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Abstract
Is resilience always adaptive and functional, or can resilience be maladaptive in contexts where it masks vulnerability or prevents
effective action to address risk? In this paper, we propose a new reading of resilience research which challenges the prevailing
positive perspective and instead proposes that negative aspects of resilience are common. We focus on studying resilience on a
spectrum, distinguishing between degrees of functionality by asking three questions: (1) Is there a wrong degree of resilience? (2)
Is there a wrong context for resilience? and (3) Is there a wrong type of resilience? We conclude with reflections on the dark side
of resilience by differentiating between functional and less functional adaptation in relation to contexts, degrees of risk, and types
of resilience shown.
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As Darwin’s theory of survival of the fittest so eloquently (and
wrongly) explained, the weak and vulnerable are undesirable
because they are not expected to achieve optimal outcomes.
We now understand that diversity is key to population success
and that characteristics that appear to be signs of weakness can
benefit a species when social and ecological conditions
change. Attention to positive adaptation within a limited scope
of performance metrics, however, continues to characterize
human resilience research, tracing its history back to studies
by Garmezy (1974), Rutter (1990), Werner (Werner & Smith,
1982), and others who identified the significant role of posi-
tive (socially desirable) adaptation in at-risk children who de-
spite the odds showed high levels of achievement. This has
not been without benefit as resilience research has contributed
to policy changes, prevention strategies, and interventions that
have helped foster positive adaptation in flawed contexts
(Ungar, 2020; Luthar, 2006; Masten, Cutuli, Herbers, &
Reed, 2009; Torres, Southwick, & Mayes, 2011).

For the last several decades, however, there has also been
ongoing debate about the definition, conceptualization, and
measurement of resilience, with many models of resilience
encouraging what Howell and Voronka (2012) refer to as “a
technology of looking inward” (p. 4–5), with populations like
soldiers and their families (Howell, 2015), university students
(Aubrecht, 2012), and youth in foster care (Drapeau, Saint-
Jacques, Lépine, Bégin, & Bernard, 2007) dissuaded from
questioning context-related adversities like racism and other
forms of social injustice. They are, instead, directed towards
positive thinking and self-actualization. Aside from making
individuals the locus of change, much of this individualized
discourse on resilience suggests that there is a right way to
adapt to risk. Though we are not arguing for the superiority of
vulnerability, we are suggesting a more contextualized appre-
ciation for what resilience should look like in different con-
texts of risk and greater focus to which regimes of cognition
and behavior have the most value for different populations.
When precisely is resilience functional and when is it less
functional?

We are not the first to pose this question, though we are the
first to explore the concept of the dark side of resilience with
the psychological state and social and physical ecologies of
individuals in mind. Previous resilience scholars have pon-
dered the dubiousness of resilience with what has been re-
ferred to as a ‘paradox.’ For example, Atkinson, Martin, and
Rankin (2009) discussed the possibility of looking at resil-
ience in a way which may not always be positive, whereby
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they revisited the concept of resilience in their attempt to warn
against “dangers of popular movements based on uncertain
evidence” (2008, p.144). Elsewhere, Kuhlicke (2013) ex-
plored the dark side of resilience in relation to abuses of pow-
er, enabling those with privilege to “define what is right and
what is wrong” (p. 61). Together, these references hint at
something amiss with resilience research and caution us to
consider what should not be read as resilience, or in other
words, when the concept of resilience stops being positive.
We begin our argument with a brief review of the concept of
resilience itself, highlighting the benefits and trade-offs which
underscore the degrees of functionality in relation to
adaptation.

Resilience as a Changing Concept

The concept of resilience is becoming increasingly
multisystemic as studies of positive human adaptation under
stress are inspiring research into fields as diverse as resilient
communication systems (Anderson et al., 2020), economics
(Perrings, 2006), political science (Olsson et al., 2006), soci-
ology (Adger, 2000), and urban planning (Pickett, McGrath,
Cadenasso, & Felson, 2014). Moreover, resilience has been
related to other scientific concepts such as natural capital
(Deutsch, Folke, & Skånberg, 2003), sustainability
(Elmqvist et al., 2019), globalization (Armitage & Johnson,
2006), and ecological justice (Brown, 2016). While diversity
of fields implies diversity of definitions, psychological resil-
ience remains relatively homogeneous in its understanding of
positive development as a “dynamic process encompassing
positive adaptation within the context of significant adversity”
(Luthar, Cicchetti, & Becker, 2000, p.543). Importantly, ex-
posure to significant threat or severe adversity and the
achievement of positive adaptation are consistent attributes
of resilience though who defines a state of adversity and
which outcomes are thought to be positive remain discursively
challenging.

Adaptation typically refers to the developmental process
(adjustment) by which individuals deal with difficult situa-
tions. Though other disciplines emphasize the need for envi-
ronments to accommodate or facilitate a population’s survival
under stress, psychological resilience has tended to refer to
how an individual’s positive adaptation potentiates success
rather than how a change in the environment surrounding
the individual could contribute to personal transformation
(Ungar, 2019). Positive adaptation refers to “adjustment that
is much better than what would be expected” (Luthar,
Crossman, & Small, 2015, p. 248) such as academic achieve-
ment or restraint from substance abuse. For this reason, resil-
ience research explores the processes, moderators, and mech-
anisms that facilitate positive adaptation in the hope of pro-
viding a guide for the development of targeted interventions

aimed at attenuating the deleterious effects of maltreatment or
social vulnerabilities (Houshyar, Gold, & DeVries, 2013).
Some researchers, however, have argued that resilience is of
tenuous scientific utility because it reflects ontogenetic insta-
bility (Kaplan, 1999, 2013). For example, although a propor-
tion of at-risk children excel at a particular point in time, many
falter subsequently and manifest substantial deterioration in
their levels of adaptation (Tarter et al., 1999).

Positive adaptation can also overlook the potential for per-
sonal enhancement because of risk exposure. In studies of
adaptation to life crisis, investigators have often failed to con-
sider the possibility of a new and better level of adaptation that
reflects personal growth (posttraumatic growth) rather than a
return to the status quo (Kaplan, 2005; Schaefer & Moos,
1992). Thus, personal growth requires a period of decline in
functioning if new capacities are to be realized. With few
exceptions, patterns of coping like social withdrawal and mal-
adaptive coping may produce long-term benefits or provide a
temporary escape from a toxic social environment, but have
generally not been understood as resilience (for a discussion,
see Ungar, 2015).

In recent years, however, particularly in the fields of urban
resilience and related to the topic of climate change,
researchers have started to point to the paradox and costs of
resilience. For example, Chelleri, Waters, Olazabal, and
Minucci (2015) speak of urban resilience as “not necessarily
a normatively positive concept anymore” (p.1) when the
trade-offs are taken into account and the resilience of one
ecological system comes at the cost of co-occurring systems.
They suggest a focus on sustainability rather than resilience
due to the assumption that resilience in a particular system is
only being achieved at the expense of another system’s vul-
nerability. Similarly, Brewington (2016) speaks of the costs of
maintaining social-ecological resilience due to the heteroge-
neous nature of societies which lead to “social and environ-
mental perturbations” (p. 95), which is more often than not,
“borne by those with the least social power” (p. 95).

Similarly, studies in the field of psychology have shown
that among adolescents who experience significant adversi-
ties, those who evidence successful adaptation often struggle
with covert psychological difficulties over time, such as prob-
lems of depression and posttraumatic stress (see Luthar,
Doernberger, & Zigler, 1993), a phenomenon attributable to
overloaded stress response systems common to resilient chil-
dren in persistently violent environments. Evidence of such
variations across domains has led some to question whether
resilience is a veridical construct as opposed to a mythical
entity (Fischer et al., 1987; Liddle, 1994).

For these reasons, our discussion here benefits from a
multidisciplinary understanding of resilience that contex-
tualizes psychological adaptation with theory informed
by sociology (neoliberalism and power relations), ecol-
ogy, and human history.
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Resilience on a Spectrum: Functional vs. Less
Functional1

With few exceptions, the existing references to psychological
resilience as a paradox (more resilience may actually create
more vulnerability in some contexts) are few, though the par-
adox has been discussed much more in the context of climate
change where catastrophic weather events are destroying hu-
man capital but allowing natural ecosystems to reclaim histor-
ical territory like coastal wetlands that thrive after a hurricane
or forests after a wildfire. To explore this paradox, we focus on
studying resilience on a spectrum, distinguishing between
more and less functional resilience. Specifically, we propose
three questions: (1) Is there a wrong degree of resilience? (2)
Is there a wrong context for resilience? and (3) Is there a
wrong type of resilience?

Is There a Wrong Degree of Resilience?

Early definitions of resilience contrasted the concept of posi-
tive development under stress with the condition of vulnera-
bility, making resilience synonymous with invulnerability
(Anthony, 1987; for detailed discussions refer to Cannon,
2008; Cutter, Boruff, & Shirley, 2003). While this polarity
has been challenged and resilience is now understood as its
own unique dimension of well-being (one is only more or less
resilient, and a low level of resilience is conceptually different
from one’s degree of vulnerability). Despite the change, the
notion that there is an optimal amount of resilience persists
and that higher levels of resilience are correlated with lower
vulnerability. In practice, this means that researchers like
Prince-Embury (2013) assumed that more educational sup-
ports for children with learning disabilities made them less
vulnerable to stigma, bullying, or delinquency. This may have
the appearance of truth, but in fact, increases to the factors that
make children resilient are orthogonally related to decreases in
vulnerability. As Keyes (2002) has suggested, the factors that
promote mental health are distinct from those that potentiate
mental disorder. A child with a learning challenge, for exam-
ple, may receive all the supports she requires to thrive aca-
demically but still cope with a toxic social environment which
threatens her psychological and physical health outside the
classroom.

Vulnerability, therefore, operates on its own continuum,
placing individuals at more or less risk. In a systematic defi-
nition of vulnerability, Scotti, Beach, Northrop, Rode, and

Forsyth (1995) identified three categories: biological (genetic
and physiological dispositions), historical (forms of psycho-
pathology such as an individual’s socio-economic status), and
psychological vulnerability (an individual’s cognitions and
learned behavior). With regard to psychological vulnerability,
one’s past experience with adversity (Paton, Smith, &
Violanti, 2000), frequency of exposure, and timing of stressful
events, as well as the individual’s health status, fatigue, and
psychological stress, can all influence the amount of vulnera-
bility an individual experiences (Flin, 1996). None of this,
however, necessarily compromises ego-resiliency (Anthony,
1987) as the individual’s resilience will reflect his “coping
skills, acquired defensiveness, competence and support from
external sources” (p.28). For this reason, it follows that even
where there is evidence of vulnerability, the person who ex-
hibits resilience may function in ways that suggest a range of
coping styles from sociopathy (he survives but shows no re-
gard for the welfare of others) to heroes (those who appear to
bounce back from adversity without any negative conse-
quences). Each state of resilience along the continuum reflects
the resources available. This is to say, invulnerability is
context-dependent and is therefore not always perceived as
positive by institutional leaders like mental health profes-
sionals, educators, employers, and government policymakers
(Ungar, 2004).

Shifting from the vulnerability continuum to degrees of
resilience, one’s ability to mitigate exposure to risk and en-
hance functioning can range from less optimal or naïve to
functional and realistic. For example, psychological concepts
like ‘false hope syndrome’ and ‘self-enhancing trait’ can ap-
pear similar to resilience-related factors like optimism and
self-esteem, even though the former do little to create sustain-
able patterns of coping and may actually undermine the indi-
vidual’s motivation to act in socially desirable ways that are
synonymous with thriving.

Likewise, Polivy and Herman (2000) introduced “false
hope syndrome” as a way to explain how individuals who
have high hopes and expectations at the start of a process of
personal change can actually be harmed by their optimism:
“When these unrealistic expectations are not met, the outcome
of attempted self-modification may be disappointment, dis-
couragement, and a perception of oneself as a failure” (p.
82). Self-confidence and high levels of self-efficacy—factors
necessary for personal resilience—are only helpful when the
goal or the desired outcome is realistically achievable.

Furthermore, Snyder’s (Snyder, Rand, King, Feldman, &
Woodward, 2002) “hope theory” theorizes different states of
“high hope” and “low hope”. Individuals who tend to have
positive illusions about themselves and the outside world are
high hopers who differ from low hopers who distort reality
through denial and repression. Although both groups
misperceive reality, the ones with high hopes are closer to
false hope. Musschenga (2019) has discussed the same topics

1 In order to avoid creating yet another false dichotomy, functionality is not
compared with an end-state of dysfunctionality, and is rather compared with
‘less-functional.’ We hope that this does not lead to any polarizations, as we
believe humans are complex beings and such black and white adjectives can-
not do justice to human actions/behaviors. However, these two terms are used
in this paper for the lack of better words.
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by introducing “normative and epistemic justification” (p.
429) based on Day’s (1991) formulations of hope. For
Musschenga, hope can be justified only if it is realistic, has
cognitive elements, and is reasonable. This kind of hope, he
believes, is epistemically justified and different from false
hope in the sense that the latter is “epistemically unjustified
hope” (p. 430). Shaw, Scully, and Hart (2014) also observed
that over-reliance on one’s coping ability was a source of
fragility in the context of a natural disaster like a flood, where
inhabitants of the Solomon Islands in 2002 displayed levels of
self-reliance which the researchers refer to as “negative resil-
ience” as it produced “resilience that is impossible to deliver”
(p. 200).

Similarly, trait self-enhancement can be initially construc-
tive but can also lead to darker consequences. Self-
enhancement is defined as “the tendency toward overly posi-
tive or unrealistic self-serving biases” (Bonanno, Rennike, &
Dekel, 2005, p. 985) which has been defended as a mediating
factor in effective coping and resilience (Taylor & Brown,
1988). For example, Bonanno and his team (Bonanno et al.,
2005) studied self-enhancement as a resilience predictor
among 9/11 survivors in New York City. Taylor, Lerner,
Sherman, Sage, and McDowell (2003) observed how self-
enhancers responded to stress better than non-self-enhancers.
Elsewhere, Bonanno, Field, Kovacevic, and Kaltman (2002)
showed the positive effect of self-enhancement on adjustment
to real-world stressors. Although trait self-enhancers evidence
positive traits like high self-esteem, there has been critique
over how this trait hides the underlying personal and social
liabilities such as unhampered narcissism (for details, see
Bonanno et al., 2005). In other works, self-enhancers have
been described as manipulative or emotionally withdrawn
(see Paulhus & Williams, 2002). Self-enhancers’ strength in
situations such as bereavement may, however, act in their
favor and make them appear resilient to emotional turmoil
but leads to their being judged unfavorably and unfeeling.

In summary, an excessive degree of resilience, manifested
as high hope and/or self-enhancing, can lead to undesirable
outcomes. The long-term social and psychological difficulties
which result from this excessive degree of individual resil-
ience conjures up a picture as the darker side to resilience
and a possible dysfunctional aspect to positive adaptation.

Is There a Wrong Context for Resilience?

PolivyConsidering “resilience cannot be conceptualised in
contexts that are risk-free” (Theron, 2012, p. 334), the context
itself plays a leading role in what we understand as the resil-
ience paradox. For example, resilience has been measured in
contexts of loss and grief (e.g., Mancini & Bonanno, 2011),
urban poverty and community violence (Luthar & Goldstein,
2004), maltreatment (Afifi &MacMillan, 2011; Nishimi et al.,

2020), serious mental illness (e.g., Meyer & Mueser, 2011),
sexual assault (Frey, Beesley, Abbott, & Kendrick, 2017;
Resnick, Guille, McCauley, & Kilpatrick, 2011), terrorism
(Hobfoll, Hall, Horsey, & Lamoureux, 2011), catastrophic life
events (Cox Jr, 2012; Riolli, Savicki, & Cepani, 2002), and
economic challenge (e.g., Buckner & Waters, 2011).
Therefore, some form of challenging context must exist for
resilience to occur. Our question is whether every adverse
context calls for a resilience response on the individual’s side.
Though the field of resilience research assumes everyone ben-
efits from the presence of resilience-enhancing qualities, some
contexts make these factors harmful to the long-term survival
of the individual. For example, in regard to disaster risk re-
duction, resilience can be defined as “The ability of a system,
community or society exposed to hazards to resist, absorb,
accommodate to and recover from the effects of a hazard in
a timely and efficient manner, including through the preserva-
tion and restoration of its essential basic structures and func-
tions” (UNISDR, 2009, p. 24). Though the definition presup-
poses resilience to be desirable, Ogunbode et al. (2019) de-
scribe a “resilience paradox” (p. 703) in relation to climate
change where reduced negative emotional responses to disas-
ter can translate into less motivation to undertake climate
change mitigation. They conclude that “support for victims
of extreme weather should include explicit acknowledgement
of the involvement of climate change and the need for action
to mitigate future climate risks” (Ogunbode et al., 2019,
p.703). Their conclusion—although limited to natural disas-
ters and climate change—supports our overall hypothesis that
different forms of individual resilience are not functional or
optimal in every context.

Similarly, in contexts of poverty, resilience may not be the
solution either if resilience means adapting to the idea of mer-
itocracy, defined as “a society in which social position is ab-
solutely a product of innate ability, coupled with application
or effort - with the implication that social origins have no
influence on outcomes” (Boliver & Byrne, 2013, p. 52). For
example, Carlin (2013), in his research on young people
growing up in communities with long-term economic chal-
lenges, criticizes the positive attribution of strength in a con-
text of chronic unemployment, social isolation, or violence.
Diprose’s (2015) perspective on how resilience is futile fol-
lows the same line of argument. She believes that “promotion-
al culture celebrates overcoming-the-odds performance”
(p.50) by placing responsibility solely on individuals for
change. The outcome of constant striving in a context de-
prived of resources is likely to be learned helplessness
(Seligman, 1975). In contrast, a healthier experience of resil-
ience than ‘bouncing back’ from poverty is Manyena,
O'Brien, O'Keefe, and Rose’s (2011) concept of “bounce for-
ward” whereby individuals and communities limit “poverty
(by conserving and developing resources) and vulnerability
(by reducing risk to people and assets)” (p. 417).
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In summary, in particular contexts, resilience can be
wrongly deployed as an inducement to tolerate disparity and
inequality, accepting the deferral of demands for change, or as
an excuse to assign individuals who lack power the responsi-
bility to change their lives.

Is There a Wrong Usage for Resilience?

Use of the term resilience has been traced back to Greek
writers from Seneca the Elder to Ovid and Cicero, through
Francis Bacon who first used the term in its modern scientific
form in his Sylva Sylvarum (1625), and its first use in connec-
tion with disaster recovery by Tomes (1857), to finally being
popularized in the study of social ecological systems by
Holling (1973) and then in psychology by a lengthy list of
researchers in the late 1970s and early 1980s (Alexander,
2013, p. 2709-10). Putting aside the early meanings and us-
ages of the term (for the etymology of the term, see Alexander,
2013), before its promotion by psychology in the 20th centu-
ry, the term had been used to connote positive qualities like
flexibility and even sometimes negative ones like fickleness
(see Alexander, 2013). Historically, however, the term is typ-
ically used to describe fortitude under stress that results in
socially expected and desirable outcomes. While on the sur-
face, these are preferred outcomes, use of the term resilience
has also been misapplied to situations where the situation
might more accurately have been described as producing
vulnerability.

One such example is the famous Antarctic adventure by the
British explorer, Ernest Shackleton. He and his teammanaged
to survive 2 years shipwrecked in the cold wilderness. The
expedition passed into history as an example of British hero-
ism (Lansing, 2001), and Shackleton was praised for his
unique fai th and opt imism. One way to look at
Schackleton’s case would be to interpret his perseverance as
signs of personality resilience. This perspective would praise
his superhuman bravery. However, such a perspective would
also imply that any behavior, which deviates from that sort of
bravery, is to be blamed for being a sign of timidity. When we
set the norm to be a case like Schackleton’s, the average per-
son who may have (wisely) turned back and not endangered
their ship and crew may seem weak and less resilient (or not
resilient at all). In other words, use of the term resilient, when
applied to exceptional human endeavors, may inadvertently
make resilience unobtainable, or misconstrue the benefits of
more measured action. This becomes even more questionable
when we consider statements such as “The power of brave
should be an action-prospect for all related to resilient pro-
gramming” (Sanders, 2018, p. 1). Although research has
shown that “bravery is linked to increased resilience, de-
creased PTSD-related symptomatology, and greater feelings
of personal competence” (Kugel, Hausman, Black, & Bongar,

2017, n.p.), there have been some criticism regarding the in-
terrelatedness of bravery and resilience. For example, John
Diamond (1998), a New York columnist, in his autobiogra-
phy,C: Because Cowards Get Cancer Too, made reference to
this misconception, critiquing the mistaken assumption that
people who died from cancer had not fought hard enough.
Likewise, the popularization of Duckworth’s (2016) studies
of grit originated from the work she did with the US military.
While grit predicted which soldiers finished training, even
Duckworth admits that self-selecting out of training when it
became difficult was a wise (and resilient) move for soldiers
who realized that the role they were training for would be a
bad fit for themmentally or physically. While stories of grit or
bravery are always constructed as positive, failure is also a
signifier of resilience if one changes the metrics of success
to include the exercise of individual preferences. To illustrate
this point another way, social norms have always played a role
in the positive perception of resilience. For example, over
time, different reactions to anxiety have been seen as adaptive,
including opium addiction in the 19th century or compliance
with psychopharmacological interventions in the 1990s.
These days, however, anxiety disorders carry with them ex-
pectations that people seek therapy in addition to medication,
redefining the right course of action and the right, or more
resilient, way of dealing with anxiety (Harper & Speed, 2014).

In a related context, Furedi (2014) discusses how processes
of representation have a legitimizing function for existing or-
thodoxies and how they contribute to the ongoing hegemonic
dominance of medical frames of reference. Furedi contextual-
izes the rise and growth of therapeutic culture and identifies
the ways in which this creates specific ‘subject positions’ that
complement wider forces of domination within psychiatry and
society. Likewise, it has been argued that resilience thinking
consistently relies on the assumption that the social order is
based upon consensus, while the neoliberal capitalist system
involves dispossession and exploitation in ways that are inim-
ical to the acquisition of safety and robust defenses against
hazards (Hornborg, 2009). There have been other similar at-
tacks on resilience that reference its neoliberal implications.
Chandler, among the most active critics of resilience in the
postmodern age, in a recent coauthored book with Chandler
and Reid 2016, maintains that the problem of neoliberalism is
that after exposure to risk, the individual, who is acting resil-
ient, bounces back towards their initial state before exposure
to the stressor, ignoring the fact that the original state was
flawed, likely because of social or financial inequality or mis-
conduct by governments and institutions. In all such cases, the
resilience of the compliant individual is not only destructive,
but a catalyst for further injustice. To illustrate, we can return
to the example of the flooding that affected the Solomon
Islands. Survivors recovered largely on their own but they
built the exact same one-story houses that could not withstand
future floods (Shaw et al., 2014). To describe their efforts as
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resilience misuses the concept, suggesting that bad decisions
that imperil a population (or an expedition to the Antarctic)
should be applauded as successful even though they show
signs of poor judgment or a lack of resources. The Solomon
Islanders may have had no choice but to rebuild on land pre-
viously occupied, but to call this return to an earlier regime of
behavior resilience, undermines the need for social
transformation.

Similarly, in a cautionary note on the nature of resil-
ience, Bracke (2016) in her paper Vulnerability and
Resistance in Times of Resilience, using Berlant’s termi-
nology ‘cruel optimism’, writes that “individuals in our
society remain so attached to fantasies of upward mobil-
ity, job security, political and social equality, and durable
intimacy, despite the evidence suggesting that these fan-
tasies are unachievable” (p. 62). Bracke tags resilience as
mildly cruel if “resilience holds a promise of individual
survival” in a world full of threats as imminent as ecolog-
ical disaster, and as “extensively” cruel if one considers
the empty “promises of flourishing” where “grassroots
support” is failing (p. 64). In short, resilience as a concept
does not necessarily seed advocates; rather some theorists
contend its negative nature, or go as far as creating an
anti-resilience camp (Evans & Reid, 2014).

Concluding Remarks

Humans have always wanted to be strong. Our strength has
been framed differently over time, from mere survival to re-
covery to flourishing. In the academic world, prominent resil-
ience scholars (Ungar, 2012; Masten & Wright, 2010; Rutter,
2012) maintain that the study of resilience is incomplete.
Masten and Wright (2010), for example, criticize theories of
resilience for their being rooted in the experiences of
advantaged populations. In such contexts, the term resilience
can be misused to mask structural and psychological prob-
lems. Arguably, research on human capabilities and adaptive
systems that promote healthy development and functioning
have the potential to inform policy and programs that foster
competence and human capital while also preventing prob-
lems, but only if we remain sensitive to the hegemonic ten-
dencies when we use a terminology like resilience to imply all
adaptation under stress is optimal.

With this article, we seek to open discussion of the dark
side of resilience, building on the disjointed body of scholar-
ship which has suggested that resilience is not always positive.
Further research is needed to examine individual and commu-
nity resilience and how the many aspects of personality and
environment interact to produce truly sustainable and benev-
olent transformations in the ways people adapt to significant
personal and structural challenges.
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