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Abstract  

Abstract of a thesis submitted in partial fulfilment of the 

requirements for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy.act 

 

Shaking ground and shifting collectives:  
Understanding community resilience in  

Kaikōura, Aotearoa New Zealand 
 

by 

Ashley Marie Rudkevitch 

At 00:02 on 14 November, 2016 a destructive 7.8 Mw earthquake struck the North Canterbury region of 

Aotearoa New Zealand’s South Island. Prior to and following the earthquake, natural and social scientists 

conducted a significant amount of research on the resilience processes and recovery efforts in North 

Canterbury. This thesis examines community resilience in Kaikōura, a small town and district greatly 

impacted by the earthquake. Community resilience has been widely used in disaster risk reduction 

research, policy, and practice to describe how a group of individuals within a boundary respond to 

events, hazards, and shifts in their everyday life. Using exploratory inquiry, this thesis adopts qualitative 

research methods including document analysis, 24 semi-structured interviews, and participant 

observation to explore the idea that the recent scholarly emphasis on resilience has come at the 

expense of critical engagement with the complexities of communities. I draw on the idea of ‘collectives’ 

(comprising community-based organisations or less formal social networks with a shared purpose) as a 

lens to consider how, when unexpected life events happen, collectives can be regarded as a resource for 

change or constancy. The examination of collectives following a disaster can lend insight into the many 

elements of community as they bring people together in collaboration or drive them apart in conflict. 

This thesis therefore contributes to an enhanced practical and theoretical understanding of both 

community and resilience. 

Keywords: community, resilience, earthquake, collectives, disaster 
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Chapter 1  

Introduction 

1.1 Two Minutes Past Midnight 

On 14 November 2016 at two minutes past midnight the North Canterbury region of the South Island of 

Aotearoa New Zealand was struck by a 7.8 Mw earthquake. Dubbed as one of the most complex 

earthquakes ever to be studied (Amos, 2017; Morton, 2019), it moved along 180km of land for two 

minutes ripping the ground apart and driving the earth upwards as much as 4.8m along the Kaikōura 

coast (Hamling et al., 2017). As one local described it, “We’re rising up – we didn’t expect we were going 

to rise 2 metres, but we’re rising up” (Pennington, 2017, p. 9). The sudden and prolonged jerking 

startled the small seaside community of Kaikōura awake, where locals and tourists alike found 

themselves rushing uphill to safety with the threat of a tsunami looming. Within Kaikōura township, the 

natural elevation of Churchill Park, the marae, and hospital parking lot became places of refuge for the 

night as individuals and families hunkered down waiting for first light to survey the extent of the 

damages (Pennington, 2017).  

Once morning arrived, the severity of the earthquake’s destruction was revealed. The major 

displacement of land caused extensive rock fall, including nine major slips along the main State Highway 

1 (SH1) and countless smaller slips on all three access roads in and out of Kaikōura. As seen from the sky, 

one Radio New Zealand reporter explained that: 

The centre-line of State Highway 1 south of the Clarence River bridge does not 
match up anymore. At the crux of the fault, the white-painted road markings 
on the south side are perhaps 2 or 3 metres to the west of the markings on the 
north side. (Pennington, 2017, p. 53) 

With the roads scattered in rubble and severely damaged from shifts, it meant that Kaikōura was 

completely closed off from the rest of the country by land (Ainge Roy, 2016a; Paterson, 2016). SH1 was 

impassable to the north and south, and the Inner Kaikōura Road to the west of town was closed as well. 

A glimpse into the extent of the damage to the coastal road of SH1 can be seen in Figure 1.  

 



2 
 

 

Not only was Kaikōura cut-off on land, but telecommunication lines were also damaged, temporarily 

preventing contact with the rest of the country (Liu et al., 2017). As someone recounted “many near the 

quake's epicentre ha[d] no way to make calls . . . because phone lines and cell networks [we]re down” 

(Perry, 2016, para. 29). Similarly to those in Kaikōura who were at the centre of the earthquake’s 

impact, people around the country awoke to shaking, checked the news, and reached out to loved ones 

in Kaikōura with no response (Pennington, 2017). For those in Kaikōura, it was near impossible to 

contact loved ones, media, or external assistance such as the Ministry of Civil Defence and Emergency 

Management1 (Pennington, 2017). A few individuals stranded in Kaikōura were able to contact the 

outside world, and while connection was sparse and unreliable, they were able to gain reassurance that 

help was on the way (Pennington, 2017). As the communication to the rest of the country was being 

restored, locals within Kaikōura struggled to contact others stuck in the township and district. 

Fortunately, a short time before the earthquake struck, two locals had acquired control of the local 

radio station in Kaikōura. This meant that it in the immediate aftermath, those in Kaikōura were able to 

 
1 The Ministry of Civil Defence and Emergency Management became the National Emergency Management Agency 
on 1 December 2019 following a review in response to the Kaikōura earthquake and Port Hills fire. 

Figure 1: Aerial view of slips near Kaikōura (Danvers, 2016, used under Creative Commons 
Attribution Non-Commercial Share Alike licence) 
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tune into the local radio station and receive important information on what was unfolding. This would 

prove to be a critical tool for Kaikōura in the coming weeks.  

The roads were too damaged to access Kaikōura by land, but it was not long until help arrived from air 

and sea. Military and civilian helicopters, along with naval ships from Aotearoa New Zealand, Australia, 

Canada, and the United States of America evacuated roughly 1200 tourists, along with many injured and 

elderly locals, while also bringing in emergency supplies (BBC, 2016). Within four days of the 

earthquake, the Inner Kaikōura Road was opened for the military to bring in supplies such as food and 

petrol (Ainge Roy, 2016b). Slowly, locals were regaining access to the rest of the country. 

In the weeks following, people were brought in to help with the transition from response to recovery 

(Rudkevitch et al., 2019). The recovery phase would go on for months and years; continuing throughout 

the time this fieldwork was conducted in 2018-2019. As this fieldwork commenced it was evident that 

the physical recovery was well underway, with the rebuilding of transportation networks, construction 

of new buildings, and restoration of supply chains. However, Kaikōura was undergoing recovery in many 

invisible ways as well (Rudkevitch et al., 2020). This thesis goes beyond the initial impacts and physical 

recovery from the earthquake to examine the social elements of resilience and recovery, specifically in 

Kaikōura. Given that the thesis has been situated in a disaster context, I will now briefly outline the 

evolution of disaster research internationally and nationally before focusing more specifically on 

resilience. 

1.2 Disaster Research 

Disaster research is a relatively young discipline (Perry, 2018). Just under 100 years before the Kaikōura 

earthquake, the first documented instance of disaster research was conducted in the early 1900s 

following the explosion of a munitions ship in Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada on 6 December 1917. Samuel 

Henry Prince extensively and systematically studied the explosion, the immediate aftermath, and 

Halifax’s recovery (Scanlon, 1988). Tragic in the loss of 1,782 deaths and over 9,000 injured, the Halifax 

Explosion marked the birth of a new discipline. While Prince can be considered a founding father in 

disaster research, he made one significant contribution in his early work that has often gone relatively 

under-acknowledged (Scanlon, 1988; Solnit, 2009). It is commonly known that disasters are often 

fraught with loss, yet Prince maintained that disasters had the capacity to bring about an opportunity for 

positive change in everyday life, change that may not have been possible until a shared disaster 

experience occurred (Cretney, 2017; Scanlon, 1988; Solnit, 2009). Similarly, Solnit’s (2009) A Paradise 
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Built in Hell: The Extraordinary Communities That Arise in Disaster considered how opportunities were 

born from disaster, yet these opportunities were not always balanced across a population. While 

disaster can bring about change it is not consistent for everyone, therefore the processes of change 

during unexpected life events to either generate change or embrace constancy should be considered 

further. As a result, the question remains unanswered on whether the complexity of community has 

received sufficient consideration in community resilience conceptualisations. While this thesis will 

explore community resilience further throughout, for now I will turn to outlining disaster research as it is 

approached today. 

There has been a surge in disaster research over the last few decades as the prevalence and severity of 

impactful events and disasters increase. The United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction (UNDRR) 

(2016), defines disaster as:  

A serious disruption of the functioning of a community or a society at any scale 
due to hazardous events interacting with conditions of exposure, vulnerability 
and capacity, leading to one or more of the following: human, material, 
economic and environmental losses and impacts . . . The effect of the disaster 
can be immediate and localized, but is often widespread and could last for a 
long period of time. The effect may test or exceed the capacity of a community 
or society to cope using its own resources, and therefore may require 
assistance from external sources, which could include neighbouring 
jurisdictions, or those at the national or international levels. (p. 13) 

With an emphasis on how a severe event can impact a community or society, this definition clearly 

identifies the dimensions and adverse effects a disaster can have on people and the systems they rely on 

such as the economy, environment, and society. Yet, the definition also outlines that when a disaster 

occurs the local community or society may not have the appropriate or adequate resources to 

successfully recover from the event. These resources can range from people, buildings, and financial 

means. This definition is inadvertently problematic as it minimises the capacity of a local community to 

engage their existing resources to build resilience and effectively recover.  

By focusing on a community’s inability to withstand a disaster, it removes any recognition and 

understanding of how a community can draw on their existing resources to build their own resilience 

and recovery. Perhaps ironically, despite a recent burgeoning of community resilience and recovery 

research, our understanding of and appreciation for the dynamics in a community’s existing everyday 

life have been neglected. To assess these ideas, collectives will be used as a lens through which to better 

understand and build a more nuanced conceptualisation of community in everyday life and how it can 
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be drawn on as a resource during unexpected life events. Collectives are understood to be community-

based organisations or less formal social networks with a shared purpose. This thesis will consider the 

processes in collectives and how they contribute to a wider understanding of a community’s resilience in 

and recovery from disasters. Before exploring these concepts more in depth, I will begin by summarising 

some prominent understandings of disaster and resilience. 

As disasters become increasingly frequent and impactful, academics, policymakers, and practitioners 

have turned the global and local eye on mitigating the effects they have on humans and their 

environments. A well-known global collaboration for lessening the likelihood and impacts of disasters is 

the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030. This UNDRR sponsored report highlights 

four priorities to combat disaster risk and promote resilience. These four priorities include: 

1. Understanding disaster risk 

2. Strengthening disaster risk governance to manage disaster risk 

3. Investing in disaster risk reduction for resilience 

4. Enhancing disaster preparedness for effective response and to “Build Back Better” in recovery, 

rehabilitation and reconstruction. (UNDRR, 2015). 

The Sendai Framework has been widely adopted by numerous nations and is heavily cited in many 

academic and government documents. The wide acceptance of the Sendai Framework demonstrates 

that it has become an accepted, reputable model in disaster preparedness and mitigation.  

Resilience has been used as a key term in the Sendai Framework and has been extensively applied in 

disaster fields. Resilience has been 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 preservation and restoration of its 
essential basic structures and functions. (UNDRR, n.d.)  

This definition reflects a “bounce back” and “build back better” approach that is often associated with 

the capacity for communities and societies to be resilient and recover effectively (Alexander, 2013; 

Davoudi, 2012; Wilson, 2012). Furthermore, resilience in the above definition focuses on the ability of a 
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community to not only resume the same functions as before the event, but also to improve functionality 

and lessen the likelihood of long-term effects that can result from future events.  

After considering the definitions of disaster (as an event that overwhelms a system’s ability to function) 

(UNDRR, 2016), and resilience (as absorbing, accommodating and recovering) (UNDRR, n.d.) above, 

there appears to be a disconnect between them. Where disaster is defined as a community’s inability to 

withstand a significant shift using its own resources, resilience is defined as the capacity for a 

community to withstand a significant shift using its own resources. To consider a community resilient 

only after a disaster has occurred implies that a community can recover on its own, yet disaster implies 

that it cannot recover on its own, which can create confusion between the terms. Therefore, the 

processes that exist within community that enable it to be resilient to disasters should be examined 

more closely. This thesis will focus on assessing community in relation to resilience rather than disaster. 

To develop a deeper understanding of community and to situate it in resilience, I will now turn to 

explaining resilience research in Aotearoa New Zealand.  

1.3 Resilience to Nature’s Challenges: Research Programme in Aotearoa New 
Zealand 

Aotearoa New Zealand is a country exposed to a wide array of disruptive environmental events and 

disasters, including forest fires, droughts, earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, and flooding. In recent times 

the Aotearoa New Zealand government has made considerable investment aimed at increasing 

knowledge of major environmental events. Organisations such as the National Institute of Water & 

Atmospheric Research (NIWA), QuakeCoRE, Joint Centre for Disaster Research, GNS Science and the 

Institute of Environmental Science and Research (ESR) have been tasked with developing increased 

knowledge of disaster reduction, readiness, response, and recovery. In recent years there has been 

funding for the Resilience to Nature’s Challenges (RNC) science programme, part of the larger National 

Science Challenges (NSC) framework. NSCs are an Aotearoa New Zealand government initiative set with 

the purpose “to tackle the biggest science-based issues and opportunities facing Aotearoa New Zealand. 

The Challenges bring together the country’s top scientists to work collaboratively across disciplines, 

institutions and borders to achieve their objectives” (Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment, 

n.d.). Within RNC there are four laboratory programmes: Rural, Urban, Mātauranga Māori, and Edge. 

These are supported by six toolboxes: Trajectories, Hazard, Culture, Infrastructure, Governance, and 

Economics (Resilience to Nature’s Challenges, 2018). This research sits within the Rural programme. 
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RNC operates as a cross-disciplinary, multi-organisation team that is focused on “enhancing New 

Zealand’s ability to anticipate, adapt and thrive in the face of ever-changing natural hazards” (Resilience 

to Nature’s Challenges, 2018). This has included co-authored papers, workshops, and presentations 

produced by the wider RNC team. The recent publication of the National Disaster Resilience Strategy 

Rautaki ā-Motu Manawaroa Aituā released by the Ministry of Civil Defence and Emergency 

Management (MCDEM) (2019) was partially informed by the work of RNC and reflects the overall 

relevance and timeliness of this research.  

As this research was funded through the RNC-Rural programme there were some broad parameters 

within which the research needed to sit. The parameters were as follows:  

1. Rurally located 

2. Disaster focused 

3. Resilience grounded 

As a result of these criteria, it was necessary to establish a location, or case study, for the research. RNC 

had already identified Kaikōura as a viable rural location to pursue community resilience research in a 

disaster context. It should be noted that the decision to use Kaikōura as a case study was established in 

early 2016, months before the earthquake struck on 14 November 2016. Due to the early identification 

of Kaikōura as a case study, the intention of the scholarship would be that Kaikōura was included in 

some capacity in my research. It just so happens that due to the earthquake it became the case study, 

rather than one aspect of it. Thus, the scope of this research needed to shift from focusing on building 

resilience to evaluating resilience and recovery. This also meant that while there was research already 

occurring in the area there would be a strong increase in the number of researchers examining the 

earthquake for a variety of studies, both in the natural and social sciences. 

In response to the earthquake, in February 2017 a workshop was co-organised by QuakeCoRE, the 

Natural Hazards Research Platform, and RNC-Rural to identify gaps and overlaps in social science 

research that was currently being done or could be done in Kaikōura. The aim of the workshop was to 

identify potential research avenues, and to ensure the affected communities were not inundated with 

researchers, as was the case following the Christchurch earthquakes in 2010 and 2011 (Beaven et al., 

2016). The workshop identified many social science research gaps in Kaikōura with a focus on 

understanding impacts, developing recovery best practice, and collaboration and engagement (Hatton 

et al., 2017). This thesis addresses more specifically the following two gaps: 
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1. Creating and empowering locally led recovery initiatives; and 

2. Bespoke needs assessment in each community or industry – understanding their priorities 
(Hatton et al., 2017). 

These two gaps were included in the wider categories of “developing recovery best practice” and 

“collaboration and engagement” respectively (Hatton et al., 2017). Additionally, the two gaps identified 

were socially oriented, which further solidified the reasoning for selecting them to better understand 

community. These knowledge gaps were approached through the identification and examination of 

community-based organisations and less formal social networks (Marquet, 2015)– what I refer to as 

‘collectives’ - that existed in Kaikōura before and after the earthquake.  

Collectives will be used as a lens through which to understand community resilience in Kaikōura after 

the earthquake. The theoretical concepts of community and resilience will be explored further in the 

following chapter, however, here I will provide a brief definition of collectives to explain why they have 

been chosen to examine community resilience. For the purpose of this research, collectives will be 

characterised as one-off or recurring projects, activities, events, and organisations. The overarching 

commonality in collectives is that individuals are brought together to engage in practice with a shared 

purpose. Weekly dinners, trustee boards, community gardens, environmental stewardship projects, and 

fundraising organisations are all examples of community collectives that were explored in this research. 

This understanding of collectives can implicitly be seen in Berkes and Ross’s (2012) definition of 

community resilience as “the capacity of [a] social system to come together to work toward[s] a 

communal objective” (p. 6). Collectives can offer insight into how resilience can emerge from a (social) 

system or community. Collectiveness is often implicated in literature citing the local capacity to self-

organise (Ley, 2019; Straub et al., 2020), as a marker or tool in resilience indicators (Kwok et al., 2016; 

Norris et al., 2008; Sherrieb et al., 2010), and is commonly used as a defining feature of high social 

capital following disasters (Chamlee-Wright & Storr, 2011; Chriest & Niles, 2018; Meyer, 2018). Yet, 

resilience is often framed in terms of the entire community’s ability to ‘bounce back’, rebound, adapt, or 

transform to reduce future vulnerability, and enhance capacity to respond to future disasters. Although 

there has been some research on the processes through which collectives can contribute to community 

resilience (Marquet, 2015, Vallance & Carlton, 2015) what is now needed is a better understanding of 

the complex, dynamic processes of collectives in everyday life and how they can be drawn on as a 

resource during unexpected life events. By examining collectives, it may be possible to develop a more 

nuanced and dynamic understanding of community resilience. Due to the identified need to better 
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understand community resilience, and based on the general trajectory of RNC, three research questions 

were developed.  

1.4 Research Questions 

The main objective of this research is to further understandings of community resilience by examining 

collectives. In order to address this overarching objective, three research questions are explored: 

1. How has the definition of community evolved, and how has this been reflected in resilience 

work?  

2. What can be learnt from collectives in everyday life and during unexpected life events and how 

can they further understandings of community resilience? 

3. How can a nuanced, dynamic approach contribute to academic and practical understandings of 

community resilience? 

1.5 Thesis Outline 

Chapter 2 – Conceptualising Community in Community Resilience outlines the concepts that will form 

the theoretical base for this research. This chapter begins with the emergence of community theories, 

then follows the conceptual evolution of resilience. Finally, it will explore how community resilience is 

currently identified and assessed.  

Chapter 3 – Methodological Approach explains how this research was conducted using case study 

research with qualitative methods. This includes the methods used for data collection, analysis, and 

write-up stages. Furthermore, this chapter will outline difficulties that arose from undertaking research 

in a post-disaster setting. 

Chapter 4 – Kaikōura Case Study details the geographical, historical, economic and socio-demographic 

characteristics of the area. There will also be a focus on the earthquake and its immediate aftermath. 

This chapter will provide the necessary background information to help understand and visualise the 

Kaikōura community. 

Chapter 5 – Identifying within and Connecting to Community is the first of three results chapters. This 

chapter will focus on the individuals’ involvement in Kaikōura. The chapter will consider the participants’ 
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reasonings for becoming involved in collectives and how these contributed to their attachment to and 

identity within Kaikōura. This chapter will also consider how their connections to and actions in Kaikōura 

may have shifted following the earthquake. 

Chapter 6 – Functioning as Collectives is the second results chapter. This chapter will place the spotlight 

on the collectives. Broken into three sections, the first section will outline some of the collectives 

explored in this research. This may include their beginning, general day-to-day operations, and their 

experiences following the earthquake. The second section will consider the practicality of the collectives 

sharing resources such as location and funding. The third section of this chapter focuses on the shared 

qualities of the collectives that emerged through the fieldwork; rather than the easily identifiable 

characteristics, this section focuses on the less obvious attributes of the collectives.  

Chapter 7 – Complex Interconnections Among Collectives is the third and final results chapter. This 

chapter focuses on the connections between the different collectives and how they interact with one 

another to engage in change in Kaikōura. More specifically, it will highlight the complexity of navigating 

decision-making and how collectives engaged in resilience and recovery during the earthquake and its 

aftermath. The first section will outline how the collectives cooperated with one another, while the 

second section will outline how the collectives worked with decision-makers, specifically the local 

district council. 

Chapter 8 – Discussion: The Role of Collectives in Community Resilience will briefly re-evaluate the 

theories of community, resilience, and community resilience as outlined in Chapter 2. The intention is to 

highlight how current conceptualisations of community resilience relate to the Kaikōura case study. This 

chapter will then examine two models of community to critically assess its complexity in Kaikōura. 

Finally, by considering the results, literature, and models I will propose a nuanced, dynamic approach to 

understanding community resilience. 

Chapter 9 – Conclusion will complete the thesis by outlining three recommendations; these include 

contributions to theoretical understandings, methodological approaches, and practice in disaster risk 

reduction. The chapter will also provide an assessment of limitations in this study and highlight possible 

future areas of research.  
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Chapter 2 

Conceptualising Community in Community Resilience 

The whole is greater than the sum of the parts, although the parts are important. 
– Flora (1998, p. 499) 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter will explore the concepts of community, resilience, and community resilience. First, it will 

unpack community as I adopt an approach that follows Hayward’s (2013) and Cretney’s (2014) 

suggestion to consider the resilience ‘of what, and for whom?’ and is further supported by Kaika’s 

(2017) ‘by whom’. This thesis intends to challenge common understandings of community resilience by 

placing the emphasis onto and unpacking community rather than resilience. It is reasoned that if by first 

turning the focus onto resilience then community it would negate the purpose of the thesis being 

centralised on unpacking community in community resilience. Therefore, this chapter begins with a 

focus on community that outlines how community has come to be conceptualised; from its emergence 

in the late 1800s to its framing in contemporary research. Next, is chapter outlines resilience literature 

from its early conceptualisations in physical sciences to its use in socio-ecological systems and the social 

sciences. Finally, the combined concept of community resilience will be explored from how it is 

methodologically identified to how it is practically applied.  

2.2 Community  

From its inception as a concept in the social sciences, community has been widely interpreted and 

defined. Developing an all-encompassing definition of community is, and likely has always been, a 

daunting and complex task. Yet, it is necessary to outline some theories on community in order to 

understand how it is used in resilience work. This section will explore the intricacies of community while 

considering the commonalities between many of the diverse definitions while also exploring collectives 

in community. 
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2.2.1 The origin of a concept 

In the mid-1800s scientific theory shifted from being heavily rooted in the natural sciences to 

considering the social aspects of our world (Mazlish, 1989). With this shift came the rise of many new 

disciplines in the social sciences such as sociology, psychology, anthropology, and human geography. As 

these new disciplines emerged alongside the industrial revolution and rapid urban migration, new 

theories began to take shape and the concept of community was introduced (Delanty, 2003). Tönnies, 

Durkheim, Weber, and Simmel are often credited as some of the founding scholars of sociology and the 

first in defining community (Adair-Toteff, 1995; Barrett, 2015; Day, 2006; Delanty, 2003).  

Tönnies conceptualised the terms gemeinschaft and gesellschaft in the late 1800s; gemeinschaft 

meaning community and gesellschaft meaning society. Aitken (2009) highlighted that gemeinschaft was 

place-focused and rooted in the deep ties that exist between family and friends, while gesellschaft 

emerged from solitude, where “individuals choose community in the form of special interest groups” 

rather than through close-ties (p. 222). Tönnies proposed that gemeinschaft and gesellschaft were 

dichotomous and that they operated in isolation from one another.  

However, Tönnies also reasoned that over time gemeinschaft (community) could become gesellschaft 

(society) as it evolved through modernisation. As units of people transitioned from community to 

society, they would become more reliant on strangers or those with shared interests, rather than those 

they know more intimately such as family and friends. This distinction and its impending evolution have 

been widely critiqued due to their rigidity (Adair-Toteff, 1995). Although criticised, Tönnies’ influence in 

community research has continued through the 20th century and into the new millennia, as 

contemporary books and journal articles continue to acknowledge gemeinschaft and gesellschaft as the 

beginning of community theories. While gemeinschaft and gesellschaft are often cited to be the origin 

of concepts on community, Durkheim, Weber, and Simmel contributed their own theories as well 

(Aitken, 2009) and would also prove to be influential in community focused research (Adair-Toteff, 

1995). 

Durkheim’s approach to community was in direct response to Tönnies’ gemeinschaft and gesellschaft, 

however, Durkheim maintained that society was no less organic than community (Aldous et al., 1972). 

Durkheim critiqued Tönnies’ theory in that gemeinschaft as a whole took precedence over the individual 

parts, whereas in gesellschaft the individual parts took precedence over the whole (Aldous et al., 1972). 

Unlike Tönnies, Durkheim’s duality was rooted in how people functioned within a complex system 
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rather placing the emphasis on either the whole (gemeinschaft) or the individual parts (gesellschaft) 

(Aldous et al., 1972). Durkheim argued that regardless of the size of a group, whether small (rural) or 

large (urban), there is an underlying sense of collectivity that is natural and organic (Delanty, 2003) and 

that it is human nature to exist with ties to others; to live, work, and recreate together. 

Like Tönnies, Durkheim also placed his theory of community as a dichotomy (Aldous et al., 1972). 

Rooting community theory in labour and politics, Durkheim conceptualised that community was either 

forged from grouped similarities/collective identities known as mechanical solidarity, or distinctive 

differences/individual specialisations known as organic solidarity (Aitken, 2009; Day, 2006). Day (2006) 

stated that although mechanical and organic solidarity were unique from each other, “both types of 

solidarity could be seen as giving rise to forms of community, centred respectively on similarity or 

interdependence” (p. 3). In other words, both grouped similarities and individual differences could bring 

people together as a community, either through shared skill/knowledge or through individualised skills.  

Tönnies and Durkheim’s theories of community appear dissimilar to one another, yet there seems to be 

a strong connection between the two. The close kin networks represented in gemeinschaft are akin to 

the grouped similarities represented in mechanical solidarity, while the individualism of gesellschaft is 

similar to the individual specialisations of organic solidarity. On the other hand, building on the notion of 

interconnectedness, Durkheim’s theories established that an individual’s similarities to and differences 

from others should not be considered more significant than the entirety of the community as it 

functions as a system. Cohen (1985) summarised Durkheim as, “the individual interests of the parts have 

to be subordinated by the irreducible whole” (p. 23). In sum, the focus of Durkheim’s theory of 

community was on how the system is based on its unique or similar components, but that these are not 

more important than the processes within and outcomes of the whole.  

Unlike Tönnies and Durkheim, Weber and Simmel focused their work specifically on communities that 

existed in urban settings. Weber’s notions of community focused on it being “the natural habitus of the 

individual” (Delanty, 2003, p. 30), or the natural state of humans. Day (2006) highlighted that Weber 

also focused on the idea of the ‘communal’, where decisions were not based solely on the benefits for 

an individual, but they considered the “wishes, needs, and behaviours of others” (p. 4). By focusing on 

the communal, Urry (1995) summarised the Weberian perspective as being “the relations between 

different social orders and of the social groups present within each order” (p. 40), demonstrating the 

recognition that groups have an influence on community. Weber’s work outlined that there was more 
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depth to community than basic dichotomies, and that the nuances within and between social 

interactions played a significant role in defining community. 

Simmel’s work differed from other early community theorists because he focused on the interactions 

within and between small groups in ‘society’. This work was also significant in that it moved away from 

the large-scale theorising of rural vs. urban and traditional vs. modern. Simmel’s work focused on small 

groups in the urban context, while portraying the rural in a negative light (Delanty, 2003). According to 

Delanty (2003), Simmel argued that “the notion arose of the city as an open structure where very 

different kinds of social relations and forms of belonging are possible and where human creativity may 

be enhanced” (p. 53).  

By Simmel’s reasoning, the urban context offered an opportunity to discover communities of innovation 

and individualism, while the rural was left to remain stagnant in outdated customs. Delanty (2003) goes 

on to explain that Simmel’s theories outline that when a conflict (presumably from any number of 

internal or external factors) occurs in the urban context it can lead to increased social ties and sense of 

belonging within groups, however these same outcomes may not arise in a rural context due to its 

relatively static state and lack of diversity. This demonstrates that much like Weber, Simmel focused 

almost exclusively on the complexities of the urban while simultaneously dismissing the nuances of the 

rural. This focus on the urban continues to have lasting impacts on how the rural and urban are 

theorised to this day through division between the two concepts in academia, policy, and practice. 

While this thesis does not attempt to dissect the rural versus urban debate, it will consider a rural and 

an urban community as one and the same as the emphasis will be on collectives. Before delving into 

defining collectives, contemporary theories on communities will be explored further. 

2.2.2 Contemporary interpretations of community 

As has been outlined above, Tönnies, Durkheim, Weber, and Simmel were some of the earliest scholars 

to have theorised community. Day (2006) summarised that these early theories of community were: 

Pervaded by concerns with the question of how societies were held together, 
what gave collectivities and groups unity and distinctiveness, and the extent to 
which such social ties were being strengthened or undermined by social change 
and development. ‘Community’ represented one significant way of speaking 
about group-ness, and distinguishing it from conditions of isolation or 
individualism. At a minimum, community involved people doing things, and 
being, together, rather than separate and alone. (p. 2) 
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Day’s (2006) interpretation offers an outline of what early researchers aimed to emphasise; that 

community was a group of people brought together for either intentional purposes or by unintentional 

circumstances. However, these early theories did not attend to many other complexities affecting 

groupings and the impact internal and external forces could have on them. Additionally, it can be 

interpreted that early scholars, Tönnies, Durkheim, Weber, and Simmel, found that the only potential 

for progress in community was the evolution into society; without progress into the urban, the rural 

would stagnate or even decline. These divisions between rural/urban, traditional/modern, can be 

problematic as they focus on a type of community rather than its unique qualities. Understanding more 

complex interpretations of community is key to its application in community resilience. 

One contemporary lens through which to explore community is through a place-based approach. A 

place-based community “is viewed as a tangible, bounded, measurable, static entity” (Winterton et al., 

2014, p. 286). A place-based community considers the people, places, and organisations within a 

boundary, but it does not go into depth about the interactions between people or the actions that occur 

within the boundary (Räsänen et al., 2020). These types of approaches consider the unique qualities of 

community (Cutter et al., 2008), however, they do not consider the unique qualities that are within a 

community. While a place-based approach can help to develop a snapshot of communities, there are 

concerns with its usefulness in understanding the complexity within a community. Titz et al. (2018) 

stated that considering community as place-based or “one-dimensional and static” was problematic as it 

ignored the “social dynamics and the multiple, sometimes conflicting, layers of meaning that are 

embedded in the term” (p. 2). As a result, there are other approaches that consider more dynamic 

interpretations of community that should be highlighted. 

In addition to place-based community, Räsänen et al. (2020), outlined the importance of interaction-

based communities and communities of practice or interest. These community theories focus on the 

growing interest in the complexities within community such as the connections people have with one 

another (Gilchrist, 2019; Marquet, 2015) and how community manifests in everyday life (Perkins & 

Thorns, 2012; Sztompka, 2008). These dynamic understandings of community can help develop more 

robust conceptualisations of what community is or can be. This follows on from Sztompka’s (2002) claim 

that society is constantly shifting and cannot be considered static, as may occur in a place-based 

approach. Approaching community through a more complex lens, with dynamic, moving parts means 

that it cannot be measured through replicable identifiers (Sztompka, 2002). Due to the complexity and 

dynamism of community, it results “in a state of permanent becoming rather than being” (Pożarlik, 
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2013), which does not correspond with the ability to be quantified as interactions and practices are in 

perpetual motion. 

Interaction-based communities are rooted in social networks that people have with one another in 

everyday life (Räsänen et al., 2020). While everyday life “is the observable manifestation of social 

existence, and therefore it always includes relationships with other people” (Sztompka, 2008, p. 31). 

Therefore, how people interact through social networks in everyday life is understood to be an 

important factor in interaction-based communities. Social capital is often used to analyse interaction-

based communities (Räsänen et al., 2020). Most often defined in two categories, social capital can be - 

bonding (the close ties with family and friends) (Putnam, 2000; Woolcock, 2001) and bridging 

(involvement in and connection between networks) (Putnam, 2000; Carlton & Vallance, 2017). More 

recently a third category of social capital known as linking capital has been gaining recognition (Aldrich 

& Meyer, 2015; Vallance & Carlton, 2015; Woolcock, 2001). Whereas bonding and bridging social capital 

can be considered made up of horizontal social networks, linking capital would be vertical (Woolcock, 

2001) as it connects those from varying power levels, such as government and decision-makers to non-

profit organisations and public groups (Vallance & Carlton, 2015). Social capital offers great insight into 

the who of social interactions and community, but not necessarily the how. 

Day (2006) stated that community was often associated with how people interact in each other’s daily 

social circles, or in everyday life. Sztompka (2008) highlights characteristics of everyday life, some of 

which are in sync with interaction-based communities. Everyday life is often cyclical such as attending 

work or church and regularly scheduled recreational activities and occurs in certain locations such as at 

home, in the office, or at community centres (Sztompka, 2008). These interactions also occur within a 

specific time frame, a sports game is scheduled for an hour while a meeting at work can last two hours 

(Sztompka, 2008). These types of parameters highlighted by Sztompka (2008) demonstrate that 

interaction-based communities cannot be relegated to only considering social capital as a signifier. An 

interaction-based community can be seen in Gilchrist’s (2019) definition as: 

Compris[ing] the informal interactions and relationships that we use to 
coordinate everyday life. These links enable us to exchange resources and ideas 
for mutual benefit and to share experiences in ways that are usually supportive. 
Indeed, the experience of ‘community’ emanates from ordinary and routine 
interactions and relationships between people who feel a sense of belonging or 
shared fate. These patterns of exchange and linkages are by no means random, 
nor are they formally organised, developing organically according to local 
traditions, ‘on the ground’ conditions and personal affinities. (p. 3)  
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Interaction-based community focuses on who people interact with and how in everyday life. Yet, it is 

also important to consider why people interact. Räsänen et al. (2020) highlighted the relevance of civil 

society organisations in interaction-based communities, yet these are better suited in the consideration 

of communities of practice and interest. 

Communities of practice and interest are purposeful with an intended and shared goal or objective, 

whether it be government organisations, school systems, practitioners’ associations, and so on (Wenger, 

2011). Unlike place-based and interaction-based communities, communities of practice and interest are 

not defined by a specific location; they are not definitively tangible yet still identifiable. Wenger (2011) 

described a community of practice as “groups of people who share a concern or a passion for something 

they do and learn how to do it better as they interact together” (p. 1). Quick and Feldman (2011) build 

on this definition by explaining that “as long as people are engaged in practices, community is being 

created, and the character of the practice defines the nature of the community” (p. 273). The key to 

communities of practice and interest is that they bring together different ways of knowing to realise a 

shared intention (Quick & Feldman, 2011), and while it is represented by the interactions of a group, it is 

the individuals’ perspectives that shape it (Scherzer et al., 2020). Additionally, communities of practice 

and interest provide a “community-building opportunity” (Wenger, 2011, p. 274), which likely comes 

from their collective interactions and unique perspectives. 

These types of community-building organisations that operate within a community of practice and 

interest are not dissimilar to civil society, such as “churches, political parties, social movements, 

voluntary associations, clubs and societies” (Mann et al., 2021, p. 8) or programming, including 

community groups and local NGOs (Scherzer et al., 2020). Civil society occupies the space between an 

individual or close family and the “state” and emerges from “the actions of certain individuals and 

groups” (Mann et al., 2021, p. 9). On the other hand, programming relies on an “intimate understanding 

of people, places, and their interactions” to be successful which can fluctuate within and between 

communities (Scherzer et al., 2020, p. 162). Both approaches to communities of practice and interest 

consider the role of the individual as it contributes to the outcomes of the group. Therefore, a 

community of practice is not fully realised until the actions of many are brought together with an 

intentional outcome.  

The three types of community discussed above- place-based community, interaction-based community, 

and community of practice and interest- demonstrate how community can be interpreted in many ways. 
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Day (2006) has stated that the overuse of the term in nearly every aspect of today’s society has resulted 

in “community signif[ying] something vague and ill-defined, an excuse for not thinking hard enough 

about what exactly it is that people do have in common” (p. 2). Yet, what these three definitions have in 

common is that they consider the importance of groups or organisations as signifiers of community. 

Building on this notion of community developing from close social circles, Roberts (2009) offers the 

following definition of community as “a group that is wider than an extended family, but whose 

members are bound by kin-type relationships, among whom there is a sense of belonging, and a shared 

identity” (p. 40). While belonging and identity seem to be important aspects of binding individuals in a 

group, Roberts’ (2009) definition is rooted too heavily on intimate or close relationships. Less restrictive 

is Johnson’s (1995) definition of ‘groupness’ being described as “a social system involving regular 

interaction among members and a common group identity” (Johnson, 1995 p. 125). Both definitions of 

group focus on the connections or similarities that individuals have with one another with an emphasis 

on belonging and identity as being a significant indicator of strong ties.  

Identity and belonging can help to understand why it is that people become involved in groups and 

organisations. Identity can come from a variety of influencing factors including gender, ethnicity, family, 

employment, upbringing, and place. Perkins and Thorns (2012) defined identity as the:  

Meanings attributed to individuals and groups by themselves and others. To an 
extent identity is created in self-conscious experience; but it is also influenced 
by forces not of our own choosing such as those associated with economy, 
culture, and the social position and geographic setting into which we are born 
and then raised. (p. 1)  

It is evident that identity is closely aligned with place-based community as it has a strong focus on 

understanding the unique qualities of community, as it emerges from the feeling of being connected to 

a certain place or a group of people (Scherzer et al., 2020). Similarly, Storey (2012) highlights that “a 

sense of belonging in a certain place or a feeling of affinity with a place” can influence how people 

identify, both individually and as a collective (p. 11). Woods (2011) describes this as: 

1. “It is exhibited in the sense of belonging that members of a community feel towards 

each other – that they share a common identity, participate in the same practices, 

support one another, and thus belong to the community”.  

2. “Belonging is also articulated in terms of a sense of belonging to place - that is the 

association of a particular community with a particular territorial expression.” (p. 169). 
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Therefore, people’s identity and sense of belonging are heavily rooted in how they position themselves 

within community through groups and organisations.  

Yet, there is more to groups and organisations than a feeling of identity and belonging and how people 

interact in everyday life and therefore participation should be considered. Wagner et al. (1999) stated 

that “a social representation is a collective phenomenon pertaining to a community which is co-

constructed by individuals in their daily talk and action” (p. 96). Feelings of identity and belonging to a 

group or organisation are not sufficient in understanding community as individuals need to be actively 

engaging with it. Based on this, collectives can be used to define an aggregate of individuals that interact 

within their everyday lives and actively engage in co-creating community through ongoing participation 

in intentional practices. For this purpose, collectives can comprise many forms of groups and 

organisations, including faith-based organisations, weekly meetings, workplaces, sports clubs, steering 

committees, event planning committees, NGOs, and government departments, that bring people 

together with a common purpose. 

By examining collectives, it can offer an alternative to what Titz et al. (2018) claim to be “one-

dimensional and static” interpretations of community (p. 2). This builds into Barrett’s (2015) challenge of 

community as one-dimensional, when it was stated that: 

Contrary to many ideas that go back to the beginnings of social science, 
community is anything but simple. There are layers upon layers which, when 
peeled away, reveal complexities that exhibit a number of structural elements 
and dynamic process. (p. 194) 

Identifying and assessing collectives can help to understand the “layers” of community described by 

Barrett (2015) as they demonstrate the many dynamic processes that exist within collectives and 

contribute to community.  

In everyday life, Barrett (2015) argues that interest groups can be explained as having a “shared concern 

or common pursuit” (p. 186). In order for collectives to recognise a “shared concern or common pursuit” 

then trust must exist between the individuals involved. Groups often rely on trust which is “where the 

parties feel that they can rely upon each other for particular kinds of assistance” (Roberts, 2009). 

Similarly, Johnson (1995) considers interest groups to be created for the purpose of accessing and using 

power, often through political means. Therefore, just as identity and belonging have been identified as 

important aspects of collectives, trust and power should also be considered. 
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Trust can aid in binding individuals in a collective as it emerges from:  

The expectation that arises within a community of regular, honest, and co-
operative behaviour, based on shared norms, on the part of other members of 
the community . . . these communities do not require extensive contractual and 
legal regulation of their relations because prior moral consensus gives 
members of the group a basis for mutual trust”. (Fukuyama, 1995, as cited in 
Schuller et al., 2000, p. 16) 

In other words, trust emerges from an individual’s actions that are committed to furthering the interest 

of the collective. Two types of trust have been identified in playing an important role in collectives. 

Particularised trust is found when an individual has trust in another individual; emerging from close one-

on-one ties, but also from those “who share membership of a known common grouping such as a 

church or association” (Field, 2017, p. 60). Particularised trust can also perpetuate negative social 

(dis)connections as those within the inner circle of the trust network exclude others from participation 

(Field, 2017). Similarly to particularised trust, generalised trust exists between wider social networks 

beyond close kinship groups of friends and family. This type of trust is “a rather abstract attitude toward 

people in general, encompassing those beyond immediate familiarity, including strangers (people one 

randomly meets in the street, fellow citizens, foreigners, etc)” (Freitag & Traunmüller, 2009, p. 784). 

Generalised trust demonstrates the importance of trust that exists in everyday life between individuals 

and across many collectives.  

Understanding how trust operates within collectives and what this can reveal about everyday life in 

collectives should be examined further. When considering how trust exists within collectives, Raiser 

(2008) notes that there is some disagreement on whether trust is accumulated through mutual ongoing 

reciprocity or through civil engagement, or perhaps both. On one hand, by engaging in multiple 

networks that are built on trust it can lead to “a positive, trusting outlook on life”, however it can also be 

argued that “trust is something that is instilled through socialisation and part of [a person’s] 

predisposition” (Raiser, 2008, p. 495). Raiser (2008) argued that because mutual trust should involve 

both particularised and generalised trust, then it should not be solely the responsibility of one 

community to foster trust but should be sought by the entire community as a whole (Raiser, 2008). 

However, when interfacing with external parties, including decision-makers, generalised trust can 

influence how all parties interact with each other. This reflects Monteil’s et al. (2019) work where they 

acknowledge that social cohesion must come from the entire community acting as a collective unit, 

otherwise there will be some who benefit more than others. However, considering community as a 
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singular collective unit reverts it back to an understanding of being static. Rather, an understanding of 

community that considers multiple collectives and integrating numerous perspectives based on mutual 

trust may offer a more nuanced and dynamic understanding of community. 

Up to now, it has been outlined that community is more complex than a one-dimensional, static entity 

and that collectives can offer a more nuanced and dynamic understanding of community. However, 

alongside the positive aspects of collectives, such as shared identity, sense of belonging, and trust, there 

are also negatives to collectives that should be taken into account. When one collective benefits more 

than others it can create distrust and an imbalance in power amongst them, creating and perpetuating 

exclusion and inequality (Barrett, 2015; Field, 2017). Power is defined as “the ability to change how 

things are, or not to change things when a person or group could affect change” and is “not finite but 

can be eroded or expanded” (Roberts, 2009, p. 212). Power is constantly evolving and shifting within 

and between individuals and collectives; as a result, how collectives engage in actions that affect 

everyday practices can be influenced by their access to power.  

When considering how individuals access power and decision-making, Quick and Feldman (2011) argue 

that there are two ways this can be approached namely, “as adversarial or potentially collaborative” (p. 

273). However, Quick and Feldman (2011) go on to explain that when trying to develop an ‘inclusive’ 

community it is necessary to go beyond creating participation opportunities, and rather focus on actively 

connecting “individuals’ and groups’ point of views. . . across issues, sectors, and engagement efforts” 

(p. 275). This is further demonstrated by the International Association for Public Participation’s 

Spectrum of Public Participation in Figure 2 where the public gradually gains more power in the 

decision-making process across the spectrum, ultimately leading to the public making the final decisions 

through empowerment.  
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As a way to understand the flow of power dynamics, Gilchrist (2019) approached this through a 

governance lens. Gilchrist (2019) stated that by multiple stakeholders working together it can lead to 

increased resource distribution and shared responsibility. However, this does not go without concerns, 

and it is necessary to consider “issues around public participation, power, trust, and accountability” 

(Gilchrist, 2019, p. 97). This understanding of governance echoes the unfavourable qualities of 

collectives in that they can develop exclusionary, insular, or uncooperative practices from lack of trust or 

unequal power. This can be perpetuated when there are strong collective and individual interests as 

they can lead to exclusion of others and create fissures between genders, classes, and ethnicities 

(Barrett, 2015). As a result, without considering the complex interests that exist across collectives it can 

lead to misunderstandings of how a community will “respond to change” (Barrett, 2015, p. 188). In 

other words, by considering a community to be strictly homogeneous, there is a risk that not all 

interests will be considered or accounted for. 

Collectives can provide insight into heterogeneity within community, through the examination of the 

diversity within and between collectives, how they operate in everyday life, how they interact with each 

Figure 2: Spectrum of public participation (©International Association for Public Participation, 
2018, used by permission). 
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other, as well as how they access or use power, especially in decision-making. Scott (1998) argued that 

categorising units, or groups, based on similarities for “them to be identified, observed, recorded, 

counted, aggregated, and monitored” runs the risk of ignoring diversity as the uniqueness or diversity 

between them is rarely considered (p. 183). Yet, this thesis embraces the differences that emerge from 

examining collectives and that it is the unique processes that exist within and between collectives that a 

nuanced, dynamic understanding of community emerges. 

The importance of processes in community has long been identified. Follett (1919) argued that:  

Community is a process . . . We see this same process in studying the group. It is 
the essential life process. The most familiar example of integrating as the social 
process is when two or three people meet to decide on some course of action, 
and separate with a purpose, a will, which was not possessed by anyone when 
he came to the meeting but is the result of the interweaving of all. (p. 576) 

Follett (1919) highlighted over 100 years ago the relevance of processes in community, and indeed the 

group; yet, how processes in collectives influence community has only begun to be explored. More 

recently, models were developed to outline how features (Liepins, 2000a, 2000b) and dimensions 

(Barrett, 2015) of community can influence and are influenced by processes. Whereas Liepins (2000a, 

2000b) focuses on place, practice, and meaning in community (Figure 3), Barrett (2015) focuses on 

identity, interest, and norms (Figure 4). While the identified features and dimensions are important, the 

key takeaway is that when combined, features/dimensions within community can influence and are 

influenced by the processes of interaction between individuals and collectives. While these studies 

explored more in-depth collectivity and heterogeneity in community (Barrett, 2015; Liepins, 2000a, 

2000b) they were not applied in situ, particularly in relation to resilience. An approach that builds on 

Liepins’ (2000a, 2000b) and Barrett’s (2015) models can provide a more nuanced, dynamic 

understanding of community to assess the variable processes within collectives that can lend greater 

insight into community resilience.  
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Figure 3: Reworking community (Liepins, 2000a, used by permission) 

Figure 4: Deconstructed community (Barrett, 2015, used by permission) 
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The features/dimensions that exist within the models exist individually but are also constantly 

influencing one another. Unlike definitions that focus solely on the socialness of community, Liepins 

(2000a, 2000b) and Barrett (2015) considered more in depth the processes behind the social 

interactions. These complex processes demonstrate “the fluid or dynamic nature of rural ‘communities’” 

(Liepins, 2000a, p. 328). Similarly, Barrett (2015) stated that community is a multidimensional construct. 

Unlike Liepins, Barrett focused on the separation of the individual and the collective and how they both 

influence the processes within the features of community and the complex dynamics between solidarity 

(working together) and exclusion (operating alone). What Liepins and Barrett demonstrate in their 

models is how processes within community intersect through social interactions in everyday life. While 

there is a clear connection here with earlier literature highlighting the importance of the meso level 

(collectives) in community, further understandings of the role of collectives during unexpected life 

events are relatively underexplored. Understanding how social interactions influence features of 

community in everyday life can lend greater insight into how these can also be drawn on during 

unexpected life events. As a result, this thesis will use collectives as a means to understand the nuanced, 

dynamic processes that exist within collectives during unexpected life events, while considering what 

this can reveal about community in community resilience. Before evaluating community resilience 

literature, the next section will explore resilience as a stand-alone concept.  

2.3 Resilience 

Resilience was originally applied in the hard sciences such as in the fields of maths and physics, and it 

described the likelihood of a system to return to a previous state, or near equivalent (Davoudi, 2012; 

Robinson & Carson, 2016). The use of the term resilience has gained increasing usage across many fields, 

from psychology to economics, ecology to business management. However, resilience is also a 

challenging concept to define as it can be interpreted and applied in a multitude of ways (Alexander, 

2013; Folke et al., 2010; Imperiale & Vanclay, 2016). Resilience originates in Latin from resilire or resilio 

to spring, bounce, leap, or rebound, and was described in early resilience work to be the capacity of a 

system to “bounce back” (Alexander, 2013; Davoudi, 2012; Wilson, 2012). In many situations where 

there is a likelihood a person, an organisation, or a system can return to its previous state the term 

resilience is often applied. In the following section, I will trace the evolution of resilience thinking from 

its early application in the physical sciences through to its more recent use in the social sciences. 
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2.3.1 The emergence of resilience thinking 

Resilience originally emerged in the physical sciences such as maths and physics but was adopted into 

the life sciences in the mid-1970s by Holling (1973). This shift into the life sciences considered how a 

natural environment could return to an equilibrium following a shift. Positive ecological resilience was 

measured as the level of a shock’s intensity and how much of a shock a system could withstand before 

returning to a previous state (Davoudi, 2012). Early on in the use of resilience in ecology, Holling (1973) 

stated it was “a measure of the persistence of systems and of their ability to absorb change and 

disturbance and still maintain the same relationships between populations or state variables” (p. 14). 

Much like its use in math and physics, resilience was dependent on a return to normal. However, 

Holling’s early work focused on how a system can have fluctuating levels of operability meaning that 

there were differing states in which it could exist without collapse. Drawing from examples on trees, 

insects, and wildlife, Holling (1973) claimed that strong resilience was evidenced when a population was 

able to contract and expand regardless of external influences, demonstrating its ability to rebound. A 

system’s resilience was due to its ‘normal’ being rooted in the populations’ already constant variability.    

In order to understand the extent to which a system was resilient, Holling (1973) argued that measuring 

the system’s adaptive capacity was necessary. Albeit it was also acknowledging that to measure a 

system’s resilience “require[d] an immense amount of knowledge of a system and it is unlikely that we 

will often have all that is necessary” (Holling, 1973, p. 20). The difficulty with this reasoning is that to 

develop a thorough and all-encompassing evaluation of resilience would require an analysis of every 

component within the system. While some aspects of an ecological system could be measured to some 

extent, the entirety of the system could not be identified and analysed, especially if the components 

within the system relied on a constant state of variability to be resilient. The understanding of 

component variability meant that resilience as a ‘before and after’, such as in its original use in maths 

and physics, would no longer be applicable. 

Similarly, ecological resilience considered the level of a shock’s intensity and how much of a shock a 

system could withstand before rebounding (Davoudi 2012). As resilience was originally heavily rooted in 

understanding the capacity of a system to rebound to a previous state, a new approach to resilience 

began to emerge which considered the intensity, speed, and size of the external impact rather than 

simply a cause (shock) and effect (rebound) on the system. This meant that resilience was no longer 

conceptualised as a system’s return to normal, but rather a process of various influences creating new 
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pathways for and levels of resilience. This new approach was useful for considering large systems of 

greater complexity with many moving, interconnected components. The ability of a system to adapt to 

external influences through reorganisation became a new marker for effective resilience.  

In an effort to demonstrate how adaptive capacity operated as a marker for resilience, Gunderson and 

Holling (2002) created the panarchy model, as can be seen in Figure 5. Gunderson and Holling (2002) 

suggested that there were four stages:  

1. Exploitation Phase: resources rapidly collected 
2. Conservation Phase: resources utilised for maintenance 
3. Release Phase: resources rapidly consumed  
4. Reorganisation Phase: new processes for resource accumulation are identified through 

innovation 

Essentially, the panarchy model was based on a cycle of acquiring and expending resources. While the 

model does represent different stages of resource acquisition and expenditure, “it is understood not as 

a fixed asset; but as a continually changing process” and that “these properties manifest themselves at 

different times and scales” (Davoudi, 2012, p. 304). The adaptive capacity approach to resilience was not 

dissimilar to Holling’s (1973) early work although it did cement adaptation in resilience thinking, 

demonstrating how resilience was broadening from early rebounding theories.   

Figure 5: The panarchy model (Gunderson & Holling, 2002, used by permission) 
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Gunderson and Holling (2002) argued that the panarchy model could also be applied to economic or 

social systems. As an example of its application to social systems, Gunderson and Holling (2002) 

suggested that the resources to be accumulated and expended could include not just physical aspects 

but also intangible elements such as “skills, networks of human relationships, and mutual trust” (p. 35). 

The acknowledgement that the panarchy model could be applied to social systems helped resilience and 

adaptive capacity to be more widely applied in the social sciences. Yet, others argued that while the 

panarchy model did contribute to understandings of adaptive capacity theories, it was deemed limiting 

as it would be too difficult to apply to social systems due to humans’ capacity to change outcomes 

through processes of power and civil society, as well as individual and collective action (Davidson, 2010). 

The next subsection will explore more in depth how resilience expanded into social systems.  

2.3.2 Resilience in social systems 

There has been extensive work applying ecological resilience frameworks to social systems, however, 

these do not go without criticism. Davoudi (2012) claimed that there were four concerns with taking a 

physically grounded ecological approach and applying it to social systems: humans’ capacity to modify 

systems is not addressed; the assumption that adaptive outcomes will be desirable for all; thinking of 

resilience as bounded can cause social exclusion; and power relations will affect decision-making 

processes. Furthermore, when considering these concerns, it should also be noted that they can affect 

different levels of social systems. These levels of social systems can range in their adaptability, from the 

individual to global level (Adger et al., 2008; Brown & Westaway, 2011; Dow et al., 2013). Applying an 

ecological approach to social systems becomes increasingly troublesome knowing that humans can 

influence how adaptive their systems can be. 

In order to adapt there are necessary factors that should be acknowledged, including a recognition, 

belief, and willingness to change (Brown & Westaway, 2011), as well as an understanding of how to 

change while accepting that views of change may differ (Adger et al., 2009). These points demonstrate 

that adaptive capacity in a social system is significantly more complex than rebounding to a previous 

state, as demonstrated in the panarchy model. The complexity of developing adaptive resilience in social 

systems considers human capacity, recognises varying perspectives, acknowledges processes both 

within and outside of the affected community, and utilises numerous resources to identify infinite 

resilience pathways. Considering the diverse factors that influence resilience in social systems, Brown 
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and Westaway (2011) suggest that transformation rather than adaptation can be another response to 

shifts.  

Transformation is the capacity to utilise a disturbance as an opportunity to alter pre-existing conditions 

(Brown & Westaway, 2011; Manyena et al., 2011; Wilson, 2012) or may occur when a disturbance is so 

dramatic that rebounding or adapting is not possible (Robinson & Carson, 2016). For some researchers, 

transformational resilience is the only potential outcome for social systems after a disturbance, as there 

is no possibility to return to normal due to their complexity. Wilson (2012) suggested that while 

“ecological resilience . . . focused more on the ability of systems to return to function after a 

disturbance, social resilience is, therefore, about seeing disturbances as an opportunity for change and 

development” (p. 19). Similarly to Wilson’s (2012) “disturbances as an opportunity for change”, it has 

also been suggested that resilience in social systems should be a proactive process that continually 

builds community capacity and engagement to affect change and development (Cutter et al., 2008; 

Skerratt, 2013). Transformational resilience in social systems can therefore be an ongoing process that 

focuses on continual and proactive recognition of issues and opportunities. 

There is now a large number of resilience definitions and applications throughout the social science 

disciplines (Alexander, 2013). Adger (2000) proposed that ecological and social resilience processes were 

interwoven as social systems are reliant on the resilience of ecological systems for economic prosperity. 

Socio-ecological systems (SES) resilience was developed from the idea of learning to live with change in 

ecological systems, while nurturing diversity for renewal, combining different types of knowledge for 

learning, and creating opportunity for self-organisation toward social-ecological sustainability (Folke et 

al., 2003; Walker & Salt, 2006). This approach, while still considering ecology, does acknowledge the 

influence of social systems on resilience and how resilience influences social systems.  

Much like transformational resilience, Berkes and Ross (2012) stated that the SES approach should be 

thought of as an ongoing process rather than an outcome. For instance, if the ecological and the social 

aspects within a system are constantly shifting then the opposite aspect will need to be constantly 

shifting to accommodate the other. Yet, this does not go without criticism. Davidson (2010) claimed that 

an SES approach to resilience focuses on a given point in time in a specific location and that it is based 

on maintaining a level of regularity, unlike transformation which promotes change (Davidson, 2010). In a 

further criticism of SES resilience, Brown and Westaway (2011) argued that if it was an ongoing process, 
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then the question remains as to who is responsible for encouraging this type of resilience, including who 

needs to maintain continual renewal, learning, and collective growth.  

The shift of resilience into social systems has resulted in the widespread use of resilience across many 

fields and disciplines. Due to the term’s expansion, Deeming et al. (2019) consider resilience to be “a 

boundary term or object which brings together normally separate perspectives, people, professions and 

practices” and yet through its transition from the physical and life sciences into social sciences it 

produces a “conceptual vagueness” (p. 5). In other words, by transitioning resilience into social systems 

the term has been applied to consider the homogenous whole and does not consider the heterogeneity 

of community. As a result, there has been little analysis of what resilience may look like in community. 

This vagueness becomes even more apparent when applied to the concept of community resilience and 

will be explored further below. 

2.4 Community Resilience 

Community resilience bridges many disciplines in the social sciences such as planning (Davoudi, 2012), 

anthropology (Maldonado, 2016), and geography (Cretney, 2017). These disciplines have all determined 

that change is inevitable, and that resilience is how communities respond to the changes. Folke et al. 

(2003) summarised that change is a “disturbance, surprise, and crisis [that is] part of development and 

progress” (p. 356). Following from this, Magis (2010) states that 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. Members of resilient communities 
intentionally develop personal and collective capacity that they engage to 
respond to and influence change, to sustain and renew the community, and to 
develop new trajectories for the communities' future. (p. 402)  

This definition considers the involvement of local community members coming together to utilise 

resources from their everyday life to effectively navigate change during unexpected life events. These 

changes can be from internal or external sources and may be driven by either ‘long emergencies’ 

(Kunstler, 2007) or slow-onset and fast-onset disasters (Orchiston & Espiner, 2017). While community 

resilience theory crosses many disciplines, this thesis is rooted in the social aspects of community 

resilience theory, and therefore will focus on how community resilience is theorised in the social 

sciences.  
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2.4.1 Identifying community resilience 

When considering community resilience in the social sciences, a vast majority of current literature and 

studies focus on how it can be analysed, often quantitatively. This is often done by identifying indicators 

(Amundsen, 2012; Berkes & Ross, 2012; Buikstra et al., 2010; Glover 2012; Leykin et al., 2013; Maclean 

et al., 2014; Norris et al., 2008; Paton, 2006), by measuring capitals (Bec et al., 2018; Kais & Islam, 2016), 

or a combination of both (Miles, 2015; Norris et al., 2008). There have been a large number of indicators 

used to analyse and measure community resilience. A review of five different articles found a total of 16 

different indicators were used to measure resilience, as seen in Table 1 below:  
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Table 1: Indicators in community resilience 



 33 

The most common indicators were community/social networks (Amundsen, 2012; Berkes & Ross, 

2012; Buikstra et al., 2010; Glover 2012; Maclean et al., 2014; Paton, 2006), knowledge, skills and 

learning (Amundsen, 2012; Berkes & Ross, 2012; Buikstra et al., 2010; Glover 2012; Maclean et al., 

2014), and a diverse and innovative economy (Berkes & Ross, 2012; Buikstra et al., 2010; Glover 

2012; Maclean et al., 2014). While the above three indicators were the same across multiple studies, 

others were similar but with different labels. For example, institutions and services (Amundsen, 

2012) are the same as community infrastructure (Berkes & Ross, 2012; Buikstra et al., 2010; Maclean 

et al., 2014). Also engaged governance (Berkes & Ross, 2012; Maclean et al., 2014) and leadership 

(Berkes & Ross, 2012; Buikstra et al., 2010) are inherently the same while being labelled differently. 

Due to there not being universal indicators, it can cause confusion on which indicators to use. This 

can lead to confusion in methodology for understanding resilience in both theory and practice. 

Additionally, by using pre-set indicators to assess a community’s resilience it ignores the unique 

processes within them and relegates the communities to being one-dimensional and static. This is 

problematic as community theories have demonstrated that community is complex with many 

interconnected processes (Barrett, 2015; Liepins, 2000a, 2000b; Titz et al., 2018). Therefore, 

community resilience should consider the complexity of processes that exist within communities 

rather than focussing strongly on indicators of resilience.  

One way that community resilience has moved away from quantifying resilience through indicators is 

by considering the capitals that exist in community. While not aiming to analyse processes, using a 

capitals approach considers the unique characteristics within community that contribute to 

community resilience. Some researchers propose that to analyse a community’s resilience, than the 

current levels of social, economic, and environmental capitals within a given context must be 

identified and analysed (Robinson & Carson 2016; Steiner & Atterton, 2015). Yet, these are only 

three of the capitals that could be considered. Other capitals that can be considered in community 

resilience include cultural, human, political, as well as the built environment (Flora et al., 2016). 

According to Flora et al. (2016) these capitals are generally considered to be: 

1. Social: the connections people have with one another 

2. Cultural: language, moral values and aspirations, worldviews passed on through generations 

3. Human: education and training, adequate health care, high birth and low death rates 

4. Financial/Economic: money, assets such as automobiles and property, shares 

5. Political: influence in decision-making, power to inform, empowerment to speak out 

6. Built environment: adequate housing, telecommunication services such as phones and 
internet, as well as clean water and operating waste removal systems 

7. Natural environment: access to nature, including land, air quality, and biodiversity 



 34 

There have been some studies done that consider the above-mentioned capitals and how they 

intersect (García Cartagena, 2019; Kais & Islam, 2016), although this has only recently been 

emerging. 

Robinson and Carson (2016) only focused on three capitals, yet they still acknowledged that these 

capitals are not stagnant and will shrink or grow depending on the circumstances. Other researchers 

have also recognised the relevance of considering shifting capitals. Using a capitals approach, 

Callaghan and Colton (2008) suggested that community resilience needed to be holistic, considering 

the capitals but also finding a balance between them. If a community can establish a balance 

between the environmental, economic, and social (Wilson, 2012), as well as human, cultural, and 

built capitals (Callaghan & Colton, 2008) then it may be considered resilient. A community would be 

considered to have high resilience if the growth of one capital was not compromising another, rather 

the focus should be on the interconnections between capitals and balancing them accordingly 

(Callaghan & Colton, 2008). Not considering the capitals as interlaced could unbalance the resilience 

of a community. 

Kais and Islam (2016) addressed all seven capitals and highlighted that they were ever-changing, in 

other words they are “re-created through constant organization, disorganization, and 

reorganization” (p. 12). Capitals are never stagnant and are constantly shifting, which would mean 

they would continually need to be re-evaluated and taken into account when evaluating resilience. 

This can be difficult to achieve as capitals are not easily identifiable, are often difficult to measure, 

and vary between communities (Callaghan & Colton, 2008). Although some researchers (Callaghan & 

Colton, 2008; Wilson, 2012) have placed an emphasis on successful community resilience needing to 

be a balance between capitals, other community resilience research places a high emphasis on 

understanding social capital in community resilience and recovery (Aldrich & Meyer, 2015; Uekusa, 

et al., 2020; Vallance & Rudkevitch, 2021). While this can be useful in understanding how people 

interact in community, there is much more to understanding community resilience than social 

interactions. 

Another method to assess resilience, other than indicators and capitals, is through the use of models. 

Models are often used to demonstrate how effective a community’s resilience can be. These models 

include WISC-well-being, identity, services, and capital (Miles, 2015), DROP- disaster resilience of 

place (Cutter et al., 2008), and CRS- community resilience scale (Kulig et al., 2008; Kulig et al., 2013). 

Some models have been built from the indicators and capitals methods. The BRIC- Baseline 

Resilience Indicators for Communities model collated indicators into capital themes to evaluate 
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resilience (Cutter et al., 2014), whereas another blends the indicators and capitals (Norris et al., 

2008). Norris et al. (2008) proposed that there were four different factors that contributed to a 

resilient community, and within each factor lie different characteristics, which are a combination of 

indicators and capitals. This model can be seen in Figure 6. 

As can be seen in the model by Norris et al. (2008), there are obvious comparisons to the capitals and 

indicators used in other work, such as social capital and economic development or community 

competence. Interestingly, while social capital is the only capital explicitly named in the model by 

Norris et al. (2008), other capitals are still within it however abstractly. Additionally, indicators are 

also located within the model, for instance, political partnerships could be used in the same way as 

‘engaged governance’ or ‘political capital’. The model by Norris et al. (2008) demonstrates that there 

is overlap between both the indicators and capitals approaches to community resilience. The above 

model shows that there are multiple characteristics and indicators that can be used to understand 

and identify community resilience.  

The use of indicators, capitals, and models in identifying resilience has been established in an 

attempt to simplify the understanding of community resilience. While these conceptualisations of 

community resilience have been helpful in understanding what makes a resilient community, the 

processes within communities that contribute to building resilience have not been given the same 

attention. By studying the processes between collectives at the meso level, with individuals being the 

micro and community being the macro, a more nuanced, dynamic understanding of community 

resilience can emerge. This meso-level study can identify and assess the indicators and capitals while 

Figure 6: Characteristics of community resilience (Norris et al., 2008, used by permission) 



 36 

incorporating an examination of processes all while not relegating community to being static and 

one-dimensional. In order to better identify the importance of the meso, I will now turn to re-

examining the role of collectives in community resilience.  

2.4.2 A social focus in disaster community resilience 

While more recently the community resilience literature has begun to consider social networks, 

community engagement, and collective capacity there still seems to be a lack of research into what it 

means to be community in community resilience. Recently scholars have begun to re-evaluate 

community in community resilience (Räsänen et al., 2020), and as a result further questions need to 

be considered, such as what a community is in everyday life and more specifically what can 

collectives reveal about community resilience following an unexpected life event. In order to 

consider how collectives contribute to resilience then the social processes within community must be 

the first point of research. This is especially poignant when considering the discrepancy between 

disaster as an inability to withstand a significant shift and resilience as the capacity to withstand a 

significant shift.  

Berkes and Ross (2012) suggest that the key to community resilience may not necessarily reside 

within geographical boundaries, but rather should consider agency and the capacity for self-

organisation. By considering agency and capacity for self-organisation, they add nuance into 

understanding the complex dynamics that exist in community resilience. This method of considering 

community resilience has a strong focus not only on the community as a whole but also on how 

individuals engage with collectives and what they can reveal about community resilience following a 

major environmental event. This approach to community resilience acknowledges the unique 

qualities of a location, the processes of engagement by local community members in everyday life, 

and how they can be drawn on in unexpected life events. 

The ability to engage in ideas within and between locals that have experienced change can come 

from building social connections that foster collaboration, and strengthen knowledge sharing, 

learning and participation (Folke et al., 2003). By this definition, resilience in a post-disaster setting 

can be considered an amalgamation of processes that operate within a system rather than a specific 

outcome. In order to consider what a resilient community may be, Magis’s (2010) definition should 

be revisited as:  

The existence, development, and engagement of community resources by 
community members to thrive in an environment characterized by change, 
uncertainty, unpredictability, and surprise. Members of resilient 
communities intentionally develop personal and collective capacity that 
they engage to respond to and influence change, to sustain and renew the 
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community, and to develop new trajectories for the communities' future. (p. 
402) 

Magis’s (2010) definition highlights the importance of a community’s ability to utilise their existing 

resources to respond to shifts, some of which include collective action, strategic action, as well as 

resource development and engagement. Furthermore, the definition above has a strong focus on the 

role of ‘groups’ in community resilience, and while it is acknowledged that they should work 

together, how or why this is done is not explored. This thesis considers the processes that create, 

promote and maintain the why and how of collectives and what this means in community resilience 

theory and practice. 

While not necessarily addressing how they work together, the value of collectives in community 

resilience has been recognised. Madsen and O’Mullan (2016) found that encouraging social networks 

can foster learning, optimism, and connectedness and can be key to developing strong community 

resilience. However, these interconnections need to be built up over the long-term and cannot be 

hastily forced together after natural disasters (Madsen & O’Mullan, 2016). When people work 

together following a major event this should emerge from a strong sense of belonging and identity, 

and that recovery should emerge from these relationships rather than from decisions being imposed 

on them (Madsen & O’Mullan, 2016). This increased engagement from locals in decision-making 

improves the capacity to build community resilience through encouraging active social networks 

between stakeholders (Madsen & O’Mullan, 2016). Furthermore, increased social networks can also 

further encourage collective capacity that can lead to increased mobilisation of resources (Aldrich & 

Meyer, 2015). However, exploring the outcomes when these relationships are not encouraged or 

nurtured was not explored.  

In addition to a sense of belonging and identity in community resilience, place plays an important 

role, and as community resilience often focuses on one community, it is vital to consider place in 

community resilience. Cretney and Bond (2017) identified that while social scientists are considering 

the importance of place in resilience, it is strongly centred on place as a location rather than 

relational place identity. A relational approach to place considers how individuals connect, engage, 

and contribute to place. In a recovery context, feelings towards place can be based on pre-disaster 

memories, whether they be historical landmarks, social interactions, or power discourse (Cretney & 

Bond, 2017). However, in order for there to be effective place-based recovery then there needs to be 

an acknowledgement that there will be numerous interpretations of place (Cretney & Bond, 2017). 

Further, no two places are alike and what works in one location may not work in another.  

Building on the ideas of place-based and interaction-based communities, as well as communities of 

practice and interest, then community needs to be considered much more than a location. How 
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community members actively build resilience by engaging with one another through collectives 

should be examined. As Magis (2010) highlighted, a resilient community is built on local residents’ 

ability to seek out and develop individual and collective capacity in an effort to respond positively to 

change. In order to do this, community resilience should be considered an ongoing, proactive process 

built through strong connections (Skerratt, 2013). In post-disaster settings, these pre-existing 

connections can become the resource that allows for quicker recovery and a stronger sense of 

community following a major shift (Chamlee-Wright & Storr, 2011). Some would say that in order to 

build community resilience, promoting social connections within and between communities should 

be central (Aldrich & Meyer, 2015) and while collectives have proven to be a positive in many post-

disaster scenarios (Solnit, 2009), there are negatives that can arise from pre-existing connections. In 

order to fully understand community resilience, then the impact of interlaced perspectives must be 

considered as well. 

When examining the social aspects of disaster theory, Sun and Faas (2018) argue that multiple 

different perspectives must be considered when understanding the severity and response of a 

disaster. This should inherently determine the actual vulnerability, response, and resilience to a 

disaster. For instance, when considering vulnerability, belief systems, and nature and the production 

of disasters, “we must contend with multiple ways of knowing- we think of the many people of the 

world who view nature as including humanity and culture, who see landscapes as part of their 

communities” (Sun & Faas, 2018, p. 630). By considering different perspectives it opens the 

conversation up to what is disaster and resilience. However, these multiple views can often either be 

in conflict or cohesion with expert views, therefore, “engaging multiple narratives should not be an 

exercise in ventriloquism- seeking validation in local narratives- but a good-faith engagement with 

how people speak for themselves and the world in which they are embedded” (Sun & Faas, 2018, p. 

630). Engaging with the local population who has directly been impacted by an event should lead to a 

better response and outcome.  

The ability to actively engage and respond to change can be hampered by unequal access to decision-

making, or an unequal access to power. Cretney and Bond (2014) stated that resilience building and 

recovery efforts can perpetuate power inequality between various groups. Concerns over power 

arise when those affected by shifts may find they lack agency and capacity during recovery efforts 

(Cretney & Bond, 2014). These issues can be addressed by undertaking a collaborative recovery 

process that considers the unique values and beliefs within a community (Brisbois & de Loë, 2016). 

Although power can be place dependent it can also be considered a foundation to building 

community resilience as it can either help or hinder network building, collective capacity, and 

resource mobilisation. Power issues can arise when considering the responsibility of promoting 

community resilience and recovery efforts, specifically who and what the resilience is really for 
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(Armitage & Johnson, 2006; Cretney, 2018; Vallance & Carlton, 2015). While Berkes and Ross (2012) 

stated that there was a lack of research into the different power dynamics in community resilience, 

some researchers are beginning to question the role of power in resilience (Brown & Westaway, 

2011; Cretney & Bond, 2014; MacKinnon & Derickson, 2012). An examination of power issues in a 

community can offer insight into who has access to resilience and how; these issues may come to 

light through decision-making processes. 

When the government implements top-down recovery approaches it is likely locals will feel 

disconnected from one another and not become involved in the government’s recovery strategies 

(Blackman et al., 2017). Bottom-up approaches such as empowering community can offer the best 

approach to engaging locals in post-disaster recovery as it places the final decision-making in the 

hands of the public (International Association for Public Participation, 2018). It is important to 

identify bottom-up approaches, such as collectives, that are created from within the community in 

order to develop more effective long-term recovery plans that address the needs of those affected 

by the disaster. As it stands, there is a lack of research into how governments and non-government 

agencies can contribute to building stronger networks in their communities (Madsen & O’Mullan, 

2016). Understanding the role of collectives can help to bridge the gap between what locals want to 

see come from recovery and what the government needs to do.  

An implication of this for my own research is that resilience may be better examined through 

collectives, such as community groups, initiatives, and non-profit organisations. This is due in part to 

the fact that many of these types of entities rely on support from government agencies for funding, 

location, and formal recognition. By having the government endorse and support collectives such as 

community groups, initiatives, and non-profit organisations it can potentially lead to their increased 

success. Furthermore, an individual’s perceived capacity to respond to and affect change combined 

with ongoing social ties with others, allows them to build resilience in the community through a 

strong sense of social identity (Brown & Westaway, 2011). Steiner and Atterton (2015) furthered this 

stating that “well developed social networks and community events, meetings and local venues 

enhance local social interaction and help to improve the perceived quality of life” (p. 32). This 

demonstrates how collectives can contribute to resilience within community through the processes 

that individuals engage in in everyday life. However, if these social ties are not fostered in everyday 

life, then it would be difficult to force them together during unexpected life events. Aotearoa New 

Zealand has a strong background in examining some of the themes that have emerged throughout 

this literature review.  
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2.4.3 Community resilience research in Aotearoa New Zealand 

There has been a significant amount of research on community resilience that has come from 

Aotearoa New Zealand, which is not surprising given that the country experiences a wide array of 

destructive environmental events. Broadly speaking, Paton (2006) developed a model to 

conceptualise adaptive capacity and how to assess community resilience. Paton’s (2006) model 

follows alongside other researchers that have used indicators to assess community resilience, as 

outlined above. An adaptation of Paton’s model can be seen in Figure 7. Paton’s (2006) model 

depicted resilience from the individual, community, and institutional/environmental levels, and the 

various indicators or factors that can influence them. While Paton’s early model provided a useful 

tool in demonstrating the complexity of community resilience, there has been further research into 

these concepts over the years. 

 

Community resilience research in Aotearoa New Zealand has covered numerous types of events such 

as volcanoes (Gabrielsen et al., 2017; Paton et al., 2001), wildfires (Grant & Langer, 2021), and 

climate change (Hayward, 2008; Stewart et al., 2016). There has also been more specific work that 

has considered how different communities such as rural areas (Fielke et al., 2017; Payne et al., 2019), 

businesses (Orchiston & Espiner, 2017), and Māori (Gabrielsen et al., 2017; Kenney & Phibbs, 2014; 

Lambert, 2014) respond to and prepare for events, and how collaboration between communities of 

stakeholders can be increased (Doyle et al., 2015; Seville et al., 2008). While there has been an 

ongoing global increase in community resilience research, Aotearoa New Zealand has seen an 

increase in this research since the early 2010s. 

The strong increase in community resilience research since the 2010s can be attributed in part to the 

Canterbury earthquakes in September 2010 and February 2011. Much of the research on resilience 

and recovery that has emerged from the Canterbury earthquakes has examined response (Cretney, 

Figure 7: Model of community resilience (Daly et al., 2009, used by permission) 
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2016), politics of resilience (Hayward, 2013), food systems (Berno, 2017; Wesener, 2020) and urban 

space transitions (Brand et al., 2019). However, there was also a strong emerging focus on the social 

aspects of community resilience including social capital (Aldrich, 2017; Prayag et al., 2021), social 

infrastructure (Banwell, 2017; Thornley et al., 2015), and the role of initiatives and organisations 

(Carlton & Vallance, 2013; Vallance & Carlton, 2015) in the long-term processes of resilience and 

recovery. This thesis is strongly aligned within the increasing resilience research in Aotearoa New 

Zealand and looks to expand on current understandings of the social aspects of community 

resilience. 

2.5 Chapter Summary 

This literature review established the need for community resilience redirection in three ways: 

1. by exploring various conceptualisations of community,   

2. by critically examining methods of defining and identifying resilience, 

3. and finally, by considering how community resilience is currently defined and applied 
throughout academia and in practice. 

Since its theoretical inception approximately 100 years ago, community has held numerous 

definitions, with one defining feature being groupness. What is missing from many of the definitions 

is acknowledging community as an amalgamation of numerous groups that are constantly shifting 

due to various complex processes.  As a result, community runs the risk of being considered one-

dimensional and static, however, by exploring collectives it reveals a more complex and dynamic 

understanding of community. Due to the infrequent examination of the complexity of collectives in 

community resilience, their use in understanding resilience has been underexplored. Much of the 

current research has focused on identifying and measuring community resilience through capitals, 

indicators, and models. However, due to the unique characteristics of communities these “one size 

fits all” approaches to community resilience make it difficult to assess its resilience, and as a result, 

perpetuate the idea that “all too often ‘community’ signifies something vague and ill-defined” (Day, 

2006, p. 2). While the last decade has seen a veritable explosion of research exploring community 

resilience, collectives as a meso level within community are under-acknowledged. Therefore, 

understanding the unique processes that exist in everyday life through collectives and how they may 

be drawn on during unexpected life events may offer insight into a more nuanced, dynamic approach 

to community resilience. 
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Chapter 3 

Methodological Approach 

Genuine doubt drives research. And very rarely scientific research begins with pure 
curiosity. – Reichertz (2013, p. 126) 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter outlines the methodology that situates this research and the methods that were used 

throughout the collection and analysis of the data. This exploratory study adopted a variety of 

qualitative research methods. The first section in this chapter provides the methodological overview, 

which outlines how the research began with exploratory inquiry to study a single case study using 

abductive reasoning. Exploratory inquiry laid the foundation for entering the field, while case study 

research structured the data collection and abductive reasoning framed the analysis. The next 

section of this chapter outlines the data collection methods that were used in this research including 

document analysis, semi-structured interviews, and participant observation. The semi-structured 

interviews were used as the primary method for data analysis while document analysis and 

participant observation were used as secondary methods to establish the research plan and 

triangulate data. The following section focuses on how data was analysed using thematic analysis and 

concept mapping. Finally, this chapter will conclude with an overview of ethical considerations and 

issues that were taken into consideration when conducting research in a post-disaster setting. 

3.2 Methodological Approach 

Selecting a methodological approach in qualitative research can often be a daunting task with many 

potential paths to follow. The following section will describe the methodological approaches that 

were utilised in this research, with an emphasis on exploratory inquiry, case study research, and 

abductive reasoning.  

3.2.1 Exploratory inquiry 

As the nature of this thesis was to explore social aspects of community resilience in Kaikōura, a 

location I had never been to before, it began as exploratory inquiry with a later shift to case study 

research. Exploratory inquiry is traditionally used as an inductive approach to research that is 

characterised by a degree of research design flexibility (Stebbins, 2001). It is particularly suited to 

studies of relatively new and complex topic areas and social phenomena where there is a need to 

generate some initial insights and then progressively sharpen the inquiry around emerging themes 
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and concepts (Stebbins, 2001; Wellington & Szczerbinski, 2007). For this reason, exploratory inquiry 

was used initially to gain insight into the Kaikōura community and was particularly relevant due to 

the earthquake being a new and complex event.  

However, there are a variety of different ‘paths’ that can be undertaken when adopting an 

exploratory approach. Stebbins (2001) highlights that there are four uses of exploratory research: 

investigative, innovative, limited, and discovery. This research was initiated by following a discovery 

path. A discovery approach to exploratory inquiry is different from the others in that it “aims to be as 

broad and thorough as possible” (Stebbins, 2001, p. 3). This meant that when beginning this project I 

made every attempt and took every opportunity to engage in learning about Kaikōura while not 

relegating myself to focusing on one particular aspect of community. However, this was not done 

haphazardly, as there was still some semblance of structure in my initial exploration for discovery. 

This included reading books about the history of Kaikōura, saving news articles, visiting relevant 

websites and perusing publicly available local and regional government documents. This process 

helped to develop a ‘picture’ or ‘story’ of Kaikōura.  

Building on this, Stebbins (2001) asserts that exploratory research, and in particular discovery 

approaches, should still be conducted in a scientific manner which includes “discover[ing] new ideas 

by systematically exploring social groups, processes, and activities” (p. 4). When engaging in 

exploration for discovery the researcher “must intentionally put themselves in a position to make 

discoveries” (Stebbins, 2001, p. 4). In this research, this was done by actively collecting various 

documents and intentionally timing visits to Kaikōura during scheduled events to “discover” 

community before the more participant-led qualitative stage of my fieldwork commenced.  

Gaining familiarity with a setting is important in exploratory research; ‘looking around’ the social 

setting – observing, experiencing local life, and engaging with place – is a requisite (Stebbins, 2001). 

Given that this research focuses on the lived experience of disaster resilience and recovery through 

the lens of collectives, I opted for an exploratory approach, combining qualitative data collection 

methods. Qualitative methods are well suited to the study of community resilience and recovery, as 

it is through the collection and analysis of multiple subjective responses that an event is experienced, 

and through which a rich and meaningful explanation of the associated human actions and 

interactions emerges (Cretney, 2017). Further in this chapter I will outline how the qualitative 

methods I used were document analysis, semi-structured in-depth interviews, and participant 

observation. These methods are not only synonymous with exploratory research but with case 

studies as well. 



 44 

3.2.2 Case study research 

Case study research has been defined as an “empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary 

problem within its real-life context” (Scholz & Tietje, 2002, p. 9). In the social sciences, case study 

approaches can be described as “a very detailed research enquiry into a single example (of a social 

process, organisation or collectivity) seen as a social unit in its own right and as a holistic entity” 

(Payne & Payne, 2004, p. 32). In other words, case studies use real life scenarios as the unit of 

analysis, whether as a stand-alone unit or as a comparison between multiple units. Case studies have 

been used previously as an effective approach in resilience research in general, and more specifically 

to examine how resilience is built (Burnside-Lawry & Carvalho, 2016; Shenk et al., 2019) and to 

understand post-disaster recovery (Jerolleman, 2020; Naithani & Saha, 2020). Case studies have been 

proven to be an effective method in resilience and recovery research and therefore a reasonable 

approach for this thesis. 

Yin (2014) explains that there are five rationales for choosing case study research: critical, unusual, 

common, revelatory, or longitudinal. I justify the use of a case study based on a combination of 

critical, unusual and common criteria. A critical case study is useful “to determine whether 

propositions are correct or whether some alternative set of explanations might be more relevant” 

(Yin, 2014, p. 51). In this research, I take the well-known and often-used theories of community 

resilience and carefully consider them in my data collection and analysis to uncover whether they 

correctly and adequately represent what is happening. Secondly, and most interestingly, is that my 

research falls within an unnamed realm between unusual and common reasoning. Yin (2014) states 

that unusual criteria considers the “deviat[ions] from theoretical norms or even everyday 

occurrences”, whereas in a common case study the “objective is to capture the circumstances and 

conditions of an everyday situation” (p. 52). The reasoning for existing between these two criteria is 

that this research does examine common, everyday life but in a context that is a direct result and 

consequence of an unusual event. Therefore, this research examines unexpected life that occurs in a 

case study.  

Once a case study has been selected and justified as an appropriate approach there are many 

different factors that must be considered when framing the research project. Some of the 

considerations include whether it is holistic or embedded, a single case or multiple cases, 

explanatory or exploratory, quantitative or qualitative (Scholz & Tietje, 2002). The approach used in 

this research is a single-case, embedded design as outlined by Yin (2014) while employing 

exploratory qualitative methods. This specific approach focuses on one case study while considering 

various units of analysis within the single case study (Yin, 2014) to examine a specific phenomenon as 
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experienced by many participants. This study therefore examines Kaikōura as the case study, the 

earthquake as the phenomenon, and the different collectives as the units of analysis. 

Finally, this thesis has been constructed to reflect what Yin (2014) describes as a “theory-building 

structure” for case study reporting. This structure follows that each chapter will build towards my 

proposed theory, with each results chapter focusing on key aspects of my final proposed approach to 

community resilience. According to Yin (2014) this is common in exploratory research, and how this 

research contributes to a new conceptualisation of community resilience is outlined in the following 

subsection. 

3.2.3 Abductive reasoning 

Inductive and deductive reasoning are the two most common forms of reasoning found in the social 

sciences. In broad terms, inductive reasoning examines the evidence and then develops a theory, 

whereas deductive reasoning develops a hypothesis and then tests its validity. Both exploratory 

inquiry and case study research outlined above often apply inductive reasoning. The formal 

recognition of grounded theory in the 1960s led to extensive new theories in the disaster field that 

used inductive reasoning (Phillips, 2014). However, this thesis moves away from the often used 

inductive and deductive reasoning and applies abductive reasoning.  

Abductive reasoning is far less common than both inductive and deductive reasonings yet offers a 

unique and equally important approach to scientific reasoning. Reichertz (2011) explains that 

abductive reasoning is used when:  

One has decided (with whatever degree of awareness and for whatever 
reason) no longer to adhere to the conventional view of things. This way of 
creating a new ‘type’ (the relationship of a typical new combination of 
features) is a creative outcome which engenders a new idea. (p. 220) 

In other words, abductive reasoning identifies a theory, examines evidence, and then re-evaluates 

the theory based on the evidence. In later work, Reichertz (2013) summarised abduction as the 

pursuit to disprove current understandings of a theory by using experiential and observable data. As 

this thesis aims to critically evaluate community resilience through the examination of a case study, 

abductive reasoning was deemed most appropriate. 

Where Hawthorne (2018) describes inductive reasoning as the “logic of evidential support” and 

Hanson (1958) describes deductive reasoning as the “logic of proof”, abductive reasoning can be 

explained as the “logic of discovery” (Hanson, 1958). Based on the idea that one aspect of 

exploratory inquiry and abductive reasoning are both in the realm of “discovery” it is reasoned that 

there is a direct connection between them. However, Walton (2004) stated that “a conclusion drawn 
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by abductive inference is an intelligent guess. But it is still a guess, because it is tied to an incomplete 

body of evidence. As new evidence comes in, the guess could be shown to be wrong” (p. 3-4). While 

conclusions derived from abductive reasoning are not inherently wrong, it should still be noted that 

results could be open to high levels of criticism and scrutiny based on the re-interpretation of data.  

Reichertz (2013) justifies that while abductive conclusions are derived by chance, abduction:  

is not the product of uninformed guessing or a god-given ability to recognize 
what is right, but is rather a matter of absorbing (the greatest possible 
amount of) environmental data, which are then (albeit subconsciously) 
interpreted and used to arrive at a meaningful conclusion. (p. 129) 

This thesis follows abductive reasoning by first acknowledging the current theoretical and practical 

understandings of community resilience, then conducting data collection, revisiting the theory, and 

ultimately developing a critical analysis and recommendations on how to reconceptualise community 

in resilience work. 

3.3 Qualitative Methods 

As is the case in most exploratory and case study research, qualitative methods were employed in 

this research. Some qualitative methods include document analysis, interviews, and participant 

observation (Creswell, 2014), all of which were used in this research. These methods can be 

particularly useful in case study research as they allow the researcher to garner a deeper 

understanding of the ideas and lived experiences of participants (Creswell, 2014). Given that this 

research focused on how people define and connect to their community, specifically in Kaikōura 

following the earthquake, it was imperative to utilise methods that would explore the everyday life 

and unexpected life events that participants described and engaged in.  

3.3.1 Document analysis 

Document analysis, also known broadly as secondary data collection, is an unobtrusive method 

involving the collection and assessment of existing texts including official reports, historical records, 

newspaper articles, meeting minutes, websites and material provided by businesses such as 

pamphlets and newsletters (Mills & Birks, 2014; Thomas, 2015). While document analysis can be 

used throughout a study, it is particularly helpful at the onset as it helps to build a contextual 

backdrop, refine the core ideas and research questions, and identify potential research participants 

(Bowen, 2009). As stated earlier in this chapter, document analysis was used even before formal 

qualitative research had begun. This was done in an effort to frame a better understanding of the 

case study as well as develop an appropriate objective and research questions. While not used as the 

primary research method, document analysis provided both a starting point for this research while 

also assisting with triangulating the analysis. 
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Document analysis was essential in the beginning of this research during the exploration for 

discovery phase. By reviewing publicly available documents, it helped me to develop a contextual 

understanding of the research setting prior to entering the field and did not require ethical 

clearance. This method provided an overview and initial understanding of the built, social, and 

political environment, local resources, economic status, as well as local activities and events. 

According to Flora et al. (2016) these elements are crucial for understanding a community. By gaining 

a better insight into these factors it can offer a window into how people interact with each other and 

their surroundings. This method can also assist in the development of a deeper understanding of the 

local culture and broad, overarching opinions. 

Document analysis for this research included a review of newspaper articles, government 

documents, websites, and meeting minutes. For this research, document analysis was initially used 

to identify a range of collectives that existed in Kaikōura.  News articles from the local newspaper, 

the Kaikōura Star, were collected along with visits to national news sites such as RadioNZ, NewsHub, 

and Stuff. Reimagine Kaikōura, a locally produced recovery strategy that will be explored later on, as 

well as various documents on the local government website were analysed. Additionally, newsletters 

and community briefings from local collectives were reviewed. From there, potential participants 

were identified as initial points of contact for interviews. Although interviews will be expanded on in 

the following subsection, it is important to note here that as fieldwork and interviews were ongoing, 

old documents were revisited and new documents were explored as I was made aware of them 

throughout the duration of the fieldwork. 

Document analysis was critical in shaping and reshaping this thesis. Early on the decision was made 

to examine rural post-disaster resilience and recovery by examining community collectives. The 

identification of collectives was done by analysing numerous types of documents, including 

newspapers, websites, grant funding information, as well as broadcast and print media. After careful 

consideration, six collectives were initially selected to be used as a starting point for this research. 

The collectives that were selected represented a range of purposes, with a variety of local 

community stakeholders, and were prominently featured in local documents following the 

earthquake. Ball and Thornley (2015) created a table (Figure 8) that represents community initiatives 

to demonstrate how they fit within a community vs. government-initiated framework that considers 

broad vs. specific outcomes. While not necessarily representative of the different collectives I 

examined in my research, it was a useful tool for selecting the types of collectives that were 

explored.  
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Building on Ball & Thornley’s (2015) work, I created a table to demonstrate where the original six 

collectives that I had chosen fit within those categories. I also added a collaborative category, which 

highlighted collectives where the government and community worked together. These can be found 

in Table 2 below. 

 

 

 

As I entered the field and began interviews, the collectives I was intending to research changed, 

which follows an exploratory approach. This was a result of participants voicing more enthusiasm for 

other collectives (3), some collectives were no longer as active (2), and in one case a collective 

changed category (1). This meant that some collectives were no longer researched and new ones 

were analysed. The shifts in collectives and their corresponding categories are represented in Table 3 

below. 

 

 

 

Table 2: Collectives identified prior to fieldwork 

Table 2: Collectives identified prior to fieldwork   
Government 

Initiated 
Collaborative 

Community 
Initiated 

Broad Focus     1 

Specific Focus   1 4 

Table 3: Collectives analysed after fieldwork 

   
Government 

Initiated 
Collaborative 

Community 
Initiated 

Broad Focus 1   2 

Specific Focus 1 2 4 

Figure 8: Community and government-initiated collectives (Ball & Thornley, 2015, used by 
permission) 
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The shift from the original six to the final ten came about rather organically through interviews, 

participant observation, and from conversations at meetings. For instance, once in the field it 

became clear that the original six community collectives that were selected had many individuals and 

groups which intersected at various levels. While document analysis provided a good entry point for 

this research and the identification of the initial collectives, it was not until interviews and participant 

observation were underway that a more nuanced understanding of Kaikōura could be created. 

3.3.2 Semi-structured in-depth interviews 

Interviews were the main data collection method, as they provided the opportunity to “gain insight 

into how people attribute meaning to their worlds” (Grindsted, 2005, p. 1015). Participants’ views on 

the purpose of their collective, their aspirations for the collective and their reasons for involvement, 

as well as their opinions on the wider community were identified through interviews. All of the 

interviews were semi-structured. The semi-structured approach to interviews provided a level of 

consistency across the conversations through prompts, but also allowed for unexpected lines of 

interest to be pursued, and the ability to request clarification and follow-up questions from 

participants’ responses (Paine, 2015). Prior to engaging in any fieldwork involving participants, 

including interviews and participant observation, an application for ethics approval was submitted to 

Lincoln University’s Human Ethics Committee. The approval letter is attached in Appendix A. 

The themes that were explored in the interviews included background information about Kaikōura, 

the collective they were involved in, wider community involvement, and their hopes for the future of 

the collective. The themes can be found in the full Participant Interview Guide in Appendix B. It was 

not uncommon for other themes to emerge from the interviews, as is typical in semi-structured 

interviews. The wording in the Participant Interview Guide and the write-up portion of the thesis has 

changed from initiative to collective and is reflective of abductive reasoning. This shift occurred as 

the fieldwork unfolded with a realisation that collective was more appropriate as some of the 

interactions between participants were more casual than a formal initiative.  

During the initial stages of document analysis, key stakeholders involved with community collectives 

and local government officials in Kaikōura were identified. As these potential participants’ contact 

details were publicly available, either on the organisation’s website or published in news articles, 

they were identified as practical first contacts for interviews. Following the initial interviews, the 

second round of participants was identified through snowball sampling where participants suggested 

potential new participants (Parker et al., 2019). This process produced contacts that were involved in 

the initial and secondary collectives.  
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Participants were initially contacted to be interviewed via email if it was available, otherwise they 

were contacted via phone. As per ethics protocol, local community members were invited to 

participate with a formal Research Invitation Email and Research Invitation Telephone Script 

(Appendix C and Appendix D respectively). A Research Information Sheet (Appendix E) was attached 

to the emails for further information about the research. If the participants were contacted via 

phone, then they were provided with the Research Information Sheet prior to being interviewed. 

Before any interview commenced, all participants were given the Research Information Sheet and a 

Consent Form to review (Appendix F). While we discussed the use of audio recording equipment 

prior to the interview, participants were asked to sign the consent form following the interview. It 

was decided that signing the consent form afterwards would allow the participant to reflect on 

anything they may have said in the interview that they did not want included in the research. 

Interviews lasted between 20 minutes to one and a half hours. Most of the meetings were held in 

public places, such as cafés and workplaces, with the exception of two interviews held in 

participants’ homes. This was by their request due to travel and work concerns. Interestingly, given 

that some of the interviews took place in a participant’s workplace, it was not uncommon that a 

participant would ask for a colleague’s input on some of the questions being asked. If the colleague 

had already signed an ethics consent form, then their response was included in the transcription and 

analysis, otherwise their response was not transcribed. There was only one incident where a 

colleague did not want their comments recorded, in which case their comments were not transcribed 

and not used in further analysis. Interviews were scheduled around local town happenings such as 

group and organisation meetings, as well as community events and activities. Scheduling the 

interviews at the same time as a collective or town scheduled gathering provided the opportunity for 

participant observation while in Kaikōura. Based on the initial responses from the semi-structured 

interviews it was decided to have follow-up interviews with some of the participants, whereas one 

interview with other participants was sufficient.  

The transcriptions for each interview were assigned a unique code number based on the order of the 

interview. For an initial interview they were given sequential codes, for example 1001, 2001, 3001 

and so on. In total, 24 interviews were conducted. Twenty of the interviews were initial interviews, 

with the other four interviews being follow-ups. If a participant was interviewed for a second time, 

then the second interview code would reflect this change and was represented as 1002, 2002, 3002 

and 4002. In the thesis, when referring to the participants they are coded as well and these are 

simply coded from 1-22. Two of the interviews had two participants which explains why there were 

22 individual codes and 24 interviews. 
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3.3.3 Participant observation 

Much like document analysis, participant observation was used as a supplementary data gathering 

strategy to triangulate the research. During the course of this research, I spent a total of 22 days and 

12 nights in Kaikōura over nine months between July 2018 and May 2019. As stated, the interviews 

were scheduled around local events that were happening in the township. Some of the events that I 

attended were one-off events, community meetings within and between collectives, as well as 

regularly scheduled activities for collectives. Some of the participant observation sessions I attended 

were group and organisation meetings that were held monthly. There were also times when I was 

invited to attend a weekly event that was held at a collective’s central location or in a community 

building. Other participant observation sessions were at events that were held annually, such as a 

local clean-up day and events surrounding the anniversary of the earthquake, and others were one-

off events. When engaging in participant observation I kept a journal for fieldnotes. To ensure 

participants were not made to feel uncomfortable under a watchful eye, I would write in the journal 

after every engagement rather than actively writing during the participant observation session. This 

was done to ensure that observations were not left too long, as greater time between event and 

writing would have meant key information could have been forgotten. The variety of meetings, 

events, and activities I attended demonstrates how the exploration for discovery approach for this 

research was actively pursued. 

Group and organisation activities 

Many of the activities and events I attended were specific to a particular collective. These were often 

put on regularly by the collective. It was also not uncommon for some activities to be one-offs. In 

many cases participants invited me to attend events and activities that were being put on by their 

collective. In some cases I would attend a gathering without a specific invitation; this would have 

been due to the fact that it was a public event. These types of events were often promoted through 

the collective’s website or newsletter, media outlets and government websites. On one occasion I 

respectfully declined an invitation to attend a meeting as it was of a sensitive nature and could have 

potentially led to those in the meeting feeling uncomfortable with a researcher present. Additionally, 

this meeting was beyond the scope of my ethics approval due to the meeting being sensitive in 

nature to the attendees’ personal lives. 

The wider community events and activities that I attended included clean-up days, community meals, 

and a Community Expo. I also attended events for the second-year anniversary of the earthquake 

which included tree planting, a concert in Churchill Park, and a variety evening at the Memorial Hall. 

These events were all organised by community members, and it was not uncommon for participants 
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to be involved in the organisation committees. These events allowed me to witness how and which 

locals in Kaikōura engaged in these types of activities.  

Community meetings 

The community meetings that I attended included the Social Earthquake Task Group (SETG), 

Communications Catch-up, and the Community Networkers meetings. I had not heard of any of these 

meetings before starting the fieldwork, although I was invited by community members to attend 

them as the fieldwork progressed. SETG was established to assist with the aftermath and recovery of 

the social concerns following the earthquake. There were other groups formed to assist with other 

aspects of the recovery, however, as this research tended to focus more heavily on the social aspects 

I was not invited to or involved with the other three task groups. It was not uncommon for 

individuals involved in the other task groups to be present at the SETG meetings, demonstrating the 

overlap between them.  

At the meetings, everyone in attendance was asked to go around and introduce themselves. As a 

result, it was relatively easy for me to introduce myself without steering the conversation or purpose 

of the meeting away from the agenda. At these meetings it was common for someone in attendance 

to ask questions about my research after introducing myself, or offer suggestions on potential 

directions my research could go. Most times my introduction was met with smiles and nods from 

others in the room. There was variation in attendance at the monthly meetings, but more striking 

was the overlap in attendance between the three meeting groups I attended. Given that I attended a 

number of meetings over a few months, it did not take long to gather a ‘snapshot’ of how the 

meetings took place. As my fieldwork was coming to a close, it was noted that the SETG team began 

to rebrand as the Wellbeing Rōpū, demonstrating the transition into a post-earthquake ‘recovered’ 

community rather than a recovering community. 

3.4 Data Analysis 

The data analysis was completed in two ways: thematic analysis and concept mapping. Given that 

the research methods were qualitative I used a ground up approach for my data analysis. This ground 

up approach to data analysis is common in inductive reasoning (Yin, 2014). As detailed above, I had 

moved away from engaging in a purely inductive approach and adopted an abductive reasoning 

strategy. Thus, data analysis was not purely inductive as the theoretical basis for this research was 

examined extensively in the literature review. However, throughout the data analysis process I set 

aside what I had learnt of community resilience from the literature in order to examine the data with 

fresh eyes. This meant that rather than attempting to fit the data to the theories or fit the theories to 

the data, I acknowledged both as separate processes and then brought them together in the 

discussion. 
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3.4.1 Thematic analysis  

Prior to commencing the analysis, the interviews needed to be transcribed. The interviews were 

transcribed after they were conducted and transcribing software was used to play back the 

interviews while I typed them into Microsoft Word. As the interviews were being transcribed, I 

actively conducted the first step of my thematic analysis. This was done in the first instance by colour 

coding the participants’ responses. The intention with this process was to identify patterns that were 

found in the data (Gray, 2014). As themes were identified the number of occurrences of each theme 

was noted in a separate Microsoft Excel document.  

This initial coding process included colour coding various themes that arose from the interviews. The 

categories and themes were adjusted as I transcribed interviews and new potential themes arose. 

Often this was done to include new themes that became prominent in later interviews. Once all of 

the interviews were transcribed, they were read through in their entirety to identify new themes or 

patterns that would not have been noticed in the initial coding process that was done during 

transcription. Eventually, the colour codes represented 12 separate categories. The 12 categories 

that were identified in the initial coding process were: 

1. Local  
2. Uniqueness of place  
3. Unified (connected) community  
4. Divided (disconnected) community 
5. Lack of local/community/ stakeholder input 
6. Connection/ownership of place  
7. Individual Experiences  
8. Champion/leader  
9. Change  
10. Back to normal  
11. Mentions another initiative  
12. Money for a collective 

These themes created a base for the next step in the data analysis process- concept mapping. Once 

the themes were established the next step in the data analysis was the concept mapping that took 

on two different forms, as will be outlined further below. It should be noted that the thematic 

analysis was revisited in the final stage of the data analysis. This was done by re-examining the 

interview transcripts and placing them into themes that continued to arise from the data analysis in 

both the thematic analysis and the concept mapping. This will be explored further in the next 

subsection. 
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3.4.2 Concept mapping 

Variations of concept mapping were utilised in the data analysis. After the first two stages of 

thematic analysis, patterns began to emerge. The patterns were laid out in an initial concept map 

seen in the bottom left of Figure 9. Louis (2014) explains that the process of concept mapping 

“give[s] visual representation of the larger picture along with the more specific detail” (p. 173). This 

meant that while the thematic analysis grouped the larger themes together and counted the number 

of instances they occurred, the concept mapping was able to show the finer details of each theme 

and the connections between them. Through the initial concept map it was realised that while many 

of the collectives described similar experiences, they were also vastly different. While still quite 

hands on, or by some standards elementary, this second iteration of thematic analysis included 

cutting out significant quotes and attaching them to a poster board in groups based on the theme. 

These are shown on the top of Figure 9. Additionally, underneath the quotes in Figure 9 there are 

two approaches to concept mapping employed in my data analysis and these are outlined further 

below.  

 

Figure 9: Three approaches to concept mapping (Author’s image) 
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Whereas the first concept map was used to visualise the similarities between the interviews, and as a 

result the collectives, the next step was to examine the differences between them. The concept 

maps in this part of the data analysis were modelled from Woolcock and Narayan’s (2000) work that 

considers levels of social capital. Two of Woolcock and Narayan’s charts were combined to create my 

concept map. Their first example demonstrates outcomes that can arise from combinations of high 

and low social capital (Figure 10). The second chart by Woolcock and Narayan (2000) that was 

adapted for this analysis shows a more fluid process of how social capital can shift depending on a 

variety of factors (Figure 11).  

 

 

The two charts adapted from Woolcock and Narayan (2000) were developed into a matrix for five of 

the collectives. The five matrices can be seen in Appendix G. The individual matrices were created on 

tracing paper so that they could be over-laid to see the variations in process. Figure 12 demonstrates 

how the collectives went through varying processes of low and high social capital. 

Figure 11: Fluidity of social networks (Woolcock & Narayan, 2000, used by permission) 

Figure 10: Low vs. high social capital (Woolcock & Narayan, 2000, used by permission) 
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While this analysis originally considered social capital, through abductive reasoning it was uncovered 

that there was more to the collectives than purely a social capital approach. Regardless, this step was 

necessary as it was through the process of concept mapping that the complex nuances in the 

collectives, and therefore wider community, emerged.  

The intention of these matrices was to consider how internal and external factors contribute to the 

constantly shifting collectives. The newly developed concept maps were created using tracing paper 

so that when combined they would demonstrate the shifting patterns in stages. Colour pencils were 

used to help differentiate between states of change in the community collectives. Five community 

collectives were selected for this concept map exercise. Not all the collectives were used as the 

intention was not to identify all stages of change but rather to determine that they existed. The 

collectives were selected due to the high amount of overlap and interconnectedness of participants’ 

involvement in the selected organisations. While all selected collectives had at least three 

participants currently engaged with them, there were also connections between participants that 

had existed prior to their mutual engagement in a collective. 

As there were numerous collectives involved in this research with many potential paths of resilience 

and recovery it was necessary to understand how they shifted over time. By creating individual 

Figure 12: Paths of resilience for select collectives (Author’s image) 
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matrices and overlaying them it demonstrated that at various points in time the relationships within 

and among collectives shifted considerably from before the earthquake up to two and a half years 

later. The matrices assisted with visualising how the community collectives had individual, shifting 

levels of resilience throughout the stages of recovery. As a result of these complex, dynamic stages of 

resilience and recovery, the interviews were assessed in multiple ways, as demonstrated in Figure 9 

above, to consider more thoroughly the processes of connection within and among the collectives 

and how the collectives impacted overall community resilience. 

3.5 Ethical Considerations 

As with any form of research that involves human participants, there were concerns regarding 

privacy, safety, and agency in this thesis (Phillips, 2014). Furthermore, when conducting research in a 

post-disaster environment there are additional ethical issues that must be considered. The concerns 

that may arise from post-disaster recovery can happen from both a researcher and a participant 

perspective. After a disaster, it is common for a location to experience a large influx of researchers 

who are eager to study the disaster’s effects (Beaven et al., 2016). However, a large number of 

researchers examining a post-disaster location can be beneficial if they can work cooperatively. As 

this research is part of a collaborative research group there was information sharing, although this 

largely only extended to suggestions for potential participants and community background 

information. 

One of the ethical concerns for participants in a community recovering from a disaster is that locals 

can feel inundated with researchers. This can result in an increase in participants’ emotional and 

physical fatigue (Phillips, 2014). Another concern may be that there is an assumption that those who 

have survived a disaster are not capable of participating due to stress. Although some have argued 

that this is not the case (Phillips, 2014), other researchers have found elevated stress among 

participants as they are not aware that participation is optional (Beaven, et al. 2016). These issues 

can be resolved by ensuring participants are well informed about the research. It was noted in my 

ethics application that had I noticed signs of distress in a participant I would provide them with a 

Kaikōura Earthquake Information Sheet (Appendix H). This information sheet included a large list of 

organisations that can assist with income, health, and childcare. There can also be benefits of 

conducting research in a post-disaster community such as improved access to health and social 

services, increased feelings of empowerment, and a general sense of helping others who may 

experience similar situations in the future (Phillips, 2014).  
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3.6 Chapter Summary 

This chapter outlined how I used an exploratory inquiry-based approach in case study research with 

abductive reasoning. The qualitative methods that were used included document analysis, semi-

structured interviews, and participant observation. This chapter also outlined how a combination of 

thematic analysis and concept mapping for the data analysis was utilised in the research. This thesis 

employs a theory-building structure (Yin, 2014) as a means to create a blueprint for a new approach 

to community resilience research. The following chapter will provide the context for the case study in 

Kaikōura. 
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Chapter 4 

Kaikōura Case Study 

Manaaki whenua, Manaaki tangata, Haere whakamua. 
Care for the land, care for the people, go forward. – Māori proverb 

4.1 Introduction 

As outlined in previous chapters, RNC-Rural identified early in its programme that Kaikōura was a 

viable case study to examine community resilience and recovery. This chapter will explain in greater 

detail the characteristics of Kaikōura including an overview of its geography and environment, 

history, industry, and socio-demographics. This chapter will also include a brief overview of the 

immediate effects the earthquake had on Kaikōura, while providing a brief description of the longer-

term impacts in the region. This chapter develops a general synopsis of the Kaikōura community, 

both before and after the earthquake, a necessary exercise in case study research.  

4.2 Geography and Environment 

Kaikōura translates as kai-food and kōura-crayfish in te reo Māori. This translation is a reflection of 

the abundance of the crustacean delicacy that lives in the waters along the Kaikōura coast. Kaikōura 

is a small, rural town and district that is located on a peninsula that juts out of the East Coast of the 

South Island in Aotearoa New Zealand, as seen in Figure 13. The district is bounded by the Pacific 

Ocean to the east and the Kaikōura Mountain Ranges to the west. To the north is the Waima/Ure 

River and the Tūtaeputaputa/Conway River to the south (McAloon et al., 1998). The town of Kaikōura 

is a peripheral community, meaning that it is not well-connected with the rest of the country (Horn & 

Simmons, 2002). As there are no regularly scheduled flights in and out of Kaikōura the district relies 

on road and rail connections for the movement of people and goods. Kaikōura is located 

approximately 180km, or 2.5 hours north of Christchurch, the largest urban centre in the South 

Island. Kaikōura is also approximately 128km, or 2 hours, south of Blenheim. This relative isolation is 

a contributing factor to Kaikōura's small population and heavy reliance on a strong local economy 

(Horn & Simmons, 2002). Although there are smaller settlements within the Kaikōura District, the 

town of Kaikōura is the largest. Kaikōura is the northernmost district in the Canterbury region.  
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The unique qualities of the region have long been recognised by many (Elvy, 1996; Horn, 2002). In 

the early 2000s there was a proposal put forth by Forest and Bird to turn the Kaikōura Ranges and 

surrounding area into a National Park. This was based on the premise that there were significant 

numbers of unique plant and animal species found in this region and nowhere else (Forest and Bird, 

2002). Other reasons for consideration as a National Park, is the remarkable beauty of the area and 

potential economic benefits that would come from improved facilities for recreationists (Forest and 

Bird, 2002). Similarly, in 2006 it was proposed that Kaikōura should become a World Heritage Site. 

Much like the National Park proposal, this was reasoned based on the unique characteristics of the 

region.  

Figure 13: Kaikōura, Aotearoa New Zealand (Wikimedia Commons, 2020, used under Creative 
Commons Attribution ShareAlike 3.0 Unported licence) 



 61 

Not as apparent as the mountain ranges yet equally remarkable is the Kaikōura Canyon that lies 

below the ocean. The canyon begins to deepen at just 500m from shore and within another 2.5km it 

reaches a depth of 1000m (Department of Conservation, 2006). As the deep canyon is near to shore, 

whales and dolphins can swim close to shore and are easily visible from land. There are also distinct 

seal colonies on either side of Kaikōura; specifically, the Ōhau Point Seal Colony to the north and the 

Point Kean Seal Colony to the south. There are also pāua and crayfish that have provided food for 

centuries. Many species of seabirds reside in the area including albatross, shearwaters, penguins and 

gulls, some of which cannot be found anywhere else. The abundance of wildlife and its need for 

protection have been supported by many locals in Kaikōura and amplified by a local environmental 

organisation known as Te Korowai o Te Tai ō Marokura. This organisation led the Kaikōura Marine 

Management Act 2014 which designated protected marine reserves, animal sanctuaries, and 

established an advisory committee to maintain stewardship over the area (Department of 

Conservation, 2014). 

4.3 History 

In Māori legend it has been said that when Māui “fished up” or discovered the North Island he did so 

by standing on the Kaikōura Peninsula, using it as a foothold (Elvy, 1996; Sherrard, 1966). As Māui 

used his foot to brace himself he dislodged the seat of his waka, and so Kaikōura Peninsula came to 

be known as Te Taumanu-o-Te-Waka-a-Māui or the seat of Māui’s canoe (Elvy, 1996; Kaikōura 

District Council, 2017). It is believed that this Māori legend can be attributed to the discovery of 

Aotearoa New Zealand by Māori around the year 450 (Sherrard, 1966). From then, Māori oral 

traditions state that there were many visits over time from different Māori explorers, including 

Rākaihautū in 850, Kupe in 950, and later Rongo-i-tua (Elvy, 1996). Kaikōura proved to be one of the 

most popular regions for Māori in the early days as it provided ample resources for subsistence, both 

in food and shelter (Sherrard, 1966).  

Early in the settlement of Aotearoa New Zealand, Māori established themselves in Kaikōura while 

subsisting on hunting and fishing (McAloon et al., 1998). Over time, the region endured many, 

sometimes violent, disputes between other iwis, and later land (dis)agreements between Māori and 

Pākehā (McAloon et al., 1998). It is believed that the Waitaha occupied Kaikōura and South Island, 

between mid-1500 and mid-1600. However, they were soon overcome by Ngāti Māmoe (Sherrard, 

1966). Archaeological evidence estimates that Ngāti Māmoe occupied the area for some time based 

on established local pā sites (Sherrard, 1966) and Māori resided in the region for approximately 800 

years before it was colonised by Europeans (Kaikōura District Council, 2017). Currently, Ngāi Tahu, 

and more specifically Te Rūnanga o Kaikōura, preside over the region and must be consulted 
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regarding any environmental, historical, or cultural matters that should arise in the district (Te 

Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu, 1997).  

The first time Europeans sighted Kaikōura was on 14 February 1770 by Captain James Cook (Elvy, 

1996). As Cook described it, “Snow lay in patches on the high mountains, and some low land that 

appeared like an island lay close under the foot” (Elvy, 1996). The area was dubbed Lookers-on; 

although it is debated whether this was a result of Māori presence watching the ships or the 

imposing mountains looming over the ocean (Elvy, 1996; Sherrard, 1966). Although it is believed 

there were other ships that would have passed Kaikōura following Cook’s voyage there were no 

established European settlements in the area for some time. In fact, many early accounts of Kaikōura 

deemed it inhospitable and uninviting, and as a result there was no continuous colonial presence in 

the area until whaling was established (Sherrard, 1966). 

Kaikōura became a whaling station in the early 1830s and in the 1840s a shore-whaling station began 

to take shape headed by Robert Fyffe and John Murray (Garbes & Garbes, 2004; Sherrard, 1966). 

Whalers hunted right and humpback whales for oil and bone as the whales passed the Kaikōura coast 

during their annual migration (Sherrard, 1966). By 1845, 29 whaling stations were established in the 

area, yet Fyffe’s Waiopuka Whaling Station would prove to be the most successful (Garbes & Garbes, 

2001). The Fyffe House is all that remains today of Fyffe’s once successful whaling endeavours. 

Although the building was temporarily closed to visitors due to damage from the 2016 earthquake, it 

reopened in mid-2020. The last whale hunted in Aotearoa New Zealand was caught off the shore of 

Kaikōura on 21 December 1964; 14 years before it was deemed illegal in 1978 (Garbes & Garbes, 

2001). The presence of whales and other marine life in the waters surrounding Kaikōura has 

continued to provide economic stability for those living in the township and district, although in a 

much different industry from whaling.  

4.4 Industry 

Over the last century there have been many economic, political, and social changes in Kaikōura. 

While Europeans initially settled in Kaikōura for whaling, this did not carry on much past the early 

1920s, as cray potting and fishing became the primary ocean resources (McAloon et al., 1998). 

Crayfish and fish are still caught commercially in the area today. As for other primary industries, 

sheep farming was previously the most prevalent agricultural activity, however over time, beef, 

dairy, and other types of farming also contributed significantly to the agricultural industry in the 

region (McAloon et al., 1998). In the past, the primary sector has been the largest contributor to the 

economy in the district, and even today agriculture and fisheries remain important industries. 

However, new industries have been growing. 
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Fishing is not the only source of income that emerges from sea life in Kaikōura. Whales, dolphins, and 

seals are an integral part of Kaikōura’s growing tourism economy. In the 1980s tourism began to rise 

in Kaikōura, as a group of locals came together to market Kaikōura as a tourism destination and 

establish a visitors’ centre (McAloon et al., 1998). The emerging tourism industry was centred on the 

marine life that can be found in the region, including sea mammals and sea birds (Moore et al., 

1998). Between 2006 and 2013 there was a significant rise in unemployment, from 1.6% to 2.5% 

respectively; however, this dropped down to 1.2% in 2018 (Stats NZ Tatauranga Aotearoa, 2017a). It 

can be assumed that the lowered unemployment rate two years after the earthquake was in direct 

correlation with the increased employment opportunities in Kaikōura for the rebuild. When this is 

compared to the 4% unemployment for the entirety of Aotearoa New Zealand, Kaikōura has a 

relatively low unemployment rate. Occupations that are filled in Kaikōura are not dissimilar to those 

in the rest of the country, but there are some outliers. For instance, managers in Kaikōura represent 

24.2% compared to 18% nationally, professionals in Kaikōura are quite low at 12% compared to 23% 

nationally, and labourers are 18.3% in Kaikōura while nationally they are 11.3% of the labour force 

(Stats NZ Tatauranga Aotearoa, 2017a).  

Additionally, 61.6% of the Māori population in Kaikōura are employed full time, compared to the 

national average of 47.7%, with unemployment for Māori at 3% in Kaikōura and 8.1% in Aotearoa 

New Zealand (Stats NZ Tatauranga Aotearoa, 2017a). Even as a high percentage of the population is 

in the workforce, the average pay is $32,400. Furthermore, the Aotearoa New Zealand pay scales are 

quite level, but in Kaikōura there is a ballooning effect between $15,000 and $30,000, as well as 

$40,000 and $60,000 (Stats NZ Tatauranga Aotearoa, 2017a). This may be a direct representation of 

managerial and labourer occupations being the dominant professions.  

4.5 Socio-demographics 

The current population in Kaikōura has remained relatively stable over the last two decades, with 

slight rises and dips over the years but no significant increase until following the earthquake. In 1996 

the population was 3,590, in 2006 it was 3,621 and dropped to 3,552 in 2013 (Stats NZ Tatauranga 

Aotearoa, 2017b). However, by 2018, two years after the earthquake, the population had increased 

to 3,912 (Stats NZ Tatauranga Aotearoa, 2017a). In 2006 the Māori population in Kaikōura was only 

591 but by 2018 the population had grown to 720 (Stats NZ Tatauranga Aotearoa, 2017a). When 

compared to the total population of Kaikōura, in 2006 the Māori population represented 16% and in 

2018 it rose to 18%. This shows a 2% increase in the Māori population between 2006 and 2018. 

However, Stats NZ has reported the Māori population at 17.1% and this variation can be a result of 

individuals selecting more than one ethnic group with which to associate themselves (Stats NZ 

Tatauranga Aotearoa, 2017a). 
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With 84% of residents born in Aotearoa New Zealand, Kaikōura has a significantly large proportion of 

residents born in the country compared to other districts. Of the 16% born overseas, United Kingdom 

represents 5.1%, Australia 2.3%, and Asia 3.3%. While the number of residents from Australia is 

lower than the number from Asia, these numbers are quite different from the rest of the country- 

which has 1.6% from Australia and 10.4% from Asia (Stats NZ Tatauranga Aotearoa, 2017a). These 

numbers demonstrate that the population in Kaikōura is less diverse than the rest of Aotearoa New 

Zealand. Additionally, the average age in Kaikōura is 46.3 (Stats NZ Tatauranga Aotearoa, 2017a). 

When compared to the average age of Aotearoa New Zealand which is 37.4, the average age in 

Kaikōura is older. This likely demonstrates a higher retiree population and a lower population of 

children and young adults. 

4.6 After the Earthquake 

As outlined in the introduction, on 14 November 2016 Kaikōura was struck by a 7.8 Mw earthquake. 

The earthquake caused many thousands of rock slips and 1-2 metre high lifts of the sea floor 

(Stevenson et al., 2017). The earthquake had significant impacts on the built environment and 

infrastructure, with flow on effects to the social and economic systems operating both within the 

township and surrounding district. Farmland, tourism, commercial and residential property, as well 

as transportation and communication networks were severely compromised and a significant rebuild 

programme has been underway (Stevenson et al., 2017). As RNC-Rural had already identified 

Kaikōura as a potential case study prior to the earthquake, the research team was quick to assess the 

impacts and released documents outlining the immediate social and economic impacts (Stevenson et 

al., 2017), potential long term economic effects (McDonald et al., 2017), as well as transportation, 

engineering, tourism and environmental concerns (Davies et al., 2017; Hughes et al., 2017; Simmons 

et al., 2017). This fast-acting research collaboration produced evidence of the significant damage, 

possible compounding impacts, and recovery potential following the Kaikōura earthquake. RNC has 

ongoing research interests in Kaikōura, and this research will support and complement it. 

One report claims the estimated cost of the rebuild in the Kaikōura District could be $2 to $3 billion 

(Stevenson et al., 2017). This amount does not include the economic losses that may result from a 

decrease in tourism; a main driver of Kaikōura’s economy. It has been noted that while it is difficult 

to assess the exact economic losses that have resulted from a decrease in tourism, the economic 

impacts are unmistakable (McDonald et al., 2017; Stevenson et al., 2017). For instance, five weeks 

following the earthquake Kaikōura had zero international tourists, and therefore zero international 

tourist spending in the community (McDonald et al., 2017). Although Aotearoa New Zealand overall 

experienced an increase in tourism expenditure between November and December 2017, there was 

an estimated loss of $21 million in combined domestic and international tourism spending in 
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Kaikōura compared to the previous year (McDonald et al., 2017). Any long-term loss of tourism 

would have devastating impacts on Kaikōura, especially when considering visitor spending in the year 

ending September 2016 was estimated to be $120.1 million (Simmons et al., 2017). Additionally, 

McDonald et al. (2017) stated that of all the industries trade and hospitality in Kaikōura would have 

the highest loss in business, however this impact was cushioned somewhat by the influx of rebuild 

workers in the area replacing the tourism market.  

The loss of tourism can be considered a direct result of the immediate closure of State Highway 1 

(SH1), both north and south of Kaikōura, and the inland State Highway 70 (SH70) (Simmons et al., 

2017). It was not until just over a month after the earthquake that SH70, the inner route, reopened 

with no driving restrictions on 19 December 2016. Although SH1 south opened during daylight hours 

on 21 December 2016, the road north did not open until nearly a year later on 15 December 2017, 

meaning for this period Kaikōura was the ‘end of the road’. Compounded by inaccessibility, another 

main reason for the loss in tour operations was the extensive damage to the harbour which limited 

the capacity for marine wildlife tours, a major attraction for international visitors going to Kaikōura.  

Additionally, the number of commercial accommodation facilities available halved from around 40 

immediately prior to the earthquake to 24 a month after the earthquake (Stats NZ Tatauranga 

Aotearoa, 2018). Although many of the workers employed for the highway rebuild projects lived in 

the remaining commercial accommodation, the occupancy rate was a low 14.7% as compared to 

51.1% one year prior (Stats NZ Tatauranga Aotearoa, 2018). It should be noted that while these 

numbers are useful in understanding the overall shift in Kaikōura, the accommodation numbers 

accounted for hotels, motels, backpackers and holiday parks but not private accommodation 

providers such as AirBNB and bach (holiday home) rentals. The road closures, compounded by lack of 

accommodation, and substantial reduction in tour operations, resulted in a significant decrease in 

visitor numbers (McDonald et al., 2017; Stevenson et al., 2017; The Treasury, 2016).  

Many impacts have already been highlighted here, but there were also significant social impacts that 

occurred when disaster struck the small community. As mentioned, the earthquake immediately cut-

off Kaikōura from the outside world, limiting the flow of necessary resources and people in and out 

of the community (Stevenson et al., 2017). An evacuation response by the government was 

established within days of the impact, while others chose to evacuate Kaikōura through their own 

means (Stevenson et al., 2017). Other immediate impacts included the inability to access clean 

water, fresh food, fuel, and adequate housing (Stevenson et al., 2017). Daily routines were altered as 

all six schools in Kaikōura were closed following the earthquake; and as a result, temporary 

education centres were established shortly after the initial quake (Dangerfield, 2016).  
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There were also longer-term impacts following such a devastating event. Many locals lost their 

homes, and as these took time to rebuild, Kaikōura established temporary housing for those in need 

(NZ Herald, 2018). One major long-term concern was the lasting psychosocial impacts on community 

members. Not only were these concerns caused as a direct result of the earthquake but were 

perpetuated by the inability to freely travel in and out of Kaikōura due to road restrictions 

(Stevenson et al., 2017). Although the short-term impacts of a disaster are easy to identify, it is more 

difficult to anticipate long term effects. It is evident that the initial impact of the earthquake and the 

ensuing economic and social shifts have inherently had long-lasting impacts in Kaikōura.  

Knowing that there would be many intricate challenges in overcoming the earthquake, a steering 

committee was created to compile a report on how to rebuild Kaikōura. This document, later called 

Reimagine Kaikōura, was used as the Kaikōura District Recovery Plan. Through the use of surveys, the 

intention of the report was to focus on what community members wanted to see in the rebuild of 

Kaikōura. There were five goals highlighted in the document: 

1. Community 
2. Economy 
3. Built environment 
4. Natural environment 
5. Looking into the future 

Kaikōura District Council (2017) also highlighted key issues and opportunities and potential partners 

from within the community and central government agencies to engage in the rebuild.  

In addition to Reimagine Kaikōura and in response to ongoing social and economic concerns, the 

Kaikōura District Council requested from central government the ability to implement a Three Year 

Recovery Plan as opposed to the usual Long Term Plan. This shift from the norm was proposed as a 

Long Term Plan would take away resources that would be better spent on assisting with Kaikōura’s 

recovery (Kaikōura District Council, 2018). The Three Year Plan was adopted in 2018 and ended in 

2021. The Three Year Plan focused on six key aspects that were modelled from the community led 

recovery plan Reimagine Kaikōura (Kaikōura District Council, 2018). These six aspects were: 

1. Residents and visitors enjoy an improved quality of life in our District. 
2. Our infrastructure, housing community facilities are easily accessible, cost effective and able 

to withstand our natural hazards. 
3. We value, protect and enhance Kaikōura’s unique natural environment and biodiversity and 

sustainably manage disposal of waste. 
4. Our community is resilient, safe and well and has their essential needs met.  
5. Our District is economically diverse, attractive to investment and provides certainty around 

business and employment continuity.  
6. Our community participates in decisions and planning in a way that benefits our future. 
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These six aims demonstrate the district’s strong desire to promote social, environmental, and 

economic wellbeing for the entire community while acknowledging the recent devastating event. 

4.7 Chapter Summary 

This chapter has offered a brief description of the Kaikōura case study. This has been done in an 

effort to establish an extensive, but not exhaustive, contextual basis for the following chapters. 

Outlining the descriptors of Kaikōura should offer the reader a sense of how the community came 

from its roots as a Māori settlement followed by the settlement of whalers, with a gradual 

progression into other primary industries to a growing rural tourist destination. Finally, this chapter 

has outlined the major disruptions the earthquake has had on many aspects of the Kaikōura 

community. The following three results chapters will now explore more socially oriented aspects of 

the earthquake’s impacts that emphasise the role of collectives in everyday life and during 

unexpected life events. 
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Chapter 5 

Identifying within and Connecting to Community 

He aha te mea nui o te ao? He tāngata, he tāngata, he tāngata. 
What is the most important thing in the world? It is the people, it is the people, it 

is the people. – Māori proverb 

5.1 Introduction  

This chapter is the first of three results chapters and will focus on how individuals situated 

themselves in the community before and after the earthquake. The first section in this chapter 

explores how participants identify in and describe their role in Kaikōura. The second section will 

explore the individual participants’ responses to the 14 November 2016 earthquake and how it may 

have impacted their involvement in the collectives and everyday life in Kaikōura. The ultimate 

purpose of this chapter is to explore the individual’s interpretations of community through their 

identities in Kaikōura and within collectives, while also considering how the earthquake may have 

shifted how they connected to and within Kaikōura. This chapter emphasises the importance of 

identity as it shapes how people engage in collectives while also considering the close connection 

between identity and place. 

5.2 Perceptions of Identity and Connection  

When examining collectives as a means to understand community, it is vital to consider how 

individuals connect with their natural, built, and social environment. It is through connections with 

place and people that individuals are able to become involved with collectives. These connections 

can be manifested through an individual’s lived experiences, social networks, and history in the 

community. This section will explore how participants connected with Kaikōura as a location, 

including their motivations for moving to and remaining there and how these helped to develop their 

local identity.  

Kaikōura is often described as having a unique landscape within Aotearoa New Zealand. One 

participant stated that people in Kaikōura were: 

Totally aware of its environment and also what we have here and how lucky 
we are. A lot of people live off the environment in various ways. Whether it 
is the sea or the mountain or the tourism or the hunting. People came here 
because they love the way of life. We even have an older, settled people 
here who come here to live out the rest of their lives here because it’s got 
such a cool feeling here. What I call- what my culture calls- wairua. It’s got 
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an awesome spirituality. A peacefulness. Ya it is hard to explain. It just feels 
good, in a nutshell. - Participant 7 

This quote encapsulates what many of the participants described as the overarching feeling of pride 

towards the Kaikōura region, that the environment was central to the community and within that 

sentiment a peacefulness. The respect for the environment in Kaikōura is exemplified in it being one 

of the first towns in the world to receive an EarthCheck certification. This certification was rooted in 

the local people’s “commitment to protecting [their] environment and working towards 

sustainability for [the] residents and visitors” (Kaikōura District Council, 2016). Many of the 

participants regarded this certification as a point of pride within the community. 

The connection to the physical landscape contributed to many of the participants’ reasons for living 

in the region. The unique environment in Kaikōura is often described as being “where the mountains 

meet the sea”, as seen in Figure 14. Many of the participants discussed the uniqueness of Kaikōura as 

one of the factors that drew them there. Some of the common factors for moving to Kaikōura 

included the environment, connections to people, as well as employment and retirement 

opportunities. According to the participants it was these characteristics and circumstances that made 

the Kaikōura region a unique or special place. When referring to the diversity of the people there, 

one participant stated that “we’ve got a lot of nationalities that have made the choice to move here 

because we see the uniqueness of what we’ve got” and by originating from outside Kaikōura “you 

are looking in, you can see the opportunities perhaps better than someone who has lived here for a 

while” (Participant 21). 

 

While some participants moved to the district to be close to family and friends, others had 

vacationed in the area and fell in love with the place. One participant originating from outside 

Aotearoa New Zealand explained that “we bought a house here in Kaikōura and we made [the 

Figure 14: Kaikōura ‘where the mountains meet the sea’ (Author’s image) 
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decision] about where would be the perfect place to be. Kaikōura had already grabbed our hearts in 

terms of its unique position and what we thought was a unique opportunity” (Participant 22). 

Another participant, in this instance a New Zealander, had been vacationing in Kaikōura with their 

family since they were a child. This participant explained why they decided to make the permanent 

move:  

We moved here about a year ago. But we have been coming up here for 
holidays for a long time. This is my parents’ house that we are living in, their 
bach. We have been having holidays here for like maybe a decade before 
that. So we were finally like ‘ok we are going there all the time for a holiday 
let’s actually just live there . . . because we’re always here’. It’s amazing. Ya 
so we moved here. That’s our relationship; it rose from holiday to 
residential. - Participant 15 

How people connected with Kaikōura was not solely based on their interactions with the 

environment but the people there as well. One participant explained that they “came to Kaikōura for 

the sea and the mountains and the size of the community too. It’s a nice sized town. It’s not too big. 

It’s not too small. Ya so it’s nice” (Participant 4). For them, it was not only the environment that was 

a draw but also the number of people who lived there and the ability to connect with others. Some 

of the uniqueness of Kaikōura was due to the relationships that people had with one another. One 

participant described it as “I keep thinking about some of the people I’ve worked with, and working 

with, that just think this is a special, special place” (Participant 6). This demonstrates that the 

connection to Kaikōura as place was not only experienced on an individual level but collectively as 

well.  

All of the participants played some part in shaping community in Kaikōura, whether they had resided 

in Kaikōura since birth, since moving there many decades prior to the earthquake or moving there in 

the weeks and months after the earthquake. Only one of the 22 participants interviewed had been 

born in Kaikōura. Of the 21 participants not born in Kaikōura, 17 were from Aotearoa New Zealand 

and four of them were from overseas, representing three different continents. The participants from 

Aotearoa New Zealand arrived in Kaikōura from both the North and South Island, with some of them 

relocating to their hometowns briefly before returning to Kaikōura. Two participants decided to 

permanently relocate out of Kaikōura following the earthquake. The diversity of participants’ 

backgrounds demonstrates that the people who call Kaikōura home are far from homogeneous.   

It is important to note that much like community, a definition of what it means to be ‘local’ is 

unfixed, constantly shifting and never definitive. Although the participants represented a large 

variation of time spent in the community, almost none of them considered themselves to be a ‘local’ 

in Kaikōura. Many of the participants discussed how it was a “standing joke” that if you were not one 

of the founding families “then you are actually an overstayer” (Participant 2). Another participant 
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outlined that “it is one of those things that always comes up. . . You hear the word ‘local’ and 

someone always brings [the joke] up in conversation” (Participant 7). Most of the participants that 

discussed what it meant to be ‘local’ found the humour in the banter and treated it as an ‘inside joke’ 

amongst those residing in Kaikōura. During interviews, two of the participants laughed as they 

recounted a time someone had placed an announcement in the local paper to declare that they had 

finally become a local. This was described by one participant as “there was an ad in Kaikōura Star 

that [someone] had put in there that finally he could call himself a local cause he has now been here 

for 30 years” (Participant 7). Ironically, by being ‘in’ on the joke about the exclusivity of being ‘local’ it 

demonstrated an increased level of ‘localness’ and comradery in place.  

Individuals placed a great emphasis on what it meant to be ‘local’ in Kaikōura and yet when 

considering what defines ‘localness’ they only considered someone local if they could trace their 

heritage to the time of the first European settlers, inadvertently overlooking Māori settlement. One 

participant explained that “in some people’s eyes you will never be a local. You either came here in 

the 1800s or you’re an import” (Participant 2). What was not mentioned in most of the interviews 

was that even before the first European settlers had arrived in the 1800s, Māori had been 

established in the region since the mid-1300s. Three of the participants interviewed identified as 

Māori. The Māori participants were well regarded members of the wider Kaikōura community and 

maintained important roles in government, NGOs, and community groups. However, one Māori 

participant stated that their role in decision-making often felt tokenistic and that invitations to 

engage in community decision-making did not seem to be a genuine desire for them to participate.  

Often times being able to engage with decision-making comes from having active roles in 

government and through other employment or volunteer positions. Of the 22 participants, half of 

them had some role with the Kaikōura District Council (KDC) either in the past or present. These roles 

were either through paid employment or as an elected official. The individuals’ positions at the KDC 

ranged from council department officers to councillors and mayor. Although some of these positions 

shifted cyclically, as is the case with local elections, other positions were held over many years and 

up to multiple decades. Additionally, just under half of the participants were presently or had been 

business owners in Kaikōura. For some of the participants it began as a hobby; something that they 

could work on outside of their everyday employment. However, other participants relied on their 

business for a living and a couple of the participants moved to Kaikōura specifically to open their own 

businesses. Through their employment many of the participants played a significant role in either 

starting a new collective or through participation in board membership and heading committees, 

while others engaged in less visible roles. While participants were selected based on their 

involvement, it demonstrated how their active engagement in local government and their businesses 

contributed to their identity despite many of them not claiming to be ‘local’. 
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In addition to the way participants earned their living, how they spent their free time can offer 

insight into the community, especially when considering connections. Many towns and cities have 

people who are active members in collectives that exist outside of their employment and Kaikōura is 

no exception. These collectives include faith-based organisations, sports clubs, community gardens, 

and volunteering. The local newspaper, the Kaikōura Star, advertises weekly events that are 

happening and groups that are meeting in Kaikōura. These events and groups include markets, casual 

meet-ups, sports groups, and hobby clubs. While participants were involved in at least one of the 

community happenings, many of them were involved in multiple collectives, some of which 

overlapped.  

Through the interviews it became clear that one of the easier ways to become involved in Kaikōura 

was by engaging in collectives. When asked what community meant to them, one participant who 

was involved in many collectives, explained that: 

Community is sharing. That’s basically it. Give and take. Share. Friendship. 
Support. Solidarity. Coming together. Working together for a common goal. 
There’s lots of examples of that here. They have events here that bring the 
community together. I think when you live in a small town you get to know 
a lot of people and what they do. If you can lend a hand, then that is great. I 
think a lot of that goes on here. It is a pretty good community. - Participant 
14 

Originally from outside Kaikōura, this participant explained that being active in multiple collectives 

helped them to become a part of the Kaikōura community through their highly active engagement in 

many collectives including sports clubs, non-profit organisations, and various hobby groups.  

However, although becoming engaged in the collectives proved to be beneficial in building networks 

in Kaikōura, Participant 14 also commented that maintaining an active presence in all collectives was 

difficult. Participating in multiple collectives often resulted in an extremely busy lifestyle and active 

participation in one group came at the expense of another. This was further realised when members 

of one of the collectives they were involved in were discussing that the participant had been gone 

from the group for a long time. Oddly enough, it was at a later visit at the collective’s meeting place 

that Participant 14 arrived unexpectedly. Although it had been previously commented that the 

participant was not as active as of late, when they did arrive, they were met with smiles, hand 

shaking, and hugs. This demonstrated that although time had lapsed since they were involved, it was 

not very significant and they were still warmly welcomed. 

For other participants finding a collective to be involved in was not as effortless. As a result of not 

finding an appropriate collective, some Kaikōura newcomers made attempts to start their own 

projects to meet people. For those who tried to start their own collective it was because their 
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interests were not already represented in existing community groups or activities. For instance, one 

participant recounted how they tried to start a sports club before the earthquake. Although it was 

unsuccessful in the beginning, once NCTIR came to town it became a feasible project. This was due to 

the new road workers being actively interested in the sport and needing something active to do in 

their downtime. Unfortunately for this participant, once NCTIR became involved their role in the club 

was no longer seen as necessary and they involuntarily withdrew their participation. This meant that 

even when making attempts to engage in their interests through collectives, it does not always work 

in the individual’s favour. 

Another example of a newcomer involving themselves with a starter project in town was the 

development of a community garden. This participant saw an advertisement looking for locals to join 

in a new community garden project and they immediately became involved along with their family. 

Unlike the participant who tried to create a collective from the ground-up and found barriers, 

Participant 15 found a not yet fully realised project that had most of the initial barriers removed, 

including location, start-up funding, and assembling interested individuals. Whereas Participant 15 

felt more “connected” by engaging in the collective that had been initiated by a longer-term resident, 

Participant 16 continued to feel like an “outsider” in the community even after the success of their 

collective. This demonstrates the shifting sense of belonging in the collectives and wider community 

and that participating in collectives did not always guarantee increased social networks or sense of 

belonging.  

Some participants, unable to find a pre-existing collective they were interested in, decided to involve 

themselves in a more ‘background’ approach. One participant, a self-identified introvert, had 

described on multiple occasions that they had attempted to get involved with developing new 

projects. Yet they frequently found themselves as “more behind the scenes. . . good at taking this 

person over here and getting them to do that or giving people bits of information that I’ve heard they 

could use. That’s one of my strong points” (Participant 3). This participant claimed they were not the 

one heading the “start-up” of collectives, but they found ways in which they could still be actively 

involved without their involvement being as visible as others. Therefore, while this participant 

acknowledged their role in creating and engaging in collectives, they were not considering 

themselves to be highly active or visible in them, perhaps indicating that it was not a point of identity 

for them. 

While some participants involved themselves in Kaikōura with ease, others found great difficulty. For 

one participant they described it as, “After I first got here I was like why is it so hard to make friends . 

. . especially if you don’t have god, sports or children” (Participant 3). Another participant recounted 

a specific exchange when an acquaintance commented, “It is a great community here isn’t it” and 
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they responded with “‘Which part? The church part? The marae part? The school part? The pool 

part?’ It depends which one you are in and actually I am not in any of them” (Participant 16). Even 

though this participant was involved in collectives, they did not see themselves as part of the 

community. Therefore, involvement in collectives did not necessarily translate to a feeling of 

belonging within the broader community and impacted their sense of belonging and identity in 

Kaikōura. 

There were two ways family and friends contributed to advancing connections in Kaikōura. The first 

advantage was having family or friends that were living in Kaikōura prior to moving there. By having 

family and friends with pre-existing connections it made it easier for newcomers to meet other 

people living there. Similarly, one participant discussed that by marrying a ‘local’ woman “it sort of 

made me a local a little bit earlier than most” (Participant 6). The second advantageous factor was 

having children that were involved in different afterschool and extracurricular activities which aided 

in being “able to move into the community seamlessly” (Participant 7). These examples demonstrate 

how connections can be built through secondary relationships that can be supplementary to 

individuals creating their own connections through the collectives they were involved in.  

Collectives shifted after the earthquake but for the most part interest and participation in them 

remained the same. There were only two participants who left Kaikōura after the earthquake, 

although they stated that it was not a direct result of the earthquake. The participants “were 

relatively positive about the situation and kept saying that they were ok with what happened, 

[although] I could tell that they were affected by it and it seemed as if they had moved in an effort to 

move forward” (Rudkevitch Fieldnotes). Participant 18 stated that it was a good thing that they had 

moved because they had become “obsessed” with the collective they were involved in and were 

spending a significant amount of time on it. Although this participant had moved to another region, 

they were still an active member who worked on administrative tasks from their new home and 

drove to Kaikōura once a month for meetings. This demonstrates that even without being located 

within Kaikōura the ties that exist within collectives can remain strong. 

5.3 Shifting Place 

Once the earthquake struck, locals experienced an unexpected life event that shifted how they 

identified in and connected to Kaikōura, both as a place and to each other. The previous section 

outlined how participants initially developed connections in Kaikōura, both in place and with people, 

and this section, will focus on how the natural, built, and social environment shifted post-

earthquake. The section will explore the participants’ individual experiences immediately following 

the earthquake and outline how the participants’ connections with others and to place may have 
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shifted. In sum, this section will outline how the earthquake shifted everyday life for participants and 

how that impacted their connection to and within Kaikōura.  

Following the earthquake some participants described how the environment played an important 

role in feeling at peace with the busyness of post-earthquake Kaikōura. One participant recalled that: 

Still the nature and the beauty and the reason why most of us live here was 
always here. You could always just go down if you let yourself, walk down to 
the beach. . . I think [the landscape] was one of the things that helped us. I 
mean maybe we aren’t as bad off. I feel like, wow how hard would it have 
been if everything was destroyed and we lived in an ugly place. - Participant 
3 

While overall the sea and the mountains remained, there were still vast changes in the environment 

around Kaikōura. One participant described that the effects of the earthquake had long lasting 

impacts not only on the environment but also on the sea life. This participant explained that a 

significant amount of their stress following the earthquake came from “the loss of being able to 

access fish. To being able to go fishing and access paua and that sort of thing” (Participant 8). 

Another participant seconded this sentiment when they said “I miss the paua myself. We live right by 

the sea and that whole change of the environment for some people is actually absolutely dreadful” 

(Participant 12). This shows that it is not only the physical environment that connects people to a 

place, but it is the ecology as well.  

Just as the natural environment was altered, so too was the built environment. Many of these built 

spaces included outdoor public spaces such as Waikōau/Lyell Creek and Churchill Park, as well as 

indoor gathering spaces such as the Old Scout Hall and the Mayfair Movie Theatre. Many of the built 

spaces were discussed by multiple participants and seemed to represent significant community 

spaces. These locations often represented spaces where old connections were maintained, and new 

connections were formed. Just as the natural environment was damaged following the earthquake, 

built places in Kaikōura were damaged as well. For instance, restoration work that had previously 

been done along the Waikōau/Lyell Creek was destroyed during the earthquake while entire 

buildings such as the Mayfair Movie Theatre were completely unusable. On the other hand, some 

buildings needed to undergo earthquake damage repairs to ensure safety and these included the 

Scout Hall and the Memorial Hall.  

While there was damage to some of the built environment, it also brought people together. Prior to 

the earthquake Churchill Park was used for a variety of gatherings, including significant fundraising 

events for the new hospital. Used for community gatherings before the earthquake, in its immediate 

aftermath it continued to be a valuable gathering space for those in Kaikōura. One participant 

explained that “we had a meeting the first day up in the park. There would have been 700 people at 
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[Churchill Park] because they were all people staying here” (Participant 5); referring to both tourists 

and locals. As people gathered there it demonstrated the significance of public places in connecting 

people. The importance of Churchill Park was evident immediately following the earthquake as 

electronic communication was down throughout Kaikōura. One participant recalled, “We had to 

write signs up ‘meeting in the park’ and put them up, ‘be at the hospital at 1pm’” (Participant 5).  

Other participants explained that “Churchill Park became a hub and we knew we would meet at one 

o’clock or two o’clock each day for updates and stuff like that” (Participant 6) and “the only way of 

finding out [information] was actually turning up and listening to what people were saying and 

getting the information that way” (Participant 19). These recollections demonstrate that by 

congregating together at Churchill Park following the earthquake, it helped community members 

form a greater connection to each other in the earthquake’s immediate aftermath. Similarly, 

Takahanga Marae opened its doors following the earthquake and helped with the immediate 

response ensuring people were well fed by serving more than 10,000 meals and had access to basic 

supplies through care packages (Towle, 2016).  

While the physical environment (natural and built) shifted, so too did the social environment. This 

began as soon as the earthquake subsided. As one participant recounted: 

People were getting out of their houses as fast as they could to get away in 
the event of a tsunami. One family came up, we knew them, and they had 
no clothes on basically. . . We let them come in the house and we gave them 
clothing and everything cause they got out as fast as they could. It was a 
husband and wife and a couple of kids. We gave them a cup of tea and that. 
We gave them something anyway. – Participant 14 

One participant responded to the earthquake by immediately rooting themselves in becoming active 

with the civil defence team, yet they recounted how some community members had felt “trapped” in 

Kaikōura as they could not leave. This was explained as: 

We had over 300 visitors in town at the time of the earthquake. So all of a 
sudden we had naval ships off shore. We had 300 helicopter movements a 
day. And all of a sudden the tourists are being taken out and they are being 
fed and being taken away and all of a sudden all of that disappears but the 
roads are still shut down. The naval ships, the helicopters are gone. So 
people felt isolated. – Participant 21  

This is seconded as one participant recounted how they had felt stuck in Kaikōura due to the road 

closures, and that they “were one of those people who snuck out with high-vis on and pretended to 

be emergency people and snuck out of town. Literally just drove through everything” (Participant 

19).  



 77 

However, as people left the community new people came in. For weeks following the earthquake, 

non-locals were brought in to help with the response and into the recovery phase. As one participant 

explained, “I think I came in three weeks after [the earthquake] . . . I came at the tail end of the 

response. I came [when] the response was finished. We were now in transition and recovery” 

(Participant 12). Other locals rooted themselves in the response and long-term recovery. Describing 

it as: 

We could have left at the time of the earthquake. We could have moved 
out. But no, we decided we were here and we wanted to be an integral part 
of what was going to be done in the community. So we were part of the civil 
defence response team in the first six months after the earthquake. – 
Participant 21 

Personal responses to the earthquake varied between participants, yet almost all of them described 

how their lives were changed or ‘uplifted’ in some way.   

Many of the participants recognised the potential benefits that could come from the earthquake for 

themselves as well as others living in Kaikōura. Some of these participants noted the immediate 

personal benefits. One participant expressed how they had been overworking themselves to reach a 

deadline before the earthquake but when the earthquake happened it forced them to take a break 

from their project. This participant described their experience in the immediate aftermath as, “I had 

6 weeks at home which was actually really nice after the earthquake. It was a holiday. It was great. I 

had a wonderful six weeks” (Participant 1). This shows that the earthquake had provided a reprieve 

from their ongoing collectives and everyday life for some. 

Where some participants saw the earthquake as a brief holiday, other participants felt it was an 

opportunity to move in a new direction. One participant explained how “[I] had a business here and . 

. . sold it this year because [I] wanted to get involved with the recovery”. They described how the 

earthquake triggered a realisation that it “was time to move on” and how they “wanted to put 

energies forward to go in different directions” (Participant 7). This participant ended up working in a 

position that was directly related to earthquake recovery; a position that would not have existed if it 

had not been for the earthquake. 

Although some participants saw the earthquake as a positive, either as a reprieve or through new 

opportunities, others could not help but feel as if the earthquake negatively impacted them. One 

participant equated the earthquake to a time in their past where they had experienced a personal 

negative shift in their life that had been out of their control. They went onto explain it as follows:  

This theory that being in a natural disaster is kind of like having [culture] 
shock. Because very much like when you go to a different culture so many 
things look the same as they did at home but they’re not. It’s a radical 
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change but things can still look very familiar and trying to adapt yourself to 
change that you might not even be able to see. It can be quite tricky. - 
Participant 3  

By equating the earthquake to another difficult time in their life, and by comparing the earthquake to 

culture shock, the participant outlines that the effects of the earthquake are not only physical but are 

often long lasting and experienced emotionally, mentally, socially, and culturally. This demonstrates 

how unexpected life events can affect many aspects of everyday life. 

Another participant explained that they had experienced a large amount of stress due to their 

employment situation at the time of the earthquake. As they described it, “At the time you do what 

you can do and you don’t realise you can be pulled in so many directions” (Participant 8). As a result 

of the stress, this participant needed time to separate themselves from the earthquake’s recovery in 

Kaikōura. After some time off, they were able to reengage with the recovery efforts and ended up 

“doubling down” on recovery initiatives by actively seeking out funding to head multiple initiatives 

and collectives in Kaikōura. Similarly, one participant who initially had a hard time after the 

earthquake relied on their new employment position to pull them through the negative impacts. 

They explained that:  

You can probably tell it was quite a stressful time. It has taken time to really 
let that go over the last 18 months or whatever it has been. So this role has 
helped because it’s been able to sort of detune me from that high level 
stress . . . Even though there has been stressful times, I’ve had several things 
come up over the period that have been quite tough, but it has been quite 
neat to work through it. - Participant 6 

All of these responses to the earthquake, both positive and negative, played a role in how the 

participants engaged in collectives following the earthquake. For some participants the earthquake 

resulted in them completely disengaging from their previous roles for a period of time, while for 

others they became even more engaged. For almost all participants the earthquake signified a shift in 

everyday life, including disrupting routines, interacting with others and engaging in civil society.  

5.4 Chapter Summary 

This chapter gave a brief overview of how locals identified in and connected to Kaikōura as a place 

through the natural, built, and social environment. Many of the participants were drawn to Kaikōura 

for various reasons, but all felt a deep connection to the place. Following the earthquake, the 

participants’ identity in and connection to Kaikōura shifted. These shifts were a result of the 

immediate destruction in the natural environment, the damaged built environment, and ongoing 

changes in the social environment. As the earthquake altered how individuals identified in and 

connected to Kaikōura as place, it meant that there were impacts on the collectives that existed in 

Kaikōura, including those that existed prior to and those that developed as a result of the 
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earthquake. The following chapter will explore more in depth the purpose or intention behind the 

collectives, how they functioned through shared resources, and the shared characteristics that 

existed among them. 
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Chapter 6 

Functioning as Collectives 

Ehara taku toa, he takitahi, he toa takitini. 
My success should not be bestowed onto me alone, as it was not individual 

success but success of a collective. – Māori proverb 

6.1  Introduction 

The previous results chapter focused on how individuals identified in Kaikōura, from their personal 

connections with others to their connections in place and how these shifted following the 

earthquake. This results chapter will focus more specifically on the collectives in Kaikōura, from their 

purpose to how they operate. This chapter will examine how collectives were created, grown, and 

maintained in Kaikōura and how people engaged in them. The first section in this chapter will outline 

a brief synopsis of some of the collectives that were explored in this research. The second section will 

examine how resources such as location and funding were secured to operate the collectives, with a 

focus on how many of the resources were shared between collectives. The third section will highlight 

the common attributes that were identified in the collectives that were examined. The intention of 

this chapter is to move away from discussing the individual level, and begin to explore how 

collectives operated in Kaikōura. 

6.2 Collectives in Action 

In order to gain a deeper understanding of the collectives in Kaikōura, it was necessary to identify 

why the participants became involved with them and to understand how they engaged in them. Now 

that it has been established that collectives are an important aspect of connecting in place and 

building social connections, I will now turn to describing some of the collectives that were explored 

in this research. This section will give a brief description of selected collectives with the intention of 

outlining how the collectives in Kaikōura brought people together and operated both before the 

earthquake and afterwards. 

6.2.1 Community Dinner 

The Community Dinners were initiated a few months before the earthquake. The first dinner was 

held on 29 August 2016 in the Scout Hall. Soup and bread rolls were served to five community 

members at the first dinner. With the primary purpose of the dinners being to feed hungry people in 

the community, they quickly became a gathering of people from all different backgrounds. The 

dinners were “building momentum just before the quake” (Participant 6). Following the earthquake, 
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these gatherings grew in size as “more people came in. We had a lot of road workers coming in” 

(Participant 17). There was some tension in the community as the road workers were paid a daily 

allowance for meals while also receiving their free Community Dinner. However, due to the 

Community Dinners being inclusive regardless of someone’s background, the road workers were 

welcomed at the dinners. It was also noted that following the earthquake more families came in as 

well as individuals. It was noted that: 

A lot of people sort of just came in for the company. I mean some people 
might be rich and they might have food at home and they might be wealthy 
but they’ve got no company and they are lonely people. - Participant 17 

There was very little to no formal sponsorship of the Community Dinners. The majority of the food 

came from donations from local community members and businesses. Donations included desserts, 

bread rolls, and salads. The main dishes were made by the volunteers to ensure proper food safety. 

The ingredients for the main dishes were donated as well. Venison from a hunter was processed into 

patties, sausages, and mince at the local butcher and donated to the cooks. Other donations included 

cooking utensils and equipment such as crock pots, stock pots, and bain maries. By Christmas 2018 

the Community Dinners had grown to 130 community members all coming together to share a meal. 

The dinners continued up until autumn 2019 when renovations to the Scout Hall put a pause on 

them. The pause for renovations was welcomed by the organiser as the alternative would have 

meant ending the dinners indefinitely as no other space was viable. By winter 2019 the meals were 

once again continuing in the same location.   

6.2.2 Community Shed 

The Kaikōura Men’s Shed was officially opened in October 2011. MenzShed is a registered charity in 

operation across Aotearoa New Zealand. The organisation’s primary purpose is: 

A shed brings men together in one community space to share their skills, 
have a laugh, and work on practical tasks individually (personal projects) or 
as a group (for the shed or community). (MenzShed New Zealand, 2021) 

After a few years of operating under the MenzShed umbrella the Kaikōura shed decided to chart its 

own path and operate as the Kaikōura Community Shed. This transition from the MenzShed to the 

Community Shed occurred following the earthquake and was a direct result of the members seeking 

inclusivity. One participant explained that: 

I’ve had women come into the shed and they stand at the door and they ask 
‘are we allowed in here?’ . . . Most guys who are into doing stuff have got 
their own sheds and their own places to go where a lot of women haven’t 
had the chance to do stuff like that. – Participant 4 
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The Community Shed organised and ran workshops that catered to different demographics. These 

workshops included a coffin building course for women and a surfboard making course for young 

people. The shed was also open for community members to bring in small projects such as dressers 

to be refinished or requests to build planter boxes. The largest project they took on was building a 

fully functional boat. The Community Shed is just one group operating under the Te Hā o Mātauranga 

umbrella of organisations. Members said this worked well for them as those who run the shed do not 

have experience applying for funding and doing administration work, but they are happy to run the 

day to day shed and ongoing workshops. 

6.2.3 Mayfair Theatre Rebuild 

The Mayfair Movie Theatre, the only art deco building in Kaikōura, was built in 1934 and became 

community owned in 1970. It has been run by a community trust ever since. However, during the 

2016 earthquake the Mayfair was heavily damaged to the point of no repair, and as a result needed 

to be torn down. Luckily the board was able to maintain the iconic art deco façade with plans to 

rebuild the back of the structure. The front of the Mayfair can be seen in Figure 15 below. Although 

the Mayfair Theatre previously had the primary purpose of being a cinema, the new Mayfair building 

is anticipated to house a cinema, meeting spaces, and potentially conference rooms. Completed in 

November 2020, the Mayfair is a “multi-purpose arts centre [that] will allow the community to host 

all manner of events, concerts and organisations” (Brown, 2018c).  

One community member stated that “we lost a lot in the quakes and our community – and coastline 

– will never be the same. Having the Mayfair back, and even stronger than before, will send a really 

Figure 15: The damaged Mayfair Theatre (Author’s image) 
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strong signal about our community’s recovery” (Brown, 2018c). The Mayfair board saw the value in 

rebuilding the old theatre and securing funding as soon as possible as one local recounted how it 

would be “’great to be able to show the community that this project will happen’” (More, 2018). The 

board’s investment in providing value to the community was also exemplified immediately following 

the earthquake when they worked closely with Dolphin Encounter to establish the ‘Mobile Mayfair’. 

These weekly events were an opportunity for community members to gather at Café Encounter 

where they could watch a weekly rotation of films. Admission was by gold coin koha with proceeds 

going towards the Mayfair rebuild.  

6.2.4 Te Hā o Māturanga Learning in Kaikōura 

In late 2016 the collective that is now known as Te Hā o Māturanga Learning in Kaikōura was to 

present their application for funding to the JR Mackenzie Trust2. However, the day before they were 

to present their plans the earthquake struck. While the earthquake did put a pause on the request 

for funding, the organisers reached back out to the JR Mackenzie Trust around January 2017, where 

it was agreed that Te Hā o Māturanga Learning in Kaikōura would receive 3 years of funding. 

Following the earthquake, funding was also provided by the Department of Internal Affairs from 

lottery grants, with further funding from SKIP (Strategies with Kids – Information for Parents) as well 

as the Kaikōura District Council.  

The primary purpose of Te Hā o Māturanga Learning in Kaikōura is “creating, promoting and 

encouraging learning opportunities in Kaikōura” (Te Hā o Māturanga Learning in Kaikōura, 2020). 

These learning opportunities were geared towards all different age groups, from children to adults. 

Some of these opportunities included, but were not limited to, partnerships with Ara Institute for 

coursework, tutoring, and driver training. There were also health and wellbeing support groups 

offered at the Old Museum Building, including drug, alcohol, and violence free support. For children 

and youth there were preschooler music classes, story-telling, youth council and balls. Te Hā o 

Māturanga Learning in Kaikōura, while providing the above services, also housed and supported 

different community initiatives and collectives. Outside of the main building there were also the 

Community Shed, Community Garden, a community library, and a community food shed.  

It was evident through the large number of activities and events that were ongoing at Te Hā o 

Māturanga Learning in Kaikōura many people congregated and used the space on a regular basis. The 

organiser stated that “community development is actually one of the things that works really well 

but long term. . . it doesn’t have instant results. Actually developing that really strong community 

focus because I guess that’s really our ultimate goal”. It was understood that by investing in 

 
2 JR Mackenzie Trust is a grant organisation established by a philanthropic family that provides funding for 
community groups and programs throughout Aotearoa New Zealand 
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collectives that strengthen all types of community, it would in turn create a stronger community, 

while also acknowledging that these would need to be invested in for a longer period of time for it to 

have lasting impacts. 

6.2.5 Te Ahi Wairua o Kaikōura 

Operating on the main road of Kaikōura, Te Ahi Wairua o Kaikōura (TAWK) is a Māori run and Māori 

focused non-profit community organisation in Kaikōura. The primary purpose of TAWK is: 

[to] deliver community projects, host culturally interactive and responsive 
spaces, provide peer support, advocacy support and personal development 
pathways all scoped within a Te Ao Māori framework. An integrated 
whānau collective aimed at increasing community cohesion through 
mātauranga Māori. Empowering communities within Kaikōura by building 
on whānau capacity and capabilities. (Kaikōura District Council, 2019) 

Originally established informally to teach children and youth kapa haka, TAWK became a registered 

charitable trust in 2014, prior to the earthquake. Once formally established the organisation was able 

to secure both a physical location to operate out of and funding to support their programming. At 

their formal location, TAWK held many different programs that were aimed at enhancing Māori 

capacity in the community.  The organisation is kaupapa3 Māori but it is open to all community 

members and strongly encourages people of all cultural backgrounds, ages, and abilities to come in 

and engage in the different programs. TAWK has an open door for their programs that include mihi 

and kapa haka lessons, after school programs, and evening activities for young people. Other focuses 

for TAWK include food sharing, organising community events, and sitting on various committees in 

the community to ensure there is a Māori voice being heard. TAWK also works closely with Māori 

whānau in seeking housing and supporting violence free homes.  

6.2.6 Love the Lyell 

The Waikōau/Lyell Creek is also a significant space in Kaikōura and can be seen in Figure 16. While 

not as frequent as the collectives mentioned above, it is a yearly event aimed at maintaining the 

creek’s cleanliness, while upgrades were done to improve the overall sustainability of the creek’s 

environment. These upgrades were being undertaken as “it’s very visible to the public and very 

visible to our visitors. So that was one of the catalysts for making it a priority as well. The idea is we 

wanted it to be the jewel in the crown” (Participant 2). However, the earthquake caused widespread 

damage to the area and created frustration amongst community members. 

 
3 “Kaupapa means principles and ideas which act as a base or foundation for action. A kaupapa is a set of 
values, principles and plans which people have agreed on as a foundation for their actions” (Royal, 2007). 
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Many organisations including the KDC, Innovative Waste Kaikōura (IWK), Whale Watch, NCTIR, and 

ECan were involved in projects surrounding the creek. In relation to the yearly clean-up, they were:  

Just helping with resources, you know. It’s the Youth Council and all these 
different people and it’s them. . . Because some people really latch onto this 
ownership thing you know? Others don’t of course but that’s life. You just 
hope that one day it will happen and the more communications we have 
and the more news stories and the more fun we have around it… and 
successes then those people will turn in the end. I am sure they will. - 
Participant 2 

This participant explained how the ‘Love the Lyell’ group relied on different organisations for the 

resources necessary to maintain it. However, if it was not for the different community members who 

took ownership of the project then it was unlikely to be successful. The event was attended by 

community members from many organisations, as well as a great number of local school children, a 

handful of retired community members and a few parents with toddlers. In the newspapers leading 

up to and following the clean-up day there were a large number of articles and brief write-ups. These 

included requests for volunteers, photos of the day, and shout-outs to those who volunteered on the 

day, with headlines stating, “Big plans for town creek” and “All hands on deck for Love the Lyell” 

(Brown, 2018a, 2018b). One participant explained that “our mission is to have that clean-up day and 

then pass on the stewardship . . . to the business association from which all that part of the creek 

runs behind” (Participant 2). They further expressed that it “is a challenge. For this part of the creek 

that is a community challenge; a community ownership challenge” (Participant 2) to maintain its 

cleanliness and get local community members and businesses more involved. 

Figure 16: Waikōau/Lyell Creek looking towards the Kaikōura Mountain Ranges (Author’s image) 
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6.2.7 UpLift Hub 

After the historic Adelphi Hotel was demolished and many businesses lost their retail spaces due to 

earthquake damage, there became an opportunity to build a new retail space using recycled shipping 

containers from the ReSTART Mall in Christchurch4. While primarily a retail space, the UpLift Hub was 

built with the intention to “create a community gathering space. A space where people could sit and 

have coffee. Read a book” (Participant 21). Local private investors put their own money forward to 

fund the development of the site. Once the initial money was put forward by a couple of local 

business owners, then other groups came on board to help create the space. Some of the groups that 

came forward were local, such as the Lions Club and the Community Shed, and NCTIR also assisted 

with funding the UpLift Hub. Once the money was pooled together, organisers were able to put in 

seating, artificial turf, and a giant Connect Four, while also holding occasional events such as live 

music and Santa’s Grotto. The UpLift Hub’s social spaces can be seen below in Figure 17, with the 

roofs of the retail spaces in the foreground. 

 

 
4 The ReSTART Mall in Christchurch was built following the Christchurch earthquakes in 2010 and 2011. For 
further reading on the role of the ReSTART Mall in place making and community engagement see Brand et al., 
2019 and Stevenson et al., 2016.    

Figure 17: Uplift Hub (Brown, 2017, used by permission) 
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After only a year from its official opening, participants stated that, “Instead of becoming a retail hub, 

it is certainly becoming a community hub” (Participant 21) and “It was adopted by the community” 

(Participant 10). However, the UpLift hub was established on a temporary basis, with a three-year 

lease, as the Adelphi Hotel site would eventually be sold. Despite locals’ attachment and wide use of 

the space, it was announced in October 2018 that the land had been sold to a property developer 

who had plans to build a hotel and retail space. While this collective demonstrates a more 

commercial aspect, it still brought people together, both in its establishment but also as a location. 

The following section will explore more in depth how community members worked together to 

secure spaces and funding to support their collectives.   

6.3 Overlapping Resources 

While having people participate in collectives is a crucial aspect in their success, securing space and 

financial resources for collectives is also necessary. If a collective does not have a location to operate 

in or funds to support it then it is unlikely to be maintainable. This section will focus on how 

collectives secured space and funding, and how many of these overlapped with other collectives. The 

process of seeking out and acquiring these resources can offer insight into how the collectives 

negotiated social networks within and outside the community, and without engaging in these 

actions, it is unlikely they would still be operating. 

Buildings where collectives operated included the KDC building, the Kaikōura Scout Hall (Drill Hall), 

the Cuddon Building, the old Museum Building, the Memorial Hall, and the Te Ahi Wairua o Kaikōura 

building. Many of the collectives operated in shared buildings. These community spaces not only 

provided a space for collectives to operate, but they also provided a space where conversations 

between individuals and collectives could occur. These shared spaces and interactions meant that 

social connections were able to be established and grown.  

One of the spaces that was widely used and shared by the collectives was the Kaikōura Scout Hall. 

This building was used for exercise classes, community meals, youth council, and art shows, to name 

but a few. In fact, the space was so often booked that when one organisation was looking to find an 

available timeslot at the Kaikōura Scout Hall there was only one available. The organiser was thrilled 

to be able to secure this spot given the limited availability and exclaimed, “There was only one spot 

left . . . I took it. That was it. We didn’t really have a choice, but it was fantastic” (Participant 17). 

Although this participant acknowledged that the space was already widely used by other collectives, 

they were more than happy to take the last remaining time slot and make it work best for them. 

When I attended this collective’s weekly meet-up, the organiser spoke to me about how they could 

not hold their weekly sessions because the space needed to be used for another group. Rather than 

be critical or frustrated with the disruption they maintained a positive demeanour stating that 
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everyone needs a break every now and then. Navigating these disruptions proved to be ongoing 

following the earthquake. 

The abovementioned collective along with others that utilised the Kaikōura Scout Hall, needed to 

pause or relocate their weekly meeting times while the building underwent earthquake damage 

repair. While this did impact some of the groups, a participant stated that in the summer “you can go 

out on a nice day like this. You can go walking and there is a lot of people in town. There’s lots to 

keep your mind going” whereas “through the winter, the colder months, people really need 

company” (Participant 17). As a result, the closures at the Scout Hall needed to be timed accordingly 

so as not to be a major inconvenience that could greatly impact all the collectives; a short-term 

closure meant long-term benefits. 

Another space that was heavily used by different collectives was the Old Museum Building. This 

space was primarily leased by Te Hā o Mātauranga - Learning in Kaikōura but other notable groups 

also used the space as an everyday location including the Community Garden, the Community Shed, 

and the AllRight? campaign. The Community Garden is pictured in Figure 18. While it looks somewhat 

disused, this picture was taken in early spring. During this time things were quite slow as “we are 

meant to be meeting twice a month but as of late it hasn’t happened in the last couple of weeks or 

months and over winter not so much. But definitely throughout the autumn” (Participant 15). While 

this group had a weekly meet-up, the space was generally open to members at any time. Similarly, 

the Community Shed which was located next to the Community Garden, had set hours, but they 

would sometimes open it up for specific projects or workshops.  

There were various meeting groups that met regularly at the Old Museum Building including a drug 

and alcohol group Mauri Te Pono and the Youth Council, as well as higher learning courses, driver’s 

Figure 18: The Kaikōura Community Garden behind the Old Museum Building (Author’s image) 
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training, art classes, and violence prevention groups. When discussing the space, a participant stated 

that “lots of people got a lot of value from that community centre being there and they kind of just 

took the space” (Participant 3). Not only was this space available for locals to use for group meetings, 

but when I asked participants where they wanted to hold the interviews, some had chosen the Old 

Museum Building as their location of choice. This demonstrated to me that the building was not only 

for gathering as a collective but was also a good space for holding meetings, not dissimilar to a 

community hub.  

The Cuddon Building was once used by a few collectives, with one seeming to expand across it, the 

Kaikōura Op Shop. The Op Shop began in the smaller section of the Cuddon Building while the Arts 

Society and the Board Riders Club shared the larger space next door. However, as the other two 

groups did not use the large section regularly it was decided that the Op Shop would move into the 

larger section of the building. While I was doing fieldwork the Op Shop and the KDC were in 

discussions for the Op Shop to lease both the small and large sections of the building so the Op Shop 

could expand their space even further. Not only has the KDC assisted with ensuring that the Op Shop 

has the space it needs to operate, but the KDC has also considered the Op Shop’s kaupapa when 

negotiating the rental rates. As a result, the Op Shop pays reduced rental rates for the space. "Their 

lease wouldn’t be market because of the kaupapa of the Op Shop” (Participant 7) as they raised 

money for community projects rather than for-profit. By subsidising the lease at the Op Shop the KDC 

was helping the Op Shop raise more money for community projects.  

Another building was the Memorial Hall, built in 1955 to commemorate those who had lost their 

lives in WWII. During fieldwork this building was visited quite often, whether for meetings, attending 

events, or giving talks. Due to the size of the building, it can hold many people as was evidenced at 

various events I attended during fieldwork. Also, as a result of its size, the Memorial Hall was widely 

used following the earthquake as a meeting place for locals and tourists to gather and acquire 

information. Not unlike many buildings in Kaikōura, the Memorial Hall was left with damage after the 

earthquake. Although it was open to the public initially it began to undergo renovations in early 

2019, two years after the earthquake. These renovations were partially funded through securing 

$750,000 from Lotteries. The garden in front of the building has a monument that states “your 

heritage is your peace, e rangimarie mea tuku iho” (Garbes & Simpson, 2001). It seemed fitting that 

this heritage building was a place where people could come together following the disruption.  

It is evident that many buildings in Kaikōura accommodated various collectives for many purposes. 

The overall engagement of community members within public buildings and their desire to make 

them accessible was evident throughout the fieldwork. This demonstrates that the physical buildings 

are not only locations for activities and events, but they are also a vital resource that can both 
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stimulate and perpetuate engagement in collectives. However, having a location to operate out of 

was not the only shared resource. Being able to fund collectives was also an important step in 

ensuring their success; an action that looked different for many collectives yet had many similarities.  

Many of the community collectives found creative ways to fund their initiatives and events. These 

included sausage sizzles, polo matches, spinning wheels at fairs, and art shows. Many of the 

fundraising activities in Kaikōura were happening before the earthquake, however they increased 

significantly afterwards. Participants outlined that Kaikōura was very active in community fundraising 

even before the earthquake. One example that was often highlighted was the new Canterbury 

District Health Board (CDHB) hospital known as Kaikōura Health Te Hā o Te Ora. One participant 

noted that “there wouldn’t have been one person in Kaikōura who didn’t do something towards that 

effort” (Participant 2). The CDHB project and the fundraising that was undertaken during its 

construction seemed to set a precedent for the wider community in what could be achieved through 

undertaking local fundraising.  

The Kaikōura Community Op Shop in particular “contributed to our community [as] a lot of 

community groups have benefited from the Op Shop” (Participant 7). For instance, the Op Shop 

alone raised $100,000 to put towards the new hospital and is continuing to raise funds for other 

community projects including the Mayfair Theatre and a new swimming pool. Fundraising for the 

Mayfair was originally denied due its primary purpose being for-profit, however the decision was 

reconsidered due its wider arts and culture significance. The Op Shop also donated to smaller 

projects in Kaikōura such as children’s playgrounds and was continuously raising funds for St. John’s 

Ambulance.  

The Op Shop was an established organisation focused on fundraising for community groups and 

projects. While there were other funding activities in the community some locals expressed 

dissatisfaction with the level of general community support. For instance, some participants were 

disappointed with the level of donations from other organisations and businesses in Kaikōura. One 

participant explained that there “could be a wee bit more support [to] help people in the 

community” (Participant 13). They went on to further explain that while many goods may not be 

useful to businesses they could be useful for the collectives but “they don’t want to pass [it] onto the 

people in the community which is very frustrating” (Participant 13). On the other hand, when asked 

about funding for their collective another community member stated: 

I don’t think much funding has actually gone into it. A lot of it has just been 
generosity of community. . . I think most of it has just been from kindness 
and there hasn’t been a lot of funding to actually go into it but it could make 
a difference. - Participant 15 
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Interestingly, although these collectives had some cross-membership and operate in the same space 

their views on resource support were very different.  

One interesting display of community support for collectives was when the Scout Hall was under 

threat of being closed due to a large amount of repairs. In fact, had it not been for numerous 

submissions to the KDC and community fundraising the building may not have still been standing. 

The council “were going to moth ball it for 3 years until they worked out what they would do. 

Basically, just let it sort of die” (Participant 6). They further discussed how many local residents 

rallied together to save the Kaikōura Scout Hall:  

It was a really neat exercise to go through the submission phase. And so the 
upshot of it all is the council agreed. We can mitigate the issues that we’ve 
got- we being council. We’ll give you this amount of time, go away and 
come up with a solution. Get some funding to fix the place. – Participant 6 

Not all community fundraising was organised and implemented by collectives. Some individuals took 

it upon themselves to fundraise. One local was able to raise funds by collecting sponsors for a hike up 

Mount Kilimanjaro to raise money for the Scout Hall repairs, stating that “with all of this awesome 

community stuff happening in the hall, we feel it’s really important to keep it open and usable for our 

community” (Roche, 2018). The rallying to save the Scout Hall worked as when I attended an event 

after the repairs had been completed, the room was filled with smiling people who clearly depended 

on the space. Friends and families filled the room, while you could hear conversations floating 

around and children bustling about, it clearly was an important, central location for gatherings 

(Rudkevitch Fieldnotes).  

The capability of individuals and collectives to come together in various forms and support their own 

and other collectives demonstrates the strong desire to see success in Kaikōura. The ability to ‘pitch 

in’ and donate financial resources played a large part in the success of the collectives. Additionally, it 

brought people together through different activities that were put on by those raising funds. One 

participant outlined the importance of integrating the social and economic aspects of community. 

They stated that “the [community] development of Kaikōura [is] more of an economic role” 

(Participant 7). One participant explained that “there are different types of doers and it comes down 

to what their values are” (Participant 6). They explained that doers fall into two categories; they 

focus on either the social or the economic aspects of a community. However, they also focused on 

the social aspects by explaining that these economic resources need to go back into the collectives 

which are inherently social. 

While the community fundraising did provide resources for some collectives, following the 

earthquake many of the organisations sought external and supplemental funding. Much of the 
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funding came from different government ministries including the Ministry of Social Development, the 

Ministry for Primary Industries, the Ministry of Civil Defence and Emergency Management, as well as 

the Department of Internal Affairs. The KDC also provided funding for collectives following the 

earthquake. This funding included the Kaikōura Mayoral Earthquake Relief Fund, the George Low 

Trust Fund, the Kaikōura Community Initiatives Fund and the Creative Communities Scheme Fund. 

Additionally, collectives were able to apply for funding grants from non-profit organisations such as 

the Rātā Foundation and J R McKenzie. Although some of these external funding sources were 

available prior to the earthquake, there was significantly more money invested in Kaikōura after the 

earthquake. 

Some of the collectives had already been guaranteed funding from external sources prior to the 

earthquake, even if the projects that secured prior funding were briefly paused following the 

earthquake. A participant explained that as a direct result of the earthquake they received increased 

support from what they had secured initially. When asked whether things were “put on hold until 

things settled down” (Rudkevitch Fieldnotes) one participant explained that: 

The earthquake kind of moved it along quicker in a way. Even though we 
had that settling period I think it moved quicker than it would have. 
Especially [when] other organisations came on board with the funding way 
more quickly than if there was no quake. - Participant 1  

This demonstrates an increase in external support for community headed collectives following the 

earthquake. 

While some collectives were able to access increased funding for their proposed projects, others 

were able to access funds that were not previously available. As a result of these new funding 

opportunities, many of the participants highlighted the earthquake as being an advantage for 

Kaikōura. People were able to develop new projects that would create opportunity and assist with 

the overall wellbeing of Kaikōura residents. As there was a lot of money being put into Kaikōura 

following the earthquake some groups and organisations were at an advantage over others. One 

participant explained that when applying for funding “we are probably more organised than any 

other group . . . that is not because we are particularly clever, that is just because we understood 

what the mission was” (Participant 21). In this instance, because this organisation had been in 

operation for quite some time prior to the earthquake they already knew the direction they wanted 

to take the collective going forward which meant it was easier to request funding. 

However, in some cases there were participants who were dissatisfied with how the funding was 

allocated in Kaikōura. One of these concerns was that the funding created competition between 

collectives which fostered division. When asked about seeking out funding, a participant seemed 
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genuinely concerned that the money that was available was about meeting needs but was not 

necessarily about understanding where the money was going to be of greatest value. Their response 

was: 

Unfortunately looking at the break down of services and the lack of support 
and the funding models for social and health it has actually broken my heart 
a wee bit. And because of the way the funding is structured it makes 
agencies compete for the funding and it makes them very non-collaborative. 
It becomes about delivering services. It doesn’t become about delivering 
those services to the people. I think there is a lot of people in the industry 
that have forgotten that it is about people. - Participant 8 

On the other hand, there were also participants who were frustrated with the amount of funding 

coming in and the government trying to sort out where it should go. They stated that:  

People are giving us money to build resilience. Instead of doing it before the 
earthquake all of a sudden MSD- whatever- wants to come in and do a 
whole bunch of things and you know that is great but a lot of meetings. A 
lot of community consultation. Then there is a lot of people that are just 
trying to rebuild their lives and make ends meet.  - Participant 3 

In this situation it seemed as if the government was trying to consult with local residents and 

decision-makers about where the greatest needs were. Yet, the community was too busy trying to 

organise their own situations to be worried about attending consultation meetings. This could have 

potentially slowed the recovery process, which would have increased locals’ feelings of nothing being 

done for them. 

Finally, although some participants claimed they were too busy to be consulted, other participants 

expressed that more could have been done. For instance, there was limited leadership from within 

the KDC in terms of someone taking the reins in identifying projects and allocating money following 

the earthquake. One participant explained that because a lot of the funding that could have been 

acquired was not pursued it resulted in a missed opportunity. This participant explained it as: 

Post-earthquake or any type of disaster you’ve got a two-year honeymoon 
where you can basically go to central government or to people like NCTIR or 
NZTA and say help us and there is an open cheque book, within reason. 
We’ve seen this from other groups around the country, smaller voluntary 
groups. For example, the Lions Club of Auckland district, they have pledged 
$41,000 to us. You know, from all the way up there. . .  While I remain 
optimistic that we can harness some of that opportunity it is going to be a 
much longer, harder job without a shadow of a doubt. - Participant 21 

Based on these reactions to how the funding was allocated, there seemed to be some tension 

between who was being allotted money and who was not. These tensions existed between the 

collectives, as well as between community members, decision-makers, and funders. While some 
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collectives were able to secure funding, there was still no consensus on who should have received it 

and how it should have been spent. Therefore, while there was a great overlap and a certain level of 

sharing there were still disagreements about how collectives should operate. Overall, many of the 

collectives were trying to achieve the same thing, and that was to improve Kaikōura in some way.  

6.4 Common Attributes 

Now that an overview of some collectives and their shared resources has been established, it is 

important to understand the overarching similarities between them. While there were various 

reasons why people became involved with the collectives, and their reasons for operating, it is also 

important to consider what makes collectives alike. Many of the collectives had a kaupapa to be 

community focused, and while others had other primary purposes, they were still inherently 

community focused. When reflecting on the collectives it was found that there were four key 

attributes that they all seemed to possess, whether they were explicitly stated or not. The first 

attribute was that they offered organisers a sense of purpose. The second attribute gave participants 

a sense of belonging and ability to ‘be themselves’. Thirdly, they contributed in some way to building 

a greater sense of community either directly for an individual or as a collective. Finally, they operated 

on a grounded purpose or kaupapa of what they hoped to achieve (Rudkevitch Fieldnotes). The four 

common attributes will be explored below. 

6.4.1 Sense of purpose for organisers 

Many participants highlighted that their involvement in organising collectives was because of their 

personal passions, sense of purpose, or duty to community. One participant stated that it “is a 

passion for me. . . before it even existed, I’ve done a lot of time outside of my jobs just working on it” 

(Participant 1). As another participant described to me, “I was sort of wondering what my purpose in 

life was all about and I said ‘lord, what is my purpose? What is my purpose here on this earth, I must 

be here for a reason? I’d like to know what that reason is. What do you really want me to do for 

you?’” (Participant 17). This participant described that within days of questioning what their purpose 

was, they had developed an idea for an initiative- one that is still operating three years later.  

Often the purpose of a new collective was manifested through involvement in many collectives. One 

participant listed a large number of collectives they had been involved with over the years. This 

participant recounted that upon seeing the Rainbow Warrior5 “it reminded me of all the cool things 

that we have done as a community. Ya so I am hopeful. We have a lot of good people working hard 

on initiatives in the community, as long as those people don’t lose energy” (Participant 8). This 

 
5 The Rainbow Warrior, although controversial with its bombing in 1985, represents the protests of oil and gas 
drilling in the early 1980s, and for Kaikōura it marks their success in becoming a no drill community, which ties 
in greatly with their pride in the EarthCheck certification  
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demonstrates the participant’s acknowledgement of volunteer burn-out from over engagement in 

the collectives, despite their enthusiasm for their collectives. 

Following the earthquake some of the participants’ involvement shifted. One participant described 

conversations they had with other community members in Kaikōura who had questioned their 

continued involvement in the collective. After moving away from Kaikōura, the participant explained 

that people have said, “‘Oh well, you’ve moved away’. But it is still a passion. It is still a passion to see 

what it has grown into” (Participant 18). This demonstrates that although an individual may no 

longer be residing in the town, they can still have lasting connections to the collective. 

The organisers’ passion and drive for their collectives did not waver following the earthquake. In fact, 

for some people it increased their involvement: 

People react so differently. You have people like XXXXX who are super 
resilient. That top line that you see, that’s XXXXX. She is really tired now but 
for the first year, first year and a half she was like go go go, give give give. 
She moved into town. She had this crazy life where she was just all about 
this community centre that she was getting off the ground. Lots of people 
got a lot of value from that community centre being there and they kind of 
just took the space. - Participant 3 

Although the earthquake did have impacts on Kaikōura, when examining the collectives, there 

seemed to be an increase in the momentum of involvement amongst organisers. Yet, the quote 

above also addresses the high possibility of burn-out that seemed to be prevalent among community 

members during the response and recovery phases. 

6.4.2 Sense of belonging and ability to ‘be themselves’ 

One participant highlighted that their organisation was for one’s overall wellbeing. “It is about 

mental health. It is about physical health. Social wellbeing. All that kind of stuff. . . They can come 

[here] and feel productive about doing something for themselves” (Participant 14). Another 

participant stated bluntly that “it stops me from going crazy at the moment” and “my wife wanted 

me to get involved with the community so that’s how I got involved” (Participant 13). However, there 

were also barriers that may hinder people from engaging; as one participant stated, “I think it just 

takes effort to get out there . . . you know wanting to do it” (Participant 4). This demonstrates that 

although people had different reasons for becoming involved, a common theme was that it would 

give them some individual benefit. 

The Op Shop exemplified the benefits collectives’ spaces could have for individuals. Although 

originally established to raise funds for community projects, it became a rather interesting place for 

community members to gather at. As senior community members found themselves with a large 
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amount of free time, they were able to volunteer at the Op Shop. One participant described it as “a 

place of high social capital in the town” because it was “sort of a drop-in centre for [older folk] or 

anybody who wanted to come in and have a cup of tea. A place you go to on Saturday and see a lot 

of people” (Participant 3). Another participant recounted a story between a volunteer and a 

customer: 

Somebody said, ‘why do you spend all this time at the op shop?’ and she 
said ‘because I’m lonely. This is my life, volunteering’. I think because they 
can see such a positive, visual outcome. It’s better than sitting at home. 
They volunteer at the shop specifically because they can see such a positive 
outcome. They can see the money rolling in. They can see the money rolling 
out to all the projects and that’s really good. - Participant 18 

It was evidenced that for older members in the community it was more than just a volunteer 

opportunity. However, even with the widespread community feel of the Op Shop it did not go 

without problems either. It was noted that amongst the volunteers at the Op Shop they often 

congregated in “little cliquey” groups (Participant 18). This demonstrated that although the Op Shop 

offered a sense of belonging and purpose, there were still smaller groups within the wider collective 

that formed.  

However, with different skills and traits come different opportunities. One participant explained that 

at their initiative:  

I think different people will bring different passions. Sometimes they’re 
connected and you might get someone that is super passionate . . . I think 
nothing stays the same and a lot of things are fluid in the [initiative]. 
Original people can move on and it becomes an interchanging thing. But 
that’s cool if people come in with great ideas then I am all for it. - 
Participant 15 

Although targeted at retired community members, Participant 18 highlighted some key statements 

made by those who were involved in their collective. These individuals were involved because 

“[members] have got something to live for and something to look forward to” and continued to 

explain how an individual stated, “‘It gives me something to do. It gives me a reason to get out of bed 

in the morning.’” (Participant 18). It is clear through these sentiments that involvement in various 

collectives were vital in the wellbeing of community members.  

6.4.3 Greater ‘sense of community’ 

Many of the collectives in Kaikōura began with the intention of being as inclusive as possible. When 

referring to their community connections, one participant explained that “I think we are 

approachable. We’re not into being exclusively us, we like to be inclusively we” (Participant 10). 

When reflecting on another collective I had noted that “one thing that really stood out to me in this 
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meeting was how much [it was] emphasised that the [organisation was] open to everyone. That no 

one was to be excluded and that everyone was to be treated equally” (Rudkevitch Fieldnotes). These 

groups had the kaupapa to treat everyone as equal and to make those involved feel as comfortable 

as possible, which could potentially lead to an increased sense of belonging in the community.  

Another participant stated that following the earthquake “some people have always had the 

community in mind, but they just couldn’t get the support or were not really acknowledged” 

(Participant 2). Similarly, one participant expressed that it was “something I always wanted to do . . . 

so I was already thinking about it” and when the participant saw it on a notice board, they “jumped 

on board and it was like ‘ya this is going to be great’” (Participant 15). This particular collective was 

directly focused on developing increased community comradery and supporting community 

members to engage in collectives.  

Although it was mentioned that some people got involved to increase their own sense of belonging, 

others joined to grow feelings of companionship amongst community members. For instance, “I 

wanted to get involved in the community a little bit. I volunteered for a few things” and when 

discussing a specific collective, they stated “I did that for a few years actually. That was fun. I met a 

lot of locals doing that. It was pretty successful. That was a big one.” (Participant 14). This participant 

also described another collective that involved different community members and was sponsored by 

organisations including businesses and the council. When discussing the outcome of one specific 

project, which incidentally cumulated in a large public gathering and event, they exclaimed, “Wow, it 

was great” (Participant 14). This specific project was quite exclusive and had a very specific end goal, 

but once achieved it did not go unnoticed by the wider community who celebrated its success with 

those involved in it. 

There were some collectives that while they may have seemed to be exclusive, were a beacon for 

social networks and connections within the community. One example was when a participant 

explained that “one thing that hasn’t been said is that each shift has say three volunteers. Well you’d 

go down there and there’d be eight people down there because someone would be having a cup of 

tea and talking” (Participant 22). Another participant followed it up with, “and socialising. They’d 

come in and say, ‘Oh I thought I’d just pop down and do this here’. It’s even got down to one person 

is delegated to buying the biscuits and is keeping the cup of tea stuff stocked up” (Participant 18). 

This shows that a sense of community can grow naturally among those who are engaging in the 

collectives. 

Interestingly, one community collective was started specifically as a result of the earthquake. A 

participant explained to me that: 
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We took the view that after the earthquake, basically the community needs 
to see something is happening somewhere . . . We saw that there was an 
opportunity here to actually provide something going forward that the 
community would be really proud of and cover a lot of areas going forward . 
. . It is fair to say that the community has grasped that and saw that 
something that is long term is going to be happening. So we have had a 
huge community buy in as a result of that. – Participant 11 

This demonstrates that one does not need to be directly involved in the group or collective to 

contribute to the creation of increased feelings of togetherness in the community.  

6.4.4 Grounded kaupapa 

Many of the collectives were rooted in a strong kaupapa, which was the reason why many individuals 

became involved. Someone summarised it as, “I guess the thing with community, the funny thing is 

with a person that is passionate about people is they get passionate about [their] kaupapa” 

(Participant 6). Some of the collectives’ kaupapa were about providing practical skills through 

education and mutual learning, while others provided advice and in some cases, food was at the 

centre of their kaupapa. All the collectives had a shared raison d’être- an intention to improve the 

community.  

Although it was important to have grounded kaupapa that was rooted in improving Kaikōura as a 

place, collectives approached this in different ways. One example was a project that started small 

and grew over time. A participant described it as:  

Sometimes it is important to try to be a grocer before a supermarket if that 
makes sense. We wanted to start small and do something well and then 
grow before we try to do everything and find out we are ill-equipped to do 
it. Ya so there were some concepts that we talked about at the start but for 
now that is a dream for the future. -  Participant 15 

Whereas this collective had a direct intention from the beginning, another organisation took on a 

different approach. This other participant described their collective as trying different approaches to 

establish which ones worked best. Here the participant discussed the purpose of their organisation 

and the direction they ideally wanted to take it as:  

I guess my ideal vision is that we’re fulfilling the role that we would be most 
effective in. I’m not sure enough of what that is. Which is why I am keeping 
a lot of our options open. I know that all the areas that we are operating in 
there are gaps. . . We are trying to open [these initiatives] up and make 
them reach more people. - Participant 1 

This participant was involved with different collectives and organisations and this particular 

collective’s kaupapa was to help engage community members by providing and supporting numerous 
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activities and events that support health, wellbeing, and learning. Therefore, it was necessary to find 

what worked best for the community members through trial and effort. 

Some of the collectives took a pause immediately following the earthquake, however it did not take 

long for them to re-engage afterwards. A participant explained that: 

After the earthquake came a standstill basically and we didn’t probably 
meet for a year until we realised that there are still opportunities out there. . 
. A couple members in particular said ‘ah nah we can’t sit back and do 
nothing. We need to be out there, ya know, getting dirt under our 
fingernails and keeping the thing rolling for when we can get back into 
action significantly.’ So ya that was a major sort of, a major step forward for 
the group and everyone got enthusiastic again. - Participant 2 

Because the collective had a grounded kaupapa to begin with, it was easier for people to come back 

to it after they had dealt with, or were in some cases still dealing with, their own earthquake 

recovery.  

Additionally, many of the community members became involved with the collectives post-

earthquake as they saw a potential opportunity to improve the wider community in Kaikōura. One 

participant stated that the “whānau voice was not part of recovery” and so they developed their 

initiative to resolve “the missing link [that] was really [getting] community voice and whānau voice 

and definitely Māori voice into wider community decision-making. I do think that it is getting a little 

bit better” (Participant 9). It was through the involvement in a collective that was kaupapa Māori that 

Māori voices were able to grow and be better heard. While collectives may have had good 

intentions, along with overlapping kaupapa, with such a diverse range of perspectives on how to 

improve the community it meant that not everyone’s intentions could be realised through their 

collectives.  

6.5 Chapter Summary 

While the first results chapter focused on how the individuals identified in and connected to 

Kaikōura, this chapter outlines more specifically the collectives in Kaikōura including why community 

members engaged in them, how or why they were created, and how they were resourced. This 

chapter demonstrated that there were some similarities between collectives, such as purpose, 

membership, location, and funding opportunities. But there were equally as many differences in 

collectives such as purpose, membership, and access to resources. Although there was overlap 

between the collectives it did not mean that there was ongoing and sustained agreement among 

them. While the collectives contributed to active engagement in everyday life, when the earthquake 

struck it created a period of unexpected life that affected some of the collectives. When combined, 

the collectives create a rich mosaic of what community and resilience looked like in Kaikōura. On the 



 100 

other hand, challenges emerged from the similarities and differences that existed among the 

collectives. Understanding how the collectives navigated resilience and recovery following the 

earthquake in relation to one another and decision-makers will be explored further in the next 

chapter.  
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Chapter 7 

Complex Interconnections among Collectives 

Naku te rourou nau te rourou ka ora ai te iwi. 
With your basket and my basket the people will live. – Māori proverb 

7.1 Introduction 

The previous results chapters focused on two key aspects: how participants connected to and 

identified in Kaikōura; and how they engaged in collectives in everyday life and during an unexpected 

life event. This chapter will consider how collectives interacted with one another and decision-

makers. This will help reveal the interconnected interactions between collectives and decision-

makers. Analysing the connections among the collectives can offer a more nuanced understanding of 

community as it reveals the complex dynamics within them. To do this, I will first consider how 

collectives interacted with one another and how these networks were drawn upon following the 

earthquake. Secondly, I will examine how the collectives were (un)able to interact with decision-

makers in Kaikōura following the earthquake. This chapter will go beyond outlining the individuals’ 

involvement and the collectives’ objectives to explore how multiple collectives interact with one 

another to work collaboratively, and at times in conflict, during unexpected life events.  

7.2 (Dis)Connection among Collectives  

How collectives interacted with one another often emerged from connections that existed prior to 

the earthquake but they also came from collectives interacting due to the earthquake. How these 

networks of collectives worked together and contributed to the collective capacity to mould the 

actions that were undertaken in Kaikōura following the earthquake will be explored. To do this, 

collectives and how they worked together, either successfully or unsuccessfully, through 

collaboration will be outlined. Additionally, how collectives contributed to disjointed and siloed ways 

of thinking, hindering positive change will be examined. This section aims to further an 

understanding of how collectives interacted with one another throughout and what this meant for 

resilience and recovery in Kaikōura.  

7.2.1 Collaborative collectives 

The ability to collaborate among collectives was important for the participants. One participant 

highlighted that their long-standing group had strong collaboration with other collectives, stating 

that:  
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Without [other organisations] you couldn’t do it. If it was just [our] thing it 
would just be so difficult we’d probably drop it really. Can’t do it without 
other people. Can’t do it on your own and it’s great that [our organisation] 
and other organisations can actually admit that. That you can’t actually do 
it on your own. It doesn’t work in the long run. - Participant 2 

These connections among collectives demonstrated a sense of “joined up thinking” that would be 

crucial in moving forward through the recovery process. For others, this overlap in collectives was a 

result of social interest or perceived community responsibility. When asked about the shifts in 

community engagement and collaboration following the earthquake, one participant stated that:  

I think it is all progression. I think the earthquake just pulled out a lot of 
things for us that might have been sitting there and we didn’t realise we 
needed to deal with.  Now we have to deal with it. . . Definitely the 
communication. The connection. It brought everybody together. They 
became more aware of what was happening around them and what council 
was doing or what somebody else was doing. Everybody had an opinion on 
that. - Participant 19 

This comment demonstrates that in some ways the earthquake forced community members to work 

together, and by default the collectives that they were involved in.  

How the connections among collectives were initiated prior to and drawn upon following the 

earthquake played an important role in recovery. When asked about collaboration in Kaikōura one 

participant responded with  

[I] think there’s more; more so now since the quake . . . organisations 
working together. I still don’t think that we are all working towards one 
vision. But I do think we are working together more than we ever had. So 
that is kind of a step in the right direction. - Participant 1 

Another participant was proud of their work with other collectives, claiming “I think we’re known for 

our collaboration” followed up with, “We built up trust” (Participant 9). Adding to this, after listing 

many other collectives they have worked with and continue to work with, another participant said, 

“We’re a conduit. Often, we will be approached because we are often the more approachable 

option” (Participant 20), as opposed to another organisation. Another participant stated: 

There are several communities within this community. There is the local iwi. 
There is the council community. There is the business community. There are 
all sorts. The general community. All sorts of communities. So basically, I 
guess there a group of people that have a focus. An agreed focus. There are 
several within this town. One of the things I think is starting to develop, and 
from out of places like this very room we are sitting in, is a willingness and a 
want for people to come together more with their focuses. With their 
different focuses. And I think that has come out of the earthquake. I think 
that has been really good. - Participant 6. 
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This demonstrates that after the earthquake there was a realisation that there was an opportunity 

for collectives to come together and to consider ways of recovering from the earthquake from 

varying perspectives. Comments were made that reflected how some collectives began to work 

together almost immediately following the earthquake, yet another participant shared the sentiment 

that for some collectives there was a small pause in their engagement and collaboration. The 

participant stated that: 

People are starting to get over the earthquake maybe a little bit and they’ve 
got their own shit sorted and now they are looking beyond the fence maybe. 
Being a bit more community minded rather than- and rightly so- sort of self-
survival and recovery. - Participant 2 

However, this did not always come about organically.  

For some collectives, the members’ strong collaboration and connections were a direct result of their 

employment and would prove useful in future roles. One participant explains that “my background 

wasn’t in [this field] at all but I’ve done a lot of . . . promotion and a lot of community work. They 

decided I was well connected enough and my skills were transferable” (Participant 8). Even though 

this participant was new to a role, their previous connections would prove beneficial and could be 

applied in their new position. These types of roles would strengthen the network of collaborative 

collectives across Kaikōura. Furthermore, the connections made from the roles in different 

collectives could be drawn on in the future as someone who had previously made connections in one 

collective would not suddenly lose those connections. 

It became apparent throughout the research that there were many networks between the 

participants and the collectives they were involved with. During the course of the fieldwork, and in 

particular emerging from interviews, it was not uncommon for participants to discuss the 

connections they had with other locals. This often came from conversations regarding the work 

another person did in the community, both through employment and volunteering. Also, while 

attending numerous meetings between collectives I was able to see how different individuals, and 

the collectives they represented, engaged with one another. These networks between individuals 

and collectives went beyond mentions in interviews and engagement at meetings, as connections 

were witnessed during participant observation at events and activities. 

Witnessing participants interact at events and activities outside of their everyday responsibilities and 

collectives was not uncommon. At one event in particular I saw many participants in attendance. 

Oddly enough, although the event was open to all community members there were not many other 

attendees; in fact participants represented a good portion of all community members in attendance. 

I found that “of the ~30 people that were there I realised I had interviewed about a third of them. 
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Most were from [two organisations]. There were also a few people I recognised from around town” 

(Rudkevitch Fieldnotes). The large number of participants at the event demonstrates that their 

ongoing and active involvement in the community goes beyond their collectives. 

Not only did participants actively engage in one collective, but in many cases, they were engaged in 

multiple collectives. This broad engagement meant that there were many connections being formed 

across multiple collectives. If one participant was engaged in multiple collectives then they were able 

to build stronger collaboration across multiple interest areas. As one participant was highlighting 

numerous collectives in the community such as the Community Garden and the Community Dinner, 

they stated that “just having people actually have the energy to do it, to get excited about new ideas 

and try them out. That would be to me the next step and my job is to try to encourage that through 

supporting [collaboration]” (Participant 3). This demonstrates that the desire to have strong 

collaboration between collectives proved to be an important aspect in facilitating strong networks. 

Some participants who were involved in multiple collectives did not mention other collectives that 

they were involved in. In one case, I had interviewed a participant about one collective, but there 

was no mention of any other collectives. Interestingly, it was at two other events that I came across 

this individual participant. While in some collectives they were the organiser, in others they were a 

volunteer or receiver of the collectives’ service, demonstrating their continued involvement across 

many collectives. I would later learn in passing conversations that the initial collective we had 

discussed in the interview contributed resources to the secondary collective. In another instance one 

participant explained how one individual and their collective was very well connected with other 

organisations. They stated that “I think that XXXXX has a lot of different connections” and that it was 

through these connections that they were able to acquire many different resources for their 

collective, concluding that “connections are massive” (Participant 15). Therefore, by building 

networks between collectives, individuals were able to build collaborative networks across 

collectives. 

Although there were multiple instances of cross collaboration between collectives, these were not 

always organically developed. One participant stated that: 

Sometimes people are actually forced to collaborate, and it is sometimes 
not a natural thing. But the hope is that overtime that if they get used to 
kind of operating [in collaboration] that [Kaikōura] becomes a more 
effective place and they start recognising [that] actually we should be 
collaborating. This is probably a more effective way of working. I don’t 
necessarily think that for some organisations they like to collaborate, it’s 
that they have to collaborate.  -  Participant 20 
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Building on these sentiments, another participant made it clear that they were hopeful that with 

increased collaboration between collectives it may create a more mutually beneficial future for 

Kaikōura. The participant claimed that  

There are all different ways of understanding and just getting that bigger 
picture . . . Look at how we create a more cohesive network of people 
working together. Lots of people have ideas here but it is really hard 
because they don’t know where to go to get them off the ground. - 
Participant 10  

This demonstrates that for some collectives it was difficult to collaborate whereas for others it was 

easier.  

Another participant commended their collective’s ability to engage with other collectives and the 

wider ‘community’ collaboratively. This participant said:  

When you’re looking at community groups or community post-earthquake, I 
think for us we’ve been connected all the way through. And it’s not just 
because we have a building to act out of. It is actually about our holistic 
space that we’ve been in. Because still whether it is pre or post-earthquake, 
although I can see little bubbles of the community interacting a lot and 
being more engaged than they ever have been in the last probably decade. - 
Participant 9  

Many participants highlighted that the earthquake created a shift in how collectives were working 

together and how it could have potentially offered greater opportunity for collaboration among 

them. One participant said that  

I think there is a lot of exciting things happening. I wonder if now we’re 
going to have kind of an awakening again of these groups because people 
are looking for something to change the story. That’s [because] I think in 
recovery you have to change your narrative. That’s one, I believe that’s one, 
of the steps of recovery. - Participant 3 

Other participants shared in these sentiments stating, “I want to see connections. I want to see 

collaborations” (Participant 1), and another participant said, “We could punch much, much more 

above our weight if that collaboration were to come through” (Participant 21). However, not all of 

the interviewees shared in the positive views of collaboration, as one stated: 

The earthquake, although it was a disaster, it offered huge opportunities to 
go forward; to rise up and go forward. And I just don’t think we have 
grasped the ball. I think we’ve lost that opportunity, which is a shame. 
You’ve spent years talking and you’ve done nothing. - Participant 11 

Although many of the participants discussed existing collaborations and the potential for increased 

collaboration, there was still some questions about how this would be most effective moving 

forward.   
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In an effort to try and develop greater collaboration among collectives, there were numerous 

meetings established in Kaikōura. In particular, there were the Wellbeing Rōpū, Communications 

Catch-up and the Community Networkers meetings. These meetings were all held monthly. Two of 

the meetings were held at the council building and the third was held at the Memorial Hall. Based on 

my observations during fieldwork, most of the meetings had most of the same organisations in 

attendance and with that the same representatives from those organisations. However, due to the 

overlap in meeting attendance and topics, some participants began to lose interest in attending 

them. 

There were also general community meetings that were held following the earthquake. When 

discussing engagement at general meetings, and particularly Māori engagement, Participant 9 

highlighted that engagement was not only about different collectives working together, but also 

about building capacities in individuals. This would in turn promote their desire to attend meetings. 

The participant explained that as a result of low Māori turn-out at various community meetings:  

It tells me they are either not engaged or don’t want to be engaged or they 
haven’t even been given the opportunity to engage. One of our initiatives is 
we are looking at collaborating and building those relationships. It’s really 
important to us. Building capacity and confidence in whānau. - Participant 9 

The desire to participate was further highlighted by another participant when they explained:  

People wonder how I know so much. It’s because I talk to people. I seek 
them out. I go to meetings. I live by myself. I love rural. I made a mental 
decision when I got here. I could live like a hermit and not know anyone or 
go and be a part of a community. I wanted to be, and I still do. I want to 
contribute. I want to be a part of my community and be valued and have 
value. I want that. But where is that? - Participant 16 

Sentiments in not being involved were even further expressed when a participant commented that:  

There weren’t structures for strong community. There weren’t strong 
community forums where you could get a collective of voices and opinions 
and things and then input it in. I know in the response space we had some 
community meetings, and some had really strong turnout, but they had very 
little turnout of Māori. – Participant 9 

This demonstrates that even when a community member wants to engage in community meetings 

and collaborations, they do not necessarily feel welcome there. 

However, although the community meetings did not necessarily feel welcoming to everyone, one 

participant did highlight that even though it was not perfect, it was still much better than it was 

before the earthquake. They said that: 
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Even in some of our community networking meetings and things like that I 
think there have been some real breakthroughs . . . Between the groups 
themselves we were able to have breakthroughs because we were able to 
interact and . . . start talking about our shared goals and our shared 
responsibilities and not get so upset that we think differently. We are 
actually starting to accept it and move forward slightly. Which is good and I 
think that has come out of the earthquake and looking differently at how 
we interact. - Participant 9 

Although some community collectives were represented in the community meetings, there were still 

some gaps. Collaboration may have improved slightly from before the earthquake, and as a result of 

the meetings, but some community members still felt as though the community meetings were 

exclusive, and therefore did not represent everyone’s needs. This exclusivity at the meetings could 

lead to distrust among collectives by perpetuating a lack of transparency. 

7.2.2 “There was, and has been, a lack of joined up thinking” 

Many participants highlighted reasonable levels of collaboration among collectives in Kaikōura, 

however there was also a significant number of participants who highlighted the lack of collaboration 

or “siloed” thinking amongst the collectives. While the previous subsection described times that 

participants outlined situations of effective collaboration, this subsection will discuss the instances 

where participants focused on the lack of collaboration among collectives. It should be noted that 

while there were instances of both collaboration and siloed thinking, neither seemed to stand out 

more than the other, and collaboration seemed to be on a spectrum, as will be explored further 

below. 

Some participants acknowledged that although there was some collaboration among collectives it 

was not as widespread as it could be. For instance: 

Kaikōura is a really interesting community. It is quite hard to get everyone 
working towards the same thing. There is a lot of different organisations 
that you know, that collaborate well but for some reason we don’t seem to 
come together with a single vision. - Participant 1 

Based on this comment, it could be assumed that there may be some collectives working together, 

however their collaborations may not be as effective as desired. Another participant expressed these 

same sentiments when they said: 

Synergies and collaborations. There’s lots of things we can do with other 
groups. I think it comes back to resilience and recovery. One of [the] things I 
think Kaikōura was really bad at before the earthquake and one of things 
we are trying to solve is that there was very much a very, very siloed 
approach. And that’s not unique to Kaikōura . . . There was a lack of joined 
up thinking. - Participant 21 
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Upon later reflection, the first participant said:  

We are just a niche, a silo really. Honestly, we’ve got a really nice niche of 
people who come to the [collective] and I mean new people coming all the 
time. But the whole community doesn’t . . . it just seems really hard to get 
something going that works for the whole community. . . And honestly 
that’s not what I want it to be. I want it to be a connecting point. - 
Participant 1 

This demonstrates how the participant felt frustrated in how they were not connecting and 

collaborating as much as they would have liked to with other collectives. 

When discussing opportunities that could have arisen from the earthquake, one participant reflected 

that:  

They had a catch phrase at the time of the earthquake, business as new, 
and then very soon after the state of emergency finished it became business 
as usual. I likened it to at the time of the earthquake there was no windows, 
no doors. Everything was broken. Everybody was broken. But really quickly 
and soon there isn’t even a crack open in the window anymore. It’s business 
as old. - Participant 16  

This participant recognised that there were many things Kaikōura could have done to recover from 

the earthquake, but some of the opportunities were not acted upon. Building on these sentiments 

another participant explained that there was a missed window of opportunity for Kaikōura. They 

explained that this came from a lack in collaborative forward thinking, although this was not 

necessarily due to a lack of interest, but rather it fell to the wayside as people became busy with 

recovery. This participant stated that: 

But in terms of community initiatives like right after there was all this flurry 
of people doing things. Money comes pouring in when people . . . are still 
kind of shell shocked and people do a bunch of things and the intent starts 
to drop off as people get more and more tired. And people get meeting’ed 
out or ya it just gets a bit harder and then also there are people who are 
doing really well and people who aren’t doing really well and so that’s really 
hard to have a cohesive community when people are seeing the winners and 
the losers. - Participant 3 

While the missed opportunity was seconded by another participant, they highlighted that this was 

not only due to people’s busyness. The inability for collectives to work collaboratively was also a 

result of collectives not being formally recognised prior to the earthquake. The lack of formal 

recognition meant that in the earthquake’s immediate aftermath it affected the collectives’ ability to 

work effectively. This participant explained that: 

Had we been fully supported from the start we would have been able to 
work really effectively with some of the challenges that a lot of other groups 
have had post-earthquake, and that was around community voice. Are they 
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shared community visions or are they just the visions that are set up here for 
a certain elite amount of people? Because what we are hearing on the 
ground is that it is completely different. - Participant 9 

Yet, the earthquake also created opportunity as this collective went on to secure funding and a 

location to expand the services their collective could provide in Kaikōura.  

Other collectives used the earthquake as an opportunity to bring people together, although not 

always successfully. In an effort to draw people together to make connections, a collective organised 

the Community Expo in the hopes of drawing people together to foster greater collaboration. One 

participant discussed how it was a good event and yet, “All those people at the expo? Most of them 

don’t even meet. [This collective] probably collaborate[s] because we’re about collaboration and we 

are about promotion. We’re about connection. We are probably more linked than most of those 

organisations” (Participant 1). This demonstrated that although there was a good turnout at the 

event, it still was not perceived as successful in helping to form collaborative connections among 

collectives. 

When discussing the earthquake and its impacts on collaboration specifically, participants highlighted 

that while collaboration was effective in the beginning it did not last for the long term. For instance, 

“when you get a disaster people get really helpful and close” but two years on from the event people 

have “gone back to the old ways” (Participant 4). These issues could have been exacerbated by the 

fact that “there is no united something. Everybody is right but nobody agrees on the same thing at 

the same time” (Participant 16). So although there were many individuals with many ideas for the 

future, there was no cohesion or vision on how to move forward collectively as individuals began to 

retract their interest in working collaboratively due to lack of progress and burn-out.  

This was further demonstrated when participants discussed frustration among community members 

with how collectives initially worked together but returned to silos as time went on. One participant 

claimed that “the community themselves have gone through this cycle where they have almost 

dropped back into their normal again. It’s a new normal, because we will never be the same, but 

they’ve almost dropped back into their little boxes again” (Participant 22). For instance,  

The community is as fractured as it has ever been. Our rūnanga isn’t 
working with our council. Our schools are not working with our community. 
Our businesses are all… some of them are struggling. We need to actually 
stop, get our house in order and actually try to move on together 
collaboratively because we are not doing it right now. - Participant 12 

These statements demonstrate an overarching sentiment that there was a certain level of disconnect 

and siloed thinking within the Kaikōura community. 
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7.3 Challenges During Unexpected Life Events 

There was evidence of both collaboration and disconnect among collectives in Kaikōura, but there 

was also collaboration and disconnect among collectives and decision-makers. In Kaikōura, there was 

evidence of leadership in coordinating collaboration between collectives or at least promoting a less 

siloed recovery. While there was leadership within local collectives, there was a significant amount of 

upheaval in the senior management roles at the council which ultimately affected how decisions 

were made and the level of trust the locals had towards the district council. The decisions that were 

made would have lasting impacts throughout Kaikōura, regardless of whether they were adverse or 

beneficial. In this section I will outline shifts in the senior management team at the KDC prior to and 

following the earthquake, followed with outlining how the restructured roles at the KDC had impacts 

throughout the wider community that created secondary concerns. Ultimately, this section will 

explore how community collectives, and the individuals in them, worked with the local council to 

contribute to the recovery processes in Kaikōura. Concerns that might arise when these relationships 

are not managed effectively will also be explored throughout this section. 

7.3.1 Division between collectives and council 

As noted earlier, throughout the fieldwork I attended three different types of community meetings. 

One thing that was noted was that there was a general lack of representation from higher level 

decision-makers, particularly the senior management team from the KDC. This is not to say that there 

was no representation, but it was sporadic. There was one department that was represented at 

almost every meeting- the Community Services and Community Development division. This 

department was also known as the Social Recovery team immediately following the earthquake and 

up to two years following. This would have been a direct result from the focus of this research, and 

therefore the fieldwork, being on the social aspects of resilience and recovery, although there 

seemed to be limited cross-collaboration.  

After my initial community meeting, I noted that: 

My general thoughts from today are that people are unhappy with the 
governance from KDC and the central government, and how social 
response/recovery was not handled properly. There seems to be a 
disconnect in the discourse. The ‘officials’ say [Kaikōura] is doing just fine on 
their own whereas the [community] groups feel the government hasn’t done 
much to help them - Rudkevitch Fieldnotes  

In one instance, when I attended a meeting where I mentioned to someone else in attendance that I 

was there to attend the recovery meeting, the individual responded with “It’s a wellness meeting and 

[we’re] recovered”. I was confused with this response as “the overall feeling in the room is that they 

are still recovering and adapting” (Rudkevitch Fieldnotes). As this was the first time I had met this 
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person I was taken aback. Overtime and in the months to come, I would learn that this response was 

sarcastic in nature and came from frustration that it was not the council’s or the senior management 

team’s job to decide when the recovery was over. 

When discussing the meetings, one participant pointed out that although there was decent enough 

attendance at most meetings and feedback events it is important “to get a full picture of what’s 

happening so everyone understands everyone’s different perspectives and point of view” 

(Participant 10). This participant continued with, “At the moment you probably have half or three 

quarters of the people in there that probably need to be in those meetings” (Participant 10). Building 

on the sentiment that there was a lack of equal representation, one participant highlighted that the 

meetings were fractured and that “they very quickly split the area, the region, into different groups 

with different leads . . . there were actually four or five different groups that they split” (Participant 

16). These comments reflect that although there were ample meetings with a significant number of 

attendees, they were still fractured and not drawing a complete picture of the needs in Kaikōura. 

One thing that did come out of meetings, and in particular steering groups, was a document called 

Reimagine Kaikōura. This project began “right after the earthquake there was a massive push . . . 

Everybody got together; there were a number of meetings and conflabs and a number of 

organisations. What do you want to see for your community going forward” (Participant 19), with the 

purpose “to help build [a] community led approach to what the needs, wants, desires and hopes 

were for the Kaikōura community” (Participant 21). Unfortunately, Participant 21 followed it up with 

stating that “it never happened. People need to feel that they’ve been heard”. This demonstrates 

that even when attempts were made to create a cohesive document that amalgamated many 

community members' perspectives, it went underutilised. 

Although the earthquake had significant impacts on all aspects of Kaikōura, there were other shifts 

within the council that had begun to occur before the event. One participant described the changes 

broadly as:  

Leading up to the earthquake there was sort of grumbling within council 
about how it should be going and all those sorts of things. Governance was 
kind of in my view not really good, even before the earthquake so once we 
had the earthquake it just really cracked. Really, really cracked quite 
severely. It was quite an awful time. . . It was becoming quite dysfunctional 
before the quake. So once we had the quake it was pretty tough going. - 
Participant 6  

Some of the changes that happened within council before the earthquake were that a new CEO was 

hired approximately 6 months before, an election was held a month before, and staff were moved 

into a new building days before. As a result of all these changes, the KDC and its day-to-day functions 
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had already been in a state of flux even before the earthquake struck. One participant described it 

as: 

There was a lot of change there. Our corporate culture had not quite jelled 
at that point. We were also moving into a new building so all the focus was 
moving into the new building. People were exhausted. We also had a new 
council that had just been elected in October. - Participant 3 

Although the earthquake was a major environmental shift, there was already “dysfunction”, 

“exhaustion”, and “grumblings” within the KDC and the wider community. 

Following the earthquake, and after months of work put into the recovery efforts, there was further 

disruption within the KDC. One major shift was an influx of external managers into Kaikōura to assist 

with the earthquake recovery months afterwards. Of those who had been already employed in 

senior management positions and were involved in the first five to six months of recovery, many 

were made redundant and were replaced with employees from outside Kaikōura. One participant 

explained that: 

Out of the four or five managers, they demoted two and disestablished 
three of us. They wanted us to reapply for them. I didn’t because I felt we 
hadn’t been supported by our manager. Effectively she had been in the role 
for five months and I had transitioned her into that role. I had supported her 
the whole time and then to be disestablished… I just felt it was totally 
unsupportive and actually a bit of a kick in the teeth for all I had done for 
her, so I chose not to reapply. - Participant 8 

Another participant furthered these sentiments when they stated: 

People were made to reapply for their jobs. People who actually lived here. 
People who had been a part of the council already. People who had been 
working really hard were asked to reapply for their jobs. One of them did. 
The other two said to go fuck yourselves. So that was interesting. That’s 
when all the new managers showed up. A lot of them don’t live here. - 
Participant 3 

Many participants felt the new senior managers could not make effective decisions for Kaikōura 

because they were never part of the local community. One participant explained that  

Our leadership team aren’t from here, except for two. Our leadership team 
go back home to Christchurch. So they are not even spending money [here]. 
There is no connection. . . I don’t think that our leadership go out into the 
community to be involved for our community to get to know them. But a lot 
of decisions that are made . . . don’t make sense a lot of the time. - 
Participant 7  

There were other frustrations beyond the fact that the new senior managers did not reside in 

Kaikōura. One participant explained that the reason these new managers were chosen was:  
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Their expertise. Which makes you feel like gee we were managing things ok 
and now just stand back because the big boys are here. They didn’t 
integrate very well. They were very, very busy and simple things they could 
have done like acknowledging that the person next to you who might be on 
a lower tier actually knows the organisation better. Knows the community 
better. Knows how things work better. Instead of running around and 
talking to each other they could have run around and talked to everyone. 
And they are still doing that. - Participant 3 

These feelings were expressed further by another participant who suggested these tensions would 

create long term problems: 

I think we have a disconnect coming because what has actually happened 
over the last two years is that people were parachuted in from Christchurch 
to go on contracts to go work at KDC. So they don’t live here. They are not 
part of this community and won’t be part of the story going forward. And at 
the same time you’ve had people from within the community who were 
working at the council who have felt disenfranchised who actually now left. 
So you’ve got the community, your elected representatives, and the paid 
council offices. You’ve got a huge disconnect and I think that’s a problem 
we’ve got coming down the track. - Participant 11 

Not only did the changing roles directly impact the relationships between external senior managers, 

but also created secondary stressors on those who remained. For instance, the KDC employees felt as 

though their support networks at their place of employment had collapsed. One participant confided 

in me saying, “I am putting on a brave face right now, but I am really gutted with XXXXX no longer 

being employed” explaining further that “they are my support network. I don’t know how long I am 

going to last” (Participant 12). This demonstrates that not only were there frustrations between the 

new managers and employees, but it also directly impacted the social networks and relationships 

within the organisation, which could negatively impact the effectiveness of the council in supporting 

collectives and recovery.  

These shifts within the KDC did not only affect how those within the organisation interacted with 

each other, but also how the locals interacted with the KDC. When the new KDC building was first 

constructed it was intended that all departments would be located behind a fob access, with locals 

needing to go to reception to access the employees who were located behind closed doors, which 

included the social recovery (now community services) department. As these services were aimed at 

resolving issues such as mental health, housing, healthcare, and overall wellbeing it was stressed that 

a closed-door policy was not conducive to the services that were supposed to be provided there. 

After much discussion with senior management at council, the social recovery team was moved to 

the first floor of the council building where they could maintain an open-door policy. One participant 

summarised that it “made [the council] less personable, not more. Because everyone is shut behind 

closed doors” and that in the end they needed to “fight for [the first floor] space” (Participant 8). 
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However, after my final fieldwork visit to Kaikōura, I noticed that these offices had been moved back 

to the second floor behind a secured entrance. By keeping the KDC separate from other collectives it 

further created conflict amongst collectives and between collectives and decision-makers as it 

hindered opportunities for collaboration. 

7.3.2 Muted voices and desired leadership 

Throughout the interviews it was realised that some participants felt the KDC was supportive of 

community collectives, while on the other hand, some participants felt their collectives were not 

supported by the KDC. Upon reflection, approximately halfway through my fieldwork I noted that 

“even though a lot of the people in the interviews have said that the KDC doesn’t support the 

community, it seems to me that they are very much supporting a lot of the community initiatives 

regarding spaces and finances” (Rudkevitch Fieldnotes). Why participants might have felt 

(un)supported by the KDC, and how that impacted their visions for the future, will be explored 

further below.  

Restructured roles at the KDC, compounded with the aftermath of the earthquake, created division 

between the collectives and the council in Kaikōura. A common theme that was brought up was how 

(un)approachable the council had become post-quake and that the local community members’ role 

in decision-making was not felt to be relevant. As one participant stated, “People need to feel that 

they’ve been heard. So I think a huge opportunity has been missed” (Participant 21). More 

specifically, because council was not listening to what the community wanted to see in Kaikōura, 

they lost the opportunity to invest in the future of Kaikōura. 

These sentiments of unheard community voices were felt in the Māori community. When discussing 

Māori involvement and collaboration in decision-making one participant stated that:  

Government agencies actually have to get some type of tick off from tribal 
nations, it doesn’t actually mean that they want to. But if they can tick the 
box and say, ‘look I’ve consulted here’. We are kind of past looking at any 
type of consultation format. We are actually at the table as a partner or 
we’re not . . . I know for sure that actually they really don’t want a partner 
it’s just that they have to. - Participant 20 

Another participant seconded these sentiments when they said: 

I knew that a lot of it, in my view, was shoulder tapping. Like the whole 
recovery structure, the community didn’t get to choose this is for hapū 
Māori and not Māori. The recovery leaders, they got chosen in house and 
there were some earlier discussions about integrating say the rūnanga with 
the council, but it didn’t quite happen that way . . . And then there was lots 
of different people coming in; experts to tell us blah blah blah. But at the 
end of the day my whānau were either at work because they got 
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employment on the roads or they had to keep working to keep this place 
going or they were busy trying to support their affected whānau and they 
weren’t in these decision-making spaces. – Participant 9 

Much of the frustration from community members towards senior management at the KDC came 

from the fact that they were not from Kaikōura, as outlined previously. For instance, one local stated 

that:  

Post-earthquake we’ve had a lot of people come into the council from away 
to take senior management positions and there’s been a lot of resentment 
mostly. It’s been interesting. And I am not saying it’s all bad, but different 
views. - Participant 1 

Another participant said “I feel like we’ve been steamrolled a bit as well. Well in terms of outside 

influence saying, ‘this is the way it needs to be done’ and when I say steamrolled it is over that 

kaupapa we had. You don’t throw it all out and I feel like we have”. However, they remained hopeful 

when they followed it up with, “But I don’t think it is forever” (Participant 6). While another 

participant was slightly more vocally frustrated when they said: 

There’s a total lack of how you do things in a small community. If you’re a 
bureaucrat working in a city you can be as bureaucratic as you want but 
nobody will know you. You’re just a nameless face. In a small community 
everyone knows you. So what you do and the decisions you make have an 
impact on people you know. And that is not being appreciated by the people 
who are now working for [the KDC]. We’re supposed to be trying to recover 
from an earthquake and there’s so many blocked impediments in the way of 
people who are now trying to flip themselves back up. . . I think the council 
as elected- doesn’t understand or appreciate that. That the people they are 
employing now are doing a great disservice to this community. To me it is all 
around the culture of the organisation. They are not employing people there 
who are there to help you and get back to your normalcy. They are there to 
put roadblocks in the way and that is just not a system. It just adds to the 
strain and the stress of the people that are trying to come out of a shock. It 
is a big disconnect. So there is a total lack of historical knowledge. There is a 
lack of understanding of cultural values of the rūnanga. There is certainly a 
disconnect between council and the rūnanga and there used to be a huge 
connect between those organisations. It is not helping. - Participant 11 

As a result of the senior management team coming from outside of Kaikōura there seemed to be an 

‘us’ vs. ‘them’ attitude between community members and senior management positions at the KDC. 

The senior managers as ‘outsiders’ perspective did have negative impacts on how locals interacted 

with decision-makers; it also had secondary impacts- or at least participants expressed secondary 

impacts. As one participant explains, “There is a real feeling that the council aren’t good at talking to 

the community” (Participant 8). While another said: 
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Our council leadership team are not connected to our community. They are 
getting things done but it is not necessarily for the best interests of the 
community. . . They are just not connected. They just don’t have any idea 
what our community is about. - Participant 7 

These statements show that there was a high level of frustration from the participants, who were 

already well connected through collectives, that the decision-makers were not engaging with the 

voices of those from within Kaikōura. 

However, the disconnect between the KDC and community members was not only relegated to the 

external senior managers, but also to elected officials. As one participant said:  

Straight after the earthquake one thing that was palpably obvious that you 
would expect from the elected representatives is at least for them to be 
visible, walking around . . . Apart from the mayor and the deputy mayor I 
don’t think any of our councillors were there. That was and is a problem . . . 
[elected officials] have a duty to actually create an environment that people 
feel like things are actually being done. - Participant 21  

While some of the council’s duties were invisible, what community members were seeing did not feel 

like it benefited them and that their voices were not being heard in the decision-making being done 

by councillors. As one participant explains:  

At that time [following the earthquake] there was still a very old way of 
doing things. Basically, it is just those up there are making the decisions. 
Shoulder tap. And they interact with ministers and then everybody else just 
gets told what to, how to, why to, instead of being part of that. - Participant 
9 

The two above quotes explain that their voices were not being heard by council members and senior 

managers. However, even when community members tried to directly become involved in decision-

making they still did not feel as though they were able to effectively engage in it. The following 

statement gives a direct example of this: 

So going back to the ‘Reimagine Kaikōura’ document- it wasn’t perfect, not 
the full ticket, but at least it was a shopping list. And a well thought out 
shopping list at that. So that was where lots more could have been done. . . 
That’s one point where the opportunity sort of needed continuing, is where 
we are lacking, that vision. We have morphed now into an environment 
where district council are barriers rather than facilitators. Business 
prevention officers I call them- as opposed to facilitators. – Participant 21 

The above examples demonstrate how the community felt disenfranchised and not in control of the 

decision-making process during recovery from the earthquake.  

Yet, despite the negative feelings directed at council, some of the participants remained hopeful that 

things could turn around. When speaking about different projects and collectives one participant 



 117 

stated that it was important for community members to move from “‘We don’t trust the council’ to 

‘Hey let’s work with them and see if we can get a partnership’” (Participant 6). While many 

participants highlighted that due to a new Mental Health and Wellbeing Commission Act 2020 being 

passed, they were hopeful for the future of the community. For instance, one participant said it 

would be easier now to have someone in a community development role to act as a “conduit 

between council, who is very inward looking and very clunky, and community, who can bring 

together those positive relationships” (Participant 12). The above sentiments show that Kaikōura 

experienced both environmental and governance turmoil, and participants were “frustrated about 

the current state of governance” in Kaikōura (Rudkevitch Fieldnotes). 

Additionally, participants were not keen on having outsiders come into Kaikōura to make decisions 

on the recovery without including local community members. As outlined earlier, a participant 

explained that:  

Nobody knew about civil defence management. No one knew who MCDEM 
was . . . Like the whole recovery structure, the community didn’t get to 
choose this is for hapū Māori and not Māori. The recovery leaders, they got 
chosen in house and there were some earlier discussions about integrating 
say the rūnanga with the council, but it didn’t quite happen that way. – 
Participant 9 

Another participant followed this same sentiment when they described that:  

You know civil defence has this A Team that flies in and does all this work 
but having had that kind of thing it never works. What we need is locals 
employed by the council to do the work that council believes is necessary, 
because it is a community thing. You can’t tell from the outside what that 
community really wants. - Participant 12 

A third participant stated that “I still think that’s why we need that strong leadership. I think that it 

needs to be [either the CEO] . . . or the mayor, one of those people that could really go ‘hey Kaikōura’ 

and really relate” (Participant 1). These statements demonstrate the strong desire among the 

participants to have strong leadership that comes from within the community, and that whoever 

took on the role emphasised collaboration among collectives as part of their position.  

While some participants highlighted the need for improved leadership, this was further emphasised 

in the current lack of leadership. One participant stated that “there seems to be a lack of leadership. 

It’s noticing that this is where we want to go and working out a plan on how to get there. [It] just 

doesn’t appear to be that at all” (Participant 11). Some locals stated that the leadership could come 

from local community members becoming more actively involved with council: 

There are a few of us starting to talk about- and those are the people I was 
referring to that are coming through their stuff. That I reckon if they do 
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stand up and they do get some support they will rock this place. In a good 
way. Not in a bad way. We’ve already had that. In terms of physically being 
rocked. Look I think the council and so forth has done an amazing job in my 
view. You don’t normally get what we’ve just had and I think we’ve had 
great leadership but I feel like we’ve been steamrolled a bit as well. -  
Participant 6 

While another participant stated:  

It would be awesome if in Kaikōura someone emerged who can really pull 
that vision together. Cause there is nothing wrong with having silos and 
different opportunities. But I do think there is something wrong with them 
not connecting. And like I say we are collaborating more and more. - 
Participant 1 

Additionally, during fieldwork I had noted that many participants were: 

Advocating that the community needs a true champion. Someone to listen 
and integrate the ideas, values, wants and needs of Kaikōura. There is a 
serious amount of animosity towards the current governance in Kaikōura 
that is overwhelming. Many people have mentioned the elections coming up 
[October 2019] and are hopeful that something might change. - Rudkevitch 
Fieldnotes 

This demonstrates community members’ desire to still try to maintain, or even regain, some efficacy 

in the community. Another participant emphasised the siloed state of Kaikōura could be brought 

together with a strong leader, they stated: 

Getting some strong leadership to work out what our 25-year vision is and 
getting people working towards that in all the different sectors because lots 
of people don’t know what the bigger picture is for Kaikōura. So, it is really 
hard to have people run a project for a few years and go ‘Oh I don’t really 
know why I am doing that or where it fits in’. . . For me having a long 
strategic goal for Kaikōura  is really important, all the different sectors, all 
your community, all your economic side, all your environmental side and all 
your cultural side actually all come together and be working directly for long 
term sustainability. Kaikōura has huge potential but there is no connection 
between any of them. It is just separate people doing their separate thing. I 
think that’s a shame because after the earthquake you did see a lot of it 
coming together and a lot of people having those discussions. But then like 
any post event it sort of fades away and goes back to what they are used to. 
- Participant 10 

This quote emphasises how strong leadership from within the community would consider complex 

processes and multiple perspectives to create a cohesive and collaborative community. This was a 

quality that was strongly desired in Kaikōura both before and after the earthquake but had not yet 

come to fruition.  

After reflecting on the local collectives, I noted that, “There are people who truly appreciate and love 

and call Kaikōura home. They want to do good for the community” (Rudkevitch Fieldnotes). Although 
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the community felt hopeless with the lack of support from council, they rooted themselves in 

collectives that focused on creating collectives that were inclusive, equitable, and thriving. The 

lasting impressions were that the participants were hopeful for an improved future in Kaikōura, one 

that they contributed to before the earthquake and maintained long afterwards through their 

collectives despite the challenges they faced.  

7.4 Chapter Summary 

This chapter has built on the two previous results chapters by exploring more complex understanding 

of collectives. Throughout this chapter it was highlighted that although there was at times 

cooperation among collectives, there were also times when conflict dominated, which impacted 

previously collaborative relationships. The challenges were not relegated to the relationships among 

collectives, as there were times of cooperation and conflict between collectives and the KDC. Much 

of these issues arose from a lack of communication or the uneven distribution of resources. Similarly, 

the local community’s distrust in decision-makers further contributed to issues with resilience and 

recovery in Kaikōura. The three results chapters have demonstrated the complexity that exists within 

and among collectives and between collectives and decision-makers. The next chapter will provide a 

discussion that merges the literature and the results to suggest a new approach to assessing 

community in community resilience.  
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Chapter 8  

Discussion: The Role of Collectives in Community Resilience 

One is left with an uneasy feeling that lurking behind ‘the community reborn’ 
perspective is a vague and ill-defined ‘sense of community’ all over again. - Barrett 

(2015, p. 185) 

 

8.1  Introduction 

The aim of this thesis has been to consider the role of collectives in post-disaster contexts to develop 

a more nuanced understanding of community resilience. This requires acknowledging the complex 

processes that exist within and among collectives in everyday life and during unexpected life events 

to challenge understandings of community as a homogeneous entity, a common approach in 

resilience work. In this chapter I discuss how collectives can be used to frame a community resilience 

approach that emphasises the ‘meso level’ of community, where collectives exist between the 

heterogenous individual and the homogenous community. To begin, the discussion will briefly revisit 

conceptualisations of community, followed with an evaluation of its use in resilience discourse. This 

section will then highlight how collectives contribute to understandings of resilience in post-disaster 

settings. Then in two separate sections, Liepins’ (2000a, 2000b) “reworked”, and Barrett’s (2015) 

“deconstructed” models of community will be analysed in the Kaikōura context. Finally, I will offer a 

synthesised evaluation that provides a more nuanced and dynamic approach to community resilience 

that draws on both Liepins’ (2000a, 2000b) and Barrett’s (2015) work.  

I will argue that the examination of collectives can offer insight into developing a more 

comprehensive understanding of community resilience; one that considers collectives as a resource 

in everyday life that can be drawn upon during unexpected life events. As disasters are considered to 

be a community’s inability to withstand a significant shift using its own resources, and resilience as a 

community’s capacity to withstand a significant shift using its own resources, there is a discrepancy 

between definitions of disaster and resilience. Studying collectives may offer an alternative 

understanding of community resilience during unexpected life events, one that may address the 

discrepancy between inability and capacity to withstand major environmental shifts using local 

resources.  

The discussion has been framed around the objective and questions posed in Chapter 1. These are: 
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The main objective of this research is to further understandings of community resilience by 

examining collectives.  

1. How has the definition of community evolved, and how has this been reflected in resilience 

work?  

2. What can be learnt from collectives in everyday life and during unexpected life events and 

how can they further understandings of community resilience? 

3. How can a nuanced, dynamic approach contribute to academic and practical understandings 

of community resilience? 

8.2 Assessing Community in Community Resilience  

Community theories emerged roughly a century ago, and they have continued to influence how 

community is understood today. Early community theories focused on geographical features, such as 

the rural/urban divide such as in Tönnies and Weber’s work, as well as how people interacted with 

one another as outlined by Durkheim and Simmel. Some contemporary definitions now consider the 

importance of place-based communities (Winterton et al., 2014), while others consider interaction-

based communities (Day, 2006; Gilchrist, 2019; Räsänen et al., 2020), and communities of practice 

and interest (Quick & Feldman, 2011; Wenger, 2011) amongst individuals and groups. Recent work 

has also focused on the processes that influence social life and collective practice within and 

between communities through groups and collectives (Barrett, 2015; Day, 2006; Delanty, 2003; 

Gilchrist, 2019; Liepins, 2000a, 2000b; Perkins & Thorns, 2012; Quick & Feldman, 2011; Sztompka, 

2008; Wenger, 2011). Due to the vastness of community definitions, it has meant that defining 

community has become a complex and daunting task.  

One thing many of the community definitions have in common is their focus on some form of 

groupness. As a result, for this research I have revisited definitions of community to consider ‘group’ 

as an amalgamation of individuals, however, collectives may offer a more specialised understanding 

of ‘group’. Collectives are intentional groups of individuals who engage in purposeful actions; these 

include faith-based organisations, weekly meetings, workplaces, sports clubs, steering committees, 

event planning committees, NGOs, and government departments (Gilchrist, 2019; Mann et al., 2021; 

Marquet, 2015; Scherzer et al., 2020; Sztompka, 2008; Wenger, 2011). Based on the literature 

reviewed and the data gathered in fieldwork, I argue that a more nuanced, dynamic 

conceptualisation of community that focuses on the meso level (collectives), that lies between the 

micro (individual) and macro (community), can lend greater insight into understanding community in 

resilience. Prior to unpacking the processes that exist within and among collectives, I will discuss 
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community resilience and critique its use in social systems particularly those that have experienced a 

major environmental event. 

Early on, resilience was defined as “a measure of the persistence of systems and of their ability to 

absorb change and disturbance and still maintain the same relationships between populations or 

state variables” (Holling, 1973, p. 14). This definition, rooted heavily in the physical and natural 

sciences, focuses on monitoring a system’s ability to ‘bounce back’ or ‘return to normal’, common 

among early theories of resilience as ‘rebounding’. A critique of Holling’s approach is that when 

resilience is applied to large, heterogeneous systems with dynamic, moving parts it muddies the 

ability to assess a system’s capacity to return to a fixed state, especially as the system is already in 

perpetual flux (Robin, 2013). Therefore, applying a traditional conceptualisation of resilience as 

‘rebounding’ to communities presents a problem, as communities exist as multiple, heterogeneous 

processes that are constantly shifting. Yet, resilience was nevertheless adapted into the social 

sciences and community resilience was born; combining the notoriously challenging to define 

community with the overly restrictive concept of resilience. As a result of the merger between these 

two contested terms, resilience has often been at the forefront in conceptualisations of community 

resilience, while the community has been relatively under investigated.  

A widely used definition of community resilience is that it 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, p. 402). This 

definition has been used in numerous community resilience studies (Berkes & Ross, 2012; Koliou et 

al., 2018; Skerratt, 2013; Steiner & Atterton, 2015; Wilson, 2012). Unlike Holling’s (1973) approach, 

Magis’s (2010) definition focuses on how a community actively engages in a process of ‘bouncing 

forward’, or the ability to adapt to changes. ‘Bounce forward’ has continued to evolve into “build 

back better” (Manyena et al., 2011), a rebuild/recovery path outlined extensively in 2015 in the 

Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction. Yet, ‘bounce forward’ or ‘build back better’ 

community resilience perspectives remain problematic as they continue to perpetuate the idea of 

community as a singular entity, rather than a composition of many diverse parts. 

A ‘build back better’ approach to community resilience focuses on the opportunity and capacity to 

engage in change and build a community improved on the way it was prior to the event (Becker & 

Reusser, 2016; Fernandez & Ahmed, 2019). Furthermore, engaging in resilience that reflects ‘build 

back better’ can be an opportunity for positive change in everyday life (Cretney, 2017) and can result 

in increased community ties (Solnit, 2009). These interpretations consider how resilience can signal 

positive changes within community, yet a ‘build back better’ approach is rooted in an assumption 

that what is good for one is good for all. These interpretations focus on positive outcomes of disaster 
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and address earlier questions on resilience ‘for whom’ (Cretney, 2014; Hayward, 2013). Yet, the 

question of resilience ‘by whom’ (Kaika, 2017) and who ultimately makes the decision of what is 

‘better’ for the community remains challenging as it is rare to have a consensus amongst all members 

of a community. The presence and recognition of differing views should be acknowledged and 

considered in community resilience.  

Studies that consider community as homogeneous often undertake disaster research that has 

examined whether a community is resilient or not (Amundsen, 2012; Berkes & Ross, 2012; Buikstra 

et al., 2010; Cutter et al., 2014; Doğulu et al., 2016; Glover 2012; Leykin et al., 2013; Maclean et al., 

2014; Norris et al. 2008), rather than focusing on the many ways a community - and its various 

components - can be resilient. As a result, these widely used forms of identifying community 

resilience tend to disregard the messy, complicated features and processes that exist within the 

‘community system’, and the relationships among them. Studies that direct the attention solely to 

the presence, or lack, of resilience in a community implicitly ignore how these features and processes 

can influence shifting levels of resilience. Disaster risk reduction research has begun to explore the 

active role that the meso level (collectives) can play in community resilience following a major 

environmental event (Cretney, 2018; Cretney & Bond, 2014; Cutter et al., 2014; Solnit, 2009). Yet the 

processes that enable collectives to operate in everyday life and how they can be drawn on during 

unexpected life events is still relatively unexplored.  

Many community resilience studies have considered how an individual or an entire community 

(Eachus, 2014; Patterson et al., 2010) is resilient, yet the meso level has only recently begun to be 

examined in a resilience context. This meso level has been analysed in community resilience research 

as (in)visible networks (Marquet, 2015), place-based community organisations (Muir, 2020), non-

profit organisations (Roberts et al., 2019) and emergent groups (Ntontis et al., 2020). The issue 

addressed in this thesis concerns the difficulties around seeing ‘the’ community in a way that 

recognises both consensus and difference and how collectives can reveal the heterogeneity of 

community without fracturing it into individual perspectives.  

Up to now I have highlighted that while the definition of community has evolved, its use in 

conjunction with resilience has not fully considered the more nuanced and complex processes of the 

meso level in community. For this purpose, and due to their prevalence in community definitions I 

have used collectives to interrogate community in community resilience. It has been widely found 

that communities are shifting systems that are created through social groups (or collectives) and 

processes that exist within and between them (Barrett, 2015; Liepins, 2000a, 2000b; Quick & 

Feldman, 2011; Wenger, 2011). As a result of the extensive presence of collectives in traditional and 

contemporary community theories, and their recent emergence in community resilience work, they 
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were selected as the lens through which to explore community resilience in this research. Collectives 

can include church organisations, hobby groups, non-government organisations, work circles, or any 

type of group that draws people together. The following sections will explore and critically assess 

how Liepins’ and Barrett’s frameworks could be applied to the Kaikōura case study following the 

earthquake to better understand the role of collectives in resilience and recovery.  

8.3 Liepins’ “Reworked Community” 

The discussion will now turn to exploring Liepins’ model of community. Liepins’ (2000a) intent was to 

highlight community through both its tangible and intangible features by exploring three 

characteristics: practices, spaces/structures, and meanings. Liepins (2000a, 2000b) claimed that a 

community could be identified as fluid rather than static, yet it was bounded in place. Liepins’ model 

in Figure 19 demonstrates how these three characteristics mutually influence one another through 

processes. While briefly touched on in the literature review, the discussion will apply and evaluate 

Liepins’ model of community in relation to the Kaikōura context.  

8.3.1 Spaces and structures 

Liepins (2000a) stated that spaces and structures in community included “natural features” and 

“social infrastructure” (p. 335). Natural features include rivers, oceans, mountains, and trees. In 

Kaikōura, some of the significant natural features include the Waikōau/Lyell Creek, the ocean and the 

Figure 19: Liepins' model of community (2000a, used by permission) 
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mountains. There were even important natural features that were not fixed but were interacted with 

as place, such as collecting kai, planting trees, and creek clean-ups. Social infrastructure includes 

both indoor and outdoor built spaces, including town halls, parks, schools, as well as leisure and work 

sites (Klinenberg, 2018; Liepins, 2000a). In Kaikōura, some of the significant social infrastructure sites 

included the Community Garden, Memorial Hall, Churchill Park, Mayfair Theatre, Scout Hall and 

Takahanga Marae. All of the ‘locations’ above were noted as a significant ‘place’ in Kaikōura. 

Neither natural features nor social infrastructure are more important than the other, but both are 

significant places where “‘community’ is enacted or even contested” (Liepins, 2000a, p. 336). Place 

can act as a connector for people in community, or it can create conflict (Liepins, 2000a). These 

processes of connecting or clashing often occur in everyday life (Liepins, 2000a; Perkins & Thorns, 

2012; Sztompka, 2008), but shifts following a shock event can perpetuate cooperation and conflict. 

Unexpected life events create an environment of heightened stress as people’s community changes 

rapidly. As the earthquake struck, social connections through shared experience were made at the 

marae, halls, and parks, whereas in the long-term it shifted how collectives interacted in other 

spaces, either through increasing shared space or differing views on whether to remove or repair old 

buildings. This demonstrates that although people identified in and connected to places and spaces 

in Kaikōura through collectives, these shifted following the earthquake. 

As locations such as Memorial Hall and Scout Hall were affected, it changed how people engaged 

with their collectives and connected with place. For some collectives, physical locations were 

important in re-establishing a sense of place in Kaikōura as they helped to regain normality in 

everyday life through re-establishing routine. Even though many of the buildings and features in 

Kaikōura were severely damaged, the continuation of the collectives in some capacity helped 

continue or re-establish a sense of place and a collective identity. However, not all collectives were 

able to maintain their spaces. Some collectives were born from the process of engaging in new 

spaces and structures.  Importantly then, it is not the spaces or structures that are a marker of 

community resilience but the processes of engaging with others in those places. The physical 

locations of the collectives aided in creating a sense of place, but it was the collectives’ kaupapa that 

helped drive collaboration and connection. 

Overlapping connections (sharing space) and conflicts (how to rebuild) in place differed between 

collectives. These complex connections demonstrate that to consider community, and its resilience, 

as one-dimensional is insufficient as it removes the complexity of varying processes that can exist 

among collectives. Place as a physical location, both the natural and built environment, and its 

capacity to bring people together is done through the actions of individuals and collectives. 

Collectives’ connection with space and structures shifts in everyday life and even more so during 
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unexpected life events. Therefore, the existence of collectives alone cannot be a signifier for 

resilience. Rather the processes that contribute to collectives acquiring and existing in spaces and 

structures can be examined to further understandings of resilience. The following subsection will 

explore further the practices that collectives engaged in that contributed to the complex processes 

within them. 

8.3.2 Practices 

This section will examine practices in the collectives, with an emphasis on their purpose. Liepins 

(2000b) emphasised the role of ‘people’ in community; not in the physicalness of the individual but 

the overlapping roles or practices in which they engage in. While people are at the heart of 

community, it is their active practices and collective engagement with others that enables 

community to thrive (Liepins, 2000b). Liepins (2000a) described practices in community as regular, 

small activities and less frequent, larger occasions. In Kaikōura, the smaller activities could be 

considered weekly attendance at the Community Dinner or volunteering at the Op Shop, whereas 

the larger occasions may be the earthquake anniversary concert or organising and attending the 

Community Expo. 

While many of the collectives were created through formal means, there were also networks that 

were formed from less formal practices such as extracurricular activities. The role of informal 

networks in resilience was researched extensively in Marquet’s (2015) work. These informal 

networks develop from church groups, cultural and hobby/interest groups as well as through casual 

but regular connections between neighbours, friends, and family (Marquet, 2015). Oftentimes these 

types of networks emerge from everyday life, as people form social connections through interaction-

based communities. In Kaikōura, one individual may engage in many intersected or solitary roles 

within the public or private sector through paid employment or volunteering. Through these roles, 

participants developed vast networks of connections with other individuals, emphasising how 

connections can emerge from everyday practices. In Kaikōura these roles were seen throughout the 

various collectives that people engaged in. These roles often spanned similar or contrasting 

collectives, demonstrating the diversity within community. The connections made through the 

individual’s everyday roles were rooted in their collectives’ practices and were able to be drawn on in 

the earthquake’s aftermath, fulfilling a diversity of needs in Kaikōura. 

The practices that collectives engaged in were an important factor in Kaikōura. The collectives’ 

kaupapa or purpose that was enacted through their practices set the course for what they could 

achieve in terms of navigating through an unexpected life event. Many of the collectives had the 

intention to help the “community get to a better place after the earthquake” (Participant 7). This 

demonstrated how the collectives engaged in practices with the intention of improving Kaikōura by 



 127 

supporting locals through various actions, especially within the social environment. The collectives 

contributed to the social environment in Kaikōura through providing opportunities to develop new 

skills, financial support, and arranging events or activities to bring people together.  

On the other hand, many practices, while holding good intentions, are not always for the benefit of 

the entire community (Liepins, 2000a). Often, practices can highlight disparity between who has 

privilege and who has not (Liepins, 2000a). In Kaikōura, the discrepancy in which collectives have 

access to resources such as space and funding or who has government support, is different for all 

collectives and will influence their success. Resources are spread unequally which can lead to conflict 

between individuals and collectives. The outcomes, either positive or negative, that come from active 

practices may not be intentional, but they do show that community resilience does not exist equally 

for every collective.  

8.3.3 Meanings 

This next subsection will outline the third characteristic in Liepins’ model: meaning. This third 

characteristic is slightly harder to define as it is not as visible as spaces or structures, nor is it as easily 

identifiable as practices. For Liepins (2000a), meaning was defined by the shared social 

understandings underpinning how community operates through processes of social connection and 

marginalisation, belonging and othering. That is to say, meaning is not solely developed from positive 

interactions; it can also come from negative exclusionary practices as well. In Kaikōura meaning came 

from how individuals engaged in collectives together; there was a shared understanding of how 

things should be done and how recovery should have been realised following the earthquake. 

Cohen (1985) identified that meanings were important when considering community, and that 

collective meaning developed from symbolism surrounding rituals, words, or behaviour. Meaning is 

developed from interacting in spaces/structures and engaging in practices, and is how people 

interpret their community (Harvey, 1996). Overlapping meanings can be particularly relevant in the 

context of what it means to recover from a disaster and what makes for meaningful markers and 

milestones. People can have overlapping meaning attached to their perceptions of community, but 

these are co-created through engaging with others. This reveals how collectives can attach meaning 

to the community around them through their practices in spaces/structures. In Kaikōura, this was 

reinforced following the earthquake as collectives identified what needed to be done to recover from 

the event and therefore engage in resilience practices collectively. Whether it be raising funds for a 

theatre rebuild, developing a commercial hub, or organising an anniversary event, the act of 

engaging in practices rooted in recovering spaces and structures helped to shape people’s meanings 

of their community through collective action. When these practices are completed, it can contribute 
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to increased meaning people have attached to community, and in particular what resilience and 

recovery means to them. 

Collective action can shape how people attach meaning to community (Wilkinson, 1991). As people 

engaged in practices as collectives, they co-created what resilience and recovery meant for Kaikōura. 

Deciding on a course of action as a collective created strong ties that mutually enforced what 

resilience could look like. This was done in Kaikōura through common activities such as community 

meetings, organised events, and in workplaces which meant that people could formulate shared 

meaning through discussions and through practice. Once shared meanings emerged then mutual 

understandings of community could emerge and actions to achieve progressive collective meanings 

could be taken. The intention of the collectives to improve place in Kaikōura for locals was 

widespread amongst the collectives that were examined. While at the same time, some collectives 

became disenchanted with the recovery process as their visions were not realised. 

While attaching meaning to community can be positive, meanings can perpetuate exclusion and 

inequality (Harvey, 1996). This leads to “othering” and affects how well people can assimilate into 

community (Liepins, 2000a). This was demonstrated in Kaikōura at both an individual and collective 

level. Collective action can create positive outcomes but it can also reinforce negative meanings as it 

(in)advertently alienates or excludes those who are not involved in the collective or who have 

different ideas. Some individual participants communicated that their ideas were not accepted, and 

as a result felt excluded. On the other hand, shared meaning emerged when some participants 

rejected the incoming experts whose ideas of recovery did not align with those of Kaikōura residents. 

Yet, this did not extend to all ‘outsiders’, as some were welcomed into Kaikōura. Therefore, the 

process of becoming integrated into Kaikōura and developing shared collective meaning was not the 

same experience for everyone. The scope of fully understanding this phenomenon requires further 

research than was possible in this thesis, but it should be noted that meaning in community is not 

consistent across all collectives, or between individuals. Creating shared meaning and developing 

collective action are dependent on a certain level of acceptance or belonging. These divisions in 

meaning create fissures in the capacity to work collaboratively and be resilient, further 

demonstrating the need for understanding a nuanced, dynamic approach to community resilience. 

8.4 Barrett’s “Deconstructed Community” 

Barrett (2015) also developed a model to reconsider community, seen in Figure 20 below. Barrett 

(2015) highlighted a community framework that focused on identity, interest, and normativity 

(norms) between individuals and collectives, and argued that this multi-pronged approach can 

highlight resilience in community. Unlike Liepins (2000a, 2000b), Barrett (2015) did not situate 

community within a spatial and temporal boundary, rather his model focused on how exclusion and 
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solidarity influence identity, interest, and norms. It should be noted here that Barrett’s (2015) model, 

while based on previous studies, has not been applied to an evolving resilience and recovery 

scenario, nor has it considered the more specific role of collectives. This section will focus specifically 

on the processes of identity, interest, and norms in collectives. By utilising Barrett’s (2015) 

framework on collectives in Kaikōura I will further interrogate the processes that can actively 

contribute to or hinder resilience and recovery.  

 

8.4.1 Identity 

For Barrett (2015), identity was developed through people’s connection to place, both as an 

individual and as a collective. Understanding how identities are created in Kaikōura, realised in 

collectives, and maintained in community can help to inform how multiple approaches to resilience 

can be understood. Many researchers have highlighted the connection between identity and sense 

of belonging in place and how these play a significant role in how people connect as community 

(Barrett, 2015; Delanty, 2003; Gilchrist, 2019; Woods, 2011). Identity often emerges from a sense of 

belonging by engaging in traditions or rituals (Barrett, 2015), which is not too dissimilar from 

meanings (Cohen, 1985). Identity and sense of belonging often emerge from engaging in everyday 

life and can help people to establish connections to places and create social networks. Barrett (2015) 

highlighted that identity emerges from place and sense of belonging, both of which will be explored 

below. 

Research has found that individual and collective senses of belonging are an important aspect in 

resilience (McManus et al., 2012) and similarly, following a major event, individuals and collectives 

will experience a shift in their sense of belonging (Cloke & Conradson, 2018; Slocum & Kline, 2014; 

Figure 20: Barrett's model of community (2015, used by permission) 
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Quinn et al., 2021). These shifts in the sense of belonging are not dissimilar to the cracks that may 

form in the ground or appear on the sides of buildings following an earthquake. Changes to everyday 

life, from shifted routines to a changed landscape and inaccessible spaces, meant that people had to 

re-establish their sense of belonging in Kaikōura. For some this was temporary, such as needing to 

move out of a building while it was repaired, and for others it was more permanent as they changed 

employment or moved town. Regardless of whether these shifts were small or large they impacted 

the individual’s sense of belonging. This in turn created widespread, small and large, changes as 

people experienced changed patterns in their everyday life that would be difficult to resume 

following the earthquake. 

As the community shifted in many ways following the earthquake, many of the routines and 

relationships of everyday life that contribute to identity (Perkins & Thorns, 2012) no longer existed. 

This may be considered a signifier of deficient community resilience as the community could not 

immediately revert to a previous state of everyday life, either through bouncing back/forward or 

returning to normal. However, even though there were significant shifts to everyday life in Kaikōura, 

people were able maintain their sense of belonging and identity through the collectives they engaged 

in. This was supported through Delanty’s (2003) claim that engaging in collectives can help to create 

a sense of belonging, a defining quality of community. Furthermore, collectives that engaged in and 

embraced unexpected life events, such as cleaning up the Op Shop or expanding the Community 

Dinners, were able to experience continuity in sense of belonging and identity even as physical and 

social aspects of the community shifted. 

While some collectives remained relatively stable, others experienced noticeable changes. Some 

shifts in collectives were a result of adapting kaupapa, changing locations, or new collectives 

emerging. Additionally, in some cases it was the social networks within and among the collectives 

that shifted. All of these factors contributed to a shifting sense of belonging and identity for both 

individuals and collectives as has been found elsewhere (Cloke & Conradson, 2018; Slocum & Kline, 

2014; Quinn et al., 2021). This research follows other literature by demonstrating that changes to 

sense of belonging and identity are common following a major event. However, this research has also 

found that sense of belonging and identity occurs at varying levels, and as a result, to apply them to 

homogeneous community resilience would prove difficult. While this subsection explored how the 

sense of belonging and identity in Kaikōura compared to Barrett’s (2015) model, the next subsection 

will explore how interest created and perpetuated collectives. 

8.4.2 Interest 

Collectives can encourage interest in community and build active civic engagement, especially if a 

sense of place and belongingness exist prior to a major disruptive event (Aldrich & Meyer, 2015; 
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Madsen & O’Mullan, 2016). These prior connections and interest in community were evidenced in 

Kaikōura when locals banded together to re-engage in the yearly Love the Lyell clean-up or began 

fundraising for the Mayfair Theatre rebuild. How the collectives responded to the earthquake can 

demonstrate that while everyday life is altered, and with it the processes within and between the 

collectives, the interest in the collectives remained relatively intact. Collectives also experienced an 

interest in working together, although this waned in time and an overall siloed approach emerged as 

time went on. 

Collectives formed from interest are prominent in community and demonstrate how people bond 

strongly together following an event (Räsänen et al., 2020). This was witnessed during fieldwork at 

meetings in Kaikōura where different collectives attended to map Kaikōura’s recovery. Many of these 

collectives had a vested interest in Kaikōura rebuilding positively from the earthquake and saw 

opportunities that could arise from it. Some of these opportunities were financial, educational, or 

social, as many collectives had an interest in increasing education programming or housing or food 

security following the event. There was a lot of interest in how to rebuild positively, with many voices 

intersecting on how this could be done. These voices all had good intentions, but they did not 

necessarily work effectively together as tensions grew based on diverging interests, either from the 

local collectives’ perspectives or from the government. 

It was evident through document analysis and interviews with participants that there was a large 

range of interests among the collectives. Many of these interests, or kaupapa, overlapped but did not 

always correlate, and at times they diverged. Patterson et al. (2010) stated that a “community [is] an 

autonomous actor, with its own interests, preferences, resources, and capabilities” (p. 130). Yet, this 

research demonstrated how the interests, preferences, resources, and capabilities that exist within 

‘community’ are often extremely varied between collectives. Each collective will have its own 

intention, purpose, and access to resources. This was true for Kaikōura as collectives set their 

kaupapa on what they aimed to achieve, and this would sometimes result in criticism from those 

outside of the collective. For instance, the Mayfair Movie Theatre was being rebuilt, while others in 

the community did not see the purpose of it. This shows community is not homogeneous as there 

are varying levels of interest and purpose within that are realised through collectives.  

One possible solution to stimulate improved collaboration between differing interests and ideas on 

how to recover following a disaster may come from encouraging people to engage in collectives and 

for collectives to work together. Sun and Faas (2018) explained that “inviting disaster-affected 

people into processes of mutual learning and discovery” (p. 631) can open-up new conversations 

about how the impacts are managed, mitigated, and recovered from. These connections (dis)enabled 

processes of sharing and reciprocity of knowledge and resources between collectives that affected 
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many of those living in Kaikōura. Unfortunately, over time interest in collectives working together 

waned in Kaikōura as there was a lack of evidential progress in recovery, or at least it was not 

progressing quickly enough. In Kaikōura, this was another ‘disaster’ of sorts because, rather than 

building a bridge between diverse interests in the community, much of the recovery effort instead 

drove a wedge between collectives. This wedge was formed as collectives became siloed due to 

uneven level of progress and unequal access to decision-making.  

8.4.3 Norms 

Up to this point I have highlighted how people identify in community by engaging in collectives 

where they may have a vested interest which, in turn, can contribute to a more comprehensive 

understanding of community. Much like identity and interest, shifts in norms are not homogeneous 

among collectives. I will now turn to considering norms in community. Norms are the invisible, 

underlying mutual understandings of “standards of conduct and rules” amongst those in a 

community (Barrett, 2015, p. 189). Trust, reciprocity, power, social capital, and (in)equality are all 

examples of norms that influence how community functions (Barrett, 2015). However, when there 

are major shifts, such as the Kaikōura earthquake, norms like many characteristics of community 

become disrupted.  

Communities of practice and interest play a crucial role in bridging connections between people, 

collectives, and government (Räsänen et al., 2020) by building strong trust and encouraging civic 

efficacy. People may seek out collectives to build cooperative networks among those whom they 

trust. This was witnessed through the vast networks of roles in collectives that individuals engaged 

in. Some individuals could improve trust among collectives given their pre-existing social 

connections, demonstrating how networks played a role in perpetuating norms. Yet, the process of 

maintaining norms created conflict between locals and the government. As professionals, or 

‘experts’, were brought into the community after the earthquake, resilience and recovery in Kaikōura 

were impacted as community members found themselves distrusting the newcomers. This was a 

result of local norms being inadvertently challenged by the newcomers who brought in new ideas 

and who perhaps failed to see the complexity that existed within Kaikōura. 

As was found with Liepins’ (2000a, 2000b) meanings, there are both positive (civic engagement and 

connection) and negative aspects to norms (exclusion and contempt) (Barrett, 2015). Collectives can 

foster conflict and division as shifts in power dynamics and an inability to engage in civic life can 

influence the success or failure of the collectives. For instance, when people from other parts of the 

country were brought into Kaikōura and began making decisions on the recovery, locals felt that they 

were losing control of decision-making. Community members’ felt unheard when their ideas for how 

to recover were not considered or were considered but not put into practice. This set off an 
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imbalance of power that trickled through the collectives and was recounted in interviews and 

witnessed at community meetings. While some collectives gained extra support, others missed out. 

This demonstrates that the complexity of the norms that were existing in Kaikōura before the 

earthquake were not utilised by the new managers at the KDC. For instance, a personable council 

was replaced by closed doors and engagement at meetings diminished. Had local norms been 

identified and addressed during the recovery it could have made for a more cooperative and 

empowered recovery process. 

Shaw (2012) noted that top-down approaches to resilience and recovery can create more harm than 

good and that it should be the community’s responsibility to identify their vulnerabilities to build 

resilience. However, as Kaikōura saw an influx of new decision-makers, the norms that existed in the 

community and influenced how it functioned in everyday life were disrupted. Not only were the long-

standing norms disrupted but the local voices were muted in the decision-making. As complex norms 

within and among collectives can provide insight into how a community operates in everyday life, 

then they can become a resource for recovery during unexpected life events. If these norms are not 

taken into consideration, then resentment can build between collectives and decision-makers. 

Rather than considering the outside experts’ role as trying to fix the community, their role should be 

to recognise existing norms in an effort to help empower collectives to engage in their existing civic 

efficacy. Understanding how to better engage local collectives in decision-making through pre-

existing norms can potential help to build increased collaboration in resilience and recovery following 

major environmental events. 

8.5 A Nuanced, Dynamic Approach to Community Resilience 

Both Liepins’ (2000a, 2000b) and Barrett’s (2015) approaches help provide much needed nuance to 

conceptualising community. There are many overlaps between them that contribute to their utility. 

For instance, Liepins and Barrett both emphasised the significant role people had in shaping the 

characteristics of community through social connections and as individuals/collectives. They also 

both highlighted unique characteristics (spaces/structures, practices, and meaning; identity, interest, 

and norms) that contribute to community and how these characteristics are interconnected and 

mutually influential. Exploring how these two models could be applied in Kaikōura in the previous 

sections demonstrated the value of recognising their different contributions and was foundational to 

developing a combined approach of a revised working understanding of community resilience. The 

following section will draw on Liepins’ and Barrett’s works to propose a nuanced, dynamic approach 

to community that can be used in understanding resilience.  

In this thesis, and through the combined literature and data collected, I suggest that collectives are 

made-up of three features that can inform a nuanced, dynamic approach to community resilience. 
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These three features of collectives include: perceptible attributes; intentional actions; and intangible 

pressures. Perceptible attributes contain the visible aspects of collectives such as people and places 

that can be easily identified either visually or verbally. Intentional actions are how people engage in 

collectives. This feature includes the interactions as well as practices and interests that people 

consciously engage in through collectives, often with an intended purpose. While intentional actions 

are identifiable, they are not as obvious as perceptible attributes. Finally, intangible pressures are the 

invisible push and pull factors that bind and divide collectives while influencing both perceptible 

attributes and intentional actions. Liepins categorised these as meanings, while Barrett categorised 

these as norms and both influence how intangible pressures are manifested in community. However, 

unlike Liepins’ and Barrett’s models, I propose that trust and power require their own critical analysis 

when considering intangible pressure and the role of collectives in community.  

8.5.1 Perceptible attributes  

A combined Liepins and Barrett model that draws on the strengths of both needs to accommodate 

certain key features. One of these is ‘perceptible attributes’ which are the identifiable characteristics 

or physical aspects that people can use to locate themselves in a community. Both Liepins and 

Barrett address perceptible attributes, but in quite different ways. Perceptible attributes reflect 

place-based communities either strongly through space/structures (Liepins 2000a, 2000b) or loosely 

through identity (Barrett, 2015). Perceptible attributes can include the natural and built 

environment, social networks, and even a sense of belonging; they are closely connected to 

understanding place-based communities. The key to understanding perceptible attributes is that it 

recognises the important characteristics of place without resorting to using place as a proxy for 

‘community’. Although place is important in community, by focusing solely on place it ignores the 

unique nuances within it that emerge from the examination collectives. 

To begin, I will analyse the role of place as a perceptible attribute. Place has often been attributed to 

defining community and how people shape perceptions of their community as it is often considered 

to be located in a physical and unmoving location (Abercrombie et al., 2006; Flora, 1998; Johnson, 

1995). In disaster risk reduction work, this has meant that community resilience has often been an 

achievable outcome located within a place, such as a community is resilient when a road is cleared 

and buildings have been rebuilt. However, people formulate and connect to place in a multitude of 

unique ways. Place is constantly shifting, often slowly over time but sometimes quite rapidly and 

unexpectedly. When the earthquake struck it dramatically changed the natural and built 

environment in Kaikōura, from long standing buildings becoming rubble to entire mountain sides 

collapsing; this shifted the perceptible attributes within Kaikōura and essentially the locals’ sense of 

place. Understanding how people perceive shifts in the natural, built, and social environment can 
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lend greater insight into community resilience and recovery as a more diverse image of place 

emerges. 

The earthquake and its aftermath dramatically altered the everyday lives of locals in Kaikōura and 

along with it the meaning that people attached to place (Tuan, 1974) and physical space (Stedman, 

2003). When places and spaces shift following an event, such as the Kaikōura earthquake, identities 

and the meaning attached to them changes along with them. Building on a community’s 

entanglement with place and identity, how people engaged in the creation and perpetuation of 

community is evident in how locals engaged in collectives following the event. People were able to 

channel how they expected to see the recovery through the collectives that they were engaged in. 

This was demonstrated through the creation of the UpLift Hub as well as the fundraising to repair the 

Mayfair Theatre and the Old Scout Hall. By being able to engage in collectives, individuals can re-

establish a sense of belonging and identity through rebuilding old familiar places and connecting in 

new vibrant spaces. While perceptible attributes can lend insight into how a community can recover 

on the exterior, there was still conflict that occurred in perceptions of place.  

Eyles (1985) identified how multiple senses of place interlace and overlap, many of which can often 

be complex and contradictory. This was demonstrated in how a sense of place contributed to 

creating community in Kaikōura by describing how participants’ connection to place was unsettled 

following the earthquake and how they organised and reorganised in places during their recovery. 

Some locals may have thought one building was important to rebuild, while others would be happy 

to see it demolished. Therefore, a recovery project that invests in returning a perceptible attribute to 

its pre-earthquake state cannot be a “marker” for resilience as perceptions of it will vary. Rebuilding 

or renovating an old building, while a significant achievement with a set outcome and a signifier of 

resilience for some, is not a sign of resilience for all. As explained by Perkins and Thorns (2012) 

“places, like identities, are multifaceted, emergent, and contingent” (p. 19). Similarly, resilience 

based on place would be multifaceted, emergent, and contingent on overlapping identities rooted in 

various places, or perceptible attributes. Therefore, multiple perspectives of place and identity 

should be considered when evaluating what it could mean to be resilient. 

Place and identity, as well as sense of belonging, can be very telling in how people engage in their 

community, and in particular as a collective (Manzo & Perkins, 2006), and therefore how people 

engage in collectives can lend insight into what defines a community. The multiple roles people 

engaged in and the identity that was derived from these roles were directly connected to one 

another. Following the Kaikōura earthquake, locals drew on their roles and connections within and to 

collectives to recreate, reorganise, or revaluate what place and identity meant to them in the 
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aftermath. As a result, collectives can act as a channel for multiple overlapping individual identities 

and contribute to a new collective sense of place in everyday life.  

The new everyday life emerged from the unexpectedness of the earthquake. As Sztompka (2008) 

found that everyday life was the observable process of people engaging with one another, these 

interactions did not suddenly stop. In some cases, it has been shown that people may form greater 

collective bonds following an event (Solnit, 2009), and that a shared sense of place and identity can 

contribute to community. As Gilchrist (2019) states, “This sense of community or shared fate is an 

important ingredient in people’s willingness to undertake collective action” (p. 7), in Kaikōura the 

earthquake may have been the “shared fate” that brought collectives together in action. Therefore, 

by identifying the perceptible attributes that emerge from everyday life in collectives, such as place 

and identity, it can help to understand the purpose of the actions that people engage in during 

unexpected life events.  

8.5.2 Intentional actions 

The previous section considered perceptible attributes of community- place and identity. These 

characteristics of community can be identified through observation or description. For instance, you 

can see buildings and social interactions and people can explain how they identify within their 

community. However, there are other elements that contribute to community, elements that are not 

as easily identifiable. These less tangible characteristics will be classified as intentional actions; 

combining Liepins’ (2000a, 2000b) practices and Barrett’s (2015) interests. While actions are often 

visible, overlapping actions or intentions do not always culminate in a successful outcome. Here I will 

combine practice and interest to consider the intentional actions that people engage in and why. 

When combined, these characteristics can be used to examine collective efficacy and its role in 

understanding community resilience in crossing the gap between disaster as a community’s inability 

to withstand a significant shift using its own resources, and resilience as a community’s capacity to 

withstand a significant shift using its own resources. Collectives already engage in intentional actions 

demonstrating their capacity to be a resource in everyday life that can be drawn on during 

unexpected life events. Intentional actions can also lend insight into the complexity of communities 

by considering overlapping and intertwined, heterogeneous interests and practices. Therefore, I will 

now turn to exploring interests and practices as processes in community that enable people to work 

together through intentional actions. 

Building on the reasoning that disaster can be an opportunity for change (Cretney, 2017; Solnit, 

2009; Wilson, 2012) it would be understandable to assume that as people band together they can 

enact positive change. This positive change might include access to education, health, and 

employment opportunities through increased funding for collectives following an event.  Positive 
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processes that emerge from intentional action were often present when there was strong 

networking, shared spaces, access to funding, and when knowledge and resource sharing were 

commonplace. Building on this, these positive processes had the potential to have cascading positive 

impacts throughout the community. For many of the collectives, the earthquake provided an 

opportunity to embrace change through broadening their scope or kaupapa, increasing social 

networks, and collaborating with other collectives. Furthermore, overlap of purpose in the collectives 

meant that there was, at varying levels, resource sharing and reciprocity among them. As a result, 

many of the participants and collectives were connected both formally and informally, through 

access to public places, funding opportunities, and growth potential. At first glance, this would signal 

positive resilience and recovery potential through cooperation as intentional action. But when 

investigated further, the diversity and differing opinions in what is seen as “positive” illustrates how 

cracks appear in a community’s resilience.   

Current literature emphasises the important influence social networks and cooperation have in 

acquiring resources (Field, 2017; Gilchrist, 2019), a necessary factor in community resilience (Magis, 

2010). The ability to access and use resources, such as space and funding, can be a positive aspect, 

however, it can also create conflict that may arise from unequal distribution of resources. These 

conflicts come from how some collectives are able to benefit from availability of and access to 

resources, while others may struggle to acquire and access those some resources. These conflicts 

arose from both inside and outside Kaikōura as collectives were left out of decision-making. In 

Kaikōura, it was not immediately apparent that there were issues with preferential interest, however 

once decisions were made regarding funding, space, and recovery activities then there were 

concerns about whose interests were being appeased through those actions. Superficially, Kaikōura 

may have appeared to be highly resilient as people banded together, funding was abundant, and the 

infrastructure rebuild was underway. However, when examined more closely it became apparent 

that some collectives were better resourced due to the actions that individuals engaged in following 

the event, from networking to fundraising. Therefore, the intentional actions that collectives 

engaged in influenced the level of resilience that collectives experienced. 

In order to gain a better understanding of community resilience, the role of collectives and the 

relationships and interactions among them need closer examination. Gilchrist (2019) claimed that 

“social cohesion is undermined in a twisting spiral of suspicion and competition for what are often 

scarce resources” (p. 20). When communities are seen as homogeneous, as existing in a shared place 

within a set boundary, it eliminates the ability to see the often-overlapping actions of individuals and 

collectives. In Kaikōura there were many differing views on how recovery could be implemented, and 

while there were similarities, when action was not taken it impacted how the collectives functioned. 

Many collectives experienced positive benefits through their actions following the event, such as 
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increased funding or a repaired building, but this was not true for all collectives, and as a result it 

becomes inherently difficult to declare “the” community resilient.  

This research has demonstrated that not all collectives in a community follow the same path of 

recovery, and therefore a community cannot be deemed “resilient” through the actions of a select 

few. With the potential for negative outcomes to emerge from a lack of, or unequal access to 

resources, this demonstrates that the processes and actions among collectives can provide an 

opportunity to study the ways a community can be resilient, rather than whether it is resilient or not.  

Therefore, while identifying characteristics can be useful for a superficial understanding of 

community resilience, it does not show how the actions of everyday life can be drawn on during 

unexpected life events. While intentional actions show how collectives can actively engage in 

community there are also influential factors that operate outside of the collectives’ control. The next 

section will explore how the intangible pressures of push and pull factors shifted in Kaikōura 

following the earthquake, affecting its overall resilience and recovery. 

8.5.3 Intangible pressures 

Up to this point I have identified two features of community that could be examined through 

collectives to assess its resilience- perceptible attributes and intentional actions. Combining Liepins’ 

(2000a, 2000b) meanings and Barrett’s (2015) norms, I will outline intangible pressures that 

contribute to community resilience. Intangible pressures are the invisible push and pull factors that 

exist in community. Both meanings and norms highlight the beneficial and adverse impacts of 

intangible pressures on collectives and how these might affect community. Intangible pressures can 

build trust and reciprocity, while simultaneously creating conflict and exclusion by either pulling 

people together or pushing them apart. Intangible pressures are not clearly identifiable and operate 

in the background, behind perceptible attributes and intentional actions. 

Trust is an important factor in intangible pressures. Trust at a community level emerges from a 

mutual understanding that individuals and collectives work cooperatively for the benefit of the 

community (Freitag & Traunmüller, 2009; Fukuyama, 1995; Putnam, 1993). Based on this, trust in 

Kaikōura was presumably quite high. For instance, as many of the locals were involved in various 

collectives and shared resources, it would increase the levels of trust in the community. This was 

evidenced when participants spoke of the connections they had with others. However, once 

examined more in depth, the level of trust within Kaikōura began to show cracks, as time went on 

trust between collectives waned. With increased burn-out and diminished access to decision-making 

and resources it hindered potential collaboration opportunities between collectives.   
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As the recovery unfolded, it was influenced by the intangible pressures that existed among the 

collectives. Gilchrist (2019) states that “the legitimacy of the community representatives is 

sometimes questioned when they challenge prevailing assumptions and aims. This can lead to 

resentment and withdrawal of cooperation from some partners” (p. 99). This was witnessed in 

Kaikōura as individuals, and the collectives they represented, withdrew involvement in some of the 

community meetings and recovery efforts as they did not feel adequately supported by the central or 

local government, nor other recovery agencies. In order for the individuals, collectives, or the 

community as a whole to see any progress or change following the earthquake, then there was a 

level of cooperation that would have needed to be met. The ability of collectives to have influence in 

the community and have legitimate representation was diminished as Kaikōura recovered. This could 

have been relieved had the role of the collectives in meetings, events, and decision-making been 

elevated. Being able to recognise how the collectives worked together prior to and following the 

earthquake could have helped to promote ongoing collaboration, yet this was given minimal 

consideration during recovery efforts. 

One of the most significant findings of this thesis - and a point that is too often neglected in the 

literature - is that following the earthquake there was an underlying sense of ‘togetherness’ that 

existed between various collectives as many of them had the kaupapa to improve Kaikōura during 

recovery. However, as competition for resources and burn-out increased, while access to decision-

making diminished it meant that the collaboration among collectives that was present at the 

beginning of the recovery phase was not maintained. While it has been stated that social networks 

are important for positive change following an event (Cretney, 2017; Scanlon, 1988; Solnit, 2009), if 

these collaborative efforts are not recognised and cultivated early on in the aftermath then they can 

diminish over time through distrust and unequal access to power. Without understanding how or 

why they were previously working together, it becomes difficult later to rely on those same networks 

to engage in positive change as they may have developed increased disconnection.  

As outlined, the idiosyncratic and collective processes of norms and meanings in a community that 

were built up over time need to be nurtured. However, following the earthquake they were under- 

acknowledged which resulted in high distrust, which when not fostered, damages diverse social 

networks (Monteil et al., 2019). It is fairly common in the disaster risk reduction and community 

resilience literature to focus on exemplars of success and positive paths to recovery, whereas 

scholarship looking more closely at ‘community’ dynamics tends to highlight processes of othering 

and exclusion (Liepins, 2000a, 2000b; Barrett, 2015) that can act as destructive elements. This can 

occur internally through break-down in collaboration, but othering and exclusion can be exacerbated 

as decisions are made without adequate input from those affected by the decisions, and when 

decisions go against local norms. This was especially true in Kaikōura as it is a small community 
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where the locals were used to playing a large part in how their town developed by engaging in roles 

both in government and in the wider community. Feelings of exclusion and othering were reinforced 

in the participants’ sentiments that the experts did not think local community members were 

capable of adequate decision-making and that their knowledge was not valued. Therefore, when the 

changes during the recovery process were being implemented it challenged the norms of local 

decision-making that were previously operating in Kaikōura. 

By not being able to take control of their own recovery, locals felt they did not ‘belong’ in the 

decision-making process, not due to their lack of interest, but from their feelings of exclusion. Nisbet 

(2010) claimed that this lack of belongingness or “dislocations” from public engagement is a result of 

political control or lack of access to power (p. 41). Community members in Kaikōura felt that the 

decision-making process was increasingly left to the outsiders. Although the locals had an overall 

sense of belonging, they could not take ownership of the community’s rebuild as much as desired, 

although attempts were made early on by the collectives. Therefore, “the existence, development, 

and engagement of community resources by community” (Magis, 2010, p. 402) in resilience was not 

supported as much as it could have been in Kaikōura. This sense of disconnect and inability to fully 

engage local resources meant that there was decreased cooperation between the collectives, and a 

declining engagement in meetings. This detachment from collaboration could create a long-term 

decrease in community resilience as there was limited engagement in shared decision-making and 

local voices were pushed out of the decision-making process. 

In Kaikōura there were many types of community meetings where different collectives came 

together to discuss their own collective’s happenings and ways they could work together to improve 

Kaikōura. While these were well attended by many of the collectives examined, there was a sense 

that the higher decision-makers did not frequently attend. Yet, Gilchrist (2019) states “strategies for 

community resilience and recovery are most effective if statutory bodies and non-governmental 

organisations work through local networks to support relief efforts rather than attempting to control 

interventions” (p. 16). The disconnect between ‘locals’ in non-governmental organisations and 

‘outsiders’ within the government created tension that disallowed a cohesive resilience and recovery 

effort. This decision-making tension could have been alleviated by promoting increased collective 

efficacy, a trait that was evidenced amongst local community members through their various roles in 

various collectives prior to and following the earthquake. 

Collective efficacy, the process of people working together, is not a new concept in community 

resilience (Kwok et al., 2016; Rapaport et al., 2018; Sherrieb et al., 2010; Tidball et al., 2010). 

Although people can join together as a collective, it does not necessarily mean they will be able to 

influence decision-making or exhibit civic efficacy. Civic efficacy is the participation of locals in the 
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betterment of their community through social practices such as volunteering, community 

programming, and defending one’s community (Mannarini & Fedi, 2009). The capacity to engage in 

civic efficacy was widespread in Kaikōura through the active engagement of locals in collectives. The 

ability to engage in collective efficacy plays a complex role in community resilience as it can both 

contribute to and hinder a community’s overall resilience, yet these skills were under-utilised. 

Furthermore, the complex dynamics that influence civic efficacy can come from within and outside of 

community and can enable increased collective efficacy while simultaneously disempowering others, 

a characteristic that was witnessed in Kaikōura. Relationships between collectives and with the local 

government following the earthquake acted as a passage or barrier to how collectives functioned. 

Either way, once the earthquake occurred it shifted the everyday life in Kaikōura, revealing hidden 

processes and creating new ones that changed norms and meaning in the community.  

Once Kaikōura entered a period of uncertainty collectives were already in a position to support 

community members, as was evidenced through their established kaupapa as well as through their 

pre-existing connections and collective efficacy. As collectives gained funding and increased their 

reach within the community their connections and collaboration with other collectives increased. 

Yet, as time went on their collaboration diminished as their use as a resource in resilience and 

recovery was not fully utilised by the KDC. Had the potential for collectives to be a “community 

resource” operated “by community members” been realised early on it may have increased the 

ability to “develop personal and collective capacity” to “respond to and influence change, to sustain 

and renew the community, and to develop new trajectories for the communities' future” (Magis, 

2010, p. 402).  

8.6 Chapter Summary 

By exploring collectives in Kaikōura following the North Canterbury earthquake, I argue that 

community resilience is a complex concept that requires greater recognition of collectives of which 

community is comprised, and the dynamic relationships among them. Community theories have 

expanded over the last 100 years to include a wide array of definitions, although groupness has 

dominated as a shared aspect among them. Yet, resilience in the social sciences has commonly 

considered community to be homogenous and static rather than heterogeneous and dynamic, 

contradictory to contemporary definitions of community that highlight the importance of groups. As 

a result, community has taken a backseat to resilience in conceptualisations of community resilience, 

where the focus is often on the outcome (rebounding/returning/adapting) rather than the process 

(connecting, collaborating, and empowering) of a community’s recovery.  

Collectives can provide increased insight into how processes are enacted in everyday life. How 

collectives connect in place, collaborate through action, and empower through decision-making 
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reveals a complex, heterogeneous interpretation of community. Through this research, collectives 

have proven to be a useful tool in exploring the meso level between individuals and community, 

suggesting that there are varying degrees and ways at which resilience can be experienced. As 

collectives operate and exist in everyday life, they have the capacity to bring people together and 

influence the social environment following unexpected life events, while simultaneously experiencing 

conflict. This research demonstrated that collectives can be drawn on as a useful resource during 

unexpected life events to increase the capacity to recover. However, if the collectives are not 

supported early on in the recovery process, then their capacity to engage in resilience wanes as 

exclusion and conflict can impede collaboration among collectives and decision-makers.  

Collectives also revealed the complexity that exists within community, making it difficult to assume 

resilience would be homogenous. As a result, assessing collectives as they exist in everyday life and 

during unexpected life events through a nuanced, dynamic approach acknowledges the 

heterogeneity of community resilience. This approach builds on Liepins’ (2000a, 2000b) and Barrett’s 

(2015) models and identifies perceptible attributes (place and identity), intentional actions (practice 

and interest), intangible pressures (meanings and norms) to be important features of everyday life 

that emerge from and influence collectives in a recovery context. These features exist as processes in 

and among collectives and can be useful in examining the changes that exist in community during 

unexpected life events. By using a nuanced, dynamic approach to understanding community 

resilience it can reveal how collectives can be used as a resource for resilience and recovery during 

unexpected life events, while considering the opportunities for collaboration and potential for 

conflict as a community’s capacity to recover varies across collectives.  

In consideration of Liepins’ and Barrett’s models I have argued that community is complex rather 

than one dimensional; heterogeneous rather than homogeneous. This research has shown that when 

analysed individually and then combined, collectives can help reveal a more nuanced and dynamic 

approach to community resilience. This means acknowledging that, first, communities are comprised 

of meso units of analysis – collectives – that sit between individuals and the broader community. 

Second, collectives and the processes within and among them affect the features of everyday life and 

can influence outcomes during unexpected life events. Thirdly, to understand how collectives can be 

used as a resource in community resilience, a nuanced, dynamic approach can be utilised to reveal 

the features and processes within collectives, and the broader community. In sum, I have argued that 

community has implicitly been undervalued in understanding community resilience and that by 

examining the role of collectives in everyday life and during unexpected life events through a 

nuanced, dynamic approach a more complex understanding of community resilience emerges.   
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Chapter 9 

Conclusion 

9.1 Thesis Summary 

Community resilience scholarship often places the emphasis on resilience rather than community. 

This has meant that over time the nuances that exist in community have been overlooked in disaster 

risk reduction research and practice. This thesis has analysed traditional and contemporary theories 

of community which revealed the widespread use of groups as a defining feature in community. As a 

result, collectives were defined more specifically as one-off or recurring projects, activities, events, 

and organisations that engage in practice for a shared purpose. By examining multiple collectives in 

Kaikōura through interviews, and supported by document analysis and participant observation, it 

was revealed that collectives contribute to creating and perpetuating community, and this has 

implications for community resilience during unexpected life events and disaster recovery.  

Operating in everyday life, collectives brought people together through shared interests, helped 

create a sense of place, and provided a sense of community. This ‘functionality’ proved useful when 

an unexpected event, such as the earthquake, occurred, yet their relevance was not always 

acknowledged by decision-makers, leading to breakdowns in collaboration. Collectives were 

undervalued as the connections and collaborations, as well as their organisational capabilities, were 

not fully realised or appreciated. This left the collectives vulnerable not only to being ignored in their 

aspiration, but the neglect can amplify contestation and conflict through distrust and imbalance of 

power. The existing collectives and their connections could be deployed productively given adequate 

consideration; but when ignored the othering can impede recovery and undermine resilience. For 

these reasons it is essential to take a community first approach to resilience in an effort to 

accentuate the need to attend to these collectives that operate between disparate ‘individuals’ on 

one hand and homogenous ‘community’ on the other. 

Following the combined analysis of the literature and results, I propose a new approach to 

community resilience that considers the more nuanced, dynamic processes that emerge from 

collectives. This new approach revealed that communities are complex and heterogeneous rather 

than static and homogeneous. A nuanced, dynamic approach moves away from the traditional 

‘return to normal’ or ‘bounce back/forward’ understandings of community resilience, by 

acknowledging that there are many ways for resilience to exist. While this thesis acknowledges that 

collectives can promote positive aspects of resilience, it has also shown that conflict among 

collectives and decision-makers can emerge following an unexpected event. Therefore, by placing 
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the emphasis on collectives and examining the processes within and amongst them it can reveal how 

resilience and recovery fluctuates at varying levels across community. 

Rather than following common interpretations of resilience in the social sciences that focus on the 

micro (individual) or the macro (community), this thesis addresses the meso (collectives) level of 

community resilience. By using this strategy, this thesis has argued that communities are complex 

and dynamic, made up of constantly moving processes, and that collectives are essential in 

identifying these processes. By analysing the processes in collectives, it has led to an understanding 

that communities are not homogeneous but heterogeneous. This nuanced, dynamic approach to 

community, aims to understand how collectives exist in everyday life and how they can be drawn on 

as a resource during unexpected life events. 

9.2 Implications 

This research focused on exploring the notoriously challenging and complex definition of community 

in regard to its marriage to resilience. While community has acquired a multitude of definitions, its 

use in relation to resilience has frequently been one-dimensional. In an effort to better understand 

community, collectives were selected as a means to investigate resilience. By understanding 

collectives in everyday life and how they can be drawn on as a resource during unexpected life 

events, a more nuanced and dynamic understanding of community emerges. Based on the above 

discussion, implications in theory, methods, and practice can be highlighted.  

9.2.1 Theoretical 

Early on in the thesis I highlighted how there is a discrepancy between conceptualising disaster and 

resilience. Whereas disaster focuses on a community’s inability to withstand a major environmental 

event using its own resources (United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction, 2016); resilience 

focuses on a community’s capacity to withstand a major environmental event using its own 

resources (United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction, n.d.). However, while acknowledging 

community, both definitions fall short of highlighting what is community. This thesis has taken on a 

different approach where community theories have been placed at the forefront of understanding 

community resilience. This has revealed that all too often community in community resilience has 

been regarded as a singular entity, rather than being composed of many simultaneous processes, 

features, and components. Through this investigation, collectives were revealed as an appropriate 

unit of analysis in community due to their similar features yet different processes. 

By examining collectives this thesis has revealed that there are complex processes that are constantly 

operating within ‘the’ community and are revealed through the examination of various features. 

Liepins (2000a, 2000b) and Barrett (2015) had set the groundwork in their models of community, 
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where they identified communities to be made up of dynamic with shifting processes located within 

characteristics. Yet, neither of their studies had been applied to a community that had experienced a 

major environmental event. This thesis took both models and used them to assess community in 

Kaikōura following the earthquake; following this I created a nuanced, dynamic approach to 

community in resilience. By building on Liepins’ (2000a, 2000b) and Barrett’s (2015) models I have 

demonstrated that resilience, much like community, is complex and far from one-dimensional. What 

this means is that to quantify community as a single unit experiencing resilience ignores the 

multitude of ways it can be resilient. As a result, conceptualisations of community resilience should 

also consider the processes of resilience in community and how these fluctuate and vary within 

them.   

9.2.2 Methodological 

This research has shown that community resilience is a complex amalgamation of many different 

processes constantly interlacing and overlapping. Therefore, to understand, identify, or assess 

community resilience it should not be solely based on identifying whether a community is resilient or 

not. As a result, rather than focusing on indicators of resilience, the processes that collectives engage 

in in everyday life prior to and following unexpected events can lend greater insight into 

understanding community and resilience. A methodological approach that considers community 

resilience in a contextual basis can identify the event(s), the location, and the people within a 

community; however, without acknowledging interactions in everyday life, how they are drawn on as 

a resource and how they change during unexpected life leaves a gap in fully realising the complexity 

of community resilience. As a result, a nuanced, dynamic approach that deliberately seeks to identify 

complex features in community can offer a more detailed representation of processes of resilience. 

However, simply identifying these processes as a researcher would not be sufficient as it would not 

be comprehensive, and more importantly would detract from a ‘community-first’ approach. To 

implement a ‘community-first’ methodology, participants who are directly associated with collectives 

and community should be consulted in the research process. This assists with identifying and 

determining the unique features and processes that exist within an affected location. Furthermore, 

collectives have oftentimes already identified a community’s needs, therefore, by engaging 

collectives in the research they can help to establish quickly and thoroughly what the local needs are. 

All in all, a nuanced, dynamic approach allows for a more holistic understanding of what is already 

being done, by whom, and how in an effort to be resilient against and recover from environmental 

events.   
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9.2.3 Practice 

This research has shown that following the earthquake there was extensive “expertise” brought into 

Kaikōura to assist with the recovery. However, this created significant distrust and a power 

imbalance between decision-makers and residents of Kaikōura. Participants expressed a desire to be 

able to participate in decision-making more frequently and to have their participation valued through 

actions that emerged from their collaboration. While collectives were shown to be an important 

resource in creating collaboration in Kaikōura, yet this was undervalued by decision-makers. If the 

collaboration between collectives had been proactively built up prior to the environmental event and 

nurtured afterwards then it would have led to stronger trust and empowerment following the 

earthquake. Therefore, an increased focus on building strong connections among collectives that 

enhance a sense of belonging, trust, and empowerment in everyday life can provide increased value 

during unexpected events.  

Developing stronger ties between local collectives and government can help strengthen resilience 

and recovery both before and after a major disruptive event. Preparing an inventory of local 

collectives that operate in a community- both formally and informally- can help draw a picture of 

who and how the community functions in everyday life. When a disruptive event does occur, these 

pre-existing social networks that rely on various processes such as identity, trust, collective efficacy, 

and empowerment can be drawn on during unexpected life events. However, if these pre-existing 

processes are not recognised prior to an event than it could increase negative outcomes such as 

disconnection, distrust, and an unwillingness to cooperate with other collectives or with decision-

makers. As a result, it should be a high priority to engage collectives in community resilience in 

everyday life and in recovery during unexpected life events.  

Collectives in Kaikōura demonstrated a willingness to work together through their shared resources, 

but they also showed collaboration in their readiness to attend weekly or monthly meetings. 

Therefore, it is not unreasonable for practitioners to engage with community groups to create a 

collaborative working group that focuses on empowering collectives and the broader community in 

decision-making. Unlike a governing council with elected officials, this group could include individuals 

from within the community that already play a significant role, such as those involved with 

collectives. This group could work alongside the government with the intention of creating more 

inclusive and robust community visioning. Unlike a council, this group would not be constricted by 

bureaucracy and has the freedom to communicate ideas without political constraints. If these types 

of groups are created before an event, they could offer the opportunity to act as a voice for 

community members following an event. This will in turn create more resilient communities as 

collective efficacy would be stronger. A collaborative working group would also promote and enable 
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increased ability to voice input on resilience and recovery through trusted networks and empowered 

decision-making.  

9.3 Limitations and Future Areas of Research 

Given that this research occurred following a major environmental event, it would be remiss to not 

acknowledge the fact that no primary data was collected prior to the event. Unfortunately, when 

studying unexpected events, it becomes inherently difficult to collect primary data from before the 

event to use in comparison. Therefore, to evaluate whether a nuanced, dynamic approach to 

understanding community through collectives is effective, it would need to be compared to another 

case study. Should this method be applied to a future case study, I do encourage an openness to the 

probability that the features in assessing collectives may shift. This may involve new features being 

included or old ones omitted. The strength of this thesis lies in the acknowledgement and recognition 

that communities are not homogeneous, and therefore to assume unquestionably that the study 

could be replicated would be unreasonable. Adding to this, the method was clearly laid out as 

abductive, and therefore, an understanding of future studies being modified to suit the research 

needs falls within abductive reasoning. 

Another limitation in this study was that the participants were selected as they were actively 

involved in collectives in Kaikōura. This has meant that those who do not actively engage in 

collectives were not included in the interviews and were unlikely to be represented in participant 

observation. Including perspectives from participants who are outliers in collectives would provide 

another aspect in understanding community. The difficulty with a study that attempts to include 

those who are not regularly involved in collectives is that they may not be as visible as those who 

actively engage in community. It is unlikely that a snowball sampling method would be effective. 

Therefore, alternative methods to identify and recruit community members who are not active in 

collectives would need to be employed.   

As this thesis has explained an alternative way of theorising community resilience, I would suggest 

that this approach would need to be applied in another location to identify whether it is replicable. 

One potential hindrance, and a quite significant one, is that it is extremely difficult to assume where 

the next disaster or major unexpected event may occur. Alternatively, it may be useful to apply this 

approach to slow onset changes that occur within a community, such as climate change. In addition 

to comparing it to another location, applying a nuanced, dynamic approach in an urban rather than 

rural setting could provide an interesting comparison.  
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9.4 Closing Remarks 

When beginning on this PhD journey a global pandemic was the furthest thing from my mind. Two 

years on and it is hard to remember what everyday life was like before. Grounded flights, working 

from home, and disrupted supply chains have ushered in a ‘new normal’ with no end in sight. 

Collectives have also shifted as lockdowns began, public spaces closed, and gathering sizes were 

limited. But there have been some positives that have emerged from the pandemic. New, innovative 

collectives have been created such as quarantined Italians singing from balconies, neighbourhood 

teddy bear hunts, a national Vax-a-thon, as well as online quiz events and learning seminars. While 

these examples can be spontaneous, ongoing, or one-offs they serve a shared purpose of uniting 

people during an unexpected, and unprecedented, life event. While the world may have seemed 

dark, collectives offered a reprieve from the pandemic. They allowed people to join together despite 

their differences and experience a shared moment. Although dark collectives also emerged, causing 

division and exclusion, as they loomed on the fringes of the fight against Covid-19. The global 

pandemic is but one example of how collectives can influence community resilience. With 

environmental events increasing in intensity and frequency it is important to recognise the value that 

collectives can add to collaboration and the damage they can create through conflict. All in all, 

collectives can provide a way to examine the underlying features of everyday life and recognise the 

heterogeneous processes of community in an effort to create stronger resilience and recovery during 

unexpected life events.  
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confirm that you have complied with the terms of the ethical approval. 
 
May I, on behalf of the Committee, wish you success in your research.  
 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Grant Tavinor 
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Appendix B 

Participant Interview Guide  

 
Personal Profile 

Date: Interview Code #:  

Organisation(s): 
Initiative(s): 
 
Theme 1: Place 

• Length of time living in the community/township 

• Reason for living/moving there (job, family connections, grew up here…) 

• Employment + volunteering roles in the township 

Theme 2: Initiative(s) 

• General information about initiative: Your role in the initiative 

• Length of time involved 

• When it began (and who set it up) 

• Purpose of the initiative (when first established) 

• Early experiences (building a membership, resourcing, funding …) 

• Achievements prior to the quake  

• Concerns/difficulties over time (the early years) 

• Changes since the November 2016 quake 

Theme 3: Community Involvement 

• The extent of community involvement prior to the quake (versus now) 

• Types of groups/people involved (prior to quake and now) 

• How much of a time commitment 

• How were resources acquired (what support was available pre-quake vs post-quake) 

• What support networks were in place prior to the quake and how have these changed since 

• How was the broader community involved with the community initiative 

Theme 4: The Future 
Can you tell me about your expectations for the future of the initiative(s)? 

• How long the initiative will carry on for 

• Whether the purpose will change  

• Who will be involved  

Any further comments or questions for me?  

Community Initiatives in Rural Resilience and Post-Disaster Recovery 
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Appendix C 

Research Invitation Email  

     

August 2018 

 

RE:  Voluntary participation in a research project at Lincoln University    

    

 

Hello,   

 

The earthquakes that occurred in Kaikōura in November 2016, had significant impacts on people living 

in the area and the recovery process has required local people to consider unique ways to rebuild their 

community.  This research will examine the role of community initiatives in post-disaster recovery by 

asking: 

1. What is the purpose of the community initiative you are involved with? 

2. How has the community initiative changed since the earthquake? 

3. What types of skills, resources, and relationships are needed and developed for the 

community initiative?  

4. What role do community initiatives play in building community resilience and 

contributing to recovery efforts? 

Attached to this email is a copy of the Research Information Sheet for your consideration. If you 

would like to become involved or require further information about this research, I would love to 

hear from you.  You can contact me to discuss your participation in this research by e-mailing me at 

ashley.rudkevitch@lincolnuni.ac.nz or phoning 03 423-0818 (Department of Tourism, Society and 

Design) and leaving a message. 

 

Thank you for your time and I look forward to speaking with you. 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Ashley Rudkevitch 
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Appendix D 

Research Invitation Telephone Script  

Telephone Script 
 

Name of Project:    Community initiatives in rural resilience and post-disaster recovery 
 
Hello, my name is Ashley Rudkevitch.  I am a postgraduate student from the Faculty of Environment, 
Society and Design at Lincoln University undertaking study for a PhD degree that is funded by the 
Resilience to Nature’s Challenges research group. 
 
You are invited to participate in a project that aims to examine community resilience in Kaikōura by 
studying the role of community initiatives in the recovery process. 
 
Your telephone number was selected as I noticed your involvement with [state name of community 
initiative here], and your number was listed [name government/organisation website here]. 
 
Your participation in this research will involve an interview that will be approximately one hour in 
length. Some of the questions will include: 
 

1. What is the purpose of the community initiative you are involved with? 

2. How has the community initiative changed since the earthquake? 

3. What types of skills, resources, and relationships are needed and developed for the 

community initiative?  

4. What role do community initiatives play in building community resilience and 

contributing to recovery efforts? 

 
Participation in the research is voluntary and you may decline to answer questions or withdraw. You 
can withdraw up until January 31, 2019.  
 
If you do withdraw at any stage, any information you have already provided will be destroyed. 
 
All information will remain anonymous, other than with me as researcher and my supervisor(s). 
 
Are you interested in finding out more information about this research?  
 
If so, I can forward you a research information sheet for your consideration.  
 

 
Thank you for your time.  If you have any questions regarding this research, please contact: 
 
Name of researcher:  Ashley Rudkevitch 
 
Telephone number: 03 423-0818 
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Appendix E 

Research Information Sheet 

Lincoln University 
Faculty of Environment, Society and Design 
Department of Tourism, Sport and Society 

 
I would like to invite you to participate in a research project entitled “Community Initiatives in Rural 
Resilience and Post-Disaster Recovery”.    
 
What is the aim of this project? 
 
This research aims to explore community resilience in Kaikōura by studying the role of community 
initiatives in the recovery process. This research is being conducted to fulfil the requirements for a 
PhD thesis. This research is funded by Resilience to Nature’s Challenges (RNC), which is part of the 
larger National Science Challenges framework. This research is part of the RNC-Rural funding. 
 
What types of participants are being sought? 
 
I am looking to interview people who are involved in community initiatives and the recovery process 
in Kaikōura. Your participation in this research is entirely voluntary. 
 
What will you be asked to do? 
 
If you choose to participate it will involve a thirty minute to two hour interview. Interviews will 
consist of the researcher asking questions about community initiatives in Kaikōura. There may be 
follow up interviews for clarity or to request more in depth answers. It is your choice whether you 
want to go ahead with a second, or third, interview. Interviews will be recorded so the researcher 
can transcribe and analyse the interview at a later date. 
 
You may also be asked if you can have your photo taken. You will be asked to give consent for your 
picture to be used in this research. 
  
How will my data be used? 
 
The results from this research will be used in a PhD thesis. The results may also be presented at 
conferences, and used in journal articles or book chapters. 
 
All information you provide will be completely anonymous. Your name will not appear in any thesis 
or report resulting from this study. Data collected during this study will be retained for six years in a 
secured file on the researchers’ personal computer and a password locked USB stick. The data will 
also be retained in the University’s secure archive for six years, after which it will be destroyed 
(paper will be shredded and all audio will be erased). Only researchers associated with this project 
will have access. There are no known or anticipated risks to you as a participant in this study. 
 
Can I withdraw from the project? 
 
If you decide to withdraw from this study, you may do so without any negative consequences. 
However, I do ask that this is done by January 31, 2019.  If you would like to withdraw your 
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participation please contact me (Ashley Rudkevitch) or my supervisors (Dr. Suzanne Vallance, Dr. 
Michael Mackay, or Dr. Nicholas Cradock-Henry).  
 
What if I have any questions? 
 
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study please do not hesitate to contact me or 
my supervisors at any time. 
 
What will happen next? 
 
If you would like to participate in this research you can contact me by phone or email as listed below. 
 
Researcher: Ashley Rudkevitch 
Ashley.Rudkevitch@lincolnuni.ac.nz 
Ph 03 423-0818 
 
Supervisors: 
Dr. Suzanne Vallance 
Suzanne.Vallance@lincoln.ac.nz 
 
Dr. Michael Mackay  
Michael.Mackay@lincoln.ac.nz 
 
Dr. Nicholas Cradock-Henry  
CradockHenryN@landcareresearch.co.nz. 
 
This project has been reviewed and approved by the Lincoln University Human Ethics Committee. 
 

  

mailto:Ashley.Rudkevitch@lincolnuni.ac.nz
mailto:Suzanne.Vallance@lincoln.ac.nz
mailto:Michael.Mackay@lincoln.ac.nz
mailto:CradockHenryN@landcareresearch.co.nz
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Appendix F 

Consent Form 

Consent Form 
 
 
 

I have read and understood the description of the above-named project. On this basis I agree to 
participate in the project, and I consent to publication of the results of the project with the 
understanding that anonymity will be preserved.  I understand also that I may withdraw from the 
project, including withdrawal of any information I have provided, up to January 31, 2019. 
 

   I consent to having an audio recording made of my interview. 

   I do not consent to having an audio made of my interview. 

   I consent to having my photograph taken. 

   I do not consent to having my photograph taken. 
 
 
 
Name:    
 
 
 
Signed:      
 
 
 
Date:    
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Matrices 
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Appendix H 

Kaikōura Earthquake Information Sheet 
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