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Abstract 
 
21st century is an era which environmental and urban systems triggered complexity and even-
tually urban planning processes started to be chaotic. Hence, 2000s can be described as a period 
in which complexity science developed and the capacity for planning and management needed 
to be improved to solve the rapidly changing urban problems. The main concern is finding out 
a principal contribution to urban planning processes to address this complexity dilemma and 
urban vulnerabilities. Since planning the future of an entire community may seem like a dev-
astating challenge based on these challenges, urban planning should comprise conscious choices 
about the future and it has to be a rational way for getting prepared for the future. In this 
regard, “continual development and adjustment to the changing circumstances” is surely vital 
for all urban systems. This is parallel with resilience concept, which refers to understand ad-
dressing the uncertain changes and challenges. From this point of view, this paper aimed to 
clarify how resilience can be positioned in urban planning paradigms. In depth literature review 
and qualitative analysis were the base. Moreover, the development of urban planning para-
digms from 1950s to today and the content of urban resilience were analyzed in details.   
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ence planning.  

 
1 This paper is produced from the PhD Thesis of the author which is titled “Urban Resilience 
as A Policy Paradigm for Sustainable Urban Planning and Urban Development: The Case of Istan-
bul”. I thank Prof. Dr. Azime Tezer, the supervisor of my thesis, for her valuable guidance 
in the development of the thesis. 
2 Dr., Istanbul Technical University, E-mail: yamanzede@gmail.com 



 ©  
ISSN: 1307-9905  E-ISSN: 2602-2133 
Sayı Issue 28, Cilt Volume 10, YılYear 2019-3, 882-906 DOI: 10.31198/idealkent.621492 

 

 © Kent Araştırmaları Dergisi (Journal of Urban Studies)  
http://idealkentdergisi.com 
Geliş Tarihi Received Date: 18.08.2019 Kabul Tarihi Accepted Date: 31.12.2019 

“Kentsel Dayanıklılığı” Anlamak ve “Kentsel  
Dayanıklılık Planlanmasını” İrdelemek3 

 
Zeynep Deniz Yaman Galantini4 

ORCID: 0000-0002-7731-5540 
 
 
Öz 
 
21. yüzyıl, fiziksel çevrenin olumsuz etkilere ve kentsel sistemlerin beklenmedik değişimlere 
maruz kaldığı, buna bağlı olarak karmaşıklığın ve belirsizliklerin arttığı, nihayetinde de kent 
planlama sürecinin kaotik bir hal aldığı dönemdir. 2000’li yıllarda karmaşıklık biliminin geliş-
mesine ve kentsel sorunların gün geçtikçe büyümesine bağlı olarak, hem planlama ve yönetim 
kapasitesinin geliştirilmesi konusu, hem de belirsizliklerin ve karmaşıklığın neden olduğu kent-
sel kırılganlıkların çözümünde, kent planlama süreçlerinin nasıl bir katkı sağlayabileceğinin 
açıklanması ihtiyacı günümüzde önem kazanmıştır. Hızla artan karmaşıklık ve dünya dina-
miklerindeki hızlı değişimler göz önüne alındığında, bütün bir toplumun geleceğinin planlan-
ması ciddi bir mücadele olarak yorumlanabilir. Bu kapsamda, kent planlama yaklaşımlarının 
geleceğe ilişkin, yerinde ve sürdürülebilir seçimler içermesi, toplumları geleceğe hazırlanmak 
için mantıklı bir yol haritası çizmesi gerekmektedir. Bu bağlamda, "değişen koşullar karşısında 
sürekli gelişim ve uyumu" korumak, tüm kentler için hayati önem taşımaktadır. Bu perspektif, 
belirsiz dünyanın değişim ve zorluklarıyla nasıl başa çıkılabileceğini açıklamaya çalışan “da-
yanıklılık” kavramıyla örtüşmektedir. Bu açıdan, bu çalışma, şehir planlama paradigmalarında 
dayanıklılığın nasıl konumlandırılabileceğini netleştirmeyi amaçlamaktadır. Derinlemesine li-
teratür taraması ve nitel analiz bu çalışmanın temelini oluşturmuştur. Ayrıca, 1950'lerden 
günümüze kentsel planlama paradigmalarının gelişimi ve kentsel dayanıklılığın kapsamı de-
taylı bir şekilde analiz edilmiştir. 
 
Anahtar Kelimeler: Kent planlama paradigmaları, karmaşıklıklar, belirsizlikler, kentsel dayanıklılık, 
kentsel dayanıklılık planlaması 
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Introduction 
 
Due to the uncertain and complex dynamics of the world, cities face long-
term social, ecological, economic and governance challenges. These encoun-
ters resulted in an important transformation process in cities due to the 
changing socio-economic conditions worldwide. Kinzig et al. (2006) inter-
preted that the last three or four decades have fostered a revolution in the 
way scientists think about the world from orderly and well behaved to com-
plex and uncertain. Alternatively, today, considering the fact that a massive 
social or environmental failure in one region threatens the entire system in 
the highly interconnected global system, possibly the all-embracing question 
for the 21st century is if the current global system adapts and survive the 
highly interconnected problems it now faces (Costanza et al. 2007). In other 
words, Hordijk and Baud (2011) explained that by way of uncertainty, unpre-
dictability and change have become key characteristics of today’s interde-
pendent world.  

Surely, change and crisis are parts of the dynamic development and as 
Kowalik and Guaralda (2011) mentioned, morphing in cities will always take 
place, carrying growth, change or the death of city itself. Beal and Fox also 
contributes to this complex dynamism in “Cities and Development” (2009) 
explaining development is studied as implying change and concerning with 
understanding how and why societies change in particular ways, and how 
change can be consciously catalyzed or directed to serve certain goals. Hence, 
it is clear that considering a fundamental revising of the development con-
cept, it is obvious that changes are obligatory in both goals and methods. 

Actually, the most important problems that cities and urban administra-
tions confront are related to how to manage those changes cities exposed to. 
Due to the absence of a comprehensive planning framework to manage 
change and uncertainties, many of the diverse urban development problems 
will continue to occur, grow and intensify. To draw attention to these upcom-
ing and contrasting challenges, there has to be a new updated urban planning 
perspective. Definitely, planning theory and models have been evolving over 
the years (Rhiney, 2012) absorbing new ideas and translating them into its 
own theories and actualizations (Porter and Davoudi, 2012). However, even 
though urban planning adopted some innovative evolution in recent dec-
ades, such as strategic spatial planning, new land regularization and manage-
ment approaches, participatory processes and planning for new and more 
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sustainable spatial forms such as compact cities and new urbanism (UN, 
2009), in this context, the ability to continuously adapt to changing conditions 
is essential for a long-term urban sustainability. In fact, this requires to look 
at sustainability in a more prospective and adaptive way (Dos Santos and 
Partidário 2011). 

From a sustainable development perspective, the responsibility is on to-
day’s generation not to compromise the ability for future generations to meet 
their own needs (World Commission on Environment and Development -
Brundtland Report, 1987). If future needs are not known, the challenge for 
people of today is determining whether they are compromising the ability of 
future generations. Moreover, systems are vulnerable to externalities over 
which they have little or no control and they must hence be able to respond 
to unexpected disturbances that affect their internal functioning. To remain 
sustainable, the systems must continually reinvent itself, adapt and evolve. 
The fundamental parameters that serve to define the structural capacity of a 
systems' sustainability are subsequently its potential to determine what it is 
capable of, its connectedness to determine to what extent it can control its 
own destiny and finally its resilience to determine how vulnerable it is to un-
expected disturbances (Egger, 2006). 

Therefore, although sustainability was a major focus for policy linking of 
interactions between the environment, society and economy for many years; 
nevertheless; since sustainability literature expanded after 1990s and also 
2000s, there was already a shift in the concerns about it considering the urban 
development policies from static view to dynamic models as well as the real-
ization that things change. Pike et al. (2010) state that the focus of policy in-
terest, according to uncertainty and rapid change, is about how places can 
“rebound”. This means as Fiksel (2006) defined, there is an urgent need for a 
better understanding of the dynamic, adaptive behavior of complex systems 
and their resilience in the face of disruptions, recognizing that steady-state 
sustainability models are simplistic. In this context, studies of sustainable ur-
banization could benefit from the employment of “resilience” concept which 
is the new notion for understanding complexity, uncertainty and rapid dy-
namics, nonetheless the capacity of complex social-ecological systems to cope 
with, adapt to, and shape changes (Lang, 2011). Clearly, resilience is effective, 
under its both social and ecological perspectives, as a crucial tool for the sus-
tainability of urban development and resource utilization, not the least as a 
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comprehensive strategy for urban sustainability, in sight of increasing work-
ing hypotheses about urban and regional systems, widening the interest to 
the whole aspects of human life (Surjan et al. 2011). 

Considering the fact that although there is a growing interest about resili-
ence in literature, there is not sufficient research to clarify its relation with 
urban spatial planning and there is not a precise framework to provide the 
applicability of resilience in cities. Considering the fact that cities are planned 
to last for long periods, then, continuation of functions ensures resilience in 
cities even in times of crises, unexpected changes or stressed spatial configu-
rations (Surjan et al. 2011). It is evident that resilience may be lost in the urban 
systems (Folke et. al. 2002) due to the growing complexity (Ernstson et al. 
2010) and the global integration of economic, social and physical processes 
putting in evidence the fragility of urban areas in order to be sustainable over 
significant periods of time. With this respect, it is worthy to discuss how ur-
ban planning processes have shaped to embrace new notions. 

Correspondingly, there are no guaranties that cities will last indefinitely 
(Bogunovich, 2009), even though urban sustainability refers to maintain a city 
as a livable place for humans indefinitely. Therefore, resilience can be a desir-
able attribute of cities. However, principally, it is more relevant to analyze 
resilience more in details to find out its characteristics. Accordingly, first of 
all, this paper aims to clarify “urban resilience” concept and then to focus on 
urban resilience and urban planning integration through in-dept literature 
examination of the relevant literature. During the research, contemporary ur-
ban planning approaches (in three temporal stages as, before 1950s, 1950s-
2000, after 2000) has been analyzed. As a result of this review, it has been dis-
covered that contemporary urban planning approaches are grounded on the 
basic need for stability; there is lack of considering the unexpected changes 
and aren’t dealing with improving capacity to manage change. In this sense, 
the integration of urban planning and urban resilience can fill these gaps of 
the contemporary urban planning process.  

 
Clarifying the Urban Resilience Concept 

 
Resilience refers to a dynamic and multi-dimensional concept, which raises 
the notion of the capacity to “manage change” (Yaman-Galantini, 2018b) con-
stantly through understanding, adapting to and surviving from complexity. 
This promotes a passage from static, equilibrium position toward a dynamic, 
non-equilibrium position. So, it is crucial to define the attributes of resilience 



Catching on “Urban Resilience” and Examining “Urban Resilience Planning” 

    887 
 

both to identify its dynamism related characteristics and to relate it with other 
concepts. Parallel to this, the attributes of resilience can be grouped as more 
stability related and dynamism or action related attributes. This means, there 
are two options to manage change; keeping the system work/stable or mak-
ing the system transform. Considering this dual character, Yaman-Galantini 
and Tezer (2018b) suggested three categories of resilience characteristics 
which are “State” (the properties which explains what makes a system resili-
ent); “Response” (the properties which refer to the actions oriented to a resil-
ient state) and “Dynamism” (the attributes that a resilient system should gen-
erate against unexpected changes).  

Cities are always subject to change both internally and externally which 
means they decline or expand, develop new form and functions and deal 
with various difficulties. There is never stability for ever and the complex sys-
tem of cities are characterized by nonlinear behavior, self-organization and 
emergent properties, which is permeated by uncertainty and discontinuities. 
Consequently, these characteristics can be useful to identify how a resilient 
city has to be and has to react. Furthermore, dynamism attributes of resilience 
should be related with the institutional resilience and should refer to govern-
ance success, since the strength of the administrative level is fundamental in 
order to create effective planning tools such as plans/strategies, laws and pro-
cedures for enhancing those characteristics. 

In the last several years, the concept of urban resilience has inspired a sub-
stantial number of academic studies. In Thomson Reuters Web of Science, ur-
ban resilience key worded publications are increasing more and more 
through the years (Figure 1).  

 

 
Figure 1. “Urban Resilience” Key Worded Publications (Reference: Url-1) 
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Considering “urban resilience” literature, Ernstson et al. (2010) identified 
the distinction between “resilience in cities” and “resilience of cities”. “Resil-
ience in cities” addresses the continuity of ecosystem services in cities pro-
vided by locally and regionally; while “resilience of cities” means the func-
tioning of cities as a set of cities linked with each other through relations of 
exchange in the form of trade, migration or others that sustain the flow of 
energy, matter and information among them. Furthermore, Arefi (2011) ex-
plains urban resilience concept in relation to form, function and flows. He 
divides the concept into three types of city models, which are “fixed city, good 
city and kinetic city”. Additionally, Gleeson (2008) suggests the “resilient ur-
banism” via three principal branches: first, the acceptance of the inevitability 
of evolution and the necessity of adaptation; second, an orchestration of ac-
tivities (zoning, infrastructure, services, design, etc.), all of which converge in 
the best set of major improvements for urban well-being and efficiency and 
third, promoting equity. Correspondingly, Newman et al. (2009) show cities' 
strain to endurance, to react to crises and adapt, and how they are compelled 
to re-shape and grow. Cities do not need only strong physical infrastructure 
and built environment, but also require their own inner strength and resolve. 
Thus, it should be determined that cities cannot avoid being resilient (No-
votny et al. 2010). In order to become more resilient, cities and regions are 
supposed to adapt multipurpose planning and design strategies and able to 
foresee the economic, social, and physical stresses that they may face (Yaman-
Galantini and Tezer, 2018a). Therefore, resilient city promotes the ability not 
only to return to previous state after any kind of disturbance; but also to adapt 
and transform using the disturbances as advantage. Many authors defined 
the characteristics of the resilient city as shown in Table 1.  

 
Table 1. Characteristics of a Resilient City 

Author Resilient City Characteristics 
Godschalk,  
2003 

Redundant, Diverse, Efficient, Autonomous, Strong, Interdependent, 
Adaptable, Collaborative 

Ahsan, 2013 Flexible, Redundant, Resourceful, Safe failure, Responsive,  
Capacity to learn, Dependent on local ecosystems 

Lu and  
Stead, 2013 

Attention to the current situation, Attention to trends and future threats, 
Ability to learn from previous experience, Ability to set goals, Ability to 
initiate actions, Ability to involve the public 

 
While considering the characteristics of resilient city, another identical cri-

terion is to assess urban resilience through how well a city can simultaneously 
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balance ecosystems and human functions (CSIRO, 2007). From this point of 
view, it is necessary to emphasize the definition of urban resilience from dif-
ferent aspects regarding to the balance between ecosystems and human func-
tions. In this sense, social-ecological perspective is a very proper way to begin. 
As Folke et al. (2010) explained social–ecological resilience evaluates people 
and nature as interdependent systems. Ecologic resilience is related to the de-
velopment of territorial systems (Colucci, 2012) and social resilience is the 
ability of groups or communities to cope with external stresses and disturb-
ances as a result of social, political and environmental change (Adger, 2000). 

Additionally, spatial resilience has to be another important aspect of ur-
ban resilience referring to the provision of infrastructural necessities for socio-
economic resilience. Gibberd (2011) defined spatial resilience as infrastruc-
tural resilience, which refers to the vulnerability of built structures including 
property, buildings and transportation systems. Accordingly, Briguglio et al. 
(2008) defined economic resilience, which can be interpreted as another per-
spective for urban resilience. Based on their definition, economic resilience 
refers to the policy-induced ability of an economy to recover from or adjust 
to the negative impacts of adverse exogenous shocks and to benefit from pos-
itive shocks. Rose (2009) made a more detailed definition of economic resili-
ence including the notions of static economic resilience (maintain function 
when shocked) and dynamic economic resilience (speed to recover from a 
severe shock to achieve a desired state). Finally, institutional resilience has to 
be provided for urban resilience since a city or region’s ability to manage re-
silience resides in actors, social networks, and institutions (Gotham and Cam-
panella, 2010). The provision of institutional resilience fosters the dynamism 
of the urban systems. 

Parallel to all these aspects, The Resilience Alliance aimed at generating 
new insights and approaches for addressing many challenges urban areas 
facing around the world, through a four domains framework, which are the 
components of metabolic flows, built environments, governance networks 
and social dynamics (Figure 2). The metabolic flows concern the production, 
supply and consumption chains in an ecosystem, transcending the bounda-
ries of the city. This is directly linked with the capacity of producing energy, 
goods, and services to be sufficient for the wellness and the life-quality of the 
whole community. On the other hand, production systems' interconnection, 
interdependency, diversity and efficiency are meaningful to test their own 
resilience. Governance networks are composed of institutions and organiza-
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tions leading and managing urban settlements. The relations among them af-
fect the regional, national and international levels. Governance relates to the 
management of finance, public services (sewer, water, education, etc.) as well 
as emergency services (police and fire departments). 

 

 
Figure 2. Urban Resilience Components (CSIRO, 2007) 

 
Social dynamics include such as the features of demography, human cap-

ital and inequity characteristics of the population. Finally, built environment 
category represents ecologic and urban landscapes, and habitats. Ideologies, 
policies, building laws and transportation, affect the way of built environ-
ment may develop (CSIRO, 2007; Normandin et al. 2009). Urban resilience 
derives from the intersection of these areas. Considering all, the paper high-
lighted those five important aspects - spatial, social, economic, ecologic and 
institutional – and in order to construct the theoretical basis of urban resili-
ence, these aspects are interpreted through the state, response and dynamism 
related attributes of resilience (Table 2).  

Each specific attribute of urban resilience explained as shown in the Table 
2 actually defines “what urban resilience means” for each individual city they 
are identified and assessed. So, they should be taken into consideration to 
measure and eventually to provide and sustain urban resilience. With this 
regard, if all the indicators and the policies are developed from these aspects, 
then they help to formulize urban planning process to create resilient cities 
and also to enhance urban resilience or at least to preserve it. As Gleeson 
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(2008) confirms, planning must look to navigate change, mould it in search 
for urban resilience. Then the resilient city can be the goal of urban planning 
and it can put the metaphor into practice. The next part explains how the in-
tegration of resilience into urban planning process can be designated. 

 
Table 2. Attributes of Urban Resilience (Adapted from Yaman-Galantini, 2018a) 

Resilience 
Attributes 

Ecologic Social Economic Spatial 

Resilient 
State 

-Strengthening  
the capacity of  
ecosystems 
-Preventing  
and reducing  
the division of 
 habitats 
-Preserving the 
 links between  
species 

-Strengthening  
A community’s  
ability to adapt 
 to change  
-Continued  
service provision 
-Alternative means of 
providing  
community needs 
-Problem  
solving capacity of  
a society 

-Enhancing  
the performance of  
structures,  
infrastructure elements,  
and institutions 
in reducing losses from  
a disaster 
-Stronger local economy 
-Having a large network 
of collaborating busi-
nesses  
-Overall economic viabil-
ity  

-Creation of physical as-
sists in an appropriate 
way  
-Spatial arrangement of 
system components, es-
pecially relevant system 
properties 
-Back up resources to 
sustain operations (alter-
native sites, etc.) 

Resilient 
Response 

-Functioning of 
the system and 
the ability  
to maintain  
a steady  
ecological state  
 

-Post-disaster recov-
ery of  
communities 
-Plans and  
resources to  
cope with  
damage 
-Rapid reorganization 
of a system  
-Creating opportunity 
for technological inno-
vations and economic 
policies 

-Informing economic de-
cisions based on the infor-
mation and skills from 
previous experiences and 
knowledge 
-Creating new stability 
domains for develop-
ment 
-Efficient use of resources 
over time for investment 
in repair and reconstruc-
tion;   
-Conservation of critical 
inputs; efficient allocation 
of resources  

-Minimize time needed 
to restore services and 
perform key response 
tasks 
-Running durable and 
adaptable design prac-
tices and preservation 
and restoration  
activity to affect  
all forms of capital 

Dynamism 

Institutional 
-The capacity of administrative units to meet the community needs through creative interactions and 
continuous learning 
-The capacity to bridge links to diverse stakeholders and to promote collaborations 
-The economic, ecologic, social and spatial capacity within a system to identify problems, establish 
priorities and mobilize and apply resources in face of disruption 
-The capacity of a system to preserve knowledge, information, experience and values 

 
Integrating Urban Resilience and Urban Planning 
 
In order to evaluate if resilience can address the bottlenecks of contemporary 
urban planning, indeed, it is necessary to answer where to locate resilience in 
planning paradigms. Therefore, the evolution of urban planning paradigms 
from the first half of the 20th century to today were analyzed. 
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During the first half of the 20th century, the city was considered as a ma-
chine: the control over the city was exerted through deterministic and top-
down plans according to the modernist planners’ approaches used to deal 
with the poor living conditions of the industrial cities of the 19th century and 
the main intervention was to beautify them principally. Hall explains (2005) 
that as problems were described, solutions were addressed those problems; 
however, due to the lack of activity of people and the social and political pro-
cesses, these solutions could not be operated until decades subsequently, 
when the problem itself had changed in character and possibly also in im-
portance (Hall, 2005).   

In the second half of the 20th century, the city was seen as a system (Jacobs, 
1961; Berry, 1964; Chadwick, 1971) and as Oliveira and Pinho (2010) ex-
pressed, planning became increasingly linked with the rational model. In the 
1960s, there was an ambition to achieve “comprehensiveness” (Ferreira et al. 
2009). Planning was considered as an instrument of long-term structural 
change and in this era, the debates were about content versus context, rational 
versus political, comprehensive versus incremental, substance versus process 
(Neuman, 1998). Then in this period, systems planning flourished from the 
beginning of 1960s through the 1970s, resulting from the limits of comprehen-
sive planning to effectively deal with unexpected growth. It promotes a more 
scientific and analytical view of the city as a set of complex processes, without 
necessarily aiming to a final, physical plan (Walkers, 2007) and it paved the 
way for the development of the strategic planning. 

The roots of strategic planning were grounded into the need to plan effec-
tively and manage the futures, when the future itself, due to rapid changes 
and growth, seemed to be increasingly uncertain. By the end of the 1980s, a 
“gap” in strategic planning capacity emerged in many countries with rising 
concerns about spatial fragmentation, urban sprawl, and the environmental 
consequences (Ferreira et al. 2009; Todes, 2012) so called “unexpected” 
changes and “uncertainties”.  

In the late 1980s, the concern of human activities on the environment started 
to raise. The emphasis on natural disasters were getting more in more im-
portant in debates. From this perspective, in 1980s, resilience started to be used 
as a disaster related issue in terms of especially physical infrastructure (Plod-
inec, 2009). In this period, resilience did not have a broader perspective in urban 
planning practices but it was just a term related to disaster mitigation.  
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More commonly, sustainability debate was born to address environmen-
tal issues in 1987 with “Our Common Future – Brundtland Report”. Sustain-
ability was a major focus for policy linking of interactions between the envi-
ronment, society and economy for many years (Cork, 2010) but also it aimed 
to promote economic development in order to generate new jobs and new 
wealth to replace the losses that arise from globalization processes, especially 
deindustrialization; promote social cohesion so as to reduce the problems that 
arise from concentrated deprivation and social exclusion and promote a more 
balanced distribution of economic development across national territories, so 
as to reduce regional disparities (Hall, 2005). 

In the meanwhile, in 1990s, the strategic approach implied the develop-
ment of an adaptive strategic planning capacity and a shift on stakeholders, 
which were gradually more involved in the planning process based on a joint 
definition of the situation and of the common interests, aims and relevant 
knowledge (Albrechts, 2004). The revival of strategic spatial planning in 1990s 
and 2000s was not just a consequent response to global challenges, but was 
also an active force to drive changes (Albrechts, 2010; Ferreira et al. 2009). This 
was firstly through the capacity to know a place in all its complexities and in 
the fine grain of its social, environmental, political and physical fabric. Sec-
ondly, it was through an imaginative capacity to see opportunities that can 
provide the momentum for future development and keep safe from the many 
threats to the well-being that emerge in contemporary urban life. Then finally, 
it was through the insights to imagine future perspectives and selecting spe-
cific patterns (Healey, 2009). Nevertheless, to react to the new challenges, a 
more complex and sophisticated type of strategic spatial planning seems 
needed (Albrechts, 2012). Even if sustainability and strategic planning be-
came the main focus of the contemporary urban development and the most 
important tool to tackle with uncertain future in this period, 2000s instead are 
the periods when the complexity science was developed.  

Urban planning systems in many parts of the world are still not equipped 
to deal with the urban challenges of the 21st century including global environ-
mental challenges, habitat loss and fragmentation, natural hazards, unfair dis-
tribution of resources and services, unsustainable way of urban form, spatial 
segregation based on socio-economic differences of population and unemploy-
ment (Yaman-Galantini, 2018a). These complexities causing diverse urban 
problems make it inevitable to have vulnerable and insecure community and 
spatial form in urban areas. Additionally, most of the plans tend to fail since; 
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• they aren’t identical to the area that they supposed to refer,  
• they don’t reflect realistic strategies,  
• they don’t address the core reasons of the vulnerabilities or dis-

turbances,  
• they are not prepared by the right group of stakeholders,  
• they are grounded on basic need for stability or 
• they are not dealing with unexpected change, they are not up-

dated and they no longer respond to the current requirements. 
This means that the traditional paradigm of planning for a pre-
dictable future is insufficient.  

As Porter and Davoudi (2012) explain, resilience thinking offers a new 
method for planning to get out of its obsession with certainty and stability. 
Moreover, it highlights the ineffectiveness of the blueprint type of strategies 
for complex and dynamic systems. On the other hand, Godschalk (2003) re-
minds a city without resilient community can be extremely vulnerable. None-
theless, today, the recognition of uncertainty and complexity leads to a new 
paradigm in urban planning, comprehending the past, present and future 
movements.  

Surely, urban planning fundamentally necessitates addressing all kinds of 
weaknesses and defining thresholds for unexpected changes, with a multi-
dimensional, multi-scale and process oriented aspect. This means that urban 
planning should react in a broader perspective. Therefore, urban planning 
should encourage the emergence of particular development trajectories, this 
should lead to a deep change in the purpose and fundamentals of urban plan-
ning as Healey (2008), and Balducci et al (2011) express. Furthermore, there 
has to be a perspective of an action planning reshaping, reorganizing and de-
veloping new adaptive strategies by being related to both preparations to 
minimize disturbances/changes and action to deal with disturbances once 
they have occurred. Based on this realization, throughout the past half cen-
tury, there has been a growing and continuing demand towards developing 
more integrated approaches to urban planning in a way to combat the dis-
reputably complex and chronic urban problems (Abukhater, 2009). Over the 
past few decades, new approaches, which seek to address the problems in 
contemporary urban planning systems, have emerged. These elements can 
be classified as;  

1. Strategic rather than comprehensive;  
2. Flexible rather than end-state oriented;  
3. Action and implementation oriented;  
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4. Stakeholder or community driven;  
5. Reflect emerging urban concerns and play an integrative role; and  
6. Focus on the planning process (un, 2009).  
 
Critical planning tasks are meant to recognize and give a direction to un-

certainty (Christensen, 1985). Therefore, it is compelling for planning theory 
and practices to embrace incompleteness and uncertainty, forecasts (Balducci 
et al. 2011) as well as they should be open to a multiple hypothetical views 
(Hillier, 2003). Therefore, the necessity to provide urban resilience in order to 
achieve sustainable development becomes more vital. Surely, the manage-
ment of uncertainties is not the start of the move towards resilience, since un-
certainties are already the part of planning (Pizzo, 2015). Moreover, every 
plan, in the course of its implementation, is liable to come up against unpre-
dicted events or accidents (Taylor, 1998). In this context, Wilkinson (2011) 
mentions a fundamental issue in planning theory that is “think planning 
again” in ways of admitting the emergency, unpredictability and inescapa-
bility. Accordingly, it can be concluded that the natural evolution of urban 
planning paradigms leads to the integration of resilience into urban planning 
(Figure 3).  

 

 
 

Figure 3: Evolution of Urban Planning Paradigms 
(Adapted from Yaman-Galantini, 2018) 

 
Even if there is not a consensus about how they can be integrated, the idea 

of positioning resilience in urban planning have been discussed recently 
(Fleischhauer, 2008; Wilkinson, 2011; Thoidou and Foutakis, 2012; Porter and 
Davoudi, 2012) with different orientations such as mitigation and adaptation 
to climate change; disaster planning, management and recovery; energy and 
environmental security; urban water management and urban design. The 
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publications in Thomson Reuters Web of Science database show, in the recent 
years, “urban resilience” and “urban planning” key worded publications 
(Figure 4) are quickly expanding. Although there is a downward tendency of 
the number of articles, there can be unpublished accepted papers as some 
journals are publishing belatedly of 2017’s publications.   

 

 
Figure 4 : Urban Resilience and Urban Planning Related Publications (Url-1) 

 
In the recent literature, disaster management allowed resilience in urban 

planning to show up (Yaman and Tezer, 2012), since it was already mentioned 
as a term in this field of study. Unexpectedness of natural risks, gives resilience 
the possibility to provide a better guidance to produce effective hazard mitiga-
tion approaches in urban settlements. Vale and Campanella (2005) and Berke 
and Campanella (2006) described it as the ability to survive from future natural 
hazards with minimum loss of life and property, as well as the ability to create 
a greater sense of place among residents; a stronger, more diverse economy; 
and a more economically integrated and diverse population.  

Besides, since resilience introduces primary conceptual emphases such as 
awareness, consistency, transformability or adaptability and it leads to not 
only concerning the physical domain, but also the actors involved in the so-
cio-ecological dynamics, Servillo and Reimer (2013) suggest that it can be 
linked with strategic spatial planning. Moreover, Dos Santos and Partidário 
(2011) pointed out, resilience supports the transition from “command-and-
control” and “paper-plan-production-process” to “learn-and-adapt” and 
“put-people-in-the-process-perspective”. Therefore, urban resilience sug-
gests a forward-looking and dynamic perspective.  
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It can be interpreted that the novelty of resilience concept for urban plan-
ning is that it mentions not only the key logic of sustainability through “sta-
bility” but also the way out of “chaos” through “recovery or transformation”. 
This strengthens the concept’s view about knowing how to respond based on 
what is needed in a specific time, place and case, especially during times of 
crises and uncertainty; so called regaining systems functionality. Response 
can comprehend to cope, resist, recover, transform or adapt. Or in other 
words as Wikström (2013) explains resilience doesn’t always require that the 
system will return to its previous state or equilibrium, but rather has the pos-
sibility to adapt and transform into a state that will allow it to survive further 
and future change. With this regard, Shaw (2012) expressed that resilience 
emphasizes how urban planning should be prepared for an innovative trans-
formation. This can be interpreted as a fundamental questioning of the main 
principles of contemporary urban planning approaches. 

Furthermore, it has to be stressed that it is always path-dependent in order 
to allow a longer-term understanding of “normality” and “crisis”. A high de-
gree of flexibility in the planning process and new innovative means of plan-
ning instead of linear planning methodologies (CSIRO, 2007) are necessary for 
generating dynamism and facing uncertainty with continuous adjustments. 
Therefore, it can respond successfully to changes. Planning process should be 
more flexible and analytic to solve the gaps between old-fashioned plans and 
the new knowledge. Moreover, it has to be multi-dimensional, action and pro-
cess oriented approach, which can address existing vulnerabilities and possible 
ones across scales. This means that contemporary urban planning steps has to 
be upgraded from the “dynamic” character of resilience. It requires an ad-
vancement of the basic elements of the urban planning process. Consequently, 
urban resilience needs to be “planned”. 

One of the key challenges for urban planning in this respect is to analyze 
critically what type of process may be used in an innovative and transformative 
way (Albrechts, 2012). Surely new forms of planning will have to find new 
ways of responding to the rapid and unpredictable growth. Confidently, in 
terms of being dynamic, it will not be incorrect to figure out the integration be-
tween resilience and urban planning as a “forward-looking- comprehensive - 
strategic - systems planning approach” (Yaman-Galantini and Tezer, 2016). 
Successful planning begins with a confront of the problems at hand and deter-
mining the conditions of uncertainty, rather than misapplying theories and 
methods disregarding peculiar issues. With a good match of planning process 
through characteristic problems, planning can offer a chance to overcome, or at 
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least reduce, uncertainty (Christensen, 1985). This kind of perspective deci-
sively should include a multi-dimensional scheme referring to all development 
plan components and sustainability policies with an updated point of view. 
The following part analyzes how relevant literature described the urban resili-
ence- urban planning integration. 

 
Relevant Literature of Urban Resilience-Urban Planning Integration 

 
In literature, many different planning principles were defined to address resil-
ience.  However, there is not a clear unique method to integrate resilience and 
urban planning. Defining the urban resilience planning process can be a con-
fusing effort, because, as Desouza and Flanery (2013) explained, it has multiple 
components, processes and interactions taking places within and beyond city 
boundaries.  

Literature is mostly addressing this integration from disaster mitigation per-
spective. For instance, Normandin et al. (2009), identified strategic resilience in-
dicators for diverse disasters or vulnerabilities such as earthquake, physical 
and social risk, coastal hazard, earthquake, cyclone, drought and flood. More-
over, Vale and Campanella (2005) explained disaster mitigation based urban 
resilience for different typologies of disasters. While, Bosher et al. (2007) sug-
gested that resilience should be methodically integrated into planning and de-
sign processes and consciousness of natural/human-induced/ and climate 
change-related hazards are basically the most noticeable issues. In addition to 
these, Coaffee (2007) outlines resilience as an appropriate concept for politicians 
as well as policy makers considering the fact that it offers a new policy frame-
work for the security from terrorism challenge. Alternatively, Godschalk (2003) 
determines that there is a necessity of both natural hazard and terrorist attack 
threat types of mitigation practices; therefore, the resilient city should be a 
bridging concept between the two fields. More specifically, in this paper, the 
literature review studies of resilience-urban planning integration have been 
categorized in two different groups, which are “the studies defining the process 
for integrating resilience into planning” and “the studies defining the approach 
or insights for integrating resilience into planning”. Table 3 and Table 4 sum-
marize some of the examples. 
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Table 3. Literature Referring to the Process for Integrating Resilience into Urban Planning 
Author Defining the process for integrating resilience into planning 

Walker et  
al. 2002 

1. Description of system;   
2. Exploring external shocks, plausible polices, exploring visions;   
3.Resilience analysis for better integrated theories;   
4. Stakeholder evaluation for policy management and actions 

Sessa, 2009 
Phase 1 – Resilience Analysis  
Phase 2 – Assessing and managing alternate states 
Phase 3 – Resilience management 

Novotny et 
 al. 2010 

1. Ecosystem services goals and assessment;   
2. Resilience factors;   
3. Resilience planning strategies;   
4. Develop scenarios considering goals, assessments, conflicts, resilient planning 
strategies and transdisciplinary evaluation of alternative scenarios;   
5. Urban resilience-sustainability plan;  
 6. Plan implementation-adaptation 

Dos Santos 
 and  
Partidário 
2011 

1. Understand the system;  
2. Analyze trajectory;   
3. Rethink the future;   
4. Plan for change 

Arnaud et  
al. 2013  

1. Method Framework (identify and involve stakeholders);  
2. Resilience Assessment (identify weakness and strength of the territory);  
3. Issues priorities (choose major issues to be tackled);  
4. Actions plan definition (identify and define actions responding to issues);  
5. Implementation and assessment of actions (launch actions and monitor results);  
6. Evaluation and perspectives (capitalize and set new objectives) 

Lu and  
Stead, 2013 

1. Assessment;  
2. Readiness;   
3. Response;   
4. Recovery.  

 
Table 4. Literature Referring to the Approach or Insights for Integrating Resilience into Urban 
Planning 

Author Defining the approach or insights for integrating resilience into planning 

Renschler  
et al. 2010 

Methodological approach is defined as “PEOPLES”: 
P (population and demographics) E (environmental/ecosystem) O (organized governmental services) P 
(physical infrastructure) L (lifestyle and community competence) E (economic development) S (socio-cul-
tural capital) 

Wilkinson, 
2011 

Four basic strategies: assume change and uncertainty; nurture conditions for recovery and renewal after 
disturbance; combine different types of knowledge for learning; create opportunities for self-organization 

Desouza et  
al. 2012 2X2 matrix: a relation between the four elements – plans, planning, designing, and physical artifacts  

Jabareen  
2012 

Four components and thirteen sub components:  
1.Vulnerability analysis matrix (uncertainty, informality, demography, spatiality);  
2. Prevention (mitigation, restructuring, alternative energy);  
3. Uncertainty oriented planning (adaptation, planning, sustainable form);  
4. Urban governance (equity, integrative, economics) 

Alberti,2013  Four elements: “drivers, patterns, processes and functions”. 

Collier et  
al. 2013 

Twelve components: pressures, socio-economics, political will, demographics, community  
capacity, policy drivers, infrastructure, geographical location, ratio of neighborhood  
to city size, social capital networks, history and ecosystem services 
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The basic urban planning frameworks described in literature are mutual 
like; problem definition, policy design, policy application or evaluation. This 
process is already parallel with contemporary urban planning process. So, 
clearly application needs to be put forward more noticeably. In the mean-
while, the case studies addressing resilience-urban planning integration are 
reflecting “disaster mitigation” or “climate change” perspectives, parallel 
with the birth of resilience in urban studies. Certainly, resilience cannot be an 
approach only for disaster mitigation but also it has the tools in a larger scale 
in promoting economic, spatial, environmental and social enhancement. It is 
clear that integrating resilience into urban planning requires comprehending 
of all city components and the interdependencies among the system ele-
ments. Therefore, this integration needs comprehensive and complementary 
framework. 

 
Evaluation 

 
Since 1960s, planning paradigms such as comprehensiveness, systems plan-
ning, sustainable development or strategic planning all expected to fight with 
the disorders of cities and preserve their existence for long term. Analyses of 
the changing nature of planning theory could not cope with the unexpected 
changes or their implications. Some theorists did attempt to develop new ty-
pologies or perspectives, however, as Balducci et al. (2011) express even if 
planning analysts used plans to beat uncertainty, they increasingly recog-
nized the complex world and they don’t appear to prefer a traditional con-
ception of strategic planning any more. It is clear that in order to react to the 
new challenges, a more complex and sophisticated type of urban planning 
seems needed (Albrechts, 2012). So, today, resilience is at the frontier of con-
temporary urban planning promoting the capacity to manage change. 

Considering the dynamic character and the goal of urban resilience, it has 
to be emphasized that contemporary urban planning process requires an ad-
vancement of the basic elements of the process through the urban resilience 
lenses. This resilience based updated process can be called “urban resilience 
planning process”. With this regard, it is important to start focusing on three 
main questions; resilience “to what (what are the most crucial vulnerabilities 
that needs to be addressed urgently)”, “where (where should resilience be 
provided)” and “how (what should be the core components of the “urban 
planning for resilience” framework)”. Therefore, urban resilience planning 
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process should start with the clarification of “to what resilience has to be de-
veloped”. This component is firmly related with how to interpret the key ur-
ban vulnerabilities. This step provides the description of “urban resilience” 
for the city and what the city should expect from the provision of resilience. 
This surely helps not only to cope with the existing vulnerabilities and the 
risks but also to manage possible future disturbances through appropriate 
urban resilience planning tools. This interpretation can be made by the plan-
ning executives, public and national administers and also citizens collabora-
tively. Hence, who is responsible to define the vulnerabilities in the face of 
turbulent times to orient and respond successfully is the basis. Accordingly, 
participation to the urban resilience planning process requires identifying the 
“stakeholders, their roles and resources” which is related with how “institu-
tional resilience” can be constructed. 

The second question justifies “where resilience has to be improved”. This 
is related with the identification of the “scale” of the process. The actors and 
their interpretation vary in different “scales” so as the degree and the context 
of the problems. A forward-looking and comprehensive urban planning ap-
proach should definitely take this into consideration and calculate the nega-
tive cross scale impacts. This assuredly necessitates to understand the “inter-
dependencies” between various urban aspects. The interdependencies cer-
tainly promote comprehensiveness and systems approach. After bearing in 
mind these, what it needed is to interpret the challenges from a “resilience 
viewpoint”. At this point, the “attributes” of resilience provides this reading. 
The attributes of resilience can be considered as the criteria to define case spe-
cific indicators or urban resilience. 

Finally, there is the third question discussing how resilient “urban plan-
ning tools and policies” can be shaped. Two different ways can be determined 
for the generation of the planning tools; creating new policies, plans, strate-
gies, programs-and accordingly formulizing a new system, or enhancing ex-
isting policies, plans, strategies and programs. 

The core idea lying under this process is to describe an ideal comprehen-
sive urban planning process scheme, from national scale to local scale, and at 
the same time to define the optimal management scheme-an ideal actor-map-
ping. The important issue of this framework is that it has the logic of a basic 
urban planning process but at the same time, it comprehends essential com-
ponents with an updated interpretation. At the point, it will be relevant to 
implement this process in a defined continuous time schedule, which makes 
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it up-to-date and eventually react to the expected circumstances. Moreover, 
this process should have a relevant legal basic. 
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