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Abstract

Urban resilience has been studied in different aspects such as ecology, community,
space, planning, or governance. However, there is a lacuna in how urban resilience
can be achieved in an integrated approach regarding different scales and aspects.
This paper aims to fill this gap by linking macro/urban and micro/human systems
in Planning for Urban Resilience (PUR). Based on this, the phenomenon (PUR)
is introduced first. Secondly, the neighbourhood scale (NS) is defined in PUR
via its interdisciplinary/ intersectional character. Thirdly, a conceptual framework
is suggested to engage the NS with planning processes for urban resilience. The
method is based on qualitative research using the grounded theory approach.
The limitations emerged in the practical aspect of the conceptual framework and
time management during the data gathering phase. The data is gathered from
the literature regarding the main theories on planning and urban resilience using
scientific databases. For the analysis, open, axial, selective coding steps are followed
with an additional conceptual framework analysis technique. This research reveals
several notes: a) The intersections between urban and human systems regarding
PUR emerge the NS, b) NS as a concept in resilience has three main contexts:
spatial, administrative, social, ¢) NS as an interface amid different layers can link
the macro and micro scales as well as theory and practice, d) The conceptual
framework can be used in strategic planning processes via integrating local scales/
actors to urban systems regarding urban space, governance, neighbourhood, e)
Different contexts have potentials to be explored regarding resilience.
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1. Introduction
While cities and societies struggle
with risks or deteriorations, including
hazards and ecological or cultural
shocks, they must also sustain their lives.
In this regard, the resilience concept
supplies a comprehensive understanding
through a dynamic approach while
bridging relevant disciplines. Today, it
is necessary to foresee, plan and act to
survive amid increasing social, cultural,
or ecological instabilities. However, the
more complex our lives become, the
more we need holistic and dynamic
approaches/actions in the urban
context. The resilience concept provides
a comprehensive understanding through
a dynamic approach while bridging
relevant disciplines. Resilience in the
urban context has different fringes
regarding various disciplines and
aspects.Intheliterature, therearevarious
contexts, regarding environmental risks
(Godschalk, 2003), governance (Bixler
et al., 2020; Fastiggi et al., 2021, Adger,
2005), neighbourhood/community
(Murray & Zautra, 2011; Berkes &
Ross, 2013; Otsuki et al. 2018), space/
physical environment (Hassler &
Kohler, 2014; Magoni, 2017; Sharifi,
2019), urban planning (Desouza &
Flanery, 2013; Pizzo, 2015; Brunetta &
Salata, 2019), infrastructure (Lehman,
2018), urban systems (Chelleri, 2012),
human geography (Zimmerer, 1994)
or  ecology/natural  environment
(Gunderson, 2000; Pickett, et. al., et al.,
2004; Cumming, 2011; Evans, 2011).
In addition, some studies include
approaches that involve different layers
of urban systems such as sustainable
planning, management, economy, land
use and society (Jenkins, 2005; Jha et
al., 2013; O’Sullivan et al., 2014).
Despite numerous works on urban
resilience, few studies (Jha et al., 2013;
Sharifi, 2019) try to link different sca-
les. Besides, it is not clear how to in-
tegrate these multi-scaled and complex
urban systems both in theory and acti-
on (Wang et al., 2018), in other words,
using the concept and its application to
urban life is blurred (Leichenko, 2011;
Masnavi et al., 2019). Also, the redun-
dancy of concepts and theories in the
literature, such as resilience planning
or urban/neighbourhood/spatial/com-

munity resilience, creates confusion.
Additionally, there is no trace of in-
tegrating the urban and human scales
while considering a holistic resilience
approach through the city’s social, spa-
tial or administrative aspects. Besides
there are some works with an emphasis
on place-based solutions that have the
potential for integration of different
scales, they generally focus on a specific
context, such as urban policy regarding
planning (Coaffee, 2013; O’Sullivan et
al., 2014), community/ neighborhood
(Cutter et al., 2008; Kwok et al., 2018;
Lamb & Vale, 2024) or spatial concern
(Rockefeller, 2014; Sharifi et al., 2021;
Dastjerdi et al., 2021; Moreno et. al,,
2021).

Hence, the research question of this
research occurs; Is it possible to fill
the gap between different scales and
disciplines regarding urban resilien-
ce via planning processes? Therefo-
re, this research focuses on bridging
different aspects of urban and human
systems under the umbrella of plan-
ning for urban resilience. Accordingly,
exploring the embedded interfaces of
urban resilience, planning and neigh-
bourhood systems is crucial. Bridging
the macrosystems (urban scale) and
microsystems (human scale) in an in-
ter-scale context - neighbourhood- can
support achieving urban resilience via
its local, dynamic and interdiscipli-
nary character. So, this paper aims to
fill the gap by linking neighbourhood
scale (NS) with planning processes for
urban resilience, using the potentials of
urban and human systems by develo-
ping a conceptual framework. To pro-
vide this, in Section 2, the background
of the research is discussed regarding
main approaches and theories: a) re-
silience research is examined conside-
ring the ambiguity of the term and the
gap between different disciplines and
scales, b) theories are considered such
as urban systems/ politics-governance/
human ecosystem/ socio-spatial appro-
aches; in Section 3, the methodology is
described concerning the research qu-
estions and purpose of the paper; in
Section 4, data analysis is conducted
while shaping the theory; in Section 5,
the conceptual framework is built as a
result; finally, outcomes are discussed.
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2. Background: Resilience and the
urban context: Concepts, theories
2.1. Resilience and extent: An
ambiguity or a tool?

Regarding the research problem,
urban resilience and planning need
to be clarified while using both
simultaneously regarding the macro
and microsystems.

Resilience as an isolated term is me-
aningless without a context, therefore,
there are numerous definitions in re-
silience discourse triggering the place/
context specific approaches (Pearson et
al., 2013; Mehmood, 2016; Parés et al.,
2018; Sharifi, 2019). While all these ef-
forts open a dynamic thinking way, the
mixed-use or flexibility of the term ca-
use vagueness simultaneously (Pickett
et al., 2004; Norris et al., 2008; Ahern,
2011; Davoudi et al., 2012). The lacuna
amid these redundant approaches wa-
its for contextual interpretation. Des-
pite this contextual need, the city is an
extremely complicated and dynamic
system with many aspects regarding
resilience, and it is hard to develop a
formula that responds to all issues. In
this context, small and cross-scale sca-
les with different dynamics become
more critical (Chaskin, 2008; Masnavi
et al., 2019). Thus, the second questi-
on regarding the research problem ari-
ses: Can an optimum and integrated
interface in urban systems and sca-
les achieve resilience in the planning
processes through time and space? In
this regard, while Jabareen (2013) un-
derlines the difficulty of developing a
unified conceptual framework, appro-
aches that define resilience as a “susta-
inable network” (Godschalk, 2003), a
“process and a product” (Vale, 2014) or
a “strategy” (Ahern, 2011) are promi-
sing. Therefore, this research suggests
using this vague character as a potenti-
al key, in linking the urban scale to the
human scale related to the aforementi-
oned question.

2.2. Planning resilience in the urban
context

Findingits rootsin the 1970sin ecology,
the term resilience refers to the capacity
of a system to return to equilibrium
after a disturbance (Holling, 1973;
Davidson, 2010). Thanks to its dynamic
character, the resilience approach was
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welcomed by different disciplines,
such as anthropology, socio-cultural
disciplines or urban planning. The
2000s were the cornerstone of the
change of the terminology related to
complex systems theory regarding
social-ecological resilience beyond the
sustainability approach (Berkes et al.,
2003, p. xi; Davidson, 2010; Galantini
& Tezer, 2018; Zhang & Li, 2018;
UN-Habitat, 2019). The resilience
approach as an umbrella that links
different disciplines like environmental
physiology, geography or cultural
theory, was valuable to understand
better and create creative possibilities
for complex systems through change
(Folke, 2006; Coaffee, 2013). Besides,
the current urban and human systems
paradigm has become integrated
(Monstadt & Coutard, 2019; Lehmann,
2018). On the other hand, the urban
resilience literature focusing on
specific topics continues. These include
ecosystems (Pickett, et al., 1997
Alberti, 2008; Tyler & Moench, 2012;
Kim & Lim, 2016), urban systems/
planning (Allan & Bryant, 2011;
Ribeiro & Gongalves, 2019; Lu & Stead,
2013), built environment (Sharifi, 2019;
Samuelsson etal., 2019; Meshkini, etal.,
2021), socio-cultural systems (Breton,
2001; Norris et al, 2008; Berkes & Ross,
2013; Kulig et al,, 2013), community
(Nguyen et al., 2023) and governance
which is particularly prominent (Smit
& Wandel, 2006; Fastigi et al., 2021).
Urban resilience gains its strength
only if an urban system with its social,
ecological and technical networks ac-
ross temporal and spatial scales is en-
gaged regarding the stakeholders both
in theory and action (Meerow et al.,
2016; Magoni, 2017). Furthermore, it
should be evaluated with the city’s va-
rious aspects considering physical (inf-
rastructure, land use, buildings) (Fleis-
chhauer, 2008; Bouzarovski et al., 2011;
Hassler & Kohler, 2014; Moreno et. al.,
2021), non-physical (Sharifi, 2019),
natural (Valente et al., 2002), economic
(Drobniak, 2013), institutional/gover-
nance (Masnavi et al., 2019; Huck, et
al. 2020; Korosteleva, 2020) and soci-
al features (Chelleri, 2012; Poortinga,
2012; Ostadtaghizadeh et al. 2015).
Interestingly, these arguments found a
reflection in the COVID-19 pandemic.

A conceptual framework for planning for urban resilience through the neighbourhood scale
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While the pandemic is not the focus of
this paper, it reflects the need for a per-
meable and holistic relationship betwe-
en the micro-scale (home and its sur-
roundings, i.e. neighbourhoods) and
the macro scale (city or politics), whi-
ch is important in resilience processes.
Despite this, the interface of searching
resilience criteria in learning capacity,
robustness or adaptability in the urban
context is still ambiguous (Mehmood,
2016). To summarize, urban resilience
studies focus mainly on specific aspe-
cts: governance-management (insti-
tutions, community engagement etc.),
community-neighbourhood (culture,
physiology, networks etc.), built envi-
ronment (urban design, neighbourho-
od etc.), urban planning and ecological
studies (natural sources, landscape,
transportation etc.).

Herein, the gap between urban resi-
lience and planning occurs. Planning
theory’s changing meaning and scope
in favour of framing problems or be-
ing prepared for different possibilities
emerge from the strategic perspective
(Albrechts, 2004; Friedman, 2008; Da-
voudi& Strange, 2009), including spa-
tial concerns. While recovery processes
have recently focused more on the so-
cial capacities of cities, there is a trend
towards the critical role of the physical
environment in this process (Allan &
Bryant, 2011). Meanwhile, the unfore-
seen character of hazards or adversities
forces us to look from a strategic pers-
pective. Besides, recent changes raise
the question of how urban planning,
practitioners and planning theory can
respond to social-spatial inequality, cli-
mate change or governance (McGuirk,
2001; Legacy et al., 2019) while concer-
ning the theory-practice balance and
different actors (Albrechts, 2004). Plan-
ning might be a tool if its interdiscipli-
nary character is used to increase the
resilience of a system (Stumpp, 2013;
Magoni, 2017). Despite this, few works
focus on the relevance of planning and
urban resilience (Wilkinson, 2011; Da-
voudi, 2012; Mehmood, 2016). In this
regard, an “evolutionary resilience”
(Davoudi, 2012) or resilience as a pa-
radigm for planning (Pizzo, 2015) are
some ongoing debates to link planning
and urban resilience. Therefore, plan-
ning theory and its transdisciplinary

character concerning cities, including
urban design, community planning,
economic development, and manage-
ment (Friedman, 2008; Fainstein, 2005;
Levy, 2017) wait to be linked to urban
resilience. There is an increasing need
for new perspectives in urban planning
(Eraydin & Tasan-Kok, 2013; Pede, et.
al., et al., 2023)

Therefore, the literature seems to
miss an integrative approach to bri-
dging urban planning, resilience, go-
vernance, and local scales (physical or
social). In other words, urban systems
(macro-scales) and human systems
(micro-scale) await to be integrated
into urban resilience and planning
processes. When bridging complicated
concepts such as planning, resilience,
and the city, it is vital to define the in-
tersection points. Accordingly, this re-
search seeks a deep understanding of
the core phenomena while describing
the relationships amid the components
or processes. Then it suggests a concep-
tual framework to link the urban and
human systems.

3. Research methodology

Due to the complexity of theories and
related topics as mentioned above,
it was hard to see or understand the
relationships and processes amid
them. Therefore, to find a pathway, it
was necessary to dig and understand
the literature, theories or other data, to
discover whether the aforementioned
link is possible. Therefore, this research
used a qualitative research paradigm
using the grounded theory approach.
(Figure 1).

The grounded theory approach is de-
fined as a way of building/discovering
theory from the data (Glaser & Strauss,
1967, p. 3; Strauss & Corbin, 1990, pp.
23-26; Bowen, 2006; Creswell, 2013,
p- 83; Chun Tie, et al. 2019), while its
main argument is to provide a compre-
hensive understanding of the network
of interconnected concepts/relations-
hips (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p.18;
Jabareen, 2009). Data can be collected
from various sources purposively, inc-
luding observations, literature, and do-
cuments (Charmaz, 2006; Chun Tie et
al., 2019; Glaser, 2007), besides visual
documents, drawings (Flick, 2009; Mey
& Dietrich, 2017), discipline-oriented
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Figure 1. Methodological flowchart.

theories (Jabareen, 2009) or data crea-
ted by the researcher (Morgan, 2022),
while representativeness and meaning
are key criteria (Flick, 2009:257). Data
analysis unfolds simultaneously with
the data collection process (Egan,
2002; Chun Tie et al. 2019) and mainly
consists of coding, constant compari-
sons and theorizing (Creswell, 2013,
pp-195-197). The techniques used in
the analysis are open coding, axial
coding and selective coding steps in
general, either based on Strauss and
Corbin’s (1990 cited in Creswell, 2013,
p. 117) systematic approach or Char-
mazs (2006 cited in Creswell, 2013)
more flexible approach. In a slightly
different way, Jabareen (2009) suggests
a conceptual framework analysis tech-
nique that can be defined as identif-
ying a phenomenon’s major concepts
while getting its empirical data from
the theories and literature [1]. What is
common is the transformation of raw
data into a meaningful ‘idea’ throu-
gh understanding/organizing/coding,
thematizing/categorizing and synthesi-
zing (Glaser &Strauss, 1967; Charmaz,
2006; Creswell, 2013; Pandit, 1996).
Constant comparison is the main prin-
ciple of the analysis process, which is
checking the new data with the analy-
sis data until no surprising data is obta-
ined- saturation- [2]. (Glaser& Strauss,
1967; Carley, 1993; Charmaz, 2006).

3.1. Data limitations

The research had two main limitations.
First limitation was due to the
permeability between disciplines and
topics caused by the flexibility of the
concept of resilience. It took a long time

to understand and link the studies and
therefore the data collection was done
in two phases. The second limitation
based on the grounded theory research
itself, which cannot be limited to data
collection, documentation and analysis
and requires interpretation. Based on
this, the conceptual framework needs
to be developed in stages, supported
by further research to enhance its
practical implications.

3.2. Data collection

The data came from the literature
based on scientific research. The data-
gathering process was based on two
periods. The first period was held
between April 2020 and December
2020, following a  preliminary
understanding process in which the
impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic
were observed and related to the
topic. Although the pandemic is not
the focus of this research, it changed
the direction of ongoing preliminary
research on the role of place and local
scales in urban and social life. The
house and its surroundings regarding
community, place and urban systems
and their connection to larger systems
triggered this research. Therefore,
the literature research was conducted
through the lens of a quest for urban-
social coping processes related to urban
planning and local scales. The second
period was held between November
2023 and January 2024, and it was
mainly used to validate the conceptual
framework shaped in the previous
process with new references and
notes. Scopus, Web of Science, Google
Scholar, and Marmara University

A conceptual framework for planning for urban r

esilience through the neighbourhood scale



520

databases were used to collect the data,
especially for the second phase, while
Google Scholar database was used
mainly for the first phase. The research
articles and book/book chapters
were the data selection criteria, while
considering the number of citations,
relevance and publishers. Additionally,
intergovernmental organizations’
websites were used for the common
approaches. The search keywords
were urban resilience, resilience and
planning, neighbourhood resilience,
neighbourhood scale and resilience,
community resilience, urban resilience
and scale, urban resilience and
governance, resilience and urban
form, spatial resilience; as well as
main theories such as planning, and
resilience, and neighbourhood and
specific resilience concerns such as
neighbourhood/ local scales, culture,
sociology, psychology or / ecology.
(Table 1).

3.3. Data analysis

For the analysis, Strauss and Corbin’s
(1990) grounded theory analysis
steps were followed in general, while
Jabareen’s (2009) conceptual framework

analysis technique was partially
imported [3]. They are intertwined as
both try to identify a phenomenon via
its significant concepts, processes and
relationships. At the same time, there
is a slight difference between the two
regarding using theory and literature
for empirical data. Therefore, the
data analysis process consists of three
phases:

3.3.1. Open coding
This phase was based on an
understanding and segmentation of
the phenomenons main arguments,
theories, and concepts. During the
process, notes (diagrams/sketches,
handwriting  notes, and  Word
documents) and folder groups were
used to understand the general
framework of the phenomenon, as
well as the differentiations. Herein,
beginning with the main theories,
-planning, resilience, urban resilience-
through the lenses of logical
categorizing, the codes were found in
two phases.

In the first phase, Integration of
Different Disciplines (geography, so-
ciology, planning, urban systems...),

Table 1. Theories and main approaches in literature as the data source.

Main Searching Keywords (Grouped)

Reference(s)

Planning Theory
(including strategies)

Albrechts, 2004; Alexander, 2016;; Fainstein, 2005; Friedmann, 2008; Legacy, et. al., 2019; Lehmann, 2018; McGuirk, 2001.
Governance
Adger, 2005; European Governance, 2001; Wagenaar, 2007

Resilience Theory
(including terminology)

Davidson,2010; Davoudi, 2012; Holling,1973; Masten, 2001; Meerow et al., 2016; Smit, & Wandel, 2006
Socio-ecological
Adger,2000; Ernstson et. al.,2009; Folke, 2006; Zimmerer, 1994

Urban Resilience

Ahern, 2011; Amaratunga et al., 2019; Allan & Bryant, 2011; Korosteleva, 2020; Meerow & Newell, 2019; Pizzo, 2015; Ribeiro &
Gongalves, 2019; The Rockefeller Foundation, 2014; Wilkinson, 2011

Hazards

Godschalk, 2003

Implementation/Practice

Chelleri, 2012; Mehmood, 2016; Monstadt & Coutard, 2019; Pickett et al., 2004; Stumpp, 2013; UNISDR, 2017

Urban Planning

Desouza & Flanery, 2013; Eraydin & Tasan-Kok, 2013; Jabareen, 2013; Magoni, 2017; Masnavi et al., 2019; O'Sullivan et al., 2014;
Sharifi, & Yamagata,2018

Strategic Planning

Cruz et al., 2013; Sharifi & Yamagata, 2014; UN-Habitat, 2019; Vale, 2014

Resilience and Community

(in the scope of urban resilience)

(Including phycology, health and scale/place-
based emphasis)

Aldrich & Meyer, 2015; Andrew et al., 2020; Berkes & Ross, 2013; Chaskin, 2008; Cutter et al., 2008; Graham et al., 2016; Kulig et
al.,, 2013; Lyon, 2014; Magis,2010; Murray & Zautra, 2011; Norris et al., 2008; Ostadtaghizadeh et al., 2015; Otsuki et al., 2018;
Sonn & Fisher, 1998; Wang et al., 2018

Physiology/ Health/ Place attachment

Kirmayer et al., 2009; Ma et al., 2023; Poortinga, 2012; Renschler et al., 2010

Resilience And Governance
(in the scope of urban resilience)

Bixler et al., 2020; Coaffee, 2013; Fastiggi et al., 2021; Huck et al., 2020; Shamsuddin, 2020
Resilience and sustainability
Galantini& Tezer, 2018; Zhang & Li, 2018

Resilience and Spatial Concern
(in the scope of urban resilience)

(including urban space, green areas, buildings,

activities, place)

Boeing, 2018; Bouzarovski et al., 2011; Brunetta & Salata, 2019; Fleischhauer, 2008; Flouri et al., 2014; Hassler & Kohler, 2014; Lu
& Stead, 2013; Marcus & Colding, 2014; Meshkini et al., 2021; Samuelsson et al., 2019; Sharifi, 2019; Stollmann, 2016; Dastjerdi
etal., 2021

Resilience and NS
(in the scope of urban resilience)

(including spatiality)

Breton, 2001; Kourtit et al., 2022; Kwok et al., 2018; Larimian et al., 2020; Parés et al., 2018; Pearson et al., 2013; Sharifi, 2016;
Stevenson & Petrescu, 2016; Xiao & Van Zandt, 2012

Gentrification

Pearsall, 2012

Urban form

Feliciotti et al., 2016; Ma et al., 2023; Moreno et al., 2021; Sharifi et al.2021

Resilience and Ecology/ Nature/ Landscape
(in the scope of urban resilience)
(including spatial interest)

Alberti, 2008; Cumming, 2011; Evans, 2011; Kim & Lim, 2016; Leichenko, 2011; Tyler & Moench, 2012; Valente et al., 2022

Resilience and Covid-19
(in the scope of urban resilience)
(including local scale emphasis)

Afrin etal., 2021; Banai, 2020; Chu et al., 2021; Hananel et al., 2022; Liu et al., 2023; Pede et al., 2023; Sharifi & Khavarian-Garmsir,
2020

Neighborhood System
(not including resilience)

Galster, 2001; Kearns & Parkinson, 2001; Kennett & Forrest, 2006; Lewicka,2010; Martin, 2003; Mehta & Bosson, 2010; Mumford,
1954; Rohe, 2009; Ozbek Eren, 2017; Schwirian, 1983; Wilkerson et al., 2011
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Table 2. Understanding the core phenomenon-in the pursuit of categorizing the data (Open coding).

Main Representative References and Quotations from The Main Theories Open Coding Refined Codes (after revisiting the
Theories Regarding Resilience Thinking, Planning and Urban Resilience Step 1 urban resilience regarding constant
comparative)
Step 2
PLANNING e transdisciplinary character (Friedman, 2008)
THEORY e emphasis on strategic plans rather than project plans (Albrechts, Integration of Different Disciplines Integration of Human- Urban Systems
2004) (geography, sociology, planning, (planning-governance, scale,
* reimagining the participation (Legacy, 2019) urban systems...) connectivity...)
e “..abandoning abstract generalizations about “planning” to develop
mid-level theories for planning practices such as spatial planning” Different Aspects of Urban Systems Integration of ~ Different Systems
(Alexander ,2015). (economy, ecology, space, planning, (ecology-economy;  social-ecological;
Urban planning: infrastructure...) social-spatial...)
e to integrate ecosystem services into the social practice of urban
planning by using cross-scale interactions (Ernstson, et.al, 2009) Integration of Different  Scales Strategic Planning / Planning Scale
e to manage urban interfaces, either ecological or social (Lehmann, (territory, city, neighborhood...) (feedback and waving between up-
2018) down and bottom-up)
RESILIENCE e resilience is a more strategic than normative concept (Ahern, 2011) Planning "F a Strategy (visions, local
THEORY and e “.designing, planning, and managing” (Desouza & Flanery, 2013) plans, projects...) _CO"‘"H_W'W (community,
URBAN e the importance of implementation of urban resilience policy; institutions...)
RESILIENCE practical approach: who, when, why, where, what (Meerrow et al., Flexibility/Connectivity  (networks,

2016)

e “complex phenomenon, non-deterministic”; interlinked concepts:
governance, prevention, planning, vulnerability (Jabareen, 2013)

e “.from stability to dynamism...” (Galantini & Tezer, 2018)

e incorporation of crucial concepts in both resilience theory and urban
theory (Meerow et al., 2016)

e an umbrella term that needs context (Davoudi, 2012)

e “resilience of a place” (Mehmood, 2016)

e the policy implementation roadmaps are lacking (Shamsuddin,
2020)

e institutional connectivity among different actors (Huck et al., 2020)

e “..meso-scale urban form elements are related to urban resilience”
(Sharifi, 2019)

social  bonds, urban planning,
theory-practice harmony...)

Politics/ Governance (urban
planning, global and local dynamics,
participative approaches...)

Context (city, community, place-
based, geographical aspect...)

Importance of Inter-Scale Approach

Community/ Neighborhood
(activities, personal-community
resilience, social bonds...)

Physical  Environment/ Place-Based
Aspect  (built environment, urban

design, landscape...)

Urban Structure (morphology, scale-
context...)

Recovery / Sustainability (planning,

social-natural resources...)

Different Aspects of Urban Systems
(economy, ecology, space, planning,
infrastructure...), Integration of Dif-
ferent Scales (territory, city, neigh-
bourhood...), Planning as a Strategy
(visions, local plans, projects...), Flexi-
bility/Connectivity (networks, social
bonds, urban planning, theory-practi-
ce harmony...), Politics/ Governance
(urban planning, global and local dy-
namics, participative approaches...),
Context (city, community, place-based,
geographical aspect...) were found as
primary codes.

In the second phase, after revisiting
the urban resilience literature as a part
of constant comparison and refining the
first codes, the final codes were found
as follows: Integration of Human- Ur-
ban Systems (planning-governance,
scale, connectivity...), Integration of
Different Systems (ecology-economy,
social-ecological, social-spatial...),
Strategic Planning / Planning Scale (fe-
edback and waving between up-down
and bottom-up), Connectivity (com-
munity, institutions...), Importance of
Inter-Scale Approach, Community/ Ne-
ighborhood (activities, personal-com-
munity resilience, social bonds...),
Physical Environment/ Place-Based As-
pect (built environment, urban design,
landscape...), Urban Structure (morp-
hology, scale-context...), Recovery /
Sustainability (planning, social-natural
resources...) (Table 2).

3.3.2. Axial coding

Following the coding phase, similar or
repetitive approaches were grouped,
relations amid different approaches
were juxtaposed, singularities were
eliminated. None of the codes can be
evaluated solely; they interact with
each other by their very nature. (e.g.,
governance is related to both social
structure and urban planning, the
physical environment is related to
both ecology and urban structure
or planning scale is related to both
planning and community). Therefore,
the codes were grouped via a clustering
approach through the lenses of the
mainstream approaches. Once the
logical flow was constituted between
the codes and main theories, the initial
categories emerged as follows: Social-
Ecological ~System, Socio-Cultural
System, Urban Systems, and Spatial
Systems.

Simultaneously, the main catego-
ries were constituted by revisiting the
previous phases via notes and other
techniques (merging, elimination...).
Table 3 represents the logical flowc-
hart of unfolding the initial categories
into meaningful and main categories
through revisiting, checking, elimina-
ting and refining the previous phases.
This process mainly involved checking
the relations between the theories and
the main categories and simultaneo-
usly unfolding the initial categories in

A conceptual framework for planning for urban resilience through the neighbourhood scale
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Table 3. Obtaining the main categories by axial coding.

Initial Categories

Representative References and Quotations from The Mainstream Approaches in Urban Resilience
(Some references occur in several topics. These repetitions enhance the categorization process)

Main Categories

Social-Ecological
System

“...social-ecological resilience, with its focus on the governance of linked social-ecological systems, is of interest to the field
of planning...” (Wilkinson, 2011)

phenomenon of change related to complex systems theory regarding social-ecological resilience (Davidson, 2010).

“...the resilience perspective emerged from a stream of ecology that addressed system dynamics, in particular ecosystem
dynamics, and where human actions early became a central part of understanding the capacity of ecosystems to generate
natural resources and ecosystem services”. (Folke, 2006)

“ecological and social resilience may be linked through the dependence on ecosystems of communities and their economic
activities”; “..social resilience is defined as the ability of communities to withstand external shocks to their social
infrastructure...” (Adger, 2000)

community/neighbourhood level as a good context in the recovery process from hazards via its sociocultural, economic,
infrastructural, institutional or administrational dimensions (Renschler et al., 2010; Kwok et al., 2018; Andrew et al., 2020).
focus on the spatial features of urban planning through the vulnerability of spaces (Brunetta & Salata, 2019), green space
(Flouri et al., 2014)

e few studies concern land use regarding the urban scale, quality of life and biodiversity (Valente, et. al., 2022).
e “_improve the link between urban design and planning and ecology”. (Pickett et al., 2004).
Socio-Cultural e significance of community participation (Amaratunga et al., 2019).
Systems e can be defined as the ability of a social system to overcome trauma or challenges in a common sense (Kirmayer et al, 2009;
(including Berkes & Ross, 2013)
physiology, place) e “neighbourhood co-governance” (Liu et. al, 2023)
e cultural resources (Magis, 2010)
e questioning how communities and people withstand shocks, change or adaption (Adger, 2000; Magis, 2010; Berkes & Ross,
2013)
o individual’s health (Kirmayer et al, 2009; Masten, 2001)
e blurred interface between individual experiences and community resilience (Otsuki et al., 2018; Banai, 2020)
e communities are the frontline in preparing for and dealing with the aftermath of disasters positively (Sonn & Fisher, 1998;
Kwok et al., 2018) with their place attachment features (Norris et al., 2008)
e communities, like resilient individuals, can cope positively with adversity (Sonn & Fisher, 1998) via their incarnate,
discarnate, and chimerical dimensions (Lyon, 2014).
Urban Systems e “.re-discovering of ‘self-governance...” (Korosteleva, 2020)
(emphasis on e “_institutional connectivity — defined as institutionalized forms of vertical, horizontal or cross-territorial interaction — to
linking the systematically...” (Huck et al. 2020)
subsystems of a city e “..major flows within and between natural and built systems, in regard to the natural supply and human demand” (Lehman,
including urban 2018)
planning) e social, economic, institutional, and governance aspects (Masnavi et al., 2019)
e connectivity of community and institutions (Coaffee, 2013)
e interaction of infrastructural, institutional, spatial, social and economic dimensions of an urban system still awaits (Allan &
Bryant, 2011; Amaratunga, et al., 2019; Ribeiro & Gongalves, 2019)
e emphasis on the physical, socio-economic, and institutional structure of the city can increase resiliency (Fleischhauer, 2008;
Wagenaar, 2007; Magoni, 2017)
e need to connect bottom-up neighbourhood development initiatives with city-wide systems (European Governance, 2001;
Smit & Wandel, 2006)
e “_city as a complex system of objects and processes (buildings and communities) ...” (Allan & Bryant, 2011)
Spatial Systems e a“mesoscale” approach which is related to neighbourhoods (Sharifi, 2019)
(place-based, local o lack of spatial or geographical aspect in resilience (Cutter et al., 2008; Marcus & Colding 2014; Pizzo, 2015).
scales, physical e “_the linkage between resilience and spatial planning, identifying how planning can create more resilient cities”. (Cruz et
environment, al., 2013)
activities...) .

“..how to apply its principles to physical and social elements of cities” (Godschalk, 2003)

...urban resilience can be studied in four dimensions: social resilience, economic resilience, organizational and institutional
resilience, and local or biophysical resilience (natural and built environment in the urban system)” (Masnavi et al., 2019)
different scales and management are some keywords (The Rockefeller Foundation, 2014)

“...comprehensive plans rarely include physical elements that enhance the urban and regional resilience...”; emphasis on
scale, neighborhood; “...rethinking the urban system with its different scales that combine the neighbourhood and the city”
(Banai, 2020)

the complexity of the resilience concept in transferring it to the built environment (Cumming, 2011; Vale,2014).

the house and the activities around its closed environment are effective in the resilience process (Xiao & Van Zandt, 2012;
Samuelsson et al., 2019; Cruz et al., 2013)

“...relations between social resilience and micro-level socio-spatial change in the built environment...” regarding apartment
typology (Bouzarovski, et al., 2011)

emphasis on physical scale (Sharifi & Khavarian-Garmsir, 2020; Afrin, et. al., 2021; Chu, et. al., 2021; O'Sullivan et al., 2014)
in the pursuit of resilience attributes in urban design via: “Diversity, Social capital, governance...” (Allan & Bryant, 2011)
“... difficulty to relate neighbourhood activity to city-wide systems ..multiple levels using inter-scalar processes...”
(Stevenson & Petrescu, 2016)

“...design is often not the solution, but a positive way to gather the resource of different knowledge cultures” (Stollman,
2016)

an axial loop for saturation. Therefo-
re, the main categories were found in
five groups as follows: i) Integration of
Human /Urban Systems-Ecology-E-
conomy; ii) Community- Neighbor-
hood- Culture; iii) Health/Nature/Bi-
odiversity-Geography/Place, iv) Social
Bonds/Daily Life-Physiology/ Attach-
ment/Memory-Community  Culture;
v) Physical Environment-Urban Stru-
cture-Spatial Features. This section is
discussed comprehensively in Section
4.

3.3.3. Selective coding

Following the clarification of the
main categories and following the
constant comparison principle, these

categories were analyzed to understand
the relationships and processes.
While reassembling the codes, initial
categories and main categories to
reach a clear understanding of the
phenomenon and after a refining
process, the core categories were
defined as Spatial Potentials, Social
Potentials, Administrative Potentials.
Simultaneously, the literature
highlighted  the  neighbourhood,
including urban resilience, planning,
and scale, via their subcomponents.
They were found in a logical context
which explored the NS.

Once introduced with NS, first, the
data were questioned purposely to cla-
rify and catch the saturation, second,
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Health/Nature/Biodiversity
Geography/Place

Community
Neighborhood
Culture

Social Bonds/Daily Life
Physiology/Attachment/Memory

Community Culture

Integration of Human /Urban
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Ecology/ Natural Systems
Economy

Physical Environment
Urban Structure
Spatial Features
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Table 4. Evolution of axial coding to selective coding: Towards the NS.

Main Categories Core Categories Sub-categories (of the core category)

Physical Environment
Urban Structure

Spatial Features Physical-Spatial Features/

Spatial Potentials Morphology a
Natural Resources/ Ecology
Community Landscape
Neighborhood
Culture
Social Potentials Attachment b
Culture/ Social Resources
Health/Nature/Biodiversity Economy

Geography/Place Physiology (human, community)

Social Bonds/Daily Life Administrative Potentials
Physiology/ Attachment/Memory

Community Culture

Planning c
Politics
Governance/ Administration
Institutions/ Networks
Integration of Human /Urban
Systems
Ecology/ Natural Resources
Economy

the components of NS were checked to
determine whether they were connec-
ted to the previous phases, especially to
the core categories and third, how NS
connects to the core phenomenon was
checked. The appropriateness and the
relationship between the codes, initial
categories, main categories, and core
categories have been constituted. This
phase revealed that NS is a tool for bri-
dging the theory and practice via its su-
bcomponents that link to the core cate-
gory via its sub-categories. The process
is summarized in Table 4 and discussed
comprehensively in Section 4.1.

4. Data and theory intertwined:
Towards the conceptual framework
and neighbourhood scale as an
emerging concept in between theory
and reality

Herein, the research question turns into
adeeper direction and prepares the third
question: How could urban resilience
be implemented into planning
processes?  Resilience  highlights
the pathway of planning processes
but the question of how to interact
with the phenomena regarding the
infrastructural, institutional, spatial,
social and economic dimensions of
an urban system still awaits (Allan

& Bryant, 2011; Amaratunga et al,
2019; Masnavi et al, 2019; Ribeiro
& Gongalves, 2019). Rethinking the
urban system with its different scales
and contexts is vital in this regard.
Planning is meaningful within a context
while it comes to life through activities
via “mid-level theories” (Ernstson et
al., 2010; Alexander, 2015).

Therefore, an intersectional sca-
le might be a tool while bridging the
urban and human systems. Scale [4]
depends on the context; it might be a
community or a city that is linked to
urban resilience. In this regard, if we
remember Tuans (1977) approach,
place exists in different scales and con-
texts; this could also be a home or the
earth. In such a relative perception of
place, some scales’ meanings or extents
change over being in place geograp-
hically. Thus, as a strategy, the scale
can be evaluated as a comprehensive
and social context beyond its physical
limits (Marston, 2000; O’Sullivan, et
al., 2014) and contextual references in
every scale may vary.

Based on this, there might be some
contexts/ scales; a community, a neigh-
borhood, a city or ?. Community or ne-
ighbourhood might be a context which
is common in the literature (Sonn &

A conceptual framework for planning for urban resilience through the neighbourhood scale
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Fisher, 1998; Norris et al., 2008; Kulig
et al., 2013; Vale, 2014; Magoni, 2017;
Kwok et al., 2018; Pearson et al., 2013).
Both levels are suitable contexts in the
recovery process from hazards via its
sociocultural, economic, infrastructu-
ral, institutional or administrational
dimensions. Community resilience is
related to the community’s social-eco-
logical (Berkes & Ross, 2013), cultural
(Magis, 2010; Andrew et al., 2020) as-
pects besides the psychologic (Kirma-
yer et al., 2009; Renschler, 2010). On
the other hand, neighbourhood resi-
lience is related to the engagement of
local resources by community mem-
bers (Pearsall, 2012; Xiao & Van Zan-
dt, 2012; Sharifi, 2019) and based on
economic or ecological capacities, pla-
ce—people relations (Stollman, 2016)
and context-specific factors like built
environment or social capital (Parés et
al., 2018; Kourtit, et. al.,, et al., 2022).
Platts-Fowler & Robinson (2013, pp.
29-30) state that the main differences
between community resilience and ne-
ighbourhood resilience are the boun-
ce-back period, the complexity of the
community concept and scale, while
underlining that neighbourhood is
a more practical context. In support
of this, Stevenson & Petrescu (2016),
pointing to the neighbourhood, emp-
hasize the importance of the interfaces
between the city and building levels
concerning policy imperatives, but at
the same time argue that neighborho-

od has been overlooked. The neighbor-
hood resilience generally lacks a ge-
ographical aspect (Cutter et al., 2008;
Marcus & Colding 2014; Pizzo, 2015).
This might be because of the difficulty
of transferring the term into the built
environment (Vale, 2014). Other possi-
bilities for an optimum scale research,
the city or wider systems are out of the
scope due to their complexity.

Herein, we introduce the neigh-
bourhood scale (NS), defined as a kind
of strategic pathfinder. The neighbour-
hood, with its spatial, communal, ad-
ministrative, and planning aspects, is
amid different disciplines, scales, layers
or space theories that bond macro and
micro scales, bottom-up governance
policies, or society with its embedded
codes, which can act like a pathfinder
for the resilience paradigm. It has a
context beyond the physical or soci-
o-political limits; therefore, it refers to
a ‘scale’ With its intersectional charac-
ter, NS, which is related to urban and
human systems, touches the human,
urban and environmental systems and
can serve the resilience process. Here-
in the need for revisiting the categories
of the core phenomenon regarding the
neighborhood as a system occurs. Fi-
gure 2 presents the categories, and the
sub-categories intersect the embedded
features of the neighbourhood. The
embedded features of the neighbour-
hood have the potential to link the
urban systems related to the thematic
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RESILIENCE THEORY and Initial Categories

a xlal.codlng. step
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Figure 2. Explanation of the application of the research method and developing a conceptual framework.
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categories/concepts given in Figure
2. Critical thresholds like spatial, ins-
titutional, social or planning gain im-
portance. This part of the study briefly
reflects the discovery of the NS and an
introduction to its unfolding process,
as a tool for generating the theory. It
also reflects the logical continuation of
the axial coding while opening the se-
lective coding phase. Based on the core
categories (Spatial Potentials, Social
Potentials, Administrative Potentials)
simultaneously, the literature highligh-
ted the NS via its subcomponents.

4.1. Unfolding the neighbourhood
scale (NS) and linking to the core
phenomenon

When the NS is unfolded, it is seen that
it reflects a system character through its
layers. It corresponds to a dynamic and
complex system and can be evaluated
in three contexts: “physical, political,
and place” (Ozbek Eren, 2017). Each of
the components is interdependent with
its subsystems. The NS has different
thresholds and interfaces which cannot
be limited solely to one dimension
because it is hard to define where the
extent of the community meets the
urban or vice versa. The socio-cultural
character, human scale, governance,
urban infrastructure, and planning
aspects of NS are vital in building
resilience, making it possible to build
a bridge while revisiting space theories
and resilience.

Numerous terms are relevant to ne-
ighbourhoods like district, borough,
suburb, parish, quarter, ghetto, com-
munity, or mahalla [5] (Ozbek Eren,
2017). Explaining the differences
between them is far from the scope of
this work, but the difference is general-
ly hidden in the context of the study.
Neighbourhood, as a term, points out
a community or neighbors that share
a common geography and culture in
an urban or rural context (Mumford,
1954; Keller, 1968; Oxford English Re-
ference Dictionary, 2002). But it has
deeper meanings contextually, depen-
ding on time and culture. For example,
at the beginning of the 20th century,
the modern paradigm and social and
political conditions influenced the
concern of neighbourhood [6], [7].
In the 1980s, the postmodern para-
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digm again affected the neighbourho-
od ‘idea’ in the context of perception,
culture or traditional features which
were the main arguments and found a
reflection as ‘new urbanism’ [8]. Mar-
tin (2003), underlines that the term
neighbourhood is “not self-evident”
and needs to be redefined for every
unique case regarding population, pla-
ce attachment, physical boundaries,
or administrative functions (Kennett
& Forrest, 2006). For example, SOcCi-
al/behavioral sciences define it as an
“experimental place” (Martin, 2003), a
place where people share values with
“cyclic collective needs” (Keller, 1968,
p. 44), a physiological “reservoir” (Ke-
arns & Parkinson, 2001) or a place-at-
tachment (Lewicka, 2010). Geograp-
hical/physical/place-based approaches
define it as a unit with functions and
relationships in a specific place (Katz,
1994; Galster, 2001) or a place with
“social and physical organization”
(APA, 1960). Political and economic
aspects of a neighbourhood is also sig-
nificant (Schwirian, 1983; Lancaster,
1966, pp. 132-157; Hallman, 1987) be-
sides the emphasis on its hybrid cha-
racter like social-spatial (Mumford,
1954; Keller, 1968; APA, 1960, Galster,
2001). A neighbourhood is a place and
culture-specific phenomenon; it is a
part of our “habitus” (Bourdieu, 1977)
through social, daily, and mental ritu-
als. Hence, the context-specific chara-
cter of a neighbourhood emerges from
the culture and geography in which
the interpretation occurs. For examp-
le, we find local names, e.g. ‘quarter’ in
Europe or ‘mahalla’ in Tiirkiye/Middle
East [9].

The neighbourhood is important
and meaningful because daily life goes
in it while at the same time, it links to
the urban system regarding sustainab-
le neighbourhood development (Rohe,
2009; Sharifi, 2016) and resilience re-
search. Besides, the practical processes
wait for a determination. Herein, whi-
le noting that NS could be a tool, the
fourth question occurs: How urban
resilience principles could be imple-
mented into NS? Understanding the
components and dynamics of neigh-
bourhood and to determine the in-
terfaces with urban resilience criteria/
characteristics is proposed.

A conceptual framework for planning for urban resilience through the neighbourhood scale
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So far, the analysis reveals that NS
acts as a tool for bridging theory and
practice via its subcomponents. Ba-
sed on this it becomes clear that the
conceptual framework should address
both macro and micro scales, inclu-
ding spatial, administrative and soci-
al-perceptual aspects. Therefore, first
the mentioned interfaces need to be
discovered and explained -unfolding
process-, second, the interconnecti-
ons between the urban resilience and
these interfaces need to be discove-
red. Hence, regarding these processes,
neighbourhood strategies await to be
defined, and the below sub-categories
of NS could be used for this purpose
as a part of selective coding those link
to the sub-categories of core categories
which are: a) Physical-Spatial Featu-
res/ Morphology, Natural Resources/
Ecology, Landscape; b) Attachment,
Culture/ Social Resources, Economy,
Physiology (human, community); c)
Planning, Politics, Governance/ Admi-
nistration, Institutions/ Networks

4.1.1. A physical place: Morphology,
scale, ecology

The neighbourhood defines a
geographical place on earth and has
its physical features like boundaries,
architecture or ecology. So, it is a part
of urban morphology produced by
cultural codes concerning politics,
demography or topography. Its
physical features are predominant
(Mehta & Bosson, 2010; Wilkerson et
al., 2011) in sociability, sense of place
or cognitive mapping. Although there
is a difference between social and
spatial disciplines, it is an omitted
point that all social activities are actors
in a specific geography, whereas space
is the expression of culture.

There is an emphasis on the physical,
socio-economic, and institutional stru-
cture of the city can increase resilien-
ce (Fleischhauer, 2008; Boeing, 2018).
Nevertheless, the literature mainly fo-
cuses on the spatial features of urban
planning through the vulnerability of
spaces (Brunetta & Salata, 2019), green
space (Flouri et al., 2014) or a mesos-
cale approach which is related to nei-
ghbourhoods (Sharifi, 2019), besides a
few studies concerning land use regar-
ding the urban scale, quality of life and

biodiversity (Valente et al., 2022). So,
while building resilience in the urban
context, space and sociality need to be
merged which is relatively new (Ma-
goni, 2017; Banai, 2020). Cruz (et al.,
2013) emphasize that spatial planning
still awaits to be linked to urban resi-
liency. Although there are opposing
views about the complexity of the resi-
lience concept in transferring it to the
built environment (Cumming, 2011;
Vale, 2014), some empirical research
attempt to achieve this. Research about
urban pattern (streets, density, green
areas) (Feliciotti, et al., 2016; Meshki-
ni et al,, 2021; Ma, et al., 2023), built
environment (apartment buildings)
(Bouzarovski et al., 2011), eye-level ex-
periments including diversity and con-
nectivity (Samuelsson, et al., 2019) or
the house and its surrounding activities
(Xiao & Van Zandt, 2012; Samuelsson
et al., 2019) are efforts in this regard.
The spatial organization of an urban
part is important in terms of affecting
social bonds, communication, or help-
desk feasibility. As Stollman (2016)
emphasizes, if design is not understo-
od as “a solution” but might be a tool to
constitute a livelihood neighbourhood
via participative processes, then it is
possible to mention resiliency.

NS is predominant in building re-
silience via its physical/environmental
features. As a part of selective coding,
this unfolding process links to ‘spatial
core category.

4.1.2. A political and administrative
place: Planning, governance,
institutions

Friedmann (2008) says that one
meaning of planning is a kind of
consciousness among the actors. Even
if the matter is the spatial strategic
plan, governance should consider the
moral, administrative or economic
agreements for all actors (Albrechts,
2004). As a part of resilience
and planning approaches, urban
governance is a collective behavior
that helps the system to transform
into a better phase (Kim & Lim, 2016).
Despite this, implementing urban
resilience in planning is still in the
early stages (Fastiggi et al., 2021) and
the policy implementation roadmaps
are lacking (Shamsuddin, 2020).
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The resilience processes require a
full engagement between the actors
such as community, stakeholders and
policymakers. Security, policymaking,
the society’s socio-economic structure,
and the city’s ecology and different spa-
tial scales should be considered (Coaf-
fee, 2013; Evans, 2011). As Fainstein
(2005) criticizes in planning theory,
the governance approach is seen as a
politically incomplete point for the city
itself and for a better quality of life. Lo-
cal governments have “wide-ranging
responsibilities” during disasters since
they are the first to encounter the prob-
lems (Amaratunga, et al., 2019). Recent
studies highlight the need to connect
bottom-up neighbourhood develop-
ment initiatives with city-wide systems
(European Governance, 2001; Smit &
Wandel, 2006; Stevenson & Petrescu,
2016) besides the significance of com-
munity participation (Adger, 2005;
Amaratunga et al., 2019) and neigh-
bourhood planning as a place-based
approach (Platts-Fowler & Robinson,
2013, p. xi). Whereas the main argu-
ments on governance/management ge-
nerally stay at the city governance scale
(Sharifi & Khavarian-Garmsir, 2020;
Afrin et al.,, 2021; Chu et al., 2021) with
few exceptions such as neighbourhood
unit (Liu et al., 2023). Briefly, planning
and governance procedures/phases are
involved and find their reflection in lo-
cal scale connections between the sta-
keholders and actors.

In this regard, Bixler (et al., 2020)
emphasize the “network closure” in
resiliency implementation processes
regarding the connectivity of the social
capital, including social organizations
or agencies - institutions. If visions,
solutions, stakeholders or community,
and the integration of the implemen-
tation and management phases of stra-
tegies and actions could be implemen-
ted on a local scale (Huck et al., 2020;
Wagenaar, 2007), then it is possible to
mention building resilience.

The neighbourhood, which has the
potential for space and social structu-
re connectivity and serves as a resilient
city, is a significant scale that has gene-
rally been missing in top-down appro-
aches (Kwok et al. 2018). The empirical
research in resilience literature regar-
ding the neighbourhood emphasizes
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several outputs. For example, com-
munity-based organizations might be
effective during the resilience, especi-
ally in the recovery process, triggering
community engagement (Graham et
al., 2016), psycho-social aspects (par-
ticipation, safety etc.), urban-social
diversity (Hananel, et.al, 2022) can
be useful for linking the top-down ap-
proaches with bottom-up perspectives
(Larimian, et al., 2020).

Beside the mentioned social inner
dynamics, the local administrations
such as mukhtars (Tiirkiye experi-
ment) are important bonds/stages with
the neighbors as a micro extension of
the central government. So, they can
link the NS with the city, regarding go-
vernance.

This unfolding process links to the
‘administrative’ core category as a part
of selective coding and reveals that the
NS, with its governance and institutio-
nal features, serves to build resilience.

4.1.3. Sense of place:
Place-attachment, community;,
culture

A sense of place has psychological
bonds on various levels. Place
attachment, sociability, culture,
social norms, spatial features, or
memory are some interfaces that meet
humans and the environment. We as
humans, perceive and experience our
surroundings, which becomes a ‘place’
in time. Residential areas are dominant
places for people where daily life goes
on. Accordingly, there is a common
view that the NS is an optimum scale
in which place attachment is readable
(Galster, 2001; Lewicka, 2010).

Social systems have the human at
the base and depend on questioning
how communities and people wit-
hstand shocks, change or adaption
(Adger, 2000; Magis, 2010; Berkes &
Ross, 2013). In this regard, feedback
processes (Davidson, 2010), capacity,
ability, or memory (Vale, 2014) are de-
terminative, while Otsuki et al. (2018)
and Banai (2020) pay attention to the
blurred interface between individual
experiences and community resilience.
Nevertheless, local communities are
the frontline in preparing for and dea-
ling with the aftermath of disasters po-
sitively (Sonn & Fisher, 1998; Kwok et

A conceptual framework for planning for urban resilience through the neighbourhood scale
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al., 2018; Aldrich & Meyer, 2015) with
their place attachment features (Norris
et al., 2008; Longstaft et al. 2010). Like
resilient individuals, competent com-
munities can cope positively with ad-
versity (Sonn & Fisher, 1998) via their
incarnate, discarnate, and chimerical
dimensions (Lyon, 2014; Kourtit et al.,
2022).

Furthermore, the social connectivity
and networks among the neighbors
provide a strong solidarity. The empi-
rical research regarding the sociocul-
tural aspect of NS, public spaces, be-
longing, information and community
interaction are potentials of a neigh-
bourhood (Platts-Fowler & Robinson,
2013). Changes in social or perceptio-
nal environment such as gentrification
(Persall, 2012) may cause decreasing
the resilience. On the contrary, strong
place attachment thresholds may crea-
te social initiatives or city-wide impa-
cts that foster resilience (e.g. Validebag
Goniilleri Dernegi, 2024, Arnavutkoy
Semt Girisimi, 2021).

The neighbourhood scale provides
social connectivity and emotional bon-
ds via public spaces such as streets or
squares, urban design character such
as building heights, morphology or
creative potential for personal experi-
ments. Compared to urban resilience
or human/building-scale resilience, its
inter-scale character achieves different
aspects that are effective in resilience
processes and link both systems. The
explanation for this character is hid-
den in the communities’ dynamism, in
other words culture, which holds the
place- attachment, social features and
perceptional/emotional components
(memory, meaning, etc.) and could be
evaluated in planning resilience pro-
cesses via NS.

This unfolding process as a part of
selective coding links to the ‘social’
core category.

5. The conceptual framework:
Planning for urban resilience (PUR)
and neighbourhood scale

Following the wunfolding process,
the second stage is to implement the
characteristics of wurban resilience
in NS and to define how a strategic
pathway could be suggested for
building resilience [10]. Therefore,

the city as a system and its resilience

planning process could be constituted

in a permeable approach with its
subsystems.

NS, with its urban, economic, ad-
ministrative, social, ecological, psy-
chological, and planning dimensions,
provides a framework for planners to
prepare and recover processes from
hazards. The dynamics of NS provide
communication, gathering/acting, so-
cially/psychologically recovering, and
connection to the city’s resilience pro-
cesses; the chimerical aspect simulta-
neously holds the physical, social, and
perceptional/emotional components.
So, the conceptual framework suggests
a new approach to planning for urban
resilience (Figure 3). If we define the
planning to foresee, plan and act, the
NS will provide an interface linking a
city’s macro and micro scale dynamics.

The analysis results reveal that PUR
via NS consists of three main aspects:
NS, planning for urban resilience, and
governance. After the conceptual fra-
mework was developed as the result of
synthesizing that explains how urban
resilience could be planned through
the neighbourhood scale, the theory
is proposed to be modelled/ activated/
applied in three phases:

« 1) Exploring the Intersections Be-
tween Macro and Micro Systems,

« 2) Bridging the Gap: Planning,
Urban Resilience and NS (Under-
standing the Relationship Amid
Planning, Urban Resilience, NS;
Unfolding The NS: The Embedded
Interfaces),

« 3) Integration and Implication. This
phase introduces the integration
of the processes and relationships
while including the implication
process regarding the actors or
stakeholders related to those di-
mensions of NS and involved with
the planning processes. The pro-
posed model highlights the way of
planning urban resilience through
NS for planners, policymakers, and
local administrations/mukhtars.

In line with the strategic planning
approach in three stages (develo-
ped from Albrecht, 2004; Wilkinson,
2011; Allan & Bryant, 2011; Meerow
& Newell, 2019), the suggestion for the
implementation of strategic plans into
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the NS begins with urban planning

process via ‘neighbourhood strategies’

Therefore, the third phase of the
model has three thresholds:

o Strategic level/urban systems (pol-
icies, decisions, social and spatial
design etc.),

o Action (implication) level/ local
scale (NS) (physical environment
projects, enhancing social connec-
tivity, governance etc.),

« Feedback process/time (reflecting
the local experiments/realities to
upper stages).

The strategic level is connected to
the urban policies regarding resilience,
the local scale includes the implication
of upper theoretical approaches, and
the feedback stage loops the urban plan
approaches to the human-building sca-
le in the neighbourhood. Once the cyc-
le/ integrative approach is constituted,
the macro /urban and micro /human
scales could be involved and provided
to act as a whole via NS, then planning
for urban resilience might be more ef-
fective and applicable for all stakehol-
ders.

6. Results and discussion

When this research began with the
research questions, on the one hand,
there were the discussions, theories,
and literature about planning for urban
resilience  -including  governance,
urban design /spatial features or
infrastructure-.Ontheotherhand, there
were the social/human scales regarding
resilience, including community and

Figure 3. The evolution of planning for urban resilience through the neighborhood scale.

neighbourhood. The pathway for
finding a holistic and realistic pathway
to merge the urban/human systems
in planning urban resilience was
blurred. Whereas the answers were
hidden in the intersections of these
topics. Simultaneously with a theory
quest and a deep analysis process, the
findings presented a satisfying pathway
for the engagement of the different
scales both in theory and action. Once
conceptualizing the NS for PUR via
its interdisciplinary and intersectional
character that touches both the macro/
urban and micro/human scales, it
provided a base for linking the socio-
spatial scales. The findings reveal
several notes as given below:

o The intersectional relationship of
a suburban system has several po-
tentials when integrating into the
larger urban scale. Regarding this
research, the intersections between
urban and human systems emerged
the NS. It is an interface between
different disciplines and layers that
links the macro and micro scales.

o NS as a concept in urban resilience
has three main contexts: spatial, ad-
ministrative and social. NS as a part
of the urban system/ecology and, in
addition to being a part of the hu-
man system, holds different aspects
in which critical thresholds become
important. NS as a small part of ur-
ban governance has the potential to
link the habitants to the planning
authorities. With its social aspect,
NS helps us understand a neigh-
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bourhood’s inner dynamics, such
as social bonds, memories, or daily
routines that may create unique re-
sponses emerging from immanent
correlations that cannot be fore-
seen. This inter-scale approach in-
cludes planning and related aspects
while being dynamic and referenc-
ing to ‘place.

o The suggested conceptual frame-
work can be used in strategic plan-
ning processes for hazards or dis-
turbances via its aforementioned
character meeting the efficient,
autonomous, diverse, interdepen-
dent, and collaborative features of
resilience. The NS can easily com-
municate (collaboration: social,
administrative aspects), gather and
act (small, efficient, interdependent,
autonomous features: physical, so-
cial, and administrative aspects),
socially and psychologically recov-
er (strong, autonomous features: a
sense of place aspect), and connect
to the city’s resilience processes.
Before concluding, some keynotes

should be mentioned for further re-

search. First, this study aimed not to
propose a ‘solution, but rather to of-
fer a perspective on how to approach

unique and dynamic situations via a

conceptual framework for understan-

ding the relationship between the ur-
ban and human systems regarding NS.

However, it is still necessary to deepen

the critical questions for linking pro-

cesses via experimental and empirical
data. As aforementioned, the neigh-
bourhood is a place-specific pheno-
menon. Its inner social and human
aspects create uniqueness, so it is hard
to define a one-size-fits-all formulati-
on. Furthermore, human behaviour or
community reflections have subjecti-
vity, which creates unforeseen aspects
based on background codes such as
memory, culture or geography. The in-
ner dynamics shape the action, so the
planning processes should contemplate
these place-culture specific conditions.

Second, although there are general
approaches to urban resilience and
criteria, there is a lacuna about how to
implement this process into city sub-
systems during the planning proces-
ses. That may be because of the young
history of urban resilience planning,

as well as the diversity of planning ap-
proaches. But the abstract and blurred
concepts should be clarified on behalf
of daily lives, such as the human sca-
le. If we define our expectations from
the planning theory/process as “a bet-
ter quality of life” -as Fainstein (2005)
describes this may create a more realis-
tic/less abstract approach. In this sense,
it is possible to turn the planners’ cri-
tiques that planning theory is far from
the action (Friedman, 2008; Alexander,
2015) into an advantage.

Third, for such complicated and the-
oretical studies, the methodology is
crucial. While there is a rich literature
on applying different methodologies,
potential methodologies that can cont-
ribute to newly developed place-speci-
fic studies should be evaluated. Using
the ground theory approach, this rese-
arch highlights the blurred connection
between theory and practice, which
needs to be enhanced with other local
experiments and knowledge.

Fourth and lastly, although the lite-
rature pays attention to resilience regar-
ding the rescue and recovery processes,
the main paradigm -survival in terms
of the value of humans in the cosmos-
seems to be neglected. The idea of the
quality of life and continuity of human,
society and urban life -the ontological
aims-, seem to be overlooked among the
superabundant works, and it becomes
hard to understand what resilience is
for. As Masten (2001) says, after 30 years
of work, the great surprise of resilience
research is the ordinariness of the phe-
nomena. That means resilience is a kind
of survival that depends on the system’s
properties, extent, and scope. So, when
we tackle urban systems in this context,
we find NS as an optimum interface
amid different scales, disciplines, or spa-
ce theories that can be useful in combi-
ning these diffusional viewpoints while
surviving the processes of planning and
acting for a future with memories which
coded as meaning, time, and space.

Endnotes

[1] This is different from concep-
tual analysis because the latter is a
technique that tries to understand the
meaning of a given concept (Furner,
2006), while the other tries to discover
relationships (Jabareen, 2009).
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[2] Boeije (2002) criticizes the lack
of logical explanations for this phase.

[3] Jabareen’s (2009) analysis is based
on developing a conceptual framework
through an eight-phase qualitative
analysis process. This is very close to
mainstream analysis procedures: open
coding, axial coding and selective cod-
ing. At the same time, Jabareen (2009)
details the data gathering and analyzing
process by suggesting using “sources of
data as theories generated by theories
in multiple disciplines” Therefore, in
this study, the partial use of this tech-
nique refers to the data composed of
main theories in multiple disciplines,
namely planning, urban resilience, and
NS.

[4] Discussed in the “4.2. Neigh-
bourhood Scale as a Concept” section.

[5] Mahalla is the local name of a
neighbourhood in Islamic /Turkish ur-
ban life/space.

[6] The term community is used as
often as a neighbourhood in literature,
but there is a hidden nuance between
the two, especially in the spatial aspect.

[7] Neighbourhood unit planning
(Johnson, 2002) is an approach from
those years, as it was defined at the be-
ginning of the 20th century by Perry
(APA, 1960). The social-political ap-
proaches found reflections in this con-
text (Grigsby et al., 1983).

Johnson, L. D. (2002). Origin of the
Neighbourhood Unit. Planning Per-
spectives, 17, 227-245.

[8] For further reading, please see
Katz (1994).

[9] The name is still in use, although
its meaning has changed relatively. In
the past, it had socio-cultural, mor-
phological, political, and perceptional
aspects composed of neighbours who
shared common values (Alada, 2008;
Ozbek Eren, 2017).

For further reading please see below:

Abu Lughod L., (1987). The Islamic
City International Journal of Middle
East Studies, 19(2), 155-176.

Alada, A.B. (2008). Osmanli Seh-
rinde Mahalle. Istanbul:  Siimer
Yayinevi.

Cerasi M.M,, (2001). Osmanli Kenti.
Istanbul: YKY.

[10] Among the various determi-
nations of resilience characteristics, a
summarized approach is followed (in-
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cluding urban planning, design and
processes: Redundancy, robustness,
flexibility, capacity, diversity, security,
autonomy, collaborative, multi-scale
networks, adaptive, through the in-
frastructure (natural, spatial, infor-
mational), interrelationships (dimen-
sional, spatial, temporal), institutions
(planning, governance), social capital,
ecosystem services, economy, innova-
tion (regarding local features) of the
city regarding the response, recovery
and building back processes (devel-
oped from Sharifi & Yamagata, 2014;
Amaratunga et al., 2019; Allan & Bry-
ant, 2011; Godschalk, 2003; Ahern,
2011; UNISDR, 2017).

[11] All the figures and tables were
produced by the author.
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