-

View metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk brought to you by .i CORE

provided by Kingston University Research Repository

Why it takes an ‘ontological shock’ to prompt increases in small firm resilience:
Sensemaking, emotions and flood risk

Accepted for publication in International Small Business Journal, 22" February 2018

Tim Harries’
(Kingston Business School,) Kingston University, UK — Kingston Hill, Kingston-upon-
Thames, Surrey KT2 7NH; 020 8417 5036; t.harries@kingston.ac.uk

Lindsey McEwen?

(Faculty of Environment and Technology,) University of the West of England, UK —
Frenchay Campus, Coldharbour Lane, Bristol BS16 1QY; +44 (0)117 32 83383;
Lindsey.Mcewen@uwe.ac.uk

Amanda Wragg®

(Faculty of Environment and Technology,) University of the West of England, UK —
Frenchay Campus, Coldharbour Lane, Bristol BS16 1QY; +44 (0)117 32 87723;
Amanda.Wragg@uwe.ac.uk

1 Tim Harries is Senior Research Fellow in the Small Business Research Centre at
Kingston Business School. He researches psychosocial influences on small firm
behaviours related to climate change adaptation and mitigation.

% Lindsey McEwen is Professor of Environmental Management within the Centre for
Floods, Communities and Resilience at the University of the West of England,

Bristol. She researches flood/drought risk management, knowledge for resilience and
water risk education, science communication and community-based research.

* Amanda Wragg was a Research Assistant within the Centre for Floods, Communities
and Resilience, University of the West of England, until 2016. Her key research
interests are participatory approaches, consensus building and environmentally
sustainable planning approaches.


https://core.ac.uk/display/151209787?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1
mailto:t.harries@kingston.ac.uk
mailto:Lindsey.Mcewen%40uwe.ac.uk?Subject=Contact+via+UWE+Staff+Profile
mailto:Amanda.Wragg@uwe.ac.uk

Abstract

This study uses the sensemaking approach to explore influences on small businesses’
responses to the threat of external shocks. By analysing semi-structured interviews
with owners of flooded small businesses it seeks to understand how owners process
flood experiences. It also explores why such experiences do not consistently lead to
the resilient adaptation of business premises. It concludes that part of the explanation
for low levels of adaptation is owners’ desire to defend their existing sensemaking
structures and associated identities against information that challenges them.
Sensemaking structures are only revised if these structures are not critical to business
identity or if a flood constitutes an ‘ontological shock’ that renders untenable existing
assumptions about long-term business continuity. These findings have implications for
adaptation to the growing risk of flooding and to climate change and external shocks in
general. The study suggests that future research into external shocks would benefit
from using the sensemaking approach and that survey studies should include
measurements of ‘ontological’ impact as well as material and financial damage. In
addition, those designing information campaigns should take careful account of
businesses’ resistance to information that appears to threaten their existing
sensemaking structures and social identities.

Key words: floods; resilience; sensemaking; external shocks; climate change
adaptation; business continuity; emotions

Introduction

This study aims to understand how the interpretation frameworks of small business
owners influence what they learn from experiences of external shocks — and how this
impacts on subsequent behaviour. Research into the resilient responses of small
business to external shocks and crises is rare (Bullough et al, 2014; Herbane, 2013;
Sullivan-Taylor and Branicki, 2011), enquiries into this topic having seen a brief
blossoming in the early 1980s before being overtaken by resilience research that
focused on internal systems and, post 9/11, the resilience of business models and
supply chains (Linnenluecke, 2017). In this study, we argue that the subject of how
small businesses respond to external shocks needs revisiting and that attention should
be paid to the influence of risk perception. Commentators agree that risk perception is
important and that dangers are perceived differently, but do not usually interrogate
the reasons for this (e.g. Bullough et al, 2014). We propose the sensemaking approach
for investigating this question. In doing so, we look at flooding — a type of shock that
has received little attention in the small business literature (though see Wedawatta et



al., 2014, and McGuinness & Johnson, 2014). In particular, we focus on an aspect of
flood response that is of particular policy relevance in the UK (see Bonfield, 2016;
Cabinet Office, 2008) and elsewhere (Bubeck et al, 2015): the implementation of
physical measures that would reduce the damage incurred in any subsequent flood.

Flooding is an important issue in the UK, where 20% of non-domestic property is
already at risk (Fielding, 2015) and the probability and geographical spread of the flood
risk is growing. The floods of Summer 2007 affected over 7,000 businesses (Cabinet
Office, 2008), causing average damage of somewhere between £56,000 and £90,000
(Chatterton et al., 2010). Subsequently, Winter 2013-14 saw more than 3,100
businesses sustain an average damage of £82,000 (Chatterton et al., 2016) and in
Winter 2015-16, a further 5,000 businesses were flooded (Marsh et al., 2016). On
average, small businesses lose over 50 working days when they are flooded and take 6-
9 weeks to get back in business (Crichton, 2006; Kreibich et al., 2007). In one part of
England (Calderdale and Kirklees) recent flooding caused damage equivalent to 5.4% of
Gross Value Added (Sakai et al., 2016).

In contrast with shocks caused by situations of enduring crisis, UK floods are localised
in time and space. In many streets, estates and localities only a minority of businesses
are directly affected, and indirect impacts (e.g. loss of electricity and transport
infrastructure) usually last no more than a matter of hours. This distinguishes UK
floods from shocks such as earthquakes and conflict, in which long-term changes to
the business environment can be as consequential as the immediate destruction and
disruption (e.g. Battisti and Deakins, 2017; Cheung and Kwong, 2017; Dahles and
Susilowati, 2015; Doern, 2016; Dolfman et al., 2007). In the UK, a flood can cause a
crisis for a particular business without constituting a disaster for the local area or
economy as a whole, or ushering in lasting changes to the business environment. This
has implications for the choice of theoretical approach. For example, the dynamic
capabilities approach has been applied to disaster scenarios that cause long-term shifts
in the strategic context (e.g. Battisti and Deakins, 2017), but is less relevant where
adaptation is needed to the emergence of low-probability events of short duration.

This study makes several contributions to the literature on small businesses and
external shocks. Firstly, it adds to the evidence for the importance of risk perception as
an influence on the response to external shocks. Secondly, it provides new insights into
how risk perceptions distort the learning that results from external shocks and how
this leads to path dependency and the under-use of more effective ways of responding
to the risk of future shocks. Thirdly, it proposes the notion of the ontological shock to



distinguish events that challenge business identities from those whose effects can be
assimilated into existing interpretation frameworks. Fourthly, it questions the
contention that increases in resilient behaviour can result from the repetition of minor
shocks. Finally, the research provides evidence of the importance of emotional denial
and of the need for further research into emotional aspects of small business owners’
responses to external shocks.

The manuscript is structured as follows. In the first section, we discuss the
international literature on the impacts of flooding on small businesses. In the second,
we review the literature on sensemaking and risk response. Subsequent sections detail
the research methods used, present the findings of the data analysis and discuss the
conclusions and implications of the research.

Small businesses and flooding

As awareness has grown of the inadequacy of large-scale engineered flood defences in
the face of increasing risk of flooding, governments have begun to talk about a
portfolio approach to flood risk management that includes the actions of individual
businesses alongside the actions of the state (Harries, 2013; Johnson et al., 2005). Both
resilience and flood resilience are complex concepts that have been defined in a wide
range of ways. In this study, we focus on the dimension of resilience sometimes known
as robustness (Twigger-Ross et al, 2014): the ability of a system to retain desired
characteristics despite changes to elements of that system. In particular, we look at
one important contributor to robustness, property level resilience (PLR), and
when/why PLR is introduced after a flood experience.

PLR aims to protect IT equipment, data, products, stock and raw materials (Climate
East Midlands, 2012; climateprepared.com, 2015) and includes measures such as
raising door thresholds, dry-lining walls and raising electrical sockets (Environment
Agency, 2015). Such measures can reduce the cost of flood damage by around three-
quarters (Joseph et al 2011; JBA Consulting 2012; Royal Haskoning 2012).

PLR can be particularly beneficial for smaller businesses. Although such businesses are
more resilient (Branicki et al, 2017), more practised at crisis response (Atherton, 2003)
and particularly adaptable during climate events (Sullivan-Taylor and Branicki, 2011),
they are also more vulnerable than larger firms to crises such as extreme weather
events (Clemo, 2008; Irvine and Anderson, 2004). Highly localised sale and supply
networks increase the vulnerability of the customer base (Webb et al., 2002) and many
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small businesses operate from single locations and are therefore unable to relocate
functions to unaffected areas (Kroll et al., 1990). Also of importance are limited access
to finance and constraints associated with human resources (Vossen, 1998;
Bhattacharya-Mis et al., 2015). Underinsurance, too, is an issue (Alesch et al., 2001).
Less than a third of small businesses has cover for business interruption or loss of
earnings and less than 50% of the total cost of flooding to small businesses is covered
by insurance (BMG Research, 2011; Clemo, 2008; Crichton, 2006; Zhang et al., 2009).
Partly for this reason, small firms are limited in their ability to deal with the financial
impacts of floods and other shocks (Sullivan-Taylor and Branicki, 2011; Webb et al.,
2000).

Despite these high levels of vulnerability and underinsurance, few small businesses
install PLR. High-quality national data on this issue is hard to obtain because of
imperfections in databases of at-risk areas, gaps in the contact details listed in central
business registers and low survey response rates. However, one national survey
(n=537) found that only a third of small businesses in areas of high flood risk had
implemented PLR or similar measures (Thurston et al., 2008) and another (n=40;
conducted in two areas affected by the 2007 UK flooding — Bhattacharya-Mis et al.,
2015, p52) found that just 10% of owner-occupiers of commercial properties had
implemented “permanent resilience measures” and 8% had installed “resilient fittings”
(no compound figure was provided).

These findings are consistent with evidence that smaller firms are generally less likely
to adapt to flood risk (Evans, 2013; Kreibich et al., 2005) and climate change
(Dahlhamer and D’Souza, 1997; Howe, 2011 — though see Battisti and Deakins, 2017;
Herbane, 2015). This is sometimes explained by reduced access to financial resources
(e.g. Vossen, 1998; Alesch et al., 2001), lack of information about the risk and the
available mitigation options (e.g. Alesch et al., 2001) and a lower capacity to absorb
new knowledge and technology (Vossen, 1998). We argue that these explanations only
tell part of the story. Not all PLR measures require substantial capital investment and
many small businesses have sufficient innovation and bricolage skills to overcome
capital constraints (McGuinness and Johnson, 2014). Likewise, although information
can be helpful, it can also exacerbate equivocation (Weick, 1995) and can reduce the
likelihood that SMEs engage in formal risk planning (Herbane, 2015). In this study, we
focus, rather, on the cultural factors that influence how information about flooding is
processed and used. By doing this, we aim to explore the reported inattention of small
business owners to crisis management (Sullivan-Taylor and Branicki, 2011) and their
preference for muddling-through (Spillan and Hough, 2003).



Following an established tradition in business research (Huber, 1991) we focus on
whether and when experiences of external shocks elicit cultural changes that extend a
business’ ranges of adaptive behaviours. We ask whether business owners’ apparent
ignorance about flood risk and PLR might be the result not of a lack of information but
of the deliberate, if unconscious, interpretation of that evidence in a manner that
facilitates the survival of existing interpretative systems. In doing this, we look at how
small business owners make sense of flooding and flood risk.

Sensemaking

To understand small businesses’ willingness to use PLR, we employ Weick’s (1995)
notion of sensemaking — a way of understanding the (usually unconscious) process of
understanding ambiguous or confusing events (see Brown et al., 2015). According to
the sensemaking perspective, when choosing a course of action, actors minimise
disruption to pre-existing interpretative frameworks by “distorting information slightly
to make it fit into existing, and familiar, [causal] maps” (Morrison, 2002, p7). These
interpretation frameworks contextualise the cues people receive from their
environments and are the lens through which they view the world around them (Daft
and Weick, 1984; Smircich and Stubbart, 1985; Weick et al., 2005) and determine how
to act (Sandberg and Tsoukas, 2015).

Sensemaking is “grounded” in organisational identity (Sandberg and Tsoukas, 2015:
pS8) and is the vehicle through which social identities shape how people understand
events (Weick, 2001). Shared interpretation frameworks therefore improve the
instrumental effectiveness of organisations by providing common purpose and identity
and enhancing functional effectiveness (Scott, 2005; see also Meyer and Rowan, 1977).

Interpretation frameworks are only revised when new experiences challenge their
legitimacy sufficiently to facilitate the unlearning that, as Hedberg (1981) first showed,
is the precursor to new learning (Appelbaum and Goransson, 1997; Cope, 2003;
Krasner, 1988; Shepherd, 2003). This requires sufficient cognitive disorientation to
cause sensemaking to become, briefly, a conscious and reflective process (Weick et al,
2005; Mezirow, 1997). When the evidential challenge is less robust and interpretive
ambiguity allows room for subjective attributions of responsibility, accountability and
liability, the sensemaking process ensures the preservation of existing interpretation
frameworks (see Levitt and March, 1988). Such ambiguity allows business owners to:
regulate the effects of an event by focussing on aspects of the experience that are



consistent with existing sensemaking structures; overlook other aspects of the
experience (Sandberg and Tsoukas, 2015; Weick, 1988), and find explanations that do
not bring these structures into question (Maitlis and Christianson, 2014). Such path
dependency (see Cheung and Kwong, 2017) encourages reliance on “the exploitation
of old certainties” (March, 1991: p71) and leads businesses to eschew more radical,
creative approaches (Berkhout et al., 2006). This, Berkhout (2012) argues, explains why
many adaptations to climate risks are based on existing organizational capabilities,
practices and technologies, and fail to draw on external inspiration and fresh ideas.

Emotions

The cognitive disorientation just discussed is an antecedent of emotions that,
according to the literature on sensemaking amongst owners of small businesses, play
an important determining role in emotional responses to shock. Here the term
‘emotions’ refers to the “running commentaries” on people’s concerns (Archer, 2000)
that allow them to orient themselves to situations (Burkitt, 2014): i.e. the cognitions
that result from physiological arousals (see Schachter & Singer, 1962), rather than the
arousals themselves (Burkitt, 2014).

According to Byrne and Shepherd (2015), cognitive disorientation alone is not a
sufficient precondition for the review of interpretative frameworks. They argue that
both negatively and positively valenced emotions are necessary: the former because
they provide motivation for the review of these frameworks; the latter because they
enhance the capacity to conduct the necessary cognitive processing. Similar arguments
are made in the literature on proactivity, where the capacity for anger and fear to
generate positive behaviour change (Lebel, 2017) is linked to Parker et al’s (2010)
argument that such change requires emotional energy. Guilt, too, is said to be a key
element of the essential emotional mix (Yamakawa et al., 2015), because the internal
locus of control implied by a feeling of guilt is an important motivator of change
(Yamakawa et al., 2015) and because self-blame results in deeper learning (Walsh and
Cunningham, 2017).

The role of emotions has been considered, too, in the literature on flooding and
natural hazards (Sattler et al, 2000; Siegel et al, 2003; Grothmann and Reusswig 2006).
These studies, however, have produced inconsistent results. Furthermore, with the
exception of research by Harries (who links householder inaction in the face of flood
risk with anxiety and psychological denial — 2008, 2012) no previous studies have



looked at the mechanisms by which emotions affect the learning and adaptive
behaviour that result from external shocks.

This study is amongst the first to consider the role of emotions in the transformation of
sensemaking structures, and therefore contributes to the literatures on both
sensemaking and emotions. It also breaks from past practice by eschewing
assumptions of rational decision-making and applying an approach that focusses on
why owners make sense of their experiences in certain ways. To investigate these
topics, the study analyses how owners of flooded businesses talk about flooding and
flood risk. It looks for evidence of interpretation frameworks influencing the rhetorical
structure of talk and at evidence regarding the role of emotions in determining these
rhetorical strategies.

Methodology
Research design and setting

The study used narrative interviewing (Elliot, 2005; Czarniawska, 2004), an approach
often employed to reveal the mechanisms behind behavioural responses (Elliot, 2005)
and the meanings of experience (Thomas, 2012). Narrative interviewing is particularly
suitable for rare and emotionally connoted phenomena (Byrne and Shepherd, 2015)
and is frequently used in research into business failure (e.g. Byrne and Shepherd, 2015;
Yamakawa et al., 2015; Corner et al., 2017), a topic that shares with flooding features
such as threats to ontological security and potential feelings of guilt.

Fieldwork was conducted in England, where three wide-spread and protracted flood
events in the previous decade had raised the public profile of flooding considerably. As
revealed by the authors’ experiences in radio and television interviews, the UK media
discourse usually focusses on the adequacy of state efforts to control flood risk, rather
than on the responsibilities of individuals or organisations. Hence, despite efforts by
the government and others to promote PLR (e.g. Defra, 2008; Twigger-Ross et al.,
2015), business awareness remains low and there is no culture of flood risk adaptation
(Bonfield, 2016). The fieldwork areas constitute contrasting geographical and social
environments and include industrial estates, high streets and home-based businesses
in areas that are post-industrial, seaside or semi-rural.



Sampling

A short-list of areas in England in which small businesses were known to have been
affected by recent floods was identified by consulting the government body with lead
responsibility for flood risk management, the Environment Agency, as well as a charity
that works with flood victims. The authors then spoke to the relevant local authority
emergency response teams and local Environment Agency staff to confirm the
presence and scale of small business flooding, before selecting areas from southern,
central and northern England.

To ensure that participants could recollect clearly how they had responded to their
experience, while also allowing sufficient time for businesses to have recovered
sufficiently from the floods, businesses were only invited to participate if they had
been flooded between one and six years previously. These businesses were identified
via Environment Agency flood maps, conversations with local people and phone calls
to businesses in affected areas.

To ensure the inclusion of a range of perspectives, we used the maximum variation
purposive sampling technique recommended by Lincoln and Guba (1985) — selecting as
our primary sampling criterion business size and as our second, the number of floods
experienced. Recruitment was by the authors, who approached the owners of
businesses by email, telephone and by calling at premises in person. The study
included the owners of fourteen businesses. Five had between ten and twenty
employees and so would be termed ‘small businesses’ according to the European
Union definition, the remainder had less than ten staff and so would be termed ‘micro
businesses’ (European Commission, 2003). Six had been flooded more than once,
seven just once, and one had only experienced indirect flood impacts. Participants
owned a range of different types of business and were fairly evenly divided in terms of
tenure (See Table 1). Tenure was not, however, one of our sampling criteria; although
tenancy limits the PLR options available to businesses, there are many ways of making
rented premises more flood-resilient (e.g. flood-resilient flooring and furnishings; the
elevation of stock and white goods).



Table 1 Characteristics of the sample (listed in order of appearance in the text)

Pseudonym | Business Employees Floods Tenure
experienced
Martin Media 20 Several Owner
Gilbert Personal grooming 4 Several Owner
Phillip Restaurant 20 One Tenant
David Restaurant 10 One Owner
Karen Clothing retail 1 One Tenant
Gary IT services 5 Four Tenant
Gail Printing 4 One Owner
Gordon Building supplies 15 Several Owner
Clive Industrial parts supplier 2 Three Tenant
Barry Property management 8 Three Owner
and vehicle repair
Delia Personal grooming 4 One Tenant
Simon Manufacturing 1 One Tenant
John Motor services workshop 12 One Owner
Ewan Restaurant 6 One Tenant

Data collection

In an effort to “activate narrative production” in the interviews (Holstein and Gubrium,
1995: p39) and reduce the post hoc rationalisation associated with reasoned accounts
(e.g. Hollway and Jefferson, 2000; Czarniawska, 2004) a narrative interviewing
approach was used for key research topics: the experience of being flooded; what
happened after the flood, and changes made because of the flood (see Appendix 1).
For these topics, participants were encouraged to talk at length and in depth about
their experiences by the use of prompts — e.g. “tell me about the flood” and “tell me
what happened after the flood”. In these sections of the interview, the interviewer
interrupted as little as possible, reserving specific prompts until the end of each
narrative section and keeping direct questions to a minimum. Other parts of the
approximately hour-long interviews were more conversational and had less of a
narrative structure — i.e. sections on flood awareness and the characteristics of the
participant and the business.

Data analysis



The analysis process used is illustrated in Figure 1, which shows the journey from data
management to interpretation. After familiarisation with the data [1] (see Willig, 2001)
an initial thematic framework [2] was created that consisted of themes relating to the
research question (e.g. ‘property level resilience’; ‘denial’). Next came the process of
indexing [3] (Seale, 1999), in which all sections of the text were marked that were
pertinent to the themes in the framework. Subsequently, a framework matrix was
created [4] that summarised and displayed the indexed data using a data row for each
participant and intersecting columns of data for the themes (Figure 2). This matrix
facilitated an iterative interpretation process (Fram, 2013; Glaser and Strauss, 1967) in
which the analyst was able to “move back and forth between different levels of
abstraction without losing sight of the raw data” and to engage in “both cross-case and
within-case analyses” (Spencer et al., 2014a, p283). This process led to the
development of a set of higher order categories (or codes — Seale, 1999) [5] and
linkages between these categories [6] (Spencer et al., 2014b), from which the study
findings were generated [7].

Figure 1 The data analysis process (adapted from Spencer et al., 2014b)

DATA MANAGEMENT :> ABSTRACTION & INTERPRETATION

Familiarisation — Constructingan— Indexing —» Data |::> Constructing — Identifying — Accounting
initial thematic summary and categories linkages for patterns
framework display
(1] (2] (3] (4] (5] (6] (7]

Cells in the framework matrix reflected not only the overt content of interviews but
also analysts’ interpretations of underlying intentions and assumptions (e.g. see
Austin, 1962; Levinson, 1983; Fairclough, 2003) — for example, the use of blame or
denial to defend existing sensemaking structures. This reflects the views of Weick
(1995) and others that people are not necessarily cognisant of the causes of their
behaviour, and follows the linguistic tradition initiated by Wittgenstein (1953), Austin
(1962) and Halliday (1973, 1994), which argues that language is essentially rhetorical
rather than communicative. As per Potter and Wetherell (1987) rather than using one
fixed method of analysis, the authors sensitized themselves to the different strategies
that can be used to construct meaning and read transcripts with these in mind,
uncovering meanings and constructions that might otherwise have been overlooked.
Analysts critically interrogated their own techniques of sense-making and constantly



asked: “why am | reading this passage in this way? What features [of the text] produce

this reading?” (Potter and Wetherell, 1987, p168).

Figure 2 Excerpt from the framework matrix — amended to protect anonymity

(Note: verbatim quotes are in inverted quotes; analysts’ interpretations, in italics)

Flood background

Property level resilience (PLR)

Future risk

the time but not as
bad as it was [in the
flood focussed on in
the interview]”

Friends and
customers helped
him repair/reinstate
his shop. Didn’t wait
for insurance
process because
“had to get on with
the job”.

£30K repairs,
including new floor.

he presents as impossible.

Has “moved furniture” and elevated
sockets, but does not easily volunteer
this info — as if not keen to talk about
it. e.g. only mentions sockets after
direct prompt.

“you cannot adapt anything what
nature’s bringing down”

Seems to prefer a self-presentation as
phlegmatic. This precludes
adaptation: “we don’t have to
worry... it's just one of those things”.
Adaptation as destructive of identity:
“...1 mean my [business] wouldn’t be
my [business] if | had a bloody brick
wall round it!” [Laughs]

Martin | Flooded twice. 2nd Confident, experienced builder, so Assumes it will happen
time: no longer adapting premises to flood risk again, but that communal
insured against “would have been quite easy”. defences will work.
flood; £150K No sign that concerned now that ‘thought of building my
damage. The don’t have pension fund as own flood defences [but]
community level emergency reserve and no insurance, | we were told it would
flood defence Reliant on collective defence. never flood again.”
installed after 1* “One or two other” local people Reluctance to plan for
flood failed in 2 adapted their buildings Potential repeat flood by considering
flood. source of information/inspiration what might happen.
Losses: computers; about adaptation? Implied by: “I don’t think
40 days’ production; | “We didn't lose our house, so the about things inasmuch as
unique creative trauma of some people losing a “well what had happened
works; lost invoices house is, you know [...]” Comparison | if...”, you know, it didn’t so
led to loss of to those worse off is rhetorical we managed to survive.”
income. strategy for not building wall? (prompt was: “what if you
Used own pension hadn’t had your pensions
fund to rescue to draw on?”)
business. “It's not at risk any more”

Gilbert | “we get floods all Focuses on keeping water out, which | “We’ll always have floods

here; we always will but |
don't think we'll have a
flood like that for a few
years yet.”

“I don't think it will happen
for a few years —not in my
lifetime anyway”




The methodological awareness necessary for this approach to analysis is indicative of
the skills required to provide high-quality research in qualitative methodology, where
rather than being indicated by inappropriate “strict rule following” (Seale, 1999, p34),
the quality of a project is indicated by the experience, skills and reflective capacity of
the research team. The quality of this study is further indicated by markers of
procedural best practice: the use of verbatim interview transcripts that were produced
by professional transcribers and taken from high quality recordings (Perakyla, 1997);
systematic and iterative engagement with the data (Seale, 1999); analysis of the
interaction between the interviewer and the respondent (Rapley, 2001), and the
avoidance of data fragmentation (Hollway and Jefferson, 2000). Data was coded by
one of the authors. Although member checks and inter-coder verification are
sometimes recommended, the authors took the position that the existence of
“multiple constructed realities” (Lincoln and Guba, 1985, p295) renders these
inappropriate. However, to allow readers to assess of the credibility of interpretations,
long quotes are provided wherever possible (Willig, 2001).

This approach led to the identification of a number of analytical themes, of which the
most salient to this discussion were: a. representations of PLR within the interviews,
and the rhetorical strategies used to achieve/maintain these; b. representations of
flooding and flood risk, and the rhetorical strategies used to achieve/maintain these; c.
representations of business identity, and the rhetorical strategies used to
achieve/maintain these; d. evidence of emotional responses to flooding, and e.
evidence of emotion regulation strategies. The data in themes a, b and ¢ was used to
build an understanding of relevant sensemaking structures and strategies for their
defence; d and e provided the data for our analysis of emotional influences whether
these structures were reviewed in the light of the flooding.

Findings

The findings of the study are presented in four sections. In the first section, we discuss
the category of business owners whose interpretative frameworks were not conducive
to PLR and were unaffected by the experience of flooding. In the second, we present
the category of owner for whom flood experience constituted a sufficiently robust
shock to prompt revision of interpretative frameworks. Next, we discuss the category
of owner whose interpretative frameworks were already compatible with PLR and
were not therefore challenged by the flooding. These three categories are depicted in
Figure 3. In the final section, we reflect on the role of emotions in the transformation
of interpretation frameworks for each of these categories of owner.



Figure 3 Summary of findings in first three sections

Interpretation Interpretation
Type of framework before  framework after
flood Defence flooding flooding

deployment to PLR
+ Deligitimise
external advice

‘Big’ /7 Not Yes

flood C conducive |> Core e

\> to PLR to PLR

Any No defence

Conducive " Yes
flood I:D to PLR no change —,

Deny risk
+ Deligitimise Not
i H !
Ordinary PLR i
e ) . Useattention | conducive no change No

h 4
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1. Businesses for whom sensemaking structures constrained PLR use

Our discussion of the findings begins with those business owners who had
interpretation frameworks not conducive with PLR and were able to preserve these
frameworks because their flood experiences did not constitute sufficiently severe
challenges. These owners used a range of rhetorical strategies to justify not
implementing PLR (Figure 3).

One form of defence that was used by participants was the psychological denial
evidenced elsewhere in the flooding literature (Grothmann and Reusswig, 2006;
Harries, 2017). Martin (media business; several floods; 20 employees) denied the
ongoing risk by citing the existence of a new community defence — even though this
defence had recently failed and his business had flooded as a result. This denial
enables him to think of his business as “not at risk” and, he indicates, informed his
decision not to implement a “quite easy” PLR measure by building a flood wall. A
further example is Karen (clothes store; flooded twice; one employee), who projects



her denial onto a third party by explaining that she did not suggest PLR to her landlord
because, “they’ll probably look at it and say, [...] ‘is it likely to happen again?’”.

A further example of denial is provided by Gilbert (personal grooming services; flooded
several times; four employees). He uses exaggeration and mockery to preserve his
ability to deny future risk, counter the notion that he should protect his business from
flood damage and defend the social identity of the business:

[Flood risk is] just one of those things that we accept. | don’t think it will happen
for a few years — not in my lifetime anyway. | don’t think so, no. [...] There’s
nothing really you could... you couldn’t bring a brick wall round it because... |
mean my [business] wouldn’t be my [business] if | had a bloody brick wall round
it! [Laughter]

One participant, David (restaurant; flooded once; ten employees), reveals a denial
strategy that appears close to being overcome by the evidence of recent flooding:

Interviewer: So if it happened again, then what?

David: [hesitation] Well, I've kept some of the sandbags [self-mocking laughter].
So if it happens again, | would put the sandbags in the doors and just... you just
got to pray that it doesn’t get as bad as that, you know. But then again, who's to
say — global warming and all this. Yeah. It could [hesitates] have been worse; it
could get worse; you never know really. But you can never really tell | suppose.
We didn’t get flooded as bad as [nearby street], you know.

Although this passage shows evidence of the rhetorical strategy of denial (“you just got
to pray that it doesn’t get as bad as that”), the text is heavy with ambivalence. The
discomfort, hesitation and general cognitive disorientation in this excerpt suggests an
uncertainty about how to view the safety of the business and a vulnerability in existing
interpretative frameworks. This is evident in David’s mockery of his own adaptations,
the sense of futility hinted at by “just” and the admission that it “could get worse”. To
avoid a final breakdown of the existing sensemaking structures, however, David uses
the rhetorical tactic of attention deployment (Gross, 2015) to shift the focus of the
conversation away from his own situation and onto that of others.

Alongside denial, another way of defending interpretation frameworks is to
delegitimise behaviour changes that would imply changes to these frameworks. Phillip
(single flood; restaurant; twenty employees) does this by finding reasons to reject the
use of PLR and defend his reliance on sandbags:



We sat down and thought, “there’s nothing we can do”. There isn’t physically
anything you can have built. But there is and it’s a ledge on the concrete that
comes up. But | don’t know if it can be built. You know, like if you’ve got a car in
the garage and you lift a barrier up [...] | can’t imagine it’s cheap or practical.
(Stressed words are shown in italics)

The text in this passage builds equivalence between what you can do to mitigate the
risk and what you can have built. By so doing, it constructs a notion of PLR that
excludes measures that do not involve any building. This allows PLR to be more easily
rejected. According to Phillip, the only type of built PLR that might be of help is neither
“cheap” (a synonym here for affordable) nor “practical”, and this justifies Phillip’s
continued reliance on sandbags and prevents him from having to revise his existing
interpretation framework.

In another case, although the interpretative framework of a participant was conducive
to the notion of PLR, it was not conducive to PLR suggestions from outside experts.
Gary (IT business services; flooded four times; five employees) had already
implemented numerous PLR measures — for example by raising expensive equipment
beyond the reach of floods. As other parts of the interview confirm, he recognised the
existence of an ongoing risk, admitting that the business would be “knackered” if there
was a severe event and that they “got away with it” in the recent flooding. However,
he says “you don’t need advice” and characterises unsolicited advice from outsiders as
unwelcome interference (like living in “a nanny state”). Self-reliance is a key part of his
social identity and he interprets the situation, accordingly, as one in which the risks are
amenable to his skill set and do not require any outside input.

The analysis presented so far in this section suggests that some of the businesses in
this study engaged less with the idea of PLR because of sensemaking structures that
that are integral to their social identities but not consistent with flood risk adaptation.
Implementing PLR would have prevented them from denying the nature of the risk. It
would have obliged them to admit that ‘muddling through’ with reactive approaches
was inadequate, to let go of a notion of flooding as something “normal” and to set
aside the myth of self-reliance — the fortress enterprise mentality (Curran et al., 1993).
Rather than set aside these constructs, we suggest, the businesses in this section
limited their engagement with the idea of PLR.



2. Businesses that revised sensemaking because of flood experience

In this next section, we illustrate how more ontologically significant flood experiences
can overcome the defences that sustain existing interpretation frameworks (Figure 3).

The distinction between ontologically significant floods and other floods was first
suggested to the analysts by Gordon (building supplies; flooded several times; fifteen
employees), who distinguished between “big” floods and “ordinary” ones. The
respondents discussed in this section all described floods that can be categorised as
big, or ontologically significant. Gail (printing; flooded once; four employees) reported
that she “only just got out” in time to avoid the frightening scenario of a rescue, and
described the flood with the terms “terrible” and “devastation”; Clive (industrial-parts
distribution; flooded three times; two employees) used the phrase “angst and
heartache”; Gordon described the flood as “like a torrent” and “daren’t go in” to
inspect his premises afterwards; and Barry (property management/vehicle repair;
flooded three times; eight employees) described the flood risk as threatening the very
sustainability of his business. We consider such floods to be examples of what we call
ontological shocks — events that constitute a significant challenge to owners’ beliefs or
assumptions and institute changes to business identify as a result.

These big floods caused long-lasting changes to owners’ sensemaking structures. For
example, Gail reported that she would not “ever feel normal [again]”, that the flood
risk was always “in the back of [her] mind” and that she had discarded her reliance on
society to protect her business (“We are not a third world country; we should be able
to cope with it, and we can’t.”). This led to the adoption of PLR and other adaptive
behaviours. Clive relocated his business to a less flood-vulnerable unit; Gordon
installed a new mezzanine floor for the safe storage of stock; Gail began to store
vulnerable items above flood levels; and Barry began to market his industrial units at
more “dirty”, flood-resilient businesses such as vehicle repair companies.

3. Businesses whose interpretation frameworks were compatible with PLR prior
to the flooding

The data suggests that a third category of participants has interpretative frameworks
that were compatible with PLR prior to experience of flooding (Figure 3). For them
there was no need to defend interpretative frameworks against the notion of
adaptation, acceptance of the risk or other learning from the flood. Such respondents
reported having used PLR or similar adaptive strategies.



Delia (personal grooming; flooded once; four staff) describes a pre-flood interpretative
framework that allowed her to accept and adapt to set-backs (“you can’t actually stop
what’s happening, you have to learn from it”). Her deployment of PLR measures
“without actually realising” she was doing it implies a tacit knowledge and skills in this
area. Simon (manufacturer; indirectly impacted by one flood; one employee) had
normalised flood risk (“everyone in town realises” and “everyone knows the issues”),
had a “back-up plan” for eventualities such as floods, and had set up his workshop so
that he could move vulnerable items off the floor and be quickly “up and running
again”. Karen reported “just get on and deal with it” attitudes and behaviours and had
applied these to the flood risk, installing a new flood barrier after a flood that she
described as “not major”.

A variation on this theme is provided by Ewan (restaurant; one flood; six employees)
whose interpretation framework was flexible in the face of flood risk because he had
already been reviewing the nature of the business (““do we stay with the old or do we
spread our wings?’”). His interpretation frameworks were in flux and provided less
resistance to the idea of flood risk and PLR, so he was able to move all flood vulnerable
activities out of at-risk parts of the premises.

The greater openness of such business owners to PLR is illustrated by a passage in
which another interviewee, John (motor services workshop; flooded once; twelve
employees), reflects on the possibility of using special valve to stop sewage from being
forced into his premises by floodwater:

| think we could put a big stopcock on the... probably on the soil pipes. | don’t
know; I'd have to have a look at it. [Pause] But then most pipes coming back
from the stopcock, you know, most soil pipes even going into the ground are just
plastic. You probably need to put metal ones in, because the pressure of the
water, it’s probably way beyond what the plastic pipe’s designed to cope with.

This passage marks a sharp contrast with the extract from Phillip’s interview presented
earlier. Although John’s interrogation of the idea is similarly rigorous to Phillip’s the
lack of resistance from his sensemaking structures leaves him more open to PLR and
allows him to search for ways around the presenting challenges.

4. The influence of emotional reactions

In this final findings section, we interrogate our data for evidence of reported or
expressed emotional reactions to the flooding and ask whether this might be



associated with success in defending interpretative frameworks. In particular, we look
for evidence regarding Byrne and Shepherd’s (2015) claim that the transformation of
sensemaking systems requires both positive and negative emotional responses to a
crisis event. The conclusions of this search are shown in Figure 4.

To this end, we contrast the emotional responses of businesses that changed their
sensemaking structures as a result of flooding with those that continued to resist
acceptance of the flood risk and PLR. Notwithstanding the small size of the sample for
such an exercise, this analysis provides some support for the contention that both
positive and negative emotional cognitions are required for the revision of
sensemaking structures. However, it also points to the possibility that this argument is
only valid for aspects of interpretative frameworks that constitute core parts of
identity.

Of those whose sensemaking structures changed in response to the flooding, the data
from three interviews supports Byrne and Shepherd’s assertion and that from a fourth,
with Barry, does not. Although Barry describes the flood as “frightening” in the speed
of its arrival, in contrast to the interviews with Clive, Gail and Gordon, this allusion to
fear is the only signal of negative emotion. Barry also conveys less positive emotion.
Gail describes customers’ response to the flooding as “really understanding” and says
that her insurers were “really good”; Gordon says his insurance company and loss
adjuster deserve “nothing but praise”, and Clive associates positive emotions with the
cleaning-up process (“cheerful staff”; getting “stuck in”; “good fun”). In contrast, when
Barry describes himself as “lucky” to have been on site at the time of the flood and to
have rescued threatened stock, the flat tone and absence of hyperbole convey a less
positively valenced emotion.

This lack of strong emotional signals is not explored in Barry’s interview. However, it is
notable that the changes to his sensemaking structures and the resulting adaptive
behaviours both relate to the tenanted business units, a part of the business to which
he is less emotionally attached. Barry reports that he bought these units from his
erstwhile landlord only because they were packaged with the freehold for his existing
vehicle repairs business, and he suggests that they had never became a core part of his
business’ social identify. This explains why the representation of the tenanted units
was not defended with as much determination; Barry did not want them to “drive
down” the rest of the business so the sacrifice of this part of the business defended
the sensemaking structures and identity of the business as a whole. This leads us to
hypothesise that the requirement for positively and negatively valenced emotions
might depend on the significance of the impacted interpretative framework to the



identity of the business. This, in turn, leads us to suggest an additional category of
business owner: that for whom the defence of the relevant interpretation framework,
being relatively weak, can be penetrated by a flood that is not ontologically significant.

Figure 4 Emotional responses to flooding (amongst those with interpretation
frameworks not conducive to PLR)
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We now turn to the interviews with those whose interpretative frameworks did not
change. As predicted by Byrne and Shepherd’s (2015) proposition, none of these
interviews demonstrated negative and positive emotional responses to the flooding.
Two revealed very little emotional response at all: Karen who conveyed detachment
(“so there’s no point in panicking about the inevitable”) and Gary claimed to be “pretty
sanguine”. Others described positive emotions only: a determination “to be happy”
(Gilbert) or a focus on the “novelty” or “comical” characteristics of the flood (Phillip).



Finally, Martin’s interview demonstrated a strong negative response (“very, very

”, u

upsetting”; “grim”) but did not reveal any positive emotions.

Discussion

This study set out to understand the influence of interpretation frameworks and
business identities on owners’ learning from, and responses to, flood events. The
research found some evidence to support Maitlis and Christianson’s assertion that
owners respond to such threats by “constructing new accounts of themselves and their
organisations” (2014, p75) but also noted the use of ego defences to defend their
identities and associated sensemaking structures (see Brown and Starkey, 2000). The
analysis indicates that commitment to interpretation frameworks and identities can
sometimes prevent owners from revising their assessments of the probabilities and
likely impacts of flooding, and from extending the range of adaptive measures they
consider. The interviews revealed efforts to defend pre-flood representations of
businesses (as “happy”, destined for success, self-reliant etc.) using rhetorical tactics
such as denial, attention deployment and the externalisation of responsibility.
Similarly, prompts to consider types of PLR that did not fit comfortably with owners’
interpretation frameworks sometimes led to the use of rhetorical tactics to
delegitimise PLR. The data suggests that only floods that are ontologically significant
are able to transform frameworks that are critical to business identity, and it indicates
that this effect might be mediated by the mixture of positive and negative emotions
that are generated by such floods and not suppressed by emotion regulation
strategies. Smaller floods, the analysis suggests, will only transform interpretation
frameworks that are less central to identity.

The study has a number of limitations. Firstly, although analysis of talk is always
subjective, it is especially so when the aim is to identify rhetorical strategies of which
participants themselves are not cognisant. Secondly, although narrative interviewing
reduces recall bias by allowing participants to gradually reconstitute their memories of
past events, the historical nature of the flooding in some of the interviews may have
affected data quality. Although these two limitations are undeniable, their significance
for this study is constrained by the aims and epistemological framing for this study, for
neither of which reliability is a relevant mark of quality. Rather than seeking reliable
findings, this research set out to identify plausible explanations that challenge existing
explanations of small business ‘inattention’ to crisis planning. We believe that we have
found sufficient evidence to constitute such a challenge and that these findings,
although tentative, warrant elaboration in further research.



A further limitation of this study is its exclusive focus on small and micro businesses.
The absence of large in the sample precludes empirical commentary on differences in
climate change adaptation that result from company size. However, the study’s
conclusions about the role of business identify do suggest an avenue for exploration.
Smaller businesses are more often “tied up with the life and identity” of owners
(Culkin and Smith, 2000, p149), who are usually more invested in the business’ identity
than are decision-makers in larger companies, which tend to have more role
specialisation. This might serve to magnify the importance, in small firms, of the role of
interpretation frameworks in slowing adaptation to climate change.

The findings of this study are potentially discouraging for those seeking to promote
small business adaptation. However, it is worth noting that they are the result, at least
in part, of the sensemaking approach’s focus on individuals as the unit of analysis
(Maitlis and Christianson, 2014). Although sensemaking is described as a
“fundamentally social process” (Maitlis, 2005: p21), few studies take account of social
influences that originate from outside the protagonist organisation (Sandberg and
Tsoukas, 2015; though for an exception see Gephart, 1993). As a result, the circular
relationship between sense and action (Sandberg and Tsoukas, 2015) appears to leave
interpretation frameworks closed to propositional influences exerted by social entities
other than the organisation itself. Complementary studies are needed that look at the
discursive knowledge and learning that results from collisions between contradictory
propositions within the social milieu of the small business owner.

It is also worth noting, however, that the participants appeared to have no great
appetite for discursive learning that reached out beyond existing social networks.
Neither spontaneously, nor when prompted, did owners say that they had, or would
be willing to, consult outside experts. In fact, remarks made after the interviews
indicated that they would only trust the opinions and advice of other owners of small
businesses. The challenge of extending the range of sources from which owners are
willing to acquire discursive knowledge is, we believe, a key issue for those wishing to
promote climate change adaptation amongst small businesses.

As well as pointing to a weakness of sensemaking theory as it is currently applied, this
study helps explain why only a minority of small businesses adapt to flood risk after a
flood event. Our arguments illustrate how, when faced with the risk of flooding,
owners’ assumptive worlds and pre-existing representations restrict their capacity to
gain the kind of learning that would prompt them to adapt to the ongoing flood risk. In
the presence of these knowledge constructions, there seemed to be a limited



possibility of some businesses either accepting that there was an ongoing flood risk or
implementing new ways of reducing their vulnerability.

Additionally, the study found no support for Burgoyne and Hodgson (1983) and Levitt
and March (1988) argument that repeated low-intensity events gradually erode
existing interpretation frameworks even when there is initial resistance to such
change. The analysis of the interviews presents the possibility that statistical
associations between repetition and adaptation are spurious findings — the result of a
historical succession of small and a single, subsequent larger flood event. The analysis
in this paper supports Krasner’s (1988) and Appelbaum & Goransson’s (1997) assertion
that the revision of such frameworks is prompted by conceptual challenges to
businesses’ assumptive worlds, rather than by the material impacts of external shocks.
It is, as Maitlis et al (2013) argue, the felt emotions associated with an external shock
that “energise” sensemaking sufficiently to overcome the “cognitive, identity, and
social costs” involved in adapting interpretation frameworks (p5). A series of smaller
shocks would not provide this ‘energisation’. This suggests, also, that Maitlis et al.’s
(2013) model of the role of emotions in sensemaking requires reviewing. They propose
that moderately negative emotions will prompt the revision of interpretation
frameworks but that extremely negative ones will not; our analysis suggests that the
force of moderate emotions is more easily deflected by defensive strategies than that
of more extreme emotions.

The key question, therefore, is whether an external shock such as a flood creates
sufficient emotional impact on the owner. We propose the term ontological shock to
distinguish shocks that do from those that do not. This distinction, we suggest, will
help avoid category errors in studies testing for correlations between shocks and
behavioural responses to those shocks. It might also help focus attention on the
emotional gravity of floods and reduce the existing, sometimes unhelpful, focus on
their physical characteristics.

Alongside the intensity of the challenge to identity-critical assumptions, a second
factor affecting the impact of emotions on sensemaking structures is the combination
of emotional responses. Our analysis provides some support for Byrne and Shepherd’s
(2015) assertion that a combination of positive and negative emotional reactions is a
prerequisite for the revision of sensemaking structures. The presence of blame-
avoidance strategies amongst those that did not change their sensemaking structures
also indicates some support for Yamakawa et al.’s (2015) argument that guilt acts as a
motivator of change. The defence of sensemaking structures illustrated in this study is
an example of how people manipulate their cognitive responses to initial physiological



arousals in order to minimise the latter’s negative impacts (see Gross, 1998; 2015). As
a result of their need to retain their focus on long-term business goals, small business
owners are particularly adept at this (O’Shea et al, 2017); this, the study suggests, can
reduce negative emotional cognitions to the point where there is insufficient ‘energy’
to fuel changes to sensemaking systems and behaviour.

Attempts at emotional regulation, this research found, also delegitimise the notion of
adaptation. Owners whose sensemaking structures were not either in flux or
compatible with resilient adaptations were less able to search for new ways of
improving business resilience. They relied, instead, on established, familiar and trusted
forms of adaptation. This begins to explain small business owners’ apparent
‘indifference’ to crisis planning (Spillan and Hough, 2003). Although initially puzzling
and contradictory to the observer this ‘indifference’ is, our evidence suggests,
instrumental, intentional and aimed at defending identity.

Conclusions and implications

This study points to the need for a revision of both the theory and application of
sensemaking. Firstly, it suggests that sensemaking should learn from theories in
psychology, such as social representations theory, by broadening its purview beyond
the business organisation itself (Weber and Glynn, 2006) and analysing the broader
social context within which decision makers operate. Although owners may sometimes
limit their discursive references to within their own business in-groups, it is important
to understand what role is played in the formation of sensemaking structures by actors
from outside their organisations. Examples suggested by this research include local
authorities and professions such as building and architecture, but other examples
might include trade groups, businesses associations such as chambers of commerce
and even government bodies such as the Environment Agency. Expanding analyses to
include such external influences on the sensemaking process is a necessary
complement to the present study’s attempt to understand the inertia evident in
businesses’ responses to flood risk and climate change.

The arguments presented in this manuscript call into question the pre-eminence of
resource scarcity and information deficit explanations for the poor disaster-readiness
of small firms. They elaborate alternative explanations based on questions of social
identity and its role in obfuscating the meaning of information and ruling out certain
behaviours. This research only looked at businesses’ responses to direct experience of
flooding and not at their responses to information from other sources. However, if
there is validity to the sensemaking approach and to this study’s conclusions about the



role of interpretation frameworks, this obfuscation is likely to apply, also, to
information provided by government campaigns, websites etc. This would suggest a
need to review the ongoing reliance on information provision (e.g. Defra, 2016). Our
conclusions regarding the role of identity in anchoring interpretative frameworks
indicate that such campaigns are likely to fail if the information is perceived as coming
from an out-group or as threatening social identity.

This study throws up suggestions for the design of future research into business
adaptation. Survey-based studies into the impacts of external shocks, it suggests,
should distinguish between ‘big’, ontological shocks and ‘ordinary’ events. Further
qualitative enquiry is needed into the factors that determine why floods are
sometimes perceived as big and sometimes not.

REFERENCES

Alesch DJ, Holly JN, Mittler E and Nagy R (2001) Organizations at risk: what happens
when small businesses and not-for-profits encounter natural disasters. Small
Organizations Natural Hazards Project, First Year Technical Report. Report, University
of Wisconsin-Green Bay, Fairfax.

Appelbaum SH and Goransson L (1997) Transformational and adaptive learning within
the learning organisation: A framework for research and application. The Learning
Organisation 4(3): 115-128.

Archer M (2000) Being Human: The Problem of Agency. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Atherton A (2003) The uncertainty of knowing: An analysis of the nature of knowledge
in a small business context. Human Relations 56(11): 1379-1298.

Austin WJ (1962) How to do things with words. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Battisti M and Deakins D (2017) The relationship between dynamic capabilities, the
firm’s resource base and performance in a post-disaster environment. International
Small Business Journal 17(2): 1-21.

Bhattacharya-Mis N, Rotimi Dada J, Proverbs D and Lamond J (2015) Grass-root
preparedness against potential flood risk among residential and commercial property
holders. International Journal of Disaster Resilience in the Built Environment 6(1): 44-
56.

Berkhout F (2012) Adaptation to climate change by organisations. WIREs Climate
Change 3:91-106.



Berkhout F, Hertin J and Gann DG (2006) Learning to adapt: Organisational adaptation
to climate change impacts. Climatic Change 78(1): 135-156.

BMG Research (2011) Cumbria Business Survey 2010. Report, Cumbria Intelligence
Observatory.

Bonfield P (2016) The Property Flood Resilience Action Plan. London: Defra.

Branicki LJ, Sullivan-Taylor B and Livschitz SR (2017) How entrepreneurial resilience
generates resilient SMEs. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research.
p.JEBR-11-2016-0396.

Brown AD, Colville I and Pye A (2015) Making sense of sensemaking in organization
studies. Organization Studies 36(2): 265-277.

Brown AD and Starkey K (2000) Organizational identity and learning: A psychodynamic
perspective. Academy of Management Review 25(1): 102-120.

Bubeck P, Kreibich H, Penning-Rowsell EC, Botzen WJW, Moel H and Klijn F (2015)
Explaining differences in flood management approaches in Europe and in the USA: A
comparative analysis. Journal of Flood Risk Management.

Bullough A, Renko M and Myatt T (2014) Danger zone entrepreneurs: The importance
of resilience and self-efficacy for entrepreneurial intentions. Entrepreneurship: Theory
and Practice 38(3): 473-499.

Burgoyne JG and Hodgson VE (1983) Natural learning and managerial action: A
phenomenological study in the field setting. Journal of Management Studies 20(3):
387-399.

Burkitt | (2014) Emotions and Social Relations. Los Angeles: Sage.

Byrne O and Shepherd DA (2015) Different strokes for different folks: Entrepreneurial
narratives of emotion, cognition, and making sense of business failure.
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 39(2): 375-405.

Cabinet Office (2008). Learning Lessons from the 2007 Floods: An Independent Review
by Sir Michael Pitt. Cabinet Office, London.

Chatterton J, Clarke C, Daly E, Dawks S, Elding C, Fenn T, Hick E, Miller J, Morris J,
Ogunyoye F and Salado R (2016) The Costs and Impacts of the Winter 2013 to 2014
Floods. Report for the Environment Agency, November, Bristol.


http://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Branicki%2C+Layla+Jayne
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Sullivan-Taylor%2C+Bridgette
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Livschitz%2C+Sarah+Rachael
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-11-2016-0396
https://scholar.google.co.uk/citations?user=SJVBHsUAAAAJ&hl=en&oi=sra
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1467-6486.1983.tb00214.x/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1467-6486.1983.tb00214.x/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/etap.12046/full
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/etap.12046/full

Chatterton J, Viavattene, Morris J, Penning-Rowsell E and Tapsell S (2010) The Costs of
the Summer 2007 Floods in England. Report for the Environment Agency, November,
Bristol.

Cheung CWM and Kwong C (2017) Path- and place-dependence of entrepreneurial
ventures at times of war and conflict. International Small Business Journal 35(8): 903-
927.

Clemo K (2008) Preparing for climate change: Insurance and small business. Geneva
Papers on Risk & Insurance - Issues & Practice 33(1): 110-116.

Climate East Midlands (2012) Weathering the Storm - Saving and Making Money in a
Changing Climate: A Practical Guide for Small Businesses in the East Midlands. The
West Midlands Climate Change Adaptation Partnership. Available at: www.climate-
em.org.uk/images/uploads/Weathering the Storm updated 2012.pdf (accessed 6
August 2015).

climateprepared.com (2015) Preparing for change: Climate-proof your tourism
business. Available at: http://www.climateprepared.com/index.php/flood stepl
(accessed 6 August 2015).

Cope J (2003) Entrepreneurial Learning and Critical Reflection. Management Learning
34(4): 429-450.

Corner PD, Singh S and Pavlovich K (2017) Entrepreneurial resilience and venture

failure. International Small Business Journal 35(6) 687-708.

Crichton D (2006) Climate Change and Its Effects on Small Businesses in the UK.
London: AXA Insurance UK.

Culkin N and Smith D (2000) An emotional business: A guide to understanding the
motivations of small business decision takers. Qualitative Market Research: An
International Journal 3(3): 145-157.

Czarniawska B (2004) Narratives in Social Science Research. London: Sage.

Daft RL and Weick KE (1984) Toward a model of organizations as interpretation
systems. Academy of Management Review 9(2): 284-295.

Dahles H and Susilowati TP (2015) Business resilience in times of growth and
crisis. Annals of Tourism Research 51: 34-50.

Dahlhamer JM and D'Souza MJJ (1997) Determinants of business disaster
preparedness in two US metropolitan areas. International Journal of Mass Emergencies
and Disasters 15(2): 265-281.


http://www.climateprepared.com/index.php
http://www.climateprepared.com/index.php
http://www.climateprepared.com/index.php
http://www.climateprepared.com/index.php/flood_step1
http://amr.aom.org/search?author1=Karl+E.+Weick&sortspec=date&submit=Submit

Defra (2008). Consultation on providing policy options for promoting property-level
flood protection and resilience. Consultation Document, Department for Environment
Food and Rural Affairs, UK.

Defra (2016) The Property Flood Resilience Action Plan. Report, Department for
Environment Food and Rural Affairs, UK.

Doern R (2016) Entrepreneurship and crisis management: The experiences of small
businesses during the London 2011 riots. International Small Business Journal 34(3):
276-302.

Dolfman ML, Wasser SF and Bergman B (2007) The effects of Hurricane Katrina on the
New Orleans economy. Monthly Labor Review 130(3): 3-18.

Elliot J (2005) Using Narrative in Social Research: Qualitative and Quantitative
Approaches. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Environment Agency (undated) Prepare your property for flooding — a guide for
households and small businesses. Available at:
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/451622/LIT

4284.pdf (accessed 6 August 2015).

Fairclough N (2003) Analysing Discourse: Textual Analysis for Social Research. London:
Routledge.

Fielding J (2015) The devil is in the detail: who is actually at risk from flooding in
England and Wales? Journal of Flood Risk Management.

European Commission (2003) Commission Recommendation of 6 May 2003 Concerning
the Definition of Micro, Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises. Available at:
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reco/2003/361/0j (accessed 9th February 2018).

Evans M (2013) PREPARE CA0513 Business and Local Authority Survey - Data Tables.
Available at:
www.randd.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&Location=None
&ProjectlD=18552&FromSearch=Y&Status=3&Publisher=1&SearchText=PREPARES&So0
rtString=ProjectCode&SortOrder=Asc&Paging=10#Description (accessed 25 August
2015).

Fram SM (2013) The constant comparative analysis method outside of Grounded
Theory. The Qualitative Report 18: 1-25.

Gephart RP (1993) The textual approach: Risk and blame in disaster sensemaking.
Academy of Management Journal 36(6): 1465-1514.


http://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/451622/LIT_4284.pdf
http://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/451622/LIT_4284.pdf
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reco/2003/361/oj
http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Document.aspx?Document=11259_PREPARECA0513BusinessandLocalAuthoritySurvey-Datatables.pdf
http://www.randd.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&Location=None&ProjectID=18552&FromSearch=Y&Status=3&Publisher=1&SearchText=PREPARES&SortString=ProjectCode&SortOrder=Asc&Paging=10#Description
http://www.randd.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&Location=None&ProjectID=18552&FromSearch=Y&Status=3&Publisher=1&SearchText=PREPARES&SortString=ProjectCode&SortOrder=Asc&Paging=10#Description
http://www.randd.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&Location=None&ProjectID=18552&FromSearch=Y&Status=3&Publisher=1&SearchText=PREPARES&SortString=ProjectCode&SortOrder=Asc&Paging=10#Description

Glaser BG and Strauss AL (1967) The Discovery of Grounded Theory: Strategies for
Qualitative Research. New York: Aldine De Gruyter.

Gross JJ (1998) The emerging field of emotion regulation: An integrative
review. Review of General Psychology 2(3): 271-299.

Gross JJ (2015) Emotion regulation: Current status and future prospects. Psychological
Inquiry 26(1): 1-26.

Grothmann T and Reusswig F (2006) People at risk of flooding: Why some residents
take precautionary action while others do not. Natural Hazards 38(1-2): 101-120.

Halliday HAK (1973). Explorations in the Functions of Language. London: Edward
Arnold.

Halliday HAK (1994). An Introduction to Functional Grammar. London: Edward Arnold.

Harries T (2008) Feeling secure or being secure? Why it can seem better not to protect
yourself against a natural hazard. Health, Risk and Society 10(5): 479-490.

Harries T (2012) The anticipated emotional consequences of adaptive behaviour:
Impacts on the take-up of protective measures amongst householders in areas of flood
risk. Environment and Planning A 44(3): 649-668.

Harries T (2013) Responding to flood risk in the UK. In Joffe H, Rossetto T and Adams J
(eds) Cities at Risk: Living with Perils in the 21st Century. Dordrecht, Germany:
Springer, pp.45-72.

Harries T (2017). Ontological Security and Natural Hazards. In Cutter S (Ed) Oxford
Research Encyclopedia of Natural Hazard Science. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Hedberg B (1981) How Organizations Learn and Unlearn. In Nystrom P and Starbuck W
(eds) Handbook of Organizational Design, Vol. 1. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp.3-
27.

Herbane B (2013) Exploring crisis management in UK small- and medium-sized
enterprises. Journal of Contingencies and Crisis Management 21(2): 82-95.

Herbane B (2015) Threat orientation in small and medium-sized enterprises:
Understanding differences toward acute interruptions. Disaster Prevention and
Management 24(5): 583-595.

Hollway W and Jefferson T (2000) Doing Qualitative Research Differently — Free
Association, Narrative and the Interview Method. London: Sage.

Holstein J and Gubrium J (1995) The Active Interview. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.


http://eprints.kingston.ac.uk/25709/
http://ku-primo.hosted.exlibrisgroup.com/primo_library/libweb/action/display.do?frbrVersion=5&tabs=detailsTab&ct=display&fn=search&doc=TN_wj10.1111%2f1468-5973.12006&indx=1&recIds=TN_wj10.1111%2f1468-5973.12006&recIdxs=0&elementId=0&renderMode=poppedOut&displayMode=full&frbrVersion=5&dscnt=0&frbg=&scp.scps=scope%3A%28KU%29%2Cprimo_central_multiple_fe&tab=local&dstmp=1439904517150&srt=rank&mode=Basic&&dum=true&tb=t&vl(freeText0)=exploring%20crisis%20management%20in%20uk&vid=KU_VU1
http://ku-primo.hosted.exlibrisgroup.com/primo_library/libweb/action/display.do?frbrVersion=5&tabs=detailsTab&ct=display&fn=search&doc=TN_wj10.1111%2f1468-5973.12006&indx=1&recIds=TN_wj10.1111%2f1468-5973.12006&recIdxs=0&elementId=0&renderMode=poppedOut&displayMode=full&frbrVersion=5&dscnt=0&frbg=&scp.scps=scope%3A%28KU%29%2Cprimo_central_multiple_fe&tab=local&dstmp=1439904517150&srt=rank&mode=Basic&&dum=true&tb=t&vl(freeText0)=exploring%20crisis%20management%20in%20uk&vid=KU_VU1
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/doSearch?ContribStored=Herbane%2C+B

Howe PD (2011) Hurricane preparedness as anticipatory adaptation: a case study of
community businesses. Global Environmental Change 21: 711-720.

Huber GP (1991) Organisational learning: The contributing processes and the
literatures. Organisation Science 2(1): 88-115.

Irvine W and Anderson AR (2004) Small tourist firms in rural areas: Agility, vulnerability
and survival in the face of crisis. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour &
Research 10(4): 229-246.

JBA Consulting (2012) Establishing the Cost Effectiveness of Property Flood Protection:
FD2657. London: Defra.

Johnson C, Tunstall S and Penning-Rowsell E (2005) Floods as catalysts for policy
change: Historical lessons from England and Wales. Water Resources Development
21(4): 561-575.

Joseph R, Proverbs D, Lamond J and Wassell P (2011) An analysis of the costs of
resilient reinstatement of flood affected properties: A case study of the 2009 flood
event in Cockermouth. Structural Survey 29(4): 279-293.

Krasner S (1988) Sovereignty: An institutional perspective. Comparative Political
Studies 21: 66-94.

Kreibich H, Muller M, Thieken AH and Merz B (2007) Flood precaution of companies
and their ability to cope with the flood in August 2002 in Saxony, Germany. Water
Resource Research 43(3): 1-15.

Kreibich H, Thieken AH, Merz B and Miiller M (2005) Precautionary measures reduce
flood losses of households and companies — insights from the 2002 flood in Saxony,
Germany. In: van Alphen J, Beek E and Taal M (Eds), Floods, From Defence to
Management. Philadelphia, Pa: Taylor and Francis, pp.851-859.

Kroll CA, Landis JD, Shen Q and Stryker S (1990) The economic impacts of the Loma
Prieta earthquake: A focus on small business. Berkeley Planning Journal 5(1): 39-58.

Lebel RD (2017) Moving beyond fight and flight: A contingent model of how the
emotional regulation of anger and fear sparks proactivity. Academy of Management
Review 42(2): 190-206.

Levinson SC (1983) Pragmatics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Levitt B and March JG (1988) Organizational learning. Annual Review of Sociology 14:
319-340.


http://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Joseph%2C+Rotimi
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Proverbs%2C+David
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Lamond%2C+Jessica
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Wassell%2C+Peter

Linnenluecke MK (2017) Resilience in business and management research: A review of
influential publications and a research agenda. International Journal of Management
Reviews 19(1): 4-30.

Lincoln YS and Guba EG (1985) Naturalistic Inquiry. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications.

McGuinness M and Johnson N (2014) Exploiting social capital and path-dependent
resources for organisational resilience: Preliminary findings from a study on flooding.
Procedia Economics and Finance 18: 447-455.

March JG (1991) Exploration and exploitation in organizational learning. Organization
Science 2(1): 71-87.

Maitlis S (2005). The social processes of organizational sensemaking. Academy of
Management Journal 48(1): 25-49.

Maitlis S and Christianson M (2014). Sensemaking in organizations: Taking stock and
moving forward. The Academy of Management Annals 8(1): 57-125.

Maitlis S, Vogus TJ and Lawrence TB (2013) Sensemaking and emotion in organizations.
Organizational Psychology Review 3(3): 1-26.

Marsh TJ, Kirby C, Muchan K, Barker L, Henderson E and Hannaford J (2016) The
Winter Floods of 2015/2016 in the UK: A Review. Centre for Ecology & Hydrology,
Wallingford, UK.

Meyer JW and Rowan B (1977) Institutionalized organizations: formal structure as
myth and ceremony. American Journal of Sociology 83: 340-363.

Mezirow J (1997) Transformative learning: Theory to practice. In Cranton P (ed)
Transformative Learning in Action: Insights from Practice — New Directions for Adult
and Continuing Education No. 74. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass, pp.5-12.

Morrison BJ (2002) The right shock to initiate change: A sensemaking perspective.
Academy of Management Proceedings August: 1-6.

O'Shea D, Buckley F, Halbesleben J (2017). Self-regulation in entrepreneurs: Integrating
action, cognition, motivation, and emotions. Organizational Psychology Review 7(3):
250-278.

Parker SK, Bindl UK, Strauss K (2010) Making things happen: A model of proactive
motivation. Journal of Management 36(4): 827-856.


http://amj.aom.org/content/48/1/21.short
http://amj.aom.org/content/48/1/21.short
http://amj.aom.org/content/48/1/21.short
https://scholar.google.co.uk/citations?user=wYbraPAAAAAJ&hl=en&oi=sra
https://scholar.google.co.uk/citations?user=o5aOouYAAAAJ&hl=en&oi=sra
http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/2041386617705434
http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/2041386617705434

Perakylad A (1997) Reliability and validity in research based on tapes and transcripts. In
Silverman D (Ed.) Qualitative Research: Theory, Method and Practice. London: Sage,
pp.201-220.

Potter J and Wetherell M (1987) Discourse and Social Psychology: Beyond Attitudes
and Behaviour. Los Angeles: Sage.

Rapley TJ (2001) The art(fulness) of open-ended interviewing: Some considerations on
analysing interviews. Qualitative Research 1(3): 303-323.

Royal Haskoning DHV (2012) Assessing the Economic Case for Property Level Measures
in England — Final Report (9X1055). Peterborough: Royal Haskoning.

Sakai P, Holdsworth A and Curry S (2016) Economic Impact Assessment of the Boxing
Day Floods (2015) on SMEs in the Borough of Calderdale - Final Report. Leeds:
University of Leeds.

Sandberg J and Tsoukas H (2015) Making sense of the sensemaking perspective: Its
constituents, limitations, and opportunities for further development. Journal of
Organizational Behavior 36(S1): S6-S32.

Schachter S and Singer JE (1962) Cognitive, social, and physiological determinants of
emotional state. Psychological Review 69(5): 379-399.

Scott WR (2005) Institutional theory: Contributing to a theoretical research program. In
Smith KG and Hitt MA (eds) Great Minds in Management: The Process of Theory
Development. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp.460-484.

Seale C (1999) The Quality of Qualitative Research. Oxford: Blackwell.

Shepherd DA (2003) Learning from business failure: Propositions of grief recovery for
the self-employed. Academy of Management Review 28(2): 318-328.

Smircich L and Stubbart C (1985) Strategic management in an enacted world. Academy
of Management Review 10(4): 724-736.

Spencer L, Ritchie J, O’Connor W, Morrell G and Ormston R (2014a) Analysis in
practice. In Ritchie R, Lewis J, McNaughton Nicholls C and Ormston R (Eds.) Qualitative
Research Practice: A Guide for Social Science Students and Researchers. Los Angeles:
Sage, pp.295-345.

Spencer L, Ritchie J, Ormerod R, O’Connor W and Barnard M (2014b) Analysis:
Principles and processes. In Ritchie R, Lewis J, McNaughton Nicholls C and Ormston R



(Eds.) Qualitative Research Practice: A Guide for Social Science Students and
Researchers. Los Angeles: Sage, pp.269-293.

Spillan J and Hough M (2003) Crisis management in small businesses: Importance,
impetus and indifference. European Management Journal 21(3): 398-407.

Sullivan-Taylor B and Branicki L (2011) Creating resilient SMEs: Why one size might not
fit all. International Journal of Production Research 49(17): 5565-5579.

Thomas S (2012) Narrative inquiry: Embracing the possibilities. Qualitative Research
Journal 12(2): 206-221.

Thurston N, Finlinson B, Breakspear R, Williams N, Shaw J and Chatterton J (2008)
Developing the Evidence Base for Flood Resistance and Resilience: R&D Summary.
Report for the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. Report
fd2607/trl1. London: Defra.

Twigger-Ross C, Kashefi E, Weldon S, Brooks K, Deeming H, Forrest S, Fielding J, Harries
T, McCarthy S, Orr P, Parker D and Tapsell S (2014) Flood Resilience Community
Pathfinder Evaluation: Rapid Evidence Assessment. London: Defra.

Twigger-Ross C, Orr P, Brooks K, Sadauskis R, Deeming H, Fielding J, Harries T, Johnston
R, Kashefi E, McCarthy S, Rees Y and Tapsell S (2015) Flood Resilience Community
Pathfinder Evaluation: Final Evaluation Report. London: Defra.

Vossen RW (1998) Relative strengths and weaknesses of small firms in innovation.
International Small Business Journal 16(3): 88-94.

Walsh SW and Cunningham JA (2017) Regenerative failure and attribution: Examining
the underlying processes affecting entrepreneurial learning. International Journal of
Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research 23(4): 688-707.

Webb GR, Tierney KJ and Dahlhamer JM (2000) Businesses and disasters: Empirical
patterns and unanswered questions. Natural Hazards Review 1(2): 83-90.

Webb GR, Tierney KJ and Dahlhamer JM (2002) Predicting long-term business recovery
from disasters: A comparison of the Loma Prieta earthquake and Hurricane Andrew.
Global Environmental Change Part B: Environmental Hazards 4(203): 45-58.

Weber K and Glynn MA (2006) Making sense with institutions: Context, thought and
action in Karl Weick's theory. Organization Studies 27(11): 1639-1660.

Wedawatta G, Ingirige B and Proverbs D (2014) Small businesses and flood impacts:
The case of the 2009 flood event in Cockermouth. Journal of Flood Risk Management
7(1): 42-53


http://eprints.kingston.ac.uk/view/creators/14340.html
http://eprints.kingston.ac.uk/34863/
http://eprints.kingston.ac.uk/34863/
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Walsh%2C+Grace+S
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Walsh%2C+Grace+S
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Cunningham%2C+James+A

Weick KE (1988) Enacted sensemaking in crisis situations. Journal of Management
Studies 25(4): 305-307.

Weick KE (1995) Sensemaking in Organizations. London: Sage.
Weick KE (2001) Making Sense of the Organization. Oxford: Blackwell.

Weick KE, Sutcliffe KM and Obstfeld D (2005) Organizing and the process of
sensemaking. Organization Science 16(4): 409-421

Willig C (2001) Introducing Qualitative Research in Psychology: Adventures in Theory
and Method. Buckingham: Open University Press.

Wittgenstein L (1953). Philosophical Investigations. Oxford: Blackwell.

Yamakawa Y, Peng MW and Deeds DL (2015) Rising from the ashes: Cognitive
determinants of venture growth after entrepreneurial failure. Entrepreneurship Theory
and Practice 39(2): 209-236.

Zhang Y, Lindell MK and Prater CS (2009) Vulnerability of community businesses to
environmental disasters. Disasters 33: 38-57.


https://www.researchgate.net/profile/David_Obstfeld
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/etap.12047/full
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/etap.12047/full

