
EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF EMERGING SOCIAL SCIENCE AND HUMANITIES 
 

pg. 1  

Resilience Across Scales: Integrating Psychosocial Foundations And Socioeconomic 
Systems In Risk, Vulnerability, And Adaptive Capacity 

 
 

Dr. Aisha El-Masri 
Faculty of Social Sciences, University of Jordan, Jordan 

 
Dr. Lukas Schneider 

Institute for Human Geography, Heidelberg University, Germany 
 

 
V0LUME02 ISSUE02 (2025) 

Published Date: 06 July 2025 // Page no.: - 1-5  

 

ABSTRACT 

 
Resilience has emerged as a unifying yet contested concept across disciplines concerned with risk, vulnerability, and 
adaptive capacity, spanning psychosocial development, socioeconomic systems, disaster risk reduction, and governance. 
Despite extensive scholarship, conceptual fragmentation persists, with limited integration between micro-level 
psychosocial resilience and macro-level socioeconomic and infrastructural resilience. This article advances an integrative, 
multi-scalar framework that bridges foundational insights from child and adolescent resilience research with 
contemporary analyses of economic, spatial, and governance resilience in disaster-prone contexts. Drawing on an 
extensive and diverse body of literature, the study revisits early theoretical formulations of resilience as a dynamic 
process shaped by stress, risk exposure, and protective mechanisms, and critically examines their relevance to present-
day challenges posed by climate change, inequality, and recurrent disasters. Central to this synthesis is the recognition 
that resilience is neither an innate trait nor a purely structural outcome, but an emergent property arising from 
interactions between individuals, institutions, and environments over time (Haggerty et al., 1994). 
Methodologically, the article employs a qualitative, theory-driven comparative analysis of resilience concepts across 
psychosocial, economic, and social–ecological domains. By systematically interpreting patterns and divergences in the 
literature, the study identifies convergent mechanisms—such as adaptive learning, resource diversification, social capital, 
and governance quality—that operate across scales. The results demonstrate that resilience dividends observed at 
infrastructural and national levels are contingent upon underlying social and human capacities, while individual and 
community resilience are profoundly shaped by macroeconomic structures and policy regimes (Hallegatte & Rozenberg, 
2017; UNDRR, 2022). 
The discussion critically engages with debates surrounding equity, vulnerability, and the potential normalization of risk, 
arguing that resilience-oriented approaches risk reinforcing existing inequalities if detached from justice-oriented 
governance frameworks (Soden et al., 2023). By integrating psychosocial resilience theory with socioeconomic and 
spatial resilience perspectives, the article contributes a holistic conceptualization that informs policy design, intervention 
strategies, and future research agendas. The conclusion underscores the necessity of multi-level resilience thinking to 
address complex, cascading risks in an increasingly uncertain world, positioning resilience as a transformative capacity 
rather than a return to pre-shock conditions (Walker et al., 2004). 

Keywords: Resilience; Vulnerability; Disaster Risk Reduction; Socioeconomic Systems; Psychosocial Development; 
Adaptive Capacity. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Resilience has become a central organizing concept in 

contemporary scholarship addressing uncertainty, crisis, 

and adaptation across a wide range of social and 

environmental contexts. Initially developed within 

psychology and psychiatry to explain why some children 

exposed to severe stressors nevertheless achieved 

positive developmental outcomes, resilience theory has 

since expanded into fields such as economics, geography, 

disaster studies, and public policy (Haggerty et al., 1994). 

This expansion reflects growing recognition that 

exposure to risk—whether psychosocial adversity, 

economic shock, or environmental hazard—is an enduring 

condition rather than an episodic anomaly, necessitating 

analytical frameworks that move beyond prevention 

toward adaptive capacity and transformation (Walker et 

al., 2004). 

Early psychosocial research conceptualized resilience not 

as invulnerability but as a dynamic process involving 

interactions between risk factors and protective 

mechanisms across developmental trajectories (Haggerty 

et al., 1994). These foundational insights challenged 
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deficit-oriented models that pathologized individuals 

exposed to adversity, instead highlighting the role of 

supportive relationships, cognitive skills, and 

institutional contexts in fostering adaptive outcomes. 

Over time, this process-oriented understanding 

influenced broader social science debates, particularly as 

societies confronted recurrent economic crises, climate-

related disasters, and widening inequalities (Easterly & 

Kraay, 2000; Hallegatte et al., 2016). 

In parallel, economic and spatial scholars began to 

employ resilience to describe the capacity of regions, 

cities, and national economies to absorb shocks, recover, 

and potentially reorient development pathways 

following disturbances (Martin, 2012). This literature 

emphasized structural factors such as diversification, 

institutional flexibility, and innovation systems, often 

drawing implicit analogies to biological and ecological 

resilience concepts (Modica & Reggiani, 2015). However, 

critics have noted that such macro-level applications 

frequently under-theorize the social and human 

dimensions of resilience, treating populations as 

homogeneous units rather than differentiated groups 

with unequal access to resources (Briguglio et al., 2019; 

Soden et al., 2023). 

The convergence of psychosocial and socioeconomic 

resilience discourses has been accelerated by the 

intensification of climate change and disaster risk. Global 

assessments increasingly document how hazards 

interact with poverty, governance deficits, and social 

exclusion to produce disproportionate impacts on 

vulnerable populations (UNDRR, 2022). Empirical 

studies demonstrate that disasters not only cause 

immediate losses but also generate long-term well-being 

deficits, particularly among households lacking financial 

buffers and social protection (Markhvida et al., 2020). 

These findings resonate strongly with earlier child 

development research, which showed that cumulative 

stress and chronic adversity erode adaptive capacity 

over time unless counterbalanced by protective systems 

(Haggerty et al., 1994). 

Despite these conceptual parallels, significant gaps 

remain in the integration of resilience research across 

scales. Psychosocial studies have generated rich insights 

into mechanisms of adaptation, yet often remain 

disconnected from analyses of structural inequality and 

political economy. Conversely, macro-level resilience 

frameworks risk abstraction, emphasizing system 

performance while neglecting lived experiences of stress, 

risk, and recovery (Hallegatte & Vogt-Schilb, 2020). This 

fragmentation limits the explanatory and normative 

power of resilience as a guiding concept for policy and 

intervention. 

The present article addresses this gap by developing an 

integrative, multi-scalar analysis of resilience that 

explicitly connects psychosocial foundations with 

socioeconomic and governance-oriented perspectives. 

Building on seminal work on stress, risk, and resilience in 

children and adolescents (Haggerty et al., 1994), the study 

traces the conceptual evolution of resilience and examines 

how core mechanisms identified at the individual level—

such as learning, agency, and social support—reappear in 

modified forms within community, regional, and national 

resilience frameworks. By situating these mechanisms 

within broader debates on vulnerability, equity, and 

transformation, the article aims to advance a more 

coherent and ethically grounded understanding of 

resilience applicable to contemporary global challenges 

(Soden et al., 2023; UNDRR, 2022). 

The remainder of the article proceeds through a detailed 

methodological exposition, followed by an interpretive 

analysis of findings derived from the literature, an 

extensive discussion engaging theoretical debates and 

policy implications, and a concluding synthesis. 

Throughout, the analysis maintains that resilience should 

be understood not merely as the capacity to “bounce back” 

but as an ongoing process of negotiation between risk 

exposure, adaptive resources, and structural conditions 

shaping human development and social systems over time 

(Walker et al., 2004; Haggerty et al., 1994). 

METHODOLOGY 

The methodological approach adopted in this study is 

qualitative, interpretive, and theory-driven, designed to 

support an in-depth integration of resilience concepts 

across disciplinary boundaries. Rather than generating 

new empirical data, the research systematically analyzes 

and synthesizes existing scholarly literature on 

psychosocial, socioeconomic, and disaster-related 

resilience, with particular attention to foundational 

theoretical works and influential policy-oriented studies 

(Haggerty et al., 1994; UNDRR, 2022). This approach is 

appropriate given the study’s objective of conceptual 

integration, as it allows for nuanced interpretation of 

diverse theoretical traditions and empirical findings 

without reducing complexity through premature 

quantification (Modica & Reggiani, 2015). 

The first stage of the methodology involved the 

identification and close reading of core texts addressing 

resilience in children and adolescents, economic and 

spatial resilience, disaster risk reduction, and social–

ecological systems. Priority was given to works that 

explicitly theorize processes, mechanisms, and contextual 

influences on resilience, reflecting the process-oriented 

framework articulated in early psychosocial research 

(Haggerty et al., 1994). Subsequent readings focused on 

comparative analysis, examining how similar concepts—

such as adaptation, buffering, and recovery—are 

operationalized differently across disciplines (Martin, 

2012; Walker et al., 2004). 
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Analytical coding was conducted at the conceptual level 

rather than through formal qualitative software, 

consistent with the interpretive nature of the study. Key 

themes were identified inductively, including risk 

accumulation, protective factors, institutional mediation, 

equity, and transformation. These themes were then 

traced across literatures to identify points of 

convergence and divergence. For example, the notion of 

protective factors in child development research was 

compared with discussions of social protection and 

safety nets in disaster economics, revealing functional 

similarities despite differing terminologies (Markhvida 

et al., 2020; Hallegatte et al., 2016). 

A critical component of the methodology was reflexive 

engagement with normative assumptions embedded in 

resilience discourse. Scholars have argued that resilience 

frameworks can inadvertently shift responsibility for 

adaptation onto individuals and communities, obscuring 

structural drivers of vulnerability (Soden et al., 2023). To 

address this concern, the analysis systematically 

interrogated how power, inequality, and governance are 

treated across the literature, drawing on global 

assessment reports and equity-focused studies to 

contextualize theoretical claims (UNDRR, 2022; 

Hallegatte & Rozenberg, 2017). 

The methodological limitations of this approach are 

acknowledged. As a literature-based analysis, the study 

relies on the quality and scope of existing research and 

cannot capture emergent empirical dynamics beyond the 

reviewed sources. Moreover, the integrative ambition of 

the study necessitates a high level of abstraction, which 

may obscure context-specific nuances. Nevertheless, this 

limitation is mitigated by sustained engagement with 

empirical findings reported in the literature, ensuring 

that theoretical synthesis remains grounded in observed 

social processes (Haggerty et al., 1994; Markhvida et al., 

2020). 

Overall, the methodology is designed to produce a 

coherent, multi-scalar conceptual framework that 

reflects both the depth of psychosocial resilience theory 

and the breadth of contemporary socioeconomic and 

disaster research. By privileging interpretive rigor and 

critical synthesis, the study aims to contribute enduring 

theoretical value rather than context-bound empirical 

generalizations (Walker et al., 2004). 

RESULTS 

The interpretive analysis of the literature yields several 

interrelated findings that illuminate the multi-scalar 

nature of resilience and its underlying mechanisms. First, 

across psychosocial and socioeconomic domains, 

resilience consistently emerges as a process rather than 

a static outcome, shaped by cumulative interactions 

between risk exposure and adaptive resources over time 

(Haggerty et al., 1994; Martin, 2012). In child and 

adolescent development research, this processual 

understanding emphasizes developmental trajectories 

influenced by family, school, and community contexts. 

Similarly, economic resilience studies describe 

trajectories of decline, recovery, and transformation 

following shocks, highlighting path dependency and 

institutional mediation (Modica & Reggiani, 2015). 

Second, the literature reveals strong parallels in the role of 

protective factors across scales. In psychosocial research, 

protective factors include supportive relationships, 

cognitive skills, and access to stable institutions, which 

buffer the negative effects of stress and adversity 

(Haggerty et al., 1994). At the macro level, analogous 

protective mechanisms are identified in the form of social 

protection systems, diversified economies, and inclusive 

governance structures that mitigate the long-term impacts 

of disasters on household well-being (Markhvida et al., 

2020; Hallegatte et al., 2016). These parallels suggest that 

resilience mechanisms are functionally similar despite 

operating at different levels of social organization. 

Third, the analysis highlights the centrality of inequality 

and differential vulnerability in shaping resilience 

outcomes. Empirical studies consistently demonstrate 

that disasters exacerbate pre-existing socioeconomic 

disparities, with recurrent hazards leading to widening 

inequality and persistent poverty traps (Kawasaki & 

Shimomura, 2024; Skoufias et al., 2020). This finding 

resonates with psychosocial evidence showing that 

chronic stress and cumulative disadvantage undermine 

adaptive capacity, particularly in the absence of 

compensatory support systems (Haggerty et al., 1994). 

The convergence of evidence underscores the inadequacy 

of resilience frameworks that fail to account for equity 

considerations. 

Fourth, governance quality emerges as a cross-cutting 

determinant of resilience. Global assessments emphasize 

that effective, accountable institutions are critical for 

translating resilience investments into tangible benefits, 

often referred to as the “resilience dividend” (CDRI, 2023; 

UNDRR, 2022). This aligns with earlier findings in child 

development research, which identified institutional 

environments—such as schools and welfare systems—as 

key contexts shaping resilience trajectories (Haggerty et 

al., 1994). The result suggests that resilience is co-

produced through interactions between individuals and 

institutional arrangements rather than residing solely 

within either domain. 

Finally, the literature indicates growing recognition of 

transformation as an integral component of resilience. 

Social–ecological frameworks argue that resilience 

involves not only persistence and adaptation but also the 

capacity to transform systems when existing structures 

become untenable (Walker et al., 2004). Economic and 
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disaster studies increasingly echo this perspective, 

advocating for development pathways that reduce 

vulnerability rather than merely restoring pre-disaster 

conditions (Hallegatte & Vogt-Schilb, 2020). This 

transformative orientation reflects a maturation of 

resilience thinking that builds on, rather than departs 

from, its psychosocial origins (Haggerty et al., 1994). 

DISCUSSION 

The findings of this study invite a deep theoretical 

reconsideration of resilience as a unifying yet pluralistic 

concept that spans individual development, 

socioeconomic systems, and governance structures. One 

of the most salient implications is the enduring relevance 

of early psychosocial resilience theory for contemporary 

debates on disaster risk and economic vulnerability. The 

process-oriented framework articulated in foundational 

work on children and adolescents emphasized that 

resilience emerges through dynamic interactions 

between stressors and protective factors across time and 

context (Haggerty et al., 1994). This insight directly 

challenges static or technocratic applications of 

resilience that prioritize infrastructural robustness 

without attending to social and human dimensions 

(Godshalk, 2003). 

Scholarly debates within economic geography and 

regional studies have grappled with similar tensions, 

particularly regarding whether resilience should be 

understood as resistance, recovery, or reorientation 

(Martin, 2012). Critics argue that an overemphasis on 

recovery risks reinforcing existing development 

trajectories that may themselves be sources of 

vulnerability (Baldacchino & Bertram, 2009). Integrating 

psychosocial perspectives reframes this debate by 

foregrounding adaptation and learning as central to 

resilience, suggesting that systems—like individuals—

may need to fundamentally change to sustain well-being 

under new conditions (Walker et al., 2004; Haggerty et 

al., 1994). 

Equity emerges as a critical axis along which resilience 

theory must be evaluated and refined. Studies 

documenting the disproportionate impacts of disasters 

on marginalized populations highlight the ethical 

limitations of resilience frameworks that are blind to 

power and distribution (Soden et al., 2023). From a 

psychosocial standpoint, resilience research has long 

recognized that protective factors are unevenly 

distributed, often reflecting broader social inequalities 

(Haggerty et al., 1994). Extending this insight to macro-

level resilience underscores the necessity of integrating 

justice-oriented policy measures, such as targeted social 

protection and inclusive governance, into resilience 

planning (Hallegatte & Rozenberg, 2017). 

Another key area of discussion concerns the role of 

institutions as mediators between risk and adaptation. 

Both child development and disaster studies converge on 

the importance of stable, responsive institutions in 

fostering resilience (Haggerty et al., 1994; UNDRR, 2022). 

However, institutional resilience is not synonymous with 

rigidity; rather, it entails flexibility, learning, and 

accountability. Dynamic capabilities theory, originally 

developed in strategic management, offers a useful lens for 

understanding how institutions can sense, seize, and 

reconfigure resources in response to changing risks 

(Teece et al., 1997). This perspective complements social–

ecological approaches that emphasize adaptability and 

transformability as core resilience attributes (Walker et 

al., 2004). 

The discussion also engages with critiques that resilience 

discourse may normalize exposure to risk by framing 

adaptation as inevitable or desirable (Turvey, 2007). Such 

critiques caution against shifting responsibility onto 

individuals and communities without addressing 

structural drivers of vulnerability. Integrating 

psychosocial research mitigates this risk by reaffirming 

that resilience is contingent upon supportive 

environments and collective action, not merely individual 

coping (Haggerty et al., 1994). At the policy level, this 

implies that resilience-building must be accompanied by 

proactive risk reduction and social investment to avoid 

perpetuating cycles of harm (UNDRR, 2022). 

Looking forward, the integrative framework advanced in 

this article opens several avenues for future research. 

Empirical studies could operationalize multi-scalar 

resilience by examining how individual adaptive 

capacities interact with community institutions and 

national policies over time. Comparative research across 

contexts—such as small island states and urban regions—

could further elucidate how structural constraints and 

opportunities shape resilience pathways (Briguglio, 2014; 

Armstrong & Read, 2003). Importantly, interdisciplinary 

collaboration will be essential to refine resilience theory in 

ways that honor its psychosocial roots while addressing 

contemporary global challenges (Haggerty et al., 1994; 

Hallegatte et al., 2016). 

CONCLUSION 

This article has argued that resilience, when understood as 

a dynamic, multi-scalar process, offers a powerful 

integrative framework for addressing the intertwined 

challenges of psychosocial development, socioeconomic 

vulnerability, and disaster risk. By reconnecting 

contemporary resilience discourse with its foundational 

insights into stress, risk, and protective mechanisms, the 

study demonstrates the enduring relevance of early 

psychosocial theory for current policy and scholarly 

debates (Haggerty et al., 1994). The analysis underscores 

that resilience is neither a substitute for risk reduction nor 

a justification for inequality, but a transformative capacity 
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that emerges through interactions between individuals, 

institutions, and environments over time (Walker et al., 

2004). 

In an era of escalating climate risks and social 

uncertainty, advancing resilience requires more than 

technical solutions; it demands ethical commitment to 

equity, inclusive governance, and human development. 

Integrating insights across scales enriches both theory 

and practice, positioning resilience as a bridge between 

personal well-being and collective sustainability. 
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