successful resilience-promoting tactics and draw
conclusions on these tactics’ long-term effects. These tactics are categorized under three mutuallyintersecting categories: socio-cultural resilience, resource/environmental resilience and trauma resilience.
In line with the international development perspective and in the interests of proposing solutions that may
be generalized across borders, this paper considers cases from several different countries and world
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regions. Finally, I propose a series of clear but widely adaptable policy recommendations based on this
evidence that policymakers around the world may use to structure their resilience promotion strategies.
Ultimately, it is in the best interests of both the state and the people of a local community to promote
sustainable resilience: states will have to set aside less resources for dealing with crises, while
communities will be more immune to fluctuations in levels of state support. Resilient communities are
also able to deal with the challenges facing them on their own terms, meaning that their cultural identity
and unity will remain more intact when placed under stress. As will be shown, many resilience-promoting
practices carry with them numerous positive effects, such as improved economic and health outcomes.
Measures which effectively foster resilience should therefore be seen as long-term investments with farreaching, recursive payoffs and a key component of any human development framework. With climate
change bringing with it increasing uncertainty regarding weather patterns and general ecological stability,
the need for resilience has never been stronger.
The first section this paper will outline the theoretical framework employed herein, defining
relative concepts to provide conceptual clarity. Following this, I address resilience through three distinct
yet interrelated perspectives: socio-cultural resilience, environmental resilience, and material resilience,
providing both theoretical and empirical analysis to justify a series of policy recommendations, which are
subsequently denoted in the final section.

Theoretical Framework
Liberally-used terms such as resilience and community are often taken for granted, but the
characteristics and boundaries of these concepts present important implications for both theory and
practice. Most simply, community can be defined as a network of relationships that develops between
people who are connected by kinship, friendship and typically, geographic proximity (Bowen, 1993, 3-4).
Communities are often much more than this however, since they typically share a common destiny (both
objectively and in a felt sense) and draw much of their norms, values and identity from their belonging to
this group (Longstaff et al. 2010, 4; Sonn and Fisher 1998, 461). Communities are also not self-contained
and must be regarded as systems which derive much of their character from the way they respond to
influences from beyond their borders and vice versa. The flexibility with which communities respond to
exogenous pressures is one of the main factors in a community’s level of resilience.
Resilience is defined as the capacity of a community to adapt to disturbance, surprise and change
in a way that still preserves its basic functions, and ability to thrive (Magis 2010, 401). Disturbances to
the community in question include environmental disturbances as well as problems with a social origin
such as demographic shifts and economic change. In order to function effectively, individual parts of a
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resilient system must change in order to adapt to shifting conditions but a certain stability and
preservation of basic functions is critical (Longstaff et al. 2010, 3). However, it is important to not
simply view resilience as a response to shock-like adversities. Rather, resilience is an unfolding process
which seeks to utilize adaptive capacities to create an evolving equilibrium, rather than simply return to
the status-quo after a shock event (Skerrat 2013, 26).
It is clear that since each community is unique in its structures, individual makeup and the
challenges it faces, so what makes a particular community resilient will not necessarily be transferrable to
another community. Thus we have to regard all community resilience as highly context-specific
(Longstaff et al. 2010, 5). This does not entail however, that generalizations cannot be made across
differing communities. Longstaff (2010) has identified two major factors which can be used to assess
resilience in a given community. The first is "resource robustness" or the presence of materials with
which the community can work. The second is "adaptive capacity", the ability of a given community to
accommodate its aforementioned resource robustness and alter its ways in response to changes therein.
This adaptive capacity can be found in a community's institutional memory, connectedness, and its level
of member-participation. Resilience is predicated upon the presence and involvement of multiple
stakeholders, leveraging the depth and diversity of the community in question.
Sustainability is defined in terms of the notion of "sustainable development", which is
development which meets the needs of the present populations without jeopardizing the ability of future
generations to meet their own needs (Bruntland, 1987). This concept will be at the forefront of the
discussion going forward, since it is difficult to imagine the value of resilience if it does not provide a
long-term adaptive strategy.
Social Connectedness refers to “an individual’s engagement in an interactive web of key
relationships within communities that have particular physical and social structures that are affected by
broad economic and political forces” (Zavaleta et al. 2014). These relationships range from the
importance of family and peers to relationships with coworkers, community organizations, health services
and so on. This connectedness is essential to high-level functioning in a community, without it,
cooperative adaptation is difficult to imagine (Longstaff, 2010). In this sense, we can consider social
connectedness a critical vector in analyzing a given communities’ capacity for resilience.
Social isolation is essentially the negative correlate of social connectedness. Thus, it denotes a
lack of quality relationships at various levels of social organization (Zavaleta et al. 2014). Social isolation
is often intertwined with other deprivations such as lack of access to health care and low income
(Zavaleta et al. 2014). Efforts that combat social isolation will be a key factor in building community
resilience. It is important to stress that although social connectedness is a desirable outcome in general
terms, it takes many forms and some of these are more important to community resilience than others.
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Distinctions of this kind have been discussed in the context of the related concept of “social capital”
(Saint Ville et al. 2016, 536). Saint Ville et al. discusses three kinds of social capital, noting that
“bonding” social capital, defined as the type of connectedness that develops between individuals that
belong to the same group, has the tendency to become exclusive and insular (2016, 536). Of particular
relevance to community resilience is “bridging” social capital, or meaningful connectedness formed
through “weak ties” between distinct groups. This relevance stems from the relationship between social
capital and social isolation: we can see “bonding” social capital as a mechanism with the potential to
isolate and exclude members of the community which do not belong to a particular group, a risk that is
increased further when certain groups enjoy social and economic advantage over others. In determining
policy direction, attention must be paid to encouraging “bridging” social connectedness first and
foremost, to maximize the diversity of stakeholders involved and create less exclusive networks and
relationships. Aside from being normatively in line with the idea of equity, more community-wide
“bridging” efforts can lead to increased innovation at the local level (Saint Ville 2016, 545).
The capabilities approach is a framework that seeks to understand human accomplishment and
capacity for action from within the lens of what is actually achievable by the person or group in
question. The factors which bear upon capability range from functionings as elementary as being able to
access food or housing to more complex factors such as self-respect and being valued by others (Sen
1999, 31). This approach understands poverty as “capability-deprivation” and advocates for measures that
improve quality of life by creating opportunities with a degree of personal choice and freedom built in,
stressing the flexibility of individual agency and local innovation (Coleman 2012, 3). From this
perspective we can see the effects of social isolation negatively impacting an agent’s capability, with
social capital and the effects of social connectedness increasing the opportunities one has to contribute
meaningfully to community life and command resources, thus building capability.
In evaluating ways in which community resilience can be fostered by policy, special attention
will be given to the growth and expansion of social connectedness in communities. Social connectedness,
as the product of a holistic arrangement of social capital, offers profound, lasting material and
psychological benefits to a community. Due to the self-reinforcing nature of this phenomenon, efforts
which promote and establish social connectedness are seen as ideal for promoting sustainable resilience.
While an attempt will be made to propose policy solutions which may be generalized across borders, it is
important that we remain sensitive to differing social and environmental contexts as well as the great
variance that can be expected in community capacity.

7
	
  

Socio-Cultural Resilience:
Identity, Connectedness, and Social Sustainability
Increased perceptions of connection with one’s cultural, belonging in one’s community, and
social support are not only beneficial in terms of short-term psychological well-being, but offer numerous
potential benefits for sustainable resilience vis-a-vis health and social capital outcomes. Van Breda (2001)
has noted that “countless studies” have highlighted the diverse benefits of strong social support patterns in
communities. In one study conducted in a poor urban community in the United States, it was found that
youth’s sense of social support was more influential on their adaptiveness in the face of external pressures
than the perceived sense of danger in their communities, offering great promise to impoverished
communities where violent crime limits social connectedness (Bowen and Chapman 1996). The impact of
social support networks on both physical and mental health outcomes has been studied in great detail,
demonstrating that community support has positive effects in a variety of different contexts (Mykota and
Muhajarine 2005; Poortinga 2006; Poortinga 2011; Altschuler et al. 2004). Poortinga (2006) undertook an
analysis of self-rated health outcomes in Britain, finding that “bonding” social capital produced benefits
over and above those provided by personal networks of social support. This demonstrates that there is a
strong case for the importance of developing community-wide structures of social support which can
offset any deficiency in a given individual's’ relationships of social support.

Amartya Sen has noted that economists have tended to neglect the role of culture in evaluating
the process of societal development. This includes the role that culture has in developing patterns of
social solidarity and support. However, it is important not to treat social capital as if it were a “general
purpose resource” since connectedness within one group can often be coupled by neglect or even hostility
towards non-members of that group (Sen 2004, 5-6). In generating strategies to encourage the growth of
social capital, the focus will be placed on outcomes which are focused to the community-wide level or are
targeted at building bonding social capital within groups which may lack some of these advantages.
In a 2008 study on resilience amongst aboriginal youth, Anderson and Ledogar found that not
only did more resilient youth report greater self-esteem and levels of parental support, but also a greater
level of pride in their cultural heritage. Fostering connections between a community and its cultural
heritage could offer another way to build community socially sustainable resilience. Ladio and Lozada
(2003) discuss the role wild plant knowledge in traditional communities, noting its link with cultural
identity and ecological adaptiveness, while observing that such knowledge is widely on the decline
around the world. As natural resources such forests are increasingly exploited and become more scarce,
traditional knowledge can aid communities craft a flexible response to lost livelihoods, improving food
security, diversifying revenue streams, and offering medicinal and therapeutic benefits in certain cases
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(Ladio and Lozada 2003 1170-1171). Initiatives which linked youth to elders in order to preserve some of
this knowledge would have the double benefit of increasing community connectedness and fostering
youth connection to their cultural heritage.
That networks of social support improve various community outcomes is hardly surprising, the
more difficult question is what factors are known to support the existence of such networks and how they
might be built and fostered. One encouraging strand of research is in the area of alternative agriecological systems. King (2008) has argued that alternative agri-ecological systems such as community
gardens and farmer's markets create social capital and community resilience through processes such as
relation-building, inclusiveness, resource mobilization and the creation of spaces for the sharing of
knowledge. Farmers’ markets, for example, provide a space where community members can socialize,
share information about food and health and directly financially support other members of the
community, linking community members young and old within the universally shared context of food.
That alternative agri-ecological systems are already, with limited government support, creating positive
effects makes them a very sensible target for policy objectives in building social connectedness.
Another promising area is in the use of public art spaces to foster community participation,
provide an outlet for creativity and managing stress and trauma. Grodach (2010) has argued that the
ability of art to serve this function in the community is greatly impacted by the degree to which they serve
as “public spaces” and provides a number of recommendations for how this may be achieved. Giving art
spaces a greater role in community development offers the possibility of improving various outcomes.
Additional roles for art in serving community resilience lie in the opportunity for using art as a
management strategy for childhood trauma. Children and youth who have experienced severe trauma are
more likely to have behavioral and developmental difficulties, mental and health problems, low-paying
employment and a number of other undesirable effects which run counter to the traits required for
individual-level resilience (Gilbert et al. 2014). In other words, these children are more likely to end up in
a state of social isolation due to factors beyond their control. Coleman (2012) has contended that adopting
art as a policy strategy for coping with childhood trauma (when effectively guided by knowledgeable
professionals) offers a promising way forward on this issue. The creation of art draws upon a person’s
mental imagery and expresses it in a way that can be highly therapeutic for the artist and informative for
those who view and consume them. Coupling this approach with the creation of public art spaces would
give sufferers of trauma a way to deal with their past experiences while creating spaces for community
members to view these products and build mutual understanding.
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Environmental Resilience: Traditional Knowledge and Resource
Management
In evaluating ways in which government can promote resilience in communities, it is easy to
overlook the ways in which cultures have long been promoting their own resilience over the millennia.
Berkes et al. (2000) have explored the ways in which traditional ecological knowledge can offer a path
forward in responding to environmental change, finding that Inuit communities thrived by sharing
resources in order to offset the inherent unpredictability of the environment. This treatment of the
community as a cohesive body has obvious benefits for enhancing resilience, as some level of
redistributive work is done without the need for any top-down policy plan. Another crucial component of
traditional ecological knowledge systems is their adaptability to changing conditions and flexibility
concerning resource use and overall economic strategy. As an illustration, when one species becomes
scarce, there is the possibility of falling back on knowledge of how to exploit another species.
The role of local knowledge is made increasingly pertinent by the ongoing effects of climate
change, which will only increase environmental pressure on communities. Berkes and Jolly (2002) have
specifically addressed this point in their analysis of an Inuvialuit community in the Canadian arctic. This
community has been grappling with the negative environmental effects of climate change since the
1990's, and a great deal of their capacity to survive these changes has been the result of traditional
practices.
An additional advantage of the preservation of traditional ecological knowledge is the positive
outcome this could have on youth resilience outcomes. Andersson and Ledogar (2008) have pointed out
that a greater connection to their culture and traditions amongst aboriginal youth was correlated with
overall resilience. It is clear to see then that not only would preserving and increasingly institutionalizing
indigenous knowledge be of benefit to environmental and land management, but fostering pride in
Indigenous heritage as well.
It is essential to stress that although what we call “indigenous” and “traditional” knowledge
comes primarily out of very specific communities, the lessons which it provides inform an understanding
of what broader resilience-based strategies might look like. If we generalise from what has been
discovered thus far, it is natural to presume that a greater sense of community wholeness and localised
understanding are important features to any community resilience strategy, and not just to so-called
indigenous groups.
Despite this fact, the primary difficulty with traditional ecological knowledge as it stands today is
that it is largely confined to older members of the community and few young people are taking an interest
in learning from or utilising it (Berkes et al. 2000). This is where modern eco-movements can contribute
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to and enhance the wisdom of the past. King (2008) has noted the myriad ways in which modern agriecological movements can contribute to community resilience. Many of these mirror the benefits of
traditional ecological knowledge, such as improved social cohesion and increased sensitivity to local
needs and particularities. One particularly promising aspect of these movements is their ability to
facilitate knowledge sharing within communities. Informal institutions such as farmers markets and
community gardens are spaces where community members can meet to exchange knowledge, educate
themselves about current trends and share a connection to the land which is ultimately their livelihood. If
such forums for the exchange of information between community members could be paired with the
valuable lessons handed down from traditional ecological knowledge, there is a tremendous potential for
both educating the younger generations and connecting these youth to a sense of place and heritage.
Strategies which are targeted to facilitate the growth of these spaces and contribute to whichever already
exists in any given community offer many benefits to a community in terms of environmental resilience.
This sense of connection between community members, land stewardship, and common heritage offers
not only bridging social capital but also improved relations between communities and broader systems of
administration and governance. This has been discussed in particular detail in the context of
environmental management, but also as a method of conflict resolution (Gadgil et al. 1993; Berkes and
Jolly 2001; Dale et al. 2010, Armitage et al. 2007)
Co-management is a partnership in which local communities, government agencies, NGO's and
other stakeholders share the authority and responsibility for the management of a territory or a set of
resources. This concept has been extensively discussed in the relevant literature and demonstrates clear
adaptive benefits that if supported and expanded, could go a long way in increasing local environmental
resilience. A major benefit of co-management institutions is their ability to accommodate the varying
needs of diverse and distinct communities. Regulations that paint with broad strokes across community
boundaries are obviously necessary in order to ensure basic standards of practice. However, there is
always the danger that the well-intentioned goal of a given policy directive is obstructive to local needs
and practices, no matter how well justified those may be. An example of this lies is in the Inivaluit
response to changing sea-ice patterns in the Canadian arctic. Canadian regulations regarding the hunting
season for polar bears present problems for Inivaluit communities because the patterns of sea-ice
formation are too unpredictable to ensure that the official hunting season will overlap with favorable
hunting conditions. Working through a series of co-management institutions established by the Inuvialuit
Final Agreement of 1984, Inivaluit hunters and community leaders have been able to formalize their local
knowledge in the framework of science and public policy, leading to official measures seeking to locally
adapt Canadian policy (Berkes and Jolly 2001, 18).
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Co-management strategies have been addressed in a variety of other contexts. In a very different
geographical setting, a series of successful co-management strategies have been successfully established
in India. Here, community forests were established in the 1930s which were regulated under a broad set
of government directives but which were flexible enough to be adapted by villagers for their daily use.
More recently, policy in West Bengal operating since 1972 has shared forestry revenues with local people
in order to encourage them to replant degraded areas and preserve local forests (Berkes 2007, 20).
According to the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organisation these measures have consistently
outperformed state-run forest management strategies. Satellite data demonstrates that the quality of
forested areas in West Bengal is improving and there has even been a return of elephants which had
previously disappeared from these degraded forested areas (FAO). Community forest protection has been
effective since it directly involves local stakeholders whose livelihood is greatly dependent upon the
health of the surrounding forests. This serves as merely one example of the positive benefits associated
with co-management strategies that link macro-level policy directives with local needs and capabilities.
In facing the environmental challenges of the future it is essential that linkages created between
traditional ecological knowledge and the contributions of modern agri-ecological systems. When comanagement institutions are present, they should be allowed to play a prominent role in mediating
between state policy and local knowledge and concerns. When they are not present, institutional designs
should be borrowed from comparable situations where co-management institutions successfully engage
local communities and contribute to measurable positive outcomes. Such synergy between the traditional
and the modern a sensible way forward in building connectedness and community participation, and
ultimately laying the groundwork for environmentally resilient communities. Paired with co-management
strategies which are sensitive to local needs and functionings, there is tremendous potential for positive
benefit to community resilience.

Material Resilience: Innovation, Food Security, and Disaster
Preparedness
Our world is one where economic shocks, natural disasters, and other crises threaten communities
everywhere on an unfortunately perennial basis. Preparedness in the context of these shocks is absolutely
necessary to ensure a minimum degree of sustainable resilience, and communities with fewer resources
will have to take particular care in assuring such preparedness. Strong innovation, food security, and
disaster response-promoting strategies are required to guarantee material resilience in the face of shocks
and disasters, helping mitigate the development of trauma, poverty, and other post-crisis ills.
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In the context of material wellbeing, the World Bank characterizes resilience as the ability of a
society to minimize welfare losses for its members in the face of a disaster, with more resilience societies
able to withstand disasters of greater magnitudes (Hallegatte 2014, 2). Given the scope of this paper, this
section does not address macroeconomic resilience-building policies, focusing instead on micro-level
experiences that work at the community level to build resilience “from the ground up.” Usefully, Sherrieb
et al. delineate four “capacities” that help communities build material resilience: economic development,
social capital, information and communication, and community competence (2009, 228). Economic
development here refers not only to a community’s level of resources, but also to the distribution and
diversity of these resources, with diverse, more equally-distributed resources leading to the most
resilience (Sherrieb et al. 2009, 229). Wider, more egalitarian distributions of wealth have been associated
with better health outcomes (therefore contributing to improved individual resilience), while higher
resource levels and resource diversity create the space needed for economic adaptability in the face of
crisis (Sherrieb et al. 2009, 229-231).
All four of these capacities can (and often do) intersect with and feed into one another. For
example, community competence and economic development often go hand in hand as superior
competences are used to command more favorable economic outcomes (in line with Sen’s capabilities
approach). Similarly, effective community knowledge networks often lead to better information and
communication for community members, while concurrently improving competence, building social
capital, and contributing to the development of the local economy. Policies that promote most or all of
these capacities simultaneously offer the potential to create positive feedback loops that develop
resilience sustainably within a community. Such policy approaches must bear in mind the intersectionality
of a community’s economy, natural environment, infrastructure, and social institutions; as Rose argues,
sustainable resilient communities “emanate from the collaborative visions of ecologists, economists, and
planners” (2007, 388).
In a comparative study of two Saint Lucian smallholder farmer communities, Saint Ville et al.
(2016) find that the increased prominence of knowledge networks led to greater productive capacity and
food security for the communities they operated in. Particular benefits were observed in a village where
“bridging” social capital was specifically developed; that is, where meetings, workshops, and
collaborative projects coordinated by donors and state officials incubated knowledge-sharing relationships
which went beyond insular kinship networks (Saint Ville 2016, 545). In the context of these relationships
(and the resulting networks they formed), new crops, growing methods, pest management approaches,
and technological learning were commonly discussed, leading to a sustained uptick in innovation and
economic flexibility.
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Given Sherrieb et al.’s previously discussed four capacities that contribute to economic resilience,
this seems unsurprising: the promotion of these knowledge-sharing networks directly improved social
capital, communication, and information quality, subsequently encouraged innovation (which in part
benefits economic development and community competence). Stressing the importance of communitybased approaches in building social capital and promoting sustainable development from within, the study
also found that knowledge received from interpersonal networks was considered by farmers to be more
valuable than information provided by the state (Saint Ville 2016, 545), presumably owing to the weaker
social capital between the farmers and state actors. Lowitt et al. (2015) examine highly comparable
“communities of practice,” or groups of people who interact regularly and share an interest in improving a
certain common practice, in both Trinidad and Saint Kitts, arriving at similar findings. The authors find
that the interpersonal knowledge sharing relationships sustained by these communities allow for
innovative practices that often go beyond state-proposed improvements, while also improving social
capital and economic development (Lowitt et al. 2015, 369-370). The authors also point out that
communities of practices must be “effective supported” in order to improve resilience, requiring one or
more bridging community organizations with adequate capacity to actively encourage interaction and
collaboration (Lowitt et al. 2015, 369).
Natural disasters, as exogenous events that place immense stress upon the welfare of
communities, serve as a grim challenge to local economic resilience. The need for innovative solutions to
this threat have never been more significant, with both a burgeoning human population and the
destabilizing influence of climate change contributing to widespread vulnerability. Disasters can cripple a
local community’s main sources of income, cause lasting damage in terms of physical and mental health,
ravage food supplies, and introduce a potentially dangerous element of informational confusion in their
wake. Emergency preparedness resources such as food stores can provide an important buffer against the
shocks caused by disasters, making a community’s level of resources an important factor in its overall
level of material resiliency. However, these generally vary along with the relative wealth of different
areas, and not every community enjoys ample disaster preparedness resources. Thus, efforts which
leverage civil society and maximize social connectedness are particularly generalizable on the
international level.
Social capital, information and communication networks, and community competence can all
benefit greatly in situations where membership in formal community organizations is high. A study of
community-led emergence relief efforts found particular evidence of this in the case of the Walkerton,
Canada E. Coli outbreak. In early May 2000, one of the small town’s main water sources was
contaminated with E. Coli bacteria, which is potentially deadline if consumed (Murphy 2007, 309). Due
to multiple failures at the regulatory and political levels, the bacteria was not detected until after the water
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supply was contaminated, while emergency response teams were ineffectively coordinated, forcing relief
efforts to be undertaken by a motley of community organizations (Murphy 2007, 309). Fortunately, a
relatively high rate (72%) of Walkerton residents were actively involved in such organizations, with 60%
of residents contributing to the relief efforts, more than half of which indicating that the competences
derived from these volunteer roles directly benefitted their relief activities (Murphy 2007, 309).
Aside from distributing resources such as bottled water, the organizations also played an
information-sharing role, going door-to-door and distributing advisory flyers, helping mitigate harm
beyond the response of the government (Murphy 2007, 310-312). Based on this experience and their
survey of social capital and resilience theory, Murphy proposes the establishment of a ‘disaster assistance
council’ to formally (and preemptively) link government officials and emergency response services with
the appropriate community organizations (2007, 312). Among other examples, Aldrich points to the
volunteer-government-coordinating Seattle Neighborhoods Actively Prepare (SNAP) plan as an effective
example of this, arguing that civil society social networks are a “critical resource” in the face of disaster
(2010, 5 & 10). While it may prove difficult for a government to play in a role in increasing a
community’s rate of membership in non-governmental organizations, direct coordination with these
organizations offers great promise in terms of knowledge sharing, informational clarity, and overall
preparedness.
Community-government coordination in the realm of information and communication
technologies, or ICTs, introduce even greater potential for resilience in the face of disaster. While the use
of these technologies is not an option everywhere, the increasing ubiquity of ICTs such as computers and
smartphones in many parts of the world mean that the profound communicatory potential of these
technologies should not be ignored. Shklovski et al. (2008) argue for the government-aided development
of “digital community resources” as a path towards better disaster preparedness and community
resilience, drawing upon evidence from the 2007 Southern California wildfires. Based on their analysis,
the authors conclude that context-specific ICT usage has the potential to not only confront dangerous
information shortages during crises, but can also “reconstitute” communities after the fact and help
improve preparedness in the future (Shklovski et al. 2008, 2). Taylor et al. (2012) present extremely
similar findings regarding the linkages between ICTs, disaster preparedness, and resilience, looking more
specifically at government-citizen interaction on ICT-based social media platforms.
Due to the social connectedness they can promote, ICTs and social media are capable of serving
as a form of “psychological first aid”, allowing community members to connect to one another during and
after potentially traumatizing events (Taylor et al. 2008, 19). The role of social media and digital
communication in these situations is not to replace face to face contact or official information but to
expand information deliverance. Not only does social media facilitate the spread of official information
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concerning the event in question, but provides personalised, on the ground and real time information that
has obvious value in any disaster scenarios which are sure to be stressful and disorienting. On the policy
level, investments in training unfamiliar citizens and integrating traditional government communication
channels with digital ones offer large payoffs in terms of bridging the informational uncertainty wrought
by disasters, with the potential to save lives and generally improve social connectedness.

Policy Recommendations
·

Establish a “disaster assistance council” to provide a much needed institution capable of

responding in a timely manner to disaster scenarios. Such councils could potentially encourage and
formalize the rules of government-NGO cooperation, improving a community’s general level of disaster
preparedness and actual emergency response capabilities. In addition, this could facilitate a stronger
coordination between NGO that might otherwise not interact. Thus, both disaster preparedness and social
connectedness are furthered by this approach.
·

Establish a campaign to familiarize citizens with basic social media usage. Such a campaign,

especially if carefully targeted towards the older generations, could improve the overall effectiveness of
social media in mitigating the effects of disasters by simply increasing the overall percentage of the
population that is capable of participating. This approach would likely be most effective if an attempt was
made to market the initiative of social media literacy towards improving public safety.
·

Make social media an ordinary part of government information channels in the event of

disasters. Rather than people spreading “official” information via these platforms, relevant information
could be spread in an even more timely matter if official information was directly submitted.
·

Fund integrative community art spaces. These spaces facilitate community interaction and

connectedness if properly integrated into the surrounding community. There is great potential to pair this
approach with using artistic expression as a form of trauma mediation. Thus these spaces could serve as
both avenues of expression for at-risk youth and places where linkages can be developed with the
community at large.
·

Fund alternative agri-ecological institutions such as community gardens and farmer’s markets. In

addition to impacting community sustainability, this step has the potential to improve community
connectedness and create forums for the exchange of knowledge. Knowledge-sharing offers significant
material and non-material benefits, fostering innovation and economic security while promoting the
development of bridging social capital within the community.
·

Promote co-management strategies to link state policy with local knowledge and concerns.

Naturally, locals are most familiar with their own problems and in dialogue with experts there is room for
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many effective arrangements to develop which balance the effectiveness of broader policy directives with
the needs of local communities. A number of institutional formats have been employed successfully
around the world, as the exact strategy behind a co-management institution varies by context.
·

Launch a campaign to help link youth to the traditional environmental knowledge of their

culture. If success, such a campaign could help to advance ecological adaptability in the face of scarcity
and climate change, while introducing a greater degree of social connectedness in a community as youth
connect with knowledgeable elders.

Conclusion
In this paper I have shown that resilience can be fostered by expanding connectedness on multiple
levels within communities. Emphasis has been placed on the ways in which social capital can be built and
sustained within communities and the way in which they can respond intelligently to the need to build a
sustainable future. Policy recommendations have been formulated which present a variety of ways in
which connectedness can be fostered both within communities themselves and between communities and
governing institutions. In today’s global context, momentous challenges such as food security, large-scale
conflict and a changing climate are becoming increasingly glaring. Given that this reality will have to be
faced in our lifetimes, the need for building communities that are resilient to the inevitable changes that
these challenges will necessitate have never been greater.
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