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Introduction

A reactive approach to managing local community resilience does not guarantee ef-
fective governance and is therefore insufficient. Proactive models should prevail, 
in which resilience is not perceived as a static aggregate of resources but rather as 
a  dynamic, emergent property of a  social, technical and natural system, resulting 
from the interactions among its appropriately configured components (Norris et 
al., 2008). This is associated, on the one hand, with the widespread everyday use of 
complex technologies, whose unintended side effects generate technology-related 
hazards, as well as risks arising from their deliberate destructive use. On the other 
hand, resilience management is implemented within the context of a  risk society 
and a VUCA environment (Sinha & Sinha, 2020: 18–20), characterized by vola-
tility (V), uncertainty (U), complexity (C) and ambiguity (A).

In addition to traditional threats, residents increasingly experience new forms of 
hazards that are often imperceptible to the senses and intangible in nature. These 
hazards intensify the dissatisfaction of security needs, causing individuals to feel 
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more disoriented and desperate (Beck, 2002). This study presents a  concept for 
building a network of interconnections linking social, cognitive and structural fac-
tors that determine resilience. The concept assumes a two-stage process: the decon-
struction of cognitive barriers that hinder risk assessment and the integration of five 
key forms of capital, combined with the use of a nodal communication structure in 
networking processes.

It is assumed that achieving the objectives associated with resilience-oriented 
preparedness of local environments and their residents for coping with various crisis 
threats requires resilience to be perceived and treated as the cumulative effect of 
two distinct classes of factors and the relationships between them. These include: 
(1) material and symbolic factors characterizing local communities and their mem-
bers, and (2) factors related to the activities of society and its institutions in the field 
of security.

Given the depth and complexity of social environments, conceptual approaches 
to resilience building cannot be characterized by rigid structures. The flexibility of 
resilience conceptualization should stem from a process-oriented approach to resil-
ience development that takes into account the specific characteristics of different 
communities on each occasion. A consensus among multiple perspectives on resil-
ience, associated with cognitive, emotional and volitional acts embedded in the re-
alities of everyday life, that is, under the conditions of the so-called “Third Wave” 
(Toffler, 2001), makes it possible to identify socially accepted approaches to resil-
ience building.

It is assumed that the analytical framework of resilience applied in research and/
or practice determines the number, type, and characteristics of key factors to be ana-
lyzed and utilized, while distinguishing and organizing them both hierarchically 
and relationally. Understood in this way, it serves as a  lens that helps researchers 
and practitioners recognize and structure problems, assign meaning to them, iden-
tify directions for further inquiry, and improve practical interventions. It also pro-
vides confidence that the selected elements and all anticipated relationships among 
them will be appropriate and useful in the context of a given research problem or 
practical solution (Lester, 2005: 460).

The usefulness of such frameworks derives from three principal functions: 
(1) presenting the concept of community resilience in the context of the capacity to 
cope with crisis situations, (2) identifying the potential role of resilience as a factor 
enabling community adaptation and transformation, and (3) evaluating the useful-
ness of a  given approach to building community resilience capacity. Such frame-
works should be subjected to systematic research aimed at expanding knowledge 
about them.
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Methodological Assumptions

Research objective: to highlight, in the form of an analytical framework, the various 
factors and interrelationships characterizing local communities that influence their 
resilience to crisis threats.

Research questions:
1.	 What principles should guide the development of an analytical framework of local 

community resilience to crisis threats so that it constitutes a useful tool for both 
analysis and practice?

2.	 What significance does an analytical framework of local community resilience to 
crisis threats have for building resilience as a community’s capacity to cope with 
crisis situations and the changes and challenges associated with them?

Working hypotheses:
1.	 It is assumed that a  holistic approach to developing local community resilience 

frameworks, drawing on the concepts of emergence, social constructivism, negoti-
ation and social identity, will facilitate the identification, explanation and descrip-
tion of relationships among the principal factors of community resilience, while 
contributing to a better understanding of social practices associated with resilience 
building.

2.	 It is assumed that analytical frameworks, by integrating various dimensions of 
community resilience, illustratively strengthen the relationship between the con-
cept of resilience and its practical application, emphasizing its proactive and dy-
namic characteristics that support the development of resilient local communities.

Research Method

This study employed a narrative literature review to organize, critically analyze, and 
synthesize various conceptual frameworks of social resilience to crisis hazards. This 
form of review was chosen due to the multidimensional, interdisciplinary and ambig-
uous nature of the concept under study. A narrative literature review enables a qual-
itative interpretation and synthesis of academic literature, identifying the main con-
ceptualizations of the phenomenon, their similarities and differences, as well as areas 
requiring further research. Unlike systematic reviews, its goal is not the statistical gen-
eralization of results, but rather an in-depth interpretation and integration of knowl-
edge from diverse sources (Paré & Kitsiou, 2016).

A  limitation of the narrative review is the lower level of standardization in the 
search, selection and synthesis procedures, which may increase the risk of subjective 
publication selection (Green et al., 2006). At the same time, applying clear rules for 
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identifying, selecting and evaluating sources helps mitigate this risk and increases 
the transparency of the research process. A key advantage of this method is its flexi-
bility in integrating findings from different scientific traditions and theoretical per-
spectives – a quality particularly important for analyzing social resilience as a multi-
dimensional and relational phenomenon (Cronin et al., 2008). Within the narrative 
review, a snowballing approach was used, i.e. a strategy for identifying further publi-
cations by analyzing bibliographic connections between works. Both backward snow-
balling (analyzing reference lists of previously identified publications) and forward 
snowballing (identifying later publications citing the works under review) were em-
ployed (Wohlin, 2014). This strategy was recognized as a useful method for retrieving 
literature that might otherwise be missed by keyword-based searches alone, which is 
especially relevant for social resilience given its conceptualizations are scattered across 
various disciplines and research traditions (Grant & Booth, 2009).

The literature search was conducted using the Web of Science, Google Scholar 
and PubMed databases, covering works published up to July 1, 2026. The selection 
of databases reflects the interdisciplinary nature of the research problem and includes 
literature from the social sciences, management, disaster and hazard studies, public 
health, and community resilience. The query process applied keywords related to 
three main thematic areas:
1.	 Dimensions and parameters of local community resilience to crisis hazards, 

including absorption (preparedness, flexibility), adaptability (adaptive capacity), 
cooperation (mobilization, self-organization), readiness (preparedness, preven-
tion) and continuity (sustainability and capacity to maintain the functioning of 
local systems) (Cutter et al., 2008; Norris et al., 2008).

2.	 Social practices of residents building resilience, including self-organization 
(monitoring and diagnosing needs), prevention (maintaining readiness and civic 
education), preparedness (shaping attitudes, skills, and mutual trust), education 
(knowledge exchange and raising awareness of hazards) and developing compe-
tencies necessary to perform social and economic roles (Aldrich & Meyer, 2015; 
Magis, 2010).

3.	 Consequences and impacts of crisis situations on communities, including re-
covery (regeneration and reconstruction), risk reduction (minimizing the impact 
of hazards), vulnerability (susceptibility to hazards), trauma (shock and destabi-
lization) and survival (maintaining the continuity of community functioning) 
(Tierney, 2014; Bonanno et al., 2007).
Selected review papers on social resilience served as the starting point for litera-

ture identification, acting as seed studies to initiate the snowballing process (Wohlin, 
2014). Their bibliographies were subsequently analyzed alongside publications 
that cited them. Newly identified items were evaluated for relevance to the review’s 
aim, research focus, and the scope of variables and conceptual categories analyzed. 
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Publications meeting the inclusion criteria were selected for further analysis: origi-
nating from peer-reviewed academic journals, directly addressing the problem under 
study, available in full text, and published in Polish or English. The analysis of key-
words, abstracts, full texts, and bibliographic connections – supported by researcher 
judgement  – enabled the selection of literature relevant to the study’s aim. Setting 
explicit guidelines for seed selection, inclusion criteria and snowballing execution 
increases the transparency of the selection process and reduces the risk of arbitrary 
source selection (Snyder, 2019). This designed procedure is well suited to the narra-
tive literature review approach and facilitates an in-depth, multifaceted synthesis of 
knowledge on social resilience to crisis hazards.

Theoretical Foundations for Constructing Community Resilience 
Frameworks to Crisis Threats 

The subject of this study is the analysis of the current state and the potential for 
building the resilience capacities of a  specific community, characterized by varying 
levels of social, industrial and urban development. It therefore becomes necessary to 
establish an appropriate analytical and theoretical framework for describing, inter-
preting and explaining both the current condition and the developmental potential of 
resilience within the community under examination (Snow & Benford, 1992: 140–
145). The principal issues arising in this context concern the characteristics of the 
community, considered in relation to crisis threats and to the resources available that 
condition its resilience capacities. Community resilience and its development should 
be understood as systems of purposeful processes which, when properly structured by 
their participants, contribute to the enhancement of various dimensions of resilience 
(Chandra et al., 2011: 9). Communities and individuals, by organizing processes that 
utilize local resources, experience and specialized knowledge, act with the intention 
of preparing themselves to cope effectively with crisis situations and to provide mu-
tual assistance in ways that complement the response of emergency services (Strategic 
National…, 2011: 4).

The concept of a process serves to describe a sequence of interconnected and caus-
ally conditioned events, activities and tasks whose proper organization is intended 
to ensure the achievement of a given objective. Processes are inherently interrelated, 
overlapping and mutually influential, while the community participating in them 
must preserve its fundamental identity. The directional nature of processes refers to 
changes proceeding along a specific trajectory, leading to new states of the commu-
nity that move it closer to a distinguished and preferred condition. The orientation 
of community resilience-building processes is intended to ensure that each successive 
process improves the community’s resilience preparedness and brings it closer to a de-
sired state (Sztompka, 2012: 497). Consequently, organizational activities and the 
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actors responsible for them should be assigned a key role in structuring and imple-
menting these processes. This raises numerous questions: What characteristics should 
such processes possess? What factors determine them? What is, or should be, the role 
of different social groups in their implementation?

Firstly, by perceiving the development of community resilience as the outcome of 
ordered processes, it is assumed that (Sztompka, 1980: 317–318):
1.	 Building resilience requires a  variety of logically organized activities connected 

through both temporal sequences and cause-and-effect relationships. 
2.	 The structures of community resilience processes, intentionally designed, consti-

tute coherent wholes characterized by specific properties that generate particular 
patterns of participant behaviour, thereby enabling the achievement of intended 
goals. 

3.	 The implementation of purposeful and interconnected processes brings members 
of local communities closer to levels of resilience that correspond more closely to 
desired conditions. 

4.	 The internal organization and dynamics of community resilience processes, con-
ditioned by social, environmental and technical requirements, must adapt to these 
requirements. 
It can be observed that resilience-building necessitates purposeful changes occur-

ring within the community itself. When designing such changes, it should be assumed 
and acknowledged that (Sztompka, 2012: 496):
a)	 specific interactions exist between the subjective and objective components of the 

local community, through which new properties and capacities for action may 
emerge;

b)	 the acquisition of new resilience capacities may proceed along different pathways 
that take local conditions into account;

c)	 a  new configuration of capacities differs from previous ones primarily through 
the emergence of more effective networks of relationships among community ele-
ments, including interactions, interests, norms and ideas.
New interactional structures emerge because individuals, motivated by con-

cerns for security, establish new contacts, enter into new relationships, and form new 
groups. New structures of interests arise because the need to ensure security encour-
ages people to unite around shared concerns. New normative structures develop be-
cause security acquires renewed significance as a value, leading individuals to adopt 
new norms and adapt to new social roles. New ideational structures emerge because 
people acquire new knowledge about the world, increasingly recognize the impor-
tance of both individual and collective resilience to crisis threats, and begin to per-
ceive themselves as resilient actors.

Secondly, when analyzing the position and role of participants in resil-
ience-building processes, two important functional dimensions should be considered 
(Sztompka, 1980: 318–321).
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Agency and the Capacity to Influence Processes

The first dimension concerns whether participants possess agency that enables 
them to influence the organization and course of resilience-building processes. This 
functional aspect involves two complementary perspectives:
1.	 resilience development has an objective character, realized through the actions of 

individuals pursuing their needs;
2.	 people’s approach to their own security has a subjective character, although it is 

objectively conditioned.
The outcomes of community resilience development constitute a measure of the 

preparedness achieved for coping with crisis situations, which in turn affects individ-
uals’ sense of security. Consequently, perceptions of agency may take two forms:

Fatalistic orientation – the belief that one’s actions lack causal efficacy and have 
no influence on progress in resilience preparedness. 

Voluntaristic orientation – the belief that one’s actions play a decisive role in the 
preparation and implementation of resilience-building processes in response to crisis 
threats. 

Causal Determination

The second dimension concerns causal determination. It refers to the factors influ-
encing human actions, the goals of those actions, and the manner in which they are 
organized and implemented. Such determination, shaped by historical experience as 
well as contemporary social, technical and environmental conditions, may lead indi-
viduals to believe either that:
a)	 the outcomes of resilience preparedness depend on preceding and/or current 

causal factors rather than on themselves; or
b)	 these outcomes are shaped by their own actions, regardless of the various condi-

tioning factors involved.
A particularly significant combination of agency and causality in community re-

silience-building is the conjunction of voluntaristic and deterministic factors. Ac-
cording to Sztompka, this conjunction best captures the essence of the position re-
ferred to as activism, according to which human beings play a central role in both the 
processes and outcomes of resilience preparedness through the gradual improvement 
of this important dimension of social life. Individuals are therefore assigned responsi-
bility for the course of these processes.

Such responsibility is closely connected to the choice of an approach to resil-
ience-building. On the one hand, it involves decisions regarding how available oppor-
tunities and resources are to be utilized and what can be employed in developmental 
activities. On the other hand, it concerns the perception of difficulties and threats 
that condition action, as well as the ways in which these barriers are understood and 
overcome. This implies the continuous identification and development of community 
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characteristics and capacities that justify describing communities as active, progres-
sive, capable and willing to undertake collective efforts aimed at strengthening their 
resilience. Equally important is the identification of individual characteristics and ca-
pabilities that render actions undertaken in the interest of security progressive and 
conducive to creative transformation.

A real community can be situated between the poles of two ideal types: the active 
community and the passive community. An active community is characterized by op-
timism and hope, a sense of efficacy and the conviction that the future depends on 
human action. Its members think in strategic and long-term terms, anticipating and 
planning development over an extended time horizon. A passive community repre-
sents the opposite of this ideal type.

The activity and progressiveness of a community are not determined by the level 
of achievements already attained, but rather by the latent capacities and aspirations 
towards activity and accomplishment embedded within the community. The closer 
a  community approaches the activist pole, the more progressive it becomes (Sz-
tompka, 2012: 508). Community activity is conditioned by the mobility, vitality, cre-
ativity and dynamism of individual members. This raises the question of what kinds 
of individuals a community should possess in order to inspire and mobilize others to-
wards forms of social behaviour conducive to collective self-transformation.

Two categories of such actors may be distinguished. The first includes organizers, 
reformers, revolutionaries, politicians and social activists. The second comprises ide-
ologues, moral leaders, codifiers, intellectuals and educators, i.e. those who act for 
others, on behalf of others, and in the interest of others. These are the members of the 
community who shape minds, influence attitudes and direct the aspirations of other 
community members (Sztompka, 2012: 508–509).

The activist conception, associated with communities open to change and pro-
gress, functions as an idea that mobilizes action, legitimizes the necessity of action, 
and indicates directions for action for both public leaders and ordinary citizens. It is 
therefore an idea that contains an inherent mechanism of self-fulfillment. It contrib-
utes to the emergence and consolidation of an active society – the only type of society 
before which genuine opportunities for development become available (Sztompka, 
2012: 507).

Analytical Frameworks for Understanding the Determinants  
of Resilience Building

Social resilience, which requires both individual and collective actions undertaken by 
people in order to develop the capacity to cope with crisis-related threats, essentially 
constitutes a dynamic social structure in a continuous process of becoming. It should 
be emphasized that within a developing community, the “old” invariably coexists with 
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the “new”; these elements intermingle, transform one another and assume diverse, 
often unexpected forms (Sztompka, 2005). The observation of social actions and pro-
cesses, together with the analysis of the various phenomena accompanying them, con-
stitutes the starting point for examining the resilience of local communities. A cog-
nitive focus on actions, processes and their determinants is intended to facilitate the 
description, interpretation and explanation of the community mechanisms that either 
drive or inhibit the development of local community resilience. Within society – as 
a living, multifaceted, and evolving ecosystem – it is difficult to identify the funda-
mental mechanisms shaping resilience and the conditions that enable a community to 
achieve and maintain a desired state of resilience. Equally challenging is the avoidance 
of a priori assumptions and solutions.

A framework is a cognitive tool that enables the organization of the complexity 
and dynamism of the surrounding world  – social, natural, and technological  – 
which is inherently characterized by contradictory signals, narratives and stimuli. 
By simplifying the selection and interpretation of surrounding objects and phe-
nomena through the selective identification of objects, situations, events, experi-
ences and sequences of actions derived from present or past environments, a frame-
work serves to assign meaning to a problem and clarify what is at stake (Snow & 
Benford, 1992: 133–155). Collective action frames direct the researcher’s atten-
tion to ideas, processes, and events, that is, to those factors that are significant for 
building local community resilience in a given context. The principal challenge lies 
in identifying and evaluating the latent patterns that emerge from problem analysis 
and in recognizing them in the most optimized, reliable and accurate manner pos-
sible (Naeem et al., 2023). In other words, frames function as mechanisms of ar-
ticulation that connect diverse environmental and situational elements in order to 
convey a particular set of meanings and, consequently, a particular version of reality 
(Satheesh & Benford, 2020).

It is therefore important to understand how the concept of framing and the ele-
ments of resilience embedded within a framework may be applied to the conceptu-
alization of various forms of resilience and, most importantly, to illustrate the scope 
and content of activities aimed at building community resilience according to the 
highest standards. From this perspective, a conceptual framework may be regarded 
as an effective instrument for translating the most significant challenges associated 
with resilience building into a  language comprehensible to local actors engaged 
in resilience-building efforts. Framing analyses foster resilience-oriented thinking 
that extends beyond simple disaster response. Such thinking should encompass the 
everyday dynamics of communities and proactively support the strengthening of 
resilience. It should focus on the multiple determinants of local community resil-
ience, which are shaped within specific social arrangements and through the opera-
tion of social mechanisms.
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It should also be emphasized that a conceptual framework enables the accessible 
presentation of what resilience research has achieved to date. The structure of a frame-
work facilitates the translation of diverse scientific achievements into language under-
standable to audiences regardless of their familiarity with resilience theories. This be-
comes particularly important when resilience-building processes involve a wide range 
of stakeholders. The objective is to jointly seek effective courses of action by drawing 
upon scientific achievements through dialogue that is both interdisciplinary and in-
tercultural (Pawłowski, 2007: 117–118).

The search for pathways to local community resilience requires comprehensive 
empirical analyses capable of revealing both the processes of resilience building and 
their specific determinants, the mechanisms governing these processes, and the reg-
ularities according to which they unfold. The concept of a framework assists in pre-
senting, in the form of models or structures, the various pathways through which 
communities may strengthen their resilience. In the context of resilience building, 
two fundamental frameworks may be proposed. The first is the Community Resil-
ience Capacities Framework, while the second is the Community Resilience Activ-
ities Framework. Together, these frameworks constitute an integrated whole con-
nected through both stable and dynamic relationships. They provide conceptual and 
theoretical scaffolding, articulate assumptions, beliefs, and expectations, and facili-
tate analyses of a broad range of factors and conditions associated with individual and 
collective resilience capacities and actions. Furthermore, they enable the graphical or 
narrative representation of key issues related to local community resilience, including 
critical factors, concepts, variables and the implicit relationships among them (Miles 
& Huberman, 1994: 18).

The universality and internal logic of the conceptual categories used to represent 
resilience elements within a framework, together with the synthetic and analytical na-
ture of frameworks themselves, create a dialogical space among social actors who may 
understand and evaluate resilience and resilience building in different ways.

Community Resilience Capacities Framework

The proposed Community Resilience Capacities Framework may encompass four di-
mensions (Norris et al., 2008: 130–142):

1. Individual and Social Dimension
This dimension integrates trust-based relationships within families and immediate 
neighbourhoods (bonding social capital) and between different social groups and 
institutions within the community (bridging social capital), while taking into ac-
count vulnerable groups such as older adults, individuals living alone, and per-
sons with disabilities. It contributes to the development of a sense of belonging and 
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strong social ties (Aldrich & Meyer, 2015: 254–263). It constitutes the foundation 
of community resilience.

When active, creative, innovative, achievement-oriented individuals characterized 
by substantial knowledge, imagination and realism operate within structures that en-
courage participation and provide opportunities for creative engagement, this con-
tributes to higher levels of human capital and strengthens the agency of community 
actors in terms of coping, adaptation and transformation capacities. Such structures – 
pluralistic, heterogeneous, open, flexible and tolerant of diversity and originality – 
generate social bonds and mechanisms that support the development of community 
resilience (Sztompka, 2012: 496–499).

2. Economic Dimension
This dimension is based on a stable local economy and its relationship with the com-
munity, as well as on the current and anticipated economic situation of community 
members. Its significance is reflected not merely in the level of income but, above all, 
in income diversification and the equitable distribution of resources that protect life 
and health within the community (Nguyen & Akerkar, 2020: 134–144).

3. Institutional and Organizational Dimension
This dimension concerns the relationship between public administration and citi-
zens, which determines the scope for grassroots initiatives (Norris et al., 2008). De-
centralization and procedural flexibility are particularly important, as they stimulate 
bottom-up engagement and enthusiasm. Resilience increases where local authorities 
are willing to “step back” and place trust in self-organizing citizens while supporting 
them with appropriate resources.

An important component of community resilience to crisis threats is access to 
stable and reliable communication channels. Effective communication strengthens 
social trust, facilitates cooperation among diverse actors, and supports education 
and public awareness regarding safety and security. Network infrastructure enhances 
a  community’s capacity for self-organization, resource exchange, mutual assistance 
and collaborative problem-solving. It serves not only as a tool for crisis management, 
but also as a strategic resource supporting the long-term development of safety and 
social resilience.

4. Resilience Governance Dimension
The ability of local authorities to involve citizens in decision-making and planning 
processes increases public participation and influence in resilience-building efforts. 
Such participation constitutes a  foundation for the absorptive, adaptive and trans-
formative capacities of social actors (Saja et al., 2018: 865–868).



Janusz Ziarko22

Figure 1. Concept of developing resilience analytical frameworks

Attributes of community 
resilience

Attributes of individual 
resilience

Determinants  
of activity

Types of activities that 
build resilience

Actions 
for com-
munity  

resilience

The concept  
of resilience:  

social, technical 
and natural  

resources, and 
how they are 

used

Exposure 
to threats 
and harm

Individual and social dimension

Economic and financial dimension

 Institutional and organizational dimension

Infrastructure and physical dimension

Dimen-
sions 

of resil-
ience

Source: author’s own work based on Andersson et al., 2021.

Community resilience activities framework

Within the proposed Community Resilience Activities Framework, categories of ac-
tivities such as the following may be distinguished (Chandra et al., 2011: 15, 19, 33, 
39, 45, 49):
•	 promoting resilience and enhancing community well-being;
•	 ensuring access for all those in need to high-quality safety and security services, in-

cluding the development of plans for effectively responding to community mem-
bers’ safety-related needs;

•	 educating the community and providing ongoing public information regarding 
preparedness, threats and available resources before, during and after disasters;

•	 developing social networks and engaging community members, including the pro-
motion of participatory decision-making in planning, response and recovery pro-
cesses;

•	 fostering self-reliance by enabling and supporting individuals and communities to 
assume responsibility for their own preparedness;

•	 strengthening the effectiveness of community partnerships through the devel-
opment of robust collaborative relationships between public administration and 
other organizations;

•	 improving the preparedness of individuals and organizations through the collec-
tion, analysis and utilization of data for monitoring and evaluating progress in 
community resilience building;

•	 enhancing the efficiency with which existing community resources are utilized in 
order to maximize their contribution to resilience development (Pfefferbaum et 
al., 2013).
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Framing and Analytical Frameworks of Resilience to Crisis Threats

Framing is an active process of seeking an acceptable interpretation of reality among 
diverse members of a local community. Leaders engaged in building community re-
silience participate in framing specific aspects of reality in order to create shared 
frameworks for collective action. Such frameworks direct attention to events, as-
pects and ideas that are relevant to resilience-building objectives. They function as 
articulation mechanisms that connect diverse environmental elements and convey 
to community members a particular set of meanings, presenting a desired version of 
reality that can mobilize residents and justify calls for strengthening local resilience 
(Satheesh & Benford, 2020). In the context of resilience-building, framing there-
fore involves attributing meaning to objects, events and situations that are signifi-
cant to the local community and that collectively construct a particular image of the 
environment, problematize the existing status quo, and thereby stimulate the search 
for ways to transform it. Framing is thus associated with the construction of mean-
ings relevant to resilience-related challenges, meanings that are promoted by advo-
cates of development yet reach opponents and indifferent individuals alike (Snow, 
2022).

The concept of developing analytical frameworks of resilience that illustrate the 
principal activities and tasks constituting the resilience process, while identifying 
the fundamental social capacities that condition the organization and implemen-
tation of these activities, is closely linked to the manner in which community re-
silience is understood. Community resilience to crisis threats is conceptualized as1:
1)	 a continuously evolving set of capacities and competencies that enables a com-

munity to perform, in an agile, effective and safe manner, tasks related to:
a)	 preparing its protecsive and defensive mechanisms for emerging crisis threats 

and coping with hazards through absorption and response;

1	 Local community resilience is an ambiguously defined concept. For instance, A.H. Kwok et al. 
classify the fac-tors determining social resilience into four categories: (a) capabilities, knowl-
edge and skills; (b) community char-acteristics and social amenities; (c) community values and 
perceptions; and (d) social processes (Kwok et al., 2016). A.A. Saja et al. classify these fac-
tors according to five main dimensions: (a) social structure; (b) social capital; (c) social mech-
anisms; (d) social equity and diversity; and (e) beliefs/culture/religion (Saja et al., 2018). 
S.L. Cutter et al. emphasize that there is a growing consensus in the academic literature that 
resilience is a multi-dimensional concept encompassing social, economic, institutional, infra-
structural and ecological components, as well as social capital (Cutter et al., 2010). S. Khalili 
et al. propose a set of ten interrelated indicators reflecting the social capacity to anticipate and 
adapt to hazards such as natural disasters, economic crises and socio-political or military dis-
ruptions. These indicators include: (a) social participation; (b) education; (c) information ex-
change; (d) social support; (e) sense of community; (f ) trust; (g) improvisation, creativity and 
innovation; (h) coping style; (i) leadership and coordination; and (j) community effectiveness 
(Khalili et al., 2015).



Janusz Ziarko24

b)	 adapting to the challenges posed by an ongoing crisis threat and mitigating 
the stress it generates in ways that restore the community’s sense of security to 
a level comparable to that existing prior to the incident; and

c)	 transformatively utilizing newly acquired knowledge to strengthen the com-
munity’s capacity to withstand future crisis threats;

2)	 a set of activities that should be undertaken by a community seeking to build re-
silience to crisis threats – resilience that would provide both individual members 
and the community as a whole with the agency necessary to undertake appropri-
ately organized protective and defensive actions. More homogeneous and detailed 
subsets of professional activities and tasks, defined within this broader set of ac-
tivities, should ensure community preparedness for effective and safe responses to 
crisis threats and enhance its capacity to mitigate the adverse consequences of fu-
ture crises.
Developing an analytical framework for community resilience to crisis threats, 

based on the above definition, requires the selection and integration of multiple di-
mensions of resilience, together with the processes and activities associated with them. 
A more comprehensive social understanding of community resilience as a form of so-
cial dynamics requires the construction of an agreed analytical framework based on 
different dimensions of resilience that are mutually interdependent and whose con-
stituent categories may overlap (Figure 1) (Cutter et al., 2010).

The concept of resilience analytical frameworks (Andersson et al., 2021), illus-
trated in Figure 1, highlights three distinct spheres of factors and associated inten-
tions that may support active community members in initiating inclusive actions, 
ranging from decision-making and planning initiatives to implementation activities 
tailored to the specific characteristics of the community and the nature of the threat.

The first sphere encompasses the socio-ecological dimensions of resilience, repre-
senting various characteristics of the community and its local environment that col-
lectively portray the local system, including the condition of its population, economy, 
institutions and natural environment. The second sphere defines the various relation-
ships among the environmental elements articulated within the first sphere, viewed in 
the context of intentions directed towards building specific components of commu-
nity resilience. It constitutes a conceptual representation of the combination of dif-
ferent possibilities and their potential effects. The third sphere represents the govern-
ance of local socio-ecological factors, embedded within the processes and instruments 
of resilience-oriented governance.

This understanding of community resilience conceptualizes it not as a fixed state 
but as a dynamic process. The analytical framework is intended to facilitate an un-
derstanding of resilience as a form of social dynamics that engages and connects di-
verse groups of factors. The adopted dimensions assist researchers and practitioners 
in identifying, structuring and interpreting social elements, while also enabling the 
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identification of pathways for resilience-building action. They are likewise useful for 
assessing whether selected elements and the relationships among them are appropriate 
and effective in the context of developing a particular component of resilience (Lester, 
2005: 460).

For example, Aldrich (2012) emphasizes the critical role of social capital in a com-
munity’s capacity to survive disasters and rebuild both infrastructure and the social 
ties that constitute the foundation of every community. He argues that communities 
characterized by high levels of social capital – manifested through strong interper-
sonal trust and active civic engagement – are better able to mobilize residents to par-
ticipate in and contribute to post-disaster recovery efforts, overcome collective-action 
problems that hinder cooperation after disasters, and share resources in situations 
where formal assistance is lacking.

Aldrich further demonstrates that individuals possessing strong social networks 
are more capable of coordinating recovery activities effectively. In addition to facili-
tating the rapid dissemination of information and the provision of financial and ma-
terial assistance, communities endowed with substantial social capital are better able 
to minimize the outmigration of people and valuable resources from affected areas. 
In the context of increasing pressures on governments and the growing likelihood of 
more frequent and intense natural disasters, a thorough understanding of the factors 
that contribute to effective recovery has become more important than ever.

Analytical Framework of Communication as a Component of Local 
Community Resilience Frameworks to Crisis Threats 

The development of networks of interconnections that strengthen the resilience of 
local communities to crisis threats is based on the assumption that resilience does not 
emerge from individual resources or institutional activities alone, but rather from the 
quality of relationships among people, organizations, knowledge systems, communi-
cation processes and the capacity for cooperation and collective learning. A key ele-
ment of this approach is the creation of dynamic local resilience networks in which 
individual actors mutually support one another, exchange information and learn 
adaptive mechanisms for responding to threats, including the activation and applica-
tion of such mechanisms in emergency situations (Aldrich & Meyer, 2015: 257–262).

An important challenge is the development and discussion of concepts for con-
structing networks that integrate the social, cognitive and structural factors deter-
mining resilience (Figure 2). The concept presented here assumes a two-stage process: 
firstly, the deconstruction of cognitive barriers that hinder local actors in assessing 
risks and threats, and secondly, the integration of key elements of social capital 
through a nodal communication structure.
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Figure 2. Factors structuring the framework of resilience network linkages in 
community resilience

Communication and 
Trust-Based Learning

Community  
Resilience  
Dimension  

(component)

Integration of Core 
Forms of Capital: 
• Social Capital
• Economic Capital
• Infrastructure Capital
• Human and Competency 
Capital
• Governance and 
Management CapitalIntegrated and 

Reciprocally Supportive 
Social

Source: author’s own work.

Local actors are understood as social leaders who perform communication and 
organizational hub functions. These leaders – including representatives of public 
administration, schools, community organizations, security and emergency ser-
vices, parishes, entrepreneurs and informal neighbourhood groups  – should be 
identified and connected within efficient cooperative structures. Their role would 
extend beyond information dissemination to encompass the cultivation of social 
trust, the facilitation of learning and collaboration, and the mobilization of resi-
dents towards collective action (Burt, 2000: 365–400).

The elements of social capital include the capacities for communication and 
learning within an environment of trust, operating through integrated and mutu-
ally supportive social networks. The central mechanism underpinning the func-
tioning of such networks should be multidirectional communication, involving the 
continuous exchange of information among residents, community leaders and in-
stitutions. This communication model strengthens social capital because residents 
begin to perceive themselves as co-responsible for local safety and security. At the 
same time, transparency in communication and the rapid correction of misinforma-
tion increase trust among community members and in public institutions, thereby 
creating a positive feedback loop between communication and social capital.

Effective networking of local resources in the context of resilience building re-
quires the identification of all significant resource-related factors that determine 
resilience. Among such factors are various barriers that impede accurate under-
standing and effective communication. It is therefore necessary to identify and neu-
tralize psychological and cognitive barriers that hinder, or even prevent, commu-
nity preparedness for crises.



Analytical Frameworks of Local Community Resilience to Crisis Threats... 27

During a pre-crisis period, these barriers distort individuals’ perceptions of threats, 
while during the occurrence and continuation of a crisis they constrain adaptive ca-
pacities (Norris et al., 2008: 127–150). Such barriers are commonly conceptualized as 
heuristics and cognitive biases that influence the manner and accuracy of risk assess-
ment and the interpretation of information under conditions of uncertainty, thereby 
affecting the quality of decision-making (Kahneman, 2011: 125–185).

In the operational preparedness phase, the most significant barriers include unre-
alistic optimism, the normalcy bias and the availability heuristic. These mechanisms 
cause residents and institutions to underestimate the actual level of risk, resulting in 
insufficient attention to potential threats, delayed preparedness measures, and inad-
equate development of organizational and material reserves (Lindell & Perry, 2012: 
635–645).

Under crisis conditions, additional cognitive filters become activated, exacer-
bating decision-making chaos and hindering adaptation and transformation in re-
sponse to crisis-related challenges. These include the anchoring effect, associated with 
the application of outdated response frameworks to novel problems, confirmation 
bias, leading to the selective acceptance of information consistent with prior beliefs, 
and groupthink, which limits critical analysis and the exploration of alternative solu-
tions (Nickerson, 1998: 180–200).

Consequently, building social resilience should encompass not only the devel-
opment of infrastructure and response procedures, but also the cultivation of cogni-
tive competencies within local communities. Particular attention should be devoted 
to enhancing situational awareness of threats and fostering learning capacities that 
strengthen both the culture and quality of cooperation (Norris et al., 2008: 130–139).

The proper functioning of these relationships contributes to increased trust among 
diverse actors, which in turn enhances communication effectiveness. Effective com-
munication strengthens the willingness to cooperate, while successful cooperation 
improves the utilization of resources and knowledge. This subsequently increases the 
effectiveness of crisis management activities and further reinforces trust in the system 
as a whole. Conversely, the absence of any of these elements weakens the others.

Accordingly, local community resilience should be understood as the capacity of 
the entire social system for self-regulation, learning and adaptation. Within this con-
ceptual framework, local community resilience could take the form of local platforms 
enabling the integration of residents, civil society organizations, entrepreneurs and 
public administration bodies. Such platforms would need to operate continuously 
rather than solely during crises, thereby fostering enduring collaborative relationships, 
shared operational procedures, local information-exchange systems, and mechanisms 
of mutual support. As a result, communities would not only respond more effectively 
to crises, but would also develop enhanced capacities for learning and adaptation in 
the face of emerging and unpredictable threats.
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Conclusion

It should be emphasized that the phenomenon of resilience cannot be adequately cap-
tured within the boundaries of a single academic discipline. Rather, multidisciplinary 
approaches are required to precisely identify its key dimensions. These dimensions 
must be linked to the fundamental characteristics of society and the communities that 
constitute it, as well as to the natural environment, technology and technological sys-
tems, culture, politics, and the human individual with his or her cognitive approaches 
to various aspects of life.

The resilience-oriented preparedness of local communities depends upon the 
proper identification of complementary configurations of competencies and re-
sponsibilities. On the one hand, these configurations should engage and utilize the 
resources, professionalism and creativity of personnel working across diverse insti-
tutions. On the other hand, they should effectively harness the potential and commit-
ment of the community and its individual members.

The validity of such an approach to local community resilience requires the uti-
lization of knowledge understood as a  specific socio-technical configuration of in-
formation derived from three principal sources: (1) scientific findings, (2) meanings 
and content embedded within culture, and (3) subjective opinions circulating within 
communities, which are often simplified and shaped by stereotypes.

Based on this assumption, it becomes possible to pursue the practical realization 
of resilient and integrated communities. Such an undertaking may ultimately deter-
mine the success of building open, resilient and effectively functioning communities.
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Analytical Frameworks of Local Community Resilience to Crisis Threats: 
Their Significance and Principles of Development  
Abstract
This article highlights the importance of analytical frameworks in enhancing the resil-
ience of local communities to crisis-related threats, as they enable the identification and 
systematic organization of key factors influencing a community’s capacity to cope with 
crises. It emphasizes that effective resilience management should be grounded in a pro-
active approach that conceptualizes resilience as a dynamic property emerging from the 
interactions among social, technical, and environmental factors. Particular attention is 
paid to the role of residents’ active engagement, agency and shared responsibility for 
local safety and security.

The author proposes two complementary analytical frameworks: the resilience capac-
ities framework and the community resilience activities framework. The most significant 
dimensions of resilience identified include social, economic and institutional capital, as 
well as capacities related to resilience management. Special emphasis is placed on com-
munication, social trust and collaborative networks, which facilitate effective information 
exchange and resource mobilization during crisis situations.

The article also underscores the necessity of identifying and mitigating cognitive bar-
riers, such as unrealistic optimism, normalcy bias and groupthink, which may hinder ac-
curate risk assessment and preparedness. The author concludes that local community re-
silience should be understood as the capacity of the entire social system to self-regulate, 
collaborate, learn and adapt in response to evolving threats and changing environmental 
conditions.

Keywords: community resilience, analytical framework, dimensions of the framework, key 
factors of community resilience
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