
Geomorphology 305 (2018) 76–93

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

Geomorphology

j ourna l homepage: www.e lsev ie r .com/ locate /geomorph
Invited review
Interdependence of geomorphic and ecologic resilience properties in a
geographic context
J. Anthony Stallins a,⁎, Dov Corenblit b

a University of Kentucky, Department of Geography, Lexington, KY 40506, United States
b Université Clermont Auvergne, CNRS, GEOLAB, F-63000 Clermont-Ferrand, France
⁎ Corresponding author.
E-mail address: ja.stallins@uky.edu (J. Anthony Stallin

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2017.09.012
0169-555X/© 2017 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
a b s t r a c t
a r t i c l e i n f o
Article history:
Received 9 March 2017
Received in revised form 11 September 2017
Accepted 11 September 2017
Available online 24 September 2017
Ecology and geomorphology recognize the dynamic aspects of resistance and resilience. However, formal
resilience theory in ecology has tended to deemphasize the geomorphic habitat template. Conversely, landscape
sensitivity and state-and-transition models in geomorphology downweight mechanisms of biotic adaptation op-
erative in fluctuating, spatially explicit environments. Adding to the interdisciplinary challenge of understanding
complex biogeomorphic systems is that environmental heterogeneity and overlapping gradients of disturbance
complicate inference of the geographic patterns of resistance and resilience. We develop a conceptual model for
comparing the resilience properties among barrier dunes. The model illustrates how adaptive cycles and
panarchies, the formal building blocks of resilience recognized in ecology, can be expressed as a set of hierarchical-
ly nested geomorphic and ecological metrics. The variance structure of these data is proposed as ameans to delin-
eate different kinds and levels of resilience. Specifically, it is the dimensionality of these data and how geomorphic
and ecological variables load on the first and succeeding axes that facilitates the delineation of resistance and re-
silience. The construction of dune topographic state space fromobservations among different barrier islands is pro-
posed as a way to measure the interdependence of geomorphic and ecological resilience properties.
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1. Introduction: the pluralistic nature of resilience

Accompanying coastal morphological responses to sea level rise and
changes in wave climate (Johnson et al., 2015) are the effects of dune
plants. Although restricted to the narrow border between terrestrial
and marine habitats, dune vegetation is linearly extensive at global
s).
extents and can have a significant influence on dune geomorphic pro-
cesses (Durán and Moore, 2013; Corenblit et al., 2015; Keijsers et al.,
2016). Through their adaptations to harsh physical gradients and biotic
interactions (Ehrenfeld, 1990; Franks, 2003; Feagin and Wu, 2007),
dune plants exert a degree of control over topography, sediment bud-
gets, and the impacts of storm surges and overwash. In this article, we
describe how dune vegetation generates resilience and propose a meth-
odology to measure and compare its interdependent geomorphic and
ecological components from a spatially explicit, geographic perspective.
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Although less familiar to geomorphologists, formal resilience theory as
it has developed in ecology has proliferated across academic disciplines
(Westman, 1978; Gunderson et al., 2009; Sundstrom et al., 2016).
Although a constructive difference, or pluralism, about how resilience
can be defined persists, its meanings has evolved in ecology in a funda-
mentally cohesive way (Grimm and Wissel, 1997; Desjardins et al.,
2015). As a fusion of older concepts from systems theory and ecology
(Holling, 1973), resilience theory invokes two kinds of resilience
(Holling, 1996; Gunderson, 2000; Donohue et al., 2013, 2016;
Standish et al., 2014; Martinez et al., 2017; Table 1). Engineering resil-
ience is resistance to a change or perturbation and recovery around a
single, global equilibrium. This resistance component of resilience is
derived from more traditional engineering and economic ideas about
stability (Holling, 1996). Ecological resilience is the magnitude of dis-
turbance that a system can absorb before the system reorganizes its
structure by altering the variables and processes that control behavior.
It denotes the potential for recovery around another set of interactions
rather than a return to the original state. As resistance, engineering re-
silience focuses on constancy and predictability. By contrast, ecological
resilience focuses on change and unpredictability, attributes related to
adaptation and evolutionary design (Holling, 1996). While tempting
to conceive of these two types of resilience as independent, they have
a degree of collinearity. Ecological systems can have both resilience
properties simultaneously (Donohue et al., 2013). They can exhibit
varying degrees of resistance to disturbance at the same time they
can be resilient in the sense of having the capacity to reorganize into
another state if thresholds are exceeded.

Geomorphic concepts similar to these from resilience theory are
found in landscape sensitivity (Brunsden and Thornes, 1979; Schumm,
1979; Thomas and Allison, 1993; Brunsden, 2001; Phillips, 2006,
2009). Like resilience theory, landscape sensitivity encompasses the
propensities of a geomorphic system to recover from disturbance as
well as the propensity for change in state (Downs and Gregory, 1995;
Fryirs, 2017). Multiple resilience properties can be operative at once.
Phillips (2009) and Phillips and Van Dyke (2016) identify resistance
and resilience as two of four properties of change in geomorphic sys-
tems. Resistance in this framework refers to intrinsic properties that
counter geomorphic expressions of power from floods, wind, or gravity.
Resilience is the ability of the geomorphic system to recover from dis-
turbance and the degrees of freedom to absorb or adjust to disturbance.
Through the variable expression of thresholds, the impacts of physical
disturbances can be filtered and disproportionately attenuated rather
than amplified in some geomorphic circumstances. In other cases,
small, short-lived inputs to abiotically defined systems can produce
disproportionately large and long-lived changes (Phillips and Van
Dyke, 2016).

Resilience ideas are also invoked in the application of state-and-
transition models (STMs; see review by Phillips and Van Dyke, 2017).
State and transition models track changes among singular, qualitative
geomorphic and biogeomorphic states. They align with ideas about
resilience in ecology through their recognition of multiple scales of
causality, threshold responses, and changes of state (Bestelmeyer et al.,
Table 1
Resilience terms adapted fromGunderson et al., 2009; Allen et al., 2014; Angeler et al., 2014; and
more geomorphic perspective.

Adaptive capacity Variability and turnover in ecological pattern and processes that ca
Adaptive cycle Sequence of change accounting for cycles of growth, collapse, an
Bistability Potential expression of one or more stability domains or states w
Ecological resilience The magnitude of disturbance that a system can absorb before the s
Engineering resilience In ecology, recovery time of structural and functional attributes t
Resistance In geomorphology, the ratio of some system variable measured a
Panarchy Set of hierarchically nested and linked adaptive cycles that deter
Regime shift Nonlinear change or shift between stability domains and the panarc

analogous manner.
Stability domains Range of structure and function over which a system exhibits res

diagram. A stability domain is also defined by a panarchy and th
2011). Yet despite these ties to ecology, STMs, like landscape sensitivity,
do not place asmuch emphasis on accounting for howorganisms and the
systems they are embedded in can simultaneously be adapted and resis-
tant as well as resilient and adaptable. Given the ubiquity of biotic influ-
ences on earth surface systems, geomorphic conceptions of resilience are
partial insofar as they do not incorporate the mechanisms surrounding
the emergence and influence of organismal adaptation. In other words,
to more fully comprehend resilience from a geomorphic perspective ne-
cessitates recognition of biotic adaptations and how they arise through
their historical interaction with the environment and other organisms.
Plants and other life forms in biogeomorphic systems have the potential
to exhibit over time and space different adaptations to physiological and
physical constraints. Organisms can evolve a range of trait attributes that
can in turn modulate their effect on their local geomorphic context.

Biogeomorphic resilience, as we expand upon it in this article, is an
integration of these overlapping geomorphic, ecological, evolutionary,
and geographic perspectives (Wohl et al., 2014; Corenblit et al., 2015;
Eichel et al., 2016). It can be summarized as the resilience properties gen-
erated by the functional capacity of organisms to shape biogeomorphic
variability arising from disturbances such that the biogeomorphic condi-
tions and processes that shape these capacities persist. Over the past two
decades, a wide variety of animals, plants, and biotic crusts have been
shown to resist and redirect what were formerly considered abiotic
geomorphic processes (Butler, 1995; Kinast et al., 2013; Viles, 2012).
Organism-mediated feedbacks between sediment mobility, landform
geometry, and functional traits of plants can confer resistance to distur-
bance and also facilitate the emergence of self-organizing resilience
properties that mold thresholds to change.With changes in the frequen-
cy,magnitude, or timing of the historically prevalent disturbance regime,
the potential exists for biotic as well as abiotic components to reorganize
around a new set of feedbacks. As the primary example for this article,
biogeomorphic resilience along barrier island dunes has been postulated
to emerge out of feedbacks that select for and canalize interactions
between plant functional abundances and these dune processes and
forms (Stallins, 2005; Wolner et al., 2013; Durán and Moore, 2015).
These feedbacks influence the resistance to disturbances as well as the
range of variability exhibited by a dune system before it changes to
another state, or stability domain.

Given this foundation, two issues need to be addressed in order to
develop a more integrative conceptualization of resilience for coastal
vegetated dunes. First, current conceptualizations of barrier dune resil-
ience (e.g., Stallins, 2005; Wolner et al., 2013; Durán and Moore, 2015)
generalize the interdependency of its geomorphic and ecological com-
ponents. Nor do they offer a mechanistic, quantitative descriptions of
how the dual aspects of resilience (i.e., engineering and ecological resil-
ience) emerge, coexist, and vary geographically.Ways to tease apart this
multidimensional character of barrier island resilience have been sug-
gested (Berry et al., 2014). However, multidimensionality as we employ
it here denotes that resilience properties can be partitioned as separate
but not necessarily independent axes of resistance and of resilience in
statistical space (Donohue et al., 2013). These axes also correlate with
parameters in a way that facilitates identification of how the
Donohue et al., 2016. Phillips andVanDyke (2016) provided analogous definitions from a

n promote ecological resilience under changing and/or novel environmental conditions.
d reorganization in complex systems.
ithin the same range of conditions.
ystem changes its structure by altering the variables and processes that control behavior.
o predisturbance conditions, referred to as resistance in this paper.
fter, compared to before, some perturbation.
mines resilience.
hies that comprise them. Tipping points and critical transitions are often used in an

istance and the resilience that emerges from it, as often represented by a ball and cup
e adaptive cycles that comprise it.



Fig. 1. The four stages of an adaptive cycle. Shorter, closely spaced arrows indicate slowly
changing conditions. Longer arrows represent more rapidly changing conditions. In
reorganization, the cycle may repeat itself, or it can reconfigure into another cyclical
dynamic. The exit arrow on the left represents this potential for reconfiguration.
Adapted from Gunderson and Holling (2002).
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geomorphic and ecological contributions to resilience properties differ.
Ecologists and geomorphologists have advocated for amultidimension-
al approach to resilience (Desjardins et al., 2015; Donohue et al., 2013,
2016; Phillips and VanDyke, 2016). Yet it frequently becomes collapsed
into a singular property. Resilience, in a more rigorous characterization,
would quantitatively convey how resistance and resilience covary
alongshore and between coastal strands in terms of geomorphic and
ecological variables.

Second, the current perspectives on barrier dune resilience have not
been expressed in terms of adaptive cycles and panarchies, the formal
building blocks of resilience theory (Allen et al., 2014). Adaptive cycles
and panarchies can be detected through the distribution of a small set
of organisms and the abiotic resources and conditions that sustain
them (Holling, 1992; Allen et al., 2006; Nash et al., 2014). Discontinu-
ities in these biotic and abiotic variables can in turn be used to infer re-
silience properties (Allen et al., 2014; Angeler et al., 2016).What makes
these building blocks of resilience particularly useful is that they incor-
porate the adaptive (i.e., genotypic and epigenetic adaptation) and plas-
tic (i.e., phenotypic plasticity) propensities of biota and their role in
modulating abiotic fluxes of sediment and water. While geomorphic
processes can be sustained by gravity and forces generated by chemical
and physical thermodynamics, adaptation encoded in the interaction
among their genotype, phenotype, and environment can also modify
the organization of geomorphic systems. Given the ubiquity of the re-
cursive interaction between organisms and their environment, the geo-
morphic and biological components of resistance and resilience cannot
be analyzed separately. As an illustration of this coupling, some plant
taxa may promote their fitness and abundance through the acquisition
of traits that modify their environment to resist a geomorphic distur-
bance. Other plant species may promote their fitness and abundance
by acquiring traits that lower resistance to this same geomorphic distur-
bance. Thus the selection of traits promoting the abundance of a plant
species can take place through their constructive as well as destructive
structural impacts on landforms. Conversely, the recovery and abun-
dance of vegetation may be promoted in situations where landforms
are destroyed, as with disturbance-dependent species. Recovery and
abundance can bepromoted for other species as landformsdevelop dur-
ing disturbance-free intervals. Adaptive cycles and panarchies incorpo-
rate these kinds of cyclical trends in growth and destruction to explain
how resilience properties emerge. They account for an additional causal
dynamic shaping resilience: biotic adaptation in light of fluctuations in
geomorphic landforms and processes.

To address these two issues, we conceptualize how adaptive cycles
and panarchies vary geographically in response to the heterogeneous
geomorphic and ecological conditions expressed along sandy barrier
island coasts. We qualify how the resilience properties tied to this
heterogeneity are reflected in the underlying distribution of dune plant
species abundances, their functional traits, topographic conditions, and
responses to overwash-forcing events. In this conceptual model, we
describe methods to disentangle resistance and ecological resilience.
We argue how the structure of data in statistical space (e.g., Prager and
Reiners, 2009) can be used to track resilience properties and to compare
the relative importance of resistance and resilience from geomorphic
and ecological points of view.

We begin by providing amore detailed reviewof ecological concepts
from resilience theory and by reiterating some of its similarities and
differences to ideas about resilience in geomorphology. We then sum-
marize the existing stability domain model of barrier dune resilience
and reinterpret it in terms of adaptive cycles and panarchies. This
reinterpretation is then used to hypothesize how dune biogeomorphic
resilience properties can be distributed along a barrier island in more
quantifiable, geographic detail. To get to this point though,we addition-
ally have to show how dune ecological and geomorphic metrics can be
chosen so that they track adaptive cycle and panarchical structure.
Through these tasks, we show how resilience is best understood as
something more than a binary in which it is either present or absent.
To speak of a biogeomorphic system as resilient or not is misleading,
as the presence of a system indicates a persistence of form and function
in itself, a resistance to degradation, from which ecological resilience
properties can emerge. Interpretations of resilience must account for
this complexity.

Indirectly, the conceptual andmethodological outlooks developed in
this article propose a compromise to debates over how geomorphic
versus ecological processes contribute to coastal dune resilience. Some
scholars view dune resilience as driven more by geomorphic and
meteorological variables that constrain baseline sediment availability,
storm impacts, and dune recovery (Houser et al., 2008; Houser, 2013).
Other scholars see dune resilience as arising from ecological relation-
ships (Godfrey and Godfrey, 1973; Odum et al., 1987; Stallins, 2005)
because dune plants actively shape and are shaped by geomorphic
processes and landforms (e.g., Parker and Bendix, 1996; Swanson
et al., 1988; Corenblit et al., 2015). But even in this ecology-driven
perspective on dune resilience, the mechanisms to explain biological
assembly and adaptation are underdeveloped. The attention to mecha-
nism has been replaced by appeals to traditional interpretations of
historical and place-based contingency as explanations for qualitative
and categorical differences in species abundances and topography
among locations with different disturbance regimes. By examining the
larger multivariate state space defined by geomorphic properties and
by assessing howvegetation shapes space through the iterative, cyclical,
adaptationist mechanisms postulated in resilience theory, more nuance
can be acquired as to how geomorphic and ecological components of
resistance and resilience relate to one another.

2. Resilience theory

2.1. Adaptive cycles and panarchies

Resilience properties arise through the scalar compartmentalization
of ecological interactions into adaptive cycles and panarchies (Allen
and Holling, 2010; Allen et al., 2014). An individual adaptive cycle
demarcates a sequence of environmental and ecological change. As a
successional sequence, it proceeds from resource exploitation and
rapid growth, to a slower accumulation of structure and biomass,
followed by collapse and the potential for reorganization and continued
cycling (Fig. 1). A wide variety of terrestrial and aquatic ecological sys-
tems have been characterized in terms of adaptive cycles (Gunderson
et al., 2002; Walker et al., 2006; Nash et al., 2014; Angeler et al.,
2015a, 2015b). In many of these examples, seasonal or multiyear envi-
ronmentally driven oscillations in species abundances and cyclical
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disturbance are used to define an adaptive cycle (Allen et al., 2014;
Stallins et al., 2015).

Holling (1973) invoked the fluctuation of forest vegetation, insect
pest outbreaks, and fire disturbance in his original example of an adap-
tive cycle. It can be generalized into four categories. The reorganization
phase of an adaptive cycle begins after disturbance. This initial recovery
has low connectivity among abiotic and biotic variables, sensitivity to
initial conditions, and a high potential for novelty. In the exploitation
phase, ecological development commences. Seeds and plant fragments
from the past or from distant sources germinate, and surviving residual
vegetation is released. Because connectedness is low, external variabil-
ity exerts a strong selective influence on biota. Competition for re-
sources begins to increase in the transition to the conservation phase.
Connectivity increases, and ecological capital in the form of biomass or
other attributes begins to accumulate. These relationships modulate
externally driven variability while also reinforcing the abundance of
the organisms with functional roles that shape this variability. While
this control may be strong, it increasingly operates over a narrower
range of conditions. In the release phase, the system has become brittle
and subject to disruption. Accumulated capital is released from its
bound state, connections are broken and the feedback regulatory
control weakens.

The ecological processes underlying these four phases of an adaptive
cycle (conservation, release, reorganization, and exploitation) maintain
a systemwithin a given structural and functional range. That is, the sys-
tem exhibits a range of resilience properties as it progresses through
these phases. It has the potential to control its structure and function
within a bounded region of environmental variability while still
allowing for periodic release and reorganization (Desjardins et al.,
2015). At thepoint of reorganization following the release of accumulated
capital, the adaptive cycle can repeat itself; or it can reorganize around a
new set of cyclical relationships and thus exhibit its defining property of
adaptivity.

As with landscape sensitivity and STMs (Brunsden and Thornes,
1979; Thomas, 2001; Bestelmeyer et al., 2011), resilience theory recog-
nizes the importance of cross-scalar dynamics. For resilience properties
to develop and persist, adaptive cycles must operate across a range of
temporal and spatial extents. Adaptive cycles, each with their own
growth and release dynamics, link across scales to form a panarchy
(Gunderson and Holling, 2002; Allen and Holling, 2010). The adaptive
cycles comprising a panarchy are not stages that replace one another.
Instead, they coexist. The resilience properties of a panarchy arise
through the linkages among its hierarchically nested adaptive cycles.
The higher the number of adaptive cycles in a panarchy, the greater its
overall resilience. With more adaptive cycles, the range of variability
in structure and function is more deeply entrained.

These cross-scaled linkages between adaptive cycles can be retained,
or ‘remembered’, through biotic legacies, residuals, and other kinds of
ecological memory (Peterson, 2002; Allen et al., 2016; Johnstone et al.,
2016). Adaptive cycles can also ‘revolt’ or break apart from a panarchy.
This occurs when environmental (i.e., geomorphic) or ecological chang-
es interrupt one or more adaptive cycles. As referenced in resilience
theory by these terms, remember and revolt mechanisms provide a
panarchy with the capacity to adapt and restructure in new and poten-
tially resilient ways. This mechanistic property, adaptive capacity, distin-
guishes resilience theory from other formal paradigms that associate
landscape structure and function with resilience, including hierarchy
theory, landscape sensitivity, and STMs.

Scholarsworking in resilience theory have proposedways to track re-
silience properties through the detection of discontinuities in ecological
attributes (Peterson et al., 1998; Nash et al., 2014). These gaps reflect
the different operational scales of adaptive cycles and the panarchies
they form (Holling, 1992; Allen et al., 2014). Body mass in animals has
been the primary attribute employed to document this discontinuous
structure (Allen et al., 2006; Sundstrom et al., 2012). However, other
attributes may also be diagnostic. Plant life history strategies expressed
as morphological, biomechanical, physiological, and phenological func-
tional attributes (sensu Violle et al., 2007) may also reflect discontinu-
ous structure. Far less has been said by ecologists and biogeographers
working in resilience theory about how geomorphic characteristics re-
lated to the construction of habitat might also exhibit discontinuous
structure. Topography, insofar as it reflects biological influences, should
likewise exhibit discontinuities indicative of changing resilience prop-
erties (Durán and Moore, 2013; Phillips, 2016).

2.2. Current models of barrier dune biogeomorphic resilience

Although the invocation of resilience in barrier dune studies has
oversimplified its complexity, these investigations do highlight a critical
relationship for a more formal treatment of dune biogeomorphic resil-
ience: the impact vegetation has on dune sediment storage andmobility
(Durán andMoore, 2013; Silva et al., 2016; Mendoza et al., 2017). Com-
mon dune grass species have been designated as ecosystem engineers
(Jones et al., 1997; Corenblit et al., 2011). Their positive growth
response to sand burial, in tandem with functional differences in
how their rooting and canopy strategies respectively bind and trap sed-
iments, gives rise to different types of dune topography (Feagin et al.,
2015). These biogenic topographies, in turn, modulate exposure to
overwash, a disturbance agent that mobilizes dune sediments originat-
ing from meteorological and tidal forcings. In this way, coastal dune
plants may indirectly shape the resources, conditions, and flows of
matter and energy that influence their persistence as well as that of
other biological and geomorphic components of the landscape. Given
this capacity to influence landscape structure and function, common
dune grasses are considered driver (Walker, 1992; Peterson et al.,
1998) or foundational species (Angelini et al., 2011). They construct
niches for themselves as well as for other organisms (Corenblit et al.,
2009).

At least two states, or stability domains (e.g., Gunderson, 2000), have
been postulated for barrier island dunes (Godfrey and Godfrey, 1973;
Odum et al., 1987; Stallins, 2005; Wolner et al., 2013; Brantley et al.,
2014; Durán andMoore, 2015). The contributors to this generalized do-
main model all postulate, to varying degrees and with slightly different
terminology, that a small set of driver species in each dune stability do-
main engenders resilience through the modification of topography.
Contrasts among these investigators arise in how they subdivide the
number of plant functional groups. Durán and Moore (2015) modeled
resilience through a single functional group, dune-building plants. The
other recent studies considered a larger number of plant functional
groups. They posited that the ecological interactions of dune plant func-
tional groups and how they adapt and respond to overwash disturbance
are more integral for resilience properties.

These interacting functional groups correspond to two categories of
adaptive strategies associatedwith their geomorphic context: avoidance
and tolerance sensu Puijalon et al. (2011). Their strategies can modulate
overwash variability across a landscape, either by lowering resistance to
it andmaking itmore regular (as in an overwash-reinforcing stability do-
main) or by resisting its occurrence (as in an overwash-resisting stability
domain; Fig. 2). In each domain, plant adaptations exert an influence on
external variability by shaping topographic recovery in a way that rein-
forces the conditions and overwash exposures for which they are better
adapted. Through the historical coupling of erosional and depositional
conditions, dune plant species have evolved functional traits and
species-specific strategies to survive related to how they partition
growth-limiting resources (Bermúdez and Retuerto, 2014; Ciccarelli,
2015). Rooting patterns reflective of the acquisition of nutrients and/or
water have been shown to contribute to the functional differentiation
of dune plants (Stubbs and BastowWilson, 2004; Wolner et al., 2013).

Specific to their impacts on topography, burial-tolerant stabilizers
are in general more physiologically tolerant of saturated soils, exposure
to salt water, and burial by sediment. Their growth forms may have a
more turf-like horizontal mat of roots and rhizomes. Dune-building



Fig. 2. Generalized two-state stability domain model with bistability. Stability domains have been identified in a range of terrestrial and marine systems (Gunderson, 2000; Folke et al.,
2004). Bistability indicates the potential expression of either domain under the same conditions. However, bistable landscapes may exhibit less ecological resilience and exhibit more
turnover due to conditions that have a propensity to be more intermediate of both domains. MHW: mean high water mark.
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plants have more upright growth forms and a vertically elongated root
system. Their positive growth responses to burial promotes vertical
dune development. Burial-intolerant stabilizers are inland herbaceous
and woody species that can establish in dune habitats when foredunes
ameliorate harsh physical environmental gradients. Some inland grass
taxa, for example, can colonize stabilized dune habitats. These plants
bind sediments and stabilize topography but are not as adapted to recov-
er from burial by sediment or exposure to high salinities. Althoughmar-
itime dune plant taxa around the world could be expected to exhibit
similar functional traits, plant functional design may be more variable
(Doing, 1985;Mahdavi and Bergmeier, 2016). Similar fitnessmay evolve
in the same environment out of alternative functional designs as a result
of complex interactions and trade-offs among traits (Bermúdez and
Retuerto, 2013). Biotic interactions between dune plants and climate
can also play a role in the expression of functional traits and which
plant species drive topographic modification (Emery and Rudgers,
2014; Brown, 2016; Harris et al., 2017).

The resilience that develops in each stability domain shown in
Fig. 2 arises from different landscape-scale positive feedbacks. These
landscape-scale positive feedbacks differ because of geographic con-
trasts in sediment availability, the coupling of seasonal erosional and
depositional intervals, the frequency of exposure to overwash-forcing
events, and in the local abundance of the aforementioned plant func-
tional traits that modify topography in response to these conditions.
For the overwash-reinforcing dune stability domain in Fig. 2, sediment
budgets are less strongly positive and overwash forcing event frequency
is relatively higher. Consequently, under these prevailing historic geo-
morphic conditions, a greater richness and evenness of burial-tolerant
stabilizer driver species, typically dune grasses, can develop. Following
burial from overwash, the growth of laterally extensive rhizomes of
this functional type binds sediments in place. This limits the sediment
available for grasses that build high dunes. The low topographic resis-
tance that results increases the likelihood of exposure to overwash.
With frequent overwash-forcing events, a positive landscape-scale
feedback can develop out of the abundances of burial-adapted species
and their maintenance of a low, flat topography.
By contrast, for the disturbance-resisting stability domain shown in
Fig. 2 sediment budgets are historically more strongly positive and
overwash-forcing event frequencies are lower. In these coastal contexts,
the dominant plant driver species promote dune ridge and swale land-
forms andgreater topographic resistance. Here, the positive feedbacks be-
tween vegetation and topography resists overwash contagion. A higher
richness and evenness of dune-building grasses as well as burial-
intolerant species that colonize interior low swales promote their persis-
tence by stabilizing sediments and augmenting topographic roughness in
a landscape-scale positive feedback that resists and redirects overwash.

As this two-state model evolved, it was recognized that these feed-
backs and their domain states likely vary within an individual island
and amongadjacent islands (Stallins, 2005; Zinnert et al., 2016a). An en-
tire island may not correspond to one or the other of these two domain
models and the kinds of resilience they confer. Stretches of coast can be
bistable (Fig. 2; Stallins, 2005, p. 426; Durán andMoore, 2015; Goldstein
and Moore, 2016). With bistability, the disturbance-resisting or the
disturbance-reinforcing domain can be expressed under the same
conditions. However, these bistable ‘mid-domain’ states may exhibit a
propensity formore transient dynamics because of their greater overlap
in external conditions (Savage et al., 2000; Stallins, 2005, p. 426).
Turnover among domain states may be higher than where external
conditions are less similar.

Detecting these complex biogeomorphic dynamics have been ham-
pered in part by the lack of an analytical framework that can accommo-
date thismultidimensional, geographically explicit viewof resilience. As
we describe next, adaptive cycles and panarchies provide a means to do
this (e.g., Nash et al., 2014). Modeling, simulation, and field-based stud-
ies have substantiated the potential resilience associated with complex
feedbacks among dune plants and topography on barrier islands. But
these investigation have been restricted to small stretches of coast and
individual islands. They tend to downweight the full potential range of
coastal variability. A geographically comparative framework, spanning
the boundary conditions underwhich dune biogeomorphic interactions
arise, would permit more inferences as to how resilience properties are
(and are not) expressed along barrier island coasts.
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2.3. Biogeomorphic adaptive cycles

The fluvial biogeomorphic successional model of Corenblit et al.
(2007, 2009) provides an entry point for expressing the domain
model of dune resilience in terms of adaptive cycles and panarchies.
Corenblit's model is conveniently organized around couplings of endog-
enous and exogenous drivers that generate windows in time and space
for new systemdynamics to develop, proceeding fromdiaspore dispers-
al, recruitment, and the establishment and initiation of topographic
modification, to the emergence of strong vegetation-induced feedbacks
on geomorphic processes (i.e., a ‘feedback window’; Eichel et al., 2016).
The general outline of Corenblit's model is intact in this translation of it
to a formal adaptive cycle framework, but with someminor departures.
These were required to accentuate the cyclical aspects of resilience and
to accommodate the conundrum of where to delineate the influence of
abiotic and biotic phenomena on the highly interactive surfaces of
dunes (Dietrich and Perron, 2006). Microbes and biofilms can stabilize
substrates and modify topography in the absence of vascular plants
(Viles, 2012), thus any division between abiotic and biotic influences
is more a matter of scale and organism of interest.

Corenblit's biogeomorphicmodel of succession has four phases. Each
can be considered an adaptive cycle associated with different time- and
space-limited ecosystem structures, functions, and feedbacks (Corenblit
et al., 2007). An adaptive cycle approximating Corenblit's geomorphic
phase (Table 2; Fig. 3) encompasses the deposition and erosion of
substrate suitable for plant colonization and the potential formation of
the basic habitat template. Marine and geomorphic conditions are largely
responsible for determining whether exposed habitat persists long
enough for duneplant diaspores to accumulate orwhether it is destroyed.
The presence of stable terrestrial habitat with physicochemical properties
suitable for colonization along with the availability of diaspores form the
link to higher adaptive cycles. The revolt mechanism, the causality that
would break this linkage, is the absence of these habitat-forming and
colonizing conditions. Revolt may occur because of erosion, constraints
on local sediment availability, or the absence of diaspores. Environmental
variability spanned in this cycle rangeswidely, from lowelevationswhere
geomorphic conditions are dominated by inundation to unvegetated
high elevations where sediments have accumulated through aeolian
processes.

The pioneer adaptive cycle spans the exploitation of suitable habitat
by plant diaspores and the potential for continued cycling as individual
plants grow and mature. Predictability in geomorphic conditions that
shape habitat and disturbance regime favors success of pioneer plants
and thus the degree theywill be able to bind sediment and begin tomod-
ify topography in their immediate vicinity as individuals (e.g., Feagin et al.,
2005). While this window of opportunity (Balke et al., 2014) for plant
establishment can initiate biogeomorphic feedbacks, the overall influence
of vegetation on geomorphic processes across the larger landscape
remains weak in this adaptive cycle. However, when individual plants
Table 2
Dune biogeomorphic adaptive cycles; the smaller temporal and spatial extents of the lowermos
cycles above them.

Corenblit's phase
of biogeomorphic
succession

Adaptive cycling process Causality tha
(remember m

Ecological Disturbance cycling: landscape-scale entrainment of
plants, topography, and sediment mobility in response
to local frequency of overwash forcing events

Selection for
predictable fl
landscape in

Biogeomorphic Seasonal cycling: expansion and contraction of plant
biomass and dune landforms in response to seasonal
climate and changes in wave and wind energy

Recovery and
reinforce thei
engineer

Pioneer Colonization cycling: plant colonization, initial
topographic modification by vascular plants

Enhancemen
quality with p

Geomorphic Sediment cycling: sediment accumulation above
water level

Terrestrial ha
persist long enough to initiate sediment trapping and locally modify to-
pography that reinforces their abundance in a formof ecologicalmemory,
linkages to a higher adaptive cycle can develop. The revolt mechanism is
unsuccessful colonization and substrate destabilization. Failure of vegeta-
tion to persistmay be caused by the harsh physical environment or by the
absence of locally-adaptive plant traits. The variability in this adaptive
cycle spans suitable terrestrial habitat lacking vegetation to the local topo-
graphic changes induced by plants colonizing new substrate.

Our division between the pioneer and the biogeomorphic adaptive
cycles differs slightly from Corenblit's model. Our division here is
based on Feagin et al.’s (2005) distinction in the scale at which dune
plants and topography influence one another. In our pioneer adaptive
cycle local biogeomorphic effects are expressed by individual plants
in response to their local neighborhood. With enhanced sediment
trapping and the expansion of dune landforms and plant populations
in our biogeomorphic adaptive cycle, strong geomorphic-biotic interac-
tions emerge beyond the level of individual plants and their local neigh-
borhood. Consequently, biogeomorphic processes such as wind or
water transport of sediments become more constrained by the global
history and spatial patterning of the entire community. Interspecific
biotic interactions also increase in overall importance and can include in-
direct as well as direct effects (e.g., Miller, 1994; Feagin and Wu, 2007).
Cyclical dynamics increasingly become organized around seasonal ex-
pansions and contractions of vegetation cover in the biogeomorphic
adaptive cycle. This can be attributable to the alteration of erosional
and depositional condition associatedwithwinter and summerwave re-
gimes as well as with extratropical and tropical storms. After these po-
tentially destructive events, the recovery of vegetation and landforms
are dependent on the local species pool and the availability of diaspores,
as well as the adaptations of plants to recolonize and persist in disturbed
areas. When this recovery fails, it may lead to the revolt, or demise, of
plant-landform feedbacks and a reversion to a lower adaptive cycle.

In the ecological adaptive cycle, niche construction (sensu Odling-
Smee et al., 2003) by topography-modifyingplants exerts its greatest im-
pact on other organisms. By transforming topography at one location to
suit its habitat requirements, dominant dune plant species can alter pe-
dogenesis, salt spray exposure, the rates of sediment erosion and
deposition, and the availability of nutrients and water for other types
of vegetation at a distance away (Feagin andWu, 2007). These landform
effects not only construct new habitats for other organisms (Bruno et al.,
2003) they also shape the outcome of biotic interactions, which may be
either positive or negative depending upon spatial extent and the
geometry of the landscape (Rastetter, 1991, p. 373; Corenblit et al.,
2018–this issue). Subsequently, ecological and evolutionary selection is
for the dune plant functional types that engineer predictable flows of
matter and energy and promote a more spatially interacting assemblage
of plant abundances and geomorphic processes and landforms emerges.

As a result, the landscape-scale positive feedbacks of stability
domains emerge in this adaptive cycle. They correspond to those of
t adaptive cycles are embedded in the broader temporal and spatial extents of the adaptive

t links to other adaptive cycles
echanism)

Causality that breaks potential
linkage (revolt mechanism)

the dune plants that engineer
ows of matter and energy through
response to overwash

Unpredictable flows when this
entrainment fails

persistence of plant species that
r abundance via the landforms they

Loss of landform and potential local source
regions for plants that shape this
topography

t of local substrate stability and habitat
lant colonization

Unsuccessful recruitment, failure to persist
through life cycle, remobilization of
substrate

bitat suitable for plant establishment Terrestrial habitat unsuitable for plant
establishment
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the existing dune biogeomorphic domainmodels shown in Fig. 2. Dunes
with a greater abundance of burial-tolerant stabilizers would make
exposure to overwash more predictable in terms of its regularity (the
disturbance-reinforcing domain). Dunes with more burial-intolerant
stabilizerswouldmake overwashmore predictable through its suppres-
sion (the disturbance-resisting domain). In the ecological adaptive
cycle, variance in ecological and geomorphic conditions narrows to a
range that confers persistence of the feedbacks characteristic of each
domain. The richness and evenness (i.e., diversity) of plant functional
types, as defined by their responses to sediment mobility and effects
on topography, contribute to this narrowing (e.g., Hooper et al., 2005).
These biotic metrics, along with topographic ones, make it possible to
measure and discriminate among resilience properties.

2.4. Dune biogeomorphic panarchies and their measurement

In a panarchy for a disturbance-reinforcing stretch of barrier dune
coast, the nestedness of these four adaptive cycles generates resilience
properties by reinforcing overwash exposure (Fig. 4). In a panarchy
for a disturbance-resisting stretch of barrier dune coast, the nested
linkages among these adaptive cycles generates resilience properties
by increased topographic resistance to overwash (Fig. 5). In both
panarchies, resilience does not emerge sui generis. Instead, it arises
from the interactions remembered and reinforced across the linkages
among adaptive cycles. Each panarchy maintains system structure by
canalizing a range of variability in geomorphic and biotic conditions
that evolves in response to disturbance. Although structurally similar,
these two panarchies culminate in different landscape-scale positive
feedbacks in their ecological adaptive cycles. Through coupled cycles
of sediment flux, colonization windows, and landscape-scale positive
feedbacks, the larger system evolves the propensity to reinforce and tol-
erate overwash in meteorological and sedimentological contexts where
it is common and resist or dampen it where it is more unlikely to occur.

This panarchical framework is more in agreement with studies of
dunemorphodynamics that stress the importance of the coupling of pe-
riods of sediment erosion and deposition with negative and positive
plant growth responses across scales as ameans to understand dune re-
sponses to high water events (Houser et al., 2015; Hapke et al., 2016;
Angnuureng et al., 2017; Goldstein et al., 2017; Walker et al., 2017).
As components of a coastal disturbance regime, storm sequence and
intensity would influence which adaptive cycles develop, persist, and
form links to other adaptive cycles. As compared to the existing domain
models of barrier island dune resilience, this panarchical approach in
Fig. 4 and Fig. 5 provides more mechanistic detail as to how resilience
properties would be sensitive to the timing of storm events shaping
cycles of dune growth and erosion from the microsite up to landscape
extents. The development of a panarchy with high ecological resilience
(i.e., one with several adaptive cycles) would hinge on how the historic
frequency and intensity of storm events and their impacts coincide in
space and time. If coastal storms increase in frequency and intensity
under climate change, barrier dune resilience could be expected to
change because of potentialmodifications in the emergence ofwindows
of opportunity for habitat stabilization, plant colonization, and for the
landscape-scale positive feedbacks that emerge out of them. Shifts in
the timing of disturbance and recovery sequences, in how they overlap
in space and in the abundances of plant response functional types, will
determine whether the linkages between adaptive cycles will be
remembered and reinforced or broken. However, this variability in
panarchical structure could also be expected across any individual
island. Because of the inherent environmental heterogeneity of barrier
island dune strands, the emergence and connectivity among adaptive
cycles may even vary to the extent that both panarchies can occur
along different stretches of the same island. At the other extreme, a
Fig. 3. Adaptive cycles approximating the phases of biogeomorphic succession proposed
by Corenblit et al. (2007, 2009).



Fig. 4. Linkages among the adaptive cycles of a panarchy for an overwash-reinforcing barrier island stability domain. Based on Allen et al. (2014).
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coastal barrier landform may consist of a single adaptive cycle if eleva-
tion is extremely low and vegetation or other biotic influences are
minimal.

Because resilience reflects resistance as well as ecological resilience,
the task ofmeasuring each of them via their expression in adaptive cycles
and panarchies requires a combination of metrics. Tracking resilience
properties with a single measure or summary value, or expressing resil-
ience as a present or absent quality, misses the dynamism that defines
it (Barros et al., 2016; Wohl, 2016). Topography reflects the interaction
of numerous (and not entirely independent) processes that can each be
summarized with different metrics and at different levels of measure-
ment. Biota can also be summarized in terms of multiple metrics as well
as different levels of measurement. To delineate resistance and ecological
resilience, we followed an ontological specification of resilience metrics
developed in ecology (Wardwell et al., 2008; Sundstrom et al., 2012,
2014). We selected metrics with the goal of optimizing the extraction of
the geomorphic aswell as the ecological components of resilience proper-
ties expressed across barrier dunes (Fig. 6). Levels of measurement
spanned presence-absence versus interval, absolute versus relativized,
and whether the metrics represented discrete (patch) or continuous
(gradient) phenomena. Use of multiple data types has been shown to
enhance the capture of landscape characteristics (Fig. 7; McGarigal
and Cushman, 2005; Lausch et al., 2015). Most real landscapes fall
somewhere between patch and gradient models of landscape structure
(Wagner and Fortin, 2005; Coller et al., 2000). Studies that gauge the
vulnerability of the coast only through alongshore point or line-based
measurement of primary foredune elevation (e.g., Hapke et al., 2013;
Long et al., 2014) are gauging resilience, but more so as resistance, a
correlate of ecological resilience (Donohue et al., 2013; Desjardins
et al., 2015, p. 151.). Point and line-basedmeasures alonewould not en-
compass the elements of ecological resilience that would be embedded
in more area-based patch and gradient characterizations of pattern.
Spatial elements quantified in areal units are an important component
of ecological resilience (Cumming, 2011; Allen et al., 2016; Cumming
et al., 2016).

As a metric for the geomorphic adaptive cycle, elevation above
oceanic influences would be a key indicator of resilience properties.
Elevation determines the tempo of sediment mobility and whether a
stretch of sandy coast is high enough to serve as a barrier and offer
some resistance to wave energy. Windows of opportunity for plant
recruitment can emerge only above a given elevational threshold. In
the pioneer adaptive cycle, the success of plants that germinate on
these bare, mobile substrates often depends on their propensity to
modify the immediate topography around their base and engineer
their local geomorphic context. Given the sensitivity of dune surfaces
to the presence of plants, newly established vegetation should leave be-
hind a topographic signature. Consequently, beginning in the pioneer
adaptive cycle, metrics for the frequency distribution of elevations
(i.e., average elevation, maximum elevation) could be expected to
begin to deviate from what would characterize an uncolonized stretch
of coast (Fig. 7A). Vegetation presence or absence can also be a metric
for resilience for the geomorphic adaptive cycle, as the presence of



Fig. 5. Linkages among the adaptive cycles of a panarchy for an overwash-resisting barrier island stability domain. Based on Allen et al. (2014).
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plants, particularly those with strong sediment-stabilizing functions,
would augment the development of resilience properties.

The greatest accumulation of topographic structure via vegetation
occurs in the biogeomorphic adaptive cycle. In this cycle, metrics
for the patch structure of elevation can be employed to capture the
expanding reciprocative influence of vegetation and topography on
one another. The areal patterning of elevation, in addition to its use as
an absolute value in centimeters or meters to summarize resilience
properties in lower adaptive cycles, provides additional information
about the potential process-responses of vegetation to overwash
forcings, sediment mobility, and salt spray exposure. The patch struc-
ture of elevation can be summarized in landscape indices, such as
those generated in the software program FRAGSTATS (Fig. 7B). These
indices can quantify the shape and arrangement of discrete patches of
elevation within an interval range (i.e., 1 to 2 m, 2 to 3 m) in terms rel-
ativized to plot size. These can then be used to infer their relationships
to resilience (Allen et al., 2016). For example, more circular, lobe-like,
across-island patches would suggest conditions of frequent overwash
and the potential for vegetation adaptation to this disturbance agent.
As ecological metrics for the biogeomorphic adaptive cycle, plants can
be categorized as to whether they are driver or passenger species
based on their functional traits (Walker, 1992). An increasing number
and cover of driver species (versus passenger species, like, ruderal
annuals) is suggestive of an increasing diversity of plant functional
roles associated with specific strategies for topographic modification
and a growing capacity to self-organize an adaptive response to
overwash forcing events. An increasing number and cover of passenger
species would also reflect the expanding indirect impacts of driver
species on substrate stabilization and habitat availability.

Resilience in the ecological adaptive cycle is more attributable to the
explicit spatial configuration of topography and vegetation in light of
the prevailing overwash disturbance regime (Monge and Stallins,
2016). Spatial interactionshave been shown to confine the range of con-
ditions overwhich bistability can develop (Staal et al., 2016). To capture
the spatial resilience signal embedded in the landscape-scale abiotic-
biotic positive feedbacks of this adaptive cycle, metrics are needed
that summarize landscape connectivity and represent how continuous
elevational surface properties vary (i.e., McGarigal et al., 2009; Ryu
and Sherman, 2014). The skewness and kurtosis of elevations at a
dune site is one way to summarize the distributional properties of
elevation (Bertoldi et al., 2011). Dune and beach widths over which
these elevations are expressed are also relevant (Plant and Stockdon,
2012; Gutierrez et al., 2015). Quantifying the spatial autocorrelation
structure of elevation (i.e., how point elevations are correlated with
each other across a range of separating distances, or lags) is another
(Walker et al., 2013; Scown et al., 2015). Differences in spatial autocorre-
lation structure (Fig. 7C) have been shown to track changes in resilience
properties (e.g., Scheffer et al., 2015). Shifts or breaks in the skewness of
elevation observations may also indicate changes in resilience properties
(Guttal and Jayaprakash, 2009; Eby et al., 2017).

The association of spatial structure with resilience properties has
other precedents. The spatial patterns of vegetation and patches of bare
ground in semiarid range and grassland systems (i.e., its arrangement
into repeating spots, gaps, and strips), has been shown to indicate



Fig. 6.Nested ecological and geomorphic resiliencemetrics for biogeomorphic adaptive cycles.Modeled after Sundstrom et al. (2012, 2014). Thesemetrics are cross-scaled; i.e., themetrics
for the higher adaptive cycles contain those in lower adaptive cycles.
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resilience properties as well as the proximity of an approaching change
in state (Rietkerk et al., 2004; Scheffer et al., 2009). This pattern-process
approach to gauge resilience properties in semiarid contexts can be
readily transferred to barrier dune coasts. Although our examples here
are not quantitative, along stretches of Cape Canaveral, Florida, high
positive relief along a narrow single fronting dune may be indicative
of high resistance but low ecological resilience (Fig. 8A; Monge
and Stallins, 2016). Along this infrequently overwashed coast, few
overwash-adapted burial-tolerant stabilizers would persist to facilitate
recovery after an overwash event. On Sapelo Island, Georgia (Fig. 8B),
slightly lower mean elevations along parallel dune ridge and swale
topography would confer less resistance. Topographic and vegetation
patterns may contribute to more ecological resilience through a less
than full attenuation of overwash and the consequent maintenance of
disturbance-dependent plant species in the landscape. For South Core
Banks (Fig. 8C), cross-shore topographic patterns are indicative of less
resistance, but vegetation can still maintain relatively high ecological
resilience through topographic and biotic patterns that reinforce
overwash contagion. On Parramore Island, Virginia (Fig. 8D), low eleva-
tions and the erosion of sediment during inundation leaves behind
topographic highs or ‘pimples’ (Hayden et al., 1995) that have little
resistance or ecological resilience. In each of these four photos, the
patterns of topography and vegetation are approximations of their
different relative levels of resilience properties.

Plant functional type diversity has been underutilized as biotic met-
ric to distinguish resilience properties (e.g., Allen et al., 2005; Angeler
et al., 2014; Angelini et al., 2015). In the ecological adaptive cycle,
functional diversity would reflect the propensity for biogeomorphic
feedbacks to maximize resilience by either reinforcing or resisting
overwash according to the domain model. Specifically, the richness
and evenness aspects of plant functional diversity relate to the number
and redundancy of the growth form strategies employed by dominant
topography-modifying driver species. Ecological resilience may be
greater where the overall diversity of plant topographic responses
(e.g., response diversity; Elmqvist et al., 2003) is less than its potential
maximum. Functional redundancy at these locations would be high
only in some, but not all, plant functional groups. These abundant
plant functional groups would be those that set up the feedbacks that
either resist or reinforce overwash for a particular geographic location.
Observable ecological resilience may actually be lower where richness
and evenness of all plant functional type groups is at a peak (Angeler
et al., 2013). Here, such a broad overlap of functional types may be
more indicative of a bistable state, where either domain dynamic
could persist under the same general conditions.

3. The distribution of resilience properties: a single island model

As a result of inherent environmental heterogeneity, entire barrier
islands cannot have uniform resilience properties. Marine and geomor-
phic conditions that shape dune surface elevations, exposure to
overwash, and sediment supply vary continuously along shore. Shore-
line orientation can change within an island, giving rise to transitions
between erosional to depositional conditions. Just as overwash distur-
bance gradients that can be regional in response to extratropical and
tropical storm tracks, within a single island there can be newly emer-
gent, frequently overwashed depositional areas as well as high primary
foredunes that resist incursions of overwash into back barrier habitats.
Then, as barrier islands approach their limits near tidal inlets, dune re-
silience properties have to diminish to zero as colonizable terrestrial
substrate disappears entirely. Biogeographic factors such as the avail-
ability of diaspores and the composition of local species pools could
also be expected to vary alongshore. Within-island trends in historical
shoreline retreat and advance would set the stage for what type of
vegetation is present along the fronting dunes.With all of this heteroge-
neity in vegetation and geomorphic context, the number of adaptive
cycles and the kind of panarchy they comprise could be expected
to vary along a single island and accordingly so would alongshore
resilience properties.



Fig. 7. The different representations and measurement levels for barrier island dune
elevation and their association with resilience in adaptive cycles: (A) the frequency
distribution of elevations in the geomorphic and pioneer adaptive cycle establishes
engineering resilience; (B) the patch structure of similarly ranged elevation intervals in
the biogeomorphic adaptive cycle reflects a growing balance of engineering and
ecological resilience; and (C) spatial correlograms for elevation track changes in
ecological resilience in the ecological adaptive cycle. Moran's I measures direction and
strength of the correlation of elevations over a range of distance intervals. Direction is
constrained to the shore perpendicular direction in this correlogram. All data derived
from a 1-m elevation raster derived from airborne LIDAR for Kiawah Island, South Carolina.

Fig. 8. Patterns of topography and vegetation in dune systems on four barrier islands
associated with differing levels of resistance and resilience: (A) Cape Canaveral, Florida;
(B) Sapelo Island, Georgia; (C) South Core Banks, North Carolina; (D) Parramore Island,
Virginia.
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In this geographic, developmental view of resilience (Fig. 9) abiotic
and biotic heterogeneity is reflected in the way resilience properties,
via the adaptive cycles and panarchies that comprise them, vary over
space (Scheffer et al., 2001; van Nes and Scheffer, 2005; Bel et al.,
2012; Srinivasan and Kumar, 2015). Along an island, changes in the
number of linked adaptive cycles would manifest as changes in resil-
ience properties and the metrics that measure them. For example,
increasingly frequent or high-magnitude overwash for a segment of
coast on an island may overwhelm the local capacity of adaptive cycle
feedbacks and lead to sharper transitions in resilience metrics along-
shore.Where a newdomain (i.e., a new panarchy) appears on an island,
geomorphic or ecological conditions may have crossed a tipping point,
such as on the south end of Sapelo Island in Fig. 9. Here, the dunes



Fig. 9. Conceptual distribution of resilience along a barrier island dune system (Sapelo Island, Georgia). Number of adaptive cycles indicates relative level of resilience. Accretional, low
elevation conditions promote more frequent overwash-forcing events on the south end of the island. However, resilience drops to a minimum at both ends of the island as overwash in-
creases as an edge effect where the island disappears under the water.
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have undergone a more abrupt discontinuous shift typifying a regime
change (Scheffer et al., 2015). Near these regime changes, bistability
may also develop (Durán and Moore, 2015).

We posit that the variance structure among the nested geomorphic
and ecological resilience metrics summarized in Fig. 9 can be used to
distinguish resistance and ecological resilience. As geomorphic and
pioneer adaptive cycles are a foundation for much of the island, the re-
silience metrics that characterize these lower adaptive cycles (absolute
measures of elevation and elevational patch structure) should summa-
rize most of the variability in topography. These metrics convey the
base resistance properties derived from the elevations of dune land-
forms. Within the elevational boundary conditions of these ‘defensive’
lower adaptive cycles, however, emerges the ecological resilience
promoted in the higher ‘offensive’ adaptive cycles. Because of their
nestedness within these boundary conditions, the biogeomorphic and
the ecological adaptive cycles should summarize a smaller amount of
the overall variance. Their contribution to ecological resilience could
be expected to develop within a middle range of elevations, given the
constraints on adaptation imposed when resistance to geomorphic dis-
turbance is very high or low. The relative patch structure of elevation
and vegetation as well as the continuous spatial metrics like spatial
autocorrelationwould be the only viable way to distinguish this ecolog-
ically selected variance. Once expressed, ecological resilience and the
resistance expressed in lower adaptive cycles should reinforce each
other through top-down and bottom-up controls.

4. Comparing biogeomorphic resilience: a multiple island model

Because resilience properties are embedded in the relationships
among the metrics used to measure them (Donohue et al., 2013,
2016), comparing the structure (or topology) of data from multiple
islands—and for multiple sites among individual islands—would facili-
tate discrimination of resistance from resilience and the relative contri-
bution of geomorphic and ecological phenomena. Ordination is away to
partition variance on successive axes, or dimensions. It is commonly
used to group and compare observations based on measures of resil-
ience (Andersen et al., 2009). Nonmetric, multidimensional scaling
and principal coordinates analysis are non-parametric ordination
techniques that reduce the dimensionality of multivariate data and
make the direct comparison of similarity among observations tractable.
We propose that the dimensionality of the ordination solution and how
variables load on significant axes of variation make it possible to quan-
titatively delineate and assess the distribution of resilience properties.
First and lower dimension axes of an ordination of our proposed
resilience metrics should capture the variance associated with lower
adaptive cycles and the resistance components of resilience. Within
the variance spanning these lower adaptive cycles (i.e., the geomorphic
and the pioneer adaptive cycles) are the boundary conditions from
which the higher adaptive cycles emerge (Fig. 10). Subsequently, higher
dimension axes in anordination should extract variance associatedwith
ecological resilience. These axeswould bemore associatedwith the spe-
cific metrics that contribute to the domain feedbacks that maximize
ecological resilience in the biogeomorphic and ecological adaptive
cycles.

Barrineau et al. (2016) have already suggested how the variance
structure derived from ordination can reveal distinct multiscale dune
topographic variation associated with different process-form regimes
and evolutionary stages. Resilience properties could similarly be visual-
ized as regions along different axis positions in this ordination state
space, as has been done in Monge and Stallins (2016; Fig. 11A, B).
State space is a demarcation of the range of conditions under which a
dynamic phenomenon develops, from those that are favored, and
more likely, to those that are less persistent and unlikely to occur
(Baas andNield, 2010; Berry et al., 2014; Inkpen andHall, 2016). Specif-
ic regions in state space can be associatedwith different resilience prop-
erties. If the first axis in state space captures the resistance components
of resilience generated by the lower adaptive cycles, this dimension
should correspond to a gradient from high-elevation positive relief to



Fig. 10. Variance structure of resilience properties for the barrier island shown in Fig. 9. The green ellipse axis demarcates less dynamically favored configurations of topography and
vegetation associated with ecological resilience. The blue ellipse axis demarcates the overlap in elevational and geomorphic conditions associated with the bistability that can develop
between overwash-resisting and overwash-reinforcing domains.
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low-elevation relief. Where positive relief is high along a single fronting
foredune, resistance would be at a maximum. Even with increased
erosion at its seaward dune edge, inland dune habitats would remain
protected and may even increase in cover of woody vegetation (Zinnert
et al., 2016b). Thus, the ecological resilience to recover if overtopped
and maintain the same set of feedbacks is low, as overwash-adapted
vegetation is likely to be outcompeted by more inland plant taxa and
lost from the landscape during long periods without overwash distur-
bance. Where relief is low on the other end of this elevational gradient,
resistance is at a minimum. Negative or remnant dune relief, such as
pimples, may develop. Greater resistance to maritime inputs (i.e., higher
elevations and fronting dunes) is needed to stabilize habitat and topogra-
phy enough to promote the emergence of biogeomorphic and ecological
interactions that facilitate resilient responses to disturbance.

In this way, where the ecological resilience of higher adaptive cycles
evolves the capacity to either recover from disturbance or undergo a
threshold change to another domain state is neither at the high nor
the low end of the elevational gradient of resistance. These domain
dynamics require an intermediate level of resistance. With too much
resistance (i.e., high elevations), these feedbacks may not develop, as
overwash is required to maintain disturbance-dependent plant func-
tional types in the landscape so they can initiate topographic recovery.
Too little resistance (i.e., low elevations) likewise prohibits the persis-
tence of biogeomorphic feedbacks that are self-organizing and promote
ecological resilience. Regions in state space between these inferred
domains may be more likely to correspond to bistable landscapes. In
sum, when a wide range of coastal conditions are characterized via
different topographic metrics, the resilience properties that can develop
in this state space range from where there is high and low resistance, to
more intermediate resistance conditions with a propensity for bistability,
and to domains states that maximize ecological resilience.

Visualizing resilience properties in state space with ordination
would not be without its challenges. For one, testing the hypotheses
we have presented here would be sensitive to sampling extent and
resolution. The dimensionality and variance structure of a set of dune
metrics would vary according to where and over what kind of coastal
conditions the observations were taken from. A small subset of islands
may not capture the full range of the dynamical properties of resilience.
To understand resilience properties using a state space approach, obser-
vations across different types of barrier islands would be needed.
Moreover, explanations for the variance summarized in an ordination
may not neatly parse onto individual axes (Gauch, 1982). Other
methods for reducing complexmultidimensional data sets, such as geo-
desic ordination techniques like Isomap (Tenenbaum et al., 2000;
Mahecha et al., 2007)may be useful. Networksmay also be a productive
way to define state space in a way that avoids some of the issues related
to high dimensionality and its interpretability (Phillips et al., 2015).

5. Summary

Spatial and temporal perspectives on resilience differ (Dakos et al.,
2010; Allen et al., 2016). In time-based studies, resilience properties
are affiliated with the ability to withstand disturbances represented as
shocks that are instantaneous, isolated, and noninteracting. Transitions
between domain states can be sharp and abrupt. However, on the long,
linear dune strands of barrier islands, resilience properties may bemore
variable (e.g., van Nes and Scheffer, 2005; Scheffer and van Nes, 2007).
Erosion and deposition vary along dune coasts in association with
the potential adaptive responses of dune plants. Through conceptual
representation of this heterogeneity in terms of adaptive cycles and
their potential to assemble into panarchies, we have shown how resil-
ience properties could be expected to vary alongshore. Gradual as well
as abrupt discontinuities in resilience properties may occur even within
the same island.

We have also presented an ontology of dune geomorphic and eco-
logical resilience metrics to facilitate the identification of engineering
and ecological resilience. The construction of dune topographic state
space from these metrics (Fig. 11A) was proposed as a strategy to
operationalize the characterization of coastal resilience properties. Air-
borne LIDAR can provide the high-resolution elevational data necessary
to derive dune topographic metrics at different levels of measurement
and with varying degrees of spatial explicitness (Baas and Nield, 2010;
Hugenholtz et al., 2012). Photography from unmanned aerial vehicles
and structure-from-motion software also make it possible to derive
observation-rich elevation models in a more customized manner
(Mancini et al., 2013; Vautier et al., 2016; Hortobágyi et al., 2017).
With these data, dune topographies from across a large set of islands
could be characterized in terms of geomorphic resilience metrics and
ordinated to reveal their correspondence with the conceptual model of
state space presented here (e.g., Monge and Stallins, 2016). Then, to test



Fig. 11. Conceptualization of state space for barrier island dunes. The horizontal first axis (i.e., dimension) maximizes variance in engineering resilience for lower-order adaptive cycles
where geomorphic processes predominate. The vertical second axis captures variance in ecological resilience for higher-order adaptive cycles where spatially integrated biogeomorphic
interactions emerge at landscape extents. (A) Geomorphic variables correlated with these axes. (B) Ecological variables correlated with these axes. Lighter-colored region in center indi-
cates where bistability as well as abrupt threshold transitions may develop (based on Monge and Stallins, 2016).
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this model, specific island sites within regions of state space could be se-
lected and sampled in the field to make finer-grain ecological and topo-
graphic observations (e.g., Albert et al., 2010). This stratified sampling of
state space would be useful for refining, selecting, and testing hypotheses
about howplant functional type abundances, richness, and evenness vary
in relation to topography (Fig. 11B). Our data-driven state space approach
is compatiblewithfield-based research. They eachhave the shared goal of
understanding how the variety of topographies that dune system can
manifest within a gradient of exposure to disturbance is related to the
proportional abundances of life history strategies and relatedmorpholog-
ical and biomechanical traits of a pool of species.

With more insight into these relationships, it may be feasible to
determine under what general conditions dunes are more likely
to develop self-organizing feedbacks characterizing peak ecological
resilience (Fig. 12), a goal desired for the longer-term management and
restoration of ecosystem services (Nordstrom et al., 2011; Lithgow et al.,
2013; Angeler et al., 2016; Elko et al., 2016). At peak ecological resilience,
dunes are more likely to exhibit the adaptive capacity for self-repair and
recovery, an advantage over traditional shoreline engineering approaches
(Spalding et al., 2014; Masselink and van Heteren, 2014; Feagin et al.,
2015). Still, in other coastal settings, the strategy may be one of simply
maximizing resistance without regard to underlying ecological organiza-
tion and mode of development of the dunes (Nordstrom, 1990). Investi-
gations of how invasive dune grasses greatly modify topography
(e.g., Buell et al., 1995; Zarnetske et al., 2012) illustrate the sensitivity of
coastal biogeomorphic systems to biotic factors and the feasibility of the
intentional modification of plant functional type abundances to develop
specific resilience properties. Finally, the conciliatory position on these
approaches to resilience is that the geomorphic processes that control
the availability of habitat and the potential for plant colonization form
the foundation for more ecologically derived resilience to emerge. Geo-
morphic setting contributes to the resilience template in the formof resis-
tance, and habitat engineering by dune plants fosters a narrower range of
self-reinforcing geomorphic and ecological variability. Geomorphic and
geological context may constrain whether an island is present or not
and whether it is resistant to maritime inputs to the extent that plants
can colonize stabilized substrates and persist. But it is only through eco-
logical processes that peak ecological resilience develops.

Neither geomorphologists nor ecologists would disagree with the
idea that the effects of dune vegetation on topographic variability
would be expected to differ from what geomorphic processes would
do acting in isolation. As we have shown, geographic context gives
rise to different biotic adaptive strategies and more complex ways in
which this topographic variability is expressed (Table 3). The question
about resilience is how the convergence and divergence of states
recognized by geomorphologists prioritizing geomorphic variables
corresponds with the convergence and divergence of states recognized
by ecologists prioritizing ecological variables. What resistance and
resilience are for landforms is not necessarily what is resistant and
resilient for biota when adaptive propensities or organisms are



Fig. 12. Potential range of dynamical conditions and resilience properties embedded in a biogeomorphic system. See Monge and Stallins (2016) and Zinnert et al. (2017) for more detail.
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taken into account. Arguments can be made that biota diversify geo-
morphic states as a way of generating the novelty in environment
that can lead to new selection opportunities. Arguments can also be
made that biota narrow the range of geomorphic states as a way of
fostering predictability.

Biotic influences on coastal dune topography should also include
those filtered through the command and control strategies humans im-
plement through sea walls, beach nourishment, groins, and artificial
dunes.While not discussed in this article, these human practices of var-
iance engineering are also relevant for assessing dune resilience proper-
ties (e.g., Berry et al., 2014; Lazarus et al., 2016; Tarolli and Sofia, 2016;
Table 3
The major difference between geomorphic and ecological resilience properties is in how they
modify resistance and resilience in ways not directly accounted for in geomorphic conception
resistance and resilience in different ways depending upon context.

Biogeomorphic resilience

Geomorphic lineage: landscape
sensitivity and
state-and-transition models

Ecological lineage: resilience t

Landform resilience: Recovery of landform from
perturbation (no biotic adaptive strategy)

Biotic resilience: Recovery of b
attenuate recovery of landform

Landform resistance: Absorption of perturbation by
landform (no biotic adaptive strategy)

Biotic resistance: Absorption o
attenuate landform resistance
Arkemaet al., 2017). A state spacemappingof the anthropogenic aswell
as the more natural permutations of barrier dune topographies and
their vegetation is necessary for an improved understanding of the resil-
ience properties of these complex biogeomorphic systems.

Acknowledgements

We thank our reviewers, Dick Marston, and Dave Butler for their
perseverance in the production of this manuscript.

This research did not receive any specific grant from funding agen-
cies in the public, commercial, or not-for-profit sector.
formalize and incorporate biotic adaptive strategies. Through adaptation, organisms can
s of resilience. Organisms can promote resistance and resilience by modulating landform

heory

iota from perturbation may reinforce or
based on contextual biotic adaptive strategies

Ecological adaptive cycle
Biogeomorphic adaptive cycle

f perturbations by biota may reinforce or
based on contextual biotic adaptive strategies

Pioneer adaptive cycle
Geomorphic adaptive cycle



91J. Anthony Stallins, D. Corenblit / Geomorphology 305 (2018) 76–93
References

Albert, C.H., Yoccoz, N.G., Edwards, T.C., Graham, C.H., Zimmermann, N.E., Thuiller, W.,
2010. Sampling in ecology and evolution–bridging the gap between theory and
practice. Ecography 33 (6), 1028–1037.

Allen, C.R., Holling, C.S., 2010. Novelty, adaptive capacity, and resilience. Ecol. Soc. 15 (3),
24–38.

Allen, C.R., Gunderson, L., Johnson, A., 2005. The use of discontinuities and functional
groups to assess relative resilience in complex systems. Ecosystems 8 (8), 958–966.

Allen, C.R., Garmestani, A., Havlicek, T., Marquet, P.A., Peterson, G., Restrepo, C., Weeks, B.,
2006. Patterns in bodymass distributions: sifting among alternative hypotheses. Ecol.
Lett. 9 (5), 630–643.

Allen, C.R., Angeler, D.G., Garmestani, A.S., Gunderson, L.H., Holling, C.S., 2014. Panarchy:
theory and application. Ecosystems 17 (4), 578–589.

Allen, C.R., Angeler, D.G., Cumming, G.S., Folke, C., Twidwell, D., Uden, D.R., 2016. Quantifying
spatial resilience. J. Appl. Ecol. 53 (3), 625–635.

Andersen, T., Carstensen, J., Hernández-García, E., Duarte, C.M., 2009. Ecological thresholds
and regime shifts: approaches to identification. Trends Ecol. Evol. 24 (1), 49–57.

Angeler, D.G., Allen, C.R., Rojo, C., Alvarez-Cobelas, M., Rodrigo, M.A., Sánchez-Carrillo, S.,
2013. Inferring the relative resilience of alternative states. PLoS ONE 8 (10), e77338.

Angeler, D.G., Allen, C.R., Birgé, H.E., Drakare, S., McKie, B.G., Johnson, R.K., 2014. Assessing
andmanaging freshwater ecosystems vulnerable to environmental change. Ambio 43
(1), 113–125.

Angeler, D.G., Allen, C.R., Garmestani, A.S., Gunderson, L.H., Hjerne, O., Winder, M., 2015a.
Quantifying the adaptive cycle. PLoS ONE 10 (12), e0146053.

Angeler, D.G., Allen, C.R., Uden, D.R., Johnson, R.K., 2015b. Spatial patterns and functional
redundancies in a changing boreal lake landscape. Ecosystems 18 (5), 889–902.

Angeler, D.G., Allen, C.R., Barichievy, C., Eason, T., Garmestani, A.S., Graham, N.A., Nash,
K.L., 2016. Management applications of discontinuity theory. J. Appl. Ecol. 53 (3),
688–698.

Angelini, C., Altieri, A.H., Silliman, B.R., Bertness, M.D., 2011. Interactions among foundation
species and their consequences for community organization, biodiversity, and conserva-
tion. Bioscience 61 (10), 782–789.

Angelini, C., van der Heide, T., Griffin, J.N., Morton, J.P., Derksen-Hooijberg, M., Lamers,
L.P.M., Silliman, B.R., 2015. Foundation species' overlap enhances biodiversity and
multifunctionality from the patch to landscape scale in southeastern United States
salt marshes. Proc. R. Soc. B Biol. Sci. 282 (1811), 20150421.

Angnuureng, D.B., Almar, R., Senechal, N., Castelle, B., Addo, K.A., Marieu, V., et al., 2017.
Shoreline resilience to individual storms and storm clusters on a meso-macrotidal
barred beach. Geomorphology 290, 265–276.

Arkema, K.K., Griffin, R., Maldonado, S., Silver, J., Suckale, J., Guerry, A.D., 2017. Linking
social, ecological, and physical science to advance natural and nature-based protection
for coastal communities. Ann. N. Y. Acad. Sci. 1399, 5–26.

Baas, A.C.W., Nield, J.M., 2010. Ecogeomorphic state variables and phase-space construction
for quantifying the evolution of vegetated aeolian landscapes. Earth Surf. Process.
Landf. 35 (6), 717–731.

Balke, T., Herman, P.M., Bouma, T.J., 2014. Critical transitions in disturbance-driven eco-
systems: identifying windows of opportunity for recovery. J. Ecol. 102 (3), 700–708.

Barrineau, P., Dobreva, I., Bishop, M.P., Houser, C., 2016. Deconstructing a polygenetic
landscape using LiDAR and multi-resolution analysis. Geomorphology 258, 51–57.

Barros, C., Thuiller, W., Georges, D., Boulangeat, I., Münkemüller, T., 2016. N-dimensional
hypervolumes to study stability of complex ecosystems. Ecol. Lett. 19 (7), 729–742.

Bel, G., Hagberg, A., Meron, E., 2012. Gradual regime shifts in spatially extended ecosystems.
Theor. Ecol. 5 (4), 591–604.

Bermúdez, R., Retuerto, R., 2013. Living the difference: alternative functional designs in
five perennial herbs coexisting in a coastal dune environment. Funct. Plant Biol. 40
(11), 1187–1198.

Bermúdez, R., Retuerto, R., 2014. Together but different: co-occurring dune plant species
differ in their water-and nitrogen-use strategies. Oecologia 174 (3), 651–663.

Berry, A.J., Fahey, S., Meyers, N., 2014. Boulderdash and beachwalls–the erosion of sandy
beach ecosystem resilience. Ocean Coast. Manag. 96, 104–111.

Bertoldi, W., Gurnell, A., Drake, N., 2011. The topographic signature of vegetation develop-
ment along a braided river: results of a combined analysis of airborne lidar, color air
photographs, and ground measurements. Water Resour. Res. 47 (6).

Bestelmeyer, B.T., Goolsby, D.P., Archer, S.R., 2011. Spatial perspectives in state-
and-transition models: a missing link to land management? J. Appl. Ecol. 48 (3),
746–757.

Brantley, S.T., Bissett, S.N., Young, D.R., Wolner, C.W.V., Moore, L.J., 2014. Barrier island
morphology and sediment characteristics affect the recovery of dune building grasses
following storm-induced overwash. PLoS ONE 9 (8), e104747.

Brown, J.K., 2016. Emergent Interactions Influence Functional Traits and Success of Dune
Building EcosystemEngineers. (Thesis). Department of Biology, Virginia Commonwealth
University.

Bruno, J.F., Stachowicz, J.J., Bertness, M.D., 2003. Inclusion of facilitation into ecological
theory. Trends Ecol. Evol. 18 (3), 119–125.

Brunsden, D., 2001. A critical assessment of the sensitivity concept in geomorphology.
Catena 42 (2), 99–123.

Brunsden, D., Thornes, J., 1979. Landscape sensitivity and change. Trans. Inst. Br. Geogr. 4
(4), 463–484.

Buell, A.C., Pickart, A.J., Stuart, J.D., 1995. Introduction history and invasion patterns of
Ammophila arenaria on the north coast of California. Conserv. Biol. 9 (6), 1587–1593.

Butler, D.R., 1995. Zoogeomorphology:Animals asGeomorphicAgents. CambridgeUniversity
Press.

Ciccarelli, D., 2015. Mediterranean coastal dune vegetation: are disturbance and stress the
key selective forces that drive the psammophilous succession? Estuar. Coast. Shelf Sci.
165, 247–253.
Coller, A.L., Rogers, K.H., Heritage, G.L., 2000. Riparian vegetation-environment relationships:
complementarity of gradients versus patch hierarchy approaches. J. Veg. Sci. 11 (3),
337–350.

Corenblit, D., Tabacchi, E., Steiger, J., Gurnell, A.M., 2007. Reciprocal interactions and
adjustments between fluvial landforms and vegetation dynamics in river corridors:
a review of complementary approaches. Earth Sci. Rev. 84 (1), 56–86.

Corenblit, D., Steiger, J., Gurnell, A.M., Naiman, R.J., 2009. Plants intertwine fluvial land-
form dynamics with ecological succession and natural selection: a niche construction
perspective for riparian systems. Glob. Ecol. Biogeogr. 18 (4), 507–520.

Corenblit, D., Baas, A.C.W., Bornette, G., Darrozes, J., Delmotte, S., Francis, R.A., Steiger, J.,
2011. Feedbacks between geomorphology and biota controlling Earth surface pro-
cesses and landforms: a review of foundation concepts and current understandings.
Earth Sci. Rev. 106 (3–4), 307–331.

Corenblit, D., Baas, A., Balke, T., Bouma, T., Fromard, F., Garófano-Gómez, V., Walcker, R.,
2015. Engineer pioneer plants respond to and affect geomorphic constraints similarly
along water-terrestrial interfaces world-wide: biogeomorphic feedbacks along
water-terrestrial interfaces. Glob. Ecol. Biogeogr. 24 (12), 1363–1376.

Corenblit, D., Garófano-Gómeza, V., González, E., Hortobágyia, B., Julien, F., Lambs, L., Otto,
T., Roussel, E., Steiger, J., Tabacchi, E., Till-Bottraud, I., 2018. Niche construction within
riparian corridors. Part II: The unexplored role of positive intraspecific interactions in
Salicaceae species. Geomorphology 305, 112–122 (this issue).

Cumming, G.S., 2011. Spatial resilience: integrating landscape ecology, resilience, and
sustainability. Landsc. Ecol. 26 (7), 899–909.

Cumming, G.S., Morrison, T.H., Hughes, T.P., 2016. New directions for understanding the
spatial resilience of social–ecological systems. Ecosystems 20 (4), 1–16.

Dakos, V., van Nes, E.H., Donangelo, R., Fort, H., Scheffer, M., 2010. Spatial correlation as
leading indicator of catastrophic shifts. Theor. Ecol. 3 (3), 163–174.

Desjardins, E., Barker, G., Lindo, Z., Dieleman, C., Dussault, A.C., 2015. Promoting resilience.
Q. Rev. Biol. 90 (2), 147–165.

Dietrich, W.E., Perron, J.T., 2006. The search for a topographic signature of life. Nature 439
(7075), 411–418.

Doing, H., 1985. Coastal fore-dune zonation and succession in various parts of the world.
Vegetatio 61, 65–75.

Donohue, I., Petchey, O.L., Montoya, J.M., Jackson, A.L., McNally, L., Viana, M., Emmerson,
M.C., 2013. On the dimensionality of ecological stability. Ecol. Lett. 16 (4), 421–429.

Donohue, I., Hillebrand, H., Montoya, J.M., Petchey, O.L., Pimm, S.L., Fowler, M.S., McClean, D.,
2016. Navigating the complexity of ecological stability. Ecol. Lett. 19 (9), 1172–1185.

Downs, P., Gregory, K., 1995. Approaches to river channel sensitivity. Prof. Geogr. 47 (2),
168–175.

Durán, O., Moore, L.J., 2013. Vegetation controls on the maximum size of coastal dunes.
Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 110 (43), 17217–17222.

Durán, O., Moore, L.J., 2015. Barrier island bistability induced by biophysical interactions.
Nat. Clim. Chang. 5 (2), 158–162.

Eby, S., Agrawal, A., Majumder, S., Dobson, A.P., Guttal, V., 2017. Alternative stable states
and spatial indicators of critical slowing down along a spatial gradient in a savanna
ecosystem. Glob. Ecol. Biogeogr. 26 (6), 638–649.

Ehrenfeld, J.G., 1990. Dynamics and processes of barrier-island vegetation. Rev. Aquat. Sci.
2 (3–4), 437–480.

Eichel, J., Corenblit, D., Dikau, R., 2016. Conditions for feedbacks between geomorphic and
vegetation dynamics on lateral moraine slopes: a biogeomorphic feedback window.
Earth Surf. Process. Landf. 41 (3), 406–419.

Elko, N., Brodie, K., Stockdon, H., Nordstrom, K., Houser, C., McKenna, K., et al., 2016. Dune
management challenges on developed coasts. Shore Beach 84 (1), 15–28.

Elmqvist, T., Folke, C., Nyström, M., Peterson, G., Bengtsson, J., Walker, B., Norberg, J., 2003.
Response diversity, ecosystem change, and resilience. Front. Ecol. Environ. 1 (9),
488–494.

Emery, S.M., Rudgers, J.A., 2014. Biotic and abiotic predictors of ecosystem engineering
traits of the dune building grass, Ammophila breviligulata. Ecosphere 5 (7), 1–18.

Feagin, R.A., Wu, X.B., 2007. The spatial patterns of functional groups and successional
direction in a coastal dune community. Rangel. Ecol. Manag. 60 (4), 417–425.

Feagin, R., Wu, X., Smeins, F., Whisenant, S., Grant, W., 2005. Individual versus community
level processes and pattern formation in a model of sand dune plant succession. Ecol.
Model. 183 (4), 435–449.

Feagin, R.A., Figlus, J., Zinnert, J.C., Sigren, J., Martínez, M.L., Silva, R., Carter, G., 2015.
Going with the flow or against the grain? The promise of vegetation
for protecting beaches, dunes, and barrier islands from erosion. Front. Ecol. En-
viron. 13 (4), 203–210.

Folke, C., Carpenter, S., Walker, B., Scheffer, M., Elmqvist, T., Gunderson, L., Holling, C.S.,
2004. Regime shifts, resilience, and biodiversity in ecosystem management. Annu.
Rev. Ecol. Evol. Syst. 35 (1), 557–581.

Franks, S.J., 2003. Competitive and facilitative interactions within and between two spe-
cies of coastal dune perennials. Can. J. Bot. 81 (4), 330–337.

Fryirs, K.A., 2017. River sensitivity: a lost foundation concept in fluvial geomorphology.
Earth Surf. Process. Landf. 42 (1), 55–70.

Gauch, H.G., 1982. Multivariate Analysis in Community Ecology. Cambridge University Press.
Godfrey, P.J., Godfrey, M.M., 1973. Comparison of Ecological and Geomorphic Interactions

Between Altered and Unaltered Barrier Island Systems in North Carolina. Coastal
Geomorphology. State Univ., New York, New York, pp. 239–258.

Goldstein, E.B., Moore, L.J., 2016. Stability and bistability in a one-dimensional model of
coastal foredune height. J. Geophys. Res. Earth 121 (5), 964–977.

Goldstein, E.B., Moore, L.J., Vinent, O.D., 2017. Lateral vegetation growth rates exert
control on coastal foredune hummockiness and coalescing time. Earth Surf. Dyn. 5
(3), 417–427.

Grimm, V., Wissel, C., 1997. Babel, or the ecological stability discussions: an inventory
and analysis of terminology and a guide for avoiding confusion. Oecologia 109 (3),
323–334.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0340


92 J. Anthony Stallins, D. Corenblit / Geomorphology 305 (2018) 76–93
Gunderson, L.H., 2000. Ecological resilience–in theory and application. Annu. Rev. Ecol.
Syst. 31 (1), 425–439.

Gunderson, L.H., Holling, C.S., 2002. Panarchy: Understanding Transformations in Human
and Natural Systems. Island Press, Washington, DC.

Gunderson, L.H., Holling, C.S., Peterson, G.D., 2002. Surprises and sustainability: cycles of
renewal in the Everglades. In: Gunderson, L.H., Holling, C.S. (Eds.), Panarchy: Under-
standing Transformations In Human And Natural Systems. Island Press, Washington,
DC, pp. 315–332.

Gunderson, L.H., Allen, C.R., Holling, C.S., 2009. Foundations of Ecological Resilience. Island Press.
Gutierrez, B.T., Plant, N.G., Thieler, E.R., Turecek, A., 2015. Using a Bayesian network to

predict barrier island geomorphologic characteristics. J. Geophys. Res. Earth 120
(12), 2452–2475.

Guttal, V., Jayaprakash, C., 2009. Spatial variance and spatial skewness: leading indicators
of regime shifts in spatial ecological systems. Theor. Ecol. 2 (1), 3–12.

Hapke, C.J., Kratzmann, M.G., Himmelstoss, E.A., 2013. Geomorphic and human influence
on large-scale coastal change. Geomorphology 199, 160–170.

Hapke, C.J., Plant, N.G., Henderson, R.E., Schwab, W.C., Nelson, T.R., 2016. Decoupling pro-
cesses and scales of shoreline morphodynamics. Mar. Geol. 381, 42–53.

Harris, A., Zinnert, J.C., Young, D.R., 2017. Differential response of barrier island dune
grasses to species interactions and burial. Plant Ecol. 218 (5), 609–619.

Hayden, B.P., Santos, M.C., Shao, G., Kochel, R.C., 1995. Geomorphological controls on
coastal vegetation at the Virginia Coast Reserve. Geomorphology 13 (1), 283–300.

Holling, C.S., 1973. Resilience and stability of ecological systems. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Syst. 4 (1),
1–23.

Holling, C.S., 1992. Cross-scale morphology, geometry, and dynamics of ecosystems. Ecol.
Monogr. 62 (4), 447–502.

Holling, C.S., 1996. Engineering resilience versus ecological resilience. In: Schulze, P. (Ed.),
Engineering Within Ecological Constraints. National Academy of Engineering,
pp. 31–44.

Hooper, D.U., Chapin, F., Ewel, J., Hector, A., Inchausti, P., Lavorel, S., Naeem, S., 2005. Ef-
fects of biodiversity on ecosystem functioning: a consensus of current knowledge.
Ecol. Monogr. 75 (1), 3–35.

Hortobágyi, B., Corenblit, D., Vautier, F., Steiger, J., Roussel, E., Burkart, A., Peiry, J.L., 2017. A
multi-scale approach of fluvial biogeomorphic dynamics using photogrammetry.
J. Environ. Manag. 20, 348–362.

Houser, C., 2013. Alongshore variation in the morphology of coastal dunes: implications
for storm response. Geomorphology 199, 48–61.

Houser, C., Hapke, C., Hamilton, S., 2008. Controls on coastal dune morphology, shoreline
erosion and barrier island response to extreme storms. Geomorphology 100 (3–4),
223–240.

Houser, C., Wernette, P., Rentschlar, E., Jones, H., Hammond, B., Trimble, S., 2015. Post-
storm beach and dune recovery: implications for barrier island resilience. Geomor-
phology 234, 54–63.

Hugenholtz, C.H., Levin, N., Barchyn, T.E., Baddock, M.C., 2012. Remote sensing and spatial
analysis of aeolian sand dunes: a review and outlook. Earth Sci. Rev. 111 (3), 319–334.

Inkpen, R., Hall, K., 2016. Using morphospaces to understand tafoni development.
Geomorphology 261, 193–199.

Johnson, J.M., Moore, L.J., Ells, K., Murray, A.B., Adams, P.N., MacKenzie, R.A., Jaeger, J.M.,
2015. Recent shifts in coastline change and shoreline stabilization linked to storm cli-
mate change. Earth Surf. Process. Landf. 40 (5), 569–585.

Johnstone, J.F., Allen, C.D., Franklin, J.F., Frelich, L.E., Harvey, B.J., Higuera, P.E., Perry, G.L.,
2016. Changing disturbance regimes, ecological memory, and forest resilience. Front.
Ecol. Environ. 14 (7), 369–378.

Jones, C.G., Lawton, J.H., Shachak, M., 1997. Positive and negative effects of organisms as
physical ecosystem engineers. Ecology 78 (7), 1946–1957.

Keijsers, J., De Groot, A., Riksen, M., 2016. Modeling the biogeomorphic evolution of coastal
dunes in response to climate change. J. Geophys. Res. Earth 121 (6), 1161–1181.

Kinast, S., Meron, E., Yizhaq, H., Ashkenazy, Y., 2013. Biogenic crust dynamics on sand
dunes. Phys. Rev. E 87 (2), 020701.

Lausch, A., Blaschke, T., Haase, D., Herzog, F., Syrbe, R.U., Tischendorf, L., Walz, U., 2015.
Understanding and quantifying landscape structure – a review on relevant process
characteristics, data models and landscape metrics. Ecol. Model. 295, 31–41.

Lazarus, E.D., Ellis, M.A., BradMurray, A., Hall, D.M., 2016. An evolving research agenda for
human–coastal systems. Geomorphology 256, 81–90.

Lithgow, D., Martínez, M., Gallego-Fernández, J., Hesp, P., Flores, P., Gachuz, S., et al., 2013.
Linking restoration ecology with coastal dune restoration. Geomorphology 199,
214–224.

Long, J.W., de Bakker, A., Plant, N.G., 2014. Scaling coastal dune elevation changes across
storm-impact regimes. Geophys. Res. Lett. 41 (8), 2899–2906.

Mahdavi, P., Bergmeier, E., 2016. Plant functional traits and diversity in sand dune ecosys-
tems across different biogeographic regions. Acta Oecol. 74, 37–45.

Mahecha, M.D., Martínez, A., Lischeid, G., Beck, E., 2007. Nonlinear dimensionality reduc-
tion: alternative ordination approaches for extracting and visualizing biodiversity pat-
terns in tropical montane forest vegetation data. Eco. Inform. 2 (2), 138–149.

Mancini, F., Dubbini, M., Gattelli, M., Stecchi, F., Fabbri, S., Gabbianelli, G., 2013. Using Un-
manned Aerial Vehicles (UAV) for high-resolution reconstruction of topography: the
structure from motion approach on coastal environments. Remote Sens. 5 (12),
6880–6898.

Martinez, M.L., Taramelli, A., Silva, R., 2017. Resistance and resilience: facing the multidi-
mensional challenges in coastal areas. J. Coast. Res. 77 (Special Issue), 1–6.

Masselink, G., van Heteren, S., 2014. Response of wave-dominated and mixed-energy
barriers to storms. Mar. Geol. 352, 321–347.

McGarigal, K., Cushman, S.A., 2005. The gradient concept of landscape structure: or, why
are there so many patches. http://www.umass.edu/landeco/pubs/pubs.html.

McGarigal, K., Tagil, S., Cushman, S.A., 2009. Surface metrics: an alternative to patch met-
rics for the quantification of landscape structure. Landsc. Ecol. 24 (3), 433–450.
Mendoza, E., Odériz, I., Martínez, M.L., Silva, R., 2017. Measurements and modelling of
small scale processes of vegetation preventing dune erosion. J. Coast. Res. 77 (Special
Issue), 19–27.

Miller, T.E., 1994. Direct and indirect species interactions in an early old-field plant com-
munity. Am. Nat. 143 (6), 1007–1025.

Monge, J., Stallins, J.A., 2016. Properties of dune topographic state space for six barrier
islands of the U.S. southeastern Atlantic coast. Phys. Geogr. 37 (6), 452–475.

Nash, K.L., Allen, C.R., Angeler, D.G., Barichievy, C., Eason, T., Garmestani, A.S., Nelson, R.J.,
2014. Discontinuities, cross-scale patterns, and the organization of ecosystems.
Ecology 95 (3), 654–667.

van Nes, E.H., Scheffer, M., 2005. Implications of spatial heterogeneity for catastrophic re-
gime shifts in ecosystems. Ecology 86 (7), 1797–1807.

Nordstrom, K.F., 1990. The concept of intrinsic value and depositional coastal landforms.
Geogr. Rev. 80 (1), 68–81.

Nordstrom, K.F., Jackson, N.L., Kraus, N.C., Kana, T.W., Bearce, R., Bocamazo, L.M., et al.,
2011. Enhancing geomorphic and biologic functions and values on backshores and
dunes of developed shores: a review of opportunities and constraints. Environ.
Conserv. 38 (03), 288–302.

Odling-Smee, F.J., Laland, K.N., Feldman, M.W., 2003. Niche Construction: The Neglected
Process in Evolution. Princeton University Press.

Odum, W.E., Smith III, T.J., Dolan, R., 1987. Suppression of natural disturbance: long-term
ecological change on the Outer Banks of North Carolina. In: Turner, M. (Ed.), Land-
scape Heterogeneity and Disturbance. Springer, New York, pp. 123–135.

Parker, K.C., Bendix, J., 1996. Landscape-scale geomorphic influences on vegetation pat-
terns in four environments. Phys. Geogr. 17 (2), 113–141.

Peterson, G.D., 2002. Contagious disturbance, ecological memory, and the emergence of
landscape pattern. Ecosystems 5 (4), 329–338.

Peterson, G., Allen, C.R., Holling, C.S., 1998. Ecological resilience, biodiversity, and scale.
Ecosystems 1 (1), 6–18.

Phillips, J., 2006. Evolutionary geomorphology: thresholds and nonlinearity in landform
response to environmental change. Hydrol. Earth Syst. Sci. Discuss. Eur. Geosci.
Union 3 (2), 365–394.

Phillips, J.D., 2009. Changes, perturbations, and responses in geomorphic systems. Prog.
Phys. Geogr. 33 (1), 17–30.

Phillips, J.D., 2016. Landforms as extended composite phenotypes. Earth Surf. Process.
Landf. 41 (1), 16–26.

Phillips, J.D., Van Dyke, C., 2016. Principles of geomorphic disturbance and recovery in re-
sponse to storms. Earth Surf. Process. Landf. 41 (7), 971–979.

Phillips, J.D., Van Dyke, C., 2017. State-and-transition models in geomorphology. Catena
153, 168–181.

Phillips, J.D., Schwanghart, W., Heckmann, T., 2015. Graph theory in the geosciences.
Earth Sci. Rev. 143, 147–160.

Plant, N.G., Stockdon, H.F., 2012. Probabilistic prediction of barrier-island response to hur-
ricanes. J. Geophys. Res. Earth 117 (F3).

Prager, S.D., Reiners, W.A., 2009. Historical and emerging practices in ecological topology.
Ecol. Complex. 6 (2), 160–171.

Puijalon, S., Bouma, T.J., Douady, C.J., van Groenendael, J., Anten, N.P.R., Martel, E., Bornette,
G., 2011. Plant resistance to mechanical stress: evidence of an avoidance–tolerance
trade-off. New Phytol. 191 (4), 1141–1149.

Rastetter, E.B., 1991. A spatially explicit model of vegetation-habitat interactions on barrier
islands. In: Turner, M.G., Gardiner, R. (Eds.), Quantitative Methods in Landscape Ecol-
ogy. Ecological Studies vol. 82. Springer-Verlag, New York, pp. 353–378.

Rietkerk, M., Dekker, S.C., de Ruiter, P.C., van de Koppel, J., 2004. Self-organized patchiness
and catastrophic shifts in ecosystems. Science 305 (5692), 1926–1929.

Ryu, W., Sherman, D.J., 2014. Foredune texture: landscape metrics and climate. Ann. Assoc.
Am. Geogr. 104 (5), 903–921.

Savage, M., Sawhill, B., Askenazi, M., 2000. Community dynamics: what happens when
we rerun the tape? J. Theor. Biol. 205 (4), 515–526.

Scheffer, M., van Nes, E.H., 2007. Shallow lakes theory revisited: various alternative
regimes driven by climate, nutrients, depth and lake size. Hydrobiologia 584 (1),
455–466.

Scheffer, M., Carpenter, S., Foley, J.A., Folke, C., Walker, B., 2001. Catastrophic shifts in
ecosystems. Nature 413 (6856), 591–596.

Scheffer, M., Bascompte, J., Brock, W.A., Brovkin, V., Carpenter, S.R., Dakos, V., Sugihara, G.,
2009. Early-warning signals for critical transitions. Nature 461 (7260), 53–59.

Scheffer, M., Carpenter, S.R., Dakos, V., van Nes, E.H., 2015. Generic indicators of ecological
resilience: inferring the chance of a critical transition. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Evol. Syst. 46
(1), 145–167.

Schumm, S.A., 1979. Geomorphic thresholds: the concept and its applications. Trans. Inst.
Br. Geogr. 4 (4), 485–515.

Scown, M.W., Thoms, M.C., De Jager, N.R., 2015. Measuring floodplain spatial patterns
using continuous surface metrics at multiple scales. Geomorphology 245, 87–101.

Silva, R., Martínez, M., Odériz, I., Mendoza, E., Feagin, R., 2016. Response of vegetated
dune–beach systems to storm conditions. Coast. Eng. 109, 53–62.

Spalding, M.D., McIvor, A.L., Beck, M.W., Koch, E.W., Möller, I., Reed, D.J., Woodroffe, C.D.,
2014. Coastal ecosystems: a critical element of risk reduction: coastal ecosystems and
risk reduction. Conserv. Lett. 7 (3), 293–301.

Srinivasan, V., Kumar, P., 2015. Emergent and divergent resilience behavior in catastrophic
shift systems. Ecol. Model. 298, 87–105.

Staal, A., Dekker, S.C., Xu, C., van Nes, E.H., 2016. Bistability, spatial interaction, and the
distribution of tropical forests and savannas. Ecosystems 19 (6), 1080–1091.

Stallins, J.A., 2005. Stability domains in barrier island dune systems. Ecol. Complex. 2 (4),
410–430.

Stallins, J.A., Mast, J.N., Parker, A.J., 2015. Resilience theory and Thomas Vale's plants and
people: a partial consilience of ecological and geographic concepts of succession. Prof.
Geogr. 67 (1), 28–40.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0485
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0485
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0510
http://www.umass.edu/landeco/pubs/pubs.html
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0525
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0525
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0525
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0540
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0540
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0560
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0560
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0565
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0565
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0565
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0570
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0570
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0575
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0575
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0580
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0580
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0590
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0590
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0595
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0595
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0600
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0600
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0605
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0605
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0610
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0610
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0615
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0615
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0620
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0620
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0625
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0625
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0630
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0630
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0630
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0635
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0635
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0640
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0640
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0645
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0645
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0650
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0650
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0650
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0655
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0655
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0660
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0665
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0665
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0665
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0670
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0670
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0675
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0675
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0680
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0680
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0685
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0685
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0690
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0690
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0695
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0695
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0700
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0700
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0705
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0705
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0705


93J. Anthony Stallins, D. Corenblit / Geomorphology 305 (2018) 76–93
Standish, R.J., Hobbs, R.J., Mayfield, M.M., Bestelmeyer, B.T., Suding, K.N., Battaglia, L.L., et
al., 2014. Resilience in ecology: abstraction, distraction, or where the action is? Biol.
Conserv. 177, 43–51.

Stubbs, W.J., Bastow Wilson, J., 2004. Evidence for limiting similarity in a sand dune
community. J. Ecol. 92 (4), 557–567.

Sundstrom, S.M., Allen, C.R., Barichievy, C., 2012. Species, functional groups, and thresh-
olds in ecological resilience: functional groups and resilience. Conserv. Biol. 26 (2),
305–314.

Sundstrom, S., Angeler, D., Garmestani, A., García, J., Allen, C., 2014. Transdisciplinary
application of cross-scale resilience. Sustainability 6 (10), 6925–6948.

Sundstrom, S.M., Allen, C.R., Gunderson, L., 2016. Resisting resilience theory: a response to
Connell and Ghedini. Trends Ecol. Evol. 31 (6), 412–413.

Swanson, F., Kratz, T., Caine, N., Woodmansee, R., 1988. Landform effects on ecosystem
patterns and processes. Bioscience 38 (2), 92–98.

Tarolli, P., Sofia, G., 2016. Human topographic signatures and derived geomorphic
processes across landscapes. Geomorphology 255, 140–161.

Tenenbaum, J.B., De Silva, V., Langford, J.C., 2000. A global geometric framework for
nonlinear dimensionality reduction. Science 290 (5500), 2319–2323.

Thomas, M.F., 2001. Landscape sensitivity in time and space—an introduction. Catena 42
(2), 83–98.

Thomas, D.S.G., Allison, R.J., 1993. Landscape Sensitivity. John Wiley & Sons.
Vautier, F., Corenblit, D., Hortobágyi, B., Fafournoux, L., Steiger, J., 2016. Monitoring and

reconstructing past biogeomorphic succession within fluvial corridors using
stereophotogrammetry. Earth Surf. Process. Landf. 41 (10), 1448–1463.

Viles, H.A., 2012. Microbial geomorphology: a neglected link between life and landscape.
Geomorphology 157-158, 6–16.

Violle, C., Navas, M.L., Vile, D., Kazakou, E., Fortunel, C., Hummel, I., Garnier, E., 2007. Let
the concept of trait be functional! Oikos 116, 882–892.

Wagner, H.H., Fortin, M.-J., 2005. Spatial analysis of landscapes: concepts and statistics.
Ecology 86 (8), 1975–1987.

Walker, B.H., 1992. Biodiversity and ecological redundancy. Conserv. Biol. 6 (1), 18–23.
Walker, B., Gunderson, L., Kinzig, A., Folke, C., Carpenter, S., Schultz, L., 2006. A handful of
heuristics and some propositions for understanding resilience in social-ecological
systems. Ecol. Soc. 11 (1), 13.

Walker, I.J., Eamer, J.B., Darke, I.B., 2013. Assessing significant geomorphic changes and ef-
fectiveness of dynamic restoration in a coastal dune ecosystem. Geomorphology 199,
192–204.

Walker, I.J., Davidson-Arnott, R.G., Bauer, B.O., Hesp, P.A., Delgado-Fernandez, I.,
Ollerhead, J., Smyth, T.A.G., 2017. Scale-dependent perspectives on the geomorphol-
ogy and evolution of beach-dune systems. Earth Sci. Rev. 171, 220–253.

Wardwell, D.A., Allen, C.R., Peterson, G.D., Tyre, A.J., 2008. A test of the cross-scale
resilience model: functional richness in Mediterranean-climate ecosystems. Ecol.
Complex. 5 (2), 165–182.

Westman, W.E., 1978. Measuring the inertia and resilience of ecosystems. Bioscience 28
(11), 705–710.

Wohl, E., 2016. Spatial heterogeneity as a component of river geomorphic complexity.
Prog. Phys. Geogr. 40 (4), 598–615.

Wohl, E., Gerlak, A.K., Poff, N.L., Chin, A., 2014. Common core themes in geomorphic, eco-
logical, and social systems. Environ. Manag. 53 (1), 14–27.

Wolner, C.W., Moore, L.J., Young, D.R., Brantley, S.T., Bissett, S.N., McBride, R.A., 2013.
Ecomorphodynamic feedbacks and barrier island response to disturbance: insights
from the Virginia Barrier Islands, Mid-Atlantic Bight, USA. Geomorphology 199, 115–128.

Zarnetske, P.L., Hacker, S.D., Seabloom, E.W., Ruggiero, P., Killian, J.R., Maddux, T.B., et al.,
2012. Biophysical feedback mediates effects of invasive grasses on coastal dune
shape. Ecology 93 (6), 1439–1450.

Zinnert, J.C., Brantley, S.T., Young, D.R., 2016a. Bistability and the future of barrier islands.
Nat. Clim. Chang. 6 (1), 5–6.

Zinnert, J.C., Shiflett, S.A., Via, S., Bissett, S., Dows, B., Manley, P., Young, D.R., 2016b.
Spatial–temporal dynamics in barrier island upland vegetation: the overlooked coast-
al landscape. Ecosystems 19 (4), 685–697.

Zinnert, J.C., Stallins, J.A., Brantley, S.T., Young, D.R., 2017. Crossing scales: the complexity
of barrier-island processes for predicting future change. Bioscience 67, 39–52.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0710
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0710
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0715
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0715
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0720
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0720
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0720
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0725
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0725
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0730
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0730
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0735
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0735
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0740
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0740
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0745
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0745
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0750
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0750
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0755
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0760
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0760
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0760
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0765
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0765
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0770
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0770
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0775
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0775
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0780
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0785
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0785
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0785
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0790
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0790
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0790
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0795
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0795
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0800
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0800
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0800
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0805
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0805
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0810
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0810
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0815
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0815
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0820
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0820
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0825
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0825
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0830
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0830
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0835
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0835
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0840
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-555X(17)30118-6/rf0840

	Interdependence of geomorphic and ecologic resilience properties in a geographic context
	1. Introduction: the pluralistic nature of resilience
	2. Resilience theory
	2.1. Adaptive cycles and panarchies
	2.2. Current models of barrier dune biogeomorphic resilience
	2.3. Biogeomorphic adaptive cycles
	2.4. Dune biogeomorphic panarchies and their measurement

	3. The distribution of resilience properties: a single island model
	4. Comparing biogeomorphic resilience: a multiple island model
	5. Summary
	section10
	Acknowledgements
	References


