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ABSTRACT

Natural and man-made disasters are becoming more frequent — unfortunately in most cases inevitably.
By applying certain set of policies and guidelines, a city could resist, absorb, adapt to and recover
from acute shocks and chronic stresses to keep critical services functioning, i.e. be resilient. In 2016,
the Smart Mature Resilience, a Horizon-2020 EU project, defined the Resilience Maturity Model to
make cities more resilient. In addition, the project is implementing a System Dynamics simulation
model to be used by cities in planning and training for resilience. The System Dynamics model is
encapsulated in a web-based Interactive Learning Environment, an easy to use Graphical User Inter-
face (GUI). The beta version of the Interactive Learning Environment was tested by the Smart Mature
Resilience project partner cities’ representatives and experts in the SMART MATURE RESILIENCE
second review workshop in March 2017. The participants formed in groups were supported by moder-
ators; meanwhile recorders took notes and suggestions. This paper introduces the Interactive Learning
Environment and its functionalities, in addition to information reported by the recorders for further
enhancements.

Keywords: city resilience, disaster resilience, interactive learning environment, resilience maturity
model, resilient tool, smart mature resilience project, system dynamics

1 INTRODUCTION

‘A disaster (catastrophe) can be interpreted as an event that causes great destruction/damage
and human suffering’ [1]. Man-made as well as natural disasters are steadily increasing over
time [2]. Their effect is enormous as well, in 2014, the United Nations reported that disasters
in some way or the other have affected 4.4 billion persons, killed 1.3 million lives and caused
economic losses of USD 2 trillion during the two decades prior to the report [3], and accord-
ing to Swiss Re Sigma Report in 2016, all over the world, 155 man-made events and 198
natural catastrophes were recorded during 2015 causing as twice as the number of deaths than
in 2014 [4]. According to the same report, disasters in 2015 caused economic losses of USD
92 billion.

While most natural disasters are mostly inevitable, their physical impact and consequences
can be diminished through prevention and mitigation measures [5]. In the aftermath of these
disasters, the need to enhance the ability to manage and assess the cities’ resilience has gained
increasing importance. The United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduction
(UNISDR) defines resilience as ‘the capacity of a system, community or society potentially
exposed to hazards to adapt, by resisting or changing in order to reach and maintain an
acceptable level of functioning and structure’ [6].

In Europe, there is a political interest and pressure to prepare cities to be resilient. As an
example, in 2013, the European Commission adopted the European Union Adaptation strate-
gies focusing on cities resilience to climate change [7]. Yet, despite this pressure and the
importance of improving cities’ resilience, there are currently limited examples of the
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sequential steps that cities should follow in developing resilience [8]. Furthermore, not all
cities have the same resilience level, and there is a lack of guidance on which policies should
be implemented as a function of the current situation of a city [9]. In addition, there is insuf-
ficient understanding of how the city stakeholders should work and collaborate to develop the
city’s resilience [10]. Smart Mature Resilience is a European Horizon 2020 project started in
2015, and aims at preparing and validating a Resilience Management Guideline through
defined set of tools and policies that help city stakeholders enhancing the cities’ resilience,
and provide the cities with a robust shield against man-made and natural hazards, enabling
societies to resist, absorb, accommodate and recover from the effects of a hazard in a timely
and efficient manner [11]. The project will be described further in Section 3.

A selected set of these resilience policies were introduced via a mathematical model built
using System Dynamics methodology. System Dynamics is a computer-aided modelling
approach to capture a complex system and interactions among system’s components that will
generate the behaviour of the system over time. In the Smart Mature Resilience project, this
System Dynamics tool is used to allow city stakeholders simulating different resilience pol-
icy options and learn about the consequences of their decisions on the maturity of the city
resilience.

The System Dynamics model was encapsulated in an user-friendly Graphical User Inter-
face (GUI) called System Dynamics based Interactive Learning Environment to facilitate
better understanding of the Resilience Maturity Model, which is another tool of the project,
and accordingly be used as training tool for decision makers and crisis managers to make
them well prepared for future crisis. This Interactive Learning Environment is intended as a
training tool for city stakeholders. The beta version of the Interactive Learning Environment
was tested among approximately 30 city stakeholders of the Smart Mature Resilience project
partners in combination with focus group discussions in project workshop done in Donostia/
San Sebastian, Spain, March 2017. The evaluation results of the pilot testing are reported in
this paper, covering the impression of the Interactive Learning Environment’s GUI and the
elements included in the model. The objective of this paper is to present this beta version of
the Interactive Learning Environment as one of Smart Mature Resilience project tools, and
discuss and analyse the results of the pilot testing of this tool during the workshop with the
Smart Mature Resilience project stakeholders, in terms of these stakeholders’ opinions and
perceptions about the Interactive Learning Environment.

This paper is organised as follows: the next section introduces the concept of Interactive
Learning Environment. Section 3 familiarises the reader with the Smart Mature Resilience
project, which is followed by a brief description of the Smart Mature Resilience System
Dynamics model, and the Interactive Learning Environment’s GUI and its functionalities.
Section 5 describes the workshop held in Donostia and presents the results of this workshop,
followed by section 6 analysing these results. Section 7 makes an overall conclusion of the

paper.

2 STATE OF ART: INTERACTIVE LEARNING ENVIRONMENT
Generally, an Interactive Learning Environment is defined as a ‘software for educational
purposes, for supporting the process of learning, where the focus is on learning through the
interaction with the computer (human-computer interactivity)’ [12]. Interactive Learning
Environment is referred to as management flight-simulator, microworld, business simulator,
or management simulator by various publications [13, 14]. However, in this paper, we do not
differentiate between these terms.
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A mental model, in general, could be defined as ‘a construct of cognitive psychology.
Mental models are internal representations of conceptual and causal interrelations among
elements that people use to understand phenomena’ [15].

Interactive Learning Environments are developed either for educational or research and
validation purposes [16]. For educational purposes, Interactive Learning Environments wish
to change the mental models of their users, while for research and validation purposes Inter-
active Learning Environments aim at identifying their users’ mental models.

Interactive Learning Environments have been demanded lately not only because society
has evolved into a more technological society [17-19], but also, there has been an evolution
in the teaching field. The education has evolved from teacher-centred to learner-centred, from
listening model to doing model and from memory learning to search and information use
learning [17]. Furthermore, Interactive Learning Environment has the ability to engage user
producing a high positive impact on them [17, 18]. For example in Ref. [17], an Interactive
Learning Environment is presented with the aim of improving users intercultural awareness,
knowledge and communicative competences at the university level. However, in Ref. [20] an
Interactive Learning Environment called WeBlog is developed in order to demonstrate the
benefits of implementing lean concepts in a company. In both cases users’ attention and moti-
vation were high, and the theoretical concepts taught by the Interactive Learning Environments
were successfully transferred.

Multiple studies have shown that Interactive Learning Environments can be effective when
applying to education [17, 18, 21] providing high benefits in comparison to conventional
methods [22]. Ke pointed to content, context and the achieved competences as key factors for
success [23]. Sitzman added the necessity of Interactive Learning Environments to be designed
as an active learning tool and the importance of having Interactive Learning Environment
combined with other tools to ensure its success [24]. Finally, Hamari stated that simulating
real world tasks and giving instant feedback help to develop successful Interactive Learning
Environments [25]. Related to what these three authors say, Wouters et al. [22] described three
main aspects to take into account in order to assure effectiveness and success of Interactive
Learning Environments: (1) changing the cognitive process (via active learning), (2) affecting
motivation (simulating real world tasks for example), and (3) provide the sensation of having
learnt (via instant feedback). As a final point in this section, Interactive Learning Environ-
ments have proven to be successful educational tools in the context of public policies, both on
the national and city levels [26, 27].

3 SMART MATURE RESILIENCE PROJECT

Smart Mature Resilience will deliver a validated Resilience Management Guideline which
covers different problem areas such as security sectors in Critical Infrastructures, as well
as climate change and social dynamics. The main objective of the project is to provide
through the Resilience Management Guideline a robust shield against man-made and nat-
ural hazards, enabling society to resist, absorb, accommodate and recover from the effects
of a hazard in a timely and efficient manner. The Resilience Management Guideline is
based on five tools: The Resilience Maturity Model, the Systemic Risk Assessment Ques-
tionnaire, the Engagement tool, the System Dynamics model and the Resilience Building
Policies.

In this paper the first version of the System Dynamics model is presented and discussed.
The System Dynamics model is encapsulated in an Interactive Learning Environment and
based on the policy implementation of each Resilience Maturity Model stage developed on
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the Smart Mature Resilience project. The System Dynamics model aims to build a tool that
facilitates decision makers and crisis managers to better understand the Resilience Maturity
Model and therefore train them to be well prepared for future crisis.

The Resilience Maturity Model engages a growing number of stakeholders and mul-
ti-level governance in order for cities to become more resilient, defining five maturity stages:
Starting, Moderate, Advanced, Robust, and verTebrate (SMART). Each of these maturity
stages includes a description of the objectives of each stage, the agents involved in each
maturity stage and a set of resilience building policies to implement in order to reach the
objective of each stage and move forward. Therefore, policies are classified depending on
their maturity stage and their resilience dimension (see Figure 1). In addition to the five
maturity stages, the Resilience Maturity Model is structured in four resilience dimensions:
Leadership and Governance, Preparedness, Infrastructure and Robustness and Cooperation.
These four dimensions are also divided in sub-dimensions having a total of 10. The pre-
sented policies are inter-related between each other with predecessor relationships.
Therefore, policy implementation order will determine the efficiency of how the maturity
stages are obtained as before applying some policies others should have been implemented
before.

4 SMART MATURE RESILIENCE SYSTEM DYNAMICS MODEL
The System Dynamics based Interactive Learning Environment introduced in this paper
includes a pilot version as it contains 19 out of the 98 policies the Resilience Maturity
Model has. The aim of the Interactive Learning Environment is to provide a tool that enables
decision makers and crisis managers to train themselves and better understand the Resil-
ience Maturity Model in order to achieve higher resilience levels for their cities and
understand the path toward building resilience. The System Dynamics model and Interactive

MATURITY STAGES
STARTING | MODERATE | ADVANCED | ROBUST | VERTEBRATE

Palicy of starting
stage L dimension

RESILIENCE DIMENSIONS

Cooperation | Infrastructures | Preparedness | Leadership & Governance
ol
~

C1
Policy of
2 vertebrate stage C
dimension

Figure 1: Resilience Maturity Model structure.
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Learning Environment were built with the intention of serving users for decision making
and mental model enhancement. To develop this Interactive Learning Environment, we were
faced with two alternatives; desktop/mobile application and cloud/web-based. Several fea-
tures including cost, agility, and scalability were provided solely by the cloud/web-based
solution [28]. Moreover, it provides the possibility to be accessed anywhere, without the
need for particular software installation [28-31]. Accordingly, we went for the cloud/web-
based solution.

Several tools could provide the cloud/web-based solution like Forio Online Simulations,
iIMODELER, Insight Maker, Sysdea, isee Exchange, and BROADVIEW. InsightMaker is dis-
tinguished by being totally client-side without any need for a server other than a web-server/
web-hotel, in addition to being an open-source tool. Going for the InsightMaker solution
saves the cost of having a server dedicated for model solution every time a user wants to
simulate her/his scenario, and provides the freedom to distribute the solution among several
cities without any additional cost. Furthermore, the InsightMaker solution is integrated, as
there is no need for an additional System Dynamics model building software. The following
subsection introduces the Smart Mature Resilience System Dynamics Model in a nutshell,
followed by a subsection that describes the Smart Mature Resilience Interactive Learning
Environment more detailed.

4.1 Smart Mature Resilience System Dynamics Model

The System Dynamics model represents the structure of the Resilience Maturity Model and
determines the relationships between policies. As explained in Section 3, the Resilience
Maturity Model is composed of five different maturity stages and four resilience dimensions,
which are divided into different sub-dimensions. As a consequence of this structure, two
types of relationships have been defined: linear relationships and transversal relationships
(see Figure 2).

Linear relationships refer to temporal relationships that exist among the different maturity
stages. This means that policies in the lower maturity stages should be developed in order to
implement the policies in the higher maturity stages. For example, within each sub-dimen-
sion, policies in the ‘Starting’ stage should be developed in order to implement the policies in
the ‘Moderate’ stage, and similarly, policies in the ‘Moderate’ stage should be developed in
order to implement the policies in the ‘Advanced’ stage.

Transversal relationships refer to relationships among the policies in different dimensions
and sub-dimensions. Although the policies have been divided into different sub-dimensions,
these sub-dimensions are interrelated with each other. Therefore, within each maturity stage,
the relationships among the sub-dimensions have been defined (see Fig. 3). These transversal
relationships are maintained from one stage to the next one.

The Smart Mature Resilience System Dynamics model was built taking both linear and
transversal relationships into consideration. As a result, when the policies are not imple-
mented in the correct order, they will not be effective, and consequently, the user can
inefficiently spend money on implementing policies out of order, without improving the city
resilience level in terms of four different indicators computed by the model, namely: ‘Lead-
ership and Governance’, ‘Preparedness’, ‘Infrastructure and Resources’, and ‘Cooperation’
indicators. The indicators’ value is obtained through the average of the sub-dimensions,
which are calculated based on the sum of the implementation rate of each policy on that
sub-dimension multiplied by its effectiveness.
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Figure 2: Linear and transversal relationships in the simplified Resilience Maturity Model.
Black arrows for linear relationships and orange arrows for transversal relationships.
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4.2 Smart Mature Resilience System Dynamics based Interactive Learning Environment

The Interactive Learning Environment’s GUI as mentioned above is web-based. It was
developed using web technologies HTML, CSS, and JavaScript. The GUI is structured in
three different views; Initial view (see Fig. 4), Decisions view (see Fig. 5), and Results view
(see Fig. 6). The ‘Initial’ view enables users to enter the city’s current resilience level, either
by directly selecting one of the available SMART stages, or by setting individual policies’
current implementation values. In this view, all the applicable policies organized according to
their resilience dimension are shown with corresponding sliders to set these initial values.
This view has two buttons: one button to recall a dialogue-box which sets the current SMART
stage, and another button to change the view to the ‘Decisions’. Similar to that ‘Initial’ view,
the ‘Decision’ view shows all the applicable policies organized according to their resilience
dimension. In addition, this view, shows the available budget, the current year of simulation,
and ‘Simulate’ and ‘Reset’ buttons to advance simulation one step ahead and to stop the cur-
rent simulation and start a new one respectively. This view also has a button to change the
view to the ‘Results’ view. The ‘Results’ view summarizes the consequences of the taken

Decide your stage

Select your city current stage:
® STARTING

MODERATE

ADVANCED

ROBUST

VERTEBRAE

Figure 4: Initial view screen.

o2~0 SMR - Smart Mature Resilience
SMR &5
Please indicate your level of implementation goal for the following policies:

Incorporate resilience into visions, policies and strategles for city development pians €00 @ 100%
Align, integrate and connect resilience plan with national plan €00 @ 8%
Align, integrate and connect resillence plan with regional pian €00 @ 100%
Leadership and Conduct certification processes to achieve the conformity with existing standards €00 ° 5%
Governance Formalize the leamning process and institutionalize regular debriefing meetings €00 ° 0%
Develop leading Indicators for assessing the performance of the resillence action plan €00 ° 0%
Align, integrate and connect resilience plan with reg., nat. and inter. resiience management guidelines €00 ° 0%
Contribute in the development of standards on resilience guidelines and policies €00 'Y 0%
Take acoount ofinterdependencies when assessing and managing isk €00 @ 100%
Conduct frequent joint training exercises between European cities €00 ° 0%
Asses and manage a full range of risks. €00 @ 100%
Current year: 0 Budget left: € 3.00M > SIMULATE CRESET MRESULTS

Figure 5: Decision screen.
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Figure 6: Results screen.

decisions through behaviour-over-time graphs for each of the four indicators mentioned
above, implementation percentages for every policy and speedometers showing the resilience
SMART maturity stage on the level of each of the four different indicators. Indicators behav-
iour-over-time graphs were able to show three different scenarios selected by the user, the
code behind this behaviour-over-time graphs was adapted from Ref. [26, 27]. In this view the
available budget, the current year of simulation, the ‘Simulate’ and ‘Reset’ buttons are shown,
as well as a button to change the view back to the ‘Decision’ view.

The user will firstly establish the initial situation defining which maturity level the city is
in. Afterwards, the simulation will start and the user will decide which policies implement
and up to what percentage. In order to obtain some results and study the consequences of the
implemented policies, the user will press the ‘Simulate’ button stepping forward two years
every time. Consequently, the available budget will decrease and the ‘Results’ view will show
the effects of the taken decisions. Apart from that, depending on the taken decisions, every
four years the users will receive some pop-up help messages showing the errors they are
committing regarding the precedence relationships and suggestions about which policies
should be implemented to improve their performance.

5 WORKSHOP

In order to validate and assure the effectiveness of the Smart Mature Resilience pilot Interac-
tive Learning Environment, a one-day workshop was carried out the 6th of March of 2017
with a total of 30 participants from the cities of Bristol, Rome, Riga, Glasgow, Vejle, Kris-
tiansand and Donostia in addition to Smart Mature Resilience project academic partners:
Tecnun, University of Navarra, The Centre for Integrated Emergency Management (CIEM)
of the University of Adger, Linkdping University (LIU), University of Strathclyde and the
German Institute for Standardization (DIN).

The participants worked in small heterogeneous groups formed by people from different
origins and with diverse backgrounds. The validation process had two main objectives:
receive feedback from the users regarding the usability of the Interactive Learning Environ-
ment and validate the linear and transversal relationships that compose the logic of the causal
relationships in the System Dynamics model.

Overall, the comments obtained from the participants were positive and they considered
that the Interactive Learning Environment was useful for cities to better understand the
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Resilience Maturity Model and therefore to train them to be well prepared for future crisis.
However, they also made several comments to improve the tool.

6 RESULTS
The received feedback comments were classified depending on whether the comment was
related to the System Dynamics model or the GUI.

6.1 The System Dynamics Model

Users found the results given by the model were coherent, yet some could be more realistic.
In the following list, the most highlighted comments and suggestions are presented:

1. The Interactive Learning Environment defines the implementation level of a policy
through a percentage applied by the user. However, participants pointed it would be
more realistic to calculate the implementation level of a policy deciding the amount of
resources the user wants to invest in each policy.

2. Regarding policy cost, the pilot version assumed all the policies cost the same. Neverthe-
less, the participants said it was not realistic to be so, each policy should have different
unitary cost and their maintenance should be different too.

3. The Interactive Learning Environment defines the available budget from the beginning,
and they pointed out it was not a realistic situation. Therefore, they suggested having
an annual budget which could be defined by the user at the beginning and also have the
opportunity to change it in the middle of the game in order to represent budget cuts.

4. The Interactive Learning Environment is based on policies’ relationships which are de-
fined with the same weight and importance. Participants suggested that in order to be
more realistic, both linear and transversal relationships should have stronger or weaker
relationships for each case and be more or less important to achieve resilience.

Once the suggestions were discussed, the 1st and 3rd comments were implemented in the
new version of the model. For the cases of the 2nd and 4th suggestions, two questionaries’
have been carried out in order to parameterize the values of the model.

6.2 The Graphical User Interface

In general, participants found the GUI visually easy to understand, yet not so intuitive. In the
following list, the most highlighted comments and suggestions are presented:

1. Inthe GUI, only the names of the policies are shown, yet they are not defined. The partic-
ipants suggested a brief explanation of the policy appear when the mouse hover over the
policy name. This should help a user to better understand what he/she is implementing.

2. The policies in the GUI were classified only depending on their resilience dimension.
However, the participants also asked to sort them depending on the maturity stage to
facilitate understanding the implementation order.

3. The resulting graphs and percentages were just defined in the model’s user guide. The
participants suggested adding a brief explanation of the meaning of these graphs and
percentages which appear when the mouse hover over these elements.

4.  When defining the initial situation of the city in the Initial page, the participants were
confused, as they thought they were already doing the simulation. Therefore, they asked
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to differentiate more clearly when the user is defining the initial state and when the
simulation starts.

5. Related to the indicators, they commented that the actual indicators were useful, yet the
evolution of the spent money should also appear as a result. They suggested adding both
a general behaviour-over-time graph with the evolution of the total budget and a specific
graph with the budget spent on each resilience dimension as well.

6. In general, the comments related to the feedback messages were positive. However, a
group of the participants found the messages to be too long to read comfortably. This
group suggested highlighting the policies appearing in the feedback messages in the
decisions-screen to easily identify them.

7. Considering that the Interactive Learning Environment the participants were using was
a pilot version, they suggested that the final version should give them the opportunity to
save the obtained results and be able to share them with colleagues.

After analysing the suggestions, some decisions were taken. For the suggestions 1, 2, 3, 5 and
6 the comments of the participants were implemented in the updated version of the model. In
the case of suggestion 4, a third screen with a brief explanation of the model has been designed
which appears at the beginning of the simulation. Finally, for the 7th suggestion, the updated
version not only enables to save the results but to download them and send them to any other
player.

7 CONCLUSION

Disasters are increasing significantly lately leading to a pressing need for developing city
resilience. However, there is a lack of practical examples, which provide sequential steps
toward building resilience. In this context, the European project ‘Smart Mature Resilience’
appears with the objective of developing Resilience Management Guideline based on 5 tools.
One of these tools is a System Dynamics model, which is encapsulated in an Interactive
Learning Environment. Interactive Learning Environments have been recently used for
didactical objectives to train and give users better understanding of the issues addressed, as
they have shown to provide high benefits compared to traditional methods. Therefore, the
main objective of our System Dynamics model is to provide a tool to better understand both
the Resilience Maturity Model and the most appropriate path to gain resilience.

This paper presents a beta version of the System Dynamics Interactive Learning Environ-
ment developed for the Smart Mature Resilience project. The presented beta version is evaluated
and validated through a workshop from which the most highlighted comments are also pre-
sented and discussed in this paper. The paper concludes with a set of requirements the Interactive
Learning Environment and the System Dynamics model must fulfil in the final version.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

Smart Mature Resilience is a European project funded by European Union’s Horizon 2020
(H2020-EU.3.7., project ref. 653569) which started the 1st of June of 2015 and will finish the
31st of May of 2018.

REFERENCES

[1] Kundzewicz, Z.W., Disaster aftermath. In Encyclopedia of public health, W. Kirch, Ed.
Springer Netherlands, pp. 269-284, 2008. Available at: http://link.springer.com/refer-
enceworkentry/10.1007/978-1-4020-5614-7_811. (Accessed 08 May, 2017)



(2]

(3]

(4]

(5]

(6]

(7]

(8]

(9]

[10]

(11]
[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

M. Iturriza, et al., Int. J. of Safety and Security Eng., Vol. 7, No. 3 (2017) 377

Perrow, C., Next catastrophe: reducing our vulnerabilities to natural, industrial, and
terrorist disasters. Princeton University Press, 2011. Available at: http://www.jstor.org/
stable/j.ctt7t4cl

United Nations Development Programme, A call for action: disaster risk reduction
makes development sustainable, 2014 [Online]. Available at: http://www.undp.org/
content/dam/undp/library/crisis%20prevention/UNDP_CPR_CTA_20140901.pdf. (ac-
cessed 08 May, 2017).

Swiss Re, Natural catastrophes and man-made disasters in 2015: Asia suffers sub-
stantial losses, 2016. Available at: http://media.swissre.com/documents/sigmal_2016_
en.pdf. (accessed 08 May, 2017).

de Ville de Goyet, C., Marti, R.Z. & Osorio, C., Natural disaster mitigation and relief. In
Disease control priorities in developing countries, 2nd ed., D.T. Jamison, J.G. Breman,
A.R. Measham, G. Alleyne, M. Claeson, D.B. Evans, P. Jha, A. Mills, & P. Musgrove,
Eds. Washington, DC: World Bank, 2006. Available at: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/
books/NBK11792/. (Accessed 08 May, 2017).

United Nations, Living with Risk: a global review of disaster reduction initiatives. New
York: UNO-Verl, 2004 [Online]. Available at: http://www.unisdr.org/we/inform/publi-
cations/657. (Accessed 08 May, 2017)

“What is the EU doing?,” Climate Action - European Commission, 23-November-2016.
[Online]. Available at: https://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/adaptation/what_en.
(accessed 08 May, 2017).

Valdés, H.M., Amaratunga, D. & Haigh, R., Making cities resilient: from awareness to
implementation. International Journal of Disaster Resilience in the Built Environment,
4(1), pp. 5-8, 2013.

https://doi.org/10.1108/17595901311299035

Oteng-Ababio, M., Sarfo, K.O. & Owusu-Sekyere, E., Exploring the realities of resil-
ience: case study of Kantamanto market fire in Accra, Ghana. International Journal of
Disaster Risk Reduction, 12, pp. 311-318, 2015.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2015.02.005

Singh-Peterson, L., Salmon, P., Baldwin, C. & Goode, N., Deconstructing the concept
of shared responsibility for disaster resilience: a Sunshine Coast case study, Australia.
Natural Hazards, 719(2), pp. 755-774, 2015.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11069-015-1871-y

“Smart Mature Resilience Project,” Smart Mature Resilience Project. [Online]. Avail-
able at: http://www.smr-project.eu/home/. (accessed 07 May, 2017)

Sterman, J., Business dynamics: systems thinking and modelling for a complex world.
McGraw Hill Higher Education, 2000.

Maier, FH. & GroBler, A., What are we talking about?—A taxonomy of computer
simulations to support learning. System Dynamics Review, 16(2), pp. 135-148, 2000.
https://doi.org/10.1002/1099-1727(200022)16:2<135::aid-sdr193>3.0.c0;2-p

Qudrat-Ullah, H., Better decision making in complex, dynamic tasks: training with hu-
man-facilitated interactive learning environments. Springer, 2014.

Groesser, S.N., Mental model of dynamic systems. In Encyclopedia of the sciences of
learning, PD.N.M. Seel, Ed. Springer US, pp. 2195-2200, 2012 [Online]. Available at:
http://link.springer.com/referenceworkentry/10.1007/978-1-4419-1428-6_1838. (Ac-
cessed 04 February, 2015).



378

[16]

(17]

(18]

(19]

(20]

(21]

(22]

(23]

(24]

[25]

(26]

(27]

(28]

M. Iturriza, et al., Int. J. of Safety and Security Eng., Vol. 7, No. 3 (2017)

Davidsen, P.I., Issues in the design and use of system-dynamics-based interactive learn-
ing environments. Simulation & Gaming, 31(2), pp. 170-177, 2000.
https://doi.org/10.1177/104687810003100204

Guillén-Nieto, V. & Aleson-Carbonell, M., Serious games and learning effectiveness:
The case of It’s a Deal! Computers & Education, 58(1), pp. 435-448, 2012.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2011.07.015

Mayer, L., Bekebrede, G., Harteveld, C., Warmelink, H., Zhou, Q., Van Ruijven, T.,
Lo, J., Kortmann, R. & Wenzler, 1., he research and evaluation of serious games: toward
a comprehensive methodology. British Journal of Educational Technology, 45(3), pp.
502-527,2014.

https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12067

Kiili, K., Digital game-based learning: towards an experiential gaming model. The
Internet and Higher Education, 8(1), pp. 13-24, 2005.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2004.12.001

Kuriger, G.W., Wan, H., Mirehei, S.M., Tamma, S. & Chen, FF., A web-based lean
simulation game for office operations: training the other side of a lean enterprise. Simu-
lation & Gaming, 41(4), pp. 487-510, 2010.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046878109334945

Kebritchi, M., Hirumi, A. & Bai, H., The effects of modern mathematics computer
games on mathematics achievement and class motivation. Computers & Education,
55(2), pp. 427-443, 2010.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2010.02.007

Wouters, P., van Nimwegen, C., van Oostendorp, H. & van der Spek, E.D., A meta-anal-
ysis of the cognitive and motivational effects of serious games. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 105(2), pp. 249-265, 2013.

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031311

Ke, F., A qualitative meta-analysis of computer games as learning tools. Gaming and
Simulations, 2009.

Sitzmann, T., A meta-analytic examination of the instructional effectiveness of comput-
er-based simulation games. Personnel Psychology, 64(2), pp. 489528, 2011.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2011.01190.x

Hamari, J., Koivisto, J. & Sarsa, H., Does gamification work? - A literature review
of empirical studies on gamification. Proceedings of the Annual Hawaii International
Conference on System Sciences, pp. 3025-3034, 2014.

Abdelgawad, A., Radianti, J., Snaprud, M. & Krogstie, J., Experimentation with a
system dynamics based interactive learning environment: a case study of accessibility
of Norwegian municipalities websites. International Journal of Simulation Systems,
Science & Technology, 17(35), pp. 11, 2016.

Abdelgawad, A.A., Radianti, J., Snaprud, M.H. & Krogstie, J., Disabled people from
welfare to jobs: an interactive learning environment experimental investigation. In
Proceedings of the 34rd International Conference of the System Dynamics Society,
Delft, The Netherlands, 2016. Available at: http://www.systemdynamics.org/confer-
ences/2016/proceed/papers/P1158.pdf. (accessed 09 Feburary, 2017).

Nakazawa, M., Koizumi, D. & Hirasawa, S., The influence of QoS on e-learning envi-
ronment under virtual desktop infrastructure, pp. 174—178, 2012.



(29]

(30]

(31]

M. Iturriza, et al., Int. J. of Safety and Security Eng., Vol. 7, No. 3 (2017) 379

Aljenaa, E., Al-Anzi, FS. & Alshayeji, M., Towards an efficient e-learning sys-
tem based on cloud computing. In Proceedings of the Second Kuwait Conference on
e-Services and e-Systems, New York, NY, USA, pp. 13:1-13:7, 2012. Available at:
http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/2107556.2107569. (accessed 22 November, 2016).
Kitanov, S. & Davcev, D., Mobile cloud computing environment as a support for mobile
learning, pp. 99-105, 2012.

Masud, M.A.H. & Huang, X., A novel approach for adopting cloud-based e-learning sys-
tem. 2012 IEEE/ACIS 11th International Conference on Computer and Information Science,
pp. 37-42, 2012.



