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Abstract

Much of the existing literature on conceptual engineering in the philosophy of
technology has concentrated on identifying when and how concepts are disrupted
under pressure, and how such disruptions can be addressed through conceptual en-
gineering interventions. By and large, this literature has predominantly resorted to
conceptual engineering as an approach to diagnose and remedy disruption. Recent
work by Lundgren (2024) suggests that a shift from restorative to preventative
conceptual engineering is warranted: rather than analysing disruptions post hoc,
concepts can be deliberately designed to resist disruption from the outset. This
paper introduces and develops the notion of conceptual resilience as the capacity
of concepts to maintain continuous functional adequacy despite tensions, pressures,
or other disturbances. Unlike Lundgren’s (2024) account, which frames this phe-
nomenon in terms of conceptual stability, we argue that resilience better accom-
modates a broader range of modes of resistance to disruption, including those that
involve adaptive transformation rather than static continuity. We further argue that
conceptual resilience is not a binary property, but a capacity exhibited in degrees.
Drawing from interdisciplinary literatures, we introduce two heuristic framings—
Conceptual Resilience as Immutability (CRI) and Conceptual Resilience as Adapt-
ability (CRA)—which capture contrasting yet complementary ways in which con-
cepts preserve their functional adequacy under pressure.
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1 Introduction

Recent work on conceptual engineering in the philosophy of technology has increas-
ingly turned its attention to the phenomenon of conceptual disruption, understood
as the interruption in the functional adequacy of concepts' (originally, Léhr, 2023;
subsequently, Hopster & Lohr, 2023; Hopster et al., 2023; Marchiori & Scharp, 2024;
van de Poel et al., 2023).2 On such an account, concepts have functions and are ade-
quate to the extent that they fulfil their functions; conversely, concepts are disrupted
when they fail to do so.®> For example, concepts can become contested (e.g., failing

! The account of conceptual resilience advanced in this paper is intentionally non-committal regarding
which view of concepts one ought to adopt. Rather than adopting a substantive metaphysical account of
what concepts are, this paper recognises that competing theories of concepts (e.g., definitional, inferential,
prototypical) are often motivated by distinct explanatory aims and background assumptions (Margolis &
Laurence, 2023). Committing to any one of these would entangle the paper in debates that are tangential
to its purpose. Instead, the discussion proceeds from a minimal and broadly compatible assumption: that
concepts can be treated as functional kinds (Lalumera, 2009). On this view, concepts are individuated and
re-identified by their functions. This functional account is methodologically justified in at least two ways.
On the one hand, the appeal of this view lies in its compatibility with a range of competing theories of
concepts. This allows the discussion to proceed while remaining neutral across rival theories of concepts
and still providing a clear criterion for conceptual identity and conceptual change. On the other hand,
understanding concepts as a functional kind also aligns the present discussion on conceptual resilience
with existing accounts of conceptual disruption, which are themselves framed in functional terms (Hop-
ster & Lohr, 2023; Hopster et al., 2023; Lohr, 2022, 2023; Marchiori & Scharp, 2024). Thus, adopting
a functional view of concepts provides continuity between the discussions on disruption and resilience:
if disruption marks the loss of functional adequacy due to pressures, resilience marks its preservation
despite pressures. In this sense, the functional individuation of concepts is particularly well suited for
articulating the dynamics of both conceptual disruption and conceptual resilience.

2 Different accounts of conceptual disruption have been put forth in the literature (Hopster & Ldhr, 2023;
Hopster et al., 2023; Lohr, 2022, 2023; Marchiori & Scharp, 2024), all of which are compatible with,
if not explicitly endorsing, a functional approach. Here, we choose to draw from Marchiori & Scharp’s
(2024) account of conceptual disruption as an “interruption in the [...] functioning of concepts” (Mar-
chiori & Scharp, 2024, p. 1). On this account, conceptual disruption can take two main forms (conceptual
gaps and conceptual conflicts) and can vary in severity (from mild to severe) depending on how urgently
it calls for a conceptual engineering intervention. Conceptual gaps arise when no existing concept ade-
quately applies to a phenomenon that ought to be captured at a certain level of precision. Conversely,
conceptual conflicts occur in three main ways, as inconsistencies (i) among concepts’ constitutive prin-
ciples, (ii) between concepts’ constitutive principles and facts about the world, or (iii) between concepts’
constitutive principles and values or social norms (a conceptual misalignment, following Hopster &
Lohr, 2023). Moreover, gaps and conflicts are not static, but may occur at different times in the very same
process of conceptual disruption and develop into one another. Specifically, conceptual conflicts may be
followed by conceptual gaps. For example, when new science and technology is introduced, this may
lead to conceptual conflicts when existing concepts clash with new facts or practices. This may prompt
attempts to redefine or adjust such concepts, which in turn may generate a gap, requiring the introduction
of a new concept altogether. Conversely, a gap may reveal deeper tensions within our conceptual frame-
work that eventually manifest as a conflict. For example, the invention of the mechanical ventilator first
led to a conflict between the concepts LIFE and DEATH, which was later followed by a conceptual gap that
led to the creation of the new concept BRAIN DEATH. Following Marchiori and Scharp (2024), conceptual
disruption affects concepts both individually and collectively and may manifests differently depending on
the level at which it occurs: at the level of individual concepts, clusters of related concepts, or the broader
conceptual scheme as a whole. For the purpose of this paper, we will focus our attention on conceptual
disruption affecting individual concepts.

3 Tt should be noted that which functions concepts (should) fulfil, as well as how to assess adequate
functional fulfilment, are the object of ongoing discussion in the conceptual engineering literature (e.g.,
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to serve as a shared epistemic tool, such as in the case of DEMOCRACY; Gallie, 1955),
misleading (e.g., introducing distortions into discourse, as with rigid conceptualisa-
tions of MARRIAGE that fail to accommodate social change; Anderson, 2013; Fineman,
2001, 20006), or otherwise defective (e.g., by being historically tainted, fuelling unre-
alistic expectations, distorting value judgments, and enabling conceptual appropria-
tion, such as in the case of ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE illustrated in Hopster,
2024a). This can lead, among others, to breakdowns in communication, epistemic
confusion, and normative uncertainty (Hopster, 2024b).

Conceptual disruption is a central concern for the philosophy of technology and
bears significance for our engagement with technology in at least two ways. First,
technology has an impact on the socio-technical landscape in which it is designed,
developed, and deployed. As recent discussions illustrate, such an impact extends to
concepts themselves (e.g., Hopster & Lohr, 2023; Hopster et al., 2023; Lohr, 2023;
Marchiori & Scharp, 2024; Nickel, 2020; van de Poel et al., 2023). Relatedly, when
new technologies are introduced, they may prompt instances of conceptual disrup-
tion. For example, the advent of autonomous vehicles has led to (ongoing) sustained
debates about the (in)adequacy of existing notions of responsibility (Goetze, 2022;
Hindriks & Veluwenkamp, 2023; Matthias, 2004; Santoni de Sio & Mecacci, 2021).
More recently, the proliferation of large language models has prompted renewed
scrutiny of the adequacy of concepts related to writing (Floridi, 2025), authorship
(Bajohr, 2024; Bimo, 2024; Coeckelbergh & Gunkel, 2025; Huang et al., 2025), and
intellectual property (Gervais, 2025). Second, the very concepts that underpin and
structure our analysis, evaluation, and governance of technology may be disrupted
in a way that hinders our ability to do so effectively. Consequently, the relevance of

Cappelen, 2018; Cappelen & Plunkett, 2020; Kohler & Veluwenkamp, 2024; Queloz, 2019, 2022; Riggs,
2021; Thomasson, 2021, 2022). The literature has offered divergent accounts of conceptual functions,
including but not limited to: proper functions (Millikan, 1989), etiological functions (Prinzing, 2018;
Simion & Kelp, 2020), system functions (Haslanger, 2020; Thomasson, 2020), practical, evaluative,
animating, and inferential functions (Queloz, 2019), and normative functions (Kdhler & Veluwenkamp,
2024). In this sense, we acknowledge that there are many ways in which one can tease out an account of
conceptual functions. However, the present discussion does not hinge on the adoption of any particular
account. Our aim here is not to settle the question of what conceptual functions are or what they should
be, but to clarify how the notion of resilience might be understood given a broadly functional orientation
to conceptual adequacy. The argument proceeds at a general level: whatever one takes conceptual func-
tions to be, it remains meaningful to ask under what conditions the fulfilment of those functions can be
sustained under pressure. We thus remain neutral with respect to which (if any) of the existing accounts
advanced in the literature captures conceptual functions best, since the general framework of resilience
developed in this paper can be instantiated across them, and rather work with a deliberately inclusive
understanding of conceptual functions. For the purpose of illustration, in this paper we follow Riggs
(2021) in adopting a deflationary functional account, whereby which function(s) a given concept should
fulfil is (at least in part) context-dependent and should be determined on a case-by-case basis. We also
follow Nado (2021) and Marchiori (2025) in rejecting an all-or-nothing stance towards functional fulfil-
ment. That is to say, concepts are not functionally adequate or inadequate in absolute terms; rather, they
are more or less adequate. We will expand on this point in section § 3 when discussing the degrees of
conceptual resilience. We recognise that the precise contours of what conceptual adequacy (and, mutatis
mutandis, resilience) amounts to may vary depending on how one construes these functions, with differ-
ent functional accounts plausibly leading to resilience being more or less easily achieved or achievable.
While this is not the focus of the current paper, future work will explore how specific functional accounts
may yield correspondingly distinct models of conceptual resilience.
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conceptual disruption for the philosophy of technology extends beyond technology-
induced disruptions alone.

The focus on conceptual disruption is proving useful as a diagnostic tool to signal
that conceptual engineering (the evaluation, design, and implementation of concepts;
Chalmers, 2020; Isaac et al., 2022) may be warranted. Much of the existing (albeit
still limited) literature on conceptual disruption has pursued this diagnostic function
in tandem with a curative orientation, proposing strategies for restoring conceptual
adequacy through conceptual engineering interventions once disruption has occurred
(Hopster & Lohr, 2023; Hopster et al., 2023; Lohr, 2023; Marchiori & Scharp, 2024;
van de Poel et al., 2023). These approaches have yielded valuable insights into how
and why concepts are disrupted, and into how such a disruption may be overcome,
whenever deemed desirable. Yet, to the extent that the literature on conceptual dis-
ruption has so far predominantly linked the investigation of when and how concepts
are disrupted under pressure to restorative approaches, it has largely overlooked
the complementary dimension of how concepts can resist disruption. Relatedly, the
investigation of how concepts remain (more or less) functionally adequate under
pressure remains widely under-explored. This asymmetry invites a complimentary
line of inquiry.

This paper takes up this invitation. That is, there may be a benefit in articulating
how concepts can resist pressures and disturbances (technology-induced or other-
wise), beyond how they may fail to do so. Moreover, if there is a strong sense in
which conceptual disruption may be undesirable, as has been suggested by Lundgren
(2024),* further investigating how concepts may be more or less equipped to deal
with disturbances and resist conceptual disruption should be of interest to concep-
tual engineers. To this end, the paper introduces the notion of conceptual resilience,
understood as the ability of concepts to resist conceptual disruption by maintaining
continuous functional adequacy despite tensions, pressures, or other disturbances.
This builds on and expands recent work by Lundgren (2024) on the notion of concep-
tual stability.> While Lundgren (2024) advocates for static resistance to disruption

4 Indeed, Lundgren (2024) argues that, all other things being equal, it is desirable to avoid disruption. In
Lundgren’s words, “if we can avoid any conceptual disruption, then that has clear benefits” as “a stable
concept is ceteris paribus better than a disruptable concept, given that it avoids the need for future con-
ceptual work on that concept” (Lundgren, 2024, p. 2). Two considerations are in order. First, the literature
on conceptual disruption does not attribute a positive or negative valence to the phenomenon of disrup-
tion in a vacuum, rather suggesting that disruption can be positive, negative, or neutral, depending on
how in manifests in a given context (Hopster & Lohr, 2023; Hopster et al., 2023; Lohr, 2023; Marchiori
& Scharp, 2024). Indeed, much of the literature is informed by discussions surrounding the neighbour-
ing notion of social disruption (Hopster, 2021) in the philosophy of technology, which is itself explicitly
noncommittal with regards to the determination of its desirability, which should be assessed on a case-
by-case basis (Marchiori et al., 2025; van de Poel et al., 2023). Second, even granting that conceptual
disruption may be undesirable (whether in specific contexts or in general), it does not follow that (re-)
engineering the disrupted or disruptable concept for resilience will itself be desirable. In this sense, the
current paper aims to ground future work on the desirability of (re-)engineering concepts for resilience.

3 There are clear affinities between the present discussion of conceptual resilience and Hopster and Léhr’s
(2023) account of conceptual adaptation. Conceptual adaptation designates an approach to conceptual
engineering taken in response to (i.e., backward-looking conceptual adaptation), or anticipation of (i.e.,
forward-looking conceptual adaptation), conceptual disruption, with the aim of “preserving conceptual
functions to adapt to new circumstances, irrespective of whether such adaptations qualify as ameliora-
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through stability, this paper also accounts for a dynamic mode of resilience through
adaptability. In doing so, the paper provides a more comprehensive illustration of
how concepts remain adequate under pressure, thus refining the tools available to
conceptual engineers for engaging with conceptual adequacy under conditions of dis-
turbances. Importantly, the account of conceptual resilience developed in this paper
is non-committal on the desirability of (re-)engineering for resilience, and rather pro-
vides a basis from which both advocates and critics of resilience can evaluate its
desirability.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 illustrates the notion of concep-
tual stability as introduced by Lundgren (2024) and argues for a move from stabil-
ity to the more comprehensive notion of conceptual resilience, of which stability
is a facet. Section 3 proposes that conceptual resilience should not be understood
as a binary property, but as a capacity that can be exhibited in degrees. Section 4
articulates how concepts can exhibit resilience by distinguishing between different
modes of resilience, drawing from interdisciplinary work to introduce two heuristic
framings—Conceptual Resilience as Immutability (CRI) and Conceptual Resilience
as Adaptability (CRA)—which illuminate contrasting yet complementary modes
through which concepts preserve functional adequacy under pressure. Section 5 con-
tains the conclusion.

2 From Conceptual Stability to Conceptual Resilience

Much of the existing literature on conceptual disruption has concentrated on identify-
ing when and how concepts are disrupted under pressure, and how such disruptions
can be addressed through conceptual engineering interventions (Hopster & Lohr,
2023, Hopster et al., 2023; Lohr, 2023; Marchiori & Scharp, 2024). Recent work by
Lundgren (2024) shifts the attention from restorative to preventative conceptual engi-
neering. Rather than analysing conceptual disruptions after they occurred, Lundgren
suggests that some concepts can be deliberately designed to resist disruption in the
first place. Lundgren observes that technological developments, normative critique,
and conceptual challenges frequently force revisions or replacements of concepts. If

tive” (p. 3). By contrast, conceptual resilience captures a property of concepts, i.e., their capacity to
remain functionally adequate under pressure. The two notions intersect insofar as conceptual adaptation
can be understood as the means by which conceptual engineers may (re-)engineer concepts for resilience.
Indeed, if one takes resilience to be a desirable property of concepts, conceptual adaptation would con-
stitute the mechanism through which such resilience may be intentionally achieved. Accordingly, this
contribution can be framed as a continuation and specification of Hopster & Lohr’s (2023) work on con-
ceptual adaptation, of which we here isolate and develop the proactive, forward-looking dimension. At
the same time, conceptual resilience need not follow from conceptual adaptation, as it is a property that
concepts can possess independently from conceptual engineering interventions. Ultimately, Lundgren’s
(2024) account of conceptual stability captures one route to resilience (immutability under pressure)
whereas Hopster and Lohr’s notion of conceptual adaptation encompasses a wider range of responses,
both proactive and reactive, aimed at maintaining or restoring conceptual adequacy relative to a (present
or expected) conceptual disruption. The current proposal occupies an intermediate position between these
two contributions. We wish to thank one anonymous reviewer for prompting us to expand on this point.

@ Springer



45 Page 6 of 22 S. Marchiori, J. Sta. Maria

conceptual engineers could construct concepts that resist such pressures, the need for
future revisions might be mitigated or even eliminated.

Lundgren (2024) frames the discussion in terms of conceptual stability, suggest-
ing that some concepts can be designed in ways that ensure they remain stable across
contexts, avoiding counterexamples, normative critique, and conceptual disruption.®
Specifically, Lundgren proposes that this can be achieved by formulating concepts at
a sufficiently high level of abstraction. His case study of INFORMATION SECURITY illus-
trates this strategy: rather than defining SECURITY in terms of fixed properties that may
be challenged by technological developments, the “appropriate access” definition rel-
ativises security to stakeholder needs, ensuring that the concept remains applicable
even as specific security concerns evolve. Following Lundgren’s account, conceptual
stability refers to the preservation of a concept’s functional adequacy across different
contexts through preemptive (re-)design.

In this paper, we build on and extend Lundgren’s (2024) proposal by offering
a more comprehensive and explanatorily rich account of the ability of concepts to
resist conceptual disruption. Indeed, while Lundgren’s model provides a compelling
account of how some concepts can be (re-)engineered in such a way that makes them
resistant to disruption, it does not fully capture the broader range of ways in which
concepts remain adequate despite disturbances. Specifically, we argue that concep-
tual stability and conceptual disruption alone cannot fully capture the spectrum of
ways in which concepts can be affected by tensions, pressures, and other distur-
bances, which need not raise to the level of a conceptual disruption to be of interest
to conceptual engineers. A richer understanding should be explored of how concepts
behave under pressure, providing the necessary vocabulary to describe not just how
concepts are disrupted under pressure, but how well they can endure such pressures
and disturbances while retaining functional adequacy.

With such concerns in mind, we hereby introduce the notion of conceptual resil-
ience to describe the ability of concepts to resist conceptual disruption by maintaining
continuous functional adequacy despite tensions, pressures, or other disturbances.’
Despite tensions, pressures, or other disturbances is crucial here. Indeed, a concept
may be functionally adequate and yet not well-suited to resist pressures. For exam-
ple, consider a concept that is adequate because it has never been challenged, but

6 Lundgren (2024) clarifies that a distinction could be drawn between conceptual stability, which describes
concepts which remain adequate despite disruptions, and conceptual undisruptability, which describes
concepts which cannot be disrupted. Ultimately, both terms are used as synonyms in Lundgren (2024).

7 The literature on conceptual disruption that this paper builds on is itself either explicitly operating from a
functional account of concepts (Marchiori & Scharp, 2024) or nevertheless compatible with such a posi-
tion (Hopster & Lohr, 2023, Hopster et al., 2023; Lohr, 2022, 2023). While we deem adopting a functional
lens to ground conceptual resilience overall desirable, this also leads to possible downstream complica-
tions. That is, if concepts are a functional kind (as we assume is the case in this paper), and are therefore
identified by their functions, discrepancies in the determination of a given concept’s function(s) by differ-
ent actors may lead to such actors referring to different concepts to the extent that such function(s) may
be understood as not equivalent. That is to say, if one understands the function of Goop as “providing
normative guidance with respect to desirable actions and outcomes”, they may not be willing to accept
a concept of GooD whose function is identified as “providing the standard for ethical behaviour”. While
we do not think this is an overriding issue of functionalism, it may introduce challenges, particularly in
the form of metalinguistic disputes (e.g., Chalmers, 2011; Plunkett, 2015; Thomasson, 2017; Plunkett &
Sundell, 2023). Consequently, conceptual engineers should be mindful of this point.
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would not be able to maintain functional adequacy if challenged.® There seems to be
a salient difference between having the capacity to resist conceptual disruption and
not having been disrupted.’

Consider the concept of PRIME NUMBER. A number p is said to be prime if (i) p>1,
and (ii) p has no positive divisors except 1 and p (Hardy & Wright, 1960, p. 2). That
is, primes are defined as numbers that can only be divided by themselves and by 1.
While a great deal of research has been (as is still being) conducted on primes, such
as research aimed at understanding what primes are (e.g., Jameson, 2003; Maynard,
2019; Saidak, 2006) and how they are distributed (e.g., Conrey, 2003; Tao, 2011),
developing new mathematical methods to study them (e.g., Selberg, 1949), applying
them in cryptography (e.g., Ivy et al., 2012; Shemanske, 2017; Zhou & Tang, 2011),
and exploring connections between primes and other advanced areas of mathemat-
ics (e.g., Lozano-Robledo, 2019; Nathanson, 1996), such a concept remains func-
tionally adequate and (to the best of our knowledge) unchallenged in mathematics
scholarship.'®

Thus, resisting disruption is alone insufficient for the attribution of conceptual
resilience, as resilience must account for the concept’s capacity to adequately fulfil
its function(s) under strain. In this sense, conceptual resilience is best understood
as a disposition rather than a static state, and more is needed to determine whether
a concept is resilient. In particular, the presence of disturbances is essential for the
assessment of whether concepts are resilient.

We propose that framing the phenomenon under investigation in terms of resil-
ience rather than stability better accommodates the plurality of conceptual responses
to pressures and disturbances, particularly those that involve adaptive transformation
rather than static continuity (as in Lundgren, 2024), a phenomenon that the notion
of stability may overlook. The concept of resilience has been extensively theorised
across multiple disciplines, where it generally denotes the capacity of a system,
entity, or structure to withstand, absorb, or recover from external pressures and dis-
turbances. In ecology, resilience is often understood as the ability of an ecosystem
to return to equilibrium after perturbation, either by resisting change (engineering
resilience) or by adapting to new conditions (adaptive resilience) (Holling, 1973).
Psychology and cognitive science, in turn, frame resilience as an individual’s ability
to cope with adversity, maintaining psychological stability or adjusting effectively
to stressors (Bonanno, 2004). In engineering, resilience is associated with fault tol-
erance and robustness, referring to the ability of structures or systems to continue

8 Consider an analogy with virtues. A person’s bravery is not fully apparent unless they are placed in a
situation requiring bravery. Similarly, a concept might appear to resist disruption because it has never
been challenged in the first place; however, this does not entail that it possesses the capacity to withstand
significant challenges.

9 Consider three buildings: the first two buildings are constructed in an earthquake-prone seismic zone, of
which only one is constructed with anti-seismic design, and another building is constructed in a non-seis-
mic zone with no special structural reinforcements. Following an earthquake, the building in the earth-
quake-prone seismic zone which was built without structural reinforcements collapses. We can say that
the building was disrupted. However, if both the other buildings remain standing, can we say that they are
both resilient? Probably not. The building in the seismic zone demonstrates resilience by withstanding
disturbances, while the other building’s stability offers no insight into its ability to endure disturbances.

10 Many thanks to Stefan Buijsman for double-checking this example.
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functioning despite failures or unexpected disruptions. This broader theoretical back-
ground informs our account of conceptual resilience.

The distinction between conceptual stability and conceptual resilience is not
merely terminological but reflects a substantive theoretical commitment. If we were
to speak only in terms of conceptual stability, we would risk overlooking cases where
concepts persist by adapting to disturbances rather than by resisting such distur-
bances. Our approach, therefore, does not reject conceptual stability but subsumes
it as one possible mode of conceptual resilience. While some concepts achieve resil-
ience through stability, others achieve it through flexibility, and our account seeks
to make this plurality of modes of resilience explicit. Unlike stability, which sug-
gests a continuation of the same state, resilience encompasses continuous functional
adequacy as both persistence and adaptability. Framing the discussion in terms of
conceptual resilience rather than stability allows us to recognise that not all concepts
endure by remaining fixed—many persist precisely because they mutate and adapt in
response to pressures without losing their function, and without the need for concep-
tual engineering interventions. Ultimately, the advantage of this framework is that it
enables conceptual engineers to assess not only whether a concept is resilient but zow
it exhibits resilience, facilitating a more nuanced evaluation of conceptual adequacy
over time, and providing insights into the considerations that should guide concep-
tual engineering projects aimed at the (re-)design of concepts capable of resisting
disruption.

In the next section, we build on the notion of conceptual resilience and explore the
continuum of conceptual resilience, illustrating how some concepts exhibit resilience
in degrees, as opposed to in binary terms. This will set the stage for the heuristic dis-
tinction between the different modes of conceptual resilience (Conceptual Resilience
as Immutability and Conceptual Resilience as Adaptability), which we develop in
detail in Sect. 4.

3 A Graded Account of Conceptual Resilience

In the previous section, we introduced the notion of conceptual resilience to describe
the ability of concepts to remain functionally adequate despite tensions, pressures, or
other disturbances. Here, we expand on one feature of conceptual resilience, namely
its non-binary nature. We argue that resilience should not be understood as an all-or-
nothing property, but rather as a matter of degrees.

Conceptual stability, as described by Lundgren (2024), focuses on cases of maxi-
mal resistance to disruption. According to such a position, either a concept resists
disruption or it does not. Indeed, as illustrated in the previous section, Lundgren
(2024) introduces the notion of conceptual stability to capture both “undisruptable
concepts (i.e., concepts that cannot be disrupted), and stable concepts (i.e., concepts
that remain stable in a situation of disruption)” (p. 1). For the purposes of his paper,
Lundgren (2024) explicitly treats undisruptable and stable concepts as interchange-
able. A charitable reading of this move suggests that conceptual stability is conceived
as a binary property rather than a gradable one. While one might, in principle, distin-
guish between degrees of stability, e.g., between concepts that are contingently stable
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under certain pressures and those that are stably adequate across all conditions, the
notion of undisruptability allows no such gradation. Therefore, to equate the two is
to align stability with a property that admits only of all-or-nothing states. This sug-
gests a certain absoluteness in concepts’ functional adequacy: stable concepts are
disruption-proof.'!

We suggest that a similar binary classification should not be generalised beyond
conceptual stability to conceptual resilience. Rather, it seems preferable to under-
stand conceptual resilience as the property of being disruption-resistant, not dis-
ruption-proof. What this means in practice is that stable concepts as described by
Lundgren (2024) will display the highest possible degree of resilience according to
our framework, but being disruption-proof will not be the measure of conceptual
resilience. This allows for a nuanced understanding of resilience that goes beyond a
binary approach of resilient versus non-resilient concepts. Concepts displaying a low
degree of resilience are significantly vulnerable to disruptions and can easily become
obsolete or inadequate in the face of changing circumstances, while concepts with a
high degree of resilience can withstand significant disturbances and still continue to
adequately fulfil their functions.

Consider the concept PRIVACY. PRIVaCY extends far beyond the confines of indi-
vidual data protection; it also includes decisional privacy, spatial privacy, and con-
textual integrity, each of which may be differentially impacted by technological,
legal, and cultural developments (Nissenbaum, 2009, 2011, 2018; Solove, 2010).
Other examples include AUTONOMY, whose applicability varies across medical, legal,
and technological contexts (Dworkin, 1988; Mackenzie & Stoljar, 2000); JUSTICE,
which takes on different dimensions depending on its function in (among others)
distributive or corrective frameworks (Rawls, 1971; Young, 1990); and TRANSPAR-
ENCY, which ranges in depth and clarity depending on the institutional or epistemic
context (Ananny & Crawford, 2018; Floridi, 2023). This also suggests that concep-
tual resilience may be evaluated along several dimensions. For example, one might
imagine that conceptual resilience may be assessed, beyond the ability of a concept to
preserve functional continuity, through a contextual dimension, assessing the range
of situations across which the concept remains functionally adequate. Indeed, a con-
cept might be resilient by only retaining functional adequacy within a narrower range
of contexts. In this sense, consider the legal concept LIABILITY, which was supple-
mented by the new notion STRICT LIABILITY, introduced to ensure accountability in
cases where intent or negligence could not or need not be proven, e.g., with regards
to pet owners’ liability for damages caused by their pets (Comporti, 2009), and which
is currently being discussed as a liability regime for artificial intelligence systems and
other emerging technologies (Cerka et al., 2015; de Fonseca et al., 2023; McDonald,
2023; Wendehorst, 2020). This addition preserved the original function of LIABILITY
(allocating responsibility) while narrowing its scope of application after introducing

' 1t should be noted that Lundgren (2024) does not suggest that conceptual stability should be understood
in absolute terms. However, whether or not Lundgren (2024) would endorse a binary account of concep-
tual conceptual stability is not crucially relevant here. Rather, we are interested in understanding whether
this may be a desirable framing, were this to be generalised beyond conceptual stability to the understand
of conceptual resilience. Consequently, the criticism of a binary approach to conceptual stability and, relat-
edly, conceptual resilience might not apply to Lundgren (2024).
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STRICT LIABILITY to apply to circumstances to which the concept LIABILITY originally
applied. The concept of LIABILITY thus retained functional adequacy but within a
smaller contextual range. Relatedly, assessing resilience may involves recognising
trade-offs between maintaining functional adequacy and retaining breadth of applica-
tion, which may vary depending on a combination of the concept, the context of use,
and the users.!? This seems to support the benefits of a graded model of resilience,
whereby concepts lie on a continuum extending from a concept being disrupted to a
concept being disruption-proof.

Moreover, practical considerations suggest that a graded approach to concep-
tual resilience is desirable for conceptual engineers. Indeed, conceptual engineering
is a normative approach to conceptual work aimed at improve concepts, but such
improvement typically proceeds by degrees. That is to say, when intervention is
warranted,'? conceptual engineers rarely (if ever) (re-)engineer concepts so that they
are perfectly able to fulfil their functions; rather, improvements are often incremen-
tal.'* Relatedly, assuming (as we do) that a notion able to pick out a concept’s ability
to resist disruption will be of interest to conceptual engineers (e.g., for evaluative and
design purposes), it seems misguided to expect that conceptual engineers will find
such a notion useful when it only picks out the exceptional cases where concepts are
disruption-proof. Holding too high a bar for conceptual resilience by only allowing
to pick out concepts where the property of resisting disruption is exhibited in the
highest degree would overly restrict the benefits of having such a notion in the first
place. Indeed, this would reduce the practical utility of referring to resilience enough
as to make such a notion uninteresting for the purpose of most conceptual engineer-
ing projects. Just like conceptual adequacy is almost exclusively assessed in relative
terms (e.g., Nado, 2021; Marchiori, 2025), it seems plausible to expect that a useful
notion of conceptual resilience will pick out concepts exhibiting varying degrees of
resistance to disruption.

In this sense, understanding conceptual resilience as a matter of degree, with some
concepts being more or less resilient depending on how well they perform their func-
tions under pressure, is particularly important in the context of conceptual engineer-
ing. Identifying the degree to which concepts exhibit resilience enables conceptual
engineers to assess their relative vulnerability to disruption and, in turn, develop
more effective strategies for maintaining their functionality. A nuanced, gradated
understanding of resilience thus facilitates a more targeted approach to conceptual

12 As already noted, further work is needed to develop a systematic criterion for functional adequacy.
However, because our account of conceptual resilience is compatible with different theories of conceptual
functions, we refrain from proposing such a standard in this paper, as the relevant criterion for adequacy
will likely depend on the functional framework one adopts.

13 Tt is, of course, possible that some concepts may be functionally adequate and not require (re-)engineer-
ing.

14 Our point is that conceptual adequacy is rarely achieved in absolute terms. Even radical proposals (such
as Haslanger, 2000, 2020) are themselves subject to subsequent refinement and debate, illustrating that
conceptual engineering tends to operate as an ongoing process of continuous (re-)evaluation and improve-
ment, rather than a one-time correction (e.g., Dembroff, 2024; Diaz-Leo6n, 2025; Haslanger, 2018; Jenkins,
2016; Marques, 2025; Saul, 2006).
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(re-)design and conceptual engineering as a whole, ensuring that challenges, while
inevitable, do not necessarily become catastrophic.

4 Modes of Resilience. How do Concepts Exhibit resilience?

In the previous sections, we have proposed to conceptualise conceptual resilience as
the capacity of concepts to maintain their functional adequacy despite tensions, pres-
sures, or other disturbances. We have also argued that resilience should be understood
as a property that admits of degrees. Together, these considerations provide valuable
guidance for conceptual engineering, in that they equip conceptual engineers with a
starting point for the identification, assessment, and (re-)design of resilient concepts.

However, the question remains open of Zow concepts exhibit resilience. That is, is
a concept resilient because it maintains its functional adequacy by being impervious
to disturbances, or because it preserves its functional adequacy by being malleable
and adaptable in response to disturbances? An explicit articulation of the modes in
which resilience manifests vis-a-vis concepts could yield a richer understanding of
the phenomenon of conceptual resilience. Such clarity could in turn inform concep-
tual engineering interventions, by providing valuable insights for conceptual engi-
neers seeking to design or refine concepts for (or against) resilience. Once more, we
explore whether similar investigations into different modes of resilience are present
in neighbouring literatures discussing related notions of resilience and, if that is the
case, whether further clarity can be gained by tapping into such insights.

Drawing from, and synthesising, the rich tapestry of conceptualisations of
RESILIENCE,"> two understandings of resilience often emerge, which reflect two
approaches to the same notion, namely resilience as immutability and resilience as
adaptive capacity (Gunderson, 2000). Among the facets of resilience as immutabil-
ity are: (a) persistence, i.e., the ability to persist in the face of disturbance without
altering the core function; and (b) resistance, i.c., the capacity to withstand distur-
bances without significant change (Holling, 1973; Pimm, 1984; Gunderson, 2000;
Alexander, 2013). Among the dimensions of resilience as adaptative capacity are: (a)
adaptation, i.e., the capacity to adapt to new conditions and evolve in response to dis-
turbances (Rutter, 1987; Berkes & Folke, 1998; Luthar et al., 2000; Carpenter et al.,
2001; Rose, 2004; Walker et al., 2004; Vogus & Sutcliffe, 2007; Hill et al., 2008; Nor-
ris et al., 2008; Folke et al., 2010; Magis, 2010); (b) coping, i.¢., the implementation
of short-term strategies to manage the immediate effects of disturbances (Southwick
& Charney, 2012); (c) flexibility, i.e., the ability to change processes or structures
in response to disturbances (Briguglio et al., 2009; Keck & Sakdapolrak, 2013); (d)
learning, i.e., the process of learning from disturbances to improve future resilience

15 Resilience has been widely studied in numerous domains (Grove, 2018), including psychology

(Bonanno, 2004; Caldeira & Timmins, 2016; Cuhadar et al., 2016; de Terte et al., 2014), ecology (Cretney,
2014; Gunderson, 2000; Holling, 1973, 1996; Walker, 2023; Walker & Salt, 2012; Walker et al., 2004),
disaster studies (Manyena, 2006; Patel et al., 2017), engineering (Bruneau et al., 2003; Hosseini et al.,
2016), complex systems (Allen & Holling, 2008), management (Hamel & Vilikangas, 2003; Lengnick-
Hall et al., 2011; Vogus & Sutcliffe, 2007), urban studies and planning (Leichenko, 2011; Meerow et al.,
2016).
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(Southwick & Charney, 2012); (e) recovery, i.e., returning to a prior state after distur-
bance (Gunderson, 2000; Carpenter et al., 2001; Rose, 2004, 2007; Hill et al., 2008;
Magis, 2010; Manyena et al., 2011); (f) redundancy, i.e., having multiple pathways
or components to ensure function is maintained if one part fails; and (g) transforma-
tion, i.e., the potential to transform in order to maintain or improve a function in the
face of disturbances (Folke et al., 2010; Westley et al., 2011). Lastly, one facet, that
of anticipation, i.e., the ability to foresee potential disturbances and prevent loss of
function through mitigation and proactive measures, is shared by both approaches
(Hamel & Vilikangas, 2003).1¢

Here, we build on this intuition and suggest that a similar distinction between
immutability and adaptive capacity can be productively applied to the phenom-
enon of conceptual resilience. We propose that resilience vis-a-vis concepts could
be meaningfully conceptualised as a phenomenon that can be framed in terms of
immutability and adaptability, relative to concepts’ functional adequacy. We argue
that such ways of framing conceptual resilience can be helpful heuristics for under-
standing how concepts exhibit resilience and, relatedly, can provide helpful pointers
with respect to how to assess and (re-)engineer for resilience. On the one hand, con-
ceptual resilience may manifest in static terms. We call this Conceptual Resilience
as Immutability (CRI). According to CRI, conceptual resilience refers to the ability
of concepts to remain unchanged, i.e., to retain continuity in how they perform their
functions in the face of disturbances. Lundgren’s (2024) framework aligns closely
with CRI, emphasising how concepts can be (re-)engineered to avoid disruption. On
the other hand, conceptual resilience may manifest in dynamic terms. We call this
Conceptual Resilience as Adaptability (CRA). According to CRA, conceptual resil-
ience refers to the capacity of concepts to adapt and respond to disturbances while
maintaining their core functions.!” Both facets of resilience will be illustrated in turn.

4.1 Conceptual Resilience as Immutability (CRI)

A static account of conceptual resilience, associated with the notion of Conceptual
Resilience as Immutability (CRI), emphasises the ability of a concept to remain
unchanged despite external pressures. From this perspective, a concept is resilient if
it can preserve its function(s) across different contexts and over time. This approach
aligns with philosophical traditions that value stability and continuity in conceptual
frameworks. In some cases, the immutability of a concept is necessary for it to serve
as a reliable standard or foundation within a given system. For example, in legal

16 1t should be noted that this is not intended as an exhaustive overview of the conceptualisations of the
notion of resilience in the literature on resilience and is merely meant to illustrate the richness of the dis-
cussion surrounding the concept of resilience.

17" As already mentioned, despite using similar terminology, our account of conceptual resilience as
adaptability differs from Hopster & Lohr’s (2023) notion of conceptual adaptation. Conceptual resilience
through adaptability captures the property of concepts to remain adequate despite pressures, whereas con-
ceptual adaptation in Hopster & Lohr’s (2023) sense points to a stance towards the conceptual engineering
process. Therefore, a concept may be resilient (in the sense captured by CRA) even in the absence of a
conceptual engineering intervention, whereas conceptual adaptation occurs within a conceptual engineer-
ing process.
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contexts, the concept CONTRACT may need to remain relatively stable to provide a
consistent basis for contractual obligations and rights. Here, the resilience of the con-
cept is demonstrated by its ability to resist redefinition or reinterpretation, which
could undermine its role in guiding legal reasoning and practice. In this static model,
resilience is linked to the concept’s capacity to maintain its functional role without
requiring modification. The stability of the concept ensures that it continues to meet
the needs of its users, providing a reliable framework for thought, communication, or
action. However, the functional account also recognises that this immutability must
be justified by the concept’s continued functional adequacy. If a concept becomes
outdated or irrelevant due to its rigidity, it would no longer be considered resilient
from a functional perspective, as it would fail to fulfil its intended role effectively.

To better understand Conceptual Resilience as Immutability (CRI), consider the
concept GooD as understood in the Platonic tradition. The concept Goop is often
thought to be resilient because it continues to fulfil its normative function: guiding
action and evaluating desirability across different contexts. But what grounds this
resilience? The Platonic tradition provides one answer by positing that the concept
GooD refers to a timeless and unchanging ideal (the Form of the Good) which sub-
sumes all instances of goodness under a unified essence. According to this view, the
concept is equipped with an intention or definition that pre-emptively includes all
possible valid occurrences of its extension. This capacity to encompass all relevant
instantiations is precisely what secures its ongoing functional adequacy.

On such a view, the concept is or becomes immutable: if its definition is already
complete, there is no need to revise it in the face of new circumstances. The concept
thereby remains adequate not because it adapts, but because it never encounters a
challenge that calls for adaptability. Resilience here is thus not dynamic but static: the
concept retains its function over time by virtue of not requiring change. In this way,
its immutability is a feature, not a limitation, one that ensures continued use without
the risk of disruption.

This understanding is echoed in Lundgren’s (2024) account of conceptual stabil-
ity. Lundgren proposes that a concept such as “appropriate access” can be deliber-
ately engineered to remain stable by formulating it at a high level of abstraction. This
strategy aims to insulate the concept from disruption by counterexamples or techno-
logical shifts. The concept retains its relevance precisely because it resists revision,
thus demonstrating a form of resilience as immutability.

Both the Platonic and Lundgren’s (2024) accounts point to an understanding of con-
ceptual resilience where unchangeability is a strength, not a defect. These approaches
suggest that when a concept’s function is sufficiently general and its scope carefully
designed, it may remain stable across contexts and over time. This is the hallmark of
CRI: functional adequacy secured through constancy rather than adaptability.

4.2 Conceptual Resilience as Adaptability (CRA)
A dynamic account of conceptual resilience, associated with Conceptual Resilience as
Adaptability (CRA), emphasises the concept’s ability to evolve and adapt in response

to changing circumstances. Under this model, a concept is resilient if it can incor-
porate new information, adjust its boundaries, or modify its application to maintain
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its relevance and effectiveness. From a functional perspective, a dynamic account
of resilience is particularly suited to contexts where flexibility and adaptability are
key to maintaining functional adequacy. Concepts operating within rapidly changing
environments, such as technology ethics or environmental policy, may require fre-
quent adjustments to remain effective. For example, the environmental ethics concept
SUSTAINABILITY may need to evolve in response to new scientific insights or societal
shifts. Here, resilience is demonstrated by the concept’s capacity to adapt while con-
tinuing to guide action and decision-making effectively.

Consider once more the concept Goob. Unlike the Platonic tradition, which posits
a fixed, essentialist definition of Goop that captures its extension through immu-
table criteria, the Confucian tradition departs from Platonic essentialism and offers a
dynamic, context-sensitive understanding of Goop. In Confucian thought, the con-
cept Goop—as expressed through the notion of REN (17), which can be understood
as goodness, humanness, or benevolence—does not rest on a fixed, exhaustive defini-
tion.'® Rather, it is characterised by its open-endedness, and its resilience stems from
its capacity to adjust to varying normative demands.

Unlike the Platonic approach, Confucius did not attempt to articulate a singular,
universal definition of REN. When his students asked about its meaning, he offered
distinct descriptions tailored to their moral development and contextual circumstanc-
es.!” He described goodness as “hesitancy in speaking” to one disciple, “caring for
others” to another, and “ritual propriety” in yet another instance. He also adapted
to his interlocutors (Ashmore, 2004; D’ Ambrosio, 2016, 2019). For example, when
talking to Sima Niu, Confucius describes goodness as hesitancy in speaking because
he believed the former’s loquaciousness to be detrimental to moral development.
This pedagogical strategy reflects more than rhetorical flexibility: it embodies a
conception of Goob that adapts to particularities rather than relying on generality.?

18 We do not intend to suggest that the idea of CRA be found only in the Confucian tradition or only in the
broader tradition of Chinese philosophy. Indeed, the CRA frame echoes Moore’s (1903/1959) open ques-
tion argument, which suggests that any proposed definition of GooD remains open to normative challenge.
While Moore’s concern is meta-ethical, it similarly points to the conceptual openness and indefinability
of Goop.

19" A parallel can be drawn between the Platonic and the Confucian traditions. In Euthyphro, Socrates
asks the titular character what piety is. Euthyphro answers, “prosecuting those who commit an injustice,
such as murder or temple robbery” (Euthyphro, 5d/Plato, ed. Reeve, 2012, p. 7). He also says that Zeus
chaining his wicked father, Cronos, is piety. Socrates then tells him, “What I urged you to do wasn’t to
teach me about one or two of the many pieties, but rather about the form itself, by virtue of which all the
pieties are pious. (Euth., 6d-e/Plato, ed. Reeve, 2012, p. 8)” What Socrates implies is that, in order for the
multiple and variegated instantiations of piety to be understood as pious, there must be a singular idea of
piety that serves as the unchanging standard by which all these instantiations are judged the way they are
(i.e., as tokens of piety). It is the explication of this idea in terms of a definition that Socrates asks from
Euthyphro. Now, consider the following examples in the Analects: “Zhonggong asked about Goodness
[i.e., REN 12]. The Master [Confucius] said, ‘“When in public, comport yourself as if you were receiving an
important guest, and in your management of the common people, behave as if you were overseeing a great
sacrifice.”” (4Analects 12.2/Confucius, trans. Slingerland, 2003, p. 126); “Sima Niu asked about Goodness.
The Master said, ‘The Good person is hesitant to speak.”” (4nalects 12.3/Confucius, trans. Slingerland,
2003, p. 126); and “Fan Chi asked about Goodness. The Master said, ‘Care for others.”” (Analects 12.22/
Confucius, trans. Slingerland, 2003, p. 136).

20 Confucius’ refusal to provide universal or exhaustive definitions of ethical ideas such as REN is also
understood by scholars as part of his way of providing optimal practical moral guidance to his students
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The absence of a fixed definition does not weaken the concept’s function; instead, it
allows it to remain normatively effective across situations by modulating its applica-
tion without compromising its role.

This adaptability is central to what we term Conceptual Resilience as Adaptabil-
ity (CRA). The Confucian model suggests that a concept can remain resilient not
by resisting change, but by incorporating it. The concept GooD, understood through
REN, is structurally open-ended, which allows it to accommodate emerging cir-
cumstances while continuing to provide moral guidance. In this way, resilience is
achieved not through rigidity but through flexibility, not through preemptive com-
pleteness but through ongoing responsiveness. Importantly, this adaptability is not
arbitrary. Confucius’ descriptions of REN are always contextually anchored and mor-
ally instructive, aimed at cultivating virtue in line with his students’ specific situa-
tions. The lack of an exhaustive definition enables the concept to remain functionally
adequate, because its normative orientation is preserved even as its instantiations
shift. Thus, the Confucian approach illustrates how a concept can remain resilient by
adapting rather than remaining unchanged. It maintains its function through situated
elasticity, exemplifying CRA. This adaptive form of resilience demonstrates how a
concept’s openness to re-articulation can itself be a strategy for enduring relevance
and normative effectiveness.

4.3 Relation between CRI and CRA

It should be emphasised that, by shedding light onto resilience as immutability and
resilience as adaptability, we do not wish to argue that such facets should pick out a
dichotomy. Importantly, such ways of framing resilience are neither to be taken as
mutually exclusive nor jointly exhaustive to describe the ways in which concepts
may resist conceptual disruption.

First, such facets are not mutually incompatible, and it is possible that the same
instance of conceptual resilience may be described as CRI or CRA by different actors.
For example, as Jacobs (1999) suggests in his analysis of the concept of sustain-
able development, some concepts may remain resilient not through pure immutabil-
ity or adaptability, but through a layered structure combining a robust normative
core with flexible operational features. This dual structure enables such concepts to
absorb pressures without losing coherence. Ultimately, what we wish to highlight
when drawing the distinction between a static and a dynamic understanding of resil-
ience is the extent to which one’s perspective may greatly impact and shape how one
understands and approaches resilience in the first place.

Second, CRI and CRA are not jointly exhaustive. While the literature converges
significantly on the static and dynamic nature of resilience as a helpful heuristic
through which to understand the notion of resilience, our focus on static and dynamic
conceptual resilience does not exclude that additional facets of conceptual resilience
may emerge in the future, which may be of interest to conceptual engineers. As such,

(Xiao, 2008, Rogacz, 2022). That is to say, Confucius considered the activity of exhaustively defining
concepts to be an unhelpful exercise since it cannot be ultimately achieved and can potentially distract
students from the more important task of cultivating ethical virtue.02
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our conceptualisation is not rigid with respect to the essential features of resilience.
Were additional facets of resilience to come to the fore, which would change or refine
our understanding of the concept and phenomenon itself, our framework already
accounts for and accommodates such a contingency (see Fig. 1).

Ultimately, the static and dynamic framings of resilience may be mapped onto the
continuum of resilience illustrated in Sects. 2 and 3, such that concepts exhibit resil-
ience in degrees (low to high), and such resilience can be meaningfully understood
through different frames (e.g., Conceptual Resilience as Immutability and Concep-
tual Resilience as Adaptability).

5 Conclusion

Recent work on conceptual engineering in the philosophy of technology increasingly
focuses on conceptual disruption, understood as an interruption in functional ade-
quacy of concepts following tensions and disturbances affecting them, and the need
for conceptual engineers to remedy such disruptions. This paper addressed a comple-
mentary and neglected phenomenon, which we referred to as conceptual resilience,
i.e., the ability of concepts to maintain continuous functional adequacy despite ten-
sions, pressures, or other disturbances. Contrary to existing work, which conceives
resistance to disruption in absolute terms, we argued that conceptual resilience is best
understood as a property that admits of degrees of resistance to disruption.

While such insights allow for intuitive assessments of whether a concept is (more
or less) resistant to disruption, they do not, on their own, suffice to explain how a con-
cept exhibits this property. To address this gap, we turned to neighbouring literatures
that grapple with similar tensions, often framing resilience either as robustness, i.e.,
resistance to change, or as adaptability, i.c., flexible response to challenges. These

Conceptual

- — Resilience o o
Conceptual Resilience as Immutability Conceptual Resilience as Adaptability

C g

Conceptual Resilience as ?

Fig. 1 Facets of conceptual resilience
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distinctions, widely acknowledged in the literature on resilience, map well onto our
heuristic of conceptual resilience, understood as resistance to disruption through
immutability and adaptability.

Accordingly, we introduced two heuristic framings: Conceptual Resilience as
Immutability (CRI) and Conceptual Resilience as Adaptability (CRA). Importantly,
we do not consider such static and dynamic framings of resilience as mutually
exclusive, nor as jointly exhaustive. Rather, we argue that resilient concepts can
simultaneously exhibit both immutability and adaptability, depending on the fram-
ing of one’s analysis, and that additional facets of conceptual resilience may emerge
in future research. The concept GooD provides a compelling example of how the
same concept can be interpreted as embodying both static and dynamic resilience,
depending on one’s framing. On the one hand, the concept’s resilience can be con-
strued in terms of the immutability of its essential definition, which embodies a
stable, unchanging essence that persists across different contexts and times. On the
other hand, the concept’s resilience can be considered as a corollary of the con-
cept’s ability to adapt, by virtue of its lack of exhaustive definition, to its various
instantiations.’!

Ultimately, what we aim to show is that conceptual engineers can fruitfully draw
upon the conceptualisation of resilience that is prevalent in domains beyond the phil-
osophical one. Consistently with the broader literature on resilience, we suggested
that different approaches to understanding how concepts avoid disruption (through
immutability or adaptability) should be seen not as distinct #ypes of resilience, but as
complementary analytic lenses or frames through which one can illuminate different
dimensions of a unitary phenomenon.

In introducing the notion of conceptual resilience for conceptual engineering, the
paper further clarified what it means to prevent, not merely repair, conceptual disrup-
tions. It also provided practical insights into how concepts can be (re-)designed to
avoid future disruptions. While doing so, the paper has remained agnostic with regards
to the desirability of (re-)engineering for concepts resilience. Future work will build
on these insights to address the issue of desirability: should conceptual engineers aim
to (re-)engineer concepts for resilience and, if so, under what conditions?

2! Three brief concluding considerations are in order. First, we do not aim to be prescriptive and suggest
that any one frame (CRI or CRA) should be preferred over the other. Second, and relatedly, while concepts
resulting from CRI and CRA approaches to conceptual (re-)engineering may exhibit resilience in similar
ways, they may differ in their philosophical orientation. For example, the position advanced in Lundgren
(2024) explicitly distances itself from bottom-up approaches, more akin to a CRA frame, arguing that they
risk excessive relativity (Lundgren, 2024, p. 10). Third and last, it should be noted that different theo-
retical commitments may lead to different interpretations of what displays resilience, whether concepts
themselves or conceptions. As already discussed, the account of conceptual resilience put forth in this
paper can be applied across different theoretical accounts of concepts. Depending on one’s preferred view
of concepts, resilience may be understood as operating at the level of concepts or at the level of concep-
tions. For example, is it the concept Goob that exhibits resilience, or rather specific conceptions of Goop,
such as PLATONIC-GOOD or CONFUCIAN-GOOD? On some accounts, it may be preferable to say that the
concept of Goob itself is resilient, while other accounts may find it more accurate to describe resilience as
a property of conceptions (e.g., PLATONIC-GOOD or CONFUCIAN-GOOD). Accordingly, conceptual resilience
is a property that can be instantiated across different theories of concepts and at different levels (concepts
or conceptions).
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