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Abstract
Simon and Randalls’ (forthcoming) piece does an excellent job of highlighting how resilience is divergently articulated across multiple sites, however the paper is characterised by an oscillation between an examination of contrasting discourses of resilience (reflected in the ways it is defined and conceptualised) and an attention to specific empirical incidents of its enactment (offering a basis for ontological politics). I argue this limits the analysis in terms of failures to engage with: (i) the materiality of literary representation; (ii) the specificity of tactics for imagining (as opposed to intervening in) ontological futures; and (iii) the more-than-human contingencies of resilience interventions.
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Main text

Drawing on Mol’s (1999; 2002) ontological politics, Simon and Randalls (forthcoming) seek to reclaim the concept of resilience from neoliberal approaches that seemingly (or at least according to their critics) reduce it to a catchall term for dissolving accountability and responsibility to economic and environmental victims. Drawing out resilience multiple through a range political and academic interventions, they seek to offer what Haraway (1991: 151) might term a cyborg or hybrid reading, whereby articulations of resilience are ‘exceedingly unfaithful to their origins’ and thereby offer a useful basis for ‘politicizing the concept’ (p 32). It is worth emphasising that Simon and Randalls (forthcoming) stop short (as many accuse Mol and her science studies contemporaries of doing) of advocating a particular political positionality: They explicitly state that it is not their intention to contend that ‘resilience could or should be recrafted for political ends’ (p9), but rather that they wish to draw attention to its ‘multiple world-making potentialities’ (p10). Their incisive analysis therefore focuses on the post-political (Syngedouw 2010) or anti-political (Barry 2002) nature of agnostic resilience: ‘that it simultaneously names the ‘cure’ and names nothing substantial at all’ (p 13), but I remain unconvinced that this analysis is one consistently sustained through an attention to ontological politics rather than conceptual ambiguity.

In order to illustrate resilience multiple Simon and Randalls make what might be termed a classic science studies move. They draw attention to specific and contingent networks of relations that inform particular articulations of, or claims for, resilience, ranging from ecological systems to self-help seminars. This attention to the socio-material relations (as expressed through divergent popular, policy and academic articulations) that sustain particular interpretations of resilience, highlights the fragility and vulnerability of those relations undermining the seemingly universal (post-political) shared state resilience seeks to name. Resilience in this sense proves a worthy target, and much is gained through their analysis in terms of our understanding of how, through the concept of resilience, ‘problems are framed’ (Simon and Randalls forthcoming: 9, citing Mol, 2002: viii) and rendered actionable. In particular they draw out a tension between the recognition of the inherent uncertainty of the events to which resilience is posed as a response and the need to try to intervene to govern such uncertainties. In this way their piece echoes Andersen and Adey’s (2012) analysis of emergency, tempered by an understanding that resilience (unlike emergency) is envisioned as something not only to be managed but also to be coaxed and nurtured towards self-flowering.

[bookmark: _GoBack]What seemed to me less present in this paper were the ontological foundations of this diversity. Throughout the paper I found an uneasy slippage– captured in the awkward phrase ‘imagined ontology’ (p17) - between an attention to the empirical evidence for ontological politics and a focus on conceptual ambiguity, or between an attention to the worlds we claim to know and the role of conceptualisation (through resilience or any other framework) in determining how we come to know this. We learn a lot about the multiple domains where the concept of resilience has been taken up, but much less about how ‘bodies are shaped, and lives are pushed and pulled into one shape or another’ (Simon and Randalls forthcoming: 9, citing Mol, 2002: viii), and very little about what actually happens on the ground. There are few first-hand ethnographic insights, in marked contrast with Mol’s detailed engagement with the sites where atherosclerosis in performed. Instead Simon and Randall’s seek to evoke ontological multiplicity through citing contrasting accounts of ecological, security-orientated and psychological interventions. In places this works effectively to draw attention to diverse resilience enactments and interventions, such as the example of the 14-item Resilience Scale (p16) or the discussion of competing ecological restoration practices (p22). However, at other points the focus shifts more to think-through how resilience is conceptualised, for example the discussion around how the ‘security sector borrow quite liberally from ecological and biological concepts’ (p24) and the taxonomy of ‘descriptors of resilience’ (p25). Simon and Randall’s interrogation of ‘the spatialities of these articulations [of resiliance]’ (p17) - as found, made and unfinished - arguably has more in common with Foucaultian discourse analysis of the multiple spatialisations of disease (2000) than Mol’s (1999) ontological politics. This tension between the analysis of discourses and the analysis of practices is key, because while an attention to the ways in which things are constructed offers for Mol (1999: 76-77) insights into the plurality of meaning, ‘talking about reality as multiple depends on another set of metaphors. Not those of perspective and construction, but rather those of intervention and performance. These suggest a reality that is done and enacted rather than observed’.

At this point it is important I stress that this empirical omission does not go unnoticed by Simon and Randalls (forthcoming), who note that they draw on multiple cases which they cannot ‘delicately render in all of their complexities, nor situate in their particular contexts or day-to-day work’ (6). Instead they propose to access the ontological politics of resilience through numerous accounts of its deployment. Therefore, and in order that this commentary should deliver something more than academic pendanticalness, below I want to think through some of the implications of this tension between conceptual multiplicity and ontological politics, and of the limitations of analysing ontological politics through literary review.

Firstly, if we study resilience multiple through political, popular and academic discourse, then the material cultures we pay attention to might not be those concerned with the interventions made by political actors in the name of fostering resilience, but to the material and technological cultures of that discourse, namely the publications, computer screens, internet servers and websites through which those accounts are articulated. These are also key sites for curating resilience multiple. Might not these architectures also be held to account in understanding how resilience is performed? Surely it matters for how these accounts of resilience are authored and published, not least in terms of determining whom and what is in a position to generate (or challenge) such accounts.

Secondly, if resilience is articulated to evoke as-yet-unrealised futures, then how do we begin to engage empirically with the ‘imagined ontology of resilience’ (p17)? As Simon and Randall’s (forthcoming: 7) suggest, they are concerned with the ‘idealizations, visualizations, and articulations [that] make resilience what it is’. While I accept their contention that these idealizations, visualizations and articulations serve to bring resilience  ‘into being, grant it capacities, which are not given but emerge—or don’t emerge, or emerge differently—in practice’ (ibid), I wonder how far an interrogation of accounts of ‘imagined ontologies’ can demonstrate how are resilient futures are made present and the specific tactics used: What are the the resilience equivalents of emergency response role-play exercises or disaster preparedness plans? The details concerning how such tactics are enacted are important as they serve to determine who and what comes to matter: to determine ontological politics. Here literary analysis might be usefully combined with ethnographic interviewing and observation as seen in Andersen and Adey’s (2012) study of the concept of emergency.

Thirdly, Randall’s and Simon’s focus on human accounts of multiple resilience enactments results in an anthropocentric focus. Largely absent from their account of ontological politics are the nonhuman actors: the devices and materials so central to Mol’s (2002) multiple performances of atherosclerosis are curiously silenced here. One of the key moves of ontological politics is to decentre human agency. Is resilience too not a property of and enacted through more-than-human assemblages? This means an attention not only to articulations of resilience (as discussed in the literature) but to the technologies and techniques which bring them into being, the experimental apparatus, ecologies and technologies which generate more-or-less resilient subjects and objects. How do those who teach mindfulness get inside another’s head? What kinds of settings and paraphernalia does it take to psychologically engineer a resilient subject? The quote from Ungar (p18) relating to the role of the school environment in shaping children’s resilience begins to touch on how resilience comes to matter (materialises), as do the references to self-help websites (ibid. page 15), but more detail - and perhaps a more sustained empirical engagement - is needed. An attention to nonhuman actors offers important opportunities to seek out instances where the disruptive potentiality of more-than-human agencies challenges how resilience takes place[footnoteRef:1].  [1:  Compare, for example, with Barry’s (2010) account of how the material qualities of a coating on the Baku–Tbilisi–Ceyhan pipeline acted as a catalyst for generating novel political responses. 
] 


To conclude then, I think Simon and Randalls offer a convincing account of resilience multiple, showing how such conceptual ambiguity - whilst easily appropriated to neoliberal ends and interpreted as a post-political - might also offer opportunities for challenging such formulations. However more work needs to be done to explore the precise moments and empirical cases through which the multiple and different performances of resilience ‘come to matter’ or might be politicised. This could involve a range of approaches, from exploring the materialities of popular, academic and political debates, to engaging with tactics for envisioning resilience futures, to ethnographically tracing the enactment of resilience through more-than-human assemblages. 
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