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ABSTRACT. Understanding how inequities in power and agency shape community resilience is key to advancing social-ecological
systems scholarship. Some scholars have explored how the capitals metaphor can be leveraged for building resilience. However, few of
those scholars have meaningfully engaged with critical social theory to realize the explanatory power of the capitals metaphor in
addressing power and agency inequities, and the drivers and root causes that undermine resilience. Unless this gap isaddressed, prevailing
resilience frameworks and practices inadvertently perpetuate understandings that drive inequities and marginalization in social-
ecological systems. In response, we critically review social-ecological resilience, community resilience, and capitals scholarship, and
reveal that unreflexively expanding the scope of the capital metaphor to encompass diverse human and more-than-human domains
has inadvertently reinforced the assumption that the purpose of capital is merely to maintain and reproduce capital, effectively placing
all forms of life in service of capital production and reproduction. Our proposition to problematize and critically deepen the framing
of capital in relation to resilience scholarship is twofold. First, we propose an alternative framing to the dominant conceptualization
of “capital” so that the metaphor is mobilized in service of all forms of life. Second, we draw on the Bourdieusian theory of “social
reproduction” of inequities and inequality to construct a novel community resilience framework to address the underlying social
dynamics of community capital mobilization and its (re)-distributive processes for resilience building. This framework advances social-

ecological systems scholarship with respect to the conceptualization and praxis of resilience.
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INTRODUCTION

Resilience is a key concept in diverse domains, from disaster
research and practice to planning, international relations and
social-ecological studies, with multiple and sometimes contested
meanings (Walker and Cooper 2011, Alexander 2013, White and
O’Hare 2014, Stevenson et al. 2015, Weichselgartner and Kelman
2015, Laskey et al. 2023). Community resilience and community
capitals are constructs that have been used to varying degrees to
frame the social dimension of resilience. Some authors draw on
the capitals metaphor to a considerable extent (e.g., Stokols et al.
2013, Miles 2015, Quinn et al. 2022). Furthermore, Geoff Wilson
explicitly incorporates a Bourdieusian perspective to define three
core capitals, economic, social, and environmental, in his work
(Wilson 2010, 2012a, b). Other scholars such as Susan Cutter
either avoid the metaphor (Cutter et al. 2008), or cautiously
engage with it using it as a broader framework for indicators,
domains, and types of resilience, concluding that the use of the
capitals metaphor as indicator composites might not be ideal to
reflect the complexities of resilience dynamics (Cutter et al. 2014).
Authors such as Berkes and Ross (2013) and Brown and Westway
(2011) only mention the term capitals in passing, or in strict
references to social capital, and appear to make a deliberate effort
to move away from it choosing terms such as strengths, resources,
and assets without providing a deeper rationale for avoiding the
metaphor. The critical arguments proposed by authors such as
MacKinnon and Derickson (2013) and McKeown et al. (2022),
might shed some light on why some scholars might prefer to steer
away from the capitals metaphor as its use could embed economic
logics that reduce social complexity to measurable assets,

obscuring issues of social inequity and power. However, the
theoretical underpinnings of the capitals metaphor in resilience
scholarship still remain largely unexplored and merit further
critical problematization.

In addition, the predominant conceptual framing of resilience
pays insufficient attention to power dynamics and the underlying
social, economic, and political conditions that drive social
inequity (Duit et al. 2010, Boonstra 2016, Fabinyi et al. 2014,
Matin et al. 2018, Parthasarathy 2018, McKeown et al. 2022).
Issues of power and inequity need to be further understood as
they can help reveal systemic injustices that undermine the
capacity of marginalized communities to adapt and thrive in the
face of adversity (Evans and Reid 2014, Usamah et al. 2014,
Parthasarathy 2018, Rumbach and Nemeth 2018, Thompson and
Lopez Barrera 2023). Uncritical conceptualizations of resilience
and capitals tend to inadvertently compound social
fragmentation, marginalization, and inequality (Joseph 2013,
Chandler 2014, Cretney and Bond 2014, Nelson 2014, Usamah
etal. 2014, Brown 2016). This paper addresses these shortcomings
by critically reflecting upon the conceptualization and integration
of social-ecological resilience, community resilience, and the
capitals metaphor. We leverage the critical Bourdieusian notion
of social reproduction of inequities and inequalities to construct
acommunity resilience framework that can overcome reductionist
economic logics and reveal the underlying social dynamics of
community capital mobilization and its (re)-distributive potential
for resilience building (Bourdieu 1984, Bourdieu and Passeron
1990).
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Our research methodology is based on a critical narrative
literature review to understand, first, the conceptualizations,
nature, and roles of capital in building social-ecological and
community resilience. Our focus on community resilience helped
bound the scope of the review as the capitals metaphor is more
prevalent in this scholarship. Second, we explore how the concept
of capital and the multi-capitals metaphor have evolved over time
and are used by community resilience scholars. This review focuses
on publications identified through searches across electronic
databases: Scopus, Web of Science, and Google Scholar, as well
as manual searches at the Massey University Library. The search
terms included “community resilience” and “community
capltals ”, “community resilience” and “capitals,” “resilience” and

“capitals” and “resilience” and “community capitals.” Additional
search terms were “assets,” “resources,” “multi-capitals,” and
“capitals.” The time frame for the review extended from 1973, the
date of Holling’s seminal work titled “Resilience and stability of
ecological systems,” to 2023. Where necessary, earlier scholarship
was drawn upon to frame the concept of capital and its evolution
over time. Finally, insights by Pierre Bourdieu on capitals and
social reproduction were foundational for our development of the
proposed critical community resilience framework.

Social-ecological resilience, community resilience, and capitals
Resilience has become a buzzword in many domains of policy,
science, and practice but its framing and operationalization
remain tied to different, and at times contested conceptualizations.
However, social-ecological resilience scholarship (Holling and
Gunderson 2002, Holling et al. 2002, Berkes et al. 2003) has long
highlighted the important roles of social learning (Kraker 2017),
adaptive capacity (Berkes et al. 2003), connectivity,
interdependence and feedback loops (Holling and Gunderson
2002), the effects of globalization on social-ecological systems
(SES; Young et al. 2006), mental models and knowledge system
integration (Folke 2006, Van Riper et al. 2018), and traditional
ecological knowledge (Folke 2004). In addition, and despite
concerns about limited engagement with pivotal social science
concepts such as power, politics, and agency (Smit and Wandel
2006, Duit et al. 2010, Phillips and Fordham 2010, Fabinyi et al.
2014, Boonstra 2016, Thompson and Lopez-Barrera 2019), these
precepts are increasingly being considered in social-ecological
resilience literature (Robards et al. 2011, Moore and Tjornbo
2012, Berkes and Ross 2013, Brown 2014, Epstein et al. 2014,
Fabinyi et al. 2014, Parthasarathy 2018, Folke et al. 2021, Pineda-
Pinto et al. 2021, Norstrom et al. 2022). SES reviews (e.g., Cote
and Nightingale 2012, Schliiter et al. 2021, Manyani et al. 2024)
nonetheless continue to call for scholars to draw on critical social
theory to embed the key concepts of power, politics, and agency
in the framing and operationalization of resilience.

Communities might share some common traits, such as
communitarian sharing of spatial boundaries, interests, norms,
values, and cultural identities (Weber 1978, Toénnies 2001),
differentially distributed power relations give rise to internal
heterogeneity and can result in significant inequalities (Nisbet
1953, 1966, McMillan and Chavis 1986, Dalby and Mackenzie
1997, Agrawal and Gibson 2001, Pooley et al. 2006, Agyeman et
al. 2016, Pelling and Garschagen 2019, Howard et al. 2020, Powell
et al. 2021). Such inequalities, often reinforced by tradition and
monopolization of power, can become rigid and very hard to
dismantle. Uncritical conceptualizations of SES, and limited
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engagement with critical social theory, can therefore compound
social fragmentation and inequality (Cote and Nightingale 2012,
Joseph 2013, Brown 2014, Chandler 2014, Cretney and Bond
2014, Nelson 2014, Schliiter et al. 2021). The concepts of
community resilience and community capitals need to be
reconsidered in the light of these criticisms, and are explored next.

According to Berkes and Ross (2013), the concept of community
resilience found productive ground in the convergence of two
strands of literature, that of social-ecological resilience (Holling
1973, Gunderson and Holling 2002, Berkes et al. 2003), as
described above, and a range of social constructs that explore
individual and community mechanisms to navigate adversity, like
community development (Zautra et al. 2008, Cavaye and Ross
2019, Cafer et al. 2022), and community self-organization (Norris
et al. 2008). Community resilience can be defined as the ability of
any given community to actively mobilize resources to change
and adapt in the face of multi-scalar uncertainty and changing
social and environmental conditions to reach sustained, higher
levels of community well-being (Pooley et al. 2006, Kulig et al.
2008, Norris et al. 2008, Magis 2010, Berkes and Ross 2013). The
notion of resources is important to this definition and requires
further consideration.

Resources constitute a key element in many conceptualizations
of community resilience (CCCR 2000, Magis 2010, Berkes and
Ross 2013, Miles 2015). As an exemplar, community resilience is
the “existence, development and engagement of community
resources by community members to thrive in an environment
characterized by change, uncertainty, unpredictability and
surprise” (Magis 2010:402). Thus, community resilience
encompasses the ability to take collective action and mobilize
personal and collective capacities and resources in order to
respond to change and achieve common goals (CCCR 2000,
Brown and Westway 2011, Berkes and Ross 2013). This way of
framing community resilience places special attention to the
interplay between resources and agency as seen in the work of
other scholars (e.g., Nelson et al. 2007, Magis 2010, Brown and
Westaway 2011, Coulthard 2012, Kulig et al. 2013).

Following the early works of Brown and Kulig (1996, 1997), and
drawing from community development literature, authors such
as Matarrita-Cascante et al. (2017) and Pooley et al. (2006) refer
to two distinct elements of community resilience that clearly relate
to resources: community capacity and community competence.
Community capacity refers to community members’ capacities,
skills, and assets or resources that can be used to solve problems
(Brown and Kulig 1996/1997, Buckle 2006, Pooley et al. 2006,
Magis 2010, Kulig et al. 2013). Kulig et al. (2013) refer to
community competence by drawing on Norris et al. (2008) and
linking it to resource mobilization and distribution, collective
agency, decision making, and social capital. In this context of
community capacity and competence, the capitals metaphor has
been used in varied ways as a conceptual construct to examine
the central role of resources in community resilience.

Although intended to mean different things, the terms “assets,”
“resources,” and “capitals” are often conflated. According to the
Oxford English Dictionary ([date unknown]), assets are defined
as elements valued by people, communities, and organizations;
resources are defined as assets in use; and capitals are resources
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used for the specific purpose of generating other or more
resources. Scholars such as Berkes and Ross (2013:15) only
mention the term “capitals” once and in passing: “building a
community involves building ecological as well as all other
‘capitals,’” and also refer to “social capital” as a “community
strength” necessary to build community resilience. Similarly,
scholars such as Fazey et al. (2018) refer to multiple capitals early
on, but predominantly choose to use the terms “resources” and
“capacity” throughout their text, or the term “capitalisation™ in
other work (Fazey et al. 2021, Carmen et al. 2023). Other scholars
focus only on a single capital, mainly social capital (Norris et al.
2008, Maclean et al. 2014, 2017, Carmen et al. 2022; Hall et al.
2023), while others draw on multiple capitals (Wilson 2010, 2012a,
b, Stokols et al. 2013, Campeanu and Fazey 2014, Quinn et al.
2022). Furthermore, although it is common for authors using
multiple capitals to draw on the seminal works of Jan and Cornelia
Flora, Mary Emery, and Susan Fey from the community
development field when referring to multiple capitals (e.g.,
Buikstra et al. 2010, Magis 2010, Miles 2015, Kais and Islam
2016), it is less common for authors to engage meaningfully with
the historical and critical theoretical roots of the concept,
exemplified in the works of Pierre Bourdieu. When scholars do
draw on Bourdieu’s work (e.g., Wilson 2010, 2012a, b, Norris et
al. 2008, Stokols et al. 2013, Parthasarathy 2018, Carmen et al.
2022), they do so only in passing or to define capitals but without
explaining the conceptual nuances and Bourdieusian implications
for power inequity, marginalization, and capital mobilization.
This gap in engaging meaningfully with the critical social
theorization of the capital concept limits the explanatory power
of capitals-focused community resilience frameworks and
ultimately hinders equitable community resilience building.

To address this gap, we provide an overview of the theoretical and
empirical foundations of the capitals metaphor. This critical
exploration reveals shortcomings in the predominant framings of
this metaphor and its use in the community resilience literature
and suggests ways to address these shortcomings by leveraging
critical social theory, especially the foundational work by Pierre
Bourdieu.

Theoretical and empirical foundations of the capitals metaphor

The concept of capital and more recent integrated multi-capital
frameworks, such as the one presented by Flora and Flora (2013)
and popularized in community resilience literature internationally
(Norris et al. 2008, Stokols et al. 2013, Cutter et al. 2014, Miles
2015), can be traced back to the foundational economic
conceptualizations of Adam Smith as stock of possessions
accumulated beyond immediate consumption needs and used to
procure a profit (1776). However, etymologically, the term can be
traced even further to the classical roman period (Cannan 1921).

Integrated multi-capital frameworks proliferated in the early
1970s during a period marked by growing awareness of social and
environmental crises (Meadows et al. 1972, Daly 1990, Ekins
1992, Carson 2000). In an attempt to understand and address
these social and environmental challenges, many scholars (see
Bourdieu 1984, 1986, Coleman 1988, Pearce 1988, Daly 1990,
Becker 1993) extended and applied the concept of capital to other
human and environmental dimensions. Atleast 21 different forms
of capital have been developed with varying usage in multi-capital
frameworks as depicted in Figure 1. The multiple axis in Figure
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Fig. 1. Distinctive capitals identified in multi-capital
frameworks literature between 1973 and 2023.

Social capital
Spiritual capital
Phsycological capital

Natural capital
Economic capital

Institutional capital Human capital

Moral capital Built capital

Organizational capital Cultural capital

Technological capital Political capital

Legal-economic capital Educational capital

Scientific capital Academic capital

Literary capital

Non-Scholastic capital
Symbolic capital

Inherited cultural...

1 reflects each individual form of capital, and the length of the
axis represents the total frequency with which each individual
capital appears in the multi-capital literature over the reviewed
time period (1973-2023).

The proliferation of capitals took place with the evolution of three
distinct and parallel processes: (1) theoretical and empirical
examination of individual capitals; (2) integrated multi-capital
frameworks; and (3) the emergence of new forms of capital arising
from debates about how to conceptualize capitals. These three
conceptual developments are explored in the following
paragraphs and build on the theoretical roots of the capitals
concept to help reveal its potential and limitations in community
resilience applications.

The earliest forms of capitals developed in literature are also the
most frequently used in multi-capital frameworks, namely,
economic, human, built, social, cultural, and natural capitals. A
synthesis of commonly used definitions of each of these six core
forms of capital is presented in Table 1.

Although these definitions are largely agreed upon, there are some
deeper conceptual and political concerns about how natural and
human capital are defined. For example, Becker (1993) drew on
Adam Smith’s concept of “fixed capital” (1776) to define human
capital as the quantifiable assets that a person possesses, such as
health, formal education, skills, and knowledge, that enable
innovation and productivity. Defined in this way, human capital
can be quantified and reduced to a formula that monetizes
individuallife (Becker 2007), which has been well received by some
international organizations (e.g., Ramcharan 2004, World Bank
2014, World Economic Forum 2015). However, this framing has
been criticized for reducing “human worth” to a financial metric
(Porritt 2007). The notion of natural capital has also been
critiqued. Natural capital can be understood as the stock of
renewable and non-renewable natural resources, such as
biodiversity, soils, water, forests, and different forms of minerals,
which underpin ecosystem services, such as absorption,
neutralization or recycling of waste, climate regulation, and
others (Thampapillai and Uhlin 1997, Flora and Flora 2013,
Wilson 2010, 2012a, b, Costanza et al. 2014). Natural capital is
foundational for human well-being, health, livelihoods, and
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Table 1. Synthesis of definitions of commonly used forms of capital.

Type of capital Definition

Author/year

Economic capital

strategies.
Built capital

Natural capital
forests, and different forms of minerals.
Human capital

Cultural capital

Highly liquid resources (cash or equivalent) that contribute to the circulation of all forms of
capital through consumption and production processes that enable people’s livelihood

Human constructed infrastructures (tools, machines, buildings, technologies, roads, bridges

factories, etc.) that are used in production processes and to sustain human livelihoods.
The stock of renewable and non-renewable natural resources, such as biodiversity, soils, water,

Assets that a person develops such as health, formal education, skills, and knowledge.

From a Bourdieusian perspective it can exist in three forms:
beliefs, traditions, values; (2) objectified states such as pictures, books, dictionaries, machines,

DFID 1999, Porritt 2007, Samuelson and
Nordhaus 2010, Wilson 2010, 2012a, b,
Flora and Flora 2013

DFID 1999, Porritt 2007, Ekins and
Medhurst 2006, Flora and Flora 2013
Daly 1990, Ekins 1992, 2003, Costanza et
al. 1997, 2014, Deutsch et al. 2003,
Millenium Assessment 2005, Pelenc and
Ballet 2015

Becker 1993, Porritt 2007, Blair 2011,
Flora and Flora 2013

Bourdieu 1986, Berkes and Folke 1992,
1994, Throsby 1999, Flora and Flora 2013

(1) embodied states such as ideas,

sculptures, etc.; and (3) institutionalized state such as educational qualifications. Also used
more broadly to refer to cosmology, environmental philosophy, different forms of knowledge,
as well as values through which we judge and construct our worldview.

Social capital

Trust, formal and informal institutions, norms and obligations, networks, and individual and
collective actions. Two types of social capital are frequently referenced as well: bonding social
capital (interactions within a group), and bridging social capital (interactions between groups).

Granovetter 1973, Coleman 1988,
Gambetta 1988, Fukuyama 1995, 2000,
Putnam 2000, Ostrom and Ahn 2003

survival and cannot be replaced if it is totally depleted (Daly 1990,
Ekins 1992, 2003, Costanza et al. 1997, 2014, Deutsch et al. 2003,
Millenium Assessment 2005, Pelenc and Ballet 2015). Critics, such
as Gudynas (2000, 2011) and Naess (1989), argue that the
commodification and pricing of nature deprives and disregards
the inalienable right of nature to exist independent of any
economic valuation or service that it may or may not provide to
humans.

It is thus clear that some core capitals, such as natural and human
capitals, are underpinned by deeper political and moral
dimensions that elicit wider contestation around the use of the
capitals metaphor. However, and despite the contested nature of
capitals and their shortcomings, the metaphor was broadened and
capitals were merged into integrated multi-capital frameworks
(Table 2), gaining international traction through multi-lateral
development organizations, such as the World Bank and several
branches of the United Nations, as measurement tools for
sustainable development goals (UNU-IHDP and UNEP 2012,
Costanza et al. 2016).

One of the earliest and most widely cited social theorists to
expound on capitals was Pierre Bourdieu who presented his initial
integrated model of three capitals, namely economic, social, and
cultural capitals (Bourdieu, 1984, 1986). Bourdieu’s methodological
approach was qualitative and heavily influenced by the fields of
sociology and anthropology, and became one of the most
developed forms of integrated capital analysis, laying an
important foundation to address power and marginalization by
exploring how metaphysical forms of capital (especially cultural
and social capital) contribute to the perpetuation of social
inequities and class divisions.

Later, in the face of growing recognition of the ecological crisis,
and influenced by Bourdieu, Ekins (1992) presented a four-capital
economic model rooted in economics. This approach critiqued
the idea of unlimited growth and recognized limits to production
by incorporating environmental variables into the integrated
model proposed. Ekins’s framework would later be used by Porritt
(2007) who followed Ekins’s critique of rational models of the

economy (i.e., based on individualism, competition, and free
markets) by recognizing that unfettered growth is limited by the
laws of thermodynamics on a finite planet. Also, with reference
to the environmental field, the first appearance of a multi-capital
framework can be attributed to Berkes and Folke (1994) who
proposed a three-capital framework to assess the sustainable use
of natural capital. Scoones (1998) incorporated four capitals to
advanced sustainable rural livelihoods approaches. In addition,
influenced by Bourdieu, Putnam, and others, Flora and Flora
developed a community capitals approach over subsequent
editions of the book Rural Communities: Legacy and Change.

Business-centered multi-capital frameworks were developed
around the same time, such as Elkington’s (1999) triple bottom
line, Hawken et al. (1999) and Gleeson-White’s (2015) approach
to multiple capitals, and McElroy’s multi-capital scorecards
(McElroy and Thomas 2015; Thomas and McElroy 2014, https://
multicapitalscorecard.com/multicapitalism-a-new-economic-doctrine-
for-sustainability-in-commerce/). However, this expansion was
limited, as these frameworks maintained the simplistic multi-
capital framing of business accounting with the “bottom line”
expanded to five capitals (human, social and relationship,
constructed, economic, and natural capitals).

Finally, in addition to the development of multi-capital
frameworks such as the ones described above, a set of novel and
less well-known forms of capitals emerged. Some of these
emerging capitals were developed in the field of business
management and have been used to assess organizational
capabilities within companies and businesses (i.e., institutional
capital, intellectual capital, organizational capital, and
psychological capital). Spiritual capital is one of the least
developed in literature. Liu (2015, http://www.researchmethods.
org/MeasuringSpCapital.pdf) differentiated three main understandings
of spiritual capital: as religious capital;, as what makes life
meaningful; and as attachment to a deity(s). Another set of less
developed types of capital are related to Bourdieu’s concept of
cultural capital, including symbolic, legal-economic, scientific,
academic, non-scholastic cultural, inherited, and literary capitals
(Bourdieu 1984, 1987). The notion of political capital seems to
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Table 2. The integrated multi-capital frameworks frequently
mentioned in literature, including founding authors, initial year
of publication, and types of capital.

Number of
capitals

Pierre Bourdieu 1986 3

Author Year Type of capitals

Economic capital

Social capital

Cultural capital
Environmental capital
Human capital

Physically produced capital
Social/organizational capital
Natural capital

Cultural capital

Social capital

Natural capital
Economic/financial capital
Social capital

Human capital

Natural capital

Financial capital

Social capital

Human capital

Physical capital

Economic capital

Natural capital

Social capital

Jules Pretty and Hugh 2001 3 Social capital

Ward Human capital

Natural capital

Natural capital

Human capital

Social capital
Manufactured capital
Financial capital
Economic capital

Social capital
Environmental capital
Financial capital

Political capital

Social capital

Human capital

Cultural capital

Natural capital

Built capital
Economic/financial capital
Natural capital

Human made capital
Technological capital
Social capital

Human capital

Moral capital

Human capital

Social and relationship capital
Constructed capital
Internal and external economic
capital

Natural capital

Paul Ekins 1992 4

Fikret Berkes and 1994 3
Carl Folke

Tan Scoones 1998 4

Department for 1999 5
International
Development

John Elkington 1999 3

Jonathon Porritt 2007 5

Geoff Wilson 2010 3

Cornelia B. Floraand 2013 7
Jan L. Flora

Daniel Stokols, Raul 2013 7
Perez Lejano, and
John Hipp

Martin Thomas and 2014 5
Mark McElroy

have emerged as a complement to Putnam’s framing of social
capital to explain how civil society can influence government
(Booth and Bayer-Richard 1998). And, finally, moral capital
emerged much more recently and refers to norms, values, and
ethics that guide individual behavior and sets the normative
foundation on which communities are built. The concept of moral
capital has been a key element in some social research such as
rural studies (Jaye et al. 2022), human production systems (Wang
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2015), sustainable development (Porritt 2007), political processes
(Kane 2001), and human-environmental resilience (Stokols et al.
2013). Table 3 summarizes these emerging forms of capital.

In summary, there is an extensive literature on integrated multi-
capital frameworks and individual capitals. Empirical evidence
underscores the utility of applying these frameworks in many
different fields. However, although the frameworks are evidently
useful, most of them, as well as the individual capitals, are
attached (to varying extents) to a model of society that limits their
scope and application in a resilience context. This limitation is
rooted in how capital is framed and its etymological history, and
this limitation has neither been identified nor addressed in the
general capitals literature, nor in the community resilience
literature that draws on the capital metaphor. We argue, first, that
this limitation needs to be addressed to avoid reinforcing the
drivers and root causes of vulnerability and the hegemonies and
inequities that hinder community resilience understanding and
praxis. Second, we argue that critical social theory, especially
Bourdieu’s work given his social reproduction approach to
capitals dynamics, can help to address these shortcomings and
inform a more robust framing of the capitals concept to enable a
more fulsome and critical conceptualization and use of the
capitals metaphor in community resilience scholarship and
practice.

Problematizing the concept of capital

For much of the last 300 years, the term capital has been tied to
economic productivity: resources that are invested to generate
more or different resources. This characterization lacks specificity
asto the purpose of the reproduction of resources. The underlying
framing of capital centers on growth, production, and
consumption; and positions more recent types of capital (e.g.,
social, human, cultural, built, natural) in service of economic
production (Mujica 2012). The uncritical reproduction of this
conceptualization of capitals is deeply problematic, and hence
our focus on critically approaching the concept of capital and
multi-capital frameworks.

Our starting point is to consider the etymology of capital.
According to Cannan (1921), the origin of the word capital can
be traced to the classical Roman period when capitalis was a term
associated with what we now understand as “head.” Under this
conception, scholars of that time used capital in relation to
“crime” and “punishment”in the sense of “having to do with life,”
and also related the notion of what is “most important.” The
latter usage became very common in the French and English
languages to refer to that which was “most important,” such as a
capital city, capital argument, and capital punishment, for
example. However, in the 16th and 17th centuries, the term made
its first appearances in documents used to teach accounting. These
initial uses in the fields of economics and accounting were
associated with debt, goods possessed, wealth, and holdings of a
company (Cannan 1921). As the 18th century unfolded,
physiocratic authors such as Anne Robert Jacques Turgot (1795),
and classical economists such as Adam Smith (1776) and David
Ricardo (1817) included capital as an integral part of their
economic models. Evidently, as mercantilism grew and gave way
to capitalism that which was considered most important was
clearly established as the production system itself, placing
productivity as the driver of capital.
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Table 3. Synopsis of emerging forms of capital, including defining features and noteworthy citations.

Type of capital Definition

Author/year

Institutional capital
resources that can increase productivity.
Intellectual capital

Organizational capital
interpersonal relations.

Psychological capital Positive traits of human resources such as self-efficacy, optimism,
hope, and resilience.
Spiritual capital Religious beliefs

Attachment to God

What makes life meaningful
Legal-economic capital
Academic capital
Non-scholastic cultural capital
Inherited capital
Literary capital
Scientific capital

Symbolic capital

Formal and informal institutional context surrounding economic
Intangible assets of a company such as intellectual property,

organizational capital, and the intangible side of human capital.
Company’s embodied systems, procedures, structures, and

Set of less developed individual capitals that can be directly associated
with Bourdieu’s concept of cultural capital.

Symbolic capital is a credit; it is the power granted to those who have

Oliver 1997, Bresser and Millonig 2003, Schneider 2010
Edvinsson and Sullivan 1996, Petty and Guthrie 2000,
Wiederhold 2013

Tomer 1998, Brynjolfsson et al. 2002, Fu et al. 2016
Luthans et al. 2004, Avey et al. 2009

Rima 2020, Oommen and Muralivallabha 2025

Bourdieu 1984, 1987

Bourdieu 1989

obtained sufficient recognition to be in a position to impose
recognition. From that the various types of capital assume when they

are perceived and recognized as legitimate.
Political capital

Citizen’s behaviors, attitudes, organizations, connections, voices, and
power that allow them to influence other social actors, and turn

Booth and Bayer-Richard 1998, 2012, Serensen and
Torfing 2003, Flora and Flora 2013

shared norms and values into institutionalized normative systems.

Moral capital

Norms, values, and ethics that guide individual behavior and

Kane 2001, Porrit 2007, Stokols et al. 2013, Wang 2015

establishes the pillars on which communities are built.

Itis imperative to adjust the concept of capital in reference to that
which is most important, namely life itself; not merely the
capitalist production system. With this framing, the meaning of
all forms of capital is reconfigured; all capitals are in service of
life, not merely economic production. The historical framing of
capital is thus retained but, we argue, with a subtle, yet important
refocus: capital should be understood as all resources used to
generate more or new resources for the purpose of sustaining all
life forms on the planet.

This reframing of capital provides a point of departure for a more
critical application of the concept in community resilience
scholarship and practice. But as highlighted above, further
theoretical development and empirical evidence are needed to do
so reflectively (see also Pigg et al. 2013, Miles 2015), and from a
relational and critical social sciences perspective. We have argued
that Bourdieu’s body of work provides the best starting point for
this because his work is widely regarded to be the most
comprehensively and critically developed approach to capitals in
social sciences (Korom 2020, Teixeira da Silva 2021, Schirone
2023). In particular, Bourdieu’s work focuses attention on some
of the key social constructs and processes neglected in prevailing
SES and community resilience literature, namely, the drivers and
root causes of marginalization and inequities in power relations,
agency, and politics.

Empirical research by Carmen et al. (2022), Phibbs et al. (2018),
and Uekusa (2018), amongst others, have begun to apply
Bourdieu’s framing of capital to help to better understand power
dynamics and marginalization in disaster resilience. Others, like
Mu (2020) and Stahl and Mu (2024) have applied Bourdieu’s
“social reproduction” theory to approach psychological resilience
in children and education. However, resilience scholarship to date

has not explored how Bourdieu’s social reproduction theory
advances community resilience and SES scholarship more broadly.

We now take a closer look at Bourdieu’s social reproduction theory
and reveal the key contributions that his concepts of “capitals,”
“field,” and “habitus” can make. Understanding these concepts and
theory provide an important critical theory foundation for SES
thinking and a conjoined real-world approach to community
resilience and capitals.

The dynamics of capital mobilization: social reproduction

The Bourdieusian theory of social reproduction suggests that
individual and collective privileges built on capital accumulation
are transmitted and reproduced across generations through cultural
and social practices perpetuating social hierarchies and power
structures (Bourdieu 1986, Bourdieu and Passeron 1979). Key to
the dynamics of this process are four capitals (economic, social,
cultural, and symbolic capitals), habitus, and fields, all of which
will be explained in the following paragraphs.

Bourdieu defines capital as different forms of “accumulated labor”
that can be drawn upon by agents to harness social power and shape
the societal rules that structure access to privilege (Bourdieu 1986).
His conceptualization includes four core forms of capital:
economic, social, cultural, and symbolic capitals. Bourdieu’s
definition of economic capital is assets that can be “immediately
and directly convertible into money and may be institutionalized
in the form of property rights” (Bourdieu 1986:243). Similarly,
Bourdieu (1984, 1986, 1987) pioneered the conceptualization of
social capital as relational networks, a concept that has been picked
up by authors ever since (Coleman 1988, 1990, Putnam 1993, 2000,
Narayan 1999, Ostrom and Ahn 2003). However, although his
framing of social capital has been mainstreamed in literature, the
cultural and symbolic forms of capital that underpin his
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theorization of capitals are not well understood and are poorly
integrated into the multi-capital frameworks literature (Uekusa
2018); yet they are vital to understanding capital accumulation and
mobilization, community agency, and social inequity and
marginalization.

Bourdieu observed that cultural capital can appear in three forms:
(1) as embodied states or habitus, such as ideas, beliefs, traditions
enacted through a person’s behavior and bodily practices; (ii) in
objectified states, such as pictures, books, dictionaries, machines,
sculptures, etc.; and (iii) in its institutionalized state, such as
educational qualifications. Habitus is a key concept to integrate
into a critical community resilience capitals framework because it
helps explain agency through the accrual, and more importantly
the mobilization of cultural and other forms of capital. The
embodiment (bodily-manifestation) of cultural capital as habitus
refers to the expression of cultural dispositions and beliefs in
human behavior and bodies such as mannerisms, speech, clothing,
skills, that shape the way in which social agents perceive the world
and act within it (Bourdieu 1986, 1990, 2012). Additionally, habitus
is developed through human life experiences in relation to the social
environment and is understood as constituting individual and/or
collective social practices (Bourdieu 1986, 1990, 2012). Shared
habitus is what enables social proximity, interaction, and
cooperation amongst individuals; shaping social groups or class
and thus, constituting an essential prerequisite for the creation of
social capital (Bourdieu 1986, 2012). Shared habitus enables
individuals to recognize symbolic claims of legitimacy regarding
representativeness for example, and the power accrual by other
members of the same group or class. Habitus may be understood
as simultaneously structuring and being structured by experiences
as well as reflecting the symbolic structures that shape power
relations and individual and collective agency in the social world.

Symbolic capital exists only as long it is recognized by other actors,
thus arguably, a form of capital that exists only if there is a claim
of legitimacy of representativeness or discourse where others
recognize and acknowledge that claim aslegitimate (Bourdieu 1984,
1989). In this way, all forms of capital are in fact underpinned by
symbolic capital in that every capital requires social recognition or
legitimacy to hold any value (Bourdieu 1989). As an exemplar, a
50-dollar bill is materially only a piece of paper with drawings,
letters, and numbers on it. The holder of such an item would be
holding a useless piece of paper if it was not for the shared social
recognition of its symbolic value. In arguing that positions in the
field are determined by capital accumulation and mobilization, and
that the multiple forms of capital are ultimately underpinned by
symbolic capital, Bourdieu infers that (symbolic) power is always
associated with symbolic capital and cannot be exercised “without
the complicity of the whole group” (Bourdieu 2012:195). The
notion of symbolic power is therefore associated with agency in
that symbolic power drives social “world-making,” that is, the
power of changing “the vision of the world and the practical
operations by which groups are produced and reproduced”
(Bourdieu 1989:23).

Bourdieu’s concept of fields helps to better understand how capitals
are mobilized. Bourdieu describes fields as a series of relational,
dynamic, competitive, hierarchical overlapping, and permeable
social arenas (e.g., the economic field, the cultural field, or the
educational field) in which actors seek to achieve their interests
based on accrual of multiple forms of physical and metaphysical
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forms of capital (Bourdieu 1993). The structure and boundaries of
fields are determined by the way in which individuals accrue and
mobilize capitals seeking to occupy dominant positions in a field
that can also be divided into autonomous sub-fields with porous
boundaries. Additionally, fields can be structured hierarchically in
relation to each other and provide a structure in which actors
position themselves and or are positioned by other actors within
the field. Central positions in the field are usually held by actors
who have accrued significant capital and have the agency to
mobilize it individually or collectively to realize interests in the field
through establishing the rules and norms that regulate the field’s
dynamics and displacing others to more marginal positions in the
field (Bourdieu 1993).

Bourdieu (1984, 1986) draws on his framing of fields and the three
forms of cultural capital to construct his theory about social
reproduction that posits that personal and community
achievements are deeply influenced by “heavily disguised” and
sometimes even “invisible” social conditions, such as social class,
access to good food, housing, and “high-status” cultural activities
and practices embodied as habitus. Bourdieu also posits that all
three forms of capital are accumulated and can be transmitted
through social relations (social capital), such as family structures
and other socio-culturally homogeneous networks built on shared
habitus, i.e., mental and bodily dispositions (Bourdieu 1984). This
capital accumulation and transmission enables some individuals
and groups to monopolize valuable economic, cultural, and
symbolic resources systematically facilitating their access to central
positions in the field of power while marginalizing others, thus
monopolizing access to “world-making.” Bourdieu applied his
capitals-based social reproduction theory to explain class
formation, social privilege, marginalization, inequities, power and
politics, and agency, in areas such as education (Bourdieu and
Passeron 1979, 1990), culture and aesthetics (Bourdieu 1984, 1993),
and academia (Bourdieu 1988). In the same way, this framing of
capital can be used to address issues of inequity and power relations
in community resilience scholarship beyond the sole use of the
capitals metaphor.

Bourdieu’s perspective is very well articulated, but it has been
subject to two key critiques. First, some scholars (e.g., Schuller et
al. 2000, Lareau and Weininger 2003, Goldthorpe 2007, Tzanakis
2011) argue that although the interest in the concept of cultural
capital has grown since its inception, there is little to no empirical
evidence on the role that cultural capital plays in the social
reproduction thesis. Bourdieu counters that his work is not merely
theoretical, it is rooted in qualitative ethnographic research (e.g.,
Bourdieu 1984, 1993, 2012). Berger’s (2000) review of the use of
Bourdieu’s social reproduction thesis in primary, secondary, and
higher education in the United States documents an extensive body
of empirical evidence about the relationship between the social
reproduction thesis and social and cultural capitals. Bakker and
Gill (2019) draw on empirical studies from multiple disciplines such
as geography, migration studies, feminist studies, and political
economy, to show that social reproduction is in fact a “variegated”
social phenomena. Searching for quantifiable measures of
qualitative characteristics might be counterproductive given that
the situated nature of the social reproduction process and the
distinctive ways in which economic, social, cultural, and symbolic
forms of capital are framed, constituted, and reproduced. The
second key critique is posed by Latour (2005) and others (e.g.,
Sewell 1992, Bohman 1997, Robb 2010) who argue that Bourdieu’s
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structuralism ignores the reflexivity and transformative agency of
actors (Latour 2005). Bourdieu himself would rarely use the term
“agency,” however, he does refer to “agents” very frequently, and
his constructivist structuralist position manifested in the concept
of habitus delineates a fuzzy, relational, and dynamic boundary
between agency and structure. In other words, Bourdieu and his
adherents propose that individual agents’ habitus can be structured
by their social environment, but also acknowledge that agents’
habitus simultaneously endows agents with the reflexive ability to
transform themselves and social structures (Nash 1999, Bourdieu
2012, Stahl and Mu 2024).

In summary, we argue that Bourdieu’s theory on social
reproduction processes provides a constructive way to progress
multi-capital-based conceptualization of resilience, especially from
an SES perspective, by explicitly mobilizing key social science
concepts such as power relations, politics, agency, and
marginalization. In essence, Bourdieu’s work sheds light on the
dynamic and complex processes that underpin agency and capitals
mobilization and distribution in communities, including processes
driving power inequities, marginalization, and thus, hindering
equitable community resilience building.

Toward a new community resilience capitals framework

Although SES resilience scholarship, and within it the capitals
metaphor, have made progress in incorporating key social science
concepts such as power, inequity, and marginalization, there is
limited scholarship that deliberately engages with critical social
theory and how this can inform resilience conceptualization and
praxis. The application of a Bourdieusian perspective on the
capitals metaphor to inform community resilience scholarship
enables better integration of critical social theory into resilience
scholarship and SES research more generally. Here, we draw on
Bourdieu’s social reproduction thesis to construct a Community
Resilience Capitals Framework.

We start by drawing on key concepts for operationalizing
community resilience, namely community capacity and community
competence as these two concepts provide a useful basis to
approach issues of agency, and resource access and distribution in
community resilience processes (Pooley et al. 2006, Norris et al.
2008, Kulig et al. 2013, Matarrita-Cascante et al. 2017). We then
propose complementing and expanding the explanatory potential
of these concepts by drawing on key Bourdieusian social
reproduction concepts such as capitals (economic, cultural, social,
and symbolic capitals), habitus, and fields to explicitly engage with
issues of power, inequity, and marginalization.

Community capacity (CCa) refers to the total amount of tangible
and intangible forms of capital available in a community to draw
on to chart resilience pathways. We focus on the four key capitals
referred to by Bourdieu as central for social reproduction
(economic, cultural, social, and symbolic capitals) but recognize
that other capitals (such as natural capital) could be included in the
framework, depending on their relevance to specific resilience
building contexts within and across communities. The concepts of
cultural and symbolic capitals in particular provide important
conceptual tools to deepen understanding of key social issues such
as symbolic power and collective world-making in community
resilience processes.

Community competence (CCo) refers to the internal ability of a
system (in this case a community) to access, distribute, and use
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different forms of capital (CCa) to adapt to changes. The
Bourdieusian concept of habitus is key here as embodied values
and representations of the world manifesting as bodily dispositions
and decision making affect social groups and their agency to access,
distribute, and use different forms of capital (CCa) across social
fields. Framed in this way, CCo allows one to reveal and apply
important social processes, such as social structures, collective
agency, collective-decision making, and self-enablement, in SES
thinking.

Finally the Bourdieusian concept of fields is used to refer to the
social arenas in which actors draw on their competence (CCo) and
resources (CCa) to position themselves and others while charting
and navigating potential resilience pathways; from inequitable
pathways that reproduce social inequities and marginalization, to
social-redistribution pathways that foster enduring social-
ecological justice and equity for people and the planet. As shown
in Figure 2, these constructs are foundation stones for the
Community Resilience Capitals Framework.

Fig. 2. Community Resilience Capitals Framework based on
Bourdieu’s theory of social reproduction.
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The CRCF can be used to better understand and assess how power
and marginalization influence resilience building, and thus enable
more effective community-based resilience. The CRCF provides
a conceptual framework to identify capitals accrued by different
actors as CCa and describe how they are mobilized and drawn
on (CCo) to secure community priorities. By identifying capitals
and how actors draw on them, CRCF can also be used to identify
hierarchical power relations between actors and sectors of the
community in resilience building processes. The framework
reveals the complex capital dynamics and power relations that
underpin community agency and the processes of negotiating and
enacting community priorities. It can also be used to reveal
practical barriers that impede efforts to enable enduring
community resilience. Complex and divergent worldviews and
interests, and power dynamics and politics shape real-life
community interactions and ultimately influence how community
resilience discourses are translated into community-based
resilience practice. The CRCF framework helps to better
understand these interactions and provides a foundation for
unlocking community resilience.

CONCLUSION

This review reveals that the adoption of the capitals metaphor in
community resilience literature is limited by the narrow way in
which authors engage with Bourdieu’s critical scholarship,
limiting their explanatory power and resilience building potential.
Furthermore, the unreflective and inconsistent expansion of the
capitals metaphor to cover multiple domains of human and more-
than-human life in community resilience literature has
inadvertently reinforced the assumption that the purpose of
capital is merely to reproduce capital, thus placing all forms of
life in service of capital production and reproduction.

Leveraging Bourdieu’s framing of capital, his social reproduction
thesis can be deployed to better understand resilience. Our
framework proposes a categorical and critical re-definition of the
purpose of capital that shifts thinking toward a more progressive
and contemporary understanding of capital and its primary
purpose: to sustain the well-being of all life forms on the planet.
This re-framing of the term capital presents a new lens to analyze
the purpose and effects of resilience building efforts. As a result,
we propose a new Community Resilience Capitals Framework
that draws on insights from Bourdieu’s critical social exposition
on social reproduction processes.

Bourdieu’s works highlight the relationship between capitals,
power, and marginalization in resilience building processes. We
argue our framework holds potential for identifying how actors
accrue and mobilize different forms of capital as they try to
determine and secure community priorities. In addition, the
framework holds analytical value to explore how capitals
mobilization, distribution, and accrual counters social
marginalization and exclusion from community agency and
decision-making processes. This proposed framework advances
the capital’s metaphor in resilience scholarship beyond a “stock
of assets” construct toward a more nuanced, reflexive, and critical
approach to better understand how communities at various scales
can understand and address equitable resilience building
processes in the context of escalating social-ecological risks.

Ecology and 8001ety 31(1) 15
ds / S

Data Availability:
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