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Over the last decades, the debate on climate change has brought back the everlasting discussion on the conceptualization of nature and the delimitation of our relationship with it. The emergence of „destruction“ has been instrumental in transforming
moral evil to natural, viz the transition from the mechanistic-instrumental view of naIn the context of this conceptual shift, the rhetoric of „security“ was raised, and today
is mainly expressed through the mechanisms of „mechanistic resilience“, namely the
persistence in an ideal, almost a metaphysical equilibrium state of functioning of all
science, in recent decades, parallel transformations have also occurred in the notion
gnized as a structural element of all natural and non- natural processes. If faith in the
then which nature responds to adaptation? Accepting the latter as the new state of
optimum functioning means that we must accept a new notion of evil that stems from
the theory of resilience but ultimately expands to the „construction“ of a nature.
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Recent transformations and the reorganization of institutional and social structures and political associations on a
global scale, adopt and respond to the possibility of destruction
as a result of unpredictable „natural“ or „moral“ evil. Their impressive syneresis through the lens of the „apocaliptic“ threat
and the effort to overcome their distinction not by slipping into
the „naturalization“ of the social but highlighting the systemic
nature of evil1 reveals the importance of re-conceptualization
of the very notion of nature. Nowadays, climate change is the
FHQWUDOVXEMHFWRIDFRQWHPSRUDU\GLVFRXUVHWKDWFRQFHUQVRXU
stasis towards the environment. This working hypothesis sugJHVWVDUHODWLRQVKLSRI³UHVLOLHQFH´WRWKHFRQFHSWRIQDWXUHDV
ERWK D ELDVHG DQG D FRQWUDGLFWRU\ RQH WKH ZD\ ZH FXUUHQWO\
grasp nature shapes the context of the discourse on resilience as stability and equilibrium; At the same time, contemporary shifts in the understanding of resilience as complexity and change, suggest „a nature,“ and thus a society, open
WR WKH IXWXUH WR FRQWLQJHQFLHV DQG WKH LQ¿QLWH SRVVLELOLWLHV

Interpretations of nature
through externality and
sovereignty

The dualism of Logos and nature in western thought legitiPL]HG YHU\ HDUO\ WKH VXSUHPDF\ RI WKH ³UDWLRQDO´ DQG WKH LQVtrumentalization of nature. In this sense, in the whole history
of western civilization, with few exceptions, understanding of
QDWXUH LV ¿OWHUHG WKURXJK WKH FRQFHSW RI sovereignty (TERZAKIS   7KH ÄLVRPRUSKLF³ UHODWLRQV RI VRYHUHLJQW\ EH\RQG
dualism, rely on the hierarchy that characterizes the order
RI WKH FRVPRV XQGHU WKH :RUG /RJRV  :KDW HPSKDWLFDOO\
FRPHV WR WKH IRUHJURXQG LV WKH UDLVLQJ RI KXPDQVXEMHFW GLVplacing God Logos and claiming dominance over nature.
Human as a sovereign claims and „confesses“ its externality to the non-reasonable nature at the cost of fully assuming
the responsibility of evil (BAUMAN and BORDONI  S 
Romantic nature is attempting a reversal that makes
nature dominant and humans humble and unwieldy. From this
romantic nature, that preserves dualism and externality in its
core, a line of thought emerges that establishes the naturalization of evil, releases from the burden of responsibility and
at the same time, legitimizes the regaining of sovereignty at
For the notion of «systemic» evil and the Enlightened Doomsaying, see DUPUY-3$
Short Treatise on the Metaphysics of Tsunamis

1

34

Antonis Chazapis and Dimitris Loukos

any cost. The naturalization of evil and the recovery of tooling
sovereignty of techno-science form the framework of modernity
and one of its fundamental contradictions. The understanding
of nature in modern theory seeks to incorporate this contraGLFWLRQWKXVDYRLGLQJLWVQXOOL¿FDWLRQ$FFRUGLQJWRHORKHEIMER
„…without committing the fallacy of equating nature and reaVRQ, mankind must try to reconcile the two“ (TERZAKIS S 
The distinction between anthropocentric and ecocenWULFDSSURDFKHVRIQDWXUHLVEDVHGRQWKHKXPDQVXEMHFWH[WHUnality or non-, which results to a nature of an intrinsic or extrinsic
value2. The following schematic coding of multiple meanings of
QDWXUHQDWXUHDVSHUIHFWPDFKLQHRUFORFNZRUNQDWXUHDV¿QLWH
asset and nature as risk (DAVOUDI GHULYHVIURPDQGNHHSV
the anthropocentric approach of nature. These meanings of nature are all characterized by instrumentalism and sovereignty.
Although they follow the shifts in the understanding of resilience, they fail to infuse a new, resilience based intake of nature.
Nature as a perfect machine implies a nature goverQHGE\ODZVWKDWFDQEHVFLHQWL¿FDOO\VWXGLHGDQGWKXVIRUPXODWHG
and described. At the same time, holding the knowledge of these laws allow for gaining control over nature, and hence make
use of it. The GHP\VWL¿FDWLRQRIQDWXUH and the abandonment
of a ruling divine economy are prerequisites for a de-symbolized
nature, available for science supported and technology driven
exploitation to meet the needs of progress and development.
The implications of such an ethos in the human-nature relationship rapidly proved to be not manageable and gradually provoked a shift that questions nature and its „delicate balances“.
Culminating in the rhetoric of sustainability, what was put forth
was the need for human progress to be planned in the long run
on the basis of „natural“ processes and ecological procedures.
In this context, nature is perceived DV ¿QLWH DVVHW,
and an eventually scarcity of resources for the progress sugJHVWVDQXUJHQWQHHGWRDGMXVWWKHUHODWLRQVKLSRIGHYHORSPHQtal mechanisms to nature. The exploitation of nature and its protection in order to secure progress itself generated a range of
specialized environmental managerial practices and legislative
DGMXVWPHQWVRQWKHRQHKDQGDQGIHGDZKROH¿HOGRIDGYDQced technological approaches ending up to the commoditization of nature on the other. Nature downgraded to “a set of enviURQPHQWDOSUREOHPV´ DAVOUDI S SUHYDLOVDJDLQVWD
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wide spectrum of radical ecological and social movements declaring that the problem lies to progress itself and not to nature.
This promising, consensual rhetoric of sustainability,
which largely internalizes and eases the tension of movements
and radical ecology, is replaced by the prevalent discourse of
the environmental risk. „7KH¿UVWSURPLVH>RIPRGHUQLW\@WREH
withdrawn was that Enlightenment idea of security, provided
by the prospect of controlling nature´ BAUMAN and BORDONI
 S  Nature reconceived as risk, is a concept consistent with modernity’s externalities but still a surprisingly setback
in relation to the extent of control provided by techno-science
and its managerial practices. In fact, this seemingly retreat is
a complex mechanism that establishes and legitimizes the
contemporary security society. Against nature as an unpredictable threat, complex and intertwined policies of fear and
security is reorganized on a global scale. What emphatically
occurs is the need to shield against unpredictable dangers
and threats by legitimizing political decisions and prioritizations
and avoiding time-consuming, consensus-seeking planning.

From
securitization
of nature to
naturalization
of evil through
resilience
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Nature, in the context of risk and security, degenerates to an
incomprehensible externality, equally threatening compared to
WHUURULVP QXFOHDU ZHDSRQU\ UHIXJHH ÀRZV SDQGHPLFV HFRnomic collapse. While all these threats are obviously socially
originated, they are related to climate change and nature-asrisk approach (JABAREEN   VKDULQJ WKH VDPH SUHUHTXLVLWH
externality. This externality allows for legitimizing our shielding
against these constructed threats instead of de-legitimizing the
social practices that reproduce them. At the same time, the
equalization of a threatening nature to all other threats naturalizes the social constructions of evil. The issue of resilience and
WKHUHOHYDQWVFLHQWL¿FGLVFRXUVHLVDSDUWRIWKHDERYHFRQWH[W
with increasing interest over the last decade. Resilience is currently synonymous with „security“, a mechanism that is equally
constructed by the destruction and the shielding against it.
Although the term „resilience“ has now been incorpoUDWHGWKURXJKPDQ\GLIIHUHQWVFLHQWL¿F¿HOGVLQWRWKHGDLO\YRFDEXODU\ WKH SOXUDOLW\ DQG VHPDQWLF VFRSH RI WKH GH¿QLWLRQV DUH
indicative of ambiguity and the need to identify each time the
context and the conditions of its use and therefore its meaning.
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The term appears initially in the context of ecology science and its
¿UVWIRUPDOGH¿QLWLRQZDVJLYHQE\CRAWFORD HOLLING³Resilience
determines the persistence of relationships within a system and
is a measure of the ability of these systems to absorb changes of
state variables, driving variables, and parameters, and still persist.´ HOLLINGS 7KLVGH¿QLWLRQLQWKHIROORZLQJ\HDUV
KDVXQGHUJRQHVHYHUDOPRGL¿FDWLRQVDQGUHIRUPXODWLRQV WDEOH
 3, and the term was used beyond the boundaries of ecology.

+ROOLQJ KLPVHOI UHZRUGHG WKLV GH¿QLWLRQ WZLFH WR
GDWH RQFH LQ  HOLLING  S  Ä5HVLOLHQFH LV WKH
ability of a system to maintain its structure and patterns of
behaviour in the face of disturbance“, and once more in
2002 (GUNDERSON and HOLLING  S  ÄResilience is
the magnitude of disturbance that can be absorbed before the system changes its structure by changing the variables and processes that control behaviour³ 6LPLODU GH¿QLtions will be formulated by other researchers like WALKER et
DO   S.E. VAN DER LEEUW   C. FOLKE HW DO  

7DEOH'HÀQLWLRQVRI´UHVLOLHQFHµ 6RXUFHCOMMUNITY & REGIONAL RESILIENCE INSTITUTES
3

See COMMUNITY & REGIONAL RESILIENCE INSTITUTE 2013, BRAND F. S. and K. JAX. 2007.
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What is quite obvious through the extensive bibliography is the fact that there is not only one „resilience“ but many
HFRORJLFDOVRFLDOXUEDQPHFKDQLVWLFHYROXWLRQDU\HWF HYHQ
within the boundaries of a particular discipline. But the way
WKLV WHUP HDFK WLPH LV XQGHUVWRRG LV QRW MXVW D VLPSOH PDWWHU
of hermeneutics but it is rather related to serious theoretical
oppositions and shifts on issues that deal with the functioning
mechanisms of complex biotic and abiotic systems, and particularly in the case of ecological resilience, to the very notion
of nature, and our relationship as species and societies with it.

Diverging
“resiliences”
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Equilibrium based resilience
,QWKH¿UVWGH¿QLWLRQVRIUHVLOLHQFH HOLLING ZKDW
was clearly expressed through the terms of „persistence“ and
„conservation“ was the concept of equilibrium, ie the steady
state of the ecological systems in times when no stresses or
external forces are applied to them. In this initial apprehension of resilience also relies the main conceptual frame of later
VXVWDLQDELOLW\DSSURDFKZKLFKVHWV³HTXLOLEULXP´ RIQDWXUDOV\VWHPV  LQ D KLJK SULRULW\ ]RQH LQ RUGHU WR PDLQWDLQ WKH XQLQWHUrupted operation of the Western world‘s post-war-development
course or, in other words, to preserve the natural resources.
What, however, has also been introduced in this iniWLDODSSURDFKRIUHVLOLHQFHIRUWKH¿UVWWLPHDORQJZLWKWKHFRQcept of equilibrium, is the existence of not a single, but rather
multiple equilibrium states for a given system. In this case,
resilience is the measure of the disturbance that a system is
FDSDEOHRIDEVRUELQJEHIRUHLWÀLSVLQWRDQHZHTXLOLEULXPVWDWH
(C.S. HOLLING    %RWK FRQFHSWV VKRXOG EH PDUNHG
DV WKH ¿UVW WXUEXOHQFH LQ WKH SRVWZDU QRWLRQV RI QDWXUH WDEOH   DQG LQ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI FUXFLDO LVVXHV RI VRFLHW\QDWXUH
relationship, concerning the primacy of rational, the instrumentalization of nature, and sovereignty as a dominant value.
From another point of view, at the same time, a new
notion of „resilience“, which is found in the literature as „engineering resilience“, has been born, and is the one that basically acts as the theoretical legitimation of the recently established rhetoric of „security“, as mentioned above. In this case,
ZKLFK LV WKH PRVW ZLGHVSUHDG LQ ¿HOGV VXFK DV HQJLQHHULQJ
ULVNPDQDJHPHQWHFRQRP\HWF DQGDFFHSWDEOHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQ

Antonis Chazapis and Dimitris Loukos

7DEOH'HSLFWLRQVRIIRXUP\WKVRIQDWXUH $ 1DWXUH
)ODW % 1DWXUH%DODQFHG & 1DWXUH$QDUFKLFDQG
' 1DWXUH5HVLOOLHQW 6RXUFHGUNDERSONEDQGHOLLING
S$XWKRUV·UHGHVLJQ

of the term, resilience
is considered as the
persistence at a single equilibrium state,
while the resistance
to disturbance and the
return rate to the previous equilibrium state
are the measure of resilience (C.S. HOLLING
 7KH XVH RI WKLV
particular notion of resilience until today is
directly related to two
phenomena attached
WR ³K\SHUPRGHUQLW\´
(LIPOVETSKY   WKH
largely failure of sustainability approach,
and the emergence
of catastrophe that
GHP\VWL¿HV WKH IXture and „shrinks time
into an urgent logic.“4

Resilience through constant change
)URP WKH V RQZDUGV DQG PDLQO\ EHFDXVH RI WKH HIIHFWV
RI FRPSOH[ V\VWHPV WKHRU\ RQ RWKHU VFLHQFHV WKH GH¿QLWLon of ecological resilience is reworded once again. A typical
H[DPSOH RI WKLV VKLIW LV WKH GH¿QLWLRQ DV FXUUHQWO\ DFFHSWHG
by the Resilience Alliance5 ÄResilience is the capacity of a
social-ecological system to absorb or withstand perturbations and other stressors such as that the system remains
in the same regime, essentially maintaining its structure and
functions´ 7KURXJK WKLV GH¿QLWLRQ WKUHH NH\ FKDUDFWHULVWLFV
RI UHVLOLHQFH HPHUJH D  WKH DPRXQW RI FKDQJH D V\VWHP FDQ
DEVRUE ZLWKRXW ÀLSSLQJ LQWR DQRWKHU HTXLOLEULXP VWDWH E  WKH
extent to which a system is capable of self-organization, and
4

For the hypermodern relation with time, see LIPOVETSKY,**OREDOL]DWLRQDQGK\SHUPR-

GHUQLW\&RVPRSROLWDQLVPDQGZHVWHUQFXOWXUH
5

KWWSVZZZUHVDOOLDQFHRUJUHVLOLHQFH
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F  WKH DELOLW\ RI D V\VWHP IRU VHOIOHDUQLQJ6 and adaptation.
Beyond the multi equilibrium states schema and the
XQL¿HG DSSURDFK RI FRPSOH[ VRFLDO DQG QDWXUDO V\VWHPV LW LV
also accepted that change is a structural component of systems, and adaptation to it through learning and self-organization is a part of the function mechanisms of each system (S.E.
VAN DER LEEUW 7KHDERYHFRQFHSWVRIPXOWLHTXLOLEULXP
states and change as an inherent feature of systems- are also
SUHVHQWLQWKHVKDSLQJ )LJXUH RIWKHSURSHUWLHVRIDV\VWHPµV
resilience by B. WALKER HW DO   ZKHUH LWV FKDUDFWHULVtics determine the position of the system in its “stability landVFDSH´ LH WKH VHW RI GLIIHUHQW VWDWHV LQ ZKLFK WKH V\VWHP FDQ
EHIRXQG7KHVHFKDUDFWHULVWLFVDUH / WKHPD[LPXPFKDQJH
that a system can absorb before it changes basin of attraction
LWV IXQFWLRQ FKDQJHV  5  WKH V\VWHPµV VHQVLWLYLW\ WR FKDQJH
KRZHDVLO\LWFDQFKDQJH  3U WKHGLVWDQFHRIDV\VWHPIURP
critical thresholds (where changes that happen are irreversibOH DQG 3 3DQDUFK\ZKLFKGHDOVZLWKWKHLQWHUFRQQHFWLRQVRI
different systems7 among spatial and temporal scales or between different scales that set one system external to another.

)LJXUH7KUHHGLPHQVLRQDOVWDELOLW\ODQGVFDSHZLWKEDVLQVRIDWWUDFWLRQV D V\VWHPFKDUDFWHULVWLFV E FKDQJHVLQ
WKHVWDELOLW\ODQGVFDSH 6RXUFHWALKERHWDOS$XWKRUV·UHGHVLJQ 

Adaptive (or ecological) resilience – Panarchy
The latest and most contemporary notion of resilience was
ODUJHO\ VKDSHG E\ WKH LQÀXHQFHV WKDW HFRORJ\ VFLHQFH KDV
7KHODWWHULVUHODWHGWRWKHH[SHULHQFHDQGWKHPHPRU\RIDV\VWHPDQGKHQFHWRLWV³LGHQWLW\´
The concept of wholeness as introduced here implies in part the connection, or interdependence, of systems of different identity, such as physical and social. However, this critical linkage, which often leads to the naturalization of social systems (eg the elimination of human
LQWHQWLRQDOLW\  EXW DOVR WR WKH UDWLRQDOL]DWLRQ RI QDWXUDO HJ GHWHUPLQLVWLF QDWXUH  KDV EHHQ
widely criticized (DAVOUDIHWDO GXHWRHPHUJLQJGHGXFWLRQVRUHYHQJHQHUDOL]DWLRQVWKDW
are loose and risky to use them.
6
7
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received from the Panarchy theory as proposed from HOLING
  Ä3DQDUFK\³ LV WKH WHUP ZH XVH WR GHVFULEH D FRQFHSW
that explains the evolving nature of complex adaptive systems. Panarchy is the hierarchical structure in which systems
of nature (for example, forests, grasslands, lakes, rivers, and
VHDV  DQG KXPDQV IRU H[DPSOH VWUXFWXUHV RI JRYHUQDQFH
VHWWOHPHQWV DQG FXOWXUHV  GUNDERSON HW DO   DQG VRFLal-ecological systems (for example, co-evolved systems of
PDQDJHPHQW  DUH LQWHUOLQNHG LQ WKH QHYHUHQGLQJ DGDSWLYH
cycles of growth, accumulation, restructuring, and renewal.“
The main concept of this model is the adaptive circle
)LJXUH WKHIRXUVWDJHVWKDWDOOV\VWHPVDUHFRQVWDQWO\DQG
continuously running through due to adaptation to change8.
7KH DGDSWLYH FLUFOH LV FKDUDFWHUL]HG E\ WKH HQGRJHQRXV
dynamics of the system available for change, ie the „wealth“ of
the system, the internal interconnection of system factors which
GHWHUPLQHVWKHÀH[LELOLW\RUVWLIIQHVVRIWKHV\VWHPWKDWLVLWV
sensitivity to disruptions, and its inherent adaptive ability. The
IRXUVWDJHVRIWKHF\FOHDUHH[SORLWDWLRQ U FRQVHUYDWLRQ . 
UHOHDVH ȍ DQGUHRUJDQL]DWLRQ D 7KHPDLQWKHRUHWLFDOVKLIW
that is crucial to understanding the contemporary perception
of resilience is that events and processes such as destruction
DQGFROODSVH VWDJH.WRȍ DUHQRWSHUFHLYHGDFFRUGLQJWRWKHLU
common original negative meaning but instead are incorporated into a scheme that regards them as moments of capital

)LJXUH$GDSWLYHF\FOHLQ' 6RXUFHGUNDERSONEDQGHOLLINGS$XWKRUV·UHGHVLJQ
8

The succession of the adaptive cycle stages is neither linear nor deterministic due to the fact
WKDWH[WHUQDOSUHVVXUHVRUOHDNV WRRWKHUVXFKV\VWHPV LQWHUIHUHZLWKLW
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release and hence times when the possibilities and possible
ways of a system reconstruction increases, ie stages necessary
for regeneration, creation, and evolutionary heterogeneity.
In addition, and taking notice of the three dimenVLRQDO UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ RI WKH DGDSWLYH F\FOH )LJXUH   LV XQderstood that the resilience of a system is greater when the
available capital is free and unbound, and the possibilities and variable combinations of regeneration are maxiPXP LQ VKRUW QR ¿[HG OLQNV EHWZHHQ WKH SDUWV RI WKH V\VWHP DUH DWWDFKHG  DQG FRQWLQXRXVO\ GLPLQLVKLQJ E\ WKH
consolidation of relationships and forms, ie it passes from a
OLTXLG  DQG ÀH[LEOH IRUP LQWR D PRUH VROLG DQG LQHODVWLF RQH

)LJXUH  ULJKW  $GDSWLYH F\FOH LQ ' 6RXUFH KWWS
ZZZHFRORJ\DQGVRFLHW\RUJ$XWKRUV·UHGHVLJQ 
)LJXUH  OHIW  3DQDUFK\ LQ ' 6RXUFH KWWSVZZZ
UHVHDUFKJDWHQHW$XWKRUV·UHGHVLJQ 

The scheme of Panarchy ¿JXUHB is being completed with
the reduction of the adaptive circle into a hierarchical structure (not only top down but also bottom-up, thus in the regular
VHQVH LV D QRQKLHUDUFKLFDO V\VWHP  RI VXFFHVVLYH F\FOHV DFcumulated in different scales and in constant communication
and interaction with each other (various connections are presumed as being related to the heritage - memory - the spread of
destruction - revoltDQGRWKHUV WKXVVKDSLQJWKHZKROHQHVV
of the ecosystem as well as its self-organizing mechanisms
(CRAIG R. ALLENHWDO 7KXVEHDULQJLQPLQGWKHVHFRQ7KHODWWHULVFRQVLGHUHGDQLPSRUWDQWIHDWXUHRIUHVLOLHQFHE\FXOWLYDWLQJÀH[LELOLW\DQGWKXV
VKDSLQJWKHFRQGLWLRQVIRUDVVLPLODWLRQRIWKHXQSUHGLFWDEOH +ROOLQJ
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temporary aspects of the Panarchy model, it is understood that
WKH WHUP ³UHVLOLHQFH´ LQ WKLV QHZ HUD LV FRQFHLYHG DV WKH DELlity of a system to adapt, change, and transform, rather than
to resist to disturbance and stay within the same equilibrium
regime (DAVOUDI HW DO   D VFKHPH WKDW LV WRWDOO\ RSSRsed to the predominant use of the term today, and also to the
mainstream notion of nature as danger. Summarizing the
three most widespread interpretations of the term „resilience“
LQWKHFRQWH[RIHFRORJ\ZHPD\FRQFOXGHWKDWLWLVGH¿QHGDV
 7KH DELOLW\ RI D V\VWHP WR UHWXUQ ±RU WR ERXQFH EDFN WR D
steady equilibrium state after a shock, or disturbance.
 7KH PDJQLWXGH RI WKH GLVWXUEDQFH WKDW D V\VWHP FDQ
absorb before it changes to a new equilibrium state.
7KH DELOLW\ RI FRPSOH[ VRFLDOHFRORJLFDO V\VWHPV WR FKDQJH
adapt and transform in response to stresses and pressure.

,WLVHYLGHQWWKDWWKHXVHRIWKHWHUP³UHVLOLHQFH´HTXDOO\UHIHUV
WR³VWDELOLW\´³HODVWLFLW\´DQG³DGDSWDELOLW\´$SSDUHQWO\HQRXJK
these perspectives do not emerge out from an isolated scienti¿F¿HOGEXWWKH\DUHLQÀXHQFHGDQGFRVKDSHGE\QHLJKERXULQJ
WKHRUHWLFDOWKHVLVDQGUHODWHGLVVXHV QDWXUHPDQVRFLHW\ 6Lmultaneously they set the critical foundations for concepts such
as sustainability, growth, development, destruction, etc., and
WKH\UHÀHFWRQSDWWHUQVUHODWHGWROLQHDUDQGKLHUDUFKLFDOUHODWLRQVKLSV LQWKHFODVVLFDOVHQVHRIWKHWHUP VXFKDVHYROXWLRQ
At the core of the discourse regarding the notion
of resilience is precisely standing the concept of the disaster. A deep understanding of the distinctions between natural
and moral evil10, as well as of their revealing syneresis to a
metaphysical evil that threatens the ‚equilibrium‘ of human
VRFLHWLHV DQG FLWLHV UHYHDOV DQ XUJHQW QHHG WR GH¿QH IURP
the beginning the nature and the way we relate to it. “Are
ZH LQ D ³GHHS EDFN ORRS´ WKDW SUHVHQWV WKH >HFRORJLFDO VWXGLHV@ RSSRUWXQLWLHV DQG FULVHV"´ DV HOLLING   DVNV
The shift in understanding of resilience from the
equilibrium all the way to change and transformation (through
PXOWLHTXLOLEULXPVWDWHV LVFUXFLDOSDUWLFXODUO\DVLWGHVWDELOL]HV
the political, ideological and philosophical basis on which the
10

Nature and
resilience,
from
inevitability to
intentionality

$QRYHUYLHZRI³HYLO´FRQFHSWLRQVDQGRULJLQVLQPRGHUQWKRXJKWVHH1HLPDQ6(YLO

in modern thought. An alternative history of philosophy.
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securitization is progressively institutionalized as urgent as inevitable (COAFFEE 5HVLOLHQFHDVFRQVWDQWWUDQVIRUPDWLRQ
opens up our understanding and receptivity to contingency and
unpredictability. Resilience is thus providing an interpretative lens
that enables us to detect a new conception of nature as a „matrix
of all possibilities or the perennially open“ (TERZAKISS 
However, if, in the context of resilience, disaster is
internalized and is only regarded as a part of the process of
a constant transformation -an eventual outcome rather than
danger-, translating this understanding to the social context
remains seriously problematic at two levels. One concerns
the naturalization of evil by relocating the systemic and institutional into natural procedures, which consequently implies
that intentionality is ignored if not denied. The second level
concerns the subsequent legitimization of the reshaped sovereignty relations in the name of transformation and adaptability11. Despite these contradictions and restrictions we need to
surpass, the re-conceptualization of nature in the context of
resilience as the perpetually open, assures “the continuous
possibility of recourse to something amorphous which eludes any social (and linguistic) determinations, a stock of inexhaustible freedom and creativity that, ex post, makes the
historical change of the world possible“ (TERZAKISS 
11

$V%DXPDQGHVFULEHVLW³«DGDSWDELOLW\WKHWUDGHPDUNRIÀXLGPRGHUQLW\DQDGYDQWDJHIRU

WKHJRYHUQRUVDQGDKDQGLFDSIRUWKHJRYHUQHGLVLQIDFWWKHQHZVWUDWHJ\RIVRYHUHLJQW\´6HH
Bauman and Bordoni 2017, p.57
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